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Caps?
Savannah
Short Term Rentals (STR) 30 days or less
Two Types of STR’s:
1. Apartment or House; Entire dwelling
2. Home Stays; a bedroom or section of home, owner occupied
*The Home stay is limited to the #of occupants allowed in one
bedroom

Caps?
Savannah
Although Savannah is a large population, we can
look at what they did as a possible solution for
input with Council
They put a 20% cap on STR in each of their 20+“wards”
Owner-occupied parcels are exempt from this cap

Note: Arcata, CA Feb 4, 2021
The cap does not apply to “owner-operated” vacation rentals —
meaning the owner lives on the parcel/property and only rents
out a portion of it.

Caps?

City of Manzanita, Oregon
Licenses and Permits
P.O. Box 129, Manzanita, OR 97130-0129
Phone: 503-368-5343 Fax: 503-368-4145
www.ci.manzanita.or.us

MANZANITA TRANSIENT LODGING
DECEMBER 11, 2020 STAFF REPORT

Manzanita Oregon

There are 266 properties or intermediaries that collect transient lodging taxes for the City.
258 are licensed short term rentals
7 are motels or bed & breakfasts which are licensed as businesses
1 lodging intermediary (expedia.com)
There are currently NO short term rental licenses available in the capped zones.
There are currently TEN properties on the waiting list.
There are currently SEVEN applicants in the process to get onto the waiting list.
Of the 258 licensed short term rentals:
232 (89.9%) are in the capped zones (5 are grandfathered in the SRR zone)
26 (10.1%) are in the C1 or R4 zones
Of the 258 licensed short term rentals:
168 (65.1%) are agency managed
90 (34.6%) are owner managed
REVENUE COMPARISONS
(The 2% lodging tax increase began on October 1, 2012. 15.5% of the revenues listed below go
to the Tourism Promotion Fund.)
Third Quarter 2020 Revenue Comparison: (with 0 outstanding reports)
Third quarter 2019: $543,463.49
Third quarter 2020: $600,668.09
Largest revenue quarter to date
Difference: $57,204.60 (10.5%)
Third Quarter 2020 Revenue Breakdown (to date):
Agency managed short term rentals: $350,884.02 (2019: $284,958.37)
Owner managed short term rentals: $55,592.37 (2019: $57,850.13)
Motels and Bed &Breakfasts: $117,264.13 (2019: $119,731.62)
Lodging Intermediaries: $76,927.57 (2019: $80,923.37)

The City of Manzanita is an Equal Opportunity Employer and Provider.

• Number of SFD (Single Family Dwellings) 1258
• Cap is set at 17.5%
v
v
v
v
v

This equals 224 STR/VR’s
The number changes with inc/dec SFD
65% are agency managed
34% are owner managed
They do not allow homestays

Caps?
Yachats, Oregon
• Cap is set at 20%
v This equals 125 STR/VR’s
v The number changes with inc/dec SFD
v Population less than 900 residents
v Almost 50% of the SFD are 2nd homes

Caps?
The Highlands, Orcas

vHot spot—too many VR’s!
(that’s what we hear)
vTotal Lots 118:
vSFD= 100, Undeveloped: 18 approx
vTotal VR permits: 11
vInactive Rentals:

9%

4

vACTIVE RENTALS: 7

6%

Caps?

San Juan Island
Inactive :

85

Active :

134

San Juan County
Compliant VR Permits as of Feb 2020 SJC-CD
Orcas

Other
Islands
Active 3

Lopez
Inactive :
Active :

22
53

Inactive :

115

Active :

203

v Total Compliant Permits 615
v Inactive
v

Active

222 36%
393

NOTE: Resorts & Friday Harbor are
not included in these numbers

Caps?
SAN JUAN COUNTY SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS SFC Housing Report 2015
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Hosting on the Rock, Vacation Rental Owner/Host Group
Jan Scilipoti, Representative of 238 signatories, listed below
214 Military Road
Lopez Island, WA 98261
February 19, 2021
San Juan County Council
Cc: San Juan County Planning Commission, Erika Shook, Adam Zack, Mike Thomas County
Manager
RE: Vacation Rental (VR) Moratorium
Dear Council Members,
Regarding the VR Moratorium Resolution and Findings of Fact:
1.
The VR Moratorium Resolution and Findings of Fact includes no actual “facts”. It
contains subjective language that is not quantifiable, such as “overtourism”, “overconcentration of vacation rentals”, “sense of community” and “impact on the environment”.
Even if we agree that “overtourism” on the islands should be addressed, VRs are only one
component of the county’s tourism issues. All residents, friends, visitors, and tourists who
come to the islands will impact the environment and thereby our communities, not just guests
who stay in VRs.
Council has failed to show suﬃcient “Harm”, a requirement for enacting a Moratorium. We ask
that Council retract the Moratorium and instead re-engage with the Tourism Master Plan (see
enclosed/attached) and consider all contributors to tourism, not just VRs.
2.
Council Member Cindy Wolf’s letter to fellow Members Minney and Stephens (Wolf
letter.pdf, attached) may have helped to influence the perception that a Moratorium is the only
option. We’d like to make these points:
• In the first line she refers to “the year-round housing squeeze we are feeling on Orcas Island”.
There is no documentation showing that fewer VRs will equate to increased year-round
rentals. Historical data indicates that the number of vacant homes will increase if VRs are
reduced. We all know the primary reason: second-home owners want to use their homes on
weekends and during the summer. VRs allow this. Full-time rentals do not.
To illustrate this, we cite the Housing Study of 2015 (attached), which shows 7% of
county homes are VRs, 16% are full-time rentals, 36% are vacant homes, and 41% are
owner-occupied.
• She is correct to identify Orcas Island, as all of the groups recommending a Moratorium are
located on Orcas. She says that in the time since the Planning Commission recommended a
Moratorium to Council, “an estimated 20 permit applications have been submitted”. In two
diﬀerent presentations, Erika Shook showed this number being 9, not 20.
• Erika also showed that the total number of VR permit applications for 2020 were well below
average at 40. An additional 4 applications came in during 2021. There were 69 in 2019, 58 in
2018 and 69 in 2017 (See 2010-2021 YTD VR permits issued-3, attached.) Not true that there

would be a rush, as shown by the application totals and also because it has been threatened
for over a year that a moratorium would be put in place.
• The letter included 4 attachments. She refers to one, “a study from May 2000” (May 2000
socioeconomicgrowth.pdf, attached), which studies housing in Aspen, Nantucket, Martha’s
Vineyard and Block Island and then compares their characteristics to the San Juan Islands. In
this 50-plus page document, Vacation Rentals are not mentioned at all. This 20 year old
study may have meaning, but it does not inform a need for a VR Moratorium.
Our response to this letter:
• Do not extend issues from specific areas on Orcas to the entire county.
• Consider a Moratorium only in the Eastsound Subarea and Deer Harbor.
• There was no rush on VR permits. In fact, there was a significant reduction in applications in
2020.
• “Overtourism” may be an issue to address, but Vacation Rentals should not be singled out
with this heavy-handed Moratorium.
3.
Regarding neighborhood concerns that VRs have negative consequences on the
environment and sense of community:
We are surprised that Council has not been more outspoken about the year and a half process
that culminated in new restrictions in 2018, each of which specifically addressed these
concerns. A few are: a 24-hour number for neighbors to call, posting of vetted House Rules, a
limitation on number of guests both staying and visiting, and annual septic tank inspections for
VRs (non-VR homes must be inspected every 3 years).
Since it has been only eighteen months since these restrictions took eﬀect, we ask that
Council give them time to take eﬀect. We believe the Moratorium is unnecessary, given that
we have neither experienced the full eﬀect of the 2018 restrictions nor has Council evaluated
their eﬃcacy.
Our request:
A Moratorium is unnecessary, given that we have not experienced the full eﬀect of the 2018
restrictions.
Council should initiate an education plan that informs islanders about the restrictions, fees and
reporting that VR owners have begun doing on their behalf.

Moratorium Recommendations:
1. Retract the Moratorium
This VR Moratorium is a blunt instrument that was implemented in a rushed manner and
will take too much of the Planning Staff’s focus and resources for too long (currently
scheduled through July 2022). In addition, this is not what we should be focused on
during a Pandemic which has hamstrung our local businesses and residents. County
resources and staffing should be used for economic recovery, COVID vaccinations and
testing, and the Comprehensive Plan revision.
Regarding “overtourism”: Stop scapegoating VRs for overall tourism issues. Return to
the process begun with the Tourism Master Plan and include VR owners in the process.

Regarding VRs: set a maximum of 50 new permit applications for 2021. Deal with the
360 non-compliant VR permits, allow the 2018 restrictions to show positive effects, and
educate residents about the changes that have been made to support neighborhoods.
In the meantime, work through the proper process (with the Planning Commission and
the Planning Staff) to deal with specific issues that remain.
-or2. Revise the moratorium to include only affected areas, for instance, Eastsound
and Deer Harbor on Orcas. These areas have specifically requested Moratoriums.
Do not limit the entire county because of issues in identifiable areas.

Regarding the Four Work Plans that will be created:
1.

A Vacation Rental (VR) Cap, county-wide and by island

We are in agreement that a cap is a positive step for the islands.
One of our members recently researched and made a presentation regarding regulatory Caps
in the vacation destinations of Savannah, GA, Manzanita, OR and Yachats, OR (2021 Caps for
HostingontheRock.pdf, attached). Each uses a percentage of housing units as the method to
calculate the Caps. She then applies this method to one of our local neighborhoods, the Orcas
Highlands. Surprisingly, the percentage of existing Compliant, Active VRs comes in at only 6%
of the total number of housing units.
In Savannah, owner-occupied parcels are exempt from Caps. This could be appropriate for
San Juan County.
When discussing total numbers of VRs for a potential Cap system, it is important to diﬀerentiate
between Compliant and Non-compliant (currently at 360), as well as how many of the
Compliant permits are Inactive or Active. Consider exempting owner-occupied parcels from
Caps.
2.

Reducing non-compliant permits

We are in agreement that this should be a first step.
Additionally, we do not think further changes with the permitting system should be done before
we have seen the eﬀects of the 2018 revisions, including reducing non-compliant permits.
There were several comments during the Council meeting about how this is the first year we
have seen the results of the 2018 revisions, and there was positive feedback about the eﬀect of
several components. We still have 360 permits that are not in compliance.
Budget concerns (for staﬃng) have been mentioned as a deterrent for processing noncompliant permits. The county now has VR income from the VR Lodging tax ($4 million since

2017), annual permit fees, and application fees. All this income is new and in our opinion
should be used immediately to stop non-compliant permit holders from renting their homes.

3.
Eliminating permits that run with the land. This could be when a property sells or
could be by ‘timing out’ permits.
Our group has split opinions about whether permits from this point forward should or should
not run with the land. We do not agree that permits should ‘time out’, or be limited to a set
number of years.
We understand that prior to the 2018 revisions, the permits will continue to run with the land.
We would like more information about the implications of whether permits from this point
forward should run with the land. What are the issues that have brought you to this
recommendation?
If a resident does not choose to sell their property and has a permit, they should be able to
operate their VR for as long as they choose. Being a VR host requires an investment of capital
and time, and the income is important to many residents. Limiting the time that a VR can be
operated is undue hardship to owners.
This seems to be regarded as a problem from Councils’ perspective based on discussions
during meetings. On what scale is this actually happening? How often does a new homeowner
choose to keep the permit in compliance? Of home sales in the last 3 years, how many new
owners of homes with existing permits chose to maintain the permits in compliance?

Final Comments:
Revenue derived from the 2% Lodging Tax has infused over 4 million dollars into our
community and services since 2017.
We recognize that over the last few years the VR Working Group on Orcas has been active in
building a case for further restricting VRs. Many VR owners were displeased with the controlled
nature of the meetings. As a result, some owners withdrew from the process because they felt
dialogue was one-sided and not participatory. It was intimidating to many attendees.
The resulting interactions with the Planning Commission and Council have been biased and
one-sided, and have not taken into account the opinions and knowledge of the owners who
actually run county VRs and interact with the guests.
Please recognize that this Moratorium is too impactful, and begin to include Vacation Rental
owners in the discussion.

We appreciate your consideration,

Jan Scilipoti

Attached Documents:
1. Orcas Business Letter to the Council.pdf
2. Wolf letter.pdf
3. 2015 Housing Data showing VR LTR Vacant FT.png
4. May 2000 socioeconomicgrowth.pdf
5. 2021 Caps for HostingontheRock.pdf
The following islanders have asked that their names be included in support of the
vacation rental opinions that I’ve outlined above.
Erin & Pete Ancich, San Juan Island
Jenny, Kirk, Mary and Toni Ancich, San Juan Island
Connie Andersen, Friday Harbor
David and Susan Ambrose, San Juan Island
Connie Anderson, San Juan Island
Neal Anderson, Lopez Island
Kerry Andrews, San Juan Island
Brian B, San Juan Island
Jessica Bacon, Friday Harbor
Linda Bannerman, Orcas Island
Susan Barkshire, San Juan Island
Ryther Barbin, San Juan island
Michelle Bayba, Orcas island
Larry Bearg, Orcas Island
Elspeth Bellhart & Michael Bellhart, San Juan County
Sarah Bernstein, San Juan island
Bonnie Oak Boesky, Orcas Island
Josh Boudreau, San Juan Island
Jeffrey Bozanic, Property Owner, San Juan Island
Archie Brooks, San Juan Island
Carrie L. Brooks, San Juan Island
Brad Brown, Orcas Island
Samantha Bryner, San Juan Island
Steve Buck, San Juan Island
Ryan Burke, San Juan Island
Anita Callegari, San Juan Island
Robert Callegari, San Juan Island
Bette Cantrell, San Juan Island
Christian and Trina Carlson
Kim Contreras, San Juan Island
Lew and Debbie Dickinson, San Juan Island
John Dreesmann, San Juan Island
Celes Eckerman, San Juan Island
Jerry & Marilyn Eisner, Orcas Island
Jim & Cathy Ferran, Orcas Island
Brandy Carpentier, San Juan Island
Emma Jean Carpentier, San Juan Island
Natalie Chevalier, San Juan Island
Dan Christopherson, Orcas Island
(Continue on next page)

Meg & Bob Connor, Orcas Island
Jim Cooper, San Juan Island
Val Cooper, San Juan Island
Paul Cooper, San Juan Island
Cathryn Curlett, Orcas Island
John & Katie Curlett, Orcas Island
Peter Dammann, San Juan Island
Deb Dickerson, San Juan Island
Sherri & Paul Doherty, Orcas Island
Bj Dollahite
Audrey Dolsen
Dwight Duke, Orcas Island
Celes Eckerman, San Juan Island
May and Wes Edholm, San Juan Island
Brian Ehrmantraut, Orcas Island
Rivka Eisner & Mark Lever, Orcas Island
Mary Jane Elgin, Orcas Island
Heidi Evans, San Juan Island
Kim Fackrell, Orcas Island
Susan Fallat, San Juan Island
Enos & Kathy Farnsworth, San Juan Island
Marjorie Fielding, San Juan Island
Andrew Fleming, San Juan Island
Bob Frangooles & Anne Pace, San Juan
Gary Franklin, San Juan Island
Deb Fritz, San Juan Island
Evelyn Fuchses & Michael Mckinstry, Orcas Island
David and Katie Gaible
Tawnie Gallaghan, San Juan Island
Lauren and Michael Gardiner, Snohomish County
Janay Geiser, San Juan island
Aylene Geringer and Mark Zipkin, San Juan Island
Brian & Rachel Goodremont, Friday Harbor
Anders and Lori Goranson, Orcas
Tiffany Goudey, San Juan Island
Tina Grace, Orcas Island
Jack and Ladell Grandsaert, San Juan Island
Chris Grifo, San Juan Island
Elise M. Grisel, San Juan Island
Peter A Grisel, San Juan Island
Susan & Wally Gudgell, Orcas Island
Pierrette Guimond, Orcas
Bob Halliday, Orcas Island
Rebekah Halpern, Property Owner San Juan Island
Dennis Hamel, Orcas Island
Mark & Kati Heckele, Friday Harbor, San Juan Island
David & Nancy Hodges, San Juan Island
George and Teresa Holland, San Juan Island
Marlace Hughes, Orcas Island
Rebecca Hughes and Howard Crowell, San Juan Island
Cheryl Jackson, Orcas Island
Capella & Nick James, San Juan Island
Cheryl Jefford, Orcas Island
Lauren, John, Melissa, Scott and Kelly Jacobi, San Juan Island
Logan Johnson
William Johnson, Lopez Island
Boyd, MaryAnn, Nanette and Wayne Judd, San Juan Island
(Continue on next page)

Pam and John Keffer, San Juan Island
Warren and Tracy Kelly, Orcas Island
Jana & Randy Kessinger, San Juan Island
Becky Kilpatrick ,San Juan Island
Sara Kissel, Orcas Island
Amy Knutson, San Juan Island
Dana Knutson, San Juan Island
Jesse Knutson, San Juan Island
Meghan Korb, San Juan Island
Johannes & Angie Krieger, San Juan Island
Alex Krieger, San Juan Island
Eric Krieger, San Juan Island
Laura Krieger, San Juan Island
Luz Krieger, San Juan Island
Malorie Krieger, San Juan Island
Wolf Krieger, San Juan Island
Wolfram Krieger, San Juan Island
Omeed and Jonathan Kroll, San Juan Island
Colas Kronschnabel
Andy Kronschnabel
Claudia La Cava,San Juan Island
Kelsey Larrabee, San Juan Island
Marc Lampe, SanJuan Island
Julie & Peter Larsen, San Juan Island
Tim and Melinda Larson, San Juan Island
Barb & Scott Leeming, San Juan Island
Vicki Leimback, Orcas Island
Jim and Amy Lepien, Orcas Island
Trini Leslie, San Juan Island
Yasuko and David Lewin, San Juan Island
Dom Liberatore, San Juan Island
Carol & Max Lyons, Orcas Island
Cheryl Loder, San Juan Island
Josi Long
Juan and Heidi Lopez, San Juan Island
Jenny Low, San Juan Island
Sybil & Travid Mager, San Juan Island
Brittany Mahoney, San Juan Island
Peg Manning, Orcas
Jessica & Trent Martenson
Daniel Marty, Orcas
Michele Mayer, San Juan Island
Brent & Doris McDonald, Orcas Island
Mike Mcgillivray, San Juan Island
Toni Michele, San Juan Island
Lydia Miller, Orcas Island
Merwyn Murk, Orcas Island
Bobbette Murk, Orcas Island
Tessa Nichols, San Juan Island
Donald Niemann, San Juan Island
Kristen Nimmo, Orcas island
Madeline Ochsner, San Juan Island
Courtney Oldwyn, San Juan Island
Suzanne Olson, Orcas Island
Clayton & Trina Olson, Orcas Island
Stella and Mark Padbury, Orcas Island
Norris & Karen Palmer, San Juan Island
(Continue on next page)

Lorne Paulson, San Juan Island
Amy Pearson
Hal Peterson, Lopez Island
Rob Peterson, San Juan Island
Michaela K Peterson, Lopez Island
Sherri Pierson, Orcas Island
Melisa Pinnow, San Juan Island
Timothy and Rene Polda, San Juan Island
Larry and Elizabeth Pollock, Orcas
Terese Prescott, San Juan Island
Charis Pruitt, San Juan Island
Jim Pruitt, San Juan Island
Tyler Pruitt, San Juan Island
Jorge Puente, Orcas Island
Vijay Rathore, San Juan Island
Jon Richards, San Juan Island
Candace Richter, San Juan Island
Debbi Rishel, San Juan Island
Lisa Robinson-Spader, San Juan Island
Barb Roddy, Orcas Island
Patricia Roma, San Juan Island
Mindy Rowse, Orcas Island
Marie Rothlisberger, San Juan Island
Marlis K. Sandwith, San Juan Island
Roger Sandwith, San Juan Island
Trygve Satterlee, San Juan Island
Annette Schaffer, Friday Harbor
Ryan Schiess, Friday Harbor
Jayson & Katie Schmidt, San Juan Island
Peter & Brenda Schmidt, San Juan Island
Amanda Schmidt, San Juan Island
Jennifer Schmidt, San Juan Island
Hollie Schoppman, San Juan Island
Kari and Jim Schuh, Orcas Island
Katherine Schultz, San Juan Island
Damien Scott, San Juan Island
Michelle Seidelman, San Juan Island
Mike Sharadin, San Juan Island
Richard Simpson, San Juan Island
Jeanne Sleeper, San Juan Island
Heather Smith, San Juan Island
Ryan Smith, San Juan Island
Zak Speer, San Juan Island
Jodi Spitalli, Orcas
Drew and Chelsea St Pierre, Orcas Island
Chad Stevens, San Juan Island
Cindy Stewart, San Juan Island
Edwin Stewart, San Juan Island
Paula Sundstrom, San Juan Island
Debra Sullivan, San Juan Island
Bobby Tagney, San Juan Island
Stacie Tangney, San Juan County
Mitch Taylor, San Juan Island
Rob Thesman, Lopez Island
Burke Thomas, Orcas Island
Barbara Thomas, Orcas Island
Hyon Su Thomas, Friday Harbor
(Continue on next page)

Edith Thomsen, Orcas Island
RIck & Emily Tidball, Orcas Island
Laura Tisdale, Orcas Island
Debra Tonachel, Orcas Island
Amy Traxler, San Juan Island
Paula Trost, San Juan Island
Melanie and Thomas Tucker, Orcas Island
Ruth Vandestraat, Orcas Island
Pamela Van Vleet, Lopez Island
Kimberly Ashley Vowell
Matthew and Dawn Waite, Friday Harbor
Leasa Wangoe, San Juan Island
Jennifer and Chris Walsh, Orcas Island
Susan & Gary Waters, San Juan Island
Judi Westlund, Lopez Island
Jennifer Whalen, San Juan Island
Greg White, Orcas Island
Tiffany White, San Juan Island
Darcy Whittier, Orcas Island
Kim Wickman, San Juan Island
Janice Williams & Greg Sawyer, Orcas Island
Pamela Williams, San Juan Island
Toni Willis, Orcas Island
Bruce A. Wilson, Orcas Island
Susan York, San Juan Island
Jim Young, San Juan Island
Terri Zambrovitz, San Juan Island
Wei Zhang & Jenny Shih, San Juan Island

STAFF REPORT
DATE:

May 25, 2000

TO:

San Juan County Board of Commissioners

FROM:

Pat Mann, Senior Planner

RE:

Study of Socioeconomic Impacts of Growth Pressure in Selected Seasonal/Resort Communities.

INTRODUCTION:

The Planning Department contracted with Aquatic Resources Conservation Group of Seattle to study the impacts of growth pressures in selected
seasonal and resort communities.

PURPOSE:

To transmit the report highlighting Staff’s concerns based on the study.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Consider information in the report in anticipating the impacts of planning
decisions.

Background

The Board of County Commissioners requested that Staff evaluate
the socioeconomic impacts of potential downzoning on the current
population of the San Juan Islands. Among the work conducted as
part of this evaluation was an examination of the experience of other
communities facing growth pressure, conducted by a consultant.

Report Summary

The report reviewed the recent history of growth and change in Nantucket, Massachusetts and Aspen, Colorado. Some information was
also obtained on Martha’s Vineyard, Massachusetts, and Block Island,
Rhode Island.
The report indicates that in each of these communities, wealthy purchasers of vacation homes have changed the character of the communities and placed substantial pressure on previous residents. The
principal impact is to increase land values to the point that local residents depending on wage income no longer have substantial choices
of residence. Increasing property taxes force fixed-income owners to
sell unless some form of owner tax inflation relief is provided. A large
percentage of rural and low-density lands turn over in the space of 20
to 40 years to wealthy individuals. The wealthy include a few local
residents who became wealthy through sales of their property, and a
much larger number of people who purchased second homes or vacation homes.
Government professional staff, business owners, and local interest
groups contacted in each of the communities studied now considers
affordable housing for residents and employees to be a substantial
problem. Whether or not the new wealthy owners consider this to be
a substantial problem cannot be determined from the data.
Each of the communities is expending substantial sums of money to
preserve some of the remaining open space at now greatly increased
cost. Nantucket has long had a land trust funded by a 2% real estate
transfer tax. Nantucket recently adopted a $27-million bond issue to
increase the available funding for its land trust. Pitkin County (surrounding Aspen) established a land bank in 1990 which has acquired
7200 acres of open space land. Maps in the attached report illustrate
the substantial areas of trust lands in these communities.
Each of these communities is also currently attempting by government
intervention to override the housing market and provide affordable
housing for local workers.

Conclusions

Staff’s expectation from this analysis was that the consultant might
find some characteristic of the San Juan Islands that differentiated it
from the situations in these communities that have transitioned to a
dual market in which long-term residents and local workers are
squeezed into narrower choices and disrupted lives. The report does
not provide such hope for the San Juans. On the contrary, the similarities in size, scale, access, environment, and trends make us look
very much like these communities as they were 20 to 30 years ago.
The San Juans appear to be headed the direction of Aspen and Nantucket. The lessons of those communities seem to be:
1. There is little that can be done to prevent the wealthy from taking
over privately owned rural lands and converting farm and forest
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to estates and trophy homes. It is difficult to persuade current
owners not to sell to the highest bidder.
2. The problems of finding housing for workers and the children of
current residents who are not wealthy will become much worse.
As the transition to ownership of a substantial portion of rural
lands by the wealthy occurs, rural lands will no longer be available for private ownership by local wage earners or small business operators.
3. While downzoning certainly has mixed effects, the transition to
extremely high property values in rural lands would be expected
to be accelerated by downzoning. This result would be expected
because downzoning will reduce the potential number of rural
parcels available for development, so the fewer available parcels
will be bid up more rapidly by the potential purchasers. Downzoning may slow population growth somewhat by increasing the
market entry cost for rural lands above that affordable to a larger
portion of the population. However, the rate at which land is
consumed for residential use would be expected to be just as
high or higher.
4. In such a market environment, affordable housing for local wage
earners and small business operators without substantial investment income can be provided in the private market only if sufficient land is available for development at urban densities with urban services. Apartments, condominiums and small homes
would need to be delivered in the private market at urban densities at a cost of $80,000 to $150,000 per unit (Appendix A, Table
2 in the draft Housing Element) to be affordable to a range of
households from low-income two-person households up to moderate-income four-person families. These are realistic expectations if sufficient land zoned for urban density is provided. If the
County cannot, or does not desire to, make available a substantial amount of land for development at urban densities, then affordable housing for these groups can only be provided by artificial means such as public ownership or public subsidy.
5. It is possible to retain many of the aspects of rural character over
time while providing for substantially more population and development, provided that this development is strictly limited to
tightly-constrained growth areas developed at urban densities.
The European model of development, in which densely developed villages are surrounded by rural farmland and forest, clearly
illustrates this potential.
6. The ability of each person to build a fence around his or her own
portion of the rural landscape at a reasonable price will soon disappear in the San Juan Islands as a consequence of basic economic forces and desirability of the island environment. To prevent this, the Islands would have to be made an undesirable
place to live.
7. The rural landscape will only be available to those of modest
means on public land or on land legally constrained to rural activities and patterns of development.
BOCC Staff Report, June 2, 2000
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Rural land and rural character will only be available if substantial
amounts of rural land are retained in public ownership and management, or if government control manipulates the private market
to preserve rural character by substantially restricting the options
of private property owners.
8. Societal controls that may in the past have discouraged the conversion of rural lands to estates and trophy homes do not act to
discourage these actions by purchasers from outside the islands.
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I.

Introduction

We were asked to do a brief study of several communities, which were facing or had
faced substantial growth and gentrification pressure, in order to evaluate the effect of
these changes on the current population. Communities were chosen with one or more
additional characteristics similar to the San Juans so that similar conditions could be
evaluated. Among these criteria were:
♦ Ferry-served islands;
♦ Seasonal or resort communities where visitor influxes dramatically increase the small,
permanent resident population;
♦ Communities with substantial regional or national appeal as locations for second
homes and/or retirement;
♦ Communities where the quality of the natural environment and/or small town, rural
character were part of the community appeal.
We were to point out socioeconomic problems associated with these situations and the
solutions being attempted. Further, we were to talk with local citizens as to how they
viewed the introduction of this new wealth and the changes it brought to their community
and to individuals there before the change.
In consultation with the Planning Department, we chose only two communities because
of the limited time available. We studied Aspen, Colorado, and Nantucket, Massachusetts, but also looked briefly at the problems and solutions current on Martha’s Vineyard,
Massachusetts, and Block Island, Rhode Island. In each case from Aspen to Block Island, and in that order of severity, the problems were loss of environment, loss of the
character and charm and small town rural feel of the area, the loss of affordable housing,
increasing traffic, noise and other less desirable aspects of urbanization, and infrastructure that could not keep up with demand.
Below we will discuss the two focus communities, offering a brief description of their
geography, history, and demographics, and describing the changes occurring as they
grow. Both are involved in a review and a thorough update of their growth management
strategies. We will analyze this process in hopes that what is happening in Aspen and
Nantucket can help inform the decisions of San Juan County.
Both of the studied communities have grown in such an ungainly fashion that the increasingly great disparities in wealth of the last decade have been placed front and center,
squarely before them on their city streets and rural lanes. Whereas both have at least
some valid claim to a blue collar past, full of character and characters, today the fact is
that working people of modest means have a harder and harder time living in these communities. This includes the long-term, year-round residents (and their offspring who
might like to stay at maturity) and seasonal workers instrumental in the communities'
success. As the San Juans become increasingly popular, with tourists, for second homes
and for retirement, it could be viewed as tracking this same path. Certainly, it has not
reached the level of Aspen or Nantucket; but the same forces that acted there are clearly
visible on the horizon.

1

In summary, it appears that at some point in what could be viewed as a process of growth
and change, an almost magnetic pull begins to exert itself and to get progressively
stronger as the change continues, which in turn causes the change to accelerate… and so
on. Eventually virtually no thing of the old community is left except its place on the
map. In this study we found that the worse the situation and the greater the change, that
is, the closer the community was to losing what had made it unique and desirable in the
first place, the more stringent the growth management procedures became. Aspen has
restrictive growth procedures now and is proposing even tighter controls. Nantucket is
embarking on a much more proactive course of action, but only after it saw remarkable
growth and change in the 1990s. By comparison, rural, and still remarkably idyllic,
Block Island has no growth “pacing” device at all, beyond three-acre minimum zoning.
Whether Aspen, despite an intelligent, energized and vocal group of people who want to
retain and regain the diversity of the past, and a government ready to initiate greatly improved controls on growth, can become a socially and economically mixed community
again is highly doubtful. Unfortunately, though not as far progressed as Aspen, Nantucket is probably in the same boat – although they could end up with a greater vestige of
their former character. Block Island's test is yet to come, but they must act soon.
The test for the San Juans is now. If it decides not to duplicate what we show has happened to like-situated communities elsewhere, it will have to dedicate itself to establishing how it wants to be in five, ten and twenty years. It then will have to control and moderate growth accordingly. It will have to decide its carrying capacity and determine how
to assure that it is not exceeded. If it wants residents of modest means to be able to live
and work on the island as well as be able to have seasonal workers present to provide
services, it will have to develop a parallel, affordable real estate market. And if it wants
to retain its rural sense of open space, it will have to develop a comprehensive plan to
identify and preserve the places essential to that vision.
If there is one lesson to be derived from this study, it is that there are currently some quite
good ideas out there as to how to accomplish these goals – to allow growth, retain a vibrant, diverse community and control the loss of a unique, rural/small town experience.
The trick is in the timing; that is, when you put these mechanisms in place. In our study
none of the communities installed them early enough. Fortunately, that option is still
available for the San Juans. The information in this report is provided for consideration
in that regard.
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II. Aspen, Colorado
Geography
Aspen, in Pitkin County, is located in west central Colorado at the upper, southern end of
the Roaring Fork River Valley, 220 miles southwest of Denver. Growth is constrained by
the rugged Rocky Mountain Range and by federal lands of the White River Natural Forest. Warm summer days and cool nights in a dramatic natural setting, and snowy winters
with many bright, clear days, have made it a mecca for skiing and for summer arts and
leisure. The town now encompasses 1.9 square miles, with an Aspen metro area of about
10 square miles.
History
The valley’s first non-native settlers arrived in 1879 in search of silver. Colorado, Governor Frederick Pitkin fulfilled the Aspen area residents' request and established Pitkin
County on February 23, 1881. The incorporation of Aspen occurred by May of the same
year. During the first four years of the area’s settlement, population fluctuated depending
on both the weather and the hostility of the natives. By 1883, an estimated 500 people
resided in Aspen. In 1884, the population increased to 3,000 people. In 1887, both the
Midland and Rio Grande rail lines reached the city. The accessibility provided by the
railroads resulted in staggering growth; Aspen became the third largest city in Colorado,
inhabited by approximately 12,000 residents. The area flourished for six years until the
price of silver fell drastically. Throughout Colorado, silver mines were shut down. By
the turn of the century, only 3,300 people remained in Aspen, and the population continued to decrease until it hit a low of 700 in 1930.
Tom Flynn, son of a local miner, built a single, 3000-foot ski run, "Roch Run" on Aspen
Mountain in the late 1930's. In 1941, the World Alpine Championship was held there.
Further development was put on hold until after W.W.II. In the years to follow, wealthy
investors arrived from the Chicago area, including Walter and Elizabeth Paepcke. They
provided money for both the ski resorts and the area's arts and culture. During the 1950’s
Aspen became the first site in the United States to host the World Ski Championship.
Development of the area continued, three more ski resorts were built between the 1950’s
and the 1970’s, and, as they say, the rest is history.
Demographics
Aspen's population of now varies within the year as it once did over the boom/bust years
of silver mining. It remained a fairly stable, small town with good skiing until the early
1970's, when the population growth began again in earnest. Between 1990 and 1998,
Pitkin County's permanent population increased 12%, from over 12,500 to over 14,000.
These numbers include Aspen, which grew from 5,000 to over 6,200 (+23%) and Snowmass Village which grew from 1,450 to almost 1,900 (+29%) during that same period.
The table below shows the near parity of permanent residents and temporary ones. These
numbers do not reflect day visitors, which can account for 10,000-15,000 more people in
the metro area per day.
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Aspen Metro Area, Daily Population 1997-1998

Location: (http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm 5/16/2000)
In order to gauge the level of activity in season, consider that the area's four ski resorts
recorded over 1.5 million ski visits (visitors per day, both residents and non-residents) in
the 1997-1998 winter months.
Because of cost of living concerns, population has spilled over into adjoining jurisdictions such as Garfield County and its city of Glenwood Springs, and Eagle County and
the City of Basalt/El Jebel. The latter municipality has grown, basically as a bedroom
community for Aspen, from approximately 1,200 residents in 1990 to 6,500 in 1998, a
443% increase. While not discussed in this report, the entire valley is becoming a 45mile corridor (Aspen to Glenwood Springs) of development, spawned by the resort and,
in turn, the second home economy.
Planning
Aspen's first Growth Management Policy Plan was issued in 1976 and established a
framework designed to preserve the environment and social quality and maintain a balance between economic needs and the fiscal capabilities of the community. The 1993
Aspen Area Community Plan built on this and focused on the permanent community,
transportation, sustainable development, and maintaining the character of the built envi4

ronment. In the spring of 1998, the community came together again, and earlier this year
released the 2000 Aspen Area Community Plan Update (AACP).
Growth Issues
Even with an entailed quota management system established in 1993, it was recently estimated that 88% of the true growth in the Aspen metro area was escaping control. Even
with an aggressive, publicly supported affordable housing program, Aspen's home prices
had escalated beyond the reach of a majority of the area's workers, and they were migrating out of the community to less affordable towns and counties. With average singlefamily homes in the Aspen/Snowmass Village area selling for well over $2 million, fully
65% of the Aspen work force commutes from outside of town and over 50% of all workers in the city/county area come from outside Pitkin's borders. Though jobs are increasing
in number, worker's wages do not keep up with the increased cost of living. With the
demand for more building, loss of the natural environment is an increasingly important
issue. As always, traffic congestion continues to be a problem. A brief analysis of the
major sections of the AACP and its accompanying action items, as supplemented by
other reports, is illustrative of how Aspen is dealing with growth.
Aspen Area Community Plan
Managing Growth and Rate of Change
The overall stated philosophy of the AACP is to seek and maintain a balance between
"Aspen the Community and Aspen the Resort." The plan is first to revise the code that
allows very little containment of actual growth because of a list of exemptions. Basically, the idea in 1993 was to inventory each sector (residential, commercial and tourist
accommodation) and to keep those in balance by controlling the rate of growth (for instance, 3.4% in residential housing or 24 units annually). Both Aspen and Pitkin County
adopted Growth Management Quota Systems (GMQS) which reviewed new building
permit requests using a scoring competition. To develop, you had to apply. However,
instead of competing in this point quota system, developers/builders took advantage of a
large number of exemptions the law provided. These got developers to do other things
that the act also determined to be beneficial to the community. They included providing
an array of types of affordable housing. There are also exemptions for remodels, rebuilding, certain essential facilities and commercial structures. It is an exhaustive list.
Plus, in 1993 there were a huge number of lots and parcels, especially in the county, that
were established before a certain cut off date and they were exempt. Colorado State law
also allows subdivision of a parcel into 35-acre units as a right. The new plan is to
tighten controls on the scope and number of exemptions and to restrict the number of
parcels grandfathered.
The second major focus will be to direct growth into the city and away from the nonmetro, "country" part of Pitkin County. This will be done by establishing an Aspen
Community Growth Boundary (CGB). It is then proposed that a maximum population of
28,000-30,000 be set within the CGB (this based on the busiest month in 1998, July).
This would be accomplished, using a revised quota system as mentioned above, and by
setting a true rate of growth of 2%. This population number is subject to further discussion -- one AACP work action item is to develop a "peak capacity standard" which looks
at both peak physical and social infrastructure capacity. This would relate infrastructure
to ultimate available buildout and population potential. More subjective actions would
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include developing community sustainability indicators (such as have been done by Sustainable Seattle). As part of the CGB infill design, Aspen will also look at Transferred
Development Rights (TDR's) and at dedicating the downtown core as a TDR receiving
site. Proposed as well is that there be carried out, every 5 years, an updated current
population analysis both of permanent and part time residents and visitors. Finally, a
procedure would be constructed to analyze buildout annually.
Transportation
Like any seasonal resort, Aspen is burdened with pulses of automobile traffic which foul
the air, bisect and take up land and, when congested, shorten tempers. In the peak summer season, up to 30,000 cars might enter the town versus 18,000 per day in the shoulder
season. The AACP notes that without improvements, as many as 4000 additional parking
spaces will be needed in town in 18 years. It links forestalling this eventuality with encouragement of auto alternatives. The plan encourages new development only when it
can be served by transit and only in compact, mixed-use patterns conducive to bicycling
and walking. It also intends to limit the entrance highway into town to 1993 volumes,
and its current two lanes. Public parking within the CGB will be maintained at 1998 levels, except that necessary for affordable housing. The plan also seeks to improve the
quality of air travel, as an alternative way of entering the community. One of the major
problems is the commuting of metro area workers from down valley towns and counties.
In peak season, this can reach 10,000 a day, coming from many places along the 45-mile
valley corridor and converging on Aspen. While there is currently a resident-preference
parking program (with day-pass sales), the newest proposal is to develop light rail as far
as Garfield County through implementation of a Rural Transit Authority. Unfortunately
at the same time as the AACP was being put together, the major valley highway has been
4-laned from Glenwood Springs to within a few miles of Aspen.
Housing
Even with arguably the most aggressive affordable housing policy in the resort world, it
is still difficult for the average worker to live in Aspen or Pitkin County. The average
metro area price of a free-market, single-family home is now $2.8 million. Condominiums average more than $600,000. In nearby Snowmass Village, residences average $2.2
million and condominiums and half a duplex, $600,000. Aspen area homes cost approximately 292% more than the national average.
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Average Cost of Single-family homes in Aspen between 1990 and 1999

Location: (<http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm> 5/16/200)
The result has been an increasing move down the valley and out of Pitkin County. In the
mid-1980’s, 73% of those employed in the county resided there. By 1990 the figure was
down to 59% and is now less than 50%. Aspen began in the 1970’s trying to keep the
workers, and a sense of community, in the metro area. In 1993, the goal was to have 60%
of the people working there living there. And while, through a number of programs,
more than 1,500 affordable housing units have been constructed, the goal is unmet and
has been abandoned to a more qualitative standard. Their approach to affordable housing
is instructive however.
A three-pronged system is currently in effect. Approximately one-third of the deed restricted systems have been produced as a result of GMQS requirements as mitigation for
new development. Another one-third are the result of zoning incentives in districts exempt from GMQS. A final one-third are public sector projects, supported by cash instead
of mitigation under the GMQS, bonds and local taxes designated for housing. This includes five different types of affordable housing units available to workers in Aspen and
Pitkin County. They are:
•

Category units: owned or rented, regulated as to size, type, occupancy, and
sales or rental price by housing guidelines – built privately or by the city or
county – and for low, moderate, and middle income employees. They range
in size from studios to four bedrooms, multi-family units and single-family
homes.

•

Resident occupancy (RO) units: primarily serve local professionals and business owners – built by the private sector. Income limits, sales price, and size
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are higher than category units – as high as $425,000 (or more with a special
review; there were no limits on sales price until 1999) – must be deed restricted to maintain affordable price -- cap on appreciated value when resold.
Most are single-family but cannot exceed 2200 square feet.

•

Attached or detached employee dwelling units (EDU’s): permitted as of right
in certain zones and as a special review use in others. They are restricted to
700 to 1500 net livable square feet, deed restricted, and rented to employees
who work in the area at prescribed rates.

•

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs): are allowed by Aspen adjacent to singlefamily for resident owners. They must have 300 to 700 square feet of livable
space, be deed restricted and be rented to a worker employed in the city or
county, if occupied.

•

Caretaker dwelling units (CDUs): are allowed in a number of residential zone
districts in the county and can range up to 700 square feet. If occupied, must
be by a member of the immediate family of the owner or rented to resident
employees.

The Aspen/Pitkin County Housing Authority (APCHA) regulates this sector as well as is
owner/manager of a number of units. Their effort is funded in part by a real estate transfer tax, similar to those often used for open space acquisition, and a .045% sales tax.
Currently, at the upper limit, a family of four with an income of $106,000 (median family
income in Pitkin County in 1998 was $52,976), can still qualify for affordable housing.
The history of growth of restricted, affordable units compared with the growth of all
dwelling units and price differences are reflected in the following graphs and table.

Residential Dwelling Units-City of Aspen and Unincorporated Pitkin County 19901997
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Location: (<http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm> 5/22/2000)

Growth and Deed Restricted Dwelling Units Aspen and Pitkin County 1980 – 1999

Location: (<http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm> 5/22/2000)
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Average Property Prices in Aspen and Pitkin County, 1998

Location: (<http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm> 5/16/2000)

The overriding idea for the area's revised affordable housing effort, as set out in the
AACP, is to provide a “critical mass” (no longer 60%) of permanent local residents living
within the CGB. Importantly, the new housing policy emphasizes the development of
neighborhoods and community, not just units. In other planned changes affecting housing, the plan recommends altering land use codes to encourage upper floors in the downtown core to be developed for housing and discouraging “cash-in-lieu payments” as affordable housing mitigation for developments, as is now allowed.

As noted earlier, the AACP is considering TDR's. Pitkin County has a limited TDR program begun in 1995 in a zoning area that restricted development to 1,000 square foot
cabins (Rural and Remote Zone District). The program allows owners to sell their development rights when they extinguish their mining claims (restricted to this type of ownership only). Once officially registered, the TDR could be sold (current worth about
$100,000-150,000) to others who could use them to meet GMQS requirements or to
“buy” additional square footage for their luxury homes, since Pitkin has limited total
square footage to 15,000. The theory is that this transfer preserves large expanses of
backcountry. Controversial from the start (e.g. is it valid to gain a TDR if the mining
claim land is really undevelopable?), the program is under review; one option is to expand it to other types of land besides mining claims.

In what is the most innovative work being done on housing in the area, Pitkin County has
prepared code amendments which compute the real cost of residential development to the
community and its workforce. This was most visibly brought about because of the requirements of new trophy houses – very large, 5000+ square feet places, often second
homes – which require, large diversified, and skilled work forces. In fact, the county has
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imposed a six-month moratorium on building permits for houses larger than 3,500 square
feet, until a vote is held on the amendments. This code modification, one part of a slate
of changes in growth management outside the CGB, is deemed “Fair Share Requirements.” These impact fees tie the actual employee generation to the expense of construction using a formula involving square footage and/or the size of the home. The goal
of the regulation is for new residential, commercial, and tourist accommodation development to mitigate for the affordable housing needs of its resident employees. This mitigation will assure that the county will achieve its goal of providing affordable housing for
100% of the employees generated by new growth and development there. Simply put, if
the work requires an employee, then the employer must pay a fair share toward that
worker being able to live in the community. (This current amendment also looks to assess impact fees for roads.) An excellent report prepared by Clarion Associates for the
county, used as a basis for the code revision, sets out appropriate ways to measure the
impacts on affordable housing from development. In addition, it outlines types of mitigation similar to those used as affordable housing exemptions in the current GMQS. As
the Pitkin County Commissioners will vote on this in late May or June, it is an unfolding
process that bears watching.

Economic Sustainability/Making a Living
The AACP promotes the idea that a healthy community means a better resort; and focuses on mechanisms to “enhance the wealth generating capacity of the local economy
which minimizes the rate at which cash flows through [and out of] the local economy”.
As discussed above, while employment has grown over the last decade in Aspen and the
county, wages have tended to remain level and houses have become more expensive.
Furthermore, the amount of housing offered in the free market at rates that can be afforded has decreased.

The economic growth of Aspen/Pitkin County in the last decade has been remarkable. In
the five years between 1992 and 1997, unemployment fell from 8.1% to 4.0%. Total
county business earnings increased from over $167 million in 1980 to over $366 million
in 1990, rising another 47% by 1996 to over $536 million. Despite this economic
growth, it has not been spread evenly. In the five years between 1993 and 1997, employment grew at an annual rate of 3.6% while earnings grew at 6.8%, indicating an annual rate of individual earnings growth of a modest 3.2%. Of those new jobs, construction, with a growth of 25%, is second only to the broadly defined service sector, and is
followed by retail. Unfortunately, these three sectors have not seen much growth in individual earnings, that being reserved for the wholesale trades and finance, insurance and
real estate sectors, which have added relatively fewer new employees. Thus those sectors
adding the most jobs do little to ease the disparity between earnings and the cost of living. And to add to the conundrum, limiting the rate of growth would affect the construction trades. So as is the case in other communities that depend on tourism, and now the
second home economy, Aspen is seeking to diversify methods of keeping its employee
base working; and working at wages that afford them the opportunity to live where they
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are employed. A number of options that should be pursued are suggested. One of the
most interesting involves establishing a Sustainable Economic Development Task Force
to be made up of a wide range of interested parties.

The Natural Environment
Open space and biodiversity are now, as with most resorts, of great importance. Over
one-third of Aspen metro area is preserved as open space.

Aspen Metro Area Land Use

Location: (<http://www.aspengov.com/CDComPro/Default.htm> 5/15/2000)

In 1990, popular vote established the Open Space and Trails Program in the county, operating in a manner similar to conservation land banks and funded through an additional
property tax. In a decade, it has acquired over 7,200 acres of open space and more than 5
miles of trail. It recently has been extended for another 10 years. The AACP seeks to
continue that preservation and acquisition strategy in the city and county through growth
planning mechanisms referred to above. Priority efforts will be focused on clustering and
infill within the CGB, and in identifying and conserving essential areas. To aid in this
there is a Future Land Use map, and the AACP calls for implementing a “Greenfrastructure” Plan with strategies as to how to channel growth and retain the most natural environment possible.
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Other
Because of the history associated with the area, the AACP also sets out historic preservation needs and mechanisms; discusses design criteria standards; and notes the importance
of encouraging the arts and cultural attributes of the community.

Comments of People Interviewed about Aspen
What is there here in Aspen, that by magic draws me so;
Is it the mystic ranges, and mountain peaks of snow;
Or is it still something more, far precious than a vista fair;
Is it, perhaps, a priceless gem, or jewels most desired and rare?
Fair Aspen! I've been lonely, have wandered to and fro;
E'er weaving vagrant fancies, thru hours of twilight glow;
But now because I've found thee, enchanted and Divine;
I'll never turn to other loves, forgetting thee as mine.
"Aspen" by Sunset Joe, Poet of the Southwest, as printed in the Aspen Democrat-Times,
week of September 2, 1925.
The following questions were asked of all interviewees:
1. Has the recent growth dramatically changed the character/charm of the Area?
2. How do you feel about the RTA's proposed Roaring Fork Valley light rail? Is
there a need for the additional public transport?
3. Is there a need for affordable housing? Do you approve/agree with current city
and county involvement in the provision of affordable housing?
4. Is there sufficient employment in the area? Into which sector do most vacant
jobs fall?
5. Has the area done an effective job preserving open space?
1. Alteration of Character
The majority of those interviewed were new comers to the Aspen area. They all felt both
the character and charm of the area had been dramatically affected but most were not
speaking on the basis of personal knowledge. One man, an Aspen resident for the past 26
years, who is actively involved in conservation at both the government and non profit
level, agreed with the sentiments of the new comers. He said Aspen is not the place it
was, there is a crowded feeling both in the metro area and on the ski slopes.
The same respondent felt the city and county were largely responsible for the loss of
character in the area. They are the largest contributors to the construction industry. In
their attempt to supply affordable housing, they have taken the controls off growth:
"They are shooting themselves in the foot, the head...somewhere in between."
2. Transportation
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One respondent was completely in favor of the Roaring Fork Valley line, while he felt it
was not the "silver bullet solution" for all the area's growth problems, "Anything that will
get people out of their cars is a needed and worthwhile solution." He was from the East
Coast originally and therefore was used to trains. He felt the West needed more, despite
the occurrence of vast open areas. "After all, dependence on reliable mass transit is a viable answer to concentrating growth in urban districts."
Another respondent also thought the train line was a great idea. When asked if uses the
line that currently runs throughout Aspen or any of the area's buses, he replied with a
simple, "No."
The longtime resident feels a perfectly appropriate, under-utilized bus system is already
providing adequate transportation service throughout the Roaring Fork Valley. He cannot figure out why so few people ride it now and why the county and city officials feel
spending an exorbitant amount of money on a new system will do anything but cost taxpayers more money. He does feel, however, that mass transit is the solution to the over
development of the upper valley. The buses provide people a means to commute economically and efficiently. This in turns allows employees to live down valley where they
are capable of purchasing or renting a home in the free market (This interviewee was an
advocate of taking the government out of the business of providing people affordable
housing and was concerned with the over development of the upper valley).
A very active member of the community felt that the majority of the areas citizens were
opposed to the light rail proposal. Those least responsible for the over burdening of the
area's infrastructure would foot more of the bill.
3. Affordable Housing
"It is certainly not simple," said an owner of deed restricted, resident only (RO) singlefamily home in Snowmass Village, speaking to the affordable housing issue. She and her
husband, former business owners, have lived in Aspen and the area for 25 years. "It gets
even more complicated when resale arises," she explained. "Now the housing authority
(the APCHA) is committed to establishing a system where, even though RO houses are
privately owned, the APCHA will conduct sales between RO owners and new purchasers." This involves use of a lottery to chose new buyers and has come about because
many RO owners feel the appreciation cap of 4% annually is unfair. There has been talk
of possible "under-the-table" deals where cash "bonus" or "sweetener" money is exchanged outside of all written records. She says that if this happens (no such "deal" has
been confirmed), it is because the housing market is so intense. "There also are cases of
hard feelings about RO owners who have become wealthy. One man got a large inheritance a few years ago and now spends almost all his time in Hawaii. Some people believe he should have to sell – he is not really living here anymore."
Only one other interviewee owned his own home. He was also the owner of a moderately priced hotel in the Aspen metro area. One of the hardest problems for him as a
businessman is maintaining a reliable and knowledgeable staff. With a low priced onebedroom apartment renting for $1,200, he is hard-pressed to find people willing to work
for $12/hour.
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Another area resident, who lives in employer-provided housing, offered a solution although he was not sure it was legal. He wanted to find a way to increase the property tax
for second homeowners. He said, "The burden they are creating on our infrastructure is
unfair."
Both of these respondents felt a collaborative effort between the public and private sector
was the best approach toward reaching a solution.
The director of a local non-profit, who sits on a county board, feels government intervention in the provision of affordable housing is a misguided and unbalanced effort. He also
works for an organization that supplies both its full time permanent and short-term workers with housing. In his opinion both the city and county governments are adamantly opposed to employers providing the only source of affordable housing in the area. "The
government is blind to the other side of the coin; if employers can not provide for the stability of the workforce, the local economy is not healthy." The government fears placing
citizen housing at the "whim" of the employer, because it equates to: if you lose your job,
you lose your house. He felt the free market, with the involvement of citizens, could
supply a solution to the problem. If employers supply adequate housing, they can maintain a viable work force, which will provide well for all in community.
4. Employment
"A look in the classifieds reveals a gross disparity between jobs, which are available, and
housing, which is not."
There is a consensus in the area that there are more jobs than can be filled. This past
winter a number of ski lifts were never operated due to the shortage in staff. The wealthy
and second homeowners have soaked up much of the available labor force, as one interviewee put it, "They [the wealthy] need someone for everything...someone to blow their
noses. The rest of us have had to learn how to do our own plumbing and electrical work
because all the trades people have been hired by them." It is very hard to find quality (or
any) workers for available positions.
5. Open space
"Until you have a crisis, you don't think there is a need." All of those interviewed feel the
county has done a great job at the preservation of open spaces. The only complaint, by a
member of the open space program, was that they should have started 30 years ago.
Smuggler Mountain, which rises above the city, was sold then for $250,000. One of
those interviewed used to look up and say, "No one will ever go there. Smuggler's owner
is now looking at developing the property and his profit will be in the tens of millions of
dollars."
The advice from the member of the open space program: "Assume if it can be developed,
it will be; buy it today".
Summary
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What becomes clear, after a brief look at this area, is that Aspen will have an uphill battle
recapturing more than a scintilla of the community diversity it has lost in the last several
decades, even though there is a very vocal and active citizenry that is committed to the
fight. While it continues even more innovative approaches to link development with affordable housing, other areas in the region which have been affected by Aspen’s economic rise, are looking at different ways to retain a sense of community. Most have chosen, for instance, not to pursue the aggressive public housing (sometimes called “social
engineering") solutions of Aspen. But when the average single-family lot sells for almost
$1.5 million (as it did in Snowmass Village at the end of 1999), then perhaps any system
that keeps at least some local employees living locally is a good show.
III.

Nantucket, Massachusetts

Geography
Nantucket Island, which comprises Nantucket County, is, with Martha’s Vineyard, the
most northerly coastal island of North American influenced by the warmth of the Gulf
Stream. Left as a result of the meeting of two major ice fronts at the final stage of the last
glaciation, it is a rolling landscape 13 miles long by 10 miles wide at the widest. It is 30
miles from shore, a 50 square mile land mass with a good harbor, sandy beaches, wetlands, fresh and brackish ponds, cliffs of sand and clay, and level agricultural lands, hilly
thickets, and woody moraines.
History
Nantucket was settled in the 17th century and was a major port for whaling (right and
sperm) and associated industries in the 18th century. By the middle of the 19th century,
whaling from Nantucket was in decline, and by the end of the 1800s there was the beginning of tourism as an income supplement. Fishing also continued with a fleet based here,
gaining prominence in the local economy as whaling failed. As many as 40 vessels
worked the area until after WWII. In the early 1960s, a New York entrepreneur, Walter
Beineke, Jr., saw the future in the island’s situation as a basically undisturbed piece of
history, with a mild climate; and he began what is today the Nantucket tourist/resort industry.
Demographics
From a base of a few over 3,000 people from 1940 to 1970, permanent year-round residents now number approximately 8,000; and the population soars in mid-summer to over
30,000. It is the state’s smallest county, and the fastest growing one over the last decade
(a 43% increase), having surpassed Martha’s Vineyard (Dukes County) which grew fastest in the 1980s.
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Location: (<http://www.nantucketcomplan.com/planindex.html> 5/17/2000
Planning
Threatened with a growing sense of total loss of place, citizens came together in the late
1990s with a new planning director at the Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission, and over 3 years produced and released on January 1, 2000, the Nantucket Comprehensive Plan (NCP). In its 160 pages it identifies the elements of growth
and lays out a strategy for managing it. Nantucket has planned for its future before, establishing a Historic District Commission in 1955 (expanded island-wide in 1970),
adopting zoning controls in the ‘70s, and in 1983 (renewed in 1990) developing a community Goals and Objectives document. It also put in place the first land bank in the US,
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using a 2% tax on real estate sales prices to fund acquisition of open space. In 1997 it
passed a $25 million bond issue to acquire open space. This current document, however,
with over 400 specific actions and the need for over 40 bylaw changes and the passage of
a home rule act by the state, is a dramatic attempt to move ahead of growth that continues
to occur at an ever increasingly rapid rate. Public hearings have been held and comment
solicited and a revised document will be put before a Special Town Meeting in the late
fall of 2000.
Growth Issues
In the last 5 years, the cost of housing has gone up 75%. Since the 1960s, Nantucket has
seen the building of 4,000 houses, as many as were built in the first 310 years and are still
standing (the oldest remaining house, Sunset Hill, was built in 1686). With discovery of
its charm and once apparent timelessness, the price of real estate has also skyrocketed.
The average price of a single-family house for the first quarter of 2000 was $1.25 million,
up 36% from the same period in 1999. The median, middle of the market home rose
from $450,000 to $600,000, 1998 to 1999, and is now up to $695,000, a 165% increase
from the median home price in 1991 of $265,000. With the loss of affordable housing
goes a loss in the stability of the community -- renters do the Nantucket shuffle in the
summer, when even small cabins may rent for $3000 a week, houses for $20,000 a
month. There is also the problem of where to house the seasonal workers that make
tourism possible. In short, the inflation of housing is held to be at the heart of Nantucket's economic, social and environmental problems. Other problems are zoning for
large lot size which means sprawl which eats up land. And sprawl means more cars -- so
many that a buildout with the current projections leaves engineers with no solution as to
how to manage the traffic jam. The building pace is so rapid that as many as 400 workers
commute daily to the island -- building today what could provide jobs in the future for the
island trades people . And with all of this comes the need for new and better infrastructure, and the specter of rising taxes.
Managing Growth and Rate of Change
The current growth management scheme is as standard as the list enumerated above is
intuitive. Progress is controlled by zoning for large parcels (1-3 acres for a single-family
home); no boundary between town and country exists; and there is a residential construction cap of 120 dwelling units per year. With each primary dwelling unit, there is the
right to build a secondary dwelling unit. There is no impact fee and no tourist tax in
place.
A strong economy, a desirable place, a proximity to the huge populations of the Northeast
Corridor, these growth management mechanisms, and the knowledge that something has
to change all have led to a gold rush mentality: get a place on Nantucket now, no matter
the price, before the door is finally closed.
The theory behind the NCP, and mechanisms to seek consensus and action, may best be
illustrated by text from the Introduction. Under a 1955 photograph of scallopers in Nantucket harbor are these paragraphs:
In 1980, Nantucket fishermen landed more than 100,000 bushels of scallops,
driving an industry that pumped more than $3.7 million into the island’s econ18

omy. Immediately afterwards, the scallop fishery entered a period of decline from
which it has not recovered: harvests spiraled steadily downward—with on brief
spike back up—and by 1998 the 100,000-bushel harvest had become a meager
5,000 or less, the $3.7 million returns now barely $250,000.
***
While this may seem like an odd way to introduce Nantucket’s Comprehensive Plan, in
many ways the efforts to preserve our shellfish are
similar to the larger effort of preserving our island.
Scalloping, like many of the challenges that face our
community today, represents a cherished part of Nantucket that is diminishing at a frightening pace, with no
clear consensus on how to save it. In truth, there is no
one action or solution that will bring scallops back: it
will be a long process that will likely include hard decisions about waterfront development, landscaping, and
the number of boats our harbor can safely sustain.
Similarly, there is no magic philosophy that will guide
Nantucket’s future: we will not find our way by adhering
to an economic or an environmental agenda alone, nor
by glaring at each other across an ideological divide
between the two. Rather, it will take a careful balancing act, understanding how different actions impact
different areas, and always drawing the line before
one-segment tips too far and upsets the scales.
Maintaining this balance in the harbor will allow the
scallop fishery to be both sustainable and profitable;
maintaining it for Nantucket will allow the island to
thrive and its people to prosper well into the twenty-first
century.

Location: (<http://www.nantucketcomplan.com/Introduction.html> 5/11/2000).
The document discusses, in subsequent chapters arranged without order of importance,
growth, housing, making a living, managing transportation, providing needed infrastructure, and healthcare. We will digest those that seem relevant and may be helpful.
The Nantucket Comprehensive Plan
Guiding growth (Chapter 1)
While there are numerous goals, objectives, and specific mechanisms in the NCP, there
are an overriding pair of tools seen as capable of retaining what makes the island unique.
First is to slow the rate and reduce the capacity of buildout -- currently at approximately
45% with the management system that is in place. Second is to preserve traditional patterns of development by clearly demarking a boundary between town and country and
treating the former with preference as to future housing and other development.
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Nantucket Land Use

Location:( http://www.nantucketcomplan.com/TownCountryMap.html 5/17/2000)
The concept proposed is to regulate a return to the traditional town/country distinctions
by creating a greenbelt zoning overlay district. The inner edges of greenbelt would define the outer edges of town. A priority would be placed on acquiring, for open space,
fee simple or easement interests in parcels that fall within the zone. The town/country
development dichotomy would then be reinforced by both the growth rate cap and
buildout reduction systems. Some of these changes are discussed below.
The annual cap on dwelling units, supplemented by a point system, would slow and
sculpt the rate of buildout. Buildout reduction would be obtained through acquisition of
land, construction restrictions and through zoning changes that reduce the total number
and size of dwellings (considered especially important for the countryside) that can be
built on unrestricted private land. The growth rate point system is new; the idea of an
annual building cap is not. For five years, beginning in 1981, there was a cap at 80
dwelling units per year, with a phase-in requirement that allowed only 10% of a development to take place per year. After a decade-long hiatus, a cap was re-instituted in
1997, at 225 per year; and was reduced each year to what is now the 120 limit, 10 of
which can be issued each month. The phase-in requirement has remained in effect since
1981.
In April of this year, a Special Town Meeting passed an interim growth rate point system,
which does some of the things mentioned above. For instance, 20 points are awarded if
the dwelling unit is occupied year-round and five points are subtracted if the building will
occur in an area with no sewer linkage; negative ten points, if in certain rural zones; plus
30 points if the unit is designated affordable. Lodging and commercial buildings are not
within the cap but there is a moratorium in effect for major new or expansions construction primarily for retail purposes over a certain square footage (20,000 and 10,000 re-

20

spectively). Guest lodging facilities involving more than 10 rooms must go through a
major special permit review.
Other proposals here include encouraging Neighborhood Center Zones in the country
where houses are built in conjunction with already established commercial businesses
providing basic needs.
In summary, the growth rate point system not only controls growth speed and complexion, but also could encourage stable employment (as discussed in a following section of
this report). And as this system slows development, it increases the chances to reduce
ultimate buildout by conservation acquisition or easement. The greenbelt
re-establishes an old pattern, facilitates containment and provides one focus for dedicated
open space.
Housing needs (Chapter 2)
As noted earlier, it is increasingly harder to live on a moderate income and find housing
on Nantucket – and as opposed to Aspen, there is no nearby county into which to move
and from which commuting by car is possible. Last year, an exemption to the building
cap was made for resident, first time homebuyers. How to make that affordable is answered in the plan. The growth rate point system proposed would, in addition to giving
“resident only” (RO) housing applications sufficient points to be in a priority position,
require commercial developers to create a certain number of RO units as a condition of
permit. Subdivisions would be required to restrict some lots for RO housing, or provide
the equivalent elsewhere in terms of real estate or cash. Special subdivisions of secondary dwellings onto separate lots would become available, with one permanently restricted to RO use, and no other dwellings allowed on either lot. (The subordinate size of
one to the other must be retained.) Apartments over commercial areas in town would receive incentives. Though not possible without state legislation, other means of increasing
RO housing includes a “linkage” fee based on square footage, after a certain exempted
maximum (e.g.2000 sq. ft.), being paid to the town and being used for publicly built or
subsidized affordable housing. The cap points would also encourage preservation of current house stock, to the extent of establishing a place where recycled buildings can be
stored while awaiting a lot, and allowing siting of recycled houses in town on lots that
have heretofore been deemed substandard and non-buildable.
Seasonal employee (SE) housing is looked at with the same goal: create a parallel market
of housing through cap and point incentives as discussed above. Rezoning would be allowed to encourage creation of small, dispersed employee dorms. New commercial development could be required to assure that there would be housing for new employees
(akin to a guarantee of ample parking spaces for cars).
Making a Living (Chapter 3)
Nantucket is sought after in part because it was, like Charleston S.C., so impoverished for
so many of the years in the middle of the twentieth century that it escaped the destruction
other places were succumbing to with "renewal" and "progress." For the past 30 years, it
has thrived more and more on tourism. But by the late 1990s, Nantucket truly had undergone a remarkable evolution. As the NCP notes:
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Originally a town, whose success rested on the fact that it had not changed, the island
had seemingly become a place where only change, in the form of building, could keep
its residents afloat. But perpetual change is not healthy for a community whose prosperity is based on preservation: it creates a situation where, if left unchecked, our
economy could devour itself.
The island’s economy is healthy by all traditional measures, but despite the abundance of
jobs, pay is often not keeping up with the cost of living. There is an increasing, and increasingly widespread, income gap. Wages rose 3.5% per year from 1993-1998 while
cost of housing rose 15% for each of those years. With employees trying to pay higher
wages necessary to retain workers, island goods became more expensive.

Location:(<http://www.nantucketcomplan.com/MakingaLiving.html> 5/15/2000)
It is important to point out that while the building trades component of construction comprises only 10% of overall employment, they account for 35% of all jobs in the winter
and are the jobs capable of supporting a year-round, resident family. The plan acknowledges this while noting that new home construction is finite and destructive of the environment. Finite because the island is racing toward buildout with the help of 300-400
off-islanders commuting in everyday. Destructive because of increasing traffic, infrastructure demands and loss of open space.
The NCP concludes that economic diversification is necessary to allow: a slowing of the
rate of construction; slowing or stopping of any increase in tourism (except possibly ecotourism in the off season); and development of new avenues for enterprise. The plan
provides this reasoning:
[T]he relentless expansion of tourism risks fundamentally altering Nantucket itself,
not only in its physical appearance but in the way it is perceived. A community that
allows a visitor-oriented economy to override all other aspects of its existence is a
community willing to gamble away its character and its economic stability. When
community character erodes, it is all too often replaced by market-driven contrivances
that alienate both residents and visitors. We are already beginning to see this happen
in our historic core. Originally appealing not only for its historic character but also for
its year-round vitality, downtown today is on track to becoming a museum of itself—
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a collection of upscale boutiques aimed exclusively at visitors, with little to offer the
person who calls Nantucket home. By surrendering the core district to tourism commercially, we have surrendered it emotionally as well. As year-round establishments
have disappeared from its precincts, so too have year-round residents. Islanders today
feel a dwindling attachment to the downtown; they carry on their lives and businesses
elsewhere and consider town to be less the “real” Nantucket than a sort of cobblestoned Disneyland. It is, in the end, a situation where everyone loses: visitors detect
the diminished authenticity of their environment and residents feel like strangers in
their own town.
To forward such limits and encourage diversification, aside from the cap concept that
regulates the rate of buildout, a number of non-regulatory ideas are offered. These include investigating but not depending too heavily on new internet-based activities;
changing the focus of the trades from building new homes to repairing, renovating and
restoring the current house stock; revitalizing the scallop fishery to provide for winter
employment; and marketing Nantucket specialty products as well as its shellfish and agriculture.
Protecting the Environment (Chapter 4)
Through an aggressive campaign of purchase and easement, over 42% of Nantucket is
protected for conservation. Through custom, public use of privately owned beaches is
the norm, contrary, for instance, to custom on Martha's Vineyard. The plan talks of ways
to increase protection of what is left and warns that overuse/abuse of beaches by tourists
may cause private owners to close them. Even though the 2% land bank tax on real estate
sales has yielded $8 million in 1998 and $9 million in 1999, conservation purchases at
market value are becoming increasingly problematic. Several strategies offered as alternatives include the increased use of conservation easements.
Finally, creating zoning prohibitions and building incentives to preserve open space
should be fully explored. Clustering should be awarded positive points in cap system
with negative points given to building in rural places (as is done in the interim growth
rate reduction system discussed above), where housing will be a prominent and permanent detraction to vistas and open space. The NCP purposes that several comprehensive
plans be developed so that a cohesive look at what open space is left can occur and a consensus as to how to manage it can be reached. A Strategic Land Preservation Plan would
establish priorities and annual acquisition targets and would be done by all the involved
groups on the island coming together and pooling their knowledge and expertise. A Protected Land Management Plan and a Vegetation Management Plan could all be linked to
current Open Space and Recreation Plan. A focal point for efforts should be trying to
gain public rights to 25% of the shoreline by 2025. The plan also suggests forming a
Shoreline and Waterways Access Action Plan to help in this regard. Zoning bylaws
should be amended to subject to further scrutiny new or enlarged buildings in proximity
to the shoreline.
As in most older communities, especially small island ones, failed septic systems are a
problem and the plan discusses site-specific solutions such as extending sewers, especially in the harbor area where cesspools have been implicated in pollution that may be
retarding scallop recovery. The NCP also speaks to the potable water quantity concerns
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and suggests a Water Capacity Study, especially to look at the risk of saltwater intrusion
into the fresh water lens because of excessive drawdown.
Transportation (Chapter 5)
The NCP goal: “[R]estore Nantucket to a place where life without a car is possible,
pleasurable and convenient.” Transportation planning requires a “look at the total combined impacts of all interrelated decisions about air and ferry access, road improvements,
public transportation, automobile usage, parking, bikepaths, sidewalks, and growth management (including zoning and preservation of open land).”
The plan points out several dilemmas in trying to break dependency on the car on Nantucket. First, there is the idea that a vacation includes the use of a car -- so there is the
desire factor. Then there is the need -- a convenient way to get to disparate places at any
time. The latter is aggravated by the spreading out of services and the increasing blur of
the town/country traditional pattern of rural life.
Between 1990 and 1998, Nantucket saw a 30% increase in the numbers of passengers
arriving by sea and air; but at the same time, a 106% increase of those coming by air.
Nantucket airport (town owned) is the second busiest in New England. The major transportation problem is that there is no overall transportation coordination. Players include
the quasi-state Steamship Authority (SSA), which brings in cars and passengers (6 trips a
day in summer, 3 in winter) and also provides a passenger-only fast ferry, which cuts
transit time from 2 hours 15 minutes to 50 minutes; private ferries, which are licensed by
the SSA; the air carriers; and the town. Several recommendations are offered including
forming a coordinating agency, a Traffic Congestion Plan Work Group, which among
other things would get a binding agreement with SSA to limit capacity. Currently the
Authority has agreed not to expand summertime car access beyond the level established
in 1997. At one way fares of $12.50 for a driver or passenger and $158 for an automobile
(reservations required), there are only waiting list spaces left for cars to go Friday and
return on Sunday between now (mid-May) and October first.
Traffic regulations could be established to require delivery trucks to use off peak hours
and a parking system of loading zone (early) and car parking (e.g. after 10 am) could be
established in town. Agreements could be sought for freight lines to bring items to the
island in smaller trucks. A Transportation Impact Statement would be if a proposal were
to increase passenger or vehicle numbers, infrastructure or rates on travel. Limits would
be placed on night flights if legal.
Enlightened land use regulations could aid in dealing with transportation problems, with
clustering and the clear separation of town and country functions. Subdivision of land
could be made conditional on providing bike paths. Cul de sac use could be limited, instead linking residential streets to make car flow simpler. The NCP eschews further road
improvements, stating that no road should be more than 2 lanes, no traffic signals should
be installed and suggesting that an island-wide 20 mph standard should be sought. The
shuttle service should be improved and offered year-round and tourist marketing should
stress walking and biking. Developments would have to perform "trafficshed" analysis,
with standards based on queue lengths, vehicle trips per peak hour and per day. Capacities would be established that could not be exceeded.
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Perhaps the most interesting NCP recommendation is to institute a town-administered,
seasonal (June to September) permit requirement to limit the number of all cars on the
island used for personal purposes. Residents could be exempted, as would vehicles used
for business. For tourists, permits would be obtained (if available) from the SSA at the
same time car reservations are made.
Infrastructure (Chapter 6)
Low taxes and deferred spending have left the island with many needs. New ways to
fund these are recommended including impact fees (would require new state laws) a
visitor tax and a betterments tax. It is interesting to note that currently 60% of island
taxes come from seasonal residents who put no burden on the school system.
Comments of People Interviewed about Nantucket
"We had a farm. We kept the house; hung up pictures; but the farm is gone."
Dr. Peter Sourian, NY writer and professor at Bard College, on his half-century relationship with Nantucket and how it has changed.
The following questions were always asked:
How do you feel about:
1. Controlling the number of cars during the summer and traffic on the island in
general?
2. Affordable housing for year-round residents and seasonal workers?
3. Maintaining the historic character of the island?
4. Preserving the natural environment?
5. Making a living, diversifying the economy and restoring the scallop industry?
6. Capping annual building permits to extend the period to reach buildout?
7. Managing growth by coming up with a carrying capacity number for the island as opposed to using the rate of growth to control development?
1. Traffic
One interviewee said that in mid-July it was worse on Nantucket than during rush hour in
NYC. All agreed that something had to be done. Perhaps it was best put by a local government employee and lifetime resident who said traffic was the most visible manifestation of the dramatic intensity of growth. "Because we are all so car dependent, we just
drive everywhere, even if we could easily walk. More people, more cars. Nothing is
really done to discourage cars." He does not believe permit system is legal, and feels that
the transit system only helps those without cars (often seasonal workers), but concedes it
moves a lot of people.
A different government official told of a public meeting where the idea of restricting car
numbers on the island was discussed -- perhaps using a badge or permit system. One island resident stood up and commented, “ When we said restrain cars, we meant theirs, not
ours.” Commenters also noted that many seasonal residents leave one or two cars on the
island so they can fly back and forth; that there are 600+ rental cars; a number of taxis;
and the cars are bigger. One person suggested that day trippers did not need cars but that
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those coming for a week should be allowed to have them. He did not feel it was bad
enough to require permits, yet.
2. Affordable Housing
There were a number of stories of people who had problems with housing -- who had to
move every summer when rents went weekly -- though some took in borders so they
could rent year-round at inflated average monthly rates. The problem clearly seems to
have gotten worse in the past two or three years. The planning director had to move 5
times on his first 6 weeks on the island before finding an affordable, long-term rental.
As interesting, is how people not directly affected looked at the issue. One, in his mid40s, is a married government employee. His wife also works. He built his house in the
1970s. He has no children. He sees three categories. As far as permanent, year-round
residents, he sees those being born and raised on the island, whose roots are here and who
do not want to leave as those who should be helped in finding affordable housing. Other
year-round residents he considers people who have made an economic choice to live on
Nantucket: if they succeed, they can afford to stay; if they don’t, it was a bad decision
and they should accept it and move on. As to seasonal workers, he felt it was up to the
employers – although he did tell stories of cramming people into houses when he was in
high school – one guy had the closet under the stairs and had the best deal in the house
because he could close the door and have privacy.
Several others mentioned the fact that employers wanted the town or community to take
care of their, the employer’s, problems of where to house workers, so they could pay as
little per hour as possible. A 31 year old manager of a year-round cafe said he was lucky
to be able to live on the island because his employer had three houses built to provide her
workers an affordable place to live -- both year-round and seasonal ones. He pays
$500/month to share a four bedroom, three bathroom house. They employ 23 people in
season and to provide enough rooms they are technically in violation of zoning: too many
are living in the one house (10 people five bedrooms, four baths). The regulation, evidently not enforced, he feels is inappropriate.
3. Maintaining historic character
When asked, one lifelong Nantucket resident commented, “ You must remember, I grew
up in what was a blue collar town.”
"There is just not much relationship between the Nantucket of the 1960s." So says a
Quincey, Mass. writer as she describes falling in love with a different island than “ the
over crowded, over priced, over populated mecca for the wealthy and the wannabees that
it has become. Overrun with Mercedes and Land Rovers that clog the quaint cobbled
streets and million dollar yachts that vie for space in the harbor…. Even though my husband and I have friends who live on Nantucket, we never consider going there in the
summer, and lately even spring and fall are almost equally as crowded. It is sad to see
some place you love become so over commercialized.”
Another life long seasonal visitor and owner of property there for years, still goes, but he
admits only out of a sense of nostalgia.
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4. Preserving the Natural Environment
Several respondents felt that the trophy homes did this, remarkably enough, through landscaping, and that one home on a large piece of land might be preferable to many lots
with two houses each.
Another said that the land bank benefited the rich, that acquisitions were targeted for areas where the wealthy lived, in order to protect them. Others fully supported the land
bank.
Several spoke of the problems associated with cleaning up the harbor -- failed cesspools
and polluting yachts were two agreed upon reasons, among many probable others, for the
failure of the scallop population to rejuvenate.
5. Making a living
One confidant said that some of the locals, friends with the people who ran the island,
have made a lot of money over the years, mostly speculating in property. Others have
gone broke.
The cafe manager said he knows people working 85 hours a week to be able to live there
-- and he feels that the high cost of living and the limited pay of jobs means that young
people were leaving the community to move to the mainland. His café, open year-round
"as a service to locals," provides all three meals and pays servers $2.63/hour plus tips.
Another spoke with knowledge of the building trades on the island. He said that he heard
of a lead carpenter on one job who made $130,000 in a year -- that an average finish carpenter makes $40-$60/hour, a plumber $60-$65/hour and even a masonry tender, $40$50/hour. Then he added that the new home owners were much more stressful to work
for, with 100 page legal contracts, where as in the old days the Old Money would say in
the fall, “ I’d like a bathroom put in here,” and when they came back in the summer, the
bathroom would be done and the workers got paid and things were fine. He said that he
did not believe the scallop industry would ever be more than just recreational. In the
1970s he had gone out and the $200 a day for a boat owner and $100 a day were good
wages.
A life long resident put it this way – “ It is still pretty easy to exist on Nantucket, it's just
living that gets expensive."
6. Caps to extend period of buildout
Most seemed to think it was a fine idea. I asked the trades-knowledgeable person that if
the building pace slowed down, would the island trades people be able to do all the work
without importing mainlanders. He said not at this point. He explained that the very
large, very expensive homes being built each had such unique systems for heating and
air-conditioning, lighting and electricals that they exceeded the local knowledge base.
7. Carrying capacity vs. growth rate
Planning director John Paigini, when asked what he thought the capacity was, given all
the growth concerns outlined in the NCP, said his gut feeling was 3,000-5,000 more
dwelling units. There are currently 9,500, and estimates are that if there are no changes,
27

there could be 26,500 at buildout. He, like the city and county planning directors and the
county attorney in Aspen, said that slowing the rate was Nantucket’s chosen path -- while
constantly trying to reduce buildout capacity.
The cafe manager said: "Establish an absolute number capacity, no way!" Others felt that
the whole process, caps and all, would fail. One had been active for many years and finally had removed himself. He had not even read the NCP. His comment: “The problem
is, what you want to do, is easy to say; the real difficulty is the mechanics of putting it
into action. To make it function is much harder than dreaming about it”.

Summary
Nantucket has a bold plan and a vigorous and dedicated planning director. Both have
certainly raised the level of discussion of the issues the community faces. The Special
Town Meeting in October should be an interesting one.
IV. Martha's Vineyard, Massachusetts
Martha's Vineyard was formed through the same glacial processes that made Nantucket
and benefits from a similar location near the Gulf Stream. The Vineyard at 100 square
miles, is the largest resort island in New England. Seven miles south of Cape Cod, it is
23 miles long and 9 miles wide at its furthest points. The small island of Chappaquiddick
lies off its southeast point.
The first known residents were the Wampanoag Tribe ("easterners", or more poetically,
"People of the First Light"), dating back at least 5,000 years. Whites first settled here in
the mid-17th century. The three original towns (Edgartown, Tisbury [also known as
Vineyard Haven], and Chilmark) split into the six that now comprise the island (adding
Oak Bluff, West Tisbury and Aquinnah). Dukes County includes these plus the town of
Gosnold, the Elizabeth Islands, and Norman's Land Island. As with Nantucket, good
harbors and a plentiful, nearby quantity of whales was key to the economy until the Civil
War. Tourism of a sort began in the mid-1800s when the Edgartown Methodists had
camp meetings on the island and spread the knowledge of its charm. By the early 20th
century, wealthy New Englanders were constructing summer retreats in the often-called
Camp House style.
Permanent, year-round population as estimated in 1997 was about 14,250, which increased to over 105,600 in the summer. Ferries run from several points to service the island frequently -- even in the winter the Woods Hole ferry, requiring 45 minutes, runs to
the Vineyard 15 times a day; in the summer it operates from 7:30 am to 10:30 p.m. and
provides 26 runs. SSA summer fare for car (reservations required) and driver in 1999
was $47 and $5 one way. SSA and others offer passenger only service.
Growth management planning got off to a dramatic start in the early 1970s when Ted
Kennedy feared that the island would be over developed, and proposed federal legislation
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entitled the Nantucket Sound Islands Trust Bill. After an interesting several years and the
involvement of many notable politicians including Gary Studds, Barney Frank, and Governor Sargent, the state passed the Martha's Vineyard Land and Water Act in 1974. It
established the Martha's Vineyard Commission (MVC), a regional planning body (that
replaced the Dukes County Planning Commission) and gave it a strong mandate: to protect the Vineyard from its own growing success. The act require the commission to review large-scale development ("developments of regional impacts" or DRIs) including
subdivisions of 30 acres or more or the proposed construction of 10 or more dwellings. It
also established review for "districts of critical planning concern" or DCPCs, criteria for
which are also set out in the act. The commission will recommend a regulatory regime in
these cases and the town can adopt or modify, with the commission's approval. If the
municipality concerned does not act, the commission has the authority to issue its own
regulation. Each town on the island has representation on the commission (there are 22
commissioners) and each town is assessed to support it. The MVC also has a planning
staff which works with the towns.
Nonetheless, Martha's Vineyard/Duke County was the fastest growing county in Massachusetts in the 1980s. (The permanent population increased fully 50% from 1984 to
1999). In response to the growth in the 1980s the MVC undertook a comprehensive
planning process and produced The Martha's Vineyard Commission Regional Island Plan
in 1991. Its major discussions were, in order, economic development, government coordination, human needs (including housing), land and water use and growth management,
and transportation. Other supporting documentation also provided at that time to support
the plan as to each of the discussion areas. It was a useful, very comprehensive, and informative document for its time. Further supporting documents were prepared in 1994
(Economic Base Study and the Transportation Plan) and 1998 (Housing Action Plan).
Unfortunately, it was more advisory than mandatory in its aspect, and needs updating.
Today the island finds itself burdened with the same issues discussed above. Complete
buildout could occur in this decade. Briefly, most of the towns have residential building
caps. The MVC recommended last year that an island wide total of 240 is appropriate.
For 2000, the current total will be 143, but that does not include Tisbury which has never
had a cap. (In conjunction with the MVC, the town had imposed a brief moratorium prior
to voting no in May on a proposed cap of 40.) Generally, 1/12 of these are awarded
monthly. Recently in Edgartown, 8 or 9 of its annual 94 were offered on a first come,
first serve basis and property owners hired line sitters at $600/ day to wait for the permit
office to open.
Currently, affordable housing is a key issue, with an island-wide meeting held in early
May to try to address the situation. The Martha's Vineyard Times has recently done a
multi-part series on the issue. One article notes that there were lots available two and a
half years ago on the Vineyard for $30,000-35,000 and a house could be built for
$90,000; now there are few lots for under $100,000 and houses cost approximately $150
per square foot. Starter homes are more than $200,000.
The problems come with the burgeoning second home market and with restrictive zoning,
as many towns have 3-acre minimums. Some of the latter is changing. The MVC has a
requirement that developers of subdivisions creating more than 10 lots must donate land
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or money for affordable housing. There is a Dukes County Regional Housing Authority
(DCRHA) which owns 42 affordable units in four towns. Several towns have resident
home site committees, which work to provide affordable lots. Several board members of
the DCRHA, some businesspersons and some seasonal residents have formed a new
group. The Island Affordable Housing Fund is committed to helping finance 200 new
units of affordable housing by 2005. It is estimated that $50,000-$85,000 in subsidy
would be necessary to allow a median-income family to afford housing.
Several towns are about to alter their zoning to help create affordable housing. One,
West Tisbury, will vote on a by-law on May 24 to change its 1972 code. Currently there
is 3-acre minimum lot size throughout the town, although an accessory apartment within
a single-family home is allowed by special permit. The proposed changes will allow existing non-conforming lots to be available for permanently restricted, affordable housing.
(The lot must provide 10,000 square feet per bedroom). The village residential district
will be up-zoned to a 1.5-acre minimum. Accessory apartments within barns and garages
will be available by special permit. Apartments will be encouraged above businesses,
with owners being offered a square footage bonus in return. Seasonal employee dormitories could be established in single-family, two family or mixed use buildings by special
permit. A new affordable housing committee would be established to set up and monitor
guidelines for enforcement. The town will also require that any development of three or
more lots must devote 20% of its acreage to affordable or year-round housing.
Finally, the town of Aquinnah has asked and been recognized as a DCPC and regulations
are being developed by the MVC and will be voted on by the town on May 23. They include, among other things, a graduated set of building permit impact fees, ranging from
$100 for a house up to 2,000 square feet to $25,000 for a house of over 5,000 square feet.
Monies will be used by the town's resident homesite committee. There is no affordable
housing in Aquinnah now -- and this summer 12 people with no place to go will have to
move out of town.
V. Block Island, Rhode Island
A small island of 12 square miles, this lovely spot was left behind by glaciers 10,000
years ago. It is 12 miles from both Montauk, Long Island and Narragansett, Rhode Island. It has a village at Old Harbor and a number of late 19th century hotels. It was
originally occupied by Manisses Indians. Dutch Navigator Adrian Block discovered it in
1614 and it was settled by Englishmen for the mainland in 1661. The town of New
Shoreham encompasses the entire island and is part of Washington County, which includes other municipalities on the mainland. The island now supports 800-850 full-time
residents and a summer population which swells to over 10,000. Over one-third of the
island is preserved due to the action of public and non-profit conservation efforts. A 3%
tax on real estate sales supports an active land bank.
A land use and growth management section of the 1991 New Shoreham Comprehensive
Plan spoke to growth pacing through the use of an annual percent cap, but nothing has
been done in this regard to date. Approximately three quarters of the island is zoned 3acre minimum and buildout is anticipated to occur in 5 to 10 years.
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It has the same problems (or potential problems) discussed earlier with other resorts; traffic congestion, lack of affordable housing, loss of open space among others, but all at a
much reduced level, for now-- though residents do move to their boats to rent their homes
for the summer season and workers often move to their cars. The island's airport does not
accommodate jets and a recent proposal to build the first golf course failed. Car and passenger ferries run form three locations in season -- from Long Island, it takes one hour
and forty-five minutes; from Point Judith, Narragansett, RI, it takes two hours. The latter
ferry (the only one operating in the off season) makes one to three trips in the winter and
eight in the season. A car and passenger fare is almost $30. It is currently thought to be
"twenty years behind," which means it still has a lot of its unique charm; but it also
means that although the Nature Conservancy, in 1991, deemed it "one of the 12 last great
places in the western hemisphere," the third of the island not protected, and not already
developed, is up for grabs. What happens in the next few years will be crucial to Block
Island's long-term future.

VI. Conclusion

While there are a number of lessons which might be gleaned from this investigation, and
indeed from a more detailed analysis of these communities and their growth issues and
response, the most telling would seem to be that the earlier the problems are confronted
and consensus developed, the better. That is, action in advance of a crisis will assure that
more of the character and natural environment will be saved and that the controls to do
this may be easier to install. Other more specific control mechanisms that seem to be
generally recognized include:
1.) Reduce the rate of development through a point-scored cap or another similar
growth rate reduction system.
2.) Decrease the level of capacity at which buildout is reached.
3.) Create a vital, affordable housing market for long-term, permanent residents
with perpetual deed restrictions; and do the same for seasonal workers.
4.) Diversify the economic base beyond tourism and construction using multiple
strategies including marketing made-in-the-community products.
5.) Use the slower rate of growth to increase the rate of acquisition of key parcels,
through the development and implementation of a unified greenspace/open
space plan. Use this in conjunction with TDR's and infill mechanisms to focus growth away from the countryside and concentrate it within urban growth
boundaries.
6.) Establish a peak carrying capacity for the area using both objective and subjective criteria.
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There are a number of ways to accomplish these tasks. What is important is that no matter how they are done, we believe they must be done if these types of communities are to
remain vibrant and retain a significant amount of what made them desirable in the first
place. The sooner they are done, the better.
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Appendix A.
Tables comparing Aspen/Pitkin County, Nantucket, and Martha's Vineyard with
San Juan County, compared by San Juan County Planning Department.
1990 Census data for selected seasonal and resort communities
U.S.

San Juan
Co

Aspen

Pitkin Co

Martha's
Vineyard

Nantucket

248,709,873

10,035

5,049

12,661

11,639

6,012

Occupied
Owner
% Owner Occupied
Renter
Total Occupied
% Occupied
Total Vacant
Seasonal Occupancy
% Seasonal
Total Units

59,024,811
64.2%
32,922,599
91,947,410
89.9%
10,316,268
3,081,923
3.0%
102,263,678

3,158
71.9%
1,234
4,392
62.6%
2,629
1,239
17.6%
7,021

1,117
43.8%
1,434
2,551
63.7%
1,453
939
23.5%
4,004

3,082
52.4%
2,795
5,877
59.7%
3,960
3,065
31.2%
9,837

3,569
71.3%
1,434
5,003
43.1%
6,601
5,390
46.4%
11,604

1,628
62.7%
969
2,597
42.7%
3,478
3,568
58.7%
6,075

Persons/Occupied Unit

2.63

2.25

1.94

2.13

2.31

2.29

$49,500
$79,100

$107,700
$166,400

$344,800
$500,001

$218,500
$452,800

$147,900
$195,800

$223,700
$299,400

$448
$663
$953

$387
$521
$674

$501
$670
$903

Population
Housing Units

Lower quartile value
Median value

(off scale)

Lower quartile rent
Median rent
Upper quartile rent
Italic
Bold

$252
$374
$527

$291
$384
$502

$485
$717
$1,001

Lowest value of areas compared
Highest value of areas compared

[Appendix A maps are available at the Planning Dept.]

Appendix B.
Maps of Aspen and outlying areas, Nantucket, Martha's Vineyard and Block Island.
[Appendix B maps are available at the Planning Dept.]

Appendix C.
Affordable Housing Program Alternatives and Model Ordinances, Section III from
"Regional Affordable Housing Initiative" RRC Associate Team and Healthy Mountain Communities.
[report is available at the Planning Dept.]

February 18, 2021
To: The Distinguished Members of the San Juan County Council
RE: Moratorium on the Issuance of Vacation Rental Permits

As a business on or in support of the islands in San Juan County, we are
concerned about the recent moratorium that has been placed on the issuance of
vacation rental permits and about the intentions for future further regulations.
Tourism is a critical part of our local economy and, of course, of the survival of our
business. The current moratorium, based on inaccurate and seemingly biased
data (the biases and inaccuracies well documented by the many other letters you
are receiving), sends a menacing message to those who have invested in
supporting a community we all care about. We support the work the council has
already done to thoroughly investigate this issue and the regulations passed in
2018. However, this moratorium and the future regulations being discussed, we
feel, threatens to strangle the islands’ economy and would likely bring nancial
distress to many who love and live here
We all want responsible management of vacation rentals, but we also all enjoy the
bene ts provided by the businesses and support services that depend upon our
tourists. We also value a spirit of welcome that is part of the charm of our
communities. A moratorium and restrictive regulations that fail to actually address
challenges in our community sends the opposite message.
Therefore, we respectfully ask that you rescind this moratorium, increase efforts to
enforce the regulations thoughtfully put into place in 2018, and allow a balanced
and nuanced solution to do its work.
Regards
The Lower Tavern, Jim Passer, Orca
Orcas On-line, Stuart Baker, Orca
Orcas Island Film Festival, Donna Laslo, Orca
Island Sash and Door, David Oster, serving all the islands from Anacorte
Buck Bay Shell sh Farm, Toni Knudson, Orca
Wildlife Cycles, Vicki Leimback,Orca
Salish Sea Yarn Company, Katie,Gaible, Orca
Drilling and Pump Service, Mark Sawyer, Orca
Orcas Home Contracting, Orcas
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Ray’s Pharmacy, Orca
Con’s Pit Stop, Orca
Crow Valley Holding, Inc
F & H Islands Holdings, Inc

Hello Councilors Minney and Stephens,

For your convenience I have compiled links to some information on the most recent two years of the
Vacation Rentals conversation and a study from May 2000 that illuminates how Vacation Rentals
contribute to the year-round housing squeeze we are feeling on Orcas Island. It is my understanding per
Erika Shook that any Vacation Rental permit applications properly submitted before the moratorium
takes effect must be issued in accordance with the regulations in place on the day they were issued. For
this reason, I urge you to consider an immediate moratorium on the issuance of Vacation Rental permits
within the county.
In April 2019 the EPRC recommended a moratorium on Vacation Rental permits issued within the
Eastsound UGA. On November 20, 2020 the Planning Commission recognized the negative impact on
our community of the growing number of Vacation Rentals, the problems posed by density and location
of those rentals, and the future harm anticipated by continuing with current unchanged ordinances.
They recommended a moratorium on Vacation Rental permits countywide. Since the time that the
Planning Commission’s recommendation became public knowledge, an estimated 20 permit applications
have been submitted. This represents a significant rise in applications. In my view, further delays in
issuing a moratorium create the potential for a glut of applications resulting in an even larger chunk of
our affordable housing supply becoming Vacation Rentals in perpetuity because of the way the permits
currently move with the property rather than being tied to a person.
Thank you for your consideration of this issue. I look forward to our discussion on Monday.

Kind regards,

Cindy Wolf

Vacation Rental Information Links:
2019-04-26_EPRC_VR-Moratorium (sanjuanco.com)
socioeconomicgrowth.pdf (doebay.net) I can’t find this on the county website though the original
document was generated by a Senior Planner for County use. This information is pertinent to eventual
decisions about allowing Vacation Rentals within the Eastsound UGA in particular. The report concludes
that the only way to offer affordable housing with our combination of circumstances is to create dense
villages. In part, the alarming lack of year-round housing we are now experiencing on Orcas Island is due
to Vacation Rental permits within the Eastsound UGA being simply a matter of administrative approval.
Density becomes dedicated to Vacation Rentals, and less affordable housing is available to year-round
residents. The Eastsound UGA is the one focus of urban density on Orcas, which means it is the only

neighborhood on the island land use policy has set up to provide unsubsidized affordable housing. The
shrinking availability of reasonably priced housing has exacerbated the already high churn rate of island
residency among families with elementary school aged children and has made it difficult for long-time
residents dependent on rental housing to remain living and working on the island.
Results from the Islands-Wide Survey about Tourism and Visitor Management in the San Juan Islands –
San Juan County Land Bank (sjclandbank.org) The Resident and Businesses Survey was particularly
helpful to me in understanding how the year round population of the islands perceives the impact of
vacation rentals and tourism on their lives.

_11202020-2277 (sanjuanco.com) Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting Nov. 20, 2020
containing the recommendation for a moratorium on Vacation Rental permits countywide.

Microsoft Word - 2020-11-05_LU_Zack_issue_foll_up_PC_11-20-20.docx (sanjuanco.com) This
document contains a link to the staff memo on Vacation Rentals from August 2020 and answers to the
follow up questions asked by the Planning Commission after the initial presentation.

