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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
and 
 

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

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



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



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



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

 

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