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Short-term Rentals Online Questionnaire:  COMMENTS for Question #1 
County regulations would be the same for all short-term rentals throughout unincorporated Clackamas County, 

with one exception. Any short-term rental located inside the Portland metropolitan area urban growth boundary 
(UGB) must be the owner’s primary residence (defined as a dwelling unit where the owner lives most of the time) or 
located on the same lot as the owner's primary residence. (The owner would not be required to be there when the 

short-term rental is occupied.) What do you think about this proposed requirement? 

 
 

Seems a bit too restrictive. 

 

Our homes were not purchased to be income producing investment properties. We are already 
getting stuck next to stinky marijuana grow facilities. Even with guidelines the growers know how to 
get around the rules by just claiming a marijuana health need. This devalues our homes. I am a realtor 
and can attest to a home on Heidi Lane that was devalued due to the grow operation next door. My 
buyer walked away. Now you want to let my neighbor run a motel next door. No thank you. We are 
always told to be aware of our surroundings and our neighbors. How will I know who is the neighbor, 
the renter, or the thief? I vote no and especially to the notion that 15 people could be allowed. 4 
people at the most no matter what size the property is. 

 

I think this will help keep local residences benefiting if they so choose to have a shirt term vacation 
rental versus others could just commercialize it. I believe this helps the community build local 
entrepreneurs in running a business as a short term vacation rental host. I believe it should also 
extend to renters with landlord approval. 

 

Would be wrong to have the same rules throughout the county considering how different it is up in 
the mount hood area. 

 

People purchased these properties and they should be able to rent them if they want to. 

 

You should not be singling out short-term rental property owners. The problems you're trying to 
address are not specific to those properties. I've had problems in the past with bad residents (who do 
many of the things you're trying to legislate against here) who own the property they live in and with 
long-term rental residents. You're making the basic (wrong) assumption that all short-term rental 
properties are a problem - when your own consultations have shown that the majority of short-term 
landlords run extremely professional business that bring income to the local community without 
creating any problems for their neighbors. 

 

The County shouldn't be able to put this type of requirement on property owners of short term 
rentals. Most, if not all of the vrbo's I've rented are not primary properties of the owners. They own 
the homes so others are able to visit areas of the country or world they wouldn't otherwise be able to 
see. They do make some $$ too, but they should be able to. Business is business. 

 

I agree with not "commercializing" our neighborhoods. I think the whole AirBnb model was originally 
set up for the individual homeowner to be able to make some money and provide a unique 
experience for travelers. Entrepreneurs with lots of capital have turned it into a money making 
opportunity that the average citizen can't afford to do, and it's taken much needed housing inventory 
away from families needing a home. I am a single woman that depends on the extra AirBnb income to 
make ends meet. It allows me to continue to be a contributing member of my community in a town I 
love. I feel the pressure of daily raising living expenses and having my little AirBnb room has been a 
God send for me. I make on average $450 per month before taxes. If you stick to the fee of $1000 
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every two years you will be taking a whole month or more of my revenue - not to mention I am the 
one keeping up my property, stripping the beds, scrubbing the toilet, incurring the higher utility bills 
etc. What do I get for that money I'm losing? It doesn't feel fair. This started with what I kept being 
told was a complaint about a West Linn house where one bad apple AirBnb had a guest caught 
urinating in a yard at a party. I have talked to a couple of the Commissioners and this example is the 
only one that keeps getting quoted. It feels like these regulations have gotten out of control from the 
original purpose and turned into a political issue. A way for the County to make money on the backs 
of the struggling little guy. I implore you - please don't do that to us. 

 

i think good idea for residential str .. As drafted though it includes commercial zones, ie RTC in 
Government camp.. Commercially zoned properties, like Resort Accommodations, in the ZDO should 
be included as "does not apply' in 8.10.030. Maximum occupancy as drafted should and does not 
apply to a Commercial resort area (RTC) in Government camp. Comercially zoned and built properties 
in RTC in Government Camp should be in the does not apply' in 8.10.030. its a resort area and 
different than most other unincorporated clackamas county areas. 

 

I don't think all short term rentals in unincorporated Clackamas County should be regulated the same. 

 

Is the UGB item the exception? And to what exception? How does one find out weather or not they’re 
in the UGB? What is the break between rented and rerented to the same person? Are there 
specifications to what would be considered for rent to another person? Would an RV be considered 
something that could be rented out on personal property, a tiny home, a 10' X 10' shed/room? 

 

I have a property along the Cascading Rivers Scenic Bike-way, a state designated cycling route. My 
property will not comply with off street parking requirement but we would only advertise toward 
cyclists along the rout for a few months out of the year. I know of a few other people who rent a 
week or two a year and would never know they were supposed to follow these new regulations nor 
would they be able to make it financially feasible. We are supposed to be welcoming visitors and 
bicyclists but these new regulations are a burden on residents and unwelcoming to guests. 

 

I am ok with these requirements. 

 

1.The regulation should apply all the same throughout the County, why should residences within the 
UGB not experience a house in their neighborhood having a party every weekend and holiday and 
have to deal with the same issues and remedies as everyone else in the rural areas. 2. I think it's a 
great idea to require the property be the primary residence of the rental because there is a vested 
interest in keeping your neighborhood livable, this requirement should apply county wide and require 
a Conditional Use Permit if not the primary residence. 3. My impression and many of the people I've 
talked to is the County tried to ignore short term rentals till it has become a problem and now the 
County is more interested in getting a piece of the money and pretend they are regulating short term 
rentals. I wish the County had the same enthusiasm as regulating Short term rentals as the County 
had regulating Cannabis. 4.There should be more stringent rules, regulation, and definitions to 
adequately regulate a commercial use within a neighborhood. Wants the difference between a motel 
or resort then a short term rental, a motel a resort would have a manager to keep people in order. . 

 

The weed you are using is high quality! Sure paid for with tax payers money. Stay away from private 
properties, we are taxed an arm and a leg already. I suggest some of the commissioners draft an 
proposal to reduce the property taxes, another one for reducing the spending and another one for 
reducing the government personnel. I am curious which one will do that (if any). Stop creating new 
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layers of public control over our life. In 37 years in US I never saw a politician trying to lower the taxes 
or spending. What is wrong with you? WAKE up, we, the people have lost the trust in you. 

 

The rule applicable to properties within the Portland Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary should 
also apply to areas outside the boundary in unincorporated Clackamas County, i.e. a short term rental 
should be allowed only if it is the owner's primary residence or is located on the same lot as the 
owner's primary residence. Absentee owners have little or no connection to the neighborhood. Their 
primary purpose is to earn income from short term rentals, whether or not a short term rental is 
compatible with the neighborhood. I live on a quiet, private residential road in unincorporated 
Clackamas County. The property next door is a short term rental whose owner lives on the coast. The 
owner has placed bright security lights outside the rental, which remain on all night long.The renters 
frequently have loud parties on the outside deck. After several complaints from neighbors, the owner 
now requires renters to be quiet after 10 pm. However, when the renters violate the agreement, 
there is no immediate remedy, if the owner is not available. This is unfair to neighbors who need to 
get up and go to work the morning after a loud party. Even when the renters abide by the quiet time 
rules, the frequency of the loud, outdoor parties, especially in the summer and the bright security 
lights are incompatible with the quiet, rural character of this riverside neighborhood. The people in 
this neighborhood live here in order to enjoy the natural setting, wildlife and river. A party house next 
door greatly negatively impacts our enjoyment of our properties. Although a requirement that 
owners rent their own primary residence or a dwelling on the same lot would not solve all of the 
conflicts inherent in allowing short term rentals in a residential neighborhood. However it might at 
least encourage the rental owners to be considerate of their neighbors. 

 

I don't understand the reason or justification for the UGB exception. Why jnot allow people to have 
STRs where they don't live inside the UGB? 

 

Why do you have to regulate every type of business? There's no need to have this rule that you have 
to live in the property to rent it out short term. If I have 100 rental properties and I want to turn them 
all into short term rentals, I should be allowed to do that. What is the point of this stupid rule? You 
shouldn't even have to go through the city or county to get their approval to rent out your house 
short term. There is no need for that. 

 

The only reason you're doing this is to get more money out of tax paying citizens. This is a money 
grab. The requirements could be in place and even enforced, if need be, without the ridiculous $800 
to $900 every two year fee. Outrageous! 

 

I'd recommend amending the language of the county zoning ordinance without a registration and 
enforcement program. This is a one time "thing" and does not require creating a new program to 
enforce this (this fee feels like its so high in order to pay for the administration of the program). Many 
of the components identified are good ideas (such as number of guests, etc), but just codify them so 
that people breaking the code can be reported if neighbors notice something "odd". However, if you 
do implement this, the fee is too high. Also, I think this will hurt people who have fewer short term 
rentals (less profit to overcome the fee) which is not fair. Also, people who are participating short 
term rentals often tend to upkeep their rentals in order to remain competitive, which visually 
enhances the area (which is a good thing!). 

 

I think the same ruling for metro area residences of in residence/ on lot requirement needs to apply in 
unincorporated county . The potential for not following any of the noise, garbage , occupancy , safety 
code violations is just as great, if not more so than in the metro area. Why are Metro dwellers given 
more insurance of proper use of vacation /temporary rentals by their neighbors through regulations 
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than unincorporated households? As a citizen living in an unincorporated section I vehemently 
oppose this omission, and then this proposal. Also, 15 renters as a high total is just asking for 
problems. It is not a family amount but a party group. These rentals are not hotels, either. 

 

Get your noses out of our homes and properties. It’s my property not yours and you don’t have a 
basis for micromanaging what I do with my property. 

 

We pay taxes on our property now. As long as the property is not a nuisance to the neighborhood, 
meaning no complaints, Gov. needs to not over regulate areas. 

 

Thank You to all of the County employees who have been working on this. 

 

As a bed & breakfast business owner I can tell you that this is a horrible idea. Please refrain from 
imposing additional regulations, fees and hoops to jump through for small business owners like 
myself. The costs to business owners far exceed any benefit we would ever hope to receive. It seems 
the funds collected would only be used to create more bureaucracy paying those who administer and 
police the policy while doing very little to enhance our community. PLEASE STOP this legislation from 
going forward! 

 

I don't like this idea. I don't support it. I feel we as home owners should be allowed to rent out our 
space if we so choose with no expectation of paying more than income tax. There is already income 
tax. As Airbnb hosts most individuals are not making as much as large companies and hotels, so 
paying this fee I think is unfair and it will only increase in time I'm sure as most things....causing 
individuals to stop doing Airbnb because it won't make it worth it. If you regulate Airbnb too much 
people might try to do stuff under the table as well. People who Airbnb just part time or once a year 
while traveling would not find it worth it to pay. Which provides less options for travelers. Just leave 
Airbnb alone. 

 

This requirement it is a bad idea because a person would not be able to use a second property inside 
Portland UGB as a STR. If I were able to have a second home in Portland I would want the opportunity 
to be able to offer it as a STR. Having the clause of "owner would not have to be present at time of 
rental" is not really a viable solution since by definition a primary residence is where the owner lives. 
So other than an occasional out of town vacation, where would the owner go? It would not be 
economically viable to move out of a primary residence to offer it as a STR on any sort of ongoing 
basis. Therefore, this regulation would effectively limit people from being able to make second homes 
into STRs within Portland which is unfairly restrictive to owners of property within Portland, and 
overall bad for the tourism economy. 

 

The fee is prohibitive to low income folks, and will only serve to reduce options for struggling families. 

 

Prohibitive at best 

 

There is no need to regulate these, we have plenty of laws regarding noise and parking already. This 
just unessicarly infringes on the rights of property owners and forces them to pay a large fee. This 
large fee unfairly benefits the wealthier who own larger properties that regularly have guest quarters 
to rent out. This will hurt smaller poorer households who may only do short term rentals when they 
leave for vacation once or twice a year yet have to pay the same very expensive fee. This means in 
effect the fee will be much larger % of short term rental income for poorer smaller households than it 
will be for wealthier larger homes that have much more frequently rented space and or more 
expensive spaces. 
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Critical for communities to have some tools to assure owners be accountable for the renters. Many 
visitors are disrespectful to adjoining neighbors, by parking in front of their homes, leaving trash and 
speeding in our neighbors. Absolutely the short-term owner is running a business, must carry 
insurance, should be registered. Please consider this adoption, it is necessary for the peace of our 
communities. 

 

I am against more regulations and taxes by the government, I find this as another excuse to generate 
more taxes for the county by capitalizing on the publics hard work. The companies in place that 
advertise and schedule short term rentals hired by property owners require much of the same 
standards the county proposes. The public is far more capable of governing themselves than the 
government gives us credit for and the amount of regulation and tax proves it. I request this draft 
proposal by the county be denied or put to a public vote, not just a few representatives on a council. 

 

I think vacation rentals are a huge part of our local economy especially in our mountain community. I 
think by regulating vacation rentals it will deter people from investing in rental properties in our area. 
As a business owner...we do lots of business with owners of vacation rentals. I'm concerned our local 
economy will suffer as a result of the proposed regulations. 

 

The responsibilities would be with the neighbors ..sat for example there is a fire or the guests have 
personal emergency. As it currently is in our neighborhood, already the home owner is not here and 
has advised has advised guests not to talk to the neighbors. It doesn't matter the rules and 
regulations because no one has time nor funds to monitor or respond to any violations. Neighbors. 
Are left to be watchdogs and that is not a good feeling. 

 

I live in Government Camp and the lack of enforceable standards is apparent from the outside ie; 
trash removal and storage and parking wherever anyone pleases. Mostly due to allowing to many 
vehicles for what they can accommodate. I hate to think of the inside with safety concerns not being 
enforced. 

 

This is fine if the city of Portland’s legal reach is to the metro area. Otherwise, I don’t want Portland’s 
laws to be regarded with Clackamas county laws. If Milwaukie is in Portland metro, then definitely 
NO!!!!! 

 

Too restrictive. All structures that are designed for humans to live in should be allowed. Not allowing 
RVs, Guest houses, Tiny houses, container homes, and even tents just doesn't make sense. Many 
people have incurred significant expense in creating unique dwellings for short-term rentals. These 
regulations will take away the income that they planned to generate. In addition, these regulations 
encourages investors to purchase condos, apartments for short-term rentals taking them off the long-
term rental market. Most of the people that offer short-term rentals are not real estate investors, 
They are just people that need to generate some extra income. 

 

As owner of a short term rental that's also my second home, I find this proposed regulation highly 
restrictive. To comply means converting the house to my primary residence and completely disrupting 
my life. The only other options that would be available to me otherwise are: 1) renting long term 
(which means I couldn't use it myself when I visit my children and grandchildren), or 2) selling it 
because this proposed change makes it an economic hardship to keep it Honestly, it doesn't make 
sense! I don't understand why Portland regulates their short term rental industry this way. It 
penalizes homeowners who are trying to manage their cost of living and unfairly serves the hotel 
industry by eliminating their competition. The world is changing; travelers demonstrate their 
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preference for renting a whole house versus a room where they have to share common space with 
the owner. Although I don't expect county regulations be adapted just to serve me, I trust my 
perspective is considered before a decision is made. 

 

I take exceptions to the following: 8.10.040 Short-Term Rental Registration Requirements and Fee A. 
There is no reason to register. It's an additional burden to the small business owner. The County is 
perfectly capable of collecting the Transient Tax without registering. A1 & A2 are acceptable 
information and the County has this as they already collect Transient Taxes. A3 is A3 - Absolutely not!! 
You are looking to create positions that us homeowners then have to pay for with all these ridiculous 
rules and regulations. A4 - Absolutely not!! Ridiculous overkill. A5. - No. This might prevent some 
homeowners from raising the cash to pay the taxes. In 5 years I have lived in Clackamas County my 
taxes have more than doubled. I will be renting a room shortly to cover property taxes alone. A6. - 
No. The County doesn't need this now to collect their Transient Tax. A7. - No. It's already available by 
those paying the short-term Transient Tax. A8. - No. Most sights Airbnb and VRBO offer insurance 
protection. A9. - Is not necessary if the County just drops these restrictions. A10. A site plan is 
ridiculous overkill. A11. A dwelling unit floor plan - again, overkill. It is not the County's business who 
homeowners want to rent their space to, what that space looks like, or what it should or should not 
include. My own son was happy on the floor of someone’s space in Hawaii. It is not for the County to 
dictate what is and is not acceptable for a traveler sleeping arrangements. C. I do not agree that 
separate registration application needs to be submitted for each proposed short-term rental, nor that 
only one short-term rental registration shall be approved per dwelling unit. If I have 4 extra bedrooms 
and want to rent them out, I should be able to. D. I say the County should drop this idea and then a 
short-term rental registration application isn't necessary. E. I don't agree, because I don't believe a 
registration fee should be paid to period. Quit sticking it to the homeowner trying to make a living. 
8.10.050 Registration Termination – Renewal – Fee - Don't agree with any of this. A. B. C. D. 8.10.060 
Standards and Conditions A. I do not agree that the short-term rental must be operated within a 
legally-established, permanent dwelling unit. 1. To not allow guest houses or other similar structures 
to be considered as a dwelling is RIDICULOUS!!! By the very name of it suggests it's the perfect place 
to put a guest. This is beyond dumb. 2. I don't agree that sleeping accommodations such as tents and 
recreational vehicles are not considered, people are living in them all over the U.S. and on our streets. 
If they can live in them permantely on our public streets, then as a citizen who owns property, I 
should have the right to rent to them. B. No restrictions on maximum capacity, unless I can do the 
same when my neighbors entertain or party. 1. No restrictions on occupants and sleeping 
arrangements - I have seen units that hold 4-6 beds which is like a hostel and I think it's brilliant. Not 
my way to travel, but at $20 buck a night, a warm bed and shower on the road, even if it's shared 
space, is nothing to turn one's noise up at. Hostels run successfully across the globe. 2. No. Roll-out 
beds, fold-out couches, or other similar temporary beds are exactly the purpose of Airbnb. To offer 
alternatives. 3. No comment 4. No comment 12.3.19 Public Comment DRAFT (pg.4) C. Noise. This 
should apply to everyone, so no need for special code. D. Parking. Seriously?? One off-street motor 
vehicle parking space per two sleeping areas is required? Why isn't this a requirement for every 
household? House across the street constantly has 4 cars parked on the road and not in their 
driveway or garage. Regarding proving the garage is clean, that is overkill. 1. No - do not agree 2. Do 
not agree 3. Agree that it should be for all residents, not just short-term rentals. E. Garbage. All 
garbage should be removed from the premises of everyone, not just short-term rentals. Do not agree 
with the covered areas. Total overkill. F. No - Transient Tax lodging folks have this information. G. 
Building and Fire Safety. Again, you this is short-term rental shall comply with all ordinances that 
apply to a dwelling, and all structural components shall be kept in sound condition and good repair. In 
addition: 1. Working smoke detectors and carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed and 
maintained in locations as required in Oregon Residential Specialty Code sections R314.3 and R315.3. 
2. No - overkill one fire extinguisher is enough. 3. Do not need a special code for this, it's already code. 
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5. Same as above 6. Same as above. 7. Same as above 8. Same as above 9. Same as above H. Do not 
agree that any short-term rental located within the Portland Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary, 
the dwelling unit to be used as a short-term rental must be located on the same lot of record as the 
owner’s primary residence. A. Do not agree that an administrator has the right to approve or 
disapprove. B. NO!! Do not agree with this. The thought that my rude neighbor could have input into 
what I want to do with my home, or have access to my personal information is unacceptable. C. Do 
not agree with this. 8.10.080 Examination of Books, Records and Premises Absolutely NOT! What an 
invasion. NO!!! NO!!! NO!! 8.10.090 Emergency Revocation A. I do not agree. B. I do not agree. C. I do 
not agree. 8.10.100 Administration and Enforcement - Do not agree with the code, so I do agree with 
the following. A-G 12.3.19 Public Comment DRAFT Same as above - I do not agree. H-I 8.10.110 
Penalties - Do not agree with penalties. The whole purpose of Airbnb is to offer travelers an 
alternative to expensive travel lodging, and to offer homeowners an opportunity to help cover the 
high expense of home ownership. Some of these rules and regulations appear to be pushed by the 
hotel industry. The issues with temporary lodging is no difference than the issues I experience on a 
daily basis from my immediate neighbor. Yet I'm stuck with them, their noise, their garbage, they 
have run over our fence, we listen to their 24/7 outdoor electronics. All the complaints you hear, I live 
with daily from my own neighbor. Please, leave the homeowner alone to earn some money to pay the 
high taxes and maintain their homes. 

 

We own a huge piece of land, so no neighbors would be affected, and since we do not receive all the 
benefits of those within the city limits, I don’t feel we should be taxed the same. We have to provide 
our own water through wells, many have to use propane tanks for gas access since we are outdoor 
city limits, it is our responsibility to pave or gravel roads, etc. I vote no on added taxes for short term 
rental and no inspectors wondering on 

 

Has any evidence been provided that the proposed regulations would in fact increase public safety? 
Has any review of similar regulations enacted in other jurisdictions found a correlation to increased 
public safety? 

 

It should be the same rule regardless of whether it’s ugb or not. 

 

These regulations do not consider rural areas or tourist customers at all. I live next to Metzler park 
where hundreds of people camp. But these regulations do not allow me to do something similar, why 
not? 

 

It's total over reach on the county's part. What problem are you actually trying to fix here? There are 
already ordinances in place for most the things you lay out so really this just comes across as a power 
/ money grab to folks who are either educated or tired of seeing you nickel and dime this county 
anywhere you can. I moved to unincorporated Clackamas to get away from HOAs. If you think of it, 
that's kind of what you are introducing here. 

 

I think regulating these is a good idea but I don't think the regulations go far enough. I live up on the 
mountain - off Lolo Pass Rd - and have significant concerns. I am concerned that people with money 
to invest in these rental properties are pricing out homes that local working class families are trying to 
buy or rent long term. I am lucky that I purchased many years ago since I likely couldn't afford to buy 
a house in my community now. I don't have an issue with renting out an ADU where the owner's 
primary residence is on the lot also. My street has 19 homes on it and 4-5 of them are short term 
rentals. I am concerned that in 5 more years it will be mostly short term rentals. The home directly 
across the street from me has been a short term rental for many years. They have one bathroom and 
state that the house sleeps 10. Glad their septic system is downhill from me. The residential camp fire 
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situation is a concern. Glad that there is some language addressing this but it doesn't of far enough. 
The size of the camp fires has been excessive. There should be limit to the size of the campfires. I 
recommend 3' flame length max. Abandon campfires is a common problem on nearby National Forest 
lands where they have staff patrolling during high fire danger. I bet the same thing happens at these 
rentals. It is just a matter of time till one causes a wildfire. And the garbage cans get left out on the 
street and animals get into them - bears, dogs, raccoons... They should have to be secured - not left 
curbside all week. Again another problem waiting to happen with habituating bears. 

 

This is a good regulation that should pertain to the entire county. We need to try to limit investor 
participation in the short-term rental market. Investors are notoriously uncaring about neighbors or 
regulations, so keeping them out of the process is beneficial to everyone except the county (which 
will net more taxes if investors are heavily involved, though obviously that is not the county's goal or 
this provision would not be in the regs) and the investors themselves. Why should corporate callous 
money-grubbing investments take precedence over my long-term custodial investment in my home 
and neighborhood? This should not be allowed. 

 

This is a bad idea. We live in Unincorporated Clackamas County but inside the Growth Boundary. Our 
property is 2 tax lots that are continuous. 1 tax lot has our house, and the other is in our back yard 
that has a cabin built on it. We occupy the house full time but rent out the cabin. The way this rule is 
written, we would be penalized because the cabin is not on a a tax lot we occupy full time. The rule 
states the owner does not need to be there when its rented, but we are usually around which reduces 
any potential issues. It seems like we would be less of a problem than someone with one tax lot who 
just leaves the rental unattended. 

 

Many owners have properties in addition to there primary residence that are used for short term 
rentals. The income from these properties is depended on as retirement income. please do not 
interfere with this. Property taxes are high enough already. We do not have any children and are 
paying for schools etc. 3x due to having 3 properties. The government is not needed to regulate what 
we do on our own private property. It seams that if this idea was to be adopted, that you would really 
be creating a huge logistical nightmare for your selves as well. There is bound to be a huge number of 
violations that would need to be dealt with. 

 

What about a owner that has been paying lodging taxes for years. Are they no longer able to use the 
property as they have invested in? 

 

This makes no sense- the city of portland already has rules and regulations in place and they do NOT 
require the rental to be the owners primary residence. They require that there is "a" long term 
resident living on sit- but it does it have to be the owner. Why add even more regulations for those 
already dealing with Portland's hefty nightly tourism tax and additional fees? 

 

This is TERRIBLE, HORRIBLE, and EXTREMELY BAD idea!!!!! How dare you telling me what to do with 
my own property when I'm THE ONE who is paying the mortgage AND property tax, and NOT you!!! I 
would be EXTREMELY UNHAPPY if this regulation passes!!! SO I strongly and desperately demand that 
you drop this proposal!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! I hope you are feeling my STRESS and PAIN and along with 
many others by you trying to destroy our retirement income!!!!! 

 

Overall this feels like the county looking for a reason to implement additional regulations (and collect 
fees) where it just isn't needed. There already exists regulations which cover noise complaints, 
requirements for garbage removal, building codes, etc. Why is there a need to specify for vacation 
rental homes, other than to be able to charge a fee to people who are legally renting out their 
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property. This is an example of regulations for regulations sake and legislation looking for a problem 
to fix. 

 

The Mount hood area and many others are having major rental shortages and affordability issues due 
to the profits from short term rentals driving up the cost and driving down the availability for longer 
term rentals. Requiring that all short term rentals must be on the owner's primary residence would 
drastically help resolve the housing crisis that our politicians profess to be serious about alleviating. 

 

I have owned my own home and lived in Clackamas County for over 40 years. As a Clackamas County 
resident, I pay my property tax and taken care of my property. I have found that through the years I 
have had neighbors (homeowners with no short term renters) that have violated all of the issues you 
note in this bill. Yet no one from the County has enforced multiple vehicles parked on the narrow 
street for each household, noisy neighbors, garbage left out....So, why on earth should we place these 
regulations on all...even those that may want/require short term renters just to afford to stay in their 
homes that they take care. How will the County enforce the regulations, when they don't enforce the 
same issues now? Let the County come up with another way to fill the County coffers....as if they can't 
get by now. The County wants to allow ADUs but short term rentals need additional regulations? I 
guess the bottom line is MONEY. ADUs more property tax and short term rentals can gauge owners 
for administration costs and additional fees. 

 

So based on your definition it appears that you will be putting me out of business. We live on a 
Century Farm and a portion of the original farm house was detached and turned into a guest house 
about 60 years ago. It has been a very successful and popular Airbnb rental; we paid over $1,000 in 
taxes to you. I'm attaching a link so you can look at it and confirm that it will not qualify. 
https://www.airbnb.com/rooms/25210366?previous_page_section_name=1000&search_id=ea24563
3-87b3-8771-413e-fb9c12c55e5c&federated_search_id=89169238-be7c-4900-a0b5-b85295ab9414 

 

The County should not have any say in how a home-owner uses their land/home. 

 

This is what several commissioners enjoy the protection by since they live in Lake Oswego. It is 
outrageous that the county is considering allowing unoccupied homes that are not primary residences 
to be used as hotels, commercializing our neighborhoods and disincentivizing homeowners from 
renting to long term tenants. How unfair to the neighbors, who now have to have unsupervised 
strangers stay Nextdoor nightly. That is something nobody wants, nobody except for those financially 
benefitting from it. 

 

Many people use their second home as shirt term rentals, this is a clear overreach which will be 
challenged with a ballot measure . 

 

Government again budding in to our lives...not good! 
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Proposed Short-term / Vacation Rental Regulations and Registration Program

2 / 6

Q2 The proposed code would regulate a number of specific aspects of
short-term/vacation rentals, including those described below.  For each

topic, please note whether you agree with the proposal, disagree with the
proposal or you need more information.

Answered: 104 Skipped: 2

Garbage:
removed at...

Maximum
occupancy: t...

Parking: 1
off-street...

Noise: quiet
hours posted...
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Proposed Short-term / Vacation Rental Regulations and Registration Program

3 / 6
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101

Agree Disagree Don't know/don't care Need more information

Building &
fire safety:...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

 AGREE DISAGREE DON'T
KNOW/DON'T
CARE

NEED MORE
INFORMATION

TOTAL

Garbage: removed at least once/week; covered outdoor
garbage containers; recycling containers available to renters 

Maximum occupancy: two people per sleeping area plus two
additional people up to a maximum of 15 (A "sleeping area" is
defined as a room or other space within a dwelling unit
designed and intended primarily for sleeping.)

Parking:  1 off-street parking spot for each 2 sleeping areas;
minimum of 1 off-street parking space

Noise:  quiet hours posted for occupants (from 10 p.m.-7 a.m.
per current county noise ordinance)

Building & fire safety:  standard residential requirements, plus
working smoke and carbon monoxide detectors, 2 working fire
extinguishers; code-compliant pool and hot tub barriers (if
applicable), at least 1 operable emergency escape and
rescue opening for each sleeping room; clearly posted
information for local fire district; no open code violations
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Short-term Rentals Online Questionnaire:  COMMENTS for Question #2 
The proposed code would regulate a number of specific aspects of short-term/vacation rentals, including those 

described below. For each topic, please note whether you agree with the proposal, disagree with the proposal or 
you need more information. 

 

For large homes with open floor plans the maximum occupancy seems arbitrary. There should be a 
way to permit higher occupancy rates based on safety and other issues such as parking, and square 
footage. 

 

15 people is way too many regardless of the size of the property. Who is going to monitor the noise 
level? Police? Won't happen. I am against all of the above. 

 

I agree with the safety features the county is requiring. It is quite comprehensive yet people who are 
renting are relying on the hosts to provide a safe place and I believe these regulations will help. 

 

This means every Collins Lake Condo will have to install emergency ladders since the bedrooms are on 
the top floor. Who’s enforcing this? 

 

It would be wrong and actually probably not legal to require anything that is not already required of a 
normal renter of regular long-term renter. You cannot make special rules for short term rental and 
pick on those people. It needs to be the same rule 

 

I disagree with most of these provisions being in a short-term rental policy, because (while they are 
reasonable provisions) they are all also applicable to long term rentals, and some are applicable to 
any homeowner - and therefore should be part of more general 'good neighbor' legislation These 
provisions feel like you're scapegoating short term rental landlords for owner/tenant behavior that is 
equally prevalent in owner-occupied and long-term rental properties. A bad property owner is a bad 
property owner. I own a vacation home on Mt Hood that I let on AirBnB when I'm not using it. I'm a 
conscientious landlord dedicated to providing my guests with a great vacation experience. Part of that 
dedication includes operating my rental in harmony my local community - making sure guests don't 
behave in any way that upsets my neighbors. You appear to want me to take my business - and the 
revenue it generates to another county. 

 

1) Occupancy should be based on square footage. In other areas such as Sunriver, I have stayed in 
vacation homes that are quite "spacious" and sleeping lofts etc can sleep more than two people 
comfortably. 2) Is the parking thing an issue in Clackamas County/Govt Camp? Obviously, fire lanes 
should not be blocked but that is the case anywhere -- with our without rental regulations. The areas 
you are targeting are not high density and I am not aware of a current problem with parking. 3) I think 
11pm would be more reasonable. IN ADDITION: particularly as it pertains to the parking requirement, 
if the county is going to charge a fee and impose parking regulations, the county absolutely should 
provide plowing services on roads that it does not currently plow. We pay to have our own driveway 
privately plowed but the fee also applies toward plowing of the back roads (which are county roads, 
not private), in order to access our driveway. If these regulations are going to be imposed, the county 
should plow all roads, which would allow easier access to our driveway and a lower fee for us to keep 
our driveway (and parking areas) clear of snow. 

 

All of the above issues apply equally to long term rentals and owner occupied homes: A bad neighbor 
is a bad neighbor. And in an owner occupied or long term situation they are there all the time 
behaving badly, rather than the occasional bad set of guests. If there are too many cars at a property 
or too much noise, or garbage, this is not just a short term rental issue. These issues do not need to 
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be addressed specifically through regulations applying to short term rentals only. They can be 
addressed through more general county codes and regulations applying to all housing. I own and 
operate a short term rental on Mount Hood. I am already fully compliant with all of the above. I for 
one and very proud of the business I operate, I wish to give my guests a good experience, while also 
being considerate of my neighbors and local environment and have strictly enforced rules 
accordingly: Anything else is bad for business. 

 

The total space for my AirBnB is 14.5 feet by 11.5 feet for one bedroom and bathroom. I do not have 
a kitchenette. I have one fire extinguisher available for my guests - two would be overkill and a waste 
of space and money. Everything else under the above "Building and Fire Safety" I agree with. Re: 
Parking. My AirBnB would have no problem with the proposed restriction, but you will hurt many 
families depending on AirBnB revenue if they are in an area/neighborhood where this is just 
physically impossible. They will have to stop their AirBnB business 

 

please address Government Camp commercial areas , RTC, as there are buildings that accommodate 
tourists. Transient taxes are still required and paid. Your Building and fire safety requirements should 
be in alignment with building codes.. (your electrical panels placement in 8.10.60 G 7 is an example) 

 

Clearly information about fire and safety issued need to be clearly posted. Why is it necessary to 
specify what is already on the books (noise ordinance etc). Why is a different rental occupancy being 
used than that for rental of a single family residence and with no consideration for the square footage 
? Outdoor garbage containers do not work in the snow zone. Perhaps, you could qualify some of 
these "requirements" with the word, "generally." for example, there are vacation rentals that once 
winter arrives, guests park in a SnoPark and xc ski or snowshoe into the cabins, which is the main 
attraction. 

 

Would someone come into my house to check the extinguisher like they do, at a cost, in commercial 
properties? I do not want the county in my house! 

 

I would include maps of exits inside sleeping rooms and an emergency light, mobile (flashlight) or 
mounted. The reason I suggest this is because if there were an emergency in one’s own home a 
person can get turned around before thinking of their escape route let alone a rented home or 
structure. 

 

The people of Clackamas County are a very diverse bunch of people and these rules will unfairly hurt 
those most in the "woods" who are low income and those who don't get out much. Elderly people 
sometimes want company and sometimes a person wants a much needed vacation. It is something 
that just shouldn't be regulated at a time when homelessness is at its highest you want to make more 
hoops to give shelter? It just doesn't make scene. 

 

Homeowners should already be committed to these requirements. what are the current parking, 
noise & fire safety rules and requirements?. 

 

1. sleeping area should be legally define as a bedroom and meet minimum statutory requirements as 
define by Oregon and the Uniform Building Code to floor size, min. height, and etc. 2. Maximum 
number of cars and people should apply to how many people and cars are on the property at one 
time, sleep over or not, otherwise the property could be used for a wedding, bachelor parties or other 
large events 3. Bedrooms should have 2 emergency opening 1 being the door and the other being an 
operable door or window that opens to the outsize that meets current building codes as to the 
minimum egress size for firefighters rescues. 4. Potable water, If the property is not on a state 
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approved water system, the property owner should be require at least once a year to submit a water 
test to prove that the water is safe to drink, bathe, and cook with. 5.Waste Water, If property is not 
hooked up to the County's sewer system the County should require a waste water and septic tank 
inspection that demonstrates the septic system is capable of handling the Maximum allowable people 
on the site, and the County's septic tanks records matches the number of bedrooms being rented. 6. 
Hazzard areas, If the property is within a hazard area such as within the Sandy River channel 
migration hazard study, the Hazzard should be disclosed and an evacuation route should be included 
in rental form. 

 

STAY AWAY FROM OUR PROPERTIES. 

 

A general rule of one off street parking area for each two sleeping areas doesn't work for all areas. For 
instance, I live on a one lane road with no on road parking. In this situation, it would be more 
reasonable to require one off street parking space for each sleeping area. 

 

Garbage: I don't think the county should micromanage to the extent of requiring covered areas 
outside, or else make it more flexible -- for example add the language "or in an area not visible from 
the street." Other than that the proposed requirement seems reasonable. 

 

Those things above are the only things you should be worried about. Not about someone having to 
live in the property in order to rent it out. Get rid of that rule. That makes absolutely no sense to have 
that rule. 

 

The requirements are fine. The fee is not. 

 

Parking in unincorporated areas seems like a moot point to regulate. Requiring a driveway to rent also 
goes against the general metro area's direction of increasing density (which sometimes does not 
include driveways). 

 

The two people per sleeping area plus two is somewhat arbitrary without considering the sleeping 
area ( square feet) available. Some (large) open floor plan homes may comfortably and safely 
accommodate more than two people per sleeping area plus two proposal. If all other criteria are 
satisfied (e.g. off street parking), I would like to see a process for petitioning for a higher occupancy 
level. Without that ability, the owner would be forced to build partition walls to obtain a higher 
occupancy in that same building. 

 

See above comment about number of people per occupancy. 

 

Homes need to follow regular rules as everybody else. This does not seem to have to be regulated. 
Wasted time on targeting areas that are already covered by Build and Safety Regulation and ie: 
County Noise codes. I do not understand why this has to be attached to Vacation rentals, again while 
it is already in codes that the owner needs to enforce, not the county. 

 

None of these proposals need government intervention or policing. The issues will resolve themselves 
through our capitalistic marketplace. 

 

This is not a hotel or big business. It is individuals homes. People don't even sign any contract or 
paper like they do at hotels. Puts hosts under more stress and nothing for the guests to be 
responsible for. Unique stays would be shut down like tree houses and what not. 
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Garbage: Unrealistic/impractical. In theory this is a good idea, especially for full-time residential 
properties, but for STR in unincorporated area it may not be possible or realistic. For example, a short 
term rental may not have renters every week. There may only be one guest a month, for example, so 
weekly pick up would not be a reasonable regulation. Fire/Safety: Might be too restrictive for historic 
properties. Many of the Mt Hood cabins date back to the 1920s and '30s. The enforcement of this 
seems unrealistic and cost-prohibitive. 

 

The garbage is the only absolutely fault free regulation. What if a couple and their kid wish to share a 
king sized bed? That is 3 people... but not unreasonable. If someone has a hot tub they should be 
allowed to simply ban use rather than add features for use or be required to barricade people from it. 

 

We already have parking and noise regulations. Again these will hurt those who have smaller lots and 
homes and benefit wealthier home owners who have larger driveways and more parking space. This 
is a horrible idea that will be yet another way that society benefits the wealthy. 

 

The proposals definition of designated sleeping areas discounts the use of sofa beds and other mixed 
use areas. Also i would need to know more about what an emergency escape is. Is an operable 
window enough? 

 

The guests are left to fend for themselves. Hope they are made aware if numbers to call where fire 
extinguisher is located and or who to call in a natural disaster. 

 

Need more off street parking and fewer people per unit Bathroom and shower facilities per person. 
Needs more detail work. 

 

Renters need to inform customers of the limited parking available especially in winter in the 
mountains. They may be towed. 

 

Follow all requirements for oregon real estate and property management laws. 

 

Not sure what "operable emergency escape and rescue opening" means...is that a door?! What other 
opening would there be besides a window? 

 

Please see my comments above, point by point to your regulations/codes that you are contemplating. 
Bad idea. 

 

I don't see how the county can afford to monitor and enforce this detailed level of conditions. 

 

All of these items are already governed by existing code applicable to the property or by common 
sense. 

 

I live next door to a short term rental. The only complaint I have had is NOISE after 10 pm. This has 
always been due to WEDDINGS that have taken place on the property. In one case there were Many 
people staying at the house for the event, including people in tents. I live in the country for the peace 
and quiet, not to live next to a wedding venue where festivities continue on late into the evening. On 
at least 3 different occasions, I have called the sheriff to come and address the noise. This last year 
was not a problem. They may have stopped allowing weddings. Also, the owner needs to be firm on 
the number of people allowed for events. For at least 2 of the weddings, guests parked down at the 
elementary school down the street and were shuttled to the home for the wedding. Does that fit in 
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your regulation? I didn't think that weddings could be held on one's property unless it was family 
related. This property is not an official/legal wedding venue. If they applied to become one, I would 
object. I submit these thoughts to give you information for your survey and to help you in your 
creation of regulations for short term rentals, not to file a complaint on my neighbors. 

 

Stop wasting time on things that are already covered by other ordinances and where actual problems 
don't actually exist. 

 

See my comments in question 1. Parking - OK... the rentals on my street handle this ok now. 

 

I think the number of extinguishers should be based on the sq. footage of the unit. I have a 315 sq ft 
space that should not need two extinguishers. It is on the ground floor with complete egress. 

 

Party houses should be banned under the new regulations. They should be defined and explicitly 
banned, permanently, regardless of abuses or lack therof. Max occupancy of 15 is far too large--let's 
do 8 instead--and it encourages both party houses and de facto hotel zones. In quiet areas an 
additional 15 people and seven cars is a pernicious influx of uncaring strangers who trespass, speed, 
make enormous racket, threaten neighbors who complain about their selfish behaviour, bring their 
guns and talk about them, and generally degrade neighborhoods almost as much as the apathetic 
owners who are renting to them. These owners simply do not care about anything or anyone except 
their money and themselves. These regulations will be an absolute failure if party houses are not 
specifically prohibited, with extra penalties for bad owners. Does the county want another Orinda-
style shooting of innocent people and/or neighbors? It's going to happen, more than likely right 
across the street from me at 1124 SE River Forest Rd. So, with this note I'm putting the county on 
notice that if it does happen then you won't be able to find enough money to settle the lawsuit I file. 
And yes, I am keeping a copy of this. And yes, I am sending it separately to the senior planner so there 
will be no confusion about whether the county was/was not aware of my concerns. And no, I am not 
a litigious person nor have I ever had to sue anyone in my life. I am extremely serious about this 
aspect of these regulations. We have had two huge parties at 1124 SE River Forest Rd. either bring 
guns or talk about getting them out. We are frightened. The county needs to acknowledge this and 
remove this threat, not just for us but for everyone. Also, the standard for bad behavior at STRs 
should be if any neighbor is bothered in any way by the rental, then correction is required. The 
standard county noise ordinance should not apply; the standard should be if it's too noisy for the 
neighbor then it's too noisy, period; the same goes for any other infractions. Let's be clear: most 
AirBnB owners do not care about their neighbors or about anything except their revenue, so the 
county needs to be sure these regulations tilt the balance of power in favor of neighbors. I am really 
tired of all the anti-social, selfish behavior around me in the Portland Metro Area, and these 
regulations need to acknowledge that, try to minimize it, and respect the increased burden to 
neighbors that STRs impose by making it easy for neighbors to be involved in the process, and provide 
a lot of power to homeowners during that involvement. All I can say is that if you were surrounded by 
AirBnBs as I am, you would feel the same way. 

 

We have a driveway that accommodates 5 or 6 vehicles. Off street parking isn't necessary. I believe 
there is parking on the street that could accommodate that many vehicles but how far away from the 
premises does this requirement apply? To certify to a requirement requires more information to how 
far away from a property does it apply. But again, if you have parking to accommodate the necessary 
vehicles, the requirement seems unnecessary. 
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There are some “sleeping spaces” that were designed for more than two people (like for families with 
older children who do not want to rent more than one room.) It does not make sense to unnecessarily 
restrict these spaces. 

 

I believe the maximum occupancy is too low. We have two separate large bedrooms on the 2nd floor 
that are specifically setup for a family with two children with a queen bed & a bunk bed in each. In 
addition to a separate 1st floor bedroom with a queen. The current proposal does not distinguish 
between the needs of adult & children. I would recommend a modified proposal of Maximum 
occupancy: two adults and two children per sleeping area plus two additional people up to a 
maximum of 15 

 

These all seem like a good idea, However I do think Section 8.10.060 Paragraph 1 needs to be 
removed. If a guest house meets the requirements of the above safety guidelines and inspections it 
should be permitted to use as a short term rental. 

 

Although these items are good ideas, the county government does not need to be involved in 
regulating these items. Guests comment on their stay and rate there hoses as well as the 
accommodations. From experience, guests who are concerned about something usually comment. 
The process is self-regulating. If a problem exists comments are posted that effect future bookings. 

 

No where do you address STR that are rented to 2 people (or more) who then use the rental to host a 
large party. We have had weddings of over 50 people at the rental next door while the property was 
legally rented to 2 couples. The home across the road from us advertises for corporate seminars, large 
gatherings, parties. Basically they have become catering halls, one night parties for rent in a 
residential neighborhood. Cheaper than commercial halls for those hosting the event. The parking fills 
our road, drinking goes on all night as people come and go, fights, drunken driving, noise and beer 
bottles litter our woods. By the next day they are gone, except by the few too drunk to head home. 
There should be a limit to the number of people at any one time, not just those sleeping in the house. 
There should be a limit to the number of cars permitted. When both rentals on our tiny road are full 
we have counted upward of 30 cars. 

 

Disagree about the parking requirements. If the number of occupants is limited- it doesn't seem 
reasonable to require there is private off street parking. This is not required of longer term renters, or 
homeowners, so it seems arbitrary to impose this. Disagree with the trash service because I think it 
doesn't apply to all areas and some folks don't have the option of weekly service/ most of us have 
recycling service available every other week. 

 

You have reasonable ideas regarding parking, quite hrs, etc BUT your involvement is NOT welcome! I 
will manage my own affairs so stay out of my personal business, thank you!! 

 

Seems like the county already has requirements for all of these items, why the need to have these 
new regulations? 

 

15 occupants is way more than should be allowed for short term rentals, and would encourage a lot 
of problems for residents. 

 

I would like the occupancy to be modified in a couple of ways: 1. for STRs with 4 or more bedrooms, 
allow 2 per sleeping area plus 4 2. Take out the kids under 2 are not counted; all occupants should be 
counted regardless of age 
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It makes no sense to require 2 fire extinguishers in a 1-room building. Likewise, it makes no sense to 
require carbon monoxide detectors in a building that does not have CO producing heat or cooking 
equipment. 

 

While I agree that there should be some standards in place, again, I don't think the County should 
regulate what a home-owner does to their personal property. For example, noise ordinance, there's 
already something in place, there's no need to create something new. 

 

I think these are all good ideas to keep people safe and neighbors respected. 

 

My concern is how the county plans to reinforce these regulations. If they are not going to be 
enforced, this whole thing is a waste of time. 

 

Not all people renting short term would produce enough garbage for required weekly pickup. Should 
be left to the discretion of the owner. 

 

Different regulations for Government Camp would be better. 

 

Would any of the commissioners be happy about suddenly living next to an unoccupied house that is 
now allowed to rent out to up to 15 new strangers every day????? This whole discussion is so corrupt, 
disgustingly selfserving, especially for the commissioner who himself owns such rentals, and should 
be revised from participating. The county has not done its duty to survey the owners of single family 
homes in unincorporated Clackamas county. Almost everyone we talk to has no idea you are about to 
condone this. You are about to serve the greed of 1.5% of these homeowners against the wishes of 
the vast majority, simply because you are seduced by the TRT tax you will get a slice of. How dare you, 
this is why people hate government. 

 

Our cabin has doors and windows for each sleeping area . We already have all the smoke detectors 
etc. hot tubs are covered . 

 

This will place hardships on owners if the building is older, unless it can be Grandfathered in. 

 

Go away government and leave us alone! 
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Proposed Short-term / Vacation Rental Regulations and Registration Program

4 / 6
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Q3 In order to administer and enforce any regulations, short-term rental
owners would be required to register with the county and pay a fee.  As

part of the registration process, the owner would need to provide
information about the short-term rental location, contact information for

someone who can respond to complaints, an affidavit of compliance with
safety standards, evidence that all county fees and taxes have been paid,
evidence that the property has been registered with the county Transient

Lodging Tax program, proof of liability insurance, a site plan and a
dwelling unit floor plan.  What do you think about these proposed

registration requirements?
Answered: 106 Skipped: 0

TOTAL 106

I think
they're great.

I like some of
them but not...

I don't like
any of them.

I don't think
registration...

Don't
know/don't care

Need more
information
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ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

I think they're great.

I like some of them but not others.

I don't like any of them.

I don't think registration should be required.

Don't know/don't care

Need more information
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Short-term Rentals Online Questionnaire:  COMMENTS for Question #3 
In order to administer and enforce any regulations, short-term rental owners would be required to register with the 
county and pay a fee.  As part of the registration process, the owner would need to provide information about the 

short-term rental location, contact information for someone who can respond to complaints, an affidavit of 
compliance with safety standards, evidence that all county fees and taxes have been paid, evidence that the 

property has been registered with the county Transient Lodging Tax program, proof of liability insurance, a site plan 
and a dwelling unit floor plan.  What do you think about these proposed registration requirements? 

 

Neighbors should have contact information for the business as well as a direct contact if said business 
is not in compliance. From experience in our neighborhood, the homeowner isn't necessarily what 
they present themselves to be - a resident, for example. The renters don't necessarily abide by the 
laws and our law enforcement is spread too thin for neighbors to contact about such "trivial" events 
but they greatly affect the quality of life in a neighborhood. Not a fan of a nanny state but weary of 
uninvited strangers trespassing on neighborhood property.  

 

Overall it seems very invasive and overly restrictive. VRBO and Airbnb take care of paying our taxes. Is 
that sufficient for your proof of payment?  

 

The fee should cover all expenses so tax payers are not on the hook. However I am opposed to the 
whole program for short term rentals, unless a homeowner lives on site at all times to monitor the 
renter's actions.  

 

I recommend a tiered fee system based on the number of occupancy/parking, such as bedrooms. For 
example, under 4 people will definitely have less code issues vs occupancy of 15 will definitely need 
more enforcing on noise and parking. So the fee should be representative of potential code 
enforcement. A host wanting to rent out one room shouldn't have to pay the same or close to the 
proposed $800. Whereas, the occupancy of 15 definitely makes sense for that high of a fee. Portland 
has now lowered their fee from $178 to $65 for 2 years for up to 5 occupancy. If the fee is too high, 
then I feel it will not promote hosts and then Clackamas County will not be looked at as entrepreneur 
friendly or tourism friendly. Everyone, such as local businesses will benefit from short term vacation 
rentals in the area and the county will be receiving the occupancy taxes as well. Also, a required 
standardized letter should be used for consistency that notifies the neighbors.  

 

Why is Government Camp affected by this? Just because the Community is bot incorporated we have 
to deal with dumb regulations. Once Government Camp eventually incorporates is the County gonna 
get butt hurt when they lose this new revenue stream? Cause I think they will and then suddenly will 
say the rules are no longer for unincorporated Clackamas County and for everyone.  

 

What started as a possible good idea it’s just getting out of control with all kinds of rules and 
regulations trying to control something that is really none of the counties business in the first place  

 

I think the fees are excessive, we already pay a lot of taxes to the state and the county. Having a 
registration database is not a bad idea, but the fees are way too high.  

 

I already pay transient occupancy tax on my rental income. You're now asking me - a law-abiding 
property owner - to pay more so that you can pursue property owners who are ignoring your 
proposed regulations. The people who break the law should be the ones who pay for the 
enforcement - through fines or other measures. And the community as a whole should be responsible 
for paying for enforcement services that benefit the entire community. (And that enforcement should 
cover all property and occupant types). This really feels like I'm being singled out for extra taxation 

ATTACHMENT B-1
Ordinance No. ____
Short-Term Rentals

Page 21 of 35



2 

because I belong to a specific sub-group within the community. I don't have children, so if you make 
me pay extra taxes as a short term rental property rental owner, will you agree to waive any taxes I 
currently pay that are used to support local schools that I have no personal need for? That sounds 
silly, doesn't it. It's intended to show that what you're proposing is silly - and also discriminatory. Its 
un-American!  

 

IF registration IS going to be required, there should be a long phase-in period. Here's why: many 
property owners will probably have to do some work to get their property in a condition that 
complies with the requirements (create parking spaces, address sub-par electric panels, fire exits etc). 
Qualified and reliable contractors are in VERY short supply in the Hoodland area, and if these 
requirements are put in place, it will create even higher demand for contractors to do the necessary 
work. A longer phase-in period AND a lower fee would reduce the burden on property owners.  

 

I own and operate a short term rental in Mount Hood. I am already registered to pay transient tax at 
that location. You have the my contact information for complaints through this process and evidence 
that my county fees and taxes are paid. What are you going to do with the rest of the information? 
Why do you need to collect it, and to what purposes are you going to put it? It seems that this is just 
bureaucracy - the county probably already has a site plan - it should. I like a lot of people operate 
mostly through Airbnb. I share my safety information with guests there, sign up to Airbnbs safety and 
liability insurance policies, and have my own coverage.  

 

I think by requiring all of the above for the relatively small number of county residents wanting to 
rent their property out short-term, the county is planning to develop an expanded land use 
administration or whole new department. This would be a waste of taxpayer dollars because the 
amount collected from the few residents wouldn't be enough to pay the county employees (including 
their benefits). making the funds needed for the new or expanded department come from other 
county taxes. The liberal Clackamas County commissioners already do this far too much.  

 

I've been told there isn't anything written in the County Code to show that Short Term rentals are 
allowed. This whole conversation might end with just adding verbiage to show that Short Term 
Rentals are allowed in Unincorporated Clackamas County. Period. Done. I was astonished at the 
laundry list of proposed restrictions/fees the County is considering and feel none of it is needed. We 
are very much already self-regulated by the comments every guest makes when they stay at an 
AirBnb (and that get posted for all to read on the internet). Every guest rates each host/property, and 
every host gets to rate and comment on each guest. Allowing STRs and saying they have to be on 
Owner Occupied properties is all I feel is needed. Am I going to let a party with people urinating in my 
yard happen? Absolutely not - that is my home! I would be calling the police and resolving the 
problem immediately. Doesn't that alone fix the originally quoted problem? Thank you for listening 
and for your consideration, Loree Kaiser  

 

Registration is already required (and unfortunately has not been enforced) Those that have complied, 
have a TORC and have collected the tax for the county for decades should be grandfathered in 
without going through additional hoops. The $500 fee should not be placed on the short term lodging 
rental operator. If additional funds are needed to administer the program, it should be taken from the 
major increase in tax revenues that will be collected if all those renting short term rentals are 
registered and "collecting" the tax for the county. . Why is it necessary to provide a site plan?  

 

If we are paying the 6% tax, you already know about us. You're making money from us. Leave us 
alone. $800-900 makes me reconsider going into air b & B. I'm worried if I'm going to make any 
money. I can't start out in a $900 hole. And the money is just to keep track of me. You already do that 
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with the 6% tax. You're just making money so you can justify keeping records. Don't keep the records 
and make money somewhere else. Let entrepreneurs be encouraged, and then you take 6%. And you 
don't have to keep another set of records. Please!!! It's too too much.  

 

This is my home and I already pay substantial property tax and insurance!  

 

I agree that registration should be required, however I don't think that the registration fee should be 
priced as to fund a government program. A program that would resemble a tax. It should be priced 
for cost of filing and recording the information. This fee would last for three years and then 
reregistered and proof of all county taxes and fees are paid, with liability insurance, site plan and 
modifications that may have been done to the dwelling that is being rented. This should NOT be 
taxed! A nominal fee is fine. Taxes are already being paid for the property and this would be a double 
tax in my book.  

 

These regulations will make many residents break the law without even knowing it therefore hurting 
those in compliance who are trying to follow the law.  

 

IMO there should be no fee requirement. Yes, registration of dwelling for a rental could be done thru 
the county but a fee collection is not necessary. We are already taxed heavily in ClackCo and to 
impose more taxation is redundant and possible hardship. All the above requirements are already 
imposed on homeowners ie county taxes, insurance, etc. Don’t county records already have the floor 
plans and records of taxes paid current? IMO this is overreach and having a requirement to pay fees 
to be a rental should not be required. Another layer of governing is not necessary. There are layers 
already in place. I don’t think there will be much interest for these rental dwellings and if you think 
this will be a money maker for the county, please think again. I am against turning homeowner 
dwellings into short term vacation homes in unincorporated ClackCo.  

 

1. There should be 2 different permits, one where the owner only has one house and occasionally 
rents their property when they're not using it which could apply in all zoning districts and the 2nd 
should apply to owners who have multiple properties used as a business which should only be 
allowed in the Zoning districts within the Hoodland Service are or Government Camp Sewer area. 2. 
No household should have more than 1 permit within the rural area outside of the sewer districts. 3. 
Should require a County business license. 4. Should require a Taxpayer ID number 5. should establish 
penalties or fines for violations so enforcement would have some teeth.  

 

GET A REL JOB, LIKE PLANTING SOME TREES. WE'LL PROVIDE THE SHOVELS.  

 

The registration and documents of any enforcement actions should be easily accessible to the public.  

 

Overall the proposed regulations are not objectionable, but the proposed fee of $800-900 per 2 year 
permit is simply too high, and I'm having a hard time understanding what sort of administration the 
county will do that will cost so much for each STR. In addition it puts an undue burden on people like 
us who have a family cabin that we rent out just so we can afford to keep it. After management fees 
and maintenance and other things we've never made a dime on it, and this excessive fee will make it 
harder on people like us to continue doing this. In other jurisdictions I have seen a high one-time fee, 
with a lower fee for subsequent renewals (like, $150). which seems more reasonable.  

 

I don't think registration should be required. Stop with all the unnecessary bogus regulations and 
registrations.  
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I own my property and pay property taxes already. An additional fee is just taking advantage of tax 
payers and property owners who want to use the resources they have available to them in a way they 
want.  

 

I generally don't support registration. However, I could support registration for the sake of safety 
(which could be a very low fee), such that the fire department or police have helpful information if 
they have to respond to an emergency. However, I don't support registration simply to allow the 
county to monitor/track and tax peoples activities.  

 

While I generally support the regulation and registration of STRs in the county, there are a number of 
vague aspects to this proposal. First is the fee structure. The fees, including penalties, should be 
clearly articulated in the proposal along with allowable maximum future rate increases. The second 
part that is unclear is the appeal process and the ability to continue to rent during an appeal. During 
an appeals process there should be the ability to continue business unless it is a safety issue.  

 

Depends on the fee. I’d rather see a tax on rentals that would reflect how often the property is 
rented. A flat $800-$900 fee is unreasonable for people who only occasionally rent. And for those 
making $1,000’s a tax would accurately reflect the usage, rather than just a flat fee.  

 

And here is the County kicker! Where can I get more money! Yea! That is all this is about. This is a 
really bad proposal.  

 

I’d rather not be surrounded by vacation rentals. I have owned my home for 43 years. From my 
experience the renters have no tie to our community so they don’t care how fast they drive in our 
neighborhood. Gravel roads are maintained by full time owners. Not all, but most, are here to have a 
good time and that means lots of partying.  

 

Would be a lot of work for people who are doing this part time on top of other jobs and life. Literally 
just renting out rooms in home. These are ridiculous.  

 

Fees: The Mountain Times reported that the estimated fees to an owner would be as much as $800-
900 per two-year registration, or approximately $450 / year. This amount is cost-prohibitive for the 
owners of vacation homes who are only doing STR as a small way to help offset annual costs such as 
property tax and maintenance. In many cases for individual families, the amount of short-term rent 
received each year does not even cover the annual property tax. So adding an additional fee would 
make it an economic hardship for a second-home owner to offer their property as a STR, and very 
possibly make it economically unfeasible to continue to offer their home as a STR. This benefits the 
large companies such as VACASA and Mt Hood Vacation Rentals. Large, “full-service” property 
managers can absorb the proposed fees. However to a family with just one or two STR units, this 
proposed fee could be as much as an entire season’s net earnings. It is in some cases as much as half 
the annual property tax alone. Such a large fee is an extreme economic burden. Something like a $10 
filing fee seems reasonable. More than $15/year seems excessive and detrimental to families who 
want to Airbnb their vacation home. If the cost of fees are transferred to renters, it only makes the 
rent go up and become unaffordable to regular folks. Hurting owners of rental cabins and those who 
want to stay in small short-term rentals is not good for our local community.  

 

Again this creates more paperwork and expense which will make short term renting harder for those 
who work more and have less time to jump through the hoops required as well as all the problems 
with the fee. Why is the county looking to take away more rights?  
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The costs will need to be passed on to the renters which will have an adverse effect on the 
hospitality/recreation spending on a whole in the area. A tax should be perhaps half of the proposed 
amount.  

 

Not sure why City should have benefit of taxes as we are county and feeling the burden of excessive 
traffic and strangers in a bit of isolated neighborhood.. we are county not city. Who will collect and 
how long will homeowner be allowed to be in arrears be for losing permit or does anyone care?  

 

I want to know what's driving these proposed changes and if they're an attempt to micro manage or if 
there's real life concerns bringing them about. I think safety, paying required taxes and having 
responsible party contact info is important. I'm not sure why a site plan and dwelling unit floor plan 
would be needed...isn't this info available through county property tax recorder's office?  

 

The issues are not from registering or not registering. The County has the information already as they 
collect Transient Tax and you cannot collect it without knowing the owners contact information.  

 

These regulations make sense, but with the exception of the Mt. Hood area I think STRs should not be 
allowed.  

 

You are using a broad paint bush to include unincorporated housing. there is dense population and 
agricultural, or large acreage properties. The impact is not the same for short term rental and how it 
effect the neighborhoods. You need to add lot size like 1/2 acre or less, to impact the neighborhood  

 

Overreach. Unnecessary governmental involvement in simple private party transactions.  

 

I would only add that the owner could be fined when not in compliance and/or when complaints are 
made. We, the neighbors need a complaint line that we can call in such cases.  

 

They require a home inspection by the county. That is invasive given that these rule already require 
that the rental be your house.  

 

I don't think there should be a blanket fee for all units. The fee should be based on, sq. footage of the 
space, distance to a neighboring property and thus impacts to the neighborhood, and total income 
made from the unit each year. A flat fee negatively impacts the financial gains of those with smaller 
units that make less/year than those larger, regularly rented units. The fee should be commensurate 
with the amount made/year from the rental. No flat fee!  

 

These are good, but there should be no exception for "incidental" rentals. Every single STR owner 
should have to register since otherwise many modest renters will claim incidental status and will 
neither register or pay taxes to the county. It's unclear to me why the county is so naive about the 
shocking selfishness of so many county residents, and the extent to which they will go to ensure their 
steady revenue streams at the expense of their neighbors. All county residents deserve ready access 
to ALL the information about STRs in the county so they can determine if their neighbors are in 
compliance, and likewise need an easy way to work with the county to achieve the necessary 
improvements from their neighbors and those neighbors' guests. Two-time loser STR owners should 
be banned for ten years; the regs make it too easy for a serial offender to get right back into the 
program. In other words, 8.10.100.E.3. should be amended to two infractions instead of three, and 
banishment for ten years instead of the two year agreement period. Uncaring renters should be 
severely punished, with large fines, yet I don't see anything about fines in the regs except a vague 
mention in the last paragraph. We are talking about making crummy people behave, and the only way 
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to do that is to fine or jail them, or take away their toys and guns. I think the regulations will be more 
effective if specific infractions are associated with specific fines and consequences, and if recidivist 
owners are banned quite quickly from the program. And, I surely hope that code enforcement is going 
to add about 20 people to deal with this issue because they are overworked already. Administration 
of STRs requires a separate branch within code enforcement if real enforcement is--as it should be--
the goal.  

 

Any registration fee is too much. And Every 2 years is too often. The lodging tax is enough to be paid  

 

I don't like requirement 3 and 6. Those are county documents that you are requiring, they should be 
easily accessible to the county to verify. It's going to be much more work to try and get those 
documents to submit.  

 

I had better be abundantly clear how to provide this information.  

 

None  

 

no regulation please.  

 

I will be honest, if I have to follow all of these regulations, I will no longer offer my home for short 
term rentals, meaning that 200+ fewer visitors a year will explore our area and bring revenue to small 
business owners in the area. These fly in the face of freedom from undo governmental involvement in 
my rights as a property owner. i registered and pay my taxes, but to have to allow inspectors and 
regulators into my home at will is onerous and invasive.  

 

but I how would I obtain proof that county taxes have been payed. I have never received a receipt.  

 

The County Sheriff should be empowered to issue citations immediately for violations other than just 
a warning about noise, in addition to citing the manager and owner. There should be an monetary 
fine, increasing with each additional instance of a violation. A limit should be placed on the number of 
violations resulting in the cancellation of the owners registration and the local management 
companies license. Homes in the area must be provided with a 24 hr. phone number to report 
problems. Not an e-mail address. The owner or management company must be responsible for 
responding to problems or face a violation. There must be a County official we can contact when the 
management company or owner does not respond to our concerns. We have had to pay our own 
workers to clean up the street and our yards after parties resulted in trash blowing onto our property 
and broken bottles in the street. We have had to deal with drunken fights at 2AM while the 
management company states they checked it out and it was 2 couples and 2 babies. These may seem 
minor but when they become weekly events they become major.  

 

This is just too much for those only renting out a $40 room in their home. Per the above rules, these 
are not full home / full time vacation rental properties.  

 

AGAIN, we do NOT need your involvement in managing our affairs UNLESS you are willing to pay my 
mortgage and property tax!!!! I'm very very very annoyed in having to fill out this survey and wasting 
my time to have you stay out of my personal business.  

 

This is nothing more than the county trying to implement regulations and force home owners to 
register their properties and pay a fee. Already homeowners need to comply with safety standards 
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and pay their county taxes, why the need for a registration process and additional fees? What’s the 
plan for fee increases? Just another tax in the form a fee from the county.  

 

I think people should do what they want with the property they own  

 

I don't think homeowners should have to register, so long as they reside on the property that they are 
renting.  

 

The site plan and dwelling floor plan are going to be difficult for people to do. There needs to be 
another way to let people know where the trash cans are. We provide a printed card at check in with 
this info and it is also in the STR. I understand the need for people to know where exits are, etc., but 
the drawing of a floor plan is not easy.  

 

A bit of overkill, but whatever floats your boat.  

 

Homeowners should be able to do what they want on their own property without having to register it 
or be checked up on. Contact information should be within tax records along with address (location); 
same as knowing whether taxes have been paid - the county is (or should be if they aren't) on top of 
knowing this; proof of insurance - if people have mortgage's they are required to have insurance; 
plans should already be on file with the county as well from when it was built. We are NOT Portland, 
we should not be following suit with them.  

 

A site plan and a dwelling unit floor plan is too much to require. Especially for people who are 
operating a small temporary building as the short term rental.  

 

Registration may be ok; requiring yet ANOTHER fee to use property is ridiculous. Contact info and 
compliance makes sense, not everyone can be current on taxes every year this is prohibitive. Another 
tax-once again for the greedy administration to further complicate matters for those trying to use 
alternative space that currently sits unused and we already pay taxes on.  

 

Again, why are enforcement efforts not directed to SHUTTING THEM DOWN??? Still no consideration 
by the county commissioners with respect to how neighbors feel about new strangers “checking in” 
everyday Nextdoor. Hotels are for commercially zoned areas. This is an assault on neighborhoods by 
corporations and greedy people.  

 

We already pay property taxes on our rental Cabins , pay our housekeepers, buy local Products to use 
in the cabins . Pay for septic , propane etc etc ... we’ve never had any complaints. I just see never 
ending county fees once this starts.  

 

Stop looking for fees ! We generate a large sum if money for the county with the transient room tax  

 

What a waste of time for government employees to put all this together!  
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Short-term Rentals Online Questionnaire:  COMMENTS for Question #4 
Please share any additional thoughts or suggestions about the proposal to regulate short-term/vacation rentals in 

unincorporated Clackamas County. 

 
If short-term rentals are to be allowed, then owners of such properties should abide by the rules. 
When they do not do so, there should be a consequence at their expense. Short term rentals have 
damaged the integrity of our neighborhood.  

 

Currently our occupancy max is above the proposed ruling. Can we grandfather in our current 
maximum occupancy? If not, is there a grace period to allow current bookings, booked prior to the 
ordinance being enacted, a grace period?  

 

As a long time user (over 10 years) of vacation rentals by owners and also a host, I think the county is 
proposing reasonable requirements. I would be upset to see the fee charged the same for 4 
occupancy to 15 occupancy. Thank you for your time.  

 

Leave Government Camp alone. They’ve done it since the Barlow Trail days and using a town that is 
vacation homes as primary residence with a strong CPO is a bad idea and slippery slope.  

 

The only thing that needs to be regulated is the parking in the garbage in the noise which is basically 
the same kind of problems you have with long-term rentals also. Otherwise it’s really none of your 
business what people are doing this is just normal homeowners renting out their house it should not 
be some kind of bureaucracy control with lots of extra fees. It is ridiculous and it is too much 
government and you won’t be able to regulate the problems anyways....... most likely  

 

Please reconsider these proposals - particularly the proposed fee. This amounts to close to a whole 
month income for me. Please read my other survey comments for additional information.  

 

The fee is very high and I think it ignores the fact that rental properties bring additional business to 
Government Camp and other towns in unincorporated Clackamas County. These businesses, in turn, 
pay taxes. So it feels a bit like double-dipping. I suspect that in the short-term, there will be a 
reduction in the supply of rental properties due to people not being able or willing to meet the 
requirements, which might cause a dip in tourist business and thus a hardship for businesses. A longer 
phase-in and a lower fee will reduce the disruption of income for businesses and rental property 
owners.  

 

I currently own and operate a short-term rental in the Mount Hood area. I am fully complaint with the 
list of regulations you propose already. I am registered and pay my 10% transient occupancy tax each 
month on my earning. I strongly object to the idea that only short term rentals cause the problems 
listed above, or that they need rules specifically applying to short term rentals and not all households. 
A bad neighbor is a bad neighbor. One that is there all the time, is even worse. What I most strongly 
object to, is being asked to pay an additional $800-900 fee to cover the cost of enforcing non-
compliance by other short term rental property owners. This is close to a month’s profits for me. Why 
should I, who is already doing everything I should, and who is already paying 10% of my earning to the 
county have to fund the county's pursuit of those who are profiting from non-compliance? When I 
listened to the discussion before the proposals were made, it deeply concerned me that Councilors 
were saying that this should be 'self-funding' - you are penalizing those who are law abiding by doing 
this and imposing such a high fee. You may actually have the opposite effect, and force more short-
term renters to operate under the radar. I would also like to say that I am a local resident who 
chooses to invest in the local community by owning a short-term rental that I run responsibly in the 
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area. My cleaner/caretaker is a local resident, most of my guests are locals, I pay local taxes, and the 
guests bring tourist dollars to the mountain. If you make short-term rentals un-competitive compared 
to other areas by charging exorbitant fees, investors will just take those dollars out of county and 
invest elsewhere. One last point - you already have my contact details as someone who pays transient 
property tax, why then did I have to find out about this consultation through nextdoor.com, as an 
interested party, should you not have sent me an email or letter asking me to comment? I used to run 
public consultations for local government in the UK and this is something we would have done as a 
matter of course.  

 

I recycle everything possible and my large recycle container allows me to keep a lot out of the 
landfills. I have been, and don't anticipate future problems with a once a month trash service. The 
County will have me incurring extra expense that is not needed if you force a once a week 
requirement and covered trash area.  

 

please be aware of Government camp and Commercially zoned and built properties other that hotels 
and motels  

 

Like you I share the frustration of vacation rental opportunities popping up willy-nilly in our area of 
unincorporated Clackamas County. However, I am concerned that the proposed short term rental 
regulations (and associated costs) are the first step. I also know that there are vacation cabin rental 
operators who have been collecting both the state and county “transient room tax” for years and 
offer their guests a unique recreational “getaway” as opposed to a hotel or motel. As the co-owner 
and operator of a small vacation rental business, with a Transient Occupancy Registration Certificate 
date March 30, 1993, I have communicated with Clackamas Co over the years about folks operating 
without registering and collecting the room tax and the lack of any enforcement from the county. So, 
I agree something needs to be done, but I’d suggest the first priority is getting those operating 
without a “certificate” with the rules on board, and enforcing that. It appears that those who have 
been collecting the tax for years are being “punished.” As early as 1993, I questioned that the 
“transient room tax” applies to single family vacation rentals and was clearly told by the CC Finance 
Dept that it does and they will take “action” if we don’t collect it. We “collect” or add on 7.8% state 
and county tax to our cabin rental price, when others do not. Guests consider the tax as part of the 
cost of their rent, so this puts us at a competitive disadvantage. We also have managed our vacation 
rental cabins (ranging from 900-2,000 sq feet), for the experience of being with friends and family in 
nature. To my knowledge we NEVER have had complaints from neighbors or others. How is it possible 
that CC Planning and Development questions the need for regulations to authorize short term rentals 
when CC Finance has recognized and taxed short term rentals since 1993? The “estimated” $450 
charge per dwelling unit per year alone is equivalent to adding a 2.4% expense to our business. 
Additionally, without knowing what other costs would be associated for a “Land Use Compatibility 
Statement from Planning and Zoning, etc., the cost is likely more. I would ask you to have some 
consideration for vacation cabin rental businesses who have been registered and collected the 
required taxes (state & county) as required, many for over 25 years. . For example: first step might be 
to get those registered that need to be.. Those with existing Transient Occupancy Registration 
Certificates that have already been registered and are paying the tax should be exempt from the 
estimated $500/year fee.. My apologies for doing this in the 11th hour, but it is the busiest time of 
the year for our business. Like you I share the frustration of vacation rental opportunities popping up 
willy-nilly in our area of unincorporated Clackamas County. However, I am concerned that the 
proposed short term rental regulations (and associated costs) are the first step. I also know that there 
are vacation cabin rental operators who have been collecting both the state and county “transient 
room tax” for years and offer their guests a unique recreational “getaway” as opposed to a hotel or 
motel. As the co-owner and operator of a small vacation rental business, with a Transient Occupancy 
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Registration Certificate date March 30, 1993, I have communicated with Clackamas Co over the years 
about folks operating without registering and collecting the room tax and the lack of any enforcement 
from the county. So, I agree something needs to be done, but I’d suggest the first priority is getting 
those operating without a “certificate” with the rules on board, and enforcing that. It appears that 
those who have been collecting the tax for years are being “punished.” As early as 1993, I questioned 
that the “transient room tax” applies to single family vacation rentals and was clearly told by the CC 
Finance Dept that it does and they will take “action” if we don’t collect it. We “collect” or add on 7.8% 
state and county tax to our cabin rental price, when others do not. Guests consider the tax as part of 
the cost of their rent, so this puts us at a competitive disadvantage. We also have managed our 
vacation rental cabins (ranging from 900-2,000 sq feet), for the experience of being with friends and 
family in nature. To my knowledge we NEVER have had complaints from neighbors or others. How is it 
possible that CC Planning and Development questions the need for regulations to authorize short 
term rentals when CC Finance has recognized and taxed short term rentals since 1993? The 
“estimated” $450 charge per dwelling unit per year alone is equivalent to adding a 2.4% expense to 
our business. Additionally, without knowing what other costs would be associated for a “Land Use 
Compatibility Statement from Planning and Zoning, etc., the cost is likely more. I would ask you to 
have some consideration for vacation cabin rental businesses who have been registered and collected 
the required taxes (state & county) as required, many for over 25 years. . For example: first step 
might be to get those registered that need to be. Those with existing Transient Occupancy 
Registration Certificates that have already been registered and are paying the tax should be exempt 
from the estimated $500/year fee.. My apologies for doing this in the 11th hour, but it is the busiest 
time of the year for our business.  

 

I think this is a terrible idea!  

 

Stop regulating/taxing private property  

 

My rental is for disabled and people in wheelchairs to enjoy the country. I do not rent enough to even 
pay your fee!  

 

Please do not do this to us. I want to be able to rent out my home for a few weeks year to a few 
months on good years to go to Florida. If i cant rent out my home when i am gone i would not be able 
to afford my vacation.  

 

Please do not impose any more regulations and fees to your already struggling residents. Think about 
those at the bottom not the ones who are so well off that these will be a breeze.  

 

Thank you for getting the info out and giving me an opportunity to voice my opinion.  

 

1.The rental property shall be required to delineate the boundaries of their property every by flagging 
their property every 25 feet to prevent trespassing on neighbor’s property 2. No RV Camping or 
parking on the property while being rented,  

 

Believe me you do not want to hear what lots of us are thinking about your proposal.  

 

Allowing transfer of the registration to subsequent owners establishes a permanent right to short 
term rentals. There should be a procedure for adjacent residents to object to this use of the property 
before any transfer occurs and before any initial registration is approved.  
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Stop regulating everything. Stop making it hard for businesses to come to Oregon and do business in 
Oregon. You are hurting our state.  

 

There is a need for better enforcement of existing codes irrespective of the property use (STR, LTR, 
owner occupied). This proposal singles out one usage while ignoring the inability to adequately 
enforce existing codes in county.  

 

I think regulation will need to be EXACTLY the same in unincorporated county as in metro.  

 

We are an over-regulated society. Stop it!  

 

Leave it alone and stop. You collect the property tax and also the people have to pay taxes on money 
earned. ENOUGH! There are already codes that need to be followed as a landlord and property 
owner. I just see this as another fee.  

 

Please stop any further attempts to legislate the free market process of the short term rental of living 
space.  

 

It is perfect as it is. Leave it alone.  

 

For generations, the Mt Hood Recreational area in unincorporated Clackamas county has been a 
vacation destination. It is true that a few of the vacation rental properties have been used (and 
abused) by large groups coming to party. I support quiet hours, maximum occupancy limits, and 
general respect for the small/quiet neighborhoods. However, the proposed fees are economically 
damaging to the average family who just wants to make their mountain cabin available to others 
when they are not using it. Having such cabins is good for the local tourism economy overall and helps 
cabin owners defray the high cost of property tax and annual maintenance. Such high fees and 
regulations hurt the family vacation homes and could even cause some to discontinue offering their 
cabins as STRs. This would be good news for the two large property managers on Mt Hood, but 
devastating to the average family with an Airbnb listing. Having the family-run cabins priced out by 
county fees would be bad for the visitors to Mt. Hood and the overall local economy. Large “full 
service” property management companies can afford such fees. The average family just trying to keep 
their cabin by Airbnb-ing it cannot. The proposed fees are excessive and unfair.  

 

Some regulation makes sense. But this goes too far  

 

Please don't do this. This regulation will benefit the larger wealthier landowners much more than the 
poor who may only have space to rent a few times a year when they go on vacation.  

 

WE already pay 6% of our gross to Oregon City, I think that's enough  

 

Don't know why we nother to have zoning regulations as they are so easily to be over ridden or 
rewritten to suit the monetary interests of minority and not what will be for good of future 
environment, infrastructure, wildlife and current/future neighborhoods.  

 

I fully support these efforts. I am surrounded by these properties and the owners seem absent when 
issues arise. We have to call the sheriff with limited success  
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There was a mention in one of the sections that an ADU or mother in law unit or RV/trailer could not 
be used as a short term rental. I HIGHLY DISAGREE WITH THIS!!! I agree it should not be a goat shed 
or barn, but all legally recognized habitable spaces should be included and treated equally. You will 
have lawsuits of hardship if you try to get this through the law.  

 

Better to be progressive than punitive and be independent from Portland in regulating the short term 
rental industry. Until Portland absorbs the Urban Growth Boundary into its jurisdiction, PLEASE keep 
unincorporated Clackamas County as one unit!  

 

Section 8.10.060.A1. Guest house should be better defined Section 8.10.060.G7. Many homes were 
built prior to current codes. Panel clearances could be excessive If there is a suspension or revocation, 
neighbors within 300ft. should be notified.  

 

I find these rules and regulation incredibly unfair to a homeowner trying to make a few bucks to 
survive. You are implementing rules and regulation to accommodate a few who run it as a big 
business.  

 

Short term rentals are absolutely contrary to the BCC's declaration of a housing emergency. During 
this housing emergency, the County should declare a moratorium on anything that reduces housing 
stock outside of the Mt. Hood Territory.  

 

I'm completely against having any kind of short term rental situation shoved down our 
unincorporated throats! Leave our peaceful, relatively safe neighborhoods alone, where we all know 
and care about each other. For God's sake, put them elsewhere-speaking as one whose family has 
spent 3 wonderful generations here.  

 

Unwanted and unnecessary.  

 

We really agree with the right to utilize property for this purpose. Thank you.  

 

More taxes! We need the income just to attempt to pay our current taxes so adding more fees is 
rough!  

 

There are no exceptions for interesting camp or tree house rentals in rural areas. County doesn't 
enforce the quiet hours now, how would they enforce this?  

 

Stop over reaching and start providing valuable services to the residents who pay you. Seriously.  

 

Your definition of a dwelling unit is draconian. Why should folks not be able to rent out a caretaker 
unit or another temporary dwelling unit? If the unit meets all the safety codes and regulations the 
county should welcome the additional tax contributions and not limit individuals opportunity to 
enhance their income. Regarding electrical panels, I agree that inspectors should have access to the 
front of the panel but 30" on either side is too restrictive. There is nothing to the side of the panel 
that would require such a distance be open. Please remove this requirement. Finally 8.10.080 is 
ridiculous and an invasion of one’s privacy! We can show you a copy of our taxes but to cart blanche 
give you access to our property and all the other things mentioned is absurd. I think it suffices to 
show the tax returns from the various platforms (Air BnB, VACA, etc.) but to allow you authoritarian 
access to my property and documents is an insult!  
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Comment: These regulations are a step in the right direction, certainly, so thank you. I think the public 
needs complete access to all the information collected by the county to administer the STR program; 
it should be public and online. The proposed corrective measures are too lenient and place a huge 
burden on residents to try to fix the problems that will inevitably occur. Every single penny of the 
county taxes generated under this program should go toward administration and enforcement of the 
STR program, otherwise the county is making additional tax revenue at the expense of my well-being, 
which is not what county government is for. More generally, my neighbors should in no way be 
encouraged to make money at the expense of my peace of mind and well-being. I should not have to 
sacrifice either as this program is being administered; I live here, and I didn't move into the hotel zone 
my neighborhood has become. It's zoned R-10, so why is all this commerce being permitted at all, in 
any form? Among other things, the county needs to honor current zoning in the administration of this 
program (keep residential zones residential), ban party houses, limit the number of nights/year and 
total annual number of people per year per unit. AirBnB's business model is a lie: it's not about mom 
and pop making a little money on their extra room, it's about a company worth 30 billion dollars that 
will stop at nothing to expand their business and make money for their board at the expense of 
communities around the world. Why do we have to participate in this at all? AirBnB STRs have blown 
the lid off Pandora's box, but the county needs to figure out a way to stuff as much of the evil back in 
the box as possible. Many communities-think Lake Tahoe, Malibu, Palm Springs—have done this, so 
it’s possible. Can we just be decent and respect the investments and preferences of the people who 
already make the county great, instead of cow-towing to a bunch of high-rolling corporate investors 
who don’t give a damn about us or our neighborhoods and just want to pad their bank accounts at 
our expense?  

 

A needed effort with some modifications needed as proposed.  

 

Guest Houses should be allowed, and the Urban Growth Boundary requirement should to be 
adopted.  

 

This will effectively kill the short term rental business in our area. What a shame.  

 

My vacation rental has been used as such for over 20+ years. What protections do I have to keep my 
business running?  

 

The problem is not the family vacation home rented by the week to a family or group. It is the 1-3 
night rentals that occur every weekend that attract the partiers who use the facility as a cheap place 
to throw a large party.  

 

Please keep the permit cost if it is imposed to a minimum. You will be killing any small time single 
room renters in the area if not. It's unreasonable to think that someone making $20-$40/ night who 
only books occasionally in this area to make ends meet, plus expenses involved in running the room 
rental, is going o be able to pay a terribly high permitting cost. If you set permitting price too high- 
you will not get compliance and we will end up in a costly drawn out situation like Portland is in now 
trying to track everyone down. Love to avoid that mess ;)  

 

AGAIN, It's non of any body's business with what I do with my one property when I'm paying 
mortgage and tax!!! So stay out of MY business! [followed by 7 single-spaced pages of exclamation 
marks] 

 

don't do it. This is a solution in need of a problem.  
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I think that has a home owner people should be allowed to do what they want with their homes, 
putting regulations is not fair. Some people buy homes for the sole purpose of renting them out. 
There is no housing crisis on the mountain there are plenty of places to rent.  

 

I appreciate your efforts to regulate short term rentals, and deeply hope that this is done in a way 
that helps alleviate the housing crisis in the Mount Hood area, as well as many other areas where 
renting homes is becoming nearly impossible.  

 

I have owned my own home and lived in Clackamas County for over 40 years. As a Clackamas County 
resident, I pay my property tax and taken care of my property. I have found that through the years I 
have had neighbors (homeowners with no short term renters) that have violated all of the issues you 
note in this bill. Yet no one from the County has enforced multiple vehicles parked on the narrow 
street for each household, noisy neighbors, garbage left out....So, why on earth should we place these 
regulations on all...even those that may want/require short term renters just to afford to stay in their 
homes that they take care. How will the County enforce the regulations, when they don't enforce the 
same issues now? Let the County come up with another way to fill the County coffers....as if they can't 
get by now. The County wants to allow ADUs but short term rentals need additional regulations? I 
guess the bottom line is MONEY. ADUs more property tax and short term rentals can gauge owners 
for administration costs and additional fees.  

 

A blanket ban on guest houses seems ridiculous and I don't understand the rational for it. Likewise, 
banning glamping and RV's in rural areas where folks are specifically looking for experiences seems a 
bit arbitrary. Perhaps each STR should be judged on a case by case basis?  

 

I don't think the County should regulate this. By having short-term/vacation rentals, it is increasing 
tourism/spending within the County, so the County is already benefiting from this...there's no need to 
charge home-owners as they are already paying taxes.  

 

These changes will not benefit the County and the law should stay the way it has been. Lots of farms 
rely on short term rentals for additional income that allows us to survive and pay our bills. These 
changes will eliminate a lot of those rentals and will only lead to people running rentals illegally and 
not safely. Do not change the law regarding this.  

 

As an owner of a vacation rental in unincorporated Clackamas County, I think this plan strikes a good 
balance between sensible regulation and letting owners continue to rent their properties out in a 
safe, responsible way.  

 

I'm glad this is finally happening and I support this proposal.  

 

This matter should be divided into two categories. One is space used on farm land, people who 
already have dwell8ngs they can’t use due to county rules. Very different from people in the city 
wanting to rent out their garage and create problems in the neighborhood.  

 

Vacation Rentals belong in established and obvious vacation areas. A residential neighborhood should 
not be a target or exploitation by the very commissioners who are supposed to protect them!!  

 

When we bought our cabins we already had the county inspect them and made sure everything was 
up To standards. We’ve invested thousands of dollars in improvements to make our rentals special to 
guests . Asking for tax returns is invasive to the owners I don’t see why that would be asked for . 
There are so many people That rely on their livelihood from This industry.  

ATTACHMENT B-1
Ordinance No. ____
Short-Term Rentals

Page 34 of 35



8 

 

I feel there is a need for some regulation. But your proposal is a bit over reaching. The requirement 
for liability insurance for example, both VRBO and AIR BNB rentals are covered by liability coverage so 
you are creating extra cost for those who are doing this correctly . In 11 years I have ZERO complaints 
on my property because I do the heavy lifting and screen my renters and know my neighbors .  

 

The fee seems exorbitant considering taxes will also be paid in proportion to the amount of income 
received by the property owner. This fee may unfairly impede lower income/lower net worth families 
from benefiting from the potential income from short term rentals. Only those who have money 
would be able to make money, is that what we as a community really want to convey?  
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Summary of  Public Comments Received During Public Comment Period, Short-Term/Vacation Rentals in Clackamas County (ZDO-273)
No. Date Received Received From Summary Support/ Oppose

1 12/3/2019 S. Wilent Email stating that proposal looks good. Support

2 12/3/2019 B. LaBarge/Mt. Hood 

Vacation Rentals

Email with comments about draft, including:

- Request to make forms available online, either to download or fill in and submit online

- Request to omit some of the application requirements, such as identifying anyone with financial interest in 

property and providing a site plan and dwelling unit floor plan 

- Other requests related to application process and the definition of a registrant

- Request that calculation of maximum occupancy not exclude children under the age of 2 and be increased 

for larger homes

Support, with changes

3 12/3/2019 R. & S. Hoak Email opposed to proposal. States that proposed regulations are punitive and burdensome and expresses 

concern about the costs of the program. 

Oppose

4 12/3/2019 - 

12/5/2019

M. Sansone Emails including questions regarding applicability of regulations to areas zoned for farm and forest use (EFU 

and TBR). Proposes that the county allow homeowners in these zones to rent out a detached unit as an STR.

Unsure

5 12/4/2019 S. & J. Pearse Email expressing interest in turning a property they own into a STR.  Includes several questions about 

application requirements (to which staff has responded) and a statement that their experience with STRs in 

the neighborhood has been positive and the homes are better maintained than some properties with full 

time residents. 

Support

6 12/3/2019 - 

12/5/2019

S. Cater Emails including questions regarding why the proposed regulations would not apply to guest houses and 

expressing interest in amending the regulations to include guest houses.

Unsure, requests changes

7 12/8/2019 F. Mazzara Email describing two houses on her street that rent to large groups that have parties and park cars in the 

street and leave trash around.  Describes past experience with cars stuck in snow and blocking  street for 

snow plow and blocking access to her driveway.  Requests that there be a minimum 3-night stay for rentals 

to help limit large party crowds.

Unsure, requests changes

8 12/9/2019 E. Rogalin Email regarding conversation with G. Jahnke. States that he generally agrees with proposed regulations 

except for the different requirement in the Portland UGB.  Wonders if there is any data that informed the 

proposal.

Generally supports

9 12/10/2019 C. Cookson Email stating that proposal is very restrictive.  States that most people at the public meeting she attended 

were not in favor of the proposal but were in favor of limited regulations to protect neighborhoods.  Also 

states the regulations would put some people out of business because it does not allow for RV, guest house 

or tiny house rental.

Oppose

10 12/16/2019 F. Mazzara Email with two addresses identified in Welches that advertise homes for large parties and other events.  

Email includes discussion about another property in West Linn that was denied and application to run and 

even facility and notes that neither of the two identified properties has an approved conditional use permit 

for the events.

Unsure

11 12/23/2019 D. Gaslin Email that notes she is in agreement with most of the proposal except that is does not allow for rental of 

guest houses and RV/trailers/boats.  States that other jurisdictions allow STRs in these types of structures 

and Clackamas County should also.

Support, with changes

12 12/30/2019 C. Ruen Email from PGA staff with comments on social media from C. Fincher and J. Winthrop, both questioning the 

need to add regulations for STRs at all

Oppose

13 12/19/2019 D. Bonfield Email stating the he has been using a home on Mt Hood as an STR for over 11 years and have been a 

responsible owner and has had no problems and no complaints. Renting the home is a way to secure their 

retirement home and they feel there are a lot of others who do this that are doing it responsibly. He is not 

opposed to regulation, but opposes becoming "another revenue source for the county".

Unsure
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Summary of  Public Comments Received During Public Comment Period, Short-Term/Vacation Rentals in Clackamas County (ZDO-273)
No. Date Received Received From Summary Support/ Oppose

14 1/6/2020 A. Norris Email questioning how he could benefit from a STR; requesting a map of the UGB be shown; and 

commenting on other issues in his neighborhood

Unsure

15 1/6/2020 H. Wenzel Email describing the STR she runs on her property.  Notes that her STR is a tree house and the proposed 

regulations would not allow for this and would shut her down.  Requests different rules for large acreage 

properties without close neighbors and for consideration that some rentals are unique and not going to 

meet the same criteria as a home or cabin.

Unsure

16 1/6/2020 C. Lumbroso Email. Understands need for some regulation but states that it is important to see benefits of STR, including 

providing alternatives to hotels and motels, providing jobs for housekeepers and handymen, providing 

additional income for owners.  States that the proposed fee of $800-$900 is too high.  Requests there be a 

difference for owners renting out only a portion of their homes, rather than the entire home.

Unsure

17 1/6/2020 B. Meeker Email stating that proposal is a bad idea that favors the wealthy over the poor and middle class and takes 

away property rights.

Oppose

18 1/7/2020 C. Ruen Email containing several comments from social media posts - opposed to the cost and to regulations in 

general 

Oppose

19 1/8/2020 B. Skowhede Email explaining why many homes could not reasonably be retrofitted to meet window egress standards 

and required area around electrical panels and why the standard to keep all exterior doors accessible to 

renters is not reasonable in and area like on Mt. Hood that receives a lot of snow.

Unsure, requests changes

20 1/8/2020 J. Ingersoll Letter requesting the regulations exclude the RTC (Rural Tourist Commercial) zone in Government Camp, 

particularly developments built as "resort accommodations", as per the county's ZDO. He owns a 6-unit 

building in RTC built as a commercial resort building, to commercial building codes.

Unsure, requests changes

21 1/8/2020 D. Ferretti Email with letter from T. Ramis. Letter notes benefits of allowing STRs; notes that it is important to limit the 

scale of STRs in rural areas and that they should only be allowed in existing structures, not new structures 

built specifically for STRs.  His clients support allowing and regulating STRs in the county.

Support

22 1/8/2020 A. & T. Parks Email including comments.  Notes that they have operated a STR for about a year without any issues.  

Opposes adding another level of registration/ regulation and recommends the Board not move forward but 

if Board decided to, includes recommended changes to proposal including: purpose statement language, 

simplifying renewal process, allowing STRs in guest houses, temporary dwellings and other dwellings, and 

not limiting maximum occupancy to 15 guests.

Oppose

23 1/9/2020 R. Davis Email from person who is interested in owning a STR in future - supports proposed regulations Support

24 1/7/2020 J. Winthrop Email stating opposition to proposed regulations. States that the regulations make is infeasible for residents 

to run a STR and only people who want to make a business of it can do it and that they cause homelessness.

Oppose

25 1/10/2020 H. Nolen Email expressing concern about parking and the number of cars on the street in her cul-du-sac due to STRs 

in her neighborhood.  Not sure the proposed parking requirements will take care of the problem.

Unsure

26 1/12/2020 M. Fraedrich Email expressing concern about insurance requirements and whether a STR is connected to the main home. Unsure

27 1/14/2020 L. Tugman Email expressing concern about parking and the number of cars on the street in her cul-du-sac due to STRs 

in her neighborhood. 

Unsure
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