
From: Jason Murray <jason@photomurray.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2019 10:41 PM
To: Siegel, Scot
Cc: Simpson, Anne-Marie; McCaleb, Iris
Subject: STR - Public Hearing Follow Up / Questions 

Scot, 

Thanks to you and the rest of the planning commission for your 
exploration and consideration of STR’s in Lake Oswego. Please share this 
letter with the rest of the planning commission. 

Anne-Marie - Please share this letter with the City Council.

Based on your discussion after the public comment period last night, it 
sounded like the commission was leaning towards the following 
recommendations: 

* The ordinance will be based on a Home Occupation and a license
requirement
* It will be limited to a primary residency
* The resident must be on the premises from mid-night until 6:00 a.m.
anytime there are guests on the property
* ADU’s will be allowed, but not townhomes or apartment units
* The rentals will be limited to 120 days per year
* No whole home rentals
* A Conditional Use can be applied for to change any of the above, but
there a $5,800 fee and a rigorous public process to go through to satisfy a 
Conditional Use

There are a few recommendations above that do not work for STR's or the 
many folks who shared their positive perspectives last night. With a few 
exceptions, the majority of those who spoke last night were in favor of 
STR’s with minimal to little oversight. 
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There have been close to 50K night stays in private homes with only 22 
incidents since 2008. According to city staff, of those 22 reported 
complaints, most were just to notify the city that a neighbor was operating 
am STR, not to complain. If you’re inclined to do the math, that’s 0.00044 
of stays that have been noted. We have an 11 year case study with zero 
problems under ZERO regulation. The numbers do not lie. 

We are not Honolulu. We are not San Diego. We are not LA, NY or SF. 
We aren't anywhere near the size or type of destination of any of the cities 
that have had issues with STR’s. It’s unfair to make any comparisons 
between LO and any of theses other cities. And for the record, the LO 
population is approx. 40K. Burbank is approx 105K. Again, facts were 
distorted by opponents to try to paint STR’s in a negative light. Again, the 
numbers don’t lie.  

Frankly, I've had enough of the fear mongering. It’s ruining our country. 
Don’t let it ruin LO too. I’m tired of the NIMBY’s. When I took a survey 
last night of the both the planning commission board and the entire room, 
almost everyone in attendance raised their hands when asked if they had 
used an STR or a ride sharing service. The GIG economy is here and it's 
here to stay. LO should be economically progressive and embrace the 
future. For the sake of our residents and guests.    

Look at the facts. And our recent history. They tell the whole story. 

As I mentioned last night, I’m agreeable to licenses, taxation and 
restricting STR’s to primary residences but that's where the oversight 
should end. Limiting an STR to a primary residence makes the other 
conditions unnecessary and overbearing. It also completely voids the 
argument STR’s reduce the volume of rental inventory. 

“No whole home rentals” - Home owners should have the option of 
renting out an entire house or rooms in a house. Many hosts prefer to rent 
out the entire home. Many guests prefer to rent out an entire home. This is 
especially true for traveling families who come here to visit their extended 
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families. Are they now all going to stay in a single room?  I’m totally 
comfortable renting out my entire house. I would NEVER just rent out a 
room. This will severely impact those of us that would prefer to rent out 
our entire home. Please explain to the logic behind restricting STR’s to 
"rooms only”.   

On a similar note, having an owner on the property from 12-6AM also 
defeats the purpose of STR’s. I’m renting out my house so I can offset the 
cost of getting out of town with my family. We're not renting our house to 
kids. We’re not providing a baby sitting service. Why are we expected to 
chaperone our guests? Are we going to implement a curfew too? We're 
providing a service and an alternative to traditional hotel accommodations. 
What is the purpose of requiring an owner to be on site?

The two above requirements show me the planning commission and critics 
of STR’s don’t completely understand how thorough the vetting process is 
for for guests and hosts on STR rental sites. Both the host and renters' 
entire rental history, with reviews, are publicly available for all to see on 
both sides of the equation. This is what makes the whole system work. It's 
self-regulating. See the above .00004 number above for proof. If I’m a 
terrible guest, all future hosts see that. If I’m a terrible host, all future 
prospective guests will see that. That is why almost everyone in LO has 
never had a problem with STR’s. We only work with respectful people 
who are here to enjoy LO. I only would allow someone in my home who 
has demonstrated the responsibility and respect they can do so without 
concern.  

Finally, the commission suggested the limit would be to 120 stays, not 
nights. Why the shift? Again, do you place limits on how many days other 
home occupations can run their businesses in their homes? This seems 
discriminatory.   

Please do not let a small vocal minority ruin it for the rest of us who are 
adults and completely capable of making sure STR’s continue to flourish 
in LO. This is a good thing for the city. It means more revenue for our 
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businesses, more taxes for the entire community and more income for the 
families who live here.     

Thank you for your consideration. 

Jason Murray. 
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