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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: STVR
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:35:16 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Hi!  I am in the mortgage business here and my husband is  broker / realtor.  We are in favor
of the Short Term Rentals as it helps bring income to the city during times that the owners
may not be here.  We are a vacation community so we should allow our homeowners who are
not here full time to be able to rent to bring funds into the valley throughout the year.

These are real part of our local economy.  Please don't remove more income from our city. 
Losing the events this year has been a huge impact to our businesses!

Erin Dibble
La Quinta Resident
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Cove Neighborhood Steering Committee
La Quinta Cove

August 14, 2020

Dear Mayor Evans, Mayor Pro Tem Peña, Councilwoman Fitzpatrick, Councilman Radi, 
Councilman Sanchez, and City Manager McMillen:

The La Quinta Cove Neighborhood Association Steering Committee has been paying 
close attention to the rapidly increasing unease created by the explosive and 
unregulated growth of Short Term Vacation Rentals (STVRs).  This is an issue we have 
brought up through the years with the City and now is out of hand.  Because of  the 
growing criticism of STVRs the community is expressing, and our own direct 
experience, we felt the need to address you directly to voice our concerns.

We live in a residential area.  It is zoned as a residential area.  People invest their lives 
here.  They raise their children and retire here.  For many, their homes are their life’s 
investment.  People moved here because of everything they originally found desirable 
here; they became part of a community, a neighborhood.  STVR investors never asked 
if they could come in and exploit that.  Neighbors were not asked for permission.  
Through no fault of their own, neighborhoods have been turned into commercial zones. 
It doesn’t matter if guests are liquored up partiers or sedate workers from “home.”  
STVRs are commercial enterprises, there for the profit of one, at the expense of the 
many. They are anathema to “neighborly” or “community.”

We are speaking as citizens of the Cove neighborhood.  There are communities in La 
Quinta that have their own HOA’s that can regulate STVRs however they decide as a 
group.  The Cove, however, relies on you to defend our best interests.  11 out of 12 in 
our group advocate for the complete elimination of all STVRs, phasing them out within a 
set amount of time.  We all agree that the density issue and strict enforcement need to 
be addressed immediately.

We have listened to our friends and neighbors in the Cove and have come up with 
these recommendations.  We have studied the emergency measures including the 90 
day moratorium on the issuance of new STVR licenses.  The Steering Committee 
unreservedly supports Executive Orders #9 and #10, with the following amendments, 
mindful that the majority of us are seeking the phasing out and elimination of STVRs:

1) The 90 day moratorium should be extended, perhaps indefinitely.

2) Some of our neighborhoods are so saturated that the majority of their “neighbors”
are a constant flow of strangers.  There is no “neighborhood” for them.  Many cities, 
having banned STVRs outright, have allowed Home Sharing.  When Home Sharing is 
allowed, there are saturation limits in place.  If  Home Sharing continues, perhaps there 
can be something like one every 500 feet.  If  Home Sharing, or STVRs temporarily, are 
allowed to continue in any capacity in The Cove neighborhood, we recommend that it 
be restricted to one rental per owner/investor, that they be a resident of La Quinta, and 
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perhaps limit it to their primary residence.  Density is a key component.  Seniority 
should be considered when revoking the permits where STVR density is most 
egregious.

3) We enthusiastically endorse the emergency measures’ ban on amplified music from
STVRs.  This has been an effective tool in other cities and we hope this is a permanent 
issuance.

4) Parking restrictions need greater enforcement.

5) Violations of STVR regulations should be rigorously enforced.  We recommend a 2
strike policy; first offense met with a heavy fine, the second offense results in a 
permanent revocation of their STVR license.  This will help cull STVRs.  An appeals 
process should be implemented that does not allow continued use of the business until 
the appeal is complete.

There will be some loss of TOT; however, with the existing communities in La Quinta 
that welcome STVRs, the new hotels opening, and the institution of significant fines, 
there will be enough money to support enforcement personnel that we certainly need.

The consequences of the pandemic have brought about circumstances that evolved 
rapidly.  An onslaught of STVRs are threatening our once peaceful Cove neighborhood. 
Please help us restore it.

We are at your service if we can be of any assistance with regard to this urgent matter.

Sincerely, Cove Neighborhood Steering Committee

Edward Armendarez, Katie Barrows, Toby Browning, Edie Hylton, Mishael Patton, 
Nancy Salvatierra, Jeff Smith, Val Smith, Linda Williams, Kay Wolff, Doriel Wyler
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: FW: Short Term Rental
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:38:28 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution when opening attachments,
clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From: 
Sent: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:27 PM
To: lloret@laquintaca.gov
Subject: Short Term Rental

I have sent several comments about the short term rental next door at  Jack Nicklaus Blvd. La Quinta. The person
renting this property lives  in Dana Point, Ca and does not visit more than two or three days each year. I have lived more
than two years next door at  Jack Nicklaus Blvd. He has broken all rules many times including parking, number of
visitors, driving golf carts across my back yard, going on private golf course. I have talked to him many times and he says I
should call him when it happens. It is not my responsibility to manage his property. He leases this property about 200 or
more days and continues today when the virus is at all time high. I have brought this issue up several times to the city
manager and others. This is a business next door and probably breaks a zoning law of having a business in a community. I
believe the city is more interested in taxes than the safety of Its residents. At some point we may need the community to
ban together and sue the City to get your attention This is an easy fix. If your require short term rentals to live their homes a
minimum of four months each year you will eliminate just investors but allow homeowners to recover some of their
expenses when they are here only  part time. AS long as real estate companies support these individuals, as in this instance,
the decisions become political. I understand  the person next door looks after 15 short term rentals. Please step up take
care of this problem and show you care about your people that elected you.

 Don Alexander

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
We
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Cc:
Subject: Public Comment on PROPOSED City of LaQuinta Executive Order 10 - Order Imposing 90-Day Moratorium on

Processing Any New Applications for Short Term Vacation Rentals
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:44:14 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

To the City of La Quinta Short Term Vacation Rental Committee:

I am writing to you today to request that the city NOT issue a moratorium on short term vacation
rental licenses. 

I am a property owner at Legacy Villas in La Quinta purchasing our condominium in 2012, but we
have visited and enjoyed vacationing in La Quinta (and the surrounding Coachella Valley) since the
mid-1980s. We enjoy sharing the beauty of the area with our friends, family and guests and take
great pride in owning our property in La Quinta.

A moratorium on short term vacation rental licenses – particularly on properties such as Legacy
Villas with long term rental restrictions – will devastate the value of the properties and impact my
income. Furthermore why push away valuable visitors to La Quinta and the revenue they generate
for the city? Given the crushing impact of COVID-19 on the city’s finances, it does not make good
economic sense.  Every single cent of the transient occupancy tax my guests pay goes directly to the
city, and the city (and the surrounding residents) benefit when my guests support local shops,
eateries, and businesses.

I urge the city to reject the proposal to issue a moratorium on short term vacation rental licenses.

Thank you.
Kurt Petersen
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: STVR opinion
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:49:05 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

To whom it may concern,
I am local Realtor and work with a short term vacation management team.
In my opinion this 90 day Moratorium is bad idea as it has already negatively effected La Quinta property values
and created more uncertainty in our very fragile economy and markets. I personally am involved in two sales that
will probably fall thru because of the decision to suspend the STVR applications. I agree that some reform may be
necessary and stricter policies put in place but this last minute suspension, without warning, will create financial
harm to many. So many of the sales that took place past few month were at all time highs for La Quinta and only
took place because they we intended for short term rentals. Many of the buyers did their due diligence with the city
and didn’t have any notice that this may happen. I fear that law suites may be coming to city. If I recall correctly,
Palm Desert gave notice 1 year in advance before they ended there short term rental program.

In my opinion, the recent increase of issues are mostly coming from non-professionally managed units, where guest
are not provided the rules and regulation and are not greeted  by a host at checkin-in. Also, I think the influx in
summer rentals is temporary and result of the current shut downs in large cities like LA and San Diego or people
just wanting out of the city. Local hotel and resorts being closed or limited occupancy is also pushing people to
homes.

Thank you for taking the time to read my thoughts. I do have many more points but only saw today’s notice 20
minutes before the noon deadline that you were accepting the communities opinions.

Regards,
 Kasey Lund
Windermere Desert Living
Direct 

La Quinta CA 92253
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: La Quinta STR
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 12:52:13 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Please find the following email urging NOT to have any restrictions or moratoriums on short term rentals in La
Quinta as this is imperative to our economy here and income as well as real estate.

Jolie Leydekkers
Windermere Homes & Estates
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: We ask the City to reject the proposal to issue a moratorium on short term vacation rental licenses
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 2:32:03 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

We have owned a three-bedroom condo in Legacy Villas in La Quinta since 2012, and have
enjoyed living part time in La Quinta (and the surrounding Coachella Valley) since the mid-
1980s. 

In order to afford to live here part of the time, we bought our home at Legacy Villas with the
option and ability to generate income from the condo when we are out of town.  Legacy Villas
was designed and intended to be rented to short-term guests (initially as an overflow from La
Quinta Resort and Spa, but then as a stand-alone community).  As you may know, long term
leases (over 30 days) are banned in Legacy Villas.  We value our condo and oppose efforts
that would reduce its value to produce some income for us.  We are both retired and live on a
fixed income that needs to be supplemented.

A moratorium – even a temporary one – on short term vacation rental licenses will have a
significant detrimental impact on property values in La Quinta overall and on our condo in
Legacy Villas. No one will be sure that it will be temporary or expanded.

We understand that the City is justifying the moratorium as a response to COVID-19, but our
HOA is more than capable of making sure social distancing is enforced to the extent it needs
to be. Use of the pools is the one area where people can congregate but pools have chlorine
and the large volume of water dilutes what small amount of the virus survives the heat,
sunlight and chlorine. There is no evidence that the virus has spread here (or anywhere) by
pool use. Most of the other uses by short term guests do not involve large gatherings, which
can be dealt with without a blanket and drastic ban on short term rentals. Government has a
Constitutional responsibility to protect long-standing property rights not to diminish them,
especially when other less intrusive means are available.

Finally, a moratorium will not only negatively impact the value of the properties in La Quinta,
it will have a significant negative impact on City’s finances.  All of the transient occupancy
tax our guests pay goes directly to the City, and the City benefits when our guests support
local shops, eateries, and businesses. What will be next? A tax increase to make up for an ill-
advised moratorium that reduces City finances and our property values and our supplemental
retirement income? Will the moratorium pave the way for continued restrictions or a total ban?
Don’t start down this path, especially when other means of dealing with the virus exist.

We ask the City to reject the proposal to issue a moratorium on short term vacation rental
licenses.

Very truly yours,
Steve and Jeanyne Marshall

 La Quinta, 92253
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: STVR
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 4:25:32 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Do not restrict my rights as a property owner.  Buy me out if you want to change the rules.

Lawrence Van Pelt
Keller Williams Realty
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From:
To: Vacation LQ
Subject: THANK YOU!
Date: Thursday, August 6, 2020 10:23:31 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution 
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

I wanted to thank the City Manager for finally  adding more restrictions to the 
owners of vacation rentals.  I live in between two vacation rentals that are very 
busy. 
Every week there are different occupants staying in these houses.  Sometimes it's 
more than once a week,  the noise  has been a tremendous problem. 
Often times I am not able to sleep as my bedroom is facing one of the house's 
backyard  and pool. The tenants are usually loud and the owners of the house have 
installed very bright lights that stay on all night. In fact, the lights are so bright that 
the glare shines in to my bedroom.

 I understand people coming from out of town helps our local economy, but I feel as 
if I am living next to two hotels.  It also upsets me that people are purchasing 
houses in the Cove to utilize them as a businesses. 
For instance, the owner that rents his house next to mine doesn’t live in the valley, 
and the owners' that rent their house behind me, have two very popular listings on 
Airbnb in the Cove. These houses are no longer homes, they are businesses. 

I always said that I wouldn’t want to live anywhere else in the valley, other than the 
Cove, but with different people constantly staying in the vacation rentals' next to 
me,  it has become harder for me to feel safe in my house. To the point where I am 
strongly considering selling my house and moving out of the area. 

I am hoping that the new restrictions will help slow the spread of vacation rentals 
and I hope that I don’t have to sell my house and leave the Cove that I love so 
much. 

Thank you 
Yoled Hernadez
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From:
To: Lori Lorett; Linda Evans
Subject: Short Term Rental Information
Date: Friday, August 7, 2020 2:19:40 PM
Attachments: excerpt of Village letter.pdf

Williams College Short Term Rental home value.pdf
Comparison  Evening Star 5.2019 to  Evening Star 4.2020.pdf
Airbnb Map.pdf

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

To: City of La Quinta
Re: Short Term Rental Data
Date: 8/7/2020

I was on the Ad-hoc Zoom call yesterday and thought the following information may be helpful
based on actual experience.

The attached is an excerpt of a letter that was sent to homeowners in a community in Indian Wells
to educate them on Short Term Rentals. There were many comments being made with no
supporting documentation. Due to this, a group including members of the board researched the
issue and put together the Village letter and data. It included the attachments for the Williams
College Department of Economics STR study and the Airbnb United States chart on rentals.

Since the Opt-Out of the Indian Wells ban by this community, there may be up to a 26% increase in
the value of a home (not all can be attributed to the Opt-out) based on an offer that I received and
declined in 5/2019 ($490K after being on market since 9/2018) and a recent sale of the same model
on 4/2020 ($619K) after the Opt-out (see attached). Both properties were remodeled.

Although I do not have access to data to support this, it appears that many of the problem
properties are either in communities with no HOA governance or the HOA does not have the
support of the homeowners to support enforcement. In our Indian Wells community, there are strict
guidelines and a deposit for fines that is held by the HOA. I have reached out to a board member and
he stated these funds have not been needed.

As you know, we are experiencing a significant increase in demand for both rentals and purchase of
homes in La Quinta. I track sales, active and pending monthly up to $700,000.  We currently have an
active inventory of only 154 homes. This is down from 395 homes in 4/2019. A moratorium of 90
days will impact sales due to uncertainty of future rental potential. I have just received notification
that a property in PGA West that was supposed to close on 8/20/2020 is now being canceled due to
the uncertainty.

I hope this information will be helpful in rescinding the moratorium quickly so we do not further
impact the potential sales and price of our homes.

I’m available to discuss or further clarify any of this information should you have any questions.
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May 8, 2019 
 
Dear Village Neighbors, 
 


 
• The Desert Valley is fairly unique since it is a vacation resort and those neighborhoods that 


permit short-term rentals will attract a broader base of potential buyers of homes, such as 
those who wish to live in the desert part-time, but rent out their home during the winter or 
summer months.  (Notably, Palm Springs is the highest ranked city for profitability of 
short-term rentals in the United States; see Chart #1, taken from “Best and Worst Places to 
Buy Vacation Home Rental Property” by Scott Shatford, December 22, 2017.)  This can 
have the result of increasing property values by as much as 10-17%.  For example, a January 
2018 study by the Williams College Department of Economics, entitled “Do Airbnb 
Properties Affect House Prices?”, determined (on pg. 39, Highlighted in yellow) that areas 
that allow short-term rentals experience a “17.7% increase in the price of housing.”  And a 
December 2018 study on “Short-Term Rentals and The Housing Market: 
Quasi-Experimental Evidence from Airbnb in Los Angeles” concluded that areas that do not 
allow short-term rentals are “reduced by about 3%,” while those areas allowing short-term 
rentals experience a 10-14% price increase in property values and that, “in areas that are 
attractive to tourists, prices are substantially higher, while in areas without much tourist 
demand, effects are small.”  (“Short-term Rentals and the Housing Market:  Quasi-
experimental Evidence from Airbnb in Los Angeles” by Hans Koster, Jos van Ommeren and 
Nicolas Volhausen.)  (You can Google all of these articles, as they are available online.)1 
 


• In a comparison of two side-by-side neighborhoods in Indio (immediately adjacent to La 
Quinta, south of Hwy 111, near Jefferson) built in the same years (2004-2005), by the same 
builder, with the same general lot sizes and square footage/bedrooms, called “The Orchard” 
and “Montage”, where “Montage” has been allowed to have short-term rentals (“The 
Orchard” did not allow short-term rentals for 2018 and 2019), the homes in Montage saw an 
increase in their sale prices, such that they are selling for $50 more per square foot ($182 per 
square foot in “The Orchard” vs. $232 per square foot in “Montage”!2  (See Chart #3.)  In 
our community, $50 more per square foot for a home of 1950 square feet would sell for 
$97,500 more, or roughly 20% more!  Even if we only had a 15% increase, that would 
equate to roughly $70,000 gain in equity/value. 
 
 


 
1 While it was previously suggested that the Department of Real Estate took a position at some point which suggested 
that there were “lower home values for homes located next door to a short-term rental”, we have not seen any published 
data on this, let alone any supporting documentation of such a position.  Given the above data, it does not appear to be 
true.  Further, one of our HOA’s real estate agent members contacted Paul Herrara of the Department of Real Estate and 
was told that (1) the Department does not actually keep such statistics; (2) there is no real way for the Department to 
know if a short-term rental was “next door” to a home on the market nor how it could determine if such negatively 
impacted the adjacent property’s value; and (3) that the representative did not believe that the Department had taken a 
position on the impact of short-term rentals on property values. 
2 As a result, the owners of “The Orchard” revolted and filed a lawsuit to permit their HOA members to also engage in 
short-term rentals so their community would not suffer the property value loss.  The suit was recently resolved, allowing 
“The Orchard” to engage is some form of short-term rentals. 







• With long-term leases, it takes months to evict a problem tenant and the “problem tenant” is 
always there, causing problems week-after-week, month-after-month.  With a short-term 
renter, even if there’s an occasional problem, the person leaves after a few days so the 
“problem goes away”.  The few owners in our HOA who have rented on a short-term basis 
have had very few problems; in fact, there was only an issue with one home.  None of us 
want that, so the proposal includes fines against owners (imposed by the HOA, so we don’t 
need to rely on the City) to deter such conduct and anyone renting on a short-term basis 
must provide readily-accessible contact information, even for weekends, to all members of 
the HOA.  (See the attached list of other enforcement details that would be included in this 
amendment to permit short-term rentals.) 
 


• The City would still enforce all noise, parking, and occupancy rules.  This includes the rule 
of only 2 occupants per bedroom (children under age 6 do not count toward this calculation) 
and one car per bedroom.  We have added that all “renters” cars must be parked in the 
garage or driveway---not in the street.  
 


Enclosures: 
 Bullet point Proposed Amendment  
 Chart #1-Graph of profitability of rentals by city 
 Item #2-Williams College study 
 Item #3-Actual value of same model home, 4 homes apart before and after STR changes. 








Do Airbnb properties affect house prices?
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Abstract


The growth of peer-to-peer markets has provided a mechanism through which private individuals can


enter a market as small scale, often temporary, suppliers of a good or service. Companies that facilitate


this type of supply have attracted controversy in cities around the world, with concerns regarding Uber


and Airbnb in particular. Both companies have been subject to criticism for failing to pay taxes to local


authorities and for avoiding regulatory oversight that constrains more traditional suppliers of these services.


It is not surprising that these companies have been criticized by more traditional suppliers of short term


accommodation or transportation as presenting unfair competition, and attempts have been made to ban


provision of these services in several cities around the world.


A central complaint concerning Airbnb focuses on the impact of short-term rental properties on the


value of residential property. A report prepared by the Office of the Attorney General of the State of New


York lists these impacts among a number of concerns: do Airbnb rentals provide a black market in unsafe


hotels? Do short-term rentals make New York City less affordable? Is the influx of out-of-town visitors


upsetting the quiet of longstanding residential neighborhoods?


These concerns pose difficulties because they imply different impacts on the values of residential prop-


erties. If short-term rentals provided via Airbnb create a concentration of what are effectively unsafe hotels,


upsetting quiet residential neighborhoods, they would generate a local concentration of externalities that


might be expected to depress property values rather than make housing less affordable. Alternatively, if


these externality effects are modest relative to the impacts of space diverted from providing housing for


residents to providing short-term accommodation for visitors, then local concentration of Airbnb properties


may increase house prices.


Perhaps because of this confusion, it is possible to find divergent viewpoints expressed about the impacts


of Airbnb in the popular press and in consultant reports, but (to our knowledge) no careful study that


estimates the direct impact of Airbnb rental availability on house prices. This paper presents such a study


in the context of New York City.







1 Introduction


Since its founding in 2008, Airbnb’s rapid growth has prompted the expression of concerns about its impact


on cities and urban housing markets. These concerns have focused on a variety of issues, ranging from


whether Airbnb clients are paying appropriate fees and taxes to the appropriateness of listing residential


properties in the occupied territories of Israel. Perhaps no concern has been more vehemently expressed


than the impact of Airbnb listings on housing affordability. This issue led to ballot initiative Proposition


F in 2015 in San Francisco, with a group of protesters occupying Airbnb headquarters in San Francisco in


advance of the vote. It has also led to bans or partial bans on advertising of short-term private rentals in


Barcelona, Berlin and other cities around the world.


Airbnb is an internet-based peer-to-peer marketplace that allows individuals to “list, discover, and book”


over 2,000,000 accommodations in over 34,000 cities across the world (Airbnb 2016). Airbnb acts as an


intermediary between consumers and producers to reduce the risk and cost of offering a home as a short-term


rental, which enables suppliers (homeowners) to flexibly participate in the commercial market for short-term


residential housing. While Airbnb was not the first service to act as an intermediary in this way, and even


today has competition in provision of these services, its success and rapid growth have made it the focus


of concern for policy makers.


Airbnb is part of what has come to be known as the “Sharing Economy,” a term that refers to peer-


to-peer products, services, and companies. A large part of the motivation behind the Sharing Economy,


according to the companies that self-define as part of the sector, is to make use of otherwise under-utilized


goods.1 In the case of housing, homes might not be utilized to their full extent (for example, during


vacations or due to an unused bedroom). This allows homeowners to “share” (e.g., rent) parts or the


entirety of their homes during these times and earn revenue. The potential for and ease of these types


of transactions is greatly increased by better matching technologies, a trend which has been driven by the


Internet (Horton & Zeckhauser 2016). Airbnb further reduces transaction costs for both consumers and


producers by providing a feedback and reputation mechanism, allowing for a safer and more streamlined


transaction.


1See “The Sharing Economy: Friend or Foe?” (Avital, Carroll, Hjalmarsson, Levina, Malhotra & Sundararajan 2015) for
a concise summary of the different viewpoints surrounding the future of the Sharing Economy.


1







Despite Airbnb’s efficiency improvements and the ability it gives homeowners to generate revenue, there


are concerns about the economic and welfare effects of Airbnb’s presence on the residential housing market.2


The analysis belows presents an examination of some of those economic effects. The study is motivated by


the following question: in a highly constrained and regulated housing market, where residential homes are


both in high demand and located in dense neighborhoods, what is the impact of being able to transform


residential properties into revenue streams and partly commercial residences?


In New York City, the question of impact on housing affordability has been raised explicitly, and the


role of Airbnb has been at the center of a number of policy discussions at the municipal level. In 2014,


the Attorney General of New York State, Eric Schneiderman, investigated Airbnb’s presence in New York


City (Schneiderman 2014). The subsequent report indicated that 72% of Airbnb listings in New York City


violated property use and safety laws and were therefore illegal.3 The Attorney General’s Office also found


that over 4,600 units in New York City were booked for more than three months of the year, leading the


Attorney General’s Office to question the impact that Airbnb has on the supply of housing stock and New


York City’s affordability.


The prospect that Airbnb encourages violation of health and safety laws as well as reduces housing


supply raises a puzzle regarding the likely effects on house prices. If short-term rentals provided via Airbnb


create a concentration of what are effectively unsafe hotels, upsetting quiet residential neighborhoods with


more traffic and persons who don’t care about the neighborhood, they may generate a local concentration


of externalities that might be expected to depress property values. Alternatively, if these externality effects


are modest relative to the impacts of space diverted from providing housing for residents to providing short-


term accommodation for visitors, then local concentration of Airbnb properties may increase house prices.


Perhaps because of this confusion, it is possible to find divergent viewpoints expressed about the impacts


of Airbnb in the popular press and in consultant reports, but (to our knowledge) no careful study that


estimates the direct impact of Airbnb rental availability on house prices.


2There are several firms similar to Airbnb. As these types of companies become more prevalent and continue to expand,
this area of research becomes increasingly important, as such firms mostly enter highly constrained and regulated markets, the
dynamics of which often have welfare consequences. The analysis here is not directly applicable to, for example, understanding
the economic impact of Uber on a city, a ride-sharing service. However, the research presented in this paper suggests that
these companies can have a significant impact, one worthy of study.


3This is largely due to New York State’s Multiple Dwelling Law, which imposes strict regulations on safety and health
conditions that must be met as well as limits on business uses of homes.
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Nevertheless in must be noted that most policy makers appear to believe that Airbnb causes housing


prices to increase. In October of 2016, New York Governor Andrew Cuomo signed into law a bill providing


for a range of fines to be imposed on those who advertise entire apartments or dwellings for time periods of


less than 30 days. The issue of the impact on house prices was presented as a central argument for passage


of the law, as noted in Brustein & Berthelsen (2016):


Liz Krueger, the state senator who sponsored the bill, said in a statement that the passage was


a ”huge victory for regular New Yorkers over the interests of a $30 billion corporation.” She


has argued that Airbnb has actively encouraged illegal activity, taking apartments off the rental


market and aggravating the city’s affordable housing crisis.


The response of Airbnb was to characterize the law as a policy designed to protect the hotel industry


rather than concern over housing affordability. Brustein & Berthelsen (2016) go on to report that:


Airbnb says New York lawmakers had ignored the wishes of their constituents. ”Albany back-


room dealing rewarded a special interest – the price-gouging hotel industry – and ignored the


voices of tens of thousands of New Yorkers,” Peter Schottenfels, a spokesman for the company,


said in a statement.


At the time of the Attorney General’s investigation in 2014, Airbnb had experienced an increase of over


1000% in both listings and bookings from 2010 to 2014. To understand Airbnb’s scale of growth, or at least


the way their investors value its business, an oft cited statistic is that in its most recent funding round, Airbnb


was valued at approximately $25B. This suggests it is more valuable than Marriott International Inc., which


has a market capitalization of $17.9B and which owns over 4,000 hotels. In 2014, Marriott International


Inc. had $13.8B in revenue, over ten times Airbnb’s projected revenue in 2015 (Kokalitcheva 2015). That


investors are still willing to purchase an equity stake in Airbnb at its current valuation suggests an expectation


of continued, extraordinary growth. Their expected revenue for 2020 is $10B, implying an annual growth


rate of approximately +75% (Kokalitcheva 2015).


Confronted by such rapid growth, the New York Attorney General’s investigation is typical of concerns


about the presence of Airbnb in cities across the world. Central to this consideration, according to author
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Doug Henwood, is the potential of Airbnb’s, “real, if hard-to-measure, impact on housing availability and


affordability in desirable cities,” (Henwood 2015). We will argue below that almost all of the welfare


consequences (both positive and negative) of Airbnb circle around the question of its impact on housing


prices. This research grapples with the question of Airbnb’s impact in New York City by presenting both


empirical evidence and theoretical arguments that help us to understand Airbnb’s impact on residential


housing prices – an issue that has been raised frequently but rarely studied carefully. This paper seeks not


to make a judgment on whether or not Airbnb is good or bad for cities, but rather to provide the first


estimates on Airbnb’s impact on residential housing prices by focusing on the case of New York City.


In New York City, Airbnb activity tends to be heavily concentrated in the boroughs of Manhattan and


Brooklyn, with some concentration in portions of Queens that are close to La Guardia airport or have good


access to Manhattan. As of November 17th, 2015, there were a total of 35,743 active listings in New York


City. These listings constitute a sizable portion of the accommodations industry in New York City, as there


is a total of approximately 102,000 hotel rooms in the entire city (Cuozzo 2015).4 Airbnb has an apparently


significant presence in New York City and many other cities across the world. The question is whether


making these properties available to a population not normally resident in the city has an impact on prices


and, if so, whether the effect is to increase or decrease prices.


2 Contemporary Policy Debates and Literature


Residents of cities and local governments across the world, both in favor and against Airbnb’s presence,


are growing increasingly vocal. The arguments against Airbnb focus primarily on three areas:5 1) Airbnb’s


impact on decreasing affordability, 2) the negative externalities caused by Airbnb guests,6 and 3) the shadow


4There are 3,394,486 housing units in New York City measured in 2013 (Been, Capperis, Roca, Ellen, Gross, Koepnick &
Yager 2015), meaning that over 1% of housing units were being actively listed on Airbnb on November 17th, 2015. Given
that the distribution of Airbnb is not normally distributed throughout the city, we should expect that in some areas, the ratio
of Airbnb listings to total units is significantly higher.


5An article on the impact of Airbnb in Los Angeles articulates these concerns clearly: “Airbnb forces neighborhoods and
cities to bear the costs of its business model. Residents must adapt to a tighter housing market. Increased tourist traffic
alters neighborhood character while introducing new safety risks. Cities lose out on revenue that could have been invested
in improving the basic quality of life for its residents. Jobs are lost and wages are lowered in the hospitality industry”
(Samaan 2015, p. 2).


6Horton describes this phenomenon well: “If Airbnb hosts bringing in loud or disreputable guests but, critically, still collect
payment, then it would seem to create a classic case of un-internalized externalities: the host gets the money and her neighbors
get the noise” (Horton 2014, p. 1).
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hotel industry that allows commercial operators to use Airbnb in order to evade important safety regulations


and taxes.7 On the other side, those who argue in favor of Airbnb’s presence tend to focus on its positive


economic impact on the city, including creating new income streams for residents as well as encouraging


tourism and its associated economic benefits for a city (Kaplan & Nadler 2015).


The contemporary policy debates surrounding Airbnb can be summarized by the following question:


should Airbnb be regulated and, if so, what is the appropriate type and level of regulation? This has been


debated in New York City Council Hearings, protests have formed in support of and against Airbnb, and this


past November (2015), Airbnb even made it onto the ballot in San Francisco through Proposition F.8 There is


strong language on both sides; some are scared of Airbnb’s impact on the affordability of neighborhoods and


others suggest that its net welfare effects are positive. Additionally, the policy debates surrounding Airbnb


and other sharing economy companies are concerned that these companies degrade important regulations.


Arun Sundararajan argues that new regulations need to be developed to protect individuals, both consumers


and workers, as a result of these companies: “As the scale of peer-to-peer expands, however, society needs


new ways of keeping consumers safe and of protecting workers as it prepares for an era of population-scale


peer-to-peer exchange” (Sundararajan 2014).


In the New York City Council hearings, as well as in protests and debates in the public sphere, there


is a consistent lack of data and analysis upon which people can rely. Because of this void, arguments are,


to put it bluntly, mostly rhetorical and ideological rather than empirical. Thus, in addition to pursuing the


analysis of Airbnb’s impact on housing prices in New York City, the data collection work included in this


paper will also hopefully begin to fill that void so that individuals can better understand Airbnb’s impact in


a way that is mathematically rigorous and econometrically robust.


2.1 Research on Peer-to-Peer Platforms


Compared with research on hedonic analyses of housing markets, there is substantially less literature on


the economics and impacts of peer-to-peer internet markets. The existing literature provides a basis for


7Much of the uproar in New York City concerns non-uniform taxation and regulation; hotels and motels face taxes which
Airbnb is not currently subject to. In New York City, it is up to hosts to pay taxes on the revenue they generate from Airbnb.
In some other cities, Airbnb has a “collect and remit” feature to collect taxes.


8Proposition F was ultimately rejected but would have limited the number of nights an Airbnb could be available each
year.
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addressing two main questions: 1) In what ways do peer-to-peer markets create economic efficiencies? 2)


How do peer-to-peer platforms impact markets in auxiliary ways (e.g. over and above “normal” ways of


doing business)? The remainder of the literature review will be devoted to understanding some of the most


important contributions in this area and its application to this paper.


Einav, Farronato & Levin (2015) review some important considerations that allow these types of markets


to exist. Among other things, they highlight the difficulties associated with designing these markets, such


as search, trust and reputation, and pricing mechanisms. We will review a few of the important findings in


the way they relate to Airbnb.


Einav et al. (2015) review some of the policy and regulatory issues that arise in the context of peer-to-


peer markets, such as the dichotomy that local businesses are often subject to certain entry and licensing


standards (such as limits on residential short-term rentals), while companies like Airbnb are often able to


evade these regulations. There is not a clear solution to these issues. On the one hand, one might argue that


these regulations are an important response to market failures (Einav et al. 2015, p. 19), while others might


argue these regulations reduce competition by favoring incumbents. As has been expressed, an important


motivation of this paper is filling the void in quantifying the impact of one peer-to-peer market. Einav et al.


(2015) makes clear that grappling with these regulatory quandaries requires empirical work: “the effect of


new platforms for ride-sharing, short-term accommodation or other services on prices and quality, and their


consequences for incumbent businesses, are really empirical questions” (Einav et al. 2015, p. 19).


Peer-to-peer markets, like Airbnb, face tremendous obstacles in having to match buyers and sellers. One


of the difficulties is balancing a breadth of choice with low search and transaction costs. As such, Airbnb


provides users (those looking for lodging) with a simple search mechanism with quick results, allowing these


users to then filter more selectively based on desired criteria, like exact neighborhood, number of rooms, or


price. In terms of pricing mechanisms, Airbnb allows its hosts to adjust their own prices, rather than set


prices based on market conditions as is done for companies like Uber and Lyft.


An important question that Airbnb must grapple with is how to facilitate trust between users and hosts


on the platform. The way Airbnb deals with this is through their reputation mechanism, which allows both


hosts and guests to review each other. Trust in the platform depends on the success of the reputation
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mechanism.9


Levin (2011) highlights a few of the most distinctive characteristics of peer-to-peer markets and then


delves into some of the economic theory applied to these types of markets . One particularly relevant


feature that he highlights is the ability for these types of markets to facilitate customization, which has


the potential to lead to a superior matching process between buyers and sellers. The paper reviews a wide


body literature on different elements of internet markets. Varian (2010) also reviews the existing literature


in this field and discusses the implications of markets moving online such as the ease of scalability, the


unprecedented amount of data, and the ability for firms to experiment at significantly lower costs. Horton


& Zeckhauser (2016) models a two-sided peer-to-peer market by examining the decision to own and/or


rent as both short-run and long-run consumption decisions. In addition, they also conduct a survey to


empirically evaluate consumers’ decisions to own and rent different goods. Yet while each of these papers


both review existing knowledge and provide theoretical frameworks (mostly around transaction costs), none


ask the questions regarding the empirical impacts of such platforms on market values of underlying assets


being used or traded in these markets.


The most relevant research to this paper is Zervas, Proserpio & Byers (2016). It is the only paper of


which we are aware that attempts to quantify Airbnb’s impact on local neighborhoods. Focusing on Airbnb


usage in Texas, the main findings are that a 10% increase in the number of listings available on Airbnb


is associated with a 0.34% decrease in monthly hotel revenues using, in their main model, a difference-


in-differences design with fixed effects.10 Their difference-in-differences design examines the difference in


revenues “before and after Airbnb enters a specific city, against a baseline of changes in hotel room revenue


in cities with no Airbnb presence over the same period time” (Zervas et al. 2016, p. 11). In order to make


a causal claim based on their estimates, they test for and assume that there is no endogeneity that drives


both Airbnb activity/entry as well as hotel revenues.11 This paper has served as a helpful resource for how


to estimate the impact of Airbnb activity on the housing market, though there are of course significant and


9There exists literature on Airbnb’s reputation mechanism, namely Andrey Fradkin’s research, “Bias and Reciprocity in
Online Reviews: Evidence From Field Experiments on Airbnb” (Fradkin, Grewal, Holtz & Pearson 2015).


10In cities where there is higher Airbnb penetration, they find a significantly more pronounced effect. In Austin, they find
that Airbnb activity has decreased hotel revenues by 10%


11One thing to note about their difference-in-differences strategy is that their treatment group is defined after the first
Airbnb listing enters that market. For a robustness check, they also change this treatment to be after ten and fifty Airbnb
listings are available in a given location. To further test the robustness of their main specification, they also include different
measures of Airbnb penetration, such as limiting their analysis to only include listings which have received at least one review.
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notable difference in our analysis and that of Zervas et al. (2016), the biggest of which being that we are


estimating the impact on residential housing prices (in New York City) rather than hotel revenue and that


we consider both a hedonic model with fixed effects as well as a difference-in-differences strategy.12


3 Theoretical Perspectives


In this section we present an overview of theoretical arguments that could justify an a priori view that Airbnb


listings might have an impact on residential property values. Where possible, we identify the direction of


such impacts.


3.1 Overview


The intuition for expecting Airbnb to have an impact on residential property values is relatively straightfor-


ward. First, under many circumstances residences can be held as an asset and rented via Airbnb to produce


an income stream. This can permit speculating for potential capital appreciation as well as generating rental


income during the period of ownership. This potential income and capital gain might both draw investors


to purchase residential property not for their own use and to hold onto properties for longer becuase rental


income obtaianed via Airbnb reduces the cost of ownership. Either of these mechanisms would increase ef-


fective demand for housing and drive up the price of sales and rentals on these units. This would potentially


affect both freehold sales price and rental price because the willingness-to-pay of both buyers and renters


would be increased due to this potential increase in income.


In terms of contemporary policy debate, this relates to the criticism that Airbnb allowed “commercial


operators” on their service, a part of the findings of the New York State Attorney General’s investigation,13


which might very well impact the supply of available housing.


12There is also ongoing research by Chiara Farronato and Andrey Fradkin, which seeks identify the impact of Airbnb activity
on hotel revenues across many cities in the United States.


13In the investigation, they found that 6% of short-term rentals were run by commercial operators, as defined by having
more than two units on the platform, accounting for approximately 37% of revenue from New York City Airbnb listings.
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Figure 1: Transmission Mechanisms for the Impact of Airbnb Activity on Housing Prices







There are additional potential transmission mechanisms. For example, Airbnb units could increase


local population, especially local tourist population, and generate local economic impact on businesses


by increasing the demand for local goods and services. This may cause incomes to rise as well increase


localized provision of amenities that provide attractive goods and services to visitors. Property values may


increase both becuase of increased demand for commercial (non-residential) space, as well as localized


provision of amenities for visitors. Finally, it should be noted that there are mechanisms that may cause


property values to decrease. The increase in densities that come from accommodating more people, or the


negative externalities (such as noise, traffic and safety concerns) caused by Airbnb guests might make living


near concentrations of Airbnb units unpleasant. Finally, a difficult-to-quantify but potentially behaviorally


significant factor would be the signal that creasing Airbnb availability might provide for neighborhood quality


and subsequent gentrification. The emergence of concentrated provision of Airbnb units could itself induce


speculative purchase of residential property in anticipation of subsequent capital gains.


In Figure 1, we outline some of these potential transmission mechanisms for how Airbnb might impact


housing prices. As noted in the figure and mentioned above, there is the potential for the impacts to both


increase and decrease house prices. While some of the arguments advanced in policy discussions seem to


raise the possibility of impacts in both directions, impacts that increase property values and make housing


less affordable are the primary focus of most discussion. In the subsections below we consider in greater


detail two approaches that suggest the likelihood of this outcome.


3.2 Capitalization


Consider a city in equilibrium, with equilibrium welfare of residents is given by v. For a house located at


distance x the annual rent that will be paid by a resident is then given by R(v, x). Here we suppress other


parameters such as transport costs t and parameters of the utility function that will obviously affect the


equilibrium rent function at each location and for any given level of welfare.


There is a relationship between this annual rent at x and the structure price P which is given by:


P =
R(v, x)


u
(1)
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where u is the user cost of housing :


u = rrf + ω − τ · (rm + ω) + δ − g + γ (2)


This model has been applied and discussed by Sinai & Souleles (2005) and Kuttner & Shim (2012). In


the present context, we need to account for the fact that the Airbnb income is taxable income. If α > 0


is the expected annual Airbnb rental as a percentage of house value, then we augment the expression for


user cost of housing to:


u = rrf + ω − τ · (rm + ω) + δ − g + γ − (1− τ) · α (3)


with:


Variable Interpretation


rrf Risk free annual interest rate


ω Property tax rate as a percent of market price


τ Effective tax rate on personal income


rm Annual mortgage interest rate


δ Maintenance costs as a percent of market price


g Expected percent capital gain or loss


γ Ownership risk premium


α Airbnb rental as a percent of market price


Essentially, this defines (or is implied by) the process of capitalization, relating the rent, property tax,


mortgage and risk-free interest rates, maintenance costs, expected capital gains and ownership risk premium


to the price of the structure. We need to add to this an expression that allows for the use of Airbnb as a


mechanism for earning revenue from the asset.


Assuming that at least partial capitalization takes place, and that R(·) > 0 and τ < 1 we will have


∂P
∂α


> 0. Assuming that owners are forward-looking, face finite interest rates, and purchase properties in


competitive markets we would expect at least partial capitalization so that property values would rise.


This is perhaps the simplest theoretical perspective that implies a positive relationship between the
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presence of Airbnb as a service that available to property owners and the freehold price of residential


property. The Airbnb service provides the opportunity to earn additional income by virtue of ownership of a


residence. The present value of this income stream, available contingent on ownership, would increase the


market price of properties as long as capitalization takes place.


3.3 Simple monocentric model


What are the mechanisms through which Airbnb activity might impact housing prices? This section will ex-


plore this question using an extremely simple monocentric urban model, with residential space and consump-


tion of other goods being perfect complements. Despite its simplicity, many of the essential comparative


static impacts of increased Airbnb activity can be clearly demonstrated.14


As outlined in Figure 1, there are several ways in which Airbnb activity might impact housing prices. On


the demand side, we might reasonably expect that the Airbnb service provides homeowners with an increase


in income and as a result, more space would be demanded. Furthermore, as a result of Airbnb, there is an


increase in the population of the city demanding space or equivalently an increase in the space demanded by


each household.15 Local incomes and population may also increase if there is a localized economic impact


caused by guests spending money in areas near their Airbnb listings. Finally, there might be a negative


externality of guests, such as noise, decreased security, or simply additional demand for publicly provided


goods (such as transportation).


These comparative-static results are formally derived and well-summarized in Brueckner (1987a). Within


the context of a simple open-city model with all agents sharing a common utility function, he shows that


an increase in population is associated with an increase in rents at all locations, and an increase in income


is associated with a decline in rents for locations closer to the CBD and an increase in rents for locations


further away. Because the analysis uses an arbitrary utility function, there is no single parameter that can


represent an increase in demand.


In an effort to extend and clarify these predictions while at the same time representing an environment


14These types of models are based on the original Ricardian Theory of Rent (1817) (DiPasquale & Wheaton 1996).
15Indeed, a common anecdote among those purchasing homes is that they purchase a bigger home, one with more bedrooms


for example, because they have the ability to rent out that bedroom during peak seasons like holidays to help cover the cost
of a mortgage.


12







that might better approximate the limited substitutability between space and other consumption that char-


acterizes an thoroughly built-up area like New York City, we consider a special case of the more general


model considered in Brueckner (1987a).


Consider a “perfectly complementary” city where all households regard “space” and “other goods” as


perfect complements. The utility function will be of the form: u(α, s, o) = min(αs, o), where s represents


the amount of space and o represents dollars spent on other goods.16 In this model, s can be understood


as either land or interior living space; the same intuition holds. α is a preference parameter that determines


the demand for housing. r is the land-rent function, which refers to the cost of land.


Households have income, m, and all households are employed in the central business district (CBD)


which is located in the center of the city. As is customary, the CBD is regarded as a point in space. This


implies that there are no differences in where a household is employed within the CBD. If a household is


located x distance from the CBD, they must pay t · x annual commuting costs. Thus, a household will


have m − t · x remaining to spend on space (s) and other goods (o). Consider distance and space to be


measured in the same unit (e.g. meters and square meters).


Solving for the demand for s and o at distance x, such that αs = o,m− t · x = o+ rs.


m− t · x = o+ rs


m− t · x = αs+ rs


m− t · x = s(α + r)


m− t · x
r + α


= s


(4)


o =
m− t · x
α + r


α


o =
(m− t · x)α


α + r


(5)


Therefore, as presented in Equation 5, s is given by m−t·x
α+r


, o is given by (m−t·x)α
α+r


. Because min(αs, o) = u


and αs = o, we know that αs = u, which implies that s = u
α


. Each household will maximize utility by


choosing o, s, and x. Because a household can choose where to locate in the city and m is equal across the


16The qualitative comparative statics, e.g. the sign of changes to ra, m, s, α, o, and N , do not depend on this particular
utility function. Its simplicity makes it an attractive choice for a model. A more general case is presented in Brueckner
(1987b).
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population in this one-class model, we know that every household with a given income, m, and α consumes


the same amount of space. We can solve for rent as a function of utility and distance from the CBD.


Solve m−t·x
r+α


= u
α


for r.
m− t · x
r + α


α = u


α(m− t · x) = u(r + α)


α(m− t · x)
u


= r + α


α(m− t · x) + αu


u
= r


α(m− t · x− u)
u


= r


(6)


Equation 6 presents the equilibrium land-rent function. At every point x (the distance to the CBD), r


is determined by utility (u), income (m), transportation costs (t), and a preference parameter (α). As a


natural component of spatial equilibrium, utility will be equal across all households and locations (otherwise


households will move to maximize utility). This implies that property values fall as x (distance to the CBD)


increases in order to equalize utility at every location. This must be the case because the farther away a


household lives from the CBD, the more they spend on commuting costs (recall that commuting costs are


equal to t ·x). Furthermore, in equilibrium all N households must be accommodated in the city, so property


values must be sufficiently high in order to bid space away from alternative use.


With N total households, the total space bought by the households is N u
α


.17 In a classical urban model,


ra represents the agricultural price of land, but we can consider ra to simply represent the opportunity cost,


or alternative use value, of land. The total land “bid away” from this use is the land area where the price


of space is greater than ra. What this means is that the radius of the city, X is determined when the value


of land becomes equal to the agricultural value of land, so it is therefore the maximum distance from the


CBD. The equilibrium requires that N u
α


is equal to π(X)2. This is the case because the (circular) city


needs to accommodate the entire population and all space in the city will be consumed. If we set these two


equal, we can solve for the equilibrium level of utility.


17This model could be expanded to multiple classes, but the intuition and forthcoming results hold and so for simplicity, we
will assume a one-class model. A multi-class model could take the form of different levels of income, m, or of the α preference
parameter, modeled by a distribution of f(M,α).


14







X =
(−Nt+


√
N
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


2π(ra + α)


u =
α(Nt2 + 2mπ(ra + α)−


√
Nt
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


2π(ra + α)2


(7)


X = −
(Nt+


√
N
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


2π(ra + α)


u =
α(Nt2 + 2mπ(ra + α) +


√
Nt
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


2π(ra + α)2


(8)


Because X must be positive (it is a distance), applying 7, the equilibrium land rent function is:


r = −(−m+ u+ t · x)α
u


r = −
(−m+


α(Nt2+2mπ(ra+α)−
√
Nt
√
Nt2+4mπ(ra+α))


2π(ra+α)2
+ t · x)α


α(Nt2+2mπ(ra+α)−
√
Nt
√
Nt2+4mπ(ra+α))


2π(ra+α)2


r =
2mπra(ra + α) + t(−Ntα− 2πx(ra + α)2 +


√
Nα
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


Nt2 + 2mπ(ra + α)−
√
Nt
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α)


(9)


We can now look at the impact of three different exogenous variables that would be expected to change


as the level of Airbnb activity increases, N,α, and m, on the land-rent function. These impacts are detailed


in Figures 2, 3, and 4. We can determine the impact of population by taking the derivative of the above


land-rent function with respect to N .


∂r


∂N
=


2πt(−m+ t · x)(ra + α)2(√
N
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α)


)(
−Nt2 − 2mπ(ra + α) +


√
Nt
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α)


) (10)


A rise in N is associated with an unambiguous and uniform increase in the land-rent function, which is an


increase in property values Why might we consider the impact of Airbnb to increase N? In this model, N is


fixed and exogenously determined. Airbnb listings allows more people (e.g. tourists) to demand the same


space. For example, if a city experiences z private room listings, filled each night, the city has experienced


an increase of z in N . This means that the land-rent function must rise to bid away additional residential


space from alternative uses of the space in more remote parts of the city (e.g. the urban periphery).


We can also determine the impact of income by taking the derivative of the land rent function with
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respect to m.


∂r


∂m
= −


2πt(ra + α)2(2m
√
Nπ(ra + α)(nt+ 2πx(ra + α))(−


√
Nt+


√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))√


Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α)(Nt2 + 2mπ(ra + α)−
√
Nt
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))2)


(11)


Airbnb presents homeowners with a new revenue stream. We can model this as a rise in income. With an


increase in income, households will spend more both on space and other consumption in order to maximize


utility. Households will consume more space at the center of the city, but also throughout the entire city.


As a result, the city must expand because, as previously mentioned, the radius of the city is determined


when the value of land becomes equal to the agricultural value of land, ra. Therefore, the rent gradient


will get flatter, implying that rents will fall in more central parts of the city and rise in more remote parts


of the city. See Figure 3, which illustrates this.


Figure 2: Theoretical Impact of a Rise in Population


Figure 3: Theoretical Impact of a Rise in Income
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Figure 4: Theoretical Impact of a Decrease in α


Finally, we can determine the impact of α by taking the derivative of the above land-rent function with


respect to α, which gives:


∂r


∂α
= −


t(−m
√
N + x(


√
Nt+


√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α))


m
√
Nt2 + 4mπ(ra + α)


(12)


Recall that α is a parameter that determines the demand for space. An increase in α causes a decrease


in the demand for space and vice versa. The impact we might expect as a result of Airbnb is actually


a decrease in α, which would cause an increase in the consumption of space. How does a decrease in α


impact rent? Rent in the urban periphery, e.g. in more remote parts of the city, will rise by bidding away


space from alternative uses to make available for residential housing consumption. The impact is, however,


not uniform, and rents in the urban center will fall. The land-rent function will become flatter (See Figure


4). Recall that all households consume the same amount of space. In order to allow for households in the


city center to consume more space, there must be a reduction in the cost of space in the city center. Thus,


the impact of changing α does not have a uniform impact.


If an increase in Airbnb activity in a city were purely equivalent to a rise in N we would therefore be


justified in expecting an unambiguous rise in rent and property values. On the other hand, the theoretical


impacts of α and m are ambiguous so that if an increase in Airbnb properties primarily affects the household


demand for space or provides greater income there remains an empirical question to measure the actual


impacts. This provides motivation for the empirical research presented below.
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4 Data & Descriptive Statistics


Table 1 describes the different data sources used as well as their main uses. In total, there were eight main


sources of data: 1) InsideAirbnb, 2) The Department of Finance Annualized Sales Data (January 2003-


August 2015), 3) The Department of Finance “Places” or “Areas-of-Interest” Map, 4) Department of City


Planning PLUTOTM, 5) The 2010-2014 American Community Survey, 6) The New York Police Department


Crime Statistics, 7) Census Geography Maps, and 8) the Metropolitan Transportation Authority Map of


Subway Entrances.
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Table 1: Data Sources and Use


Source Description & Use
InsideAirbnb InsideAirbnb (released by Murray Cox) contains information such as


pricing, reviews, and location of each listing on Airbnb that was available
on the date the Airbnb website was crawled (12 times in 2015-2016).


Department of Finance
Annualized Sales Data: January
2003 - August 2015


The Department of Finance releases information on all sales in New York
City. The data are available from 2003-2015 and contain information such
as sale price, square footage,and sale date.


Department of Finance “Places”
or “Areas-of-Interest” Map


The Department of Finance releases information on areas of interest, such
as parks, cemeteries, and airports, available in GIS format.


Department of City Planning
PlutoTM


The Department of City Planning releases detailed information about each
tax lot in New York City (of specific use for this analysis was square
footage information).


American Community Survey
2010-2014


The American Community Survey contains information available at the
Census Tract level such as education, racial and ethnic demographics, and
employment-related measures.


New York Police Department
Crime Statistics


The New York Police Department reports annual counts for different
crimes (major felonies, non-major felonies, and misdemeanors) by precinct.


Census Geography Maps In order to merge sales with local Census demographics, Census
geographies needed to be identified and spatially joined to the sales dataset.


Metropolitan Transportation
Authority Map of Subway
Entrances


Information provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority was
made into a map of subway entrances in New York City.







Table 2 and Table 3 document descriptive statistics for the variables used in this analysis. These data


were aggregated and joined together using ArcGIS and Stata. Not all of these data are available at the same


geographic scale. For example, crime statistics were only available to us at the geographic unit of precinct,


which means that when controlling for crime for each sale, precinct is the level of granularity being used.


In all, there were 1,252,891 observations (sales) from January 2003 through August 2015. We dropped


145,594 observations because they were non-residential sales, and 319,975 observations were dropped that


had sales prices below $10,000,18 We dropped 4,533 observations with sales prices above $10,000,000,


and 2,552 observations were dropped because they were missing square footage information (or if square


footage was below 10ft or above 50,000ft), leaving a total of 780,237 observations. Approximately 16,000


observations were excluded because they could not be properly geocoded.


For each of the remaining observed sales, we have information on sale price, sale date, square footage,


and property type, along with some other variables in the Department of Finance Annualized Sales Data.


Before describing how we are calculating Airbnb activity that could influence each sale, it is important to note


the other information that was joined to the sales data. Most of the data, such as crime, Census information,


distance to subway entrances and areas-of-interest, could be spatially joined using a combination of ArcGIS


and Stata.


In the Department of Finance sales dataset, square footage was missing for approximately 50% of the


data. The size of the residential property is obviously an important variable for a hedonic regression and


rather than simply dropping half of the observations or excluding square footage as a variable, we employed


a technique using the PLUTOTM dataset. PLUTOTM contains information on residential area (measured


in square feet) and the number of residential units by Tax Lot and Block, both of which are very small


geographic units of area. There are 857,458 Tax Lots with a mean of 1.254051 buildings per Lot. We


calculated square footage by dividing residential living area by the number of residential units in each Lot


and we were then able to join the sales data with this information to have a measure of square footage per


an average unit in the same Lot as the sale.19 While this method is not perfect, units in the same building


and Lot tend to have roughly similar values and furthermore, where we had both square footage from the


18Sales below $10,000 do not represent the actual sales prices of properties in New York City. Rather, they are either
missing appropriate data or are bequests from one generation.


19For some sales, we were unable to join average square footage per Tax Lot. In these cases, we used average square
footage per Tax Block.
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sales dataset and the calculated average square footage number from PLUTOTM, the average difference


between these values for 379,673 observations was 41.68ft, which suggests that these measure are well


within reasonable and expected levels of accuracy.


It is also worthwhile to review the Airbnb activity measures used to obtain the estimates presented in


Section 5. InsideAirbnb scraped the Airbnb website to collect information on each listing available in New


York City across several different crawl dates. Each crawl then presents a cross-section snapshot of data.


Part of the information collected about each listing is the date of first review.20 We take the date of first


review to refer to one of the first, if not the first, booking that a listing receives. In other words, it can


proxy for a given listing’s entry into the New York City Airbnb marketplace. In order to construct a dataset


from the 12 different InsideAirbnb datasets used, we merged the datasets from different crawls, keeping


only distinct listings, and created an observation for each month the Airbnb unit was available using its


date of first review as the first month of this time period. For instance, if a listing was available in the


June 1st, 2015 crawl and its date of first review was June 1st, 2014, we conclude that it has been (at least


potentially) active for the 12 corresponding months between the date of first review and crawl date. This


process is visually represented in Figure 5.


Figure 5: Construction of Airbnb Dataset


This allows us to get a clear picture of Airbnb activity going back to the appearance of the first listings


20In 2012, Brian Chesky, the founder and CEO of Airbnb, wrote on Quora that “72% of guests leave a review for hosts.”
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when Airbnb entered the New York City market. In Figure 6, we include the number of listings over time


generated through this process.


Figure 6: Airbnb Listings Over Time


There is the possibility of measurement error with this methodology because there are hosts who enter


the Airbnb marketplace, e.g. create a listing, and then exit the market. As a result, these hosts and listings


would not be captured in our analysis unless their listing was available during one of the crawls used for


the analysis. In addition, there may be owners who make their property available on Airbnb very rarely,


and our assumption that these units are available to influence local house prices may overstate the actual


number of Airbnb properties. These sources of noise in measuring Airbnb units could result in attenuation


bias, reducing the absolute value of the estimated impact of Airbnb units on property prices.


In order to evaluate the potential impact of Airbnb activity for each sale, we created five different


buffer zones around every property sale in ArcGIS, with a radius of 150, 300, 500, 1000, and 2000 meters,


respectively. This is visually represented in Figure 7. More specifically, in Figure 7, Sale A has 1 Airbnb


listing within the first buffer zone, 4 Airbnb listings within the second buffer zone, and 11 Airbnb listings


within the third buffer zone. It is worth noting that in this calculation, we are only looking at Airbnb listings


available at the time of sale; we are able to do this because we extended Airbnb listings information back


until entry of Airbnb into the New York market, as discussed above. In ArcGIS, we generated Airbnb activity
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measures for each sale in each of the five radii, such as number of listings, average price, and maximum


capacity. These measures are documented in Table 2. In order to do so, in ArcGIS we had to select each


sale, its corresponding Airbnb listings (available in the same month and year based on the Airbnb time series


dataset created), perform a spatial join, and export this output to Excel to later read this into Stata for an


econometric analysis. The code used for these data manipulations is available in Udell (2016).


Figure 7: Sales & Buffer Zones


Tables 2 and 3 include descriptive statistics; the first table details Airbnb activity measures and the


second details information on each sale as well as other controls used.


In total, there are 780,237 observations with corresponding Airbnb activity.21 As expected, the mean


number of listings increases with the radius of the buffer zone. There are significantly more entire home


and private room listings than there are shared room listings. There are two reasons why many entries in


the Airbnb data are recorded as zero: 1) there are sales observations from 2003 through much of 2008,


which is prior to Airbnb’s entry into the market, 2) even after Airbnb became available, there are still many


parts of New York City where Airbnb is not active. As shown in figure 6, Airbnb listings do not become a


21Because the number of observations is consistent across the entire table, it is not included.
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Table 2: Descriptive Statistics: Airbnb Activity Measures


(1) (2) (3) (4)
VARIABLES mean sd min max


Listing Counts, by Total and Type
Listings Count (150m) 1.221 5.217 0 133
Listings Count (300m) 4.644 19.06 0 439
Listings Count (500m) 11.99 47.75 0 1,034
Listings Count (1000m) 40.99 157.5 0 2,899
Listings Count (2000m) 133.4 490.3 0 6,170
Entire Home Listings Count (150m) 0.855 3.821 0 101
Entire Home Listings Count (300m) 3.249 13.91 0 309
Private Room Listings Count (150m) 0.338 1.575 0 78
Private Room Listings Count (300m) 1.290 5.431 0 182
Shared Room Listings Count (150m) 0.0278 0.227 0 20
Shared Room Listings Count (300m) 0.104 0.577 0 35


Listing Capacity
Avg. Capacity (150m) 0.423 1.147 0 16
Avg. Capacity (300m) 0.577 1.280 0 16
Max. Capacity (150m) 3.490 15.02 0 387
Max. Capacity (300m) 13.24 54.47 0 1,215
Avg. Bedrooms (150m) 0.158 0.430 0 10
Avg. Bedrooms (300m) 0.305 0.713 0 16
Sum Bedrooms (150m) 1.302 5.616 0 136
Sum Bedrooms (300m) 4.951 20.37 0 459
Sum Beds (150m) 1.819 7.841 0 294
Sum Beds (300m) 6.899 28.21 0 622


Listing Price
Avg. Nightly Price (150m) 23.09 65.18 0 5,000
Avg. Nightly Price (300m) 29.34 69.00 0 5,000
Sum Price (150m) 213.744 989.79 0 25,308
Sum Price (300m) 813.8 3,617 0 74,874
Median Price (150m) 19.85 57.81 0 5,000
Median Price (300m) 24.69 60.49 0 5,000


Reviews
Sum Reviews (150m) 31.77 140.4 0 4,396
Sum Reviews (300m) 122.0 499.6 0 11,5999


24







Table 3: Descriptive Statistics: Sales and Controls


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
VARIABLES mean sd min max N


Sales Unit
Sale Price 683,922 913,580 10,000 1.000e+07 780,237
Square Footage of Unit 1,183 577.0 10.39 18,590 780,237
Walkup Building Indicator 0.0579 0.234 0 1 780,237
Presence of Elevator Indicator 0.368 0.482 0 1 780,237
Prewar Building Indicator 0.379 0.485 0 1 780,237


Demographics and Crime
Median Household Income 75,240 35,874 11,012 250,001 776,027
Percentage White 0.549 0.300 0 1 779,975
Major Felonies 736.8 427.9 11 2,776 765,747
Non-Major Felonies 1,725 700.6 83 5,105 765,747
Misdemeanors 4,515 2,002 259 14,025 765,747


Geography and Time of Sales
Indicator for Sale in Staten Island 0.0830 0.276 0 1 780,237
Indicator for Sale in Brooklyn 0.247 0.431 0 1 780,237
Indicator for Sale in the Bronx 0.0742 0.262 0 1 780,237
Indicator for Sale in Manhattan 0.283 0.450 0 1 780,237
Indicator for Sale in Queens 0.313 0.464 0 1 780,237
Year of Sale 2008 3.822 2003 2015 780,237


significant factor for the entire New York market until the beginning of 2010.


The different Airbnb measures represent different proxies for Airbnb activity.22 It is worth noting here


that the average nightly price within 300m of a sale is $29.34. In many ways, Airbnb directly competes


with hotels; the $29.34 average price tag suggests that it also opens up a new market, which is a more


affordable alternative to hotels. This is in line with Levin (2011), which suggests that these platforms have


superior matching processes, creating a market for these transactions that otherwise might not have taken


place. Airbnb represents an unbundling of the services hotels offer, which allows it to be cheaper in many


cases.


In Table 3 we see that the average sale price is $683,932 while the median sale price is $450,000. 31.3%


of sales occurred in Queens, 28.3% occurred in Manhattan, 24.7% occurred in Brooklyn, and the remaining


15.72% occurred in Staten Island and the Bronx.


The descriptive statistics presented in tables 2 and 3 allow us to make a quick “back of the envelope”


22Most of these Airbnb measures proxy for levels of availability, but we can also think about a measure such as the sum of
nightly prices as an indication of the potential (nightly) income available due to Airbnb activity.
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calculation of the potential impact on property values. Consider the income capitalization approach outlined


in section 3. Airbnb imposes a host fee of 3% of the rental value, in addition to the guest fees that are


added to the nightly rental. It seems reasonable to expect that there will be many nights when the property


is not rented, but suppose an optimistic owner of an average property expects to be able to rent 330 nights


per year. Then the total annual Airbnb income expected would be $29.34×330×0.97 = $9392. Combining


this figure with the mean property value of $683,922 this implies a value of α = 0.01373 for equation 3.


For other variables in equation 3, we assume that g = γ (the expected capital gain equals the ownership


risk premium) and apply reasonable estimates to other variables as follows:


Variable Value Interpretation


rrf 0.02 Risk free annual interest rate


ω 0.025 Property tax rate as a percent of market price


τ 0.29 Effective tax rate on personal income


rm 0.04 Annual mortgage interest rate


δ 0.025 Maintenance costs as a percent of market price


α 0.01373 Airbnb rental as a percent of market price


Using these values in both equations 2 and 3, we can calculate that the availability of Airbnb rentals has


diminished the user cost of housing by about 17.7%. If utility levels in the city remain constant (as would


be expected in long-run equilibrium of an open city), and given unchanged transport costs and preferences,


we would expect rents per unit of space to remain unchanged. This reduction in the user cost of housing


would then imply, via equation 1 a 17.7% increase in the price of housing.


These calculations are at best an approximation of what we might expect to observe. Not all portions


of the city are equally exposed to Airbnb activity and market equilibrium may take years to be realized.


Nevertheless, the calculation provides some intuition about the potential magnitude of price impacts.


Not all portions of the city have the same intensity of Airbnb listings. Figure 8 shows the distribution of


Airbnb listings (from any time period) across the city, with dots color coded by daily price. It can be difficult


from the map to tell how dense the coverage is, so an inset showing midtown Manhattan is provided. This


suggests that as of late 2015, coverage in the areas of the city with greatest demand for lodging is very


complete.
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Figure 8: Airbnb listings in New York City, with inset showing midtown Manhattan
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5 Empirical Estimates


We employ two distinct approaches to estimating the impacts of Airbnb properties on house prices. First,


we employ a relatively traditional hedonic approach as presented and explained in Rosen (1974) or Sheppard


(1999) and widely used to measure the importance of factors affecting property values. Second, we employ a


“difference-in-differences” approach making use of the extensive data we have from prior to the widespread


influence of Airbnb, as well as sales in those areas in more recent years that are not near to any Airbnb


listed properties. These constitute our control group and serve as the basis for an alternative estimate of


the impact of Airbnb,


Our unit of observation is an individual sale that took place in New York City (five boroughs) between


January 2003 and August 2015. We therefore have a large number of sales both before and after Airbnb units


become actively available.23 For each sale, we include controls for the property itself, the building in which


it is located, local amenities (such as access to public transportation), local neighborhood characteristics


(demographics and crime), a year of sale fixed effect to capture a time trend of sales prices, and a local


neighborhood fixed effect to capture time invariant neighborhood quality or desirability. For each sale, we


calculate a level of local Airbnb activity, which is the main variable of interest, and corresponds to Airbnb


activity at the time of sale. In most specifications, this Airbnb activity is proxied by the number of listings,


but we present estimates that use alternative indices of Airbnb activity as well.


There are two main assumptions of the hedonic identification strategy: 1) with regards to generating the


Airbnb dataset, we are assuming that the date of first review indicates when a property became available


on Airbnb and that once it became available, it never exited the Airbnb market. This allows us to construct


a dataset of Airbnb activity over time and calculate local Airbnb activity at the time of sale and 2) local


neighborhood fixed effects capture time-invariant local neighborhood quality. If these assumptions are valid,


these estimates will reveal the impact of local Airbnb activity on sales prices. If these assumptions hold,


because we are controlling for property, building, and neighborhood characteristics, the only thing that is


changing is local Airbnb activity (as well as the overall level of the market, which is captured by year of sale


23It is worth noting that the sales are nominal rather than real prices. we include year of sale fixed effects to deal with
this problem. This is, in fact, preferable to using a house price index to determine “real prices” because available house price
indices generally cover a different geographic area than our data.


We compare the index, which is constructed from the estimates on the year of sale fixed effects, to the S&P/Case-Shiller
NY, NY Home Price Index to demonstrate its plausibility.
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fixed effects).


The specification we are using in the baseline model follows the form:


ln(Sale Priceicmt) = α + β1ln(Airbnb Activityim) + µ1(Property Characteristicsi)+


µ2(Building Controlsi) + µ3(Demographic and Crime Controlsit)+


µ4(Year of Sale FEit) + µ5(Local Neighborhood FEic) + εicmt


(13)


where ln(Sale Priceicmt) is equal to the logarithm of property i’s sale price, in neighborhood c, in month


m, and year t, and where β represents a scalar coefficient and µ represents a vector coefficient.


The independent variable is the natural log of sale price. The main variable of interest is Airbnb activity


(proxied by different descriptive and proximate measures of Airbnb, as will be discussed in Section 5). For


each sale, square footage, distance to the nearest subway entrance and area of interest are used as well as


controls for the building, year of sale, local crime, and local demographics. In the model, a time-invariant


local neighborhood fixed effect is included to capture unobservable or uncontrolled for local neighborhood


quality and characteristics. There is significant evidence that housing prices are heavily influenced by the


characteristics of a neighborhood as well as surrounding land use (DiPasquale & Wheaton 1996, p. 349).


As with most microeconometric estimation, there are natural concerns regarding endogeneity of right-


hand side variables. We are not estimating the individual household demand for the characteristic of


proximity to Airbnb properties or for listing a property on Airbnb, so the traditional concerns regarding


endogeneity of individual household decisions discussed in Sheppard (1999) do not arise. Endogeneity may


nevertheless be a valid concern if important factors affecting house prices are correlated with the unobserved


errors in the hedonic equation. Thus, for example, if errors ε in the hedonic price function are correlated


with measured values of right-hand side variables in equation 13 then estimates may be biased.


For example, we might expect increasing Airbnb activity to be correlated with the error term of the


hedonic if the number of Airbnb properties within a given buffer distance were positively related to unob-


served errors ε. Note that the problem does not involve a correlation between Airbnb activity and property


values. The problem arises if we have correlation between Airbnb activity and ε, which is the component of


property value that is not explained by the hedonic.


Proving there is no such relationship is extremely difficult. There are several considerations that we
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suggest as a basis for regarding our hedonic estimates as reasonable: 1) we include sales data prior to


Airbnb’s entry into the New York City market and therefore have at least five years of data (2003 through


most of 2008), where sales are not subject to any Airbnb “treatment,”24 2) local neighborhood fixed


effects, which in our preferred specification are at the level of Census Block-Group, and 3) use of robust


standard errors, which in our preferred specification are clustered at the level of Census Tract, to help deal


with correlation within clusters and heteroskedasticity. Finally, even if we expected there to be correlation


between unexplained errors ε in the hedonic model and the number of Airbnb properties very near to the


source of error, this correlation should be greatly reduced as we consider larger buffer areas. A distance


exceeding 1,000 meters in the New York housing market is generally large enough to be associated with


significant neighborhood change. As noted in section 4, these larger buffer areas also involve many more


properties, and it strains credulity that the number of Airbnb properties within a kilometer in any direction


would be significantly affected by an unusually under- or over-valued property sale.


Beyond this, we estimate a “difference-in-differences” type model widely used in microeconometrics


and in particular in Zervas et al. (2016), which is applied to evaluation of the impacts of Airbnb. While


this approach is not immune from endogeneity concerns and makes other implicit assumptions concerning


stability of trends, the central role of the treatment variable interacted with the indicator for the time


period after which any treatment is delivered, coupled with the reduced likelihood that this interaction


variable is correlated with the unobserved ε in the model make presentation of these estimates worthwhile.


A final check is provided by comparing the estimates of the “preferred” models from each approach with


the intuitive “back of the envelope” calculations presented in section 4 will be instructive as indicators of


the reasonableness of the estimates.


Table 4 presents OLS estimates of the hedonic using several different measures of Airbnb activity, all


measured within 300 meter buffers. This is followed by Table 5, which shows results for counts of Airbnb


properties measured within buffers of different sizes. The results of Table 5 are then summarized graphically


in Figure 7.


24Therefore, the change we are identifying, controlling for property and local neighborhood characteristics as well as the
overall level of the market, should be attributable solely to Airbnb activity.


30







Table 4: OLS estimates of Airbnb impacts


(1) (2) (3) (4)


Variables ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Total Accommodations 0.0646***


0.00275


Total Reviews 0.0393***


0.00173


Total Rooms 0.0814***


0.00351


Total Rents 0.0323***


0.00133


Square Feet 0.402*** 0.402*** 0.402*** 0.402***


0.0178 0.0178 0.0178 0.0178


Felonies -0.0458*** -0.0552*** -0.0455*** -0.0517***


0.0161 0.0162 0.0162 0.0161


Pre-war 0.0843*** 0.0846*** 0.0842*** 0.0847***


0.0111 0.0111 0.0111 0.0111


Distance to AOI -0.103 -0.101 -0.103 -0.102


0.0674 0.0674 0.0675 0.0674


Distance to subway -0.00875 -0.00880 -0.00897 -0.00897


0.0243 0.0241 0.0243 0.0242


Elevator 0.0858*** 0.0849*** 0.0863*** 0.0847***


0.0235 0.0235 0.0235 0.0234


Y2004 0.179*** 0.180*** 0.178*** 0.180***


0.0121 0.0119 0.0121 0.0120


Y2005 0.365*** 0.367*** 0.365*** 0.366***


0.0127 0.0126 0.0128 0.0126


Y2006 0.464*** 0.467*** 0.464*** 0.466***


0.0164 0.0159 0.0164 0.0161


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%


Continued on next page
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... continued from previous page:


(1) (2) (3) (4)


Variables ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Y2007 0.490*** 0.492*** 0.490*** 0.491***


0.0179 0.0175 0.0179 0.0177


Y2008 0.465*** 0.467*** 0.465*** 0.466***


0.0192 0.0188 0.0192 0.0190


Y2009 0.341*** 0.338*** 0.343*** 0.339***


0.0171 0.0178 0.0170 0.0174


Y2010 0.352*** 0.345*** 0.356*** 0.344***


0.0184 0.0182 0.0185 0.0181


Y2011 0.311*** 0.297*** 0.318*** 0.296***


0.0160 0.0165 0.0161 0.0160


Y2012 0.344*** 0.336*** 0.351*** 0.333***


0.0157 0.0150 0.0160 0.0152


Y2013 0.325*** 0.323*** 0.331*** 0.318***


0.0143 0.0132 0.0146 0.0137


Y2014 0.389*** 0.401*** 0.394*** 0.391***


0.0138 0.0125 0.0140 0.0132


Y2015 0.432*** 0.455*** 0.436*** 0.437***


0.0151 0.0137 0.0152 0.0143


Constant 10.84*** 10.88*** 10.84*** 10.87***


0.490 0.498 0.490 0.494


Observations 765,747 765,747 765,747 765,747


R-squared 0.524 0.524 0.524 0.524


Sale-Year FE YES YES YES YES


Local Neighborhood FE Census Block-Group Census Block-Group Census Block-Group Census Block-Group


Clustered Standard Errors Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%
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Table 5: OLS estimates of Airbnb impacts with increasing buffer sizes


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)


Variables ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Airbnb150 0.109***


0.00555


Airbnb300 0.0879***


0.00377


Airbnb500 0.0773***


0.00309


Airbnb1000 0.0670***


0.00261


Airbnb2000 0.0601***


0.00249


Sauare Feet 0.403*** 0.403*** 0.403*** 0.402*** 0.402***


0.0180 0.0179 0.0179 0.0179 0.0179


Felonies -0.0574*** -0.0363** -0.0268* -0.0243 -0.0307*


0.0171 0.0161 0.0159 0.0156 0.0158


Pre-war 0.0838*** 0.0838*** 0.0839*** 0.0842*** 0.0840***


0.0112 0.0112 0.0112 0.0112 0.0112


Distance to AOI -0.0993 -0.100 -0.100 -0.0997 -0.0991


0.0770 0.0770 0.0768 0.0772 0.0770


Distance to subway -0.00978 -0.00931 -0.00984 -0.0111 -0.0113


0.0251 0.0250 0.0249 0.0249 0.0248


Elevator 0.0904*** 0.0907*** 0.0907*** 0.0903*** 0.0902***


0.0239 0.0239 0.0239 0.0238 0.0238


Y2004 0.180*** 0.177*** 0.176*** 0.175*** 0.176***


0.0122 0.0121 0.0119 0.0118 0.0116


Y2005 0.366*** 0.363*** 0.362*** 0.362*** 0.363***


0.0129 0.0127 0.0125 0.0123 0.0122


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%


Continued on next page
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... continued from previous page:


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)


Variables ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Y2006 0.465*** 0.462*** 0.461*** 0.461*** 0.462***


0.0168 0.0164 0.0161 0.0159 0.0157


Y2007 0.490*** 0.488*** 0.488*** 0.488*** 0.489***


0.0181 0.0180 0.0177 0.0176 0.0175


Y2008 0.465*** 0.464*** 0.463*** 0.464*** 0.465***


0.0194 0.0193 0.0191 0.0190 0.0189


Y2009 0.345*** 0.341*** 0.338*** 0.330*** 0.316***


0.0168 0.0171 0.0171 0.0170 0.0168


Y2010 0.360*** 0.354*** 0.346*** 0.331*** 0.313***


0.0185 0.0185 0.0184 0.0180 0.0174


Y2011 0.328*** 0.307*** 0.286*** 0.255*** 0.219***


0.0156 0.0159 0.0160 0.0155 0.0148


Y2012 0.359*** 0.327*** 0.303*** 0.269*** 0.228***


0.0161 0.0159 0.0152 0.0145 0.0135


Y2013 0.364*** 0.328*** 0.302*** 0.265*** 0.220***


0.0150 0.0147 0.0142 0.0136 0.0129


Y2014 0.421*** 0.385*** 0.357*** 0.317*** 0.269***


0.0144 0.0142 0.0137 0.0132 0.0128


Y2015 0.467*** 0.428*** 0.398*** 0.355*** 0.308***


0.0156 0.0155 0.0149 0.0148 0.0147


Constant 10.88*** 10.75*** 10.70*** 10.69*** 10.73***


0.545 0.547 0.548 0.552 0.553


Observations 742,328 742,328 742,328 742,328 742,328


R-squared 0.524 0.524 0.525 0.525 0.525


Local Neighborhood FE Census Block Broup Census Block Broup Census Block Broup Census Block Broup Census Block Broup


Clustered Standard Errors Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%
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Figure 9: Airbnb impacts for different buffer sizes


Note in tables 4 and 5 that the variables providing a measure of Airbnb activity are always positive


and statistically significant. A doubling (100% increase) in the number of Total Airbnb accommodations is


associated with a 6.46% increase in property values. Other variables always have the expected signs and


are mostly statistically significant.


From table 5 we note that moving to larger buffers does reduce the magnitude of the estimate, but all


are positive, significant and a doubling of Airbnb activity is associated with an increase of property values


of between 6% and nearly 11%.


Using the estimated parameters associated with each year in model (1) of table 4 as the basis for


constructing a house price index, we can compare the constructed index with the Case-Shiller-Weiss index


for New York City over the same period. The results are illustrated in figure 10. While we would not


expect the two indices to be identical, the close correspondence over the relevant time period encourages


our confidence in the hedonic models.


Table 6 presents the results of several alternative difference-in-difference model estimates. For these
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Figure 10: Comparison of house price index from Airbnb model with CSW index


models, we took the end of December, 2009 as the end of the period with no treatment. This is justified


by the fact that Airbnb did not begin operations until late 2008 and there was a relative absence of Airbnb


properties through the end of 2009, as indicated in figure 6. After the treatment period begins, properties


with zero Airbnb listings within 300 meters are considered “untreated” while those with some listings within


this buffer are “treated.”


Our primary attention is on the parameters estimate for the interaction variable for properties treated


after 2009. As seen in table 6, the estimated parameters are always positive and statistically significant.


In the most complete specification that adjusts for property characteristics, year of sale (to correct for


possible changes in trends) and neighborhood fixed effects, the estimated impact is 0.319, indicating a


31.9% increase in value for treated properties. While this estimate is larger than the back of the envelope


estimate presented in section 4, it is less than 1.5 standard errors from what was intended as only a rough


guide to the expected magnitude of impacts.
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Table 6: Difference-in-differences estimates of Airbnb impacts


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)


Variables Sale Price ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Treated After 2009 727,087*** 2.072*** 1.887*** 1.733*** 1.688*** 0.319***


28,726 0.758 0.639 0.446 0.436 0.112


Treated -177,630*** -1.488* -1.208* -1.084*** -1.073** -0.104


28,031 0.783 0.634 0.416 0.431 0.105


After 2009 -53,046*** 0.0143 -0.0453 -0.0845 0.305*** 0.458***


3,277 0.0979 0.0689 0.0536 0.0368 0.0284


Square feet 0.739*** 0.643*** 0.647*** 0.369***


0.252 0.171 0.168 0.0386


Felonies -0.192*** -0.195*** -0.0346


0.0326 0.0339 0.0333


Prewar 0.270*** 0.278*** 0.102***


0.0756 0.0724 0.0167


Distance to AOI 0.171 0.178 -0.0640**


0.214 0.211 0.0268


Elevator 0.218** 0.217*** 0.0845


0.0864 0.0839 0.0618


Y2004 0.116 0.158***


0.0825 0.0140


Y2005 0.225*** 0.334***


0.0872 0.0226


Y2006 0.335*** 0.441***


0.109 0.0356


Y2007 0.501*** 0.462***


0.0677 0.0326


Y2008 0.446*** 0.424***


0.0775 0.0327


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%


Continued on next page
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... continued from previous page:


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)


Variables Sale Price ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price) ln(Sale Price)


Y2009 0.265*** 0.282***


0.0406 0.0215


Y2010 -0.148 -0.180***


0.126 0.0256


Y2011 -0.282** -0.241***


0.118 0.0226


Y2012 -0.0790*** -0.178***


0.0177 0.0262


Y2013 -0.110*** -0.159***


0.0196 0.0260


Y2014 -0.0646*** -0.0770***


0.0139 0.0190


Constant 585,368*** 12.80*** 7.652*** 8.187*** 7.854*** 10.60***


1,847 0.120 1.857 2.986 2.902 0.421


Observations 298,185 298,185 298,185 290,456 290,456 290,456


R-squared 0.047 0.053 0.133 0.171 0.186 0.553


Sale-Year FE No No No No Yes Yes


Borough FE No No No No No No


Local Neighborhood FE No No No No No Census Tract


Clustered Standard Errors No Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Census Tract Neighborhood


*** - significant at 1%, ** - significant at 5%, * - significant at 10%
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6 Conclusions


In this paper we have presented a variety of estimates of the impacts that properties listed for rent on


Airbnb appear to have on the market value of residential properties in New York City. The direction and


magnitude of these impacts has prompted widespread concern and considerable debate about the impact


on urban structure and housing affordability in cities around the world. Many jurisdictions have responded


by attempting to regulate or impose other restrictions on the ability of Airbnb to operate or of property


owners to makes use of Airbnb services.


We present intuitive and formal theoretical arguments that generally support, but do not ensure that


this impact would be for house prices to increase in response to Airbnb listings as long as the Airbnb


properties themselves are not the source of extensive or concentrated negative externalities. This impact


is not guaranteed, however, and empirical investigation is required to determine the sign and magnitude of


impact.


We find that in New York City, the impacts appear to be that an increase in localized Airbnb availability


is associated with an increase in property values. In our hedonic model estimates, a doubling of Airbnb


listings is associated with increases of 6% to 11% in house values, ceteris paribus. Using a difference-in-


difference approach produces an even larger estimated impact, suggesting that properties that are subject


to the Airbnb treatment increase in value by about 31%. Rough calculations based on average property


values, average Airbnb rentals, and an assumption that potential income streams will be fully capitalized


produces an intermediate estimate of about 17.7%.


While our results might be taken as supporting critics of Airbnb who complain that the firm’s services


act to increase house prices and diminish housing affordability, we want to stress that this conclusion may


be unwarranted. A service that increases house prices (such as improved police protection, making better


local schools available to residents, or providing more and better public parks) need not diminish community


well-being.


Public policies that reduce house prices in pursuit of housing affordability by diminishing the efficiency


with which an owner can make use of his or her property are unlikely to be welfare-improving, in the


same way as a city that creates “affordable” housing by encouraging more crime hardly seems desirable.
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Evaluating the welfare consequences of Airbnb, and hence the appropriateness of any regulatory action to


limit use of Airbnb services, requires deeper analysis than we have provided here and much deeper analysis


than appears to have been undertaken to date.
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Thank you,

Gary

Gary Morlock
Berkshire Hathaway Home Services
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From:
To: Jon McMillen; Kathleen Fitzpatrick
Cc: Lori Lorett
Subject: STVR - Resident Feedback
Date: Monday, August 10, 2020 4:43:43 AM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Hi, 
 This is from a resident of La Quinta, please share with AdHoc committee and council
council members.  
Thank you,
Rod McGuire

I am not sure if you saw my posts but I really hope that the real issue with STVRs is addressed 
by the owners before we end up in a huge divide. I would rather have neighbors than renters but at 
this point the horse is out of the barn. The city does NOT have the resources to manage the issues 
and I have said over and over to folks that have these STVRs regardless of their situation that they 
NEED to form their OWN policing arm and make sure they go after the violators themselves and get 
the city to seriously fine and take licenses from the poor stewards - and to BAN large gatherings in 
neighborhoods not meant for it. This committee or enforcement arm needs to be made up of STVR 
owners that LIVE within city boundries FULLTIME so they can immediatly witness/respond to 
constant issue properties and it should be required that anyone in that committee get the WRITTEN 
endorsement from any and all neighbors abutting the property and that they NOT have any violations 
for at least a five year period. These owners have a chance to save their own rear ends before the 
politicians realize there are still enough irritated residents that WILL vote them out. We all don’t live 
in gated communities and we expect the city to enforce zoning laws. I think the legal ramifications of 
trying to ban people from filing to get an STVR license is a waste of time - legal precedents have 
already shown in other areas it is not considered fair. I think as residents that LIVE here we have a 
chance to help these folks realize we are not going to tolerate our community ambience and small 
town feel being flushed down the toilet so they can make money off a second home. There are a few 
STVR owners who are bullies and do everything they can to try to intimidate and badmouth 
residents, belittling legitimate concerns. None of us purchased homes to live next to hotels or serve 
as watchdogs or doormats for folks that put money before neighbors. Please, let’s at least TRY to 
help them understand bashing us is just going to end up putting them in the position of Palm Springs 
and Palm Desert STVR owners who are so restricted now they are all trying to buy here. Our city 
may get revenue, and it is clear from these boards many STVR owners who say things like “ they 
know people” (sorry, had to share that little gem - one in my neighborhood is well known for this 
particular phrase ) and seem to think having dubious relationships with some in the city will 
somehow protect their businesses. The ugly truth they don’t realize is that not enough of them live 
here or are registered to vote here to sway the tide should La Quinta full time residents get pissed 
enough to vote STVR friendly council members out. COVID has helped many realize just how many 
DTVRs there are, and just how poorly some are managed or how little some owners care, since many 
have continued to allow parties and out of town rentals not only during the actual band, but now - 
and some even lie about it and claim they are family or essential workers ( I reported five violations 

STVR AD-HOC COMMITTEE SPECIAL MEETING - AUGUST 19, 2020 - PUBLIC COMMENTS BY RON MCGUIRE ON BEHALF OF LA QUINTA RESIDENT
PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA - RELATED TO STVR

mailto:jmcmillen@laquintaca.gov
mailto:kfitzpatrick@laquintaca.gov
mailto:llorett@laquintaca.gov


in my area that I absolutely know beyond a doubt we’re illegal and the city had to take their owners 
word - that is the kind of bs is bringing all the STVR challenge and dissatisfaction in our area quickly 
to a head. In Highland Palms I and other residents have witnessed full blown pool parties during 
banned rental periods, a neighbor of mine took photos of a fire illegal fireworks some idiot renters on 
Crestview set on July 4 ( thank goodness it was in an area with so little brush it went out - but we all 
know how quickly that can go South) and that same neighbor and I again reported a large STVR 
setting off fireworks less than five days later. Honestly, I think if we both did not have video to show 
the poor Sheriffs responding they would not have written tickets but thank goodness the idiot finally 
admitted it when the police shared we had them. This kind of constant irritant is NOT something 
normal neighbors or long term renters engage in because if they did the entire neighborhood would 
be after them to the point where it WOULD eventually stop. It is the revolving door nature of STVRs 
that allows this poor behavior and as I said a few bad apple owners that lie and deny rather than 
correctly manage or get their renters. Anyway, a long post but if you follow this issue and have read 
this far like me you love La Quinta and live here or maybe are an STVR owner realizing you maybe 
need to LISTEN to local residents and DO SOMETHING to save the sweet situation La Quinta has 
allowed this far. However, I was a reporter long ago before I was a teacher and covered politics in 
many tourist areas. Please, STVR owners, heed this group sentiment and h lol La Quinta become a 
national model of how STVRs can work with communities to enhance them versus becoming another 
statistic- a bunch of second how owners and investors stuck with homes they can only rent a month 
at a time. I am a retired local teacher and have was one of the first if not the very first community 
member to bring this up at council. Sadly, my interest was sparked early since I live next to one 
STVR that has many, many issues with noise, traffic and large events not appropriate for the area. 
That, combined with an owner that attacks anyone that dare “ interfere” with their cash cow has led 
to some difficult situations in the area for other STVR owners- many who do a great job of managing 
their properties and are caught between a rock and a hard place. They don’t want to piss a fellow 
STVR owner off but they see where this is headed. In fact, their current committee the city HAS 
formed sprang from a meeting I requested years ago due to a problem STVR in my area. 
Unfortunately, it SEEMS more focused on minimizing the issues and promoting La Quinta as an 
STVR haven than doing what full time residents want and need done Let’s encourage these STVR 
owners to do the RiGht and prudent financial thing and get off their rear ends and police themselves. 
If they continue ue to leave it to the city, we all know they do NOT have the resources to manage it - 
and before long those owners will be crying because all the money they spent setting up their 
businesses is wasted when our local politicians follow the lead of Palm Springs and Palm Desert 
elected officials, who realized if they did not end the issues all the bed tax in the world would not 
keep them in office come election time Well, you have two months to get your act together and start 
making a VALID self- policing committee STVR owners. I suggest you get busy- and be sure you 
get actual decent STVR owners on that board - because if you fill it with those folks that talk a lot 
and already have had issues, it’s a good asteroid of time. When I was a teacher, Inwould use humor 
and consequences to make sure one or two kids acting out did not “ hijack” the class. Experienced 
teachers know sending kids out is truly a last resort as no matter what you THINK the message is - 
most kids simply think “ you can’t handle me” I urge STVR owners to take a tip from a three- time 
teacher of the year - don’t expect the principal ( the city) to “ handle” your problem children. They’ll 
do it, but you may not like how that works out for you in the long run- so handle your own problems. 
Good luck - the full time residents of La Quinta are watching - but we are no longer waiting. Hurry 
up and clean up your bad apples or we will be voting out the whole darned pie, period.
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From:
To: Chris Escobedo; Lori Lorett
Cc: Jon McMillen; 
Subject: Fwd: STVR Ad Hoc Committee Letter from Cove Neighbor
Date: Monday, August 10, 2020 1:24:38 PM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

HI All,

I received this from Linda Hagood and she's asked that I forward to the STVR AD-HOC Committee to
include in our study. Please forward to anyone else you feel should be informed of this input from a Cove
neighbor and Airbnb Host..

Thanks,
Sally Shelton

Hi Sally,

As to my input to the Committee, I would hope there is recognition of the difference between the shared
home listing and the entire home listing.   

Air BNB is the only platform that I am aware of that allows such listings. I would suggest the following:

1. STVR registration should include the host identification if the listing is shared with the host
remaining in the home during the reservation.

2. Shared home listings do not impact the surrounding neighborhood any more than a resident
having friends and family visit.  The guests are not likely to have loud parties or park multiple cars.

3. Perhaps all hosts could attest to compliance with City regulations during the registration process.
The various platforms do request  posting of any required registration of licensing but I don't know
if this is confirmed by the platform.

4. The City of LA is having a big problem with illegal or unregistered and untaxed STR. The lack of
code inspection and compliance is the primary reason for the problem.

5. Unless the City wants to consider banning all STR or phase out like Cathedral City, more funding
of compliance needs to be allocated.

I am happy to share my 5 year experience with the Global Air BNB Host Community which has educated
me about the rise and fall of STR business all over the world.

Linda
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: STR"S address  National Dr. LaQuinta PGA West Greg Norman 8-12-20
Date: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 7:53:55 AM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

 The last two weekends resulted in 5 calls on 8-8-20 and, 4 calls to security on 8-7-2020. 
 On 7-31-2020 I called 4 times for noise complaints.   Twice the PGA west security came and
the sherrif's department came twice.  Everytime  security left, the loud music returned  after
about one minute. We saw 15 people walking on the 12th green around 7pm on 8-7-20.  This
is trespassing The same people had 6 cars, two in the garage, two in the drive way, and two on
the street both Friday and Saturday.The 15 people in that property is not with in the
guidelines.  These violations are a recurring concern for my neighbors and family.  I have yet
to see anyone practicing social distancing or wearing face masks.   This has got to stop.  If you
have any ideas or solutions,please llet me know.  Sincerely Chuck Meadows
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: ad hoc special meeting - questions
Date: Tuesday, August 18, 2020 11:06:26 AM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Hello Lori,

Can you distribute this to the members:

Hello ad hoc community members:

Is it true that Gavin did not advise or discuss a proposal in the ad hoc committee’s name to place a
90 – moratorium on short term rentals???  Even if the city council wanted to or pushed for this
proposal to be submitted, how could Gavin or a sub group actually submit this without discussing
this major proposal with the other members?  Is this not a derelection of duty and a complete
betrayal to the members of this group who thought this was supposed to be a committee that would
be fair, reasonable, and consulted?  Why is Gavin not removed as the leader of this group?  People
have graciously donated their time and expertise to this group and this action will likely and
justifiably create division, distrust, and anger within the group.

Jelena, thank you for reminding the group that the vast majority of guests are courteous and
respectful guests when it comes to sound.

Re:  Executive order #9 and 45 or 30 minute notice and financial responsibility????

1. The sound bans are way too strict.  Many owners have 5+ bedroom homes and anyone who
lives at the homes whether they rent for a few days or 31+ days should have the ability to
play an iphone,  people should have the ability to laugh, they should be able to splash water
in a pool.  It seems like the new rules are almost a form of tyranny.  Harassment of short
term rental guests, targeting them,  and a war on sound at a short term rental is wrong,  just
like a massive party at a short term rental is wrong.   

2. Is it true that code enforcement and possibly sheriffs are “targeting” short term rental
homes by pro-actively patrolling them?  Can anyone on the call confirm whether this or is
not happening?

3. What is the procedure for code enforcement or cops to write a citation?  What ever
happened to the 45 minute call from the city?  Is code enforcement and sheriff following
proper procedures?   Are owners/property managers receiving calls about any sound
issues?  I have a noise monitor and security cameras.  I get pinged if sound is too loud in my
back yard. If code enforcement doesn’t notify me and alert me to an issue, what is the
procedure for them to contact me and verify what my noise meter is showing.   I want the
ability to verify if sound is loud or if my home and guests are being targeted.  If my home
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receives a ticket I need to know the time and date in immediately so I can verify or
document the sound.

4. Without the city citing guests, there is not much more an owner can do to get guests to
settle down.   I agree with Jelena that somewhere between 97-99% of the guests coming to
the city are very polite and are not trouble makers and if alerted to sound being a little
higher than hoped for, will change their behavior to be a good courteous guest.

5. I want to be a great partner with the city but I and all other owners deserve the city to
consider us as a partner and give us a little respect as well.  If the city really wants a little
better situation, then we must have guests know that they and not the owner will receive
the citation.  A rowdy guest likely won’t care and won’t change their behavior if the guest
does not receive a citation.

6. 31+ day renter vs. a two day renter:  If the city can charge a 31 day renter, not the owner for
sound issues, then why can’t they charge a 2 day renter and not the owner?  This make no
sense when Gavin dismisses this as an option to charge the 2 day guest just like the 31 day
guest.   This group should  address this important issue,  work with the city, put together
verbiage that we can provide the info to guests and provide a citation to the guest and not
the owner.

7. Penalties for frivolous calls to the city:
Where is the $1,000 citation to the residents who make frivolous calls to code enforcement
of sheriffs?

8. Some short term owners and their tenants are being harassed by the community.  What is
the process we can take to stop this?

Sincerely,

David Dinnel
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: Public Comments/Questions for STVR AD-HOC COMMITTEE - SPECIAL MEETING
Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 12:38:01 AM

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution
when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to requests for information. **

Good evening (or morning by the time you get this) – I was told that I could submit public comments
that could be addressed by the committee during the meeting.  My name is Brian Kidd and it has

been a dream of mine for years to have a 2nd home in La Quinta.  The beautiful scenery, the
restaurants and of course the golf have always drawn me to your city.   I own a real estate company
in Orange County and I have spent lots of time researching various communities, speaking with
numerous property managers and doing additional research online.  I realized we could make our
dream become a reality by choosing the right place in a community that allows short term vacation
rentals.  I found that the perfect place for myself is in PGA West.  The homes are gorgeous, the golf
is amazing and they allow STVRs.  There is no doubt in my mind that the homes in PGA West are
more expensive because they allow STVR.  I would rather by a $1 million home in PGA West then a
800K, 700K, 600K and even under $500K home that does not allow STVRs.  It makes the homes
affordable.  I have been looking for the right home for the past 5-6 months and I have come across
plenty of homes that would be a perfect fit based on the look and amenities and at a much cheaper
price.  Every time I would call the broker I would ask “does the HOA allow short term vacation
rentals” and the answer was always no.  The fact that STVR’s makes a home more affordable and
makes someone like myself, who is a real estate broker, not care as much about the price of the
home because I know I can cover a good chunk of expenses means that the pool of buyers is greater
and the prices are driven up compared to other neighborhoods.  I would buy the $1 million home in
PGA West all day over the $700K equivalent home in a neighboring community that does not allow
STVR’s.  I know I am not alone in my thinking, so there is no doubt in my mind that the fact that PGA
West allows STVRs is helping home prices.

Now for my main concern…. After the 5-6 month search, we found the perfect home and had our
offer accepted on 8/3/20.  The next day the 90 day memorandum that freezes new STVR
applications comes out which I found out about 5 days later.  By this time escrow is opened, I’m
paying for home inspections and appraisals.  This is putting a huge amount of stress on myself and
the other family who is buying this home with me.  Can the committee please discuss making a
recommendation to the city council that all buyers in our situation be exempt from this STVR
permit freeze?  Or better yet, propose to lift the freeze entirely? It seems like a very unfair thing
that took place.  Yes I do realize that STVR is never a given and administrations can create new laws,
but I’ve done my research on La Quinta and they have been a city dedicated to STVR’s, it provides a
lot of income to the City as well as creating a lot of more people eating at your restaurants and
shopping at your shops.  La Quinta recently also invested time and money into streamlining the
process with a new STVR permitting website.  Knowing all of this made me feel confident that STVRs
will be around for a while in La Quinta and this memorandum feels like the rug was pulled from
under our feet.  I appreciate you guys taking the time to serve on this committee and taking the time
to read this email.  I’d be happy to have further discussions with any one of you. 
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Side note:  We plan to be great neighbors, we are respectful and courteous. I plan to meet those
who live around our new home and exchange phone numbers in case they ever need anything.  I
plan to choose our short term renters wisely and will use a management company who responds
immediately when needed and I plan to do the same. 

Please help, my kids are SO EXCITED about getting this home and so am I =)

Brian Kidd
Canyon Realty
Broker/Owner

– Cell
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From:
To: Lori Lorett
Subject: Re: La Quinta STVR Program Ad-Hoc Committee
Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2020 7:30:44 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

** EXTERNAL: This message originated outside of the City of La Quinta. Please use proper judgement and caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding
to requests for information. **

Lori,

Thanks for reaching out to me. I have been gathering evidence from my past guests in which they were falsely accused of violating the Good
Neighbor Policy. I have also contacted a lawyer in regard to this as I’m tired of being blamed for noise when the Code Enforcement Officer only
stands in front of a home to verify hearing noise.  They do not ring the doorbell, they do not go into the backyard to verify if it is indeed my guests
causing the disturbance, they cannot see into the backyard, then based on seeing cars in front of one’s home they then assume they are staying
there which is untrue.  I was also told that they see a light on the side of my home.  That is correct as I have an outside security system with a 40-
watt bulb on the side of my home for my guest’s safety and my security camera.  Having a side light does not constitute that someone is outside. 
Once again, the Code Enforcement Officer says based on the light, says that someone is there when he can clearly see the side area and verify that
there is no one there unless they are taking out the garbage.

Most of my guests are families and come with 2-3 cars parking them in the garage or driveway.  The extra cars the Code Enforcement Officer has
seen did not belong to my guests and were from the home next door.  To say the least, I’m very disturbed at what is going on with the lack of real
proof or concern of the City in protecting my rights and I’m not going to accept inaccurate accusations going forward. 

I will follow up shortly with more information.  Check your records, you will see that for the past few years I have had no complaints.  All the
complaints started after the City lifted their ban on short term rentals and my neighbor started renting his home to party people where I rent to
mainly families with kids, grandparents, etc.  Even the police when standing in front of my home, could not identify where the noise was coming
from until they rang my doorbell and work up my guests.  They then realized that the noise was coming from my neighbor.   Another time my guests
had not even arrived yet.  In the most recent complaint, a mother was sleeping in the bedroom with her two little kids while three cousins were
watching a movie in the living room with two of them asleep.  The other guests were all at a casino when the Code Enforcement Officer was there
and heard noise.

This has gone on long enough and the City needs to deal with it and the neighbor who keeps calling in the complaints reporting it for my home
which is incorrect.

Ted Cohen

La Quinta Desert Oasis
 .... a Desert Vacation Rental Property 

Your Home in the Desert
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August 18, 2020 

City of La Quinta 

STVR Ad Hoc Committee 

c/o Lori Loret 

Subject:  STVR &  Merion 

Hello, 

We are writing this letter to the Committee to explain our concerns with the STVR’s at PGA West here in 
La Quinta and the impact that some of them have on our community disturbing the peace and imposing 
on our privacy and rights as stated in the Executive Order.  Especially with the influx of renters since the 
previous restrictions were lifted and being allowed to rent STVR’s for only 2 nights at minimum.  In 
addition the concern of renters from out of town spreading the Covid virus as a lot of them come here 
to mingle and party with non family members.  

We have quite a few rentals around us and most of the time they are quiet and are families having fun in 
the pool except for one house in particular at  Merion that almost every weekend there are 
renters that are there to party.  The house is also unfortunately right adjacent to the tee box which 
makes it obnoxious for golfers with the noise and distractions.  

Below is some but not all of the notes from the last month or so: 

7/4  there were naked singing dancing girls on the fountain/pool wall in the afternoon at the edge of the 
property  

7/15 the day the latest STVR Executive Order went into effect there was loud music and partying in the 
afternoon and evening, so we called the Hotline and PGA West Security.  Since then I have been told 
even though it was effective at noon they did not get a fine or strike because it had not been 
published/emailed yet. The renters also were playing golf on the golf hole # 13 of the Nicklaus Private 
Course a few times when the course was closed. 

8/14 called Hotline and PGA West Security at 1:31 am for loud partying outside.  Held on the hotline 
phone for over 30 min on 2 different phone lines and got no answer.  Called PGA West Security and they 
came.   Also went online and entered a complaint on Lodging Revs since we couldn’t get a hold of 
anyone. 
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8/15  8:53 am     Called STR Hotline to ask why no one answered last night and was told had no idea.  
They could see where I called and filed complaint online. They suggested I try videotaping noise. 

8/15 5:15 pm     Called STR Hotline for loud noise complaint (beer pong next to pool) and no one 
answered Hotline and it forwarded call to Sheriff Dept.  Dispatcher had no idea why they were getting 
call but said they would send Deputy out.   Before Deputy arrived the party moved out onto the private 
golf course and tee box for a group frisbee game.   As PGA West asks us to… we called Golf Course 
Security and they came and talked to them and the party then moved inside the house.  They closed all 
the shades and were actually still up and partying at 4 am as all the lights were on inside. 

This house was made to be a rental party house by owners as they have a pool table in the dining room. 

As suggested by hotline I went out and recorded the beer pong game noise from across the fairway 
where we live.  We don’t even live next door and the noise makes it so we can’t have a relaxing time in 
our backyard/pool.    

8/16   10:23 am I called Hotline to see if anyone would answer and it went to Sheriff. I then filed another 
complaint online and included the sound clip from the beer pong game. 

We have been doing everything PGA West and the info we get from the City of La Quinta suggests to 
help control these STVR rentals and noise problems yet this house is yet to get a fine or strike.  It should 
have gotten 2 strikes from the above and yet we continue to be so frustrated and unhappy that we have 
to deal with this over and over when we absolutely shouldn’t have to!    All because someone wants to 
make some $ and doesn’t care about their neighbors since they never stay there.  It’s not fair or right.  
This is not why people in La Quinta buy their homes.  When there are no partying renters in that house 
its so quiet and enjoyable here as it should be. 

We love La Quinta for many reasons and have had a home here for over 15 years and are now here 
almost fulltime and want to be here for many more years but the STVRs need to be better controlled by 
PGA West and the City so that EVERYONE can enjoy.   

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely 

Kurt and Mary Lindquist 
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