














May 27,2010

Supervisor John Leopold

County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Supervisor Leopold:

It is our understanding that during a recent public hearng you voiced your concern
regarding how some vacation rentals were affecting local neighborhoods. It is our
understanding that you will be bringing an ordinance forward recommending new
regulations that would apply to vacation rental units and that these regulations may have
a significant impact on our businesses.

Vacation rentals effecting neighborhoods with such issues as noise, parking or general
disruption are of great concern to each of our businesses and we would like to be
involved in the process to address these issues. We operate professional property
management companies.

It is our belief that the offending rentals are being rented by independent property owners
that are not taking the necessary responsible steps in renting nor providing oversight.
They likely promote their properties on-line, on sites such as ww.vrbo.com (vacation
rental by owner). It is also likely that these properties are not paying the required 10%
Transient Occupancy Tax. We have a vested interest in seeing these types of vacation
rentals identified and dealt with. Improperly managed vacation rentals are a nuisance for
neighborhoods and they also reflect poorly on our industry.

Weare as interested as you are in looking for solutions to this problem. We are
respectfully asking that you allow us to be part ofthe solution. There is a concern that
any ordinance developed wil include regulations that wil address the specific offenders.
We would hope that something too broadly developed could inadvertently penalize
existing tourism businesses that follow the rules, submit our taxes and provide
conscientious supervision of our rentals.

We do not dispute the fact that something needs to be done. We are only asking to be

included in the process. We would also like the opportunity to provide you with
information about how we run our businesses, and provide you with information
regarding contractual safeguards we utilize in our daily operations.

Although the proposal you are developing may only affect one portion of the County at
this time, the long-term implications are of concern to all vacation rental businesses in the
County.
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We would like the chance to meet with you and respectfully request an appointment
before this issue is officially brought before the entire Board of Supervisors. We will
contact your offce in the coming week to request an appointment.

Sincerely,

Rita Law
Kendall Potter Property Management

And Representing

Randy Maldanado, Cheshire-Rio, Aptos

Dede Harrngton, Beach House Rentals, Capitola
Robert Bailey, Bailey Properties, Aptos

Cc: Ms. Susan Mauriello, CAO County of Santa Cruz

Tony Campos, Chair ofthe Board
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
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Message Page 1 of 1

Terry Dorsey

From: Irma Marquez on behalf of Tony Campos

Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2010 10:00 AM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Live Oak Vacation Rentals

-----Original Message-----
From: John Leopold

Sent: Thursday, June 17, 20108:21 AM
To: 'Rita Law'

Cc: Tony Campos; susanmauriello@co.santa-cruz.ca.us; Susan Greene; Rita Winings
Subject: RE: Live Oak Vacation Rentals

Rita

I look forward to getting together with you. I am bringing an item to our board to ask our Planning Department to develop an
ordinance regarding the regulation of vacation rentals in one neighborhood in Santa Cruz County. Once the ordinance is
developed, it will be reviewed in public sessions by our Planning Commission and our Housing Advisory Commission. Then
it will receive a public hearing at our Board before anything is adopted. There will be ample time for you and others to weigh
in on this ordinance as it develops.

Please contact my office and hopefully we can find a time to meet. We do have budget hearings every day so my
appointment time is very limited.

Thanks for contacting me.

John

John Leopold
Santa Cruz County Supervisor, 1 st Distrct
831-454-2200
john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
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Terry Dorsey

From: Irma Marquez on behalf of Tony Campos

Sent: Monday, June 21,20109:14 AM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Vacation Rentals 6-22-2010 item 81

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Guth (mailto:mguth@guthpatents.com)

Sent: Monday, June 21, 20108:17 AM
To: Tony Campos
Subject: Vacation Rentals 6-22-2010 item 81

Supervisor Campos,

Seven years ago I tried to point out to the vacation rental industry people that they should not view an ordinance on
vacation rentals as a new restriction, but instead as a legal authorization that they did not have previously. In my view, a
short term rental (which does not create a "tenant" under California law) can only be viewed as a business use, and thus
not allowed in a residential zoned neighborhood. Many in the industry saw this viewpoint as I explained it, and were
supportive of an ordinance.

I have attached a letter to the Housing Commission from 2008 wherein i summarized some of the issues for discussion,
and have attached them here and hope that you will find them helpfuL.

My view at the time (7 years ago) was that the County would not have prevailed in a mandamus action requesting citation
of vacation rentals in the residential areas.

The approach seven years ago was to fashion an ordinance which allowed vacation rentals, but only with a special use
permit (low cost) which could be revoked if there was history of problems.

In my view, if the County does not enact an ordinance, all of the current vacation rentals could be wiped out with
appropriate challenge. It is important for your Board to act here.

Thank you,

Yours Sincerely,
Michael A. Guth
Attorney at Law
(831) 462-8270 offce
(831) 462-8273 fax
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Santa Cruz Housing Commission
December 3, 2008
M. Guth

BRIEF HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

OF THE VACATION RENTAL HOUSING ISSUE

1. Negative Effects of Vacation Rental Housing on Neighborhoods
a. Units are taken out of regular rental stock

b. Community impacted by loss of longer term residents and substitution with
visitors

c. Mindset of vacation renters can be to party and carr on at night
d. Groups of people pool together to share a rental and arrive on Friday night with

many large vehicles, overwhelming parking
2. Positive Effects of Vacation Rental Housing

a. Provides housing for visitors in many beach areas

b. Brings tourist income to county

3. Certain areas severely impacted and sense of community impaired
a. Severe noise and parking impacts

b. l4_l6th avenues and other areas have multiple vacations homes together; other

neighbors peace impacted on weekends
c. Difficult to establish neighbor relations with visitors

4. County Working Group on Vacation Rentals
a. 2003 time frame

b. Various options considered

i. No vacation rentals except in certain designated areas (as in Capitola)

ll. No new regulation

11. Almost consensus, but not quite, on allowing special permit for vacation
rentals, subject to adequate parking requirement, with possibility of loss
of permit if problems are persistent; neighbors would be given contact
number for any problems

5. Vacation Rental issue added to General Plan

a. Planning to consider/recommend regulation

6. Legal Issues

a. County Counsel has issued opinion that vacation rentals are "family" use
b. However, many consider this use not to be "residential"

i. Most rentals use hotel type leases without required residential tenant

protections (thus not residential)
ll. Security deposits withheld if noise complaints arise (not in conformance

with residential lease requirements)
11. In order for visitors not to be considered "tenants" under tenancy law,

they must be viewed as "guests" typical of short term hotels
c. Other jurisdictions have had unpermitted short term vacation rentals found to be

non-conforming in court cases
d. Other jurisdictions have enacted rental ordinances
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Terry Dorsey

From: Irma Marquez on behalf of Tony Campos

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9: 16 AM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Item 81, June 22 Agenda; Consider recommendations to develop an ordinance which would create a Live Oak
Vacation Rental Overlay District to regulate vacation rentals within the boundaries of the proposed district

-----Original Message-----
From: goddard (mailto:goddard@cruzio.com)
Sent: Saturday, June 19, 20109:42 PM
To: John Leopold; Ellen Pirie; Neal Coonert; Tony Campos; Mark Stone
Subject: Item 81, June 22 Agenda; Consider recommendations to develop an ordinance which would create a Live Oak

Vacation Rental Overlay District to regulate vacation rentals within the boundaries of the proposed district

To the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors:

Unfortunately, my husband and i will be out of town on June 22, so we will be unable to attend your meeting when you
consider creating an ordinance to ban short-term vacation rentals in our neighborhood. We would have liked to attend to
give our support for a ban. We strongly encourage you to put an ordinance in place which would ban short-term vacation
rentals.
We have lived in our neighborhood on Fourteenth Avenue in Santa Cruz for 23 years. We moved here because we loved
the area and it was a friendly neighborhood where everyone knew each other. It has been a wonderful community to raise
our children in. Our neighborhood is in a residential zone NOT a commercial zone. Recently more and more homes in the
area have been turned into vacation rentals. It is turning our neighborhood into a commercial zone when it is not even
zoned for commercial use. There have been property managers and real estate agents increasingly encouraging people to
rent their homes out as vacation rentals in our neighborhood. Our sense of community and neighborhood where everyone
knows each other is at risk.

Please adopt an ordinance, like many other beach communities have already done, to protect our residential
neighborhood and community. Please support the ban of short-term rentals. There are a lot of very nice hotels, motels and
inns in our area which have been built in commercial zones and can accommodate people wanting to stay near the beach.

Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,
Kimberly Kelly Goddard
415 Fourteenth Avenue
Santa Cruz
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Terry Dorsey

From: Irma Marquez on behalf of Tony Campos

Sent: Monday, June 21, 20109:19 AM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Vacation Rentals in Santa Cruz County

-----Original Message-----
From: Bett Sakai (mailto:e.bsakai@ix.netcom.com)

Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 2:01 PM
To: Tony Campos
Subject: Re: Vacation Rentals in Santa Cruz County

06-18-10
Dear Supervisor Campos:
Attached is a letter of response which i hope will assist you in addressing vacation rentals in Santa Cruz County. Please
call upon me if I can be of assistance in any way.
Respectfully,
Betty Sakai, Member
U.S. Vacation Rentals, LLC
408-258-1264
408-266-3366 Fax
ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com
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u.s. Vacation Rentals (USVR)
2331 Montpelier Drive, Suite A

San Jose, CA 95116
408-258-1264

408-266-3366 fax

June 18,2010 Agenda: June 22, 2010

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
70 I Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Members of the Board:

I am a vacation rental owner, and I am also a principal on the site
:i'y!Y~Y,/~IIQ!tselnSantaCruz.com owned by U. S. Vacation Rentals, LLC, a local advertiser

for owners who manage their own clean and well maintained rentals in Santa Cruz
County. While I understand Supervisor Leopold's concerns expressed in his June 15th
letter concerning Live Oak vacation rentals, I respectfully disagree that the answer to the
problem lies in imposing regulations on this particular type of home-based enterprise, and
especially on those who advertise on the site www.AHouselnSantaCruz.com.

A bit of background: My husband Eugene and I have owned the home at 1600 West Cliff
since 1983. We have rented this home for about twenty-five (25) years, first on a month-
to-month basis, then as a summer vacation rental, and now as a year-round short-term and
vacation rental. In the year 2000, my webmaster daughter Karri Lynn Sakai and I
responded to the needs expressed by others in Santa Cruz. In the spirit of old Santa Cruz,
we created a networking site for owners who were seeking to create a source of income
by using their asset, their home, to make money. The site www.AI-IouselnSal1taCruz.com
was created to fill this need.

Renting one's home is a home-based enterprise:
Hosting guests is a creative enterprise, especially when it is managed by an owner. It is
no different than any other home-based, creative enterprise. It should be considered no
different than using one's home to work or provide any other type of service, such as
providing housing for foreign students, providing foster care, working as a child care
provider or a babysitting, doing doggy day-care, manufacturing items to sell in stores or
at shows or fairs, maintaining a home office for providing housecleaning, doing
maintenance, landscaping, or painting, sewing or tailoring for others, writing a book,
working on-line using a home computer to make money, doing telephone survey work,
typing papers for others on a word-processor, using the home to conduct classes in art or
fitness or to provide counseling or do massage, tutoring students, teaching music, or any
other number of other creative enterprises. Santa Cruz residents have always been tree to
find creative ways to satisfý their need to generate income fOr themselves and fOr their
family with a minimum of government interference.
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Certainly, whenever any enterprise becomes successful and popular, there will be those
who will express envy and try to control it. They will attempt to cut it down to size, to
level the playing field. These folks are less inclined to do what it takes to create their
own source of income. But as long as there are no deed restrictions (CC&Rs), and as
long as owner-managers follow the codes and ordinances set forth by the city and county,
they should be free to engage in the creative enterprise of renting their home to others in
whatever way they wish. The entrepreneurial abilty of our citizens is what helps them
solve their financial problems and in turn helps bring income in to support the city and
county of Santa Cruz.

Since the year 2000 when www.AHouselnSantaCruz.com was created, Santa Cruz
owners have rented their homes in varying lengths of stay, seasonally and throughout the
year. The enterprise of renting one's home has grown because the people of Santa Cruz
are willing to do what it takes when they get laid off from work, or when something
happens that they need the money. At one time, vacation rentals were seasonal because
there were more jobs and the economy was stronger. For years, the USVR site,
\vww.AHouselnSantacruz.com provided most of the advertising for owners who
managed their own rental home. But as more and more jobs were lost and incomes
plummeted, many owners sought to extend the renting season. Many bought additional
advertising on such sites as VRBO, hoping to increase their exposure. It our belief that
the USVR site www.AHQ~¡seTnSantaCniz.com continues to provide the best source for
balanced advertising, representing the best interests of the owners of Santa Cruz who
choose to manage their own rental home.

Our personal experience as owner-managers:
Prior to the year 2000 when www.AHouselnSantacruz.com was created, Santa Cruz
owners felt they had few options. Most rented their home on a month-to-month basis.
But month-to-month rental laws favor the tenant. When a month-to-month tenant would
vacate a property, the owner would have a diffcult time trying to bring their home back
up to a quality rentable condition.

My husband and I rented our home at 1600 West Cliff, Santa Cruz, on a month-to-month
basis for about twelve (12) years. After each month-to-month tenant would leave, we
would struggle with finding enough money to clean, re-paint, repair, replace, refurnish,
and re-Iandscape so that we could re-rent it. Renting month-to-month was a financial
hardship so we decided to rent to summer vacationers and rent during the winter months
to students. Renting to students proved diffcult. The last group caused many damages
and forced us to replace much of the landscaping. It was at that point we made the
decision to rent entirely short-term.

Renting short-term, we have been able to generate enough income to properly maintain
our home in the best interests of our neighborhood, without the headaches associated with
renting month-to-month. Our guests generally leave the home in better condition than
any long-term renter ever did. We are more often on the property to make repairs and
perform maintenance than we would ever be renting month-to-month.
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Today, each of our guests signs a contract that does not permit gatherings or parties or
loud noise, that controls the number of cars and parking. Most respectfully abide by our
contract.

USVR Owners commit to providing a clean and well-maintained rental:
Each owner who enters the local directory, www.AHouseInSantaCllz.com. signs a
contract with USVR. USVR provides information to each owner as to where they can
find information on the local codes and ordinances concerning occupancy, parking, and
noise abatement. We do not manage their property. USVR does not tell an owner how to
manage their property, although USVR does reserve the right not to advertise for any
owner whose behavior reflects poorly on the network.

Most owners limit the stays of their guests to a minimum of two (2) or three (3) nights,
but owners are free to rent for as long as they wish, including month-to-month or for
longer-term stays. Sometimes, owners block off dates on their calendar for maintenance.
Occasionally, owners block off dates for their own personal usage--a bonus feature
enjoyed by those who rent short-term. Everyone-including owners-- appreciates the
beautiful ocean-side community of Santa Cruz.

USVR Owners do not compete with hotels or motels:
USVR owners do a better job screening guests than any property manager can do, or any
motel or hoteL. Owner-managers screen their guests because the rental is their asset,
their home, and it is located in a residential neighborhood. USVR owners work to satisfy
their own needs and they respect the rights of others in their neighborhood.

It is important to understand that USVR owners do not compete with hotels or motels.
Hotels and motels have multiple units and traditionally offer one (l) night stays, daily
housekeeping services, meeting facilities, restaurants, and other amenities and services.
Hotels and motels are businesses. They are located in commercial districts for a reason.

A rental home serves the need of visitors who have needs that cannot be addressed by a
hotel or motel. Familes often need multple bedrooms with kitchen facilities. Parents
of small children and the owners of pets need a fenced back yard. Visitors who have
special needs seek accommodations that have amenities such as hardwood flooring
that limit their allergic response, or a place that has a unique special access. Seniors
more often than not request single-story access. Those staying for an extended stay
often seek a home with a garage and a relaxing environment. The list goes on and on.

Capitola Owners refused to pay the transient occupancy taxes:
To my knowledge, Capitola decided against short-term rentals in residential areas only
because home owners in Capitola refused to pay the 10% transient occupancy tax. They
felt they were being unfairly singled out over other home-based creative enterprises.

USVR Owners maintain a respectful presence in Santa Cruz:
USVR provides an opportunity for average folks--middle class and retirees--to create
income by renting their home. Most could not afford to buy the land and own a business
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in a commercial district. Average folks are no competition for businesses like the Sea
and Sand Motel or the Dream Inn HoteL. The fact is that for ten (10) years, USVR
owner-managers have maintained a respectful presence in the Santa Cruz community.
As a token of the network's continuing commitment to the people of Santa Cruz, USVR
continues to donate to the Boys and Girls Club of Santa Cruz.

We agree that short-term rental properties must be respectful of other resident's rights in
the neighborhood. We do not agree that short-term rental owners should be more
controlled by government than any other home-based enterprise. It is unfair to single out
the creative enterprise of an owner of a rental property, to restrict their rights. USVR
owners especially, those who list on www.AHouselnSantaCnlz.com. respect the city and
county of Santa Cruz and seek to be a positive presence in their neighborhood.

I would appreciate being of service to the Board. Please caB upon me ifI can answer
any questions. Thank you.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Sakai, Member
U.S. Vacation Rentals, LLC
(408) 258-1264
(408) 266-3366 Fax
:iy'YlY.,.8 II@seJn.S..QJiuicn!z:.com

4
~ \



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Friday, June 18, 20102:12 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Betty Sakai Email: e.bSakai@ix.netcom.com

Address: 1600 West Cliff, Santa Cruz Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
For Item No. 81.

U.S. Vacation Rentals (USVR)
2331 Montpelier Drive, Suite A
San Jose, CA 95116
408-258-1264
408-266-3366 fax

June 18, 2010 Agenda: June 22,2010

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Members of the Board:

i am a vacation rental owner, and I am also a principal on the site ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com owned by
U. S. Vacation Rentals, LLC, a local advertiser for owners who manage their own clean and well
maintained rentals in Santa Cruz County. While I understand Supervisor Leopold's concerns expressed in
his June 15th letter concerning Live Oak vacation rentals, I respectfully disagree that the answer to the
problem lies in imposing regulations on this particular type of home-based enterprise, and especially on
those who advertise on the site ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com.

A bit of background: My husband Eugene and I have owned the home at 1600 West Cliff since 1983. We
have rented this home for about twenty-five (25) years, first on a month-to-month basis, then as a summer
vacation rental, and now as a year-round short-term and vacation rental. In the year 2000, my webmaster
daughter Karri Lynn Sakai and I responded to the needs expressed by others in Santa Cruz. In the spirit of
old Santa Cruz, we created a networking site for owners who were seeking to create a source of income by
using their asset, their home, to make money. The site ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com was created to fill
this need.

Renting one's home is a home-based enterprise:
Hosting guests is a creative enterprise, especially when it is managed by an owner. It is no different than
any other home-based, creative enterprise. It should be considered no different than using one's home to6/21/2010 ?3 \



work or provide any other type of service, such as providing housing for foreign students, providing foster
care, working as a child care provider or a babysitting, doing doggy day-care, manufacturing items to sell in
stores or at shows or fairs, maintaining a home office for providing housecleaning, doing maintenance,
landscaping, or painting, sewing or tailoring for others, writing a book, working on-line using a home
computer to make money, doing telephone survey work, typing papers for others on a word-processor,
using the home to conduct classes in art or fitness or to provide counseling or do massage, tutoring
students, teaching music, or any other number of other creative enterprises. Santa Cruz residents have
always been free to find creative ways to satisfy their need to generate income for themselves and for their
family with a minimum of government interference.
Certainly, whenever any enterprise becomes successful and popular, there will be those who will express
envy and try to control it. They will attempt to cut it down to size, to level the playing field. These folks are
less inclined to do what it takes to create their own source of income. But as long as there are no deed
restrictions (CC&Rs), and as long as owner-managers follow the codes and ordinances set forth by the city
and county, they should be free to engage in the creative enterprise of renting their home to others in
whatever way they wish. The entrepreneurial ability of our citizens is what helps them solve their financial
problems and in turn helps bring income in to support the city and county of Santa Cruz.

Since the year 2000 when ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com was created, Santa Cruz owners have rented
their homes in varying lengths of stay, seasonally and throughout the year. The enterprise of renting one's
home has grown because the people of Santa Cruz are willng to do what it takes when they get laid off
from work, or when something happens that they need the money. At one time, vacation rentals were
seasonal because there were more jobs and the economy was stronger. For years, the USVR site,
ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com provided most of the advertising for owners who managed their own rental
home. But as more and more jobs were lost and incomes plummeted, many owners sought to extend the
renting season. Many bought additional advertising on such sites as VRBO, hoping to increase their
exposure. It our belief that the USVR site ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com continues to provide the best
source for balanced advertising, representing the best interests of the owners of Santa Cruz who choose to
manage their own rental home.

Our personal experience as owner-managers:
Prior to the year 2000 when ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com was created, Santa Cruz owners felt they had
few options. Most rented their home on a month-to-month basis. But month-to-month rental laws favor the
tenant. When a month-to-month tenant would vacate a property, the owner would have a diffcult time trying
to bring their home back up to a quality rentable condition.

My husband and i rented our home at 1600 West Cliff, Santa Cruz, on a month-to-month basis for about
twelve (12) years. After each month-to-month tenant would leave, we would struggle with finding enough
money to clean, re-paint, repair, replace, refurnish, and re-Iandscape so that we could re-rent it. Renting
month-to-month was a financial hardship so we decided to rent to summer vacationers and rent during the
winter months to students. Renting to students proved difficult. The last group caused many damages and
forced us to replace much of the landscaping. It was at that point we made the decision to rent entirely
short-term.

Renting short-term, we have been able to generate enough income to properly maintain our home in the
best interests of our neighborhood, without the headaches associated with renting month-to-month. Our
guests generally leave the home in better condition than any long-term renter ever did. We are more often
on the property to make repairs and perform maintenance than we would ever be renting month-to-month.

Today, each of our guests signs a contract that does not permit gatherings or parties or loud noise, that
controls the number of cars and parking. Most respectfully abide by our contract.

USVR Owners commit to providing a clean and well-maintained rental:
Each owner who enters the local directory, ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com. signs a contract with USVR.
USVR provides information to each owner as to where they can find information on the local codes and
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ordinances concerning occupancy, parking, and noise abatement. We do not manage their property. USVR
does not tell an owner how to manage their property, although USVR does reserve the right not to advertise
for any owner whose behavior reflects poorly on the network.

Most owners limit the stays of their guests to a minimum of two (2) or three (3) nights, but owners are free
to rent for as long as they wish, including month-to-month or for longer-term stays. Sometimes, owners
block off dates on their calendar for maintenance. Occasionally, owners block off dates for their own
personal usage--a bonus feature enjoyed by those who rent short-term. Everyone-including owners--
appreciates the beautiful ocean-side community of Santa Cruz.

USVR Owners do not compete with hotels or motels:
USVR owners do a better job screening guests than any property manager can do, or any motel or hoteL.
Owner-managers screen their guests because the rental is their asset, their home, and it is located in a
residential neighborhood. USVR owners work to satisfy their own needs and they respect the rights of
others in their neighborhood.

It is important to understand that USVR owners do not compete with hotels or motels. Hotels and motels
have multiple units and traditionally offer one (1) night stays, daily housekeeping services, meeting
facilities, restaurants, and other amenities and services. Hotels and motels are businesses. They are
located in commercial districts for a reason.

A rental home serves the need of visitors who have needs that cannot be addressed by a hotel or motel.
Families often need multiple bedrooms with kitchen facilities. Parents of small children and the owners of
pets need a fenced back yard. Visitors who have special needs seek accommodations that have amenities
such as hardwood flooring that limit their allergic response, or a place that has a unique special access.
Seniors more often than not request single-story access. Those staying for an extended stay often seek a
home with a garage and a relaxing environment. The list goes on and on.

Capitola Owners refused to pay the transient occupancy taxes:
To my knowledge, Capitola decided against short-term rentals in residential areas only because home
owners in Capitola refused to pay the 10% transient occupancy tax. They felt they were being unfairly
singled out over other home-based creative enterprises.

USVR Owners maintain a respectful presence in Santa Cruz:
USVR provides an opportunity for average folks--middle class and retirees--to create income by renting
their home. Most could not afford to buy the land and own a business in a commercial district. Average
folks are no competition for businesses like the Sea and Sand Motel or the Dream Inn HoteL. The fact is that
for ten (10) years, USVR owner-managers have maintained a respectful presence in the Santa Cruz
community. As a token of the network's continuing commitment to the people of Santa Cruz, USVR
continues to donate to the Boys and Girls Club of Santa Cruz.

We agree that short-term rental properties must be respectful of other resident's rights in the neighborhood.
We do not agree that short-term rental owners should be more controlled by government than any other
home-based enterprise. It is unfair to single out the creative enterprise of an owner of a rental property, to
restrict their rights. USVR owners especially, those who list on ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com. respect the
city and county of Santa Cruz and seek to be a positive presence in their neighborhood.

I would appreciate being of service to the Board. Please call upon me if i can answer any questions. Thank
you.

Respectfully submitted,

Betty Sakai, Member
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U.S. Vacation Rentals, LLC
(408) 258-1264
(408) 266-3366 Fax
ww.AHouselnSantaCruz.com
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caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 8:20 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Michael A. Guth Email: mguth@guthpatents.com

Address: 2-2905 East Cliff Drive Phone: 831 462-8270

Comments:
Supervisors,

Seven years ago I tried to point out to the vacation rental industry people that they should not view an
ordinance on vacation rentals as a new restriction, but instead as a legal authorization that they did not
have previously. In my view, a short term rental (which does not create a "tenant" under California law) can
only be viewed as a business use, and thus not allowed in a residential zoned neighborhood. Many in the
industry saw this viewpoint as I explained it, and were supportive of an ordinance.

I have attached a letter to the Housing Commission from 2008 wherein I summarized some of the issues for
discussion, and have attached them here and hope that you will find them helpfuL.

My view at the time (7 years ago) was that the County would not have prevailed in a mandamus action
requesting citation of vacation rentals in the residential areas.

The approach seven years ago was to fashion an ordinance which allowed vacation rentals, but only with a
special use permit (low cost) which could be revoked if there was history of problems.

In my view, if the County does not enact an ordinance, all of the current vacation rentals could be wiped out
with appropriate challenge. It is important for your Board to act here.

Thank you,

Santa Cruz Housing Commission
December 3, 2008
M. Guth

BRIEF HISTORY AND BACKGROUND
OF THE VACATION RENTAL HOUSING ISSUE

1. Negative Effects of Vacation Rental Housing on Neighborhoods
a. Units are taken out of regular rental stock
b. Community impacted by loss of longer term residents and substitution with visitors
c. Mindset of vacation renters can be to party and carry on at night
d. Groups of people pool together to share a rental and arrive on Friday night with many large vehicles, Q I6/21/2010 01



overwhelming parking
2. Positive Effects of Vacation Rental Housing
a. Provides housing for visitors in many beach areas
b. Brings tourist income to county
3. Certain areas severely impacted and sense of community impaired
a. Severe noise and parking impacts
b. 14-16th avenues and other areas have multiple vacations homes together; other neighbors peace
impacted on weekends
c. Difficult to establish neighbor relations with visitors
4. County Working Group on Vacation Rentals
a. 2003 time frame
b. Various options considered
i. No vacation rentals except in certain designated areas (as in Capitola)
ii. No new regulation
iii. Almost consensus, but not quite, on allowing special permit for vacation rentals, subject to adequate
parking requirement, with possibility of loss of permit if problems are persistent; neighbors would be given
contact number for any problems
5. Vacation Rental issue added to General Plan
a. Planning to consider/recommend regulation
6. Legal Issues
a. County Counsel has issued opinion that vacation rentals are "family" use
b. However, many consider this use not to be "residential"
i. Most rentals use hotel type leases without required residential tenant protections (thus not residential)
ii. Security deposits withheld if noise complaints arise (not in conformance with residential lease
requirements)
iii. In order for visitors not to be considered "tenants" under tenancy law, they must be viewed as "guests"
typical of short term hotels
c. Other jurisdictions have had unpermitted short term vacation rentals found to be non-conforming in court
cases
d. Other jurisdictions have enacted rental ordinances

~lio



caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Friday, June 18, 20109:11 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: John Green Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
Vacation home rentals bring in significant revenue to the General fund via the Transient Occupancy tax. It
seems this proposal severely restricts and in some cases eliminates vacation home rentals. Who does this
benefit? A small group of people who live near the beach. Is there objective evidence of a "problem"? Do
vacation rentals truly cause more of a nuisance than owner occupied? And why only the Live Oak parking
district? Why not SeaBright, Rio Del Mar, and Santa Cruz proper? Is Live Oak somehow worse than these
areas? Is there objective data to support that Live Oak is more problematic than those areas? How may
people are renting their house to avoid foreclosure? What will this do to the local businesses? What will this
do to the people who clean the houses? What will this do to Real Estate values? How wil the county
enforce occupancy? Will the Sheriff be entering homes to count the amount of people in the home? Will the
owner have to prove they are exceeding the occupancy of the house for personal use? My main concern
however is the potential loss of hundreds of thousands of dollars in the general fund.

6/21/2010 ~\



cao aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Friday, June 18, 2010 9:50 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Joe Maser Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
This proposal will affect tax revenue to the rest of the county especially with the phase out. Why should the
rest of the county lose revenue because of few of the Supervisor's supporters don't want to live near
vacation homes?

6/21/2010 i\



caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Sunday, June 20.20102:15 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Desiree Mullgan Email: dmulli@sbcglobal.net

Address: 410 14th Ave
Santa Cruz 95062

Phone : 831 462-0556

Comments:
I lived and worked in SC County for 34 years and a resident in the Live Oak Beach area for 12.
I am in favor of limiting and regulating the use of short term vacation home rentals in our neighborhood.
I would like these short term rental units to be considered a commercial endeavor with owner
accountability. Actually, I would prefer increased use of our already established motels as this would leave
our neighborhood truly residentiaL.
Thank you Desiree Mullgan
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caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Sunday, June 20, 2010 2:59 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: David Mulligan Email: drmulligan@sbcglobal.net

Address: 410 14th Ave.
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone: 831-462-0556

Comments:
After reading the letter from John Leopold to the board reo Vacation Rentals dated 6/15/2010, i am writing
to support the effort to regulate the growing trend to use single family homes for shorterm rentals.

I am writing as a 25 year full time resident of Live Oak. My immediate neighborhood consists of single
family homes occupied by a combination of primary residences, second homes, and long term rentals.

Over the years, I have seen a trend to use some single family homes as short term rentals resulting in a
number of issues.

I've observed several specific problems. One is noise. First the rentals are often used as a party house for
any number of occasions including weddings or bachelor parties. The partiers are here to have a good
time, but may have little regard for the neighbors. Sometimes there are way to many people for the size of
the house.

In the past when I've complained to the renters directly re noise or innapropriate behavior the response is at
best mixed. When it was necessary to call the Sherrif it was no guarantee that noise would stop even after
multiple visits.

Safety is another major issue. I see much more speeding, drinking, arguements, and fights when there is a
party at short term rentals.

Another complaint is litter. I've had numerous occasions where partiers threw beer cans or cups onto my
property or the street area around the rental. We don't see this from others living in the area.

One frustration is that we often did not know the property owner or property manager. When we did it rarely
did any good to call after the fact.
On one occasion I called an owner because of the renters and was told he could do nothing. Very
frustrating. It would be good to have a phone number so they too could be aware of the activities on their
property.

Anyway there are several reasns why the County Board of Supervisors should try to gain some contral over
the spread of these short trm rentals.

6/21/2010 cg I



caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Sunday, June 20, 2010 3:01 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: David Mulligan Email: drmulligan@sbcglobal.net

Address: 410 14th Ave.
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone: 831-462-0556

Comments:
After reading the letter from John Leopold to the board reo Vacation Rentals dated 6/15/2010, I am writing
to support the effort to regulate the growing trend to use single family homes for shorterm rentals.

I am writing as a 25 year full time resident of Live Oak. My immediate neighborhood consists of single
family homes occupied by a combination of primary residences, second homes, and long term rentals.

Over the years, I have seen a trend to use some single family homes as short term rentals resulting in a
number of issues.

I've observed several specific problems. One is noise. First the rentals are often used as a party house for
any number of occasions including weddings or bachelor parties. The partiers are here to have a good
time, but may have little regard for the neighbors. Sometimes there are way to many people for the size of
the house.

In the past when I've complained to the renters directly re noise or innapropriate behavior the response is at
best mixed. When it was necessary to call the Sherr¡f it was no guarantee that noise would stop even after
multiple visits.

Safety is another major issue. I see much more speeding, drinking, arguements, and fights when there is a
party at short term rentals.

Another complaint is litter. I've had numerous occasions where partiers threw beer cans or cups onto my
property or the street area around the rental. We don't see this from others living in the area.

One frustration is that we often did not know the property owner or property manager. When we did it rarely
did any good to call after the fact.
On one occasion I called an owner because of the renters and was told he could do nothing. Very
frustrating. It would be good to have a phone number so they too could be aware of the activities on their
property.

Anyway there are several reasns why the County Board of Supervisors should try to gain some contral over
the spread of these short trm rentals.

6/21/2010 ~\



cao aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 8:56 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: John Brommer Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
This is a quote from the Sentinel today:
"Vacation homes are changing the residential nature of these neighborhoods," said Leopold, noting one
street that has nearly a dozen rentals, one costing $5,000 a weekend. "If you're going to go there, you're
not going there to sit and knit."

Supervisor Leopold i respectfully submit that you should be CELEBRATING the fact that someone is willing
to pay $5000 to stay a weekend in your district. You should be thrilled by this. The county should be
contacting this owner and asking him/her how they do it. You WANT someone who can spend $5000 in a
weekend to spend their weekend in Santa Cruz as opposed to Hawaii/Europe etc. This tourist pays $500 to
the general fund via the transient occupancy tax. This tourist probably eats at places like the Dream Inn that
many people can not afford. This tourist SPENDS money. Of course they are going to do more than
"knitting". They are going to take their kids for a kayak lesson ($$). They are going to have a drink at the
Crow's Nest ($$). They are going to see a show at Moe's Alley ($$). You should be finding ways to
INCREASE $5000 a weekend rentals in Santa Cruz, not eliminate them.

6/21/2010 ~\



caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9:36 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Stanley M Sokolow Email: stanley@thesokolows.com

Address: 210 Highview Dr
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
Regarding the occupancy limits -- Section 503(b) of the Uniform Housing Code, adopted by the County,
specifies the maximum occupancy of sleeping rooms: A 120 square foot (e.g. 10'x12') room can be
occupied by a maximum of 2 persons; for each 50 addition square feet in the room, one additional person.
Minimum sleeping room size is 70 sq.feet. If the County adopts more restrictive standards, such as
maximum 2 persons per bedroom regardless of size, the ordinance would conflict with the Housing Code
and may be a violation of housing discrimination statues, state and federaL.
Quote:
"How could anyone say that an owner must allow so many people? Both federal and California fair housing
laws prohibit discrimination based on familial status. Familial status simply means that one or more children
under age 18 live with one or more adults. If any reasonable limit on the number of occupants of a rental
unit has more of an impact on families with children than on other tenants, that would be illegal regardless
of the owner's intent or expectations unless the owner could justify the limit. This legal theory is called
'disparate impact' and is borrowed from cases on employment
discrimination." (http://ww.msslc.com/occupancy.html)

The proposed occupancy restriction would conflict with existing higher authority, so I urge the Board to
carefully consider occupancy restrictions and not deviate from the Uniform Housing Code.

6/21/2010 i\



caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 10:48 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Robert Murillo Email: rpm2sbake@aol.com

Address: 121 8th Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone : 831 462 5934

Comments:
Dear Supervisor Leopold, My family and I fully support your proposed ordinance. As residents we are
surrounded by beach rentals, essentially mini hotels running a business on our streets. There is very little if
any accountability for these properties. When problems arise, the resources of the Sheriff need to be
utilized, at a cost to all of us.
Please help improve our quality of life and approve this ordinance.

I would suggest that you also consider adding to the ordinance two items:

That non compliant (zoning or building regulations) properties not be allowed an administrative use permit.

That the occupancy shall not exceed two persons per legal bedroom, and shall not exceed a maximum of
ten persons, regardless of additional room availability.

Please feel free to contact me if I may be of assistance

6/2112010 2\



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 12:37 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Thomas McNamara Email: Not Supplied

Address: 439 35th Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I fully support the development of an ordinance which would create a Live Oak Vacation Rental Overlay
District to regulate vacation rentals within the boundaries of the proposed district. As a homeowner living
nextdoor to a vacation rental (not by choice) it has become absurd as to what we have to put up with on a
routine basis. Vacation rentals in a residential neighborhood diminish the quality of life a for the permanent
residents that live in the area because it IS residentiaL.

6/21/2010 ~I



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 12:35 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Jonathan Strauss Email: jstrauss@straussdesign.com

Address: 544 38th Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA

Phone: 925-550-9240

Comments:
Dear Board Members:

I am at a loss as to what is motivating the EXTREME measures that are being proposed in this troubling
new ordinance. I am a partial owner of a beautiful home in Pleasure Point which we built in 2007 and 2008.
We invested a large amount of money to build our home. It replaced an old, run down duplex unit that was
a blight to the neighborhood. Since it was built, we have rented it out a portion of the time as a vacation
rental to help us defray some of our costs. To do so, we applied for a business license which was granted.
We have paid Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) of 10% on a monthly basis for all rental revenue that has
been generated. We have had some wonderful people and families rent our home during the past two
years. They have enjoyed the property, the local beaches and they have spent large amounts of money in
the local restaurants, shops, and businesses. We have never had a single issue with a renter bothering a
neighbor or creating a problem with noise, parking, trash or anything else that would bother our neighbors
or involve the authorities.

Our home has done MUCH to improve the integrity of our neighborhood and to bring tourist revenue to the
Pleasure Point area.

I believe that, as owners, we should be responsible for the guests that rent our home. As a result, our
renters sign a rental contract stating the rules which they must follow. They also provide us with a
substantial security deposit that is at risk if the rules are not followed. Any ordinence that you pass should
focus on penalizing any owner of a vacation rental that ACTUALLY CAUSES PROBLEMS to the
neighborhood.

Finally, i CANNOT IMAGINE that you would actually consider an ordinance that would be back-dated to
homes being rented prior to 2008. While this is most likely ilegal, it makes absolutely no sense to pick this
arbitrary point in time.

Your focus should be on utilizing the existing tools that are in place to deal with the trouble makers. Your
focus should not be on implementing an over restrictive new ordinance that would have a negative impact
on valued homeowners and a detrimental economic impact on the local community.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Strauss

6/21/2010 ßI



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 11 :57 AM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Michael Lewis Email: hayduke@rattlebrain.com

Address: 1190 7th Avenue #5
Santa Cruz 95062

Phone: 831 462-4919

Comments:
Thank you to Supervisor Leopold for pressing forward for regulation of vacation rentals in Santa Cruz
County.

We are not opposed to vacation rentals. My parents regularly stay at vacation rentals in Live Oak, staying
for a week or two to enjoy our community. Their use of vacation rentals would fi easily within the proposed
regulations. They have one vehicle, do not party or play loud music.

In addition, vacation rentals do provide income for local house cleaning services and employees. Clearly, if
the Cities of Capitola and Monterey have regulations to protect their neighborhoods, the County of Santa
Cruz can adopt similar regulations to benefit out permanent residents.

We urge adoption of the proposed vacation rental regulations as porposed by Supervisor Leopold.
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 1 :58 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Susan Porter Email: Not Supplied

Address: Live Oak District,
Santa Cruz

Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
To The Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing in concern that the draconian proposal submitted by Supervisor Leopold is way beyond what
might be necessary to regulate the vacation home market in Santa Cruz County. I agree that some
regulation is appropriate, however, I believe this measure goes too far. And why only Live Oak? Is this not a
problem elsewhere? And further, this creates a two-tier system - those that happen to live on streets in the
Live Oak Parking District are out of luck. Those that don't (which in many cases are streets right next to
each other), are not covered by this proposed ordinance. That is a potential legal issue right there - you are
treating owners of similar properties in an unlike, and thus unfair, way. That could be considered a "taking".

Also, you are not solving the problem by grandfathering in rentals that are already in existence. If there truly
is a problem now, then the houses that are renting now are the ones causing the problem. How would "no-
new-rentals" fix this problem? It wouldn't of course. Better to set in place a system of escalating fines and
revocation of permits for those that are actually causing the problems.

Further, please consider the potential consequences to the local economy of removing vacation rental
houses from the county. There are many support services that would be affected, such as housecleaners,
launderers, maintenance services, and other property management services. When you cut back on those
services, you lose jobs. Is that what you want? It is not true that people that are not able to rent a vacation
house would go to a hoteL. It is a completely different type of experience, and many of those that want a
house WILL GO ELSEWHERE instead.

I believe that instead, a better solution would be to REGULATE not RESTRICT.

Require vacation home owners to get a permit. Ensure that permit includes local contact information, so
that anyone can get that information from the county. Do not require neighborhood approval for a permit.
Certainly there are legitimate neighbor complaints. But there are also many instances of neighbors acting
out of spite. A method of controlling problems that is fair and transparent would be much better.

Enforce the local noise & nuisance ordinances. They are already in place.

Do NOT require signs at the residence. Those are just an invitation to burglars etc. that this house could be
empty for long periods of time. If property contact info is available at the county, anyone would have accessto it. dt6/21/2010 ò



Put in place some methods for fines and eventually revocation of permit for those property owners that
continually allow problem tenants.

Encourage neighbors to use the County Sheriffs neighborhood mediation services.

In summary, I believe it is appropriate to begin a process of crafting some regulation, but this proposal is
unfair and unworkable. Please ask the Planning Director to review and analyze potential economic impacts,
the scope of actual (not perceived) issues, and craft a proposal that appropriately regulates this industry
throughout the County.

6/21/2010



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21,2010 1:48 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Katherine Sweet Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I represented the 1 st District on the Housing Advisory Commission for 12 years. My fellow commissioner,
Michael Guth and I both worked to have language added to our County's General Plan Housing Element
that would establish policies to deal with the myriad issues of vacation-rentals that occur in the coastal
areas of the 1 st District.

Horror stories abound about the bad behavior of out-of-town vacation renters. Existing county code falls
short of practical ways of dealing with these problems. I heard many accounts from aggrieved residents.
Calling in a noise complaint on people who will be gone three days after their arrival didn't work. Locating
an out-of-town landlord/lady and convincing them there was problem rarely worked. Permanent residents
would come home to find someone blocking their driveway. A party would rage until 4 a.m. at a house
sandwiched between neighbors who had to get up and prepare for a workday at 6 a.m.

Local residents who live in a residentially-zoned neighborhood have a reasonable expectation that the other
similarly zoned houses not disturb the entire neighborhood's peace on an ordinary basis.

To that end, I applaud Supervisor Leopold's efforts. But I cannot support all of his suggestions.

1. Length of Stay I do not understand the rationale for demanding that all Live Oak vacation rentals be for a
week minimum. My family has rented ski condos and lake condos for weekends or three or four days. For
many people, a long weekend is their vacation. This seems just too intrusive. I don't see how renting a
house for a longer period solves any of the problems that have engendered this request for a new county
ordinance.

2. Signage Again, what is proposed here seems intrusive and not working towards solving the problems. I
drive by vacations rentals frequently and note small realty signs that show that this is a rental. I would like
to see any permitted vacation rentals be required to have a visible sign with 24-hoour contact numbers so
that people with complaints or investigating law enforcement know how to contact the responsible party.

3. Geographic Concentration This complicated "grandfathering" system seems not only onerous but also a
restraint on free trade. I believe that with good regulations and good enforcement of regulations that
neighborhoods will not object to vacation rentals in their midst. Current rental unit owners who flagrantly
allow their short-term tenants to disturb their neighborhoods will no longer be allowed permits and, thus, the
number of rental units will decline.

I do hope that you enact some sort of regulations to relieve this long-standing problem in our beach (/16/21/2010 0



neighborhoods. Looking to Capitola's model is helpfuL. The yearly permit cost is not that hefty but it's made
clear to those obtaining permits that if their rentals cause problems and don't follow common-sense rules
that they will not be issued a permit the following year.

Best Regards,
Katherine Sweet

6/21/2010



caD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21,20102:42 PM

To: CBO BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Fred Thoits Email: fthoits@pacbell.net

Address: 235 14th Ave.
Santa Cruz

Phone: 475-7879

Comments:
We live at 235 14th Ave., Santa Cruz and cannot attend the meeting on the above referenced Agenda item
regarding a Live Oak Vacation Rental Ordinance. We are writing this letter to you in support of the adoption
of a Vacation Rental Ordinance.

We live on 14th Ave. and have first hand experience with an owner occupied house that sold and was
transformed into a vacation rental. The dramatic impact this change in use of this property has had on our
immediate neighborhood, and the change of the entire neighborhood environment that has occurred from
the conversion of multiple occupied residence to vacation rentals on adjacent streets has prompted the
residents to work with Supervisor Leopold to address this growing trend and its negative impacts on our
quality of life and sense of neighborhood.

Living in close proximity to the coastal areas of Live Oak, property owners understand that access to the
beach recreational areas in the summer is a way of life and comes with the acceptance of greatly increased
vehicle and pedestrian traffc, and the resultant noise, discarded garbage, and other activities associated
with non-resident tourist behavior. The inconveniences associated with this activity generally are limited to
the day light hours of weekend activities. Vacation rental impacts expand upon the scope of this intrusion
and its duration into the evenings and early mornings of weekdays as well as weekends.

We have attached the on-line advertising of the vacation rental on our street. We have hi-lited the particular
focus of their marketing of the six bedroom house that sleeps 17-19, to:

".family reunions, corporate retreats, and weddings. Imagine everyone under one roof instead of multiple
hotel rooms!"

Clearly, this property is being used as a hotel/motel and is competing with the legal hotels/motels located in
close proximity areas zone for this commercial use. We do not understand the argument that there is some
fundamental property right to operate a property in a residentially zoned location as a commercial use
vacation rental.

The assemblage of 17 to 19 people in one residence is by design the bringing together, at best, multiple
family units for a time of vacation fun and enjoyment. Fun and enjoyment that extends well beyond the
waking hours of full time residents trying to get a few hours sleep before resuming their normal workday
routine and departure to work. In the worst case, it is the assemblage of unrelated people intent upon an6/2112010 ?/



extended period of full time partying.

The transition of a street from one with full time residents to one with short term vacation renters is
devastating to the neighborhood integrity. We have seen the difference between 12th Ave, which has a
high percentage of vacation rentals between Prospect and the ocean, and that of 14th Ave, which has a
high percentage of full time residents between East Cliff and the ocean, and it is very telling. We feel the
growth of the vacation rental industry is a threat to the close knit neighborhood interaction enjoyed by the
full time residents on 14th Ave.

The research done has shown the widespread adoption of vacation rental ordinances in areas throughout
California which are tourist destinations and not just in coastal areas. The components addressed by the
proposed ordinance are not as restrictive as the ordinances in Capitola or other areas of the State. They
include reasonable measures and reasonable limits that allow responsible property managers to continue
without the need for significant changes. These measures will bring into line the irresponsible property
managers with guidelines and compliance with existing codes and standards of common sense residential
area behavior.

The statements by professional property managers that they have never been aware of chronic problems
with vacation rentals only demonstrates their self serving attitude to continue their unregulated vacation
rental industry and their lack of first hand experience of living with vacation rentals in their neighborhood.

We therefore requested that you take action to move this item forward for the review and drafting of a
vacation rental ordinance.

Sincerely,

Fred Thoits Diana Thoits
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Terry Dorsey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Greene
Monday, June 21,20103:10 PM
Terry Dorsey
FW: Vacation Rental Ordinance - 10:45am June 22

-----Original Message-----
From: kevink@baymoon.com (mailto:kevink@baymoon.com)
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 20104:31 PM
To: Susan Greene
Cc: John Leopold; bevk@cruzio.com
Subject: Re: Vacation Rental Ordinance - 1 0:45am June 22

Dear Ms. Greene,

Thank you for the update on the Vacation Rental Ordinance. I'm very
encouraged to see the proposed guidelines, with one important exception,
which is the geographic limitation to the boundaries of the Live Oak Beach
Parking District.

My wife and I live on Palisades Ave., which -- even though it is closer to
the coastline than other parts of the Live Oak Beach Parking District --
was not included in the district itself. So, even though we are
negatively impacted by a very busy "beach" vacation rental across the
street, according to the proposed guidelines, we will get no relief if the
ordinance is passed. This is true of a number of other nearby streets
that were not included in the original parking district boundaries but are
nonetheless prime "beach rental" locales.

I urge you to extend the geographical boundaries to be covered by this
ordinance to an area within a half mile of the water.

Please let me know if you agree with the logic behind this request.

Sincerely,

Kevin Kearney
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Terry Dorsey

From: Susan Greene

Sent: Monday, June 21,20103:09 PM

To : Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Vacation Rental Ordinance

-----original Message-----
From: Sydney Rosenberg (mailto:sydneys@sbcglobal.net)
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 7:42 AM

To: Susan Greene

Subject: Vacation Rental Ordinance

To Supervisor John Leopold and Board of Supervisors

Please consider looking at restrictions for rental propert in the Live Oak area. As a long time resident on
14th Avenue (24 years) we have had to deal with the interruption and noise from renters. We understand
that some are saying most renters are courteous to the neighborhood they are visiting but that is not the
case in the beach area. Some of the disruptions we have had to deal with are:

. Couples drunk, fighting and threatening to kill each other while in the alleyway between the houses.

. People screaming out while hanging out of 2nd story windows of the house next door saying they are

watching our daughter while she was bathing.
. Leaving the water on for the pool and flooding our yard and under the house.

. Large ongoing parties that go on into the night.

Some renters seem to forget the neighborhood is also occupied by homeowners that work for a living and
still have the need to work and go to school in the morning.

We are lucky enough that the rental house next to us was a burden to the owner also and was sold and is
not used as a rental now. What a difference that has made to the joy of our wonderful home.

We are asking that the people who own and the managers of the rental properties treat us with the respect
we deserve. We need and deserve to be treated with respect as full time residents.

I was born, raised and work in Live Oak. We have raised our daughter in our home. She returned from
college to live and work here also. Live Oak is our home. This is where we live, work and shop everyday.

Thank You

Sydney and Bruce Rosenberg
320 14th Avenue
Santa Cruz CA 95062

6/21/2010
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Terry Dorsey

From: Susan Greene

Sent: Monday, June 21,20102:49 PM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Proposed Vacation Rental House Legislation

-----Original Message-----
From: Mike Malbon (mailto:mrmikez28@hotmail.com)

sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 1:29 PM

To: John Leopold; Susan Greene
Subject: Proposed Vacation Rental House Legislation

Dear Mr. Leopold and Susan Greene,
Many thanks for sponsoring legislation to provide some rules for the "Vacation Rental House" market that has
developed in the Live Oak area. We live on 26th Ave and a long-term rental (no problems) was recently
converted to a "Vacation Rental House" (lots of problems). Issues of late night and early morning noise, trash
being left out all week, parking issues for the neighborhood and an absent landlord currently abound. On top of
that, the owner advertises the place for large groups and has rented it to groups of more than twenty. I'm an
inserting a quote from the landlord's website http://www.agreatbeachhouseinsantacruz.com :

"Sleep comfortably on all new linens and Beauty Rest mattresses, an Eastern king in the master bedroom and
pairs of extra long twins in all the other bedrooms that can be made into Eastern Kings. New sofa sleepers, too!
Queens in the living room, dining room and family room and an additional single sofa sleeper in the living room.
In addition, the family room has a daybed with trundle bed underneath. There are also two fold up beds in each
of the upstairs bedroom closets.
The grand total of sleeping areas is 8 and sleeps up to 18+ people."

With a cost of almost a thousand dollars per night, only large groups can afford the cost. There definitely need to
be some changes to get control of this situation. It's turning our neighborhood into a motel.

Mike Malbon
154 26th Ave,

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
(831) 462-6764
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Terry Dorsey

From: Susan Greene on behalf of John Leopold

Sent: Monday, June 21,20103:06 PM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Beach rental ordinance

-----Original Message-----
From: RPM2SBAKE@aol.com (mailto:RPM2SBAKE@aol.comJ

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 10:44 AM

To: John Leopold

Cc: jemrubia@aol.com
Subject: Beach rental ordinance

Dear Supervisor Leopold, My family and I fully support your proposed ordinance. As residents we are surrounded by beach
rentals, essentially mini hotels running a business on our streets. There is very little if any accountability for these properties.
When problems arise, the resources of the Sheriff need to be utilized, at a cost to all of us.
Please help improve our quality of life and approve this ordinance.

i would suggest that you also consider adding to the ordinance two items:

That non compliant (zoning or building regulations) not be allowed to an administrative use permit.

That the occupancy be shall not exceed two persons per legal bedroom, and shall not exceed a maximum of ten persons,
regardless of additional room availability.

Please feel free to contact me if I may be of assistance

Leopold is asking the ordinance include a permitting system for rental properties, a ban on events like wedding receptions and
business retreats, required stays of at least a week and mandatory signs that let neighbors know whom to call should problems
arise.

http://sccounty01.co.santa-cruz. ca. us/bds/Govstream/60SvOata/non Jegacy lagendas/20 1 0/201 00622/P OF/Q81 ,pdf

Robert Murilo

Specialty Baking Inc.
408-298-6919 office
408-298-6950 fax

This communication may contain confidential and privileged material for the
sole use of the intended recipient, and receipt by anyone other than the
intended recipient does not constitute a loss of the confidential or
privileged nature of the communication. Any review or distribution by others
is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact
the sender by return electronic mail and delete all copies of this communication.

i \
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Terry Dorsey

From: Susan Greene on behalf of John Leopold

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 3:07 PM

To: Terry Dorsey

Subject: FW: Vacation Rentals

-----Original Message-----
From: Ted Coopman (mailto:tmcoopman@yahoo.com)

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9:59 AM

To: John Leopold

Subject: Vacation Rentals

Dear Supervisor Leopold,

I was happy to see you are addressing the issue of vacation rentals in the coastal zone. This has been a growing
problem for years, especially after the failed Task Force. Vacation rentals destroy neighborhoods by removing residents
and inflct unacceptable noise and other disruptions on those who actual occupy their homes either as owners or long
term renters. Moreover, by allowing this type of activity it encourages speculation by commercial developers and out-
of-town ownership that drives up housing costs for potential owners and renters. Absentee owners and property
management companies reap the rewards while residents pay the costs in noise and disruptions. Operators have no
incentives in discipline disruptive tourists since it costs them time and money and there are no consequences.

Residential zoning is for residential living, not commercial activities. People who purchase a home in a neighborhood
zoned as residential have a reasonable expectation that there wil not be intrusive, high-traffic, commercial activity.
While there are numerous types of home businesses that can successfully thrve in our neighborhoods, vacation rentals
in not one of them. There is no way a hotel would be permitted in the middle of a residential neighborhood, so why is
okay for someone to cram 15 people into 3 bedroom house every weekend with the resulting trash, noise, and parking
issues? Ask your fellow supervisors and absentee owners and property management companies how they would like a
party next to their house every weekend?

While a certain number of these units is reasonable, the status quo oftheir management and proliferation is not.

1 suggested several rules funded by those who profit from this activity to the Task Force which included:
1. Permits that must be renewed yearly and are awarded/denied based on rule compliance and a public file for neighbor
complaints. The builds accountability and rewards responsible owners.
2. Mandatory 24 hour live contact numbers for complaints and set response time requirements.
3. Off street parking requirements.
4. Limits on the number of people per unit.
5. An audit of all existing vacation rentals so the scope of the problem is known, an economic impact study looking at
tax and other revenue as well as spending habits for vacation renters, setting a density limit, and a cap on all new
vacation rental permits until such a study is completed. Further, who actually owns these units?

While there is data that supports the public nuisance of these units, I have not seen any data that indicates that the
economic activity benefits more than a handful of developers and property management companies, many of whom
likely live and thus spend their profits outside of Santa Cruz.

6/21/2010
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Ultimately, a hard cap on the overall number and density of vacation rentals should be put in place. Otherwise our
coastal neighborhoods will cease to be communities and become mere commercial districts benefiting the few at the
cost of the many.

Please let me know if I can be of any assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

-TED

Ted M. Coopman Ph.D.
Lecturer
Department of TV, Radio, Film, and Theatre
Department of Communication Studies
San Jose State University

~I
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caD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Tuesday, June 22,2010 1 :50 AM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Anthony Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I would like to share a few comments from my guests who fell in love with Santa Cruz after staying at our
home:

Thank you for sharing your lovely home. It was big enough for each of us to have our own space: A
Reunion of sisters from Portland, Pleasanton, Colorado, And local Bay area.

Our 12 family members had a wonderful time The cousins loved the game room. We will come again:
Family reunion.

The Clayberns from Bethesda Maryland loved that there was plenty of space for both the kids and adults.

"God bless you for sharing your home with us. "

And from Ampsurf an organization that takes Amputees onto the ocean to learn the healing powers of
surfing:

Dear Bruce & Anthony,

On behalf of AmpSurf and the Executive Director/Founder, Dana Cummings, we would like thank you for
the generous donation of your home in Santa Cruz. It was just perfect for our needs during the clinic. Since
we were able to save on the housing costs, we actually did not end up in a deficit (like we do after most of
our out of town clinics.) Our fundraiser at EI Palomar had a pretty good turn out - sorry you weren't able to
make it. We would have loved to honor you in person, but we were sure to mention your names, how
wonderful your vacation rental home is and how your kind generosity helped us.

Bruce: I was so happy to run into you at Cowell's. I lett the event early to do some preparations for the
fund raiser party so I nearly missed you! I truly hope at our next event we will get to spend some time with
you & Anthony so you can see first hand the positive impact ww.AmpSurf.org has on the lives of our
injured soldiers, disabled veterans and local adults & kids with disabilities.

Thank you again and again!

Sincerely,

Julie Carruthers

6/22/2010 il



AmpSurf Fundraising Coordinator
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 6:05 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Jeffrey Randolph Email: jeff.pcbinc@gmail.com

Address: 544 38th Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone : (925) 766-7889

Comments:
Board of Supervisors
June 21, 2010 Agenda: June 22, 2010

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Members of the Board:

I am a property owner of a new home built and constructed in 2008 in the Live Oak neighborhood of
Pleasure Point. I am in receipt of the letter from Supervisor John Leopold to your Board regarding a
proposal to enact an ordinance including additional regulations of identified 'Vacation Rentals.' I feel
additional regulations are unnecessary and unreasonable towards my rights as a property owner who has
invested in the Live Oak community, especially since i have consistently followed the current regulations
including having a license and paying the Transient Oriented Tax for all rental income.

My initial concern is in the overall generality of such a proposed ordinance and the apparent lack of
recognition of the tools presently available to ensure a good experience for vacation renters and full time
residents alike. Before the County moves towards requiring additional regulations, I would encourage them
to understand and fully utilize the tools they currently have at their disposal for effectively managing and
documenting the existing vacation rental stock, as well as provide REAL data regarding complaints,
citations, or other infractions related to the vacation rental housing stock.

In reviewing Supervisor Leopold's letter, absent is the following Directive i think would add some clarity to
the proposed process -

Direct the Planning Department to review the existing controls for managing vacation rentals, including the
approved Noise Ordinance, the Live Oak Parking Program, County Development Guidelines, any relevant
neighborhood CC&R's or HOA By-Laws, the Uniform Housing Code, and the Transient Occupancy Tax and
Business Licensing program for Vacation Rentals.

No one is more concerned about maintaining the value and stability of their home and neighborhood than
me. Our Rental Agreement we utilize with our guests outlining their responsibilities and our expectations is612212010 ~ \



clear and unambiguous. The following information is directly from our Rental Agreement:

REMINDER: Our neighborhood has a 10:00 p.m. to 8:00 a.m noise curfew, which is every night, including
weekends. We value our good relationships with our neighbors. Most of our neighbors are locals who live
and work in the area. It is imperative that you and your guests be respectful, courteous, and cordial in all of
your interaction with our neighbors. If any of them are annoyed for any reason by any of our guests or their
behavior, it is our policy to make one phone call to the home to alert you and your guests that you are
breaking the terms of your rental agreement by not respecting the noise curfew of 10pm. If that call proves
insufficient in stopping the noise, you and your guests will be required to immediately vacate the premises,
and there will be no refund for any unused time. We also drive by the home during the late evening and will
note if too many cars are around the home (usually not more than two are allowed after 10pm unless stated
otherwise in the confirmation email) or loud noise is coming from the home. If so, we will make one attempt
to get you and your guests to comply with the noise curfew. If we note too much noise, or are called again,
you will be required to immediately vacate the premises.

Santa Cruz County Noise Ordinance
A. No persons shall, between the hours of ten p.m. and eight a.m., make, cause, suffer, or permit to be
made any offensive noise:
1. Which is made within one hundred feet of any building or place regularly used for sleeping purposes; or
2. Which disturbs any person of ordinary sensitivities within his or her place of residence.
B. "Offensive noise" means any noise which is loud, boisterous, irritating, penetrating, or unusual, or that is
unreasonably distracting in any other manner such that it is likely to disturb people of ordinary sensitivities
in the vicinity of such noise, and includes, but is not limited to, noise made by an individual alone or by a
group of people engaged in any business, meeting, gathering, game, dance, or amusement, or by any
appliance, contrivance, device, structure, construction, ride, machine, implement, instrument or vehicle.
(Ord. 4001 § 1 (part), 1989
ABSOLUTELY NO HOUSE PARTIES ALLOWED.

We do not need additional restrictive regulations. We need the enforcement and understanding of the
existing elements that when followed, can allow for the flexibility of use of a person's property while not
negatively impacting their surrounding neighbors. If we isolate on the vacation home owner community,
where does one stop? What provisions does the County have in place to deal with long term rentals who
are disrespectful to their neighbors, have multiple families living in one unit, park their cars on the lawn, are
not code compliant, etc. etc.?

The entire area of Live Oak was originally made up of small cottages and second homes used by folks who
were not native to the area. One wonders if this proposed ordinance is merely a veiled attempt at further
growth control due to the increasingly changing dynamics of the Pleasure Point area. With all of the new
development, including the sea walls and walking paths, the commercial core at 41st Avenue, like it or not,
the area is undergoing significant change similar to other beach communities throughout California. To limit
others enjoyment of these features, even if only for days or weeks at a time, seems fundamentally wrong.

The arbitrary nature of attempting to determine a time period where vacation rentals will be grandfathered
in is baseless and quite possibly illegaL. If this ordinance comes to pass, the thought of retroactively and
arbitrarily setting a date in the past for those who will or won't be able to rent their homes out is
unenforceable. If the County attempts to embrace such draconian tactics, they will simply be met by
normally law abiding property owners moving underground to market and rent their houses, and will be lett
with no TOT, no business licenses, and an increasing ill-wil towards government regulation. If a property
owner is following the rules in place today, and has an appropriate relationship with their neighbors, there is
no need to further regulate. If they are not, they should be identified and made to comply, or lose their rights
to rent the property. A low cost annual permit that could be revoked is a REASONABLE expectation.

6/2212010



In closing, while always open to creating a better environment for my neighbors and our guests, I am
opposed to the dynamics and bullet points of the proposed ordinance and strongly encourage the board to
re-visit the current available resources, understand the value short term vacation visitors bring to Live Oak,
and recognize the proposal doesn't clearly identify WHY the County is isolating a particular property
ownership group in their district, nor does it acknowledge those vacation home owners who
CONSISTENTLY follow the rules. My ultimate goal would be to have the vacation rental income offset
some of my carry costs so that SOME DAY, i can make the transition to full time Pleasure Point resident. In
the absence of reasonable requirements, we would be forced to give up our long term plan and simply sell
the house due to an inability to support it in these economically challenged times.

Respectfully,
Jeffrey Randolph
544 38th Ave
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 7:41 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Pleasure Point Resident Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I live off 26th and own my home three blocks from Moran Beach. I have never had any problem with
vacation renters and I support the right of homeowners to make use of their homes as rentals for
supplemental income as needed. I do not rent my own home, but as a single female senior citizen with a
huge mortgage in the middle of a depression, it has been comforting to know that if i become unable to pay
the mortgage, I can stay with relatives and rent out my home. The only way to cover my mortgage is to do
shorter-term rentals. There are many of us singles trying to hang on in these diffcult times.
I would like to ask Supervisor Leopold to drop this idea, for the following reasons:
1. My home has lost 40% of its value (based on property tax reassessment). My income has dropped
drastically due to the depression we are still in, and there is no end in sight. I cannot sell my home without
bankrupting myself. My situation is a common one. Doing short-term rentals is one of very few options lett
to pay my mortgage.
2. i doubt the affected homeowners have been consulted or polled, and I believe this idea is only supported
by a small group of people in the affected areas. I would like to ask how many people have actually
requested this regulation.
3.There is no old neighborhood as Spvr. Leopold wishes existed. The land here is very valuable but the old
surf shacks aren't acceptable to buyers who can afford the land price. The neighborhood is changing and
the only way to keep the old cottages is to ruin the land value and bankrupt many people who have nothing
but their properties. This regulation, by adding a restriction, will significantly affect property values.
4. i am not aware of any real problem. The vacation renters here are very discreet. The people who come
here support small businesses such as Kong's Market.
5. i bought a home here because a condo purchase involves just this sort of restriction. These are fee
simple properties and it is illegal to add such restrictions to fee simple properties. We are not part of a
homeowners' association. We have sunk our life savings into our properties.
6. There is no justification for limiting such a restriction to this small area, as others have commented. Why
just this small area? What about the poor overburdened Westside with its real problems such as absentee
owners renting to many students, with the ensuing partying and problems? What is this nostalgic notion that
our area is special?
i moved here from a town in Hawaii where vacation rentals were basically banned, and Spvr. Leoplold's
regulation does include a "limit" on permits. The result in Hawaii was widespread illegal rentals. If Spvr.
Leopold insists on moving forward, there must be clear rules such as having the appropriate insurance, and
no limit on permits for those who meet appropriate requirements. Otherwise the suspicions of others here,
that this is merely a ploy to raise more money by penalizing homeowners, will be borne out.
If this proposal moves forward I will join in any litigation to attack it. Close East Cliff indefinitely; regulate
building of homes appropriate to the land prices here; make our section of Highway One a mess for no real
reason for years; but stop impinging on the legal rights of homeowners. Feel fvree to demand a tax and6/2212010 ei\



insurance; but don't deny us this appropriate and legal use of our property.
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 10:21 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: SLVHS Email: Not Supplied

Address : Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I am a teacher at San Lorenzo Valley high schooL. I am concerned about the potential loss of revenue that
this proposal will create. We are in dire straights. Why would we even think about saying no to a single
dollar of tax revenue? Find ways to support these people, not shut them down. I hope Mark Stone opposes
this.

6/22/2010 ~\



CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21,201010:17 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Frank Jones Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
I own a home in the Seacliff Area. I am concerned that restrictions in the Live Oak area will only push the
vacation homes and tourists into my neighborhood. This ordinance wil actually hurt the areas with no
restrictions. I implore my supervisor (Ellen Purie) to oppose this ordinance as it will make things worse in
her district.
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 4:36 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Carrie Walton Email: walton.carrie@gmail.com

Address: 189 La Canada Court
Los Gatos, CA 95032
AND
230 16th Ave.
Santa Cruz, CA

Phone: 4088572501

Comments:
RE: 6/22/10 agenda item #81, Supervisor Leopold
Dear County of Santa Cruz Supervisors,

I respectfully disagree with Supervisors Leopolds concerns about imposing restrictions on Live Oak
vacation rental homes. I own a vacation home in Live Oak since 2004. We initially started out renting during
the summer & holidays for with a seven night minimum stay. Generally renting to families that appreciate
the conveinences of a home, especially those with young children. We rented to college students a few
times and found that to cause disturbances with the neighbors and costly repairs. We consider this
residence to be a second home, spend a great deal of time here during the off season and love the Live
Oak community. We want to be good neighbors and be respectful of our neighbors conerns. We have
learned from our earlier experiences and are very selective about who we rent to.
When the recession hit, we found it more & more challenging to rent for a minimum of seven days. Roughly
70% of our rentals are 2-4 nights the other 30% are 5-7 nights. If we were required to rent for 7 nights or
longer we would be forced to sell this residence. Santa Cruz would lose out on our TOT taxes.
I don't consider Live Oak to be soley residentiaL. A motel backs to our property. Across the street is a
shopping center and just blocks away are restaurants and other businesses making it an ideal spot for
vacationers. I find it interesting that Leopold lives in Live Oak and has singled out Live Oak. Why not other
vacation rental areas of Santa Cruz? Is Leopold trying to appease his beach front supporters?
An alternative solution would be to fine renters that cause problems. Turning Live Oak into a gated
community is not in the spirit of Santa Cruz.

Thank You,

Carrie Walton
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 4:07 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Judy Murillo Email: jemrubia@aol.com

Address: 121 8th Ave.
Santa Cruz
CA 95062

Phone: 831 462-5934

Comments:
Dear Supervisor Leopold:

Bravo for your proposed ordinance. The fabric of our Live Oak neighborhoods has certainly frayed thanks
to the proliferation of vacation rentals that are unregulated. We have owned our home for 28 years and
unfortunately have come to fear the dreaded news that our neighbors will place their home on a vacation
rental program or simply rent on-line to "a few close friends." Over the last fifteen years this has become a
major business. Without the need for paying taxes on essentially their hotel business, potential new owners
are informed by realtors of the profit to be had when they use their home as a vacation rental, without the
restrictions of business tax and they get to use their own personal beach home a few weeks annually.
Our block has thirteen houses. Five of these are vacation rentals. Not all have signs posted, but are listed
on websites. Two homes immediately in back of us also are vacation rentals. They do not have posted
signs or methods of contacting the home owners when parties just begin long atter 10:00 PM.
My family and I urge you and the board of supervisors to take immediate action on your dratted ordinance. I
would welcome a closer look at the maximum of 10 guests, considering that few of the homes have more
than two or three legal bedrooms. Eight guests seems more reasonable. Keep in mind that many of these
homes are on sub lots. The parcels were subdivided a century ago. Houses on larger lots have more of a
set back from adjacent homes. Another issue is the impact of multiple guests' SUVs trying to share street
parking. Few of the vacation rentals have more than one or two off street parking spaces provided with the
rental home. The overflow of cars that jam the tiny streets compete with year round house renters, home
owners lacking garages and simply the regular summer beach goer that is driving in circles searching for a
spot to park and pay for his parking sticker. More restrictions could be included in the ordinance but it is a
good beginning.
Let's hear it for an improved quality of life for Live Oak!
Thanks so much for your time and consideration to this serious and long ignored problem.
Judy Murillo
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 7:27 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Ralph Strauss Email: strauss12@gmail.com

Address: 544 38th Avenue, Santa Cruz Phone: 925-216-5555

Comments:
Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

I am opposed to the proposal to create a vacation rental ordinance overlay district.

I believe the County has existing regulations and codes at its' disposal to effectively control problems that
may be occurring related to vacation rental of certain homes.
Make sure that existing tools are being used to prevent issues before adding more regulations.

There are many types of people that come to vacation in our neighborhoods. They contribute to the
economic vitaliy of the area by shopping in the stores, eating in the restaurants, participating in organized
activities and events, enjoying recreational activities, etc.
We need to provide a variety of means to accommodate these guests. Hotels are suitable for some, rental
homes are best for others.

In particular, I think the arbitrary backdating of the proposed effective cutoff date of eligible vacation rental
properties is absurd. Timing it to the "height of the market" will hurt the maximum number of owners, who
paid the most for their homes. What would make rental homes operating today with a valid business
license, and which have been collecting occupancy taxes, that were built in 2008, 2009, or 2010, any less
desirable to the County?

Additionally, creating a minimum stay requirement does nothing to solve issues of noise and parking
disturbances. Somebody causing disturbances while renting a home for 8 or 10 days is more of a problem
than any guest staying for 2 or 3 days.

Proper enforcement of existing noise, parking, and zoning regulations is the best solution.

Sincerely,
Ralph Strauss

544 38th Avenue
Santa Cruz
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 9:21 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Scott Mosher Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
As an owner of a vacation house on 12th Avenue, I strongly urge the Board of Supervisors to reject the
recommendation to develop an ordinance which would create a Live Oak Vacation Rental Overlay District
to regulate vacation rentals within the boundaries of the proposed district. In these challenging economic
times, the county should focus on maintaining and growing the local tourist industry rather than restricting
choices for accommodations. Vacation rentals provide a great option for families and friends to enjoy the
many wonders of Santa Cruz while generating much needed income for the county through the Transient
Occupancy Tax (TOT). Additionally, vacation rentals help maintain higher property values which translates
to larger property tax revenues.

The opportunity to generate some vacation rental income to help offset a portion of the significant expense
of owning a family vacation home in Santa Cruz certainly factored into our decision making process when
we purchased our property in 2008. Absent this, I'm not sure that we would have purchased the property.
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Monday, June 21,2010 10:11 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name : Adam Sah Email: asah@midgard.net

Address: 295 Geoffroy Dr
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone : 831-464-7628

Comments:
(re: item #81 proposing regulation for vacation rentals)

Dear members of the Board,

As a Live Oak resident and local business person, I am very concerned about the onerous proposed
ordinance on vacation rentals (VRs) being proposed.

First, Santa Cruz already has regulation against hazards and nuisances involving noise, trash, parking, etc.
- and unlike the proposed ordinances, these existing ordinances apply equally to all properties. Why should
a non-VR be allowed to make greater noise than a VR? Noise is noise. Business signage is business
signage-- it doesn't matter what type of business it is.

Second, VRs are an *asset* to our community and we should be *supporting* them-- vacation rentals bring
valuable tax income from the existing 10% TOT, as well as jobs for everyone from builders and locksmiths,
to cleaners and restaurants-- and it's worth noting that this business activity is *greater* than what residents
alone would use. We enjoy great restaurants like Star Bene, but they can only survive with the tourist
business brought by vacation rentals. While John Leopold might deny it, his proposed ordinance contains
extremely dangerous suggestions, such as a 7-night minimum stay, in a vacation rental market dominated
by weekend rentals. Once removed, what remains are obvious ordinances (e.g. trash) that should apply to
all property owners.

Thank you for listening!
adam
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CBD BOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 10:14 PM

To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date: 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Anthony Email: Not Supplied

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
i have read the proposal and I am quite concerned about the potential economic impact to the Live Oak
area. i recommend that the board "table" this issue and receive input from all parties involved. Currently,
this proposal only discusses the supposed negative aspect of vacation rentals and none of the positive
aspects. I have spoken to many business owners in the Live Oak area and they are very concerned about
how this will affect their livlihood.
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caD aOSMAIL

From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Tuesday, June 22,20108:15 AM

1 ti. CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Date : 6/22/2010 Item Number: 81

Name: Rose Marie McNair Email: realrose@norcalbroker.com

Address: Not Supplied Phone: Not Supplied

Comments:
6/22/10

Honorable Supervisors:

I am writing regarding the proposed Vacation Rental ordinance.

My concerns are, once again, that current laws exist to address the very issues that this ordinance would
purport to address. Creating an additional "overlay" of the same rules wil not necessarily relieve the issues
y'9scribe, if the main element is not achieved: ENFORCEMENT!

We have laws on the books about disturbing the peace--anyone doing so should receive appropriate and
exact punishment already on the books:
1. Regarding noise, and parking violations: jailor fines to the revelers of the party and owners or
perpetrators. Cracking down on these problems would send a message that there is zero tolerance for this
type of behavior.
2. Over-crowding: Uniform Housing Code restricts the County from imposing more stringent standards.
Follow those UFC guidelines. However, parking violations are easily enforced, making certain that notices
are given and cars are TOWED.
3. Property Managers and honorable citizens follow the transient occupancy laws, and pay taxes. If others
violate those rules, fine them--immediately and heavily.

My point is that continually adding government intervention, via repetitious and often, conflicting rules,
causes the public to be burdened by over-zealous politics, rather than care for public safety. More rules do
not make these issues go away, they create an avenue for litigation and confusion.

Review your current laws--party laws, disturbing the peace, illegal parking, not paying the TOT, etc.
ENFORCE the laws already on the books. The problerms will go away. n

Thank you for your consideration.
Rose Marie McNair, REALTOR (R)
8~'" 4762102
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