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Age
19-24 400
—— 218 (24.6%) ®25-34 267
@35-44
@45-54 200
@55-64
©65-74 . _34 “
75+ 0

— 189 (21.33%) I live in a community | own an STR Other (please specify) I work in property | work in real estate
with STRs management or related
field, e.g. housekeeping,
Respondent's Relation to Park County snow removal
e Respondents Living in Area w/ STRs Respondents Own STR w/ Location
400 21 (4.35%) —\ [ 35(7.25%)
113 ®AIma ®AIma
(234%) 4 158 - -
o (32.71%) ailey ailey
Fairplay Fairplay
200 Guffey Guffey
91 @ Hartsel @ Hartsel
23 () — @ Jefferson/Como @ Jefferson/Como
T @ Lake George @ Lake George
0 (1.45%) - . .
Pine/Pine Junction Pine
I am a full-time | am a part-time | do not live in Park o |
resident of Park resident of Park County 117 (24.22%)

County County
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Respondents' Views on STR Impact in Park County Last 3 Years STR Impacts on Community

@ Parking issues  Other @Noise disturbances  Increased traffic @lllegal activity - dru...
53 (5.98%) — J J /

94 (10.6%) —.

—— 311 (35.06%
( %) @ mostly positive

@ mostly negative

150 (16.91%) ——

been mixed, both positive and negative

@ not had a discernible impact lllegal activity - drugs, fire pits, etc.

26 (3.9%) Parking issues

/118 (17.69%)

unsure

Increased traffic
155 (23.24%)

279 (31.45%) —

Respondents' View on STR Impact to Neighborhoods

230 (26.71%) —.

AN Other

169 (25.34%)
— 390 (45.3%) Noise disturbances _ /

199 (29.84%)

241 (27.99%) —

@ changed the character more negatively than positively @ not been an impact ®@improved the character more positively than negatively
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Respondents' Views on STR Impacts to Rentals

Respondents' View on STR Impact to Real Estate

53 (6.73%) |

415
400
—— 405 (51.4%) 343
330 (41.88%) —
300
had no impact on the number of long-term units available @ increased rental @ increased the number of long-term rentals available
Respondents' View on STR Impact to Economy
200
123 (14.93%) —\
100
192 (23.3%)
509 (61.77%)
0
increased real had no effect on decreased real

@ positively impacted the local economy © had no impact on the local economy @ negatively impacted the local economy estate prices real estate prices estate prices
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Respondents' Views on How to Cap STRs

64 (8.17%) —\

252 (32.18%)

@ Attrition - as the house sells, the license is not renewed
216 (27.59%) ——

@ Limit the Amount of Renewals - based on number of STRs in each neighbo...

Other

@ Renewal Date - at a time in the future, if you are last in line for a renewal, y...

L 251 (32.06%)

Respondents' Views on How to Mitigate STRs

33
47 (6.04%) ~424%) _

58 (7.46%) —.
@ Limitations or caps to the overall number of STRs
@ Increase fines for STR violations, enhance enforcement o e BreE
Other
More restrictive occupancy provisions 139 (17.87%) ——
@ Minimum distance requirements between STR

@ Limitations to the number of nights

206 (26.48%) -





