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Background

• May 3, 2022: Emergency moratorium adopted 
on new short-term and transient rentals in all 
single-family residential units in any land use 
designation.

• Moratorium extended to April 29, 2024.
• Board directed staff to 

• 1) study the impacts of nightly rentals on 
housing availability, and 

• 2) return with a moratorium on nightly 
rentals in multi-family residential units for 
Board consideration.

• The Board disapproved a moratorium on multi-
family residential units in October 2023.
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Overview

⁻ Part 1: Background

⁻ Part 2: Literature Review

⁻ Part 3: Policy Analysis 

⁻ Part 4: Economic Analysis

⁻ Part 5: Stakeholder Engagement

⁻ Part 6: Survey Results

⁻ Part 7: Conclusions and Options
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Today’s Purpose:
Receive input from the community on potential Short-Term Rental housing options for the 

Board’s consideration.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Background: Provides background on Mono County’s history regulating STRs and frames the purpose of this Study. Literature Review: Summarizes research and analysis conducted for over 50 academic articles and industry publications related to how STRs are regulated. This analysis can help inform best practices that Mono County can consider.  Policy Analysis: Identifies policy options regarding how the County can better regulate short-term rentals to meet both community and County goals.Economic Analysis: Summarizes information and data related to Mono County housing market conditions and trends, tourism accommodation industry trends, and induced Workforce Housing Demand. Stakeholder Engagement: Summarizes community ideas and feedback obtained during a series of stakeholder discussions.Conclusions and options: Identifies potential policy objectives related to STR regulations and housing, and options to achieve those objectives.



Part 1: 
Background



Background

• STR regulations dating back 
to 2012 and earlier

• Multiple revisions of the 
code, with community 
input

• Three moratoriums, latest 
in May 2022

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As Wendy mentioned, the County has a history of STR regulations which have had multiple iterations over the years, including the most recent moratorium on STRs on single family residential units in all land use designations, which is set to expire on April 29th of this yearOne of the major reasons cited during passage of the most recent moratorium was to provide time to adequately study the STR issue, which was the catalyst for this STR study.�



Part 2: 
Literature Review



Literature Review – Works Cited

• 50+ academic articles and industry 
publications

• Impact of STRs on Tourist 
Accommodations and Housing 
Markets

• Most research focused on urban 
markets - rural or less dense case 
studies were included

Photo credit: iStock

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
More than 50 works cited, including peer-reviewed academic articles and industry publications from 2016 to 2023These articles looked at the impact of STRs on the tourist accommodations industry and their impact on the housing marketMost of the available research looks at urban markets, both national and international, but where possible case studies that focus on more rural or less dense markets are used. In particular, the industry publications were chosen to fill this gap. 



Literature Review – STRs and Housing Market

• Impact varies
• Stronger

• Less owner-occupied housing, and
• Smaller inventories of motel/hotel

• Weaker
• Smaller number of STRs compared to 

total housing stock

• “Hotelization” – revenue stream 
from housing

Photo credit: Jay Haeske

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The impacts of STRs on the housing market variesWe see stronger impacts where there are less owner-occupied housing units and smaller inventories of hotel and motel roomsWe see weaker impacts where STRs only account for a small percentage of the total housing stock



Literature Review – STRs and Tourist Accommodations

• Likely impact on 
hotel/motel in same 
market

• Occupancy
• Price

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
There is likely an impact on the hotel and motel markets in areas with higher percentages of the total housing stock being used as STRs.These impacts are to occupancy rates and pricing.  In other words, STRs are an additional competitor to hotels and motels.



Part 3: 
Policy Analysis

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
That concludes our brief overview of the literature review contained in the study.  For additional information, please see Part 2 of the study.With that, I will hand it back over to Wendy for Part 3, which covers Policy Analysis



Policy Analysis -Overview

19 “mountain resort” communities identified:

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
10 cities/ towns, 9 countiesMountain geographies; Western US- CA, CO, ID, OR, WYMajor tourism componentMunicipal pop. from 2,600 (Telluride, CO) - 110,000 (Bend, OR)County pop. from 8,000 (San Miguel County, CO) - 400,000 (Placer County, CA) For comparison, Mono County ~13,000



Policy Analysis - Summary

• Most have: 
⁻ Permit/license requirements
⁻ Standard operational 

requirements
⁻ STR regulations based on land 

use, with more residential 
restrictions

• About half include workforce 
housing as policy rationale

• Majority do not have permit caps
Photo credit: Matthew Thayer

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
- 16 out of 19 had some permit or license requirements for STRs- (Eagle County, CO was still in the drafting stages, and Gunnison County, CO, and Blaine County, ID had none)- 9 out of 16 include Workforce housing as policy rational for STR regulations- Most jurisdictions studied did not include permit caps



Policy Analysis – Mono County Comparison

• Housing Mitigation Fee

• Stricter Process for STRs in 
residential land uses
⁻ Two permits
⁻ BOS approval

• Only Jurisdiction
• Differentiates STR vs VHR permits
• Limits one permit/individual

• More Stringent - “Occupied” or 
“Hosted” STRs

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
- Mono is one of only a few that make this link. Others that link STR activity to housing mitigation include Telluride and Aspen, where there is an ongoing tax for STR activity- Mono County has some of the strictest regulations when it comes to STRs in residential land uses- there are two permits required, one of which requires BOS approval - Mono County is the only case that differentiates STR permits between different land uses, the STR in residential and the VHR permit in mostly non-residential land uses- Only one permit per person, where each unit needs its own permit. For example, in Aspen an individual may use one permit to cover multiple units.-”Occupied” vs “Hosted- 6 jurisdictions besides Mono County make this distinction, including: Placer County, South Lake Tahoe, Summit County, Aspen, Steamboat Springs, Bend



Part 4: 
Economic Analysis



Mono County Housing Stock

• 13,912 units countywide
• 4,214 unincorporated 

area
• ~60% full-time occupied

• 2/3 owner-occupied
• 1/3 rented

• ~40% “second homes”

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
First we will look at the Mono County Housing StockIncluding Mammoth Lakes, there are 13,912 units countywide, 4,214 of which are in unincorporated Mono CountyAbout 60% are occupied full time, with approximately two-thirds of that 60% owner-occupied and one-third rented long term.The remaining 40% serve as second homes



1,701 (40.4%)
Owner Occupied (a)

4,214

Total Units (d)

812 (19.3%)
Long-Term Rented (a)

117 (2.8%)
Functional Vacancy (a)(b)

201 (4.8%)
Other Vacancy (a)(e)

1,383 (32.8%)
Second Homes (a)(c)

106 (2.5%, 7.7%)
Permitted Short-Term Rentals (f)

Housing Stock Utilization, 2023 est.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Note:  (a)  Based on the distribution of vacant housing units by type as reported in the 2020 Decennial Census, multiplied by the total number of housing units, as reported by the California Department of Finance for 2023. (b)  Includes units that are vacant as a result of being available for rent and for-sale.(c)  Includes units that are held vacant for seasonal and occasional use.As reported by the California Department of Finance for 2023.Includes units that are rented or sold, but not yet reoccupied, as well as units held vacant for migrant workers, and units that fall into the Census Bureau’s “other vacant” definition. As reported by the Mono County as of December 2023.Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Decennial Census; California Department of Finance, Mono County; BAE, June 2023.This slide is largely just a visual representation of the information discussed in the previous slide.  One new and important data point is shown at the bottom in blue, which is that unincorporated Mono County has 106 permitted STRS, which makes up approximately 2.5% of the total housing stock in unincorporated Mono County.  In comparison, approximately 35.9% of the Mammoth Lakes housing stock is STRs.  Additionally, approximately 7.7% of units eligible for STR permits in unincorporated Mono County presently are permitted for short-term rentals.  In comparison, 52.8% of the eligible homes in Mammoth Lakes presently hold an STR permit.



Home Sales and Prices – Unincorporated County

Photo credit: Mono County Tourism and Film Commission

Single-Family Residences
• Majority of Sales 2019-2023
• Most in Long Valley, 

Bridgeport, June Lake, and 
Antelope Valley Planning 
Areas

Condominiums Had Higher 
Average Sales Price
• $626,800 average sale price 
• Typical HOA Dues - $400 - 

$650/month
Photo credit: Kate McGahan

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
2019 – 2023~ 90% of all sales between 2019 and 2023 were single-family residences$562,191 average sale price ~56% price increase over those 4 yearsThe majority of SFR sales are in the Long Valley, Bridgeport, June Lake and Antelope Valley planning areas, which each see about 10-20 sales per year.~8% of sales (~5 units per year) were condominiums$626,800 average sale price, which is more than 60k more than the average SFR (plus typical HOA dues of 400-650 per month)These sales involved properties in June Lake, Crowley Lake, and Long Valley



• Highest median single-family 
home prices in 2023 (January-
November): 

• Wheeler Crest,
• Long Valley (only owner-

occupied STRs allowed),
• June Lake (depends on 

location), and 
• Swauger Creek

• Lowest median sales prices:
• Antelope Valley (STRs allowed)
• Chalfant Valley
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• Limited Number of 
Rentals

• Relatively Affordable 
Rents

• Rentals Likely Go to 
Higher-Income 
Households

Rental Rates Summary

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
December 2023 rental listing pricesTwo-Person HouseholdOne-bedroom unitListed for an average of $1,123/month$1,196 to Low-Income HouseholdsTwo-bedroom unit$2,183/month$2,088/month to Moderate-Income HouseholdsIn other words, the average long-term rental in unincorporated Mono County could be considered affordable to low and moderate-income households, depending upon household size.  The average price of a 1BR unit is just outside the reasonable housing budget of two-person households considered low income and the average price for a 2BR unit is within the reasonable housing budget of a two-person, moderate-income household.



• 8,162 employed persons 
(avg)

• 87% live in Mono County
• 13% commute from other 

counties

• 8,095 employed residents 
(avg)

• 88% work in Mono County
• 12% commute to other 

counties

Labor Force Trends

Photo credit: Bodie.com

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Mono County is fairly remote and therefore requires a resident labor force.The data on this slide shows that the vast majority of jobs in Mono County are held by people who live in Mono County and the vast majority of Mono County residents work in Mono County,



Labor Force Trends

Mono County Town of Mammoth Lakes

2015-2019 Stable Work Force Downward Trend in 
Unemployment

2018-2019 Stabilized unemployment 
at .05%

April 2020 28.5%- unemployment 
high

Early-mid 
2021

3-4% unemployment –
similar to pre-pandemic 
trends

~0% unemployment



• Tourism is primary 
economic driver

• 911 tourist 
accommodation 
units (TAUs)

• Short-term rentals 
(STRs) - ~10% of all 
TAUs -

Tourism Accommodation Industry Trends

37%

63%

Mammoth Lakes

Hotel/Motel STR

Uninc. Mono County

90% Hotel/ 
Motel

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Tourism is the primary economic driver in Mono County and accounted for about half of all county jobs in 2022. To serve the tourism industry, we have about 50 permitted lodging business such as hotels, motels and bed and breakfasts.  Including both STRs and the lodging businesses, there are 911 tourist accommodation units in unincorporated Mono County. STRs make up approximately 11.6% of the 911 tourist accommodation units in the county. For comparison, STRs make up about 63% of all tourist accommodation units in Mammoth Lakes.



Benton
1%

Bridgeport Valley
4%

Coleville
1%

Crowley Lake
2%

Hilton Creek
1%

June Lake
85% 

 90 units

Lee Vining
2%

Mammoth Lakes
2%Topaz

2%

106 Units

STRs by Location

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
June Lake hosts 85% of the County’s STRs, which is 90 units. 



Seasonal Vacancy

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
While there are high levels of seasonal vacancy in Mammoth Lakes and June Lake, as seen on this image, seasonal vacancies in the rest of the county are much more sparse.
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June Lake STRs by Land Use Designation

90 Units

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
25 units (28%) – Multi-Family Residential –Low (existing nonconforming)23 units (26%) – Multi-Family Residential - High12 units (13%) – Commercial Lodging –High11 units (12%) – Mixed Use11 units (12%)- Single-Family Residential



Occupancy and Revenue Generation

Area Average 
Occupancy Rates

Average Daily 
Rates

Coleville-
Walker

39% $105

Benton 91% $340

June Lake 60% $414

Bridgeport 69% $138

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Benton has highest average occupancy rates, but this data point is something of an anomaly.  There is only one traditional lodging facility and one STR in Benton (the entire tri-valley, actually) and they’re both fairly unique offerings. The hotel is the Inn at Benton Hot Springs and the STR is Dutch Pete’s Ranch, which is a single structure on a 157-acre parcel.  June Lake-  has highest average daily rateBridgeport has the second highest Average Occupancy rate at 69%, but the second lowest Average Daily Rates at $138 per night.



• Most (75%) Destination-
Related Jobs in the County 
- hotel, motel, vacation 
rental overnight visitors 

• Short-Term Rentals in 
Mono County Supports 
Jobs

• Each New Short-Term 
Rental in Mono County 
Requires Workforce 
Housing 

Induced Workforce Housing Demand

Photo credit: Bridgeport Chamber of Commerce

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
~75% of jobs in Mono County, are destination-related jobs The average Mono County STR supports 1.3 jobs, and for each new STR that is permitted, ~0.8 new workforce housing units are required.



• $580.6 million in yearly out-of-town visitor spending
• 5,990 destination-related jobs

• =$96,928 in visitor spending per supported job
• $424.8 million in visitor spending associated with hotel, motel and 

vacation rental overnight visitors
• This accounts for ~4,383 jobs, or 73% of all destination visitor-

supported jobs in Mono County (or ~55% of all jobs in Mono 
County)

• 662,159 yearly occupied room nights in Mono County
• =151 room nights per supported job

Induced Workforce Housing Demand

Photo credit: Bridgeport Chamber of Commerce

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
$580.6 million- Out-of-town visitor spending total5,990 jobs, or ~75% of jobs in Mono County, are destination-related jobs This means that there is $96,928 in visitor spending per supported jobAdditionally, there is ~$424.8 million in visitor spending associated with hotel, motel and vacation rental overnight visitorsThis accounts for ~4,383 jobs, or 73% of all destination visitor-supported jobs in the CountyFinally, there are 662,159 yearly total occupied room nights in Mono County, which means there are 151 occupied rooms nights per supported job



Part 5: 
Stakeholder 

Engagement



Interviews - Overview 

• Six interviews
⁻ Five in-person
⁻ One virtual

• 45-minutes; four questions
• Housing
• Local Business
• Hotel and Motel
• STR Owners and Managers 
• Housing Ad Hoc

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We conducted 6 interviews, about 45 minutes each with the same set of questions. The first three questions were targeted, and the fourth was more open-ended to allow for participants to provide any other information they thought was important.Five interviews were in-person at the Community Development Department offices in Mammoth Lakes, and one was virtual.We created these focus groups based on what we saw as similar perspectives, including advocates for housing in the County, representatives of traditional lodging like hotels and motels, other local business owners, STR owners and managers, and members of the County Housing Ad Hoc Committee.



Interviews – Key Takeaways 

 Data Needed

 Time and Resources – 
Current Short-Term Rental 
Regulations vs. Immediacy 
of Housing Issues

 The Issue of Scale – 
More Development vs. 
Incremental Change 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Data: Participants across the board want to see more data to inform the conversation around STRs and housing in the county.Time and Resources: Some participants believe the current regulatory process was well-informed and needs more time to take effect, while others believe that housing issues are worsening and need to be addressed now.The Issue of Scale: Participants disagreed on the importance of scale. Some saw the only answer to solving the housing problem is an increase in development, and others believe that any incremental increase in housing availability for long-term housing rather than short-term rentals would improve the housing situation. 



 Equity Lens vs. Property 
Owner Rights – 
County’s Role

 Location-Specific 
Solutions

 Longstanding Issue – 
Housing Availability

Interviews – Key Takeaways 

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Equity Lens vs. Property Owner Rights: Participants differed in their opinion on the role of the County: some believe it is the County’s duty to promote equity through affordable housing, while some believe it is not the county’s role to dictate how individuals can or cannot rent their property.Location-Specific Solutions: People are generally wary of a one-size-fits all solution in the county, and they want to see individual communities considered.Longstanding issue: Many participants indicated that housing availability has been an issue prior to the conversation around short-term rentals in the county



Part 6: 
Survey Results

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Alongside the STR study, we also conducted a survey to poll local opinions.  This survey was outside the scope of the study contract, and while our study consultants helped us design the survey questions, collecting responses and deriving data therefrom was handled by County staff.



STR Survey – Overview of Data Collected

• 272 total responses; 129 retained.

• 35 STR owners/managers from 
throughout the county

• 94 who did not own or manage 
STRs, all reside in unincorporated 
county

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We had a total of 272 responses, 129 of which were retained.  Most of the responses that we removed were removed due to a lack of connection to unincorporated Mono County.  For instance, we removed STR owners who stated their STR is located in the TOML because they operate under the TOML STR framework rather than Mono County’s. Similarly, we removed non-owners who live in the TOML, because their responses would likely relate to the housing situation in the TOML rather than unincorporated Mono County.  In the end, we ended with 35 STR owners and managers, and 94 who do not own or manage STRs.Of the 35 STR owners/managers:16 from unincorporated county. We received survey responses from most areas in the County.  In this group the only unrepresented regions within the county are Tri Valley, Topaz and Oasis.  This isn’t too surprising.  Oasis has zer STRS, Tri Valley has one and Topaz has two.13 from TOML6 from outside Mono CountyOf 94 not managing an STR:They all reside in unincorporated Mono County. The only areas we did not get responses from were Benton, Topaz, and Oasis



STR Survey – Key Takeaways

• 49% of STRs purchased in the past five years

• 31% of STR owners/managers report they previously rented 
the property long-term

• 46% of STR owners/managers report they rent other 
properties on a long-term basis

• 60% of STR owners/managers do not rent their property 
long term because they would lose the ability to use the 
property intermittently on their schedule.

• Only 11% state profitability as their reason
• Only 3% cite California’s tenant-friendly housing laws



STR Survey – Key Takeaways

• 4 of 35 owners reported the 
STR’s prior use was long-term 
rental.

• 80% of STR owners/managers 
state they would use their 
STR as a personal second 
home or sell if they could no 
longer rent on a short-term 
basis.

• Only 5 of 35, or 14%, report that 
they would rent long term.



STR Survey – Key Takeaways

• Very few incentives would entice STR owners to rent long-term.
• 21 of 35, or 60%, stated none of the options would entice them to rent long term.
• The most popular incentive, at 23% or 8 of 35, is financial incentives. 

• Vast majorities of both STR owners/managers (80%) and those who do not 
manage or own STRs (95%) would support programs or incentives that 
support the creation or preservation of housing for local workforce. The 
following programs were the most popular:

• A grant program that incentivizes owners to rent to local workforce
• A loan program that incentivizes property owners to build ADUs for long-term rental
• A loan program that incentivizes property owners to repair/update properties for use 

as long-term rentals
• A tax fund directed towards the development of affordable workforce housing

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Interestingly, 60% is the same percentage that told us they do not rent their property long term because they would lose the ability to use the property intermittently on their schedule.The most popular incentive amongst STR owners and manages, with 23% support, is financial incentives.39%/62%36%/59%36%/61%50%/58%



Part 7: 
Conclusion and 

Options



Conclusion

• No obvious correlation between 
STRs and housing, county-wide

• June Lake area may have stronger 
correlation

• Possible influence from Mammoth 
Lakes

• Mammoth Lakes STRs pushing 
workforce into the County for housing

• ~0.85 new jobs/STR - need workforce to 
support

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Volume of home sales too low to draw correlation between STRs and WFH availability/affordability



Options - Policy Objectives

1. Limit or decrease the number of existing STRs.

2. Prevent neighborhood impacts and nuisances.

3. Discourage business investment in or commodification of housing.

4. Preserve and encourage workforce housing units.

5. Increase available bed base without affecting long-term rental availability.

6. Encourage development of new workforce housing units.

7. Adjust to the market and STR trends.

8. Create an equitable permitting process.

9. Engage with regional partners.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The report provides a selection of possible policy objectives and options on how to reach each one. Options are not mutually exclusive and may be included or omitted, as needed.



Change the General Plan and Zoning Code and 
prohibit STRs in some or all residential areas. 

Set a numeric cap on STR permits in a specified 
geographic location. 
June Lake
Other

Set a numeric cap on STR permits countywide. 

1. Policy Objective:
Limit or decrease the number of existing STRs.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Numeric cap countywide- The cap may be set at the current number of permits (106), or The cap could accommodate for a defined increase, or The cap could be set at a lower number than existing permitsNumeric cap geographic location- For example, the County may consider capping the number of STRs in June Lake at its current level.Prohibiting STRs in some or all residential areas - The County may want to phase this in through the permit renewal process.



Retain existing permitting requirements..

2. Policy Objective:
Prevent neighborhood impacts and nuisances.

Increase violation fees..

Increase compliance staffing..

Increase compliance standards..



3. Policy Objective: Discourage business 
investment in or commodification of housing.

Amend definition of short-term rentals of residential 
properties to include fractional ownership and/or time 
shares.

Prohibit STR permits for a specified period where an eviction 
has occurred on properties in the previous two years. 

Implement a waiting period before any new property owner 
can apply for an STR permit.

Amend language in the code regarding property rights to 
state STR permits do not run with the land.

Prohibit new STRs.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Property rights - While the Short-Term Rental Activity Permit annual renewal process makes it clear that STR permits do not run with the land, the County Code does not use that explicit language. 



Partner with an organization to create a renter-
owner matching program (non-profit, partnership).

Require a minimum STR size (floor area) for new 
STR permits.

Require the same approval process for MFR units 
as SFR units.

4. Policy Objective: Preserve and encourage 
availability of workforce housing units.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Same process for SFRs and MFRs - , presuming that MFR units are primarily intended to be residential uses and appropriate for workforce housing.Minimum STR size - to increase the likelihood that smaller housing units are retained as long-term housing and thereby more affordable to the local workforce.



Allow a long-term renter to occupy an ADU on a 
property while allowing short-term rentals in the 
main home. 

Exempt hosted rentals from a permit cap (if 
adopted) or allow in zones that don’t otherwise 
allow STRs.

Allow “hosted” STRs and change county definitions 
and regulations for “occupied” STRs. 

5. Policy Objective: Increase available bed base 
without affecting long-term rental availability.

Allow an ADU to be an STR if the main unit is 
occupied by the owner or a long-term renter.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Hosted – occupied Require a long-term occupant on any portion of the property in exchange for allowing an STR, rather than the owner/property manager simply being present for the duration of the rental.Allowing long-term renter in ADU with short-term rental in main home - could be consistent with the General Plan goal of promoting a sharing economy because the ADU would be occupied full time; the primary use would be residential and the temporary short-term rental would remain as an accessory use.



Publicize the County’s pre-approved Accessory Dwelling 
Unit (ADU) plans. 

Partner with Sierra Business Council or create a new 
position to help housing development applicants through 
development review and permitting process.

6. Policy Objective: Encourage development of 
new workforce housing units.

Highlight State housing laws that ministerially allow 100% 
affordable housing developments. 

Offer loans and/or grants for building or rehabilitating or 
preserving long-term housing.

Allow one new STR to be permitted for three new workforce 
housing units, based on the job generation rate.



Consolidate STR permitting and tracking and 
create a universal tracking system.

7. Policy Objective: 
Adjust to the market and STR trends.

Collect code compliance data.

Track and report on STR Transient Occupancy Tax 
revenue. 

Track and report on STR permit activity and trends 
in the County’s annual report.



Consolidate the permitting process into a single 
unified procedure with a single set of terms and 
requirements for all permits, regardless of land use 
designation. 

8. Policy Objective: 
Create an equitable permitting process.

Continue to require annual renewals for all STR 
Permits.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Consolidated permitting process could include the following:Require a Use Permit (Planning Commission) and STR Permit (Board of Supervisors) for all residential properties in all residential zoning districts.Consider giving VHR permit holders one year to submit an application for CUP and STR permits.



Encourage the Town of Mammoth Lakes to 
regulate STRs. 

9. Policy Objective: 
Engage with regional partners.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Additional regulations in Mammoth Lakes may help to maintain availability of long-term housing, which may help avoid impacts on long-term housing availability in the unincorporated county.



If a second homeowner rents long-term, pay for 
their lodging when they visit the area.

Other Options



Thank you.
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