August 11, 2021
Ms. Denise Venegas
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001
Re:
City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 – Hosted Short-Term
Rental Ordinance
Dear Ms. Venegas:
On behalf of the Travel Technology Association (“Travel Tech”), thank you for the opportunity
to comment on the City of Malibu’s December 7, 2020, Local Coastal Program Amendment No.
19-003 – Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance (the “LCPA”) submittal. Travel Tech is the
leading voice of the travel technology industry and advocates for public policy that promotes
transparency and competition in the marketplace, encourages innovation, and preserves
consumer choice. Travel Tech represents the leading innovators in travel technology, including
global distribution systems, online travel agencies, metasearch engines, short-term rental
(“STR”) platforms, and travel management companies.
Travel Tech commends the California Coastal Commission (“Commission”) for its unwavering
commitment to promoting access to the California coast and its efforts to ensure all
people−particularly low- and middle-income households−have the opportunity to experience this
distinct and valuable public resource. Travel Tech’s STR platform members have supported this
commitment by connecting adventurers with affordable and accessible accommodations in
homes up and down the California coast. Our members’ technology democratizes and diversifies
available travel experiences and has made visiting the coast a reality for thousands of families
over the last 20 years.
Unfortunately, the LCPA submitted by Malibu hinders the Commission’s and Travel Tech’s
efforts to facilitate access to the California coast, and we respectfully request that the
Commission recommend changes that will foster an inclusionary environment in Malibu where
all people can experience the City and access the natural beauty of its coast.
I.

THE LCPA WOULD DEVASTATE THE OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATION
MARKET IN MALIBU

While Travel Tech members’ commitment to the democratization, diversification, and
accessibility of travel has opened the California coast for thousands of new visitors, the City’s
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LCPA would set these advances back by decades in Malibu. The LCPA also would establish
dangerous precedent by helping enable cities up and down the California coast to build virtual
walls around themselves through the banning of overnight accommodations that are most
attractive and affordable to families – STRs.
The City’s submitted LCPA application includes an “LCP Consistency Analysis” asserting:
No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitor-serving
accommodations results from the amendment. The amendment ensures that a
variety of visitor-serving accommodations is available in the City. The
amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals which can be more
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner or long-term
tenant is also on the site. In addition, the amendments allow for a limited
number of multifamily units to be used for short-term rentals, which is
currently prohibited.1
The City did not provide any evidentiary support for these findings. The City’s application2 does
not include data or analysis supporting the assertion that the LCPA will not lead to the removal
of lower cost opportunities. The City also fails to provide any data or analysis regarding the
potential impacts of the going-forward pricing of hotel/motel rooms and remaining STRs.
We are aware that on April 7, 2021, the City provided the Commission with additional
information3 regarding the LCPA, but this Supplemental Letter still does not provide any
evidence to support a conclusion that the LCPA will not convert or remove lower cost visitorserving accommodations. It also does not provide any evidence to demonstrate how the City’s
LCPA will “protect and encourage” existing visitor-serving opportunities.4 In fact, as discussed
below, evidence demonstrates that the LCPA will have an adverse effect on the overnight
lodging market in Malibu by removing the types of accommodations most attractive and
affordable to families and increasing the cost for the limited remaining supply.5
A.

The LCPA Will Effectively Ban the Accommodations Most Attractive to Families

CBRE Hotels Advisory (“CBRE”) analyzed the potential impacts of the LCPA and found “entire
home” single-family residences (“Entire Home SFs”) were the most widely offered STRs in the
City, accounting for approximately 63% of the analyzed STR supply.6 This makes sense. Travel
Tech member Airbnb previously reported, “nearly all families that travel utilizing Airbnb choose
Excerpt from City of Malibu LCP Amendment Submittal (Dec. 7, 2020), p. 10 (Attachment A). To view the submittal
in full, see <malibucity.org/DocumentCenter/View/27373/ADMIN-RECORD>.
2
See generally id.
3
See Justine Kendall, Associate Planner, letter to Denise Venegas, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal
Commission, Apr. 7, 2021 (“Supplemental Letter”) (Attachment B).
4
Malibu LCP, Land Use Plan, Ch. 2, § C, subd. 2.34 2.36 (Attachment C).
5
CBRE Commercial Real Estate Services, Impact of Proposed Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance on the Supply
and Pricing of Overnight Accommodations in the City of Malibu, California (June 10, 2021) (“CBRE Report”)
(Attachment D).
6
CBRE defines “Entire Home SFs” as STRs where the guest has complete and sole access to the rented dwelling unit
during his or her stay. Id. at p. 1.
1
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a home over a hotel/motel because it offers more amenities, such as more room, a kitchen for
preparing meals, and common spaces for the family to enjoy together (like backyards).”7 Indeed,
Commission staff recently reminded the City of San Diego that “the attractiveness of vacation
rentals for many families is the kitchen facilities and expanded living space facilitating an
extended stay[.]”8 Commissioner Dayna Bochco summarized the allure of STRs in homes by
explaining that “[a]ccess means the way you get to go to the beach and stay there with family,
and that means less money and more amenities.”9
The LCPA requires that single-family residences offered as STRs serve as the primary residence
of the owner, and it only permits the rental of a single-family residence as an STR if the
owner/owner’s representative maintains a physical presence onsite during the rental. Given these
severe restrictions, CBRE estimates the LCPA will reduce the supply of Entire Home SFs
nights in Malibu by approximately 95%, effectively banning the most attractive
accommodations for families.10
CBRE further concluded that “entire home” apartments and condominiums (“Entire Home
Apt/Condos”) were the second most widely offered STRs in the City, accounting for
approximately 25% of the analyzed STR supply.11 But the LCPA only permits the owner of an
individual condominium to offer that unit as an STR if (1) the unit functions as the owner’s
primary residence and (2) the owner/representative remains physically present onsite during the
rental.12 Further, the owner of a multifamily residential building can only offer a maximum of
two units as STRs.13 Given these restrictions, CBRE estimates the LCPA will reduce the supply
of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights in Malibu by approximately 67%.14
B.

The LCPA Will Effectively Ban the Accommodations Most Affordable to
Families

In the Supplemental Letter, the City calculated an average nightly room rate for hotels/motels in
Malibu, but excluded the Nobu Ryokan from the average “since the hotel is a boutique hotel and
the rates can skew the average hotel rate in the City.”15 However, when providing the average
rate for short-term rentals, it appears that the City did not exclude the high-end homes offered as

John Choi, Airbnb Director of Public Policy, letter to Denise Venegas, Coastal Program Analyst, California Coastal
Commission, Jan. 13, 2021, p. 4 (exhibits omitted) (Attachment E).
8
Deborah N. Lee, District Manager, San Diego Coast District, California Coastal Commission, letter to City of San
Diego City Council, July 13, 2018, p. 2 (Attachment F).
9
Remarks of Commissioner Dayna Bochco, Coastal Commission Hearing (June 7, 2018) <https://calspan.org/unipage/?site=cal-span&owner=CCC&date=2018-06-07>.
10
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 8.
11
CBRE defines “Entire Home Apt/Condo” as an STR “where the guest has complete and sole access to the rented
dwelling unit during their stay.” Id. at p. 2.
12
City of Malibu Ordinance No. 472, § 17.55.040, subd. A (Attachment G).
13
Id., § 17.55.040, subd. B.
14
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 10.
15
City Supplemental Letter, supra note 3, at p. 4.
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STRs in Malibu.16 Malibu’s somewhat disingenuous presentation of pricing information to the
Commission is concerning. CBRE reviewed the City’s report and reported that the City “data
excluded the Nobu Ryokan which is the highest rated hotel in Malibu which means the actual
ADR for the aggregated hotel/motel rooms in Malibu is higher than [the] $758 figure reported by
the city.”17
The LCPA will, objectively, remove a significant number of the currently available, lower-cost
overnight accommodations from the Malibu market. When considering the cost per person, the
loss of STRs is even more troubling. The current prevalence of larger STRs in Malibu (the City
previously reported approximately 62% of STRs in the City are three bedrooms or more18)
makes it particularly suitable for families, as the per-person cost to stay in these larger STR
units is significantly lower than hotels/motels, and these STRs typically provide kitchens,
parking, and other cost-saving amenities. The LCPA will devastate this important lower-cost
accommodation option for families in Malibu.19
C.

The LCPA Will Cause an Insufficient Supply of Accommodations in Malibu

Given the City’s world-renowned reputation for its beaches and millions of visitors every year,
the overnight lodging market in Malibu is wholly insufficient without STRs. CBRE notes the
City has just five currently operating hotels/motels totaling 117 rooms.20 The table below shows
how limited Malibu’s lodging opportunities are compared to other similar coastal vacation
destinations in Central and Southern California.21
Central/Southern
California Hotel and Motel Lodging Supply
Jurisdiction
Malibu
Carmel-by-the-Sea
La Jolla (San Diego)
Laguna Beach
Manhattan Beach
Newport Beach
Oxnard
Pismo Beach
Santa Barbara

Rooms
117
1,541
2,810
1,679
1,016
3,056
1,474
2,102
3,646

See ibid. Regardless, based on the City’s own analysis, if a family visiting Malibu needed more than one hotel
room, they would be looking at spending $1,514, nearly $500 more than the City’s reported average short-term
rental rate.
17
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 14 (emphasis in original).
18
Malibu Council Agenda Report, Item 4.B: Short-Term Rental Ordinance at p. 3, July 9, 2018 City Council
Meeting (Attachment H).
19
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 15 (“A family or large household utilizing a motel/hotel would have to rent
multiple motel/hotel rooms to replicate what they receive via the entire single-family homes on the short-term rental
platforms. As such, the motel/hotel option for these types of travelers in Malibu would be considerably more
expensive as compared to what is available on the various short-term rental platforms.”)
20
Id. at pp. 3–4.
21
Id. at p. 4.
16
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Santa Monica
3,976
Source: Smith Travel Research as compiled by CBRE
CBRE concluded that the implementation of the LCPA will lead to a decrease from 105,389
annual room nights in Malibu to 55,882 annual room nights, a nearly 50% reduction.22
CBRE’s conclusions align with evidence submitted to (and ignored by) the City during the
City’s administrative process. Travel Tech member Airbnb informed Malibu in September 2020
that the LCPA would “eliminate hundreds of accommodations in the City” and remove “an
estimated tens of thousands of room nights annually.”23 Airbnb also informed the City that,
based on its extensive experience in markets around the world and available research, “[g]iven
the lack of traditional overnight accommodations and the decades long reliance on STRs in
Malibu for vacation rentals, removing a significant portion of STRs from the market will have
potentially devastating impacts to the accessibility and affordability of the Malibu vacation rental
market.”24
Expedia Group, another Travel Tech member and parent to short-term rental platform Vrbo,
offered similar guidance. In a letter dated September 14, 2020, Expedia Group warned that
Malibu’s LPCA would “devastate the availability of vacation rentals, in turn significantly
limiting the lodging options available to traveling families and drastically increasing costs…
leav[ing] serious doubt as to [the LPCA’s] compliance with Malibu’s mandate to protect
affordable transient accommodations ‘to the maximum feasible extent.’”
CBRE’s conclusions confirm our members’ fears, and the insufficient supply of overnight
accommodations to meet the demand will create a major accessibility problem in Malibu. Based
on the expected substantial reduction in the total supply of overnight accommodations under the
LCPA, all visitors to Malibu will face higher prices for their rentals.25 Further, by effectively
eliminating Entire Home SF STRs, the LCPA will prohibit families from staying in the City that
either cannot afford multiple hotel or motel rooms or feel uncomfortable residing with a host.26
Id. at p. 12. The total annual room nights does not include nights associated with RV sites or tent sites in the City.
CBRE concluded these “types of accommodations are not directly comparable to hotels/motels or Entire Homes SFs
and Entire Home Apt/Condos. Travelers utilizing the RV park would be required to secure a recreational vehicle either
by renting or owning it. As a result, this mode of travel would be viewed as less convenient to many travelers seeking
accommodations in Malibu.” Id. at p. 13. However, even when accounting for these types of alternative
accommodations, the LCPA will still result in the removal of tens of thousands of nights and the demand for overnight
accommodations will exceed supply. Id.
23
John Choi, Airbnb Public Policy Manager, letter to Mayor Pierson and the Malibu City Council, Sept. 14, 2020, pp.
1, 2 (exhibits omitted) (Attachment I).
24
Id. at p. 2.
25
For additional details on the potential impacts to the cost of overnight accommodations in the City from the removal
of existing STRs, see discussion infra Section III.
26
Often families do not prefer hosted accommodations. Commission Vice Chair Donne Brownsey acknowledged this
during the Commission’s consideration of Santa Cruz County’s STR regulation in January 2021, stating: “Clearly the
market is revealing there is less interest in hosted accommodations for whatever reason and I just think taking that 42
[STRs] which is a significant portion of the currently available vacation rentals and moving them to hosted is too
much.”
Coastal
Commission
Hearing
(Jan.
13,
2021)
<https://cal-span.org/unipage/?site=calspan&owner=CCC&date=2021-01-13>.
22
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II.

THE LCPA CONFLICTS WITH THE COASTAL ACT AND MALIBU LCP
ACCESSIBILITY MANDATES

California adopted the Coastal Act to maximize public access and recreational opportunities
within coastal areas statewide.27 The Coastal Act mandates “maximum access” along the coast
for “all the people,” and “[a] lack of affordable accommodations [is considered] a barrier to
coastal access.”28 The California Attorney General recognized in a recent Court of Appeal brief
filed on behalf of the Commission:
To help ensure that coastal areas have sufficient overnight accommodations
for visitors, the Commission is tasked with ensuring that local plans protect
and, where feasible, provide such accommodations.29
STRs play a critical role in providing those accommodations. Commission staff recently
reported:
[STRs] provide a significant supplement to traditional visitor-serving
overnight accommodations, promoting public access and visitor-serving
opportunities to coastal communities. The provision of overnight visitorserving accommodations, such as [short-term lodgings], serves a significant
purpose as a subset of visitor-serving uses that promotes public coastal access
and provides California residents and visitors one way to enjoy the coast.
Overnight visitor-serving accommodations allow public members who do not
reside within a day’s journey to the coast an opportunity to enjoy the
coastline.30
The California Court of Appeal recently concluded the same, determining that the City of Santa
Barbara’s attempts to prohibit short-term rentals in the Coastal Zone conflicted with the Coastal
Act’s goal of improving the availability of accommodations along the Coast.31
The City’s own LCP recognizes that “[a] broad policy goal of California’s Coastal Management
Program is to maximize the provision of coastal access and recreation consistent with the
protection of public rights, private property rights, and coastal resources as required by the
California Constitution and . . . the Coastal Act.”32 Malibu’s LCP also adopts the following
policies to implement this goal:
2.34 – Existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities, including overnight
accommodations, shall be protected to the maximum feasible extent. New lower cost
Pub. Resources Code §§ 30001.5, subd. (c) and 30210.
Pub. Resources Code §§ 30210 and 31411.
29
Amicus Curiae Brief of [the] California Coastal Commission at pp. 19–20, Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara (Ct.
App., May 21, 2020, No. B300528) (Attachment J).
30
California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Laguna Beach Major Amendment Request No. LCP-5LGB-19-0074-1 (Short Term Lodgings), pp. 23–24 (Attachment J).
31
Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara (2021) 63 Cal. App. 5th 1089, 1097.
32
Malibu LCP, supra note 4, Ch. 2, § A, subd. 1.
27
28

6

visitor and recreation facilities, including overnight accommodations, shall be
encouraged and provided, where designated on the LUP Map. Priority shall be given to
developments that include public recreational opportunities. New or expanded facilities
shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas
and visual resources.
2.36 – Coastal recreational and visitor serving uses and opportunities, especially lower
cost opportunities, shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided by both
public and private means. Removal or conversion of existing lower cost opportunities
shall be prohibited unless the use will be replaced with another offering comparable
visitor serving or recreational opportunities.33
The LCPA conflicts with these access principles and policies by causing a significant decrease
(over 50,000 nights annually) in existing (and generally lower-cost)34 visitor-serving overnight
accommodations in Malibu.35 Public access implications in Malibu are particularly stark given
the lack of hotel/motel rooms in the City. Malibu is an important visitor-serving coastal
destination,36 but unlike other coastal communities with significant supplies of traditional
lodging (including Santa Monica with nearly 4,000 hotel/motel rooms and Laguna Beach with
more than 1,600 hotel/motel rooms),37 Malibu has fewer than 120 hotel/motel rooms to serve its
millions of visitors each year.38 With the scarcity of hotel/motel rooms, it is no surprise that
STRs make up a significant component of the City’s visitor-serving infrastructure. CBRE
reported: “[l]ooking collectively at hotels, motels, and STRs in the City, we estimate that STRs
listed on Airbnb and Vrbo account for over 60% of the total supply of overnight
accommodations. This is significantly higher than the national average which in 2019 was
estimated to be approximately 10 [%] of the traditional overnight hotel/motel room supply.”39
The Commission repeatedly has found that jurisdictions seeking to restrict the availability of
STRs in their communities (as Malibu does here with its LCPA) violate the Coastal Act. For
example, in 2018, the County of Santa Barbara (the “County”) submitted an LCP amendment
that would have prohibited STRs outside one beachside residential zone and forced 142 existing
STRs to stop operating.40 Under the County’s proposed amendment, STRs still would have been
allowed in commercial zones, and “homestays” (similar to hosted rentals) would have been
permitted in almost all zones.41 But the Commission rejected the amendment, along with a lessId. at § C, subds. 2.34 & 2.36.
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 12.
35
See Greenfield v. Mandalay Shores Community Ass’n (2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 896, 901 (“Here the STR ban changes
the intensity of use and access to single-family residences in the Oxnard Coastal Zone.”).
36
See Malibu LCP, supra note 4, Ch. 2 § A (“The beaches of Malibu are world-famous tourist destinations for millions
of visitors annually from foreign countries, all 50 states of the U.S., as well as to residents of cities and towns located
throughout California.”).
37
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 5.
38
See ibid.
39
Id. at p. 12.
40
California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on Santa Barbara County Local Coastal Program Amendment No.
LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3 (Short-Term Rentals Ordinance) (Attachment K).
41
Id.
33
34
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restrictive version proposed by Commission staff that would have included guesthouses in the
County’s definition of “homestays.” Commissioner Steve Padilla accurately summarized the
Commission’s mandate when he opined:
Our standard is one of maintenance or improvement . . . what we are realizing
here is a net reduction in the availability of low cost visitor serving, so this
Commissioner cannot make that finding that we are somehow consistent with
the LUP and the Coastal Act.42
More recently, in July 2020, the Commission rejected an LCP amendment submitted by the City
of Oxnard that would have permitted hosted and non-hosted STRs in all residential zones, but
would have capped non-hosted STRs at 5% of residential units, and would have required a 200foot buffer between non-hosted STRs.43 As detailed in the Staff Report:
[Oxnard’s proposed STR] restrictions would result in reduced options for the
people who most need the economies of scale that STRs can offer to groups
and families on the coast, and could cause a reduction in the current number of
STRs operating in the City. Thus, the amendment, as proposed, does not
adequately protect STRs as a valuable visitor-serving accommodation (that
can often be lower-cost) within the City’s coastal zone, nor does it adequately
protect and maximize public recreational and access opportunities
(particularly in relation to the role that overnight accommodations play in
providing such opportunities).44
The Commission proposed modifications to Oxnard’s LCP amendment to increase the cap of
non-hosted STRs to 10% and decrease the buffer between non-hosted STRs to 100 feet in the
most popular beachfront neighborhoods, as well as to permit existing transient occupancy taxpaying STRs to continue operating.45
Malibu’s LCPA is significantly more restrictive than the regulations previously rejected by the
Commission. For example, unlike the Santa Barbara County proposal, which would have
permitted STRs to continue operating without restrictions in commercial zones and one
beachside residential zone, Malibu’s LCPA will impose its restrictions in all zones. And unlike
the City of Oxnard, which would have allowed limited numbers of non-hosted STRs in all
zoning districts on the coast, the LCPA will completely prohibit non-hosted STRs in singlefamily residences and individually owned condominiums.
Malibu’s LCPA will also impact the availability of overnight accommodations more
significantly than the Commission-rejected Santa Barbara County or Oxnard proposals. The
County of Santa Barbara has 206 hotel rooms in its coastal zone to accommodate overnight
Remarks of Commissioner Steve Padilla, Coastal Commission Hearing (May 10, 2018) <https://calspan.org/unipage/?site=cal-span&owner=CCC&date=2018-05-10>.
43
California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Oxnard Local Coastal Program Amendment No. LCP-4OXN-20-0008-1 (Short Term Rentals), p. 2, staff recommendation adopted July 10, 2020 (Attachment L).
44
Id. at pp. 15–16.
45
Id. at p. 16.
42
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visitors.46 The City of Oxnard has 367 hotel rooms and a new 210-room hotel planned in its
coastal zone.47 By contrast, Malibu has fewer than 120 hotel and motel rooms, and the LCPA
will result in the established demand for STRs outstripping future supply, leading to both
reduced access (particularly for families) and increased costs.48 Simply stated, the City’s
approach does not maintain or improve access and expressly conflicts with the Coastal Act and
the City’s LCP.49
III.

THE LCPA WILL ADVERSELY IMPACT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE
REMAINING OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATIONS IN MALIBU

The Commission and its staff have long recognized that the STR of single-family residences may
provide a lower cost alternative to renting hotel or motel rooms for large families or groups of
individuals. The effective elimination of this type of offering in Malibu will not only devastate
the existing overnight accommodation market in the City, it will also increase costs for those less
desirable accommodations that remain. CBRE concludes the LCPA will:
•

Result in the removal of a significant percentage of the most popular overnight
accommodation types in Malibu;

•

Remove lower-cost overnight accommodations;

•

Significantly reduce the affordability of remaining STRs;

•

Increase the average daily rate of hotel/motel rooms in Malibu; and

•

Make Malibu less affordable to visitors.50

Other studies reach the same conclusion. Travel Tech member Airbnb worked with Dr. Philip
King, Associate Professor of Economics at San Francisco State University, who recently
authored Unequal Access: Protecting Affordable Accommodations Along California’s Coast.51
Dr. King’s March 2020 report found that the “high cost of accommodation along the coast
presents a significant barrier for many households. The supply of affordable rooms fails to meet
the demand of millions of residents who do not live close enough to the coast to make a

Santa Barbara County Coastal Commission Staff Report, supra note 37, at p. 3; see also Four Seasons Resort the
Biltmore Santa Barbara Facts <https://press.fourseasons.com/santabarbara/hotel-facts/> [last visited Sept. 10, 2020]
(reflecting that the hotel has 206 rooms).
47
Oxnard Coastal Commission Staff Report, supra note 40, at pp. 10–11.
48
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at pp. 12–14; see also King & Jenkins, Unequal Access: Protecting Affordable
Accommodations Along the California Coast (Aug. 12, 2020) (Attachment M); supra Section I.B.
49
Pub. Resources Code § 30214; San Diego Unified Port Dist. v. Cal. Coastal Com. (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 1111,
1141–42 (giving great weight to the Commission’s interpretation that visitor facilities mandate overnight
accommodations); Surfrider Found. v. Cal. Coastal Com. (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 151, 158 (“[T]he public access and
recreational policies of the Coastal Act should be broadly construed to encompass all impediments to access, whether
direct or indirect, physical or nonphysical.”).
50
CBRE Report, supra note 5, at p. 15.
51
King & Jenkins, supra note 45.
46
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daytrip.”52 It further determined that STRs can increase the supply of lower cost
accommodations along the California coast and expand access.53
Dr. King offers:
Short-term rentals provide a relatively simple and generally sustainable way
to increase access to the coast, yet many coastal communities have enacted
restrictive regulations that increase the cost of accommodations and force
low and moderate income visitors away from the coast.54
Malibu’s LCPA does just that: it increases costs and pushes away low- and moderate-income
visitors. Malibu’s efforts exacerbate locally the problems faced by the broader California coastal
community. As summarized in Unequal Access:
California’s coast has become increasingly inaccessible—with the majority
of areas far more affluent, less diverse, and older than the state overall. This
exclusivity produces an inequity that runs counter to the aims of the
California Coastal Act. Access to the resources and opportunities associated
with California’s coast is not distributed fairly among California’s diverse
population. Often, those who can afford to spend the least to visit the coast
must spend the most as lower-income communities inland face the highest
travel costs and accommodation burdens.55
One of Malibu’s justifications for its proposed limits on STRs relates to increasing housing
affordability. However, as Malibu itself has recognized, “[t]he relatively unique composition of
Malibu’s short-term rental housing stock has less of an impact on affordable housing than in
other communities that have more diversified listings at lower average costs.”56 More generally,
concerns about STRs’ impacts on housing costs are largely overstated. In 2019, Travel Tech
member Expedia commissioned an independent, in‐depth study from Oxford Economics to
examine the key drivers of affordable housing challenges and the role STRs play. Oxford
Economics found that STRs have an extremely minimal impact on rising housing costs.57 It
concluded that labor market improvements (including a major drop in unemployment),
household income, housing supply, and building permits played the largest role in rent increases,
not STRs.58

Id. at p. 8.
See generally id.
54
Airbnb, Report: Short-term Rentals Expand Access to the California Coast (August 12, 2020)
<https://news.airbnb.com/report-short-term-rentals-can-help-increase-access-to-california-coast/>.
55
King & Jenkins, supra note 45, at p. 11.
56
Malibu Council Agenda Report, supra note 17, at p. 3.
57
Oxford Economics, The Drivers of Housing Affordability: An Assessment of the Role of Short-Term Rentals (Nov.
2019) (Attachment N).
58
Ibid.
52
53
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IV.

THE LCPA STUNTS THE ADVANCES NEW TECHNOLOGY HAS MADE FOR
COASTAL ACCESS

Advances in technology over the last two decades have allowed consumers to reap the benefits
of increased competition, which include gaining greater pricing power and finding unique,
authentic accommodations that allow them to experience travel destinations on their own terms.
Travel technology can help solve the affordable access problem in California’s coastal
communities, but it must be allowed to function in a balanced regulatory environment. Malibu’s
LCPA does not provide that balance, and we implore the Commission to reject the City’s
proposal and offer solutions that have proven successful in other coastal jurisdictions. As
summarized in the recent Loyola Law Review article titled Regulating Short-Term Rentals in
California’s Coastal Cities: Harmonizing Local Ordinances with the California Coastal Act:
Whether it be through the creation of a new overlay district or by
designating caps tailored to existing zoning districts, local governments in
coastal cities can create more balanced regulations that are in-line with the
policies underlying the Coastal Act.59
During the City’s consideration of the LCPA, Travel Tech member Airbnb proposed a balanced
framework in line with Coastal Act policies when it recommended that Malibu establish a permit
category for existing, legally operating STRs to continue offering non-hosted accommodations.60
Airbnb also suggested a more flexible regulatory approach to STRs in a small portion of Malibu
with immediate proximity to coastal resources and the City’s commercial and tourist core.61
Tellingly, although Airbnb offered this solution to the City in September 2020, the City did not
mention the proposal in subsequent staff reports, nor did the City Council discuss the concepts
during its deliberations at later hearings. Instead, the City pushed forward with a wholly
unbalanced regulatory approach that will devastate the Malibu overnight accommodation market
and impede coastal access. As the City refused to consider a balanced approach on its own
accord, we respectfully request that the Commission direct the City to consider the amendments
previously put forward by Airbnb to ensure the ultimate LCPA’s consistency with the Coastal
Act and the City’s own LCP.
V.

CONCLUSION

Travel Tech member companies sit on the front lines of travel and tourism and recognize the
great benefit that affordable travel brings to consumers and the economy. Innovative
technologies in the STR industry have led to a more efficient and more affordable travel
economy and have opened the California coast to thousands of families from California and
around the globe.
Malibu’s proposed ban on non-hosted STRs in single-family residences and other restrictions
Humphreys, Note, Regulating Short-Term Rentals in California’s Coastal Cities: Harmonizing Local Ordinances
with the California Coastal Act (2019) 52 Loy. L.A. L.Rev. 309, 337 (2019) <https://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/
cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3057&context=llr>.
60
Letter from John Choi, Sept. 14, 2020, supra note 21, at p. 4.
61
Ibid.
59
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will deflate these technological advances, devastate families’ access to the Malibu coast, and
make remaining overnight accommodations in the City more expensive for everyone. For all
these reasons, we respectfully request Coastal staff recommend that the Commission reject the
City’s LCPA as submitted and propose modifications to protect the public’s Coastal Actestablished right to access the Malibu coast.
Sincerely,

Stephen Shur
President
Travel Technology Association
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Executive Summary
The California Coastal Act is a vitally important state law passed to ensure that the
California Coast remains a “distinct and valuable resource” belonging to all. Yet Malibu’s
proposed LCPA entirely disregards the Coastal Act’s important mandates by pursuing
exclusionary land use barriers that minimize public access and public recreational opportunities
along the California Coast. We call on the Coastal Commission to reject Malibu’s misguided and
unlawful effort to effectively eliminate Malibu’s short-term rental Coastal accommodations and
uphold its role to protect public access to the California Coast.
Malibu’s proposed prohibitive primary-only, hosted-only regulatory scheme reflects an
exclusivity that runs counter to the equitable aims of the Coastal Act. The administrative record
makes clear that Malibu's proposed LCPA would result in a 95% decrease of entire home, singlefamily residential nights; cause a pronounced spikes in motel/hotel prices given Malibu’s limited
supply of only 117 hotel rooms (compared to 3,976 in neighboring Santa Monica or 1,679 in
Laguna Beach); and all but wipe out Malibu’s already shrinking short-term rental supply, which
saw its number of short-term rental properties decrease nearly 50% from 372 units to 181 units
due to Malibu’s interim permitting scheme.
Malibu does not contest these facts. To the contrary, Malibu admitted in its June 2021 submittal
to the Coastal Commission that its recently adopted interim permitting ordinance (which it failed
to submit to the Commission for approval as an LCP amendment) has significantly reduced the
availability of short-term rental properties in the City. And despite the Coastal Commission’s
request for additional information regarding the impact of Malibu’s proposed LCPA on shortterm rental accommodations, Malibu has ignored this request. To this day, Malibu has not
revealed how many more short-term rental properties will go off the market under the proposed
LCPA’s regime, provides no evidence in support of its assertion that the removal of remaining
short-term rental properties will not impact the cost of remaining accommodations in the City,
and has no evidentiary basis to find that the limited, remaining short-term rental properties will
even come close to meeting existing demand for affordable Coastal accommodations along
Malibu’s coast.
Public access to the California Coast is enshrined in State law. It requires a careful balance
between legitimate community concerns and a robust supply of visitor accommodations,
especially for large families and people of a wide range of economic backgrounds. Malibu’s
proposed LCPA makes no effort to strike this balance and instead resorts to an overly broad, defacto short-term rental ban that violates the Coastal Act’s mandate of maximizing public Coastal
access. We urge the Coastal Commission to reject this LCPA proposal because Malibu’s
proposal results in dramatically fewer and more expensive Coastal accommodations, creates less
equitable access to the California Coast, and does so in direct contravention of the Coastal Act.

Attachment A

Proposed Changes to the Local Coastal Program:
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003
These changes correspond with City Council Ordinance No. 472
Action: Adopted Resolution No. 20-51 amending LCP Land Use Plan (LUP) Chapter 5 to address
short-term rental use in residential zones and found the action exempt from CEQA, and adopted
Ordinance No. 472 determining Zoning Text Amendment No. 19-005 to be categorically exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and amending the Local Coastal Program (Local
Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003) and Title 17 (Zoning) of the Malibu Municipal Code
(Zoning Text Amendment No. 19-005) regulating the rental of residential units for 30 days or less
(Short-term Rentals) including, but not limited to, requiring the presence of an onsite host during
short-term rentals and other restrictions, and clarifying permitted uses related to short-term
rental citywide, amending Chapter 15.44 pertaining to operating permits for onsite wastewater
treatment systems.
Land Use Plan
Changes in strikethrough/underline
A. Amend LUP Chapter 5 (New Development), Section C (Land Use Policies), Subsection 2
(Land Use Designations) to replace the land use designation descriptions below with the
amended language to read as follows:
RURAL RESIDENTIAL (RR): The RR designation allows sensitively designed, large lot single
family residential development, with a range of maximum densities from one dwelling
per acre to one dwelling unit per 40 acres. Minimum lot sizes range from 1 to 40 acres,
with agricultural uses and animal keeping as accessory uses to approved residential
development. Public open space and recreation may be permitted. Short-term rental use
of single-family residential property may be permitted pursuant to a valid short-term
rental permit issued by the City. The following maximum residential density standards
shall apply:
RR1
RR2
RR5
RR10
RR20
RR40

One dwelling unit per acre
One dwelling unit per 2 acres
One dwelling unit per 5 acres
One dwelling units per 10 acres
One dwelling unit per 20 acres
One dwelling unit per 40 acres

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (SF): This land use designation allows single family
residential development at higher density than the rural residential category. It is
intended to enhance the rural characteristics of the community by maintaining lowdensity single-family residential development on lots ranging from 1/4 to 1 acre in size.
Single-Family Low (SFL) allows a maximum density of 2 dwelling units per acre, with a

minimum lot size of 0.5 acre. Single-Family Medium (SFM) allows a maximum density of
4 dwelling units per acre, with a minimum lot size of 0.25 acre. Public open space and
recreation may be permitted. Short-term rental use of single-family residential property
may be permitted pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued by the City.
MOBILE HOME RESIDENTIAL (MHR): The MHR designation is intended to accommodate
existing mobile home parks and associated facilities. Short-term rental use of singlefamily residential property may be permitted pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit
issued by the City.
MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (MF): The MF designation provides for multi-family
residential developments, such as duplexes, condominiums, stock cooperatives, and
apartments. The Multi-family Residential (MF) designation allows a maximum density of
six units per acre on a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet. Public open space and
recreation may be permitted. Short-term rental use of multi-family residential property
may be permitted pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued by the City.
B. Amend LUP Policy 5.20 to read as follows:
5.20 All residential development, including land divisions and lot line adjustments, shall
conform to all applicable LCP policies, including density provisions. Allowable densities
are stated as maximums. Compliance with the other policies of the LCP may further limit
the maximum allowable density of development. Short-term rental use of residential
property may be permitted pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued by the
City.
C. Amend LUP Policy 2.34 to read as follows:
2.34 Existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities, including overnight
accommodations, shall be protected to the maximum feasible extent. New lower cost
visitor and recreation facilities, including overnight accommodations, shall be encouraged
and provided, where designated on the LUP Map. Priority shall be given to developments
that include public recreational opportunities. New or expanded facilities shall be sited
and designed to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and visual
resources. Short-term rental use of residential property may be permitted pursuant to a
valid short-term rental permit issued by the City.

Local Implementation Plan
Changes in strikethrough/underline
D. LIP Chapter 2.1 “Definitions” is hereby amended by adding the following definitions,
inserted in alphabetical order:
DESIGNATED OPERATOR – pertaining to the short-term rental of residential property, any
natural person who is required by the owner of a short-term rental unit to: (1) resolve
any nuisance or compliance issues with the dwelling unit, (2) produce requested records,
(3) allow others including, but not limited, to code enforcement officers and law
enforcement personnel, to enter the dwelling unit, and (4) live onsite at any dwelling unit
offered for use as a hosted short-term rental for the duration of the rental.
DWELLING UNIT - one or more rooms in a building or portion thereof designed, intended
to be used or used for occupancy by one family for living and sleeping quarters and
containing only one kitchen. ‘Dwelling unit’ also includes:
A. One or more habitable rooms within a mobile home which are designed to be
occupied by one family with facilities for living, sleeping, cooking, eating and
sanitation; and
B. Any room used for sleeping accommodations which contains a bar sink and/or gas,
electrical or water outlets designed, used or intended to be used for cooking facilities
except a guest room or guest suite in a hotel, motel or bed and breakfast inn; and
C. Each space or pad designed and allocated to accommodate a mobile home within
a mobile home park.
GUEST – pertaining to the short-term rental of residential property, a natural person who
rents a short-term rental or is an invitee of such person.
GUEST HOUSE - attached or detached living quarters on the same premises as a single
family residence for the use of family members, guests or employees of the occupants of
such residence, containing no kitchen facilities and not rented or otherwise used as a
separate dwelling. The maximum living area of a guest house shall not exceed nine
hundred (900) square feet, including any mezzanine or storage space. A guest house may
include a garage not to exceed four hundred (400) sq. ft. The square footage of the garage
shall not be included in the maximum living area. Guest houses may be used as shortterm rentals pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued by the City.
HOSTED SHORT-TERM RENTAL – a short-term rental for which the owner or designated
operator lives onsite throughout the guests’ stay in accordance with the requirements of
a hosted short-term rental permit issued by the City.
LIVES ONSITE – pertaining to short-term rental of residential property, means maintains
a physical presence on the property, including, but not limited to, sleeping overnight,
preparing and eating meals, and being present on the property each day of the shortterm rental as required by the hosted short-term rental permit.

OWNER – pertaining to the short-term rental of residential property, a person who alone
or with others, has legal or equitable title to a dwelling unit. A person whose interest in a
dwelling unit is solely that of a tenant, subtenant, lessee, or sublessee under an oral or
written rental housing agreement shall not be considered an owner.
SHORT-TERM RENTAL – of property means the renting, or offer to make available, (by way
of a rental agreement, lease, license or any other means, whether oral or written) for
compensation or consideration, of residential property, a dwelling unit, or a portion
thereof, for a period of 30 consecutive days or less to a transient.
E. LIP Chapter 3.3(Q)(2)(a) Planned Development (PD) Zone is amended to add subsection
(v) to section (a):
v. Hosted short-term rental use only if pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued
by the City.
F. LIP Section 13.31 is added to LIP Chapter 13 (Coastal Development Permits) to read as
follows:
13.31 Short-term Rental of Residential Property
A. No coastal development permit is required nor is the City required to maintain
a record of coastal development permit exemption pursuant to LIP Section 13.4.10
for short-term rental of residential property as defined in Section 2.1 of this LIP
provided that such use meets all of the following criteria:
1. The short-term rental use is conducted pursuant to a valid short-term rental
permit issued by the City.
2. The short-term rental use is conducted in a dwelling unit that was lawfully
stablished as described in LIP Section 13.3(F).
3. The short-term rental use will not result in reduction or elimination of public
parking for access to the beach, public trails or parklands.
G. LIP Table B – Permitted Uses is amended by inserting the following new use category to
the end of the Residential section of the table after the “Home Occupation” category, and
by adding a new footnote 21:

21. Single-family residence properties are limited to hosted short-term rental
permits only; one dwelling unit in a duplex may be rented unhosted if the owner
or designated operator lives onsite in the other dwelling unit during the rental

period; and for multifamily properties, a maximum of two dwelling units per
parcel, or 40%, whichever is less, may be devoted to short-term rental use.
H. LIP Table B – Permitted Uses (Key to Table) is amended to include “STR” “Use requires
valid short-term rental permit approved by the City”

Summary of Amendment to the Local Coastal Program:
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 (Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance)
Action: Adopted Resolution No. 20-51 amending LCP Land Use Plan (LUP) Chapter 5 to address
short-term rental use in residential zones and found the action exempt from CEQA, and adopted
Ordinance No. 472 determining Zoning Text Amendment No. 19-005 to be categorically exempt
from the California Environmental Quality Act and amending the Local Coastal Program (Local
Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003) and Title 17 (Zoning) of the Malibu Municipal Code
(Zoning Text Amendment No. 19-005) regulating the rental of residential units for 30 days or less
(Short-term Rentals) including, but not limited to, requiring the presence of an onsite host during
short-term rentals and other restrictions, and clarifying permitted uses related to short-term
rental citywide, amending Chapter 15.44 pertaining to operating permits for onsite wastewater
treatment systems.
Brief Summary of LCP Amendment: The LCPA involves changes to the LCP LUP and LIP which
memorialize that short-term rental use is allowed in residential zones pursuant to a valid shortterm rental permit issued by the City. The amendments to the LIP detail the requirements for
issuance of and operation under short-term rental permits. The permitting requirements will
allow the City to better control nuisance issues and avoid the proliferation of short-term rental
businesses in which corporations and other entities buy up residences to use solely for vacation
rentals, while ensuring a variety of visitor-serving accommodations remain available.

Environmental Review
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 (Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance)
In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the ordinance would be exempt from
CEQA under the common sense exemption of Section 15061(b)(3) that states CEQA review is not required
when there is no possibility that the ordinance may have a significant adverse effect on the environment.
The ordinance will impose regulations that limit the environmental impacts of residential use of property
compared to those currently in place and that of owners and long-term renters. Further, the Ordinance is
exempt pursuant to Section 15301 (Existing Facilities) of the CEQA Guidelines which states that permitting
and licensing of existing private structures involving negligible or no expansion of existing or former use
in that the proposed short-term rental permitting program will establish rules and regulations that do not
expand existing residential uses. Additionally, the Ordinance is exempt pursuant to Section 15321
(Enforcement Actions by Regulatory Agencies) in that the regulatory program established will facilitate
enforcement actions, such as permit revocation, for nuisance short-term rental properties. Finally, in
accordance with the CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 21080.9, CEQA does not apply to activities and
approvals by the City as necessary for the preparation and adoption of an LCP amendment. This Ordinance
is for an LCP amendment which must be certified by the California Coastal Commission before it takes
effect.

LCP Consistency Analysis
Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 (Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance)
Based on evidence in the whole record, the City Council hereby finds that the proposed LCPA No.
19-003 meets the requirements of and is in conformance with the policies and requirements of
Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act as follows:
A. The amendment maintains standards to require that uses and development within the
City’s jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone advance the overarching goals of protecting coastal
resources. In particular, the amendment will assure that visitor-serving accommodations
are available within the City through short-term rental of residential property in a manner
that protects residential neighborhoods and preserves the amount and variety of the
City’s existing housing stock.
B. The amendment will be consistent with the following policies:
2.34 Existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities, including overnight
accommodations, shall be protected to the maximum feasible extent. New lower cost visitor
and recreation facilities, including overnight accommodations, shall be encouraged and
provided, where designated on the LUP Map. Priority shall be given to developments that
include public recreational opportunities. New or expanded facilities shall be sited and
designed to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and visual resources.
No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitor-serving accommodations results
from the amendment. The amendment ensures that a variety of visitor-serving accommodations
is available in the City. The amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals which can be more
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner or long-term tenant is also on the
site. In addition, the amendments allow for a limited number of multifamily units to be used for
short-term rentals, which is currently prohibited.
2.36 Coastal recreational and visitor serving uses and opportunities, especially lower cost
opportunities, shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided by both public and
private means. Removal or conversion of existing lower cost opportunities shall be prohibited
unless the use will be replaced with another offering comparable visitor serving or recreational
opportunities.
No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitor-serving accommodations result
from the amendment. The amendment ensures that a variety of visitor-serving accommodations
is available in the City. The amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals which is often more
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner or long-term tenant is also on the
site. In addition, the amendments allow for a limited number of multifamily units to also be used
for short-term rentals, which is currently prohibited.
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City of Malibu

23825 Stuart Ranch Road  ޞMalibu, CA 90265-4861
Phone (310) 456-2489  ޞFax (310) 456-3356  ޞwww.malibucity.org

______________________________________________________________________
April 7, 2021
Denise Venegas, Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
South Central Coast District Office
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001
Re: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 – Hosted Short-Term Rental
Ordinance
To Denise Venegas:
As requested by California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff, the City is providing additional information on
Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) No. 19-003. In addition to the supplemental information
provided below, Attachment A provides an expanded consistency analysis table.
In general, the amendment proposes to allow two types of short-term rentals in the City: 1) a hosted short-term
rental for single-family dwellings, condominiums and duplexes, and 2) a multi-family (more than 2 dwelling
units) short-term rental. A hosted short-term rental would require the property owner or designated operator
to live onsite. Up to two multi-family dwelling units on a parcel (not to exceed 40% of the units on a parcel)
may be rented un-hosted so long as the other units on the property are rented on a long-term basis. The
regulations would apply to multi-family properties regardless of the zoning district the property is located in.
This system prevents the conversion of multi-family units into unregistered hotels, protects some of the lowest
cost housing in the City, and encourages units to be rented long-term at lower rent as short-term rental is only
allowed if all other units are at full occupancy. This will ensure the City maintains a variety of affordable units
for long term renters and prevent property owners from utilizing all the rental units as short-term rentals thus
operating as a hotel while at the same time providing short-term rentals for visitors. Additional details on these
two types of short-term rentals can be found below in the section entitled "Short-Term Rental (STR) Permit
Program".
A short-term rental use must be conducted pursuant to a valid short-term rental permit issued by the City.
Ordinance No. 472, which approved LCPA No. 19-003, also included amendments to the Malibu Municipal
Code (MMC) to amend the City's existing short-term rental regulations (Chapter 17.55). Chapter 17.55
provides the regulations for short-term rentals and amendments to Chapter 17.55, approved under Ordinance
No. 472, will incorporate the two short-term rental types. These changes will go into effect after the CCC
approves LCPA No. 19-003.
The LCPA seeks to address nuisance issues that have developed under the recent, rapid, and substantial
expansion of short-term rental activity in the City and protect residential neighborhood character, housing
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stock availability and variety, while continuing to provide over-night accommodations consistent with the
City's LCP and the Coastal Act.
The amendment will ensure that uses and development within the City's jurisdiction of the Coastal Zone
advance the overarching goals of protecting coastal resources. In particular, the amendment will ensure that
visitor-serving accommodations are available within the City through short-term rental of residential property
in a manner that protects residential neighborhoods and preserves the amount and variety of the City's existing
housing stock.
Number of Short-term Rentals Operating in the City
On September 29, 2020, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 468 (Enforcement Ordinance), which
created a new short-term rental permit system to regulate the short-term rental of residential property. This
ordinance, which is located in the MMC, required all short-term rentals located in the City to obtain a permit
by January 15, 2021.
A total of 229 short-term rental applications were submitted to the City as of March 16, 2021, and as of that
date, 171 applications were approved and 57 were pending. The City currently contracts with Host
Compliance to monitor short-term rental listings online and the number of listings is consistent with the
number of approved applications. Many of the pending applications that were not approved were due to
outstanding code violations (building without permit, wastewater issues, etc.). Once these violations are
remedied, the remaining 57 properties could be issued a short-term rental permit.
Since advertising or operating residential property as a short-term rental without a permit as of January 15,
2021 could result in a fine of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) per day or violation, or twice the advertised
short-term rental's daily rental rate per day or violation, whichever is higher, it is likely that most of the
properties that are operating or planning to operate short-term rentals have submitted applications. However,
the number of applications could increase as travel restrictions due to COVID-19 relax, summer approaches,
and more of the 488 homes that were destroyed by the Woolsey Fire are rebuilt.
It should be noted; however, that the 229 short-term rentals applications do not represent the exact number of
short-term rentals operating in the City because only one short-term rental permit is required for each parcel
regardless of the number of short-term rental units on the parcel. Since properties can currently have more
than one short-term rental, the number of short-term rentals operating in the City would be higher although
there is no reliable data to determine the exact number. Information collected from the short-term rental
application indicates that 37 of the 229 short-term rental applications are multi-family properties (selfreported). There are a total of 157 units on those multi-family properties and 90 short-term rentals within those
units.
In response to the question regarding how many short-term rentals are currently advertised as hosted, this
information is not collected by Host Compliance and is not readily available.
Since April 2015, Airbnb has been collecting and remitting Transiency Occupancy Tax (TOT) on behalf of
property owners who use its service. Property owners must collect and remit TOT on their own for any shortterm rentals which use other vacation rental websites or are made independently. The majority of short-term
rentals in the City advertise through Airbnb so these properties would be paying TOT. In addition, Ordinance
No. 468 imposed obligations on all online hosting platforms. These obligations include requiring the hosting
platform to collect and remit TOT and preventing the booking of short-term rentals unless the property has a
short-term rental permit from the City. The ordinance allows a hosting platform to satisfy these obligations
2
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through a compliance agreement. On February 8, 2021 the City entered into a compliance agreement with
Airbnb. This agreement will ensure all short-term rentals pay TOT and that all short-term rentals booked
through Airbnb have a valid City short-term rental permit.
Number of Short-Term Rental Properties by Zoning District
The following table breaks down the zoning district location of the 229 properties which had submitted
applications as of March 16, 2021. The short-term rentals located in commercial zones are in existing
nonconforming residential buildings or existing residential dwellings in commercial buildings.
Short-Term Rentals Applications by Zoning District
Zoning District Zone Description
CC
Community Commercial
CN
Commercial Neighborhood
CR
Commercial Recreation
CV-1
Commercial Visitor-Serving-One
MF
Multi-family Residential
MFBF
Multi-family Beach Front
PRF
Private Recreational Facilities
RR-1
Rural Residential-One Acre
RR-10
Rural Residential-Ten Acre
RR-2
Rural Residential-Two Acre
RR-20
Rural Residential-Twenty Acre
RR-5
Rural Residential-Five Acre
SFL
Single-family Low
SFM
Single-family Medium
Total

Parcel Count
1
2
1
2
24
39
1
29
5
32
1
9
8
75
229

While the City does not have information on the number of dwelling units located within parcels zoned MultiFamily (MF), Table 2 indicates that 24 MF parcels and 39 MF Beach Front (MFBF) parcels have submitted
applications for short-term rentals. The 2012 Housing Element indicates there are a total of 1,000 multi-family
dwelling units in the City but does not provide a breakdown of the zoning districts the units are located in.
However, multi-family short-term rentals would be regulated based on property type not zoning district so a
multi-family complex in a Single-Family Residential zone would be subject to the non-hosted two dwelling
units (not to exceed 40% of the total units) regulations.
Accommodations in the City
There are six hotels in the City with 130 hotel rooms and 142 RV sites and 35 tent sites for a total of 307
existing accommodations. The six hotels include: The M Malibu, The Surfrider, Malibu Beach Inn, Malibu
Country Inn, The Native, and Nobu Ryokan. The City is currently processing applications for two new hotels
which would add an additional 59 rooms, resulting in 366 available hotel accommodations (Attachment B).
In addition, the Malibu Beach RV park has a total of 177 accommodations (142 RV sites and 35 tent sites).
The accommodations at Malibu Beach RV PARK offer a more affordable alternative for visitors traveling in
RVs or those wishing to utilize the tent sites. Nightly RV sites range from $58 to $253 depending on the season
and location. And nightly rates for tent sites range from $46.20 to $110 (Attachment B).
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Information on the average hotel room rate within the City is not readily available but based on staff research,
the rate is approximately $757.75 per room per night. Staff arrived at this rate by determining the rate by room
type for four of the existing six hotels in the City. Summer, winter, and summer weekend rates were
determined and then averaged by each of the four hotels.
The average room rates for four of the six hotels are noted below.
• The M Malibu - $252 average
• The Surfrider - $564 average
• Malibu Beach Inn - $1,109 average
• Malibu Country Inn - $838 average
Nightly room rates weren't available for The Native as it is currently being renovated and staff did not include
Nobu Ryokan since the hotel is a boutique hotel and the rates can skew the average hotel rate in the City. The
starting rate is $2,000 a night with a minimum two-night stay and rates can go up to $3,500 a night.
According to Airbnb data available to the City, the average nightly short-term rental rate is $978.30 so, while
short-term rentals offer an opportunity for larger accommodations, they may not always be more affordable
for families. However, hosted short-term rentals in which the property owner or designated operator is also on
the site may be more affordable than whole house rentals. In addition, some short-term rentals require
minimum night stays ranging from 4 to 10 nights, which may not be an option for some visitors. For hotels,
a minimum of 2 nights is often required for summer weekend bookings.
Short-Term Rental (STR) Permit Program
The section below provides the eligibility, operating and enforcement requirements of the City's STR Permit
Program. For the most part, these regulations already exist in the Chapter 17.55 in the MMC. An update to
Chapter 17.55, which includes the two short-term rental permit types, was approved as part of Ordinance No.
472 (LCPA 19-003) and will go into effect once the CCC approves LCPA No. 19-003.
Eligibility
The proposed permit program has two distinct short-term rental permit types: one for owners of single-family
residences and condominium units to offer hosted short-term rentals, and one for owners of multifamily
parcels to offer up to two units as short-term rentals, as long as all other units are rented long-term.
A "hosted" short-term rental requires the owner or designated operator of single-family properties, including
condominiums, to live onsite. That person need only live on the property, not in the same dwelling unit, during
the rental. A property owner can assign a "designated operator" to live onsite instead of the owner, during the
time of rental. A designated operator, other than the owner, is allowed for up to 60 days cumulatively per
calendar year, so long as the designated operator is required to: (1) resolve any nuisance or compliance issues,
(2) produce records, and (3) allow Code Enforcement Officers to enter the property. Under the terms of the
City's proposed amendment, the designated operator would also have to be located onsite between the hours
of 9:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. Proof of Primary Residency is required to obtain a Single-Family Residence ShortTerm Rental Permit. Applicants can demonstrate primary residency with an active voter registration, a valid
driver's license or other government issued identification card.
The amendment will also allow one unit of a duplex to be rented short-term if the owner lives onsite in the
other unit and is present during the hours of 9 pm and 6 am. A designated operator may be used for up to 60
days.
4
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For multi-family properties, defined as more than two (2) dwelling units, those units can be rented un-hosted.
Up to two multi-family dwelling units on a parcel (not to exceed 40% of the units on a parcel) may be rented
un-hosted so long as the other units on the property are rented on a long-term basis. The regulations would
apply to multi-family properties regardless of the zoning district the property is located in.
Property owners of hosted short-term rental properties can rent the primary dwelling, accessory dwelling unit,
or guest house as long as owner lives on site in one of the units. There is currently no prohibition against using
an accessory dwelling unit as an STR as long as the ADU was legally created, unless otherwise regulated by
state law.
Key requirements include:
• An individual may not possess more than one active short-term rental permit, regardless of type.
• A separate short-term rental permit is required for every legal lot or condominium unit (if a
condominium unit is to be rented).
• No person may serve as a designated operator for more than one short-term rental concurrently.
• Permits must be renewed annually.
Operating Requirements
Property owners must comply with all the terms and conditions of the short-term rental program including,
but not limited to, the following:
1.
Maintain an active permit at all times short-term rentals are conducted
2.
Take responsibility for and actively prevent any nuisance activities that may take place during
short-term rentals
3.
Be available, or designated operator be available, 24/7 via contact information provided to and
kept current with City and any guest renting the property
4.
Collect and remit TOT
5.
Provide basic health and safety features for guests
6.
Limit occupancy based on the number of bedrooms on record in City or County documents, as
determined by the Planning Director, to two people more than twice the number of bedrooms, but
no more than 14 unless a special event permit (SEP) is obtained under MMC Chapter 5.34
(example - for a 3 bedroom property - ((3 bedrooms x 2 people) + 2 people)) = 8 people max
occupancy, including owner/designated operator)
7.
Maintain liability insurance with minimum limits no less than $500,000
8.
Provide guests with the City of Malibu's Short-Term Rental Code of Conduct (Attachment C)
9.
Provide access to the property and documents upon request by City during business hours or when
property is rented
10.
Comply with all applicable building, fire and other safety codes including noise limitations
11.
Maintain a valid Onsite Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS) operating permit (a compliance
agreement option is available for those in the process of upgrading)
12.
Follow all rules for advertising short-term rentals:
• immediately remove any advertisement identified by the City as illegal
• include permit number in all advertisements
• clearly state in all advertisements related to a HSTR permit that the owner or designated
operator will live onsite during the rental (not required for MSTR permits)
• clearly state occupancy limits
13.
Keep permit application information on file with the City current at all times, including the 24/7
contact information for owner / designated operator
5

April 7, 2021
Enforcement
The code sets forth special tools for enforcement, including setting a fine for unpermitted short-term rentals
of $1,000 or twice the daily rental rate, whichever is higher, and setting the fine for all other violations at $500
or twice the daily rental rate. The code also provides explicitly that offering or allowing short-term rental of
any location not approved for use as a dwelling unit, such as any vehicle, trailer, tent, storage shed or garage,
is prohibited.
Summary
In summary, the permitting requirements in LCPA 19-003 will allow the City to ensure that a variety of visitorserving accommodations remain available for visitors while better controlling nuisance issues. The
requirements will also avoid the proliferation of short-term rental businesses in which corporations and other
entities buy up residences to use solely for vacation rentals thus reducing the number of long-term affordable
housing options in the City.
For further information, please contact Richard Mollica, Planning Director, at (310) 456-2489, ext. 346 or
email at jkendall@malibucity.org.
Sincerely,

Justine Kendall
Associate Planner
ENCLOSED:
Attachment A: Consistency Analysis Table
Attachment B: Accommodations in the City
Attachment C: Short-term Rental Code of Conduct
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Consistency Determination

New development shall provide off-street parking sufficient
to serve the approved use in order to minimize impacts to
public street parking available for coastal access and
recreation.

Existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities,
including overnight accommodations, shall be protected to
the maximum feasible extent. New lower cost visitor and
recreation facilities, including overnight accommodations,
shall be encouraged and provided, where designated on the
LUP Map. Priority shall be given to developments that

2.34
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No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitorserving accommodations results from the amendment. The
amendment ensures that a variety of visitor-serving
accommodations is available in the City.
The amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals in singlefamily homes and condominiums which can be more

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts. These properties
generally have existing off-site parking available on the site;
however, there are properties located on the ocean side of
Pacific Coast Highway in eastern Malibu that don’t meet current
parking standards. Parking for the dwelling unit is often located
between the front of the building and the edge of Pacific Coast
Highway. This forces the public to park on the land side of
Pacific Coast Highway thus forcing them to cross Pacific Coast
Highway to access the ocean. In these areas, in particular,
allowing dwelling units to be utilized solely as un-hosted shortterm rentals results in these structures functioning like a hotel
which can negatively impact public street parking. This can
occur if reserved parking spaces are not provided or the unit is
rented to a group of people that arrive in multiple vehicles.
Allowing hosted single-family short-term rentals and multi-family
short-term rentals, with a limit on the number of rentals allowed,
will minimize impacts to public street parking and increase the
availability of street parking. This will allow all visitors to enjoy
coastal access and recreational opportunities while at the same
time providing short-term rental opportunities for those visitors
that wish to stay overnight in Malibu.

Chapter 2 – Public Access and Recreation and Coastal Act Section 30213

2.25

Policy

Malibu Land Use Plan (LUP) and Coastal Act
Consistency Analysis – LCPA No. 19-003

ATTACHMENT A

2.36

Policy

Coastal recreational and visitor serving uses and
opportunities, especially lower cost opportunities, shall be
protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided by
both public and private means. Removal or conversion of
existing lower cost opportunities shall be prohibited unless
the use will be replaced with another offering comparable
visitor serving or recreational opportunities.

include public recreational opportunities. New or expanded
facilities shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and visual
resources.

Page 2 of 6

For multi-family properties, defined as more than two (2)
dwelling units, these units can be rented un-hosted. Up to two
multi-family dwelling units on a parcel (not to exceed 40% of the
units on a parcel) may be rented un-hosted so long as the other
units on the property are rented on a long-term basis. The
regulations would apply to properties with multi-family

The amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals in singlefamily homes and condominiums which can be more
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner
or long-term tenant is also on the site.

No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitorserving accommodations results from the amendment. The
amendment ensures that a variety of visitor-serving
accommodations are available in the City.

For multi-family properties, defined as more than two (2)
dwelling units, these units can be rented un-hosted. Up to two
multi-family dwelling units on a parcel (not to exceed 40% of the
units on a parcel) may be rented un-hosted so long as the other
units on the property are rented on a long-term basis. The
regulations would apply to properties with multi-family
complexes regardless of the zoning district the property is
located in. This system prevents the conversion of multi-family
units into unregistered hotels, protects some of the lowest cost
housing in the City, and encourages units to be rented longterm at lower rent as short-term rental is only allowed if all other
units are at full occupancy. This will ensure the City maintains
a variety of affordable units for long term renters and prevent
property owners from utilizing all the most affordable rental
units as short-term rentals while at the same time providing
opportunities for short-term rentals to operate in the City.

Consistency Determination
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner
or long-term tenant is also on the site.

Consistency Determination
complexes regardless of the zoning district the property is
located in. This system prevents the conversion of multi-family
units into unregistered hotels, protects some of the lowest cost
housing in the City, and encourages units to be rented longterm at lower rent as short-term rental is only allowed if all other
units are at full occupancy. This will ensure the City maintains
a variety of affordable units for long term renters and prevent
property owners from utilizing all the most affordable rental
units as short-term rentals while at the same time providing
opportunities for short-term rentals to operate in the City.

New development shall not result in the degradation of the
water quality of groundwater basins or coastal surface
waters including the ocean, coastal streams, or wetlands.
Urban runoff pollutants shall not be discharged or deposited
such that they adversely impact groundwater, the ocean,
coastal streams, or wetlands, consistent with the
requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Quality Control
Board’s municipal stormwater permit and the California
Ocean Plan.

3.96
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Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts. Based on these
limitations, water quality associated with the rental use would
be consistent with that of a typical residential dwelling.

New development shall be sited and designed to avoid
Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
impacts to ESHA. If there is no feasible alternative that can
structures in residential zoning districts. This allows the use of
eliminate all impacts, then the alternative that would result in developed properties without the need to further disturb the
the fewest or least significant impacts shall be selected.
land or impact ESHA.
Impacts to ESHA that cannot be avoided through the
implementation of siting and design alternatives shall be
fully mitigated, with priority given to on-site mitigation. Offsite mitigation measures shall only be approved when it is
not feasible to fully mitigate impacts on-site or where off-site
mitigation is more protective in the context of a Natural
Community Conservation Plan that is certified by the
Commission as an amendment to the LCP. Mitigation shall
not substitute for implementation of the project alternative
that would avoid impacts to ESHA.

3.14

Chapter 3 - Marine and Land Resources and Coastal Act Sections 30231 and 30240

Policy

All new development shall be sized, designed and sited to
minimize risks to life and property from geologic, flood, and
fire hazard.

5.4

Off-street parking shall be provided for all new development
in accordance with the ordinances contained in the LCP to
assure there is adequate public access to coastal
resources. A modification in the required parking standards
through the variance process shall not be approved unless
the City makes findings that the provision of fewer parking
spaces will not result in adverse impacts to public access.

Chapter 5 – New Development and Coastal Act Policy 30250

4.2

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts. These properties
generally have existing off-site parking available on the site;
however, there are properties located on the ocean side of
Pacific Coast Highway in eastern Malibu that don’t meet current
parking standards. Parking for the dwelling unit is often located
between the front of the building and the edge of Pacific Coast
Highway. This forces the public to park on the land side of
Pacific Coast Highway thus forcing the public to cross Pacific
Coast Highway to access the ocean. In these areas, in
particular, allowing dwelling units to be utilized solely as unhosted short-term rentals results in these structures functioning
Page 4 of 6

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts.
Regulations require property owners to provide information on
methods of emergency communications used by the City in
case of an emergency along with information on the Evacuation
Zone for the property. In addition, to increase the safety of
guests staying in a short-term rental, property owners must
ensure that basic health and safety features are provided,
including fire extinguishers, smoke detectors, and carbon
monoxide detectors.

Chapter 4 - Hazards & Shoreline Bluff Development and Coastal Act Policy 30253

While short-term rentals are limited to existing legally
established structures in residential zoning districts, short-term
rentals can have an impact on the on-site wastewater system if
a structure has large groups of people utilizing the unit or if
there is constant and rapid turn-over of the unit. One of the
requirements for operating a short-term rental in the City is the
property must maintain a valid Onsite Wastewater Treatment
System (OWTS) operating permit. This will ensure short-term
rentals are consistent with the rules and regulations of the L.A.
Regional Water Quality Control Board, including Waste
Discharge Requirements.

3.125

Development involving onsite wastewater discharges shall
be consistent with the rules and regulations of the L.A.
Regional Water Quality Control Board, including Waste
Discharge Requirements, revised waivers and other
regulations that apply.

Consistency Determination

Policy

6.5

New development shall be sited and designed to minimize
adverse impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic roads
or public viewing areas to the maximum feasible extent. If
there is no feasible building site location on the proposed
project site where development would not be visible, then
the development shall be sited and designed to minimize
impacts on scenic areas visible from scenic highways or
public viewing areas, through measures including, but not
limited to, siting development in the least visible portion of
the site, breaking up the mass of new structures, designing
structures to blend into the natural hillside setting, restricting
the building maximum size, reducing maximum height
standards, clustering development, minimizing grading,
incorporating landscape elements, and where appropriate,
berming.

Page 5 of 6

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts. This allows the use of
developed properties with no adverse impacts on scenic areas
visible from scenic roads or public viewing areas. The subject
LCPA is limited to the use of existing structures and does not
preclude future development from being consistent and
requiring review under the Coastal Act.

Chapter 6 – Scenic and Visual Resources and Coastal Act Policy 30251

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts.
One of the requirements for operating a short-term rental in the
City is the property must maintain a valid Onsite Wastewater
Treatment System (OWTS) operating permit. This will ensure
short-term rentals are consistent with the rules and regulations
of the L.A. Regional Water Quality Control Board, including
Waste Discharge Requirements.

5.49

All new development shall comply with the City’s water
conservation and wastewater regulations.

Consistency Determination
like a hotel which can negatively impact public street parking.
This can occur if reserved parking spaces are not provided or
the unit is rented to a group of people that arrive in multiple
vehicles. Allowing hosted single-family rentals and multi-family
short-term rentals, with a limit on the number of rentals allowed,
will minimize impacts to public street parking and increase the
availability of street parking. This will allow all visitors to enjoy
coastal access and recreational opportunities while at the same
time providing short-term rental opportunities for those visitors
that wish to stay overnight in Malibu.

Policy

The Pacific Coast Highway corridor shall be protected as a
scenic highway and significant viewshed.

7.16

Additional water storage facilities and/or new pipelines may
be allowed in the City to replace deteriorated or undersized
facilities and/or to ensure an adequate source of domestic
and fire protection water supply during outages or pipeline
interruptions provided such facilities are designed and
limited to accommodate existing or planned development
allowed by the Land Use Plan and can be found to be
consistent with all applicable policies of the LCP.

Chapter 7 – Public Works and Coastal Act Policy 30254

6.33

Policy

Page 6 of 6

Short-term rentals are limited to existing legally established
structures in residential zoning districts. It is expected, that the
demand from short-term rentals on domestic and fire protection
water supplies would be consistent with that of a typical
residential dwelling.

The capacity of Pacific Coast Highway is exceeded regularly on
summer weekends as visitors travel to the beach or enjoy a
drive along the coast. The conversion of long term housing to
short-term rental use increases traffic impacts to Pacific Coast
Highway through increased trip demands of transient
occupancy. Allowing only hosted short-term rentals in single
family homes/condominiums and limiting the number of shortterm rentals in multi-family dwellings will help reduce the traffic
on Pacific Coast Highway which will enhance the quality of the
visitor experience on Pacific Coast Highway and assure access
to recreational opportunities.

Consistency Determination

25801 PCH

Pending applications on file with the City
Malibu Inn Hotel
22959 PCH
Sea View Hotel
22741 PCH

Malibu Beach RV Park

Name
The M Malibu
Nobu Ryokan
Malibu Beach Inn
The Surfrider Hotel
The Native
Malibu County Inn

Number
18
16
47
20
13
16
130
142
35
307

20
39
Total Future Hotel Rooms 59
Overall Total (Existing and Planned) 366

Hotel Rooms
Hotel Rooms

Total Hotel Rooms
RV sites
Tent sites
Total Existing Accommodations

Accommodations in Malibu
Address
Accommodation Type
22541 PCH
Hotel Rooms
22752 PCH
Hotel Rooms
22878 PCH
Hotel Rooms
23033 PCH
Hotel Rooms
28920 PCH
Hotel Rooms
6506 Westward Road
Hotel Rooms

Supplemental Information
LCPA 19-003 – Short-Term Rentals

ATTACHMENT B

110.00

104.50
93.50
99.00
88.00
78.00
70.00
82.50
58.00
51.70
46.20

Ocean View Premium 50 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View Premium 30 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View 50 Amp

Ocean View 30 Amp

Partial Ocean View 50 Amp (No Towables)

Partial Ocean View 30 Amp (No Towables)

Mountain View 50 Amp or Premium 30 Amp

Mountain View 30 Amp

Tent Site Ocean View

Tent Site Mountain View

51.70

57.20

62.50

88.00

76.00

84.00

93.50

104.50

99.00

Weekends
(Fri-Sat)

All RV Sites = Full Hook Up (Water, Electric, and Sewer) and are Back Weekdays
Excluding Tent Sites.
(Sun-Thu)

Winter Rates (December 1, 2020 through February 28, 2021)*

Malibu Beach RV Park

282.70

315.70

352.50

500.50

426.00

474.00

533.50

599.50

566.50

632.50

Weekly
(7 Days)

N/A

N/A

1,410.00

2,002.00

1,704.00

1,896.00

2,134.00

2,398.00

2266.00

2,530.00

Max Stay = 28 Nights
(APPROVAL REQUIRED)

Weekdays
(Sun-Thu)
114.00
102.00
108.00
96.00
96.00
80.00
90.00
72.00
51.70
46.20

All RV Sites = Full Hook Up (Water, Electric, and Sewer) and
are Back In Only. Excluding Tent Sites.

Ocean View Premium 50 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View Premium 30 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View 50 Amp

Ocean View 30 Amp

Partial Ocean View 50 Amp (No Towables)

Partial Ocean View 30 Amp (No Towables)

Mountain View 50 Amp or Premium 30 Amp

Mountain View 30 Amp

Tent Site Ocean View

Tent Site Mountain View

Spring Rates (March 1, 2021 through May 27, 2021)*

51.70

57.20

78.00

96.00

88.00

104.00

102.00

114.00

108.00

120.00

Weekends
(Fri-Sat)

Malibu Beach RV Park

282.70

315.70

438.00

546.00

488.00

584.00

582.00

654.00

618.00

690.00

Weekly
(7 Days)

N/A

N/A

1,752.00

2,184.00

1,952.00

2,336.00

2,328.00

2,616.00

2,472.00

2,760.00

Max Stay = 28 Nights
(APPROVAL REQUIRED)

Weekdays
(Sun-Thu)
253.00
209.00
220.00
198.00
192.00
117.00
170.50
137.50
99.00
71.50

All RV Sites = Full Hook Up (Water, Electric, and Sewer) and
are Back In Only. Excluding Tent Sites.

Ocean View Premium 50 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View Premium 30 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View 50 Amp

Ocean View 30 Amp

Partial Ocean View 50 Amp (No Towables)

Partial Ocean View 30 Amp (No Towables)

Mountain View 50 Amp or Premium 30 Amp

Mountain View 30 Amp

Tent Site Ocean View

Tent Site Mountain View

Summer Rates (May 28, 2021 through October 31, 2021)

93.50

110.00

154.00

192.50

162.50

222.00

225.50

242.00

231.00

264.00

Weekends
(Fri-Sat)

Malibu Beach RV Park

451.00

605.00

841.50

1,045.00

747.50

1,182.00

1,215.50

1,342.00

1,276.00

1,529.00

Weekly
(7 Days)

N/A

N/A

3,366.00

4,180.00

2,990.00

4,728.00

4,862.00

5,368.00

5,104.00

6,116.00

(APPROVAL REQUIRED)

Max Stay = 28 Nights

Weekdays
(Sun-Thu)
127.05
114.95
121.00
108.90
100.80
90.11
102.85
72.60
56.87
50.82

All RV Sites = Full Hook Up (Water, Electric, and Sewer) and are
Back In Only. Excluding Tent Sites.

Ocean View Premium 50 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View Premium 30 Amp (No Towables)

Ocean View 50 Amp

Ocean View 30 Amp

Partial Ocean View 50 Amp (No Towables)

Partial Ocean View 30 Amp (No Towables)

Mountain View 50 Amp or Premium 30 Amp

Mountain View 30 Amp

Tent Site Ocean View

Tent Site Mountain View

Fall Rates (November 1, 2021 through December 31, 2021)

56.87

62.92

78.65

123.20

98.30

108.00

114.95

127.05

121.00

133.10

Weekends
(Fri-Sat)

Malibu Beach RV Park

310.97

347.27

441.65

637.45

548.85

612.00

659.45

732.05

695.75

768.35

Weekly
(7 Days)

N/A

N/A

1,766.60

2,549.80

2,195.40

2,448.00

2,637.80

2,928.20

2,783.00

3,073.40

Max Stay = 28 Nights
(APPROVAL REQUIRED)
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For life-threatening emergencies, call 9-1-1

Attachment C
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The beaches of Malibu are world-famous tourist destinations for millions of visitors annually from foreign countries, all
50 states of the U.S., as well as to residents of cities and towns located throughout California. In addition, the Santa
Monica Mountains area within and adjacent to the City provides an extensive network of public trails that traverse and
connect Federal, State, and County parklands, and a system of heavily used historic trails on private land. Overall, a wide
variety of recreational opportunities exist in the area including hiking, biking, horseback riding, camping, fishing,
picnicking, nature study, surfing, diving, and swimming. Public access to and along the shoreline and trails, and the
provision of public recreational opportunities and visitor-serving facilities such as campgrounds, hotels and motels has
historically been a critical and controversial issue in Malibu. Continuing conflicts in providing maximum public access to
and along the shoreline and trails, as mandated by the Coastal Act, is evidenced in the Coastal Commission’s permit
regulatory reviews and public hearings concerning proposed projects in Malibu since 1976.
The loss of coastal recreation opportunities resulting from development occurring over the past 25 years represents a
significant adverse impact to the availability of public access and recreation in Malibu. Defined broadly, these
opportunities include not only the physical availability of access and recreation areas, but also the ability of the public to
reach and utilize these sites. Coastal access is generally viewed as an issue of physical supply, and includes lateral access
(access along a beach), vertical access (access from an upland street, parking area, bluff or public park to the beach),
coastal blufftop trails, and upland trails that lead to the shore or traverse inland parklands within the coastal zone. These
inland parks provide significant access and recreation opportunities in the City and Santa Monica Mountains coastal zone,
and are as important to coastal access as shoreline accessways.
While the physical supply of access is a primary factor in assuring access opportunities, the Local Coastal Program cannot
view the issue of supply in isolation of a number of other factors. These variables include the availability of transit to
beaches, parking availability, providing other support facilities such as restrooms and picnic areas, addressing user
demands and conflicts, and maintenance of a diversity of coastal recreation experiences. Impacts to any one of these
variables may ultimately affect the availability and use of the physical supply of access. For example, without adequate
parking or alternate transportation, users will have difficulty reaching the shoreline or trailhead. Therefore, managing and
increasing coastal access and ensuring that growth and development does not cumulatively impact the ability of the public
to access the shoreline and trails, involves improving not only the physical supply of access, but all of the other variables
that contribute to ensuring maximum coastal access.
To understand the importance of protecting and maximizing public access, it is critical to know that the public already
possesses ownership interests in tidelands or those lands below the mean high tide line. Because the mean high tide line
varies, the extent of lands in public ownership also varies with the location of the mean high tide line. By virtue of its
admission into the Union, California became the owner of all tidelands, submerged lands and all lands lying beneath
inland navigable waters. These lands are held in the State’s sovereign capacity and are subject to the common law public
trust. The use of these lands is limited to public trust uses, such as navigation, fisheries, commerce, public access, wateroriented recreation, open space, and environmental protection. The protection of these public areas and the assurance of
access to them lies at the heart of Coastal Act policies requiring both the implementation of a public access program and
the minimization of impacts to access through the regulation of development.
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&RDVWDO$FW3URYLVLRQV
A broad policy goal of California’s Coastal Management Program is to maximize the provision of coastal access and
recreation consistent with the protection of public rights, private property rights, and coastal resources as required by the
California Constitution and provided in Section 30210 of the Coastal Act. Several additional policies contained in the
Coastal Act, which are herein incorporated into the Land Use Plan, work to meet this objective. The Coastal Act requires
that development not interfere with the public right of access to the sea (Section 30211); provides for public access in new
development projects with limited exceptions (Section 30212); encourages the provision of lower cost visitor and
recreational facilities (Section 30213); addresses the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access
(30214); specifies the need to protect ocean front land suitable for recreational use (Section 30221); gives priority to the
use of land suitable for visitor-serving recreational facilities over certain other uses (Section 30222); requires the
protection of upland areas to support coastal recreation, where feasible (Section 30223); and encourages recreational
boating use of coastal waters (Section 30224).
/DQG8VH3ODQ3URYLVLRQV
The policies contained in the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan are intended to carry out the goals and objectives
reflected in the policies of the Coastal Act. These policies can be broadly summarized as follows:
•
Improving existing public access opportunities by supporting proposals to open accessways including efforts
by Los Angeles County to open and improve accessibility to El Sol and Dan Blocker Beaches;
•
Improving public access to Point Dume State Preserve by improving the availability of parking at the
blufftop and providing transit service from Point Dume State Beach below the headlands consistent with the terms
of the settlement agreement between the City, the Department of Parks and Recreation and the Coastal Commission;
•
Providing objectives, standards, and designated sites for locating visitor-serving recreational facilities and
commercial uses such as hotels and motels;
•
Coordinating with other public agencies to develop a comprehensive signage program to better identify public
access and use opportunities and minimize conflicts between public and private use;
•
Identifying and seeking removal of all unauthorized physical development, including signs and fences on the
beach, which inhibit public use of public beach areas and state tidelands, as well as those that that physically
encroach into state tidelands;
•
Protecting existing and improving future parking availability near shoreline and trail accessways throughout
the City;
•
Improving methods and programs to carry out public access impact mitigation measures by coordinating
with other public agencies and private associations to ensure that vertical and lateral access and trail easements
obtained pursuant to Offers to Dedicate (OTDs) are accepted, opened, maintained and operated;
•

Requiring public access OTDs to mitigate demonstrated impacts to public access;

•
City;

Providing guidelines to locate, design, map and otherwise implement a California Coastal Trail (CCT) in the

•
Establishing standards for the siting and provision of public accessways and support facilities at specific
beaches throughout the City;
•

Supporting efforts to develop and publish a regional access guide for the Malibu area.

The overarching goal and intent of the policies provided below is to ensure that the LCP Land Use Plan provides for
protection, provision, and enhancement of public access and recreation opportunities in the City of Malibu consistent with
goals, objectives, and policies of the California Coastal Act.
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%&RDVWDO$FW3ROLFLHV

The Coastal Act Policies set forth below are incorporated herein as policies of the Land Use Plan:
6HFWLRQ
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be
conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety
needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.
6HFWLRQ
Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative
authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation.
6HFWLRQ
(a)
Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new
development projects except where:
(1)
It is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal
resources,
(2)

Adequate access exists nearby, or,

(3)
Agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to
public use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and
liability of the accessway.
(b)

For purposes of this section, “new development” does not include:
(1)

Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision (g) of Section 30610.

(2)
The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; provided, that the reconstructed
residence shall not exceed either the floor area, height or bulk of the former structure by more than 10 percent,
and that the reconstructed residence shall be sited in the same location on the affected property as the former
structure.
(3)
Improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its use, which do not increase
either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by more than l0 percent, which do not block or impede
public access, and which do not result in a seaward encroachment by the structure.
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(4)
The reconstruction or repair of any seawall; provided, however, that the reconstructed or repaired
seawall is not a seaward of the location of the former structure.
(5)
Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has determined, pursuant to Section
30610, that a coastal development permit will be required unless the commission determines that the activity
will have an adverse impact on lateral public access along the beach.
As used in this subdivision “bulk” means total interior cubic volume as measured from the exterior surface of the
structure.
(c)
Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the performance of duties and
responsibilities of public agencies which are required by Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the
Government Code and by Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution.
6HFWLRQ
Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout
an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single
area.
6HFWLRQ
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.
The Commission shall not: (1) require that overnight room rentals be fixed at an amount certain for any privately owned
and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located on either public or private lands; or (2) establish
or approve any method for the identification of low or moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility
for overnight room rentals in any such facilities.
6HFWLRQ
(a)
The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that takes into account the need to
regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case
including, but not limited to, the following:
(1)

Topographic and geologic site characteristics.

(2)

The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.

(3)
The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass depending on such factors
as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential
uses.
(4)
The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy of adjacent
property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing for the collection of litter.
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(b)
It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be carried out in a reasonable
manner that considers the equities and that balances the rights of the individual property owner with the public’s
constitutional right of access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in this
section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed to the public under
Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution.
(c)
In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any other responsible public
agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative access management techniques, including, but not
limited to, agreements with private organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage the use
of volunteer programs.
6HFWLRQ
Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be
protected for such uses.
6HFWLRQ
Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development unless present and
foreseeable future demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property is
already adequately provided for in the area.
6HFWLRQ
The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance public
opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.
6HFWLRQ
Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible.
6HFWLRQ
Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be encouraged, in accordance with this division, by developing
dry storage areas, increasing public launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in existing harbors, limiting
non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and preclude boating support facilities, providing harbors of
refuge, and by providing for new boating facilities in natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas dredged
from dry land.
6HFWLRQ
The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating
the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the
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development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as highrise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal
recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with the
provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.
&/DQG8VH3ODQ3ROLFLHV


The shoreline, parklands, beaches and trails located within the City provide a wide range of recreational
opportunities in natural settings which include hiking, equestrian activities, bicycling, camping, educational study,
picnicking, and coastal access. These recreational opportunities shall be protected, and where feasible, expanded or
enhanced as a resource of regional, state and national importance.

New development shall minimize impacts to public access to and along the shoreline and inland trails. The
City shall assure that the recreational needs resulting from proposed development will not overload nearby coastal
recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and/or development plans
with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve new development.

Public prescriptive rights may exist in certain areas along the shoreline and trails within the City.
Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea where acquired through historic use or
legislative authorization. These rights shall be protected through public acquisition measures or through permit
conditions for new development, which incorporate measures to provide or protect access when there is substantial
evidence that prescriptive rights exist.

Public accessways and trails shall be an allowed use in Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas. Where
determined to be desirable (by consideration of supporting evidence), limited or controlled methods of access and/or
mitigation designed to eliminate or minimize impacts to ESHA may be utilized. Accessways to and along the
shoreline shall be sited, designed, and managed to avoid and/or protect marine mammal hauling grounds, seabird
nesting and roosting sites, sensitive rocky points and intertidal areas, and coastal dunes.

New development shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to public access and recreation along the
shoreline and trails. If there is no feasible alternative that can eliminate or avoid all access impacts, then the
alternative that would result in the least significant adverse impact shall be required. Impacts may be mitigated
through the dedication of an access or trail easement where the project site encompasses an LCP mapped access or
trail alignment, where the City, County, State, or other public agency has identified a trail used by the public, or
where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist. Mitigation measures required for impacts to public
access and recreational opportunities shall be implemented prior to or concurrent with construction of the approved
development.

Mitigation shall not substitute for implementation of a feasible project alternative that would avoid impacts
to public access.

Public accessways and trails to the shoreline and public parklands shall be a permitted use in all land use and
zoning designations. Where there is an existing, but unaccepted and/or unopened public access Offer-to-Dedicate
(OTD), easement, or deed restriction for lateral, vertical or trail access or related support facilities e.g. parking,
construction of necessary access improvements shall be permitted to be constructed, opened and operated for its
intended public use.
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Public recreational facilities throughout the City, including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed, as
feasible, to prevent overcrowding and to protect environmentally sensitive habitat areas.

Public access and recreational planning efforts shall be coordinated, as feasible, with the National Park
Service, the State Department of Parks and Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy, Los Angeles County, Los
Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, and the Santa
Monica Mountains Trails Council.
 Volunteers and conservation or public work programs should be utilized where feasible to assist in the
development, maintenance, and operation of public accessways and recreational facilities.

Public land, including rights of way, easements, dedications, shall be utilized for public recreation or access
purposes, where appropriate and consistent with public safety and the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat
areas.
 For any new development adjacent to or within 100 feet of a public park, beach, trail, or recreation area,
notice of proposed developments shall be provided, as applicable, to Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, the
National Park Service, the California Department of Parks and Recreation and the Santa Monica Mountains
Conservancy for their review with regard to potential impacts to public access, recreation, environmentally sensitive
habitat and any other sensitive environmental resources.
 Open space easements and dedications shall be utilized, where required, to facilitate the objectives of the
City’s recreational and/or public access program.
 An incentives program that will encourage landowners to make lands available for public access and
recreational uses should be developed.
 The City should coordinate with County, federal and state park agencies and nonprofit land trusts or
organizations to insure that private land donations and/or public access dedications are accepted and managed for
their intended use.
 Entrance roads, parking facilities, and other necessary support facilities for parks, beaches and other
shoreline recreation areas shall be sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive
habitat areas and other sensitive environmental and visual resources.
 Recreation and access opportunities at existing public beaches and parks shall be protected, and where
feasible, enhanced as an important coastal resource. Public beaches and parks shall maintain lower-cost user fees
and parking fees, and maximize hours of use to the extent feasible, in order to maximize public access and recreation
opportunities. Limitations on time of use or increases in use fees or parking fees, which effect the intensity of use,
shall be subject to a coastal development permit.
 The City should coordinate with the National Park Service, the California Department of Parks and
Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy, Caltrans, the County Department of Beaches and Harbors and the Santa
Monica Mountains Conservancy to provide a comprehensive signage program to identify public parks, trails and
accessways. Said signage program should be designed to minimize conflicts between public and private property
uses.
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 Temporary events shall minimize impacts to public access, recreation and coastal resources. A coastal
development permit shall be required for temporary events that meet all of the following criteria: 1) held between
Memorial Day and Labor Day; 2) occupy any portion of a public sandy beach area; and 3) involve a charge for
general public admission where no fee is currently charged for use of the same area. A coastal development permit
shall also be required for temporary events that do not meet all of these criteria, but have the potential to result in
significant adverse impacts to public access and/or coastal resources.
New public beach facilities shall be limited to only those structures which provide or enhance public
recreation activities. No development shall be permitted on sandy public beach areas, except that lifeguard stations,
small visitor serving concessions, trash and recycling receptacles, and public access improvements may be permitted
when sited and designed to minimize adverse impacts to public access, visual resources and environmentally
sensitive habitat areas and marine resources. (Resolution No. 19-49)

 The limited development of visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to serve beach or
park users may be permitted on non-sand areas of public beaches or beach parks. Developments designed or sized to
serve a larger market than park users shall be prohibited in public beaches and parks.
 Signs advertising off-site non-coastal related uses or services shall be prohibited in public beaches and
beach parks. Replacement of signs on lifeguard towers authorized pursuant to a Coastal Commission CDP prior to
adoption of the LCP shall be allowed.

 No new structures or reconstruction shall be permitted on a bluff face, except for stairways or accessways to
provide public access to the shoreline or beach or routine repair and maintenance or to replace a structure destroyed
by natural disaster.

 The extension of public transit facilities and services, including shuttle programs, to maximize public access
and recreation opportunities shall be encouraged, where feasible.
 New development shall provide off-street parking sufficient to serve the approved use in order to minimize
impacts to public street parking available for coastal access and recreation.
 Adequate parking should be provided to serve coastal access and recreation uses to the extent feasible.
Existing parking areas serving recreational uses shall not be displaced unless a comparable replacement area is
provided.
 The implementation of restrictions on public parking, which would impede or restrict public access to
beaches, trails or parklands, (including, but not limited to, the posting of “no parking” signs, red curbing, physical
barriers, imposition of maximum parking time periods, and preferential parking programs) shall be prohibited except
where such restrictions are needed to protect public safety and where no other feasible alternative exists to provide
public safety. Where feasible, an equivalent number of public parking spaces shall be provided nearby as mitigation
for impacts to coastal access and recreation.
 Gates, guardhouses, barriers or other structures designed to regulate or restrict access shall not be permitted
within private street easements where they have the potential to limit, deter, or prevent public access to the
shoreline, inland trails, or parklands where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist.
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 Parking facilities for new development of general office or commercial use, which may cumulatively impact
public access and recreation, shall be designed to serve not only the development during ordinary working hours, but
also public beach parking during weekends and holidays, in conjunction with public transit or shuttle buses serving
beach recreational areas.
 A program to utilize existing parking facilities for office and commercial development located near beaches
for public access parking during periods of normal beach use when such development is not open for business
should be developed. As feasible, new non-visitor serving office or commercial development shall be required to
provide public parking for beach access during weekends and holidays.
 The City should complete an inventory of existing public parking along Pacific Coast Highway and public
roads seaward of PCH to identify all unpermitted signage or physical barriers to public parking and to establish a
database to aid in preventing future loss of legal public access and parking. All unpermitted signs and/or physical
barriers which prevent public parking near the shoreline shall not be permitted.
 Landscaping and any other barriers or obstructions placed by private landowners shall not be allowed within
existing public road rights-of-way where such areas would otherwise be available for public parking.
 Priority shall be given to the development of visitor-serving and commercial recreational facilities designed
to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation. On land designated for visitor-serving commercial and/or
recreational facilities, priority shall be given to such use over private residential or general commercial development.
New visitor-serving uses shall not displace existing low-cost visitor-serving uses unless an equivalent replacement is
provided.
 Existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities, including overnight accommodations, shall be
protected to the maximum feasible extent. New lower cost visitor and recreation facilities, including overnight
accommodations, shall be encouraged and provided, where designated on the LUP Map. Priority shall be given to
developments that include public recreational opportunities. New or expanded facilities shall be sited and designed
to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and visual resources.
 New development of luxury overnight visitor-serving accommodations shall be designed to provide for a
component of lower cost overnight visitor accommodations (e.g. campground, RV park, hostel, or lower cost
hotel/motel). The lower-cost visitor accommodations may be provided on-site, off-site, or through payment of an inlieu fee into a fund to subsidize the construction of lower- cost overnight facilities in the Malibu-Santa Monica
Mountains Coastal Zone area of Los Angeles County or Ventura County. The applicant shall be required to provide
lower-cost overnight accommodations consisting of 15 percent of the number of luxury overnight accommodations
that are approved.
 Coastal recreational and visitor serving uses and opportunities, especially lower cost opportunities, shall be
protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided by both public and private means. Removal or conversion of
existing lower cost opportunities shall be prohibited unless the use will be replaced with another offering
comparable visitor serving or recreational opportunities.
 Priority shall be given to the development of visitor-serving commercial and/or recreational uses that
complement public recreation areas or supply recreational opportunities not currently available in public parks or
beaches. Visitor-serving commercial and/or recreational uses may be located near public park and recreation areas
only if the scale and intensity of the visitor-serving commercial recreational uses is compatible with the character of
the nearby parkland and all applicable provisions of the LCP.
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 To help finance the construction and maintenance of new accessways, the use of private or public grants or
other local, State and Federal funding sources shall be utilized.
 The City shall not close, abandon, or render unusable by the public any existing accessway which the City
owns, operates, maintains, or is otherwise responsible for unless determined to be necessary for public safety
without first obtaining a Coastal Development permit. Any accessway which the City or any other managing agency
or organization determines cannot be maintained or operated in a condition suitable for public use shall be offered to
another public agency or qualified private association that agrees to open and maintain the accessway for public use.
 For any project where the LCP requires an offer to dedicate an easement for a trail or for public beach
access, a grant of easement may be recorded instead of an offer to dedicate an easement, if a government agency or
private association is willing to accept the grant of easement and is willing to operate and maintain the trail or public
beach accessway.
 For all offers to dedicate an easement that are required as conditions of Coastal Development Permits
approved by the City, the City has the authority to approve a private association that seeks to accept the offer. Any
government agency may accept an offer to dedicate an easement if the agency is willing to operate and maintain the
easement. The City shall approve any private association that submits a management plan that indicates that the
association will open, operate, and maintain the easement in accordance with terms of the recorded offer to dedicate
the easement.
7UDLOVDQG%LNHZD\V
 Safe and accessible bikeways and support facilities shall be provided, where feasible, through the
development and adoption of a Bikeways Plan in the City’s Coastal Zone.
 Existing bikeway corridors along roads and highways should be upgraded, as feasible, to eliminate the
present hazards between motor vehicles and bicycles, consistent with the sensitive environmental resource and
visual resource protection policies. Improvements to any roadway containing a bikeway should not adversely affect
the provision of bicycle use, to the extent feasible.
 Proposals to install bike racks, lockers, or other devices for securing bicycles in convenient locations at
beach and mountain parks, parking lots throughout the City, trailheads and other staging areas shall be permitted.
Funding should be supported and provided where available.
 An extensive public trail system has been developed across the Santa Monica Mountains that provides
public coastal access and recreation opportunities. This system includes trails located within state and national
parklands as well as those which cross private property in the City and County. The City’s existing and proposed
trails are shown on the LUP Park Lands Map. A safe trail system shall be provided throughout the mountains and
along the shoreline that achieves the following:
a.

Connects parks and major recreational facilities;

b.

Links with trail systems of adjacent jurisdictions;

c.

Provides recreational corridors between the mountains and the coast;
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d.
Allows for flexible, site-specific design and routing to minimize impacts on adjacent development, and
fragile habitats. In particular, ensure that trails located within or adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas are designed to protect fish and wildlife resources;
e.

Provides connections with populated areas;

f.
Includes trails designed to accommodate multiple use (hiking, biking and equestrian) where multiple
use can be provided safely for all users and where impacts to coastal resources are minimized;
g.

Reserves certain trails for hiking only;

h.

Facilitates linkages to community trail systems;

i.

Provides diverse recreational and aesthetic experiences;

j.

Prohibits public use of motorized vehicles on any trail;

k.

Provides public parking at trail head areas;

l.
Ensures that trails are used for their intended purpose and that trail use does not violate private property
rights. (Resolution No. 07-04)
 The appropriate agency or organization to accept and develop trail dedication offers resulting from City
issued CDPs shall be determined through coordination, where applicable, with the National Park Service, the State
Department of Parks and Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy, Los Angeles County, the Santa Monica
Mountains Coastal Conservancy, and the Santa Monica Mountains Trails Council, and nonprofit land trusts or
associations.
 A strategic plan for the acceptance, construction, and operation of existing recorded trail easement offers
which have not been accepted by a public agency or private association should be developed to address said trail
easement offers no later than two years from the date of LCP certification. The strategic plan shall be incorporated
into the LCP as an amendment.
 Development of public or private trail campsites along primary trail routes shall be a conditionally permitted
use, where impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and visual resources are minimized and where
designed to meet fire safety standards.
 A trail offer of dedication shall be required in new development where the property contains a LCP mapped
trail alignment or where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights exist. An existing trail which has
historically been used by the public may be relocated as long as the new trail alignment offers equivalent public use.
Both new development and the trail alignment shall be sited and designed to provide maximum privacy for residents
and maximum safety for trail users.
 The opening of a trail easement that was dedicated for public use as a term or condition of a Coastal
Development Permit shall occur only after a public agency or private association has accepted the offer of
dedication and agreed to open, operate, and maintain the trail. New offers to dedicate public trail easements shall
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include an interim deed restriction that 1) states that the terms and conditions of the permit do not authorize any
interference with prescriptive rights, in the area subject to the easement prior to acceptance of the offer and, 2)
prohibits any development or obstruction in the easement area prior to acceptance of the offer.
 A uniform signage program shall be developed and utilized to assist the public in locating and recognizing trail
access points. In areas containing environmentally sensitive habitat or safety hazards, signs shall be posted in English and
in Spanish with a description of the sensitive habitat or safety hazard once the trail is opened by a public agency or private
association.
 Trail areas that have been degraded through overuse or lack of maintenance should be restored by such
techniques as revegetation with native plants, and through the provision of support facilities such as parking, trash
receptacles, restrooms, picnic areas etc. In environmentally sensitive habitat areas a limited recovery period during
which public access should be controlled may be necessary. Any limitation on access shall be for the minimum
period necessary, shall be evaluated periodically to determine the need for continued limited use and shall require a
Coastal Development Permit.
 Efforts to obtain public and/or private funding for the purchase of parcels and/or easements to complete all
gaps in the public trail system throughout the City and Santa Monica Mountains Coastal Zone should be
encouraged.
&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO7UDLO
 The City shall participate and consult with the National Park Service, the State Department of Parks &
Recreation, the State Coastal Conservancy, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, Los Angeles & Ventura
Counties, and other appropriate public and private entities and interested parties in designing, locating, funding,
acquiring, and implementing the Malibu/Santa Monica Mountains California Coastal Trail (CCT) segment.
 The California Coastal Trail shall be identified and defined as a continuous trail system traversing the length
of the state’s coastline and designed and sited as a continuous lateral trail traversing the length of the City’s Coastal
Zone and connecting with contiguous trail links in adjacent Coastal jurisdictions (Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties).
The CCT shall be designed and implemented to achieve the following objectives:


a.

Provide a continuous walking and hiking trail as close to the ocean as possible;

b.
Provide maximum access for a variety of non-motorized uses by utilizing alternative trail segments
where feasible;
c.

Maximize connections to existing and proposed local trail systems;

d.

Ensure that all segments of the trail have vertical access connections at reasonable intervals;

e.

Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas;

f.

Provide an educational experience where feasible through interpretive facilities. (Resolution No. 07-04)
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CCT Siting and Design Standards:
a.
The trail should be sited and designed to be located along or as close to the shoreline where physically
and aesthetically feasible. Where it is not feasible to locate the trail along the shoreline due to natural
landforms or legally authorized development that prevents passage at all times, inland bypass trail segments
located as close to the shoreline as possible should be utilized. Shoreline trail segments that may not be
passable at all times should provide inland alternative routes.
b.
Where gaps are identified in the trail, interim segments should be identified to ensure a continuous
coastal trail. Interim segments should be noted as such, with provisions that as opportunities arise, the trail
shall be realigned for ideal siting. Interim trail segments should meet as many of the CCT objectives and
standards as possible.
c.
The CCT should be designed and located to minimize impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat
areas to the maximum extent feasible. Where appropriate, trail access should be limited to pass and repass.
Where necessary to prevent disturbance of nesting birds, sections of the trail may be closed on a seasonal basis.
Alternative trail segments shall be provided where feasible.
d.
The CCT should be located to incorporate existing oceanfront trails and paths and support facilities of public
shoreline parks and beaches to the maximum extent feasible.
e.
To provide a continuously identifiable trail along the base and shoreline of the Santa Monica
Mountains, the trail should be integrated with the CCT in Ventura and Los Angeles Counties which border the
City.
f.
The CCT should be designed to avoid being located on roads with motorized vehicle traffic where
feasible. In locations where it is not possible to avoid siting the trail along a roadway, the trail should be
located off of the pavement and within the public right-of-way, and separated from traffic by a safe distance. In
locations where the trail must cross a roadway, appropriate directional and traffic warning signing should be
provided. (Resolution No. 07-04)



CCT Acquisition and Management:
a.
Trail easements should be obtained by encouraging private donation of land, by public purchase, or by
dedication of trail easements. Trail easement dedications shall be required as a condition of approval of a
Coastal Development Permit for development on property located on the CCT route, when the dedication will
mitigate adverse impacts on public access and/or recreation by the project.
b.
The CCT plan should identify the appropriate management agency(s) to take responsibility for trail
maintenance. (Resolution No. 07-04)



CCT Signage Program Standards:
a.
The trail should provide adequate signage at all access points, trailheads, parking lots, road crossings,
and linkages or intersections with other trails or roads which incorporate the CCT logo (to be designed).
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b.
The trail should provide adequate safety signage, including but not limited to, road crossing signs and
yield/warning signs on multi-use trail segments. Where appropriate signs should be developed in coordination
with Caltrans and/or City and County Public Works Departments and any other applicable public agencies.
c.


Signs shall be posted in Spanish and in English. (Resolution No. 07-04)
CCT Support Facilities:

To maximize access to the CCT, adequate parking and trailhead facilities should be provided. (Resolution No. 0704)


CCT Mapping:
a.
The final CCT map shall identify all planned or secured segments, including existing segments, all
access linkages and planned staging areas, public and private lands, existing easements, deed restricted
sections and sections subject to an Offer-to-dedicate (OTD). The map shall be updated on a regular basis.
b.
The CCT shall be identified on all applicable City Trail Maps contained in the LCP Access Component.
(Resolution No. 07-04)



Inclusion of CCT in LCP:

The LCP shall be amended to incorporate all plans and designs for locating and implementing the CCT within the
City including the final mapped alignment. (Resolution No. 07-04)
6KRUHOLQH$FFHVV
 Consistent with the policies below, maximum public access from the nearest public roadway to the
shoreline and along the shoreline shall be provided in new development. Exceptions may occur only where (1)
it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources; (2)
adequate access exists nearby, or; (3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Such access can be lateral and/or
vertical. Lateral access is defined as an accessway that provides for public access and use along the shoreline.
Vertical access is defined as an accessway which extends to the shoreline, or perpendicular to the shoreline in order
to provide access from the first public road to the shoreline.
 An Offer to Dedicate (OTD) an easement for lateral public access shall be required for all new
oceanfronting development causing or contributing to adverse public access impacts. Such easement shall extend
from the mean high tide line landward to a point fixed at the most seaward extent of development i.e. intersection of
sand with toe of revetment, vertical face of seawall, dripline of deck, or toe of bluff.
 On beachfront property containing dune ESHA the required easement for lateral public access shall be
located along the entire width of the property from the ambulatory mean high tide line landward to the ambulatory
seawardmost limit of dune vegetation. If at some time in the future, there is no dune vegetation seaward of the
approved deck/patio line, such easement shall be located from the ambulatory mean high tide line landward to the
seaward extent of development.
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 An Offer to Dedicate (OTD) an easement for vertical access shall be required in all new development
projects causing or contributing to adverse public access impacts when adequate access is not available within 500
feet of the development site. Vertical accessways shall be a minimum of 10 feet in width and should be sited along
the border or side property line of the project site or away from existing or proposed development to the maximum
feasible extent. Where there is substantial evidence that prescriptive rights of access to the beach exist on a parcel,
development on that parcel must be designed, or conditions must be imposed, to avoid interference with the
prescriptive rights that may exist.
 Facilities to complement public access to and along the shoreline should be provided where feasible and
appropriate. This may include parking areas, restroom facilities, picnic tables, or other such improvements. No
facilities or amenities, including, but not limited to, those referenced above, shall be required as a prerequisite to the
approval of any lateral or vertical accessways OTDs or as a precondition to the approval or construction of said
accessways.
 New development located on the seaward side of Pacific Coast Highway and east of Malibu Creek shall be
required to construct a public sidewalk with a minimum width of five feet between the approved development and
Pacific Coast Highway, where feasible.
 Dedicated accessways shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private
association agrees to accept the responsibility for maintenance and operation of the accessway. New offers to
dedicate public access shall include an interim deed restriction that 1) states that the terms and conditions of the
permit do not authorize any interference with prescriptive rights in the areas subject to the easement prior to
acceptance of the offer and 2) prohibits any development or obstruction in the accessway prior to acceptance of the
offer of dedication.
 Offers to dedicate public access shall be accepted for the express purpose of opening, operating, and
maintaining the accessway for public use. Unless there are unusual circumstances, the accessway shall be opened
within 5 years of acceptance. If the accessway is not opened within this period, and if another public agency or
qualified private association expressly requests ownership of the easement in order to open it to the public, the
easement holder shall transfer the easement to that entity within 6 months of the written request. A Coastal
Development Permit that includes an offer to dedicate public access as a term or condition shall require the recorded
offer to dedicate to include the requirement that the easement holder shall transfer the easement to another public
agency or private association that requests such transfer, if the easement holder has not opened the accessway to the
public within 5 years of accepting the offer.
 Public agencies and private associations which may be appropriate to accept offers of dedication include,
but shall not be limited to, the State Coastal Conservancy, the Department of Parks and Recreation, the State Lands
Commission, the County, the City, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy and non-governmental organizations.
 A uniform signage program shall be developed and utilized to assist the public in locating and recognizing
shoreline access points. In environmentally sensitive habitat areas signs may be posted with a description of the sensitive
habitat. Signs shall be posted in English and Spanish.


Maximum public access shall be provided in a manner which minimizes conflicts with adjacent uses.

 Where a proposed project would increase the burdens on access to or along the shoreline, additional access
may be required to balance or mitigate the impact resulting from construction of the project.
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 Accessways or areas adjacent to accessways that have been severely degraded as the result of intense and/or
unrestricted use should be restored by such techniques as revegetation with native plants, trail consolidation and
improvement and through the provision of support facilities such as parking, defined trail and/or beach walk stairway
systems, raised wooden boardwalks, trash receptacles, restrooms, picnic areas. In severely degraded areas controlled and
limited public access may be allowed during the recovery period subject to a coastal development permit and consultation
with appropriate public agencies and/or resource specialists. Any limitation of public use shall be evaluated periodically to
determine the need for continued limited use and the limitation shall be removed at the termination of the recovery period.
 Proposals to open and provide increased public access to El Sol and Dan Blocker Beaches, where feasible,
shall be supported and coordinated with the Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors.
 Acquisition of parcels owned by Caltrans, which may be appropriate for public recreational use, should be
supported.


RESERVE. (Resolution No. 15-63)

 The City should continue to support and coordinate with the California Department of Parks and Recreation
in improving access to Point Dume State Preserve by ensuring that adequate public parking is provided consistent
with the terms of the settlement agreement between the City, State Department of Parks and Recreation and the
Coastal Commission. Where applicable, the City should support and coordinate with the Department of Parks and
Recreation in designing and constructing trails consistent with ongoing efforts to restore, enhance and protect
sensitive resources.
 In consultation and coordination with the State Lands Commission, all unauthorized or illegal development,
including signs, which encroach onto State tidelands should be identified and removed. In particular, and in
coordination with the State Lands Commission, existing signs at Broad Beach which purport to identify the
boundary between State tidelands and private property that are determined to be unpermitted development should be
removed.
 No signs shall be posted on a beachfront property or on public beach unless authorized by a coastal
development permit. Signs which purport to identify the boundary between State tidelands and private property or
which indicate that public access to State tidelands or public lateral access easement areas is restricted shall not be
permitted.
 Efforts to develop and publish a regional access guide to Malibu area beaches and trails should be
encouraged and supported.
 Efforts to ensure that all existing shoreline and inland trail OTD easements are accepted prior to their
expiration date shall be coordinated with other public agencies as appropriate.
%HDFKDQG%OXIIWRS$FFHVVZD\6WDQGDUGV
 The frequency of public access locations shall vary according to localized beach settings and conditions as
set forth below. Vertical access standards and related dedication requirements may range from none in areas of major
public beach holdings to one accessway per 1,000 feet of shoreline unless otherwise specified in Policy 2.86. This
requirement shall not preclude the provision or requirement of vertical accessways at less than 1,000 feet separation
if a public agency or private landowner offers to dedicate such access or if a project related impact warrants such
access (offer-to-dedicate) as a condition of approval.
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 Improvements and/or opening of accessways already in public ownership or accepted pursuant to a Coastal
Permit shall be permitted regardless of the distance from the nearest available vertical accessway.
6SHFLILF9HUWLFDO$FFHVVZD\6WDQGDUGV
 The following standards shall apply in carrying out the access policies of the LCP relative to requiring and
locating vertical accessways to the shoreline. These standards shall not be used as limitations on any access
requirements pursuant to the above policies.
a.

Nicholas Canyon

No new dedications required — public beach.
b.

Encinal

A minimum of two vertical accessway (OTDs) between Nicholas Canyon and El Pescadero for a separation of
approximately one accessway per 2500 feet. Development of an accessway at El Sol may satisfy one of the
requirements. Additional offers of dedication should be located at least 600 feet west of El Sol.

c.

Lechuza

Public acquisition of or requirements for two vertical access (OTDs).
d.

Trancas / Broad Beach

Public acquisition of and/or requirements for vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline.
e.

Zuma

No new dedications required — public beach.
f.

Point Dume State Beach / Westward Beach

No new dedications required — public beach.
g.

Dume Cove / Point Dume State Reserve
1.

Vertical access to the beach from the blufftop headlands parking lot.

2.
Vertical access to and lateral access along the blufftop at the Point Dume headlands for coastal view
purposes and passive recreation, with a minimum of two established viewpoints at least 500 feet apart.
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3.
The provision and protection of public parking pursuant to the terms of the settlement agreement
between the City, the State Department of Parks and Recreation and the Coastal Commission shall be required.
h.

Paradise Cove

Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline (with no fewer than two).
i.

Escondido Beach — Malibu Cove Colony
1.
Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline (with at least two
additional accessways to those existing at Escondido Creek and Seacliff).
2.

Maintain and operate 2 existing vertical accessways.

3.

Improve and open 3 existing vertical access easements.

j.

Latigo Beach
1.
Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access dedication on property seaward of and fronting
Latigo Shore Drive to meet standard of one accessway every 1,000 feet.
2.
Requirement for or acquisition of public viewpoint on the blufftop at Pacific Coast Highway (PCH) or
public street seaward of PCH.
3.

k.

Improve and open existing vertical accessway and OTD.
Dan Blocker Beach

Improvement of existing vertical accessway, public parking and restroom facilities on portion of shoreline owned by
Los Angeles County.
l.

Malibu Beach Road (Amarillo and Puerco Beach)
1.

Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline.

2.
Improve and open existing 100 foot wide vertical access OTD for public use in accordance with the site
plan approved by the California Coastal Conservancy on August 8, 2002.
3.

Maintain and operate existing accessway (5 are open).

4.

Enhance trail connections to Malibu Bluffs State Park.
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m.

Malibu Beach

Public vertical access dedications or public acquisition to meet the minimum standard of one accessway per 1,000
feet of shoreline from properties located seaward of and fronting on Malibu Road.
n.

Malibu Lagoon State Beach / Surfrider Beach

No dedications required — public beach.
o.

Carbon Beach
1.

Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline.

2.

Improve and open 2 existing vertical access OTDs and 4 existing vertical access deed restrictions.

3.

Maintain and operate existing “Zonker Harris” vertical accessway.

p.

La Costa / Las Flores Beaches
1.

Requirement for or public acquisition of vertical access every 1,000 feet of shoreline.

2.

Improve and open vertical access easement at Las Flores Creek.

3.

Improve and open parcel at 21704 PCH at western end.

q.

Big Rock Beach
1.

Dedication of one vertical accessway every 1,000 feet of shoreline.

2.

Maintain and operate 2 existing accessways.

r.

Las Tunas Beach
1.

Dedication of one vertical accessway every 1,000 feet of shoreline.

2.

Improve and open existing vertical access OTD and Deed Restriction. (Resolution No. 07-04)

5HFUHDWLRQDO%RDWLQJ
 Vessel operations near the shoreline, including launching and landing at beaches, shall be done in a safe and
responsible manner.
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 Boat storage facilities which do not restrict coastal access and which do not impair coastal resources may be
permitted in the vicinity of existing launch facilities.
 Other than the State of California or its grantee acting pursuant to the public trust doctrine, no new
development shall obstruct the public’s right of use of tidelands pursuant to the public trust doctrine or a public
easement in navigable waters.
 The LUP Public Access Map shall be updated every five years to reflect current information regarding the
location and status of vertical and lateral public accessways, as well as public beaches. Revisions to the map shall be
treated as LCP amendments and shall be subject to the approval of the Coastal Commission. Since the LUP Public
Access Map will only be updated periodically, it may not indicate the full extent of public access or public
ownership information. (Resolution No. 19-33)

View the mobile version.
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COMMERCIAL REAL ESTATE SERVICES
Jeff Lugosi
Executive Vice President
CBRE Hotels Advisory

CBRE Group, Inc.
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400 S. Hope Street, 25 Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90071
+1 213 613 3375 Office
jeff.lugosi@cbre.com
www.cbrehotels.com

June 14, 2021
Re:
Impact of Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance on the Supply and Average Daily
Rate of Overnight Accommodations in the City of Malibu, California
To Whom It May Concern:
The City of Malibu (the “City” or “Malibu”) adopted an ordinance (referred to herein as
the “Ordinance”) that will regulate the rental of residential units for 30 days or less. In
general, the Ordinance creates a short-term rental (“STR”) permit program offering two
distinct permit types: (1) one for owners of single-family residences and condominium
units to offer “hosted” STRS; and (2) one for owners of multifamily residential buildings to
offer up to two units, or 40 percent of the units on the parcel (whichever is less), as STRs,
as long as all other units in the building are rented long-term. “Hosted” STRs require the
owner or the owner’s designated operator to be onsite during the duration of the rental.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CBRE Hotels Advisory (“CBRE”) reviewed the Ordinance to analyze its potential impact
on the supply of Short-Term Rentals (STRs) in Malibu and the effect on the pricing of the
City’s remaining (post-Ordinance) overnight accommodations. More specifically, we
compiled data from AirDNA, a leading provider of vacation rental data and analytics
that collects data from Airbnb and VRBO, two of the largest STR platforms in the world.
We then analyzed the data to determine the supply of STRs in the City in Fiscal Year
2018-2019 (“FY 2018/19”) and analyze what the supply would have been if the Ordinance
was in effect during that year. We used FY 2018/19 because it was the last full year of
data not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
As summarized herein, we conclude the Ordinance would have a pronounced effect on
the overnight accommodation market in Malibu as summarized below:



“Entire home” single-family residences (“Entire Home SFs”) are the most widely
offered STRs in the City, accounting for approximately 63 percent of the analyzed
STR supply. Entire Home SFs are STRs where the guest has complete and sole access
to the rented dwelling unit during their stay. We estimate that the supply of Entire
Home SFs nights would have decreased by approximately 95 percent if the
Ordinance were in place during the historical period analyzed. The actual number
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of Entire Home SF nights demanded in 2018/19 was 20,515 which is over ten times
greater than the restated supply of SF 1,928 nights if the Ordinance had been in effect.



“Entire home” apartments and condos (“Entire Home Apt/Condos”) are the second
most widely offered STRs in the City, accounting for approximately 25 percent of the
STR supply. Entire Home Apt/Condos are STRs where the guest has complete and sole
access to the rented dwelling unit during their stay. Based on our analysis, we
estimate that the supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos would have been
approximately 67 percent less under the Ordinance. By comparison, the actual
demand for Entire Homes Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was 9,244 nights which is nearly
two times greater than our estimate of restated supply (5,166 nights).



Together, Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos accounted for
approximately 88 percent of the total STR supply in fiscal year 2018/19. We estimate
that supply of the Entire SF’s and Entire Home Apt/Condos would have decreased
from approximately 55,735 annual room nights to 7,094 room nights in the historical
period analyzed which represents an 87 percent decrease in the annual supply of
these type of STR room nights. By comparison, the total number of hotel/motel annual
room nights in Malibu during the same period was 41,975. Based on our analysis the
actual demand for Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was
more than three times greater than our estimate of the restated supply if the
Ordinance was in effect.



Looking collectively at hotels, motels, and STRs, STRs offered on Airbnb and VRBO
account for over 60 percent of the total analyzed supply of overnight
accommodations in the City. The Ordinance would therefore result in a significant
decrease in the supply of overnight accommodations in Malibu. More specifically,
we estimate the Ordinance would result in the loss of nearly 50,000 annual room
nights.1



The Ordinance would result in an increase in demand for the existing hotel/motel
supply in Malibu. In addition, the Ordinance would increase the average daily rate
(ADR) of the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu, making Malibu less affordable to
visitors.

OVERVIEW
CBRE analyzed the Ordinance and its potential impact on the supply of STRs in the City.
The Ordinance defines an STR as the renting of a dwelling unit, or portion thereof, for 30

This estimate only considers the loss of room nights associated with STRs listed on Airbnb and
VRBO, whose data are available through the AirDNA database. While AirDNA collects data from
Airbnb and VRBO, it does not have data for STRs that are not listed on those specific platforms.
1
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consecutive days or less to a transient. The Ordinance establishes the following two
distinct STR permit types:



Hosted Short-term Rental Permit (“HSTR Permit”): To be eligible for an HSTR Permit,
the property offered must be the owner’s primary residence. In addition, the
owner, or the owner’s designated operator,2 must live onsite for the duration of the
period of rental. A primary resident owner of a condominium is eligible for an HSTR
Permit.



Multifamily Short-Term Rental Permit (“MSTR Permit”): Owners of “entire parcels that
have multifamily residential buildings containing three or more dwelling units
(including, but not limited to, triplexes, condominiums, stock cooperatives,
apartments, and similar developments)” may obtain an MSTR Permit. For owners
of buildings with four units or less, this permit would allow the owner to rent a single
unit on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the property are rented for a
period of one year or more. For owners of buildings with five units or more, the MSTR
Permit would allow the owner to rent up to two units on a parcel, provided that all
the other units on the property are rented for a period of one year or more. The
owner of both units of a duplex may also obtain this type of permit to rent one unit,
if the owner, or the owner’s designated operator,3 lives onsite during any period
of rental in the other unit.

Under the Ordinance, only a natural person may obtain a short-term rental permit, and
that person may not possess more than one STR permit, regardless of type. A separate
STR permit is required for every legal lot or condominium unit. No person may serve as a
designated operator for more than one STR concurrently, and all permits must be
renewed annually.
In order to analyze the impact of the Ordinance, we performed our analysis under the
assumption that the Ordinance was in effect as of July 1, 2018. Our projections of the
impact of the Ordinance on the supply of STRs reflect the City’s fiscal year (July 1 through
June 30).
Below is an overview of the Malibu lodging supply, a summary of the supply and
performance of STRs in Malibu, the methodology, and the summary of our findings.

MALIBU LODGING MARKET
Malibu Overview: Malibu is a coastal city in western Los Angeles County, California,
situated about 30 miles west of Downtown Los Angeles. The City is a community of
2 An owner’s designated operator is allowed to live onsite instead of the owner for up to 60 days
(cumulatively) per calendar year.

An owner’s designated operator is allowed to live onsite instead of the owner for up to 60 days
cumulatively per calendar year.
3
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approximately 13,000 persons on 21 miles of coastline nestled between the Pacific
Ocean and the Santa Monica Mountains. The area is known for its picturesque setting
and Mediterranean climate.
OVERVIEW OF MALIBU’S CURRENT LODGING SUPPLY
Despite the City’s world-renowned beaches, the traditional overnight lodging market in
Malibu is extremely small relative to other coastal destinations in Central and Southern
California.
Table 1 summarizes the current Malibu hotel/motel lodging market.4
Table 1: CURRENT HOTEL AND MOTEL LODGING SUPPLY IN MALIBU
MALIBU SUPPLY OF NIGHTS BY UNIT TYPE
No. of
Hotel/Motel Name

Rooms

Address

Open

Affiliation

City

Date

Date

The Malibu Hotel

18

22541 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jan-47

-

Nobu Ryokan Malibu

16

22752 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jun-49

Jun-17

Malibu Beach Inn

47

22878 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jul-89

Jul-89

The Surfrider Malibu

20

23033 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jun-52

Sep-17

16

6506 Westward Beach Rd

Malibu

Jun-42

Jun-42

Malibu Country Inn
Total

117

Source: Smith Travel Research

As indicated above, the City’s current hotel/motel market is comprised of five
hotels/motels totaling 117 rooms. The properties range from limited service motels to
luxury full service hotels. The lodging facilities in Malibu primarily serve leisure travelers with
some limited group business at the larger properties.5 Malibu’s lodging options are
significantly limited compared to similar coastal towns in Central and Southern California.

We understand that there are two applications currently pending in the City for motel projects.
However, these projects have been pending for several years and no new hotels/motels have
been constructed in the City since its incorporation in 1991.

4

5The

Native Hotel, which is not shown in the motel/hotel supply table above, sustained significant
damage during the November 2018 Woolsey Fire and has been closed since that time. Prior to
closure, the Native Hotel offered 13 rooms.
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Table 2 summarizes the hotel/lodging supply in Malibu as compared to other coastal
cities/communities in Central and Southern California.
TABLE 2: REPRESENTATIVE CENTRAL/SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA HOTEL AND MOTEL LODGING SUPPLY
Jurisdiction
Rooms
Malibu
117
Carmel-by-the-Sea
1,541
La Jolla (San Diego)
2,810
Laguna Beach
1,679
Manhattan Beach
1,016
Newport Beach
3,056
Oxnard
1,474
Pismo Beach
2,102
Santa Barbara
3,646
3,976
Santa Monica
Source: Smith Travel Research as compiled by CBRE

Malibu also has a single recreational vehicle park (the Malibu Beach RV Park) with a Cityreported 142 RV sites. The City also reported 35 tent sites in Malibu.

SHORT-TERM RENTAL MARKET OVERVIEW
Once dismissed as a relatively inconsequential niche product and distant cousin to
traditional hotels, STRs have become a widely accepted form of overnight
accommodation. Based on research by CBRE Hotels Research, STRs total approximately
10% of the traditional U.S. hotel room supply. This alternative lodging market has evolved
from catering to the adventurous millennial leisure traveler to targeting more traditional
hotel guests, including business and leisure travelers.
As STRs have evolved, the STR platforms used have also grown. Airbnb and VRBO
represent two of the largest platforms, with many hosts listing STRs across multiple sites.
Determining the total national supply of STRs is a challenge, but the most reliable and
relied on estimate is the total number of units listed on each platform. According to CBRE
Hotels Research, there were more than 1.5 million STRs on various listing platforms in 2019,
which was seven times the amount in 2014. However, not all of these units were active or
available for booking year round.
Based on 2019 data, the most penetrated markets for STRs were Los Angeles and Miami,
with STRs representing 22.3 percent and 19.2 percent of those cities’ overnight room
count, respectively. These figures represent about double the national average of
approximately 10 percent. The role of STRs is significantly more pronounced in Malibu.
Considering only those STRs offered on either the Airbnb or VRBO platforms, we estimate
that STRs represented 60 percent of the City’s overnight room count for hotels/motels/
STRs in FY 2018/19. Given that some STRs offered in Malibu may not be listed on these
platforms, the actual percentage of the overnight room count provided by STRs in the
City is likely higher.
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ANALYSIS OF THE ORDINANCE’S IMPACT ON THE MALIBU
SHORT-TERM RENTAL MARKET
METHODOLOGY
In conducting our analysis of the impact of the Ordinance we:



Compiled and analyzed data from AirDNA, a leading provider of vacation rental
data and analytics. AirDNA collects data from Airbnb and VRBO, two of the largest
STR platforms in the world. While AirDNA data does not account for all STRs offered in
Malibu during the analyzed time period, it does represent the most robust publicly
available information on STRs and offers a credible and reasonable data set to
analyze the potential impact of the Ordinance on the overall overnight
accommodation market in Malibu;



Reviewed various available documents, public records, and other reports that
discuss the Ordinance and/or provide insight into the characteristics of the STR supply
in the City; and



Using this aggregated data, analyzed the supply of STRs in the City in FY 2018/19 and
estimated what we would have expected that STR supply to be if the Ordinance was
in effect during that time period.6

EXISTING SUPPLY AND DEMAND BY STR TYPE
AirDNA collects data based on STR type in the following categories:



Entire Homes Single-Family Residences (SFs) and Entire Home Apt/Condos: STRs
where the guest has complete and sole access to the rented unit (e.g., a singlefamily residence, guest house, apartment or condos) during their stay. Under the
Ordinance, these would be considered “non-hosted” STRs.



Private Rooms: STRs where the guest has their own sleeping area but shares access
to the unit common areas with others. Under the Ordinance, these would be
considered “hosted” STRs.



Shared Rooms: STRs where the guest rents a common area (e.g., a living room).
Under the Ordinance, these would be considered “hosted” STRs.

We are aware of the City of Malibu’s April 7, 2021 submission to the California Coastal Commission
explaining that, as of April 2021, the City had received approximately 229 applications for STRs.
We believe that utilizing the FY 2018/19 baseline is appropriate given this was the last full fiscal year
of data not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. The City reported in 2018 that there were 414
STRs previously paying TOT.
6
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Other: STRs in unique property types such as lighthouses, boats, and campers.

Using the AirDNA data, the Table 3 presents actual supply and demand by STR unit type
in FY 2018-19.
TABLE 3: MALIBU STR NIGHTS – ACTUAL SUPPLY AND DEMAND BY UNIT TYPE (FY 2018/19)

Unit by Type

Annual
Supply

Percentage of
Supply

Annual
Demand

Percentage of
Demand

Entire Home SFs

40,175

63.4%

20,515

60.8%

Entire Apt/Condos

15,560

24.5%

9,244

27.4%

Private Room

6,208

9.8%

3,223

9.5%

Shared Room

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Other

1,471

2.3%

774

2.3%

Total

63,414

100.0%

33,756

100.0%

Source: AirDNA, compiled by CBRE Hotels

Existing Supply: As indicated in Table 3, the vast majority of STR nights supplied in FY
2018/19 were in Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos. Entire Home SFs comprised
approximately 63 percent of supply and Entire Home Apt/Condos comprised
approximately 25 percent of supply.
Existing Demand: The largest segment of demand was for Entire Home SFs (61 percent of
total demand). This was followed by Entire Home Apt/Condos (27 percent of total
demand).
ESTIMATED SUPPLY IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT AND ITS RELATION TO EXISTING
DEMAND (BY STR TYPE)
Entire Home Single Family Residences
As summarized above, AirDNA reported an annual supply of 40,175 nights for Entire Home
Single-Family Residences in FY 2018/19. If the Ordinance was in effect, we estimate that
the supply of Entire Home Single-Family nights would have decreased by approximately
95 percent. We developed this estimate based on the following assumptions:


Limits on Permit Availability. The Ordinance places a limit of one permit per person.
It is our experience that highly desirable resort destinations like Malibu attract
significant real estate investment activity and that property owners in these types
of communities will often own more than one property in the local market. Malibu
has a high number of vacation rentals, reflected in its relatively high housing
vacancy rate (approximately 25 percent in the time period analyzed) as
compared to Los Angeles County (approximately 5 percent). Because the
Ordinance would restrict a property owner with more than one property from
offering more than one STR, we reduced the existing Entire Home SFs supply by 20
percent.
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Primary Residency Requirement. The Ordinance requires that a single-family
residence offered as an STR be the primary residence of the owner. In general, we
believe it is reasonable to assume that a majority of the single-family residences
offered as STRs in markets like Malibu will be either (1) a second/vacation
residence or (2) an investment property. Accordingly, we estimate that 60 percent
of the supply of single-family residences offered as Entire Home Single-Family
Residences in Malibu are not the primary residence of the property owner and
reduced the existing Entire Home Single-Family Residence supply by 60 percent.



Restrictions on Offering a Single-Family Home as an Entire Home SF. The Ordinance
only permits the STR of a single-family residence if the property owner or the
property owner’s designated operator is physically present onsite. Accordingly,
only those properties that have either a second dwelling unit or guest house could
be offered as an Entire Home SF. Nationwide, the vast majority of single family
homes do not have a guest house or second dwelling unit. However, markets like
Malibu do tend to foster investments in guesthouses/secondary units. Accordingly,
we have estimated that 15 percent of single-family residences previously offered
as Entire Home Single-Family Residence have a secondary dwelling unit/guest
house on the property that can facilitate the offering of the property as an Entire
Home Single-Family Residence. The remaining 85 percent of single-family
residences could not be offered as Entire Home Single-Family Residences under
the Ordinance, and we reduced the supply accordingly.
Estimated Supply
Table 4 includes our estimated supply of Entire Home SFs nights:
TABLE 4: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ENTIRE HOME SFs NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)

Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018/19) of Entire Home Single-Family Residence Nights
Percentage of Single-Family Residences Offering Entire Home SFs Nights Eligible for a Permit Under the
One Permit Per Person Limitation

40,175

Remaining Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights

32,140

Percentage of Single-Family Residences Offering Entire Home SFs Nights that Are Primary Residences
Remaining Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights
Percentage of Single-Family Residences offering Entire Home SFs Nights with Secondary Unit
CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Entire Home Single-Family Residence Nights
Reduction in Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights

80%

40%
12,856
15%
1,928
95%

Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
AirDNA reported a supply of 40,175 Entire Homes Single-Family Residence nights in FY
2018/2019. As summarized above, we have estimated there would have been only 1,928
Entire Home SFs nights available during the same period if the Ordinance was in effect
thereby reducing the supply by over 38,000 annual room nights. As noted previously, the
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actual number of Entire Home SF nights demanded in 2018/19 was 20,515 which is over
ten times greater than the restated supply of 1,928 nights.
Entire Home Apt/Condos
AirDNA reported an annual supply of 15,560 nights for Entire Home Apt/Condos. If the
Ordinance was in effect, we estimate that the supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights
would have decreased by approximately 67 percent. We developed this estimate based
on the following assumptions.


First we bifurcated the 15,560 Entire Home Apt/Condo room nights between
condominiums (60 percent) and apartment units (40 percent). We find this ratio
reasonable based on the high rate of home ownership in Malibu.



Restrictions on Offering Individually Owned Condominiums as Entire Home
Apt/Condos. The Ordinance only permits the owner of an individual condominium
to offer that unit as an STR if it is the property owner’s primary residence and the
property owner or the property owner’s designated operator is physically present
onsite. Accordingly, an individual condominium owner cannot offer his or her unit
as an Entire Home Apt/Condo. However, the Ordinance does allow the owner of
a parcel with a condominium building operating as rental apartments to apply for
an MSTR Permit. There is a limit of two STR permits per condominium building
operated in this manner. We interviewed several residential brokers with extensive
experience in the Malibu rental market and they were not aware of any entire
condominium buildings operated as rental apartments in Malibu. Accordingly, we
have estimated that only 5 percent of the overall condominium nights supplied
are operated in this manner. Furthermore, we reduced this supply by an additional
40 percent to account for the limit of two STR permits per building owner. The
estimated supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights results on only 187 annual
room nights associated with condominium units operated as apartments as
illustrated in Table 5 below.



Limits on the Rental of Units in Multifamily Residential Buildings. For owners of
multifamily residential buildings with four units or less, the Ordinance allows the
owner to rent a single unit on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the
property are rented for a period of one year or more. For owners of multifamily
residential buildings with five units or more, the Ordinance allows the owner to rent
up to two units on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the property are
rented for a period of one year or more. Given this difference in allowable permits
for multifamily rental buildings by number of units we first estimated the number of
entire apartment units in buildings with 5 or more units. We estimated that
approximately 75 percent of the apartment units are in multifamily buildings with
5 or more units which is consistent with a survey of the City’s multifamily housing
stock produced by the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG) in
2018. In addition, we estimate that 80 percent of the remaining entire apartment
homes with 5 or more units would remain in the STR supply after factoring in the
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limit of two units per building. We based this estimate on our understanding of the
characteristics of the multifamily housing stock in Malibu which is comprised
predominantly of buildings ranging from 5 to 49 units. However, it should be noted
that our estimate of 80 percent could be conservative if the listing activity among
apartment buildings with 5 or more units was dominated by a relatively small
segment of building owners. Finally, we made the same estimate of retaining 80
percent of apartment buildings with four units or less in the available STR supply.
We found this reasonable based on the relatively large percentage of the
multifamily stock in Malibu with 4 units or less. As indicated in Table 5 below, our
estimates produces a reduction in the total supply of Entire Condo/Apartment
homes of approximately 67 percent.
Estimated Supply
Table 5 includes our estimated supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights:
TABLE 5: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ENTIRE HOME APT/CONDOS NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018/19) of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights

15,560

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units (60% x 15,560)

9,336

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Apartment Units (40% x 15,560)

6,224

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units (from above)

9,336

Percentage of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights - Condo Buildings Operating as Apartments

5%

Total Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Buildings Operating as Apartments

467

Further Reduction in Entire Apt/Condos in Condo Buildings Operating as Apartment - 2 unit Limit

40%

Remaining Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units that Are Non-Hosted

187

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Apartment Units
Percent of Entire Apartment Home Listings in buildings with 5 or more Units
Effective Entire Home Apartment Nights in buildings with 5 or more Units

Percentage of Entire Home Apartments Available due to Limit of 2 units for 5+ Unit Buildings

6,224
75%
4,668

80%

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Complexes with 5+ Units (80% x 4,668)

3.734

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Complexes with 4 Units or Less (6,224 – 4,668)

1,556

Percentage of Entire Home Apt/Condos Available Due to Limit of 1 Permit per Building 4 Units or Less

80%

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Multifamily Buildings 4 Units or Less

1,245

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights (187 + 3,734 + 1,245)

5.166

Reduction in Supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights

67%
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Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
As shown above, our estimates produces a reduction in the total supply of Entire
Condo/Apartment homes from 15,560 annual room nights to 5,166 or approximately a 67
percent decrease. By comparison, AirDNA reported that the actual demand for Entire
Homes Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was 9,244 nights. Accordingly, the actual demand in
2018/19 was nearly two times greater than our estimate of restated supply (5,166 nights).
Private/Shared Rooms
Based on AirDNA data this unit type represented 10 percent of total supply of STRs in FY
2018/19. Given that the Ordinance permits hosted rental of properties, our estimated
supply for this unit type reflects the actual performance for this unit type in FY 2018/19. In
addition, we have also assumed that a small percentage of primary resident property
owners that previously did not offer private room nights would offer these nights under
the Ordinance.
Estimated Supply
Table 6 includes our estimated supply of Private Room nights:
TABLE 6: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF PRIVATE ROOM NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018-19) of Private/Shared Room Nights
Additional Private Rooms Listed from Primary Resident Owners Who Previously Listed Entire Homes
on the STR Platform

6,208

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Total Private/Shared Rooms Nights

6,740

Increase in Supply of Private Room Nights

532

9%

While the supply on this unit type is estimated to increase by 9 percent, this type of STR is
very limited in Malibu compared to the supply and demand for Entire Home SFs and Entire
Home Apt/Condos nights.
Other Units
“Other Units” include unique property types such as lighthouses, boats, and campers.
AirDNA reported that this unit type represented 2% of the total STR supply in the City for
FY 2018/19. The Ordinance allows only approved dwelling units to be rented as STRs. For
this reason, and the other reasons discussed above (one permit per person, primary
residency requirements, etc.), CBRE estimates 5 percent of the existing nights in FY
2018/19 would have been available during the same period if the Ordinance was in
effect.
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Estimated Supply
Table 7 includes our estimated supply of Other Unit nights:
TABLE 7: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF OTHER UNIT NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018-19) of Other Unit Nights

1,471

Legal, Primary Resident Units (%)

5%

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Other Unit Nights

74

Reduction in Supply

95%

Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
AirDNA reported a demand of 744 nights for Other Unit nights in FY 2018/19. As
summarized above, we have estimated there would have been only 74 Other Unit nights
available during the same period if the Ordinance was in effect. Accordingly, we
estimate that actual demand for Other Units in FY 2018/19 would have been 10 times
greater than the estimated supply if the Ordinance was in effect.
SUMMARY OF THE IMPACT OF THE ORDINANCE ON THE BROADER MALIBU OVERNIGHT
ACCOMMODATION MARKET
Looking collectively at hotels, motels, and STRs in the City, we estimate that STRs listed on
Airbnb and VRBO accounted for over 60 percent of the total supply of overnight
accommodations during the period analyzed. This is significantly higher than the national
average which in 2019 was estimated to be approximately 10 percent of the traditional
overnight hotel/motel room supply.
Table 8 includes the total supply of hotel/motel room nights in Malibu, as well as STR room
nights offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO for FY 2018/19:
TABLE 8: MALIBU ACTUAL SUPPLY OF ROOM NIGHTS BY PRIMARY UNIT TYPES
(FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
63,414

39.8%
60.2%

105,389

100.0%

Sources: AirDNA and Smith Travel Research, compiled by CBRE Hotels
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Table 9 includes the estimated supply of hotel/motel/STR room nights in Malibu for FY
2018/19, assuming the Ordinance was in effect:
TABLE 9: MALIBU ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ROOM NIGHTS BY PRIMARY UNIT TYPES IF
THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

Hotel/Motels
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)

41,975
13,907

75.1%
24.9%

Total

55,882

100.0%

Source: CBRE Hotels

As shown in the Table 9 above, we estimate the Ordinance would result in a decrease
from 105,389 annual room nights (hotels/motels/STRs on Airbnb and/or VRBO) to 55,882
annual room nights, representing the loss of approximately 50,000 annual room nights.7
We note the City also has a single recreational vehicle park (the Malibu Beach RV park)
with a City-reported 142 RV sites. The City also reported 35 tent sites in Malibu. We do not
expect a change in the number of nights associated with these RV or tent sites in
connection with the Ordinance. However, these types of accommodations are not
directly comparable to hotels/motels or Entire Homes SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos.
Travelers utilizing the RV park would be required to secure a recreational vehicle either
by renting or owning it. As a result, this mode of travel would viewed as less convenient
to many travelers seeking accommodations in Malibu.
Table 10 includes the total supply of annual accommodation nights in Malibu for hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO for FY 2018/19:
TABLE 10: MALIBU ACTUAL SUPPLY OF ACCOMMODATION NIGHTS BY UNIT TYPE
(FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
RV Sites/Tent Sites
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
64,605
63,414

24.7%
38.0%
37.3%

169,994

100.0%

Sources: Smith Travel Research, City of Malibu & Smith Travel Research, as
compiled by CBRE Hotels

Again, this estimate only considers the loss of room nights associated with STRs listed on Airbnb
and VRBO. Additional rooms nights could be lost from STR properties not listed on the Airbnb
and/or VRBO platform.

7
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Table 11 includes the estimated supply of STRs and annual room nights in Malibu for hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO in FY 2018-19, assuming
the Ordinance was in effect:
TABLE 11: MALIBU ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ACCOMMODATION NIGHTS BY UNIT
TYPE IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
RV Sites/Tent Sites
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
64,605
13,907

34.8
53.6
11.5

120,487

100.0%

Source: CBRE Hotels

We estimate the overall change in annual room night supply when including hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO would decrease from
169,994 annual room nights to 120,487 annual room nights if the Ordinance was in effect,
resulting in 29.1 percent decrease in overall supply. Moreover, the majority of remaining
nights are RV sites and Tent sites, which, as described above are not directly comparable
to room nights offered in motels/hotels or on the short-term rental platforms. As noted
previously, the vast majority of room nights supplied and demanded in Malibu are entire
homes including both single-family and condo/apartment units. The estimated 13,907
annual room nights supplied via short term rentals assuming the ordinance was in place
is comprised of only one-half entire homes and the other half are mostly private rooms
which would likely result is considerably less options for families (or larger households)
seeking accommodations in Malibu.
EXISTING OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATION PRICING OF HOTELS/MOTELS AND ENTIRE
HOMES SFS AND ENTIRE HOME APT/CONDOS
We estimate the Ordinance would result in the removal of nearly 50,000 annual room
nights associated with Entire Homes SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos. Based on data
from AirDNA, the average daily rate (ADR) for Entire Homes SF’s was $881 and Entire
Home Apt/Condos was $549 in fiscal year 2018/19.8 According to data provided by the
City of Malibu, the estimated average daily rate (ADR) for existing hotel/motel rooms was
approximately $758 in 2021. However, this data excluded the Nobu Ryokan which is the
highest rated hotel in Malibu which means the actual ADR for the aggregated
hotel/motel rooms in Malibu is higher than $758 figure reported by the city.
Based on the ADR figures noted above, the ADR for Entire Home Apt/Condo STRs is
significantly less than the ADR for the existing hotel/motel supply in Malibu. While the ADR
for Entire Single-Family Residences (SFs) on the short-term rental platforms was higher than
that for the existing motel/hotel stock, it should be noted there are important differences
Again, we used FY 2018/19 in arriving at our estimates because it was the last full year of data
not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.

8
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between renting an entire home and a motel/hotel room. A family or large household
utilizing a motel/hotel would have to rent multiple motel/hotel rooms to replicate what
they receive via the entire single-family homes on the short-term rental platforms. As
such, the motel/hotel option for these types of travelers in Malibu would be considerably
more expensive as compared to what is available on the various short-term rental
platforms.
SUMMARY OF IMPACT OF
ACCOMMODATION PRICING

THE

ORDINANCE

ON

FUTURE

MALIBU

OVERNIGHT

As noted previously, we estimate that the supply of entire homes for single-family
residences and entire condos/apartments would decrease by 48,641 annual rooms
nights which is an 87 percent decrease. The total decrease in supply is greater than the
actual demand for Entire Home SFs and Condo/Apartments in 2018/19 which was just
under 30,000 annual room nights. In other words, our estimate of the restated supply for
entire homes in 2018/19 results in only 7,094 annual room nights. Therefore, the actual
demand for these units (30,000 annual nights) was over three times greater than what we
project would have been supplied if the Ordinance was in effect. Given this tremendous
decrease in the most popular type of STRs, those STRs that would remain would
undoubtedly be in short supply and command a steep price increase. Thus, not only
would the Ordinance result in the removal of the most popular overnight
accommodation types in Malibu, it would also significantly reduce their affordability.
Furthermore, entire Home Apt/Condos rented on a short-term basis are the most
comparable to the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu. Based on our analysis of the
impact of the Ordinance, we estimate that the annual supply of just the Airbnb and VRBO
Entire Home Apt/Condos nights would have decreased from 15,560 annual nights to
5,166 annual nights in FY 2018/19 if the Ordinance was in effect. At the same time, the
supply for hotel/motel rooms was constant during the period analyzed. Therefore, we
believe that the demand for the existing hotels/motels in Malibu would have increased
over the same time period. The actual hotel/motel occupancy rate for Malibu is not
publicly available since not all the hotels/motels report to Smith Travel Research (or any
other public source). However, based on data published by Discover Los Angeles, the
occupancy rate for the Santa Monica/Marina Del Rey/Malibu submarket was in the mid80 percent range in 2018. As a result, we believe a reasonable estimate for the existing
Malibu hotels/motels during the time period analyzed would have been in the low 80
percent range given that Malibu attracts less corporate demand than Santa Monica or
Marina Del Rey. We estimate that the impact of the ordinance would have been to
increase the aggregate Malibu hotel/motel occupancy rate to the mid-80 percent
range. By comparison, the national hotel occupancy rate during the same period was
approximately 66 percent. Hotel markets with occupancy rates at or above 80 percent
generally exhibit strong pricing power for hotel/motel owners. As a result, all things being
equal, the Ordinance would have increased both the occupancy and average daily
rate of the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu, again making Malibu even less
affordable to visitors.

Impact of Ordinance on Short-Term Rentals
Malibu, California
June 14, 2021
Page 16

Sincerely,
CBRE Hotels Advisory

By:

Jeff Lugosi
Executive Vice President

By:

Mike Baker
Vice President

Attachment E

January 13, 2021
Ms. Denise Venegas
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001
Re: City of Malibu Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 – Hosted Short-Term Rental
Ordinance
Dear Ms. Venegas:
On behalf of Airbnb, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the City of Malibu’s
December 7, 2020, Local Coastal Program Amendment No. 19-003 – Hosted Short-Term Rental
Ordinance (the “LCPA”) submittal. For the last twelve years, Airbnb has worked closely with
cities around the world to help communities realize the significant benefits that vacation and
other short-term rentals (“STRs”) provide to travelers, hosts, and local economies. STRs provide
unique access opportunities for families and individuals to communities throughout California,
including in the Coastal Zone where traditional hotel accommodations are either in limited
supply or often prohibitively expensive. We commend the Commission’s efforts to support and
encourage STRs throughout the Coastal Zone to ensure these important accommodations remain
available for visitors to communities throughout California. Airbnb hosts are proud to help
advance these efforts by opening their homes and giving thousands of families the opportunity to
experience the one-of-a-kind beauty of the coast.
Given the important role STRs play in offering families the opportunity to visit and
access the State’s iconic shoreline, we are extremely concerned with the proposed LCPA Malibu
submitted to the Commission. The LCPA as proposed would completely ban the non-hosted1
rental of single-family residences, the most widely-offered and utilized STR accommodations in
the City. We estimate this ban will eliminate tens of thousands of currently available room
nights and leave the City with approximately one-tenth of the room nights necessary to meet
existing demand for single-family residence STRs.
The City’s proposal to ban non-hosted STRs in single-family residences throughout the
City would be unprecedented in a community like Malibu, which severely lacks other overnight
accommodations. Given the fewer than 120 total hotel/motel rooms in the City, STRs provide an
important and necessary supplement to the City’s supply of overnight accommodations and
substantially increase coastal access for thousands of people each year in a coastal town where
they could not otherwise spend the night. The LCPA therefore will dramatically decrease
overnight room supply, prevent countless families from experiencing Malibu’s unique coastal
Under the proposed LCPA, a “hosted” STR is one in which the owner or a “designated operator” lives onsite
throughout the duration of the rental. (City of Malibu LCP Amendment Submittal, Att. 1 (December 7, 2020).)
1

Discussion Draft
environment, and devastate the affordability of overnight accommodations. For these reasons,
the LCPA is inconsistent with both the City’s certified LCP and the Coastal Act, as it (1) fails to
protect “[c]oastal recreational and visitor serving uses and opportunities” and (2) fails to protect
“to the maximum feasible extent” “existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities,
including overnight accommodations.” We encourage Coastal staff to recommend that the
Commission reject the City’s proposal and recommend the City to modify the LCPA to allow
existing, legally operating STRs to continue offering non-hosted accommodations in
single-family residences and allow for additional non-hosted STRs in a portion of Malibu close
to coastal resources and the City’s commercial and tourist core.
The LCPA Submittal Fails to Provide Evidence or Meaningful Analysis to Support the
City’s Assertion of LCP Consistency
Despite the magnitude of the City’s proposal to remove tens of thousands of existing
annual room nights from the Malibu overnight accommodation market, the LCPA lacks any
meaningful analysis of the impacts the proposal will have on coastal access and evidence to
support the City’s finding of LCP consistency. The submitted LCPA includes an “LCP
Consistency Analysis”2 that incorrectly asserts:
No conversion or removal of lower cost opportunities for visitor-serving
accommodations results from the amendment. The amendment ensures that a
variety of visitor-serving accommodations is available in the City. The
amendment allows for hosted short-term rentals which can be more
economical than whole house rentals since the property owner or long-term
tenant is also on the site. In addition, the amendments allow for a limited
number of multifamily units to be used for short-term rentals, which is
currently prohibited.
This cursory “LCP Consistency Analysis” fails to include any evidence supporting the
assertion that the LCPA will not result in the removal of lower-cost opportunities for
visitor-serving accommodations. Specifically, the City:
● Does not provide any analysis of the impacts the proposed restrictions will have on the
pricing of the limited supply of hotel/motel rooms and remaining STRs.
● Fails to include an inventory or mapping of existing visitor-serving accommodations by
type or capacity to allow for an accurate assessment of what lodging will be available to
visitors and whether those accommodations can meet current demand.
● Ignores statements3 provided during the administrative process that the LCPA will result
in the removal of hundreds of existing, legally operating STRs and eliminate tens of
thousands of annual room nights currently available in Malibu.
2

City of Malibu LCP Amendment Submittal, Att. 3.

See, for example, City of Malibu LCP Amendment Submittal, Att. 5, p. 970 (July 27, 2020 transmission from Jeff
Bosson, SeaBreeze, to the City Planning Commission) (“If the City were to require that Short Term Rentals (STR’s)
be only a Home Share Rental, it would eliminate 89.2% of the existing short term rentals in Malibu.”).

3

2

Discussion Draft
● Offers no substantial justification for the need to prohibit non-hosted STRs in
single-family residences citywide.
As evidenced by the City’s actions over the last several years, Malibu’s efforts to regulate STRs
was never about ensuring a variety of visitor-serving accommodations or providing economical
options for families wishing to visit the coast – it was always about restricting STRs in an effort
to cut off the City from visitors. For example, in 2018, the Malibu Planning Commission adopted
a resolution recommending the City Council adopt an ordinance prohibiting all STRs in the City.
During the various City Council debates on the LCPA, certain councilmembers made their views
clear:
● Maybe we just want to ban it altogether.4
● I'm going to pursue another path about where we're headed. [Councilmember] Skylar
[Peak] said we should ban it, and I would support that.5
● I’ll be honest with you, I personally am more of a full-ban guy. I think it shouldn’t be in
the City at all. I think it goes against the mission statement.6
In 2019, the City Council commissioned an analysis looking at the implications and
potential impacts of a complete STR ban on the City’s transient occupancy tax (“TOT”) revenue.
With that information, one councilmember noted that “I’m all for banning this, but then I look at
the financial reports and I realize, hey, we will need some money for a rainy day.”7
While the City did not move forward with a complete ban, it approved an LCPA that
would restrict STRs as much as possible. One councilmember went so far as to say that “we
wanted to come up with something that was sort of bullet proof in court and we preferred to pick
-- to plagiarize another organization, Santa Monica, that had withstood a legal challenge and that
was the way to go.”8 But as the Commission has recognized, time and time again, one size does
not fit all when it comes to the regulation of STRs.
As described in more detail below, Airbnb’s extensive experience in markets around the
world and available research indicates that, contrary to the City’s unsupported assertions, the
LCPA will result in a sharp decline in visitor-serving accommodations in the City and will
devastate the overnight lodging market in direct conflict with the City’s LCP and the Coastal
Act.9

Councilmember Rick Mullen, September 26, 2018 City Council Hearing. Malibu City Council public hearing
videos are available https://www.malibucity.org/662/Public-Meeting-Video-Archive.
4

5

Councilmember Jefferson Wagner, September 26, 2018 City Council Hearing.

6

Councilmember Rick Mullen, October 28, 2019 City Council Hearing.

7

Councilmember Jefferson Wagner, October 28, 2019 City Council Hearing.

8

Councilmember Rick Mullen, August 10, 2020 City Council Hearing.

9

Malibu LCP, Land Use Plan, Ch. 2, § C, subds. 2.34, 2.36; Pub. Resources Code §§ 30001.5(c), 30210, 30213.
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The LCPA Conflicts with the LCP and the Coastal Act
The California Attorney General explained in a recent Court of Appeal brief filed on
behalf of the Commission that a new regulation for STRs that “cause[s] a sharp decline of visitor
serving accommodations in the coastal zone . . . objectively hinders visitor access to the coast” in
conflict with Coastal Act policies.10 In Malibu’s case, the LCPA’s contemplated regulation of
STRs will “cause a sharp decline” in the availability and diversity of overnight accommodations
and limit coastal access in Malibu. Accordingly, the LCPA objectively (1) fails to protect
“[c]oastal recreational and visitor serving uses and opportunities” and (2) fails to protect “to the
maximum feasible extent” “existing, lower cost visitor-serving and recreation facilities,
including overnight accommodations . . .”, in violation of both the LCP and the Coastal Act.11
Further, the LCP and the Coastal Act direct the City to encourage new visitor-serving facilities.
By restricting the use of single-family residences as STRs and limiting STRs in multi-family
buildings, the LCPA creates a strong disincentive for the establishment of any new STRs in the
City.
More specifically, the LCPA will eliminate STRs in non-hosted, single-family residences
and restrict the availability of apartment and condominium STRs. Reducing the supply and
diversity of STRs poses a real problem in Malibu. Unlike some other coastal communities with
significant supplies of other overnight accommodations – Santa Monica, for example, has over
3,900 hotel/motel rooms and Laguna Beach has over 1,300 hotel/motel rooms – Malibu has
fewer than 120 hotel/motel rooms. The removal of any STRs from the Malibu market will hurt
families relying on these accommodations to make vacations to the City feasible.
The remaining STR types allowed under the LCPA generally represent the type of
accommodations least attractive to families. As the City recognized:
Demand for lodging in the City is likely to continue to outstrip the ability of
hotels/motels to supply that lodging. As a result, demand for short-term rental
options in the City is likely to continue to grow, especially because many
families prefer to rent a home rather than rooms in a hotel.12
As Commission staff previously noted, “the attractiveness of [STRs] for many families is
the kitchen facilities and expanded living space facilitating an extended stay.” This is consistent
with Airbnb’s own research. Nearly all families that travel utilizing Airbnb choose a home over a
hotel/motel because it offers more amenities, such as more room, a kitchen for preparing meals,
and common spaces for the family to enjoy together (like backyards). And virtually all families
that choose Airbnb also do so because it can be a more affordable way to vacation. Ninety-six
percent (96%) of family travelers said that saving money was an important consideration in their
decision to use Airbnb. For all of these reasons, it is no surprise that the City reports “entire

Amicus Curiae Brief of the California Coastal Commission at pp. 19-20, Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara (Ct.
App., May 21, 2020, No. B300528) (Exh. A).
10

11

Malibu LCP, Land Use Plan, Ch. 2, § C, subds. 2.36, 2.34; Pub. Resources Code §§ 30001.5(c), 30210, 30213.

Agenda Report, Item 5.C: Short Term Rental Ordinance at p. 6, November 20, 2017 City of Malibu Planning
Commission Meeting (Exh. B).

12

4

Discussion Draft
home” STRs in Malibu are overwhelmingly the most popular type of overnight
accommodation.13
The City’s proposal will effectively eliminate the “entire home” STR option for families.
We estimate that the LCPA will remove tens of thousands of “entire home” STR room nights
from the market and leave the City with just one-tenth of the room nights needed to meet
existing STR demand for single-family residences. By severely restricting the ability to rent
single-family residences in the City, the LCPA will force families visiting Malibu either to (1)
rent multiple hotel/motel rooms at great expense (if such rooms are even available given the
limited supply of hotel/motel rooms in the City), or (2) stay in a hosted STR. Families who
cannot afford multiple hotel/motel rooms, or who feel uncomfortable staying with a host who is
unknown to them, will face a severe barrier to staying in Malibu. Those families who do stay in a
hosted STR will likely face much higher prices for their rental than they would today, given the
anticipated massive reduction in the supply of existing room nights under the LCPA
prohibitions.14
Proposed Modifications to Ensure Consistency with the LCP and the Coastal Act
Airbnb supports a balanced approach to STR regulation. During the City’s administrative
process on the LCPA, we suggested that the City create a permit category allowing for existing,
legally operating STRs to continue offering non-hosted accommodations in single-family
residences. We developed this suggestion following our review of recent Commission actions on
other STR regulations. For example, in October 2020, the Commission supported Laguna
Beach’s proposal to allow existing, legally permitted STRs in residential zones to continue to
operate.15 In July 2020, the Commission recommended that the City of Oxnard exempt existing,
TOT-paying properties from the City’s new limitations on the number of STRs permitted in each
zone.16 In April 2018, the Commission approved a City of Santa Cruz LCP amendment that
banned new non-hosted STRs but allowed the City’s approximately 600 existing, TOT-paying
STRs to continue to operate.17
We also suggested a more permissive regulatory approach to STRs in a small portion of
Malibu offering proximity to coastal resources and the City’s commercial and tourist core. This
13
City staff previously reported that, as of September 26, 2018, there were 414 properties remitting TOT for STRs,
and perhaps 109 additional STRs were not registered with the City. The City reported approximately 94% of these
STRs were for “entire homes.” This included instances when homeowners rent out “accessory dwelling units,
duplex units, etc.” About 74% of the City’s STRs were for single-family residences. (Agenda Report, Item 4.B:
Short Term Rental Ordinance at pp. 2-3, September 26, 2018 City Council Meeting [Exh. C].)

For additional details on the potential impacts on the cost of overnight coastal accommodations from the removal
of STRs, we refer you to the following report: Dr. Philip G. King and Sarah Jenkins, Unequal Access – Protecting
Affordable Accommodations Along the California Coast (Exh. D).
14

California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program Amendment No.
LCP-5-LGB-19-0074-1 (Short Term Lodgings), staff recommendation adopted October 7, 2020 (Exh. E).
15

16
California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Oxnard Local Coastal Program Amendment No.
LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 (Short Term Rentals), staff recommendation adopted July 10, 2020 (Exh. F).

California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. LCP
3-STC-17-0073-2-Part B (Short Term Rentals), adopted April 11, 2018 (Exh. G).
17
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approach is also consistent with recent Commission direction. In litigation involving STR
regulation in the City of Del Mar, the Commission noted: “[Del Mar’s] proposed amendment
makes no distinction between inland parts of the City and the shoreline areas, and the City’s
blanket restrictions are overly broad and restrictive. . . . Residences in prime visitor-serving,
beach-adjacent areas are not given any priority for use as a STR, which hinders the public’s
ability to access and recreate in these nearshore areas.”18 In August 2018, the Commission
approved the City of Pismo Beach’s proposed LCP amendment that allowed only primary
residents to offer their homes as non-hosted STRs but exempted the City’s beachfront
“Downtown Core” and non-residential zones from this requirement.19
In contrast to the tailored approaches the Commission approved for other coastal cities,
Malibu’s extreme prohibition of non-hosted STRs in single-family residences citywide would be
unprecedented for a community with a high demand for overnight accommodations, fewer than
120 hotel/motel rooms, and where no new hotels or motels have been erected since the City’s
incorporation in 1991.
Conclusion
Malibu’s proposed ban on non-hosted STRs in single-family residences will devastate
families’ access to the Malibu coast and make overnight accommodations in the City more
expensive for everyone by substantially reducing supply. Such results are contrary to the plain
text of the Coastal Act and the LCP.
To protect against this, we encourage Coastal staff to recommend that the Commission
reject the City’s LCPA as submitted and propose modifications to permit existing, legally
operating STRs to continue offering non-hosted accommodations in single-family residences and
to allow new non-hosted STRs in a small area of Malibu close to the City’s beaches and tourist
core. Those modest changes would help mitigate the LCPA’s impact on affordability and
availability of overnight coastal accommodations.
Airbnb looks forward to working with the Commission during the LCPA process.
Sincerely,

John Choi
Director of Public Policy, Airbnb

18
California Coastal Commission Brief in Opposition to Writ at p. 18, City of Del Mar v. California Coastal Com.
(Super. Ct. San Diego County, Nov. 15, 2019, No. 37-2018-00039254) (Exh. H).

California Coastal Commission, Staff Report on City of Pismo Beach LCP Amendment Number
LCP-3-PSB-18-0051-1 (Short Term Rentals), adopted August 10, 2018 (Exh. I).
19
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INTRODUCTION
Prior to 2015, the City of Santa Barbara (the City) encouraged shortterm vacation rentals (STVRs) to operate along its coast by treating them as
permissible residential uses. (1 AA 99-1 AA 107.) After encouraging
STVRs for many years, in 2015 the City changed course and began
regulating them as “hotels” under its municipal code. The City did so in an
effort to reduce the prevalence of STVRs in coastal residential
neighborhoods. The City’s new regulation of STVRs had the intended
result: it effectively banned them along the coast.
The trial court correctly determined that the City’s action violated
the California Coastal Act. (Pub. Resources Code § 30000, et seq.)1 The
Coastal Act governs land use planning along the California coast. It
designates the California Coastal Commission (the Commission) as the
state coastal planning agency for any and all purposes. (§ 30330.) The
Coastal Act also encourages cooperation between local governments and
the Commission to govern local land use and development in the coastal
zone. (§ 30001.5, subd. (e).)
To effectuate this cooperation, the Act permits local governments to
adopt local coastal programs to govern coastal development within their
jurisdictions. Once the Commission certifies such a program as consistent
with the Coastal Act’s statewide policies—as the Commission did for the
City’s Local Coastal Program here—the Coastal Act delegates to the local
government the authority to ensure compliance with the local coastal
program.
But the Coastal Act also acts as an ongoing check on this authority.
It restricts the local government’s exercise of powers not expressly
1

All statutory references are to the California Public Resources
Code unless otherwise indicated.
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delegated to it under the Commission-certified local coastal program. The
Act requires local governments to obtain Commission certification of any
amendment to these programs before such amendments can take effect.
And the Legislature charged the Commission with the ultimate authority
under the Coastal Act to ensure that local coastal land use policy is
consistent with the Act’s statewide policies.
In this case, the trial court ruled that the City’s regulation of STVRs
violated the Coastal Act. Specifically, the trial court ruled that before the
City may regulate STVRs as “hotels” in the coastal zone, it must comply
with the Coastal Act by, for example, obtaining Commission certification
of a Local Coastal Program amendment that includes regulation of STVRs,
or securing a waiver from the Commission’s Executive Director to allow
for such regulation.
This Court should affirm the trial court’s decision because the City’s
action violated the Coastal Act. The City’s Local Coastal Program is silent
as to STVRs. However, the City permitted, licensed, and taxed STVRs for
many years before suddenly changing course and, beginning in 2015,
regulating STVRs as “hotels” under a new interpretation of its municipal
code. By regulating STVRs as “hotels,” the City effectively amended its
program without Commission certification.
This unilateral amendment exceeded the City’s delegated authority.
The City cannot expand its delegated authority by interpreting its Local
Coastal Program in ways that run counter to the Coastal Act. And here, the
City’s regulation of STVRs conflicts with the Coastal Act by failing to
adhere to the Act’s public access policies. In particular, the new regulation
caused a significant decrease in visitor-serving overnight accommodations
within the coastal residential zone, in conflict with Coastal Act policies that
prioritize public access and lower cost accommodations. (§§ 30001.5,
subd. (c), 30210, and 30213.) If the City wishes to regulate STVRs, and
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particularly if it wishes to virtually prohibit them, it is required to submit a
Local Coastal Program amendment to the Commission. (§ 30514.) In
unilaterally adopting this regulation, the City deprived the Commission of
its right to bring its statewide coastal planning authority and perspective to
bear on the City’s regulation.
The Commission respectfully requests that this Court affirm the trial
court ruling. The City cannot effectively ban STVRs without first
proposing amendments to its Local Coastal Program and submitting them
to the Commission for review and certification, if appropriate. 2 The
Commission has worked with many other jurisdictions to craft
implementation provisions that permit a reasonable number of STVRs in
appropriate locations, while also protecting housing stock, neighborhood
character, and other local concerns. The Commission looks forward to
working with the City on a similar approach that protects both the City’s
neighborhoods as well as visitors’ ability to obtain reasonably priced
overnight accommodations in the City’s coastal zone.
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND
The Commission adopts Respondent Theodore Kracke’s procedural
and factual background, and recites only those additional facts that are
necessary and salient to the analysis in this brief.
The City’s Local Coastal Program, which governs land use along the
City’s coast, is silent regarding STVRs. (See Declaration of Erin B.
Chalmers (Chalmers Decl.) in support of Motion for Judicial Notice (MJN),
Ex. A; Declaration of Norma Nava Franklin (Franklin Decl.) in support of
MJN, Exs. C-E.) The Commission thus did not consider regulation of
2

Contrary to the City’s position, the Commission agrees with the
trial court that under certain circumstances a local government may
properly regulate STVRs along the coast after securing a coastal
development permit or a waiver of such a permit.
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STVRs when it certified the City’s Local Coastal Program in 1986. 3 To
date, the City’s certified Local Coastal Program neither expressly allows
nor prohibits STVRs in the coastal zone.
For many years before 2015, the City allowed and encouraged
STVRs to operate along the coast as long as they registered with the City.
(1 AA 104.) The City historically treated STVRs as residential activity and
collected transient occupancy taxes from STVR operations. (Ibid.)
However, in 2015, the City for the first time began regulating STVRs as
“hotels” under its municipal code and effectively banned them from
operating along the coast. (2 AA 112-114; 4 AA 973, 975.) Since the
municipal code restricts commercial hotel operation in the coastal zone, the
City also began restricting STVRs along the coast by treating them as
commercial “hotels.” (2 AA 112-114.) The City did not amend its Local
Coastal Program to address STVRs when it made the policy choice to so
restrict STVRs, nor did it seek Commission certification for any such
amendment.
The City’s new regulation of STVRs caused a sharp decline in the
number of visitor-serving accommodations along its coast. Before the City
adopted this regulation, 114 STVRs operated within the City’s coastal zone.
(1 AA 66; 4 AA 971, 973, 975.) However, by 2018, only 6 STVRs
continued to operate. (4 AA 1133.)
Based on these undisputed facts, the trial court determined that the
City’s regulation caused a sudden unavailability of visitor-serving
3

The City argues on appeal that the Commission “agreed through
the certified [Local Coastal Program] that STVRs were not a required use
in all residential zones and created hotel zones designated HRC 1 and HRC
II, where STVRs may operate.” (Reply Br. at p. 10, citing 2 AA 232.) But
since the Commission did not consider STVR regulation upon certifying
the City’s Local Coastal Program, it could not have “agreed” that STVRs
were not a “required use.”
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overnight accommodations in the coastal zone. (8 AA 2318.) The trial
court ruled that the City’s regulation of STVRs, absent Commission review
and certification, is inconsistent with the Coastal Act. In so determining,
the trial court specifically held that the City’s regulation of STVRs
constitutes “development” under Public Resources Code section 30106, for
which the City did not first obtain a coastal development permit. (8 AA
2324-2325.)
The trial court issued a writ of mandate directing the City to allow
STVRs in the coastal zone in the same manner in which it had previously
allowed them to operate. (8 AA 2325.) The trial court also directed the
City, before regulating STVRs along its coast, to take one of three
alternative actions: secure a coastal development permit; adopt and have
the Commission certify an amendment to its Local Coastal Program to
include regulation of STVRs; or secure a waiver of coastal development
permit requirements from the Commission’s Executive Director that allows
the City to regulate STVRs. (Ibid.)
THE COASTAL ACT FRAMEWORK
The Legislature enacted the Coastal Act as a comprehensive scheme
to govern land use planning for the entire coastal zone of California.
(Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles (2012)
55 Cal.4th 783, 793.) The Act designates the Commission as the state
coastal zone planning and management agency for any and all purposes.
(§ 30330.) In this capacity, the Commission promotes and protects the core
policies of the Coastal Act, which include “maximizing public access to
and along the coast” and mandating “state and local initiatives and
cooperation” over land use and development in the coastal zone.
(§ 30001.5, subds. (c), (e).) “The Commission has the ultimate authority to
ensure that coastal development conforms to the policies embodied in the
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Coastal Act.” (Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v. California
Coastal Com. (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 1068, 1075.)
Under the Coastal Act, the Commission collaborates with local
governments to ensure that local coastal development planning comports
with the Act’s statewide policies. The Coastal Act requires local
governments in the coastal zone to prepare local coastal programs.
(§ 30500, subd. (a).) A local coastal program comprises “a local
government’s (a) land use plans, (b) zoning ordinances, (c) zoning district
maps, and (d) within sensitive coastal resources areas, other implementing
actions, which, when taken together… implement the provisions and
policies of [the Coastal Act] at the local level.” (§ 30108.6.) Once
prepared, a local government submits its local coastal program to the
Commission for review. (§ 30510.) The Commission will certify the
program if the program is consistent with the Coastal Act’s policies.
(§§ 30512, subd. (c), 30513.) Once the Commission certifies a local coastal
program, the Coastal Act delegates to the local government the authority to
implement and enforce the local coastal program. (§ 30519, subd. (a);
Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles, supra,
55 Cal.4th at p. 794; Kaczorowski v. Mendocino Cty. Bd. of Supervisors
(2001) 88 Cal.App.4th 564, 569.)
After certification, the Commission may recommend amendments to
a local coastal program to accommodate uses of greater than local
importance that the certified program does not otherwise permit. (§ 30519,
subd. (c); see also § 30519.5, subd. (a).) Local governments may also
amend their local coastal programs to modify how they regulate
development or to address new issues that have arisen since the original
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certification.4 However, a local government’s amendments to its local
coastal program have no effect unless the Commission certifies the
amendments. (§ 30514, subd. (a).)
A local coastal program therefore does not merely codify local law; it
also embodies statewide Coastal Act policies. (Pacific Palisades Bowl
Mobile Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles, supra, 55 Cal.4th at p. 794,
citing Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v. California Coastal Com.,
supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075.) When tension arises between the
Coastal Act and local policy goals, “a fundamental purpose of the Coastal
Act is to ensure that state policies prevail over the concerns of local
government.” (Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v. California
Coastal Com., supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075.) Thus, although local
governments determine the contents of local coastal programs, in full
consultation with the Commission (§ 30500, subd. (c)), “the Legislature
made the Commission, not the [local government], the final word on the
interpretation of [an] LCP.” (Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v.
California Coastal Com., supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075.)

4

For example, the increasing popularity of online vacation rental
platforms like Airbnb have fundamentally altered and increased the use of
STVRs along the coast, including within the City of Santa Barbara. The
recent rise of STVRs due to online rental platforms was not contemplated
when the City initially certified its Local Coastal Program, and is precisely
the type of new issue that merits an amendment.
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ARGUMENT
I.

THE CITY’S REGULATION OF STVRS EXCEEDS THE
CITY’S DELEGATED AUTHORITY.
A.

The City’s regulation of STVRs amounts to a unilateral
and thus impermissible amendment of the Local
Coastal Program.

The City exceeded the scope of its delegated authority under its
Local Coastal Program and the Coastal Act when it unilaterally restricted
vacation rentals in the coastal zone. The Coastal Act renders this action of
no legal effect.
A local government with a Commission-certified local coastal
program must exercise authority delegated to it in a manner consistent with
both that program and the Coastal Act’s statewide policies that the program
embodies. (See Dunex, Inc. v. City of Oceanside (2014) 218 Cal.App.4th
1158, 1168 [a city’s delegated authority requires enforcement of the Local
Coastal Program’s policies]; Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v.
California Coastal Com., supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075 [coastal
development must conform to the policies embodied in the state’s Coastal
Act].) As a result, when implementing its program, a local government
cannot exceed its delegated powers. Rather, when preparing a local coastal
program for certification, the local government “can decide to be more
restrictive with respect to any parcel of land, provided such restrictions do
not conflict with the [A]ct.” (Yost v. Thomas (1984) 36 Cal.3d 561, 573,
emphasis added.)
The Coastal Act codifies this principle by prohibiting local
governments from amending their certified local coastal programs without
Commission approval. Such an amendment is a nullity under the Coastal
Act unless the Commission first certifies it. The Act unequivocally states:
“A certified local coastal program and all local implementing ordinances,
regulations, and other actions may be amended by the appropriate local

13

government, but no such amendment shall take effect until it has been
certified by the [C]ommission.” (§ 30514, subd. (a); accord, Yost v.
Thomas, supra, 36 Cal.3d at p. 573, n. 9.) The Act, and regulations that the
Commission adopted under it, set forth a detailed, open public procedure by
which the Commission reviews proposed local coastal program
amendments for certification. (§ 30514, subds. (b)-(d); Cal. Code Regs.,
tit. 14, §§ 13551-13555.)
The Coastal Act broadly defines what constitutes such an
“amendment.” Under the Act, an “amendment of a certified local coastal
program includes, but is not limited to, any action by a local government
that authorizes the use of a parcel of land other than a use that is designated
in the certified local coastal program as a permitted use of the parcel.”
(§ 30514, subd. (e), emphasis added.) Thus, though this definition
identifies a local action that allows uses not otherwise permitted under the
local coastal program as an example of an amendment, the definition’s use
of the phrases “including, but not limited to” and “any” demonstrates its far
broader reach. (Dyna-Med, Inc. v. Fair Employment & Housing Com.
(1987) 43 Cal.3d 1379, 1390 [“Nor do we dispute that the phrase
‘including, but not limited to’ is a phrase of enlargement”]; Nguyen v.
Western Digital Corp. (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 1522, 1545 [the use of the
word “any” in a statute “‘means without limit and no matter what kind,’”
citation omitted].)
Here, the City exceeded its delegated authority under the Coastal Act
because its new restrictions on STVRs in the coastal zone effectively
amended its Local Coastal Program without Commission certification.
STVRs are not mentioned anywhere in the City’s Local Coastal Program.
Most notably, they are mentioned in neither Section 3.2 of the coastal Land
Use Plan governing overnight accommodations nor Section 3.1 of that Plan
governing public access. (Franklin Decl., Exs. C-D.) Since the City’s
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Local Coastal Program does not expressly regulate STVRs, the Coastal Act
could not have delegated to the City the power to do so when the
Commission certified that program. Nor could the Coastal Act have
delegated to the City the authority to take an entire type of land use
(STVRs) that had previously been widely used in the City and subject it for
the first time to regulation under its existing “hotel” ordinance. The
Coastal Act required the City to submit these then-proposed new
restrictions to the Commission for certification. The City failed to do so.
The City argues, however, that in 2015 it merely began enforcing the
Local Coastal Program’s existing property restrictions more strictly than it
previously had. (Appellant’s Br. at p. 42.) This argument ignores the plain
terms of the City’s Local Coastal Program, which do not address STVRs at
all. Since that program does not address STVRs, the program and the
Commission’s certification of it never delegated to the City authority to
regulate STVRs in the coastal zone. The City instead helped itself to that
authority unilaterally.
The City also argues that its regulation of STVRs complies with the
Coastal Act because the City has engaged in an ongoing “collaborative
process” with the Commission to amend its Local Coastal Program.
(Appellant’s Br. at pp. 26-27.) Engaging in a “collaborative process,”
however, is no substitute under the Coastal Act for securing the
Commission’s certification of a local coastal program amendment as
section 30514 requires. The City’s recent actions tacitly so recognize. Last
year, the City sought and obtained from the Commission certification of
amendments to its Local Coastal Program that replaced the City’s Land Use
Plan with a new proposed Plan. (Chalmers Decl., Ex. A). But those
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amendments do not include provisions regulating STVRs along the coast. 5
(Ibid.) The City cannot unilaterally give itself the power to regulate STVRs
after the fact simply by adopting a novel and strained reading of the term
“hotel.”6
Indeed, the City acknowledged as much both before and during this
litigation. Before adopting its STVR policy, the City’s staff recommended
that the City “initiate [a] zoning ordinance amendment to allow home
sharing rentals.” (2 AA 179.) In the trial court, counsel for the City agreed
that the City’s regulation of STVRs should occur within the context of a
local coastal program amendment. (RT 58:7-12.) On appeal, the City
similarly appears to concede that STVRs along the coast are not a use that
its Local Coastal Program either contemplates or empowers the City to
regulate. As the City’s opening brief states, “if anything, the City’s earlier
tolerance of their use might have called for an LCP amendment.”
(Appellant’s Br. at p. 34.)
The City’s STVR policy attempts to regulate—indeed, to virtually
prohibit—a high priority, visitor-serving use of coastal land. Although the
Local Coastal Program does not expressly discuss or regulate STVRs, the
5

The City admits on its website that “the updated Coastal [Land
Use Plan] does not include changes to the Zoning Ordinance and all
projects in the Coastal Zone will continue to be regulated by Title 28 of the
Coastal Zoning Ordinance.” (Franklin Decl, Ex. E, p. 3.) The City does
not include STVR regulations in its Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
6
The City regulating the rental of a private residence as a “hotel” is
inconsistent with the City’s own definition of “residential unit” in its
Municipal Code. The Municipal Code defines “residential unit” as “a
building or portion thereof designed or occupied for residential purposes,
containing not more than one kitchen per residential unit, but not including
hotels or boarding houses.” (Santa Barbara Municipal Code, § 28.04.020,
emphasis added). Renting a private residence for a short period of time
does not logically change it to a “hotel,” since that private residence
remains “designed or occupied for residential purposes.”
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City has long allowed and condoned them in residential areas. If the City
wishes to modify this approach, it may not do so by unilaterally adopting a
policy to prohibit STVRs in residential areas. That the City adopted the
policy through a City Council action that purported to interpret and set
enforcement priorities for the Local Coastal Program, rather than expressly
amend it, does not justify the City’s action. Rather, Section 30514’s plain
language required the City to submit a local coastal program amendment
that includes regulation of STVRs to the Commission for certification. By
failing to do so, the City deprived the Commission of its statutory right to
bring its statewide perspective to bear on the proposed amendment. (See
Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v. California Coastal Com., supra,
162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075.) Absent Commission certification, the City’s
regulation of STVRs exceeds the scope of authority granted to the City
under its certified Local Coastal Program. The City’s regulation of STVRs
is therefore of no effect. (§ 30514, subd. (a).) The Court should so hold.
Such a ruling would not improperly inject the Commission into local
jurisdictions’ local coastal program enforcement decisions, nor would it
require the City to obtain a permit before taking general enforcement
actions. (See Appellant’s Br. at p. 10 [expressing concern that a City
prosecutor would need to obtain a coastal development permit before filing
an action to enforce the law].) Rather, it would simply acknowledge that,
when an LCP is silent about the regulation of a high-priority coastal land
use such as STVRs, the Coastal Act does not allow local jurisdictions to
enact new policies to regulate or ban such uses without going through the
local coastal program amendment process.
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B.

The City’s novel interpretation of its municipal code
and Local Coastal Program is inconsistent with the
Coastal Act.

The City argues that it must have authority to interpret its own
municipal code. But local government interpretation must always be
reasonable and cannot be wholly arbitrary, as the City’s interpretation of
“hotel” is here. (See fn. 6, supra.) Where there is a certified local coastal
program, the relevant provisions of the Coastal Act guide the interpretation
of that program. The City’s interpretation of “hotel” and its policies and
regulations pertaining to STVRs run counter to the Coastal Act and must be
rejected.
1.

The City’s regulation of STVRs conflicts with the
Coastal Act’s statewide policies of maximizing
public access to and along the coast.

The City’s new interpretation of its municipal code, which effected a
unilateral delegation of authority to itself to regulate STVRs, presents no
mere local concern. “Underlying the Act’s goals are the Legislature’s
findings that the… coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural resource
of vital and enduring interest to all people.” (San Diego Unified Port Dist.
v. California Coastal Com. (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 1111, 1129-1130, citing
Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles, supra,
55 Cal.4th at p. 793, emphasis added.) A core principle of the Coastal Act
is to maximize public access and recreational opportunities within coastal
areas statewide. (§§ 30001.5, subd. (c) and 30210.) The Coastal Act grants
“maximum access” along the coast for “all the people consistent with
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.” (§ 30210.) The
Legislature has directed that the Act “be liberally construed to accomplish
its purpose and objectives.” (Ibid., citing § 30009.)
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The Coastal Act also specifically protects and encourages lower cost
visitor and recreational facilities along the coast, including overnight
accommodations. (§ 30213; San Diego Unified Port Dist. v. California
Coastal Com., supra, 27 Cal.App.5th at pp. 1141-1142.) The Legislature
has determined that “[a] lack of affordable accommodations remains a
barrier to coastal access.” (§ 31411.) To help ensure that coastal areas
have sufficient overnight accommodations for visitors, the Commission is
tasked with ensuring that local plans protect and, where feasible, provide
such accommodations. (§§ 30210, 30213; San Diego Unified Port Dist. v.
California Coastal Com., supra, 27 Cal.App.5th at pp. 1141-1142.) As the
trial court explained, the Commission has previously issued guidance to
local governments that explains how vacation rentals provide an important
source of visitor accommodations in the coastal zone, especially for larger
families and groups and for people of a wide range of economic
backgrounds. (3 AA 594-596.) The Commission recognizes that the
proliferation of STVRs and online booking platforms can affect
neighborhood character and housing stock. However, it has successfully
worked with numerous local jurisdictions to craft reasonable local coastal
program policies that permit STVRs while appropriately regulating them to
prevent adverse impacts. (3 AA 595-596; see Chalmers Decl., Ex. B.)
The City’s strict regulation of STVRs raises serious concerns
regarding consistency with the Coastal Act’s policies of maximizing
statewide public access to the coast. The City’s newly adopted
regulation caused a sharp decline of visitor serving accommodations
in the coastal zone. Only 6 of 114 then-existing vacation rentals
continued to operate in the coastal zone after the City re-defined
STVRs as “hotels” under its municipal code. Instead of enhancing
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public access, the City’s regulation of STVRs objectively hinders
visitor access to the coast.7
The City nevertheless argues that its restriction of coastal
STVRs is somehow “consistent” with the Coastal Act and its Local
Coastal Program. (Appellant’s Br. at p. 41.) According to the City,
since the program’s original zoning ordinance restricts hotels along
the coast, and since the City’s new policy treats STVRs as “hotels”
under the municipal code, the City’s vacation rental regulation is
necessarily consistent with its certified Local Coastal Program.
(Appellant’s Br. at p. 23; Reply Br. at pp. 19-20.)
This Court previously considered and rejected an identical
argument in Greenfield v. Mandalay Shores Community Assn.
(2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 896. In Greenfield, the trial court refused to
issue a preliminary injunction against a homeowners’ association
rule prohibiting its members from renting out their residences in the
beachside community of Oxnard Shores for fewer than 30 days. (Id.
at p. 902.) Defending this ban on appeal, the association advanced a
similar argument as the City does here. Specifically, the association
argued that STVRs are akin to commercial bed and breakfast inns,
and should be restricted from operating in the coastal residential
zone. (Id. at p. 901, n. 3.)
7

It may be that the Coastal Act permits some jurisdictions to restrict
STVRs significantly if there are other ample local overnight
accommodation options, including lower-cost accommodations. (3 AA
594-596; § 30213.) However, the extent to which STVRs form a necessary
part of a jurisdiction’s suite of coastal accommodations is a case-specific
determination that must be made based on the evidence. This
determination must occur through the local coastal program amendment
certification process, rather than through unilateral action by the City
without first considering the action’s effect on coastal access and regional
needs.
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In reversing, this Court rejected the association’s argument
based on the historical treatment of STVRs as residential activity.
The City of Oxnard, like the City of Santa Barbara in this case, had
historically treated STVRs as residential activity and collected
transient occupancy taxes from private vacation rentals. (Id. at
p. 899.)8 In addition, the City of Oxnard’s Local Coastal Program,
like the City of Santa Barbara’s, did not address STVRs at all.
Indeed, neither the City of Oxnard nor the Commission had ever
interpreted Oxnard’s Local Coastal Program to regulate or ban
STVRs. (Id. at p. 901, n. 3.) Relying on this historical treatment of
STVRs as residential rather than commercial property, this Court
determined that vacation rentals were not the type of commercial
activity regulated in Oxnard’s Local Coastal Program, and the
homeowners’ association in turn lacked the power to do so. (Ibid.)
Instead, this Court held that “[t]he decision to ban or regulate
[STVRs along the coast] should be made by the City and the Coastal
Commission.” (Id. at pp. 901-902, emphasis added.)
In so holding, this Court reasoned that an STVR ban is
inconsistent with the Coastal Act’s public access policies. (Id. at
p. 901.) As in this case, STVRs were common in Oxnard Shores
prior to the association’s ban. (Ibid.) The ban ultimately affected
“1,400 units and cut across a wide swath of beach properties that
(had) historically been used as short term rentals.” (Id. at p. 902.)
8

In a January 10, 2017 letter to the City, the Commission stressed
that STVRs are a type of residential activity: “Due to their function as a
high priority visitor-serving use, the Coastal Commission has generally
interpreted local zoning ordinances in a broad fashion and found that short
term rentals are a form of residential use, permitted by right, in any
residentially zoned area unless such uses are specifically prohibited or
otherwise restricted.” (3 AA 599)
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The STVR ban in Greenfield, like the STVR ban in this case,
therefore reduced public access to the coast. (Id. at p. 901.)
The Court should reach the same conclusion in this case. The
City unilaterally precluded approximately 108 vacation rentals from
operating in the coastal zone. The City’s novel interpretation and
regulation based on that interpretation reduced the inventory of
overnight coastal accommodations and, consequently, reduced
statewide public access to the coast. And the City did so without
affording the Commission the opportunity to review and certify the
City’s regulation to ensure that it considers the “time, place, and
manner of public access.” (San Diego Unified Port Dist. v.
California Coastal Com., supra, 27 Cal.App.5th at p. 1131, citing
§ 30214, subd. (a).) The City violated the Coastal Act, and its
regulation of STVRs cannot stand.
2.

The City’s regulation of STVRs is inconsistent
with the Coastal Act’s policy of encouraging state
and local cooperation over coastal planning.

The City does not dispute that it failed to consult with the
Commission before adopting its novel interpretation and effectively
banning vacation rentals along the coast. Instead, the City relies on
its “police power” as a justification for not doing so. (Appellant’s
Br. at p. 36.) The City’s go-it-alone approach violates the Coastal
Act.
The Act expressly requires the Commission to “cooperate
with and assist local governments” in carrying out the Act’s policies
and likewise requires localities to cooperate with the Commission in
exercising its authority. (§ 30336.) Granted, the Coastal Act does
not supplant localities’ powers to regulate land to abate nuisances or
preserve coastal resources. (§ 30005, subds. (a), (b).) But local
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governments must do so in ways “not in conflict with th[e] [A]ct”
and may not invoke these powers as a pretext for circumventing their
local coastal programs’ and the Coastal Act’s requirements. (Ibid.;
City of Dana Point v. California Coastal Com. (2013) 217
Cal.App.4th 170, 194, citing § 30005, subd. (b).)
The City’s purported exercise of its interpretative and police powers
violates these principles. The City claims that “the increased popularity of
internet-based booking services began turning residential neighborhoods
into hotel zones.” (Appellant’s Br. at p. 11.) According to the City, “the
proliferation of STVRs has [increased] housing costs, reduc[ed] housing
stock, and chang[ed] the character of residential zones.” (Appellant’s Br. at
pp. 25-26, citing 1 AA 100.) But in one-sidedly invoking these concerns,
the City failed to consider competing statewide interests such as “the right
of individual property owners [and] the public’s constitutional right of
access” to the coast. (§ 30214, subd. (b).)
Rather than representing a mere procedural formality, local
government consultation with the Commission on changes to local coastal
programs ensures that these statewide concerns do not go ignored. The
Commission’s past experience working with local governments to craft and
implement vacation rental policies demonstrates that there are ways to
balance local concerns with Coastal Act mandates. The Commission has
historically supported local vacation rental regulations that include the
following:
1. A limit on the total number of vacation rentals allowed within a
specific area;
2. A limit on the types of housing that can be used as a vacation
rental (i.e., prohibiting vacation rental in affordable housing
contexts);
3. A limit on maximum vacation rental occupancies;
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4. A time limit on the use of residential units as vacation rentals
within a given time period;
5. Requiring an on-site or nearby 24-hour management response for
vacation rentals;
6. Signage requirements, including posting 24-hour contact
information and posting requirements and restrictions within
units;
7. Provisions in rental agreements that include operational
requirements and consequences for vacation rental violations;
8. Payment of transient occupancy taxes;
9. Enforcement protocols, including requirements for responding to
complaints;
10. Revoking vacation rental permits that fail to comply with local
vacation rental regulations.
(3 AA 595.)
In light of this balanced approach to STVRs that the Commission
has developed in tandem with localities, the Commission repeatedly
advised the City that a unilateral, categorical restriction of STVRs is not
enforceable in the coastal zone. Instead, the Commission advised the City
it should propose any regulation of STVRs to the Commission as a formal
amendment to its Local Coastal Program. (1 AA 68; 3 AA 598-599.) The
City circumvented this process.
The City dismisses this obligation by arguing that the position the
Commission articulated to it on STVRs is “effectively dicta” and “not
binding in any way on the City.” (Reply Br. at p. 23.) Though the
Commission letters to the City were not binding in and of themselves, they
articulated substantive and procedural Coastal Act obligations that are
binding and that the City was not free to simply dismiss. The City’s Local
Coastal Program is not exclusively a matter of local law. (Pacific
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Palisades Bowl Mobile Home Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles, supra,
55 Cal.4th at p. 794, citing Charles A. Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v.
California Coastal Com., supra, 162 Cal.App.4th at p. 1075.) Although the
Commission has no authority to make changes to the content of a certified
local program (Sec. Nat’l Guar., Inc. v. California Coastal Com. (2008)
159 Cal.App.4th 402, 421-422), “the Legislature made the Commission, not
the County, the final word on the interpretation of the LCP.” (Charles A.
Pratt Construction Co., Inc. v. California Coastal Com., supra, at p. 1075;
see also San Diego Unified Port Dist. v. California Coastal Com., supra, 27
Cal.App.5th at p. 1140 [“it ultimately remains the Commission's primary
role and responsibility as the statewide supervisory agency to implement
the Act and ensure a [local] plan furthers the Act's policies” in relation to
overnight accommodations].) The City’s position that it is free to interpret
its Local Coastal Program and adopt new program policies without
Commission involvement is incorrect as a matter of law.9

9

The City also incorrectly relies on Conway v City of Imperial
Beach (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 78 to argue that it need not obtain
Commission certification before imposing more restrictive regulations, so
long as the regulations do not change allowed land uses. (Appellant’s Br.
at p. 42.) Conway is inapplicable. Conway involved an urgency interim
ordinance that did not change a permitted land use contemplated by the
local coastal program. After harmonizing Government Code section 65858
with Public Resources Code section 30514, the court ruled that prior
Commission review and approval of the emergency interim ordinance was
not required because the ordinance did not regulate “a (land) use other than
that designated in the LCP as a permitted use.” (Conway v. City of Imperial
Beach, supra, 52 Cal.App.4th at p. 90.) The court also determined that the
emergency interim ordinance in Conway did not impede public access or
otherwise harm coastal resources. (Id. at pp. 89-90.) By contrast here, the
City’s extraordinary regulation of STVRs as “hotels” does regulate a land
use not contemplated by the Local Coastal Program and does impede public
access to the coast.
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The Coastal Act required the City to work with the Commission to
craft reasonable and enforceable Local Coastal Program regulations that
balance legitimate local concerns with the goal of maximizing statewide
public access to the coast. By cutting the Commission out of this process
and unilaterally adopting its unsupported interpretation of “hotel” and
blanket regulation of STVRs, the City violated the Coastal Act.
II.

THE CITY CANNOT LITIGATE ITS NUISANCE
ABATEMENT CLAIM IN THIS FORUM.
Even if the City could rationalize its regulation of STVRs as a

nuisance-abatement measure (and, as discussed above, it cannot), the Court
should not entertain this argument. The City never raised this argument in
the trial court and cannot do so for the first time in this Court. (Nellie Gail
Ranch Owners Ass’n v. McMullini (2016) 4 Cal.App.5th 982, 997.)
While California law allows exceptions to this rule where the newly
raised argument asserts pure questions of law on undisputed facts, that
exception does not apply where, as here, the argument presents
controverted factual questions or mixed questions of law and fact.
(Krechuniak v. Noorzoy (2017) 11 Cal.App.5th 713, 725; accord, Findleton
v. Coyote Valley Band of Pomo Indians (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 565, 569.)
The City’s nuisance abatement argument here involves both. Whether
a local nuisance abatement measure violates the Coastal Act requires a
court to determine whether the measure (1) is directed at a “true nuisance;”
(2) is “narrowly targeted at abating the nuisance;” (3) is “undertaken in
good faith;” and (4) is “not as a pretext for avoiding local coastal program
obligations under the Coastal Act.” (City of Dana Point v. California
Coastal Com., supra, 217 Cal.App.4th at p. 199.) This inquiry involves a
factual inquiry that was not developed at trial. Since the City never raised
this argument below, the Court should decline to consider it for the first
time now.
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CONCLUSION
For the reasons discussed above, the Commission requests that this
Court affirm the trial court’s decision. The City must present proposed
amendments to its Local Coastal Program to the Commission for review
and certification, before it can effectively ban STVRs along the coast.
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Respectfully submitted,
XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California
DANIEL A. OLIVAS
Senior Assistant Attorney General
ANDREW M. VOGEL
Supervising Deputy Attorney General

NORMA N. FRANKLIN
Deputy Attorney General
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
California Coastal Commission
63297359.doc

27

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE
I certify that the attached Amicus Curiae Brief of California Coastal
Commission uses a 13-point Times New Roman font and contains 6,174
words.
Dated: May 21, 2020

XAVIER BECERRA
Attorney General of California
DANIEL A. OLIVAS
Senior Assistant Attorney General
ANDREW M. VOGEL
Supervising Deputy Attorney General

NORMA N. FRANKLIN
Deputy Attorney General
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae
California Coastal Commission

28

DECLARATION OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE
Case Name: Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara
Case No.:
B300528
I declare:
I am employed in the Office of the Attorney General, which is the office of a member of
the California State Bar, at which member's direction this service is made. I am 18 years
of age or older and not a party to this matter. I am familiar with the business practice at
the Office of the Attorney General for collecting and processing electronic
correspondence. Correspondence that is submitted electronically is transmitted using the
TrueFiling electronic filing system. Participants who are registered with TrueFiling will
be served electronically.
On May 21, 2020, I electronically served the attached AMICUS CURIAE OF
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION by transmitting a true copy via this Court’s
TrueFiling system:
PLEASE SEE ATTACHED SERVICE LIST

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California the foregoing
is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on May 21, 2020, at Los
Angeles, California.
Andrew Vogel
Declarant
LA2020100301

POS - Amicus Brief.docx

/s/ Andrew Vogel
Signature

Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara
B300528
Service List
Via TrueFiling

Via TrueFiling

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE
Ariel P. Calonne
Tom R. Shapiro
John S. Doimas
Robin L. Lewis
740 State Street, Suite 201
P.O. Box 1990
Santa Barbara, CA 93102-1990
Email: alcalonne@santabarbaraca.gov
tshapiro@santabarbaraca.gov
jdoimas@santabarbaraca.gov
rlewis@santabarbaraca.gov

Best Best & Krieger, LLP
Christi Hogin
Amy Hoyt
1230 Rosecrans Avenue, #10
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
Email: Christi.Hogin@bbklaw.com
Amy.Hoyt@bbklaw.com

Attorneys for Defendant and
Appellant City of Santa Barbara
Via True Filing
Supreme Court
Via U.S. Mail Only
Hon. Mark S. Borrell
Superior Court of California
County of Ventura
800 S. Victoria Avenue
P.O. Box 6489
Ventura, CA 93006-6489

Nossaman LLP
Steven H. Kaufman
Crescent Cheng
777 S. Figueroa Street, 34th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Email: Skaufman@nossaman.com
ccheng@nossaman.com
Rogers, Shefield & Campbell, LLP
Travis C. Logue, Esq.
Jason W. Wansor
427 East Carrillo Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Email: Travis@rogerssheffield.com
Jason@rogerssheffield.com
Attorneys for Petitioner/Plaintiff and
Respondent Theodore P. Kracke

&RXUWRI$SSHDO6HFRQG$SSHOODWH'LVWULFW
'DQLHO33RWWHU
(OHFWURQLFDOO\),/('RQE\<DOLW]D(VSDU]D'HSXW\&OHUN

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
California Court of Appeal, Second
Appellate District

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
California Court of Appeal, Second
Appellate District
Case Name: Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara
Case Number: B300528
Lower Court Case Number: 56-2016-00490376-CU-WMVTA

1.

At the time of service I was at least 18 years of age and not a party to this legal
action.

2. My email address used to e-serve: andrew.vogel@doj.ca.gov
3. I served by email a copy of the following document(s) indicated below:
Title(s) of papers e-served:
Filing Type
BRIEF - AMICUS CURIAE
BRIEF
MOTION - MOTION (FEE
PREVIOUSLY PAID)
DECLARATION DECLARATION
DECLARATION DECLARATION
MISCELLANEOUS ADDITIONAL
DOCUMENTS
Service Recipients:

Document Title
Amicus Curiae Brief of California Coastal Commission
Amicus Curiae California Coastal Commission's Motion
Requesting Judicial Notice; Memo. of P&A
Declaration of Erin Chalmers In Support of Motion for
Judicial Notice
Declaration of Norma Nava Franklin In Support of
Motion for Judicial Notice
Proposed Order Granting Motion for Judicial Notice

Person Served
Crescent Cheng
Nossaman LLP
Ariel Calonne
City of Santa Barbara
110268
Jason Wansor
Rogers, Sheffield & Campbell, LLP
232949

Date /
Time
ccheng@nossaman.com
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
acalonne@santabarbaraca.gov e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
jason@rogerssheffield.com e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
Email Address

Type

Office Office Of The Attorney General
Court Added
266827
Travis Logue
Rogers, Sheffield & Campbell, LLP
232471
Christi Hogin
BEST, BEST & KRIEGER, LLP
1313869
Travis Logue
Rogers, Sheffield & Campbell, LLP

norma.franklin@doj.ca.gov

Steven Kaufmann
Nossaman LLP
CA-61686
Amy Hoyt
Best Best & Krieger LLP
149789
Philip Kohn
Rutan & Tucker
90158
Robin Lewis
City of Santa Barbara City Attorney's
Of
199077
Andrew Vogel
California Dept of Justice, Office of the
Attorney General
187312

skaufmann@nossaman.com

travis@rogerssheffield.com
christi.hogin@bbklaw.com
travis@rogersseffield.com

amy.hoyt@bbklaw.com
pkohn@rutan.com
rlewis@santabarbaraca.gov

andrew.vogel@doj.ca.gov

e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM
e5/21/2020
Serve 11:38:58
AM

This proof of service was automatically created, submitted and signed on my behalf
through my agreements with TrueFiling and its contents are true to the best of my
information, knowledge, and belief.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.
5/21/2020
Date

/s/Andrew Vogel
Signature

Vogel, Andrew (187312)

Last Name, First Name (PNum)

California Dept of Justice, Office of the Attorney General
Law Firm

Attachment K

67$7(2)&$/,)251,$1$785$/5(6285&(6$*(1&<*DYLQ1HZVRPGovernor


CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
6RXWK&RDVW$UHD2IILFH
(2FHDQ%OYG6XLWH
/RQJ%HDFK&$
 



W11a
'$7(

6HSWHPEHU

72

&RPPLVVLRQHUVDQG,QWHUHVWHG3HUVRQV

)520

.DUO6FKZLQJ'HSXW\'LUHFWRU
$PEHU'REVRQ'LVWULFW0DQDJHU
=DFK5HKP'LVWULFW6XSHUYLVRU
0DUOHQH$OYDUDGR&RDVWDO3URJUDP$QDO\VW

68%-(&7 0DMRU$PHQGPHQW5HTXHVW1R/&3/*% 6KRUW7HUP
/RGJLQJV WRWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK&HUWLILHG/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDPIRU
3XEOLF+HDULQJDQG&RPPLVVLRQ$FWLRQRQ2FWREHU

SUMMARY OF LCP AMENDMENT REQUEST NO. LCP-5-LGB-19-0074-1
7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK &LW\ UHTXHVWVWRDPHQGWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ ,3 RIWKH
FHUWLILHG/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDP /&3 WRLPSOHPHQWQHZUHJXODWLRQVDQGVWDQGDUGVIRUWKH
RSHUDWLRQRIVKRUWWHUPORGJLQJV 67/ RUYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVDQGOLPLWZKHUHQHZ67/V
ZRXOGEHDOORZHGLQWKH&LW\67/VJHQHUDOO\UHIHUWRWKHVKRUWWHUPUHQWDO GD\VRUOHVV 
RISULYDWHGZHOOLQJXQLWVRUDURRPLQDKRPHE\WRXULVWVDQGRWKHUWUDYHOHUVYLVLWLQJWKH
DUHD
3UHVHQWO\WKH&LW\¶V/&3LQFOXGHVD&RPPLVVLRQFHUWLILHG67/2UGLQDQFH  WKDW
SHUPLWVDQGSURYLGHVIRUUHJXODWLRQRI67/VLQFHUWDLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV 5HVLGHQWLDO/RZ
'HQVLW\55HVLGHQWLDO0HGLXP'HQVLW\55HVLGHQWLDO+LJK'HQVLW\5DQG9LOODJH
&RPPXQLW\9& DQGFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV /RFDO%XVLQHVV3URIHVVLRQDO/%3&RPPHUFLDO
1HLJKERUKRRG&1/RFDO%XVLQHVV&&RPPHUFLDO+RWHO0RWHO&+0DQG6RXWK
/DJXQD9LOODJH&RPPHUFLDO6/9 ZKLFKLQFOXGHVUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUHVWDEOLVKLQJDQG
RSHUDWLQJDQ67/7KHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGPRGLI\ YDULRXVFKDSWHUVRI7LWOH
 =RQLQJ RIWKH&LW\¶V0XQLFLSDO&RGHUHODWHGWRWKHUHJXODWLRQDQGVWDQGDUGVIRUWKH
RSHUDWLRQRI67/V &KDSWHUV 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJ  55HVLGHQWLDO/RZ
'HQVLW\=RQH  55HVLGHQWLDO0HGLXP'HQVLW\=RQH  55HVLGHQWLDO+LJK
'HQVLW\=RQH DQG 9LOODJH&RPPXQLW\=RQH 
&KDQJHVSURSRVHGWR7LWOH ]RQLQJFRGH DUHUHIOHFWHGLQ&LW\&RXQFLO2UGLQDQFH1R
 Exhibit 4 DQGZHUHVXEPLWWHGSXUVXDQWWR&LW\&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1R
Exhibit 3 1RFKDQJHVDUHSURSRVHGWRWKH/DQG8VH3ODQ /83 SRUWLRQRIWKHFHUWLILHG
/&3
&KDQJHVSURSRVHGWR&KDSWHUVDQGDVWKH\UHODWHWR
67/XQLWV 2UGLQDQFH1R LQFOXGHWKHDSSOLFDWLRQRIDQexisting nonconforming
status GHVLJQDWLRQWRDOOH[LVWLQJSHUPLWWHG67/XQLWVWKDWDUHFXUUHQWO\RSHUDWLRQDOZKLFK

&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
PD\FRQWLQXHWRRSHUDWHZLWKLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVSURKLELWLRQRInew67/XQLWV
LQFOXGLQJKRPHVWD\VRURZQHURFFXSLHG LQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVDQGUHJXODWLRQRI
H[LVWLQJDQGQHZ67/XQLWVLQ]RQLQJGLVWULFWVZKHUHWKH\DUHFXUUHQWO\DOORZHG /%3&1
&&+06/9 DQGLQQHZ]RQLQJGLVWULFWVZKHUHWKH\ZLOOQRZEHDOORZHG 5HVLGHQWLDO
6HUYLQJ&%''RZQWRZQ&RPPHUFLDO&%'&HQWUDO%OXIIV&%'&%2IILFH&%'2DQG
9LVLWRU&RPPHUFLDO'LVWULFWV&%'9 RU&%'9&'DVWHUPHGE\WKH&LW\ 0RUHRYHUWKH
SURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGVXSSOHPHQWWKHH[LVWLQJUHJXODWLRQVDSSOLFDEOHWR67/V
E\DGGLQJQHZODQJXDJHWRFOHDUO\GHILQH67/VDQGQHZUHJLVWU\UHTXLUHPHQWVDQG
RSHUDWLRQDOVWDQGDUGVLQFOXGLQJEXWQRWOLPLWHGWRPD[LPXPRFFXSDQF\DQGSDUNLQJ
UHTXLUHPHQWVDIIRUGDPHFKDQLVPIRUQHLJKERUVWRUHSRUWSUREOHPVDQGHVWDEOLVK
SURYLVLRQVIRUWKHLPSRVLWLRQRIILQHVDQGSHQDOWLHVIRUYLRODWLRQRIWKHUHJXODWLRQV+RPH
VKDULQJRURZQHURFFXSLHGYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVZRXOGEHUHJXODWHGLQWKHVDPHZD\DV
WUDGLWLRQDO67/V QRQRZQHURFFXSLHG ([LVWLQJSHUPLWWHG67/VZRXOGEHDOORZHGWR
FRQWLQXHLQSHUSHWXLW\UHJDUGOHVVRIWKH]RQHLQZKLFKWKH\DUHORFDWHG0RUHRYHUWKH
SURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZexisting nonconformingUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWV DVWR
GHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGVSDUNLQJDQGGHQVLW\ ORFDWHGLQWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJ
GLVWULFWVWREHFRQYHUWHGLQWR67/VZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRIWKRVHUHVWULFWHGE\FRYHQDQWRU
VLPLODULQVWUXPHQWIRUWKHSXUSRVHRISURYLGLQJDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVHQLRUKRXVLQJRU
KRXVLQJIRUWKHGLVDEOHG


SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
'HPDQGIRU67/VLVHVSHFLDOO\KLJKLQWKLV&LW\EHFDXVHRILWVSUR[LPLW\WRWKHFRDVWDQG
EHFDXVHRILWVKLVWRULFDOUHSXWDWLRQDVDSRSXODUFRDVWDOUHVRUW FRPPXQLW\$OWKRXJKWKHUH
LVDKLVWRU\RIYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVLQ/DJXQD%HDFKVLQFHRQOLQHSODWIRUPVKDYHFKDQJHGWKH
G\QDPLFVRIVKRUWWHUPORGJLQJWKH&LW\KDVPRUHUHFHQWO\UDLVHGLVVXHVZLWKWKHSUHVHQFH
RI67/UHQWDOVFDXVLQJSUREOHPV HJQRLVHGLVRUGHUO\FRQGXFWWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ
H[FHVVLYHWUDVKHWF WKDWFRXOGQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWUHVLGHQWVDQGFRPPXQLWLHVUHGXFHWKH
ORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNUHGXFHWKHORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOVWRFNDQGXQGXO\EXUGHQ
&LW\VHUYLFHV7KH&LW\KDVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHLQWHQWRIWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWLVWR
OLPLWWKHVHFRQIOLFWVE\SURKLELWLQJDQ\QHZ67/XQLWVLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV ZLWKDQ
H[FHSWLRQIRUexisting OHJDOO\SHUPLWWHGXQLWVRSHUDWLQJLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV DQGE\
LPSRVLQJUHJXODWLRQRIH[LVWLQJDQGQHZ67/XQLWVLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVZKHUH
WKH\DUHFXUUHQWO\DOORZHGDQGLQQHZFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVZKHUHWKH\DUHQRWFXUUHQWO\
DOORZHG
67/VSURYLGHDVLJQLILFDQWVXSSOHPHQWIRUYLVLWRUDFFRPPRGDWLRQVSURPRWLQJSXEOLFDFFHVV
DQGYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHV'HSHQGLQJRQVLWHVSHFLILF
FLUFXPVWDQFHV67/VLQFOXGLQJKRPHVKDUHVFDQVRPHWLPHVSURYLGHDORZHUFRVWRSWLRQ
WKDQDWUDGLWLRQDOKRWHO7KHFHUWLILHG/83FRQWDLQVSROLF\ODQJXDJHWKDWSURWHFWVDQG


7KHOLVWHGFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVDUHQRWDOORIWKHFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVWKDWH[LVWLQ/DJXQD%HDFK

7KHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGGHILQH³+RPHVKDULQJ´DV³DUHQWDOLQDUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWIRUFRQVHFXWLYHGD\VRU

OHVVGXULQJZKLFKWKHKRVWOLYHVRQVLWHIRUWKHHQWLUHW\RIWKHYLVLWRU VVWD\´





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
SULRULWL]HVORZHUFRVWYLVLWRUDQGUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHVDQGUHTXLUHVWKDWSXEOLFFRDVWDO
DFFHVVEHPD[LPL]HG7KH&RPPLVVLRQKDVIRXQGWKDWYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQXVHVLQFOXGLQJ67/XQLWVKHOSPD[LPL]HWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVSURYLGHGIRUDOO
WKHSXEOLFWRDFFHVVWKHFRDVW7KHVHXQLWVFDQLQFUHDVHSXEOLFFRDVWDODFFHVVE\SURYLGLQJ
DZLGHUVHOHFWLRQRIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQHWRJURXSVDQGIDPLOLHV
WKDWPLJKWQRWRWKHUZLVHEHDEOHWRDIIRUGDPRUHH[SHQVLYHWUDGLWLRQDORSWLRQ LHKRWHOV 
DQGE\LQFOXGLQJPRUHXQLWVLQDUHDVZKHUHUHVLGHQWLDOFRPPXQLWLHVGLUHFWO\IODQNWKH
VKRUHOLQH$WWKHVDPHWLPHWKH&RPPLVVLRQKDVUHFRJQL]HGOHJLWLPDWHFRPPXQLW\
FRQFHUQVRYHUSRWHQWLDODGYHUVHLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVZLWKUHVSHFWWR
KRXVLQJVWRFNDQGDIIRUGDELOLW\FRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHUQRLVHDQGWUDIILFLPSDFWV
,QWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶VSDVWDFWLRQVLQFOXGLQJZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKH/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDPVRI
WKH&RXQW\RI9HQWXUD /&3917 &LW\RI3LVPR%HDFK /&336%
 &RXQW\RI6DQWD&UX] 6&23DUW% &LW\RI'HO0DU /&3'05
 DQG&RXQW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUD /&367% DQGLQRUGHUWREH
FRQVLVWHQWZLWK&KDSWHURIWKH&RDVWDO$FWORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQVLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQHWKDW
KDYHFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHLPSDFWVRI67/VKDYHEHHQUHTXLUHGWRSURYLGHDPHDQVDQGD
IUDPHZRUNWRDSSURSULDWHO\UHJXODWHWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWDQGRSHUDWLRQRI67/VUDWKHUWKDQ
RYHUO\UHVWULFWWKLVXVHRURWKHUZLVHVLJQLILFDQWO\GLPLQLVKLWVYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXWLOLW\7KH
&RPPLVVLRQKDVDSSURYHGDQXPEHURI/&3DPHQGPHQWVUHJXODWLQJ67/VLQWKH&RDVWDO
=RQH(DFKRIWKHVH/&3DPHQGPHQWFDVHVSUHVHQWHGLWVRZQVHWRIXQLTXHLVVXHVEDVHG
RQORFDOFLUFXPVWDQFHVEXWDVDJHQHUDOUXOHWKHDSSURYHG/&3DPHQGPHQWVJHQHUDOO\
SURYLGHGIRUVWDQGDUGVIRUFRQWLQXHG67/RSHUDWLRQVLQSULYDWHUHVLGHQWLDOGZHOOLQJVUDWKHU
WKDQEODQNHWEDQVRI67/V
,QWKLVFDVHDOWKRXJKWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGUHGXFHWKHWRWDODUHDZKHUH67/V
DUHDOORZHGDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOQXPEHURIORWVIRUZKLFKD67/FRXOGEHSHUPLWWHGE\OLPLWLQJ
67/VLQDOOUHVLGHQWLDOO\]RQHGDUHDVWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKRIIHUVPRUHWUDGLWLRQDO
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV LHKRWHODQGPRWHOXQLWV WKDQWKHRWKHUFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHV
GLVFXVVHG7KH&LW\KDVHVWLPDWHGWKHUHDUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJKRWHOPRWHO
ORGJLQJXQLWVZLWKLQWKH&LW\¶VFRDVWDO]RQH7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKSURYLGHVDQDPSOH
VXSSO\RIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVEDVHGRQLWVVL]HDQGUHODWLYHWRRWKHU
FRDVWDOFLWLHV7KH&LW\DOVRKDVDKLVWRU\RIDOORZLQJYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVDQGVWDWHVWKURXJK
WKHSURSRVHG/&3$PHQGPHQWWKDWYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVZLOOFRQWLQXHZKHUHSUHYLRXVO\
DXWKRUL]HGE\SHUPLWDQGLQWKHSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDODUHDVEXWZKHUHIXUWKHU
SUROLIHUDWLRQRIYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVKDVWKHSRWHQWLDOWRDGYHUVHO\LPSDFWFRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHU
RURWKHUFRDVWDOUHVRXUFHVVSHFLILFUHVWULFWLRQVRQ67/VLQVSHFLILFDUHDVPD\EH
DSSURSULDWH
,QWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKHVWLPDWHGWKDWWKHUHZHUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJ
67/UHQWDOVFLW\ZLGHLQFOXGLQJXQSHUPLWWHG67/XQLWV7KHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQW
ZRXOGJUDQGIDWKHULQ DXWKRUL]HDVSHUPLWWHGXVHV H[LVWLQJOHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJ67/V
$Q\67/WKDWFXUUHQWO\RSHUDWHVZLWKRXWDSHUPLWZRXOGQRWEHJUDQGIDWKHUHG DXWKRUL]HG 
WKURXJKWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWDQGWKHSURSRVHGUHJXODWLRQVDQGUHVWULFWLRQVZRXOGDSSO\
,QDGGLWLRQXQOLNHWKH&LW\¶V/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQW
ZRXOGDGGDSURYLVLRQWRWKH/&3WRUHOD[WKHSDUNLQJUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUWKHH[LVWLQJ
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UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVWKDWDUHORFDWHGLQDSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWDQGDUHWKHUHIRUHOHJDOO\
QRQFRQIRUPLQJWRHQFRXUDJH67/VLQWKHPL[HGXVHDUHDVRIWKHSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDO
GLVWULFWV7KH&LW\HVWLPDWHVWKDWDSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQWKH
DOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV QRWLQFOXGLQJH[LVWLQJXQLWVUHVHUYHGDVVHQLRUDQGGLVDELOLW\
KRXVLQJ FRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH67/VZLWKRXWWKHQHHGIRUDQ\IXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWEHFDXVH
DVSURSRVHGWRGD\WKH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZIRUWKHFRQYHUVLRQRIWKHVHXQLWVLQWR
67/VUHJDUGOHVVLIWKH\DUHQRQFRQIRUPLQJWRGHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGVGHQVLW\RUSDUNLQJ
7KHUHIRUHDVSURSRVHGWKHDPHQGPHQWLVQRWDEODQNHWEDQRI67/VRUDQ³DOORUQRQH´
SURSRVLWLRQ+RZHYHU&RPPLVVLRQVWDIILVUHFRPPHQGLQJdenialRIWKH/&3$PHQGPHQW
DVVXEPLWWHGEHFDXVHWKHDPHQGPHQWDVSURSRVHGFRXOGVWLOOVLJQLILFDQWO\UHVWULFWWKH
SRWHQWLDOIRUDOWHUQDWHDIIRUGDEOH ORZWRPRGHUDWHFRVW RYHUQLJKWORGJLQJ
DFFRPPRGDWLRQVIRUDOOFRDVWDOYLVLWRUVDQGOLPLWSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGZRXOGQRWEHDGHTXDWH
WRFDUU\RXWWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKHFHUWLILHG/DQG8VH3ODQ /83 
2Q$XJXVWWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQFRQGXFWHGDSXEOLFKHDULQJWRFRQVLGHUWKLV
/&3DPHQGPHQWEXWWKH&RPPLVVLRQFRQWLQXHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ7KH&RPPLVVLRQ
GLUHFWHGWKH&LW\DQG&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIWRFRQVLGHUDGGLWLRQDOSURYLVLRQVLQFOXGLQJDKRPH
VKDULQJSURJUDPWRSURPRWHDQGHQFRXUDJHPRUHDIIRUGDEOHYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
DFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGUHJXODWLRQVWRSURYLGHVRPHSURWHFWLRQWRWKH&LW\¶VORQJWHUPUHQWDO
KRXVLQJVWRFNLQWKHPL[HGXVHGLVWULFWV7KHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVSURSRVHGE\WKH&LW\
LQDPHPRUDQGXPWR&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIGDWHG6HSWHPEHU Exhibit 6 DQG
UHFRPPHQGHGLQWKLVUHSRUWDUHWKHUHVXOWRIDGGLWLRQDOFRRUGLQDWLRQRQWKH67/SURSRVDO
EHWZHHQ&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIDQG&LW\VWDII
$IHZVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDUHQHFHVVDU\WRHQVXUHWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQW
SURYLGHVDQDSSURSULDWHEDODQFHWRFRQWLQXHWRDFFRPPRGDWH67/VLQDPDQQHUWKDWZRXOG
QRWFRQWULEXWHWRDORVVRIORZHUFRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
VWRFNXQGXO\UHVWULFWWKHUHQWDORIUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVWRYLVLWRUVRUGLPLQLVKWKHSXEOLF¶VDELOLW\
WRDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWHRQWKHFRDVW
,IPRGLILHGDVUHFRPPHQGHGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZIRUDWRWDORI67/XQLWV
QRQKRPHVKDULQJXQLWVDQGKRPHVKDUHXQLWV FLW\ZLGH7KH67/VZRXOG
H[FHHGWKHGHPDQGIRU67/VZKLFKZDVHVWLPDWHGE\WKH&LW\DVDOPRVWXQLWVLQ
ZKLOHDOORZLQJIRUJUDGXDOLQFUHDVHDVPRUHXQLWVDUHHLWKHUGHYHORSHGRUFRQYHUWHG1R
PRUHWKDQSHUFHQWRIXQLWVZLWKLQDQH[LVWLQJRUSURSRVHGPXOWLXQLWEXLOGLQJZRXOGEH
DOORZHGWRRSHUDWHDV67/V QRPRUHWKDQRQHXQLWLQEXLOGLQJVZLWKILYHRUIHZHUXQLWV 
7KHUHIRUHWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGFRQWLQXHWRSURYLGHHQRXJK67/VWR
DFFRPPRGDWHYLVLWRUGHPDQGIRUWKLVLPSRUWDQWW\SHRIFRDVWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKWKH/83ZLWKRXWFRQYHUWLQJPRVWRIWKH&LW\¶VUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNWR67/V
7KHKRPHVKDUHXQLWVZRXOGQHHGWREHRFFXSLHGE\WKHRZQHURIWKHXQLWRUDWHQDQW
ZKRFRXOGKRVWYLVLWRUVLQDSRUWLRQRIWKHXQLW7KHVHXQLWVZRXOGUHPDLQDVSDUWRIWKH
7KH/DQG8VH(OHPHQW

/8( RIWKHFHUWLILHG/83IRUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKGHILQHVµDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQV¶DV³RYHUQLJKWYLVLWRUIDFLOLWLHV±LQFOXGLQJEXWQRWOLPLWHGWRKRWHOVPRWHOVFDPSJURXQGUHFUHDWLRQDO
YHKLFOHSDUNVDQGKRVWHOV±WKDWRIIHUORZWRPRGHUDWHFRVWDFFRPPRGDWLRQUDWHV´
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&LW\¶VUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNEHFDXVHWKHVHXQLWVZRXOGVWLOOEHRFFXSLHGE\WKHRZQHURUD
WHQDQW7KH\ZRXOGDOVRVHUYHFRDVWDOYLVLWRUVVHHNLQJDGLIIHUHQWW\SHRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQ
WKDQDWUDGLWLRQDOKRWHORU³ZKROHKRXVH´UHQWDO+RPHVKDUHVWHQGWREHPRUHDIIRUGDEOH
WKDQKRWHOVRURWKHU67/RSWLRQVEHFDXVHWKHVSDFHLVVKDUHGDQGPD\EHVPDOOHU HJ
RQHURRPLQDGZHOOLQJZLWKDVKDUHGNLWFKHQ ,QRUGHUWRHQFRXUDJHWKHVHW\SHVRI
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVZKLFKZLOOVHUYHDVHJPHQWRIFRDVWDOYLVLWRUVVHHNLQJPRUH
DIIRUGDEOHRSWLRQVWKH&LW\ZRXOGZDLYHSHUPLWIHHVZKHQWKH\DUHUHJLVWHUHGDOWKRXJK
727WD[PD\VWLOOEHDSSOLHGFRQVLVWHQWZLWK&LW\UHJXODWLRQVRXWVLGHRIWKHSROLFLHVRIWKH
/&3
,QDGGLWLRQWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVZRXOGLQFOXGHDUHTXLUHPHQWWKDWWKH&LW\UHSRUWWR
WKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQLQWKUHH\HDUVWRDOORZIRUUHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHG67/
SURJUDP,IWKHUHSRUWLGHQWLILHVHYLGHQFHWKDW67/XQLWVDUHFRQWULEXWLQJWRWKHORVVRI
ORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOURRPVRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJWKHVXJJHVWHGSURYLVLRQVUHTXLUHWKDW
WKH&LW\SURSRVHDQGUHTXHVWDQ/&3DPHQGPHQWWRWKH67/RUGLQDQFHDQGRURWKHU
SURYLVLRQVRIWKH/&3WRDGGUHVVWKHLGHQWLILHGWUHQG
7KHUHIRUH6WDIILVUHFRPPHQGLQJWKDWWKH&RPPLVVLRQDIWHUSXEOLFKHDULQJ
Deny WKHDPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQas submitted.
Approve WKHDPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQif modified as
recommended.
7KHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWWRWKH&LW\¶VFHUWLILHG,3LIPRGLILHGDVUHFRPPHQGHGZLOOEHLQ
FRQIRUPDQFHZLWKDQGDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\RXWWKHSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWLRQSROLFLHVRI
WKHFHUWLILHG/DQG8VH3ODQ7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKLVLQDJUHHPHQWZLWKWKHVXJJHVWHG
PRGLILFDWLRQVThe motions to accomplish this are found on pages 9-10.
DEADLINE FOR C OMMISSION ACTION: 8QGHUWKH3HUPLW6WUHDPOLQLQJ$FWWKH&RPPLVVLRQ
ZDVUHTXLUHGWRDFWRQWKLV/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWRQRUEHIRUH$XJXVWRQH
\HDUDIWHUWKHDSSOLFDWLRQZDVILOHGDQGGHHPHGFRPSOHWH+RZHYHURQ$SULO
WKH*RYHUQRURIWKH6WDWHRI&DOLIRUQLDLVVXHG([HFXWLYH2UGHU1WROOLQJWKHWLPH
IUDPHIRUDFWLRQLQWKH3HUPLW6WUHDPOLQLQJ$FWIRUGD\V$FFRUGLQJO\WKH&RPPLVVLRQ
PXVWDFWRQWKLV/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWRQRUEHIRUH2FWREHU
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
&RSLHVRIWKHVWDIIUHSRUWDUHDYDLODEOHRQWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶VZHEVLWHDW
ZZZFRDVWDOFDJRY)RUDGGLWLRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQFRQWDFW0DUOHQH$OYDUDGRLQWKH6RXWK
&RDVW'LVWULFW2IILFHRIWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQDWPDUOHQHDOYDUDGR#FRDVWDOFDJRY
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EXHIBITS
([KLELW±9LFLQLW\0DS
([KLELW±=RQLQJ0DS
([KLELW±&LW\&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1R6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV
([KLELW±&LW\2UGLQDQFH1R6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV )LQDO/DQJXDJH$GRSWHGE\
&LW\ 
([KLELW±&KDQJHVWR/&36KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV 6WULNH2XW,QVHUW9HUVLRQ
([KLELW±&LW\0HPRUDQGXPGDWHG






&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
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I.

PROCEDURAL ISSUES

A. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
7KH&LW\¶V/DQG8VH3ODQ ³/83´ ZDVFHUWLILHGZLWKVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVRQ-XQH
DQGHIIHFWLYHO\FHUWLILHGRQ0DUFK7KH&LW\¶V/83LVFRPSULVHGRIDYDULHW\
RISODQQLQJGRFXPHQWVLQFOXGLQJWKH/DQG8VH(OHPHQW /8( 2SHQ6SDFH&RQVHUYDWLRQ
(OHPHQW7HFKQLFDO$SSHQGL[DQG)XHO0RGLILFDWLRQ*XLGHOLQHV RIWKH6DIHW\*HQHUDO
(OHPHQWRIWKH&LW\¶V*HQHUDO3ODQDVDGRSWHGE\5HVROXWLRQ 7KH&RDVWDO/DQG
8VH(OHPHQWZDVXSGDWHGDQGUHSODFHGLQLWVHQWLUHW\YLD/&3$LQ
7KH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQIRUWKH&LW\ZDVFHUWLILHGLQZLWKWKH&LW\DVVXPLQJFRDVWDO
GHYHORSPHQWSHUPLWLVVXLQJDXWKRULW\DWWKDWWLPH7KH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ ,3 RIWKH&LW\
RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDP /&3 LVFRPSULVHGRIPRUHWKDQ
GRFXPHQWVLQFOXGLQJ7LWOHRIWKH&LW\¶V0XQLFLSDO&RGHZKLFKLVWKH&LW\¶V=RQLQJ
&RGH7KH2SHQ6SDFH&RQVHUYDWLRQ(OHPHQWDQG7LWOHKDYHEHHQDPHQGHGDQXPEHU
RIWLPHVVLQFHRULJLQDOFHUWLILFDWLRQ
7KHVWDQGDUGRIUHYLHZIRUWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWWRWKH,3SXUVXDQWWR6HFWLRQV
DQG UHJDUGLQJDPHQGPHQWV RIWKH&RDVWDO$FWLVZKHWKHUWKH,3ZRXOGEHLQ
FRQIRUPDQFHZLWKDQGDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\RXWWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKH/83SRUWLRQRIWKH&LW\
RI/DJXQD%HDFK¶VFHUWLILHG/&3
7KHVWDQGDUGRIUHYLHZRIWKH,3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWLVWKHFHUWLILHGODQJXDJHRIWKH/83
ZKLFK&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIKDVUHIHUHQFHGLQGHYHORSPHQWRIWKHUHFRPPHQGHGILQGLQJV
EHORZ

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
6HFWLRQRIWKH&RDVWDO$FWUHTXLUHVSXEOLFLQSXWLQ/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDP
GHYHORSPHQW,WVWDWHV³'XULQJWKHSUHSDUDWLRQDSSURYDOFHUWLILFDWLRQDQGDPHQGPHQWRI
DQ\ORFDOFRDVWDOSURJUDPWKHSXEOLFDVZHOODVDOODIIHFWHGJRYHUQPHQWDODJHQFLHV
LQFOXGLQJVSHFLDOGLVWULFWVVKDOOEHSURYLGHGPD[LPXPRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRSDUWLFLSDWH3ULRUWR
VXEPLVVLRQRIDORFDOFRDVWDOSURJUDPIRUDSSURYDOORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVVKDOOKROGDSXEOLF
KHDULQJRUKHDULQJVRQWKDWSRUWLRQRIWKHSURJUDPZKLFKKDVQRWEHHQVXEMHFWHGWRSXEOLF
KHDULQJVZLWKLQIRXU\HDUVRIVXFKVXEPLVVLRQ´7KH&LW\KDVVROLFLWHGEURDGSXEOLF
SDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIWKHSURSRVHG67/UHJXODWLRQV7KH&LW\KHOG
PHHWLQJVUHODWHGWRWKHUHJXODWLRQRI67/VEHWZHHQDQGDQGWKHSURSRVHG
UHJXODWLRQVZHUHUHYLVHGWKURXJKRXWWKHORFDOSURFHVVDQGKDYHEHHQUHYLVHGDJDLQLQWKH
WLPHVLQFHWKH\ZHUHSUHYLRXVO\UHYLHZHGE\WKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQ
2UGLQDQFH1R7KHSURSRVHGFKDQJHVXQGHU2UGLQDQFH1RDIIHFWHG
&KDSWHUVDQG7KHVHFKDQJHVZHUHWKHVXEMHFWRIHLJKW
 UHODWHG&LW\&RXQFLOSXEOLFKHDULQJV0D\-XQH$XJXVW
1RYHPEHU$SULO$XJXVW$XJXVWDQG6HSWHPEHU
DQGRQH  3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQSXEOLFKHDULQJ0DUFK,QDGGLWLRQD&LW\
&RXQFLO6XEFRPPLWWHHKHOGWZRSXEOLFPHHWLQJVRQ-XQHDQG-XO\
%HFDXVHWKHRUGLQDQFHLVRIFLW\ZLGHHIIHFWDWKSDJHQRWLFHZDVSXEOLVKHGLQWKHORFDO
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QHZVSDSHU3XEOLFWHVWLPRQ\DWWKHKHDULQJVLQFOXGHGFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHSURKLELWLRQ
RIQHZ67/XQLWVLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVDQGWKHUHJXODWLRQRIH[LVWLQJDQGQHZ67/
XQLWVLQWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV
2Q2FWREHUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK&RPPXQLW\'HYHORSPHQW'HSDUWPHQW
VXEPLWWHGWRWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶V6RXWK&RDVW'LVWULFWRIILFHDUHTXHVWWRDPHQGWKH
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQRIWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/&3ZKLFKLQFOXGHG&LW\
&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1RDQG&LW\&RXQFLO2UGLQDQFH1R7KLVUHTXHVWHG
DPHQGPHQWZDVDVVLJQHG/&31R /&3/*% 
2Q'HFHPEHUWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQDIWHUDSXEOLFKHDULQJDSSURYHGZLWK
PRGLILFDWLRQV/&30DMRU$PHQGPHQW1R 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV +RZHYHUWKH&LW\
GLGQRWDFFHSWWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVZLWKLQVL[PRQWKVRIWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶VDFWLRQ
DQGWKHUHIRUH/&3$PHQGPHQW1RZDVQHYHUFHUWLILHG
2UGLQDQFH2UGLQDQFH1RLVVLPLODUWRWKH&LW\¶VSUHYLRXVRUGLQDQFH
2UGLQDQFH1R ZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRIQHZODQJXDJHWRDGGUHVVWKHIROORZLQJ
  2IIHUSURWHFWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVHQLRUKRXVLQJRUKRXVLQJIRUGLVDEOHG
SHRSOHIURPEHLQJFRQYHUWHGLQWR67/V
  $OORZH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQPRVWFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVWKDWDUHFXUUHQWO\QRQ
FRQIRUPLQJWRDQ\GHQVLW\RUGHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGZLWKLQLWV]RQLQJGLVWULFWWREH
SHUPLWWHGWRFRQYHUWWR67/VVXEMHFWWRWKHVHFXULQJRIDQDGPLQLVWUDWLYHXVH
SHUPLWRUFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW
  $OORZH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQPRVWFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVZLWKQRQFRQIRUPLQJ
SDUNLQJWREHSHUPLWWHGWRFRQYHUWWR67/VSURYLGHGWKHVDPHQXPEHURI
QRQFRQIRUPLQJRIIVWUHHWSDUNLQJVSDFHVFRQWLQXHVWREHSURYLGHG
  5HTXLUHWKDWQHZO\FRQVWUXFWHG67/VSURYLGHWKHPLQLPXPDPRXQWRIRIIVWUHHW
SDUNLQJVSDFHVDVVHWIRUWKLQ6HFWLRQ * 
  5HTXLUHKRVWLQJSODWIRUPVWRGLVFORVHWRWKH&LW\67/UHQWDOOLVWLQJVQDPHVRI
SHUVRQVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUHDFKOLVWLQJWKHDGGUHVVRIHDFKOLVWLQJWKHOHQJWKRIVWD\
IRUHDFKOLVWLQJDQGSULFHSDLGIRUHDFKVWD\
7KH&LW\¶VILUVWSXEOLFUHDGLQJRIWKLVSURSRVHG UHYLVHG 2UGLQDQFH1RZDVRQ$SULO
$VXEVHTXHQWSXEOLFKHDULQJZDVFRQGXFWHGRQ-XQH%HFDXVHWKLV
RUGLQDQFHLVDOVRRIFLW\ZLGHHIIHFWDQRWLFHZDVSXEOLVKHGLQWKHORFDOQHZVSDSHU3XEOLF
WHVWLPRQ\DWWKHKHDULQJVLQFOXGHGERWKRSSRVLWLRQWRDQGVXSSRUWIRUWKHSURKLELWLRQRIQHZ
67/XQLWVLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV
2Q$XJXVWWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQFRQGXFWHGDSXEOLFKHDULQJWRFRQVLGHU/&3
0DMRU$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*% 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV EXWWKH&RPPLVVLRQ
FRQWLQXHGWKHLWHP7KHSXEOLFKHDULQJIRUWKLVDPHQGPHQWKDVEHHQFRQWLQXHGWRWKH
&RPPLVVLRQ¶V2FWREHUPHHWLQJ
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C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
,IWKH&RPPLVVLRQFHUWLILHVWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWDVVXEPLWWHGQRIXUWKHU&LW\&RXQFLO
DFWLRQZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\&LW\VWDIIKDVLQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHRUGLQDQFHZLOORQO\EHFRPHILQDO
DIWHUFHUWLILFDWLRQE\WKH&RPPLVVLRQEXWSXUVXDQWWR6HFWLRQ E  RI7LWOHRIWKH
&DOLIRUQLD&RGHRI5HJXODWLRQVQRIXUWKHUIRUPDODFWLRQLVUHTXLUHG6KRXOGWKH
&RPPLVVLRQGHQ\WKH/&3$PHQGPHQWDVVXEPLWWHGZLWKRXWVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVQR
IXUWKHUDFWLRQLVUHTXLUHGE\HLWKHUWKH&RPPLVVLRQRUWKH&LW\DQGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWLV
QRWHIIHFWLYHSXUVXDQWWR6HFWLRQ I 6KRXOGWKH&RPPLVVLRQGHQ\WKH/&3
$PHQGPHQWDVVXEPLWWHGEXWWKHQDSSURYHLWZLWKVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVWKHQWKH&LW\
&RXQFLOPD\FRQVLGHUDFFHSWLQJWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDQGVXEPLWWLQJWKHPE\
UHVROXWLRQWRWKH([HFXWLYH'LUHFWRUIRUDGHWHUPLQDWLRQWKDWWKH&LW\¶VDFFHSWDQFHLV
FRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶VDFWLRQ,QWKDWVFHQDULRSXUVXDQWWR6HFWLRQ F RI
7LWOHRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD&RGHRI5HJXODWLRQVWKHPRGLILHG/&3$PHQGPHQWZLOOEHFRPH
ILQDODWDVXEVHTXHQW&RPPLVVLRQPHHWLQJLIWKH&RPPLVVLRQFRQFXUVZLWKWKH([HFXWLYH
'LUHFWRU¶V'HWHUPLQDWLRQWKDWWKH&LW\¶VDFWLRQLQDFFHSWLQJWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQV
DSSURYHGE\WKH&RPPLVVLRQIRU/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%LVOHJDOO\
DGHTXDWH,IWKH&LW\GRHVQRWDFFHSWWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVZLWKLQVL[PRQWKVRIWKH
&RPPLVVLRQ¶VDFWLRQWKHQWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWUHPDLQVXQFHUWLILHGDQGQRWHIIHFWLYH
ZLWKLQWKHFRDVWDO]RQH

II.

MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

A.

Denial of the IP Amendment as Submitted

MOTION I
,PRYHWKDWWKH&RPPLVVLRQUHMHFWWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ$PHQGPHQW1R/&3
/*%IRUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKDVVXEPLWWHG
6WDIIUHFRPPHQGVDYESYRWH3DVVDJHRIWKLVPRWLRQZLOOUHVXOWLQUHMHFWLRQRI
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQDPHQGPHQWDQGWKHDGRSWLRQRIWKHIROORZLQJUHVROXWLRQDQGILQGLQJV
7KHPRWLRQSDVVHVRQO\E\DQDIILUPDWLYHYRWHRIDPDMRULW\RIWKH&RPPLVVLRQHUVSUHVHQW
RESOLUTION I:
7KH&RPPLVVLRQKHUHE\GHQLHVFHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH$PHQGPHQWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ
3ODQVXEPLWWHGIRUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/&3DQGDGRSWVWKHILQGLQJV
VHW IRUWK EHORZ RQ JURXQGV WKDW WKH $PHQGPHQW WR WKH ,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ 3ODQ DV
VXEPLWWHGGRHVQRWFRQIRUPZLWKDQGLVQRWDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\RXWWKHSURYLVLRQVRI
WKHFHUWLILHG/DQG8VH3ODQ&HUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH$PHQGPHQWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ
3URJUDPZRXOGQRWPHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\$FW
DVWKHUHDUHIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVWKDWZRXOGVXEVWDQWLDOO\
OHVVHQ WKH VLJQLILFDQW DGYHUVH LPSDFWV RQ WKH HQYLURQPHQW WKDW ZLOO UHVXOW IURP
FHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH$PHQGPHQWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3URJUDPDVVXEPLWWHG
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B.

Approval of the IP Amendment if Modified as Suggested

MOTION II
,PRYHWKDWWKH&RPPLVVLRQFHUWLI\WKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ$PHQGPHQW1R/&3
/*%IRUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKLILWLVPRGLILHGDVVXJJHVWHGLQWKH
VWDIIUHFRPPHQGDWLRQ
6WDIIUHFRPPHQGVDYESYRWH3DVVDJHRIWKLVPRWLRQZLOOUHVXOWLQWKHFHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH
,3$PHQGPHQWZLWKVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDQGDGRSWLRQRIWKHIROORZLQJUHVROXWLRQDQG
ILQGLQJV7KHPRWLRQWRFHUWLI\ZLWKVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVSDVVHVRQO\XSRQDQ
DIILUPDWLYHYRWHRIWKHPDMRULW\RIWKH&RPPLVVLRQHUVSUHVHQW
RESOLUTION II
7KH&RPPLVVLRQKHUHE\FHUWLILHVWKH$PHQGPHQWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ1R
/&3/*%IRUWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/&3LIPRGLILHGDV
VXJJHVWHGDQGDGRSWVWKHILQGLQJVVHWIRUWKEHORZRQJURXQGVWKDWWKH$PHQGPHQW
WRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQZLWKWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVZLOOEHLQFRQIRUPDQFH
ZLWKDQGDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\RXWWKHSURYLVLRQVRIWKHFHUWLILHG/DQG8VH3ODQ
&HUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH$PHQGPHQWWRWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3URJUDPLIPRGLILHGDV
VXJJHVWHGFRPSOLHVZLWKWKH&DOLIRUQLD(QYLURQPHQWDO4XDOLW\$FWEHFDXVHHLWKHU 
IHDVLEOHPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVDQGRUDOWHUQDWLYHVKDYHEHHQLQFRUSRUDWHGWR
VXEVWDQWLDOO\OHVVHQDQ\VLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHHIIHFWVRIWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQRQ
WKHHQYLURQPHQWRU WKHUHDUHQRIXUWKHUIHDVLEOHDOWHUQDWLYHVDQGPLWLJDWLRQ
PHDVXUHVWKDWZRXOGVXEVWDQWLDOO\OHVVHQDQ\VLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFWVRQWKH
HQYLURQPHQW

III.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

&HUWLILFDWLRQRIWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWLVVXEMHFWWRWKHIROORZLQJPRGLILFDWLRQV7H[WDGGHGWR
WKH&LW\¶VSURSRVHG]RQLQJFRGHE\WKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVLVbold and doubleunderlinedDQGWH[WVXJJHVWHGWREHGHOHWHGLVstruck through twice and in bold2QO\
WKRVHVXEVHFWLRQVRIWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWIRUZKLFKPRGLILFDWLRQVDUHEHLQJVXJJHVWHGDUH
VKRZQEHORZ7KHXQGHUO\LQJODQJXDJHFRQVLVWVRIWKH&LW\¶VSURSRVHGDPHQGLQJ
ODQJXDJH VKRZQDVWH[WXQGHUOLQHGRUVWUXFNWKURXJKRQFH DQGWKHH[LVWLQJFHUWLILHG
ODQJXDJH6HHExhibit 5IRUDFRS\RIWKHFHUWLILHGODQJXDJHZKLFKLVVKRZQDVWKH
XQGHUO\LQJWH[WLQWKHH[KLELW
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 1 TO SECTION 25.23.030 (Permit Required): Clarify
there not be an application fee for home shares and add provisions for protection of the
housing stock in the allowable commercial districts.
25.23.030 Permit Required Administrative use permit or conditional use permit.
(A) Short-term lodging units shall only be allowed within the R-1, R-2, R-3, LB/P, C-N, C-1, and
CH-M, and VC Zzoning Ddistricts, and within the CBD-1, CBD-2, CBD Central Bluffs, CBD Office
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and CBD Visitor Commercial Districts of the Downtown Specific Plan, subject to the approval of
an Aadministrative Uuse Ppermit as provided for in Section 25.05.020 of this title and SLV
zoning district subject to the approval of a Conditional Use PermitCUP as provided in Section
25.05.030, issued pursuant to this chapter. No owner of a dwelling unit or units located
outside of those zoning districts shall rent that unit or units for a short term (30 consecutive
days or less)without a valid administrative use permit or conditional use permit, as applicable,
issuedpursuant to this chapter.
(B) To protect the long-term rental housing stock, no more than twenty percent (20%) of the
total number of allowable rental units located in the permitted zoning districts may be
converted to short-term lodgings, with a maximum number of three hundred (300) total
short-term lodgings (not including home share units) allowed city-wide, including those
short-term lodgings units approved prior to October 2020. To promote home share units as
another type of short-term lodging, an additional one hundred sixty-five (165) home share
units may be authorized in single-family, duplex, and triplex dwellings located in the
permitted zoning districts. The Use Permit fees are waived for home share units.
(C) To avoid wholesale conversion of existing and new housing complexes into short-term
lodgings, properties with five or fewer units may only convert a maximum of one unit into a
short-term lodging. Properties with more than five units may only convert a maximum of
twenty percent (20%) of the total number of units into short-term lodgings (rounded down
to the nearest whole number).
(DB) No owner or tenant of a lodging unit that is restricted by covenant or similar instrument
for the purpose of providing affordable housing, senior housing, or housing for the disabled
shall rent such unit for the purpose of providing short-term lodging.
(EC) A home exchange as defined in Section 25.23.020(D) shall not constitute short-term
lodging for the purposes of this Chapter.
(FD) Existing residential units that are currently non-conforming to any density or development
standard within the underlying zoning district of the subject property shall be permitted to
convert to short-term lodging subject to the approval of an Administrative Use Permit or
Conditional Use Permit.
(GE) The following information shall be included with the completed application form:
(1) The name, address and telephone number of the owner of the subject short-term
lodging unit;
(2) The name, address and telephone number of the operator;
(3) The name, address and telephone number (available 24/7) of the local contact person
that will be available to physically be able, if necessary, to respond within 60 minutes of
notification of a problem resulting from the short-term lodging unit;
(4) The address of the proposed short-term lodging unit;
(5) The days of the week, weeks of the month and/or months of the year that the
proposed short-term lodging unit will be available for rent on a short-term basis, and the
minimum length of stay that the short-term rental will be advertised;
(6) The number of bedrooms and the applicable overnight and daytime occupancy of the
proposed short-term lodging unit;
(7) The number of parking spaces located on site;
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(8) A site plan and floor plan, drawn to scale depicting the site layout, trash storage area
that must be concealed from public view, parking area and a floor plan of the entire
unit/rooms
to be rented for short-term lodging purposes;
(9) Acknowledgement of receipt and inspection of the Good Neighbor brochure;
(10) Evidence that the residence/premises passed a safety inspection conducted by the
Laguna Beach Fire Department;
(11) Evidence that the use of the property is eligible for liability insurance (homeowners or
rental property insurance) in the amount of not less than $500,000.00 to cover injuries,
damages, losses and other claims associated with the short-term lodging;
(12) An estimate of the daily rental fee that will be charged for occupancy of the unit(s);
(13) An application fee established by resolution of the City Council, except for Use Permit
applications for home share units. The Use Permit fees are waived for home share units;
(14) One set of public notification materials prepared by a qualified and independent
vendor as instructed more fully in the “City of Laguna Beach Community Development
Department Public Notice Package Requirements.”
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 2 TO SECTION 25.23.060(A): To clarify the date from
which to measure to define when Section 25.23.060(A) applies.
(A) The operation of any legal short-term lodging unit in existence as of the effective date of
this ordinancepermitted prior to October 2020 and located within the R-1, R-2, R-3 or VC
zoning districts may continue as a legal nonconforming use subject to (1) the requirements set
forth below, (2) continuously maintaining a business license for the short-term lodging unit, (3)
fully and timely complying with applicable requirements for record-keeping and the collection
and remittance of transient occupancy taxes, and (4) complying with all other conditions of the
previously approved permit. No new short-term lodging may be established within the R-1, R2, R-3 or VC zoning districts.
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 3 TO SECTION 25.23.065(A): To clarify the date from
which to measure to define when Section 25.23.065(A) applies.
(A) The operation of any legal short-term lodging unit in existence as of the effective date of
this ordinancepermitted prior to October 2020 and located within the LB/P, C-N, C-1 or CH-M
zoning districts or within the CBD-1, CBD-2, CBD Central Bluffs, CBD Office or CBD Commercial
districts of the Downtown Specific Plan may continue as a legal conforming use subject to (1)
the requirements set forth below, (2) continuously maintaining a business license for the
short-term lodging unit, (3) fully and timely complying with applicable requirements for
record-keeping and the collection and remittance of transient occupancy taxes, and (4)
complying with all other conditions of the previously approved permit. The establishment of
new short-term lodging units within these zoning districts shall conform to the provisions of
this chapter.
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SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 4: Add new subsection to address reporting to the Coastal
Commission.
25.23.090 Reporting to the California Coastal Commission.
(A) Three years after the date of certification of this LCP Amendment No. LCP-5-LGB-19-00741 or three years after October 2020, whichever occurs first, the City shall provide the
California Coastal Commission with a report to include the following:
(1)
An update on new housing and hotel units added within the City including lower
and higher cost hotels and affordable and higher cost housing;
(2)
Total number of dwelling units in the permitted districts as well as the total
number of short-term lodging permits that have been issued;
(3)
Identification of the housing types and locations of the short-term lodging permits
issued, including home share units.
(B) If the report identifies evidence that short-term lodging is contributing to a loss of lower
cost hotel room stock or affordable housing stock, the City shall submit an amendment to
the short-term lodging ordinance and/or other provisions of the Local Coastal Program to
address the identified trend.

III.

FINDINGS

7KH&RPPLVVLRQKHUHE\ILQGVDQGGHFODUHV

A.

AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION

7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKKDVUHTXHVWHGWRDPHQGWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQ ,3 RIWKH
FHUWLILHG/&3WRLPSOHPHQWQHZUHJXODWLRQVDQGVWDQGDUGVIRUWKHRSHUDWLRQRIVKRUWWHUP
ORGJLQJV 67/ RUYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVDQGOLPLWZKHUHQHZ67/VZRXOGEHDOORZHGLQWKH&LW\
7KHRUGLQDQFHVXEPLWWHGZLWKWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWLVDUHYLVHGYHUVLRQRIDQ
HDUOLHURUGLQDQFHWKDWZDVVXEPLWWHGDVDIRUPHU/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVWE\WKH&LW\DQG
WKDWZDVVXEMHFWWR&RPPLVVLRQDFWLRQLQ /&3/*% ZKLFKLV
GHVFULEHGLQJUHDWHUGHWDLOLQWKH%DFNJURXQGVHFWLRQRIWKLVUHSRUWEHORZ7KHPDLQ
GRFXPHQWFRPSULVLQJWKH&LW\¶VFHUWLILHG,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQLV7LWOHRIWKH&LW\¶V
0XQLFLSDO&RGHZKLFKLVWKH&LW\¶V=RQLQJ&RGHEXWWKHFHUWLILHG,3DOVRLQFOXGHVD
QXPEHURIRWKHUGRFXPHQWV7KH&LW\LVRQO\SURSRVLQJWRPRGLI\7LWOH =RQLQJ 7KH
FKDQJHVSURSRVHGDUHUHIOHFWHGLQ2UGLQDQFH1RZKLFKZDVVXEPLWWHGIRU
&RPPLVVLRQDFWLRQYLD&LW\&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1R Exhibits 3 & 4 7KLV
RUGLQDQFHSURSRVHVPRGLILFDWLRQVWRYDULRXVFKDSWHUVUHODWHGWRWKHUHJXODWLRQDQG
VWDQGDUGVIRUWKHRSHUDWLRQRI67/V&KDSWHUV 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJ  5
5HVLGHQWLDO/RZ'HQVLW\=RQH  55HVLGHQWLDO0HGLXP'HQVLW\=RQH 5
5HVLGHQWLDO+LJK'HQVLW\=RQH DQG 9LOODJH&RPPXQLW\=RQH >1RWHWKH
OHJLVODWLYHGUDIWYHUVLRQKDVEHHQDWWDFKHGDVExhibit 5 WRKLJKOLJKWWKHFKDQJHVSURSRVHG
E\WKH&LW\@
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&KDSWHU 6KRUWWHUP/RGJLQJ VHWVIRUWKWKHFXUUHQWO\FHUWLILHGVWDQGDUGVIRUWKH
VKRUWWHUPORGJLQJXVH6KRUWWHUPORGJLQJ 67/ LVFXUUHQWO\GHILQHGLQ&KDSWHUDV
³RFFXSDQF\RIDORGJLQJXQLWIRUDSHULRGRIWKLUW\FRQVHFXWLYHFDOHQGDUGD\VRUOHVV´
6HFWLRQRI&KDSWHULGHQWLILHVWKH]RQHVLQZKLFKWKH67/XVHLVDOORZHG
DQGSURKLELWVWKHXVHLQDOORWKHU]RQHV&XUUHQWO\67/VDUHDOORZHGLQWKHIROORZLQJ
]RQHV5HVLGHQWLDO/RZ'HQVLW\55HVLGHQWLDO0HGLXP'HQVLW\55HVLGHQWLDO+LJK
'HQVLW\5/RFDO%XVLQHVV3URIHVVLRQDO/%3&RPPHUFLDO1HLJKERUKRRG&1/RFDO
%XVLQHVV&&RPPHUFLDO+RWHO0RWHO&+09LOODJH&RPPXQLW\9&DQG6RXWK/DJXQD
9LOODJH&RPPHUFLDO6/9 Exhibit 2 
$VSURSRVHG/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%ZRXOGUHYLVHWKHVWDQGDUGVDQG
LPSRVHOLPLWVRQ67/VDQGZRXOGHOLPLQDWHWKHVHUHQWDOVDVDQDOORZDEOHXVHLQWKH5
55DQG9&UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV+RZHYHUXQGHUWKHSURSRVHGRUGLQDQFHSUHH[LVWLQJ
H[LVWLQJEHIRUHFHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHGRUGLQDQFH OHJDOO\SHUPLWWHG67/VZLWKLQWKHVH
UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVZRXOGEHJUDQGIDWKHUHGDQGDOORZHGWRRSHUDWHDQGFRQWLQXHDVDOHJDO
QRQFRQIRUPLQJXVH7KHUHDUHFXUUHQWO\OHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJ67/VLQWKHFLW\2XWRIWKH
OHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJ67/VDSSUR[LPDWHO\67/VDUHORFDWHGLQUHVLGHQWLDOO\]RQHGORWV
7KHULJKWWRFRQWLQXHRSHUDWLRQRIWKHDFWLYHOHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJ67/VZRXOGUXQZLWKWKH
ODQGUHJDUGOHVVRIWKH]RQHLQZKLFKWKH\DUHORFDWHGDVORQJDVWKH\DUHQRWDEDQGRQHG
RUFHDVHWRRSHUDWHIRUDSHULRGRIWZHOYHRUPRUHFRQVHFXWLYHPRQWKV
7KHRUGLQDQFHDSSURYLQJWKHSURSRVHG/&3UHYLVLRQVZRXOGDOVRH[SDQGWKHDOORZDEOH
FRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVZKHUH67/VZRXOGEHSHUPLWWHGWRLQFOXGHPRVW EXWQRWDOO 
FRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV7KH67/XVHLVFXUUHQWO\DOORZHGZLWKLQWKH/RFDO%XVLQHVV
3URIHVVLRQDO/%3&RPPHUFLDO1HLJKERUKRRG&1/RFDO%XVLQHVV&&RPPHUFLDO+RWHO
0RWHO&+0DQG6RXWK/DJXQD9LOODJH&RPPHUFLDO6/9FRPPHUFLDO]RQHGGLVWULFWV7KH
SURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGDGGWKHIROORZLQJ]RQHVORFDWHGZLWKLQWKH/DJXQD%HDFK
&HQWUDO%XVLQHVV'LVWULFW &%' DVGLVWULFWVZKHUH67/VZRXOGEHDOORZHG5HVLGHQWLDO
6HUYLQJ&%''RZQWRZQ&RPPHUFLDO&%'&HQWUDO%OXIIV&%'&%2IILFH&%'2DQG
9LVLWRU&RPPHUFLDO'LVWULFWV&%'9 RU&%'9&'DVWHUPHGE\WKH&LW\ ZKLFKUHSUHVHQWV
PRVW EXWQRWDOO RIWKHUHPDLQLQJFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWVZLWKLQWKH&LW\67/XQLWV
ZRXOGVWLOOEHVXEMHFWWRWKHDSSURYDORI$GPLQLVWUDWLYH8VH3HUPLWVRU&RQGLWLRQDO8VH
3HUPLWVLIORFDWHGLQWKH6/9=RQLQJ'LVWULFW+RZHYHUWKHFXUUHQWSURSRVDOZRXOGUHTXLUH
DOOQHZ67/VWREHVXEMHFWWRPRUHGHWDLOHGVWDQGDUGVDQGUHJXODWLRQVWKDWZHUHQRW
SUHYLRXVO\LPSRVHG
7KH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGLPSRVHDQXPEHURIDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDSSOLFDWLRQUHTXLUHPHQWV
DQGRSHUDWLQJVWDQGDUGVLQFOXGLQJPD[LPXPRFFXSDQF\VWDQGDUGVDQGSDUNLQJ
³/RGJLQJXQLW´RU³XQLW´LVGHILQHGDVVDPHDVD³GZHOOLQJXQLW´ZKLFKLVDURRPRUVXLWHRIURRPVZLWKD
VLQJOHNLWFKHQXVHGIRUWKHUHVLGHQWLDOXVHDQGRFFXSDQF\RIRQHIDPLO\DQGZKLFKLVUHQWHGWRSHUVRQ V 
RWKHUWKDQWKHRZQHU 0XQLFLSDO&RGH6HFWLRQ 
 $OWKRXJKWKH6RXWK9LOODJH&RPPHUFLDO6/9]RQHLVQRWLQFOXGHGLQWKH]RQLQJPDSRIWKHFHUWLILHG/&3
WKH&RPPLVVLRQKDVUHFRJQL]HG6/9]RQHDVDQH[LVWLQJ]RQHLQSULRU/&3$V HJ/&3$% 7KHUHIRUH
WKH&LW\ZLOOQHHGWRSURYLGHDUHYLVHG]RQLQJPDSWRWKH&RPPLVVLRQWKDWLQFOXGHVWKH6/9]RQHUHFRJQL]HG
E\WKH&RPPLVVLRQWKURXJK/&3$%
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UHTXLUHPHQWVDVZHOODVFHUWDLQH[FHSWLRQVZKHUHDSSOLFDEOH6HH7DEOHEHORZIRUD
FRPSDULVRQVXPPDU\RIERWKWKHFXUUHQWO\FHUWLILHGDQGWKHSURSRVHG67/UHJXODWLRQV
Table 1: &RPSDULVRQRIFHUWLILHG67/UHJXODWLRQVDQGSURSRVHG67/UHJXODWLRQV.

Require Business License
Require Transient
Occupancy Registration
Certificate

Existing Certified STL
Regulations
<HV
<HV

Proposed STL Regulations
<HV
<HV$OVRUHTXLUHVWKDWHYHU\
$GPLQLVWUDWLYH8VH3HUPLWRU
&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWKROGHUIRU
VKRUWWHUPORGJLQJVXEPLWD
TXDUWHUO\UHWXUQZKHWKHURUQRWWKH
VKRUWWHUPORGJLQJXQLWZDVUHQWHG
GXULQJWKHTXDUWHUDQGRU7UDQVLHQW
2FFXSDQF\7D[ZDVFROOHFWHG
1RFRQYH\DQFHRUWUDQVIHURIDQ
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHXVHSHUPLWRU
FRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLWIRUVKRUWWHUP
ORGJLQJZRXOGEHDOORZHG
0D[LPXPRIWZRSHUVRQVSHU
EHGURRP

License Transferability

<HV±7KHUHFXUUHQWO\DUHQR
OLPLWVRQOLFHQVHWUDQVIHUDELOLW\

Number of Occupants
Allowed

1XPEHURIRFFXSDQWVVKDOOQRW
H[FHHGWKDWSHUPLWWHGE\WKH
SURYLVLRQVRI7LWOHV %XLOGLQJ
DQG&RQVWUXFWLRQ DQG )LUH RI
WKLVFRGH
1R
$GGLWLRQDOGD\WLPHJXHVWVZRXOGEH
DOORZHGEHWZHHQWKHKRXUVRI
DPDQGSPZLWKWKH
PD[LPXPGD\WLPHJXHVWVQRWWR
H[FHHGWZRSHUVRQVSHUEHGURRP
ZLWKDPD[LPXPRIJXHVWV
DOORZHGIRUILYHEHGURRPVRUPRUH
1R
([LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQ
FRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVZLWK
QRQFRQIRUPLQJSDUNLQJVKDOOEH
SHUPLWWHGWRFRQYHUWWR67/V(DFK
QHZO\FRQVWUXFWHGVKRUWWHUP
ORGJLQJXQLWPXVWKDYHDPLQLPXP
RIRIIVWUHHWSDUNLQJVSDFHVSHU
DSSOLFDEOHXVHRI³'ZHOOLQJVLQJOH
IDPLO\RUWZRIDPLO\´RU³'ZHOOLQJ
PXOWLIDPLO\´DVVHWIRUWKLQ6HFWLRQ
 * 
1R
<HV1RGHYLFHRUHTXLSPHQWWKDW
SURGXFHVRUUHSURGXFHVDQ\VRXQG
VKDOOEHSOD\HGRXWVLGHRIDQ\VKRUW
WHUPORGJLQJRUEHDXGLEOHIURPWKH
XVHDEOHDUHDRIDQ\DGMDFHQW

Number of Visitors Allowed

Parking Requirement

Sound Time Restrictions

6HFWLRQ

* RIWKH,3RIWKHFHUWLILHG/&3UHTXLUHVWKDWDPLQLPXPRIWZRFRYHUHGSDUNLQJVSDFHVSHUGZHOOLQJ
XQLWSOXVDQDGGLWLRQDOVSDFHZKHQWKHJURVVIORRUDUHDRIHDFKUHVLGHQFHLVRUPRUHVTXDUHIHHWEHSURYLGHGIRU
³GZHOOLQJVLQJOHIDPLO\RUWZRIDPLO\´XQLWVDPLQLPXPRIòVSDFHVIRUHYHU\VWXGLRRUEHGURRPXQLWVSDFHVIRU
HYHU\XQLWZLWKRUPRUHEHGURRPVDQGDGGLWLRQDOJXHVWVSDFHIRUXQLWVDQGHYHU\WKHUHDIWHU DWOHDVWRIWKH
VSDFHVPXVWEHFRYHUHG EHSURYLGHGIRU³GZHOOLQJPXOWLIDPLO\´XQLWV
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Existing Certified STL
Regulations

Proposed STL Regulations

1R
1R

UHVLGHQFHVEHWZHHQWKHKRXUVRI
SPDQGDP
<HV
<HV

1R

<HV

1R

<HV

Code Violations

)DLOXUHWRFRPSO\ZLWKDQ\RIWKH
LPSRVHGFRQGLWLRQVPD\EH
JURXQGVIRUSRVVLEOHUHYRFDWLRQRI
WKHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHXVHSHUPLWIRU
VKRUWWHUPORGJLQJ
1R

Permit Expiration

1R

Inspections

1R

Liability Insurance

1R

Require Strict Adherence to
Density Requirements

<HV

Require local contact
person available on 24-hour
basis

1R

7KUHHRUPRUHFRQILUPHGYLRODWLRQV
RIODUJHRUXQUXO\JDWKHULQJVZRXOG
UHVXOWLQDQDXWRPDWLFKHDULQJIRU
UHYRFDWLRQRIWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLYH8VH
3HUPLW
<HV±$GGLWLRQDOFRQGLWLRQV3HUPLW
PRGLILFDWLRQVXVSHQVLRQDQG
UHYRFDWLRQ$GPLQLVWUDWLYH&LWDWLRQV
3HUPLWVYDOLGIRUDPD[LPXPRIWZR
 \HDUVIURPWKHGDWHRIDSSURYDO
RIWKHSHUPLW:LWKLQWKUHHWRVL[
PRQWKSULRUWRWKHH[SLUDWLRQRI
SHUPLWRZQHUPD\DSSO\IRUDSHUPLW
UHQHZDO
(YLGHQFHWKDWWKH
UHVLGHQFHSUHPLVHVSDVVHGDVDIHW\
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&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
³2FFXSDQF\RIDORGJLQJXQLWIRUDSHULRGRIWKLUW\FRQVHFXWLYHFDOHQGDUGD\VRU
OHVV´
7KHSURSRVHGRUGLQDQFHZRXOGSURYLGHDUHYLVHGGHILQLWLRQRI³VKRUWWHUP´ORGJLQJZLWKLQ
&KDSWHU
³6KRUWWHUP´RFFXSDQF\RIDORGJLQJXQLWIRUDSHULRGRIWKLUW\FRQVHFXWLYHFDOHQGDU
GD\VRUOHVV6KRUWWHUPVKDOOLQFOXGHWKHUHQWDORIDORGJLQJXQLWIRUDSHULRGRI
PRUHWKDQWKLUW\FRQVHFXWLYHGD\VWRDQHQWLW\SHUVRQRUJURXSRISHUVRQVDQGVDLG
HQWLW\SHUVRQRUJURXSRISHUVRQVVXEOHWVRURWKHUZLVHPDNHVDYDLODEOHWKHXQLWWR
DQRWKHUHQWLW\SHUVRQRUJURXSRISHUVRQVZKHUHE\VHSDUDWHRFFXSDQF\GXUDWLRQV
DUHHVWDEOLVKHGIRUWKHRWKHUHQWLW\SHUVRQRUJURXSRISHUVRQVIRUDSHULRGRIWKLUW\
FDOHQGDUGD\VRUOHVV
,QDGGLWLRQWKHIROORZLQJODQJXDJHLVSURSRVHGWREHDGGHGZLWKLQ/&3&KDSWHU
% 6KRUWWHUPORGJLQJXQLWVDUHFRQVLGHUHGDFRPPHUFLDOXVHZKLFKDUHQRW
SHUPLWWHGLQUHVLGHQWLDOO\]RQHGSURSHUWLHV
& 6KRUWWHUPORGJLQJXQLWVGHSOHWHWKH&LW\ VOLPLWHGVXSSO\RIPXOWLSOHIDPLO\
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWV
7KH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGVSHFLILFDOO\PRGLI\&KDSWHUVDQGRI
WKH]RQLQJFRGHSHUWDLQLQJWR555DQG9&UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVE\GHOHWLQJWKH
IROORZLQJODQJXDJHIURPWKHOLVWRIDOORZDEOHXVHVLQHDFKFKDSWHU³6KRUWWHUPORGJLQJDV
GHILQHGDQGVSHFLILHGLQ&KDSWHURIWKLVWLWOH´
$OWKRXJK&KDSWHULVFXUUHQWO\VLOHQWRQWKHPDWWHURIKRPHVKDUHVWKHSURSRVHGQHZ
67/UHJXODWLRQVZRXOGFKDUDFWHUL]H³+RPHVKDULQJ´DVDIRUPRI67/ZKLFKZRXOGEH
VXEMHFWWRWKHSURSRVHGUHVWULFWLRQVLQUHVLGHQWLDOGLVWULFWVEXWDOORZHGZLWKLQPRVW
FRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV6SHFLILFDOO\LWZRXOGGHILQH³+RPHVKDULQJ´DV³DUHQWDOLQD
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWIRUFRQVHFXWLYHGD\VRUOHVVGXULQJZKLFKWKHKRVWOLYHVRQVLWHIRUWKH
HQWLUHW\RIWKHYLVLWRU VVWD\´
7KHUHYLVHGRUGLQDQFH 2UGLQDQFH XQGHUO\LQJWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWEHIRUHWKH
&RPPLVVLRQLVVLPLODUWKH&LW\¶VRUGLQDQFHUHODWHGWR67/VZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRID
IHZQRWDEOHFKDQJHV2UGLQDQFHZRXOG
  2IIHUSURWHFWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVHQLRUKRXVLQJRUKRXVLQJIRUGLVDEOHG
SHRSOHIURPEHLQJFRQYHUWHGLQWR67/V
  $OORZexistingUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVWKDWDUHFXUUHQWO\QRQ
FRQIRUPLQJWRDQ\GHQVLW\RUGHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGZLWKLQLWV]RQLQJGLVWULFWWR
FRQYHUWWR67/VVXEMHFWWRDGPLQLVWUDWLYHXVHSHUPLWRUFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW
8QOLNHKRPHVKDUHVWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZ³+RPHH[FKDQJHV´DVDSHUPLVVLEOHXVHZLWKLQ

UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVDQGZRXOGQRWFKDUDFWHUL]HWKHPDVDW\SHRI67/7KHQHZ67/UHJXODWLRQVZRXOGGHILQH+RPH
H[FKDQJHDV³WKHVLPXOWDQHRXVH[FKDQJHRIKRPHVE\RQHRZQHUZLWKDQRWKHURZQHULQDGLIIHUHQWFLW\IRUVKRUWSHULRGV
RIWLPHIRUQRWOHVVWKDQRQHZHHNDQGQRWPRUHWKDQWZRWLPHVLQWRWDOSHUFDOHQGDU\HDUE\ZULWWHQDJUHHPHQWEHWZHHQ
ERWKSDUWLHVWRH[FKDQJHKRPHVZLWKRXWDQ\H[FKDQJHRIFRPSHQVDWLRQRURWKHUFRQVLGHUDWLRQ´





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
  $OORZexistingUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVZLWKQRQFRQIRUPLQJSDUNLQJ
WREHSHUPLWWHGWRFRQYHUWWR67/VSURYLGHGWKHVDPHQXPEHURIQRQFRQIRUPLQJ
RIIVWUHHWSDUNLQJVSDFHVFRQWLQXHVWREHSURYLGHG
  5HTXLUHnewly constructed67/VWRSURYLGHWKHPLQLPXPRIIVWUHHWSDUNLQJVSDFHV
VHWIRUWKLQ6HFWLRQ * 
  5HTXLUHKRVWLQJSODWIRUPVWRGLVFORVHWRWKH&LW\67/UHQWDOOLVWLQJVQDPHVRI
SHUVRQVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUHDFKOLVWLQJWKHDGGUHVVRIHDFKOLVWLQJWKHOHQJWKRIVWD\
IRUHDFKOLVWLQJDQGSULFHSDLGIRUHDFKVWD\DQG
  $OORZWKH&LW\WRLVVXHFLWDWLRQVLQWKHDPRXQWRISHUYLRODWLRQIRUDQ\
YLRODWLRQRI&KDSWHU
,QVKRUWWKH/&3FXUUHQWO\DOORZV67/VLQPRVWUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVEXWWKHSURSRVHG/&3
DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZ67/VZLWKLQPRVWFRPPHUFLDODQGYLVLWRUVHUYLQJGLVWULFWVZKLOH
EDQQLQJWKHPLQDOOUHVLGHQWLDOGLVWULFWVDQGZRXOGUHTXLUHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIQHZ
UHJXODWLRQV

B.

BACKGROUND

6HWWLQJ
7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKOLHVDOPRVWH[FOXVLYHO\ZLWKLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQHZLWKDWRWDODUHD
RIVTXDUHPLOHV*HRJUDSKLFDOO\WKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKLVVXUURXQGHGE\RSHQ
VSDFHZLOGHUQHVVSDUNVDQGLVFRPSULVHGRIWKUHHPDLQSDUWVWKHVKRUHOLQHWKHFRDVWDO
SODLQDQGWKHKLOOVLGHVDQGFDQ\RQV Exhibit 1 7KH&LW\ VVKRUHOLQHH[WHQGVIRU
DSSUR[LPDWHO\OLQHDUPLOHV0RVWRIWKH&LW\¶VVKRUHOLQHLVIURQWHGE\EOXIIVZLWKDUHDV
RISRFNHWEHDFKHV7KHVKRUHOLQHLQFOXGHVWZRODUJHVDQG\EHDFKHV0DLQ%HDFKDGMDFHQW
WRWKH&LW\¶VGRZQWRZQDUHDDWWKHPRXWKRI/DJXQD&DQ\RQDQG$OLVR%HDFKLQ6RXWK
/DJXQDDWWKHPRXWKRI$OLVR&DQ\RQ2QO\WZRURDGVSURYLGHDFFHVVLQWRDQGRXWRIWKH
&LW\ &RDVW+LJKZD\DQG/DJXQD&DQ\RQ5RDG HVWDEOLVKLQJDSK\VLFDOVHSDUDWLRQIURP
RWKHUUHJLRQV
+LVWRU\RI6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJ5HJXODWLRQLQ/DJXQD%HDFK
6LQFHWKHODWHVWKHVXUURXQGLQJ3DFLILFFRDVWOLQHKLOOVLGHVDQGFDQ\RQVKDYHPDGH
WKLV&LW\DKLJKO\GHVLUDEOHSLFWXUHVTXHVHDVLGHFRPPXQLW\DQGSULPHWRXULVWGHVWLQDWLRQ
7KH/DJXQD%HDFK+RWHOZDVFRQVWUXFWHGLQ(DUO\WKFHQWXU\SKRWRJUDSKVDQG
DHULDOLPDJHVRI/DJXQD%HDFKVKRZFDQYDVWHQWVVHWXSRQWKHEHDFKRIIHULQJYLVLWRUV
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVGLUHFWO\DORQJWKHFRDVW$YDULHW\RIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
DFFRPPRGDWLRQVIURPKRWHOVDQGPRWHOVEHGDQGEUHDNIDVWLQQVWRYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVDUH
DYDLODEOHWKURXJKRXWWKH&LW\
+LVWRULFDOO\VKRUWWHUPORGJLQJVKDYHRSHUDWHGLQWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK ,QUHVSRQVHWR
FRQFHUQVUDLVHGE\/DJXQD%HDFKUHVLGHQWVDERXWWKHHIIHFWVRIXQUHJXODWHGYDFDWLRQ
UHQWDOVLQWKH&LW\WKH&LW\EHJDQGLVFXVVLQJVKRUWWHUPORGJLQJ RUYDFDWLRQUHQWDO 
UHJXODWLRQVLQWKHV7KH&LW\ILUVWDGRSWHGD6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJ 67/ RUGLQDQFHLQ
/DJXQD%HDFK+LVWRULFDO6RFLHW\³&KURQRORJ\RI/DJXQD%HDFK´

KWWSZZZODJXQDEHDFKKLVWRU\RUJFKURQRORJ\ DFFHVVHG1RYHPEHU 





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
2Q$SULOWKH&RPPLVVLRQHIIHFWLYHO\FHUWLILHGWKH67/RUGLQDQFHWKURXJK
/&3$1R&PRGLI\LQJWKH,3SRUWLRQRIWKH/&3DQGDGGLQJ&KDSWHU 6KRUW
7HUP/RGJLQJ WRWKH&LW\¶VPXQLFLSDOFRGH7KH67/RUGLQDQFHSHUPLWVDQGSURYLGHVIRU
UHJXODWLRQRI67/VLQFHUWDLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV 5559& DQGFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV
/%3&1&&+0 DQGLQFOXGHVUHTXLUHPHQWVIRUHVWDEOLVKLQJDQGRSHUDWLQJDQ67/
2Q2FWREHUWKH&RPPLVVLRQDSSURYHG/&3$1RWRFRUUHFWDQLQDGYHUWHQW
GLVFUHSDQF\EHWZHHQ&KDSWHU 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJ DQG&KDSWHU 5=RQH 
WKDWZDVFUHDWHGE\/&3$1R&UHODWLQJWRZKLFKSHUPLWW\SHLVUHTXLUHG
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHRUFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW WRLPSOHPHQW67/XVHV67/XQLWVLQWKH5
=RQHDUHVXEMHFWWRDGPLQLVWUDWLYHXVHSHUPLWV
,QWKH&RPPLVVLRQDSSURYHG/&3$1R%ZLWKVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQV7KH
SULPDU\SXUSRVHRIWKLV/&3$ZDVWRDPHQGWKH,3WRLGHQWLI\WKH]RQHVLQZKLFK
UHVLGHQWLDOFDUHIDFLOLWLHVDQGUHVLGHQWLDOKRXVLQJIRUSHRSOHZLWKVSHFLDOQHHGDUHDOORZHG
WRRSHUDWH+RZHYHUWKLV/&3$LQFOXGHGYDULRXVRWKHUFKDQJHVWRWKH,32QHRIWKH
µFOHDQXS¶LWHPVLQFOXGHGGHOHWLQJµVKRUWWHUPORGJLQJ¶IURPWKHOLVWRIXVHVDOORZHGZLWKD
&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWLQWKH6RXWK/DJXQD9LOODJH=RQHZKLFKZRXOGSURKLELWWKDWXVHLQ
WKDW]RQH7KH&RPPLVVLRQGHWHUPLQHGWKDWWKHHOLPLQDWLRQRI67/VDVDQDOORZDEOHXVHLQ
WKH6RXWK/DJXQD9LOODJH]RQHZRXOGDGYHUVHO\DIIHFWWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQVLQWKH&LW\7KHUHIRUHWKH&RPPLVVLRQDSSURYHG/&3$1R%ZLWK
VXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVUHTXLULQJWKDW67/VFRQWLQXHWREHDQDOORZDEOHXVHLQWKH6RXWK
/DJXQD9LOODJH=RQH 6/9 DQGEHVXEMHFWWRDSSURYDORIDFRQGLWLRQDOXVHSHUPLW1R
RWKHUFKDQJHVZHUHPDGHWRWKH,3ZLWKUHJDUGWR67/V
2Q1RYHPEHUWKH&RPPLVVLRQDSSURYHG/&3$1RWRDGGODQJXDJHWR
&KDSWHU 6HFRQG5HVLGHQWLDO8QLWV WRSURKLELWVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVRIVHFRQG
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVRUDFFHVVRU\GZHOOLQJXQLWVZKLFKDUHDOORZHGLQ5]RQHVDVDPHDQV
WRSURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJZLWKLQWKH&LW\
6LQFHKRZHYHUWKH&LW\KDVQRWHGDVLJQLILFDQWLQFUHDVHLQWKHQXPEHUDQGORFDWLRQ
RIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVDQGKDVUDLVHGFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHSRWHQWLDODGYHUVHLPSDFWVWR
UHVLGHQWLDOQHLJKERUKRRGVUHVXOWLQJIURPWKHXQUHJXODWHGJURZWKRIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVORVV
RIUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNHQIRUFHPHQWLVVXHVDOWHUHGUHVLGHQWLDOFRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHUDQG
SDUNLQJDQGWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ7KHFXUUHQW67/RUGLQDQFHLQFOXGHVQROLPLWVRQWKHRYHUDOO
QXPEHURI67/VLQWKH&LW\7KH&LW\LVDZDUHRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\OHJDOO\SHUPLWWHG67/V
EXWEDVHGRQRQOLQHDGYHUWLVHPHQWSRVWLQJVPRUH67/VDUHLOOHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJLQWKH&LW\
,QWKH&LW\HVWLPDWHGWKDWDWOHDVWUHVLGHQFHVZHUHDGYHUWLVHGDVDYDLODEOHDQG
RSHUDWLQJ67/VLQ/DJXQD%HDFK
7KH&LW\&RXQFLODVVHUWVWKDWZKLOH67/VVHUYHDQLPSRUWDQWORGJLQJUHVRXUFHWKH\FDQ
KDYHQHJDWLYHLPSDFWVRQWKHFKDUDFWHURIUHVLGHQWLDOQHLJKERUKRRGVDQGDYDLODELOLW\RI
KRXVLQJ7KHUHIRUHRQ0D\WKH&LW\SDVVHGDGD\PRUDWRULXPRQWKH
LVVXDQFHRIQHZ67/OLFHQVHVXQWLODGGLWLRQDOUHJXODWLRQVRUSURKLELWLRQVFRXOGEH
LPSOHPHQWHGWRPLQLPL]HWKHVHSRWHQWLDOLPSDFWV2Q-XQHWKH&LW\H[WHQGHGWKH





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
PRUDWRULXPIRUGD\VDQGRQ$XJXVWWKH&LW\H[WHQGHGWKHPRUDWRULXPIRUD
RQH\HDUSHULRGZKLFKH[SLUHGDVRI2FWREHU
1XPHURXVSXEOLFKHDULQJVZHUHKHOGEHIRUHWKH/DJXQD%HDFK3ODQQLQJ&RPPLVVLRQDQG
&LW\&RXQFLORQWKHVXEMHFWRI67/VZLWKLQWKH&LW\$GGLWLRQDOSXEOLFPHHWLQJVZHUHDOVR
KHOGEHIRUHD&LW\&RXQFLO6XEFRPPLWWHH,Q2FWREHUWKH&LW\VXEPLWWHGDUHTXHVW
WRWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶V6RXWK&RDVW'LVWULFWRIILFHWRDPHQGWKH,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQRIWKH
&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/&3ZKLFKLQFOXGHG&LW\&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1R
DQG&LW\&RXQFLO2UGLQDQFH1R7KLVUHTXHVWHGDPHQGPHQWZDVDVVLJQHG/&31R
 /&3/*% 7KLVDPHQGPHQWSURSRVDOZDVGHHPHGFRPSOHWHDQGILOHG
RQ2FWREHU$WWKH'HFHPEHUKHDULQJWKH&RPPLVVLRQJUDQWHGDRQH
\HDUWLPHH[WHQVLRQWRDFWRQWKHVXEMHFWDPHQGPHQWSXUVXDQWWR&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQ
DQG&DOLIRUQLD&RGHRI5HJXODWLRQV7LWOH6HFWLRQ F 
2Q'HFHPEHUWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQDIWHUDSXEOLFKHDULQJDSSURYHGZLWK
PRGLILFDWLRQV/&30DMRU$PHQGPHQW1R 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV 7KHPDLQ
PRGLILFDWLRQVXJJHVWHGE\WKH&RPPLVVLRQZDVWRFKDQJHWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWWRDOORZ
67/VWRUHPDLQDVDSHUPLWWHGXVHLQWKH55DQG5=RQLQJ'LVWULFWV%HFDXVHWKH
&RPPLVVLRQGHQLHG/&3$PHQGPHQW1RDVVXEPLWWHGEXWWKHQDSSURYHGLWZLWK
VXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVWKH&LW\&RXQFLOKDVWKHRSWLRQWRDFFHSWRUQRWDFFHSWWKH
VXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQV7KHPRGLILHG/&3$PHQGPHQWZRXOGKDYHEHFRPHILQDODWD
VXEVHTXHQW&RPPLVVLRQPHHWLQJLIWKH&RPPLVVLRQFRQFXUUHGZLWKWKH([HFXWLYH
'LUHFWRU¶V'HWHUPLQDWLRQWKDWWKH&LW\¶VDFWLRQLQDFFHSWLQJWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQV
DSSURYHGE\WKH&RPPLVVLRQIRU/&3$PHQGPHQWZDVOHJDOO\DGHTXDWH+RZHYHU
WKH&LW\GLGQRWDFFHSWWKHVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVZLWKLQVL[PRQWKVRIWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶V
DFWLRQDQG/&3$PHQGPHQW1RZDVQHYHUFHUWLILHG7KH&LW\GLGQRWFRQFXUZLWKWKH
PRGLILFDWLRQDSSURYHGE\WKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQWKDWUHLQVWDWHG67/VDVDSHUPLWWHG
XVHLQWKH55DQG5=RQLQJ'LVWULFWV
2Q)HEUXDU\$XJXVWDQG1RYHPEHUWKH&RPPLVVLRQDQGWKH
&LW\PHWDQGHQWHUHGLQWRDVHULHVRIWROOLQJDJUHHPHQWVWRDOORZDGGLWLRQDOWLPHIRUWKH
SDUWLHVWRIXUWKHUGLVFXVVDQGDGGUHVVFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶V'HFHPEHU
VXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDQGWRDYRLGOLWLJDWLRQ
,QRQO\67/XQLWVZHUHOHJDOO\SHUPLWWHGDQGRSHUDWLQJLQ/DJXQD%HDFK6LQFH
WKHH[SLUDWLRQRIWKHPRUDWRULXPDSSUR[LPDWHO\DSSOLFDWLRQVKDYHEHHQVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
&LW\IRUWKHRSHUDWLRQRIQHZ67/XQLWVLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVDQGLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
$VRI6HSWHPEHUDSSUR[LPDWHO\67/VDUHOHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJLQWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD
%HDFK
2Q$SULODQG-XQHWKH&LW\&RXQFLOFRQGXFWHGSXEOLFKHDULQJVDQG
DGRSWHG&LW\&RXQFLO5HVROXWLRQ1RDQG2UGLQDQFH1R2Q-XQH
WKH&LW\VXEPLWWHGWRWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶V6RXWK&RDVW'LVWULFWRIILFHWKH/&3DPHQGPHQW
UHTXHVWWKDWLVFXUUHQWO\EHIRUHWKH&RPPLVVLRQ 1R/&3/*% UHODWHGWR
&LW\ &RXQFLO 5HVROXWLRQ 1R  DQG 2UGLQDQFH 1R  ZKLFK ZDV GHHPHG
RIILFLDOO\UHFHLYHGRQ-XO\




&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
2Q$XJXVWWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQFRQGXFWHGDSXEOLFKHDULQJWRFRQVLGHU/&3
0DMRU$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*% 6KRUW7HUP/RGJLQJV EXWWKH&RPPLVVLRQ
FRQWLQXHGWKHSXEOLFKHDULQJ7KH&RPPLVVLRQGLUHFWHGWKH&LW\DQG&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIWR
FRQVLGHUDGGLWLRQDOSURYLVLRQVLQFOXGLQJUHTXLULQJDKRPHVKDULQJSURJUDPWRSURPRWHDQG
HQFRXUDJHPRUHDIIRUGDEOHYLVLWRUVHUYLQJDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGUHJXODWLRQVWRSURYLGH
VRPHSURWHFWLRQWRWKH&LW\¶VORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNLQWKHPL[HGXVHGLVWULFWV7KH
&LW\¶VUHVSRQVHWRWKDWGLUHFWLRQLVRXWOLQHGLQDPHPRUDQGXPGDWHG6HSWHPEHU
VHHExhibit 6 
3DVW&RPPLVVLRQ$FWLRQUHODWHGWR67/VLQ2WKHU&RDVWDO&RPPXQLWLHV
$VLQRWKHUFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLD67/VKDYHSUROLIHUDWHGRYHUWKH\HDUV:KDW
PD\KDYHEHHQSUHGRPLQDQWO\VXPPHUDQGKROLGD\YDFDWLRQUHQWDOVKDYHHYROYHGLQWR
ZKDWLVQRZLQVRPHFDVHVD\HDUURXQGEXVLQHVV7KHXQUHJXODWHGSUROLIHUDWLRQRIVXFK
67/VKDVUDLVHGFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJLPSDFWVWRWKHSUHVHUYDWLRQRIQHLJKERUKRRGLQWHJULW\
UHGXFWLRQVLQUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNSXEOLFVDIHW\LQFUHDVHGWUDIILFDQGSDUNLQJGLIILFXOWLHV
DQGRWKHULVVXHVWKDWKDYHVRPHWLPHVEHHQDVVRFLDWHGZLWK67/V
$VDUHDFWLRQWRVXFKLVVXHV/&3DPHQGPHQWSURSRVDOVKDYHEHHQVXEPLWWHGWRWKH
&RPPLVVLRQWREDQ67/VLQFHUWDLQFRPPXQLWLHV HJRXWULJKWEDQVLQDOOUHVLGHQWLDO
]RQHV +RZHYHUVXFKEDQVFDQFRQIOLFWZLWKWKH&RDVWDO$FWDQG/&3SROLFLHVDQG
REMHFWLYHVWRSURWHFWDQGSURYLGHIRUYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVDQGFRDVWDOSXEOLF
DFFHVV,QJHQHUDOUDWKHUWKDQVXSSRUWLQJUHVWULFWLYHEDQVRIVXFKXVHVWKH&RPPLVVLRQ
KDVHQFRXUDJHGDOORZDQFHRIWKLVXVHDQGPRUHWDUJHWHGUHVSRQVLYHUHJXODWLRQVRI67/V
WKDWDUHEDVHGRQDSSOLFDEOHFRPPXQLW\DQGDUHDVSHFLILFIDFWRUV
,QWKH&RPPLVVLRQ¶VSDVWDFWLRQVLQFOXGLQJLQUHVSRQVHWRSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWVRIWKH
/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDPVRIWKH&RXQW\RI9HQWXUD /&3917 &LW\RI3LVPR
%HDFK /&336% &RXQW\RI6DQWD&UX] 6&23DUW% &LW\RI
'HO0DU /&3'05 &RXQW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUD /&367% DQG
&LW\RI(QFLQLWDV (1&0$- LQRUGHUWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWK&KDSWHURIWKH&RDVWDO
$FWORFDOMXULVGLFWLRQVLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQHWKDWKDYHFRQFHUQVDERXWWKHLPSDFWVRI67/V
KDYHEHHQUHTXLUHGWRSURYLGHDPHDQVDQGDIUDPHZRUNWRDSSURSULDWHO\UHJXODWHWKH
HVWDEOLVKPHQWDQGRSHUDWLRQRI67/VUDWKHUWKDQRYHUO\UHVWULFWWKLVXVHRURWKHUZLVH
VLJQLILFDQWO\GLPLQLVKLWVYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXWLOLW\7KH&RPPLVVLRQKDVDSSURYHGDQXPEHURI
/&3DPHQGPHQWVUHJXODWLQJ67/VLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQH(DFKRIWKHVH/&3DPHQGPHQWV
SUHVHQWHGXQLTXHLVVXHVFRQVLGHULQJJHRJUDSKLFVSHFLILFLW\EXWWKHDSSURYHG/&3
DPHQGPHQWVJHQHUDOO\SURYLGHIRUVWDQGDUGVIRUFRQWLQXHG67/RSHUDWLRQVUDWKHUWKDQ
EODQNHWEDQV

C.

DENIAL OF THE LCP AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED

$VGHVFULEHGDERYHWKHVWDQGDUGRIUHYLHZIRUWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWWRWKH
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQRIWKHFHUWLILHG/RFDO&RDVWDO3URJUDP /&3 LVZKHWKHUWKH
,PSOHPHQWDWLRQ3ODQDVDPHQGHGZRXOGEHLQFRQIRUPDQFHZLWKDQGDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\
RXWWKHSROLFLHVRIWKHFHUWLILHG/DQG8VH3ODQ /83 SRUWLRQRIWKHFHUWLILHG/&3 See
&RDVWDO$FWVHFWLRQV 




&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
7KH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK¶VFHUWLILHG/83FRQWDLQVREMHFWLYHVDQGSROLFLHVWKDWSURYLGHIRU
YLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHVZLWKWKHLQWHQWRIPD[LPL]LQJFRDVWDODFFHVV%HORZDUHWKHUHOHYDQW
&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKFHUWLILHG/83SROLFLHV
7KH&RDVWDO/DQG8VH3ODQ7HFKQLFDO$SSHQGL[VHJPHQWRIWKHFHUWLILHG/83LQFRUSRUDWHV
WKHIROORZLQJ&RDVWDO$FWSROLFLHVUHJDUGLQJSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHV
6HFWLRQVWDWHV
,QFDUU\LQJRXWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWRI6HFWLRQRI$UWLFOH;9RIWKH&DOLIRUQLD
&RQVWLWXWLRQPD[LPXPDFFHVVZKLFKVKDOOEHFRQVSLFXRXVO\SRVWHGDQG
UHFUHDWLRQDORSSRUWXQLWLHVVKDOOEHSURYLGHGIRUDOOWKHSHRSOHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKSXEOLF
VDIHW\QHHGVDQGWKHQHHGWRSURWHFWSXEOLFULJKWVULJKWVRISULYDWHSURSHUW\RZQHUV
DQGQDWXUDOUHVRXUFHDUHDVIURPRYHUXVH
6HFWLRQVWDWHVLQUHOHYDQWSDUW
/RZHUFRVWYLVLWRUDQGUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHV«VKDOOEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQG
ZKHUHIHDVLEOHSURYLGHG'HYHORSPHQWVZKLFKSURYLGHSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDO
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHSUHIHUUHG
6HFWLRQVWDWHV
7KHXVHRISULYDWHODQGVVXLWDEOHIRUYLVLWRUVHUYLQJFRPPHUFLDOUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHV
GHVLJQHGWRHQKDQFHSXEOLFRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUFRDVWDOUHFUHDWLRQVKDOOKDYHSULRULW\
RYHUSULYDWHUHVLGHQWLDOJHQHUDOFRPPHUFLDOGHYHORSPHQWEXWQRWRYHUDJULFXOWXUH
RUFRDVWDOGHSHQGHQWLQGXVWU\
,QDGGLWLRQWKH/DQG8VH(OHPHQWRIWKHFHUWLILHG/83FRQWDLQVWKHIROORZLQJSROLFLHV
3ROLF\VWDWHV
3URPRWHSROLFLHVWRDFFRPPRGDWHYLVLWRUVUHGXFHFRQIOLFWVEHWZHHQYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
XVHVLQIUDVWUXFWXUHDQGUHVLGHQWVDQGUHGXFHLPSDFWVRQWKH&LW\¶VQDWXUDO
UHVRXUFHV
3ROLF\VWDWHV
3UHVHUYHDQGHQFRXUDJHDQLQFUHDVHRIWKH&LW\¶VVWRFNRIDIIRUGDEOHPRWHODQG
KRWHOURRPVDYDLODEOHIRUVKRUWWHUPYLVLWRUV3URWHFWHQFRXUDJHDQGZKHUH
IHDVLEOHSURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
3ROLF\VWDWHV
3URYLGHSXEOLFDFFHVVWRGHVLJQDWHGSXEOLFDUHDVZKHUHYHUVDIHDQGOHJDOO\DQG
HQYLURQPHQWDOO\DSSURSULDWH





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
Priority Uses
6HFWLRQRIWKH&RDVWDO$FW DGRSWHGE\WKH&LW\DVD/DQG8VH3ODQSROLF\ UHTXLUHV
WKDWORZHUFRVWYLVLWRUDQGUHFUHDWLRQIDFLOLWLHVEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQGZKHUH
IHDVLEOHSURYLGHG6HFWLRQRIWKH&RDVWDO$FW DGRSWHGE\WKH&LW\DVD/DQG8VH
3ODQSROLF\ SODFHVDKLJKHUSULRULW\RQWKHSURYLVLRQRIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHVGHVLJQHGWR
HQKDQFHSXEOLFRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUFRDVWDOUHFUHDWLRQRYHUUHVLGHQWLDOLQGXVWULDORUJHQHUDO
FRPPHUFLDOXVHV
Short-Term Lodgings
7KH&LW\¶V/83LQFOXGHVVWURQJVXSSRUWIRUYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHVLQFOXGLQJORZHUFRVW
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVVXFKDVFDQEHSURYLGHGLQVRPHLQVWDQFHVZLWKVKRUWWHUP
UHQWDOV3ROLF\RIWKH/DQG8VH(OHPHQWRIWKHFHUWLILHG/83UHTXLUHVWKDWDIIRUGDEOH
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOHSURYLGHG7KH
FHUWLILHG&RDVWDO7HFKQLFDO$SSHQGL[LQFRUSRUDWHV&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQZKLFK
UHTXLUHVWKDWORZHUFRVWYLVLWRUIDFLOLWLHVEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOH
SURYLGHGDQG&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDWSXEOLFFRDVWDODFFHVVEH
PD[LPL]HG7KH&RPPLVVLRQKDVIRXQGWKDWJHQHUDOO\YLVLWRUVHUYLQJRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQXVHVLQFOXGLQJ67/XQLWVKHOSPD[LPL]HWKHRSSRUWXQLWLHVSURYLGHGIRUDOO
WKHSXEOLFWRDFFHVVWKHFRDVW$WWKHVDPHWLPHWKH&RPPLVVLRQKDVUHFRJQL]HG
OHJLWLPDWHFRPPXQLW\FRQFHUQVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHSRWHQWLDODGYHUVHLPSDFWVDVVRFLDWHG
ZLWKYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVZLWKUHVSHFWWRKRXVLQJVWRFNDQGDIIRUGDELOLW\FRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHU
QRLVHDQGWUDIILFLPSDFWV
'HPDQGIRU67/VLVHVSHFLDOO\KLJKLQWKLV&LW\EHFDXVHRILWVSUR[LPLW\WRWKHFRDVWDQG
EHFDXVHRILWVKLVWRULFDOUHSXWDWLRQDVDSRSXODUFRDVWDOUHVRUW FRPPXQLW\%HFDXVHRI
UHFHQWSUROLIHUDWLRQRI67/VLQ/DJXQD%HDFKWKH&LW\KDVFLWHGLVVXHVDERXWWKHSUHVHQFH
RI67/UHQWDOVFDXVLQJSUREOHPV HJQRLVHGLVRUGHUO\FRQGXFWWUDIILFFRQJHVWLRQ
H[FHVVLYHWUDVKHWF WKDWFRXOGQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWUHVLGHQWVDQGFRPPXQLWLHVXQGXO\
EXUGHQ&LW\VHUYLFHVDQGUHGXFHWKHORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFN7KH&LW\KDV
LQGLFDWHGWKDWWKHLQWHQWRIWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWLVQRWWRHOLPLQDWHDQH[LVWLQJ
OHJDOO\HVWDEOLVKHGXVHEXWWRFODULI\WKRVHQHZ67/XQLWVVKRXOGQRORQJHUEHSHUPLWWHGLQ
UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVLQRUGHUWRSUHVHUYHLWVORQJWHUPKRXVLQJUHQWDOVWRFNDQGWROLPLWRWKHU
FRQIOLFWVE\SURKLELWLQJQHZ67/XQLWVLQDOOUHVLGHQWLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV ZLWKDQH[FHSWLRQ
IRUexisting OHJDOO\SHUPLWWHGXQLWVRSHUDWLQJLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV DQGE\LPSRVLQJ
UHJXODWLRQRIH[LVWLQJDQGQHZ67/XQLWVLQH[LVWLQJDQGH[SDQGHGDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO
]RQLQJGLVWULFWV
67/VSURYLGHDVLJQLILFDQWVXSSOHPHQWWRWUDGLWLRQDOYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQVSURPRWLQJSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRFRDVWDO
FRPPXQLWLHV7KHSURYLVLRQRIRYHUQLJKWYLVLWRUVHUYLQJDFFRPPRGDWLRQVVXFKDV67/V
VHUYHVDVLJQLILFDQWSXUSRVHDVDVXEVHWRIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHVWKDWSURPRWHVSXEOLF
FRDVWDODFFHVVDQGSURYLGHV&DOLIRUQLDUHVLGHQWVDQGYLVLWRUVRQHZD\WRHQMR\WKHFRDVW
2IWKHH[LVWLQJSHUPLWWHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\67/VDSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKHPDUHVLWXDWHGLQWKH55DQG5

UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV7KHUHIRUHWKH&LW\KDVH[SUHVVHGLWVFRQFHUQVUHJDUGLQJWKHSRWHQWLDODGYHUVHLPSDFWVRI67/XQLWVWR
WKH&LW\¶VUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNLQWKHUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
2YHUQLJKWYLVLWRUVHUYLQJDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDOORZSXEOLFPHPEHUVZKRGRQRWUHVLGHZLWKLQ
DGD\¶VMRXUQH\WRWKHFRDVWDQRSSRUWXQLW\WRHQMR\WKHFRDVWOLQH
'HVSLWHDOVREHLQJVLJQLILFDQWYLVLWRUVHUYLQJGHVWLQDWLRQVFLWLHVVXFKDVWKH&LW\RI'HO0DU
DQGWKH&RXQW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDKDYHIHZHURYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVIRUFRDVWDO
YLVLWRUV7KH&LW\RI'HO0DURQO\KDVVL[KRWHOVRIIHULQJURRPVLQWRWDO&XUUHQWO\
ZLWKLQWKH&RDVWDO=RQHWKH&RXQW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDRQO\KDVRQHKLJKHUFRVWKRWHOQR
EHGDQGEUHDNIDVWVRQH&RXQW\RZQHGFDPSVLWHDQGWKUHH6WDWHRZQHGFDPSVLWHV,Q
VXFKDUHDVLQQHHGRIPRUHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVVKRUWWHUPYDFDWLRQUHQWDOXQLWV
SURYLGHDQLPSRUWDQWYLVLWRUVHUYLQJDPHQLW\WKDWVXSSRUWVFRDVWDODFFHVV8QOLNHWKH&LW\
RI'HO0DUDQGWKH&RXQW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKKDVDQXPEHURI
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVIRUFRDVWDOYLVLWRUV7KH&LW\KDVHVWLPDWHGWKHUHDUH
DSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJKRWHOPRWHOORGJLQJXQLWVZLWKLQWKH&LW\¶VFRDVWDO]RQH
7KHUHIRUHWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKDOUHDG\SURYLGHVDQDPSOHVXSSO\RIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGZKHUHIXUWKHUSUROLIHUDWLRQRIYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVKDVWKH
SRWHQWLDOWRLPSDLUFRPPXQLW\FKDUDFWHURURWKHUFRDVWDOUHVRXUFHVVSHFLILFUHVWULFWLRQVRQ
67/VLQVSHFLILFDUHDVPD\EHDSSURSULDWH
,QWKLVFDVHWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGH[SDQGWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVWR
SHUPLW67/VLQDUHDVZKHUHWKH\DUHFXUUHQWO\QRWSHUPLWWHGDQGLWZRXOGDOORZIRUWKH
FRQWLQXDWLRQRIWKHH[LVWLQJOHJDOO\SHUPLWWHG67/XQLWV DSSUR[XQLWV FXUUHQWO\
RSHUDWLQJUHJDUGOHVVRIWKH]RQHLQZKLFKWKH\DUHORFDWHG2IWKHH[LVWLQJ67/V
DSSUR[LPDWHO\RIWKHPDUHORFDWHGLQUHVLGHQWLDOO\]RQHGGLVWULFWV7KHSURSRVHG
DPHQGPHQWZRXOGUHVWULFWQHZ67/VWRRQO\WKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOO\]RQHGGLVWULFWV
DQGZRXOGSURKLELWDQ\QHZ67/VLQWKHUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV$OWKRXJKWKHSURSRVHG
DPHQGPHQWZRXOGUHGXFHWKHWRWDODUHDZKHUH67/VDUHDOORZHGDQGWKHSRWHQWLDOQXPEHU
RIORWVIRUZKLFKD67/FRXOGEHSHUPLWWHGE\SURKLELWLQJ67/VLQDOOUHVLGHQWLDODUHDVWKH
&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKLVXQOLNHRWKHUFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVWKDWKDYHIHZHUWUDGLWLRQDO
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV LHKRWHODQGPRWHOXQLWV DYDLODEOHIRUFRDVWDOYLVLWRUV
0RUHRYHUVRPHRIWKHPL[HGXVHDQGFRPPHUFLDOO\]RQHGGLVWULFWVDUHORFDWHGZLWKLQ
IHHWIURPWKHVKRUHOLQH7KH&LW\HPSKDVL]HVWKDWWKHORFDWLRQRIWKHPL[HGXVHDQG
FRPPHUFLDO]RQHVDUHORFDWHGDORQJ&RDVW+LJKZD\DQGUHODWLYHO\FORVHWRWKHEHDFK
WKHUHIRUHDFFHVVLELOLW\WRWKHEHDFKZRXOGVWLOOEHPD[LPL]HG
$GGLWLRQDOO\DVSDUWRIWKLV/&3$PHQGPHQWWKH&LW\KDVDOVRSURSRVHGDSSURSULDWH
YDFDWLRQUHQWDOUHJXODWLRQVWKDWDGGUHVVSRWHQWLDOYLVLWRUUHVLGHQWLDOFRQIOLFWVDQGWKDWVDWLVI\
WKHVRPHWLPHVFRPSHWLQJREMHFWLYHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKIDFLOLWDWLQJSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDO
RSSRUWXQLWLHVQHDUWKHVKRUHOLQH
,QWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKHVWLPDWHGWKDWWKHUHZHUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\H[LVWLQJ
67/UHQWDOVFLW\ZLGHLQFOXGLQJXQSHUPLWWHG67/XQLWVEDVHGRQOLVWLQJVRQWKHZHEVLWHVRI
KRVWLQJSODWIRUPVVXFKDV95%2DQG$LUEQE7KH&LW\XVHVWKLVILJXUHWRHVWLPDWHFXUUHQW
GHPDQGIRU67/VDOWKRXJKWKHDFWXDOGHPDQGIRU67/VPD\YDU\ZLGHO\RYHUWLPH
&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIGRHVQRWEHOLHYHWKHHVWLPDWHGQXPEHURIH[LVWLQJ67/VDORQHLVIXOO\
LQGLFDWLYHRIWKHGHPDQGIRU67/VLQWKHUHJLRQVLQFHGHPDQGLVKLJKO\YDULDEOHDQG
FKDQJHVGHSHQGLQJXSRQWKHVHDVRQWLPHRI\HDUJURZLQJSRSXODWLRQDQGRWKHUYDU\LQJ




&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
IDFWRUV+RZHYHUDVVXPLQJWKHFXUUHQWGHPDQGIRU67/VLQWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKLV
DURXQGWKDWQXPEHUWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGFRQWLQXHWRSURYLGHHQRXJK
67/VWRDFFRPPRGDWHYLVLWRUGHPDQG7KHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGJUDQGIDWKHU
WKHH[LVWLQJOHJDOO\RSHUDWLQJ67/V$Q\67/WKDWFXUUHQWO\RSHUDWHVZLWKRXWDSHUPLWZRXOG
QRWEHJUDQGIDWKHUHGDQGWKHSURSRVHGUHJXODWLRQVDQGUHVWULFWLRQVZRXOGDSSO\7KH
SURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWZRXOGDGGDSURYLVLRQWRWKH/&3WRUHOD[WKHSDUNLQJUHTXLUHPHQWV
DQGGHYHORSPHQWDQGGHQVLW\VWDQGDUGVIRUWKHH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVWKDWDUHOHJDOO\
QRQFRQIRUPLQJWRHQFRXUDJH67/VLQWKHPL[HGXVHDUHDVRIWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO
]RQHV8QGHUWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWWKH&LW\HVWLPDWHVWKDWDSSUR[LPDWHO\
H[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV QRWLQFOXGLQJH[LVWLQJXQLWV
UHVHUYHGDVVHQLRUDQGGLVDELOLW\KRXVLQJ FRXOGDFFRPPRGDWH67/VZLWKRXWWKHQHHGIRU
DQ\IXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWEHFDXVHDVSURSRVHGWRGD\WKH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDOORZIRU
WKHFRQYHUVLRQRIWKHVHXQLWVLQWR67/VUHJDUGOHVVLIWKH\DUHQRQFRQIRUPLQJWR
GHYHORSPHQWVWDQGDUGVGHQVLW\RUSDUNLQJ7KHUHIRUHWKHH[LVWLQJUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWV
FRXOGDFFRPPRGDWHQHZ67/VUHJDUGOHVVRIWKHSRWHQWLDOQRQFRQIRUPLQJQDWXUHRIVRPH
RIWKHPXQGHUWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQW
+RZHYHUWKHFHUWLILHG/8(FRQWDLQVSROLFLHVWRSUHVHUYHUHODWLYHO\ORZHUFRVWKRXVLQJ
RSSRUWXQLWLHVLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
3ROLF\RIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHV
3URPRWHPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHVZKHUHDSSURSULDWHWR
HQFRXUDJHWKHSURYLVLRQRIORZHUFRVWKRXVLQJDQGWRUHGXFHWUDIILFWULSV(QFRXUDJH
JURXQGIORRUXVHVWREHFRPPHUFLDODQGZKHUHDSSURSULDWHYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
$FWLRQRIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHVLQUHOHYDQWSDUW
(YDOXDWHLQFHQWLYHVIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDIIRUGDEOHUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRQMXQFWLRQ
ZLWKPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
3ROLFLHVDQG$FWLRQSURPRWHDQGHQFRXUDJHWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDIIRUGDEOH
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV+RXVLQJ
ORFDWHGZLWKLQPL[HGXVHFRPPHUFLDOSURSHUWLHVFDQRIIHUUHGXFHGKRXVLQJFRVWV$V
SURSRVHGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWGRHVQRWSURYLGHDQ\SURWHFWLRQVWRHQVXUHWKDWQRWDOORI
WKH&LW\¶VORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNLQWKHDOORZDEOHPL[HGXVHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV
EHFRQYHUWHGLQWR67/XQLWV
,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRQRWHWKDWWKH&LW\LVFXUUHQWO\ZRUNLQJZLWK&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIRQDQRWKHU
/&3DPHQGPHQWWRDGGUHVVDQGLPSOHPHQWQHZSURYLVLRQVLQWKHLU/&3WKDWZRXOG
UHJXODWHDFFHVVRU\GZHOOLQJXQLWV $'8V FRQVLVWHQWZLWK6WDWHODZZKLFKUHTXLUHVWKDW
$'8VZKLFKDUHLQWHQGHGWRDXJPHQWWKH&LW\¶VDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJUHQWDOVWRFNEH
DOORZHGRQORWVGHYHORSHGZLWKVLQJOHIDPLO\UHVLGHQFHVPRVWRIZKLFKDUHORFDWHGZLWKLQ
WKHUHVLGHQWLDOO\]RQHGGLVWULFWV7KDW/&3DPHQGPHQWKDVQRW\HWFRPHEHIRUHWKH
&RPPLVVLRQ+RZHYHUDVSURSRVHGWKLV/&3DPHQGPHQWFXUUHQWO\EHIRUHWKH





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
&RPPLVVLRQZRXOGQRWFRQIOLFWZLWKDQ\HIIRUWVWRIRVWHUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI$'8VDVDQ
DGGLWLRQDOORQJWHUPKRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLW\
,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHDUHFRQFHUQVWKDWWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWFRXOGLQDGYHUWHQWO\
FRQWULEXWHWRWKHORVVRIORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOXQLWVLQ/DJXQD%HDFK7KHFHUWLILHG/8(
KDVDSROLF\LQWHQGHGWRSUHVHUYHDQGHQFRXUDJHDIIRUGDEOHVKRUWWHUPRYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQV
3ROLF\RIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHV
3UHVHUYHDQGHQFRXUDJHDQLQFUHDVHRIWKH&LW\ VVWRFNRIDIIRUGDEOHPRWHODQG
KRWHOURRPVDYDLODEOHIRUVKRUWWHUPYLVLWRUV3URWHFWHQFRXUDJHDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOH
SURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
$OWKRXJK3ROLF\LQFOXGHVDVSHFLILFUHTXLUHPHQWIRUWKHSUHVHUYDWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHPRWHO
DQGKRWHOURRPVWKHLQWHQWRIWKHSROLF\LVDOVRWRSURWHFWHQFRXUDJHDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOH
SURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVZKLFKFRXOGLQFOXGH67/XQLWV,QDGGLWLRQ
WKHFHUWLILHG&RDVWDO7HFKQLFDO$SSHQGL[LQFRUSRUDWHV&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQ
6HFWLRQVWDWHVLQUHOHYDQWSDUW
/RZHUFRVWYLVLWRUDQGUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHV«VKDOOEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQG
ZKHUHIHDVLEOHSURYLGHG'HYHORSPHQWVZKLFKSURYLGHSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDO
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHSUHIHUUHG
&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQUHTXLUHVWKDWORZHUFRVWYLVLWRUIDFLOLWLHVEHSURWHFWHG
HQFRXUDJHGDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOHSURYLGHG
7KH&LW\KDVSURYLGHGDQLQYHQWRU\RIH[LVWLQJDFFRPPRGDWLRQW\SHV LHKRWHOPRWHO
URRPV LQYDULRXVSULFHUDQJHVLQFOXGLQJWKHQXPEHURIURRPVLQHDFKDFFRPPRGDWLRQ
DQGDYHUDJHVRIQLJKWO\URRPUDWHV7KHVHUDQJHIURPKLJKHQGKRWHOVVXFKDV
WKH0RQWDJHZKHUHWKHUDWHYDULHVXSZDUGRISHUQLJKWWRWKH/DJXQD%ULVDV+RWHO
ZKHUHUDWHVUDQJHIURPWRSHUQLJKW7KHUDWHVUDQJHGHSHQGLQJXSRQDPRQJ
RWKHUWKLQJVWKHWLPHRI\HDU JHQHUDOO\KLJKHVWGXULQJVXPPHUZHHNHQGVDQGORZHVW
GXULQJZLQWHUZHHNGD\V %DVHGRQQLJKWO\URRPUDWHLQIRUPDWLRQWKHDYHUDJH
QLJKWO\ZHHNGD\UHQWDOUDWHIRUWKHH[LVWLQJKRWHODQGPRWHOURRPVDYHUDJHGDSSUR[LPDWHO\
DQGRQZHHNHQGV:KLOHDQXPEHURIYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
H[LVWLQWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKWKHUHDUHSUHVHQWO\QRKRVWHOVFDPSJURXQGVRURWKHU
W\SHVRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQVWKDWDUHJHQHUDOO\FRQVLGHUHGWREHµORZFRVW¶DYDLODEOHLQWKH
&LW\
$VWKH&LW\KDVSRLQWHGRXWPDQ\RIWKH67/VUHQWDWVLPLODUDYHUDJHUDWHVDVWKHORFDO
KRWHOURRPVEXWWKHUHLVZLGHYDULDWLRQLQSULFHVDVHYLGHQFHGE\DQRQOLQHVHDUFK
'HSHQGLQJRQVLWHVSHFLILFFLUFXPVWDQFHVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDORIDUHVLGHQFHFDQSURYLGHD
ORZHUFRVWRSWLRQWKDQDWUDGLWLRQDOKRWHO)RULQVWDQFHWKLVFDQEHWUXHZKHQWUDYHOLQJZLWK
H[WHQGHGIDPLO\RURWKHUODUJHUJURXSVZKHUHUHQWLQJDVLQJOHUHVLGHQFHLVOHVVH[SHQVLYH





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
WKDQUHQWLQJPXOWLSOHWUDGLWLRQDOKRWHOURRPV6KRUWWHUPUHVLGHQWLDOUHQWDOXQLWVDOVR
W\SLFDOO\LQFOXGHIXOONLWFKHQIDFLOLWLHVZKLFKDOORZRYHUQLJKWYLVLWRUVWKHRSWLRQRISUHSDULQJ
PHDOVLQDPRUHDIIRUGDEOHRSWLRQWKDQGLQLQJRXW
$QRWKHULQVWDQFHLVWKHRSHUDWLRQRIRZQHURFFXSLHG67/VRUKRPHVKDUHXQLWV+RPH
VKDUHXQLWVSHUPLWRZQHUVDQGORQJWHUPUHVLGHQWVZKROLYHRQVLWHWREHDEOHWRUHQWD
VSDUHURRPDQGKRVWYLVLWRUVLQWKHLUKRPHV,QDKRPHVKDUHXQLWEHFDXVHRQO\DURRPRU
SRUWLRQRIDUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWLVEHLQJUHQWHGKRPHVKDUHXQLWVVRPHWLPHVSURYLGHORZHU
FRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGFDQEHPRUHDIIRUGDEOHWKDQWUDGLWLRQDORYHUQLJKW
DFFRPPRGDWLRQV LHKRWHOPRWHODQGQRQRZQHURFFXSLHG67/V $IIRUGDEOH ORZWR
PRGHUDWHFRVW RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDLGSXEOLFFRDVWDODFFHVV
,QDOOFDVHV67/VLQFUHDVHWKHUDQJHRIRSWLRQVDYDLODEOHWRFRDVWDOYLVLWRUV5HJDUGOHVVRI
WKHFRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDUHDKLJKHUSULRULW\XVHEHFDXVHWKH\DOORZIRU
HQKDQFHGSXEOLFDFFHVV
+RZHYHUDVSURSRVHGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWGRHVQRWLQFOXGHDKRPHVKDUHSURJUDPRU
DQ\SURYLVLRQVWKDWZRXOGHQFRXUDJHKRPHVKDUHVW\OHVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV(QFRXUDJLQJ
KRPHVKDUHVZRXOGKHOSFRQWLQXHWRDLGDQGPD[LPL]HSXEOLFFRDVWDODFFHVVDQGZLOOKHOS
VWULNHDEDODQFHEHWZHHQSUHVHUYLQJWKH&LW\¶VDYDLODEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNSUHVHUYLQJORZHU
FRVWKRWHOPRWHOVWRFNDQGSUHYHQWLQJKRPHVKDUHVIURPWXUQLQJLQWRGHIDFWRKRVWHOVDQG
KRWHOV:LWKRXWVXFKDSURJUDPRUSURYLVLRQWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWKDVWKH
SRWHQWLDOWRUHGXFHORZHUFRVWSXEOLFYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVZKLFKZRXOGFRQIOLFWZLWK
WKH/83REMHFWLYHVWRSURWHFWDQGPD[LPL]HSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGYLVLWRUVHUYLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHV
LQWKH&LW\¶VFRDVWDO]RQH
$VSURSRVHGWKHDPHQGPHQWLVQRWDEODQNHWEDQRI67/VRUDQ³DOORUQRQH´SURSRVLWLRQ
+RZHYHUDVGLVFXVVHGLQJUHDWHUGHWDLODERYHVHYHUDOVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDUH
QHFHVVDU\WRHQVXUHWKHSURSRVHGDPHQGPHQWSURYLGHVDQDSSURSULDWHEDODQFHWR
FRQWLQXHWRDFFRPPRGDWH67/VLQDPDQQHUWKDWZRXOGQRWFRQWULEXWHWRDORVVRIORZHU
FRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNXQGXO\UHVWULFWWKHUHQWDORI
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVWRYLVLWRUVRUGLPLQLVKWKHSXEOLF¶VDELOLW\WRDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWHRQWKH
FRDVW)RUWKLVUHDVRQWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWLVLQFRQVLVWHQWZLWKDQGLQDGHTXDWH
WRFDUU\RXWWKHFHUWLILHG/83DQGPXVWEHGHQLHG$VDUHVXOWWKH&RPPLVVLRQLV
UHFRPPHQGLQJVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKH&LW\¶V/&3LQWKLVUHJDUGGHVFULEHGLQGHWDLO
LQ6HFWLRQ,,,DQG,9 ' EHORZ

D.

CERTIFY THE LCP AMENDMENT WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

&KDSWHU 6KRUWWHUP/RGJLQJ RIWKHFHUWLILHG,3VHWVIRUWKWKHFXUUHQWO\FHUWLILHG
VWDQGDUGVIRUWKH67/XVHDQGLGHQWLILHVWKH]RQHVLQZKLFK67/VDUHDOORZHG6XJJHVWHG
PRGLILFDWLRQVWRVHFWLRQVLQ&KDSWHUDUHQHFHVVDU\WRHQVXUHWKHSURSRVHG/&3
$PHQGPHQWZLOOQRWKDYHVLJQLILFDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFWVRQYLVLWRUVZLOOQRWFRQWULEXWHWRD
ORVVRIORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOVWRFNRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNDQGZRXOGQRWFRQIOLFWZLWK
10(YHQWKRXJKWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGVWLOOOLPLWWKHPD[LPXPQXPEHURIRFFXSDQWVLQD67/WRWZRSHUVRQVSHU

EHGURRPZKHUHD67/FRQVWLWXWHVDQHQWLUHKRXVHFRPSULVLQJPXOWLSOHURRPVUHQWDORIDQHQWLUHPXOWLURRPKRXVHLV
OLNHO\WREHPRUHFRVWHIIHFWLYHWKDQUHQWLQJPXOWLSOHKRWHORUPRWHOURRPVIRUDQH[WHQGHGIDPLO\RUODUJHJURXSV





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
WKHFHUWLILHG/83UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUSURPRWLQJDQGPD[LPL]LQJDFFHVVWRWKH&LW\¶V
FRDVWOLQH7KHPRGLILFDWLRQVDUHFRQWDLQHGLQ6XJJHVWHG0RGLILFDWLRQVGHVFULEHG
EHORZ7KHUHFRPPHQGHGPRGLILFDWLRQVDUHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKRVHRXWOLQHGE\WKH&LW\LQD
PHPRUDQGXPWR&RPPLVVLRQVWDIIGDWHG6HSWHPEHU Exhibit 6 
Suggestion Modification 1 (Permit Requirements)
7KHUHLVDWRWDORIDSSUR[LPDWHO\GZHOOLQJXQLWVLQ/DJXQD%HDFK¶VFRPPHUFLDODQG
PL[HGXVHGLVWULFWV LQFOXGLQJXQLWVUHVHUYHGDVVHQLRUDQGGLVDELOLW\KRXVLQJ +RXVLQJ
ORFDWHGZLWKLQPL[HGXVHFRPPHUFLDOSURSHUWLHVFDQRIIHUUHGXFHGKRXVLQJFRVWVDQGRIIHU
SUR[LPLW\WRQHHGHGFRPPHUFLDOVHUYLFHV7KHUHIRUHWKH&LW\¶V/8(FRQWDLQVSROLFLHVWR
SUHVHUYHUHODWLYHO\ORZHUFRVWKRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
3ROLF\RIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHV
3URPRWHPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHVZKHUHDSSURSULDWHWR
HQFRXUDJHWKHSURYLVLRQRIORZHUFRVWKRXVLQJDQGWRUHGXFHWUDIILFWULSV(QFRXUDJH
JURXQGIORRUXVHVWREHFRPPHUFLDODQGZKHUHDSSURSULDWHYLVLWRUVHUYLQJ
$FWLRQRIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHVLQUHOHYDQWSDUW
(YDOXDWHLQFHQWLYHVIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDIIRUGDEOHUHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRQMXQFWLRQ
ZLWKPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
3ROLFLHVDQG$FWLRQSURPRWHDQGHQFRXUDJHWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDIIRUGDEOH
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVLQFRQMXQFWLRQZLWKPL[HGXVHGHYHORSPHQWLQFRPPHUFLDO]RQHV
&RQVLVWHQWZLWK3ROLF\DQG$FWLRQDVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQLVUHFRPPHQGHG
WR6HFWLRQWRKHOSSUHVHUYHWKHORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNLQWKHDOORZDEOH
FRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVDQGLQPL[HGXVHGGHYHORSPHQWVZKLFKFDQSURYLGHUHODWLYHO\ORZHU
FRVWKRXVLQJRSSRUWXQLWLHVZKLOVWVWLOODFFRPPRGDWLQJVRPH67/DOORZDQFHV7KH
PRGLILFDWLRQZRXOGLPSRVHDFDSRQWKHWRWDOQXPEHURI67/DOORZHGZLWKLQWKHSHUPLWWHG
FRPPHUFLDODQGPL[HGXVHGLVWULFWV7KHVXJJHVWHGFDSZRXOGDOORZQRPRUHWKDQ
SHUFHQWRIWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIXQLWVLQWKHSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDODQGPL[HGXVHGLVWULFWVWR
EHFRQYHUWHGWR67/VZLWKDPD[LPXPQXPEHURIWUDGLWLRQDO67/V QRWLQFOXGLQJQHZ
KRPHVKDUHXQLWV DOORZHG&LW\ZLGH7KLVFDSLQFOXGHVWKHH[LVWLQJOHJDOO\SHUPLWWHG
67/XQLWV
$QRWKHUVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQLVDOVRUHFRPPHQGHGWR6HFWLRQWRSURPRWH
KRPHVKDUHXQLWV RZQHURFFXSLHGYDFDWLRQUHQWDOV DVDVHSDUDWHW\SHRI67/+RPH
VKDUHXQLWVZLOOEHUHJXODWHGLQWKHVDPHZD\DVWUDGLWLRQDO67/V QRQRZQHURFFXSLHG 
+RZHYHUDVHSDUDWHFDSZLOOEHDSSOLHGWRKRPHVKDUHXQLWV$QDGGLWLRQDOKRPH
VKDUHXQLWVZLOOEHDOORZHGLQVLQJOHIDPLO\GXSOH[DQGWULSOH[GZHOOLQJVORFDWHGZLWKLQWKH
DOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDO]RQLQJGLVWULFWV2IWKHWRWDOGZHOOLQJXQLWVLQWKHSHUPLWWHG
FRPPHUFLDODQGPL[HGXVHGLVWULFWVWKHUHDUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\VLQJOHIDPLO\GZHOOLQJV
GXSOH[HVDQGWULSOH[HV7KHµ¶ILJXUHLVURXJKO\RQHKDOIRIWKHVLQJOHIDPLO\
GXSOH[DQGWULSOH[GZHOOLQJVDYDLODEOHLQWKHSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
+RPHVKDUHXQLWVRIIHULQVRPHLQVWDQFHVORZHUFRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV7KH
FHUWLILHG/8(KDVDSROLF\LQWHQGHGWRSUHVHUYHDQGHQFRXUDJHDIIRUGDEOHVKRUWWHUP
RYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
3ROLF\RIWKHFHUWLILHG/8(VWDWHV
3UHVHUYHDQGHQFRXUDJHDQLQFUHDVHRIWKH&LW\ VVWRFNRIDIIRUGDEOHPRWHODQG
KRWHOURRPVDYDLODEOHIRUVKRUWWHUPYLVLWRUV3URWHFWHQFRXUDJHDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOH
SURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
$OWKRXJK3ROLF\LQFOXGHVDVSHFLILFUHTXLUHPHQWIRUWKHSUHVHUYDWLRQRIDIIRUGDEOHPRWHO
DQGKRWHOURRPVWKHLQWHQWRIWKHSROLF\LVDOVRWRSURWHFWHQFRXUDJHDQGZKHUHIHDVLEOH
SURYLGHDIIRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVZKLFKLQFOXGHV67/XQLWV,QDGGLWLRQWKH
FHUWLILHG&RDVWDO7HFKQLFDO$SSHQGL[LQFRUSRUDWHV&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQ
6HFWLRQVWDWHVLQUHOHYDQWSDUW
/RZHUFRVWYLVLWRUDQGUHFUHDWLRQDOIDFLOLWLHV«VKDOOEHSURWHFWHGHQFRXUDJHGDQG
ZKHUHIHDVLEOHSURYLGHG'HYHORSPHQWVZKLFKSURYLGHSXEOLFUHFUHDWLRQDO
RSSRUWXQLWLHVDUHSUHIHUUHG
5HJDUGOHVVRIWKHFRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDUHDKLJKHUSULRULW\XVHEHFDXVHWKH\
DOORZIRUHQKDQFHGSXEOLFDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVWFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKH/&3VSXEOLFDFFHVV
SROLFLHV
(QFRXUDJLQJKRPHVKDUHVZLOOFRQWLQXHWRDLGDQGPD[LPL]HSXEOLFFRDVWDODFFHVVDQGZLOO
KHOSVWULNHDEDODQFHEHWZHHQSUHVHUYLQJWKH&LW\¶VDYDLODEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNSUHVHUYLQJ
ORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOVWRFNDQGSUHYHQWLQJKRPHVKDUHVIURPWXUQLQJLQWRGHIDFWR
KRVWHOVDQGKRWHOV7RHQFRXUDJHKRPHVKDUHVDVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQLVEHLQJPDGHWR
ZDLYHWKH$GPLQLVWUDWLYH8VH3HUPLWDQG&RQGLWLRQDO8VH3HUPLWIHHVIRUKRPHVKDUH
XQLWV
7KHVXJJHVWHGSHUFHQWFDSDQGPD[LPXPFDSRI67/V IRUQRQKRPHVKDULQJ 
DQGDOORZDQFHRIDQDGGLWLRQDOKRPHVKDUHXQLWVZRXOGDOORZDPD[LPXPRI67/
XQLWVZLWKLQWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV$QRYHUO\UHVWULFWLYHFDSWKDWGRHVQRWWDNH
LQWRDFFRXQWWKHHVWLPDWHGGHPDQGIRU67/VFRXOGUHVXOWLQKLJKHUSULFHG67/XQLWVLQVWHDG
RIKHOSLQJUHDOL]HPRUHDIIRUGDELOLW\,QWKH&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFKHVWLPDWHGWKDW
WKHUHZHUHDSSUR[LPDWHO\DFWLYH67/UHQWDOVFLW\ZLGH SHUPLWWHGDQGXQSHUPLWWHG WKLV
HVWLPDWHVKRXOGPRUHDFFXUDWHO\UHSUHVHQWWKHGHPDQGIRU67/RSHUDWLRQVLQ/DJXQD
%HDFKEHFDXVHLWLVEDVHGRQFRQGLWLRQVSULRUWRWKH&29,'SDQGHPLF7KHUHIRUHLQ
WKLVFDVHDOORZDQFHRIXQLWVVXUSDVVHVDQGZRXOGEHVXIILFLHQWWRPHHWWKHHVWLPDWHG
GHPDQG$FDSRI67/V QRQRZQHURFFXSLHGXQLWVDQGRZQHURFFXSLHGKRPHVKDUH
XQLWV FLW\ZLGHZRXOGVWLOOSUHVHUYHWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKHFRPPHUFLDODUHDDQGWKHPDMRULW\
RIWKHKRXVLQJVWRFNEXWZRXOGDOORZIRUIXWXUHGHYHORSPHQWWKDWLQFOXGHVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDO
XQLWV





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
:LWKWKHSURSRVHGDQGVXJJHVWHGSURYLVLRQVLQFOXGLQJWKHDIRUHPHQWLRQHGFDSVDQGWKH
&LW\¶VH[LVWLQJVXSSO\RIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV LHDSSUR[KRWHOPRWHOXQLWV 
WKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWDVPRGLILHGZRXOGEDODQFHWKHSURWHFWLRQRIWKHKRXVLQJ
VWRFNZLWKWKHSURYLVLRQRIDZLGHUDQJHRIYLVLWRUDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
7RSUHYHQWZKROHVDOHFRQYHUVLRQRIH[LVWLQJDQGQHZKRXVLQJFRPSOH[HVLQWR67/V
DQRWKHUVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQLVUHFRPPHQGHGWR6HFWLRQ7KLVPRGLILFDWLRQ
FODULILHVWKHQXPEHURIXQLWVHDFKSURSHUW\PD\FRQYHUWLQWRD67/ZKLFKZLOOEH
FRQWLQJHQWRQWKHWRWDOQXPEHUKRXVLQJXQLWVRQWKHSURSHUW\3URSHUWLHVZLWKILYHRUIHZHU
XQLWVPD\RQO\FRQYHUWDPD[LPXPRIRQHXQLWLQWRD67/DQGSURSHUWLHVZLWKPRUHWKDQ
ILYHXQLWVPD\RQO\FRQYHUWDPD[LPXPRIWZHQW\SHUFHQW  RIWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIXQLWV
LQWR67/V7KLVPRGLILFDWLRQZLOOKHOSSUHVHUYHDQGPDLQWDLQWKHH[LVWLQJKRXVLQJVWRFN
ORFDWHGLQWKHDOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVZKLOVWVWLOOSURYLGLQJDQDOORZDQFHIRU67/V
,IWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWLVPRGLILHGDVUHFRPPHQGHGWKHQWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWFDQEH
IRXQGWREHFRQVLVWHQWZLWKDQGDGHTXDWHWRFDUU\RXWWKHFHUWLILHG/83SROLFLHVUHJDUGLQJ
YLVLWRUVHUYLQJXVHORZHUFRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGSXEOLFDFFHVV
Suggestion Modification 2 (Grandfather Clause for STLs in Residential Zones)
7KH&LW\LVSURSRVLQJWRDGGDQHZVHFWLRQ 6HFWLRQ WR&KDSWHU 6KRUW
WHUP/RGJLQJV WRDGGUHVVWKHFRQWLQXDWLRQRIOHJDO67/XQLWVLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHV$V
SURSRVHGWKHFXWRIIGDWHIRUH[LVWLQJ67/WRTXDOLI\IRUWKLV³JUDQGIDWKHU´FODXVHLVXQFOHDU
7KHSURSRVHG6HFWLRQ $ ZRXOGUHDGLQUHOHYDQWSDUW>emphasis added@
 $ 7KHRSHUDWLRQRIDQ\OHJDOVKRUWWHUPORGJLQJXQLWin existence as of the
effective date of this ordinanceDQGORFDWHGZLWKLQWKH555RU9&]RQLQJ
GLVWULFWVPD\FRQWLQXHDVDOHJDOQRQFRQIRUPLQJXVH«
$PLQRUVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQWR6HFWLRQ $ LVQHFHVVDU\WRFODULI\WKDWWKLV
³JUDQGIDWKHU´FODXVHLQWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDSSO\WRFXUUHQWSHUPLWVIRU
67/VLQUHVLGHQWLDO]RQHVWKDWZHUHDSSURYHGEHIRUHDQGGXULQJWKHUHYLHZRIWKHSHQGLQJ
/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVW7KLVPRGLILFDWLRQZLOOHQVXUHWKDWUHFHQWO\DSSURYHG67/SHUPLWV
EHKRQRUHGLQFOXGLQJWKRVHLVVXHGZKLOHWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWKDVEHHQSHQGLQJ
Suggestion Modification 3 (Grandfather Clause for STLs in Allowable Commercial
Districts)
6LPLODUWR6HFWLRQWKH&LW\LVDGGLQJDQRWKHUQHZVHFWLRQ 6HFWLRQ WR
&KDSWHU 6KRUWWHUP/RGJLQJV WRDGGUHVVWKHFRQWLQXDWLRQRIOHJDO67/XQLWVLQWKH
DOORZDEOHFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWV$VSURSRVHGWKHFXWRIIGDWHIRUH[LVWLQJ67/WRTXDOLI\IRU
WKLV³JUDQGIDWKHU´FODXVHLVXQFOHDU7KHSURSRVHG6HFWLRQ $ ZRXOGUHDGLQ
UHOHYDQWSDUW>emphasis added@
$PLQRUVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQWR6HFWLRQ $ LVQHFHVVDU\WRFODULI\WKDWWKLV
³JUDQGIDWKHU´FODXVHLQWKHSURSRVHG/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGDSSO\WRFXUUHQWSHUPLWVIRU
67/VLQWKHSHUPLWWHGFRPPHUFLDOGLVWULFWVWKDWZHUHDSSURYHGEHIRUHDQGGXULQJWKH




&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
UHYLHZRIWKHSHQGLQJ/&3DPHQGPHQWUHTXHVW7KLVPRGLILFDWLRQZLOOHQVXUHWKDWUHFHQWO\
DSSURYHG67/SHUPLWVEHKRQRUHGLQFOXGLQJWKRVHLVVXHGZKLOHWKH/&3$PHQGPHQWKDV
EHHQSHQGLQJ
Suggestion Modification 4 (Reporting to the Coastal Commission)
$OWKRXJK67/VDUHHVVHQWLDOIRUWKHSURPRWLRQRISXEOLFDFFHVVWRWKH&LW\¶VPDMRUYLVLWRU
GHVWLQDWLRQEHDFKHVLWLVUHFRJQL]HGWKDW67/VPD\UHVXOWLQFRQIOLFWVVXFKDVDUHGXFWLRQ
LQWKHORQJWHUPUHQWDOKRXVLQJVWRFNDUHGXFWLRQLQWKHORZHUFRVWKRWHOPRWHOVWRFNDQG
LQFUHDVHGEXUGHQVRQ&LW\VHUYLFHVLI67/XVHLVQRWDGHTXDWHO\UHJXODWHG
7RDOORZIRUUHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHSURSRVHG67/3URJUDPDVXJJHVWHGPRGLILFDWLRQLVEHLQJ
PDGHUHTXLULQJWKDWWKH&LW\SURYLGHDUHSRUWWRWKH&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQDIWHUWKUHH\HDUV
IURPWKHGDWHRIFHUWLILFDWLRQRIWKLVSHQGLQJ/&3$PHQGPHQW7KLVSURYLVLRQZLOOEH
LQFOXGHGDVDQHZVHFWLRQ 6HFWLRQ LQ&KDSWHU7KHVXJJHVWHGUHSRUWLQJ
SURYLVLRQUHTXLUHVWKDWWKHUHSRUWLQFOXGH  DQXSGDWHRQQHZKRXVLQJDQGKRWHOXQLWV
DGGHGZLWKLQWKH&LW\LQFOXGLQJORZHUDQGKLJKHUFRVWKRWHOVDQGDIIRUGDEOHDQGKLJKHUFRVW
KRXVLQJ  WKHWRWDOQXPEHURIGZHOOLQJXQLWVLQWKHSHUPLWWHGGLVWULFWVDVZHOODVWKHWRWDO
QXPEHURI67/SHUPLWVWKDWKDYHEHHQLVVXHGDQG  WKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIWKHKRXVLQJ
W\SHVDQGORFDWLRQVRIWKHQHZO\SHUPLWWHG67/LQFOXGLQJKRPHVKDUHXQLWV
,IWKHUHSRUWLGHQWLILHVHYLGHQFHWKDW67/XQLWVDUHFRQWULEXWLQJWRWKHORVVRIORZHUFRVW
KRWHOPRWHOURRPVRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJWKHVXJJHVWHG6HFWLRQZLOOUHTXLUHWKDW
WKH&LW\UHTXHVWDQGVXEPLWDQ/&3DPHQGPHQWWRWKH67/RUGLQDQFHDQGRURWKHU
SURYLVLRQVRIWKH/&3WRDGGUHVVWKHLGHQWLILHGWUHQG
6XFKUHSRUWLQJZLOOKHOSHQVXUHWKDWWKLV/&3DPHQGPHQWSURYLGHVDQDSSURSULDWHEDODQFH
WRFRQWLQXHWRDFFRPPRGDWH67/VLQDPDQQHUWKDWZRXOGQRWFRQWULEXWHWRDORVVRIORZHU
FRVWRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRUDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNXQGXO\UHVWULFWWKHUHQWDORI
UHVLGHQWLDOXQLWVWRYLVLWRUVRUGLPLQLVKWKHSXEOLF¶VDELOLW\WRDFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWHRQWKH
FRDVW
Conclusion 
,IPRGLILHGDVVXJJHVWHGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWLVDSSURSULDWHWRDYRLGDGYHUVHLPSDFWV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHDOORZDQFHRI67/VLQWKH&LW\ZKLOHFRQFRPLWDQWO\HQVXULQJWKDWYLVLWRU
VHUYLQJRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDUHDOORZHG8QGHUWKLV/&3DPHQGPHQWLIPRGLILHGDV
VXJJHVWHG67/VZRXOGEHH[SHFWHGWRHIIHFWLYHO\FRH[LVWLQPL[HGXVHFRPPHUFLDODUHDV
ZLWKEHWWHUFODULW\RQUHJXODWLRQVWRHQVXUHWKDWWKH\GRQRWEHFRPHSUREOHPDWLF,I
PRGLILHGWKH/&3DPHQGPHQWZRXOGSURYLGHDQDSSURSULDWHEDODQFHWKDWLVFRQVLVWHQW
ZLWKWKH/83REMHFWLYHVRIPDLQWDLQLQJWKH&LW\¶VYLEUDQWWRXULVPHFRQRP\DQGHQVXULQJ
FRRSHUDWLYHXVHRIWKH&LW\E\ERWKUHVLGHQWVDQGYLVLWRUVDQGZRXOGDOVRSURYLGHDQ
RSSRUWXQLW\WRUHJXODWHYDFDWLRQUHQWDOVLQDPDQQHUWKDWSURWHFWVFRDVWDOUHVRXUFHVDQG
DFFHVVDQGUHFUHDWLRQDORSSRUWXQLWLHVDVZHOODVUHVLGHQWLDOFRPPXQLWLHVDQGFRPPXQLW\
FKDUDFWHUFRQVLVWHQWZLWKWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVRIWKH/83





&LW\RI/DJXQD%HDFK
/&3$PHQGPHQW1R/&3/*%
)RUWKHUHDVRQVGHVFULEHGDERYHWKH&RPPLVVLRQILQGVWKDWRQO\DVPRGLILHGLVWKH
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______________________________________________________________________________
SUBJECT:

DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBMITTAL
Santa Barbara County is requesting an amendment to the Implementation Program/Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) component of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to add new
regulations to address short-term rentals and homestays. As proposed, the amendment limits the
zoning districts where short-term rentals would be allowed in the County to legal dwellings
within the Limited Commercial, Retail Commercial, Resort/Visitor Serving Commercial, and
Highway Commercial zoning districts, and within a proposed Short-term Rentals Coastal
Historic Overlay (Exhibit 2) in the residentially zoned neighborhood of Miramar Beach. The
amendment also allows for homestays (a form of short-term rental where the owner is present on
the property) within legal dwellings in the majority of residential zones throughout the County,
including the Rural Residential, Single-Family Residential, Two Family Residential, One-Family
Exclusive Residential, Design Residential, Planned Residential Development and Agriculture I
zoning districts.
In addition, as part of this amendment, the County proposes to define “short-term rentals” as
structures which are rented for overnight lodging, in whole or in part and with or without the
presence onsite of the owner or representative of the owner, for thirty consecutive days or less.
The proposed amendment distinguishes “homestays” from “short-term rentals” by defining
homestays as a residential structure, including portions thereof, rented for thirty consecutive days
or less where the owner or long-term tenant of the property inhabits a legal dwelling on the same
lot at the same time as the transient occupant. As a result, the owner (or representative of the
owner) of a short-term rental may or may not be present during the rental period, and the owner
(or representative of the owner) of a homestay must be present during the rental period. The
proposed amendment requires property owners to first obtain a Coastal Development Permit for
both types of rentals to operate for the first year, after which point the property owner must
annually apply for and obtain a Land Use Permit to continue operation.
The County is proposing the creation of the Short-term Rentals Coastal Historic Overlay District
(Exhibit 2) for the Miramar Beach community to establish short-term rentals as an allowed use
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in this area. The County is proposing this as the only residentially zoned district that would allow
such a use. This residentially zoned area was selected by the County as an appropriate location
for the Overlay District (Exhibit 2) because this area has a documented history of short-term
rental use, it is within an area that contains coastal recreation areas (e.g., Miramar Beach,
Hammonds Beach, Butterfly Beach), and it is in close proximity to Montecito Village and
Montecito’s commercial core along Coast Village Road. The Overlay area is approximately 97
acres in size, and contains 170 residentially developed properties, of which, 14 currently contain
short-term rentals, although up to 39 properties in this area have operated as short-term rentals in
the past (Exhibit 2). The County is not proposing to place a cap on the number of allowable
units within the Overlay District.
Additionally, the County proposes to allow homestays in six of the County’s residential zoning
districts and the Agriculture I zoning district, and since the proposed regulations for homestays
require the owner or long-term tenant to be present on the property, but not necessarily within
the same legal dwelling as the transient occupant of the homestay, occupants of properties that
contain multiple legal dwellings on the same property would be able to stay within a separate
legal dwelling from that of the owner or long-term tenant and homestays could, in some
instances, function similarly to short-term rentals.
The proposed amendment also contains comprehensive administrative details regarding permit
requirements and operating standards for both short-term rentals and homestays. The amendment
establishes maximum occupancy standards, which place limitations on the number of transient
occupants and visitors of short-term rentals and homestays. The amendment also provides
parking standards, signage restrictions, limitations on noise generation, and noticing
requirements.
The County has proposed the limited residential zoning area where short-term rentals would be
allowed because they are concerned with purported nuisance issues that short-term rentals have
created with long-term neighbors of the rentals, which mainly involve noise complaints and
residential parking displacement. In addition, although the County has calculated that there are
approximately 506 existing short-term rental units in the entire County (and 142 existing shortterm rentals within the Coastal Zone), they are concerned that if the trend of converting existing
housing and rental stock to short-term rentals continues, then the character of these communities
would be adversely impacted by the loss of permanent residents.
Moreover, the County is currently experiencing an extremely low vacancy rate and they believe
that the short-term rental market is exacerbating the availability of affordable housing and rental
housing. The low vacancy rate also determinately affects the cost of already limited housing for
both affordable housing and workforce housing. The County’s proposal to allow for homestays
in all but two of the residentially zoned areas within the County would still serve to provide an
important stock of overnight accommodations that are generally lower cost while minimizing the
negative effects typically associated with other forms of short-term rentals on the stock of
available housing and rental units within the area.
If the proposed amendment is certified, approximately 506 existing short-term rentals Countywide and 142 existing short-term rentals within the Coastal Zone would become non-conforming
2
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uses and will have either ninety days following certification of this proposed amendment or 333
days after the Board of Supervisors adopted this amendment, whichever is later, to cease such
use. If this use does not cease within the given timeframe, then the existing non-conforming
short-term rental will be considered a violation of the LCP subject to enforcement and penalties.
The County of Santa Barbara submitted Local Coastal Program Amendment LCP-4-STB-170086-3 to the Commission on December 22, 2017, and the submittal was deemed complete on
January 9, 2018. At the March 9, 2018 hearing, the Commission granted a one year time
extension to act on the subject amendment pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30517 and California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13535(c).
______________________________________________________________________________

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Commission staff recommends that the Commission deny the proposed County of Santa Barbara
LCP Amendment No. LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3 as submitted and approve the amendment only if
modified pursuant to two (2) suggested modifications. These modifications are necessary
because the proposed amendment to the IP, as submitted, would significantly restrict the
potential for alternative lodging opportunities for coastal visitors, limit public access, and is in
conflict with the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan and the Coastal Act, which have been
incorporated into the Land Use Plan. The motions to accomplish this recommendation are found
on Pages 7-8 of this staff report.
Although the proposed amendment would allow for short-term rentals in commercially zoned
districts and the residentially zoned neighborhood of Miramar Beach and would allow for
homestays in all but two residentially zoned districts and all Agriculture I zoning districts, the
result of the certification of the amendment, as proposed by the County, would be to require
approximately 506 existing short-term rentals County-wide and 142 existing short-term rentals
within the Coastal Zone to cease use as vacation rentals. The unincorporated County of Santa
Barbara has few overnight accommodations for coastal visitors. Currently, within the Coastal
Zone, there is only one higher cost hotel (Four Seasons Resort the Biltmore Santa Barbara), no
bed and breakfasts, one County-owned campsite (Jalama Beach Campground), and three Stateowned campsites (El Capitan, Refugio, and Gaviota Campgrounds). There is extremely high
demand for the County’s campground units, especially in the summer months when campsites
are often completely booked many months in advance. Short-term vacation rental units therefore
provide an important visitor-serving amenity that supports coastal access, as attested to by the
numerous letters submitted to the County and the Coastal Commission from current and prior
renters of such units.
As proposed, the amendment allows homestays within an owner or long-term tenant’s home or
within a legal second residential unit; however, it expressly prohibits the use of homestays within
guest houses. In order to avoid the displacement of existing housing stock, maximize the amount
of potential overnight accommodations for coastal visitors, and avoid significant adverse impacts
to neighborhood character, Suggested Modifications Nos. 1 and 2 modify language from the
County’s proposed amendment that would prohibit the use of homestays within guest houses.
The County originally excluded guest houses from use as homestays due to the fact that guest
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houses do not contain full kitchens; however, staff would note that typically hotels and motels do
not provide kitchens, and accordingly, the lack of an available kitchen does not render such
overnight lodging inappropriate for use as a homestay. With or without an available kitchen,
homestays can provide important overnight accommodations, which will likely be rented at a
lower cost than units with kitchens. In addition, because the existing certified IP/CZO prohibits
guest houses from use as long-term rentals, their use as homestays does not reduce the number of
long-term rental units available within the County.
If modified as suggested, the proposed amendment does not prohibit or unduly restrict the rental
of residences to visitors in a manner that will diminish the public’s ability to access and recreate
on the coast. The regulations proposed are appropriate to avoid any adverse impacts associated
with the allowance of lodging in residential areas, while concomitantly ensuring that visitorserving overnight accommodations are allowed. If modified as suggested, the proposed
amendment to the County’s certified IP/CZO will conform to and be adequate to carry out the
public access, recreation, and agricultural protection policies of the certified land use plan. As
such, staff recommends that the Commission deny Local Coastal Program Amendment LCP-4STB-17-0086-3 as submitted and approve the amendment request to the IP/CZO if modified as
suggested.
Additional Information: Please contact Megan Sinkula at the South Central Coast District Office of the
Coastal Commission at (805) 585-1800 or 89 South California Street, Suite 200, Ventura, CA 93001
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I.

PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW
A. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the Implementation Plan (Coastal Zoning
Ordinance) of the certified Local Coastal Program, pursuant to Sections 30513 and 30514
(regarding amendments) of the Coastal Act, is whether the Implementation Plan would be in
conformance with, and adequate to carry out, the provisions of the Land Use Plan portion of the
County of Santa Barbara’s certified Local Coastal Program.

B. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires public input in the preparation, approval, certification
and amendment of any LCP. The County of Santa Barbara held eight public hearings on the
subject of this amendment request. Specifically, the Board of Supervisors considered the
proposed amendment on December 6, 2016 and June 6, 2017, the County Planning Commission
considered the proposed amendment on November 4, 2015, December 9, 2015, February 24,
2016, and August 3, 2016, and the Montecito Planning Commission considered the proposed
amendment on November 4, 2015 and September 21, 2016. The County of Santa Barbara also
conducted public outreach on the subject of this amendment at the Agricultural Advisory
Committee Meetings on January 6, 2016, February 3, 2016, and July 6, 2016 and the
Agricultural Preserve Advisory Committee Meetings on February 5, 2016 and July 8, 2016. The
County conducted public workshops on the subject amendment on August 18, 2015 in Buellton
and on August 20, 2015 in Montecito, as well as public meetings on the subject amendment on
July 16, 2015 in Buellton and on July 30, 2015 in Montecito. All hearings were duly noticed to
the public consistent with Sections 13552 and 13551 of the California Code of Regulations.
Notice of the subject amendment was posted in a local newspaper at least ten days prior to the
May 10, 2018 Coastal Commission hearing, and individual notices have been distributed to all
known interested parties.

C. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS
Pursuant to Section13551(b) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the County’s
submittal may specify that a LCP amendment will either require formal local government
adoption after the Commission approval, or that it is an amendment that will take effect
automatically upon the Commission’s approval pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections
30512, 30513, and 30519. In this case, the County’s Ordinances Nos. 5016 and 5017 state that it
will take effect immediately. Therefore, if the Commission certifies the LCP amendment as
submitted, no further County action will be necessary. Should the Commission certify the LCP
amendment subject to suggested modifications that change the nature of the amendment, final
approval by the County will be required prior to the amendment taking effect. Should the
Commission deny the LCP amendment as submitted without suggested modifications, no further
action is required by either the Commission or the County, and the LCP amendment is not
effective.
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II.

MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS
A. Denial of the IP/CZO Amendment as Submitted

MOTION I: I move that the Commission reject Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4STB-17-0086-3 as submitted by the County of Santa Barbara.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO DENY AS SUBMITTED:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of Implementation
Plan Amendment No. LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3 as submitted and adoption of the following
resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the
Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION I TO DENY THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AMENDMENT AS
SUBMITTED:
The Commission hereby denies certification of Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4STB-17-0086-3 as submitted by the County of Santa Barbara and adopts the findings set forth
below on the grounds that the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted does not conform
with, and is not adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan.
Certification of the Implementation Plan amendment will not meet the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act as there are feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives that would substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment
that will result from certification of the Amendment to the Implementation Program as submitted.
B. Approval of the IP/CZO Amendment if Modified as Suggested
MOTION II:

I move that the Commission certify Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP4-STB-17-0086-3 submitted by the County of Santa Barbara if it is modified as
suggested in this staff report.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in the certification of
Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3 with suggested modifications and
adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion to certify with suggested
modifications passes only upon an affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners
present.
RESOLUTION II TO CERTIFY IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED:
The Commission hereby certifies Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3
for the County of Santa Barbara certified Local Coastal Program if modified as suggested and
adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Amendment to the Implementation Plan
with the suggested modifications will be in conformance with and adequate to carry out the
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provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Amendment to the Implementation
Plan if modified as suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because
either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the Implementation Plan on the
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment.

III.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS

SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN/COASTAL
ZONING ORDINANCE
The County’s proposed amendment language to the certified Implementation Plan/Coastal
Zoning Ordinance is shown in straight type. Language recommended by Commission staff to be
deleted is shown in line out. Language recommended by Commission staff to be inserted is
shown in underline.
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 1
The following language shown in line out shall be deleted from Section 35-120 of the
Implementation Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance and language shown in underline shall be
inserted into Section 35-120.
9. A guest house shall be used on a temporary basis only by the occupants of the main dwelling
or their non-paying guests or servants and is not intended to be rented or let out, whether the
compensation is paid directly or indirectly in money, goods, wares, merchandise, or services,
with the exception of homestays which shall be allowed within guesthouses. Temporary is
defined as occupying the premises for no more than 120 days in any 12 month period.
…
11. Guest houses, artist studios, or cabañas shall not be permitted to be used as Homestays or
Short-Term Rentals.
SUGGESTED MODIFICATION NO. 2
The following language shown in underline shall be inserted into Section 35-144S of the
Implementation Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance.
D. Development Standards. Homestays shall comply with all of the following standards in
addition to any other applicable standards of this Article.
…
(3) Prohibited structures. Homestays shall not be allowed in:
a. Any dwelling subject to agreements, conditions, or covenants entered into with
the County restricting their use including, but not limited to, affordable housing
units, agricultural employee housing, and farmworker housing.
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b. Any structure that is only permitted to be occupied on a temporary basis
including, but not limited to, cabañas. Homestays shall be allowed within and
guest houses.

IV.

FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AS SUBMITTED & APPROVAL IF
MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED

The following findings support the Commission’s denial of the proposed Implementation Plan
amendment as submitted and approval if modified as suggested. The Commission hereby finds
and declares as follows:

A. AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION
The County of Santa Barbara (Exhibit 1) is requesting an amendment to the Implementation
Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) component of its certified Local Coastal Program
(LCP) to regulate short-term rentals. These proposed changes are described in detail below. The
ordinance language is attached as Exhibit 4.
Definitions
The County proposes to add twelve definitions to Division 2 of Article II (Chapter 35, Section
35-58): Bed and Breakfast, Homestay, Hosting Platform, Long-term Tenant or Owner, Visitor,
Residential Structure, Short-term Rental, Transient, Local, Local Contact, Managing Agency,
and Operator.
Section 35-58 is proposed to be amended to include the definition of “Bed and Breakfast” as a
residential structure with one or more bedrooms rented for overnight lodging, where meals may
be provided subject to applicable County health regulations.
Section 35-58 is proposed to be amended to include the definition of “Homestay” as a residential
structure, including portions thereof, rented for thirty consecutive days or less where the owner
or long-term tenant of the property inhabits a legal dwelling on the same lot at the same time as
the transient occupant.
In order to provide greater clarity to Section 35-144S (Homestay), Section 35-58 is proposed to
be amended to include the definitions of “Hosting Platform”, “Long-term Tenant or Owner”, and
“Visitor.” “Hosting Platform” is defined as a marketplace which facilitates the consummation of
Homestay agreements through advertising and from which, in whatever format, information is
provided about or relating to a residential structure, including portions thereof, for occupancy as
a Homestay. “Long-term Tenant or Owner” is defined as a person who is the owner of the
property or who rents the property for 6 months or more. Additionally, “Visitor” is defined as a
person who enters the property on which a Homestay is located for the purpose of visiting,
seeing or communicating with the transient occupant of the Homestay.
Section 35-58 is proposed to be amended to include a definition of “Residential Structure” as a
structure containing one or more dwelling units, except for a mixed use building.
9

LCP-4-STB-17-0086-3 (Short-Term Rentals Ordinance)

Section 35-58 is proposed to be amended to include a definition of “Short-term Rental” as a
structure which is rented for overnight lodging, in whole or in part and with or without the
presence onsite of the owner or representative of the owner, for thirty consecutive days or less.
Section 35-58 is proposed to be amended to include a definition of “Transient” or transient
occupant as any person who exercises occupancy or is entitled to occupancy by reason of
concession, permit, right of access, license or other agreement for a period of thirty consecutive
days or less. The definition further clarifies that any such person that occupies space in any
lodging use shall be considered a transient until the expiration of thirty days or less except where
there is an agreement between the owner or operator and the occupant that provides for a longer
period of occupancy.
In order to facilitate the implementation of the operating standards within the Short-term Rental
Coastal Historic Overlay (Exhibit 2), Section 35-58 is also proposed to be amended to include
definitions of “Local”, “Local Contact”, “Managing Agency”, and “Operator.” “Local” is
defined as belonging or relating to a particular area or neighborhood, typically within thirty miles
of its center, and “local contact” is defined as a person designated by the operator of the shortterm rental who shall be available during the term of any short-term rental for the purpose of
responding to complaints regarding the condition or operation of the dwelling or portion thereof
used as a short-term rental or the conduct of transient occupants, as well as taking remedial
action to resolve such complaints. “Managing Agency” is defined as any person, enterprise, or
agency representing, directly or indirectly, the property owner or operator of a dwelling which is
used as a short-term rental. “Operator” is defined as a person or enterprise who is the property
owner or proprietor of a dwelling, and is intended to include operators that function in the
capacity of owner, lessee, sub-lessee, mortgagee in possession, and licensee (or in any other
capacity). This definition clarifies that if the operator performs his or her functions through a
Managing Agency or Rental Agent, the agency or agent is considered to have the same duties as
its principal.
Short-term Rentals Coastal Historic Overlay
The County proposes to amend the IP/CZO to add a Coastal Historic Overlay map as Figure No.
35-102.2.A (as shown in Exhibit 2) and to add the Short-term Rentals Coastal Historical Overlay
to the list of overlay districts found in Section 35-53. This area would be the only residentially
zoned location in the County where short-term rentals would be an allowed use. The Overlay
encompasses the approximately 97-acre Miramar Beach community which is bordered by U.S.
Highway 101 to the north, Posilipo Lane to the east, Miramar Beach to the south, and Danielson
Road and Via Del Mar to the west. There are approximately 170 residential dwellings within the
proposed Overlay District that could potentially obtain permits and operate as short-term rentals.
Currently, there are 14 short-term rentals operating within the proposed Short-term Rentals
Coastal Historic Overlay although up to 39 rentals have operated here in the past. The County is
not proposing to place a cap on the number of allowable units within the Overlay District.
This residentially zoned area was selected by the County as an appropriate location for the
Overlay District because the County determined that this area has a clearly documented history
10
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of short-term rental use. During the creation of the Overlay District, County planning staff
gathered evidence that demonstrated a pattern of historic use of short-term rentals within the
Miramar Beach neighborhood, which included interviews with residents of the neighborhood,
County planning staff knowledge of signage advertising such use, and collection and analysis of
historic transient occupancy tax data. Additionally, the Miramar Beach neighborhood is
considered an appropriate location for short-term rentals because it is within an area that contains
coastal recreation areas (e.g., Miramar Beach, Hammonds Beach, Butterfly Beach), and it is in
close proximity to Montecito Village and Montecito’s commercial core along Coast Village
Road.
Short-Term Rentals
The County proposes to define short-term rentals as a structure that is rented for overnight
lodging, in whole or in part and with or without the presence onsite of the owner or
representative of the owner, for thirty consecutive days or less. The proposed amendment
distinguishes short-term rentals from homestays by having different requirements for when the
owners or operators of the property are required to be present on the property. More specifically,
the proposed amendment allows the owner (or representative of the owner) of a short-term rental
to be present or not present during the rental period, whereas the owner (or representative of the
owner) of a homestay must be present on the property during the rental period.
The County proposes to amend Sections 35-77A.3, 35-78.3, 35-80, and 35-81 of the IP/CZO to
establish short-term rentals as an allowed use within the Limited Commercial, Retail
Commercial, Resort/Visitor Serving Commercial, and Highway Commercial zoning districts, as
well as within a proposed Short-term Rentals Coastal Historic Overlay (Exhibit 2) in the
residentially zoned neighborhood of Miramar Beach (described above). The amendment also
adds Sections 35-102.5, 35-102.6, 35-102.7, and 35-144T to include standards for the permitting
and operation of short-term rentals within these zoning districts.
Sections 35-102.5, 35-102.6, 35-102.7, and 35-144T contain a number of administrative details
regarding Coastal Development Permit and Land Use Permit applications and renewal
requirements for the operation of short-term rentals, details regarding the potential for revocation
of Coastal Development Permits, and comprehensive operating standards. Existing short-term
rentals within the zoning districts where this will be an allowed use, subject to certification of
this proposed amendment, must first apply for and receive a Coastal Development Permit to
operate as a short-term rental within ninety days following certification of this amendment or
within 333 days after the Board of Supervisors adopted this amendment, whichever is later. If a
Coastal Development Permit is not issued within this given timeframe, then the use of the
existing structures as short-term rentals must cease or it will be considered a violation of the LCP
subject to penalties and enforcement.
Additionally, existing short-term rentals within the zoning districts that will be specifically
disallowed through certification of the proposed IP/CZO amendment must cease use as shortterm rentals no later than ninety days following the certification of this amendment or within 333
days after the Board of Supervisors adopted this amendment, whichever is later. If this use does
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not cease within the given timeframe, then the existing short-term rental will be considered a
violation of the LCP and subject to penalties and enforcement.
The proposed amendment also provides comprehensive operating standards for short-term
rentals, including requirements for compliance with fire, building, and health codes; prohibitions
on short-term rentals within dwellings subject to restricted use agreements with the County,
affordable housing units, agricultural employee housing, farmworker housing, cabañas, guest
houses, as well as structures that cannot legally be used as a dwelling (e.g., agricultural accessory
structures, tents, trailers, vehicles, and yurts); allowance of only one short-term rental per lot and
prohibition on all signage advertising for short-term rentals; requirements for the provision of all
internet listing materials to be provided to the County; requirements that establish maximum
occupancy standards, which do not allow more than two persons per bedroom (excluding
children under three years of age) and limitations on the number of visitors to a short-term rental
to no more than two times the number of transient occupants of the rental; and provisions for
parking requirements that include one parking space per bedroom, consistency with the existing
certified parking requirements of the IP/CZO, and the prohibition of any on-street parking
associated with the short-term rental.
In order to avoid adverse impacts and disturbance to nearby residents from short-term rentals, the
proposed amendment also includes very specific limitations on noise generation from the use of
short-term rentals. The amendment specifies that the volume of sound generated by the shortterm rental between the hours of 8:01 a.m. and 9:59 p.m. cannot exceed 65 dB or existing
ambient noise levels, whichever is greater, and between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m.,
the volume of sound generated by the short-term rental cannot exceed 45 dB or existing ambient
noise levels, whichever is greater.
Furthermore, the proposed operating standards require the posting of a notice within each shortterm rental unit that provides the contact information for the local contact assigned to the unit,
the maximum number of occupants allowed within the unit, the maximum number of vehicles
allowed to be parked on the property of the unit, the applicable noise standards (discussed
directly above), and a notification that failure to comply with the applicable operating standards
will result in a violation of the LCP, penalties, and enforcement.
In addition, the operating standards include the requirement of a “Nuisance Response Plan” to
eliminate the potential for any persistent conflict of use issues between the short-term rental and
the neighboring community. Specifically, the operator, property owner, or managing agency
must submit (and update) contact information for a local contact, prior to Coastal Development
Permit issuance, who will be available on a 24-hour basis to respond to any complaints and to
take remedial action, if necessary, to address any such complaints. The proposed amendment
language notes that the failure of the local contact to respond to complaints in a “timely and
appropriate” manner may result in revocation of the permit allowing the short-term rental use.
The proposed amendment clarifies that a timely and appropriate manner requires the local
contact to respond to any complaints within one hour from the time the initial complaint is made,
and corrective action to address the complaint, if needed, is required to be undertaken within two
hours from the time the initial complaint is made.
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The proposed amendment also contains details regarding the permit renewal process required to
operate short-term rentals. The proposed amendment states that a Coastal Development Permit
issued for a short-term rental shall only be valid for one year, at which point, the owner or
operator must annually obtain a Land Use Permit to continue the short-term rental use. The
application for the Land Use Permit must be submitted no later than thirty days prior to the
expiration of the Coastal Development Permit. If the approval of a Land Use Permit for the
continuation of the short-term rental use is appealed, the validity of the Coastal Development
Permit will be extended until the appeal process for the Land Use Permit concludes.
Finally, the proposed amendment provides five criteria that will serve as the basis for revocation
of Coastal Development Permits and Land Use Permits to operate short-term rentals in addition
to the existing certified criteria for revocation of permits found in Sections 35-169.8 and 35178.7 of the IP/CZO. The amendment establishes that a Coastal Development Permit or Land
Use Permit may be revoked if the permit applicant: (1) makes alterations to the property that do
not conform to the original permit approval (e.g., removal of required parking); (2) is found to
have submitted false or misleading information to the County, particularly in regards to the
permit application; (3) fails to comply with conditions of the permit(s); (4) fails to comply with
any other required County, state, or local permit; and/or (5) fails to comply with the requirements
of the Nuisance Response Plan.
Homestays
The County proposes to define homestays as a residential structure, including portions thereof,
rented for thirty consecutive days or less where the owner or long-term tenant of the property
inhabits a legal dwelling on the same lot at the same time as the transient occupant. As discussed
above, the proposed amendment distinguishes short-term rentals from homestays with the
requirement of where the owners or operators of short-term rentals and homestays are required to
be present. More specifically, the proposed amendment allows the owner (or representative of
the owner) of a short-term rental to be present or not present during the rental period, and the
owner (or representative of the owner) of a homestay must be present during the rental period.
The County proposes to amend Sections 35-68.3, 35-70.3, 35-71.3, 35-72.3, 35-73.3, 35-74.4,
and 35-75.7 of the IP/CZO to establish homestays as an allowed use within the Agriculture I,
Rural Residential, Single-Family Residential, Two-Family Residential, One-Family Exclusive
Residential, Design Residential, and Planned Residential Development zoning districts. Within
these zoning districts where homestays will be allowed, pursuant to certification of this
amendment, there are approximately 3,350 dwellings that could potentially obtain permits and
operate as homestays. Since the County proposes to allow homestays in almost all of the
residential zoning districts and the proposed regulations for homestays require the owner or longterm tenant to be present on the property, but not necessarily within the same legal dwelling as
the transient occupant of the homestay, occupants of properties that contain multiple legal
dwellings would be able to stay within a separate legal dwelling from that of the owner or longterm tenant and homestays could, in some instances, function similarly to short-term rentals.
The only residential zoning districts within the Coastal Zone of the County where homestays will
not be allowed are the Medium Density Student Residential and High Density Student
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Residential zoning districts in the community of Isla Vista (around the University of California
Santa Barbara), due to the fact that these two zoning districts already have a higher density of
residents and the County believes that incentivizing an even higher density within these areas
would be unduly burdensome on public services, traffic, and parking within these already
densely developed areas.
The amendment also adds Section 35-144S to include standards for the permitting and operation
of homestays within these zoning districts. Section 35-144S contains a number of administrative
details regarding Coastal Development Permit application and renewal requirements for the
operation of homestays, details regarding the potential for revocation of Coastal Development
Permits and Land Use Permits, and comprehensive operating standards. The proposed
amendment specifies that regardless of the number of properties owned, a property owner cannot
possess more than one homestay permit at any given time. Additionally, the amendment restricts
homestays to no more than three bedrooms of a legal dwelling unit.
The proposed amendment also provides comprehensive operating standards for homestays,
including requirements for compliance with fire, building, and health codes; requirement that the
owner or long-term tenant must reside on the property at the same time as the transient occupant
of the homestay, prohibitions on homestays within dwellings subject to restricted use agreements
with the County, affordable housing units, agricultural employee housing, farmworker housing,
cabañas, guest houses, as well as structures that cannot legally be used as a dwelling (e.g.,
agricultural accessory structures, tents, trailers, vehicles, and yurts); prohibition on all signage
advertising for homestays; requirements for the provision of all internet listing materials to be
provided to the County; requirements that establish maximum occupancy standards, which do
not allow more than two persons per bedroom (excluding minor children) and limitations on the
number of visitors to a homestay to no more than two times the number of transient occupants of
the rental; and provisions for parking requirements that include consistency with the existing
certified parking requirements of the IP/CZO and the requirement that all parking shall be
provided on the lot on which the Homestay is located.
In order to avoid adverse impacts of short-term rentals on neighboring communities, the
proposed amendment also includes very specific limitations on noise generation from the use of
homestays. The amendment specifies that the volume of sound generated by the homestay
between the hours of 8:01 a.m. and 9:59 p.m. cannot exceed 65 dB or existing ambient noise
levels, whichever is greater, and between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m., the volume of
sound generated by the homestay cannot exceed 45 dB or existing ambient noise levels,
whichever is greater.
Furthermore, the proposed operating standards require the owner or long-term tenant of the
homestay to provide proof of ownership or long-term tenancy with the homestay permit
application. If the homestay permit application is submitted by the long-term tenant of the
property, the owner of the homestay is required to sign the permit application.
In addition, the operating standards include the requirement of a “Nuisance Response Plan” to
eliminate the potential for any persistent conflict of use issues between the homestay and the
neighboring community. Specifically, the owner or long-term tenant must submit (and update)
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their contact information and be available by telephone on a 24-hour basis to respond to any calls
regarding the homestay. The proposed amendment language notes that the failure to respond to
calls regarding the homestay in a “timely and appropriate” manner may result in revocation of
the permit allowing the homestay use. The proposed amendment clarifies that a timely and
appropriate manner requires the owner or long-term tenant to respond to any complaints within
one hour from the time the initial complaint is made, and corrective action to address the
complaint, if needed, is required to be undertaken within two hours from the time the initial
complaint is made.
The proposed amendment also contains details regarding the permit renewal process required to
operate homestays. The proposed amendment states that a Coastal Development Permit issued
for a homestay shall only be valid for one year, at which point, the owner or long-term tenant
must annually obtain a Land Use Permit to continue the homestay use. The application for the
Land Use Permit must be submitted no later than thirty days prior to the expiration of the Coastal
Development Permit. If the approval of a Land Use Permit for the continuation of the homestay
use is appealed, the validity of the Coastal Development Permit will be extended until the appeal
process for the Land Use Permit concludes.
Finally, the proposed amendment provides four criteria that will serve as the basis for revocation
of Coastal Development Permits and Land Use Permits to operate homestays in addition to the
existing certified criteria for revocation of permits found in Sections 35-169.8 and 35-178.7 of
the IP/CZO. The amendment establishes that a Coastal Development Permit or Land Use Permit
may be revoked if the permit applicant: (1) makes alterations to the property that do not conform
to the original permit approval (e.g., removal of required parking); (2) is found to have submitted
false or misleading information to the County, particularly in regards to the permit application;
(3) fails to comply with conditions of the permit(s); and/or (4) fails to comply with any other
required County, state, or local permit.

B. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL OF THE LCP AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED AND
APPROVAL IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED
1. Coastal Act Policies
The County has incorporated all Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act into the certified Land Use
Plan (LUP) as guiding policies of the LUP.
Coastal Act Section 30210 states:
In carrying out the requirements of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.
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Coastal Act Section 30213 states, in relevant part:
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where
feasible, provided.
Coastal Act Section 30222 states:
The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities
designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over
private residential, general industrial, or generic commercial development, but not over
agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.
Coastal Act Section 30241 states, in relevant part:
The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural
production to assure the protection of the areas’ agricultural economy, and conflicts
shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses…
Coastal Act Section 30242 states:
All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to nonagricultural use
unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such conversion
would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with
Section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued
agricultural use on surrounding lands.
Coastal Act Section 30250(c) states:
Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall
be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for
visitors.
2.

Existing LUP Policies

County of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan Policy 4-6 states:
Signs shall be of size, location, and appearance so as not to detract from scenic
areas or views from public roads and other viewing points.
County of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan Policy 7-1 states, in relevant part:
The County shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the public’s
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline.
County of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan Policy 7-18, in relevant part:
Expanded opportunities for access and recreation shall be provided in the Gaviota
Coast planning area.
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County of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan Policy, in relevant part:
Expanded opportunities for public access and recreation shall be provided in the
North Coast planning area.
County of Santa Barbara Land Use Plan Policy 7-30 states:
Visitor-serving facilities shall be permitted in rural areas only if it is determined
that approval of such development will not result in a need for major ancillary
facilities on nearby lands, i.e., residences, stores, gas stations.
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Policy LUA-EGV-1.1 states:
Agricultural resources, agricultural land uses and operations, and distinctive
urban and rural agricultural characteristics shall be preserved to the greatest
extent feasible.
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Policy LUA-EGV-1.5 states:
Agricultural land within the Urban Area shall be preserved for urban agricultural
uses to the greatest extent feasible.
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Policy N-EGV-1.1 states:
Noise impacts to interior noise-sensitive land uses, such as residential,
educational, medical, lodging, public meeting spaces, or others specified by the
Noise Element of the Comprehensive Plan, shall be minimized.
Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Policy N-EGV-1.2 states:
Levels and duration of noise in existing residential neighborhoods shall be
maintained consistent with the Noise Element.
Montecito Community Plan Policy N-M-1.1 states:
Noise-sensitive uses (i.e., residential and lodging facilities, educational facilities,
public meeting places and others specified in the Noise Element) shall be protected
from significant noise impacts.
Toro Canyon Plan Policy LUA-TC-2 states:
Land designated for agriculture within Toro Canyon shall be preserved and
protected for agricultural use.
3.

IP/CZO Amendment Consistency Analysis

To approve the proposed amendment to the IP/CZO, the Commission must find the IP/CZO, as
amended, conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the County’s certified
Land Use Plan (LUP) pursuant to Section 30513 of the Coastal Act. Furthermore, LUP Policy 11 incorporates the policies of the Coastal Act as the guiding policies of the LUP.
Visitor-Serving Accommodations
The Commission has found that short-term vacation rentals, including those in residential areas,
can provide an important visitor-serving asset. These rentals can increase public access to the
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coast, provide large groups and families traveling together the opportunity to divide up the cost
of accommodations, and in many cases, provide the facilities necessary for guests to cook their
own meals and avoid the added expense of dining out. In some cases, these rentals offer a lower
price point than expensive hotel options near the coast.
While short-term rentals have been available in the County of Santa Barbara dating back
decades, the number and geographic location of short-term rentals has expanded considerably in
recent years, which can increase the potential for adverse impacts on some residential
neighborhoods. The County found that while short-term rentals serve as an important lodging
resource and contributor to the local economy, these rentals can have negative impacts on the
character of residential neighborhoods and the availability of housing. To address these issues
while still allowing this visitor-serving use, the County has proposed an amendment that limits
short-term rentals to areas able to accommodate such use, allows the generally lower-cost use of
homestays in almost all residential zoning districts, and creates a regulatory framework (detailed
above) for both short-term rentals and homestays that will serve to minimize the potential for
adverse impacts on the residential neighborhoods where these uses will be allowed.
Coastal Act Sections 30213, 30222, and 30250(c) protect both lower cost visitor-serving
facilities and visitor-serving facilities within the Coastal Zone, encourage the development of
such facilities, and prioritize these facilities over private residential land uses. Section 3.7.7 of
the County’s certified LUP recognizes the critical function of visitor-serving overnight
accommodations by stating that “visitor-serving facilities together with public parks and beaches
provide the major opportunities for public access and recreation on the coast.” In addition, LUP
Policies 7-18 and 7-22 require the expansion of opportunities for public coastal access and
recreation within the Gaviota and North Coast planning areas. As proposed, short-term rentals
would be an allowed use within the Limited Commercial, Retail Commercial, Resort/Visitor
Serving Commercial, and Highway Commercial zoning districts, as well as within a proposed
Short-term Rentals Coastal Historic Overlay (Exhibit 2) in the residentially zoned neighborhood
of Miramar Beach (described above). The amendment also proposes to allow homestays within
the Agriculture I, Rural Residential, Single-Family Residential, Two-Family Residential, OneFamily Exclusive Residential, Design Residential, and Planned Residential Development zoning
districts.
Currently, there are 14 short-term rentals operating within the proposed Short-term Rentals
Coastal Historic Overlay, and the County is not proposing to place a cap on the number of
allowable units within the Overlay District or the commercial zones where this use will also be
allowed. There are approximately 170 residential dwellings within the proposed Overlay District
that could potentially obtain permits and operate as short-term rentals. The County was not able
to provide an approximation of how many potential short-term rental units could be developed
within the commercial zones. If the proposed amendment is certified, approximately 506 existing
short-term rentals County-wide and 142 existing short-term rentals within the Coastal Zone
would fall outside of zoning districts where such uses will be allowed and these short-term
rentals would become non-conforming uses with either ninety days following certification of this
proposed amendment or 333 days after the Board of Supervisors adopted this amendment,
whichever is later, to cease such use. If this use does not cease within the given timeframe, then
the existing non-conforming short-term rental will be considered a violation of the LCP subject
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to enforcement and penalties. However, the existing short-term rentals within the Agriculture I,
Rural Residential, Single-Family Residential, Two-Family Residential, One-Family Exclusive
Residential, Design Residential, and Planned Residential Development zoning districts may be
used for homestays, subject to the permit requirements and operating standards proposed in this
amendment.
The County has proposed the limited residential zoning area where short-term rentals would be
allowed because they are concerned with purported nuisance issues that short-term rentals can
have with long-term neighbors of the rentals, which mainly involve noise complaints and
residential parking displacement. In addition, although the County has calculated that there are
currently only a few more than 500 existing short-term rental units in the County, they are
concerned that if the trend of converting existing housing and rental stock to short-term rentals
continues, then the character of these communities would be adversely impacted by the loss of
permanent residents. Moreover, the County is currently experiencing an extremely low vacancy
rate and they believe that the short-term rental market is exacerbating the availability of
affordable housing and rental housing. The low vacancy rate also determinately affects the cost
of already limited housing for both affordable housing and workforce housing.
Notably, the unincorporated County of Santa Barbara has few existing available overnight
accommodations for coastal visitors aside from that provided by existing short-term rentals.
Currently, within the Coastal Zone, there is only one higher cost hotel (Four Seasons Resort the
Biltmore Santa Barbara), no bed and breakfasts, one County-owned campsite (Jalama Beach
Campground), and three State-owned campsites (El Capitan, Refugio, and Gaviota
Campgrounds). There is extremely high demand for the County’s campground units, especially
in the summer months when campsites are often completely booked many months in advance.
The proposed amendment to restrict areas where short-term rentals will be allowed fails to
protect more than one hundred existing overnight accommodations within the Coastal Zone and
therefore reduces the availability of certain existing overnight accommodations. However, the
County’s proposal to allow for homestays throughout the majority of the residentially zoned
areas within the County would serve to bolster the stock of overnight accommodations while
minimizing the adverse impacts typically associated with short-term rentals. In particular, the use
of homestays does not adversely impact the stock of available housing and rental units within the
area.
The County’s proposed amendment contains a prohibition on the use of homestays within guest
houses. In order to further maximize this type of overnight accommodation in a manner that does
not cause significant adverse impacts to neighborhood character or displace existing housing
stock, Suggested Modifications Nos. 1 and 2 amend provisions of the certified IP/CZO that
prohibit homestays within guest houses to allow for such use. The County originally excluded
guest houses from use as homestays due to the fact that guest houses do not contain full kitchens;
however, hotels and motels oftentimes do not provide kitchens, and accordingly, the lack of an
available kitchen does not render overnight lodging inappropriate for such use. With or without
an available kitchen, homestays can make a significant contribution to the stock of available
overnight accommodations within the County, including lower-cost accommodations. Because
the existing certified IP/CZO does not allow guest houses to be used for long-term rentals,
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allowing homestays within guest houses will also not reduce the availability of long-term rental
housing opportunities.
The proposed amendment allows for the use of homestays throughout all residential zoning
districts with the exception of the high density residential zoning districts within the Isla Vista
community surrounding the University of California Santa Barbara. If the proposed amendment
is certified, there are approximately 3,350 dwellings that could potentially obtain permits and
operate as homestays. The addition of homestays, including homestays in guest houses, as an
allowed use in residential zones throughout the County’s residential neighborhoods will create a
net increase in visitor-serving accommodations and will offer comparable visitor-serving
opportunities to that of short-term rentals, consistent with the requirements of Coastal Act
Sections 30222 and 30250(c) and LUP Policies 7-18 and 7-22. Suggested Modifications Nos. 1
and 2 will further ensure that homestays provide a comparable experience to that of short-term
rentals, as transient occupants will be allowed to stay within guest houses without the presence of
the owner (or representative of the owner) within the same structure. Therefore, the use of guest
houses as homestays will allow for transient occupants to enjoy privacy similar to that of staying
within a short-term rental. Similarly, on properties that contain multiple legal dwellings, the
proposed amendment would allow for transient occupants to rent the principal dwelling as a
homestay while the owner (or representative of the owner) resides within the residential second
unit on the property. In addition, homestays are often significantly more affordable than shortterm rentals, particularly in the residential coastal communities of the County. As such, the
addition of homestays as an allowed use within the County, if modified as suggested, is
consistent with the requirement of Coastal Act Section 30213 to provide lower cost visitor
accommodations and the requirement of the LUP to expand opportunities for access and
recreation in the Gaviota and North Coast planning areas.
Coastal Act Section 30210 requires the provision of maximum public coastal access and
recreational opportunities that are consistent with public safety, the protection of both public
rights and private property rights, and the protection of natural resources. In addition, LUP
Policy 7-1 requires the County to take all necessary measures to protect and defend the public’s
right of access to and along the shoreline. The Commission has found that short-term rentals
within the Coastal Zone can provide an opportunity for the public to stay at a location where they
can have access to the coast. If modified as suggested, the County’s amendment to allow shortterm rentals within commercial zoning districts and the residential zoning district of Miramar
Beach, and to allow homestays within all but two residential zoning districts and the Agriculture
I zoning district, is consistent with LUP Policy 7-1 and Section 30210’s requirement of
protecting and maximizing public coastal access and recreational opportunities, while also
ensuring the protection of private property rights through the avoidance of significant adverse
impacts to neighborhood character.
LUP Policy 4-6 requires the regulation of signage to avoid any adverse impacts of signage upon
public scenic views. Additionally, Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan Policies N-EGV-1.1,
N-EGV-1.2, and Montecito Community Plan Policy N-M-1.1 all require the regulation of noise
levels and duration of noise within residentially zoned areas. In order to achieve consistency with
these requirements of the LUP, the Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan, and the Montecito
Community Plan, the County’s proposed amendment prohibits all signage advertising for short20
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term rentals and homestays and sets specific noise limit levels (detailed above), based upon what
would be appropriate for the time of day, for transient occupants of short-term rentals and
homestays. The proposed amendment also places maximum occupancy limitations on the use of
short-term rentals and homestays to reduce the potential for excessive noise generated by the
rentals. Further, the proposed Nuisance Response Plan (detailed above) ensures that any
exceedance of the noise limits set by the proposed amendment will be quickly remediated, and
the requirement for annual permit renewal, as well as the criteria for revocation of permits for
short-term rentals and homestays, ensure that rentals that demonstrate a pattern of violating the
noise limits will be required to cease use. Lastly, the County’s proposed requirement of posting
the noise standards within short-term rentals will ensure that transient occupants of the rentals
are aware of the noise limits during their usage of the rental. Therefore, the County’s proposed
regulatory framework for short-term rentals and homestays is consistent with, and adequate to
carry out, these requirements of the certified Land Use Plans.
Agriculture
The County proposes to allow homestays within the Agriculture I zoning district. Coastal Act
Section 30241 requires the protection of the maximum amount of prime agricultural land and the
minimization of conflicts of use between agricultural and urban land uses. Coastal Act Section
30242 prohibits the conversion of agricultural land uses to non-agricultural land uses unless such
a conversion would preserve the agricultural land and would be compatible with continued
agricultural use in the surrounding area. Furthermore, Eastern Goleta Valley Community Plan
Policies LUA-EGV-1.1 and LUA-EGV-1.5 and Toro Canyon Plan Policy LUA-TC-2 require the
preservation of agricultural resources and land uses, particularly within urban areas. In addition,
LUP Policy 7-30 only allows visitor-serving facilities to be developed in rural areas if such
development would not result in the need for major commercial facilities. Although the County
is proposing to allow a visitor-serving use on agriculturally zoned properties, the allowance of
homestays on such properties will occupy only portions of existing development and does not
involve new development beyond that which is allowed pursuant to the applicable LCP policies
and provisions, and therefore, the proposed amendment does not have the potential to convert
existing agricultural lands to a non-agricultural use. In addition, the proposed amendment
specifically prohibits the use of agricultural employee housing, farmworker housing, and
agricultural accessory structures for use as homestays to ensure that the allowance of homestays
within Agriculture I zoning districts does not create any significant adverse impacts on
agricultural productivity or conflict with the agricultural protection policies of the Coastal Act
and LUP. Therefore, the proposed amendment to allow homestays on agriculturally zoned
properties is consistent with the Policies 30241, 30242, LUA-EGV-1.1, LUA-EGV-1.5, and
LUA-TC-2. The proposed amendment is also consistent with the requirements of LUP Policy 730 because the use of portions of existing development as homestays within rural, agricultural
areas will not require the development of major ancillary commercial facilities.
Additionally, the County believes that agricultural parcels are appropriate for the homestay use
because agricultural parcels are larger in size than traditional residentially zoned parcels, which
would allow for parking on-site to be easily accommodated and would create a larger buffer that
would reduce noise impacts from transient occupants of the homestays on long-term neighbors.
As such, the County’s proposed amendment to allow homestays within Agriculture I zoning
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districts is consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the requirements of the certified Land Use
Plans regarding the protection of agricultural resources.
Public Comment Received
Staff has received seventeen emails and five letters from interested parties in opposition to the
proposed LCP amendment. In addition, a letter was also received from Santa Barbara County
Supervisor Das Williams indicating his belief that the Short-Term Rental Coastal Historic
Overlay should be expanded. These public comment emails and letters are attached as Exhibit 5
of the staff report. The primary issues raised by the twenty-three emails/letters received from
members of the public in opposition to the proposed LCP amendment include the concern that
the proposed amendment would result in adverse impacts to public coastal access and
recreational amenities due to the limited area covered by the Short-Term Rental Coastal Historic
Overlay and loss of lower-cost overnight accommodations. In addition, the public comments
state that although the amendment would allow for homestays in the majority of residential
zoning districts throughout the County, they believe that homestays do not provide comparable
overnight accommodations to that of full short-term rentals.
Many of the emails/letters received have pointed out that short-term rentals, in particular in areas
near the coast that do not provide public accessways and contain only private accessways that are
used by the neighboring community, can provide members of the public that rent these homes
with public access to the coast. These emails/letters therefore assert that restricting the residential
zoning districts where short-term rentals will be an allowed use will have adverse impacts on
public access to the coast. In response to this, Staff would note that the County has proposed a
balanced approach that will allow for different forms of short-term vacation rentals, including
short-term rentals in one residential zoning district and homestays within all but two residential
zoning districts in these coastal communities. Homestays, and if modified as suggested,
homestays within guest houses, in these particular coastal communities would allow transient
occupants to enjoy otherwise private accessways to the beach during their stay.
Staff has also received one public comment that requests the Commission to require all shortterm vacation rentals to become compliant with the current standards of the Americans with
Disabilities Act. Staff would note that the Commission is not responsible for assuring that each
development that would be permitted subject to the proposed amendment complies with federal
and state disability laws. Rather, the public agencies and private parties seeking permits and
approvals from the the Commission, the County, or actually operators of such facilities, are
themselves responsible for assuring that their projects comply with relevant statutes. The
Commission does have a separate obligation, pursuant to the Coastal Act, to maximize public
access. However, as described in this report, the proposed IP/CZO amendment, as modified, is in
conformance with Coastal Act access policies.
4.

Conclusion

The County’s certified LUPs, including Coastal Act policies incorporated therein, protect visitorserving accommodations and recreational facilities, in addition to coastal resources such as
public access, within the County. If modified as suggested, the proposed amendment does not
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prohibit or unduly restrict the rental of residences to visitors in a manner that will significantly
impact the public’s ability to access and recreate on the coast. The proposed changes to the
IP/CZO do not conflict with the provision of priority land uses identified in the LUP, nor do the
proposed changes raise issue with regard to the public access policies of the LUP. Rather, the
proposed amendment, if modified as suggested, strikes a balance between ensuring the
availability of short-term rentals for coastal visitors and providing long-term housing for local
residents. Therefore, the Commission finds that the subject sections of the proposed amendment,
if modified as suggested, conform to and are adequate to implement the LUP policies.

C. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.9, within the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), exempts local governments from the requirement of preparing an
environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with their adoption of a local coastal program
(LCP). Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission. However,
because the California Natural Resources Agency found the Commission’s LCP review and
approval process to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process (See 14 C.C.R. Section
15251(f)), PRC Section 21080.5 relieves the Commission of the responsibility to prepare an EIR
for its approval of LCP amendments. Nevertheless, some elements of CEQA continue to apply to
this review process.
Specifically, pursuant to CEQA and the Commission’s regulations (See 14 C.C.R. Sections
13540(f), 13542(a), and 13555(b)), the Commission’s certification of this LCP amendment must
be based in part on a finding that it meets the CEQA requirements listed in PRC Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A). That Section requires that the Commission not approve or adopt an LCP “if
there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the
environment.”
As outlined in this staff report, the Implementation Plan amendment as submitted would reduce
the number of certain, existing overnight visitor accommodations within the Coastal Zone and
would not encourage or maximize public access and recreational opportunities. However, if
modified as suggested, the proposed amendment would be in conformity with, and adequate to
carry out, the provisions of the Land Use Plan component of the certified LCP, including
provisions calling for protection and provision of access and recreational and visitor-serving
opportunities. Therefore, the Commission finds that approval of the LCP amendment as modified
will address the impacts of the submitted amendment and will not result in significant adverse
environmental impacts within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.
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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The City of Oxnard is requesting an amendment to the Implementation Plan/Coastal
Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) portion of its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to add
regulations for short term rentals (STRs). Commission staff recommends that the
Commission, after public hearing, reject the proposed City of Oxnard LCP Amendment
No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 as submitted, and certify the proposed amendment only if
modified pursuant to 3 suggested modifications. The modifications are necessary to
ensure the proposed amendment to the IP/CZO conforms with, and is adequate to carry
out, the policies of the City’s certified Land Use Plan (LUP). All of the suggested
modifications were developed in cooperation with City staff. The motions and
resolutions to accomplish this recommendation are found starting on page 6 of this staff
report.
Currently, the City’s certified LCP does not explicitly define, regulate or prohibit STRs.
However, STRs have historically operated in the City for many decades, particularly in
the residential neighborhoods nearest to beaches, and the City currently collects a
transient occupancy tax (TOT) on some of the existing STRs whose owners choose to
pay it on a self-reporting basis. Currently, without regulations in place, most STRs in
Oxnard operate without a business license, without paying TOT, and without a permit.
In recent years, with the advent of internet rental services such as Airbnb, HomeAway
and VRBO, the short term rental of homes, condominiums, and apartments in Oxnard
has substantially increased. The City has also observed an increase in the number of
issues and complaints related to STRs in residential neighborhoods, such as noise,
trash, and parking problems.
The proposed amendment would allow STRs in all residential zones and would define
“short term rentals” as the rental of a residential unit for a period of less than thirty (30)
consecutive calendar days. The amendment also defines two types of short term
rentals: vacation rentals and homeshares. A vacation rental is a type of STR in which
the owner of the dwelling is not physically present for the rental period. A homeshare is
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a type of STR in which the owner of the dwelling is physically present for the rental
period. Both types of rentals would require property owners to obtain a short term rental
permit from the City to operate, subject to the standards and requirements that are
proposed in the subject amendment.
The proposed amendment would also limit the number of vacation rentals to no more
than 5% of eligible residential units in each of the four coastal zone neighborhoods
within the City: Oxnard Dunes, Oxnard Shores, Channel Islands, and Hollywood by the
Sea (Exhibits 1-2). The City estimates that there are approximately 5,000 existing
residential units in the City’s coastal zone, and approximately 230 of those are currently
STRs (which represents 4.6 percent of residential units in the coastal zone). The
percentage of existing STRs in each of the four residential neighborhoods range from
3.5 to 4.8 percent. However, within the Residential Beachfront (R-BF) zone of the
Oxnard Shores neighborhood (Exhibit 3), there is a higher concentration of existing
STRs – 17.2 percent.
In addition to limiting the number of short term vacation rentals in each neighborhood,
the proposed amendment would also limit vacation rentals within the R-BF zone of the
Oxnard Shores neighborhood to five percent in order to break up the existing
concentration of STRs within that zone so that STRs are more evenly distributed. The
proposed amendment would also require that vacation rentals be separated from each
other by 200 feet from property line to property line. Additional limitations on vacation
rentals include a three-night minimum stay and that a dwelling may be used as a
vacation rental for a maximum of 100 days per calendar year. The 5% neighborhood
cap, 200 foot separation, and 100 day maximum per year requirements would only be
applicable to vacation rentals. Homeshares would not be similarly limited.
The proposed amendment also establishes a variety of regulations for STRs intended to
limit neighborhood impacts from parties, noise, trash disposal, parking, and other
related issues that are often raised in terms of STRs and community character. These
proposed operational standards are generally similar to other standards the
Commission has approved for adjacent communities, such as for Ventura County and
the City of Carpinteria, as reasonable regulations to address potential STR issues.
However, the proposed vacation rental STR cap and 200 ft. separation requirements
are overly restrictive with regard to the R-BF zone portion of the Oxnard Shores
neighborhood, and Commission staff does not believe the amendment strikes a
reasonable balance between ensuring availability of short term rentals for coastal
visitors and preserving neighborhood character and long-term housing for local
residents. Additionally, in other neighborhoods, the separation requirements can serve
to restrict the percentage of the vacation rentals allowed below the 5 percent cap.
Although the City’s proposed 5 percent vacation rental cap for each of the four
neighborhoods may theoretically allow a slight increase in STRs per neighborhood
since the percentage of existing STRs in each neighborhood ranges from 3.5 to 4.8
percent, the 200 foot separation requirement between STRs may prevent a
neighborhood form hitting this cap. In some cases, imposition of the separation
requirement would result in the amount of STRs below the proposed five percent cap,
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even under ideal (for STR density purposes) spacing. Further, within the Residential
Beachfront (R-BF) zone of the Oxnard Shores neighborhood, where there is a higher
concentration of existing STRs (17.2 percent) among the 93 beachfront homes, the
proposed restrictions would allow less than five vacation rentals STRs, leading to a
significant reduction of STRs in the City’s only residential beachfront area that is the
most desirable location for visitors.
Thus, the amendment, as proposed, does not adequately protect STRs as a valuable
visitor-serving accommodation (that can often be lower-cost than other
accommodations) within the City’s coastal zone. Nor does it adequately protect public
recreational and access opportunities (particularly in relation to the role that overnight
accommodations play in providing such opportunities). The restrictions would result in
reduced lodging options for the people who most need the economies of scale that
STRs can offer to groups and families visiting the coast.
In order to account for the relative desirability to visitors of some areas compared to
others, while also avoiding significant adverse impacts to neighborhood character and
housing stock, Commission staff is recommending modifications to the City’s proposed
vacation rental cap and separation requirements. Specifically, staff recommends a
modest increase of the vacation rental cap in the Residential Beachfront (R-BF) zone
from 5% to 10% (Suggested Modification 1), and a reduction in the separation
requirement within the R-BF zone from 200 feet to 100 feet. In addition, Commission
staff is recommending another change to exempt existing STR properties from the
neighborhood and R-BF zone vacation rental cap and separation requirement if the
owner of an existing STR property previously paid transient occupancy taxes to the City
and complies with the other requirements of the STR ordinance, including obtaining an
STR permit in a timely manner and operating in compliance with the STR permit. The
suggested modifications were developed in close coordination with City staff, and
Commission staff believes these changes would not unduly restrict the rental of
residences to visitors in a manner that will diminish the public’s ability to access and
recreate on the coast, nor detract from the City’s goal to preserve neighborhood
character. The amendment, as modified, also would preserve the availability of housing
stock and long-term rentals and would not affect affordable housing.
Therefore, staff recommends that the Commission approve the amendment with
suggested modifications. If modified as suggested, the proposed amendment is
consistent with and adequate to carry out the LUP.
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I. PROCEDURAL OVERVIEW
A. Standard of Review
The standard of review for the proposed amendment to the Implementation
Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) component of the City of Oxnard’s certified
Local Coastal Program (LCP), pursuant to Sections 30513 (regarding ordinances) and
30514 (regarding amendments) of the Coastal Act, is whether the proposed IP/CZO
amendment is in conformance with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the
Land Use Plan (LUP) portion of the certified City of Oxnard LCP. All Chapter 3 policies
of the Coastal Act have been incorporated in their entirety in the certified Oxnard LUP
as guiding policies.

B. Procedural Requirements
If the Commission approves the proposed amendment pursuant to the staff
recommendation with the suggested modifications, the City must act to accept the
certified suggested modifications within six months from the date of Commission action
in order for the amendment to become effective (California Code of Regulations, Title
14, Sections 13542(b), (f), 13544, and 13544.5). In that case, pursuant to Section
13544 of the California Code of Regulations, the Executive Director shall determine
whether the City’s action is adequate to satisfy all requirements of the Commission’s
certification order and report on such adequacy to the Commission. In that scenario,
pursuant to Section 13544(c) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, the
modified LCP Amendment will become final at a subsequent Commission meeting if the
Commission concurs with the Executive Director’s determination that the City’s action in
accepting the suggested modifications is legally adequate. Should the Commission
deny the LCP Amendment as submitted, and not approve it with any modifications, no
further action is required by either the Commission or the City, and the LCP Amendment
will not become effective.

C. Public Participation
Section 30503 of the Coastal Act requires the provision of maximum opportunities for
public input in preparation, approval, certification and amendment of any LCP. The City
held a series of public hearings regarding the amendment. The hearings were noticed to
the public consistent with Section 13515 of Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations. Notice of the Commission’s consideration of the subject amendment has
been distributed to all known interested parties.
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II. STAFF RECOMMENDATION, MOTIONS, AND
RESOLUTIONS FOR THE LCP AMENDMENT
A. Denial of the Implementation Plan As Submitted
MOTION I:
I move that the Commission reject City of Oxnard Implementation Plan
Amendment No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 as submitted.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF REJECTION:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of
Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 and the adoption of the
following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO DENY CERTIFICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
AMENDMENT AS SUBMITTED:
The Commission hereby denies certification of City of Oxnard Implementation
Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance Amendment No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1, as submitted,
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the Implementation Plan
Amendment, as submitted, does not conform with, and is inadequate to carry out, the
provisions of the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Plan
Amendment would not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially
lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from
certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment as submitted.

B. Certification with Suggested Modifications
MOTION II:
I move that the Commission certify City of Oxnard Implementation Plan
Amendment No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 if it is modified as suggested in this
staff report.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of
Implementation Plan Amendment No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1 with suggested
modifications and the adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion
passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.
RESOLUTION TO CERTIFY WITH SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS:
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The Commission hereby certifies the City of Oxnard Implementation Plan Amendment
No. LCP-4-OXN-20-0008-1, if modified as suggested, and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the Implementation Plan Amendment with the suggested
modifications conforms with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified
Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Plan Amendment, if modified as
suggested, complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1)
feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially
lessen any significant adverse effects of the Implementation Plan Ordinance
Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and
mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on
the environment.

III. SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS
The City’s proposed amendment language to be added to the certified Implementation
Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance is shown in straight type. Language recommended by
Commission staff to be added and deleted is shown in underline and strikeout.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 1
Subsection C (Vacation Rental Permit Cap) of proposed Section 17-53 (Short Term
Rental Units) shall be modified as follows:
(C) Vacation Rental Permit Cap.
1. The number of vacation rental permits shall be limited by a 5% cap per
General Plan neighborhood as established in the City of Oxnard
Neighborhood Map adopted as Figure 3-4 in the 2030 General Plan or its
successor document. The number of vacation rental permits shall also be
limited to 510% in the Residential Beach Front (R-BF) zone. The total number
of vacation rental permits issued to residential dwellings in the City and the RBF zone shall not exceed 5% of the total dwelling units in each neighborhood
or zone. If no short-term rental permits are available pursuant to the cap on
short-term rentals, the Director or designee shall place interested property
owners on a waiting list in the order in which they were received. If a permit
becomes available, applications shall be accepted and reviewed in the order
they are listed on the waiting list, subject to Subsection (K).
2. Notwithstanding any language in this Subsection (C) or in Subsection (F)(3)
to the contrary, if the owner(s) of an existing short-term rental property (i)
consistently paid transient occupancy taxes to the City pursuant to Section
13-15 et seq. on or before January 1, 2019 (ii) otherwise complies with the
requirements of this Section 17-53, and (iii) applies for a vacation rental
permit within six (6) months from the effective date of Section 17.53, then
such owner(s) shall be eligible for a short-term rental permit even if the
vacation rental permit cap has already been reached for the General Plan
neighborhood or R-BF zone in which the property is located. If, however, the
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vacation rental permit for that property is revoked pursuant to Section 1753(R), said property will be subject to the applicable cap requirement and the
owner(s) may reapply for a permit pursuant to this Section 17-53.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 2
Subsection D (Separation Requirement) of proposed Section 17-53 (Short Term
Rental Units) shall be modified as follows:
(D) Separation Requirement.
1. No Vacation Rental shall be issued a permit when a Vacation Rental permit
has already been issued to another property within 100 feet of the Vacation
Rental in the Residential Beach Front (R-BF) zone or within 200 feet of the
proposed Vacation Rental in all other areas of the City. The 100 foot and 200
footfeet separation is to be measured horizontally from the lines of property
ownership as established by the legal description for the property on record
with the County of Ventura.
2. Notwithstanding any language in this Subsection D to the contrary, the 100 and
200-foot separation requirement shall not apply to a dwelling unit within a
development:
a. That is subject to the Vacation Ownership and Time-share Act of 2004
(Business and Professions Code Section 11210 et seq.); and
b. That became subject to the Vacation Ownership and Time-share Act of
2004 on or before January 1. 2019; and
c. Whose owner(s) (i) on or before January 1, 2019, consistently paid transient
occupancy taxes to the City pursuant to Oxnard City Code Section 13-15 et
seq. (ii) otherwise complies with the requirements of this Section 17-53, (iii)
and applies for a vacation rental permit within six (6) months from the
effective date of Section 17.53; provided, however, if the vacation rental
permit is revoked pursuant to Section 17-53(R), said property will be subject
to the applicable separation requirement and the owner(s) may reapply for
a permit pursuant to this Section 17-53.

SUGGESTED MODIFICATION 3
Subsection I.3 (Ineligible Dwellings, Structures, and Spaces) of proposed Section
17-53 (Short Term Rental Units) shall be modified as follows:
(I) Ineligible Dwellings, Structures, and Spaces.
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No permit for a homeshare or vacation rental shall be issued for any of the
following dwellings:
…
3. A dwelling on property owned by six or more owners, unless each owner
shares common ancestors or the dwelling is subject to the Vacation
Ownership and Time-share Act of 2004 and became subject to the Vacation
Ownership and Time-share Act of 2004 on or before January 1, 2019.
…

IV. FINDINGS FOR DENIAL AS SUBMITTED, AND APPROVAL
OF THE AMENDMENT IF MODIFIED AS SUGGESTED
The following findings support the Commission’s denial of the proposed Implementation
Plan/Coastal Zoning Ordinance (IP/CZO) Amendment as submitted, and approval of the
IP/CZO Amendment if modified as suggested. The Commission hereby finds and
declares as follows:

A. Amendment Description and Background
The City of Oxnard is requesting an amendment to the IP/CZO portion of its certified
Local Coastal Program (LCP) to add regulations for short term rentals (STRs) (Exhibit
4). Currently, the City’s certified LCP does not explicitly define, regulate or prohibit
STRs. The City has indicated that STRs have historically occurred in the City of Oxnard,
particularly in the beachfront and coastal zone portions of the City. The City currently
collects a transient occupancy tax (TOT) on those STRs whose owners choose to pay it
on a self-reporting basis. Currently, without regulations in place, most STRs operating in
Oxnard are doing so without a business license, without paying TOT, and without a
permit. In recent years, with the advent of internet rental services such as Airbnb,
HomeAway, and VRBO, the short-term rental of homes, condominiums, and apartments
in Oxnard has substantially increased.
The City estimates that there are approximately 230 STRs currently operating in the
City’s coastal zone. At the same time, the City has also observed an increase in the
number of issues and complaints related to STRs in residential neighborhoods, such as
noise, trash, and parking problems. In response to this, the City began an STR public
outreach effort in 2016 and studied the issue in order to develop STR regulation
recommendations for the Planning Commission and City Council. A number of public
hearings were held by the City between August 2016 and November 2019. In response
to these meetings, the proposed amendment was developed to authorize short term
rentals as an allowed use in residential zones, and at the same time, put regulations in
place to address concerns raised by residents. The subject LCP amendment is the
product of this effort.
The proposed amendment would allow STRs in all residential zones of the City’s
coastal zone. As part of the amendment, the City proposes to define short term rentals
9
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as the rental of a residential unit for a period of less than thirty (30) consecutive
calendar days. It also distinguishes between, and defines, two different types of short
term rentals: vacation rentals and homeshares. A vacation rental is a type of STR in
which the owner of the dwelling is not physically present for the rental period. A
homeshare is a type of STR in which the owner of the dwelling is physically present for
the rental period. Both types of rentals would require property owners to obtain a short
term rental permit from the City and to operate subject to the standards and
requirements that are proposed in the subject amendment.
The proposed amendment would limit the number of vacation rentals to no more than
five percent of eligible residential units in each of the City’s four coastal zone
neighborhoods, the limits of which are depicted on the City’s General Plan
Neighborhood Map: Oxnard Dunes, Oxnard Shores, Channel Islands, and Hollywood by
the Sea (Exhibits 1 and 2).
The Oxnard Dunes neighborhood consists of approximately 270 existing single-family
and duplex-style homes and is located at the northern portion of the City’s coastal zone,
near the Southern California Edison Mandalay Beach Generating Station and adjacent
to the Edison Canal. This neighborhood is not directly adjacent to the beach and does
not have direct access to the beach.
The Oxnard Shores neighborhood consists of approximately 2,051 existing residential
units that include a mix of single-family residences, mobile homes, apartments,
condominiums, and timeshare properties. This neighborhood is adjacent to the beach
and a public beach park (Oxnard Beach Park), with direct vertical and lateral beach
access. Most properties within the Oxnard Shores neighborhood are zoned Single
Family Beach (RB1), and there is a stretch of 93 single family beachfront homes
nearest the beach that are zoned Residential Beachfront (R-BF). The neighborhood is
also adjacent to the 277-room Embassy Suites resort hotel (higher cost hotel) and near
the Channel Islands Harbor. 1
The Channel Islands neighborhood contains a variety of residential, commercial, and
visitor-serving developments designed around waterways that were constructed as
extensions to the Channel Islands Harbor. The neighborhood consists of approximately
1,832 existing residential units that are mostly single-family residences. This

1

The Oxnard Shores neighborhood includes 1,400 units that belong to the Mandalay Shores Community
Association. In 2016, that homeowners’ association banned short-term rentals of units, and some owners
sued, claiming that the association could not enact such a ban without first obtaining a coastal
development permit. The Court of Appeal held that the association did not have the authority to
unilaterally ban STRs; rather, “[t]he decision to ban or regulate STRs must be made by the City and
Coastal Commission, not a homeowners association.” Greenfield v. Mandalay Shores Community Assn.
(2018) 21 Cal.App.5th 896, 901-02. As the court noted, the neighborhood includes numerous “beach
properties that have historically been used as short-term rentals,” and banning such rentals could reduce
the public’s ability to access the coast.
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neighborhood has direct public access to the waterways that support coastal
recreational activities and is in close proximity to the beach.
The Hollywood by the Sea neighborhood in Channel Islands Harbor is comprised of
visitor-serving commercial and recreational uses, including recreational boating and
commercial fishing-related uses, as well as 900 residential units (mix of apartments and
condominiums). There is also an existing 90-room moderate cost hotel (Hampton Inn)
on the peninsula within the harbor, as well as an old moderate cost hotel (Casa Sirena
Hotel) that has been closed since 2009 due to disrepair but received authorization in
2018 to be demolished and replaced with a new, 210-room moderate cost hotel. The
streets, parking lots, and other public amenities within this neighborhood provide direct
access to the beach and waterways of the harbor.
The table below summarizes the City’s estimated quantity of existing residential units
and existing STRs in each of the four coastal zone neighborhoods. The City estimates
that there are approximately 5,000 existing residential units in the City’s coastal zone,
and approximately 230 of those are STRs currently (which represents 4.6 percent of
residential units in the coastal zone). As can be seen in the table below, the percentage
of existing STRs in each of the four residential neighborhoods (which includes vacation
rentals and homeshares) ranges from 3.5 to 4.8 percent. However, within the
Residential Beachfront (R-BF) zone portion of the Oxnard Shores neighborhood (Exhibit
3), there is a higher concentration of existing STRs – 17.2 percent.
Coastal Zone
Neighborhood
Oxnard Dunes
Oxnard Shores
R-BF Zone Subset

Channel Islands
Hollywood by the Sea

Existing
Residential Units

Existing Short Term Rentals

270
2,051

Number
12
99

Percentage
4.4%
4.8%

93

16

17.2%

1,832
900

87
32

4.7%
3.5%

In addition to limiting the number of short term vacation rentals to no more than five
percent of eligible residential units in each neighborhood, the proposed amendment
would also limit vacation rentals within the portion of the Oxnard Shores neighborhood
that is zoned R-BF to five percent in order to break up the existing concentration of
STRs within that zone so that STRs are more distributed.
Further, the proposed amendment would also require 200 feet of separation between
vacation rentals. Specifically, no permit can be issued to a new vacation rental if it
would be less than 200 feet from a previously permitted vacation rental property
(measured horizontally from property line to property line). Additional limitations on
vacation rentals include a three-night minimum stay and a limit of 100 days per calendar
year that the dwelling may be used as a vacation rental.
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While the proposed amendment requires approval of a permit for all STRs, the five
percent cap, 200 foot separation, and 100 day maximum per year requirements would
only be applicable to vacation rentals. Homeshares, where the owner of the dwelling is
present for the rental period, would not be so limited. Also, when existing timeshare
units are opportunistically being used as STRs instead of timeshares during unsold
weeks, they would be regulated the same as an STR under the proposed amendment
but would be excluded from the 200 ft. separation requirement and the 100 day per year
maximum. When timeshare units are being used as timeshares, they would not be
considered an STR and would not require an STR permit.
Certain types of residential units would be ineligible for use as STRs under the
proposed amendment, such as mobile homes, affordable deed-restricted units,
farmworker housing units, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), apartment complexes
(limited to one STR for the complex), and two private residential communities—the
Colony at Mandalay Beach and Harbour Island—in which the City found that STR use
would be inappropriate for various physical and historic reasons that are specific to
those locations.
The proposed regulations also establish ownership requirements and limitations which
allow the operation of one STR per owner. The City has also proposed occupancy limits
so that no more than ten overnight guests would be allowed in a vacation rental and no
more than five overnight guests would be allowed in a homeshare. Noise limitations,
including quiet hours between 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m., and requirements for on-site
parking are also established. The proposed amendment also includes a comprehensive
property management and complaint response program, as well as an inspection,
compliance, and enforcement program to ensure that any non-compliance with the
proposed standards is addressed in a timely manner.

B. Coastal Access and Recreation
The proposed amendment affects the IP component of the City’s LCP. The standard of
review for IP amendments is that they must be consistent with, and adequate to carry
out, the policies of the certified Land Use Plan (LUP).
All Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act are incorporated by reference into the City’s
certified LUP. A core goal of the Coastal Act is to protect the public’s ability to recreate
in and enjoy the coastal zone, particularly for coastal visitors not fortunate enough to
live by the shoreline. The Coastal Act’s access and recreation policies provide
significant direction regarding not only protecting existing public recreational access
opportunities, but also ensuring that such access opportunities are provided and
maximized. Specifically, Coastal Act Section 30210 requires that maximum public
access and recreational opportunities be provided, stating:
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted,
and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights,
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rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.
Similarly, the Coastal Act requires that overnight accommodations, and particularly
lower-cost accommodations, be protected and encouraged as a means of providing
public recreational access to the coast. Section 30213 states (in part):
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred.
In short, these Coastal Act policies (which are incorporated in the City’s certified LUP)
make clear that public recreational access, particularly as it relates to the specific needs
of the visiting public, is of critical importance and must be protected and maximized.
Overnight accommodations are a necessary part of providing public access and
recreational opportunities for the many visitors that live further from the coast, including
those from inland areas, such as California’s Central Valley, where a coastal trip
requires a lengthy car ride. For many low and moderate income visitors, lower cost
overnight accommodations are essential to being able to access the California coast at
all. These access issues are perhaps more apparent than ever now, and more critical
as they relate to overnight accommodations, as coastal visitors are increasingly priced
out of the overnight accommodations market, particularly low and middle-income
households, people of color, and young people. 2
The Commission has found STRs to be an important source of visitor accommodations
in the state. STRs provide amenities that distinguish them from other types of overnight
lodging and often make them the most affordable option for overnight stays on the
coast, particularly for groups and families. For example, unlike traditional hotels, STRs
usually include full kitchens and common space in which visitors can spend time
together, and many allow pets. While these amenities can be obtained at some hotels,
the cost of extra space and rooms, a room with a kitchen, or for pet-friendly lodging is
often much higher than the price of an STR. Since many STRs contain multiple
bedrooms, it is often possible to spread the cost of additional shared amenities among
more visitors, and the opportunity to prepare food on-site saves visitors the significant
costs associated with dining out. STRs also provide a visitor experience that is unique
and different from a standard hotel/motel, and many are situated in close proximity to
desirable visitor destinations along the shoreline. STRs are, in many ways,
complementary alternatives that can help coastal visitors enjoy coastal zone
opportunities. Additionally, STRs can provide local jurisdictions with increased revenues
through the payment of transient occupancy taxes.

2

See “Explore the Coast Overnight: An Assessment of Lower-Cost Coastal Accommodations” by the
California Coastal Conservancy (March 2019) and California Coastal Commission Public Workshop Staff
Report on Lower-Cost Visitor-Serving Accommodations (October 2016).
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The Commission also recognizes that STRs can result in a number of adverse impacts,
including loss of affordable housing, enforcement issues, altered residential
neighborhood character, and parking and transportation impacts. The Commission has
provided local governments with guidance and direction to regulate STRs in a manner
that balances these public and visitor-serving benefits with their potential impacts on
coastal communities. Consistent with this guidance, the Commission has been very
supportive of STR-related LCP provisions that prescribe occupancy limits, parking
requirements, quiet hours, complaint response processes, and other common-sense
standards on STR operations.
Currently, the City of Oxnard’s certified LCP does not explicitly define, regulate or
prohibit STRs. However, STRs have historically occurred in the City for many decades,
particularly in the residential neighborhoods nearest the beach, and the City currently
collects a transient occupancy tax (TOT) on some of the existing STRs whose owners
choose to pay it on a self-reporting basis.
As mentioned previously, the City estimates that there are approximately 5,000 existing
residential units in the City’s coastal zone, and approximately 230 of those are currently
used as STRs (which represents 4.6 percent of residential units in the coastal zone).
The percentage of existing STRs in each of the four coastal zone residential
neighborhoods (which includes vacation rentals and homeshares) range from 3.5 to 4.8
percent.
Coastal Zone
Neighborhood
Oxnard Dunes
Oxnard Shores
R-BF Zone Subset

Channel Islands
Hollywood by the Sea

Existing
Residential Units

Existing Short Term Rentals

270
2,051

Number
12
99

Percentage
4.4%
4.8%

93

16

17.2%

1,832
900

87
32

4.7%
3.5%

The City’s proposed five percent vacation rental cap for each of the four neighborhoods
would theoretically allow a slight increase in STRs per neighborhood. However, the
proposed 200 foot separation requirement between vacation rental properties would
further limit the number of vacation rental STRs that can be achieved within each
neighborhood, in some cases to an amount that would be less than the proposed five
percent cap, even under generous, but likely unrealistic, spatial circumstances of
properties that have, or want, an STR.
Further, within the Residential Beachfront (R-BF) zone of the Oxnard Shores
neighborhood, where there is a higher concentration of existing STRs (17.2 percent)
among the 93 beachfront homes, the proposed amendment would limit vacation rentals
to no more than five percent, and the 200 foot separation requirement would likely
reduce it even further. These proposed limitations would significantly reduce the
availability of STRs within the City’s only beachfront residential neighborhood—an area
where they have historically occurred and that is the most desirable location for visitors.
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There are currently approximately 16 STRs in the R-BF zone, but the proposed
restrictions would allow less than five permitted vacation rental STRs.
STRs are an important source of visitor accommodations in the City’s coastal zone. The
amenities they provide often make them the most affordable option for overnight stays
on the coast, particularly for groups and families when restaurant meal and parking cost
savings are considered. The City has indicated that STR rates in Oxnard average $350
per night. Hotel room rates in the City’s coastal zone are in the high cost ($200 and
above) and moderate cost ($140-$200) range. However, STRs usually include full
kitchens and common space in which visitors can spend time together, and many allow
pets. While these amenities can be obtained at some hotels, the cost of extra space and
rooms, a room with a kitchen, or for pet-friendly lodging is often much higher than the
price of an STR. Since many STRs contain multiple bedrooms, it is often possible to
spread the cost of additional shared amenities among more visitors, and the opportunity
to prepare food onsite saves visitors the significant costs associated with taking all
meals at restaurants. The unique benefit of vacation rentals as a lower-cost option was
specifically recognized in the 1975 Coastal Plan 3, which contained Policy 125, entitled:
Provide Lower Cost Tourist Facilities in the Nearcoast Area. That policy stated, in
relevant part:
To increase recreational access to the coast for the general public, tourist facilities
(including campgrounds, hotels, youth hostels, recreational vehicle parks, etc.) for
low and moderate income persons shall be provided in the nearcoast areas . . .
Lower cost visitor facilities such as campgrounds, rustic shelters, ranch houses
converted to inns, bed and board in private homes, summer home rentals where
several families can share the cost, and new tourist accommodations that provide
some moderately priced units and short-term rentals of other recreational facilities
(e.g. boats) shall be given priority over exclusively expensive facilities . . .
The proposed vacation rental STR cap and 200 ft. separation requirements are overly
restrictive with regard to the R-BF zone portion of the Oxnard Shores neighborhood and
do not strike a reasonable balance between ensuring availability of short term rentals for
coastal visitors and preserving neighborhood character and long-term housing for local
residents. Additionally, in other neighborhoods, the separation requirements can serve
to restrict the percentage of the vacation rentals allowed below the five percent cap. The
restrictions would result in reduced options for the people who most need the
economies of scale that STRs can offer to groups and families on the coast, and could
cause a reduction in the current number of STRs operating in the City. Thus, the
amendment, as proposed, does not adequately protect STRs as a valuable visitorserving accommodation (that can often be lower-cost) within the City’s coastal zone, nor
does it adequately protect and maximize public recreational and access opportunities

3

The 1975 Coastal Plan was prepared and adopted by the California Coastal Zone Conservation
Commission pursuant to the California Coastal Zone Conservation Act of 1972, and its policy
recommendations largely formed the basis for the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
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(particularly in relation to the role that overnight accommodations play in providing such
opportunities).
In order to account for the relative desirability to visitors of some areas compared to
others, while also avoiding significant adverse impacts to neighborhood character and
housing stock, the Commission finds it necessary to modify the City’s proposed
vacation rental cap and separation requirements. Specifically, Suggested Modification
1 increases the vacation rental cap in the Residential Beachfront (R-BF) zone from 5%
to 10%, and Suggested Modification 2 reduces the separation requirement in the RBF zone from 200 feet to 100 feet. In addition, Suggested Modifications 1 and 2 add a
provision that allows properties where STRs were operated on or before January 1,
2019 to not be subject to the neighborhood and R-BF zone vacation rental cap and
separation requirements if the owner: (1) consistently paid transient occupancy taxes to
the City before January 1, 2019, (2) otherwise complies with the requirements of the
STR ordinance, and (3) applies for an STR permit within six months from the effective
date of the STR ordinance and operates in compliance with the STR permit. These
changes would help avoid any significant reduction in the availability of STRs within the
coastal zone neighborhoods, including the most desirable area nearest the beach,
where they have historically occurred. These changes were developed in coordination
with City staff in order to address the issues raised by the amendment.
The proposed amendment also establishes a variety of regulations for STRs intended to
limit neighborhood impacts from parties, noise, trash disposal, parking, and other
related issues that are often raised in terms of STRs and community character. These
proposed operational standards are generally similar to other standards the
Commission has approved for adjacent communities, such as for Ventura County and
the City of Carpinteria, and are reasonable regulations to address potential STR issues.
With the suggested modifications, the amendment would not unduly restrict the rental of
residences to visitors in a manner that will diminish the public’s ability to access and
recreate on the coast, nor detract from the City’s goal to preserve neighborhood
character. The amendment, as modified, also would not meaningfully decrease the
availability of housing stock and long-term rentals, or affect affordable housing. Most
STRs are located in some of the most desirable areas of the City, where long-term
rental would likely be out of reach for the vast majority of people even if those homes
were made available in that way. Such homes do not provide affordable housing. Also,
the City’s proposed STR limits and regulations prohibit STRs in mobile homes,
affordable deed-restricted units, farmworker housing units, accessory dwelling units
(ADUs), and two residential condominium communities where the City determined
STRs were not appropriate for a variety of reasons (The Colony at Mandalay Beach and
Harbour Island). The prohibition on STRs in ADUs is consistent with the Legislature’s
recent passage of statutory changes that disallow STRs in new ADUs in order to ensure
that ADUs are available to meet communities’ need for more, and more affordable,
housing. See Gov. Code § 65852.2. In addition, the proposed regulations allow only
one dwelling unit within an apartment complex to be used as a homeshare or vacation
rental STR.
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When the City was developing the proposed amendment, an issue came up regarding
how to deal with existing timeshare properties that operate in the Oxnard Shores
neighborhood. Timeshares are a unique form of property ownership and units are sold
in time segments which consist of a period of occupancy of no less than one week or
greater than 30 days with an annual right to use the unit. However, the rights to use the
unit for the annual period are often traded to exchange companies or granted to
individuals other than the owners in exchange for a fee. Which means they operate like
an STR from time to time during unsold timeshare weeks. To address this issue, the
City’s proposed amendment clarifies that existing timeshare units would be regulated
the same as an STR (and require an STR permit) when the timeshare units are being
used opportunistically as STRs instead of timeshares during unsold weeks; however,
they would not be subject to the 200 ft. separation and the 100 day per year maximum
STR restrictions. When timeshare units are being used as timeshares, they would not
be considered an STR and would not require an STR permit. The Commission finds this
approach to be a reasonable regulation. However, a discrepancy was brought to
Commission staff’s attention during review of the proposed amendment in which an
ownership restriction provision within the ordinance could be interpreted to prohibit
timeshare properties from seeking an STR permit to use units as STRs during unsold
weeks. The City staff has indicated this discrepancy was not intentional and coordinated
with Commission staff to clarify this issue, which is reflected in Suggested
Modification 3.
In conclusion, for the reasons discussed above, the Commission finds that only if
modified as suggested will the IP/CZO amendment conform with and be adequate to
carry out the applicable policies of the certified Land Use Plan.

C. California Environmental Quality Act
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – within the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – exempts local government from the requirement of
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities and
approvals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program.
Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission; however,
the Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by the Resources
Agency to be functionally equivalent to the EIR process. Thus, under CEQA Section
21080.5, the Commission is relieved of the responsibility to prepare an EIR for each
LCP action.
Nevertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP submittal, to find that
the approval of the proposed LCPA does conform with various CEQA provisions,
including the requirement in CEQA section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the amended LCP will
not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
impact which the activity may have on the environment. 14 C.C.R. §§ 13540(f) and
13555(b).
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The County’s IP/CZO amendment as originally submitted does not conform with, and is
not adequate to carry out, the policies of the certified LUP. The Commission has,
therefore, suggested modifications to the proposed IP/CZO amendment to include all
feasible measures to ensure that such significant environmental impacts of new
development are minimized to the maximum extent feasible consistent with the
requirements of the Coastal Act. For the reasons discussed in this report, the LCP
amendment, as suggested to be modified, is consistent with the applicable policies of
the certified Land Use Plan, including the Coastal Act policies incorporated by reference
therein. As modified, the project will not have significant impacts on the environment,
and no feasible alternatives or mitigation measures beyond those already required are
available which would lessen any significant adverse effect which the approval would
have on the environment. In addition, the findings in this staff report address and
respond to all public comments regarding potential significant adverse environmental
effects of the project that were received prior to preparation of the staff report.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP amendment, as suggested to
be modified, is consistent with CEQA.
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Introduction
Our report, Ȋ8QHTXDO$FFHVV3URWHFWLQJ$RUGDEOH$FFRPPRGDWLRQV$ORQJ&DOLIRUQLDȇV&RDVWȋ was
slated for release in March 2020 with the goal of analyzing the role short-term rentals can play in
expanding access to California’s coast. The COVID-19 pandemic and “shelter in place” order put
those plans on pause as the state and local jurisdictions grappled with how to handle the
unfolding public health crisis. In the following months, the COVID-19 pandemic has created a “new
normal” of limited mobility, minimal tourism, and economic strife. Local governments nationwide
DUHIDFLQJVWHHSEXGJHWGHȴFLWVDVDUHVXOWRIGHFUHDVHGWD[UHYHQXHV7KLQJVDUHIDUIURPWKH
normal California summer season. However, as many have noted, this time may be a time for
JURZWKFKDQJHDQGUHȵHFWLRQDOORZLQJXVDVLQGLYLGXDOVDQGFRPPXQLWLHVWRQRWVLPSO\UHWXUQ
to normal, but to create something better and more inclusive.
It is uncertain what this year holds, but it is likely that following the pandemic the “staycation” will
become more popular. For California, this likely means more visitors to the beaches, and more
GHPDQGWKDQHYHUIRUDFFRPPRGDWLRQVȃHVSHFLDOO\WKRVHWKDWRHULQFUHDVHGSULYDF\DQGVDIHW\
The past few months have forced Americans to not only face a public health crisis, but a social and
cultural crisis as well. The pandemic has disproportionately impacted Black and Latino Americans
“in a widespread manner that spans the country, throughout hundreds of counties in urban,
suburban and rural areas, and across all age groups,” according to a comprehensive study of
federal data from the New York Times. Compared to White Americans, Black and Latino
Americans are three times as likely to contract the coronavirus, and twice as likely to die1. In the
midst of this crisis, two months after this report was scheduled to be released, George Floyd’s
death at the hands of Minneapolis police sparked nationwide protests over a criminal justice
system that systematically discriminates against people of color, especially black males.
The history of unequal access in California extends to one of our most sacred treasures, our
beaches. Until as recently as 1960, California’s beaches were segregated. Even after laws were
passed to eliminate de jure discrimination, de facto segregation continues. However, there are at
least two monuments in California worth remembering: the monument at “Inkwell” Beach in
Santa Monica, and the monument at Bruce’s Beach (Manhattan Beach, Los Angeles County).
These two beaches allowed African Americans to visit the beach during segregation.
While today these IRUPDO barriers to beach visitation have ended, participation in coastal
recreation at beaches, campgrounds, surf sites, tide pools and other spots is heavily skewed
DJDLQVWSHRSOHRIFRORUDQGWRZDUGVODUJHO\DɞXHQWJURXSVZKRDOUHDG\KDYHDFFHVV$VRXU
report documents (along with many excellent studies) access to California’s coast is heavily skewed
WRZDUGVDULFKHUROGHUDQGZKLWHUGHPRJUDSKLF7KLVVNHZLQJLVȴUVWDQGIRUHPRVWFDXVHGE\WKH
high cost of housing on California’s coast, though other historical and cultural barriers are also
important.Increasing access requires recognizing these disparities and enacting policies to remedy
them. Coastal communities need to be aware of and sensitive to these barriers—many of which
are economic—in their local coastal plans and policies. With many low and middle-income
Ʌ2SSHO5LFKDUG$-UHWDOOȊ7KH)XOOHVW/RRN<HWDWWKH5DFLDOΖQHTXDOLW\RIWKH&RURQD9LUXVȋ1HZ<RUN7LPHV-XO\
2020.
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&DOLIRUQLDQVOLYLQJLQODQGSURYLGLQJDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQLVFUXFLDOIRULQFOXVLYH
coastal access. Unfortunately, as work completed by the Coastal Conservancy and Coastal
&RPPLVVLRQLQGLFDWHVWKHVXSSO\RIDRUGDEOHKRWHOVKDVDFWXDOO\GHFUHDVHGRYHUWKHSDVW
WZHQW\\HDUVDQGWKHFXUUHQWRXWEUHDNRI&29Ζ'LVKDYLQJDSURIRXQGHHFWRQWKHKRVSLWDOLW\
industry and may lead to permanent closures, especially for smaller operations with limited
access to capital markets.
$WWKHVDPHWLPHGR]HQVRIFRPPXQLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDPDQ\RIWKHPDɞXHQWKDYHSODFHGDGH
facto ban and additional restrictions on short-term rentals, up to and including outright bans. In
our study, we discuss two of the coastal cities -- Del Mar and Santa Barbara -- that have actively
sought to restrict short-term rentals and hence access to the coast. These restrictions lower the
VXSSO\RIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGGULYHXSWKHSULFHPDNLQJDFFHVVHYHQPRUHDRUGDEOH
for underserved communities.
To meet these challenges, the State and local coastal communities must embrace change and
encourage policies that increase access. Short-term rentals (STRs) are one possible solution.
675VUHTXLUHQRQHZFRQVWUXFWLRQJHQHUDWHVLJQLȴFDQWORFDOWD[HVDQGSURYLGHRYHUQLJKW
accommodations in cities that have few other options.
In addition to the loss/damage to life, the COVID pandemic has wreaked havoc on State and local
governments. By one estimate, the State of California will lose $2.5 billion in taxes this year (2020)
and local jurisdictions will lose over a billion dollars2. Unlike the federal government, state and
ORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVFDQQRWERUURZPRQH\WRPDNHXSIRUEXGJHWGHȴFLWVVREXGJHWVZLOOQHHGWR
be cut during a pandemic.2
)RUORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVFDQSURYLGHDVLJQLȴFDQWQHZVRXUFHRIUHYHQXH
without raising taxes, while also increasing access to the coast. Our report examines these issues
and provides a number of recommendations for policies that would increase access,, e.g., setting
aside a certain percentage of STRs for underserved communities.
We believe achieving DFFHVVIRUDOO will require the cooperation of all stakeholders including the
private sector. Finding a solution—as with many issues highlighted by recent events—will require
dialogue between business, State and local government, environmental and social justice groups,
and other stakeholders, in order to forge a sustainable and equitable long-term solution.
)V5LMPMT,0MRKERHEVEL/IROMRW

Ʌ6HH(VWLPDWHVRI6WDWHDQG/RFDO*RYHUQPHQW5HYHQXH/RVVHVIURP3DQGHPLF0LWLJDWLRQ%\6WHSKDQ:KLWDNHU3ROLF\
Economist II, Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland May 13, 2020, https://www.clevelandfed.org/newsroom-and-events/publications/cfed-district-data-briefs/cfddb-20200513-estimates-of-state-and-local-government-revenue-losses-from-pandemicmitigation.aspx.
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Executive Summary
The 1976 California Coastal Act was created to protect and preserve California’s iconic coastline
and beaches and to ensure that everyone has “maximum access…[to] recreational opportunities”
of this precious resource3. The Act created the California Coastal Commission with the mandate
to help protect and ensure access. Today, however, this access is being threatened by the high
cost of California’s coastal real estate, which has pushed many Californians to move inland, farther
DZD\IURPWKHFRDVWLQVHDUFKRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ1XPHURXVVWXGLHVFLWHGZLWKLQWKLVUHSRUW
have found that while visiting the coast is highly desired by most Californians, many feel that a
visit is simply too costly. Travel costs and accommodation are the most prohibitive expenses—
expenses which continue to increase as more of California’s middle- and low-income families are
displaced inland due to housing costs.1
7KHKLJKFRVWRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQDORQJWKHFRDVWSUHVHQWVDVLJQLȴFDQWEDUULHUIRUPDQ\
KRXVHKROGV7KHVXSSO\RIDRUGDEOHURRPVIDLOVWRPHHWWKHGHPDQGRIPLOOLRQVRIUHVLGHQWVZKR
do not live close enough to the coast to make a daytrip. Over the past decade, many budget hotels
along the coast have closed or have been refurbished and raised their prices well beyond what
PDQ\IDPLOLHVFDQDRUG(FRQRP\FODVVKRWHOVDORQJWKHFRDVWKDYHFORVHGDWDIDUJUHDWHUUDWH
WKDQRWKHUPRUHH[SHQVLYHW\SHVRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQV0DQ\SUHYLRXVVWXGLHVSRLQWWRDVLJQLȴFDQW
GHFOLQHLQWKHQXPEHURIRYHUQLJKWFRDVWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQVWKDWDUHDRUGDEOH GHȴQHGDV
of the average daily price for a hotel room in California, which was $137 a night in summer 2018).
The lack of such options means that some households who would otherwise visit the coast cannot,
EHFDXVHWKH\FDQQRWDRUGWKHFRVWRIDQRYHUQLJKWVWD\ )LJXUH(EHORZ 

XńŷŷńûBńƊäī~ńńĴŷ

Figure E1: Loss of hotel rooms in California by class (Ainsworth 2016).

Ʌ&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQ
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During the high season—from mid-June until September—prices are often much higher than at
other periods (see Figure E2 below). The supply of coastal hotel rooms is particularly strained
GXULQJWKHVXPPHUZKHQWKHUHDUHQRWHQRXJKKRWHOURRPVRIDQ\FODVVOHWDORQHWKRVHFODVVLȴHG
as lower cost. Hotels respond to this demand with increased prices. An accommodation that may
KDYHEHHQDRUGDEOHWRDORZHULQFRPHIDPLO\LQ)HEUXDU\LVIDURXWRIUHDFKLQ-XO\ZKHQPRVW
Californians wish to visit the coast.

Figure E2: Average daily rate for overnight accommodation in California:
coastal and non-coastal.

Camping may provide an option for some households seeking lower cost accommodation.
However, coastal campsites are also very limited, especially in summer, and some are under
threat from coastal erosion. The supply of campsites in California has not kept up with demand,
HVSHFLDOO\LQKLJKVHDVRQ0RUHRYHUHYHQWKRXJKERRNLQJDFDPSVLWHLVDRUGDEOHLWUHTXLUHV
costly equipment that may exclude many families and often requires one to make reservations
well in advance. Studies of camping participation also indicate that despite the relatively low
FRVWSDUWLFLSDWLRQLQFDPSLQJDOVRVNHZVKHDYLO\WRZDUGVPRUHDɞXHQWJURXSVDQGDZD\IURP
communities of color.
7KHODFNRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQDORQJWKHFRDVWFUHDWHVDVLJQLȴFDQWEDUULHUWRFRDVWDO
access and makes it harder for families to visit. Given this challenge, it is imperative that California
explore alternative means to expand the supply of lower cost coastal accommodations.
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dīƊäŲĸ°ƊěƲäjŝƊěńĸŷÖ
ėńŲƊĚäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷ
2QHSRVVLEOHVROXWLRQWRWKHODFNRIDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRQWKHFRDVWDUHVKRUW
term rentals (STRs). Unlike campsites or hotels, expanding the number of STRs does not require
new construction on or near California’s coastline but instead utilizes existing properties. Rentals
DOORZIRUWKHXVHRISURSHUW\RWKHUZLVHXQRFFXSLHGDQGPD\RHUPXFKQHHGHGLQFRPHWRKRVWV
in expensive coastal communities. STRs have been providing accommodation for Californians
ZLVKLQJWRYLVLWWKHFRDVWIRUGHFDGHVRHULQJDVLJQLȴFDQWO\GLHUHQWH[SHULHQFHWKDQVWD\LQJLQD
hotel or camping. Indeed, the California Coastal Plan, which laid the groundwork for the California
Coastal Act, mentions home-sharing as a means of coastal access dating back prior to 1975. In
DGGLWLRQ675VPD\EHHVSHFLDOO\VXLWHGWRIDPLOLHVRUODUJHUJURXSVDVWKH\RIWHQRHUNLWFKHQV
gathering spaces, multiple bedrooms and bathrooms, and are often less expensive per visitor than
a hotel room.
As indicated in the literature review in this study, empirical studies of STRs indicate that the entry
RI675VW\SLFDOO\UHVXOWVLQORZHUKRWHOUDWHVHVSHFLDOO\DWSHDNSHULRGV675VRHUFRPSHWLWLRQ
DQGDȵH[LEOHVXSSO\ZKLFKFDQEHVFDOHGWRPHHWGHPDQGPRUHHDVLO\+RWHOVUHVSRQGWRWKLV
FRPSHWLWLRQE\ORZHULQJWKHLUSULFHV7KLVEHQHȴWVDOOYLVLWRUVLQFOXGLQJWKRVHZKRGRQRWXWLOL]H
the rentals. Furthermore, STRs can bring in visitors who may not have been able to access the
FRDVWEHIRUHRUPD\KDYHFKRVHQQRWWRGXHWRWKHGLɝFXOW\RIȴQGLQJDFFRPPRGDWLRQLQWKHKLJK
VHDVRQRUGHVLULQJWKHVSHFLȴFDPHQLWLHVWKH\FDQȴQGDWDQ675
Short-term rentals also make sense economically in communities where demand is highly
seasonal as is the case with many coastal communities where beach and other recreation peaks
in the summer. Building new hotels to serve a demand for a few months of the year makes little
sense, and hotels must charge high rates in peak summer months to remain economically viable.
Short-term rentals have become more popular along California’s coast and elsewhere as online
platforms make it easier for potential visitors to locate, evaluate (through photos, maps, and other
guest ratings), and book a property all in a few minutes. The recent popularity of STRs has also
led to concerns in local communities about the character of neighborhoods that have traditionally
been composed of single-family dwellings occupied by one family. Coastal communities up and
down California have struggled with how to regulate STRs.
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ėäBńƙŷěĸČŲěŷěŷ°ĸÙ
ń°ŷƊ°īdüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺ
California’s housing crisis is most acute in the Coastal region, near rapidly growing economic
powerhouse cities such as San Francisco and Los Angeles. In these cities, demand for housing has
far surpassed supply. Due to a combination of regulatory lags, permitting issues, and pushback
against higher density construction and up-zoning, there has not been a substantial increase in
housing construction necessary to meet this demand. Local authorities face pressure from many
residents who worry about the burdens associated with expanding the supply of housing. As a
result, housing has become scarce and prices have skyrocketed.
Rising housing costs have displaced many middle- and low-income residents inland. This means
WKDWPDQ\&DOLIRUQLDQVLQFOXGLQJQXUVHVSROLFHWHDFKHUVDQGVHUYLFHZRUNHUVFDQQRWDRUG
WROLYHZKHUHWKH\ZRUNDQGPXVWVXHUORQJFRPPXWHV7KLVGLVSODFHPHQWRIWHQUHVXOWVLQD
concentration of exclusive wealth and resources along the accessible only by the wealthy. This
report focuses on the lack of access to California’s coast.
Several key studies by the California Coastal Conservancy, the Coastal Commission, and others
have highlighted this access issue and all point out that the increased cost of coastal access
falls disproportionately on low- and moderate- income households as well as communities that
have been historically excluded or discouraged from going to the coast, such as Latino residents
and people of color. Latino Californians in particular desire to visit the coast but are especially
sensitive to the high costs of travel and accommodation. As discussed in this report, the counties
of California’s Inland Empire, where a visit to the coast on a hot summer day likely requires an
overnight trip, are virtually all Latino majorities. For many inland families, the cost of a necessary
overnight stay is a major impediment to visiting the beach.
Indeed, California’s coast has become increasingly inaccessible—with the majority of areas
IDUPRUHDɞXHQWOHVVGLYHUVHDQGROGHUWKDQWKHVWDWHRYHUDOO7KLVH[FOXVLYLW\SURGXFHVDQ
inequity that runs counter to the aims of the California Coastal Act. Access to the resources and
opportunities associated with California’s coast is not distributed fairly among California’s diverse
SRSXODWLRQ2IWHQWKRVHZKRFDQDRUGWRVSHQGWKHOHDVWWRYLVLWWKHFRDVWPXVWVSHQGWKHPRVW
as lower-income communities inland face the highest travel costs and accommodation burdens.
$VWKHFDVHVWXGLHVLQWKLVUHSRUWLQGLFDWHFLWLHVWKDWKDYHEHFRPHOHVVDQGOHVVDRUGDEOHOLNH
Santa Barbara or Del Mar, have also enacted restrictive legislation limiting short-term rentals.
-XVWDVWKHVHFLWLHVKDYHRIWHQLPSRVHGUHVWULFWLYHRUGLQDQFHVDQG]RQLQJODZVWROLPLWDRUGDEOH
housing for their residents, they have also imposed similar restrictions on short-term rentals with
similar results.
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8ěĸ°ĸÎě°ī~äŷěīěäĸÎä
As communities across California discuss and debate adapting to climate change, one issue is
clear: adaptation will be expensive. For example, a recent study (Aerts et al. 2018) estimated
that Los Angeles County will face climate change costs of $4.3 to $6.4 billion by 2100. All of these
H[SHQVHVZLOOEHRQWRSRIH[LVWLQJȴQDQFLDOREOLJDWLRQVIRUHGXFDWLRQSXEOLFVDIHW\DRUGDEOH
housing and many other issues facing California today. Local governments will need new or
enhanced sources of revenue to pay their share of climate resilience.
The California Coastal Commission and Coastal Conservancy have sponsored work on numerous
local coastal programs (LCPs) aimed at helping coastal communities adapt to sea level rise. While
WKHVH/&3VGLHUDOOKDYHRQHWKLQJLQFRPPRQȃWKHLULPSOHPHQWDWLRQZLOOEHFRVWO\DQGPXVWEH
ȴQDQFHGVRPHKRZLQFOXGLQJORFDOSDUWLFLSDWLRQ
7UDQVLHQWRFFXSDQF\WD[HV 727V RHUORFDOJRYHUQPHQWVDUHYHQXHVWUHDPWKDWFDQHDVLO\JURZ
8QOLNHSURSHUW\WD[HVRUVDOHVWD[HVLQ&DOLIRUQLDRI727UHYHQXHVJRWRORFDOFRPPXQLWLHV
While TOT rates vary by local jurisdiction, most coastal communities in southern California have
D727UDWHRIDWOHDVW+RZHYHUHRUWVWREORFN675VRIWHQOHDGWRWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIEODFN
or grey markets where STR operators do not pay TOTs to their local community. This deprives
these communities of revenues necessary to fund the additional public services required, such as
lifeguards, public safety, improving beaches or other facilities.
Encouraging coastal communities to make STRs properly regulated and tax-paying is critical
IRUȴQDQFLQJUHVLOLHQFH([SDQGLQJ675VQRWRQO\LQFUHDVHVDFFHVVEXWDOVRLQFUHDVHVȴQDQFLDO
resilience through increases in TOT revenues. Moreover, as discussed in detail in this report, other
SRWHQWLDOVRXUFHVRIORFDOȴQDQFLQJHJ*HRORJLFDQG+D]DUG$EDWHPHQW'LVWULFWV *+$'V RU
other levies on property taxes tend to promote resilience pathways that protect private property
(e.g., armoring) at the expense of public property.
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ń°ŷƊ°ī°īěûńŲĸě°°ŷäƊƙÙěäŷ
The case studies provided in this report illustrate some of the issues facing coastal communities.
All communities want to keep their residents safe and preserve their environment. However, some
communities have done so in a manner that excludes many visitors, particularly lower income
households, erecting barriers to entry such as high permitting fees for STRs and severe restrictions
RQZKRFDQRHU675VDQGLQZKDWQHLJKERUKRRGV
The STRs policies of three distinct regions along California’s coast were examined, and each
SURYLGHVDVSHFLȴFXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHLPSDFWVRIORFDOSROLF\RQWKHDRUGDELOLW\RI675V$V
these case studies indicate, short-term rentals can coexist with residential neighbors. Oceanside’s
Good Neighbor Policy for short-term rentals provides an excellent example. The city has strict
policies on issues that matter to local residents, including trash, parking, noise, and extra visitors.
2FHDQVLGHȇV*RRG1HLJKERU3ROLF\LQFOXGHVVHULRXVȴQHVIRUSHRSOHZKRYLRODWHWKHVHUXOHV
Another common argument against STRs is that they drive up local real estate prices, facilitating
JHQWULȴFDWLRQ6RPHHPSLULFDOVWXGLHVLQGLFDWH675VFDQKDYHDPRGHVWLPSDFWRQSURSHUW\YDOXHV
but these impacts must be taken into context. The residential real estate in most of these coastal
communities is already beyond the means of the vast majority of Californians. Therefore, reducing
675VLQFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVVLPSO\UHGXFHVDFFHVVWRWKRVHZKRFDQQRWDRUGWREX\VXFK
SURSHUWLHVEXWFDQDRUGWRUHQWWKHPIRUDVKRUWWLPHΖQGHHGLQRXUFDVHVWXGLHVFRPPXQLWLHV
VXFKDV'HO0DUDQG6DQWD%DUEDUDZKLFKDOUHDG\KDYHVLJQLȴFDQWO\KLJKHUKRPHSULFHVKLJKHU
rents, and higher median incomes, were also the same communities which placed more serious
restrictions on STRs.
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bńŲƊė°ĸ%ěäČńńƙĸƊƺ
7KHȴUVWFDVHVWXG\LQWKLVUHSRUWH[DPLQHGȴYHFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVLQ1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\
Del Mar, Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside. All of these communities are very
SRSXODUEHDFKGHVWLQDWLRQVLQWKHVXPPHUDQGKDYHVLJQLȴFDQWUHJXODWLRQVRQ675V2XUDQDO\VLV
of STR policies in North San Diego County indicates that communities that have restricted shortWHUPUHQWDOVWKHPRVWKDYHWKHKLJKHVWRYHUQLJKWUDWHV7KH&LW\RI2FHDQVLGHKDVPRUHDRUGDEOH
accommodations than its neighbors to the south while at the same time also providing more
DRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVIRULWVORQJWHUPUHVLGHQWVDVZHOO

5HQWDO+RPH
$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV

3ULYDWH5RRP5HQWDO
$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV
&LW\/LPLW
&RDVWDO=RQH%RXQGDU\
:LWKLQPLOHRIWKH&RDVW


0LOH

8ěČƙŲäƈ)ƏÖƈüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈńûƈ~ŷƈěĸƈbńŲƊėƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺŢ
)LJXUH(DERYHJUDSKLFDOO\LOOXVWUDWHVWKHDRUGDELOLW\LVVXHLQ1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\7KH
GDUNHU UHGGHU DUHDVLQGLFDWHPRUHDRUGDELOLW\WKHOLJKWHU PRUH\HOORZ DUHDVLQGLFDWHOHVV
DRUGDELOLW\$VRQHZRXOGH[SHFWWKHDUHDVDORQJWKHFRDVWDUHOHVVDRUGDEOH+RZHYHU
SRFNHWVRIDRUGDELOLW\VWLOOUHPDLQIDUWKHUQRUWKSDUWLFXODUO\LQ2FHDQVLGHZKLFKKDVDPRUH
DFFRPPRGDWLQJ675SROLF\2QWKHRWKHUKDQGPRUHH[FOXVLYHFRPPXQLWLHVOLNH'HO0DURHU
IHZHUDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
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ěƊƺńû°ĸƊ°°ŲÅ°Ų°
ΖQ6DQWD%DUEDUDWKHUHJXODWRU\HQYLURQPHQWLVSDUWLFXODUO\GLɝFXOW7KHFLW\ȇVHQIRUFHPHQWDQG
]RQLQJSROLFLHVWRZDUGV675VKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGDVDȊEDQȋVLQFH675VDUHFODVVLȴHGDVKRWHOV$V
a result, STRs are only permitted in areas zoned for hotels, and operators are required to submit
to many of the same regulations as a hotel owner, including frequent inspections and renovations.
Since 2015 the city has begun aggressively enforcing this zoning ordinance. This policy has
UHVXOWHGLQDODFNRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQLQWKH&LW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDVLQFHIHZDUHDVDUH
zoned for hotels. The added enforcement risk to operators has reduced supply and increased
FRVWVUHGXFLQJDRUGDELOLW\7KHPDSVLQ)LJXUHV(DQG(EHORZVKRZWKHUHVXOWVRI6DQWD
%DUEDUDȇVUHVWULFWLYH675SROLFLHV7KHUHDUHIHZDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGWKRVHWKDWDUH
available are away from the coast. Easing STR regulations, and thereby allowing a greater supply
RI675VLQRWKHUDUHDVRIWKHFLW\ZRXOGVLJQLȴFDQWO\LQFUHDVHDRUGDELOLW\DQGDFFHVV
Recently, the ban on STRs in Santa Barbara’s coastal zone was overturned in the Kracke v. The City
RI6DQWD%DUEDUDFDVH-XGJH%RUUHOOUXOHGWKDWWKHHQIRUFHPHQWVLJQLȴFDQWO\FKDQJHGWKHDELOLW\
for Californians to visit and access the coast and that such a development would have required the
DSSURYDORIWKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO&RPPLVVLRQ7KHUXOLQJHHFWLYHO\DOORZVUHQWDOVLQWKHFRDVWDO
zone to be operated immediately in the same manner as they were prior to 2015 during when
operators obtained a permit and collected TOTs. The city is appealing the ruling.

8ěČƙŲäƈ)ĈÖƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°ŰŷƈǂńĸěĸČƈīěĴěƊŷƈ~ŷƈƊńƈ°Ųä°ŷƈ°īŲä°ÙƺƈǂńĸäÙƈûńŲƈėńƊäīŷŢ
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0LOH

8ěČƙŲäƈ)āÖƈüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈńûƈ~ŷƈÙƙŲěĸČƈŝä°Ĩƈŷä°ŷńĸƈěĸƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°Ţ
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ěƊƺńûzěŷĴńä°Îė
The California Coastal Commission has suggested that Pismo Beach’s short-term rental ordinance
is a model for other communities. However, as this study indicates, Pismo Beaches’ permitting
fees, coupled with a required business tax, imply that STR landlords must pay over $450 for the
right to rent out their property even if only for a week or two. The high fees represent an obstacle
and possible deterrent to residents who might consider home sharing as a means to supplement
WKHLULQFRPH7KLVPLJKWH[SODLQZK\3LVPR%HDFKȇV675VDUHOHVVDRUGDEOHWKDQPDQ\RWKHU
communities in this study.
Regulations on short-term rentals can help communities promote public safety alongside access
DQGUHVSRQGWRWKHYDOLGFRPSODLQWVRIUHVLGHQWVDURXQGLVVXHVVXFKDVQRLVHWUDɝFHWF7KHVH
regulations, however, should not constitute barriers or bans which prohibit STRs or make STRs too
expensive for low and moderate-income families, thus reducing coastal access. A well-regulated
VXSSO\RI675VFDQDOVRSURYLGHVLJQLȴFDQWUHYHQXHVIRUORFDOFRPPXQLWLHVLQWKHIRUPRIWUDQVLHQW
occupancy taxes (TOTs). In addition to paying for the increased costs of public safety, these
revenues can be used by coastal communities to help strengthen resilience in order to adapt
to sea level rise.
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zńƊäĸƊě°īńīƙƊěńĸŷ
°ĸÙ~äÎńĴĴäĸÙ°Ɗěńĸŷ
$IWHUHYDOXDWLQJWKHLPSDFWVRIUHJXODWLRQVRQWKHDYDLODELOLW\DQGDRUGDELOLW\RI675VWKLVUHSRUW
makes the following recommendations for how local jurisdictions can maximize access to the
coast. These simple policy changes will help reduce the costs, delays, and confusion, thereby
HQFRXUDJLQJFRPSOLDQFHDQGUHJXODWLRQVDVZHOODVDRUGDELOLW\

Best Practice

Rationale

Simple, streamlined registration

Reduces the costs to operators, costs which are passed
RQWRUHQWHUVDQGUHGXFHDRUGDELOLW\

Make permitting easy and swift

$OORZVIRUPRUHDRUGDELOLW\E\PDNLQJLWHDVLHU
to increase the supply of STRs; also encourages
registration with the City

Cities require TOT payment and cooperate with
STR platforms where possible

Ensures TOTs are collected from all operators

Allow STRs in most or all coastal neighborhoods

ΖQFUHDVHVDRUGDELOLW\QHDUWKHFRDVWKHOSLQJLQFUHDVH
coastal access for those who need it most

No minimum on number of nights

(QVXUHVWKDWIDPLOLHVZKRFDQQRWDRUGPXOWLSOHQLJKWV
can still visit the coast

Maximum night cap of 180 nights or more.
No night cap on shared space rentals

+HOSVSURPRWHDRUGDELOLW\YLDJUHDWHUVXSSO\RI675V
supported by Commission

Ensure compliance with “Good Neighbor Policies”
and make renters aware of rules

Promotes harmony between STRs and the residents
neighboring them, and promotes public safety

Require parking be provided by STRs where
reasonable

5HGXFHVWUDɝFDVVRFLDWHGZLWK675VDQGSURPRWHV
agreement with local residents. Reduces parking costs
for visitors
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The City of Oceanside’s Good Neighbor Policy (in appendix) and other policies generally provide
a good example for other cities to follow when implementing STR policies. In communities where
parking is an issue, communities should require STRs come with adequate parking depending
upon the number of guests. These same communities may also wish to encourage transportation
modes other than cars, such as local buses and shuttles, bike rentals, etc.
Additionally, this report recommends that the state, local governments, and non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) play an active role in developing programs that target underserved
FRPPXQLWLHVDQGKRXVHKROGVZLWKORZRUPRGHUDWHLQFRPHLQRUGHUWRLQFUHDVHWKHDRUGDELOLW\
of, and hence access to, the coast.

Recommendation

State agencies, local governments, foundations and
community organizations could support and fund
programs that encourage or subsidize low-income
families or those from underserved communities to
stay overnight near the coast. STRs should be part of
the solution.

Rationale
Cooperation with NGOs helps these programs reach
those most in need of easy access to the coast.
STRs better serve large groups and families and provide
additional amenities for families.
0DQ\675VDUHPRUHDRUGDEOH

Expand the Explore the Coast Overnight Program to
include STRs, and include STRs in other pilot programs

ΖWLVHDVLHUWRH[SDQGWKHVXSSO\RIDRUGDEOH
accommodations through STRs, unlike other lodging,
which requires new construction on the coast.

Create DRUGDEOH675SURJUDPZLWKHOLJLELOLW\
criteria.

Establishing eligibility criteria ensures that Californians
PRVWLQQHHGRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQKDYHDFFHVV
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Access Issues on the
California Coast
ėäń°ŷƊ°īdÎƊ
California’s beaches have an almost mythological allure worldwide. The California coastline is not
only a crucial aspect of the identity of the state and its residents but also one of its prized tourist
DWWUDFWLRQV0LOOLRQVȵRFNWRWKHVWDWHȇVEHDFKHVHYHU\\HDUHVSHFLDOO\GXULQJWKHSHDNVXPPHU
season. In fact, of the more than 200 million in-state leisure trips California residents took in 2016,
RYHUZHUHWRWKHEHDFK &RQVHUYDQF\ 
As the California population continues to grow, especially inland where summer temperatures
are increasingly hot, beach trips will likely become even more popular, but only if Californians can
DRUGWRYLVLW$FFHVVWRWKHFRDVWLVWKUHDWHQHGE\ULVLQJFRVWV$VWXG\IRXQGWKDWRI
California families felt that a visit to the coast is simply too expensive (Christensen & King 2017, 3).
These families are primarily concerned with the high costs of parking and lodging along the coast,
a problem which is especially concerning for minority residents and residents of inland counties
(Christensen & King 2017, 3). The high cost of a coastal visit can mean that middle- and low-income
IDPLOLHVFDQQRWDRUGFRDVWDODFFHVVDWDOO
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This disparity is especially disheartening in a state where access to the coast is guaranteed by law.
In California, the coast (below the mean high tide line) and waterways are public land and intended
IRUEHQHȴFLDOSXEOLFXVH7KH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FWDLPVWRSURWHFW&DOLIRUQLDȇVEHDFKHVDQG
FRDVWOLQHDQGSURPRWHYLVLWDWLRQ7KH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FWGHȴQHVWKHFRDVWDVDȊGLVWLQFWDQG
valuable resource belonging to all” and ensures

ŭĴ°ƹěĴƙĴ°ÎÎäŷŷ×ƳėěÎėŷė°īīÅäÎńĸŷŝěÎƙńƙŷīƺŝńŷƊäÙ×°ĸÙ
ŲäÎŲä°Ɗěńĸ°īńŝŝńŲƊƙĸěƊěäŷŷė°īīÅäŝŲńƲěÙäÙûńŲ°īīƊėäŝäńŝīä
ÎńĸŷěŷƊäĸƊƳěƊėŝƙÅīěÎŷ°ûäƊƺĸääÙŷ°ĸÙƊėäĸääÙƊńŝŲńƊäÎƊ
ŝƙÅīěÎŲěČėƊŷŢůşń°ŷƊ°īdÎƊ×äÎƊěńĸƏǆƕōǆŠ
The Coastal Act not only places importance on coastal protection but also includes an imperative
mandate that all Californians should have maximum access to coastal recreation regardless of
income.
Several recent reports by the California Coastal Commission and the California Coastal
Conservancy noted that this mandate goes above and beyond protection and preservation.
ΖWQHFHVVLWDWHVWKHSURPRWLRQRIDFFHVVIRUWKRVHZKRZRXOGRWKHUZLVHEHXQDEOHWRDRUG
LW6SHFLȴFDOO\WKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FWUHTXLUHVWKHSURWHFWLRQHQFRXUDJHPHQWDQGȊZKHUH
feasible” provision of “lower cost visitor and recreation facilities” (Conservancy 2019, 14; Ainsworth
2016, 1). This stipulation in the California Coastal Act gives the State government the capacity to
ensure and protect access to the coast. The requirement for the preservation and provision of
lower cost facilities is vital to providing equitable access to all Californians. Without lower cost
overnight accommodations, many individuals with low or moderate incomes will be, and in many
FDVHVDOUHDG\DUHXQDEOHWRDRUGWKHKLJKFRVWRIYLVLWLQJWKHFRDVW7KLVUHVXOWVLQXQMXVWLQHTXLW\
$LQVZRUWK ΖWLVQRWVXɝFLHQWIRUWKHFRDVWWREHOHJDOO\DFFHVVLEOHE\WKHSXEOLFWKHUH
must be a diverse set of options that allow everyone, regardless of income, an ability to access the
FRDVW3UHVHQWO\WKHPDMRULW\RI&DOLIRUQLDQVFDQQRWDRUGRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVLQFRDVWDO
areas (Ainsworth 2016, 24).
Despite the California Coastal Act’s promise of access for all, inequity persists and is perhaps more
pervasive than in recent decades. The high cost of living in coastal counties has pushed lower
and moderate-income Californians inland. This has resulted in longer drives and in many cases,
requires an overnight stay if families wish to visit the coast. Desire to visit the coast is relatively
high among all of California’s diverse demographics, yet important barriers to access persist
which make visits to the coast too costly for lower income communities. In fact, one study
IRXQGRI&DOLIRUQLDYRWHUVSHUFHLYHFRDVWDODFFHVVDVDSUREOHP &KULVWHQVHQ .LQJ 
+LVWRULFDOO\SXEOLFDFFHVVKDVEHHQXQHTXDOO\GLVWULEXWHGDPRQJGLHUHQWJURXSV+LJKODQGFRVWV
and explosive economic growth on and near the coast have exacerbated this situation. While the
Coastal Act aimed to remedy these issues, it has fallen short.
The Coastal Act’s stipulation for lower cost facilities includes the promotion, preservation, and
provision of lower cost overnight accommodations (Ainsworth 2016, 1). These protections are
PHDQWWRDGGUHVVRQHRIWKHPRVWVLJQLȴFDQWEDUULHUVIDFLQJYLVLWRUVWRWKHEHDFKWKHFRVW
RIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQDQGWKHVFDUFLW\RIDOWHUQDWLYHDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQV$V
mentioned, many low- and middle-income Californians have to travel greater distances to reach
the coast and may need accommodation. This is a pressing issue as income inequality in the state
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GHHSHQVΖQDUHFHQWVXUYH\RIUHVSRQGHQWVFLWHGWKHODFNRIORZHUFRVWDFFRPPRGDWLRQ
options as a reason they do not visit the coast as much as they would like (Christensen & King
2017, 3). Travel costs—the chief barrier to coastal access—are not equitably distributed among
California’s diverse demographics. High costs to travel to and stay in coastal communities more
heavily burden lower income populations and prohibit some from visiting.

dŷŷńÎě°ƊäÙńŷƊŷ°ĸÙƊėä°īƙäńû
ä°Îė~äÎŲä°Ɗěńĸ
Although the California Coastal Act guarantees access to the coast to all Californians, recent
studies show that costs associated with visiting the coast impose barriers that prevent many lower
income and minority communities from visiting. Many families, despite strong desire to visit the
coast, simply cannot accommodate high nightly rental rates into their budgets. Understanding the
YDOXH&DOLIRUQLDUHVLGHQWVSODFHRQDWULSWRWKHFRDVWZLOOEHWWHUKHOSWRLOOXVWUDWHWKHVLJQLȴFDQFHRI
high costs.
Californians visit the coast for many reasons; the coast provides recreational opportunities,
ZKLFKEHQHȴWSV\FKRORJLFDODQGSK\VLRORJLFDOKHDOWKDVZHOODVSURYLGHPXFKQHHGHGOHLVXUHD
connection to the ocean, and an escape from the scorching summers inland (Christensen & King
2017, 3; Reineman 2016, 91). In other words, all visitors place some value on their visits—although
perhaps not in dollars. This value is not always fully captured in the cost of the trip, especially since
beaches in California are generally free. Thus, coastal visits have a non-market value, or a worth to
visitors that is not explicit in commercial costs. Understanding the value of a beach trip can help
illustrate the decisions which go into a visit, allowing economists to model consumer surplus. In
this case, consumer surplus is the value of the visit once the costs have been accounted for, or
how much “bang for your buck.”
While the average visitor may not calculate their exact costs and associate an explicit, monetary
value to their visit, costs do play a role in decisions to visit the coast. The amount a visitor is willing
to pay for a trip can reveal the implicit value of the trip (Christensen & King 2017,5; Medford 2018).
This is especially important regarding trips to the beach, as beach access is generally free and thus
has a “non-market value.” Economists have developed a wide variety of models to estimate the
“non-market value” of visiting natural resources where access is free. One of the most common
models is the “travel cost model.” In a 2017 survey, Christensen and King used this model to
conduct an intercept survey of select beaches in Southern California to estimate a visitor’s
“willingness to pay” (WTP) to visit the coast.
Researchers have compared the value of a beach visit to the associated costs to better understand
the economic barriers that impact coastal access (Christensen & King 2017; Medford 2018).
Medford (2018, 3) determined the value of beach recreation in Southern California using a
visitor’s choice of site and the number of trips taken to reveal his/her willingness to pay, and
thus, the value assigned to the trip. The study found higher income demographics have a higher
willingness and ability to pay for coastal accommodation. Medford (2018) sought to understand
how consumer surplus and WTP varied by ethnic and racial group—an important aspect of
creating equity in coastal access. Minority populations historically have faced both cultural and
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legal barriers to beach access. These barriers have carried over into feelings of marginalization
and being unwelcome, resulting in a lower desire to visit. Medford (2018, 1) found evidence of
this phenomenon, noting that Black and Asian populations on average visit the beach less. More
VLJQLȴFDQWWKDQUDFHDORQHKRZHYHUZDVȊWUDYHOFRVWȋ0LQRULW\JURXSVZHUHRQDYHUDJHPRUH
responsive to high travel costs. Higher sensitivity to travel cost suggests these populations derive a
ORZHUFRQVXPHUVXUSOXVRUEHQHȴWIURPWKHLUYLVLWVΖQRUGHUWRHQVXUHDFFHVVIRUDOO&DOLIRUQLDQV
these preferences need to be taken into account.

8ěČƙŲäƈōÖƈěīīěĸČĸäŷŷƈƊńƈŝ°ƺƈûńŲƈ°ƈƲěŷěƊƈƊńƈŷäīäÎƊƈńƙƊėäŲĸƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈÅä°Îėäŷ
ÅƺƈěĸÎńĴäƈÅŲ°ÎĨäƊƈşėŲěŷƊäĸŷäĸƈ»ƈUěĸČ×ƈƕǆōſŠŢ

Latino residents in particular consider the cost of accommodation as a major barrier to visiting
WKHFRDVW&KULVWHQVHQDQG.LQJ  IRXQGWKDW/DWLQRYRWHUVUDWHGDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQ
a major issue and were on average able to pay $16 less per night than respondents overall. This
LVHVSHFLDOO\VLJQLȴFDQWGXULQJWKHVXPPHUKROLGD\VZKHQGHPDQGIRUFRDVWDOUHFUHDWLRQLVDW
its peak and prices are the highest. Latino populations are especially vulnerable to the lack of
DRUGDEOHFRDVWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQVJLYHQWKDW/DWLQRVLQ&DOLIRUQLDKDYHDORZHUPHGLDQ
income, at $51,853 in 2017, compared to the median income for white, non-Latino residents of
$78,903 according to the latest numbers (US American Community Survey, 2017).
For households in Southern California’s non-coastal counties—particularly those with high Latino
SRSXODWLRQVVXFKDVWKHΖQODQG(PSLUHȃDFFHVVWRDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVLVFULWLFDO
VLQFHDFFHVVLQJWKHFRDVWIRUDGD\WULSLVGLɝFXOWJLYHQWUDɝFSDWWHUQVDQGWUDYHOFRVWV$FFRUGLQJ
to data from the U.S. Census 2018 American Community Survey (ACS), Latino households make
up the majority of the population in virtually all Southern California inland counties. Table 1 below
shows these counties have a higher percentage of Latino households than the rest of the state
overall.
Unequal Access:5VSXIGXMRK&ǯSVHEFPI&GGSQQSHEXMSRW&PSRKXLI(EPMJSVRME(SEWX

23

°ÅīäƈōÖƈX°ƊěĸńwX°Ɗěĸńƈ~äŷěÙäĸƊŷƈ°ŷƈ°ƈzäŲÎäĸƊ°Čäƈńûƈzńŝƙī°Ɗěńĸƈěĸ
ńƙƊėäŲĸƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈFĸī°ĸÙƈńƙĸƊěäŷŢƈ%°Ɗ°ƈûŲńĴƈƊėäƈŢŢƈäĸŷƙŷƈƕǆōì
ĴäŲěÎ°ĸƈńĴĴƙĸěƊƺƈƙŲƲäƺŢ
County

Total Population

Latino Population

Percent Latino, 2018 ACS

Fresno

994,400

531,677

53.5

Imperial

181,827

153,757

84.6

Kern

896,764

483,846

54

Kings

151,366

83,200

55

Madera

157,672

91,939

58.3

Merced

274,765

165,438

60.2

Riverside

2,450,758

1,214,445

49.6

San Bernardino

2,171,603

1,171,925

54

465,861

303,657

65.2

Southern Valley

7,745,016

4,199,884

54%

Rest of State

31,301,112

11,211,879

36%

California, total

39,557,045

15,540,142

39.3%

Tulare

:KLOHKLJKWUDYHODQGDFFRPPRGDWLRQFRVWVDUHSDUWLFXODUO\VLJQLȴFDQWIRUUHVLGHQWVRILQODQG
counties, these costs weigh heavily in planning a coastal visit for all California residents. Naturally,
if the associated costs of the trip are too high, those with fewer means would choose not to
go. Survey work from UCLA on beachgoers found this to be the case, concluding that lodging
and transportation costs are the paramount concerns, and indeed barriers, to beach access
(Christensen & King 2017, 4). While the UCLA study did not analyze lodging costs, they illustrated
SDUWRIWKHDRUGDELOLW\SUREOHP7KH\ȊFDOFXODWHGWKDWWKHDYHUDJHYDOXHRIDPXOWLGD\WULSWRWKH
coast was $605.05, meaning that visitors were on average willing to budget roughly $605 for the
trip. Round trip travel costs amount to on average $194.41—not including the price of overnight
stays—leaving $410.64 in the typical budget for all other expenses. With overnight visitors staying
an average of four nights on the coast, the surplus value ‘left over for accommodations is just
SHUGD\ȇȋ &KULVWHQVHQ .LQJ 7KDWLVOLNHO\LQVXɝFLHQWDVPDQ\FRDVWDO]RQH
accommodations ask more in their daily rate. Furthermore, that nightly rate leaves nothing left
over for excursions or even food.
The already high costs of lodging on the coast are prone to increases as demand for coastal
accommodation exceeds supply. Hotels dramatically raise rates during the peak season, making it
even harder for the majority of Californians to visit the coast. While this creates a barrier for many
Californians to visit the coast, the UCLA study also found that willingness to pay for lodging
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increases with income where wealthier populations are willing to pay premiums. For the aims of
WKH&RDVWDO$FWWREHPHWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVQHHGWRH[LVWDORQJWKHFRDVWWKDWRHUORGJLQJIRU
more than just the wealthy.

X°ÎĨńûƙŝŝīƺńûdüńŲÙ°ÅīädÎÎńĴĴńÙ°Ɗěńĸ
The cost of coastal accommodations concerns the majority of visitors to the beach. High travel
costs—and in particular the exorbitant cost of lodging on the coast—can prohibit coastal visits
and impede access to the coast. In fact, the only California populations who reliably stay on
the coast are white, age 55 or older, who earn more than $200,000 annually (Conservancy
2019, 16). Another study found that this demographic already has higher ability to access the
coast. Reineman (2016, 101) mapped census demographics in relation to coastal access points
and found that “by virtue of their place of residence, white, wealthy, senior Californians live
disproportionately closer to public coastal access points than other groups” (Reineman 2016, 99).
The coast, according to this research, is overwhelmingly white and is also predominantly wealthy.
The average annual household income increases with proximity to the coast, such that those
OLYLQJFORVHVWWRWKHRFHDQPDNHPRUHWKDQWKHVWDWHDYHUDJHDQGORZLQFRPHFRPPXQLWLHV
are largely concentrated inland (Reineman 2016, 97). Inland Californians, therefore, face not only
higher travel costs but also a greater cost burden in comparison to their incomes. This compounds
coastal access inequality.
Inland California populations are on average less wealthy, younger, and more diverse than the
communities on the coast. This is true for those in coastal counties but also for those who must
travel much further to reach the coast, such as those who live in the San Joaquin or San Fernando
Valley. As demonstrated in table 2 below, data from the US Census indicates that households in
inland counties in southern California have annual incomes $25,000 lower than households in
FRDVWDOFRXQWLHVUHGXFLQJWKHLUDELOLW\WRDRUGDFRDVWDOYLVLW7KHVHDUHWKHFRPPXQLWLHVPRVWLQ
QHHGRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQLIDOO&DOLIRUQLDQVDUHWRKDYHDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVW5HFDOOWKDW
those of lower incomes budget less for a coastal trip, and this is especially true for communities
of color. Compared to the communities with the closest proximity, and therefore easiest access to
the coast, those who live inland face high travel costs coupled with fewer means.1

°ÅīäƈƕÖƈ%äĴńČŲ°ŝėěÎƈÙ°Ɗ°ƈûŲńĴƈƊėäƈŢŢƈäĸŷƙŷƈŷėńƳŷƈƊė°ƊƈƊėäƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈÎń°ŷƊ°īƈŝńŝƙī°Ɗěńĸ
ěŷƈƳä°īƊėěäŲ×ƈƳėěƊäŲ×ƈ°ĸÙƈńīÙäŲƈƊė°ĸƈƊėäƈŝńŝƙī°Ɗěńĸŷƈńûƈěĸī°ĸÙƈÎńƙĸƊěäŷŢ
Comparing California Coastal Communities to Inland Counties4
Age, Percent of
Population Over 65

Percent White,
Non-Latino

Average Median
Household Income

Coastal Sample

16.3

49.2

$ 83,995.00

Inland Counties

12.3

34.0

$ 58,082.83

ɅȊ&RDVWDO6DPSOHȋLQFOXGHVWKHFRXQWLHVRI0DULQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR6DQ0DWHR6DQWD&UX]2UDQJHDQGWKHFLWLHVRI0RQterey, Pismo Beach, San Diego, Oceanside, Los Angeles, Malibu, Long Beach, Oakland, Oxnard, and Huntington Beach. The
“Inland Counties” are those counties within reasonable travel distance to the coast and large populations: Sacramento,
)UHVQR5LYHUVLGH6DQ%HUQDUGLQR6WDQLVODXVDQG0HUFHG%DNHUVȴHOGFLW\ZDVDOVRLQFOXGHGDVΖQODQG
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These Californians have to travel the furthest to the coast and therefore have the highest
travel costs. At the same time, inland populations are less able to pay the high asking prices
for accommodation (Christensen & King 2017, 4). According to US Census data, populous areas
LQODQGȃLQFOXGLQJ6DFUDPHQWR)UHVQR6DQ%HUQDUGLQRDQG%DNHUVȴHOGȃKDYHORZHUPHGLDQ
incomes and larger Latino populations than cities along the coast (see Table 2, above). Californians
inland face higher travel costs with tighter budgets. Thus, it follows that inland populations visit
less often, especially those from the Central Valley, “with 39 percent visiting less than once a year”
(Christensen & King 2017, 3). If the aims of the 1976 California Coastal Act are to be met, more lowcost coastal accommodations need to be provided or else this disparity will persist.
Presently, those with greater means have more opportunities to access overnight accommodation
and the coast itself, and this is not a result of their place of residence alone. There are simply
QRWHQRXJKDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRQWKHFRDVWDQGGXULQJWKHSHDNVXPPHUVHDVRQ
there is not enough accommodation overall. Lodging is often the most expensive part of a
coastal vacation, making its scarcity critical. Publicly owned options can help keep the cost of
accommodations low, but these are typically campsites or lodges and a few hostels. They act
DVDEXOZDUNDJDLQVWWKHLQFUHDVLQJODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\RQWKHFRDVWHVSHFLDOO\LPSRUWDQWJLYHQ
that the California coast has lost 24,720 economy hotel rooms since 19895, more than twice the
number of non-economy rooms (Ainsworth 2016, 1). While the population in California has grown,
DRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQRSWLRQVIRUORZHULQFRPHUHVLGHQWVRQWKHFRDVWKDYHVKUXQN1

XńŷŷńûBńƊäī~ńńĴŷ

Figure 2: Loss of hotel rooms in California by class (Ainsworth 2016).

Ʌ$LQVZRUWK  UHSRUWHGWKDWQHDUO\RIWKHURRPVORVWVLQFHKDYHEHHQHFRQRP\URRPVZKHUHDVKDYH
EHHQXSVFDOHDQGOHVVWKDQOX[XU\KRWHOURRPV
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The existing accommodations on the coast are also under threat from rising property values and
conversion to higher cost lodging. Lower cost hotels are critically threatened, closing at more than
double the rate of moderate and high price hotels, resulting in the dramatic loss of hotel rooms
indicated in Figure 2 (Ainsworth 2016, 1). They are being replaced by expensive condominiums,
UHVRUWVDQGKRWHOVWKHUHE\GHFUHDVLQJWKHVXSSO\RIPRUHDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQG
LQFUHDVLQJUDWHVVXFKWKDWPDQ\FRDVWDOFLWLHVRQO\RHURIWKHDYDLODEOHURRPVDWDORZHU
FRVWȃWKRVHZLWKDGDLO\UDWHOHVVWKDQRIWKH&DOLIRUQLDDYHUDJHZKLFKTXDOLȴHVDURRPDV
ȊDRUGDEOHȋ $LQVZRUWK +LVWRULFDOO\ORZFRVWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVZHUHPRUHDFFHVVLEOHEXW
now the percentage of economy rooms has decreased dramatically with proximity to the coast.
Furthermore, an “economy” room on the coast is likely to be more expensive than its equivalent
LQODQG7KHVXSSO\RIURXJKO\DRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVRQWKHFRDVW RQO\
7,500 rooms in Southern California) does not come close to matching the needs of the 12.6
million households within 150 miles of the coast, approximately half of which are low income
&RQVHUYDQF\ 6WD\LQJRYHUQLJKWDWWKHFRDVWLVVLPSO\XQDRUGDEOHIRUPDQ\&DOLIRUQLD
UHVLGHQWV3UHVHQWO\RI&DOLIRUQLDQVȴQGDFFRPPRGDWLRQRSWLRQVRQWKHFRDVWWREHWRR
expensive or inconvenient (Conservancy 2019, 14).
The California Coastal Act’s mandate allows the Coastal Commission some leeway in providing
lower cost accommodation options, primarily in dealing with development. The Coastal
&RPPLVVLRQKDVUHTXLUHGVRPHEXLOGHUVRIQHZKRWHOGHYHORSPHQWVWRFRQVWUXFWRIWKHLU
URRPVWREHGHVLJQDWHGDVDRUGDEOHURRPVDQGDVVHVVHVDQLQOLHXIHHRIIRUORZHUFRVW
rooms (Commission 2019, 25). Some hotels meet this requirement not by reducing the rates of
WKHLUURRPVEXWZLWKRVLWHVROXWLRQVVXFKDVKRVWHOV 2&5HJLVWHU&RPPLVVLRQ :KLOH
WKLVPHDVXUHKHOSVSURYLGHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQVLWIDLOVWRPDWFKWKHSUHIHUHQFHVRIWKHPDMRULW\
of beachgoers who wish for privacy. Instead, this policy essentially provides separate, and not
equal, accommodations for low- and moderate-income groups. The replacement of lower cost
hotels with hostels also creates a dichotomy for visitors and may prevent some from being able
to visit (Commission 2019, 23). In this new scenario, mid-range accommodation options vanish.

8ěČƙŲäƈƏÖƈ%ěŷƊŲěÅƙƊěńĸƈńûƈīńƳäŲƈÎńŷƊƈÎń°ŷƊ°īƈ°ÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸƈƊƺŝäŷƈşńĸŷäŲƲ°ĸÎƺƈƕǆōľŠŢ
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Furthermore, enforcement of the in-lieu fee often falls to local governments who see the policy
as a suggestion rather than a rule (Access Denied, 2019). This results in developers getting away
ZLWKGUDVWLFDOO\UHGXFLQJWKHVXSSO\RIDRUGDEOHKRWHOVDORQJWKHFRDVWZLWKRXWDQ\KRSHRI
replacing those lost. Additionally, former commissioners interviewed by the Southern California
public television station KCET explained that the fees collected, some $22 million, have been
untouched despite plans to build lower cost options including campgrounds and hostels (Access
Denied, 2019).
Sky high coastal property values motivate developers to build luxury condos and resorts rather
WKDQDRUGDEOHKRWHOVZKLFKPD\QRWEHIXOO\ERRNHGDOO\HDU&RDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVVHHPWR
prefer these developments over those that would service lower-income residents. In one case,
Malibu residents stymied the construction of a campground for foster children despite earmarked
funding (Access Denied, 2019). However, when luxury developments curtail residents’ access to
beaches, public opposition combined with the backing of the Coastal Commission can prevent
privatization, such as with the Miramar Hotel in Santa Barbara where the Commission threatened
a fee of $11,000 a day for restricting access to the public beach (Access Denied, 2019). The
&RPPLVVLRQKDVWKHSRZHUWRHQIRUFHWKHJRDOVRIWKH&RDVWDO$FWEXWWKH\DUHXQGHUVWDHGDQG
often impeded by the actions of coastal municipalities.

8ěČƙŲäƈĈÖƈÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸƈńƳĸäŲŷėěŝƈÙěŷƊŲěÅƙƊěńĸƈńĸƈƊėäƈÎń°ŷƊƈşńĸŷäŲƲ°ĸÎƺƈƕǆōľ×ƈōƕŠŢ
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The current supply of lower cost coastal accommodations also tends to fall disproportionately
toward camping and RV parks. A recent study by the Coastal Conservancy focused on “lower coast
FRDVWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQVȋȃGHȴQHGDVWKRVHZLWKDUDWHRIRUOHVVRIWKHVWDWHZLGHDYHUDJHȃ
DQGIRXQGWKDWRIWKHVHRSWLRQVDUHFDPSLQJRU59VLWHV &RQVHUYDQF\ 7KHVHDUH
often publicly owned. Campsites are in very high demand and often reserved long before the peak
season begins. However, surveys of beachgoers reveal that many do not wish to camp or stay in a
hostel (Ainsworth 2016, 12, 26). Others, especially those from low income or minority households,
may lack the necessary camping equipment. The costs of starting to camp are high with the
DYHUDJHȴUVWWLPHFDPSHUVSHQGLQJIRUJHDUWKDWȴUVWWULS &ROHPDQ &DPSLQJ
DOWKRXJKDPRUHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQLVQRWHTXLWDEOHHLWKHU
Furthermore, despite the lower fees for overnight camping, campers tend to skew toward more
DɞXHQWJURXSVDQGPLQRULW\UHSUHVHQWDWLRQDPRQJFDPSHUVLVOLPLWHG3URYLGLQJPRUHFDPSVLWHV
PD\QRWLQFUHDVHDFFHVVIRUXQGHUVHUYHGJURXSVDVQRWHGLQRQHVWXG\ZKLFKIRXQGRI
campers were white (Coleman 2017, 8). While campgrounds continue to grow in popularity, they
are not an option for everyone, nor do they meet the needs of all potential visitors. The majority
RIRYHUQLJKWEHDFKJRHUVFKRRVHWRVWD\LQKRWHOV  RUZLWKIULHQGVRUIDPLO\   &KULVWHQVHQ
& King 2017, 6). Many campgrounds near the coast are also threatened by coastal erosion and
campsites may be lost. For example, South Carlsbad State Beach in North San Diego County, has a
number of campsites threatened by erosion.

°ÅīäƈƏÖƈƲ°ěī°ÅěīěƊƺƈńûƈXńƳäŲƈńŷƊƈń°ŷƊ°īƈÎÎńĴĴńÙ°Ɗěńĸƈƺŝäŷ
ƲŷŢƈ%äĴńĸŷƊŲ°ƊäÙƈ%äĴ°ĸÙƈşėŲěŷƊäĸŷäĸƈ»ƈUěĸČƈƕǆōſ×ƈƄŠ
Type of Lodging

Popularity (Survey data)

Supply of LCAAs

Hotel/Motel/STR





Family or Friends



N/A

Camping/RV/Boat





Visitors' Second Home



N/A

A shortcoming of many coastal accommodations is the lack of facilities, such as kitchen access
or group spaces. An overnight stay typically carries other costly expenses, especially the cost
of eating out. Staying in a motel or hotel forces a family to dine out, which increases the cost of
WKHLUYLVLW$OWHUQDWLYHDFFRPPRGDWLRQW\SHVFDQRHUIDPLOLHVWKHDELOLW\WRFRRNDQGDOVRFDQ
accommodate larger groups than a traditional hotel rooms, further reducing costs.
Overwhelmingly, studies of beachgoers illustrate that low-income and moderate-income families,
SHRSOHRIFRORUDQGWKRVHIURPLQODQGFRPPXQLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDVLPSO\FDQQRWDRUGWRVWD\DW
the coast and therefore do not visit as much as they would like. Many barriers exist, such as the
cost associated with travel and the lack of options for large groups or families. The lack of lower
cost coastal accommodation in particular—and especially for those who do not wish to camp—
FUHDWHVDVLJQLȴFDQWEDUULHUIRUPDQ\&DOLIRUQLDQVDQGXQGHUPLQHVWKHDLPVRIDFFHVVIRUDOO
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°ÅīäƈĈÖƈFĸŷƙýÎěäĸƊƈbƙĴÅäŲƈńûƈXńƳäŲƈńŷƊƈń°ŷƊ°ī
ÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸŷƈěĸƈƕǆōƄ×ƈń°ŷƊ°īƈńĸŷäŲƲ°ĸÎƺ
Number of Rooms in the
Coastal Zone + 1mi

Population: Coastal Counties

Population: Inland

13,332

20,301,136

15,857,484

8ěČƙŲäƈāÖƈXńƳäŲƈÎńŷƊƈÎń°ŷƊ°īƈ°ÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸŷƈÅƺƈÎńƙĸƊƺƈşń°ŷƊ°īƈńĸŷäŲƲ°ĸÎƺƈƕǆōľŠŢ
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At the same time, coastal accommodations also exhibit seasonality in prices; the cost of an
RYHUQLJKWVWD\GXULQJWKHSHDNVHDVRQIURP-XQHWR6HSWHPEHULVVLJQLȴFDQWO\KLJKHUWKDQRWKHU
times of the year. Hotels respond to increases in demand by increasing prices as they cannot
readily adjust their supply of rooms (Zervas 2016, 1). The result is that while the travel costs
associated with a visit to the coast for a family from inland California may not increase during peak
season, it is likely the cost to stay overnight increases dramatically should they choose to stay at a
KRWHOȃLIWKH\FDQȴQGDURRP
In order to ensure all Californians have access to California’s coast, one must recognize these
demographic disparities. Indeed, it is not unreasonable to state that the biggest barriers to
coastal access in the State of California are economic barriers: the cost of travel is highest for the
IDPLOLHVZKRFDQOHDVWDRUGWRSD\&RQVHTXHQWO\WKH6WDWHRI&DOLIRUQLDLQSDUWQHUVKLSZLWKORFDO
communities and other stakeholders, needs to address these economic barriers to coastal access
if it is committed to ensuring access for all. The state needs measures that promote easier access
for low- and moderate-income families and communities who live inland, particularly families who
cannot take a daytrip to the coast. Further, to achieve equity in access, California must address
WKHVHEDUULHUVDQGLQFUHDVHWKHYROXPHRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDQGLGHQWLI\VWUDWHJLHVWR
decrease the price hikes during peak season.

ėńŲƊĚäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷděÙěĸzŲńƲěÙěĸČ
XńƳäŲńŷƊdÎÎńĴĴńÙ°Ɗěńĸŷ
XěĴěƊŷńûƊėäń°ŷƊ°īdÎƊ°ĸÙ°ĸdīƊäŲĸ°ƊěƲä
'HVSLWHWKHPDQGDWHWRSURPRWHHQFRXUDJHDQGSURYLGHDRUGDEOHRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUFRDVWDO
access, the California Coastal Act does not give the California Coastal Commission the authority
to regulate the price of overnight accommodations. They lack oversight of private entities’ rates
WRHQVXUHDRUGDELOLW\ΖQIDFWWKH&RDVWDO$FWZDVDPHQGHGLQWRSURKLELWWKH&RPPLVVLRQ
from regulating the cost of overnight accommodations. The amendment expressly states that “the
FRPPLVVLRQVKDOOQRW>VLF@  UHTXLUHWKDWRYHUQLJKWURRPUHQWDOVEHȴ[HGDWDQDPRXQWFHUWDLQ
for any privately owned and operated hotel, motel, or other similar visitor-serving facility located
RQHLWKHUSXEOLFRUSULYDWHODQGVRU  HVWDEOLVKRUDSSURYHDQ\PHWKRGIRUWKHLGHQWLȴFDWLRQRI
low or moderate income persons for the purpose of determining eligibility for overnight room
rentals in any such facilities.” This prohibits the Commission from interfering directly in the coastal
accommodation market (Ainsworth 2016, 6) and makes it more challenging to provide lower cost
accommodations, which are a necessary part of providing coastal access for all.
However, while the Commission lacks regulatory authority over the price of overnight
DFFRPPRGDWLRQLWFDQLQȵXHQFHWKHVXSSO\RIORGJLQJΖQFUHDVLQJWKLVVXSSO\SDUWLFXODUO\LILW
HQFRXUDJHVPRUHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQVZRXOGUHGXFHUDWHVDQGLQFUHDVHDFFHVV*UHDWHUVXSSO\RI
DRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVFDQSURYLGHFRPSHWLWLRQDQGLQWXUQKHOSGULYHGRZQQLJKWO\UDWHV
across all accommodation types along the coast. Various government agencies are in the process
of making renovations and expansions to existing public options, such as campgrounds and cabins
(Conservancy 2019; Christensen & King 2017). While these expansions will help to alleviate some
of the burden, they do not address the “desire for privacy, comfort, convenience, or security” that
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discourages some visitors from staying at lower cost coastal accommodations, such as campsites
and hostels (Conservancy 2019, 18).
Hotels, motels, and the like on the coast are almost all privately owned—and expensive. In light
of the lack of lower cost coastal accommodations and the need to expand access for all, the
Commission has recognized the role of short-term rentals in providing distinct amenities and
PRUHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQV 6FKZLQJHWDO 
Despite their historical presence along the California coast, short-term rentals have not been
thoroughly evaluated or considered as a means to help meet the state’s demand for lower
cost accommodations. There are a wide variety of such rentals at a range of costs more suited
WRWKHYDU\LQJQHHGVRIFRQVXPHUVDQGWKHGLVWLQFWDWWULEXWHVWKH\PD\VHHNWRȴQGLQDQ
accommodation (Ainsworth 2016, 13; Midgett 2017, 64; Choi 2015, 16). The availability of shortterm rentals brings a new selection of lodging options that may open up more opportunities for
coastal access and reduce barriers in the form of more inexpensive coastal accommodations.
7KH\DOVRRHUDYDULHW\RIDFFRPPRGDWLRQW\SHVEHWWHUVXLWHGWRDZLGHUUDQJHRIWUDYHOHUV)RU
example, some groups may wish to cook their own food, which is rarely an option with traditional
lodging options, and others may be part of a large group or family and be facing the prohibitive
cost of two, three, or even four hotel rooms. Short-term rentals can help meet the needs of these
travelers.
Short-term rentals (STRs) are not a new phenomenon. In fact, Californians have been using STRs to
vacation at the beach for decades (Ainsworth 2016, 7; Midgett 2017, 55). The planning documents
supporting the California Coastal Act mentions vacation home-sharing in 19756. What has changed
in recent years is the advent of new technologies to connect consumers and short-term rental
operators, thus increasing the ability to short-term renting of residences that would otherwise sit
empty (Midgett 2017, 54). This means that families can now more readily rent out a small beach
house, with a variety of amenities, that might be another family’s vacation home. A resource that
ZRXOGKDYHVDWXQXVHGQRZRHUV&DOLIRUQLDQVWKHFKDQFHRIDPRUHDRUGDEOHYDFDWLRQ123
Not only does the wide variety of short-term rental options draw consumers but so does the
DRUGDELOLW\3ULFHDVH[SORUHGLQWKHFRDVWDOVXUYH\VDQGUHVHDUFKLQWRKRWHOVLVRQHRIWKH
major factors in accommodation selection and the decision to vacation overall (Choi 2015, 2;
Christensen & King 2017, 6). Short-term rentals provide a lower cost option, especially for larger
JURXSVIDPLOLHVDQGWKRVHZKRPD\QRWEHDEOHWRDRUGKRWHODFFRPPRGDWLRQV $LQVZRUWK
2016, 11, 13, 50; Renau 2018, 2; Choi 2015, 2). While there is wide variation in the cost of shortWHUPUHQWDOVWKHUDQJHODUJHO\UHȵHFWVWKHYDULHW\LQDWWULEXWHVDQGVL]H5HQWDOVLQVRPHVWXGLHV
were not the lowest priced option7. However, when considering rentals as an option for families
or larger groups, a home sleeping three to four people would, in many cases, be much more
DRUGDEOHWKDQERRNLQJWZRURRPVLQDKRWHO87KLVDOVRGRHVQRWWDNHLQWRDFFRXQWRWKHUEHQHȴWV
Ʌ)URPWKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO3ODQRIZKLFKRXWOLQHVSROLF\UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVZKLFKEHFDPHWKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO
Act. (California Coastal Zone Conservation Commission 1975, 155) https://digitalcommons.law.ggu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.
cgi?article=1090&context=caldocs_agencies
Ʌ&%5(IRXQGWKDW$LUEQEUHQWDOVFRXOGEHPRUHH[SHQVLYHZLWKȊWKHDYHUDJHUDWHSDLGIRUDQ$LUEQEXQLWRYHUWKH
PRQWKVHQGLQJLQ6HSWHPEHUZDV7KLVLVKLJKHUWKDQWKHDYHUDJHKRWHOUDWHRI3DUWRIWKH
UHDVRQIRUKLJKHUUDWHVFDQEHDWWULEXWHGWRWKHDPHQLWLHVIRXQGDWVRPH$LUEQEXQLWVȐRIWKH$LUEQEXQLWVKDYHRU
PRUHEHGURRPVDQGWKHUDWHVIRUXQLWVZLWKRUPRUHURRPVDUHRHUHGDWDFRQVLGHUDEOHSUHPLXPWRVLQJOHURRPXQLWVȋ
(CBRE 2017, 10).
Ʌ$QHQWLUHKRPHVOHHSLQJWKUHHWRIRXUSHRSOHPD\FRVW86DQLJKWLQ3DULVRQ$LUEQE WKHPHGLDQUDWHLV86 
PDNLQJDIDPLO\VWD\LQWKHFLW\IDUPRUHDRUGDEOHWKDQERRNLQJWZRURRPVLQDKRWHO7KLVFRXOGKHOSH[SODLQZK\WKH
occupancy rate for entire homes is in general higher than for private rooms. In these cases, Airbnb is likely bringing into the
PDUNHWVRPHYLVLWRUVZKRZRXOGQRWRWKHUZLVHKDYHEHHQDEOHWRDRUGWRPDNHWKHWULS &R\OHHWDO 
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of home sharing—such as access to a kitchen, parking space(s), or perhaps even bikes or beach
equipment—which impart an additional value to the visitor. Additionally, since many short-term
UHQWDOVHUYLFHVIRFXVRQWKHSULFHYDOXHUHODWLRQVKLSIRUWKHFXVWRPHUWKH\RHUDEHWWHUYDOXH
than similarly priced hotels (Choi 2015, 2).
7KHLQFUHDVHGDRUGDELOLW\DQGȵH[LELOLW\RIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQVRHUORZDQG
middle-income visitors more options. Studies have shown that many visitors would not have been
able to go on vacation without access to STRs in a variety of locations (Renau 2018, 3; Interian
2016, 132; Coyle 16). Furthermore, given that families were especially sensitive to lodging costs on
WKH&DOLIRUQLDFRDVWDQGRIWHQVHHNVSHFLȴFDWWULEXWHVDQGODUJHUVSDFHVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVPD\EH
particularly crucial in increasing access for that demographic.

ėńŲƊĚäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷ°ĸ~äÙƙÎädÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸńŷƊŷ
°ĸÙFĸÎŲä°ŷä%ěƲäŲŷěƊƺńûƙŝŝīƺ
One of the most attractive features of short-term rentals is their value. Travelers are seeking the
most “bang for their buck” on vacation, and often, rentals provide that. STRs meet the needs of
many travelers for a diverse set of amenities and facilities. As mentioned earlier in this report,
STRs provide a better value per visitor due to their increased capacity to host families and large
JURXSVDQGWKHZLGHUDQJHRIDPHQLWLHVWKH\RHUYLVLWRUVVXFKDVSDUNLQJNLWFKHQDFFHVV
gathering spaces, etc. These facilities can help reduce the overall cost of a vacation.
7KHLQFUHDVHGSRSXODULW\RI675VEHQHȴWVYDFDWLRQHUVRXWULJKWWKURXJKEHWWHUYDOXHEXWDOVRE\
providing increased supply and perhaps competition to hotels, forcing them to lower their prices.
In one of the landmark studies on this topic, Zervas examined hotel revenues and the Airbnb
market in Texas and found that the impact of STRs appears most clearly in “less aggressive hotel
URRPSULFLQJȋZKLFKEHQHȴWVDOOWUDYHOHUVLQFOXGLQJWKRVHZKRGRQRWXWLOL]H675V =HUYDV 
The impact of STRs may not always negatively impact hotel revenues as STRs can bring in new
YLVLWRUVDQGKHOSWKHWRXULVPHFRQRP\RYHUDOOΖQFUHDVLQJGHPDQGIRU675VUHȵHFWVDGHVLUHIRU
diverse options and better value; however, their presence can also indicate more demand for the
area overall, which might counteract the reduction in average daily rates for hotels. Aznar found
that more rentals correlated with an increase in hotel return on equity, explained by the fact that
a high number of rentals indicates an attractive location (Aznar 2017, 147). Coyle also found a
positive impact on hotels when examining the London market where increased Airbnb presence
actually increased the rate received by hotels (2016, 3).
7KHVKDULQJHFRQRP\FDQFRPSHWHZLWKKRWHOVE\RHULQJDGLHUHQWVRUWRIVHUYLFHZLWKDXQLTXH
structure. STRs pop up throughout cities where there is demand for lodging. They do not require
FHQWUDOL]DWLRQRUPDLQWDLQLQJLQYHQWRU\ZKLFKKHOSVORZHUFRVWV ΖQWHULDQ 5HQWDOVRHU
a more sustainable option that requires fewer resources and helps increase access with more
GLYHUVHDFFRPPRGDWLRQRSWLRQVDQGEHWWHUYDOXH675VDOVRIXOȴOOWKHGHVLUHIRUVXVWDLQDEOHWUDYHO
RSWLRQV)XUWKHUPRUHWKH\FDSLWDOL]HRQFROODERUDWLRQDQGHɝFLHQWXVHRISURSHUW\KRVWVDOUHDG\
RZQHOLPLQDWLQJWKHKLJKȴ[HGFRVWVIDFHGE\KRWHOV ΖQWHULDQ$]QDU 7KHVH
ȴ[HGFRVWVDUHZKDWIRUFHKRWHOVWRDGMXVWWKHLUSULFHVUDWKHUWKDQWKHLUVXSSO\ΖQFRQWUDVWWKH
sharing economy is an “asset light business model” which can easily scale to meet demand (Blal
 7KLVDOORZVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOKRVWVWRFDSLWDOL]HRQXQXVHGDVVHWVDQGFRQVXPHUVWRȴQG
a better value in their accommodation options.
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While the presence of short-term rentals can indicate a particularly attractive location and directly
compete with hotels in an area, many rentals lie outside of main hotel districts. A study in Texas
found that 70% of Airbnb properties are outside hotel-rich districts, suggesting that rentals
QRWRQO\FRPSHWHEXWDOVRFRPSOLPHQWKRWHOVRHULQJPRUHRSWLRQVWRWUDYHOHUV =HUYDV
2016, 2). In the case of the California coast, this may include areas with great waterfronts and
EHDFKHVZKHUHWKHUHKDVQRWEHHQVXɝFLHQWLQYHVWPHQWWREXLOGPDQ\DFFRPPRGDWLRQV
Several studies have evaluated what makes a short-term rental competition for a hotel. The
degree of competitiveness depends on several factors, including the supply of rooms, the
neighborhood, character of the structure, and type of sleeping accommodation (CBRE 2016; Aznar
2017, 152). Taking into account these factors, these studies clearly found that in areas with a high
number of STRs alongside hotels, rentals compete with hotels. Hotels face greater price pressure
in areas with large numbers of rentals in comparison to traditional hotels and where there is
JURZWKLQWKHQXPEHURIUHQWDOVDYDLODEOH &%5( $VKRWHOVIDFHFRVWVWKDWDUHȴ[HGLQWKHVKRUW
run, they need to keep occupancy high even with this level of competition (Neeser 2015, 8). The
hotel industry is forced to respond to the presence of STR with price—rather than inventory—cuts,
and so naturally pushes back against the sharing economy.
The impact of this newfound competition is not felt evenly throughout the hotel industry. In areas
ZKHUHWKHUHLVVXɝFLHQWVXSSO\RIURRPVWRPHHWGHPDQGVXFKDVSDUWVRI7H[DVWKHKRWHOVPRVW
impacted by the presence of short-term rentals are low end, economy options. There is clear
VHJPHQWDWLRQLQDGYHUVHHHFWVRQKRWHOVZLWKORZHUHQGKRWHOVWKHPRVWQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWHG
0LGJHWW =HUYDVGLVFRYHUHGWKLVLPSDFWQRWLQJWKHLPSDFWRQUHYHQXHZDVPDJQLȴHGDW
lower price tiers (Zervas 2016, 4). This was especially the case when looking at those hotels that did
not have conference facilities. However, this is less of a concern on the California coast and in the
large cities examined in these studies as business travel is not the primary motive for visitation.
While studies note the vulnerability of low-end accommodation providers to competition from
VKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVWKH\GLGQRWȴQGHYLGHQFHRIH[LWVIURPWKHPDUNHW %ODO1HHVHU
Zervas 2016). Budget hotels may lose more revenue comparatively when STRs enter the market,
but this does not appear to force them to shut down.
2QWKH&DOLIRUQLDFRDVWWKHGLVWLQFWODFNRIORZHUFRVWRSWLRQVDQGLQVXɝFLHQWVXSSO\RIHFRQRP\
hotels may mitigate the concern of STRs competing with economy hotels. Rather, the presence
of STRs on the coast enables more budget conscious visitors to access the coast when they may
QRWKDYHEHHQDEOHWRDRUGLWSUHYLRXVO\:LWKLQWKHKRWHOPDUNHWWKHUHLVQRWRQO\GLHUHQWLDWLRQ
in type of hotel (economy, midscale, upscale, and luxury) but also within consumer preferences.
Some consumers may prefer to stay in a hotel and be less open to staying in a STR. Others may
like the ambiance of a rental and be early adopters. Considering the aim of increasing access to
WKHFRDVWLWLVSRVVLEOHWKDWWKHFRPSHWLWLYHHHFWRIWKHVKDULQJHFRQRP\ZRXOGUHGXFHWKHSULFH
of hotels, enabling more options and more access—and also increase the “economic pie”--enabling
those who otherwise would not have come to visit the coast (Blal 2018, 2). Further study is needed,
KRZHYHUWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHHHFWRIWKHVKDULQJHFRQRP\LQDPDUNHWTXLWHGLVWLQFWIURPPDMRU
cities and business hubs, such as the California coast.
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~äÙƙÎěĸČzŲěÎäBěĨäŷ°Ɗzä°ĨzäŲěńÙŷ
The most popular time to visit the California coast is the summer when temperatures soar
inland and the allure of the ocean grows. The increase in demand also makes summer the most
expensive time to visit due to the dramatic increase in the price of coastal accommodations and
the lack of availability. Campsites are often booked up months in advance, and for those who
prefer not to camp or cannot secure a campsite, hotels are in short supply and far more expensive
WKDQDWRWKHUWLPHVGXULQJWKH\HDU:LWKWKHKLJKFRVWRIFRDVWDOODQGLWLVQRWSURȴWDEOHWREXLOG
ORZFRVWKRWHOVRUVLPLODUORGJLQJ+LJKȴ[HGDQGVWDUWXSFRVWVQRWRQO\UHVWULFWWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
RIQHZKRWHOVEXWDOVRLQȵXHQFHWKHSULFHRIKRWHOURRPVDWSHDNWLPHV+RWHOVFDQQRWLQFUHDVH
VXSSO\GXHWRKLJKȴ[HGFRVWVVRWKH\LQFUHDVHUDWHV =HUYDV )RUFRQVXPHUVWKLVPHDQV
WKDWDQȊHFRQRP\ȋKRWHOPD\EHDRUGDEOHWRVRPHYLVLWRUVRQO\GXULQJWKHRVHDVRQ $LQVZRUWK
 $GGLWLRQDOO\WKHUHDUHHQRUPRXVGLHUHQFHVLQSULFHVIRUVLPLODUDFFRPPRGDWLRQV
between inland and coastal hotels, including accommodations within the same brand. This
increased disparity during peak periods limits the ability of even moderate-income Californians
to visit the coast.

8ěČƙŲäƈƄÖƈƲäŲ°Čäƈ%°ěīƺƈ~°Ɗäŷƈş%~ŷŠƈûńŲƈėńƊäīŷƈěĸƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈƕǆōì
(California Hotel and Lodging Association).

STRs could drive competition and reduce hotels’ ability to dramatically increase rates during peak
SHULRGVDQHHFWWKDWZRXOGEHHVSHFLDOO\GHVLUDEOHDORQJWKHFRDVW'XULQJWKHKLJKVHDVRQ-XQH
to September, hotels are often fully occupied and respond to this increased demand by raising
SULFHV7KHȴJXUHDERYHVKRZVWKHSULFHVIRUKRWHOVIURP)HEUXDU\WR-XO\LQ&RDVWDO]RQH
hotels clearly increased their rates more dramatically in the summer—the peak season—than the
VWDWHZLGHDYHUDJH*LYHQWKDWWKHVHKRWHOVDUHDOUHDG\PRUHH[SHQVLYHWKDQWKRVHRWKHFRDVW
this can then severely hinder travel plans for lower income and working-class families.
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8QOLNHKRWHOVWKHDYDLODELOLW\RI675VFDQRHUJUHDWHUVXSSO\RIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVGXULQJ
SHDNWLPHVZLWKRXWWKHȴ[HGFRVWVUHTXLUHGIRURZQLQJDQGPDLQWDLQLQJDKRWHO\HDUURXQG =HUYDV
 7KLVLVSDUWLFXODUO\WUXHIRUȊ0RPDQG3RSȋ675VZKHUHWKHRZQHUVUHQWRXWWKHLUȴUVWDQG
VHFRQGKRPHDVDZD\WRVXSSOHPHQWWKHLULQFRPH7KLVȵXLGVXSSO\KDVEHHQVKRZQWRPLWLJDWH
the pricing power and price premiums of hotels during peak demand (CBRE 2017, 13; Zervas 2016,
25). Consumers now have more options due to the greater supply and are able to opt-out from
the more expensive hotel rates. In other words, the competition and increased supply provided
E\675VFDQIRUFHKRWHOVWRFKDUJHOHVVLQWKHSHDNVHDVRQ7KLVHHFWWKHQFDQKHOSNHHSSULFHV
GRZQDQGRHUPRUHYROXPHDQGYDULHW\RIDFFRPPRGDWLRQVWKXVLQFUHDVLQJDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVW
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*UYMX]&ǯSVHEFMPMX]
ERH)MWTPEGIQIRX
on the Coast
Reducing the cost of overnight accommodation has become especially critical as more and more
Californians move inland and are therefore forced to stay overnight on the coast when they visit.
The California Coastal Act recognized the importance of providing and encouraging lower cost
accommodations long before the housing crisis created the acute need seen today. The growth in
volume and ease of accessibility of short-term rentals (STRs), rather than precipitating this crisis, is
DV\PSWRPRIWKHODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\LQWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQ675VRHUDPRUHDRUGDEOHORGJLQJ
VROXWLRQIRUWKRVHZKRFDQQRWDRUGWROLYHQHDUWKHFRDVWRUZKRKDYHEHHQSXVKHGRXWRIWKH
communities nearest to the coast. The housing crisis is, therefore, not a crisis caused by STRs
EXWUDWKHUDQDRUGDELOLW\FULVLVVWHPPLQJIURPLQFUHDVHGLQFRPHGLVSDULWLHVH[RUELWDQWKRXVLQJ
costs, and decades-long policies that make it harder to build denser, multi-family residential
developments. In California, development does not always respond to demand due to complex
zoning laws and a maze of regulatory policies and processes. Furthermore, homeowners in
desirable, often high-income communities push back against development and exacerbate the
SUREOHP7KLVFUHDWHVH[FOXVLYLW\DQGDODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\WKDWSXVKHVORZDQGPLGGOHLQFRPH
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residents to move inland. This creates the acute need for lower cost accommodations along the
coast that STRs can help address. The rising popularity of STRs, therefore, is a democratic solution
to the crisis—a way for those who have been priced out of the region to still access the coast.

dÎƙƊäX°ÎĨńûdüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺ
&DOLIRUQLDIDFHVDSDUWLFXODUO\DFXWHDRUGDELOLW\FULVLVIn the coastal region, the lack of
DRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGGHYHORSPHQWLVPRUHVHYHUHWKDQLQWKHUHVWRIWKHVWDWH
California’s most expensive cities cluster along the coast, concentrating economic
opportunity where housing is scarcest. Low-income and working-class families cannot
DRUGWROLYHLQWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQGXHLQODUJHSDUWWRWKHODFNRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVXSSO\
$VWKHUHQWEXUGHQKDVLQFUHDVHGWKHODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\KDVH[SDQGHGWRPLGGOHLQFRPH
households as well (Chapple 2016, 88). While low-income households can apply for vouchers
and federal aid, middle-income households are especially squeezed.
2QFHGHFDGHVDJRWKHVHDUHDVSRVVHVVHGDQDWXUDOO\RFFXUULQJDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNȃ
KRXVLQJWKDWWKHDYHUDJHIDPLO\FRXOGDRUGZLWKRXWJRYHUQPHQWDLG7RGD\KRZHYHUKRXVLQJ
SULFHVLQWKHFRDVWDOFRXQWLHVKDYHVN\URFNHWHGDQGWKHUHLVOHVVDQGOHVVDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJHYHU\
GD\)RUPHUO\DRUGDEOHDUHDVKDYHDOVREHHQFRQYHUWHGLQWRXSSHUPLGGOHDQGXSSHUFODVV
QHLJKERUKRRGV7KHUHLVDFULWLFDOODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\LQVPDOO&DOLIRUQLDFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHV
especially in Southern California.
Housing prices have greatly outpaced incomes for many Californians, and this, in turn, has placed
DQXQGXHȴQDQFLDOEXUGHQRQUHVLGHQWVWKDWLVXQVXVWDLQDEOH)DFHGZLWKXQVXVWDLQDEOHFRVWV
low- and middle-income residents cannot remain in coastal communities. Presently, housing costs
are so high in the Los Angeles area that “households earning up to 115 percent of area median
LQFRPHRUSHU\HDUDUHXQDEOHWRDRUGORFDOKRXVLQJFRVWVȋZKLOHLQ6DQ)UDQFLVFR
a “household earning $140,000 per year, or 179 percent of area median income” struggles
(McKinsey & Company 2019). These high costs largely stem from a shortage of housing supply,
which disproportionately impacts the lower and middle-class residents of impacted areas. The
most dramatic housing shortages are near powerhouse cities along the coast—Los Angeles and
the greater Bay Area. Families priced out of these regions tend to move inland.
5LVLQJFRVWVRYHUEXUGHQWKHVHKRXVHKROGVZLWKDPDMRULW\LQVRPHDUHDVVSHQGLQJRYHURI
their income on housing (Freeman & Schuetz 2016, 227; Marcus & Zuk 2017, 4). The situation
LQ&DOLIRUQLDLVVXFKWKDWPRVWQXUVHVWHDFKHUVDQGVHUYLFHLQGXVWU\ZRUNHUVFDQQRWDRUGWR
live where they work. Even a decade ago, before the housing crisis reached present day levels, a
PDMRULW\RIUHVLGHQWVLQFRDVWDOFRXQWLHVZHUHXQDEOHWRDRUGUHQWVDVVKRZQLQ)LJXUHEHORZ
$VDUHVXOWORZDQGPRGHUDWHLQFRPHKRXVHKROGVFDQQRWDRUGWROLYHLQWKHFRDVWDODUHDVRI
California. This reduces coastal access for all but a small segment of the population, forcing inland
residents to travel further and pay expensive lodging costs to enjoy the beach.
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X°ÎĨńû%äƲäīńŝĴäĸƊ
7KHDRUGDELOLW\FULVLVLVODUJHO\GXHWRKLJKGHPDQGDQGODFNRIVXSSO\LQ&DOLIRUQLDȇV
powerhouse cities and the regions surrounding them. As demand has risen, there has not been
a corresponding spike in development. Experts argue that in order to reduce prices, California
needs to substantially increase housing production (Smith-Heimer 2019, 69; McKinsey 2019). It
would be expected that in a market with high rents and high demand, there would be a great deal
of construction—and that this construction would be focused on higher density housing (typically
multifamily housing rather than detached single-family dwellings). However, many California
cities have not built enough housing to meet this demand (Chapple 2016, 90). This is especially
problematic as the resulting lack of supply drives up the cost of existing units and reduces
RSWLRQVIRUWKRVHLQQHHGRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJLQDPDUNHWZKHUHSULFHLQFUHDVHVKDYHORQJVLQFH
outpaced incomes (Freeman & Schuetz 2016, 224). Low- and moderate-income families can no
ORQJHUDRUGH[LVWLQJXQLWVRUȴQGQHZRQHV$V)LJXUHVKRZVEHORZGHYHORSPHQWSDUWLFXODUO\
LQFRDVWDOFRXQWLHVODUJHO\RFFXUVRQO\LQWKHOX[XU\VHFWRUZLWKSURȴWRQO\IRUWKRVHZKRVXSSO\
high-income households (Chapple 2016, 85). Thus, what little construction there is does little to
EULQJGRZQSULFHVDQGXQLWVWKDWZHUHRQFHDRUGDEOHDUHFRQYHUWHGLQWRKLJKLQFRPHKRXVLQJ
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8ěČƙŲäƈìÖƈěĸČīäƈû°ĴěīƺƈėńĴäƈÅƙěīÙěĸČƈŝäŲĴěƊŷƈěĸƈ°īěûńŲĸě°
ŷĨäƳƈƊńƳ°ŲÙŷƈėěČėĚěĸÎńĴäƈėńĴäŷŢ

While there is certainly demand for new housing, potential projects are curtailed by California’s
especially chaotic and restrictive system, rooted not only in regulatory but also political, economic,
and cultural factors (McKinsey & Company 2019). There are various regulatory measures which
UHGXFHGHYHORSPHQWDQGDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFN=RQLQJZKLFKRIWHQUHVHUYHVOLWWOHODQGIRU
PXOWLIDPLO\KRXVLQJLPSRVHVVHULRXVUHVWULFWLRQV+RZHYHU0FNLQVH\  LGHQWLȴHGPDQ\
units throughout the state that could be developed on vacant land already zoned for multifamily
development. The lack of multifamily zoning presents less of a barrier than the ad hoc process
of informal barriers which slows down development and imposes various unpredictable costs
(Murray & Schuetz 2019). Delays, committees, and various other measures stall the permitting
process and increase costs. This creates chaos in the regulatory environment and imposes
unnecessary delay and permit costs on developers.
Rather than encourage new construction, studies have shown that the regulatory environment
VHYHUHO\LQKLELWVDQGLQGHHGSURKLELWVWKHH[SDQVLRQRIPXFKQHHGHGDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJΖQWKH
most expensive cities, regulations and informal controls have reduced construction nearly to zero.
The most expensive cities—which are also near the coast—have built very few apartments over
WKHSDVWȴYH\HDUVDQGODUJHO\LVVXHGQRSHUPLWVIRUWKHLUFRQVWUXFWLRQ 0XUUD\ 6FKXHW]
 7KHVHFLWLHVEHQHȴWIURPERRPLQJHFRQRPLHVDQGVWURQJWD[EDVHVDQGZRXOGUDWKHUKDYHD
KLJKHUUDWLRRIMREVWRKRXVLQJWRDYRLGQHJDWLYHVOLNHKLJKSXEOLFH[SHQVHVDQGWUDɝFDQGWKH\
see less tax revenue from large multifamily projects (Metcalf 2018, 70).
The segment of the housing market most lacking development is also most needed: multifamily
housing. It would be expected that in areas with expensive land costs, developers would be
incentivized to build at higher density—and thus prioritize multi-family rather than single family
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housing—but that is not happening in California (Murray & Schuetz 2019, 3). The market for
housing has broken down, and the development of apartments does not seem to be correlated
with rents. High rents should motivate high levels of development, but in California that is not
the case. The lack of development, especially of high-density development, keeps rents high
and prioritizes the construction of expensive, single-family housing aimed at the wealthiest
homeowners. Multi-family units increase density and lower costs in the face of high demand,
\HWWKHVHSURMHFWVIDFHVWURQJRSSRVLWLRQ$VDUHVXOWDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJWHQGVWREHEXLOWZKHUH
land is cheap and political opposition is weak. These areas—often outside economic opportunity
zones—limit the ability of low-income families to move to opportunity and lead to the construction
of housing in outer lying suburbs (Freeman & Schuetz 2016, 228; Chapple 2016, 90).
2SSRVLWLRQWRPXOWLIDPLO\KRXVLQJVWHPVQRWRQO\IURPWKHODFNRISURȴWDELOLW\EXWDOVRIURPWKH
GLHUHQFHEHWZHHQSRWHQWLDOUHQWHUVDQGH[LVWLQJKRPHRZQHUVΖQ&DOLIRUQLDSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKH
coastal zone, owners tend to be older, wealthier, and whiter than potential renters (Reineman
0XUUD\ 6FKXHW]%OLVV :KHQFRQVLGHULQJGHVLJQDWHGRUVXEVLGL]HGDRUGDEOH
KRXVLQJLQDGGLWLRQWRPDUNHWUDWHKRXVLQJWKLVGLHUHQFHLVDOOWKHPRUHDSSDUHQW2SSRVLWLRQ
WRPXOWLIDPLO\ DQGHVSHFLDOO\GHVLJQDWHGDRUGDEOH KRXVLQJLQH[SHQVLYHFLWLHVDQGWKHFRDVWDO
zone preserves the exclusivity of access to the wealth of resources there, including easy access to
the coast (Owens 2019, 499 518). These actions undermine the aims of access for all outlined in
WKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FWDQGKHOSFUHDWHWKHDFXWHQHHGIRUDRUGDEOHORGJLQJLQWKHVH
elite areas.

~äŷƊŲěÎƊěƲäBńƙŷěĸČzńīěÎěäŷ
0DQ\KRPHRZQHUVLQPRUHDɞXHQWSDUWVRIWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQRSSRVHDGGLWLRQDOKRXVLQJ
GHYHORSPHQWVSHFLȴFDOO\WKURXJKUHVWULFWLYH]RQLQJUXOHVWKDWOLPLWPXOWLIDPLO\DQGRWKHU
DRUGDEOHKRXVLQJRSWLRQV6LPLODUO\UHVWULFWLYHSROLFLHVWDUJHWVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVDQGNHHSWKH
price of coastal accommodations high. Reineman’s (2017) work demonstrated that the immediate
coastal zone is already wealthy and white and existing economic pressures have driven coastal
FRXQWLHVWRZDUGIXUWKHUKRPRJHQHLW\%\UHGXFLQJWKHDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJVWRFNWKHVHDUHDVDUH
kept expensive and exclusive as low- and middle-income households are forced out.

ėäńŷƊŷńû~äŷƊŲěÎƊěƲä~äČƙī°Ɗěńĸŷ
5HVWULFWLYHUHJXODWLRQVUHVXOWLQOHVVGHYHORSPHQWHVSHFLDOO\DRUGDEOHDQGPXOWLIDPLO\
development. This drives up home prices and forces those of middle-and low-incomes to move.
As in many other states, regulation and zoning are left to local municipalities in California and even
sometimes directly decided by the voters via referendum (Metcalf 2018, 67). Because homeowners
RIWHQPDNHXSWKHYRWLQJEDVHJRYHUQPHQWVIUHTXHQWO\DGRSWODZVWKDWUHȵHFWWKHLUSUHIHUHQFHV
over those of renters and other less politically connected groups (Murray & Schuetz 2016, 13;
Metcalf 2018, 70). Advocates of up-zoning and increasing density have not managed to clearly
address how more housing in an expensive area helps everyone.
The lack of consistency in local zoning regulations impose costs on developers who must
negotiate a confusing labyrinth of rules and restrictions. The costs associated with this process are
passed on to renters or buyers and increase the already high housing prices. Quigley (2005, 327)
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examined the responsiveness of housing stock to demand and the construction of new housing
DQGIRXQGWKDWERWKDUHORZHULQKLJKO\UHJXODWHGFLWLHV7KLVȴQGLQJZDVHVSHFLDOO\SURQRXQFHG
in the rental market. This means that in one of the fastest growing areas in the country—and
an economic powerhouse that attracts workers seeking opportunities—there are fundamental
barriers to development which keeps costs high. Furthermore, the promise of property taxes
encourages local governments to prioritize single-family over multi-family development (Freeman
& Schuetz 2016, 218). Additionally, cities in California glean a share of sales tax. This creates
DQRWKHULQFHQWLYHLQIDYRURIUHWDLODQGXSSHUFODVVKRXVLQJRYHUPRUHGHQVHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQV
(Quigley year, 323).
7KXVDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJWHQGVWREHFRQVWUXFWHGLQOHVVGHVLUDEOHRXWHUO\LQJVXEXUEVIXUWKHU
from economic opportunity (Freeman & Schuetz 2016, 228; Chapple 2016, 90). Such is the case
in the coastal region where the lack of supply in comparison to demand has led the cost of
KRXVLQJWRVRDU7KHUHJXODWRU\FKDRVLQFHQWLYHVDJDLQVWDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJKLJKOHYHORILQFRPH
inequality, and local opposition to eliminating restrictive zoning rules are the foundational pillars
RI&DOLIRUQLDȇVDRUGDELOLW\FULVLV&RPELQHGWKHVHEDUULHUVSUHFLSLWDWHDFULVLVLQ&DOLIRUQLDIDU
greater than what STRs might impact.

%ěŷŝī°ÎäĴäĸƊFĸī°ĸÙ~äÙƙÎäŷ
ń°ŷƊ°īdÎÎäŷŷ
The lack of housing options for low- and middle-income families in the coastal region of California
has forced many of these families to move inland. When residents are displaced to the more
DRUGDEOHDUHDVLQODQGLWUHVXOWVLQLQHTXLWDEOHDFFHVVWRQRWRQO\WKHEHQHȴWVRIOLYLQJQHDU
a strong city economy but also inequitable access to the California coast. Unequal access to
housing exacerbates the disparities in coastal access already discussed in this paper.
Moving inland also means that for Californians of moderate incomes to visit the coast, they will
OLNHO\QHHGDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQV:LWKWKHORVVRIHFRQRP\RSWLRQVDQGRYHUDOOODFNRI
supply of traditional lower cost coastal accommodation, an acute need arises for alternative forms
of lodging to meet this growing need.

°ÅīäƈāÖƈ`äÙě°ĸƈFĸÎńĴäƈ°ĸÙƈBńĴäƈzŲěÎäƈńĴŝ°Ųěŷńĸ×
ń°ŷƊ°īƈ°ĸÙƈFĸī°ĸÙƈşŢŢƈäĸŷƙŷƈƙŲä°ƙƈ°ĸÙƈ«ěīīńƳƈ%°Ɗ°Š
Region

Median Income

Median Listing Price

Price as a Percent of Income

Coastal Sample

$83,995.00

$1,059,306.25



Inland Sample

$58,082.83

$338,021.86
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As previously stated, many households are forced to move inland because their incomes have not
kept up with the increase in housing prices. As Table 5 shows, the median listing price of a home in
the coastal region is over 12.5 times the median income for that region. Inland, the median listing
SULFHLVXQGHUWLPHVWKHPHGLDQLQFRPH7KHUHODWLYHDRUGDELOLW\RILQODQGFRPPXQLWLHVDWWUDFWV
families priced out of the markets in the coastal zone.

8ěČƙŲäƈľÖƈ%ěŷŝī°ÎäĴäĸƊƈûŲńĴƈƊėäƈ°ƺƈŲä°ƈşäŲĨäīäƺƈbäƳŷƈƕǆōìŠŢ

Given that the modern economy is primarily service-driven, pushing service workers out of
middle-class housing markets is concerning. This is especially true in the coastal region where
the disparity in incomes is so high. These workers—both low- and middle-income—simply
cannot earn enough to remain in the strained housing market near the coast. Forcing these
households inland increases their travel costs, especially if they choose to stay overnight on the
coast. Short-term rentals can help alleviate some of this burden both for visitors and those who
ZLVKWRȴJKWWRUHPDLQOLYLQJLQWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQDPLGVN\URFNHWLQJSULFHVSome families may
ȴQGWKHPVHOYHVDEOHWRDOOHYLDWHVRPHRIWKHVHSUHVVXUHVWKURXJK675VE\UHQWLQJWKHLU
homes part-time to visitors.
ΖQWKLVZD\VRPHUHVLGHQWVPD\EHDEOHWRDRUGWRUHPDLQLQWKHLUQHLJKERUKRRGVGHVSLWH
LQFUHDVLQJFRVWV7KHVKDULQJHFRQRP\PD\RHUOHVVZHDOWK\UHVLGHQWVRIFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHV
DZD\WRFRQWLQXHOLYLQJWKHUHE\VKLIWLQJVRPHRIWKHHFRQRPLFEXUGHQVRIRZQHUVKLS -HHUVRQ
Jones 2015, 558). In markets such as the coast, where the costs of living are increasingly high,
WKHVXSSOHPHQWDOLQFRPHIURPVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVFDQRVHWH[SHQVHVDQGDOORZUHVLGHQWVWR
UHPDLQ +RUQ0F1DPDUD 7KLVFRXOGDOVRKHOSRZQHUVDRUGPDLQWHQDQFHRU
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renovations, which would mean that short term-rentals may increase property value in the long
UXQ -HHUVRQ-RQHV 7KHVHH[SHQVLYHUHDOHVWDWHPDUNHWVDUHSDUWLFXODUO\VXLWHGWR
short term rentals as most areas with high hotel premiums also have high land costs (CBRE 2017,
11). Being able to rent out their home might help some owners retain residence in the coastal
]RQHRUWRDRUGDYDFDWLRQKRPHZKHQWKH\RWKHUZLVHFRXOGQRW7KLVLQFUHDVHVWKHLUDFFHVVWR
WKHFRDVWDQGRHUVDPHWKRGRIDFFHVVIRUUHQWHUV
This model of the sharing economy focuses on the small homeowners who rent out extra space
or a sporadically used vacation home. These “Mom and Pop” rentals sometimes make up the
PDMRULW\RIRSHUDWRUV$LUEQEQRWHVWKDWRIDOOKRVWVKDYHRQHOLVWLQJ &%5( :KLOH
some short-term rental operators may have excess housing, which is marketable—such as a
family vacation rental—many are simply renting out extra rooms and spare space in their home
(Lee 2016, 243). This extra revenue has many uses, especially in an expensive area like coastal
California. As mentioned, the income enables hosts to live where they might otherwise not be
DEOHWRDRUGEXWLWPD\DOVRKHOSFRYHUJURFHULHVRUSD\IRUFROOHJH 0F1DPDUD
Wachsmuth & Weissler 2015, 1148).
The costs of living on the coast are high and pose a distinct barrier to access. Allowing, and
indeed promoting, STRs on the coast would likely simultaneously result in some residents
being able to remain when they would otherwise be forced out by the high cost of living or
KRXVLQJVFDUFLW\DQGLQLQFUHDVHGRSWLRQVDQGDRUGDELOLW\IRUYLVLWRUV7KHEHQHȴWRI675V
RQWKHFRDVWFRPHVIURPLQFUHDVHGDFFHVVIRUWKRVHWKDWFDQQRWDRUGWROLYHWKHUHȃWKH
majority of Californians—so that the coastal zone becomes not an exclusive enclave of the
wealthy but a shared resource available to and accessible for all.

ėäBńƙŷěĸČŲěŷěŷ°ĸÙń°ŷƊ°ī
düńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺ
The situation in many coastal communities is one of profound neighborhood changes—a pushing
out of low-and middle-income residents as more wealth concentrates in the region. This change
LQQHLJKERUKRRGVDSSHDUVWREHDIRUPRIJHQWULȴFDWLRQWKHLQȵX[RIPLGGOHDQGXSSHUFODVV
residents which revitalize a neighborhood at the expense of its lower-income residents. However,
GLVSODFHPHQWIURPFRDVWDOFLWLHVLVQRWQHFHVVDULO\JHQWULȴFDWLRQLQWKHFODVVLFDOVHQVHEXWUDWKHU
a function of the rent burden placed on low- and moderate-income households (Chapple 2016,
86). As incomes in an area grow and market-rate housing is built, the value of those formerly
DRUGDEOHKRPHVULVHVVXFKWKDWUHVLGHQWVDUHSXVKHGRXWRUFDQQRWDRUGWRPRYHLQ7KLV
severe mismatch between housing costs and incomes displaces low-income communities,
especially communities of color (Marcus & Zuk 2017, 3). The demand for housing in the coastal
UHJLRQGLVSODFHVOHVVZHDOWK\UHVLGHQWVZKRFDQQRWNHHSSD\LQJULVLQJUHQWVQRUȴQGVLPLODU
accommodations. As discussed, this has pushed many residents inland--away from the striving
economies in coastal cities and away from easy coastal access. This situation is not created by
VKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVEXWUDWKHUE\WKHKLJKGHPDQGDQGODFNRIVXɝFLHQWDRUGDEOHGHYHORSPHQW
0DQ\FULWLFVRI675VFODLPWKDWWKHSUHVHQFHRIUHQWDOVFDQOHDGWRJHQWULȴFDWLRQKRZHYHULQWKH
FRQWH[WRIWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQRI&DOLIRUQLDWKLVDUJXPHQWLVSURIRXQGO\ȵDZHG
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7KHDUJXPHQWWKDWVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVLQGXFHJHQWULȴFDWLRQDSSOLHVOHVVLQWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQ
RI&DOLIRUQLDEHFDXVHPRVWFRPPXQLWLHVKDYHDOUHDG\JHQWULȴHG)RUUHQWDOVWRSURPRWH
JHQWULȴFDWLRQWKHSUHVHQFHRI675VPXVW D RHUIDUPRUHUHYHQXHWKDQWKHWUDGLWLRQDOKRXVLQJ
market and (b) induce a high degree of displacement and neighborhood change that would not
otherwise occur. In the coastal areas of California, this displacement occurs from the broken
housing market with or without short-term rentals. In fact, Chapple (2016, 85) argues that the
SRWHQWLDOUHYHQXHJDLQVLQWKHVHDUHDVKDVȊORQJVLQFHEHHQUHFDSWXUHGȋDQGWKDWJHQWULȴFDWLRQ
has already taken place. Indeed, in looking at cities like San Francisco, price pressures are so
extreme that the entire city is expensive (Freeman & Schuetz 2016, 219). Nearby in San Mateo
&RXQW\RQHVWXG\ 0DUFXV =XN IRXQGWKDWRIKRXVHKROGVKDGOHIW6DQ0DWHR&RXQW\
ODUJHO\IRUWKH&HQWUDO9DOOH\RUIXUWKHURXWLQ(DVW%D\ΖQWKHLUVXUYH\RIWKHWKDWUHPDLQHGLQ
their same neighborhood, many moved into crowded conditions (Marcus & Zuk 2017, 6). In order
WRȴQGKRXVLQJFRPSDUDEOHRUVXSHULRUWRZKDWWKH\KDGEHHQIRUFHGWROHDYHUHVLGHQWVPRYHG
to areas with fewer services and away from economic opportunity. In these areas, the economic
growth, income disparity, and housing shortage engineered a situation where displacement and
JHQWULȴFDWLRQUDSLGO\HQVXHG2QWKHFRDVWWKHUHDUHVLPSO\IHZHUDRUGDEOHDUHDVOHIW
In these areas, it is hard to argue that STRs will displace residents of lesser means when the
housing market continues to displace most of them. Coastal communities, already expensive
FRPSDUHGWRWKRVHLQODQGODFNWKHDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJWKDWFULWLFVDUJXHLVWKUHDWHQHGE\675VΖQ
DFODVVLFFDVHRIJHQWULȴFDWLRQ675VZRXOGEULQJLQDQLQȵX[RILQYHVWPHQWZKLFKZRXOGWUDQVIRUP
a disadvantaged community. In California, few of these communities remain in the coastal region
as formerly blighted areas have long since been transformed by the housing crisis. Rather than
SURWHFWLQJDRUGDELOLW\DQGWKHFKDUDFWHURIORZLQFRPHQHLJKERUKRRGVZKDWWKRVHZKRZLVKWR
ban STRs perceive as “threatened” is the character of already expensive, exclusive coastal areas.
:LWKRXWDRUGDEOHORGJLQJRSWLRQVIRUPHUUHVLGHQWVRIFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVIDFHDQXQGXHDQG
XQMXVWEXUGHQLQYLVLWLQJWKHFRDVW0XFKOLNHWKHDUJXPHQWVDJDLQVWDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJUHVLGHQWV
seek to protect their exclusive access to the coast and see increased access for a wider swath of
Californians as a threat.
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Resilience
ŭ~äŷěīěäĸÎäěŷƊėä°ÅěīěƊƺńû°ĸƙŲÅ°ĸ°ŷŷäƊ×īńÎ°Ɗěńĸ°ĸÙwńŲŷƺŷĚ
ƊäĴƊńŝŲńƲěÙäŝŲäÙěÎƊ°ÅīäŝäŲûńŲĴ°ĸÎäðƙĸÙäŲ°ƳěÙäŲ°ĸČä
ńûÎěŲÎƙĴŷƊ°ĸÎäŷŢů
Jeb Brugman, Financing the Resilient City (2009), p. 217 9
The housing crisis is only one demand on local governments and the State of California’s limited
resources. Climate change will adversely impact communities across the state with coastal
communities under threat from sea level rise and possibly other threats, such as mudslides and
ȴUHV/RFDOFRPPXQLWLHVDFURVV&DOLIRUQLDDUHQRZHQJDJHGLQWKHSURFHVVRISODQQLQJIRUVHDOHYHO
rise and other hazards exacerbated by climate change. Although there is currently a strong debate
about the nature of these adaptation strategies, often couched in terms of green (emphasizing
coastal restoration or retreat) versus gray (armoring), all of these adaptation strategies have one
thing in common: they are all extremely expensive. For example, a recent study published in the
Annals of the New York Academy of Science (Aerts et al. 2018) estimated that Los Angeles County
alone will face climate change related costs of between $4.3 and $6.4 billion by 2100. A study in
Oceanside, CA estimated coastal adaptation costs of over $250 million by 2040. Costs for other
coastal cities will be similarly high.1

Ʌ%UXJPDQ-HE)LQDQFLQJWKH5HVLOLHQW&LW\(QYLURQPHQWDQG8UEDQL]DWLRQ9  S
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These coastal communities will have to come up with the money for adaptation. Many of the large
FDSLWDOFRVWVRIWKHVHSURMHFWVZLOOOLNHO\EHȴQDQFHGE\YDULRXVVWDWHDQGORFDOERQGLVVXDQFHV
(Resources Legacy Fund, 2018). However, like any loan, bonds simply shift costs forward; cities and
other government and private entities will ultimately need to raise large sums of money in order
to pay for resilience. In many cases, cities will either be expected to cost share or will be expected
to take over certain aspects of the project (e.g., maintenance). This will all be on top of the services
that cities currently provide and which are already underfunded in many areas. Therefore, cities
ZLOOQHHGWRȴQGQHZUHYHQXHVRXUFHVDQGLQFUHDVLQJWD[HVLVQRWRQO\XQSRSXODUEXWH[WUHPHO\
GLɝFXOWWROHJLVODWH
Although cities can and should expect help from the State of California and U.S. government
agencies, these sources of funds have been in decline as revealed when examining the
percentage of the average California’s city government total budget. In 1974–75, Federal and
6WDWH*UDQWVDFFRXQWHGIRURIDFLW\ȇVEXGJHWWRGD\WKDWȴJXUHLVOHVVWKDQRQDYHUDJH10
(Coleman 2016). Much of this money is also tied to particular programs and projects, so that city
governments have little say or discretion over how the money is spent.1

8ěČƙŲäƈōǆÖƈ~äƲäĸƙäƈşƊ°ƹäŷƈ°ĸÙƈûääŷŠƈƲŷŢƈŷŝäĸÙěĸČƈûńŲƈ°ƲäŲ°Čäƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈÎěƊƺŢ

Ʌ&ROHPDQ0LFKDHO$3ULPHURQ&DOLIRUQLD&LW\5HYHQXHV3DUW7ZR0DMRU&LW\5HYHQXHV:HVWHUQ&LW\'HFHPEHU
2016 http://www.westerncity.com/article/primer-california-city-revenues-part-two-major-city-revenues
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6DOHVWD[HVDQRWKHUVLJQLȴFDQWVRXUFHRIORFDOUHYHQXHKDYHDOVRIDLOHGWRNHHSXSZLWKRYHUDOO
economic activity in California. In California, as in many states, sales taxes only apply to goods
and not services. In the last 30 years, consumers’ spending patterns have shifted toward more
services and fewer goods, resulting in slower rates of growth for sales taxes. Moreover, since
wealthier households tend to spend a greater proportion of their income on services than poorer
households, the failure to tax services makes the sales tax more regressive (California Budget
Center 2011). With growing populations already straining cities revenue and increasing demand
on public services, the relative decline in sales tax revenues further reduces cities’ discretionary
EXGJHWV7KHODFNRIIXQGVFXUWDLOVWKHSRWHQWLDOFDVKȵRZIRUQHFHVVDU\UHVLOLHQF\SURMHFWV7KH
transient occupancy taxes generated by STRs can help make up for the slower growth in sales
tax revenues.

ėäŲä%ń°īěûńŲĸě°ěƊěäŷ
:äƊėäěŲ~äƲäĸƙäŷŨ
While city governments obtain some of their budget from the state and federal governments,
the primary source of revenue is their tax base. Figure 10 in the previous section presents data
on revenue versus spending for the average California city (which can vary from city to city). The
PDMRULW\RIPRVWFLW\EXGJHWVDUHGHGLFDWHGWRSXEOLFVDIHW\VXFKDVȴUHDQGSROLFHGHSDUWPHQWV
These services are necessary and only increase in need as California populations grow and natural
disasters plague the state. The majority of the remaining budget goes to other traditional city
services, such as parks and recreation, planning, street services, libraries, etc.
On the government revenue side, property and sales taxes still make up over half of a typical city’s
general fund revenues. However, as noted above, sales taxes have failed to keep up with economic
growth since services are not taxed and have become an increasing share of California consumer’s
spending. Sales taxes are regressive; even with food and rent excluded from sales taxes, lower
income households pay a higher percentage of their income than wealthier households on
sales taxes.
Outside of sales taxes, municipalities in California rely on a combination of other tax sources.
One such additional revenue stream, Utility User Taxes (UUTs), have become more important as
DVRXUFHRIJHQHUDOIXQGVIRUFLWLHVUHSUHVHQWLQJRQDYHUDJHRIJHQHUDOIXQGUHYHQXHVIRU
cities that have a UUT. These are taxes on a consumers’ usage of utility services, such as electricity,
sewage, water, sanitation, and cable television. Local governments assess UUTs based on the
consumer’s usage of the service.
Business licenses and fees (e.g., recreational fees for a swimming pool) account for just under
RIDW\SLFDO&DOLIRUQLDFLW\EXGJHWDQGDUHJHQHUDOO\XVHGWRSDUWLDOO\RVHWFRUUHVSRQGLQJFLW\
VHUYLFHV7UDQVLHQW2FFXSDQF\7D[HV 727 DOVRNQRZQDVKRWHOWD[HVUHSUHVHQWMXVWRYHURI
taxes for the average city. These taxes are primarily paid by visitors to the area, rather than the
residents, making them more popular. While TOT represents a small part of the average city’s
UHYHQXHFRDVWDOFLWLHVZLWKVLJQLȴFDQWYLVLWDWLRQFDQKDYHPXFKKLJKHU727UHYHQXHV7KHVHWD[HV
FDQEHDFUXFLDOUHYHQXHVRXUFHXVHIXOIRURVHWWLQJWKHFRVWRIWRXULVWVHUYLFHVLQDGGLWLRQWRWKH
general public services.
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FĸÎŲä°ŷěĸČěƊƺ~äƲäĸƙäŷƊńz°ƺûńŲ~äŷěīěäĸÎä
Increasing local resilience to climate change will require cities to raise more revenues. Raising
UHYHQXHVIURPHDFKRIWKHVHVRXUFHVSRVHVGLHUHQWFKDOOHQJHV7KHSULPDU\VRXUFHRIPXQLFLSDO
government revenues is through the various tax sources. Measures in California law restrict the
ability of jurisdictions to alter their taxes even when the needs for revenue are critical. Adapting
to climate change and promoting climate change resistance poses one such critical circumstance,
especially for those communities most adversely impacted by rising sea levels. Without a new
revenue source, or expanding an existing one, these governments will likely lack the revenue
to either directly pay for resilience or to pay back future bond issuances. The discussion below
highlights the major sources of revenue for California’s cities, each with their own limitations, and
also discusses the prospect of Transient Occupancy Taxes as a revenue stream.
Property Taxes
In California, unlike many other states, property taxes, though collected at the county level, are
distributed via the State Board of Equalization back to local governments. While property taxes
FRQVWLWXWHDVLJQLȴFDQWSRUWLRQRIFLW\DQGFRXQW\UHYHQXHVWKHDELOLW\WRLQFUHDVHSURSHUW\WD[HV
is limited. In 1996, California voters approved Proposition 218, “The Right to Vote on Taxes Act,”
which “substantially expanded restrictions on local government revenue-raising including taxes,
assessments and property related fees” (League of California Cities 2019). Furthermore, these
property tax increases must go to support “the acquisition or improvement of real property”
(California City Finance, 2019). This means that the uses of collected taxes are limited to the state’s
SXUFKDVHRISURSHUW\RULPSURYHPHQWVWRVWUXFWXUHVRQJRYHUQPHQWSURSHUW\7KHGHȴQLWLRQ
of real property includes various trees and mines but does not include waterways or the coast,
which would assist in its use for necessary resiliency work on the coastline. Prop 213 requires
a two-thirds majority for all property tax supported bond measures, except for school districts,
ZKLFKKDYHDORZHUWKUHVKROGRI7KHWZRWKLUGVVXSHUPDMRULW\UHTXLUHPHQWSXWDGDPSHU
on bond measures, and less than half of bond measures requiring a two-thirds vote have passed
VLQFHZKHUHDVRIPHDVXUHVUHTXLULQJDPHDVXUH IRUVFKRROV KDYHSDVVHG6LQFH
WKHPHDVXUHVLQFOXGHVFKRROVWKHLUKLJKVXFFHVVUDWHPD\DOVREHUHODWHGWRFRQWLQXHGORFDO
support for schools. Overall, the limitations on property taxes have reduced the state’s ability to
collect them and thereby reduced the budget.
In addition to property tax levies to support school or other bond issues, California law also
VXSSRUWVDQXPEHURIVSHFLDOSURSHUW\WD[GLVWULFWVLQFOXGLQJLQGHSHQGHQWȴQDQFLQJGLVWULFWV
(IFDs) which can issue additional fees (e.g., Mello Roos) or property tax levies generally on new
or substantially improved property. For protection of existing property, the state has created
geological hazard abatement districts (GHAD)s. A GHAD comprises an independent agency
focused on the abatement and prevention of geological hazards in the area for which it was
FUHDWHG7KH\KDYHGHȴQHGERXQGDULHVRIWKDWDUHDDQGREWDLQWKHLUIXQGLQJZLWKLQLW$QXPEHU
of GHADs have been created across the state to help homeowners and other property owners
protect their property against geologic hazards, such as earthquakes or coastal erosion (e.g., in
Malibu). One potential disadvantage of GHADs on the coast, however, is their focus on protection
of private property over other uses. For example, a GHAD may favor coastal armoring over other
adaptation scenarios since armoring will protect coastal property. However, this armoring may
also diminish coastal recreation if already eroding beaches erode further.
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Sales Taxes
As discussed, another primary revenue source for cities are sales taxes. Sales tax revenues largely
do not meet the needs of California cities, and measures to expand them have a low success
UDWH8QGHU%UDGOH\%XUQV8QLIRUP/RFDO6DOHVDQG8VH7D[OHJLVODWLRQ&DOLIRUQLDDOORFDWHG
RIVDOHVVXEMHFWWRVDOHVWD[HVWRLQFRUSRUDWHGFLWLHVRUFRXQWLHVZLWKDQRWKHUDOORFDWHG
for local transportation, which are typically allocated to counties (California State Auditor 2017,
8). California law allows local jurisdictions to add on sales taxes at the city or county level to
support other services. Since 2001, many measures have been passed to add-on sales taxes for
local transportation; many of these were extensions of already existing sales taxes that needed
WREHUDWLȴHG+RZHYHULIRQHH[DPLQHVVDOHVWD[LQFUHDVHVQRWDOORFDWHGWRWUDQVSRUWDWLRQWKH
VXFFHVVUDWHIRUQHZVDOHVWD[PHDVXUHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDVLQFHKDVEHHQOHVVWKDQ7KHPRVW
successful other tax measures have involved libraries, street/roads, and public safety, but the
majority of these ballot measures have failed (Ca City Finance 2019. 11-14). The lower likelihood of
passing a sales tax increase diminishes the ability of municipalities to use sales tax as a source for
their much-needed resiliency budgets.
As noted above, sales taxes have two other problems. First, they are regressive—lower income
houses pay a higher percentage of their income in sales taxes since they spend more of their
income on items subject to sales taxes. This creates an equity problem as it is unjust for those with
fewer means to pay more for public services. Second, sales tax revenues in California have failed
to keep up with economic growth since services (e.g., haircuts) are not subject to sales taxes and
services have become a larger part of California consumers’ budgets.
Utility Users Taxes
Taxes based on a consumer’s use of a service, Utility Users Taxes (UUTs), have increasingly yielded
important revenue streams. However, utilities will be especially stressed by climate change, and
taxes or utility rates will have to increase substantially to pay to make key infrastructure more
resilient. Climate change will increase the need for certain services, such as electricity (for uses
such as air conditioning), and likely damage some existing systems, necessitating repair. UUTs are
typically levied by cities on utilities such as electricity, water and telephone use. While voters have
generally approved continuing existing UUTs, most ballot initiatives attempting to increase existing
UUTs have failed in California since 2001 (CA City Fin 2019).
$GGLWLRQDOO\ORFDOSKRQHFDOOVZHUHWUDGLWLRQDOO\DVLJQLȴFDQWVRXUFHRI887UHYHQXHEXWWKH
advent of new technologies in telecommunication has made charges for local telephone calls
a relic of the past. To respond to these changes, many cities have revised/modernized UUTs,
however the majority of these ballot measures resulted in reductions in UUT fees. Climate change
ZLOOKDYHDVLJQLȴFDQWLPSDFWRQPDQ\XWLOLWLHVDVFLWLHVZLOOEHUHTXLUHGWRPRGHUQL]HKDUGHQ
and relocate many power, gas, electric, water, and telecommunications lines. Voters facing the
prospect of power outages or loss of other valuable utilities may be willing to approve UUTs
targeted at improving utility infrastructure. Consequently, it’s unlikely that UUT revenues can
be used to fund resilience projects, other than supporting and moving existing infrastructure,
requiring funding from other sources for other resilience tasks.
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Business Licenses and Fees
These fees are generally collected for services rendered by a city or county and may include
licenses for operating businesses within the community, recreational fees for community services
such as a local swimming pool, and parking fees. These licenses and fees are generally subject
to a vote by a city council or county Board of Supervisors. Parking fees may be used to support
resilience projects in cases where parking lots/structures are threatened by coastal erosion.
Transient Occupancy Taxes
In looking for potential revenue sources to fund resiliency projects, cities (especially those on
the coast) could look toward Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOTs). Sometimes referred to as hotel
taxes, TOTs are levied on hotels and short-term rentals of less than 30 days. Under California
law, cities and counties (for hotels and rentals in unincorporated areas) may levy TOTs with a
WZRWKLUGVYRWH$FFRUGLQJWRWKH&DOLIRUQLD6WDWH&RQWUROOHUȇV2ɝFH11, the vast majority (over
 RIFLWLHVDQGFRXQWLHVKDYHVRPHVRUWRI7277KHPRVWFRPPRQUDWHLVEXWTXLWHDIHZ
SRSXODUGHVWLQDWLRQVLQ&DOLIRUQLDKDYHVLJQLȴFDQWO\KLJKHUUDWHVWKDWDOORZWKHPWRFDSLWDOL]HRQ
WKHGHPDQGIRUWRXULVPLQWKHDUHD)RUH[DPSOH$QDKHLPKDVWKHKLJKHVWUDWH  ZKLOH/RV
$QJHOHV6DQ)UDQFLVFRDQGDIHZRWKHUKLJKGHPDQGFLWLHVFKDUJH$OWKRXJK727VUHTXLUH
a two-thirds vote, these taxes are often popular since non-residents generally pay for them
and they are often seen as a mechanism for reimbursing the costs of hosting visitors (e.g.,
public safety, beach recreation). Since 2001, the majority of TOT measures have passed despite
the requirement of a two-thirds vote.1
2QHSRWHQWLDOLVVXHZLWK727VLVQRQFRPSOLDQFH675VRHUDSRWHQWLDOO\OXFUDWLYHVRXUFHRI727V
if they are brought into compliance while still encouraging the existence of the rental. As discussed
in the next section, TOTs from STRs have increased substantially as STRs have become increasingly
popular and as more have been brought into compliance.
Transient Occupancy Taxes from Short-Term Rentals
Easier access to STRs through new platforms has not only increased access to popular
destinations, such as the California coast, but also the potential to greatly increase revenues in
these areas. In the City of Los Angeles, for example, revenue from short-term rental transient
occupancy taxes go to the city’s general fund and help pay for community services. However, in
RUGHUWRFDSLWDOL]HRQWKLVSRVVLELOLW\FLWLHVQHHGWRȴQGDZD\WRUHJXODWH675VZLWKRXWLPSRVLQJ
high costs on hosts. These costs, such as the murky regulatory environment or high permit fees
mentioned above, can impose barriers to entry. This reduces the number of rentals the cities can
collect taxes from, discourages small “Mom and Pop” hosts who cannot pay the high fees, and may
force some STRs to continue without permits.
Table 6 below summarizes the revenue sources available to local governments in California, along
with the typical use for any tax /fee increases, the political hurdles necessary for an increase, and
the potential advantages and disadvantages of each tax/fee.

Ʌ&DOLIRUQLD&LWLHV7UDQVLHQW2FFXSDQF\7D[5HYHQXH7D[5DWHDQG(HFWLYH'DWH)LVFDO<HDUhttps://sco.
FDJRY)LOHV$5'/RFDO/RF5HS&LWLHV727SGI

Unequal Access:5VSXIGXMRK&ǯSVHEFPI&GGSQQSHEXMSRW&PSRKXLI(EPMJSVRME(SEWX

51

°ÅīäƈƄÖƈ)ƹ°Ĵěĸ°Ɗěńĸƈńûƈ~äƲäĸƙäƈńƙŲÎäŷƈûńŲƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈěƊěäŷ

Local Fund Source

Often Used For:

Necessary
Approval

Possible
Advantages

Possible
Shortcomings

Property Tax Levy

School Districts

Requires Ballot Measure: 2/3 for general
OHY\IRUVFKRROV

Involves entire
community

Raises Housing
Costs

Special Assessment District (e.g.,
GHAD, IFD)

Protection against
Geological Hazards

Requires Formation
of District and Approval of Special Tax

Coastal Property
Owners may have
higher Ability to
Pay

GHADs emphasize
property protection
over other uses

Sales Tax

Transportation

Revenues have
lagged economic
growth; Requires 2/3
Ballot Measure

Spread evenly
across consumers

Lower income
groups pay higher
percentage (Regressive tax)

Developer Fee

Low Income
Housing. Environmental Mitigation

Requires New
Development

Often used to
VXSSRUW$RUGDEOH
Housing

Academic Studies
indicate these fees
raise the cost of
housing in CA

Utility/User Fees

General Fund,
Utility Improvement

Requires 2/3 Ballot
Measure

Can be used to
support utility
resilience

Most increase measures have failed

Business Licenses
and Fees

Providing Services, General
Revenue

Requires City Counsel
(or similar) Vote

+HOSVRVHWFRVWRI
public services

May be regressive.
Limited ability to
raise revenue

Transient
Occupancy Tax

Parks and Recreation, General
Fund Revenue

Requires 2/3 Ballot
Measure or Increasing Hotels/ STRs

Increased Coastal
Access correlated
with higher TOTs

Requires new
hotel construction
or lowering STR
restrictions

8ěĸ°ĸÎěĸČ~äŷěīěäĸÎäûńŲ
XńÎ°īńĴĴƙĸěƊěäŷ
7RUHWXUQWRWKHTXRWHDWWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKLVVHFWLRQUHVLOLHQFHFDQEHGHȴQHGDVȊWKHDELOLW\RI
an urban asset, location and/ or system to provide predictable performance … under a wide range
of circumstances” (Brugman, 2009). Facing the threat of climate change, California cities need to
increase their ability to fund and execute resilience. In all likelihood, climate change adaptation will
require local governments to increase taxes and fees in a wide variety of ways, including property
and sales tax increases as well as increases in utility rates or user fees to pay for infrastructure
improvements.
In California, cities are limited in terms of their ability to raise revenues between the taxes and
fees discussed above. As indicated in Table 6 above, each type of tax/fee has advantages and
GLVDGYDQWDJHV727VRHURQHRIWKHPRVWIHDVLEOHPHWKRGVRILQFUHDVLQJWD[HVSDUWLFXODUO\IRU
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services oriented for visitors, such as maintenance of beaches and other public parks. Additionally,
the potential to increase TOT revenue exists in the prospect of bringing existing STRs into
compliance and promoting better regulations. For communities on the California coast, TOTs can
SURYLGHQHHGHGUHYHQXHVWRRVHWWKHFRVWRIVHUYLQJYLVLWRUV HJSXEOLFVDIHW\ DVZHOODVKHOS
preserve beaches and other sensitive coastal habitats. In addition to increasing TOT rates, many
local communities have the opportunity to increase TOT revenue by allowing for more STRs or by
bringing existing STRs into compliance (by paying TOTs). This would allow coastal communities to
improve their resilience without burdening their populations and simultaneously increase coastal
DFFHVVIRUYLVLWRUVE\KHOSLQJOHJLWLPL]H675VDVDVRXUFHIRUDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVDORQJ
the coast.

°ÅīäƈſÖƈzńƊäĸƊě°īƈûńŲƈěƊƺƈ~äƲäĸƙäƈńƙŲÎäŷƈƊńƈ8ěĸ°ĸÎäƈīěĴ°Ɗäƈ~äŷěīěäĸÎä
Local Fund Source

Potential for Climate Resilience Finance

Property Tax Levy

Can help support property protecting infrastructure,
especially for schools.

Special Assessment District (e.g., GHAD, IFD)

Can help support protection of private property,
in particular shoreline protection.

Sales Tax

Can help support transportation infrastructure.

Developer Fee

Can make new developments more resilient.

Utility/User Fees

Can help support utility infrastructure resilience.

Business Licenses and Fees

Can help support local programs. Parking fees can help
RVHWWKUHDWVWRSDUNLQJ

Transient Occupancy Tax

Can help support beaches, parks, and visitor supporting
services.

Unequal Access:5VSXIGXMRK&ǯSVHEFPI&GGSQQSHEXMSRW&PSRKXLI(EPMJSVRME(SEWX

53

Case Studies—
The Potential for
&ǯSVHEFMPMX]SR
the Coast
California’s coast is available to all, which makes California’s coastal communities some of the
most in-demand real estate in the country. California’s coastal cities tout beachfronts, plentiful
FRDVWDODFFHVVDQGRHUDFDOPUHVSLWHIURPWKHODUJHUFLWLHVȃRUDWOHDVWDQHVFDSHIURPWKH
Inland Empire’s heat. Unfortunately, many of California’s coastal communities have become
XQDRUGDEOH1RWHYHU\RQHLQ&DOLIRUQLDFDQDRUGWROLYHLQRUHYHQYLVLWWKHP
7KLVVHFWLRQH[DPLQHVDIHZFDVHVWXGLHVRIGLHUHQWFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLD7KHȴUVW
FDVHVWXG\H[DPLQHV1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\VSHFLȴFDOO\WKH&LWLHVRI'HO0DU6RODQD%HDFK
(QFLQLWDV&DUOVEDGDQG2FHDQVLGH7KLVUHJLRQVKRZFDVHVKRZDɞXHQWFRPPXQLWLHVQRWRQO\
GLVFRXUDJHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGORGJLQJEXWDOVRKDYHWKHPRVWUHVWULFWLYH
regulations on short-term rentals. Data from a summer 2018 sample of STRs demonstrates that
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wealthier areas—in particular Del Mar—impose more restrictions and a higher degree of
exclusivity in lodging, keeping costs high and inaccessible to most Californians.
8QOLNH1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\WKHVHFRQGFDVHVWXG\H[DPLQHVWKHGLHUHQWUHJXODWRU\
environments for STRs in Pismo Beach and the City of Santa Barbara. While STRs are legal in Pismo
Beach, they are expensive to operate due to the burden of high permitting fees. Additionally,
Santa Barbara’s near ban on STRs demonstrates how restrictive regulations increase the cost of
accommodations and forces budget conscious visitors away from the coast.
In all of the sample cities, coastal access is limited due to the cost of housing, cost of overnight
accommodations, and acute lack of supply for lodging in the high season. However, there are
GLHUHQFHVLQWKHZD\HDFKRIWKHVHFRPPXQLWLHVKDYHDSSURDFKHGWKHLVVXHRISURYLGLQJFRDVWDO
DFFHVVYLDLQFUHDVHGDRUGDELOLW\DQGORGJLQJVXSSO\7KHVHGLHUHQFHVFRQWULEXWHWRGUDPDWLF
GLVSDULWLHVLQDRUGDELOLW\ZKLFKFRXOGEHDGGUHVVHGWKURXJKSROLF\FKDQJHV

bńŲƊė°ĸ%ěäČńńƙĸƊƺ
The communities in North San Diego County line a popular stretch of the California coast and
RHUDFFHVVWRSULPHEHDFKHVVXFKDV'HO0DU&LW\%HDFK&DUOVEDG6WDWH%HDFK7RUUH\3LQHV
0RRQOLJKW)OHWFKHU&RYH2FHDQVLGHDQGPDQ\RWKHUV7KHVHVHDVLGHWRZQVRHUVPDOOHU
communities and a well-maintained coastline often amenable to families. However, due to the lack
RIDRUGDEOHUHDOHVWDWHDQGDFFRPPRGDWLRQPDQ\&DOLIRUQLDQVFDQQRWDRUGWROLYHLQRUYLVLW
these towns.
'HVSLWHPDQ\VLPLODULWLHVDQGFORVHSUR[LPLW\WKHȴYHVDPSOHFLWLHVGLHUJUHDWO\LQWKHLUGHJUHH
RIDRUGDEOHDFFHVVLELOLW\DVZHOODVLQGHPRJUDSKLFPDNHXS$V5HLQHPDQȇV  ZRUNSUHGLFWV
these communities are predominantly comprised of individuals who are wealthy, white, and
typically older than the median age for California. The population of Del Mar is the oldest,
wealthiest, and least diverse of the focus cities. On the other hand, Oceanside is much less
expensive and more diverse.

°ÅīäƈìÖƈ%äĴńČŲ°ŝėěÎŷƈěĸƈbńŲƊėƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺƈńĴĴƙĸěƊěäŷ×ƈb%:ƈÙ°Ɗ°ƈƕǆōì
City

Median Household Income

Median Age

Single Family Homes

Del Mar

$ 129,880.00

48.6



Solana Beach

$ 111,476.00

44.2



Encinitas

$ 106,960.00

41.9



Carlsbad

$ 107,605.00

41



Oceanside

$ 67,754.00

36.8
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San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) statistics indicate that Del Mar is the least
GLYHUVHZLWKRYHUZKLWHUHVLGHQWVWKHPRVWDɞXHQWDQGDOVRWKHROGHVWE\PHGLDQDJH
Encinitas and Solana Beach are also predominantly white and older. All three coastal communities
DUHVLJQLȴFDQWO\OHVVGLYHUVHWKDQWKHUHVWRI&DOLIRUQLDRYHUDOO+RPRJHQHLW\DORQJUDFLDODQG
socioeconomic lines is a trend along the coast; the Californians with the easiest access to the coast
E\YLUWXHRIWKHLUUHVLGHQFHWHQGWREHZKLWHDɞXHQWDQGROGHU 5HLQHPDQ 7KLVLVHVSHFLDOO\
evident in Del Mar.
While North Coastal San Diego adheres to this trend, and the lack of access overall, Oceanside
is an interesting outlier. The city is much more diverse than the others in the study. Additionally,
KRXVLQJLVPRUHDRUGDEOH2FHDQVLGHGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWPRUHDRUGDELOLW\LVSRVVLEOHHVSHFLDOO\
LQWHUPVRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGDFFRPPRGDWLRQLIUHJXODWLRQVDUHLQSODFHWRSURPRWHVXSSO\
DQGDRUGDELOLW\

8ěČƙŲäƈōōÖƈ`äÙě°ĸƈėńƙŷäėńīÙƈěĸÎńĴäƈěĸƈbńŲƊėƈń°ŷƊ°īƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČń
is higher than the statewide and national average.
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düńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺńĸƊėäbńŲƊėń°ŷƊ
+RXVLQJDRUGDELOLW\LVHVSHFLDOO\LPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVDUHQRWRQO\PRUH
DɞXHQWRQDYHUDJHWKDQWKHUHVWRIWKHVWDWHEXWDOVRPRUHH[SHQVLYHWROLYHLQ7KHKRXVLQJ
VKRUWDJHȃDQGLQSDUWLFXODUWKHODFNRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJȃLVPRUHVHYHUHLQFRDVWDOFLWLHV
6LPSO\SXWDORZLQFRPHKRXVHKROGFDQQRWDRUGWROLYHLQPRVWRIWKHVHFRPPXQLWLHVGXH
WRDVHYHUHODFNRIPRUHDRUGDEOHRSWLRQVDQGPXOWLIDPLO\KRXVLQJ7\SLFDOO\WKLVODFNRI
DRUGDELOLW\FUHDWHVDQHQFODYHRIZHDOWKLHUUHVLGHQWVRQWKHFRDVWVDQGUHGXFHVDFFHVVIRU
lower-income households as they are pushed further inland. While the vacancy rates, according
WRD6$1'$*DVVHVVPHQWDUHUHODWLYHO\KLJKWKHYDFDQWKRPHVDUHQRWDRUGDEOHIRUPRVW
Californians. Furthermore, many homes in Coastal North San Diego County are second homes
which sit unused for much of the year.
In most of the small coastal communities, median home prices and rent are much more
expensive than the average for San Diego County. The notable exception is Oceanside. On the
other extreme is Del Mar with a median home price nearly 3x the rest of the county. The high
FRVWRIOLYLQJLQWKHVHFRPPXQLWLHVFUHDWHVDQHVSHFLDOO\DFXWHQHHGIRUDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ7KH
ODFNRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJKDVEHHQDGGUHVVHGLQWKH6DQ'LHJR$UHD*RYHUQPHQWV 6$1'$* 
housing needs assessment. This study helps planners determine how much housing needs to be
FRQVWUXFWHGDQGWRWDUJHWWKDWKRXVLQJIRUVSHFLȴFLQFRPHEUDFNHWV9HU\/RZ/RZ0RGHUDWH
and Above Moderate. The 2017 assessment found that the coastal communities in this case study
DORQHQHHGKRPHVIRU9HU\/RZDQG/RZΖQFRPHKRXVHKROGV7KHGLYHUVLW\LQDRUGDELOLW\
demographics, and housing needs between these coastal communities allows for comparison. Del
Mar, for example, would be expected to have less ease of coastal access than Oceanside and more
restrictive attitudes in local politics.

Figure 12: Housing costs in most coastal communities
°Ųäƈû°ŲƈėěČėäŲƈƊė°ĸƈƊėäƈÎńƙĸƊƺƈ°ŷƈŷėńƳĸƈÅƺƈŝäŲÎäĸƊ°ČäŷŢ
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düńŲÙ°ÅīädÎÎńĴĴńÙ°Ɗěńĸŷ
)LQGLQJDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQVLQ1RUWK6DQ'LHJRFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVLVQHDUO\
LPSRVVLEOHGXULQJWKHVXPPHUKLJKVHDVRQ7KHPHDJHUQXPEHURIDRUGDEOHURRPVGRHVQRW
EHJLQWRPHHWWKHQHHGVRIWKHVXUURXQGLQJSRSXODWLRQ7KH&RDVWDO&RQVHUYDQF\GHȴQHV/RZHU
&RVW&RDVWDO$FFRPPRGDWLRQV /&&$V DVWKRVHZLWKDQDYHUDJHGDLO\UDWH $'5 RUOHVVRI
the state average. For July 2019 (high season) this is estimated at $140.70 per night. A prospective
YLVLWRUPLJKWVWUXJJOHWRȴQGVXFKRSWLRQVLQWKHFRDVWDO]RQH6RPHFLWLHVVXFKDV'HO0DUDSSHDU
WRKDYHQRDRUGDEOHRSWLRQVDWDOO'HO0DUGHVSLWHLWVSRSXODULW\DVDGHVWLQDWLRQRHUVRQO\VL[
hotels—with only 355 rooms between them—a scarcity which helps drive up prices (Schwing 2018,
 )XUWKHUPRUHKRWHOVZLWKUDWHVOHVVWKDQLQ-XO\W\SLFDOO\RHUWKDWUDWHIRUDVLQJOHIXOO
bed—hardly enough room for a family.
$OWKRXJKFDPSLQJFDQSURYLGHDPRUHDRUGDEOHDOWHUQDWLYHIRUWKHVHIDPLOLHVWKHUHDUHOLPLWHG
options. In many of the coastal communities there are no tent camping sites, only RV parks. This
imposes high equipment costs if visitors do not own an RV. In Carlsbad and Encinitas, there are
6WDWH%HDFKHVZKLFKRHUWHQWFDPSLQJEXWWKHVHIHZVLWHVDUHERRNHGPRQWKVLQDGYDQFH7KLV
might be particularly problematic for a working-class family with less certainty of the stability of
WKHLUȴQDQFLDOVLWXDWLRQDQGOHVVSUHGLFWDELOLW\LQWLPHR)XUWKHUPRUHFDPSLQJLVQRWDQRSWLRQ
for all families as it has high equipment costs (Christensen & King 2017; Coleman 2016). Due to the
barriers to entry and the limited availability, many families would not be able to turn to camping in
WKH1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RDVWDODUHDDVDQDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQRSWLRQ
$VGLVFXVVHGWKHFRDVWKDVORVWPDQ\RILWVDRUGDEOHRSWLRQVVLQFH7KHFRDVWDOUHJLRQȇV
tourism is especially seasonal, proving a challenge to the hotel business. Zervas (2016) discussed
WKLVLVVXHH[SODLQLQJWKDWKRWHOVIDFHKLJKȴ[HGFRVWV7KLVPDNHVLWHVSHFLDOO\GLɝFXOWWRDGMXVW
their supply of rooms to match demand—to scale up in the summer high season and scale down
in the cooler months. As the cost of land on the coast has increased, economy range hotels have
increasingly closed down and been replaced by upscale hotels and condominiums (Ainsworth
2017). In San Diego County, no discounted rooms have been included in new developments
GHVSLWHWKHPDQGDWHWRSURYLGHDRUGDELOLW\ZKHUHIHDVLEOH :HLVEHUJ 0RVWUHFHQWKRWHO
projects have been for the construction of upscale and luxury resorts (Access Denied, 2019).
These new developments not only take existing LCAAs away from visitors but they also increase
the associated costs of a visit by bringing in more high-end clientele and thus more upscale
restaurants and shops. The areas with the most expensive hotels and fewest LCCAs typically
impose the most restrictive policies on STRs, keeping prices high and lower-income visitors out.
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ėńŲƊĚäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷzŲńƲěÙädüńŲÙ°ÅīädÎÎäŷŷ
ΖQRUGHUWRHYDOXDWHWKHDRUGDELOLW\RIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVLQ1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\WKLVSDSHU
examines data on the rental price of STRs in Del Mar, Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and
Oceanside from summer 2018. For example, the average listing in Oceanside is $150 per night,
ZKHUHDVLQ'HO0DUWKHDYHUDJHLV7KHGDWDFRQȴUPVWKHH[SHFWDWLRQWKDWWKHPRUHH[FOXVLYH
DUHDVKDYHOHVVDRUGDELOLW\)XUWKHUPRUHPDSSLQJWKHUHQWDOOLVWLQJVDQGWKHLUGLVWDQFHIURP
WKHFRDVWDO]RQHVKRZVWKDWSULFHVLQFUHDVHZLWKSUR[LPLW\WRWKHFRDVW7KHUHIRUHDRUGDELOLW\
decreases.

°ÅīäƈľÖƈƲäŲ°ČäƈzŲěÎäƈûńŲƈ°ƈėńŲƊĚäŲĴƈ~äĸƊ°īƈěĸƈäīäÎƊƈbńŲƊėƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺƈěƊěäŷ
ûńŲƈƳńĚzäŲŷńĸƈjÎÎƙŝ°ĸÎƺŢƈzŲěÎäŷƈ%äƊäŲĴěĸäÙƈÅƺƈ°ŝ°ÎěƊƺƈńûƈƊėäƈ~äĸƊ°īŢ

All Listings

Private
Room

Entire
Home

Listings within
.5mi of Coast

Private Room
within .5 mile

Home within
.5 mile

Del Mar

$265.20

$90.36

$269.99

$268.33

$90.36

$273.41

Carlsbad

$153.72

$133.90

$156.50

$174.27

$152.05

$175.20

Oceanside

$150.62

$117.55

$157.00

$166.10

$126.52

$167.82

Solana
Beach

$199.46

$137.45

$204.27

$215.87

$154.48

$217.79

Encinitas

$177.66

$176.20

$178.23

$194.60

$200.62

$194.50

City

Figure 13 below shows a scatterplot of short-term rental listings from the summer (June, July, and
August) of 2018 obtained from an independent source, Transparent Data (https://www.seetransparent.com ΖQWKLVȴJXUHDRUGDEOHUHQWDOV DVGHȴQHGE\WKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO&RQVHUYDQF\ 
DUHGHSLFWHGLQJUHHQDQGXQDRUGDEOHOLVWLQJVDUHGHSLFWHGLQUHG$VRQHJHWVFORVHUWRWKHFRDVW
PRVWOLVWLQJEHFRPHXQDRUGDEOHDOWKRXJKDVLQGLFDWHGLQ7DEOHDERYH2FHDQVLGHVWLOOKDV
PDQ\DRUGDEOHOLVWLQJVZLWKLQKDOIDPLOHRIWKHFRDVW
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8ěČƙŲäƈōƏÖƈ%ěŷƊŲěÅƙƊěńĸƈńûƈ~ŷƈěĸƈbńŲƊėƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺƈėńƳěĸČƈüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈFĸÎŲä°ŷěĸČ
8ƙŲƊėäŲƈûŲńĴƈƊėäƈń°ŷƊŢƈŝäÎě°īƈƊė°ĸĨŷƈƊńƈ%ŲŢƈUěäŲŷƊäĸƈz°ƊŷÎėƈûńŲƈĴ°ŝŝěĸČŢ
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$GGLWLRQDOO\675OLVWLQJVLQ1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\DSSHDUWREHDRUGDEOHRUH[SHQVLYHLQ
clusters. Figure 14 below constructs an average cost map which grouped the listings in 100-meter
segments around average cost and color codes the average price for each 100-meter area. The
map shows that prices of STRs cluster into groupings of high costs (for example, greater than $500
a night) and low costs (less than $100). Average prices are noticeably lower (the darker red) in
Oceanside and further inland. Del Mar has more high-priced clusters (pale yellow, indicating more
WKDQSHUQLJKW :KLOHLQVRPHDUHDV675VDUHODUJHO\XQDRUGDEOHDFFRUGLQJWRWKHFRVWSHU
WZRSHRSOHSHUQLJKWLQPDQ\FDVHVWKH\DUHVWLOOPRUHDRUGDEOHWKDQKRWHOVSDUWLDOO\EHFDXVH
a group or family would need many rooms at a hotel rather than a single home. Additionally, the
supply of STRs helps lower prices and reduce the price hikes in the summer season as discussed in
previous sections (Zervas 2015).

8ěČƙŲäƈōĈÖƈ%ěŷƊŲěÅƙƊěńĸƈńûƈƲäŲ°ČäƈzŲěÎäƈńûƈ~ŷƈěĸƈbńŲƊėƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺƈėńƳěĸČƈüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈ
FĸÎŲä°ŷěĸČƈ8ƙŲƊėäŲƈûŲńĴƈƊėäƈń°ŷƊŢƈbńƊäƈƊė°Ɗƈ%äīƈ`°Ų×ƈńī°ĸ°ƈä°Îė×ƈ°ĸÙƈ)ĸÎěĸěƊ°ŷƈė°Ʋäƈû°ŲƈûäƳäŲƈ
īěŷƊěĸČŷƈ°ƊƈīäŷŷƈƊė°ĸƈáōǆǆ×ƈńŲƈäƲäĸƈáōāǆŢ

Unequal Access:5VSXIGXMRK&ǯSVHEFPI&GGSQQSHEXMSRW&PSRKXLI(EPMJSVRME(SEWX

61

)LQDOO\7DEOHDQGEHORZSUHVHQWDRUGDELOLW\E\QXPEHURIOLVWLQJV$VWKHPDSVDERYH
suggest, the City of Oceanside has both the highest percentage and the highest number of
DRUGDEOHUHQWDOVERWKKRPHVDQGSULYDWHURRPV7KH&LW\RI&DUOVEDGKDVVLPLODUSHUFHQWDJHVRI
DRUGDEOHUHQWDOVDQG6RODQD%HDFKDQG(QFLQLWDVDOVRSURYLGLQJVRPHDRUGDELOLW\2QFHDJDLQ
'HO0DUKDVWKHORZHVWSHUFHQWDJHRIDRUGDEOHOLVWLQJVQRPDWWHUKRZRQHORRNVDWWKHGDWD

°ÅīäƈōǆÖƈüńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈş%äÿĸäÙƈėäŲäƈ°ŷƈſāšƈńûƈ°īěûńŲĸě°ƈƲäŲ°Čäƈ%°ěīƺƈ~°ƊäŠ
ûńŲƈīīƈXěŷƊěĸČŷ×ƈÎńĴŝ°ŲäÙƈƊńƈƊėńŷäƈƳěƊėěĸƈ°ƈė°īûƈĴěīäƈńûƈƊėäƈÎń°ŷƊŢ
$RUGDEOHE\6WDWHZLGH$'5
City

Number

Percent of Listings

Within 0.5 mi of coast

Percent of Listings

Del Mar

12



10



Solana Beach

80



40



Encinitas

183



78



Carlsbad

229



89



Oceanside

455



232



°ÅīäƈōōÖƈńĴŝ°ŲěĸČƈ°üńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺƈńûƈīěŷƊěĸČŷƈƳėäĸƈÙäÿĸäÙƈƙŷěĸČ
°īěûńŲĸě°ƈ%~ƈńŲƈƊėäƈ%~ƈńûƈ°ĸƈ%ěäČńƈńƙĸƊƺ×ƈƳėěÎėƈěŷƈėěČėäŲŢƈīƊėńƙČėƈƊėäŲä
°ŲäƈĴńŲäƈīěŷƊěĸČŷƈ°ƊƈſāšƈńŲƈīäŷŷƈńûƈ%ƈ%~×ƈ%äīƈ`°ŲƈŷƊěīīƈī°ÎĨŷƈ°üńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺŢ
$RUGDEOHE\6WDWHZLGH$'5
City

$RUGDEOHE\/RFDO$'5

Number

Percent of Listings

Number

Percent of Listings

Del Mar

12



19



Solana Beach

80



103



Encinitas

183



233



Carlsbad

229



278



Oceanside

455



551
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ńƙŲěŷĴ°ŷ°~äƲäĸƙäńƙŲÎä
7KHODFNRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQVQRWRQO\LPSLQJHVRQDFFHVVIRUORZDQGPRGHUDWH
income Californians but also reduces the potential tax revenue of the municipalities. All of these
coastal communities rely on tourism, and the coast is the primary draw. The cities of North San
Diego County draw a large share of their tax revenues from the tourism industry, and one of the
primary ways in which they do this is through Transient Occupancy Taxes (TOTs). As discussed,
TOTs impose a tax on visitors when they stay in the community. Traditionally this tax was collected
primarily through the hotel sector, but increasingly STRs have made important contributions
to TOT revenues. In all of the North San Diego County cities examined here, TOTs make up a
VLJQLȴFDQWO\KLJKHUSRUWLRQRIWKHWD[UHYHQXHIRUWKDWFLW\ZKHQFRPSDUHGZLWKWKHFRXQW\RYHUDOO
TOTs have been rising over time, despite there not being a drastic boom in hotel construction or
dramatic change in consumer preferences. This is likely due to the increased presence of STRs
LQWKHFRDVWDODFFRPPRGDWLRQPDUNHWDQGHRUWVE\PXQLFLSDOLWLHVWRFROOHFW727VIURPWKHP
Carlsbad and Oceanside are larger cities with greater tourist draw. They also tend to be more
DRUGDEOHDQGOHVVH[FOXVLYHWKDQWKH(QFLQLWDV6RODQD%HDFKDQGHVSHFLDOO\'HO0DU7KHVHWKUHH
smaller, more exclusive communities have seen similar growth in TOT revenues, although on a
much smaller scale due to their smaller size and reduced number of lodging options. It is harder—
and more expensive—to stay in one of these areas.
727VFDQRHUPXQLFLSDOLWLHVDFUXFLDOVRXUFHRIIXQGLQJIRUSURMHFWVVXFKDVDGDSWDWLRQWRFOLPDWH
FKDQJHDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGSXEOLFVHUYLFHVZKLFKWRXULVWVSODFHLQFUHDVHGGHPDQGRQ7KH\
RHUDQDOWHUQDWLYHWR*+$'VZKHUHWKHUHVLGHQWVSD\IRUDQLQGHSHQGHQWDXWKRULW\WDVNHGZLWK
protection from geological hazards such as sea level rise. Wealthier communities, such as Del Mar
and Encinitas, possess GHADs. Solana Beach is also considering adopting a GHAD (City of Solana
Beach 2019, 7). Oceanside, less wealthy and more diverse, does not possess a GHAD. The potential
problem with GHADs is they tend to focus on armoring rather than more sustainable coastal
options, which can reduce coastline and therefore coastal access. Due to the nature of the funds,
they can also reinforce exclusivity as the residents nearest a particular stretch of coast pay for its
protection.
In order to increase potential TOT revenues, coastal communities could turn towards STRs as
a reliable source of revenue. While it takes years and millions in investment to build a hotel,
675VFDSLWDOL]HRQDQGH[SDQGWKHXVHRIH[LVWLQJSURSHUW\7REHQHȴWIURPWKLVUHYHQXHVRXUFH
municipal governments need to embrace rules that balance the legitimate concerns of neighbors,
particularly in residential neighborhoods, with California’s stated goal of access for all. Restrictive
STR regulations can hinder small, “Mom and Pop” rentals from the market through commercial
zone restrictions and exorbitant permitting and licensing fees. The fewer the number of nights
available in STRs, then the smaller the TOT revenue leading to a lost opportunity for a community
WRFDSWXUHWKHEHQHȴWVRIWKHWRXULVPPDUNHW
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~äČƙī°ƊěĸČ~ŷ
7KHSROLFLHVFLWLHVHQDFWGHWHUPLQHKRZWKH\VWUXFWXUHWKHPDUNHWIRU675VDQGFDQDHFWDFFHVV
to the coast. Del Mar and Oceanside illustrate this dilemma well. They have chosen divergent
UHVSRQVHVWR675VWKDWUHȵHFWWKHPDNHXSRIWKHLUFRPPXQLWLHV'HO0DUKDVYHU\UHVWULFWLYH
regulations that prohibit STRs in residential zones and limit their operation to the ResidentialCommercial (RC) zone and the Visitor Commercial (VC) zone. This means that homeowners in a
UHVLGHQWLDO]RQHFDQQRWUHQWRXWWKHLUYDFDWLRQKRPHRUVSDUHURRPZLWKRXWULVNLQJȴQHVΖQ
the city attempted to pass additional restrictions to limit STRs to no more than 28 days out of the
year and impose a minimum seven day stay for visitors, while restricting STRs to the Residential
Commercial and Visitor Commercial areas of the city. In the interest of providing greater access to
the coast, the law was rejected by the California Coastal Commission on the grounds the proposed
RUGLQDQFHZRXOGQHJDWLYHO\LPSDFWSXEOLFDFFHVVDQGDRUGDELOLW\ 6FKZLQJ 7KHVWD
recommended no nightly minimum and a 180-day cap, while the Commissioners themselves
eventually settled on a 3-day minimum and 100-night annual cap. Del Mar rejected the Coastal
Commission position and is suing the state to overturn the decision. The attempt is indicative
of the attitude in Del Mar towards STRs and the various ways cities enact policies which curtail
DRUGDELOLW\DQGUHGXFHORGJLQJVXSSO\
$QRWKHUSROLF\ZKLFKFDQGHWULPHQWDOO\LPSDFWWKHDRUGDELOLW\DQGVXSSO\RIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV
in these communities is permitting. While municipalities need to keep track of their STRs and
collect transient occupancy taxes, the high cost of these permits prevents many potential hosts
from renting and increases the costs of the rental. Permits range in costs and often come with
secondary fees, such as costly inspections and business licenses. Cities in North Coastal San Diego
attach a variety of fees to their STR permits. Solana Beach, for example, charges $100 for a new
permit and $55 annually to renew; Encinitas’ permit costs $150; in Carlsbad the permit is free,
but a business license is required at a cost based on revenue; and Oceanside’s permit costs $250.
Information on Del Mar’s permitting was unavailable due to the pending ban. These high costs
can drive some hosts towards renting illegally and others to pass the costs on to their renters,
reducing coastal access. These fees are summarized below in Table 12.
Even in cities that allow short-term rentals, there can be high costs that pose a barrier to entry for
SRWHQWLDO675RSHUDWRUV3HUPLWWLQJLVRQHH[DPSOHDQGSXQLWLYHȴQHVDUHDQRWKHU$VGLVFXVVHG
earlier in this paper, some regulations on STRs can impose high risks to the host. Fines accomplish
MXVWWKDWΖPSRVHGIRUYLRODWLRQVRIRUGLQDQFHVWKHVHȴQHVFDQZRUNWRHQIRUFHEDQVRQ675VΖQ
PDQ\FLWLHVWKHȴQHVDUHDLPHGDWORQJWHUP]RQLQJFRPSOLDQFHDQGREWDLQLQJEDFNWD[HV7KH
FUDFNGRZQLQ(QFLQLWDVVKRZFDVHVWKLVZLWKȴQHVVWDUWLQJDW2UGLQDQFHYLRODWLRQVLQ6RODQD
Beach start at $500, and a second violation costs $1000. While many areas impose these penalties,
the amounts and causes are not easily discerned. Oceanside—which has the most permissive
policies of this study—makes the penalty known, stating that a violation of policies will result in a
PLVGHPHDQRUDQGDȴQHXSWR+RZHYHUXQOLNHPDQ\RIWKHPRUHH[FOXVLYHFRPPXQLWLHV
their policy provides for a greater range of legal STRs. If cities wish to bring operators into
FRPSOLDQFHDQGSUHVHUYHDRUGDELOLW\KLJKSHQDOWLHVXQGHUPLQHWKLVJRDO
2FHDQVLGHPRUHDRUGDEOHDQGGLYHUVHLVPXFKPRUHDFFRPPRGDWLQJWRYLVLWRUVZLVKLQJWR
rent a home or room for a short stay and visit to the coast. Oceanside’s policies make a trip to the
EHDFKDQGFRDVWDQDRUGDEOHOX[XU\WRPDQ\&DOLIRUQLDQV7KHFLW\DOORZVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVLQ
the residential areas provided rentals meet certain limits and adhere to its Good Neighbor Policy.
Oceanside has many more STRs but it is also larger than Del Mar or Solana Beach. The higher
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QXPEHURI675VRHUVYLVLWRUVPDQ\PRUHDFFRPPRGDWLRQRSWLRQVHVSHFLDOO\LQKLJKVHDVRQ
ZKHQURRPVRQWKHFRDVWDUHKDUGWRȴQGDQGFDPSVLWHVDUHERRNHG6LPLODUO\&DUOVEDGRHUV
PRUHDRUGDEOH675VWKDQWKHRWKHU1RUWK6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\FRDVWDOFLWLHV7KHFLW\UHTXLUHV
short-term rental operators to comply with its Good Neighbor Guidelines as well, which include
provisions about noise, trash, and parking.
°ÅīäƈōƕÖƈėńŲƊĚäŲĴƈ~äĸƊ°īƈ~äČƙī°Ɗěńĸŷ
Jurisdiction

Attitude toward STRs

Del Mar

Very restrictive. The City
attempted a limit of 28 days
per year (blocked by California Coastal Commission). In
Court proceedings with California Coastal Commission.

Solana Beach

Fairly restrictive. Rentals
allowed in Residential areas
if stay is over 7 days, but
enforcement of penalties
is strict.

Key Regulations
Attempt to prohibit almost all STRs Zone Restrictions: Not
permitted in Residential Zones, only permitted in Residential
Commercial and Visitor-Commercial and where the development
allows it
Night Caps: Proposed 28 days per calendar year. 7 night minimum for all stays

Zone Restrictions: Prohibited in Residential areas if less
than 7 days
Fees and Permit: $100 new permit fee with $55 renewal, $500
ȴQHIRUȴUVW675SROLF\YLRODWLRQ
Taxes: Host has to collect TOTs

Zone Restrictions: Single family and duplex dwellings only.
Multi-family dwellings and condominiums are prohibited from
usage as short-term rentals in residential zones.
Encinitas

Recent crackdown to be
more restrictive.

Fees and Permits:SHUPLWDQQXDOO\SROLF\YLRODWLRQȴQHV
starting at $250
Taxes:WUDQVLHQWRFFXSDQF\WD[KRVWVDUHWRFROOHFW
from renter

Zone Restrictions: Banned in residential areas except in the
coastal zone; required to comply with “Good Neighbor
Guidelines”
Carlsbad

Very restrictive except in
the coastal zone.

Permits and Fees: Permit required (free) and business license
required (cost variable)
Taxes: STRs are subject to a 10 percent transient occupancy tax
as well as a $1 per room per night Carlsbad Tourism Business
Improvement District assessment due monthly to the city.

Permits and Fees: All STR operators are required to apply for
a STR permit (fee required) unless the STR property is a hosted
unit or part of a gated HOA; violations are a misdemeanor with
XSWRȴQH
Oceanside

Permissive in coastal zone.

Policies: Minimum 2-night stay, curfew on daytime guests at
10pm, and limits on overnight occupancy
Taxes: TOT collected by Airbnb in agreement with City
Night Caps: Minimum 2-night consecutive stay
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7KHGLHUHQWDSSURDFKHVRI'HO0DUDQG2FHDQVLGHUHȵHFWWKHQDWXUHRIUHJXODWLRQVLQWKHVH
FRPPXQLWLHV'HO0DUUHVWULFWVDRUGDELOLW\WKURXJKOLWWOHDRUGDEOHGHYHORSPHQWDQGKDUVK
restrictions on STRs, preserving the exclusivity of the community. Oceanside’s policy is not perfect,
but the openness to STRs aligns with the diversity of the community and lower housing costs.
2FHDQVLGHLVRQHRIWKHIHZFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVWKDWKDVQRWFDUYHGRXWDQDɞXHQWH[FOXVLRQDU\
enclave for its residents on the coast. Del Mar, and other communities with strict regulations
VHYHUHO\OLPLWLQJWKHDELOLW\RI675VWRRSHUDWHDORQJWKHFRDVWUHGXFHWKHVXSSO\DQGDRUGDELOLW\
for visitors. Communities with more reasonable regulations—designed to create harmony
between STRs and permanent residents—can promote STRs, thereby increasing the supply
of accommodations and lowering cost. This helps promote access to the coast without costly
investments in new hotels or campgrounds.

ěƊƺńûzěŷĴńä°Îė
ΖQ3LVPR%HDFKWKHVWRU\RIVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOVDQGDRUGDELOLW\LVPRUHFRPSOLFDWHG3LVPR
Beach’s policy is touted as one of the model STR ordinances by the California Coastal Commission,
\HWWKHFLW\ODFNVDRUGDELOLW\LQDFFRPPRGDWLRQV:KLOHWKH&LW\LVRSHQWRVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOV
possibly because of its reliance on tourism for the economy, it’s like the majority of the other
North San Diego cities: white, wealthy, and older, demographics which have been shown to
dominate the coastal zone in the state (Reineman 2017). Despite this similarity, Pismo Beach has
a more permissive regulatory environment than Del Mar and other small, wealthy towns. The city
is more open to the existence of STRs without attempting bans and stringent restrictions on rental
operators. However, without measures to reduce costs there remains a persistent lack of Lower
Cost Coastal Accommodations (LCCAs) to meet the needs of the majority of Californians and
provide access for all.

düńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺěĸzěŷĴńä°Îė
3LVPR%HDFKLVDQDɞXHQWDUHDOLNHPXFKRIWKHFRDVWZLWKKLJKPHGLDQLQFRPHVDQGKRPH
YDOXHVRXWRIUHDFKIRUPRVW&DOLIRUQLDQV7KHFRQFHQWUDWLRQRIDɞXHQFHLQKRXVLQJFUHDWHVDQHHG
in Pismo Beach and in Santa Barbara, as it did in North San Diego County, for the construction of
intentional housing for those of lower means. The Regional Housing Needs Assessment conducted
by Pismo Beach (2019) revealed the city needs 62 homes to meet the needs of extremely low, very
ORZDQGORZLQFRPHIDPLOLHVȃRIWKHLURYHUDOOKRXVLQJQHHG/LNHPXFKRIWKHFRDVWDOUHJLRQ
WKHVHFRVWVDQGODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\SXVKIDPLOLHVLQODQGDQGDZD\IURPFRDVWDODFFHVV

düńŲÙ°ÅīädÎÎńĴĴńÙ°Ɗěńĸ°ĸÙ~ŷ
7KHODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\LQ3LVPR%HDFKH[WHQGVWRERWKWUDGLWLRQDOORGJLQJRSWLRQVDQGVKRUWWHUP
UHQWDOVGHVSLWHWKHFLW\ȇVKRVSLWDEOHQHVV7KHFLW\DSSHDUVWRODFNDQ\DRUGDEOHKRWHORSWLRQVΖWLV
KRZHYHUFORVHWRVWDWHEHDFKHVZLWKFDPSLQJRSWLRQV$VSUHYLRXVO\PHQWLRQHGWKRVHRSWLRQVȴOO
up quickly and may not meet the needs of all visitors. In particular, camping may not be an option
for those who lack the means to purchase equipment.
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:KLOH675VRHUORZHUUDWHVWKDQVRPHKRWHOVWKLVVWXG\IRXQGRQO\UHQWDOVWKDWZRXOGEH
considered Lower Cost Coastal Accommodations (LCCAs) by the Coastal Conservancy standard.
7KLVDPRXQWVWRRQO\RIDOOUHQWDOVLQWKHDUHDΖWLVZRUWKQRWLQJWKDWDOPRVWDOO  RI
Pismo Beach rentals are within a half mile of the coast where prices tend to be higher, but that
SHUFHQWDJHRIDRUGDELOLW\LVVWLOOYHU\ORZ
Although Pismo Beach generally embraces STRs, the city requires operators to apply for a
permit—at cost of $399—and a business license, totaling over $450 in comprehensive fees. This
permit cost has the impact of (1) discouraging homeowners from becoming hosts and therefore
reducing the supply of rental, and (2) passing on that high cost on to visitors in the form of higher
UDWHV2YHUDOOWKLVUHGXFHVDRUGDELOLW\0DSSLQJWKHORFDWLRQRI675VLQ3LVPR%HDFKVKRZV
that they overwhelmingly are near the coast but also expensive. The location is ideal for visitors,
but likely inaccessible to those with stricter budget constraints because of the lack of lower cost
accommodations.

5HQWDO+RPH
$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV
3ULYDWH5RRP5HQWDO
$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV
&LW\/LPLW
&RDVWDO=RQH%RXQGDU\
:LWKLQPLOHRIWKH&RDVW
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8ěČƙŲäƈōāÖƈ`°ŝŝěĸČƈƊėäƈ~ƈīěŷƊěĸČŷƈěĸƈzěŷĴńƈä°ÎėƈŷėńƳŷƈƊėäƈÎīńŷä
ŝŲńƹěĴěƊƺƈƊńƈƊėäƈÎń°ŷƊƈ°ĸÙƈČäĸäŲ°īƈī°ÎĨƈńûƈ°üńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺŢ
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8ěČƙŲäƈōƄÖƈXńńĨěĸČƈ°Ɗƈ°ƲäŲ°ČäƈÎńŷƊƈÎīƙŷƊäŲŷƈûńŲƈzěŷĴńƈä°Îė
ŷėńƳŷƈƊėäƈÎńĸÎäĸƊŲ°ƊěńĸƈńûƈäƹŝäĸŷěƲäƈīěŷƊěĸČŷŢ
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~äīě°ĸÎäńĸńƙŲěŷĴ
$OWKRXJKWKHUHDUHQRWVXɝFLHQW/&&$VLQHLWKHU6DQWD%DUEDUDRU3LVPR%HDFKWKHUHDUHPDQ\
KRWHOV7KHVHȴOOXSLQWKHKLJKVHDVRQDQGWKHFDPSJURXQGVERRNXSIDULQDGYDQFH7KHUHDUH
over 150 hotels between these two communities, and both derive much of their economic base
from tourism. Pismo Beach collects nearly half its revenue via TOTs, and their collection has
increased over time12. This reliance on tourism may contribute to Pismo Beach’s openness to
675VDVSDUWRILWVHRUWVWRIRVWHUWRXULVPDQGNHHSWKHWRZQWKULYLQJΖQIDFW3LVPR%HDFKȇV675
policy notes that the loss of TOT revenue in part motivated the regulation. With the high cost of
new hotel construction, existing informal home sharing and the promise of more STRs via new
SODWIRUPVRHUDPXFKIDVWHUVRXUFHRIUHQHZDEOHWD[UHYHQXHV7KLVPD\H[SODLQZK\3LVPR
%HDFKODFNVWKHDRUGDEOHKRWHOVWKDW2FHDQVLGHRHUVEXWKDVDUHODWLYHO\SHUPLVVLYH675SROLF\
7KHFDYHDWLVRIFRXUVHWKHKLJKIHHVZKLFKNHHSDRUGDELOLW\ORZDQGLPSDFWDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVW1

~äČƙī°ƊěĸČėńŲƊäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷ
Despite the over $500 cost to operate a legal STR, Pismo Beach has been heralded by the Coastal
Commission for its model STR ordinance. However, the combined cost of the permit application,
business license, and the added delay of inspections reduce the ability of operators to charge
DRUGDEOHUDWHVIRUWKHLUUHQWDOOLVWLQJV7KHFLW\DOORZVVKRUWWHUPUHQWDORSHUDWRUVWRVKDUH
their primary residence year-round with no nightly cap if they are present for the duration of the
stay and pay the $500 in fees associated with obtaining a permit. If the STR is not the primary
UHVLGHQFHRUWKHRSHUDWRULVQRWSUHVHQWWKHXQLWKDVWREHLQVSHFLȴF]RQHV:KLOHWKHUHLVDOLPLW
of 182 days per year on unhosted stays, the duration means a unit can be rented for more than
the entirety of the high season.
While the City’s rules promote the supply of additional accommodations and in turn increased
access to the coast, the expensive fees create a barrier to entry for potential short-term rental
operators and thus restrict the number of potential accommodations along the coast. As expenses
RISHUPLWWLQJOLFHQVLQJDQGSRWHQWLDOȴQHVDUHSDVVHGRQWRUHQWHUVDRUGDELOLW\GLPLQLVKHV7KLV
reduces access for those who need access the most. It also reduces the City’s TOT revenue since
fewer properties are registered and therefore fewer taxes being collected.
°ÅīäƈōƏÖƈėńŲƊƈäŲĴƈ~äĸƊ°īƈ~äČƙī°ƊěńĸŷƈěĸƈzěŷĴńƈä°Îė
Jurisdiction

Attitude toward STRs

Key Regulations
Zone Restrictions: Allowed in almost all residential
zones and planned zones at primary residences

Pismo Beach

Relatively Permissive

Permit and Fees: $399 permit application fee, business
license required (fee required), minimum violation $750
Taxes: host collects TOTs
Night Caps: Limited to 182 days per year without the
owner present

Ʌ'DWDFRPSLOHGIURPWKH&RPSUHKHQVLYH$QQXDO5HSRUWIRULQ3LVPR%HDFKhttps://www.pismobeach.org/DocumentCenter/View/53246/FY-2018-Annual-Financial-Report
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°ĸƊ°°ŲÅ°Ų°
Unlike Pismo Beach, Santa Barbara has a restrictive policy towards short-term rentals. The city
has more in common with Del Mar and their attempted ban on STRs. The City of Santa Barbara
regulates STRs as hotels for zoning purposes. Therefore, the City of Santa Barbara considers any
listings operating outside of areas already zoned for hotels illegal. With this ban, the city removed
WKHRSWLRQIRUPDQ\KRPHRZQHUVWRUHQWRXWXQXVHGVSDFHWRYLVLWRUVDQGFRQȴQHGYLVLWRUVWR
tourist areas. These rules reinforce the exclusivity of the community and impose great risk to hosts
who may be forced to list their vacant property illegally. Such listings also do not contribute to city
TOT revenues.

düńŲÙ°ÅěīěƊƺěĸ°ĸƊ°°ŲÅ°Ų°
6DQWD%DUEDUDȇVSROLFLHVWRZDUGV675VUHȵHFWWKHH[SHQVHDQGH[FOXVLYLW\RIWKHFLW\RYHUDOO7KH
median home price in Santa Barbara, according to Zillow.com (2019) is $1.14 Million—almost twice
the average for Santa Barbara County let alone California overall. Santa Barbara’s assessment
UHYHDOVWKHQHHGIRUDGGLWLRQDOKRPHVLQWKH9HU\/RZDQG/RZLQFRPHFDWHJRULHVRU
RIWKHLUWRWDOKRXVLQJQHHG7KHODFNRIDRUGDELOLW\H[WHQGVWRKRWHOVDVZHOOΖQ6DQWD%DUEDUD
WKH$'5LQ-XO\ZDVDQGDSURVSHFWLYHYLVLWRURQO\ȴQGVDFRXSOHRIRSWLRQVZLWK
ȊDRUGDEOHȋUDWHVLQ-XO\ȃWZRZLWKUDWHVOHVVWKDQQLJKWO\7KHVHRSWLRQVDUHIXUWKHUIURPWKH
EHDFKHVDQGDSSHDUQRWWRRHUVXɝFLHQWEHGV DWWKDWUDWH IRUDIDPLO\WRVWD\RYHUQLJKW6DQWD
Barbara is close to state parks with campgrounds as well as RV parks; however, as previously
discussed, there are limitations not only on the number of sites but also on the viability of camping
as an option for some families.

~ŷ×XäČ°īěƊƺ×°ĸÙ«ńĸěĸČěĸ°ĸƊ°°ŲÅ°Ų°
The study of rental listings from summer 2019 reveals the nuances of the Santa Barbara policy
RQWKHDRUGDELOLW\RI675V7KH&LW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDLVXQLTXHLQWKLVVWXG\EHFDXVHLQLW
began a “heightened enforcement program” of its zoning regulations with the objective to remove
STRs from areas where they had been allowed before 2015 (Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara, 2019).
By classifying rentals as “hotels,” and therefore restricting them to zoning that allows
KRWHOVZLWKLQWKHFLW\6DQWD%DUEDUDKDVJUHDWO\UHGXFHGWKHDRUGDELOLW\RIUHQWDOVQHDU
the coast. These zoning laws, then, allow very few legal rentals within close proximity to the
coastline as shown in Figure 16. The crackdown on rentals outside the commercial zone, including
those in the coastal zone, constituted a change in policy for the city. Prior to 2015, the city had
an informal practice of recognizing and allowing STRs provided they paid TOTs and received no
complaints (Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara, 2019). In 2010 and 2014, the city attempted to bring
more STRs into compliance, hoping to increase TOT revenues (Kracke v. City of Santa
Barbara, 2019).
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In 2015, Santa Barbara changed its enforcement and began what constitutes a ban on STRs,
EHFDXVHHYHQZKHUH]RQLQJDOORZHGIRU675VRWKHUUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGWKHGLɝFXOW\RIQDYLJDWLQJ
the system prevent operation13$VDUHVXOWRQO\RIDOOOLVWLQJVLQ6DQWD%DUEDUDIDOOZLWKLQDKDOI
PLOHRIWKHFRDVWDQGPHHWWKH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO&RQVHUYDQF\ȇVGHȴQLWLRQRI/RZHU&RVW$OWKRXJK
RQHWKLUG  RIFLW\ZLGHOLVWLQJVDUHDRUGDEOHWKHVHFOXVWHUIXUWKHUIURPWKHFRDVWDVVKRZQ
LQ)LJXUH0DQ\RIWKHPRUHDRUGDEOHOLVWLQJVIRU6DQWD%DUEDUDZHUHDFWXDOO\RXWVLGHRIWKH
city limits where the regulations are less strict. Furthermore, obtaining a permit to legally operate
a STR in Santa Barbara is nearly impossible. The City in 2017 had not issued a permit in over two
years, according to a recent lawsuit, even for homes in the correct zoning (Santa Barbara Short
Term Rental Alliance, 2017). Many homeowners face this obstacle even after going through the
costly process of inspections—and even remodels.1
The city’s ban on STRs violates the California Coastal Act and fails to comply with the California
Coastal Commission, according to a recent lawsuit (Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara, 2019). The
Court found that Santa Barbara’s enforcement of zoning regulations changed the access and use
of the coast, and that in order to do so they would have needed permission from the Commission
to remove STRs in the coastal zone since STRs allow access for more visitors, especially those
of lower incomes. A ban on STRs, because of the access they provide, would not be legally
enforceable (Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara, 2019).

8ěČƙŲäƈōſÖƈ`°ŝƈŝŲńƲěÙäÙƈÅƺƈƊėäƈěƊƺƈńûƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°ƈŷėńƳěĸČ
ǂńĸěĸČƈƳėäŲäƈėńƊäīŷƈş°ĸÙƈ~ŷŠƈ°ŲäƈīäČ°ī×ƈƕǆōſŢ
Ʌ&RXQFLO0HPEHUIRUWKH&LW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUDLVTXRWHGLQWKH9HQWXUD6XSHULRU&RXUWȴQGLQJVDVVWDWLQJȊΖWKLQNLWȇV
LQFUHGLEO\FRQIXVLQJȐLWWUXO\LVQȇWSRVVLEOHH[FHSWLQYHU\UDUHFLUFXPVWDQFHVIRUVRPHRQHWRSURYLGHWKHRVWUHHWSDUNLQJ
WRPHHWWKHFRGHUHTXLUHPHQWVWRDFWXDOO\SXOOWKDWRDVHYLGHQFHGE\WKHUHȇVRQO\RQHZKRȃDIWHUDWZR\HDUSURFHVVȃ
to successful navigate that system” (Kracke v. City of Santa Barbara, 2019, 9).
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5HQWDO+RPH 3ULYDWH5RRP5HQWDO
$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV

$IIRUGDEOH
1R
<HV
&LW\/LPLW
&RDVWDO=RQH%RXQGDU\

:LWKLQPLOHRIWKH&RDVW


0LOH

8ěČƙŲäƈōìÖƈƙĴĴäŲƈƕǆōìƈ~ƈīěŷƊěĸČŷƈûńŲƈƊėäƈÎěƊƺƈńûƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°ŢƈXěŷƊěĸČŷƈÙńƈĸńƊƈ°ÙėäŲäƈ
äĸƊěŲäīƺƈƊńƈƊėäƈĴ°ŝƈńûƈīäČ°īƈ°Ųä°ŷƈ°ĸÙƈƊäĸÙƈƊńƈÅäƈīäŷŷƈ°üńŲÙ°Åīäƈ°īńĸČƈƊėäƈÎń°ŷƊ
şńĸīƺƈſšƈńûƈīěŷƊěĸČŷƈƳěƊėěĸƈ°ƈė°īûƈĴěīäƈ°ŲäƈXńƳäŲƈńŷƊƈń°ŷƊ°īƈÎÎńĴĴńÙ°ƊěńĸŷŠ

8ěČƙŲäƈōľÖƈƈĴ°ŝƈńûƈ°ƲäŲ°ČäƈŝŲěÎäƈÎīƙŷƊäŲŷƈěĸƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°ƈěƊƺ×
showing the high cost (yellow) along the majority of the coast.
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~äČƙī°ƊěĸČėńŲƊäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷ
Santa Barbara and Pismo Beach make an interesting comparison of policy implications since their
SROLFLHVGLHUVLJQLȴFDQWO\LQKRZWKH\UHJXODWH675V6DQWD%DUEDUDVKDUHVPXFKLQFRPPRQZLWK
Del Mar, severely restricting STRs and thereby reducing the supply of coastal accommodation. In
Santa Barbara, STRs constitute hotels for zoning purposes and are therefore illegal if operating
outside of the areas where hotels are allowed. With this ban, the city removed the option for
PDQ\KRPHRZQHUVWRUHQWRXWXQXVHGVSDFHWRYLVLWRUVDQGFRQȴQHGYLVLWRUVWRWRXULVWDUHDV
These rules and regulations reinforce the exclusivity of the community. Such listings also do not
contribute to city TOT revenues. Bans on STRs claim to preserve neighborhood characteristics
and promote public safety; however, they really succeed in restricting access to expensive
coastal communities and preserving their exclusivity.:LWKOLWWOHORFDOVXSSRUWIRUDRUGDEOH
housing development or lower-cost accommodation options (the most feasible being STRs), many
LQODQGORZLQFRPHDQGXQGHUVHUYHGSRSXODWLRQVDUHHHFWLYHO\EDUUHGIURPYLVLWLQJWKH&LW\RI
Santa Barbara.

°ÅīäƈōĈÖƈ~ƈ~äČƙī°Ɗěńĸŷƈěĸƈ°ĸƊ°ƈ°ŲÅ°Ų°ƈěƊƺ
Jurisdiction

Santa Barbara

Attitude toward STRs

9HU\5HVWULFWLYH675ȇVHHFWLYHO\
banned

Key Regulations
Zone Restrictions: Considered hotels and therefore illegal outside of areas within the commercial
zone that allow hotels
Permits and Fees: Permit required, if STR is in
hotel district and therefore legal
Taxes: Required to be collected
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%ěŷÎƙŷŷěńĸ
The case studies in this section indicate that restrictions on STRs can take many forms—from
outright bans to high permitting/licensing fees to restricting visitors to areas which already serve
tourists through more traditional overnight accommodations. Perhaps unsurprisingly, our case
studies also show a very strong correspondence between communities, like Del Mar and Santa
%DUEDUDZKLFKKDYHOLPLWHGDRUGDELOLW\IRUWUDGLWLRQDOORQJWHUPUHQWDOVDQGKDYHIHZDRUGDEOH
RSWLRQVIRUSRWHQWLDOKRPHRZQHUVZKRDUHQRWDOUHDG\DɞXHQWDQGUHVWULFWLRQVRQVKRUWWHUP
rentals. One common argument against STRs is that they increase prices for long term residents
DQGOHDGWRJHQWULȴFDWLRQ+RZHYHUWKHFDVHVWXGLHVLQWKLVVHFWLRQLQGLFDWHWKDWWKHDUHDV
restricting STRs the most (Del Mar and Santa Barbara) are also areas that have already limited
DRUGDELOLW\IRUORQJWHUPUHVLGHQWV&RQYHUVHO\WKH&LW\RI2FHDQVLGHKDVPRUHDRUGDELOLW\IRU
both long-term and short-term residents than any other coastal city in this study. Oceanside has
also created a “Good Neighbor Policy” (included in an appendix to this study), which does levy
VLJQLȴFDQWSHQDOWLHVDJDLQVW675KRVWVDQGWHQDQWVZKRYLRODWHWKHVHSROLFLHVLQGLFDWLQJWKDWFLWLHV
can strike a balance between protecting and preserving residential neighborhoods and allowing
access to the coast. Our case studies also reveal, however, that many policies that are designed to
SUHVHUYHUHVLGHQWLDOQHLJKERUKRRGVDORQJWKHFRDVWDOUHDG\HQFODYHVRIDɞXHQFHHHFWLYHO\OLPLW
options for middle class and underserved communities who not only have been priced out of the
UHVLGHQWLDOPDUNHWEXWQRZȴQGWKHPVHOYHVUHVWULFWHGRXWRIWKHVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOPDUNHWDVZHOO
$FFHVVIRUDOOKDVQRZEHFRPHDFFHVVIRUWKHDɞXHQWRQO\
Pismo Beach also represents an interesting case study since its policies have received some
support within the coastal community. Unfortunately, a close inspection indicates that Pismo
%HDFKVWLOOKDVDOLPLWHGQXPEHURIDRUGDEOHUHQWDOVGHVSLWHEHLQJPRUHDFFRPPRGDWLQJWKDQ
some other communities. Our analysis reveals that Pismo Beach’s permitting and licensing fees
are quite high even compared to other communities in this study. Pismo Beach also restricts STRs
to primary residents. Ostensibly a policy limiting STRs to primary owners reduces the demand for
second homes. However, like most other coastal communities in these studies (except Oceanside),
Pismo Beach’s home prices are already beyond the means of the vast majority of Californians,
UHVWULFWLQJ675VWRSULPDU\KRPHRZQHUVVLPSO\UHVWULFWVDRUGDELOLW\RI675V6LPLODUO\KLJK
SHUPLWWLQJDQGOLFHQVLQJIHHVGLVFRXUDJHKRPHRZQHUVZLWKPRUHPRGHVW DQGKHQFHDRUGDEOH 
accommodations from renting out their homes short-term. In many cases, this may lead to homes
that are unoccupied despite a high demand for STRs.
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Solutions
dÎÎäŷŷûńŲdīī
The California Coastal Act guarantees “maximum access”14 to California’s iconic coast and beaches.
To that end, the Coastal Commission has endorsed promoting coastal access and prohibiting
SULYDWHEHDFKHVDQ\ZKHUHLQ&DOLIRUQLD+RZHYHUDVGLVFXVVHGLQPRUHGHWDLOLQWKHȴUVWVHFWLRQ
RIWKLVVWXG\DPRQJPDQ\WKUHDWVWRFRDVWDODFFHVVLQ&DOLIRUQLDWKHPRVWVLJQLȴFDQWLVWKHKLJK
FRVWRIFRDVWDOUHDOHVWDWHZKLFKKDVIRUFHGPLOOLRQVRI&DOLIRUQLDQVWRPLJUDWHLQODQGWRȴQGPRUH
DRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ7KLVLQZDUGPLJUDWLRQKDVGLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\LPSDFWHGSHRSOHRIFRORUDQG
Californians from low to moderate-income groups. Those displaced inland face much higher costs
for a coastal visit than those living closer to the coast. Today, too many of California’s beaches
KDYHEHFRPHHHFWLYHO\LQDFFHVVLEOHWRPLQRULW\FRPPXQLWLHVDQGORZHULQFRPHUHVLGHQWV1
2QHSRVVLEOHPHWKRGWRLQFUHDVHDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVWLVWRSURPRWHDRUGDEOHRYHUQLJKW
accommodations. Although Californians have a variety of options for staying on the coast, most
are expensive and many are unavailable during peak season between June and September. The
same factors that have driven up the price of residential real estate along the coast have also
driven up the cost of overnight accommodations in that area. Studies by the California Coastal

Ʌ&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO$FW6HFWLRQ
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Conservancy and the California Coastal Commission indicate this problem is getting worse: many
low-cost accommodations have closed and in many cases, the real estate has been transferred to
other uses.

ėńŲƊĚäŲĴ~äĸƊ°īŷ
Short-term rentals (STRs) have long been one of the alternative lodging options available to
California’s coastal visitors. STRs use existing homes and structures to provide additional
accommodation for coastal access. Since most homes are unoccupied some of the time, STRs
provide a simple, sustainable solution to the problem of coastal access. When planning for sealevel rise, using short-term rentals in existing structures may be a more sustainable alternative to
building new structures for lodging on the coast. Unlike hotels, increasing the quantity of available
STRs does not require more construction along California’s coast. In simple economic terms,
allowing more STRs increases the supply of short-term accommodations on the coast. Further,
many STRs provide kitchens and accommodations for multiple households, further lowering the
costs of overnight stays, especially for low and moderate-income groups and large families.
Limiting STRs along the coast, particularly during the busy summer months, limits coastal access.
During the summer, traditional overnight accommodations are scarce and often must be booked
PRQWKVLQDGYDQFH(YHU\IDPLO\WKDWFDQQRWȴQGRUDRUGDVKRUWWHUPUHQWDOLVDIDPLO\WKDW
cannot stay overnight on the coast and perhaps cannot visit at all.
At the local level, one of the primary reasons given for discouraging STRs is that short-term
renters contribute to noise, parking problems, and may otherwise disrupt a quiet residential
neighborhood. In many ways, these arguments against STRs are a replay of the arguments used to
EORFNRWKHUW\SHVRIKRXVLQJLQFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHVWKDWOHGWRWKHKRXVLQJFULVLVLQWKHȴUVWSODFH
7KHVH675UHVWULFWLRQVLPSO\WKDW&DOLIRUQLDQVZKRFDQQRORQJHUDRUGWRlive near the
FRDVWFDQQRZQRORQJHUDRUGWRvisit the coast.
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äŷƊzŲ°ÎƊěÎäŷûńŲ~äČƙī°ƊěĸČ~ŷ
The case studies and literature review contained in this paper point toward regulatory practices
that can allow access to the coast while also ensuring that neighborhoods remain safe. However,
VRPHUHJXODWLRQVSHUWDLQLQJWR675VFDQDOVRKDYHWKHHHFWRIOLPLWLQJDFFHVVHVSHFLDOO\IRUORZHU
income households and underserved communities. To ensure regulations promote access, we
recommend the following best practices.

Best Practice

Rationale

Simple, streamlined registration

Reduces the costs to operators as costs are passed on
WRUHQWHUVDQGUHGXFHDRUGDELOLW\

Make permitting easy and swift

$OORZVIRUPRUHDRUGDELOLW\E\PDNLQJLWHDVLHUWR
increase the supply of STRs and also encourages
registration with the City

Cities require TOT payment and cooperate with STR
platforms where possible

Ensures TOTs are collected from all operators

Allow STRs in most or all coastal neighborhoods

ΖQFUHDVHVDRUGDELOLW\QHDUWKHFRDVWKHOSLQJLQFUHDVH
coastal access for those who need it most

No minimum on number of nights

(QVXUHVWKDWIDPLOLHVZKRFDQQRWDRUGPXOWLSOHQLJKWV
can still visit the coast

Maximum night cap of 180 nights or more.
No night cap on shared space rentals

+HOSVSURPRWHDRUGDELOLW\YLDJUHDWHUVXSSO\RI675V
supported by Commission

Ensure compliance with “Good Neighbor Policies”
and make renters aware of rules

Promotes harmony between STRs and the residents
neighboring them and promotes public safety

Require parking when reasonable

5HGXFHVWUDɝFDVVRFLDWHGZLWK675VDQGSURPRWHV
agreement with local residents. Reduces parking costs
for visitors

Best Practice: Simple, streamlined registration, especially for owners renting out their homes for
PMQMXIHTIVMSHW
The case study of Pismo Beach in this report is particularly instructive. Although Pismo Beach
is accommodating to STRs in many regards, its permitting fee, coupled with a business license
requirement, push costs up to over $450 per rental per year. By comparison, a California Driver’s
License costs $37 and is typically good for several years. Costly inspections of residences already
in compliance with local codes should be limited to properties that are rented more frequently.
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'IWX5VEGXMGI2EOITIVQMXXMRKIEW]ERHXLITVSGIWWW[MJX
In addition to lowering permitting fees, communities should make it easy and quick for owners to
legally register their property for as a short-term rental and pay the required transient occupancy
taxes. Allowing online registration, providing a one-page registration sheet, and ensuring the
SHUPLWWLQJSURFHVVLVVWUDLJKWIRUZDUGDQGHɝFLHQWDUHDPRQJWKHZD\VFRPPXQLWLHVFDQDFKLHYH
this goal.
Best Practice: Cities should require and enforce the payment of TOT taxes on STR rentals,
GSPPEFSVEXMRK[LIRTSWWMFPI[MXL875PEXJSVQWXSIRWYVIQE\MQYQGSPPIGXMSR
7KHJHQHUDWLRQRI727WD[HVE\675VLVDQLPSRUWDQWEHQHȴWWRWKHFRPPXQLWLHVZKHUHUHQWDOVDUH
allowed, and communities should maximize the collection of those taxes to support local services.
When possible, cities should collaborate with STR platforms to ensure that all taxes are collected.
This practice is already underway in some coastal areas, including the City of Carlsbad. These
practices ensure that all STRs are in compliance with the tax policies and generate revenues that
can be used to increase resilience.
'IWX5VEGXMGI&PPS[87WMRQSWXSVEPPGSEWXEPRIMKLFSVLSSHW
Some coastal cities (e.g., Carlsbad) allow STRs to operate in the Coastal Zone, promoting coastal
access with fewer restrictions. However, many communities (e.g., Santa Barbara) have restricted
675VWRFRPPHUFLDO]RQHVZKHUHKRWHOVDOUHDG\H[LVW7KLVSUDFWLFHVLJQLȴFDQWO\UHGXFHVWKH
availability of short-term rentals and often pushes visitors into already busy tourist areas. If this
commercial area is away from the coast (as is the case for much of Santa Barbara) then such
SROLFLHVPD\DOVRLQFUHDVHWUDɝFSDUNLQJSUREOHPVDORQJWKHFRDVWDVPRUHIDPLOLHVGHFLGHWR
drive to the beach. Restricting rentals to commercial zones further from the coast also increases
the rates of those STRs nearest the coast, pushing low- and moderate-income Californians to less
VRXJKWDIWHUDUHDV7KHQHWHHFWKHUHLVRQFHDJDLQDUHGXFWLRQLQDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVWIRUORZ
and moderate-income households.
Best Practice: To ensure maximum access, communities should not place minimum restrictions
SRXLIRYQFIVSJRMKLXWXLEXEVIWMHIRGIGERFIVIRXIH
Del Mar and many other coastal communities have placed restrictions on the minimum number of
nights a visitor must stay. Placing three-night or seven-night restrictions on renting limits access,
HVSHFLDOO\IRUIDPLOLHVZKRFDQRQO\DRUGDRQHRUWZRQLJKWVȇVWD\
'IWX5VEGXMGI)MWGSYVEKIVIWXVMGXMSRW[LMGLPMQMXXLIXSXEPRYQFIVSJRMKLXWEVIWMHIRGI
GERFIPIEWIHEWER87
Some jurisdictions have imposed a maximum number of nights per year that a residence can be
leased as an STR. These restrictions also reduce the supply of overnight accommodations on the
coast. For example, when Del Mar imposed a 28-day maximum, the California Coastal Commission
VWDUHFRPPHQGHGWKDWWKLVUHVWULFWLRQRQFRDVWDODFFHVVEHPRGLȴHGWRDQLJKWPD[LPXP RU
ȊFDSȋ KRZHYHUWKHȴQDO&RPPLVVLRQUHFRPPHQGDWLRQZDVIRUDQLJKWFDS
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Best Practice: Communities should expect short-term renters to adhere to all rules and
VIKYPEXMSRWVIKEVHMRKRSMWII\GIWWZMWMXSVWERHXVEWL&PPWLSVXXIVQVIRXIVWWLSYPHFI
QEHIE[EVISJXLMW[LIRXLI]GLIGOMR
The City of Oceanside’s Good Neighbor Policy (in appendix) provides a good example of this best
practice. The city provides all short-term renters with a one-page overview of city rules for STRs
LQFOXGLQJȴQHVIRUWKRVHZKRYLRODWHWKHVHUXOHV7KHVHUXOHVOLPLWQRLVHDQGWUDVKDQGDGGLWLRQDO
YLVLWRUVDUHOLPLWHGWRGD\WLPHKRXUV7KH&LW\RI2FHDQVLGHȇVSROLFLHVLQFOXGHVHULRXVȴQHV DQGLQ
some case eviction) for those who violate these policies.
Best Practice: In communities where parking is an issue, communities should require STRs
TVSZMHIEHIUYEXITEVOMRK(SQQYRMXMIWERHWLSVXXIVQVIRXEPS[RIVWWLSYPHEPWSIRGSYVEKI
local modes of transportation besides cars, such as STR-provided bicycles, local buses and
WLYXXPIWFMOIVIRXEPWIXG
By encouraging rental owners to provide parking, hosts and cities can reduce the impact of
WUDɝFRQWKHVXUURXQGLQJQHLJKERUKRRGVDQGDOVRPDNHVWKHFRVWRIYLVLWLQJOHVVH[SHQVLYHIRU
visitors who avoid parking costs or the cost of citations for illegal parking. It should also be noted,
however, that some cities (e.g., Santa Barbara) have used parking requirements to create barriers
to entry for new STRs. The increasing availability of short-term bike rentals by private vendors may
also reduce parking at busy beaches and other coastal sites.1
Enforcing these regulations will require some additional city resources. However, the transient
occupancy and other taxes generated by STRs and the visitors they bring in should generate more
WKDQVXɝFLHQWUHYHQXHWRFRYHUWKHVHFRVWV7KHVHUHJXODWLRQVVKRXOGDOVREHHQIRUFHGIDLUO\DQG
enforcement should not be aimed at reducing the supply of STRs but rather at making sure all
operators are following city regulations and tax policies.15

Ųä°ƊěĸČzńīěÎěäŷƊė°Ɗ)ĸÎńƙŲ°ČädÎÎäŷŷûńŲXńƳFĸÎńĴä
°ĸÙĸÙäŲŷäŲƲäÙńĴĴƙĸěƊěäŷ
ΖQFUHDVLQJ675VDORQJ&DOLIRUQLDȇVFRDVWZLOOE\GHȴQLWLRQLQFUHDVHDFFHVVDQGZLOODOVROLNHO\
ORZHUSULFHV+RZHYHUJLYHQWKHKLJKSULFHRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQWKHUHPD\VWLOOEHDQDRUGDELOLW\
gap for many coastal visitors. The state, local governments, non-governmental organizations,
homeowners, and short-term rental platforms must work together as stakeholders in order to
ensure access for all. This process will likely involve a give and take among all stakeholders, but
the ultimate goal should be clear: to make California’s coast more accessible to everyone.

Ʌ7KHLPSRUWDQFHRIIDLUHQIRUFHPHQWLVLOOXVWUDWHGE\WKHUXOLQJLQ.UDFNHY&LW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUD. The case centers
around a change in enforcement by the City. Prior to 2015, Santa Barbara had conducted amnesty programs to “bring into
compliance” STR owners and increase their collection of TOTs. However, after 2015 the City began “aggressive” enforcement of its zoning regulations, resulting in reducing the number of STRs, many of which were in the coastal zone. The key
LVVXHLQWKHFDVHZDVWKDWE\UHGXFLQJWKHQXPEHURIUHQWDOVLQWKHFRDVWDO]RQHWKH&LW\HHFWLYHO\OLPLWHGDFFHVVDQGWKLV
“development” required approval from the California Coastal Commission. The judge ruled that in light of this, and the lack
of Commission approval for the change in enforcement, the City must return to the practices from prior to 2015 and allow
STRs in the coastal zone.
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In order to encourage access for low and moderate-income groups as well as underserved
communities, the state or local communities may need to take other steps. We believe the
following steps should be given serious consideration:

Recommendation

State agencies, local governments, foundations and
community organizations could support and fund
programs that encourage or subsidize low-income
families or those from underserved communities to
stay overnight near the coast. STRs should be part of
the solution.

Rationale
Cooperation with NGOs helps these programs reach
those most in need of easy access to the coast.
STRs better serve large groups and families due to
multiple rooms and varied facilities, such as kitchens.
0DQ\675VDUHDOVRPRUHDRUGDEOHIRUWKHVHJURXSV

Expand the Explore the Coast Overnight Program to
Include STRs and include STRs in other pilot programs

ΖWLVHDVLHUWRH[SDQGWKHVXSSO\RIDRUGDEOH
accommodations through STRs, unlike other lodging
forms such as hotels and campgrounds which require
new construction on the coast.

Create DRUGDEOH675SURJUDPZLWKGHWHUPLQHG
eligibility

Eligibility criteria helps ensure that Californians most in
QHHGRIDRUGDEOHDFFRPPRGDWLRQKDYHDFFHVVWRWKRVH
675VZLWKDRUGDEOHUDWHV

Recommendation: State agencies, local governments, foundations and community organizations
could support and fund programs that encourage or subsidize low-income families or those from
YRHIVWIVZIHGSQQYRMXMIWXSWXE]SZIVRMKLXRIEVXLIGSEWX87WWLSYPHFITEVXSJXLIWSPYXMSR
A number of non-governmental organizations could be involved in sponsoring programs that
would encourage greater access from underserved communities. For example:
• Jr. Lifeguards: Most coastal communities in Southern California have Jr. Lifeguard
programs. However, access to these programs is often limited by how far households
are willing to take their kids to these programs. Since these programs are typically during
weekday mornings, STRs may help a group from underserved areas stay during the week.
• Churches: Coastal community churches may wish to sponsor church groups from
underserved communities. Cities may wish to devote a share of transient occupancy taxes
WRVXSSRUWRXWUHDFKHRUWVEHWZHHQFRPPXQLWLHVRIIDLWKZKLFKDOVRFUHDWHDFFHVVWR
the coast.
• Environmental and Social Justice Groups: Environmental and social justice groups may
wish to support or foster programs that encourage access to the coast. This could include
subsidizing programs such as the Jr. Lifeguard and interfaith programs mentioned above.
• YMCAs or Similar Organizations: (e.g., Scouts): Local YMCAs, scouting, and similar
RUJDQL]DWLRQVFDQVSRQVRURYHUQLJKWWULSVWRFRDVWDOFRPPXQLWLHV$RUGDEOH675VFDQ
provide part of the solution.
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• 6XUȴQJ2UJDQL]DWLRQV/RFDORUQDWLRQDOVXUȴQJRUJDQL]DWLRQVPD\ZLVKWRVSRQVRUVXUȴQJ
events that encourage surfers from underserved areas.
• Other Community Organizations: Organizations such as Veterans of Forign Wars (VFW),
Chambers of Commerce, and various other local groups could sponsor alliances with
underserved groups to sponsor coastal access.
• Foundations: Both community foundations and larger foundations may wish to sponsor or
subsidize programs that encourage visitors from underserved communities to come to the
coast. Local governments can partner with these foundations.
Recommendation: The state or local governments should expand pilot programs which increase
GSEWXEPEGGIWW87WWLSYPHFITEVXSJXLIWSPYXMSR
For example, in 2017, the California legislature approved AB 250, which requires the State
&RDVWDO&RQVHUYDQF\WRGHYHORSDQGLPSOHPHQWDVSHFLȴHG/RZHU&RVW&RDVWDO$FFRPPRGDWLRQV
(LCCA) Program intended to facilitate improvement of existing and development of new lower
cost accommodations within one and a half miles of the coast. Although current lower-cost
accommodations categories include hotel and motels, hostels, camping, RV’s and trailers, dorm
rooms, and residential outdoor education facilities (ROEFs) they do not include short-term rentals.
We recommend that the State Coastal Conservancy work with the legislature to recognize shortterm rentals as an additional category as part of the Explore the Coast Overnight program. As
discussed in this paper, unlike other coastal accommodations, it’s relatively easy to expand the
VXSSO\RIDRUGDEOH675VLIWKHFRUUHFWSURJUDPVDQGLQFHQWLYHVDUHLQSODFHΖQFRQWUDVWFUHDWLQJ
new hotel rooms or other overnight accommodations is much more costly and also leads to more
development along the coast, which many coastal groups oppose.
7IGSQQIRHEXMSR(VIEXIER&ǯSVHEFPI87TVSKVEQ[LMGLTVSZMHIWVIEWSREFP]TVMGIHSZIVRMKLX
EGGSQQSHEXMSRWJSVIPMKMFPILSYWILSPHW
Even with reduced restrictions on STRs in coastal communities, many families may be left out.
Inexpensive STRs may be booked long in advanced by more experienced users. To ensure
maximum access, the state (or possibly local governments) should consider a program which
PDNHVDRUGDEOH675VDYDLODEOHHOLJLEOHKRXVHKROGV(OLJLELOLW\PLJKWLQFOXGHPHDQVWHVWLQJXVLQJ
household income or other legal criteria. The end goal would be to encourage access to the coast
for families who might not go otherwise. Local governments may consider waiving or lower taxes
and STR providers may consider waiving or lowering their booking fees.
Such a policy is also consistent with several recent Coastal Commission decisions involving
the development of hotels along the coast. For some hotel developments the commission has
UHTXLUHGWKDWRIURRPVEHVHWDVLGHDVDRUGDEOH3URYLGLQJDRUGDEOH675VFRXOGEHSDUWRI
a city or county’s local coastal program or could be used to mitigate for other development along
the coast.
One simple solution would be to create a lottery which distribute visitor passes (ranked by number
RUOHWWHU WRHOLJLEOH&DOLIRUQLDKRXVHKROGV7KHVHKRXVHKROGVZRXOGEHDOORZHGWRERRNDRUGDEOH
STRs (and possibly other accommodations) before households with lower lottery outcomes.
Eligibility could be based on income, zip code, or any other legal mechanism.
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ńĸÎīƙŷěńĸ
Short-term rentals provide a relatively simple way to increase access to the coast. Since most STRs
use already existing property, they should be considered a relatively sustainable solution which
FDQVLJQLȴFDQWO\LQFUHDVHWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIRYHUQLJKWDFFRPPRGDWLRQDORQJWKHFRDVW
The expansion of STRs over the past few years has created concern in many coastal communities
about neighborhood disturbances and has led many communities to enact severe restrictions on
STRs. As stated in the recent .UDFNHY&LW\RI6DQWD%DUEDUD decision involving the City of Santa
%DUEDUDȇVEDQRQ675VLQWKH&RDVWDO]RQHWKHVHUHVWULFWLRQVHHFWLYHO\OLPLWDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVW
particularly for lower income households and underserved communities. STRs need to be properly
regulated. However, as the Kracke case demonstrated, too frequently local regulations are
GHVLJQHGVSHFLȴFDOO\WRUHVWULFWDFFHVVWR675VDQGKHQFHDFFHVVWRWKHFRDVWΖQFUHDVLQJFRDVWDO
access regulations should be simple and transparent to all, and registration should be simple,
inexpensive, and swift. Costly inspections on already permitted residential property should be
avoided. The goal of any community registration process should be to help STR owners comply
with existing rules and regulations and to pay their taxes (generally transient occupancy taxes),
not to exclude visitors from accessing the coast.
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Glossary
$RUGDEOH+RXVLQJΖQ&DOLIRUQLDKRXVLQJLVGHVLJQDWHGDVDRUGDEOHEDVHGRQDQDUHDȇVPHGLDQ
KRXVHKROGLQFRPH+RXVLQJLVGHHPHGDRUGDEOHLIFRVWVȃUHQWRUDPRUWJDJHLQFOXGLQJXWLOLWLHVȃ
DFFRXQWIRUQRPRUHWKDQRIDKRXVHKROGȇVLQFRPHVSHQW&RPPXQLWLHVLQ&DOLIRUQLDVHWDVLGH
VRPHKRXVLQJIRUȊYHU\ORZLQFRPHȋIDPLOLHVWKRVHHDUQLQJOHVVWKDQRIDUHDPHGLDQLQFRPH
KRZHYHUWKHGHPDQGIRUWKLVKRXVLQJVLJQLȴFDQWO\H[FHHGVWKHVXSSO\
Business License: Many cities require business licenses to allow individuals/companies to conduct
EXVLQHVVZLWKLQDMXULVGLFWLRQ7KHFRVWRIDOLFHQVHW\SLFDOO\YDULHVE\WKHVDOHVSURȴWRIWKDW
business. Some jurisdictions require short-term rental operators, or hosts, to obtain a business
license at an additional cost to a rental permit.
California Coastal Commission: A twelve-member governmental body established by voter
initiative in 1972 and later made permanent by the 1976 California Coastal Act. It plans and
regulates the use of land and water along the coastal zone and is tasked with enacting the
policies of the California Coastal Act via quasi-judicial authority. The Coastal Commission provides
regulatory oversight for land use and public access in the California Coastal Zone.
California Coastal Conservancy: A State agency established in 1976 to protect and preserve
natural lands and waterways, improve access to the coast, and support coastal economies. A nonregulatory agency, the Conservancy supports projects and resource plans on issues pertaining to
the coastline and watersheds.
Coastal Zone: The region where a body of water borders and intersects with land. Generally, the
California coastal zone extends 1,000 yards from the mean high tide line of the ocean, or to the
ȴUVWPDMRUULGJHOLQHLQUXUDOUHFUHDWLRQDODUHDV
*HQWULȴFDWLRQ The process of investing in, repairing, or rebuilding an area that is deteriorating or
EOLJKWHGZKLFKLVDFFRPSDQLHGE\DQLQȵX[RIPRUHDɞXHQWKRXVHKROGV*HQWULȴFDWLRQW\SLFDOO\
changes the character of a neighborhood and displaces low-income families.
Geologic Hazard Abatement District (GHAD): GHADs allow the formation of local property tax
districts for the purpose of prevention, mitigation, or control of geological hazards. These projects
are funded by additional property tax levies within a GHAD. GHADs may be used to protect
property against coastal erosion.
Good Neighbor Policy: Typically, part of a broader city ordinance, this policy regulates
disturbances in residential neighborhoods, particularly for short-term rentals. These policies
require occupants of short-term rentals to limit noise, trash, late night visitors, and other
behavior that could damage the quality of life in the neighborhood. The City of Oceanside has a
Good Neighbor Policy—which is included in this report—and this policy provides an example of
legislation which could be used to govern conduct in short-term rentals.
Host: The owner of a residential property who rents out some or part of that space to visitors on
a short-term (less than 30 day) basis.
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Hotel Tax: See Transient Occupancy Tax.
Lower-Cost Coastal Accommodation (LCCA):7KH&DOLIRUQLD&RDVWDO&RQVHUYDQF\GHȴQHV/&&$V
DVDFFRPPRGDWLRQVZKLFKKDYHDGDLO\UDWHWKDWLVRUOHVVRIWKHVWDWHZLGHDYHUDJHGDLO\UDWH
(ADR) for an overnight accommodation for a given time period. This report uses the LCCA rate for
July 2019, $140.72.
Non-market good or service: Economists refer to goods, which are provided for free (often by
nature), as non-market goods. Unlike market goods, which have prices and are valued accordingly
by the market, non-market goods are often undervalued since their provision is free.
Maximum Capacity: The number of people who may legally inhabit a short-term rental, often
GHȴQHGDVWKHQXPEHURIEHGVDOWKRXJKWKHQXPEHUPD\EHIHZHULQFHUWDLQFLWLHVGXHWR
local ordinances or host restrictions.
Mean High Tide Line: The average of the maximum line of intersection between the water at
KLJKWLGHDQGWKHODQG7KLVGHȴQHVWKHFRDVWDOERXQGDU\DQGLQ&DOLIRUQLDWKHERXQGDU\RISXEOLF
land. According to the California Coastal Act, all land seaward of the mean high tide line is public
property. Note that the mean high tide line will shift with sea level rise.
Mello-Roos: The 1982 Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act was created in the wake of Proposition
WRSURYLGHDQDOWHUQDWHPHWKRGRIȴQDQFLQJQHFHVVDU\SXEOLFLPSURYHPHQWVDQGVHUYLFHV
It allows an authority to set up a Community Facilities District (CFD) with an associated Special
Tax that can be used for necessary improvements and services that otherwise lack funding. The
Special Tax is levied against each property in the CFD.
Mom and Pop: While originally a colloquial term applied to any small business, academic
literature on short-term rentals often refers to hosts, who lease their own home or a second
home, as “mom and pop” operators. Mom and Pop operators are particularly sensitive to
restrictions on short-term rentals.
Multi-Family Dwelling:$EXLOGLQJRUVWUXFWXUHWKDWLVGHVLJQHGWRKRXVHVHYHUDOGLHUHQW
families in separate housing units. The most common type of multi-family dwelling are apartment
buildings. Multi-family dwellings can only be constructed where a certain level of density is
SHUPLWWHG7KHVHEXLOGLQJVGLHUIURP6LQJOH)DPLO\'HWDFKHG'ZHOOLQJVZKHUHHDFKVWUXFWXUH
houses one family.
Permit Fee: The cost charged by a city or county to obtain legal documentation of a short-term
rental. Typically, these permit fees are non-refundable.
Property Tax: A tax assessed on real estate holdings levied by the governing authority of the
jurisdiction where the land or property is located.
Proposition 13: A proposition passed by California voters in 1978 which lowered property taxes
E\DERXW7D[LQFUHDVHVDUHOLPLWHGWRQRPRUHWKDQSHU\HDU$VDUHVXOWRI3URSRVLWLRQ
13, many homes and businesses are assessed and pay taxes at a much lower rate than the market
value of the property.
Registration:ΖQWKLVUHSRUWWKHWHUPUHIHUVWRWKHSURFHVVE\ZKLFKDKRPHRZQHUQRWLȴHVWKHFLW\
or municipality that they intend to rent out their space as a short-term rental and agrees to pay
the associated transient occupancy taxes.
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Resilience (to Climate Change): The characteristic of any system to maintain its integrity despite
shocks from extreme weather and other phenomena accelerated by climate change. Financial
resilience is the ability of communities to raise funds for climate change adaptation.
Restrictive Zoning: Also referred to as Exclusionary Zoning, restrictive zoning is the use of
zoning ordinances to exclude certain types of construction or land use inside a community. Many
California cities have restrictive zoning laws which impede the development of multi-family and
RWKHUW\SHVRIDRUGDEOHKRXVLQJ
Sales Tax: A tax levied on sales, typically retail sales. In California, the state sales tax rate is set at
7KLVUDWHLVPDGHXSRIDEDVHUDWHRISOXVDORFDOUDWHRIWKDWJRHVGLUHFWO\WRFLW\
and county budgets. Cities and counties can add additional sales tax levies to fund local projects,
such as transportation.
Short-Term Rental (STR): A home or room available to rent for a period of less than 30 days.
Tax Increment Financing (TIF): TIF refers to additional property tax levies within a set district to
raise funding (e.g., for climate change resilience). GHADs and Mello-Roos levies are two examples
of TIFs.
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT): A tax charged to travelers when they rent out a space for less
than 30 days, such as a hotel room, home, hostel room, etc. TOTs are levied by cities and counties
(for unincorporated areas), and revenues collected go to these jurisdictions. In California, TOT
UDWHVUDQJHIURPWR
Utility User Tax (UUT): A tax paid by the users of a public service, such as electricity, water,
telephone, sewage, trash, and natural gas.
Willingness to Pay (WTP): An economic concept referring to the largest sum of money an
individual will pay for a “non-market” good or service, such as a trip to the beach. WTP is often
used as a measure of demand for non-market goods, such as a day at the beach.
Zoning:$OHJLVODWLYHSURFHVVZKLFKGLYLGHVDQXUEDQDUHDLQWRGLHUHQW]RQHVZLWKVSHFLȴFXVHV
such as residential, commercial, industrial, etc. Each zone is regulated with regard to density,
location, size, and type of construction permitted. In California, as in most states, local authorities
largely determine zoning. Some communities’ policies can lead to restrictive zoning, which often
limits the development of multi-family housing or use of short-term rentals.
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Vacation Rentals and Housing Affordability
One of the biggest policy issues facing lawmakers is how to responsibly regulate the growing demand for
vacation rentals. For the past several years, Expedia Group has worked closely with city and state governments
to develop vacation rental policy that meets the needs of locals, travelers, and those who own and operate
vacation rentals. Through these conversations, we learned that housing affordability—and the extent to which
vacation rentals impact housing affordability—was a top concern for lawmakers. As part of our commitment
to creating a healthy travel ecosystem, Expedia Group commissioned Oxford Economics to examine the
impact of vacation rentals on housing prices to help inform vacation rental policy.

Oxford Economics analyzed more than 70 unique variables to
determine the drivers of increased rents and housing prices.

WHEN?

2014–
2018

Drivers of growth in real
rents between 2014–2018:

Drivers of growth in house
prices between 2015–2018:

4.3% increase in real rent prices

14.9% increase in real house prices

WHAT?

Over 70
variables
ex. STR listings, tourism GDP,
unemployment, housing stock

WHERE?

More than 2500
U.S. counties
Mix of large urban, resort,
cultural destinations

STR Density: .2%

STR Density: 1%

Other contributing factors*: 4.1%

Other contributing factors*: 13.9%

Conclusion: STRs account for
.2% of increased rent prices

Conclusion: STRs account for
1% of increased house prices.

Pocketbook Impact

Pocketbook Impact

Median monthly
rents only $2 cheaper
without STR growth

Average annual
mortgage only
$105 cheaper
without STR growth

Vacation rentals have had minimal impact on housing and
rent prices, meaning over-regulation of the practice would
have minimal impact on housing affordability issues.

* Access the full report here: VrboAdvocates.com/research
Questions? Contact us: GovernmentAffairs@Vrbo.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In the past year, the US-wide affordable housing crisis has consistently
made headlines. Today, some 18 million US households spend more
than half their gross income to pay basic accommodation costs.1
The root causes of the housing crisis can be traced back to
changes that signiﬁcantly pre-date the growth of the short-term
rental (STR) market. The rising unaffordability of housing is a longterm trend reﬂecting four decades during which rental and house
prices have grown consistently faster than incomes (Fig. 1). Indeed,
Fig. 1 also provides a strong indication of the underlying causes of the
problem. While the income of a typical (median) household stagnated
between 1970 and 2010, average US household incomes grew strongly,
supporting sustained growth in house prices. These trends were the
manifestation of the signiﬁcant increase in income inequality that
occurred in the US during this period.

18.2 million
Number of US households
who now spend more than
half their income paying basic
housing costs.

Fig. 1. Growth rate of median and mean household incomes, median
house prices and median gross rent per month, 1970–20172
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Source: 1970–2000 Decennial Censuses, 2010 and 2017 ACS
1
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, “The State of the Nation’s Housing
2019”, 2019.
2
It is important to note that rents have been growing faster than incomes over the past
decades, as illustrated in Fig. 1. However, over the past few years, incomes have picked up and
therefore, during our study period, the real growth in income was greater than that in rents.
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“

Recently, public attention has increasingly focused on supply side
issues in the market, which have been argued to have exacerbated
the current crisis. For example, in a recent study, the Joint Center for
Housing Studies concluded that the core of this crisis is a supply issue,
with net new housing supply held back mainly by high building costs,
zoning restrictions, and labor shortages in the construction sector. On
the other hand, other commentators have focused on the role of STRs,
as they allegedly reduce the supply of affordable housing by removing
properties from the rental market, displacing long-term tenants, and
raising the cost of living.

The shortfall in
new homes is
keeping the
pressure on house
prices and rents—
eroding affordability,
particularly for
modest-income
households in
high-cost markets.

1) learn the key drivers of increasing house prices and rents; and
2) analyze the role played by STRs with regard to housing affordability.

—Joint Center for
Housing Studies

The dynamics of housing markets have been the subject of academic
literature for decades, with the general consensus concluding that:

”

Given this context, Oxford Economics was commissioned by Vrbo to
carry out a study to:

• rent is mainly determined by the number of housing units, the
number of households, and income levels; while
• house prices depend positively on disposable income and
demographic growth, and negatively on housing stock and the “user
cost of capital”.3
Our study borrows the backbone of its modeling framework from this
literature. We also included STR density and a mix of other explanatory
variables to answer our second research question.
MODEL FINDINGS
For this study we constructed a comprehensive dataset of all US counties
over the period 2014–2018.4 The dataset included over 70 variables,
ranging from average household income to the number of residential
building permits in each county.5 We then used this database to build two
econometric models, one aimed at determining the drivers of rents, and
3
The user cost of capital includes the mortgage interest payments that an owner has to
make, but also annual property taxes, depreciation costs, and any expected capital gain.
4
2014 was the ﬁrst year covered in the AirDNA database, our data source for STR listings.
Listing data were missing for some US counties, so we had to exclude those from our study.
5
Building permits represent the number of new privately-owned housing units authorized by
building permits in the United States. As shown later in this document, we derive our “permits per
household” variable by dividing the number of building permits by the number of households.
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the second focusing on house prices. In both models, all variables have
the expected effect and are statistically signiﬁcant—for example:
• Household income is found to have a positive impact on both rents
and house prices—the greater purchasing power afforded by higher
incomes enables households to increase expenditure on housing.
• On the other hand, housing supply is found to have a negative impact
on rents and house prices—more abundant supply, as deﬁned as a
higher number of housing units per household, allows house buyers
to shop around more, helping to keep a lid on price growth. 6
The ﬁndings of our rental model, combined with changes in the
explanatory variables over the study period, show that the overwhelming
driver of the observed increase in real rental prices during the 2014–
18 period was household earnings. Median income increased by 10.4%
in real terms over our study period. We estimate that this growth alone
was responsible for around 3.9 percentage points (or 91%) of the overall
4.3% increase in median real rents in this period (see Fig. 2).

Fig. 2. Drivers of the growth in real rents between 2014 and 2018
Housing units per household
Median income
STR density
Household size (rentals)

Percentage-point
contribution to growth

3.9

percentage
points

Estimated increase in real rents
attributed to rising household
earnings between 2014 and 2018.
The overall increase
was 4.3%.

5
4.3%
4

0.2%

3
2

3.9%

1
0

0.2%
0.0%

–1
Source: Oxford Economics

Breakdown of increase in
US real rents (2014–2018)

6
Housing supply is measured as the number of housing units divided by the number of
households in each county. As a result, our housing supply variable is independent of the
STR density. For example, if one unit is subtracted from the STR market and added back to
the long-term rental market, this will not have any impact on housing stock per household. In
other words, the effect of this change would be fully captured by the impact of STR density and
would not “double up” as a boost in housing stock.
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6.8

percentage
points

Estimated increase in real
house prices attributed to
dropping unemployment over
the study period.
The overall increase
was 14.9% between
2015 and 2018.

In our house price model, we found that the biggest contribution to
the growth in house prices came from labor market improvements.
Speciﬁcally, the drop in US unemployment over the study period is
estimated to have added 6.8 percentage points to US house prices
growth (see Fig. 3). Income was another major contributor, adding 5.6
percentage points to house price growth over the study period. We also
ﬁnd that housing supply and building permits had an impact on house
prices growth during the period.

Fig. 3. Drivers of growth in US house prices between 2015
and 20187
Tourism GDP per household
Unemployment rate

Percentage-point
contribution to growth

Housing units per household

18

User cost of capital
Mean income
STR density
Permits per household

16

14.9%
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14
12

6.8%

10
8

1.6%
0.2%

6
3.9%
4

5.6%

2
0

1.0%
–0.7%

–2
Source: Oxford Economics

Breakdown of increase in US
house prices (2015–2018)

7
The inclusion of lagged variables in the house price model implies that their growth
between 2014 and 2015 starts affecting prices in 2015–16. For this reason, the contribution
analysis for house prices only covers the period 2015–18 and not 2014–18.
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THE IMPACT OF SHORT-TERM RENTALS

$2

Our modeling indicates that the presence of STRs has not substantially
driven the US house price and rent increases over the past few years.

Estimated reduction in
median monthly rent for 2018
if STR density remained at
its 2014 level.

For the period 2014–18, we ﬁnd that, in the absence of any growth in the
number of STRs, real rents would still have grown by 4.1%, as opposed
to the actual growth rate of 4.3%. Put another way, median monthly
rents would have been only $2 lower in 2018 if STRs had remained
at their 2014 levels. In the homeowners’ market, the impact attributable
to the growth in STR density represents less than a one-percentagepoint difference in house prices growth. In other words, we estimate the
average annual mortgage payment would have been $105 cheaper if
STRs had remained at their 2014 levels.

$105

What do these ﬁndings tell us about affordability? To answer this
question, we estimated the 2018 median price of a property in the US
in a counterfactual scenario where STRs did not grow over the study
period. When considering these counterfactual house prices in relation
to average household incomes, we found that the price-to-income
ratio would have increased to 2.39 in 2018 in a scenario with no STR
growth, as opposed to the actual value of 2.41.
Interestingly, an extension of our baseline models suggests that, in the
long run, the effect of STRs on both house prices and rents is weaker
in highly seasonal areas.8 One explanation for this is that, in vacation
markets, homes are less likely to be rented on a long-term basis. In
addition, home owners of properties in seasonal destinations have been
renting out their properties long before the advent of internet platforms
offering STRs (through agencies and brokers) and therefore the value
from such rental revenue has long been priced in the value of homes in
these localities.
Our ﬁndings suggest that adopting stricter regulations on STRs
is unlikely to solve the housing affordability crisis faced by many
American households, in both the rental and homeowners’ market.
Moreover, it is important to weigh these potentially modest affordability
beneﬁts against the associated negative consequences for the local
economy, e.g. lower levels of tourist expenditure and tax receipts.

Estimated increase in average
annual mortgage payment
attributed to growing STR density
over the study period.

“

Adopting stricter
regulations on
STRs is unlikely to
solve the housing
affordability
crisis faced by
many American
households.

”

8
Short-run effects look at the immediate impact of a variable X over Y. Over time, given
the dynamic nature of the housing market, there will be several equilibrating adjustments to
the short-run effects, as the economy and people readjust. As a result, the long-run effect of a
given variable X over Y is different.
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1. SCOPE AND STRUCTURE
OF THIS REPORT
Oxford Economics was
commissioned by Vrbo to
carry out a study of housing
affordability and short-term
rentals. Speciﬁcally, our analysis
sought to:
• learn the key drivers of house
prices and rents;
• analyze the role played
by short-term rentals on
affordability; and
• establish whether relationships
vary across housing market
types.
The resulting report begins by
introducing the US affordability

8

crisis (Chapter 2), before
reviewing existing literature on
housing and short-term rentals
(Chapter 3). First and foremost,
this study aims to contribute to
the literature on housing market
dynamics, as well as adding to
the still limited literature studying
the effect of short-term rentals on
housing markets.
In Chapter 4, we set out a new
approach to modeling house
prices and rents, based on a
panel dataset covering the period
2014–18, with the objective of
identifying which variables are
statistically signiﬁcant drivers of
prices and rents.

Our results from this approach,
set out in Chapter 5, illustrate the
sensitivity of house prices and
rents to different macroeconomic
drivers, including the supply
of housing, cost of capital, and
household earnings, as well as
STR density. Armed with these
results, we then calculated
the contribution that each
macroeconomic driver made to the
housing market variable. We ﬁnd
that economic and labor market
conditions explain the lion’s share
of housing market developments
during our study period.
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2. AMERICA’S AFFORDABLE
HOUSING CRISIS
Fig. 4. Growth rate of median and mean household incomes,
median house prices and median gross rent per month, 1970–20179
Median household income
Median house price

Mean household income
Median gross rent per month

1970 = 1
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5
0.0
1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

2017

Source: 1970–2000 Decennial Censuses, 2010 and 2017 ACS

Housing is increasingly an issue
of public policy concern, as the
US faces an affordable housing
crisis. For decades, rents have
been growing faster than incomes
(Fig. 4), and nearly 200 US cities
had a median home value of at
least $1 million as of June 2018.10
After a few years of decline, the

number of people experiencing
homelessness has grown again
over the past couple of years.11
Theoretical models and the
empirical literature on the housing
market suggest that, over the
long run, house prices depend
positively on disposable income

and demographic needs, and
negatively on user costs and the
housing stock.12 This last factor
in particular has been thoroughly
discussed in the policy debate.
Many experts have argued that, at
its core, the US housing crisis is a
supply issue.13 Between 2014 and
2018 (the period covered in our
study), 5.1 million new households
are estimated to have formed in
the US, while net new housing
supply was up only 4.1 million.14
This implies the ratio of housing
units-to-households declined
between 2014 and 2018.
In the remainder of this chapter,
we present snapshots of the
affordability issue for renters and
homeowners in turn. We then
introduce the short-term rental
market, the growth of which has
created debate among local
governments, housing activists,
and residents about its impact on
the availability of affordable longterm housing.

9
It is important to note that rents have been growing faster than incomes over the past decades, as illustrated in Fig. 4. However, over the
past few years, incomes have picked up and therefore, during our study period, the real growth in income was greater than that in rents.
10
Zillow, “List of $1M (Home Value) Cities Could Grow by 23 in the Next Year”, 9 August 2018.
11
HUD Exchange, “2018 AHAR: Part 1 – PIT Estimates of Homelessness in the U.S.”, December 2018.
12
A variable X is said to have a positive impact on variable Y when an increase in X is associated with an increase in Y. A variable X is said
to have a negative impact on variable Y when an increase in X is associated with a drop in Y. IMF, “Fundamental Drivers of House Prices in
Advanced Economies”, IMF Working Paper, July 2018.
13
Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, “The State of the Nation’s Housing 2019”, 2019.
14
These numbers represent the net growth in the two variables. In other words, more than 5.1 million households may have formed over the
study period, but at the same time some households may have dissolved. The net household formation was 5.1 million between 2014 and 2018.
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WHY CAN’T THE US BUILD ENOUGH HOUSES TO MEET THE DEMAND?
Since 2011, residential housing construction has
increased, but not enough to meet demand,
according to Freddie Mac. There are various
reasons for this.
First, the housing boom in the early 2000s
produced an excess stock of houses, making
builders and creditors more cautious of
speculative construction projects that would
inﬂate the housing stock too fast. Another
contributing factor is home building cost, which
encompasses the cost of land and raw materials.
The price of raw materials has risen by over 20%
since the recession, according to Bureau of Labor
Statistics’ data.

10

Laws and regulations such as local zoning
restrictions on lot sizes, building height, and
minimum number of parking spots also increase
the cost of building a home, in turn reducing the
supply of new houses. The National Association
of Home Builders (NAHB) estimates that
regulatory costs increased by 29% between 2011
and 2016.
Another reason for the lower level of housing
production, relative to the population, is said
to be the shortage of skilled labor currently
faced by the construction industry. The NAHB
reports that the number of unﬁlled jobs in the
construction sector reached post-crisis highs
in 2018.

An assessment of the role of short-term rentals

2.1. THE RENTAL MARKET
A study by the Joint Center for
Housing Studies of Harvard
University found that renters
appear to be more burdened by
housing costs than homeowners,
with cost-burdened renters
outnumbering cost-burdened
homeowners by more than
3.0 million (where cost-burdened
is a household paying more
than 30% of its gross income for
housing).15 In addition, renters

make up 10.8 million of the
18.2 million severely burdened
households that pay more than
half of their incomes for housing.
The spread of renter cost burdens
is most evident in expensive
metropolitan areas such as
Los Angeles, New York, San
Francisco, and Seattle (see Fig.
5). Not surprisingly, households
with the lowest incomes have

the highest cost-burden rates,
although such rates are rising
rapidly among renters higher
up the income scale. The costburdened share is highest
among among African American
and Latinx American renters,
suggesting minorities are
heavily hit by America’s housing
affordability crisis.

Fig. 5. Share of cost-burdened households, renters

Share of Households with
Cost Burdens (Percent)
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10–20
20–30
30–40
40–50
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Source: Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University
15

Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, “The State of the Nation’s Housing 2019”, 2019.
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2.2. THE HOME-OWNER MARKET
In the owners’ market, much
lower proportions of households
appear cost-burdened.16 After
falling for over a decade, US
homeownership rates edged
up in both 2017 and 2018,
reaching 64.4%. This rebound
in homeownership comes amid
worsening affordability, with
house prices having climbed
steadily since the recession.
Nationwide, the ratio of median

house price to median household
income rose sharply from a low
of 3.3 in 2011 to 4.1 in 2018, having
reached its peak at 4.7 in 2005.
Interestingly, however, cost
burdens are improving for
homeowners, with the latest
American Community Survey
reporting the share of costburdened households inched
down 0.5 percentage point.
Much of this progress was among

homeowners, whose overall
cost-burden rate declined by
nearly 8.0 percentage points in
2010–2017. Its 2017 value was
the lowest level since 2000.
Among the metropolitan areas
characterized by the highest costburden shares among owners
are Los Angeles, New York, and
Miami (Fig. 6).
Even if house prices have made
homeownership less accessible

Fig. 6. Share of cost-burdened households, owners
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Cost Burdens (Percent)
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Source: Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University
16
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For homeowners, housing costs include mortgage payments (including interest), taxes and insurance.
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for the median US resident, those
who are able to move up the
housing ladder are less burdened
than they used to be a decade
ago.
2.3. THE SHORT-TERM
RENTAL MARKET
Short-term rentals (STRs) are
often cited as intensiﬁers of the
affordability crisis. Increasingly,
affordable housing advocates
have argued that STRs are
displacing long-term tenants
and raising their cost of living.
Therefore, in the name of
protecting affordable longterm housing, several cities are
reducing the number and type of
housing units that can be offered
as short-term rentals.17 These

17

include Washington, D.C., New
York, Chicago, and San Francisco.
On the other hand, short-term
rental advocates argue that the
presence of STRs lowers travel
costs by increasing the supply of
travel accommodation. This in turn
attracts a wider pool of visitors,
whose spending beneﬁts the
local economy, supporting jobs
and business creation in the area.
In addition, the earnings from
renting out their properties are
likely to be spent locally, further
contributing to the economy.
Lastly, tax revenues raised on
short-term rental income can be
used to fund housing services,
as demonstrated by the city of
Seattle, which earmarked such
revenues to support affordable
housing.

The Pew Charitable Trusts, “Cities Tell Airbnb to Make Room for Affordable Housing”, 18 October 2018.
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3. THE HOUSING MARKET:
AN ANALYSIS OF
EXISTING STUDIES
Our study contributes to two
key research questions: (i) what
are the key drivers of house
prices and rents? and (ii) what is
the impact of short-term rentals
on these variables? Before we
introduce our modeling, this
chapter presents a review of
some of the existing academic
literature addressing these
questions.
3.1. EXISTING LITERATURE
ON HOUSING MARKET
DYNAMICS
Housing market dynamics have
been widely studied in academic
literature for decades. Because
this literature is well established,
this section does not point to
individual studies, but rather
takes a meta-analysis approach
by reviewing the key drivers of
housing market dynamics.
Academic studies of the
rental market show that rent is
determined by the number of
housing units, the number of
households, and income levels.18
Similarly, theoretical models and
empirical literature on house
prices suggest that, over the

18
19
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long run, house prices depend
positively on disposable income
and demographic needs, and
negatively on the housing stock
(undersupply conditions can
contribute to housing price gains)
and user cost.19
This last factor—user cost—
requires further explanation, as it
comprises many elements. These
include not just the mortgage
interest payments that an owner
has to make, but also annual
property taxes, depreciation
costs, and any expected capital
gain. Taken all together, and
adjusted for expected inﬂation,
these costs are referred to as
the real user cost of capital.
Multiplying this by the house price
gives us the annual user cost of
owning and can be understood
as the rent equivalent for
homeowners.
Housing market equilibrium
is described in Fig. 7. When
rents and annual user costs of
owning are not aligned, markets
automatically move toward
equilibrium conditions through
adjusting demand for housing
investments.

Fig. 7. Housing market
equilibrium conditions
RENT

= COST OF OWNING

•

Equilibrium conditions

•

Costs of owning a given
house equals the cost of
renting it

RENT

> COST OF OWNING

•

Purchasing a home is more
attractive for a given level
of rent (for example, when
mortgage rates fall)

•

More demand for housing
for sale in turn bids up house
prices to the point where
the user cost of owning is
brought back in line with rents

RENT

< COST OF OWNING

•

Purchasing a home is less
attractive for a given level
of rent (for example, when
mortgage rates rise)

•

Lower demand for housing for
sale in turn depresses house
prices to the point where
the user cost of owning is
brought back in line with rents

For example, C. Swan, “Model of Rental and Owner-Occupied Housing”, Journal of Urban Economics, 16(2) (1984): 297–316.
For example, IMF, “Fundamental Drivers of House Prices in Advanced Economies”, IMF Working Paper, July 2018.
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3.1.1. Applications for our study
We borrow the backbone of our
modeling framework from the
studies referenced above. In
particular, we exploit the fact that
rents are found to have an impact
on house prices and, following
the example of other studies,
in our house price equation we
replace real rent with its main
determinants—real income,
housing stock, and household
numbers.
In addition, a recent Oxford
Economics (2016) study of the
UK housing market found rising
employment was among the
main drivers of the boom; we
therefore also include labor
market conditions as an additional
driver.20 Moreover, our price
model takes into account the
hedonic characteristics of the
area, measured by tourism
GDP, and supply constraints,
measured by building permits
per household.

3.2. EXISTING LITERATURE
ON SHORT-TERM
RENTALS
We are aware of only a handful
of academic papers that directly
study the effect of short-term
rentals on housing costs. There
are two main reasons for the
dearth of literature. First, the STR
phenomenon is relatively recent
and therefore a limited amount of
data exists. Second, the research
question is methodologically
challenging, since many cities
have become increasingly
popular among both locals and
tourists in recent years, leading
to higher housing prices and a
higher number of STR listings.
In other words, “popularity”
affects both prices and listings
positively, as locals and tourists
have a preference for living
and staying in neighborhoods
with high-quality amenities. This
“popularity” variable, however, is
unobservable, and its omission
in the model implies that the
impact of STR on prices is biased
upwards, as part of the popularity
impact gets erroneously captured
by STRs.

The study whose methodology
most closely aligns with our
approach is that of Barron et al.
(2018), which assesses the impact
of STRs on residential house
prices and rents.21 The authors,
however, fail to control for a
number of explanatory variables
included in our models. Using a
dataset of Airbnb listings from
the entire United States and an
instrumental variables estimation
strategy, they ﬁnd that a 10%
increase in the number of Airbnb
listings leads to a 0.39% increase
in rents and a 0.65% increase in
home values. In Section 5.3.3, we
show how our results compare
to this study and conclude that
our ﬁndings show a much smaller
impact over our study period.
Most other studies, however,
differ from ours (and Barron’s)
in two key respects. First, they
focus on speciﬁc housing markets,
rather than looking at US-wide
relationships. Secondly, they use
sales-level data to determine
whether the proximity to STRintensive areas affects
sale prices.

20

Oxford Economics, “Forecasting UK house prices and home ownership”, November 2016.
Barron, Kyle and Kung, Edward and Proserpio, Davide, “The Effect of Home-Sharing on House Prices and Rents: Evidence from Airbnb”,
29 March 2018. More detail on the instruments used can be found in Fig. 18.
21
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Among these studies, Horn
and Merante (2017) use Airbnb
listings data from Boston in 2015
and 2016 to study the effect of
Airbnb on rental rates.22 Similarly,
Sheppard and Udell (2018)
present an evaluation of the
impacts of Airbnb on residential
property values in New York
City.23 A third example is the
article by Koster et al. (2019),
which studies the effects of STRs
in Los Angeles County using a
quasi-experimental research
design.24 The main ﬁndings of
these studies, and their main
limitations, are summarized in
the Appendix.
Another strand of literature
provides descriptive analysis
of STRs in speciﬁc markets. For
example, Lee (2016) focuses on
the Los Angeles housing market
and makes recommendations

on how municipal policymakers
can best regulate Airbnb.25 Other
articles simply apply coefficients
from other authors’ analyses to
their speciﬁc markets to derive
estimates of local STR impacts
(for example, Wachsmuth et al.,
2018).26
3.2.1. Applications for our study
We build upon the studies
referenced above to produce
a nation-wide estimate of the
impact of STRs on the housing
market. In particular, this work
presents the ﬁrst econometric
estimate that uses comprehensive
data from across the US, as well
as covering more STR platforms
than only Airbnb. This means
that we are able to include both
owner-occupied home sharing
and whole-property STRs. Our

study does not have the objective
of challenging existing literature,
but rather to provide context
for the ﬁndings and contribute
to the body of work on housing
dynamics.
As discussed earlier, one of the
challenges in determining the
impact of STRs on prices (and
rents) relates to the fact that
neighborhoods (and cities) tend
to become popular with residents
and tourists at the same time. In
order to try to control for the socalled hedonic features of an area,
we have used tourism GDP as a
proxy. As an area becomes more
popular for residents, bars and
restaurants will start to appear,
and at the same time hotels will
start attracting tourists. Astoria
in New York City or Corktown
in Detroit are great examples of
these popularity bursts.

22
Keren Horn and Mark Merante, “Is home sharing driving up rents? Evidence from Airbnb in Boston”, Journal of Housing Economics, 38
(2017): 14–24.
23
Stephen Sheppard and Andrew Udell, “Do Airbnb properties affect house prices?”, 1 January 2018.
24
Hans R.A. Koster and Jos van Ommeren and Nicolas Volkhausen, “Short-term rentals and the housing market: Quasi-experimental
evidence from Airbnb in Los Angeles”, 8 March 2019.
25
Dayne Lee, “How Airbnb Short-Term Rentals Exacerbate Los Angeles’s Affordable Housing Crisis: Analysis and Policy
Recommendations”, 2 February 2016.
26
Urban Politics and Governance research group - School of Urban Planning - McGill University, “The High Cost of Short-Term Rentals in
New York City”, 30 January 2018.
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4. MODELING APPROACH
AND DATA
This chapter sets out our
approach to modeling rents and
house prices, in the context of
the housing market relationships
explained in the previous chapter.
For this study we constructed
a comprehensive dataset of all
US counties over the period
2014–2018. The dataset included

over 70 variables, ranging from
average household income to
the number of residential building
permits in each county. This
chapter begins by considering
how best to model rents, and then
moves on to house prices. All the
relationships analyzed in this work
are illustrated in Fig. 8.

Fig. 8. Drivers of rents and house prices
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Expected
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4.1. THE RENTAL MODEL

4.1.1. Median rents

4.1.2. The STR density variable

In this chapter, we argue that
household income, housing stock,
and the number of households
are the main determinants of
residential rent. We do so by
analyzing rental prices, STRs and
several socio-economic features
of over 2,500 counties between
2014 and 2018.27 Each variable is
described below in turn.

The dependent variable of this
ﬁrst model is real median rent
(in logarithmic form, to be more
speciﬁc). Real rents increased
by just over 1% per year over the
study period, but they had been
ﬂat in the years just before that
(Fig. 9). The data were sourced
from the American Community
Survey (ACS), and the 2018
data point was estimated using
historical growth rates.

The advent and fast growth
of the sharing economy have
impacted the accommodation
sector. While vacation rentals
have been a critical component
of communities across the globe
for well over a hundred years, the
technology revolution in ﬂexible
accommodations brought about
by platforms like Vrbo and Airbnb
has not only opened up millions of
unique rental options for travelers
but also changed the foundation
of the travel ecosystem.

Fig. 9. Median gross rents
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Source: ACS

27

Data provider AirDNA suggests
there were over 1.3 million active
listings across the US as of
June 2019, rising from just over
70,000 ﬁve years earlier.28 Back
in 2014, for every 1,000 housing
units there was just over one
STR listing, while in 2018 this
ratio grew to 8 listings per 1,000
housing units.29
Fig. 10 shows the geographic
distribution of STR density
in 2014 and 2018. It shows
there is signiﬁcant geographic
heterogeneity in STR density,
with most listings occurring in
states with large cities and along
the coasts. Moreover, there
exists signiﬁcant geographic
heterogeneity in the growth
of STR density over time. The

Listing data were missing for some US counties, so we had to exclude those from our study.
This study does not distinguish between whole-home rentals and owner-occupied units and includes both types of STRs.
29
This is how we deﬁne STR density, i.e. as the number of STR listings per 1,000 housing units.
28
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Fig. 10. STR density in 2014 and 2018, by state
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number of listings per housing
unit grew exponentially in some
states, while in others there was
no growth at all.
4.1.3. Real incomes
Real mean household income
data from the Census Bureau
show a marked slowdown
in growth in 2018 relative to
previous years (Fig. 11). Median
household incomes also only rose
slightly in 2018 and 2017, after
registering more impressive gains
in the two years prior: a 5.2% gain
in 2015 and a 3.2% gain in 2016.

Income data by county and over
time were obtained from the
American Community Survey
and complemented with Oxford
Economics’ North American Cities
and Regions databank to ﬁll the
gaps left in 2018 by the ACS (the
latest available edition was 2017).
4.1.4. Housing supply
Since reaching their lowest point in
2011 at just 633,000 new housing
units that year, additions to the
housing stock have grown at a
fairly slow pace, partly in response
to persistently weak growth in
the number of households after

the recession. With the economy
ﬁnally back on track, household
growth picked up in 2016–2018,
but new construction was still
depressed relative to demand,
with additions to supply barely
keeping pace with the number of
new households.
In our dataset, the number
of housing units was drawn
from the Census’ Population
Estimates, while the number of
households was drawn from the
ACS and carried forward to 2018
using Oxford Economics’ North
American Cities and Regions
databank.
4.1.5. Household size

Fig. 11. Average and median household income, constant prices,
2010–18
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As one might expect, median
rents are also related to the
size of the average household
(average number of people in
one household). As this grows,
households will require bigger
properties, resulting in higher
median rents. In particular,
we restrict our analysis to
households that occupy rented
accommodations (i.e., in our rental
model, we disregard the size of
owner-occupier households as
this should not affect rents; only
the size of renter households is
expected to impact rents).
Generally speaking, household
size has been on a declining
trend for centuries, with an

An assessment of the role of short-term rentals

average of 5.79 people per
household in 1790 to 2.58 in
2010.30 However, Census Bureau
data suggests this might be the
decade when this long-term trend
is reverted, with 2018 size ticking
up to 2.63. Going forward, this
might have impacts on housing
demand, and therefore housing
costs (provided it does not
immediately translate into weaker
residential construction).

buying decisions, and therefore
most of the drivers of rents are
also included in the house price
model. Above and beyond these,
we also included labor market
outcomes, the user cost of capital,
the availability of building permits,
and the size of the tourism
sector as additional explanatory
variables. The rest of this chapter
describes each variable in turn
and provides a rationale for
inclusion in the model.

4.2. THE HOUSE PRICE
MODEL

4.2.1. House price index

As discussed in Section 3.1,
rents are likely to affect home

As a dependent variable for our
second econometric model, we

used the Zillow Home Value Index
(ZHVI), a smoothed measure of
the median home value across
all US counties. This is a dollardenominated ﬁgure, which we
then adjusted for inﬂation using
the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
This variable was available on a
monthly basis for all counties in
the US.
Since the recession, house prices
have climbed steadily, boosted
by low interest rates and the
recovering economy (Fig. 12). This
study aims at identifying the key
drivers of house prices during the
period between 2015 and 2018.

Fig. 12. Real US Zillow Home Value Index, 2008–2019
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30

Pew Research Center, “The number of people in the average U.S. household is going up for the ﬁrst time in over 160 years” <https://
www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2019/10/01/the-number-of-people-in-the-average-u-s-household-is-going-up-for-the-ﬁrst-time-in-over-160years/> [accessed 22 October 2019]
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4.2.2.

User cost of capital

As discussed in Chapter 3.1, the
so-called “user cost of capital”
is determined most obviously by
the mortgage interest rate (Fig.
13); if this rises so does the cost
of owning a property at any given
price level. In addition to this,
property taxes (minus mortgage
interest deductions), expectations
of inﬂation and capital gains, and
depreciation rates all affect how
costly it is to own a house of any
given price.
Not all components of this
variable could be gathered at
the county level; for example,
effective interest rates paid
by mortgage holders were
obtained from the Federal
Housing Finance Agency by
state. Expected inﬂation, capital
gains, depreciation and mortgage
interest deductions were
estimated for the US as a whole.
Average property tax rates,
however, were estimated using
ACS data at the county level,
dividing the median tax value by
the median property value.

22

Fig. 13. Estimated user cost of capital, 2014–18
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4.2.3.

Unemployment rate

Existing academic research
provides an analysis of the
extent to which unemployment
inﬂuences housing market
outcomes (see for example Gan
and Zhang, 2018, among others).31
Intuitively, a stronger local labor
market makes an area more
desirable to potential migrants
and increases willingness to
pay for housing in the area,
and vice versa.

This channel is particularly
relevant in light of the recent
positive developments of the
US labor market. September’s
unemployment rate hit a 50-year
low, reaching 3.5% (Fig. 14). These
labor market improvements are
found to have had an impact on
house prices, as we will discuss in
Chapter 5.

Fig. 14. US unemployment rate
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31
Li Gan and Qinghua Zhang, “Market Thickness and the Impact of Unemployment on Housing Market Outcomes”, Journal of Monetary
Economics, 98 (2018): 27–49.
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4.2.4.

Building permits

As described in Section
4.1.4, housing supply is a key
determinant of housing market
dynamics. However, the actual
number of housing units is not
the only supply-related factor that
is likely to affect house prices.
Projected housing supply is also
potentially relevant for today’s
house prices. In our model,
building permits are used as
a proxy for this. This variable
was obtained from the Building
Permits Survey, produced by the
Census Bureau.
The latest national level data
released in September show
that permits for future home
construction rose to levels last
seen in 2007. The recent surge in

24

both housing starts and permits
relieved some of the pressure
on house prices over our study
period, as we will describe in
Chapter 5.
4.2.5.

Tourism

As discussed earlier, one of the
challenges in determining the
impact of STRs on prices (and
rents) relates to the fact that
neighborhoods (and cities) tend
to become popular with residents
and tourists at the same time.
In order to try to control for the
so-called hedonic features of an
area, we propose using tourism
GDP as a proxy.
This work controls for growth
in the tourism sector (food and

beverage and accommodation
services), as we believe it is
important to break down the
impact of tourist attractiveness
of a locality from the pure
impact of STRs. We measure
tourism as the average GDP
produced by the hospitality sector
for each resident household.
Therefore, areas where hospitality
GDP has grown at a faster pace
than household formation will see
a growth in their tourism variable,
and vice versa.
In the US as a whole, tourism
GDP has grown at a slightly faster
pace than households during
our study period, thus exerting a
slight positive pressure on house
prices, as shown in Chapter 5.
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5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
In this chapter, we set out the
results of our models of rents
and house prices and explain
their interpretation. We also
compare our results with those of
past studies where comparable
analysis has been carried out.
5.1. THE RENTAL MODEL
In the rental model, all variables
have the expected impact and
are statistically signiﬁcant. The
effect of income is positive and
signiﬁcant, while that of housing
stock per household is negative
and signiﬁcant, as expected.
The long-run impact of STR
listings is equivalent to 0.0007,
or in other words, an increase of
one listings per 1,000 housing
units is associated with a 0.07%
increase in median rents.32 In
a hypothetical county with a
$1,000 median rent, if STR density
increased by one listing per
1,000 units, the associated longrun increase in median rents is
equivalent to $0.7 per month.
The long run coefficients from the
model for the other explanatory
variables can be interpreted as
follows:

• a 10% increase in real median
income is associated with an
8.8% increase in median rents.
• a 10% fall in the housing
units-to-household ratio
is associated with a 4.9%
increase in median rents.
• a 10% increase in the average
household size is associated
with a 2.6% increase in median
rents.
How well does this model
reﬂect the reality of how rent is
determined? We can calculate a
MAPE (Mean Absolute Percentage
Error) to assess our model
accuracy.33 We calculated this to
be 2%; in other words, considering
the average rent across the
counties used in our dataset,
the margin of error in our model
prediction will be around $14.
5.2. THE HOUSE PRICE MODEL
In the house price model, all
variables have the expected
impact and are statistically
signiﬁcant. The effect of income is
positive and signiﬁcant, while that
of housing stock per household

is negative and signiﬁcant, as
expected.
Focusing on some of the longrun effects, the coefficient for
the variables can be interpreted
as follows:
• an increase of one STR listing
per 1,000 housing units is
associated with a 0.13%
increase in the real house
price index. In other words,
in a hypothetical county with
a $100,000 house price index,
if STR density increased by
one listing per 1,000 units, the
associated long-run increase
in the price index is equivalent
to $130.
• a 10% increase in mean income
is associated with a 3.2%
increase in the real house
price index.
• a 10% fall in the housing
units-to-household ratio is
associated with approximately
a 18.9% increase in the real
house price index.
• a 1-percentage-point increase
in the unemployment rate is
associated with a 2.4% fall in
the real house price index.

32
Short-run effects look at the immediate impact of a variable X over Y. Over time, given the dynamic nature of the housing market, there
will be several equilibrating adjustments to the short-run effects, as the economy and people readjust. As a result, the long-run effect of a
given variable X over Y is different. Our econometric methodology can distinguish between the long-run and short-run effects. The estimated
coefficients presented in Fig. 19 represent the short-run effects, and the long-run effects are estimated using the Delta method, whereby the
short-run effects are discounted by one minus the coefficient on the lagged dependent variable.
33
The mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) is the mean or average of the absolute percentage errors of forecasts. Error is deﬁned as
actual or observed value minus the forecasted value (in our case, the model predicted value). This measure is easy to understand because it
provides the error in percentage terms.
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• a 1-unit increase in the number
of building permits per
household is associated with
a 6.9% fall in the real house
price index.
Here too, the house price
model ﬁts the actual data well,
as illustrated by the MAPE. We
calculated this to be 1.7%. In other
words, considering the average
house price across the counties
used in our dataset, the margin of
error in our model prediction will
be around $2,600.

for around 3.9 percentage points
of the 4.3% increase (Fig. 15).

Fig. 15. Drivers of the
growth in real rents between
2014 and 201834
Housing units per household
Median income
STR density
Household size (rentals)
Percentage-point
contribution to growth
5
4.3%

5.3. CONTRIBUTION
ANALYSIS

4

5.3.1. Rent growth between
2014 and 2018

3

0.2%

In the four years between 2014
3.9%
2
and 2018, US median rental
prices rose by 4.3% in real terms.
The ﬁndings of our rental model,
1
combined with changes in the
explanatory variables over the
study period, show that the
0.2%
0
overwhelming driver of the
0.0%
observed increase in real rental
prices during the 2014–18
–1
period was household earnings.
Breakdown of increase in
Median income increased by
US real rents (2014–2018)
10.4% in real terms between 2014
and 2018 and we estimate that
this growth alone was responsible Source: Oxford Economics

Between 2014 and 2018, 5.1
million new households are
estimated to have formed in the
US, while net new supply was
4.1 million in the same period.
This implies the ratio of housing
units-to-households has declined
between 2014 and 2018, pushing
up rents. We estimate this drop
contributed about 0.2 percentage
point of the 4.3% increase in real
rents.
The ratio of STR listings to housing
units has grown by a factor of
6 during the study period. This
increase, however, contributed
to 0.2 percentage point of the
increase in rents. Putting it all
together, Fig. 15 reveals the
contributions of various factors to
the 4.3% increase in rents in the
four years from 2014 to 2018.
5.3.2.

House price growth
between 2015 and 2018

House prices have increased
steadily during our study period,
with real US median price index
estimated to have increased by
14.9% during the period 2015–18.35
Using the model to break down
the causes of this rapid growth, we
see that the biggest contribution
to the increase came from
labor market improvements.

34
This section and chart assume that 100% of the growth in median rents can be explained through the model’s explanatory variables. This
is a simplifying assumption, and we are aware that our model’s variables do not explain the totality of the change.
35
As the house price model contains some lagged variables, the focus of this contribution analysis will be limited to the period 2015–18. The
inclusion of lagged STR in the model implies that STR growth between 2014 and 2015 (the ﬁrst available year-on-year growth rate) only starts
affecting house prices in 2015–16. For this reason, the contribution analysis presented here only covers the period 2015–18 and not 2014–18.
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More speciﬁcally, the drop in
unemployment rate is estimated to
have contributed 6.8 percentage
points to US house price growth by
the end of 2018 (Fig. 16).

Fig. 16. Drivers of the growth
in house prices between 2015
and 201836
Tourism GDP per household
Unemployment rate
Housing units per household
User cost of capital
Mean income
STR density
Permits per household
Percentage-point
contribution to growth
16

14.9%
0.4%

14
12

6.8%

10
8

1.6%
0.2%

6
4

5.6%

The second-largest contributor
to the house price growth was
the increase in average incomes.
Over the whole period, higher
real incomes are estimated to
have boosted house prices
growth by 5.6 percentage points.

we estimate the growth in STR
density only contributed to 0.2
percentage point of the 4.3%
increase in rents (or 6%) and 1.0
percentage point of the 14.9%
increase in house prices (or 5%)
over our study period.37

The drop in housing stock-perhousehold has also contributed
to house price growth. This
reduction contributed to an
increase in house price growth
over the period of around 1.6
percentage points. The ratio
of STR listings to housing units
has grown by a factor of 3
during 2015–18. This increase
contributed 1.0 percentage point
to the house price increase based
on our econometric model. The
number of building permits per
household has grown over this
period, which offset some of the
increase driven by other factors.
Lastly, tourism GDP growth and
the drop in user cost of capital
contributed around 0.4 and
0.2 percentage points to price
growth, respectively.

This result is more modest
than than the conclusions drawn
by Barron et al., who found that
the growth in Airbnb listings
contributed to about one-ﬁfth of
the average annual increase in
US rents and about one-seventh
of the average annual increase
in US housing prices. Our model
includes a number of explanatory
variables not considered by
Barron et al., suggesting their
results are likely to suffer from
omitted variable bias.

2
1.0%
–0.7%

0
–2

Breakdown of increase in US
house prices (2015–2018)

5.3.3.

Discussion

Summing up the ﬁndings
presented in Fig. 15 and Fig. 16,

5.3.4.

What does this tell us
about affordability?

When interpreting the house price
model, it is important to note that,
while house prices are interesting
per se, housing affordability is a
more relevant metric for policy
makers. In this work, we measure
affordability as the median
house price divided by the mean
household income.

Source: Oxford Economics

36
This section and chart assume that 100% of the growth in median house prices is explained through the model’s explanatory variables.
This is a simplifying assumption, and we are aware that our model’s variables do not explain the totality of the change.
37
Adding up all the individual explanatory variables’ contributions (measured in percentage points) results in the total growth rate in the
dependent variable (measured as a percent increase).
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In this study, we found that house
prices have increased by 14.9%
during the period 2015–18, and
that only 1.0 percentage point of
this growth can be attributed to
increased STRs. We are therefore
able to estimate the 2018 median
price of a property in the US in
a counterfactual scenario where
STR numbers did not grow. We
do so by subtracting from the
current house price value the
amount that was due to STR
growth. By dividing this estimated
counterfactual house price by the
average household income in

2018, we obtained
the price-to-income ratio for
the scenario where STR did
not grow.38
We ﬁnd that the price-to-income
ratio would have increased to
2.39 in 2018 (from 2.23 in 2015)
in a scenario with no STR growth
(Fig. 17). In the current baseline
scenario (with STR growth), the
price-to-income ratio was at 2.41
in 2018. This suggests that
STRs are estimated to be
responsible for a 0.02-point fall
in affordability (or increase in the
price-to-income ratio).

Fig. 17. Price-to-income ratio
in 2018, with and without
STR growth
Price-to-income, 2018
3.0

2.5
2.39

2.41

No STR growth
scenario

with STR
growth

2.0

1.5

1.0

0.5

0.0

Source: Oxford Economics

38
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The underlying assumption here is that the lack of STR growth would have no impact on average incomes.
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MODEL EXTENSION 1: THE IMPACT OF STRS IN VACATION DESTINATIONS
Is the impact of STRs on prices and rents different
in traditional vacation markets? In both the house
prices and the rental model, we ﬁnd that, in the
long run, the effect of STRs on the dependent
variable is weaker in these highly seasonal areas.
This result is in line with expectations. As far
as the rental market is concerned, in vacation
markets, homes are less likely to be rented on a
long-term basis. That means that STRs have an
even smaller effect on rents in these markets.
For example, Tillamook County, OR, popular for
its scenic coastline and rivers, has seen its STR
density grow by a factor of 10 between 2014 and
2018, but its median rents have actually fallen in
real terms. Some 88% of its vacant housing is for
seasonal use in the area.
In the homeowners’ market, by their very
deﬁnition, vacation-destination housing markets

have higher vacancy rates that reﬂect more
volatile seasonal housing demand. The impact of
STRs on house prices is found to be weaker in
these areas, as home owners have been renting
out their properties long before the advent
of internet platforms offering STRs (through
agencies and brokers) and therefore the value
from such rental revenue has long been priced
in the value of homes in these localities. An
example of this is Barnstable County, MA, home
to popular New England beach destination Cape
Cod. In this county, over 91% of vacant properties
are for seasonal use, and STR density has
increased by a factor of four between 2015 and
2018, which was faster than the national average.
Real house prices, however, have increased by
11.2% over the same period, a slower pace than
the US as a whole.

MODEL EXTENSION 2: THE IMPACT OF STRS IN URBAN AREAS
Does the impact of STRs on prices and rents vary
across urban and rural counties? In both the house
prices and the rental model, we ﬁnd that the effect
of STRs on the dependent variable does not depend on the level of urbanization. In other words,
we do not see a signiﬁcant difference in the longrun impact of STRs on prices and rents between
urbanized and rural areas.

San Diego is an example of how the US-wide
results apply to highly urbanized areas. Its
house prices have grown by an estimated 15.0%
between 2015 and 2018, and its STR density has
grown by a factor of 3 within the same period.
This compares to a very similar US-wide house
price growth of 14.9% and an STR density growth
of a factor of 3.
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6. CONCLUSION
The aim of this study was to
assess the contribution of STR
growth on the growth in house
price, rental price, and affordability.
We have found that the rapid US
house price and rent increases of
the past few years have not been
substantially driven by STRs. We
estimate the growth in STR density
only contributed to 0.2 percentage
point of the 4.3% increase in
rents and 1.0 percentage point
of the 14.9% increase in house
prices over our study period. This
compares to a 3.9 percentage
points impact of median incomes
to rental growth and a 6.8
percentage points effect on house
price growth stemming from the
drop in US unemployment over
the study period.
This has important implications for
a policy debate that has focused
heavily on short-term rentals as
both the cause of the problem of
high house prices and its solution.
It suggests instead that the major
sources of volatility in rental and

house prices lie in economic and
labor market outcomes.
Second, this study has found that
additional housing supply and
more abundant building permits
are likely to have a meaningful
impact on house prices. It is
estimated that in the long run, a
10% increase in the housing unitsto-household ratio is associated
with approximately a 18.9% fall in
the house price index, and a oneunit increase in the number of
building permits per household is
associated with a 6.9% fall in the
house price index.
Finally, our analysis has pointed
to the fact that adopting
strict regulations on STRs is
unlikely to solve the housing
affordability crisis faced by
many US households. During the
period 2014–18, in the absence of
STR growth, real rent would have
grown by 4.1%, rather than 4.3%. In
other words, monthly rents would
have been $2 lower in 2018 if
STRs had not increased from their
2014 levels.

Similarly, in the homeowners’
market, prices would have been
only $1,800 lower in 2018 if STR
density had not gone up from
its 2014 level. Considering that
most households do not pay
the full price of a house upfront,
but rather apply for long-term
mortgages, the expected annual
impact attributable to the STR
sector is $105.39
Interestingly, a model extension
suggests that the effect of STRs
on both house prices and rents is
weaker in vacation destinations.
Possible explanations for this are
that, in vacation markets, homes
are less likely to be rented on a
long-term basis and home owners
in these destinations have been
renting out their properties long
before the advent of internet
platforms offering STRs. On the
other hand, the effect of STRs
on both variables does not
appear to depend on the level of
urbanization.

39
Mortgage maturity and effective interest rate are assumed to be as reported in the latest Federal Housing Finance Agency’s Monthly
Interest Rate Survey.
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STR LITERATURE FINDINGS
Fig. 18 summarizes the main ﬁndings of the studies presented in Chapter 3.2, and their main limitations.

Fig. 18. Summary of existing STR literature
Author

City of
interest

Main ﬁndings

Main limitation

Barron et
al. (2017)

US-wide

A 10% increase in Airbnb
listings leads to a 0.39%
increase in rents and a
0.65% increase in home
values.

The authors construct an instrument based on Google Trends
searches for Airbnb. Unfortunately, these are not accurately
available at the zip code level, so to obtain an instrument that
varies at the zip code level they interact these searches with a
measure based on the number of hospitality establishments in the
zip code area. The validity of this instruments can therefore be
disputed.

Horn and
Merante
(2017)

Boston

0.4% increase in asking
rents associated with a onestandard-deviation increase
in Airbnb listings

The authors rely on weekly rent data from September 2015
through January 2016 and Airbnb data from September 2014
to January 2016. Thus their time dimension is fairly limited.
We believe this hinders their ability to establish meaningful
relationships between the various variables.

Sheppard
and Udell
(2018)

New York

6.46% increase in NYC
property values associated
with a doubling in the
number of total Airbnb
accommodations

The authors do not convincingly account for the fact that
neighborhoods tend to become more attractive to residents and
tourists at the same time.

Koster et
al. (2019)

Los Angeles

3% fall in house prices as
a result of Home Sharing
Ordinances in Los Angeles

The authors use Airbnb listings as a proxy for tourism demand,
which means that they do not control for other tourism variables.
That runs the risk of overestimating the impact of Airbnb and
attributing the entire “touristic location” effect to the fact that
STRs are present. In contrast, this work controls for tourism GDP
unrelated to STR activity.
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METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX
INTRODUCTION TO DYNAMIC
PANEL MODELS
House prices (or rents) in the
current period might be affected
by past trends in house prices (or
rents), as well as housing supply
and general economic conditions.
In such cases, dynamic panel
methods, such as the Arellano
Bond estimator (also known as
Difference GMM) and Blundell
Bond estimator (System GMM),
would allow us to account for
the presence of such “dynamic
effects.” Difference GMM
estimation starts by transforming
all regressors, usually by
differencing, and uses the
generalized method of moments
(GMM). This work employs
Difference GMM.
Dynamic panel models have
become increasingly popular in

many areas of economic research,
and their use has provided new
insights. Using dynamic panel
models allows us to ﬁnd overall
(long-run) coefficients for the
explanatory variables as well as
the contemporaneous (or shortrun) ones.
The advantages of dynamic
models include:
• controlling for the impact of
past values of house prices (or
rents) on current values;
• estimation of overall (long-run)
and contemporaneous (shortrun) effects; and
• use of past values of
explanatory variables as
instrumental variables to
mitigate the bias due to:
two-way causality between
economic conditions

and the housing market,
omitted variable bias and
measurement error.
The need for a dynamic model:
Wooldridge test for serial
correlation
The Wooldridge test allows us to
test whether the errors are serially
correlated; if these are found to
be autocorrelated, we may infer
that there is a need for a dynamic
model.40 The disadvantage of a
dynamic panel model, however,
is that it can add considerable
complexity to the modeling
process. A simpler static model
might therefore be a preferable
approach if the Wooldridge test
does not suggest a dynamic
panel is necessary.

40
Strictly speaking, the Wooldridge test is a test for autocorrelation and not a deﬁnitive test to choose between static and dynamic panel
methods. However, it is commonly applied to inform choices between static and dynamic panels.
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Use of instruments

Contribution analysis

Instruments are used to control
for potential endogeneity in
a regression. We have found
median incomes (rent model),
permits per household, housing
supply per household and STR
density (house prices model)
to be endogenous variables,
and therefore the instrumental
variable method was used to
estimate their impact.

The modeling results shown
in Fig. 19 tell us about the
sensitivity of rents and prices to
changes in their macroeconomic
determinants. But these results
can also be used to ﬁnd out
which of the determinants were
responsible for past changes
in the dependent variables.
For instance, Fig. 19 shows that
the user cost of capital has a
signiﬁcant negative effect on
house prices. But while house
prices may be sensitive to
changes in the user cost of
capital, if there was no (or
little) change in the user cost
over the study period, then this
variable will not have inﬂuenced
house prices during that period.

MODEL RESULTS
As explained, our model
speciﬁcation is known as
Difference GMM; such approach,
by virtue of being a dynamic
model, has both a short- and
long-run impact. The short-run
results from the rent and house
price models are given in Fig. 19.
To obtain the long-run impact,
we used the Delta method and
discounted the short-run impact
by one minus the coefficient on
the lagged dependent variable.

The “contribution” of a given
variable in explaining changes in
house prices or rents is therefore
a combination of both the
estimated sensitivities and the
change in that variable over the
period under analysis.

Fig. 19. Models results
Rental price model
Dep var: Log real
median rents

Short-run
coefficients

Lagged log real
median rents

0.706***

STR density

0.0002**

Log median income

0.259***

Log housing units per
household

-0.144*

Log household size
(rental)

0.076*

House price model
Dep var: Log real
median house prices

Short-run
coefficients

Lagged log real
median house prices

0.719***

Lagged STR density

0.0004*

Lagged log mean
income

0.091***

Lagged user cost of
capital

-0.161***

Log housing units per
household

-0.531***

Lagged
unemployment rate

-0.663***

Lagged tourism GDP
per household

6.345**

Permits per household

-1.929***

legend: * p < 0.1; ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.01
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Models with interactions
Is the impact of STRs on prices and rents different in
traditional vacation markets? The model coefficients
described so far measure the average impact of
STRs on the dependent variables (prices and rents).
Our baseline model looks as follows (in the example
of prices):
house pricesit =
α × STRit + βXit + γ house pricesit–1
However, in order to isolate vacation markets, we
added an interaction term to our models, using the
percentage of seasonal housing as a proxy to deﬁne
these areas.41 The model is now speciﬁed as follows:
house pricesit =
α1 × STRit + α2 × STRit × vacationi + βXit + γ house
pricesit–1

41
42

34

Without the interaction term, α would be interpreted
as the total effect of STRs on prices. But the
interaction means that the effect of STRs on prices
is different for vacation markets and less touristic
areas. The effect of STRs on prices in non-touristic
counties is equal to α1. However, in vacation markets
the effect is equal to α1 + α2.
In both the house prices and the rental model, the
interaction term for vacation markets is negative and
statistically signiﬁcant, suggesting that the effect of
STRs on the dependent variable is weaker in these
highly seasonal areas.
We run a similar model replacing the vacation
dummy variable with an urban dummy variable.42 In
this case, however, the interaction term for urban
centers is not statistically signiﬁcant, suggesting
that the long run effect of STRs on the dependent
variable (either house prices or rents) does not
depend on the level of urbanization.

The vacation variable is a dummy taking value 1 if the county’s % of seasonal housing is above average, and 0 otherwise.
The urban variable is a dummy taking value 1 if the county’s % of urban population is above average, and 0 otherwise.
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June 14, 2021
Re:
Impact of Hosted Short-Term Rental Ordinance on the Supply and Average Daily
Rate of Overnight Accommodations in the City of Malibu, California
To Whom It May Concern:
The City of Malibu (the “City” or “Malibu”) adopted an ordinance (referred to herein as
the “Ordinance”) that will regulate the rental of residential units for 30 days or less. In
general, the Ordinance creates a short-term rental (“STR”) permit program offering two
distinct permit types: (1) one for owners of single-family residences and condominium
units to offer “hosted” STRS; and (2) one for owners of multifamily residential buildings to
offer up to two units, or 40 percent of the units on the parcel (whichever is less), as STRs,
as long as all other units in the building are rented long-term. “Hosted” STRs require the
owner or the owner’s designated operator to be onsite during the duration of the rental.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CBRE Hotels Advisory (“CBRE”) reviewed the Ordinance to analyze its potential impact
on the supply of Short-Term Rentals (STRs) in Malibu and the effect on the pricing of the
City’s remaining (post-Ordinance) overnight accommodations. More specifically, we
compiled data from AirDNA, a leading provider of vacation rental data and analytics
that collects data from Airbnb and VRBO, two of the largest STR platforms in the world.
We then analyzed the data to determine the supply of STRs in the City in Fiscal Year
2018-2019 (“FY 2018/19”) and analyze what the supply would have been if the Ordinance
was in effect during that year. We used FY 2018/19 because it was the last full year of
data not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
As summarized herein, we conclude the Ordinance would have a pronounced effect on
the overnight accommodation market in Malibu as summarized below:



“Entire home” single-family residences (“Entire Home SFs”) are the most widely
offered STRs in the City, accounting for approximately 63 percent of the analyzed
STR supply. Entire Home SFs are STRs where the guest has complete and sole access
to the rented dwelling unit during their stay. We estimate that the supply of Entire
Home SFs nights would have decreased by approximately 95 percent if the
Ordinance were in place during the historical period analyzed. The actual number
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of Entire Home SF nights demanded in 2018/19 was 20,515 which is over ten times
greater than the restated supply of SF 1,928 nights if the Ordinance had been in effect.



“Entire home” apartments and condos (“Entire Home Apt/Condos”) are the second
most widely offered STRs in the City, accounting for approximately 25 percent of the
STR supply. Entire Home Apt/Condos are STRs where the guest has complete and sole
access to the rented dwelling unit during their stay. Based on our analysis, we
estimate that the supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos would have been
approximately 67 percent less under the Ordinance. By comparison, the actual
demand for Entire Homes Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was 9,244 nights which is nearly
two times greater than our estimate of restated supply (5,166 nights).



Together, Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos accounted for
approximately 88 percent of the total STR supply in fiscal year 2018/19. We estimate
that supply of the Entire SF’s and Entire Home Apt/Condos would have decreased
from approximately 55,735 annual room nights to 7,094 room nights in the historical
period analyzed which represents an 87 percent decrease in the annual supply of
these type of STR room nights. By comparison, the total number of hotel/motel annual
room nights in Malibu during the same period was 41,975. Based on our analysis the
actual demand for Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was
more than three times greater than our estimate of the restated supply if the
Ordinance was in effect.



Looking collectively at hotels, motels, and STRs, STRs offered on Airbnb and VRBO
account for over 60 percent of the total analyzed supply of overnight
accommodations in the City. The Ordinance would therefore result in a significant
decrease in the supply of overnight accommodations in Malibu. More specifically,
we estimate the Ordinance would result in the loss of nearly 50,000 annual room
nights.1



The Ordinance would result in an increase in demand for the existing hotel/motel
supply in Malibu. In addition, the Ordinance would increase the average daily rate
(ADR) of the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu, making Malibu less affordable to
visitors.

OVERVIEW
CBRE analyzed the Ordinance and its potential impact on the supply of STRs in the City.
The Ordinance defines an STR as the renting of a dwelling unit, or portion thereof, for 30

This estimate only considers the loss of room nights associated with STRs listed on Airbnb and
VRBO, whose data are available through the AirDNA database. While AirDNA collects data from
Airbnb and VRBO, it does not have data for STRs that are not listed on those specific platforms.
1
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consecutive days or less to a transient. The Ordinance establishes the following two
distinct STR permit types:



Hosted Short-term Rental Permit (“HSTR Permit”): To be eligible for an HSTR Permit,
the property offered must be the owner’s primary residence. In addition, the
owner, or the owner’s designated operator,2 must live onsite for the duration of the
period of rental. A primary resident owner of a condominium is eligible for an HSTR
Permit.



Multifamily Short-Term Rental Permit (“MSTR Permit”): Owners of “entire parcels that
have multifamily residential buildings containing three or more dwelling units
(including, but not limited to, triplexes, condominiums, stock cooperatives,
apartments, and similar developments)” may obtain an MSTR Permit. For owners
of buildings with four units or less, this permit would allow the owner to rent a single
unit on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the property are rented for a
period of one year or more. For owners of buildings with five units or more, the MSTR
Permit would allow the owner to rent up to two units on a parcel, provided that all
the other units on the property are rented for a period of one year or more. The
owner of both units of a duplex may also obtain this type of permit to rent one unit,
if the owner, or the owner’s designated operator,3 lives onsite during any period
of rental in the other unit.

Under the Ordinance, only a natural person may obtain a short-term rental permit, and
that person may not possess more than one STR permit, regardless of type. A separate
STR permit is required for every legal lot or condominium unit. No person may serve as a
designated operator for more than one STR concurrently, and all permits must be
renewed annually.
In order to analyze the impact of the Ordinance, we performed our analysis under the
assumption that the Ordinance was in effect as of July 1, 2018. Our projections of the
impact of the Ordinance on the supply of STRs reflect the City’s fiscal year (July 1 through
June 30).
Below is an overview of the Malibu lodging supply, a summary of the supply and
performance of STRs in Malibu, the methodology, and the summary of our findings.

MALIBU LODGING MARKET
Malibu Overview: Malibu is a coastal city in western Los Angeles County, California,
situated about 30 miles west of Downtown Los Angeles. The City is a community of
2 An owner’s designated operator is allowed to live onsite instead of the owner for up to 60 days
(cumulatively) per calendar year.

An owner’s designated operator is allowed to live onsite instead of the owner for up to 60 days
cumulatively per calendar year.
3

Impact of Ordinance on Short-Term Rentals
Malibu, California
June 14, 2021
Page 4
approximately 13,000 persons on 21 miles of coastline nestled between the Pacific
Ocean and the Santa Monica Mountains. The area is known for its picturesque setting
and Mediterranean climate.
OVERVIEW OF MALIBU’S CURRENT LODGING SUPPLY
Despite the City’s world-renowned beaches, the traditional overnight lodging market in
Malibu is extremely small relative to other coastal destinations in Central and Southern
California.
Table 1 summarizes the current Malibu hotel/motel lodging market.4
Table 1: CURRENT HOTEL AND MOTEL LODGING SUPPLY IN MALIBU
MALIBU SUPPLY OF NIGHTS BY UNIT TYPE
No. of
Hotel/Motel Name

Rooms

Address

Open

Affiliation

City

Date

Date

The Malibu Hotel

18

22541 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jan-47

-

Nobu Ryokan Malibu

16

22752 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jun-49

Jun-17

Malibu Beach Inn

47

22878 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jul-89

Jul-89

The Surfrider Malibu

20

23033 Pacific Coast Highway

Malibu

Jun-52

Sep-17

16

6506 Westward Beach Rd

Malibu

Jun-42

Jun-42

Malibu Country Inn
Total

117

Source: Smith Travel Research

As indicated above, the City’s current hotel/motel market is comprised of five
hotels/motels totaling 117 rooms. The properties range from limited service motels to
luxury full service hotels. The lodging facilities in Malibu primarily serve leisure travelers with
some limited group business at the larger properties.5 Malibu’s lodging options are
significantly limited compared to similar coastal towns in Central and Southern California.

We understand that there are two applications currently pending in the City for motel projects.
However, these projects have been pending for several years and no new hotels/motels have
been constructed in the City since its incorporation in 1991.

4

5The

Native Hotel, which is not shown in the motel/hotel supply table above, sustained significant
damage during the November 2018 Woolsey Fire and has been closed since that time. Prior to
closure, the Native Hotel offered 13 rooms.
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Table 2 summarizes the hotel/lodging supply in Malibu as compared to other coastal
cities/communities in Central and Southern California.
TABLE 2: REPRESENTATIVE CENTRAL/SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA HOTEL AND MOTEL LODGING SUPPLY
Jurisdiction
Rooms
Malibu
117
Carmel-by-the-Sea
1,541
La Jolla (San Diego)
2,810
Laguna Beach
1,679
Manhattan Beach
1,016
Newport Beach
3,056
Oxnard
1,474
Pismo Beach
2,102
Santa Barbara
3,646
3,976
Santa Monica
Source: Smith Travel Research as compiled by CBRE

Malibu also has a single recreational vehicle park (the Malibu Beach RV Park) with a Cityreported 142 RV sites. The City also reported 35 tent sites in Malibu.

SHORT-TERM RENTAL MARKET OVERVIEW
Once dismissed as a relatively inconsequential niche product and distant cousin to
traditional hotels, STRs have become a widely accepted form of overnight
accommodation. Based on research by CBRE Hotels Research, STRs total approximately
10% of the traditional U.S. hotel room supply. This alternative lodging market has evolved
from catering to the adventurous millennial leisure traveler to targeting more traditional
hotel guests, including business and leisure travelers.
As STRs have evolved, the STR platforms used have also grown. Airbnb and VRBO
represent two of the largest platforms, with many hosts listing STRs across multiple sites.
Determining the total national supply of STRs is a challenge, but the most reliable and
relied on estimate is the total number of units listed on each platform. According to CBRE
Hotels Research, there were more than 1.5 million STRs on various listing platforms in 2019,
which was seven times the amount in 2014. However, not all of these units were active or
available for booking year round.
Based on 2019 data, the most penetrated markets for STRs were Los Angeles and Miami,
with STRs representing 22.3 percent and 19.2 percent of those cities’ overnight room
count, respectively. These figures represent about double the national average of
approximately 10 percent. The role of STRs is significantly more pronounced in Malibu.
Considering only those STRs offered on either the Airbnb or VRBO platforms, we estimate
that STRs represented 60 percent of the City’s overnight room count for hotels/motels/
STRs in FY 2018/19. Given that some STRs offered in Malibu may not be listed on these
platforms, the actual percentage of the overnight room count provided by STRs in the
City is likely higher.
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ANALYSIS OF THE ORDINANCE’S IMPACT ON THE MALIBU
SHORT-TERM RENTAL MARKET
METHODOLOGY
In conducting our analysis of the impact of the Ordinance we:



Compiled and analyzed data from AirDNA, a leading provider of vacation rental
data and analytics. AirDNA collects data from Airbnb and VRBO, two of the largest
STR platforms in the world. While AirDNA data does not account for all STRs offered in
Malibu during the analyzed time period, it does represent the most robust publicly
available information on STRs and offers a credible and reasonable data set to
analyze the potential impact of the Ordinance on the overall overnight
accommodation market in Malibu;



Reviewed various available documents, public records, and other reports that
discuss the Ordinance and/or provide insight into the characteristics of the STR supply
in the City; and



Using this aggregated data, analyzed the supply of STRs in the City in FY 2018/19 and
estimated what we would have expected that STR supply to be if the Ordinance was
in effect during that time period.6

EXISTING SUPPLY AND DEMAND BY STR TYPE
AirDNA collects data based on STR type in the following categories:



Entire Homes Single-Family Residences (SFs) and Entire Home Apt/Condos: STRs
where the guest has complete and sole access to the rented unit (e.g., a singlefamily residence, guest house, apartment or condos) during their stay. Under the
Ordinance, these would be considered “non-hosted” STRs.



Private Rooms: STRs where the guest has their own sleeping area but shares access
to the unit common areas with others. Under the Ordinance, these would be
considered “hosted” STRs.



Shared Rooms: STRs where the guest rents a common area (e.g., a living room).
Under the Ordinance, these would be considered “hosted” STRs.

We are aware of the City of Malibu’s April 7, 2021 submission to the California Coastal Commission
explaining that, as of April 2021, the City had received approximately 229 applications for STRs.
We believe that utilizing the FY 2018/19 baseline is appropriate given this was the last full fiscal year
of data not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. The City reported in 2018 that there were 414
STRs previously paying TOT.
6
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Other: STRs in unique property types such as lighthouses, boats, and campers.

Using the AirDNA data, the Table 3 presents actual supply and demand by STR unit type
in FY 2018-19.
TABLE 3: MALIBU STR NIGHTS – ACTUAL SUPPLY AND DEMAND BY UNIT TYPE (FY 2018/19)

Unit by Type

Annual
Supply

Percentage of
Supply

Annual
Demand

Percentage of
Demand

Entire Home SFs

40,175

63.4%

20,515

60.8%

Entire Apt/Condos

15,560

24.5%

9,244

27.4%

Private Room

6,208

9.8%

3,223

9.5%

Shared Room

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

Other

1,471

2.3%

774

2.3%

Total

63,414

100.0%

33,756

100.0%

Source: AirDNA, compiled by CBRE Hotels

Existing Supply: As indicated in Table 3, the vast majority of STR nights supplied in FY
2018/19 were in Entire Home SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos. Entire Home SFs comprised
approximately 63 percent of supply and Entire Home Apt/Condos comprised
approximately 25 percent of supply.
Existing Demand: The largest segment of demand was for Entire Home SFs (61 percent of
total demand). This was followed by Entire Home Apt/Condos (27 percent of total
demand).
ESTIMATED SUPPLY IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT AND ITS RELATION TO EXISTING
DEMAND (BY STR TYPE)
Entire Home Single Family Residences
As summarized above, AirDNA reported an annual supply of 40,175 nights for Entire Home
Single-Family Residences in FY 2018/19. If the Ordinance was in effect, we estimate that
the supply of Entire Home Single-Family nights would have decreased by approximately
95 percent. We developed this estimate based on the following assumptions:


Limits on Permit Availability. The Ordinance places a limit of one permit per person.
It is our experience that highly desirable resort destinations like Malibu attract
significant real estate investment activity and that property owners in these types
of communities will often own more than one property in the local market. Malibu
has a high number of vacation rentals, reflected in its relatively high housing
vacancy rate (approximately 25 percent in the time period analyzed) as
compared to Los Angeles County (approximately 5 percent). Because the
Ordinance would restrict a property owner with more than one property from
offering more than one STR, we reduced the existing Entire Home SFs supply by 20
percent.
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Primary Residency Requirement. The Ordinance requires that a single-family
residence offered as an STR be the primary residence of the owner. In general, we
believe it is reasonable to assume that a majority of the single-family residences
offered as STRs in markets like Malibu will be either (1) a second/vacation
residence or (2) an investment property. Accordingly, we estimate that 60 percent
of the supply of single-family residences offered as Entire Home Single-Family
Residences in Malibu are not the primary residence of the property owner and
reduced the existing Entire Home Single-Family Residence supply by 60 percent.



Restrictions on Offering a Single-Family Home as an Entire Home SF. The Ordinance
only permits the STR of a single-family residence if the property owner or the
property owner’s designated operator is physically present onsite. Accordingly,
only those properties that have either a second dwelling unit or guest house could
be offered as an Entire Home SF. Nationwide, the vast majority of single family
homes do not have a guest house or second dwelling unit. However, markets like
Malibu do tend to foster investments in guesthouses/secondary units. Accordingly,
we have estimated that 15 percent of single-family residences previously offered
as Entire Home Single-Family Residence have a secondary dwelling unit/guest
house on the property that can facilitate the offering of the property as an Entire
Home Single-Family Residence. The remaining 85 percent of single-family
residences could not be offered as Entire Home Single-Family Residences under
the Ordinance, and we reduced the supply accordingly.
Estimated Supply
Table 4 includes our estimated supply of Entire Home SFs nights:
TABLE 4: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ENTIRE HOME SFs NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)

Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018/19) of Entire Home Single-Family Residence Nights
Percentage of Single-Family Residences Offering Entire Home SFs Nights Eligible for a Permit Under the
One Permit Per Person Limitation

40,175

Remaining Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights

32,140

Percentage of Single-Family Residences Offering Entire Home SFs Nights that Are Primary Residences
Remaining Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights
Percentage of Single-Family Residences offering Entire Home SFs Nights with Secondary Unit
CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Entire Home Single-Family Residence Nights
Reduction in Supply of Entire Home SFs Nights

80%

40%
12,856
15%
1,928
95%

Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
AirDNA reported a supply of 40,175 Entire Homes Single-Family Residence nights in FY
2018/2019. As summarized above, we have estimated there would have been only 1,928
Entire Home SFs nights available during the same period if the Ordinance was in effect
thereby reducing the supply by over 38,000 annual room nights. As noted previously, the
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actual number of Entire Home SF nights demanded in 2018/19 was 20,515 which is over
ten times greater than the restated supply of 1,928 nights.
Entire Home Apt/Condos
AirDNA reported an annual supply of 15,560 nights for Entire Home Apt/Condos. If the
Ordinance was in effect, we estimate that the supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights
would have decreased by approximately 67 percent. We developed this estimate based
on the following assumptions.


First we bifurcated the 15,560 Entire Home Apt/Condo room nights between
condominiums (60 percent) and apartment units (40 percent). We find this ratio
reasonable based on the high rate of home ownership in Malibu.



Restrictions on Offering Individually Owned Condominiums as Entire Home
Apt/Condos. The Ordinance only permits the owner of an individual condominium
to offer that unit as an STR if it is the property owner’s primary residence and the
property owner or the property owner’s designated operator is physically present
onsite. Accordingly, an individual condominium owner cannot offer his or her unit
as an Entire Home Apt/Condo. However, the Ordinance does allow the owner of
a parcel with a condominium building operating as rental apartments to apply for
an MSTR Permit. There is a limit of two STR permits per condominium building
operated in this manner. We interviewed several residential brokers with extensive
experience in the Malibu rental market and they were not aware of any entire
condominium buildings operated as rental apartments in Malibu. Accordingly, we
have estimated that only 5 percent of the overall condominium nights supplied
are operated in this manner. Furthermore, we reduced this supply by an additional
40 percent to account for the limit of two STR permits per building owner. The
estimated supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights results on only 187 annual
room nights associated with condominium units operated as apartments as
illustrated in Table 5 below.



Limits on the Rental of Units in Multifamily Residential Buildings. For owners of
multifamily residential buildings with four units or less, the Ordinance allows the
owner to rent a single unit on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the
property are rented for a period of one year or more. For owners of multifamily
residential buildings with five units or more, the Ordinance allows the owner to rent
up to two units on a parcel, provided that all the other units on the property are
rented for a period of one year or more. Given this difference in allowable permits
for multifamily rental buildings by number of units we first estimated the number of
entire apartment units in buildings with 5 or more units. We estimated that
approximately 75 percent of the apartment units are in multifamily buildings with
5 or more units which is consistent with a survey of the City’s multifamily housing
stock produced by the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG) in
2018. In addition, we estimate that 80 percent of the remaining entire apartment
homes with 5 or more units would remain in the STR supply after factoring in the
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limit of two units per building. We based this estimate on our understanding of the
characteristics of the multifamily housing stock in Malibu which is comprised
predominantly of buildings ranging from 5 to 49 units. However, it should be noted
that our estimate of 80 percent could be conservative if the listing activity among
apartment buildings with 5 or more units was dominated by a relatively small
segment of building owners. Finally, we made the same estimate of retaining 80
percent of apartment buildings with four units or less in the available STR supply.
We found this reasonable based on the relatively large percentage of the
multifamily stock in Malibu with 4 units or less. As indicated in Table 5 below, our
estimates produces a reduction in the total supply of Entire Condo/Apartment
homes of approximately 67 percent.
Estimated Supply
Table 5 includes our estimated supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos nights:
TABLE 5: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ENTIRE HOME APT/CONDOS NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018/19) of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights

15,560

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units (60% x 15,560)

9,336

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Apartment Units (40% x 15,560)

6,224

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units (from above)

9,336

Percentage of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights - Condo Buildings Operating as Apartments

5%

Total Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Buildings Operating as Apartments

467

Further Reduction in Entire Apt/Condos in Condo Buildings Operating as Apartment - 2 unit Limit

40%

Remaining Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Condo Units that Are Non-Hosted

187

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights Associated with Apartment Units
Percent of Entire Apartment Home Listings in buildings with 5 or more Units
Effective Entire Home Apartment Nights in buildings with 5 or more Units

Percentage of Entire Home Apartments Available due to Limit of 2 units for 5+ Unit Buildings

6,224
75%
4,668

80%

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Complexes with 5+ Units (80% x 4,668)

3.734

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Complexes with 4 Units or Less (6,224 – 4,668)

1,556

Percentage of Entire Home Apt/Condos Available Due to Limit of 1 Permit per Building 4 Units or Less

80%

Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights in Multifamily Buildings 4 Units or Less

1,245

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights (187 + 3,734 + 1,245)

5.166

Reduction in Supply of Entire Home Apt/Condos Nights

67%
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Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
As shown above, our estimates produces a reduction in the total supply of Entire
Condo/Apartment homes from 15,560 annual room nights to 5,166 or approximately a 67
percent decrease. By comparison, AirDNA reported that the actual demand for Entire
Homes Apt/Condos in FY 2018/19 was 9,244 nights. Accordingly, the actual demand in
2018/19 was nearly two times greater than our estimate of restated supply (5,166 nights).
Private/Shared Rooms
Based on AirDNA data this unit type represented 10 percent of total supply of STRs in FY
2018/19. Given that the Ordinance permits hosted rental of properties, our estimated
supply for this unit type reflects the actual performance for this unit type in FY 2018/19. In
addition, we have also assumed that a small percentage of primary resident property
owners that previously did not offer private room nights would offer these nights under
the Ordinance.
Estimated Supply
Table 6 includes our estimated supply of Private Room nights:
TABLE 6: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF PRIVATE ROOM NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018-19) of Private/Shared Room Nights
Additional Private Rooms Listed from Primary Resident Owners Who Previously Listed Entire Homes
on the STR Platform

6,208

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Total Private/Shared Rooms Nights

6,740

Increase in Supply of Private Room Nights

532

9%

While the supply on this unit type is estimated to increase by 9 percent, this type of STR is
very limited in Malibu compared to the supply and demand for Entire Home SFs and Entire
Home Apt/Condos nights.
Other Units
“Other Units” include unique property types such as lighthouses, boats, and campers.
AirDNA reported that this unit type represented 2% of the total STR supply in the City for
FY 2018/19. The Ordinance allows only approved dwelling units to be rented as STRs. For
this reason, and the other reasons discussed above (one permit per person, primary
residency requirements, etc.), CBRE estimates 5 percent of the existing nights in FY
2018/19 would have been available during the same period if the Ordinance was in
effect.
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Estimated Supply
Table 7 includes our estimated supply of Other Unit nights:
TABLE 7: ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF OTHER UNIT NIGHTS IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Annual Supply (AirDNA Actual for FY 2018-19) of Other Unit Nights

1,471

Legal, Primary Resident Units (%)

5%

CBRE’s Estimated Supply of Other Unit Nights

74

Reduction in Supply

95%

Estimated Supply and Relation to Actual Demand
AirDNA reported a demand of 744 nights for Other Unit nights in FY 2018/19. As
summarized above, we have estimated there would have been only 74 Other Unit nights
available during the same period if the Ordinance was in effect. Accordingly, we
estimate that actual demand for Other Units in FY 2018/19 would have been 10 times
greater than the estimated supply if the Ordinance was in effect.
SUMMARY OF THE IMPACT OF THE ORDINANCE ON THE BROADER MALIBU OVERNIGHT
ACCOMMODATION MARKET
Looking collectively at hotels, motels, and STRs in the City, we estimate that STRs listed on
Airbnb and VRBO accounted for over 60 percent of the total supply of overnight
accommodations during the period analyzed. This is significantly higher than the national
average which in 2019 was estimated to be approximately 10 percent of the traditional
overnight hotel/motel room supply.
Table 8 includes the total supply of hotel/motel room nights in Malibu, as well as STR room
nights offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO for FY 2018/19:
TABLE 8: MALIBU ACTUAL SUPPLY OF ROOM NIGHTS BY PRIMARY UNIT TYPES
(FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
63,414

39.8%
60.2%

105,389

100.0%

Sources: AirDNA and Smith Travel Research, compiled by CBRE Hotels
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Table 9 includes the estimated supply of hotel/motel/STR room nights in Malibu for FY
2018/19, assuming the Ordinance was in effect:
TABLE 9: MALIBU ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ROOM NIGHTS BY PRIMARY UNIT TYPES IF
THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

Hotel/Motels
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)

41,975
13,907

75.1%
24.9%

Total

55,882

100.0%

Source: CBRE Hotels

As shown in the Table 9 above, we estimate the Ordinance would result in a decrease
from 105,389 annual room nights (hotels/motels/STRs on Airbnb and/or VRBO) to 55,882
annual room nights, representing the loss of approximately 50,000 annual room nights.7
We note the City also has a single recreational vehicle park (the Malibu Beach RV park)
with a City-reported 142 RV sites. The City also reported 35 tent sites in Malibu. We do not
expect a change in the number of nights associated with these RV or tent sites in
connection with the Ordinance. However, these types of accommodations are not
directly comparable to hotels/motels or Entire Homes SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos.
Travelers utilizing the RV park would be required to secure a recreational vehicle either
by renting or owning it. As a result, this mode of travel would viewed as less convenient
to many travelers seeking accommodations in Malibu.
Table 10 includes the total supply of annual accommodation nights in Malibu for hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO for FY 2018/19:
TABLE 10: MALIBU ACTUAL SUPPLY OF ACCOMMODATION NIGHTS BY UNIT TYPE
(FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
RV Sites/Tent Sites
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
64,605
63,414

24.7%
38.0%
37.3%

169,994

100.0%

Sources: Smith Travel Research, City of Malibu & Smith Travel Research, as
compiled by CBRE Hotels

Again, this estimate only considers the loss of room nights associated with STRs listed on Airbnb
and VRBO. Additional rooms nights could be lost from STR properties not listed on the Airbnb
and/or VRBO platform.
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Table 11 includes the estimated supply of STRs and annual room nights in Malibu for hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO in FY 2018-19, assuming
the Ordinance was in effect:
TABLE 11: MALIBU ESTIMATED SUPPLY OF ACCOMMODATION NIGHTS BY UNIT
TYPE IF THE ORDINANCE WAS IN EFFECT (FY 2018/19)
Unit by Type
Hotel/Motels
RV Sites/Tent Sites
Short-Term Rentals (STRs)
Total

Annual
Supply

Percentage
of Supply

41,975
64,605
13,907

34.8
53.6
11.5

120,487

100.0%

Source: CBRE Hotels

We estimate the overall change in annual room night supply when including hotels,
motels, RV sites, tent sites and STRs offered on Airbnb and/or VRBO would decrease from
169,994 annual room nights to 120,487 annual room nights if the Ordinance was in effect,
resulting in 29.1 percent decrease in overall supply. Moreover, the majority of remaining
nights are RV sites and Tent sites, which, as described above are not directly comparable
to room nights offered in motels/hotels or on the short-term rental platforms. As noted
previously, the vast majority of room nights supplied and demanded in Malibu are entire
homes including both single-family and condo/apartment units. The estimated 13,907
annual room nights supplied via short term rentals assuming the ordinance was in place
is comprised of only one-half entire homes and the other half are mostly private rooms
which would likely result is considerably less options for families (or larger households)
seeking accommodations in Malibu.
EXISTING OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATION PRICING OF HOTELS/MOTELS AND ENTIRE
HOMES SFS AND ENTIRE HOME APT/CONDOS
We estimate the Ordinance would result in the removal of nearly 50,000 annual room
nights associated with Entire Homes SFs and Entire Home Apt/Condos. Based on data
from AirDNA, the average daily rate (ADR) for Entire Homes SF’s was $881 and Entire
Home Apt/Condos was $549 in fiscal year 2018/19.8 According to data provided by the
City of Malibu, the estimated average daily rate (ADR) for existing hotel/motel rooms was
approximately $758 in 2021. However, this data excluded the Nobu Ryokan which is the
highest rated hotel in Malibu which means the actual ADR for the aggregated
hotel/motel rooms in Malibu is higher than $758 figure reported by the city.
Based on the ADR figures noted above, the ADR for Entire Home Apt/Condo STRs is
significantly less than the ADR for the existing hotel/motel supply in Malibu. While the ADR
for Entire Single-Family Residences (SFs) on the short-term rental platforms was higher than
that for the existing motel/hotel stock, it should be noted there are important differences
Again, we used FY 2018/19 in arriving at our estimates because it was the last full year of data
not affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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between renting an entire home and a motel/hotel room. A family or large household
utilizing a motel/hotel would have to rent multiple motel/hotel rooms to replicate what
they receive via the entire single-family homes on the short-term rental platforms. As
such, the motel/hotel option for these types of travelers in Malibu would be considerably
more expensive as compared to what is available on the various short-term rental
platforms.
SUMMARY OF IMPACT OF
ACCOMMODATION PRICING

THE

ORDINANCE

ON

FUTURE

MALIBU

OVERNIGHT

As noted previously, we estimate that the supply of entire homes for single-family
residences and entire condos/apartments would decrease by 48,641 annual rooms
nights which is an 87 percent decrease. The total decrease in supply is greater than the
actual demand for Entire Home SFs and Condo/Apartments in 2018/19 which was just
under 30,000 annual room nights. In other words, our estimate of the restated supply for
entire homes in 2018/19 results in only 7,094 annual room nights. Therefore, the actual
demand for these units (30,000 annual nights) was over three times greater than what we
project would have been supplied if the Ordinance was in effect. Given this tremendous
decrease in the most popular type of STRs, those STRs that would remain would
undoubtedly be in short supply and command a steep price increase. Thus, not only
would the Ordinance result in the removal of the most popular overnight
accommodation types in Malibu, it would also significantly reduce their affordability.
Furthermore, entire Home Apt/Condos rented on a short-term basis are the most
comparable to the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu. Based on our analysis of the
impact of the Ordinance, we estimate that the annual supply of just the Airbnb and VRBO
Entire Home Apt/Condos nights would have decreased from 15,560 annual nights to
5,166 annual nights in FY 2018/19 if the Ordinance was in effect. At the same time, the
supply for hotel/motel rooms was constant during the period analyzed. Therefore, we
believe that the demand for the existing hotels/motels in Malibu would have increased
over the same time period. The actual hotel/motel occupancy rate for Malibu is not
publicly available since not all the hotels/motels report to Smith Travel Research (or any
other public source). However, based on data published by Discover Los Angeles, the
occupancy rate for the Santa Monica/Marina Del Rey/Malibu submarket was in the mid80 percent range in 2018. As a result, we believe a reasonable estimate for the existing
Malibu hotels/motels during the time period analyzed would have been in the low 80
percent range given that Malibu attracts less corporate demand than Santa Monica or
Marina Del Rey. We estimate that the impact of the ordinance would have been to
increase the aggregate Malibu hotel/motel occupancy rate to the mid-80 percent
range. By comparison, the national hotel occupancy rate during the same period was
approximately 66 percent. Hotel markets with occupancy rates at or above 80 percent
generally exhibit strong pricing power for hotel/motel owners. As a result, all things being
equal, the Ordinance would have increased both the occupancy and average daily
rate of the existing hotel/motel rooms in Malibu, again making Malibu even less
affordable to visitors.
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Sincerely,
CBRE Hotels Advisory

By:

Jeff Lugosi
Executive Vice President

By:

Mike Baker
Vice President

Via Email: Denise.Gonzalez@coastal.ca.gov
June 3 , 2022
California Coastal Commission, South Central Coast District
Attention: Coastal Program Analyst Denise Gonzalez
89 South California Street, Suite 200
Ventura, CA 93001
Re: City of Malibu Proposed Short Term Rental Ordinance No. 472 - LCP Amendment No. 19-003
Properties Located at: 23006 - 23038 Pacific Coast Highway I APNs: 4452-005-001, 002, 004, 018, 022-025
Dear Coastal Program Analyst Gonzalez,
INTRODUCTION AND CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT POLICIES FOR SHORT TERM RENTALS.
On November 23, 2020, the City of Malibu adopted Short Term Rental Ordinance No. 472 (STR No. 472),
requiring onsite hosts during short-term rentals and primary residency requirements. 1 STR No. 472 serves
multiple Coastal Act policies. It meets the policies of Chapter 3 by providing lodging alternatives for visitors
and providing opportunities for public beach access and recreational opportunities. Additionally, the onsite
host and primary residence requirement of STR No. 472, is intended to protect residential neighborhoods by
requiring an onsite host to control noise levels, disturbances, and other related concerns.2
However, for the reasons set forth more fully in this memorandum, an exception to the onsite host and
primary residency requirement, should be carved out for the six properties located at 23006 - 23038 Pacific
Coast Highway, in furtherance of Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.
As drafted, the City of Malibu Municipal Code (MMC), pursuant to STR No. 472, does not carve out this
exception for those six parcels. Because of this, the California Coastal Commission (CCC) should include
additional language to the proposed LCP Amendment, LIP § 13.31, "Short -Term Rental of Residential
Property", to include a provision carving out this exception, in furtherance of Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act. Adding this provision to the proposed LCP amendment will take precedence over the MMC's lack of such
a provision, pursuant to LIP§ 1.3.1, which states:
1.3.1 Conflict with Other Provisions
If there is a conflict between a provision of the Malibu LCP and a provision of the General Plan, or any
other City-adopted plan, resolution, or ordinance not included in the LCP, and it is not possible for the
development to comply with both the LCP and such other plan, resolution or ordinance, the LCP shall
take precedence and the development shall not be approved unless it complies with the LCP provision.
THE SUBJECT PROPERTIES ARE LOCATED IN AN AREA OF SURFRIDER BEACH COMPLETELY ENGULFED BY
COMMERCIAL VISITOR-SERVING, OPEN SPACE AND COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL ZONED AREAS.
The block of homes immediately down shore from the Malibu Pier, constitute a tiny "residential island",
flanked by the Malibu Pier, the Malibu Beach Inn Hotel and restaurants to the east, Surfrider Beach and
the Malibu Lagoon to the west, the Surfrider Hotel, restaurants and surf shops to the north, and the
Pacific Ocean to the South.
1 See City of Malibu Ordinance 472, proposed Ordinance MMC 17.55.020 and_17.55.040
2 See City of Malibu Ordinance 472, Recitals, Page 3, Paragraph T.
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