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August 23, 2024 
 
Chelan County Planning Commission 
316 Washington Street, Suite 301 
Wenatchee WA 98801 
 

Re: August 28, 2024, Hearing for Proposed Amendments to the Short-Term Rental Provision 
in the Chelan County Code, specifically Section 11.88.290. 

 
Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners, 
 
Residents Coalition of Chelan County (RC3) is submitting the following comments on the 
proposed changes to Chelan County Code (CCC) pertaining to Short-Term Rentals (STRs) (CCC 
11.88.290) to be discussed at the August 28, 2024, Planning Commission hearing. 
 
As you know, Residents United for Neighbors (RUN), RC3’s predecessor organization, was deeply 
involved in the original promulgation of CCC 11.88.290, including having a board member on the 
Task Force associated with code development.  This process took over two years of intensive 
effort, reflecting the complexity and importance of the issues at hand.  Both sides of the issue, 
represented by RUN and the Short-Term Rental Association of Chelan County, made significant 
compromises during the final STR Task Force negotiations to achieve a comprehensive and 
balanced outcome.  The extensive deliberations and compromises made over this period were 
essential to develop a code that addresses the needs and concerns of all stakeholders.  These 
historical efforts must be respected. 
 
The following comments are provided for some of the specific code changes proposed.  RC3 is 
supportive of the other minor changes proposed that are not specifically addressed below. 
 
Comments on Specific Proposed Changes to the Code 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(2)(A)(i) – Description of Tier 1 Short-Term Rental 
 
The following changes to this section of the code are proposed: 
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RC3 strenuously objects to this proposed change.  Anyone other than a true owner would not 
have the same interests in ensuring that noise, parking, and other potentially-disruptive issues 
are immediately addressed.  The owner has an incentive to keep down nuisance issues while on-
site, while a manager does not necessarily.  And what would stop the owner from just naming 
one member of each group renting the STR from being the official manager for that stay?  It 
would result in renters policing themselves. 
 
Moreover, there is no way for the County to keep track of who is the designated manager or even 
assure that one is designated.  There could be turnover in renters every 30 days in the unit that is 
not designated as the STR. 
 
Tier 1 STRs must be owner-occupied. One of the aims in allowing owners to rent out accessory 
dwelling units was to provide them with a source of income to offset the high cost of housing 
and property taxes.  It was not intended to turn more of our housing stock into commercial 
investments. 
 
The proposed changes to this section would amount to allowing an unlimited number of STRs in 
residential neighborhoods and would destroy the whole intent of CCC 11.98.290 as stated in the 
Purpose section (CCC 11.88.290(1)). 
 
It is unconscionable that the County would change a key element of the code that took years of 
effort and compromises to develop. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(2)(B)(ii)(a) – Short-Term Rental Caps 
 
The cap on STRs within the Manson UGA is proposed to change from nine percent to six percent.   
Additionally, a desire to revisit/reassess all cap numbers is noted and highlighted in the 
proposed code text.  We have also heard that the Board of County Commissioners has actually 
proposed that the caps be entirely eliminated, which is hard to fathom. 
 
To put it bluntly, we have a housing crisis in Chelan County.  Our Valley Our Future conducted a 
regional housing survey in 2022.  Over 1,500 people responded, two thirds of whom were Chelan 
County residents.  About 90 percent of the residents who completed this survey cited housing 
availability and affordability as either an “extremely important” or an “important” issue for the 
community today. The County needs to take action to increase housing availability, not turn our 
existing housing units into STRs. 
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These cap numbers were negotiated at length during the initial promulgation of the STR code.  
Raising caps would eliminate a large part of the purpose of the code by further upsetting the 
balance between STRs and dwelling units available for residential use within residentially-zoned 
areas.  During the code development process, there was reliance on studies that examined 
appropriate cap percentages that were unlikely to adversely affect housing affordability and 
even the existing caps are above those percentages. 
 
In the marked up version of the code posted to the SEPA Register for this hearing, Chelan County 
Prosecuting Attorney Marcus Foster commented on the proposal to revisit/revise the STR density 
caps in this section of the code as follows: 
 

This could create an issue in litigation. These numbers were negotiated at length. So far the 
only testimony to change caps I know of is Manson wanting to DECREASE their cap. Raising 
caps eliminates a large part of the purpose of the code 

 
RC3 wholeheartedly agrees with Mr. Foster’s comments and is deeply disturbed that the County 
would even consider creating this legal issue while destroying the intended purpose of the code. 
RC3 is concerned about any wholesale effort to change these cap numbers and would 
strenuously object to any effort to increase or eliminate the cap values.  We believe that Chelan 
County residents feel the same way and would vigorously protest any such changes. 
 
We understand that the Board of County Commissioners has expressed that the nine percent 
cap for the Manson UGA (which is in addition to the six percent cap for the entire 98831 zip code) 
is somehow confusing.  Although we don’t understand the confusion, the proposed six percent 
cap for the Manson UGA has recently been supported by the Manson Community Council.  RC3 
also supports this change. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(2)(D)(i) – Minimum Lot Sizes 
 
A minimum lot size of 10 acres for Tier 2 STRs is proposed to be added to the code.  Given that 
the District Use Chart already allows Tier 2 STRs in AC zoning, but no minimum lot size for this 
zone is currently included in CCC 11.88.290, RC3 has no objections to this proposed change to 
the code. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(2)(E) – Existing STRs 
 
We would like additional explanation about the extensive deletions of code language in this 
section.  While we understand portions of this code are now obsolete, we would like assurances 
that all issues relating to the “grandfathered” STRs that were in operation prior to the adoption of 
this code have now been resolved. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(3)(A)(ii)) – Primary or Accessory Residence 
 
The following changes to this section of the code are proposed: 
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Since this section of the code applies to “All Short-Term Rentals”, it is unclear why a requirement 
that the owner occupy either the primary unit or the accessory unit is being suggested.  It is our 
understanding that the requirement for an owner to be onsite does not apply to Tier 2 or Tier 3 
STRs, even if there is a second dwelling unit.  The entire (3)(A) subsection applies to ownership 
and dwelling unit use as an STR, not owner occupancy. 
 
RC3 suggests that this addition makes no sense and should be removed or modified.  
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(3)(B) – Short-Term Rental Occupancy Limits 
 
The proposal to exclude children under 24 months of age from the occupancy limits is 
unacceptable. 
 
The first reason is a legal issue. Many of the STRs in the county are on septic systems. Such 
systems are carefully designed to accommodate expected wastewater discharge based on 
occupancy and estimates of wastewater that is generated on a per person basis. The occupancy 
is determined by assuming two persons per bedroom.  The discharge amount is assumed to be 
an average of 45 gallons per day per person and the resulting total is multiplied by 1.33 to 
account for surge capacity when the average daily flows may be exceeded. 
 
Average daily flow includes the wastewater generating activities in a building.  These activities 
typically include toilet flushing, showering and bathing, clothes washing and dishwashing, use 
of faucets, and other miscellaneous uses. 
 
To exclude children under 24 months means that one has to assume that there is no wastewater 
generated by children.  This is obviously a false assumption. Moreover, nowhere in the State 
regulations governing onsite sewage systems (Chapter 246-272A WAC) are children under two 
excluded from the calculation of occupancy and wastewater discharge for a residential 
structure.  
 
If the County were to exclude children under two, the design capacity of septic systems could be 
exceeded on a regular basis leading to failing systems. 
 
The second reason for objecting to the exclusion of children under two is that the result will be 
higher numbers of older children and adults in all STR tiers. Families and groups of renters tend 
to maximize the occupancy of STRs so that the per person cost is less.  As it is, the occupancies 
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in all Tiers greatly exceed the average occupancy of a typical single family home which is 2.55 
people.  The higher occupancy will put greater stress on septic systems and it uses up capacity 
in areas serviced by sewer. High occupancies will result in more visitors in residential 
neighborhoods and increase the risk of parking overflow, more noise, etc.  The caps on 
occupancy were negotiated by the STR Task Force and should not be changed. 
 
In sum, we believe there is no justification for exempting children under two from the occupancy 
limits. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(3)(O) – Payment of Taxes 
 
The following changes to this section of the code are proposed: 
 

 
RC3 agrees that this is a reasonable change and that STR owners should be able to provide 
documentation indicating that these taxes have been paid based on the method of payment 
used and/or income tax returns. 
 
Proposed Changes to CCC 11.98.290(4)(B)(iv)(b) – Permit Renewal Applications 
 
The following changes to this section of the code are proposed: 

 
The strikeout portion of these proposed changes near the end of the paragraph leaves a 
grammatically incorrect sentence.  It is not clear why this text needs changing in the first place, 
but as long as the intent is retained, RC3 has no objections to changes aimed at clarification or 
simplification. 
 
Closing 
 
As the Planning Commission is aware, a great deal of thought, effort, and compromise went into 
the development of CCC 11.98.290 in the years leading up to its promulgation in mid-2021.  
Clean-up of the code to clarify and provide further detail based on its implementation over the 
past few years, as well as removal of now-irrelevant portions of the code, is completely 
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appropriate.  However, changes to the code affecting the actual structure and restrictiveness of 
the code should only be undertaken to correct verified flaws in its effectiveness.  As noted in the 
comments herein, RC3 strongly objects to any proposed changes that reduce the protections 
which the code provides to residents and neighborhoods, and to changes which would weaken 
the intended protections, as stated in the Purpose section (CCC 11.88.290(1)); e.g.: 
 

Where excess rental units exist in residential communities, it has been shown to be 
detrimental to the affordable residential housing inventory and adversely affect the 
residential character of those neighborhoods. 

 
and 
 

The provisions of this chapter are necessary to promote the public health and safety by 
protecting year-round residents’ enjoyment of their homes and neighborhoods by minimizing 
the nuisance impact of short-term rentals on adjacent residences and by minimizing the 
detrimental impact of excessive short-term rentals on the affordable housing supply. 

 
Thanks for your serious consideration of our comments.  Please contact us with any questions at 
info@coalitionofchelancounty.org. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Board of Directors 
Residents Coalition of Chelan County (RC3) 
 
 
cc: Deanna Walter – Director, Chelan County Community Development 



August 27, 2024 
 
Short Term Rental Alliance of Chelan County 
PO Box 321 
Leavenworth, WA 98826 
Info@straccwa.org 
 
 
Comments for the Chelan County Planning Commission Meeting Aug 28, 2024 
 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
The Short Term Rental Alliance of Chelan County (STRACC) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the revisions to the STR code that are currently under consideration. Below, we 
briefly summarize our perspectives on several issues in the code, and we look forward to 
engaging further as this process proceeds. 
 
Excluding infants under 24 months from two-per-bedroom occupancy limit. 
STRACC welcomes this proposed change, which would make Chelan County’s code more 
consistent with that of peer jurisdictions and with the practices of leading booking platforms. 
Booking platforms including Airbnb do not count infants under 24 months as guests at the time 
of booking. As such, STR operators in Chelan County are placed in an awkward position of 
cancelling reservations, issuing refunds, and forcing guests to rebook elsewhere upon learning 
that a guest made a reservation that includes infants under 24 months. There is no evidence that 
this industry-standard practice of omitting infants from guest limits has caused problems with 
noise, parking, or septic systems in peer jurisdictions. 
 
Changing Tier 1 to include a manager or operator on site. 
This change would increase opportunities to develop parcels with a long-term renter in one unit 
serving as an on-site manager for an STR, incentivizing more rental housing development and 
allowing for creative arrangements for on-site managers to defray their rent costs. 
 
Language in 3(A)(ii) on page 29 of the PC’s August 28 packet seems to require owner to live on 
site, which contradicts earlier language opening up Tier 1’s to include owners, managers, and 
operators on site. It may be intended to apply only to parcels with multiple dwelling units, but 
could be interpreted to apply to any parcel. The intention of this passage should be clarified.  
 
Replacing self-certification with mandatory annual inspections. 
STRACC opposes this change, which will impose significant time and monetary costs on owners 
with little benefit. There is no evidence that there is currently a problem with false reporting or 
safety issues. Homeowners, STR operators, and insurance companies are well aware of liabilities 
and are adequately incentivized to address issues in self-certification. 
 
Requiring proof of paying sales tax and lodging tax annually at time of renewal. 



STRACC believes this change is unlikely to achieve any real benefit, but it is going to imposes 
compliance costs on operators. Most STR bookings are made through platforms such as VRBO 
and Airbnb, which collect and remit sales and lodging taxes on behalf of operators. Larger 
property management companies also take direct bookings, and are already required by state law 
to pay all applicable taxes. Requiring documentation of taxes paid will force owners to compile 
documentation from across multiple platforms, but is unlikely to increase tax collections. The 
Department of Revenue is competent to ensure collection of sales and lodging taxes, and 
enforcement is best left to them. 
 
Changes to parking rules. 
STRACC welcomes the removal of the requirement that parking not be located in a setback. This 
change will hold STRs to the same standards as other home owners in this regard. 
 
STRACC is concerned that the language defining “vehicles” may be too broad as written. It 
could be interpreted to count a truck towing a trailer with two personal watercraft on it as 4 
vehicles. 
 
STRACC encourages allowing property managers to establish site-specific parking limits, and to 
clearly communicate these to guests. A single vehicle can easily accommodate 4 or even 6 
guests. The requirement of one parking space per two guests encourages additional traffic on 
highways and roads in our county. 
 
Replacing discretionary hardship exemption for late permit renewal applications with 
progressive late fees and delayed issuance. 
  
This is a reasonable proposal that STRACC believes would be better than the status quo for both 
owners and CD staff. 
 
Changing cap percentages. 
STRACC recognizes that a cap on STRs was central to the Task Force agreement. However, it 
has become clear that STRs are not uniformly distributed around the county. STRACC 
recommends applying a 6% cap at the county level, rather than separately within ZIP codes and 
subareas. Under such a system, only the countywide STR percentage would be used to determine 
whether new STR permits can be issued. 
 
If ZIP code and subarea caps are retained, STRACC recommends increasing the caps in the 
Leavenworth ZIP code to 9% in return for reducing the Manson cap from 9% to 6%. This would 
bring the Leavenworth area cap into line with current STR counts, which represent more than a 
60% reduction from 2020 levels.  
 
Signage Rules 
STRACC believes the requirements for signs to be permanent, weatherproof, and reflective to be 
excessive. Most STR operators have spent hundreds of dollars per property on new signs since 
the code was adopted. Changing the requirements now will require them to spend even more to 
replace functional signs. 
 



Additional Land Use Permits 
4(C)(i) on p. 37 states that operating an STR requires an STR permit “and, in some cases, an 
additional land use permit.” It is not clear what additional permits this is referring to. STRACC 
would like to better understand the implications of this language for STR operators. 
 
Cleaning up language relating to existing nonconforming STRs. 
STRACC appreciates the effort to clean up the code by removing sections that are no longer 
relevant. However, before this is done, we would like to ensure that removal of this language 
cannot be later construed to remove the right to continued operation for existing nonconforming 
STRs that were in operations before the original code was adopted. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Board of Directors 
Short Term Rental Alliance of Chelan County 
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From: Mark Kirshner <markkirshner@windermere.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2024 11:51 AM 
To: Tiffany Gering <Tiffany.Gering@CO.CHELAN.WA.US> 
Subject: RE: STR Regulations  
 
External Email Warning! This email originated from outside of Chelan County. 

 

Good morning Tiffany, 
Thank you for sending this my way. I read through it and I like a lot of the changes. I don’t see any changes that would 
materially change our situaƟon. Under the renewel secƟon of this proposal, I would like to add the following verbiage: 
 
annually by October 31st of the preceding year. 
(a) At their discreƟon the director may, upon showing of a hardship reason for applicant’s delay, accept permit renewal 
applicaƟons received aŌer October 31st but before December 31st of the same year and may assess double the normal 
fees for permiƫng, Annual renewal applicaƟons will be considered on Ɵme if received between September 1 – October 
31 each year. Renewal applicaƟons received between November 1 – November 30 will be considered late, and will pay a 
late fee of $--- in addiƟon to the renewal fee.  Renewal applicaƟons received between December 1 – December 31 will 
be considered late, and will pay a late fee of $--- in addiƟon to the renewal fee. Late renewals will be processed, but 
provided the short-term rental may not conƟnue operaƟon past December 31st unƟl the permit applicaƟon is approved 
and a permit issued, and renewal approval is not guaranteed. This applies to all permit Ɵer levels. 
 
Upon adopƟon of this change, the Planning Director shall noƟfy, within 60 days, previous STR permit holders who lost 
eligibility for a renewal because of their late submission, that they may re-apply for an STR permit under the framework 
of this change of regulaƟon. The applicant is responsible to meet all other requirements of the STR code. 
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Recent Lodging Tax Trends for Chelan and Leavenworth 

 

There have been recent discussions about trends in lodging tax revenues for tourist areas such as 
Chelan, Leavenworth, and unincorporated Chelan County (which includes tourist areas surrounding 
Chelan and Leavenworth as well as all of Manson).  This document attempts to summarize the actual 
trends and context for the most recent lodging tax revenues in these areas. 

Data for this analysis were downloaded from the Washington Department of Revenue (DOR) 
website for Local Tax Distributions, Special Hotel/Motel Tax.  This is the three percent lodging tax 
that is charged by both Chelan and Leavenworth and the two percent tax charged in unincorporated 
Chelan County.  The tax distribution data are described by the DOR as follows: 

Local tax distributions are funds sent to cities, counties, and other local governments by the 
Office of the State Treasurer. The Department of Revenue (Department) collects the local taxes 
then sends them to the correct local jurisdiction. Each distribution represents local tax amounts 
paid to the Department in the previous month. (Example: March 2021 distribution generally 
includes the January 2021 return due in February 2021). Distributions are monthly; however, if a 
business does not pay in full, local jurisdictions receive partial distributions until the business 
pays the full amount. 

As stated above, the distributions are always two months behind when they are actually charged to 
the customer. 

Table 1 (attached) provides the calendar year Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions for Chelan, 
Leavenworth, and unincorporated Chelan County for 2019 through 2023.  As shown, even though 
2020 distributions were somewhat weakened by the COVID-19 pandemic (which started in early 
2020) for both Chelan and Leavenworth, there was a very large surge in revenues in 2021 
associated with the phenomenon of working remotely while lodging at a vacation destination (the 
so-called “workcation”).1  This led to outsized increases in Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions of 
45.8, 60.1, and 33.3 percent in 2021 for Chelan, Leavenworth, and unincorporated Chelan County, 
respectively. 

As the COVID-19 pandemic waned and tourist air travel began to revive, annual increases in Special 
Hotel/Motel Tax distributions moderated as expected.  Additionally, Chelan County implemented 
new regulations affecting short-term rentals in September of 2021, which likely decreased tax 
revenue growth in unincorporated Chelan County.  Even with these factors, Special Hotel/Motel Tax 
distributions increased from 2019 to 2023 by 56.3, 83.5, and 15.2 percent for Chelan, Leavenworth, 
and unincorporated Chelan County, respectively. 

Table 2 (attached) provides Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions for January through July for 
Chelan, Leavenworth, and unincorporated Chelan County for 2019 through 2024.  The effect of the 
pandemic in early 2020 is even more pronounced in these data due to the initial reaction of the 
public to not even take driving trips to other areas.  The rapid resurgence in the willingness of 

 
1 See for example https://hospitality.economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/speaking-heads/rising-trend-of-
workcations-the-marriage-of-travel-and-remote-work/100845479. 

https://hospitality.economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/speaking-heads/rising-trend-of-workcations-the-marriage-of-travel-and-remote-work/100845479
https://hospitality.economictimes.indiatimes.com/news/speaking-heads/rising-trend-of-workcations-the-marriage-of-travel-and-remote-work/100845479
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tourists to drive to resort destinations is easily seen by comparing the first seven months of 2020 to 
the annual totals for 2020, where the comparisons to 2019 are much improved.  And the surges 
seen in 2021 were exceptional for the seven-month period examined in Table 2, even more so than 
the annual increases in Table 1. 

So, what is the trend for Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions so far in 2024?  Table 2 does show 
that through the first seven months Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions declined 19.7 and 4.6 
percent relative to the same period in 2023 for Chelan and Leavenworth, respectively, though only 
by 0.8 percent for unincorporated Chelan County.  Keeping in mind that Special Hotel/Motel Tax 
distributions are roughly two months behind when they are charged to customers, this decline in 
Chelan cannot be blamed on the Pioneer Fire, which likely affected Chelan, but not Leavenworth, 
starting in early June. 

The impact of the 2021 short-term rental code can likely be seen in the declines in Special 
Hotel/Motel Tax distributions in 2022 and 2023 as the code was implemented.  Short-term rentals 
operating illegally were forced to shut down and others may have simply chosen to no longer 
operate under the new code.  Based on the data in Table 2, it would appear that any declines in 
Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions associated with the new code in unincorporated Chelan 
County have now stabilized. 

Since the 2021 short-term rental code does not affect short-term rentals in Chelan or Leavenworth, 
it should have no impact on Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions in those cities.  And in fact, there 
are no such declines discernable in the 2022 and 2023 data. 

To some degree, the declines seen so far in 2024 could simply be an unwinding of the pandemic 
trend of people taking “workcations” and a return to a normal trendline.  Based solely on the data 
herein, it is not possible to say for sure what is causing the recent declines in Special Hotel/Motel 
Tax distributions, particularly in Chelan, where the decline is more pronounced. 

Table 3 (attached) compares the Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions from 2024 to those from 
2019 (prior to any impacts from the COVID-19 pandemic).  Over that five-year period, Special 
Hotel/Motel Tax distributions increased by 52.3, 83.5, and 16.6 percent for Chelan, Leavenworth, 
and unincorporated Chelan County, respectively.  So, in fact, Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions 
have increased in all areas analyzed over the five-year period ending in July 2024. 

It is impossible to know exactly what impact the 2021 short-term rental code has had on Special 
Hotel/Motel Tax distributions in unincorporated Chelan County based only on the numbers 
provided here.  We do know that even with the new code, Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions 
increased from 2019 (before the code and the pandemic) to July of 2024.  It is likely that these 
distributions would have grown even more without the code, but without more data we cannot say 
by how much. 

In exchange for whatever the loss in Special Hotel/Motel Tax distributions due to the short-term 
rental code might be, residents of Chelan County can expect in exchange more peaceful 
neighborhoods, lower housing costs, higher levels of volunteerism and community, better access 
to local amenities, and less traffic. 



Table 1. Summary of Annual  Special Hotel/Motel Taxes Distributed (3% Lodging Tax)

2019 2020 Change** 2021 Change** 2022 Change** 2023 Change**

Chelan $785,719 $814,042 3.6% $1,187,262 45.8% $1,210,811 2.0% $1,228,209 1.4%

Leavenworth $1,440,268 $1,266,720 -12.0% $2,027,550 60.1% $2,243,737 10.7% $2,587,824 15.3%

Chelan County* $1,031,355 $1,198,829 16.2% $1,598,143 33.3% $1,368,671 -14.4% $1,188,081 -13.2%

* Unincorporated Chelan County.
** Percent change from previous year.

Table 2. Summary of Special Hotel/Motel Taxes Distributed January - July (3% Lodging Tax)

2019 2020 Change** 2021 Change** 2022 Change** 2023 Change** 2024 Change**

Chelan $206,492 $136,253 -34.0% $359,005 163.5% $347,311 -3.3% $391,496 12.7% $314,466 -19.7%

Leavenworth $717,230 $576,556 -19.6% $1,000,214 73.5% $1,156,507 15.6% $1,380,205 19.3% $1,316,331 -4.6%

Chelan County* $423,745 $381,767 -9.9% $764,612 100.3% $641,987 -16.0% $498,033 -22.4% $494,200 -0.8%

* Unincorporated Chelan County.
** Percent change from previous year.

Table 3.  Percent Change in Special Hotel/Motel Taxes in 2024 vs. the Comparable Months in 2019

2019 2024 Change**

Chelan $206,492 $314,466 52.3%

Leavenworth $717,230 $1,316,331 83.5%

Chelan County* $423,745 $494,200 16.6%

* Unincorporated Chelan County.
** Percent change between 2019 and 2024.

City

Amount Distributed for Calendar Year

City

Amount Distributed for Jan - Jul for Each Year

City

Amount Distributed for Jan - Jul
for Each Year



































































































































































































































































































































1 

October 11, 2024 
Sean Lynn 
Founder and CEO 
Love Leavenworth Vacation Rentals 
217 Cascade Street 
Leavenworth, Washington 98826 
 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I want to apologize in advance for this lengthy document.  As a significant stakeholder and 
hopefully a widely respected advocate for STRs in Chelan County, I do not have a voice in the 
upcoming discussion in real time, so I must lay out my comments, arguments, and suggestions 
in writing for you all to consider.  The issues are complicated, and the volume of public 
comments is impressive.  The STR Community has been relatively quiet on their comments as 
we have already voiced our main pain points to the County Commissioners before beginning the 
code amendment process. Most of our requests are included in the current amendments and 
were requested to resolve operational day-to-day challenges that the new code posed to STR 
operators.  We asked to consider raising or changing CAPs, knowing this would be a 
contentious topic of discussion. Considering your time, I have tried to consolidate and condense 
my comments as much as possible and clearly articulate my viewpoints and arguments.    
 
Differentiate between Permitted and Unpermitted STRs 
When discussing STRs, it is critical to differentiate between permitted and unpermitted STRs. I 
have been watching the recent discussions closely and want to point out that permitted and 
unpermitted STRs are often combined into one group during discussion with staff, public 
comments and even amongst yourselves. Legally permitted and illegal unpermitted STRs are 
vastly different, and so are the challenges they present to be discussed. The operator of a 
permitted STR is well aware of the rules and consequences, whereas unpermitted operators 
have no rules or consequences.  Permitted operators care deeply about protecting their 
investment and are highly motivated to ensure their guests behave properly, whereas 
unpermitted operators do not have the same motivations.   
 
An effort must be made to differentiate between permitted and unpermitted STRs when 
discussing the future of STRs in Chelan County. To prove my point, in the September 28th PC 
session, Commissioner Donovic went on at length about a problem STR across from his home. 
In a follow-up conversation with Commissioner Donovic and myself, he indicated that the STR 
he was describing was not permitted. 
 
In three years of STR code, one nuisance citation has been issued to a permitted STR. The 
Planning Commissioners have recently received many public comments complaining about the 
problems STRs cause.  I’m sure these comments are genuine and concerning, but to be fair to 
permitted STRs, not one public comment to the best of my knowledge specifically noted that a 
complaint was against a permitted STR. Suppose a permitted STR was causing valid nuisance 



2 

issues. In that case, there are multiple avenues to resolve nuisance issues quickly, and if 
unresolved,  there are consequences to the permit holder, including potential permit revocation.    
 
Enforcement 
Unpermitted STRs in unincorporated Chelan County are a problem. That is a fact.  There is 
abundant language in the STR code to cite, fine and shut down unpermitted STRs, and there 
appear to be adequate resources to accomplish proper enforcement.   
 
Bullet Points gathered from Wenatchee World articles and Community Development 
Presentations to the Planning Commission on 7/28/24: 
   

● Community Development in July of 2021 stated that “it was estimated 1,300 illegal STRs 
were being operated”.  

● From 2021 to July 2024, there were less than 90 Code Enforcement cases involving 
unpermitted STRs. (Doc titled CE cases for STR by Type) 

● In March 2024, Community Development implemented a $60,000 annual regulation 
compliance software. 

● The 2024 Chelan County Budget lists 3 code enforcement officers, and 3 Community 
Development dedicated STR staff, with a combined payroll of over $425,000 a year.  

 
Looking at these timelines and data, it is likely that Unincorporated Chelan County currently has 
many illegal STRs operating even though a significant amount of County funds are dedicated to 
STR management and enforcement. The STR code is now in its fourth year, and many Chelan 
County residents and I find the inability to shut down illegal STR operators frustrating.  I respect 
the work and challenging tasks that county staff are being asked to resolve, and I am actively 
working with online listing sites to provide tools to help Chelan County resolve this issue. 
 
Looking to the Future 
I have highlighted the differences between permitted and unpermitted STRs and the challenge 
to remove illegal STRs out of neighborhoods, not to point fingers at Community Development or 
code enforcement.  I hope that you, the Planning Commissioners, can look at the future of STRs 
in our County clearly and ensure that the past behavior of unregulated STR guests and the 
continued behavior of illegal STR guests are not conflated with the behavior of permitted STR 
guests. I am not saying that permitted STR guests do not or will not cause any problems for 
neighbors, but they do not cause nearly the issues that unpermitted STRs do, and there are 
mechanisms in place to resolve problems quickly.    
 
A few questions to ponder: 
 

● If there are large amounts of illegal STRs currently operating, what would the additional 
economic impact on Chelan County tourism be if they were all shut down?  

● What is the current number of illegal unpermitted STRs operating in Chelan County? 
Community Development should be able to answer this question.  
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● Is there value differentiating between permitted and unpermitted STRs during STR 
discussions? 

 
 
 
Public Comment 
I respect the Members of the Residents Coalition of Chelan County (RC3) and the executive 
board. I also appreciate their right to support a vision of Chelan County without short-term 
rentals in the residential communities. They work hard to promote their vision effectively and are 
very good at exciting their base to testify passionately when needed.  Conversely, getting the 
public to comment on their neutrality or acceptance of STRs in their neighborhoods is 
impossible. I believe most Chelan County residents fall into the neutral & general acceptance 
categories. It is very important to consider that the RC3 vision of STRs is narrowly focused. RC3 
and its members do not represent the views of all or even a significant portion of Chelan County 
residents.  A perfect example of the varied views about vacation rentals can be seen at the table 
with your fellow Planning Commissioners, all of whom live in Chelan County and have differing 
opinions about STRs. 
 
Negative Economic Impact of the STR Code 
Public input has now been received from the tourism professional stakeholders in our County.  
The Residents Coalition group has submitted ample comments on the topic.  Of course, all of 
these comments need to be considered.  I will offer a much more simplistic view of the 
economic impact created by the STR code. Reducing the number of tourist lodging options 
reduces the number of tourists visiting. Once enacted, the STR code reduced overnight visitors 
in these ways: 

 
● In 2020 Community Development Estimated 1500 STRs were operating in 

Unincorporated Chelan County prior to the code enactment. (Community Development 
posting Sep. 2020) 

● Currently there are just over 700 permitted STRs in operation. 
● The STR code reduced maximum occupancies in almost all homes creating less guests 

staying in each home. 
● Many of the largest homes operating in 2020 were unable to become permitted. 
● CAPs were created that stopped new STRs from entering the very popular Leavenworth 

area. 
 
It is clear that these changes reduced lodging options and the amount of guests able to stay in 
currently permitted STRs.  Clearly it is not a huge leap to say that these changes reduced 
overnight stays of visitors to our area which has had a negative impact on the tourism economy, 
the industries and workforces relying on overnight Chelan County visitors. 
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Line Item Comments on 11.88.290 Draft Code Revisions. 

I have broken down my comments on each line item to be concise and clear. My line item 
comments will need to be reviewed with a copy of the proposed changes submitted by 
Community Development for the 10/16/24 amendment hearing. My original comments were on 
the September 12th staff version and the October 16 staff version is different.  I have 
consolidated all my comments in this document.  I will be in the room for your deliberations and 
invite Chairman Redell to ask any clarifying questions of me in real time that might need to be 
asked to assist in the process.    

   

(1)(A) and (C )  Purpose Statement Modification 

● I support the strikeout changes to the purpose statement.  There are numerous studies 
that exist about the impact that STRs have on housing inventory with wide ranging 
conclusions. 

Comment-   (1)(A) Includes the statement “Short-term rental use is a commercial use.”  
The STR community has always disagreed with this statement and would like to see a 
discussion about removing the commercial use designation of STRs or at least removing 
STRs from the Commercial Use section of the district use chart for the following 
reasons: 

 

1. Chelan County code defines Commercial Use as: any activity involving the 
sale of goods or services carried out for profit. 

2. Commercial uses such as Bed and Breakfasts, Guest Inns, Home-Based 
Businesses, and In home daycare, are all in the Residential Use category within 
the District Use Chart.  

3. STRs are located in the Commercial Use section of the District Use Chart though 
STR activity occurs in single family residences and condos. 

4. RCW 64.37 State Law regulating STRs does not define STRs as a Commercial 
use in fact the law specifically defines STRs as not being an inn, motel, hotel or 
timeshare. 

5. Within the Chelan County District Use Chart almost all Commercial Uses are not 
allowed in residential zoning and ironically STRs are not allowed in most 
commercial zoning. 

6. Community Development has highlighted the “Commercial Use” designation to 
define STRs as similar to motels/hotels therefore requiring special commercial 
use requirements for single family homes.  Example- In 2024 a permitted STR 
owner applied for a pool permit. They were told the pool had to be ADA 
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compliant to meet commercial lodging standards of pools even though the 
dwelling itself was not ADA compliant.   

7. Concerns of future regulatory requirements utilizing the “Commercial Use” 
definitions are real and justified. 

 

 

(2)(i) Allowing Tier 1 STRs to have a Manager Onsite 

● This is a Win-Win scenario for Short-Term and Long-Term Rental housing advocates, as 
it would allow for more Tier 1 STR growth and increase LTR rental options. 

● Along with creating additional LTR housing options, STR owners could reduce rents for 
Designated Managers as part of the STR management requirement, making housing 
even more affordable. 

● This exact topic was discussed during the STR draft code process in 2020/21 and was 
almost included in the original STR code but pulled because it was not compliant with 
state law ADU code. State law ADU code has changed and now allows for one LTR and 
one STR. 

● National studies clearly show that a manager/owner on site for STRs reduces or limits 
nuisance issues to almost zero.  

● We should incentivize and promote Tier 1s in Chelan County, as they clearly minimize 
the impact of STRs on neighborhoods. 

Comment- It has been discussed by the Planning Commissioners that allowing a manager to be 
onsite completely changes the Tier 1 standards required. The intent would be not to change the 
tier 1 standards at all.  The manager would be held to all of the same requirements that an 
onsite owner would.  Furthermore I have to argue that an onsite manager or homeowner would 
be equally incentivized to ensure that guests were not creating nuisance issues of any kind.  As 
a property manager that manages many Tier 1 homes guests are aware when booking that 
another person resides on the property.  In general this will automatically weed out any guests 
that may potentially cause nuisance issues.  

 

(2)(B)(ii)(a) Cap Discussion 

● Recently provided data by Community Development shows Permitted STRs cause very 
little nuisance issues for neighbors in the last 3 years. 

● Increasing lodging options will increase spending in many businesses and create jobs by 
allowing more visitors to stay overnight in Chelan County. 

● Consideration of the quality of life in neighborhoods should be robustly discussed. 

My solution/recommendation is to leave the 6% cap in place.  Remove zip code and sub area 
designations and make the cap County wide.    
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-This greatly simplifies the code and allows STRs to be created where they are needed.  

-This keeps STRs from moving into neighborhoods where they historically have not operated. 

-This treats all Chelan County property owners fairly.   

-Finally it allows growth of STRs in areas where they can have the greatest economic impact.  

(2)(C)(iv)(a) Removal of Existing Non Conforming Language 

● Simplify the code wherever possible.  
● For non land use professionals this code is incredibly difficult or even impossible to 

navigate.   
● I support removing all non-critical existing non-conforming language. 

(3)(B)(1)(b) Children Under Two Exemption 

● I support the proposed changes 
● Consistency-Most STR codes have relaxed occupancy regulations, and those with 

stricter regulations will often not count children two and under. 
● For example, the Washington Counties of King and Pacific, plus Maui County in Hawaii, 

do not count infants towards the maximum guest occupancy of an STR. 
● Align with STR booking platforms such as Airbnb, which do not count children two and 

under.  This is a major pain point for STR stakeholders in Chelan County. 
● Septic concerns are non-existent. On average, Chelan County STRs are annually 

occupied 37%. Children 2 and under have little to no impact on septic systems. 

Comment-Rebuttal of Fire Marshal concerns of allowing children under two to be exempt from 
property maximum occupancy.  The current maximum occupancy count in the Chelan County 
STR code is actually quite restrictive when compared to many other codes.  Many STR codes 
allow for two per bedroom plus two, other codes require three per bedroom and many Counties 
and Cities do not even have maximum occupancy requirements on homes operating as STRs, 
such as in the city of Leavenworth. I have listened carefully to the Fire Marshal’s arguments as 
to why these children under two exemptions should not be implemented and with all due respect 
the arguments appear to be based more on opinion than supported by code or based on 
historical evidence of safety concerns.   

(3)(C)(i) and (ii) Parking Amendments 

● I generally support aligning with residential parking code language. 
● The issue is that the STR parking code does not align with the current residential parking 

code in which all SFRs were built to residential parking standards of 2 off-street spaces 
per dwelling. 

● Some SFRs were built before offsite parking was addressed in code.  For Owners and 
long term renters this is not currently an issue but can be for STRs. 
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SPECIAL REQUEST—Community Development has interpreted the maximum occupancy 
count as allowing only two guests per vehicle. This interpretation may have a major negative 
impact on permitted STRs with limited parking areas. Please consider discussing clarifying 
language in the STR parking code amendment that allows for more than two guests per car.   

 My solution/recommendation is to amend Table 11.90-3 in section 11.90.060 seen below. 

 

Bed and breakfasts, guest inns, and Tier 1 and Tier 2, and Tier 3-

overnight-lodging use-only, short-term rentals 

1 space per bedroom and 1 space 

for any on-site manager 

Amend highlighted area to allow for more flexible solutions such as: 

1 space per two or three bedrooms 

Or  

Remove STRs from the chart and use the SFR required off-street parking requirements. 

(3)(G)(i) Sign Amendments 

● Proposed language about local contact not aligned with other language in code.  See 
recommendation. 

● I support all-weather, reflective and permanently set/posted for all newly permitted STRs 
but for STRs with existing signs I believe the reflective requirement should be waived as 
many homeowners have spent considerable $$$s on custom signs that do not meet the 
reflective requirement.  For example many homes in the Leavenworth area have custom 
made wood signs that look great but are not reflective. 

Recommendation: The proposed sign amendmendment language reads “of local 
contact/qualified person to be called if an issue needs someone onsite within 60 minutes as”   

The current language describing a local contact in (3)(J) reads “a qualified person or their 
designee (which can be a person or company) who can be contacted concerning use of the 
property and/or complaints and can respond, personally or through a designee, to the property 
within sixty minutes ”  

These are important distinctions and it is important to be consistent.    

(3)(O) Proof of Paid Taxes Requirement 

● I do not support this amendment. 
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● It is not a state law requirement to provide proof of STR taxes paid annually. RCW 
64.37. 

● DOR is the governing body that regulates tax payments. 
● I am concerned that this information would be passed on to the assessors office and 

somehow revenue of an STR would increase property taxes.   
● I did not feel Community Development made a strong or any real argument as to why 

proof of tax payments would be required.  What problems exist and what problems are 
they solving?    

● I encourage the Commissioners to ask questions and I will comment further when given 
more information. 

(4)(B)(i)  Annual Renewal Grace Periods  

● I support the grace periods as written. 
● On November 1, of 2021 many wonderful people trying to do the right thing lost their 

ability to renew their STR permits due to this proposed language not being in place upon 
the code's inception. Eighty-Two (82) newly permitted for the first time STR operators 
missed postcard notices from Community Development and then missed their Oct 31 
Deadline to renew for 2022. All of these permitted owners had only received their first 
administrative permits months prior and they still were not given relief from the Director.  
Note- the BOCC did support the Directors decision at the time in a 2 to 3 vote. 

Recommendations: 

-Add language into proposed grace period changes to requiring Community Development to 
notify permitted STR holders of a missed renewal deadline to renew.  

-Consider adding a Grace period and Community Development notification requirements to 
section (4)(I)(ii) or(iii) Property Sale or Transfer of Ownership.  This transfer of ownership notice 
has a 30 day requirement to notify Community Development.  Or…. 

Remove the 30 day requirement to notify and keep the language consistent with the other 
transfer and/or change of information language. 

(4)(D)(v)(d) Applications Deemed Complete 

● Adding additional language into this section is concerning for a variety of reasons.  
Language already exists within this section that requires properties to be in compliance 
with all Chelan County Code. 

● This particular section has historically been utilized by Community Development to put 
properties under a microscope to find any item not complete or not correct and deem 
these items “Violations”.  

● If a State law has passed that now makes a previously permitted legal dwelling or use on 
a parcel not in compliance does this mean the property is not eligible for an STR permit? 
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Recommendation:  I recommend the Planning Commissioners ask clarifying questions as to 
exactly why this particular language needs to be added and what issues does it resolve.  
Specifically the addition of State and City Codes being added.  

(4)(H)(i) and (ii) and (iii) Requiring Annual Life Safety Onsite Inspections 

● I support strong Life Safety requirements in code but I do not support annual life safety 
inspections for the following reasons: 

-What problem are we solving?   

-Prior to operating as an STR each property owner or representative walks through the home 
with the Fire Marshal's office and thoroughly understands what is required.   

-Property owners are required to self certify their Life Safety checklists under penalty of perjury 
of State Law.  This is done annually. 

-Logistics are going to be difficult for the Fire Marshal's office to inspect annually and prior 
testimony has not shown that there is not a plan for inspecting in an organized and efficient 
manner. 

-Costs???  Please check these numbers that annual inspections could range from $59 to $880 
annually.  I am going off memory from the Fire Marshal's testimony in September. 

Recommendations:   

-Keep current code in place (i),(ii) and (iii) and do not require annual inspections. Add language 
that change of ownership requires an inspection. 

If there is a strong desire to have the Fire Marshal onsite please consider other timelines such 
as every three or five years.  This could be a good compromise and allow for easier logistics 
should the annual inspections be broken down into smaller groups.  Please consider the costs 
to do so or include the costs within the Permit renewal of $500. 

(4)(I)(ii) and (iii)  Transfer of Ownership 

● (4)(I)(ii)  I don’t have an issue with what I think is intended but the language seems 
redundant.  Why would an owner requesting a transfer of STR permit not provide 
requested materials to CD staff to complete transfer?  

● I support the County in ensuring that this section is not a loophole to add or remove 
names from a title or change principles of an entity in an attempt to bypass a change of 
ownership. 

● (4)(I)(iii) I interpret the proposed language to not allow for a property owner/person to 
change to an entity (trust, llc, etc…) or from an entity to a person.  It is critical to protect 
a property owner's right to record ownership of their Title into or out of an entity without 
jeopardizing their STR permit so long as the principles named in the entity do not 
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change from the Title holder or the Title Holder names are not changed in the entity.   
See example. 

Example- A couple owns a home that has an STR permit. The permit and the title are in the 
couple's name.  They receive legal advice that for liability protection it is advised to create an 
LLC and place the property into the LLC still with both homeowners as the managing members 
50/50.   

If I am interpreting the proposed code language correctly the home owners would not be 
allowed to transfer the Title name into an LLC without jeopardizing their STR permit by creating 
an unauthorized transfer of person to entity. 

Recommendation:  Modify language in (4)(I)(iii) to allow for a transfer of the STR permit to occur 
between any combination of entities or persons so long as the principles remain the same.   

 

Final Thoughts 

It is a documented fact that permitted STRs cause minimal nuisance issues and that tourism is 
a major driver of Chelan County’s economy.  Short term rentals are now interwoven into the 
fabric of tourism and are a preferred lodging option for many travelers. On behalf of the 
workforces, service providers, retail sellers and all other sectors of industries benefiting from 
STRs I ask that you carefully consider the facts when looking at the future and the amendments 
within the STR code revision document. 

Thank you Planning Commissioners and Community Development for the difficult work you do.   
I have done my best to submit factual and respectful comments.  If any of you wish for me to 
clarify any comments anytime not during the hearing please feel free to do so.   My email 
sean@loveleavenworth.com 

 

Sincerly, 

Sean Lynn 

Founder and CEO of Love Leavenworth Vacation Rentals 

 

 

 

 





















































































































































October 16, 2024  

 

Morgan Dobbins 

Membership Manager & Government Affairs 

Building North Central Washington 

2201 N Wenatchee Ave 

Wenatchee, Washington 98801  

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

 

I am writing to you on behalf of Building North Central Washington, a local regional non-profit 

organization that was built on the vision of a community where people want to live and small 

businesses thrive. Building NCW promotes and protects the North Central Washington building 

industry for the preservation and growth of the local economy, small business and quality of life. 

We are in the heart of the Wenatchee Valley and represent hundreds of voices in this valley and 

the surrounding area. As a representative of this organization, I regularly attend Chelan County 

Commissioner meetings and specifically listen to Community Development Departmental 

updates by the Director. As a result, I have sat in on the recent STR workshop and would like to 

submit the following viewpoints.  

 

Building NCW would first like to reinforce our stance on citizen’s property rights. Property 

rights include the right to use, to enjoy, to exclude, and to dispose of their property. Individuals 

have the right to use their property as they deem fit in a lawful manner. In addition, tourism is a 

major driving economic factor in Chelan County. We ask you to protect and uphold the rights of 

individuals to run legal small businesses on their own property. We ask that you carefully 

consider the code revisions regarding the facts and not through any personal bias. Facts such as 

1. Permitted STRs in Chelan County cause minimal nuisance issues and 2. STRs are small 

businesses that aid the flourishing of our heavy tourist driven economic environment in places 

such as Leavenworth and Chelan that depend on out-of-town visitors. We are in support of the 

success of small businesses, many of which depend on the tourism our region has cultivated and 

would be greatly affected by the increase or decrease of STRs.   

 

We want to voice our support of permitted and properly run STRs in Chelan County. This is 

made possible by a clear, concise, and fair code. As a result of permitted and properly run STRs, 

Building NCW Members and other businesses benefit economically. Building NCW is in support 

of increasing the cap and/or the removal of the zip code and sub area designation and making the 

cap county wide. This will allow fair treatment of Chelan County property owners as well as the 

simplification of the code. This will support the growth of permitted STRs where they might be 

economically needed while holding the owners accountable to the code. We are in hopes that the 

code will be fair to the owners as individuals and business owners and allow the growth of small 

business by local individuals within their property rights.  

 

Building NCW is grateful to the Planning Commission for their hard work and consideration. We 

would also like to voice our appreciation to Community Development and to the Board of 

Chelan County Commissioners for their work on the STR code. We understand working on a 

code takes the diligence to consider many factors and outcomes and we recognize the difficulties 



that all entities involved must work with. We appreciate your time in reading this and ask if you 

need clarification, please reach out to my email at morgan@buildingncw.org. 

 

Gratefully,  

 

Morgan Dobbins,  

Membership Manager & Government Affairs 

Building North Central Washington  

mailto:morgan@buildingncw.org
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