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INTRODUCTION

On April 5, 2022, Orange County's Board of
County Commissioners (“BCC"), authorized
staff to explore a number of issues associated
with the jurisdiction’s overall housing costs.
The action followed a presentation about
rising rents and related financial concerns
within Orange County (“County”) that

may have triggered a housing emergency
warranting intervention by the BCC.

The BCC's involvement and authority to

" declare an emergency are allowable under
certain conditions described in Section
125.0103 of the Florida Statutes (“Section
125.0103"). Section 125.0103 also instructs
that those conditions must gravely impact the
welfare of those residing in the jurisdiction
taking action. Acknowledging that such
situations may exist, the statute expressly
requires that any law, ordinance, rule, or other
measure which has the effect of imposing
controls on rents (a) shall terminate and
expire within 1 year, (b) no controls shall be
imposed...on seasonal or tourist unit, as a
second housing unit, or on rents for dwelling
units located in luxury apartment buildings,
and (c) is necessary and proper to eliminate
such grave housing emergency. Any official
actions would subsequently be approved
by the voters in such municipality, county, or
other entity of local government.

While no official action was taken related to a
declaration of emergency, certain information
was shared and discussed. The Community
Solutions Group of GAI Consultants, Inc.
("GAI" or "CSG") was retained to evaluate

HOW TO READ THIS REPORT

and confirm the data presented and, where
necessary, provide additional perspective
about housing conditions as well as the
resulting impacts should rent stabilization
measure(s) be adopted. At this time, a rent
ceiling limit and advance notice of rental
increases have been proposed as potential
rent stabilization measure(s).

In particular, GAl was charged with
documenting local housing conditions to
see if they rise to the level of emergency,
estimating the number of units that could
be affected by rent stabilization measure(s),
and commenting on the likely effectiveness
of such rent stabilization measure(s) if
implemented.

Toward those ends, GAl completed several
research and analytical tasks. These included
a compilation and analysis of pertinent
housing market data, a compilation and
analysis of selected social welfare indicators,
a review of academic literature addressing
similar rent control or stabilization strategies,
and a review of existing rent control programs
and their reported outcomes in other
jurisdictions. That body of work is described
in this report.

The progress and findings of this analysis
have been monitored by Orange County’s
legal counsel. It is expressly understood that
these observations or comments must be
considered in tandem with interpretations of
the applicable statutory provisions made by
Orange County’s legal counsel.

The report's major findings are provided on the following pages. This summary consists of answers
to four overarching questions about the need and potential effectiveness of the proposed rent
stabilization measure(s). Those pages are then followed by nine sections containing detailed analysis
related to these overarching questions. Each of these nine sections also contains a discrete summary.
Taken together, these multiple summaries are a synopsis of the full report. The appendix at the end
of this report provides further information and/or detail.
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MAJOR FINDINGS

On balance, there are several pressing
housing concerns, and many Orange
County residents are heavily burdened by
rental costs. In some cases, these burdens
well exceed standard measures of income
allocated to housing, certainly among the
least affluent. Existing state law permits
limited interventionist strategies to deal with
these burdens as an emergency action.

Legal limitations notwithstanding, the
issues driving these costs are deeply
structural and a product of regional and
national market influences, likely beyond
the control of local regulation. Most stem
from inadequate housing production over
years which a temporary rent ceiling would
do little to correct. If implemented, as
generally described in Section 125.0103,
rent stabilization measure(s) may impede

the objective of speeding overall housing
deliveries as well as create a number of
unintended consequences.

The focus on rents, virtually to the exclusion
of other housing issues, overlooks the
complexity of the current housing crisis

and diverts attention away from the
importance of a well-funded, continuing, and
comprehensive strategic approach.

In the immediate term, a policy encouraging
advance notice of rental increases is not
inappropriate. More directly, procedures for
delivery of funds from the Emergency Rental
Assistance Program ("ERAP”) provided to
Orange County may be enhanced to assure
timely and effectively support for the most
heavily burdened households.
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QUESTION 1: DO OBSERVED MARKET CONDITIONS OR SOCIAL INDICATORS
SIGNAL AN EMERGENCY AS ARTICULATED IN SECTION 125.0103?

Both market and social metrics that would They are certainly not unique to Orange
evidence an emergency are mixed. County nor the State of Florida. The trends
in housing costs targeted are not sudden
and unexpected but structural and deeply
embedded in the marketplace.

The market conditions largely reflect trends
that have been emerging for years. Both
rents and operating costs are increasing.

The indicators observed are beyond the Specific to rental housing and the burden of
abihty. of |oca! policy makers to influence rental costs that are the focus of attention in
meaningfully if at all. the proposed rent stabilization measure(s), the
Social indicators offered as evidence occupancy rate in 132,080 multi-family units
remain relatively unchanged. tracked by CoStar is in excess of 94% as of

year-end 2021. Even as rents are increasing,
occupancy in the targeted properties is stable
or increasing.

The trajectories underlying the market
conditions in particular have been a matter
of concern for some period of time affecting
many areas of this country.

Figure 1. Summary of Orange County For-Rent Properties Performance
Asking Rent Per Asking Rent

Year Inventory Units Occupancy Inventory Avg SF Unit Y-.O-Y % Change

2021 132,080 94.8% 958 $1,697 25.0%
2020 126,059 90.9% 957 $1,357 -2.0%
2019 121,425 91.9% 957 $1,384 2.2%
2018 115,887 92.8% 956 $1,353 3.5%
2017 110,132 94.6% 253 $1,308 5.8%
2016 105,534 94.1% 949 $1,237 3.8%
2015 102,718 93.8% 948 $1,191 5.7%
2014 98,779 93.9% 947 $1,127 3.2%
2013 94,890 92.8% 946 $1,092 3.0%
2012 91,647 93.7% 942 $1,061 2.4%
2011 91,349 92.2% 942 $1,035 1.7%
2010 90,929 91.4% 942 $1,018 0.3%
2009 90,158 90.1% 939 $1,014 -3.8%
2008 88,657 88.5% - 938 $1,054 -1.3%
2007 83,860 90.0% 928 $1,068 0.8%
2006 81,612 92.7% 922 $1,059 6.7%
2005 80,592 94.2% 920 $993 4.9%
2004 78,801 93.1% 918 $946 0.6%
2003 76,385 92.0% 910 $941 -2.0%
2002 74,789 93.1% 907 $960 -1.0%
2001 70,512 94.4% 896 $970 3.1%
2000 69,743 94.5% 8§94 $941 -

Source: Costar; GAl Consultants. Note: (1) This figure excludes (a) units classified as affordable under various state or federal guidelines and already subject to rent
controls and/or income restrictions, (b) units within the vacation and/or military market segments, (c) residential condominiums and co-ops. This figure includes all units
as reported by CoStar, regardless of whether a rental rate s published for the units.

Anecdotal reports to the contrary, many of the various state and federal resources available to
compelling and deeply personal examples of Orange County through ERAP for that purpose.
distress are being, or could be, addressed by Today, the County, through its housing and
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emergency services departments, has several
million dollars of such aid available. Some of
that money remains uncommitted.

Regarding the County’s obligations to respond
to general social or welfare needs, the following
suggest existing means of economic or social
support are functioning as they are intended.

Eviction filings in 2022 appear to have taken
an upward movement since 2021 when such
legal actions were substantively restricted
for several months following the start of the
CQOVID-19 Pandemic. The newer figures are
comparable to filings reported from 2015

to 2019. Depending upon the years used
for comparison, there may be a numerical
decline in related filings. When charted
against population, the number of filings
would be almost immeasurable.

Similarly, while homelessness is a compelling
social concern, claims that rising rents are

increasing homelessness and straining
available resources are not discernible in the
data. Homelessness is a distinct social issue
not exclusively the result of financial distress.

Clearly, there is a pattern of sharply growing
rents nationwide and it might be inferred
some companies have realized greater
benefits from this increased income. It might
then also be presumed some companies
have individually positioned themselves to
take advantage of housing shortages. Given
context, it doesn't appear to be the business
strategy of any single company or housing
provider to implement rent increases
beyond their competitors. While this report
does not explicitly address profiteering as

a condition prevalent in the rental market,
there may be legal options that may be
useful to mitigate those concerns unrelated
to the proposed rent control ceiling.

QUESTION 2: WILL THE RENT STABILIZATION MEASURE(S) PROPOSED
ELIMINATE THE CONDITIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE SOURCE OF THE

EMERGENCY?

A fully informed answer to this question is
dependent upon the position of legal counsel
and centers on the substantive meaning of the
word eliminate. From a practical standpoint,
It seems unlikely that the market or social
conditions as they are documented herein can
be entirely eliminated in the period of time
prescribed. However, working in the context
of other housing program or measures, there
might be relief for specific households.

For the most part, the housing market
conditions targeted by the proposal are deeply
structural and well beyond the ability to correct
though local legislative action. The most
obvious issue is that the potentially affected
inventory may simply be too small to have a
broad impact, certainly over the very narrow
time allowed by statute. This analysis indicates
the rent stabilization measure(s) could be
legally applied to only a discrete segment of
units comprising the problem.

Today, there are about 584,000 total housing
units in the County with only approximately
230,000 units of various types occupied by
renters, based on 2021 estimates produced
by ESRI. Of this latter group, approximately
26,000 units are already subject to controls
due to the application of income or rent
limits associated with a local, state or federal
housing program, as reported by CoStar for
year-end 2021. Others are smaller multifamily
properties outside the limitations suggested
by proposed rent stabilization measure(s).

Of the remaining, roughly 200,000 units, only a
specific group of units would be in accord with
the pricing restrictions imposed by Section
125.0103. Those pricing restrictions, adopted
into the 1977 legislation, applies only to units
priced at less than $250 per month per unit.
The $250 threshold does not specifically
include adjustments for elapsed time or type
of unit.
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Based on year built and average rent per
unit, it is estimated that no more than
104,000 units are likely targets for rent
stabilization measure(s) . This full count may
be achieved only under the most optimistic
interpretation of the cost and date
parameters defined in Section 125.0103.

Under a more cautious reading of these
rent and date parameters, that number falls
to between roughly 4,800 and 12,900 units.

Figure 2. Characteristics of Orange County
Rental Housing Units

Renter Occupied Housing Units

Units Subject to Control Measures
Units Not Subject to Control Measures
Units Built After 1976

Avg. Rent <§1,212.46 per Unit/Month

Avg. Rent <§1,002.68 per Unit/Month
Source: US Census Bureau; ESRI; CoStar; GAl Consultants, Inc

Although the rent stabilization measure(s)
could deter rent spikes in this particularly
discrete group of units, it is likely to generate
several unintended consequences that
dampen any immediate gains. As well, Section
125.0103 would require the proposed rent
stabilization measure to terminate and expire
within 1 year. If that is construed to mean a
single calendar year, only a portion of the
above units would be subject to controls as
leases or renewals are executed over the
course of that year.

As for the identified social indicators —
including evictions, homelessness, and others
identified in the broader public discussion
about the rent stabilization proposal — they
are only indirectly associated with personal
financial issues. In any case, based on prior
data points, the indicators seem relatively
unchanged from year to year so, it seems
unlikely that the social conditions would be
materially improved, certainly not eliminated,
by the proposed rent stabilization measure(s).

QUESTION 3: WHAT ARE THE LIKELY CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED

STABILIZATION ACTION?

Experience and research where rent
controls of some kind exist offer modest
hope of slowing rising rents in very limited
circumstances, but they would also create
unintended consequences, not just for
Orange County but for all of the local
governments within its boundaries.

The beneficial results which have been
reported generally occurred in established
programs with complex algorithms for setting
rents and enforcement procedures. Offsetting
those advantages, research also concludes
there are reasonable expectations of
unexpected consequences or costs stemming
from lowered maintenance, reduced

& GAl Consultants, Inc.

mobility of the most vulnerable populations,
concentrations of those populations,
inventory lost through conversions, and
aggressive decoupling of basic rents from
other utilities or services which together
comprise occupancy costs. There are reasons
to expect similar outcomes locally where
there has been spreading suburbanization
and continuing competition between and
among the many jurisdictions that represent
the regional marketplace.

Research has not proven conclusively that
rent stabilization measure(s) directly reduce
the delivery of new units. Whatever the
actual impact, in the present case, newer



units would enter the market at price points
beyond the level controlled by statute, and
many could locate outside of Orange County.
Should rent stabilization measure(s) slow
deliveries, it would deter strategies to build
more housing inventory which is a major need
today.

To the degree that the proposed rent
stabilization measure(s) offers benefits, these
are likely to be realized only with a basic
administrative framework or process to
implement across the number of identified
units. Given the statutorily limited time frame
for action, any substantive means to advance
the concept are operationally handicapped.
Even a temporarily constructed framework

has costs. Without an administrative structure,
there are reasonable concerns about
achievable goals, accountability, and overall
effectiveness.

While there may be some departures from
the interpretation of certain information
presented here, the data does not evidence
that proposed rent stabilization measure(s) are
a tool well matched to the market conditions
documented and the price or functional
limits allowed by existing law. The benefits
are likely substantively offset by any indirect
costs and unintended consequences. In
combination, it is not reasonably foreseeable
that a temporary strategy will eliminate any
emergency which might exist.

QUESTION 4: WHAT THEN ARE THE IMPLICATIONS TO THE HOUSING

CHALLENGES AND PROBLEM AT HAND?

The needs are large, and the solutions are
complex.

Research supports the position that an
effective approach to contain housing

costs requires a comprehensive strategy

and infrastructure to target the housing
burdens or deficiencies of the most adversely
impacted populations. These populations
reside primarily in rental housing, as targeted
by the proposed rent stabilization measure(s),
but also include housing planned for owner
occupancy, the segment which still dominates
the larger market.

If ad hoc solutions are warranted, it is
reasonable to focus on existing channels

and relief programs such as those already in
place and enthusiastically embraced through
the Regional Affordable Housing Initiative
("RAHI"), Housing for All ("HFA") and similar
initiatives. Money and resources immediately
directed to those channels and resources
would respond to articulated goals within an

operating framework of multi-jurisdictional
cooperation.

Among the existing tools most applicable
to the current problem are federal dollars
allocated to the State of Florida and to
Orange County as part of the ERAP. In the
initial round, approximately $33,000,000
was made available for local housing
support. Another $16,000,000 is available
to be available later this year. Use of those
dollars may be re-prioritized to benefit
renter households most at risk of evictions or
homelessness.

While requiring formal notice in advance of

a rental increase is not a focus of this current
work, it may be a viable policy with some
benefits to owners and renters. Renters would
have an opportunity to explore alternative
housing options or solutions while property
owners could use the advanced notice period
to test prevailing trends of the marketplace.
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SECTION I:
CONTEXT AND MARKET TRENDS

CREATING THE CURRENT
CONDITIONS

KEY TAKEAWAYS

,

3

181!

Nationally overall housing production has
been slowing for several years, falling well
behind the pace of activity in many other
decades with less population growth. The
nation could be as many as 4,000,000
housing units short of the inventory to
sustain normal sales and leasing activity.

The slowing trend was exacerbated by the
recession.

Decline discouraged new development
and initiated a short term housing sell

off.

During the recession, smaller home
companies and trades people
abandoned the housing industry,
creating concentrations among some
housing producers.

* Both the rental and ownership
segments have been able to focus on
higher price points.

= Many homes over leveraged and
foreclosed, forcing owners into rentals.

Recession effectively forced many
households that would be owners
to shift their housing preferences
boosting the normal need and
demands for rentals.

Volume of multi-family activity failed to
fill the gaps.

During the early stages of the COVID-19
Pandemic, there was not really pressure to
produce more housing because mobility
was limited for many.

GAl Consultants, Inc,

4,

« To the degree there were regional

market opportunities, production
remained sluggish because of existing
labor issues and were then further
stalled by logistic issues.

Both the shortage of labor and
materials aligned to substantively
drive up the cost of those units being
produced.

Those in the market both during

the early stages of the COVID-19
Pandemic and in the months and years
that followed have been competing for
a significantly restricted supply of both
rental and ownership housing, greatly
increasing prices.

In the case of Orlando specifically, the
reduced activity of Disney, Universal and
related retail, and entertainment sectors,
brought tremendous economic disruption
going into the COVID-19 Pandemic and
through the subsequent recovery periods.
The abrupt and beneficial recovery of
those businesses to pre-recession levels
has brought additional pressures to the
market, increasing competition for the
housing inventory that is available.

Almost certainly, across the nation, those
with the least incomes have been the most
adversely affected by all of the above.

Whatever the housing situation in Florida, it is
largely influenced by broader industry trends
and activity occurring nationwide. Initially
these conditions were periodic or fluctuating.
Now they are structural.



Without specifically addressing future growth,
changing household preferences, or periodic
market imbalances, housing production has
been steadily declining relative to changes

in total population from year to year. In

the nation’s most productive year, housing
deliveries reached about 2,000,000 housing
units. In other years, the figures have been
quite different.

During the 1970s approximately 1,600,000
housing units, both multi-family and single
family, were started per year nationally.
Relative to the national population change of
that decade about, 0.82 homes per person
were in process. In successive decades,
planned production hovered at some
1,300,000- 1,500,000 units per year except
in the wake of the recession when it plunged
to 554,000 units. Following that low point,
production then slowly began to climb,
hitting a new peak of almost 1,300,000 units
in 2019. While that level of production was
comparable to earlier periods, it amounted
to only 0.45 units relative to the change in
population.

Figure 3. Housing Unit Starts
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To the degree, there were inventory
overhangs leading up to the recession, those
were largely absorbed over the next few
years. Based on consistent deliveries of about
1,300,000 housing units per year, the nation
would be short some 2,000,000 to 4,000,000
units today depending on the severity of that
excess inventory.

This condition is illustrated by the graphics
below from the federal reserve where
households tower over deliveries.

Figure 4. Housing Unit Complete & Total
Households
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Given almost 50 years of production history,
the supply of housing has simply not kept
pace with demand generated by normal
population growth, certainly not a pace
sufficient to catch up to prior shortfalls. When
the need for various housing types, size,
locations and price points are matched to
the total output, falling deliveries create an
obvious market impact. These impacts would
be especially evident in Florida, other high
growth states, and Orange County which was
itself very badly damaged in the recession.

Causes for the fluctuations in market activity
are numerous but center primarily on the
recession itself which grossly altered the
ownership market segments. That period

of disruption pushed ripples out for many
years. For more than five decades, about 60%
of housing has been single family, roughly
matching the share of owners to renters. As
a result of the recession and a slow recovery,
that market segment effectively vanished for
six years.

Moving past the period dominated by the
recession, builders who left the market
found it difficult to regain momentum, losing
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workers, committed lots, and access to
credit. While employment is now increasing
in the homebuilding sector, it is still under-
supplied with labor, particularly skilled trades
people. Many smaller companies have simply
disappeared or consolidated.

The changes and challenges impacting

the homebuilding industry caused many
companies to redefine the boundaries
between lot development and home
construction. Lot development is now largely
a separate business activity.

Prior to the recession, the largest
homebuilders had maintained both lot

and housing inventories. Because these
companies owned the lots, they were also
forced to keep building homes to absorb
them. Now they build at a measured pace to
match foreseeable housing demand to their
construction capacity. Given a controlled pace
of demand, they are also free to focus on
higher price points.

Immediately after the recession, many
displaced homeowners became renters
crowding that market segment. In subsequent
years, prospective owners, unable to qualify
for increasingly higher price homes, have also
come to compete with traditional renters. In
some cases, a small segment of displaced
owners has yet to escape the financial
burdens of the recession fully and remain
renters. Over a period of about ten years,

the impacts of the recession lingered vastly
increasing demand for, and interest in, rental
housing.

The COVID-19 Pandemic inserted another
influence on the market by disrupting material
logistics and the form of housing constructed.
Some observers suggest, there has been
movement from high-cost areas to lower

cost areas with Florida being a preferred
location. This movement has driven demand
in ownership housing. As that demand has
grown, there have been spillovers into the
rental market. Although housing deliveries
are improving, cumulative shortfalls and
delays generate higher prices whether
intended for sale or for rent.

At least for the foreseeable future, the
nation’s housing market and its growing
prices have become a structural condition.

Figure 5. Housing Unit Starts 5+ Units, Total
Households, & Housing Units Completed
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SECTION II:

EFFECTIVE MARKET CONDITIONS
TODAY IN ORANGE COUNTY

KEY TAKEAWAYS

. Annual housing production in Orange
County has badly lagged need. Estimates
of development suggest that reduced
production over a period of many years
may have resulted in a shortage of at
least 9,300 units, possibly as many as
26,500 units.

2. There are approximately 230,000 renter-
occupied households in Orange County.

(%]

The burdens of renter households,

in particular in Orange County, were

reported in multiple studies done by
Orange County staff over a period of
several years.

4. These households have various attributes
and allocate various sums of money
toward rent but there are only modest
differences location to location.

5. The patterns and trends observed in
Orange County are very similar to those
observed in several comparable settings
also challenged by deep structural
conditions.

6. In particular, rents and population are
rising at a greater pace than housing
production.

/. Itis not apparent that in California, where
there are forms of rent controls, that
conditions are different.

Over the same period tracked nationally,
housing market conditions at the state and
local level have ebbed and flowed. Much like
those conditions at a higher level, conditions
across the state and community now appear
to be deeply structural and have taken many
years to rise to the present level of concern.

Nationally permits or starts average about
1,300,000 units per year. The graph below
represents Florida in this context.

Prior to the recession, the state produced in
excess of about 14,000 units in single-unit
structures per year, falling to well below 4,000
in 2009. Today, production at the state level
is on track to hit about 13,000 units according
to estimates of the Federal Reserve. Orange
County and other large metropolitan counties
have contributed most of this production.

Figure 6. Housing Units by Building Permit,
1-Unit Structures
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As a result of those lagging activity from
2009-2015, much of the overbuilding and
deleterious financial conditions wrought

by the recession have disappeared locally.
Those conditions peaked in 2010 when bank
owned and short sales represented almost
80% of the transactions. Now that the excess
inventory has been absorbed, a more modest
pace of housing deliveries has generally
continued.
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Figure 7. Orange County Perce
Bank Owned and Short Sales
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Source: Orlando Regional Realtor Association,

Although the new housing inventory is seen
as the means to accommodate growth, the
market for existing homes represents the
dominant segment of transactions. Both the
new and existing segments are experiencing
price increases well beyond historical levels
and supplies of either kinds of property are
very tight.

Data for the last fifty years for Orange

County shows a few peaking periods of
permit and construction activity with the

latest experienced just prior to the recession.
Recent years barely exceed production of the
1970's and are well off the peak of the boom
period. The trends in both single and multi-
family production in Orange County match the
national trajectory described earlier and lag
population growth.

The subsequent declines of new inventory
from 2008 -2021 in Orange County also follow
national trends, exacerbating the shortfall. The
cumulative deficiency of needed units simply
cannot be satisfied at the rate of production.
Locally, there would appear to be a deficit
ranging from a minimum of 9,300 units to a
high of about 26,500 units as the result of the
observed drops in activity over just the last few
years. In Florida and Orange County, housing
population relative to population changes has
moved steadily downward.

Figure 8. Historic Population Change & Residential Housing Permits

USA
10-Year Avg.
Pafiad Population Rers_llden.t al Permits/  Population
ousing .
Change Baioi Population Change
ermits
Change
:Zgg— 20,249,451 14,921,000 0.67 2,745,148
:ggg— 28,822,345 13,715,000 0.48 2,173,318
2000_
2009 27,759,417 15,364,000 0.56 3,398,692
210~ 22,757,350 9,933,000 045 2,967,801

Source: HUD-5OQCDS: GAl Consultants.
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Florida Orange County
c . Avg. - . Avg.
Reiden.t[al Permits/  Population Resnden.tlaf Permits/

ousing . Housing ’
: opulation Change ; Population
Permits Permits

Change Change
1,726,136 0.57 179,634 104,176 0.55
1,263,408 0.65 166,705 102,235 0.67
1,666,605 0.54 274,262 110,076 0.48
964,288 0.33 301,984 87,017 0.34



Figure 9. USA Population Growth vs. Housing Permits
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Figure 10. Florida Population Growth vs. Housing Permits
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Source: HUD-SQCDS; US Census Bureau; ESRI: GAl Consultants.

Figure 11. Orange County Population Growth vs, Housing Permits
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Figure 12. Florida Single Family
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While there are limitations in the data provided
by Orange County’s Multiple Listing Service
(MLS), it does offer some perspective on the
numbers of transactions and the growing
prices over the last the last few years.

These growing prices are generally
commensurate with the reduced number of
new home deliveries which then place further
stress on the existing segments as more buyers
compete for a smaller number of homes.

This empirical, although highly anecdotal,
competition for owner occupancy spills over
to the rental market. As prospective buyers
are crowded out or priced out of ownership
opportunities, they shift their demand to
rental properties. These collective actions and
movement, not an isolated marketing strategy,
then drive up prices in the rental segment.

The rental segment is comprised of centrally
controlled, and professionally managed
apartment properties, but it also includes
single-family homes, condominiums and
many small multifamily properties. While

the proposed rent stabilization measure(s)
generally targets highly visible rental
apartments, they are but one layer among
several that contribute to rising rents with the
remainder not easily controlled or regulated by
the proposed rent stabilization measure(s).

For example, property insurance rates in
Florida are among the highest in the United
States, affecting renters, owners, and
commercial property owners. For commercial
properties rates will continue to increase in
2022 having already increased in 2021 some
10-15%. In concert with higher utility costs
and the growing costs of other line items,
operating performance is impacted, affecting
some properties more so than others.

To the degree that larger owners are visible
in the marketplace, they become strongly
associated with concerns about rising rents
generally. At least two major property
groups, Camden Property Trust and Blue
Rock Residential, have been identified as
corporate owners with unusually high rents

and a disproportionate influence on rental
conditions locally. The Orlando holdings
represent just a small part of each company’s
portfolio, 13% and 6% respectively, and
their rents appear to be in line with similarly
oriented and aged properties in the area.

Figure 14. Orange County Average Sinale
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Source: Shimberg Center for Housing Studies; GAl Consultants, Inc

Given these and like (mis)impressions, about
local market conditions, it is worth comparing
housing prices, incomes, and cost burdens
in Orange County with other high growth
areas. Some of these other locations or
metropolitan areas have been named in
general interest publications and the media
but without consistency,uniformity or ties

to other measures to give further context

or understanding. Here, other counties of
approximately the same size and rates of
growth are compared.

In comparing this group of communities,
each with a central city of significant size, it is
striking how similar many of the indicators or
measures are. The following observations in
particular are notable:

Orange County and most other
comparable counties within Florida are
facing the same rent, cost, and delivery
issues faced by other rapidly growing
communities.
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These deeply imbedded structural
conditions have been emerging since at
least the year 2000, affecting some areas
more adversely than other. However,
overall each area is affected the same way.

In California where rent control measures
are in widely place, it is striking that the
trajectories are not obviously any different
than those in areas without rent control
measures.

Across all communities there have been
sharply increasing populations with
additional production, but production
has been inadequate to keep pace with
population growth.

In all communities, percentage of

renters as a share of total households

is increasing. Simultaneously, rents in

each of these communities are also
increasing. In the last year (2020-2021)
rents have increased at rates in excess of
20%, though historically increases have
remained below 5% and in individual years
may have declined.

It is not surprising that both Camden
Property Trust and Blue Rock Residential
operate properties in several of these
markets , all characterized by high growth
and demand.

Figure 15a. Summary of Comparables, Out-of-State
Alameda Sacramento Travis Walke Fulton
County, CA? County, CA? County, TX County, NC County, GA
Oakland Sacramento Austin Raleigh Atlanta
2021 Population 1,646,826 1,546,011 1,336,453 1,141,511 1,089,583
2021 Population Density (Per Sq. Mi.) 2,228 1,603 1,350 1,367 2,069
2021 Housing Units 622,168 588,359 567,565 468,682 504,554
2021 Median Household Income $105,545 $72,309 $83,370 $84,089 $78,787
2010-21 Population CAGR! 0.77% 0.77% 2.39% 2.13% 1.51%
2010-21 Housing Unit CAGR' 0.54% 0.46% 2.09% 1.91% 1.18%

Source: U.5. Census Bureau; GAI Consultants. Nates: (1) CAGR represents compound annual growth rate. {2) Counties with Rent Control Measures.

Figure 15b. Summary of Comparables, In-State

2021 Population

2021 Population Density (Per Sq. Mi.)
2021 Housing Units

2021 Median Household Income
2010-21 Population CAGR’

2010-21 Housing Unit CAGR'

1161 GAl Consultants, Inc,

Broward Duval Hillsborough Miami-Dade Orange
County, FL County, FL County, FL County, FL County, FL
LaudF:;daIe Jacksonville Tampa Miami Orlando

1,898,911 986,181 1,496,221 2,745,677 1,418,813
1,570 1,294 1,467 1,447 1,571
855,670 433,783 625,636 1,074,660 583,752
$60,691 $57,549 $60,643 $54,681 $62,593
0.74% 1.18% 1.76% 0.85% 1.92%
0.45% 0.91% 1.28% 0.67% 1.50%

Sowrce: U.S. Census Bureau; GAl Consultants. Note: (1) CAGR represents compound annual growth rate
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Figure 18. Comparison Counties: Median

Household Income (2000-2020)
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Figure 19. Comparison Counties: % Renter
Occupied Housing (2000-2020)
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Figure 20. Comparison Counties: Median
Gross Rent (2020-2020)
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SECTION IlI:

MARKET CONDITIONS AS
REFLECTED IN A NUMBER OF
SOCIAL WELFARE INDICATORS

KEY TAKEAWAYS

1. The social challenges wrought by
evictions, homelessness and unstable
school populations are troubling and
properly the subject of concern.

2. That said, none of these indicators show
a sustained and upward trend and, in
cases, have gone both up and down in
the context of many varied conditions.
Generally speaking, the absolute numbers
for all indicators have remained about
the same. If compared to population,
the conditions would reflect an almaost
immeasurable change.

3. The financial resources of individual
families and persons have ebbed and
flowed in the context of diverse economic
conditions both good and bad. Whatever
the (1) numbers of persons affected and
(2) the severity of those so affected, it is
far less than clear that the conditions stem
from spiking rents.

It would be a mistake to dismiss the many
reports and stories about families in obvious
economic distress and the implications of
that distress. The bigger questions for the
immediate concern are whether these events
are more than occasional, widespread,

and beyond some community standards or
measures. The indicators suggest recent
conditions today are not materially different
than in prior years or periods.

With the housing and financial situations so
widely covered in the media, it is instinctive
that a variety of social indicators would also
be adversely affected. Despite the anecdotal
incidents, data identifying (1) metrics

deemed to track social conditions or (2)
resources to mount interventionist strategies
offer evidence that many family situations
are being managed within the existing
framework. In some cases, depending upon
the point of reference, the actual numbers
of filed cases or persons so effected have
declined or remained about the same.

Beginning with evictions, the recorded filings
in Orange County are up in 2022. During the
first quarter of 2022, there were more than
3,100 filings associated with evictions. That
compares with more than 2,300 filed with the
court in 2021 in the same period when, given
legal constraints, it would have been more
difficult to remove a resident from possession.
Over the course of the year, about 49-50% of
those filings might result in an actual notice to
vacate the property.

Figure 21. Orange County Evictions

Evictions Filed with

ik orical 9l Orange County Clerk of

Breakdown Courts
2009 13,161
2010 12,738
2011 13,194
2012 13,085
2013 12,580
2014 12,074
2015 11,267
2016 11,287
2017 10,700
2018 10,321
2019 11,086
2020 6,896
2021 8,752

Source: Orange County; GAl Consultants.
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Figure 22. Writ of Possession 2021-2022
Monthly Breakdown

Evictions filed
with Orange  # of %
County Clerk ~ Writs  Served

Writ of Possession
2021-2022 Monthly

Breakdown of Courts
2021
January 860 332 39%
February 748 388 52%
March 751 423 56%
April 619 319 52%
May 503 300 60%
June 617 392 64%
July 641 279 44%
August 697 419 60%
September 784 464 59%
October 883 482 55%
November 773 454 59%
December 876 318 36%
2021 Totals 8,752 4,570  52%
2022
January 1,063 496 47%
February 1,094 477 44%
March 1,024 619 60%
2022 Totals To-Date 3,181 1,592 50%

Source: Orange County; GAl Consultants.

Because legislation or rules related to the
COVID-19 Pandemic limited efforts to evict
any resident from property, comparisons

with 2020 or 2021 are probably misleading.
Eviction related filings peaked in the years
immediately following the recession, staying
above 12,000 from 2009 to 2014, then staying
at about 10,000-11,000 from 2015 to 2019
with relative consistency until COVID-19
Pandemic controls altered the trajectory. At
the pace of the last few months, the numbers
would be up moderately but not dissimilar to
those recorded prior to pandemic constraints
and almost identical to figures from 2019.

1201 GAl Consultants, Inc.

Whatever the number, neither filings nor

actual evictions address reasons for action.
The reasons may be associated with a variety
of issues including property damage, pets,
criminal activity, and non-payment as well

as some combination of factors. Although
financial resources strained by spiking rents
could be a factor in some cases, it is absolutely
not correct to conclude that those rents are the
primary cause. Certainly, it would be a mistake
to conclude, they are the only cause.

Figure 23. Evictions Filed w/ Orange County
Clerk of Courts
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Each year, typically in January, (“Point in
Time” or "PIT"), social providers make an
estimate of the population in a homeless
condition. Effectively, it is a crude census

of that population but it is a reasonably
consistent effort to capture the problem at a
point intime.

For the years PIT data has been made
available, the homeless population appears
to have peaked during the recession at
almost 58,000 people, intuitively in concert
with other data from that timeframe. For
the most part, the number of homeless has
steadily trended downward. To the current
problem, during the 2021 count, the number
of homeless was estimated at 1,162 people in
Orange County and 21,141 statewide. These
are both drops from 2020 when the figures

The Homeless Information Management
System ("HIMS") also maintains a count
of people in and out of homelessness in a
specific year. These counts are tabulated
differently than PIT counts and do not
reconcile fully to that dataset.

The HIMS tabulates movements into
homelessness with the data recorded to avoid
duplicates. Because of the way these records
are organized, they may be a more reliable
indicator of homelessness.

Using these counts, the homeless figure
peaked in 2019 at about 5,003 people,
dropped to 3,587 people in 2020 and grew
again to 4,317 people in 2021. The latest

were 1,401 and 27,679 people for Orange
County and the state of Florida respectively.

; range

Florida go?mgy
2009 57,687 1,279
2010 57,751 1,494
20M 56,771 2,872
2012 54,972 2,281
2013 43,455 2,937
2014 41,335 1,701
2015 35,964 1,396
2016 33,502 1,228
2017 32,109 1,522
2018 29717 1,639
2019 28,590 1,544
2020 27,679 1,401

2021 21,14 1,162

Source: Chrange County; GAl Comsultants,

numbers are down from both 2017 and

2018. Pre-COVID, during COVID, and post
COVID, these counts have remained relatively
the same. Among children, the counts are
virtually unchanged.

Florida Orange County
el Homeless
P Housei'.\olds with

Children
2017 4,434 1,368
2018 4,922 1,472
2019 5,003 1,212
2020 3,587 974
2021 4,317 1,362
Source: Orange County; GAl Consultants.

Like eviction records, neither dataset tracking the homeless population addresses identifiable or
significant causes. The causes are many and well documented in academic and empirical studies.
While housing costs are likely a factor in some cases, it is incorrect to conclude they are the

primary cause of homelessness, and it is absolutely an error to conclude, they are the only cause.
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The concern about students being displaced
from their stable living arrangements is

also not a new phenomenon. All school
districts in Florida, file an annual report on
these conditions as part of the McKinney
Vento program. The information identifies
school age children who have experienced
homelessness over the course of the year.
Though counts reflect a significant decline
over the last 4-years, counts were highly
impacted by conditions occurring beyond
the control of Orange County Public
Schools (“OCPS"). These conditions include
Hurricane Maria which struck Puerto Rico
during the 2017/2018 school year displacing
student from Puerto Rico to school districts
throughout Florida, and the COVID-19
Pandemic which resulted in substantial
undercounting in the 2019/2020 and
2020/2021 school years due to expanded

SECTION IV

virtual education options. The 2018/2019
school year counts were not significantly
influenced by outside forces and reflect the
norm more typically observed by OCPS and
are consistent with current school year counts
to-date of 5,634 students Even with student
homelessness within the Orange County
School district expected to return to pre-
COVID-19 Pandemic levels for the 2021/2022
school year, it is not a condition easily traced
to rising rents.

Orange County Public Schools

Homeless
School Year Students
2017/2018 9,692
2018/2019 6,116
2019/2020 4,774

2020/2021 3,914

ource: Orange County; GAI Cansultants

ORANGE COUNTY'’S RESPONSE
TO THIS SET OF MARKET OR
SOCIAL CONDITIONS

KEY TAKEAWAYS

|. As early as 2016 Mayor Jacobs started
the Regional Affordable Housing Initiative
(“"RAHI") drawing on the resources of
multiple jurisdictions.

2. Mayor Demings and his contemporary
BCC members launched Housing for
All ("HFA") to implement much of that
strategy.

3. In the wake of both, the County adopted
measures to support a range of affordable
and attainable housing product.

1221 GAl Consultants, Inc.

4. For its part the County has been involved
with actions or production associated with
more than 2,000 units since 2021, a major
increase in affordable deliveries over the
last several years and a significant share of
production without regard to the segment
served.

(93]

For the short term, emergency dollars
have been available to address

renter needs. Those efforts are being
complemented by others including
Universal Studios and possibly Disney
who could also move into affordable and
attainable housing in a very visible way.



All of these efforts individually and
collectively focus on very narrow
segments of the lager market which are
still producing fewer units than they have
historically.

The housing challenges so evident today, as
a result of the attention centered on sharply
increasing rents, are not new.

These challenges have been a growing and
visible concern for several years and were

a topic given priority by Orange County
leadership, beginning in 2016 under Mayor
Teresa Jacobs. At that time, the various
market issues, production costs and barriers,
lag in housing deliveries, burden of personal
resources allocated to housing of all kinds,
and appropriate or viable roles for Orange
County and nearby governments [City of
Orlando, Seminole County, Osceola County]
were the subjects of extensive analysis and
policy deliberation. The findings of this early
effort were compiled into the RAHI and
formally adopted by the BCC at the time it
was published.

Mayor Demings and all the current members
of the BCC retained housing as a major policy
priority adopting HFA. The HFA initiative
provided goals and a comprehensive strategy
that included regulatory solutions and, in
particular, allocated funds specifically to
advance those goals. If financial resources
are a measure of pollical commitment, the
creation of the County’s Housing Trust Fund
("HTF") is significant because it has allowed
the County to partner and facilitate in a
number of housing projects or activities that
might otherwise have been impossible.

The impact of the HTF on local activity can
be gleaned from the data below which is

an inventory of all Affordable Housing (rent
or income controlled) provided or retained
since 2016. The role of the HTF is evident in
deliveries over the last 1-2 years is evident,
contributing to the planning and construction
of more than 2,000 units over the next 18
(estimated) months. In prior periods, without
the fund, Affordable Housing deliveries were
a fraction of that figure.

In the near term, Orange County has
authority to distribute many millions of dollars
in direct rental payments to households and
property owners overwhelmed by COVID.
This program, while an obvious nod to short
term needs, also illustrates the inherent
difficulty in assuring access on an ad hoc
basis.

While it is premature to ascertain exactly
how County funds or County leadership will
support lower cost housing in the future,
there have been significant positive actions to
this end. Universal Studios plans to develop
about 1,000 units of affordable/attainable
housing. Disney has also announced plans
for several thousand units. Orange County
has its own plans for the International Drive
Community Redevelopment Area ("“I-Drive
CRA") , which combined with other activity
will add significantly to the affordable/
attainable housing inventory. The |-Drive CRA
Redevelopment Plan identifies $22.5 Million
for affordable/attainable housing within
I-Drive Catalytic Sites and references need to
encourage/induce production of 1,600 such
units throughout the I-Drive CRA. In addition
These are substantial numbers in the context
of a market that has historically been slow to
respond to the affordable segment.

Viewed in the context of the older RAHI
and the newer HFA, all of these units are
rationally counted as part of the many
housing goals targeted by the County. At
least for the foreseeable future, Orange
County has orchestrated a very aggressive
and comprehensive strategy.
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Figure 24. Rental Affordable Housing Developments

Development Name

Goldenrod Pointe

Quest Village

Brixton Landing

Buchanan Bay

Vista Pines

Wellington Park

Westwood Park

Landon Pointe

Citrus Square

Forest Edge

Pendana At West Lakes

Concord Court At Creative Village
Amelia Court at Creative Village ||
Lake Weston Point

Village On Mercy

Parramore Oaks

Willow Key

Chapel Trace

Emerald Villas Il

Pendana At West Lakes Senior Residences
Baptist Terrace

Jernigan Gardens

Madison Landing

Dunwoodie Place

Plymouth Senior Apartments

Mill Creek Apartments

Fairlawn Village
Hawthorne Park
Durham Place
Parramore Oaks Il
Enclave at Lake Shadow
Fern Grove

Madison Landing Il
Barnett Villas
Emerald Villas 1li
Southwick Commons
Whispering QOaks
Sandpiper Glen

Beacon at Creative Village

Source: Orange County, GAl Consultants.
124 | GAl Consultants, Inc.

Year
Achieved

2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2019
2019
2019
2019

2020

2020

2020

2020

2021

2021
Closing
Closing
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction
Under
Construction

Under
Construction

Housing Programs

Housing Credits 4%;Local Bonds
Housing Credits 9%;Legislative Appropriation;SAIL
Housing Credits 9%

WD Bonds

Housing Credits 4%,;Local Bonds
Housing Credits 9%

WD Bonds

WD Bonds

WD Bonds

HOME

Housing Credits 9%;SAIL
DVF;Housing Credits 9%;SAlL
Housing Credits 9%

WD Bonds

DVF;Housing Credits 9%;SAIL
Housing Credits 9%

WD Bonds

WD Bonds

Extremely Low Income;Housing Credits 4%;SAlL;State
Bonds

Housing Credits 9%

WD Bonds

WD Bonds

Housing Credits 9%

WO Bonds

HTF

WD Bonds

Extremely Low Income;Housing Credits 4%;National
Housing Trust Fund (NHTF);SAIL;State Bonds
Housing Credits 9%

Extremely Low Income;Housing Credits 9%;National
Housing Trust Fund (NHTF);SAIL

Community Development Block Grant - Disaster Recovery
(CDBG DR);Housing Credits 4%;State Bonds
Housing Credits 9%

Extremely Low Income;Housing Credits 4%;National
Housing Trust Fund (NHTF);SAIL;State Bonds

Housing Credits 9%
HTF; Housing Credits 4%; Local Bonds

HTF; Housing Credits 4%; Local Bonds

HTF; Extremely Low Income;Housing Credits 4%;National
Housing Trust Fund (NHTF);SAIL

HTF; SAIL; Housing Credits 4%, Local Bonds
WD Bonds

Housing Credits 9%

Total
Units

70

48

80
228
238
120
178
276

87

43
200
116
105
240
166
120
384
312

96

120
197
256
110
172

96
e

116

120

102

91

96

138

86

156

90

195

192

288

79




Figure 25. For-Sale Affordable Housing Development
g g f

Development Name Year Achieved Housing Programs J:T:sl
Habitat for Humanity Greater Orlando and Osceola County, Inc. Under Construction HTF 5
:—r:ibltat for Humanity of Seminole County and Greater Apopka, Florida, DR i HTE 6
Homes in Partnership, Inc. Under Construction HTF b
Central Florida Regional Housing Trust Under Construction HTF 4
Future Leaders Community Development Corporation, Inc. Under Construction HTF 5
Hannibal Square Community Land Trust, Inc. Under Construction HTF "
Hannibal Square Community Land Trust, Inc. Under Construction HTF 24
Silver Pines Pointe Completed - 35
Arbor Bend Completed CDBG 34
Juniper Bend Completed CDBG 10
Source: Orange County; GAl Consultants.
KEY TAKEAWAYS
1. The State’s legislation allows lO(!:ar 7. The proposed rent stabilization measure(s)
goyernment.s to |mp?]se cpntro son ren.ts might last Ionger than a year based
uring certain grave nousing emergencies. ona cycle of renewed leases or other
2. Required to make recitations and findings considerations.
establlrs].hmg'; the existence in fact of said The following passages are extracted from
e Ll Section 125.0103 with emphasis on the

substantive dimensions, issues, or considerations

3. Provides for exemptions of certain units and : :
addressed in the current analysis.

provides a definition of luxury apartment

building. (2) No law, ordinance, rule, or other
measure which would have the effect of
imposing controls on rents shall be adopted
or maintained in effect except as provided
herein and unless it is found and determined,
as hereinafter provided, that such controls are
necessary and proper to eliminate an existing

4. Atthe time of the legislation, that definition
identified luxury units as those priced
at monthly rents exceeding $250 (1977)
although there is no express prohibition to
make an adjustment to current dollars.

5. Commissioner Bonilla’s suggested approach housing emergency which is so grave as to
would apply any potential rent stabilization constitute a serious menace to the general
measure(s) only to those properties with 4 or public.
more units.

(3) Any law, ordinance, rule, or other

6. Must make and recite findings that such measure which has the effect of imposing
rent controls are necessary and proper to controls on rents shall terminate and expire
eliminate the grave housing emergency. within 1 year and shall not be extended or

renewed except by the adoption of a new
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measure meeting all the requirements of this
section.

(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions

of this section, no controls shall be imposed
on rents for any accommodation used or
offered for residential purposes as a seasonal
or tourist unit, as a second housr'ng unit, or
on rents for dwelling units located in luxury
apartment buildings. For the purposes of this
section, a luxury apartment building is one
wherein on January 1, 1977, the aggregate
rent due on a monthly basis from all dwelling
units as stated in leases or rent lists existing on
that date divided by the number of dwelling
units exceeds $250.

(5) No municipality, county, or other entity
of local government shall adopt or maintain
in effect any law, ordinance, rule, or other
measure which would have the effect of
imposing controls on rents unless:

(@) Such measure is duly adopted by

the governing body of such entity of

local government, after notice and public
hearing, in accordance with all applicable
provisions of the Florida and United States
Constitutions, the charter or charters
governing such entity of local government,
this section, and any other applicable laws.

(b) Such governing body makes and recites
in such measure its findings establishing the
existence in fact of a housing emergency

So grave as to constitute a serious menace
to the general public and that such controls
are necessary and proper to eliminate such
grave housing emergency.

(¢) Such measure is approved by the voters
in such municipality, county, or other entity
of local government.

(6) In any court action brought to challenge
the validity of rent control imposed pursuant
to the provisions of this section, the
evidentiary effect of any findings or recitations
required by subsection (5) shall be limited

to imposing upon any party challenging the
validity of such measure the burden of going
forward with the evidence, and the burden

of proof (that is, the risk of non-persuasion)

1261 GAl Consultants, Inc.

shall rest upon any party seeking to have the
measure upheld.

(7) Notwithstanding any other provisions

of this section, municipalities, counties, or
other entities of local government may adopt
and maintain in effect any law, ordinance,
rule, or other measure which is adopted for
the purposes of increasing the supply of
affordable housing using land use mechanisms
such as inclusionary housing ordinances.

GA\ has worked with Orange County's legal
counsel to ascertain the legal significance of
these highlighted passages in terms of our data
collection and analysis. However, legal guidance
in applicable cases is limited and invites debate.

KEY ISSUES

The Statute speaks to a housing emergency,
and the governing body makes recitations
and findings related to the emergency.

The Statute is intended to provide temporary
relief, but it is not clear if the year specified is
a true calendar year beginning with adoption
or a period of a lease which is often a year or
more. If the latter, any emergency measure
could extend the period of coverage to

as much as two or more calendar years in
accordance with individual lease renewals.

The Statute provides for exemptions of
certain units and provides a definition of
luxury apartment units.

The state allows for certain exemptions and
exclusions based on the nature of the unit
or its rents. Among those exclusions are so
called luxury apartment units. These units
are those where the aggregate rent exceeds
$250.

Because a specific date is inserted in the
statute, it can be reasoned that legislation
only targets those units in existence on
January 1,1977.

BCC must make and recite findings that

the proposed rent stabilizations measure is
necessary and proper to eliminate the grave
housing emergency.



SECTION VI
CONDITIONS AND THEIR

CONNECTION TO

LEGISLATION

KEY TAKEAWAYS

(&% ]

Multiple scenarios were considered.
These scenarios relate to the identified
average rent and the kinds of properties
with four or more units

They do not include properties already
subject to certain income or rental
exclusions.

There are approximately 230,000 renter-
occupied households in Orange County.

Without regard to the cap, there are
approximately 158,000 multi-family rental
units (market priced and assisted in some
way) that would meet the size criteria,
accommodating some share of these
households.

Because Section 125.0103 is subject to
some interpretation, we prepared multiple
scenarios for analysis. Only one scenario is
likely to generate a substantive response
in the larger market. The other scenarios
seem small relative to the conditions
necessary to eliminate any emergency.

The most limiting quantitative issues

are associated with the number of units
potentially affected by the proposed rent
stabilization measure(s). The count of those
units is subject to some interpretation.
Effectively, there are various interpretations
that increase or decrease the pool of units to
be controlled. Those interpretations focus on
the date the legislation was enacted and the
explicit rent stated in the statute.

STATE

‘Scenario 1: All units held to the $250

maximum stated in the statute. Only units
renting for less than that figure would be
subject to controls. Today, virtually no
rental units are available at that price.
Significance: No units are available or
subject to controls.

Scenario 2: The rent stated in the statute
is adjusted to reflect either a price inflator
or to reflect a share of income allocated to
rents consistent with the burden implied in
the statute adopted in 1977. In the case of
the former, only units renting for less than
$1,212.46 would be subject to controls.

In the case of the latter, only units renting
for less than $1,002.68 would be subject
to controls. That figure is the equivalent
of no more than 20% of the median
income. Significance: A range of some
4,800 units to 12,900 units is available or
subject to controls. The lower end of the
range strictly ties rents to income without
consideration of time.

Scenario 3: For units in existence on
January 1, 1977, the cap is held to the
$250 maximum stated in the statute. No
caps on units established after January

1, 1977, because none are indicated.
Significance: Approximately 103,900 units
are available or subject to controls.

Each of the potential interpretations are
summarized by year and presented in the
table on the following page.
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Figure 26. Units by Year Built Anywhere within the range of Scenario 2, the

e 5 YeaE Balle number of units relative to the total inventory

Rent/Unit of rental units is small, topping off at 5.6%.
<1977 1977+ All Whatever the number, the market share of
<$250 - - - the affected market is so small that it would
>$250 19,814 103,854 123,668 be challengi.n.g to reason that the affected
<$1.002.68 2 846 1,960 4.806 inventory mitigates an emergency across a
substantively of broader community.
>$1,002.68 16,968 101,630 118,598
<$1,212.46 7.035 5,852 12,887 !:]s t:Q ﬁroposal h?cs been ‘drafted, Whate\;er
tne higher costs ot operations stemming from
>31,212.46 1t 97,738 110425 utilities, insurance, taxes, or other rising costs,
Al 25,419 106,235 131,654 these would entirely or almost entirely be
Source: CoStar; GAl Consultants. Note: Affordable Units Excluded. ca rrl.ed by the property owner.
Scena.rio 2asa mfddle course, is usefu.l and Figure 27 below reflects the distribution
plausible for planning purposes. But, like of properties containing all 131,654 units
the .o.ther scenarios, it is a legally, untested described in Figure 26 as they relate to the
Rrositian, various incorporated jurisdictions within

Orange County.

Figure 27. Location of Rental Properties in Orange County, Florida
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SELTION W

IMPLICATIONS OF RENT
STABILIZATION MEASURE(S)
WHERE THEY HAVE BEEN
STUDIED AND RESEARCHED

KEY TAKEAWAYS

1. The academic literature is altogether in
concert with empirical observations about
the consequences experienced in settings
where formal rent control measures have
been adopted.

2. The major benefit reported is the obvious
one: dampening effects of rents on a
discrete pool of units. Whatever the
significance and magnitude of this benefit,
it is a product of well-developed control
systems, and it disappears rapidly.

3. These effects stem from programs in effect
for years with elaborate design, regulations,
and administrative controls

4. They have shown some very short term
effects, notably on certain properties and
certain rents with the effects receding
rapidly.

5. Many more costs, both direct and indirect
are reported with the primary ones
centered on lowered inventory, declining
maintenance, less competitiveness based
on quality of maintenance, and potential
disinvestment in neighborhoods.

6. The benefits of controlled rent seem
to be experienced primarily by better
informed, more mobile, and more affluent
households.

7. A comprehensive approach is needed to
address rising housing costs, but a rental
cap alone is among the least effective.

Much has been written about the nature and
effects of various rent containment efforts over
the last twenty years but only some of it arising
from analysis subject to peer review.

For purposes of this report, peer review
materials were studies extensively. By
definition, these materials largely exclude
the occasional, anecdotal, and often biased
observations of groups aligned with certain
interest or positions. For the most part, only
key findings developed in the last fifteen
years were considered. This period coincides
with the external conditions impacting the
immediate term generally but in several
cases includes the last recession as a major
contextual influence. Collectively, this and
other information substantively shapes the
broader analysis.

Not surprisingly, the information available
centers on programs in Massachusetts,
California, New York and Washington DC
which adopted a form of rent control of various
kinds in the wake of World War Il. Oregon
adopted a rent control measure in 2019 but
effectively the statute targeted Portland.
Nominally all center on the control of rent
within certain prescribed limits but without
exception the legislation adopted is comprised
more than simply rent caps. All legislation
draws upon a range of tools to manage

costs, violations, and opportunities to make
adjustments. These programs are complex,
involving an extensive administrative structure
to manage the rental ceiling itself. To date,
those findings speaking to positive effects are
mixed at best.

The most compelling argument is that they
inject a social or human dimension into
economic policy. However, there are no
sweeping findings suggesting the broad
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efficacy of rent control implemented through
thoughtfully developed processes. Certainly,
there is no research to support a single year
stay as the basis for longer terms results. In
the main, the benefit of existing programs
are evidently very short term, vanishing
almost immediately. Those benefits that

can be established then generate a variety
of extremal consequences, mostly in terms
of maintenance declines and dampening
inventories in some classes of property that
might undermine the social dimensions. For
the persons involved in the cited research, a
combination of direct construction assistance
to induce supply and direct supports to
targeted populations appear to be a more
efficient strategy. Neither, by itself, is likely to
have the desire effects of creating adequate
housing options to match the needs of
targeted populations.

While not capturing all of the newest
publications, various subjects pertinent to the
present conversation have been addressed

in the several documents accessed. These
subjects include the impacts on spiking rents
which is the central issue in the proposed
ordinance as well as a variety of related or
spillover effects that may be less pivotal. The
latter subjects include homelessness, the
ideological dimensions of rent controls, ties to
certain racial or income attributes, household
stability, declining housing deliveries, and the
eroding quality of the rental inventory.

Sims (2006) takes advantage of rent controls
ending in Massachusetts to conclude that
state’s program had little effect on the
construction of new housing but encouraged
owners to shift units away from their status as
rental properties, offsetting gains in inventory.
Rents appear to have abated substantially over
the longer term from 1985 -1998 and may
have influenced rent setting on units otherwise
not subject to direct controls. He reports that
rent control led to deterioration in the quality
of rental units and is associated with lower rent
turnover.

1301 GAl Consultants, Inc.

Autor, Palmer, and Patak (2015) also take a
look at Massachusetts but focus on the period
subsequent the removal of controls. They
believe the inventory described by Sims was
indeed lower that it may have been otherwise,
noting the surge in activity following the end
of rent controls. They also point to renters
leaving the areas or neighborhoods where
rent controls may have been most pronounced
while indicating that larger neighborhood
investments were then feasible in the period
after controls ended.

According to Sommer and others (2013), rising
interest rates generate effects for ownership
and rental housing that must be explored
together because production for both is
constrained. For the former, home prices may
fall form increased interest rates but those
declines do not make ownership units more
affordable given the higher costs of mortgage
loans. Until they do become more affordable,
they drive households into rental units
initiating heightened demand for that kind of
product forcing those prices upward.

German researchers (Briedenbach, Eilers and
Fries, 2022) reflect on the experience of rent
controls in their country. Understanding the
housing dynamics in Europe likely lack the
attributes of markets in the United States,
they have done a careful study of new shocks
created by rent controls there. Noting that
impacts were immediate, they also point

out the pricing advantages vanish entirely
within 10-16 months of implementation with
the effects primarily benefiting more affluent
households. Like Sims (2006), they find a
deterioration in quality of the rental inventory.
Ultimately they conclude rent controls are”

a short lived and incomplete answer to the
problems of rising rental rates...rent control
cannot be the single solution...”

Another European analysis focuses on Oslo
Oust (2017) and his notion that rent controls
limit rent information because outreach
mechanism are not needed. He concludes
that one irony of forced rent structure is that



rental seeking is more difficult. In his research,
he asserts locational choice is limited and
often pushes prospective renters away from
locations more accessible to their jobs and
social connections.

California has had rental controls for several
years but the focus of legislation changed in
2019 with laws capping rents statewide based
on a combination of inflation and profitability.
Diamond, McQuade and Qian (2019) explore
housing controls in San Francisco, among the
highest cost housing markets in the United
States Like Autor, Patak, and Palmer (2015),
they offer perspective on such controls as
quality of life matters as well as additional
information on their impacts to the housing
inventory. Generally, they report the benefit to
households who are able to more consistently
lower their movements from one unit or
neighborhood to another increasing their
social capital. These effects are more likely to
be experienced by racial minorities who might
otherwise be displaced.

In that context, Autor, Patak, and Palmer
suggest that landlords and property owners
seek better real estate investments, including
the conversion of rentals to ownership
properties. While they believe a large

supply of housing may have simply not been
constructed, they estimate conversions
reduced the inventory by 15%. It is an oddity
of the potential gains and losses that inequity
and gentrification appear to have increased: as
costs are controlled in certain areas, (1) lower
income families are locked in place while (2)
higher income households have freedom of
movement to neighborhoods with amenities
and physical improvements. To the degree
that renters in place may gain advantages
and would likely vote affirmatively for such
controls, their votes push out new renters with
no voice. Votes for rent control, they observe,
"appear to be an inefficient way to set rent
control policies”.

Unfortunately, peer reviewed research offers
little insight into the relationship between
homelessness and rent controls. Other than

anecdotal, there is little detailed information
on this subject.

The absence of such investigation may itself
suggest the paucity of basic foundations

on which to develop a working hypothesis.
Rather than avoiding the subject entirely,
we did query more generalized publications
and articles. Not surprisingly, rent burden is
associated with potential homeless issues
but it has not been separated from other
influences.

The following points have been (re)tested
in some detail, are worth emphasizing, and
should substantively influence the broader
conversation,

* Rent controls in place largely arise from
very carefully crafted legislation.

» Whatever the significance and magnitude
of stable rent, it is a product of well-
developed control systems, and it
disappears rapidly.

*  The benefits of controlled rent seem
to be experienced primarily by better
informed, more mobile, and more affluent
households.

» To the degree there are other benefits, they
too occur in the context of well-developed
control systems that are not feasibly crafted
or deployed in one year.

»  Asingle year seems a virtual impossibility
to achieve goals.

= Many costs are reported with the
primary ones centered on lowered
inventory, declining maintenance, less
competitiveness based on quality of
maintenance, and potential disinvestment
in neighborhoods.

There is almost no indication that
homelessness would be resolved other
than in the most particular instances.

A comprehensive approach is needed to
address rising housing costs, but a rental cap
alone is among the least effective.
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SECTION VIII:

RENT STABILIZATION MEASURES
IN OTHER STATES COMPARED
WITH RESEARCH OBSERVATIONS

KEY TAKEAWAYS

| There are several existing programs
providing various forms of rental relief but
these are substantially different than the
nominal strategy proposed for Orange
County and permitted by Florida law.

2. In these other settings, rental caps per se
are just a very small part of a much more
elaborate price control strategy.

3. The fuller strategy reflects adjustments in
excess of inflation, costs for insurance, cost
for taxes, and costs for utilities. Section
125.0103 is effectively silent on what
comprises rent. These programs have taken
years to organize.

4. These programs also require an extensive
bureaucracy and infrastructure to routinely
analyze, administer, report, and enforce.
That comprehensive approach is not a part
of the strategy envisioned here.

The limited time frame makes it virtually
impossible to create a minimally supportive
framework.

L

6. As with most social and economic
measures, there are claims from both
supporting and opposing groups. Modest
rent containment appears to be a real
observable benefit for certain populations,
possibly achieved without total market
disruption.

/. With some limitations, these specific
observations are confirmed in the extensive
body of controlled, peer-reviewed
academic research.

8. Where benefits might be experienced, the
effort requires substantial intervention, not
nominal rent ceilings.

1321 GAl Consultants, Inc.

9. The information gleaned from existing
programs here largely supports the
conclusion that any advantages gained
may be mitigated or offset by the
disadvantages.

What follows is a brief discussion of rent
regulations occurring in other settings. It would
be a mistake to describe our description of
these programs as comprehensive. However,
these empirical observations provide added
perspective on the proposed rent stabilization
measure(s) in Orange County, especially in the
context of the research already described in
Section VII.

While controls in New York date to housing
shortages after WWII, the evolution of

these programs in several locations is more
typically associated with the higher-than-
average housing costs which have existed in
these settings over a later, but still extended,
period. Whatever the current Florida situation,
those costs were far greater in relative and
absolute terms, evolving into a structural
condition. Effectively, the programs created
were intended as long-term approaches to a
seemingly permanent problem.

Like Florida, the private market never
addressed low- income housing adequately
in these settings with a history of substantial
housing need. As direct federal resources
for housing declined and were replaced by
tax credits, the housing needs in many of
these states or municipalities were further
undermined generating calls for rental relief.
While other programs exist in these settings,
unlike Florida they do not have the equivalent
of the Sadowski fund to support housing.




As of 2022, approximately 200 municipalities
across the United States have a form of rent
regulation. Most are located in California. The
programs in New York, Los Angeles, and San
Francisco are among the program most often
cited or analyzed. It is estimated that in 1995
10-15 percent of the housing inventory in the
United States was subject to such controls.

Oregon and California have recently created
or modified programs that operate at the state
level to assure some uniformity in controls

and regulations across all municipalities. We
are not well informed on the means by which
existing municipal program will be brought
into conformance with state systems or if they
must comply. Given the intervening recession
and COVID-19 Pandemic periods in which
these launched, they are of less value for
benchmarking. As well, it would be wholly
speculative to explore the implications for local
variations already operational when the state
programs were implemented.

Massachusetts, however, had a very elaborate
program abandoned in 1989. In our literature
review, the Massachusetts experience is
documented in fairly extensive controlled
research and case studies across multiple time
periods.

Elsewhere in the developed world [G-7
countries such as Canada and Norway for
example] there are also rent control programs.
These are not described here but, like other
programs, they have been the subject of
extensive research and investigation.

Rent regulation programs profiled take many
forms. What is common among them is that
they are complex and have a number of
institutional dimensions. In that mix of rules or
controls, the actual ceilings imposed on rents
is one factor among many. How these various
dimensions combine functionally as a strategy
appears to be a substantive departure from
what might be possible in Orange County.

The programs profiled vary by how they
calculate cap rent increases. Most of them
tie the cap to the Consumer Price Index
(CPI), a widely used measure of inflation.
The most restrictive programs set the cap at
a percentage of the CPI, while more lenient
programs set the cap at the CPl plus an
additional percentage point increase. The wide
range is illustrated by Berkeley, California,
where rents are capped at 65% of the CPI,
and the state of Oregon, which allows rent
increases at the CPI plus 7%.

Importantly, many of the programs consider
added costs that can impact the ceiling. That
is, several incorporate a specific and detailed
process for exceptions and appeals, permitting
the owners to pass through costs for a range
of items which have a direct bearing on total
costs and impact subsequent investment
returns. The more common are allowances for
major capital improvements, utilities increase,
and property tax hikes. Some programs allow
owners to appeal on the basis of a “right

to reasonable return,” which granting the
owner a base return from the property. Even
if exceptions are applicable, the programs
nevertheless limit the total increase that an
owner is allowed.

The above notwithstanding, various
exemptions to rent caps exist. The most
common is an exemption for new construction.
Some programs also exempt small (less than
four units) buildings, either across the board or
when owner-occupied. Effectively, “new units”
already enjoy a cost and timing advantage.

The temporary nature of a lease provides
opportunities in several cases to escape the
controls by triggering a reset of rents for new
occupants. Not atypically, such programs
allow a landlord to return the rent to market
level when a tenant vacates the unit. The
maximum advantages of avoiding such
growing rents would likely be realized by
those residents staying in place. In that case,
household stability is improved, maintenance
might decline, and mobility is restricted.
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Programs vary by how compliance is
monitored and how disputes are handled.
Approaches are widespread among the many
programs in existence. Some programs require
tenants to initiate complaints and challenges
while others establish more proactive
implementation compliance programs.

Figure 28. Rent

Stabilization Program Component

Some include extensive educational and
training programs. The various dimensions
of these several tools or strategies and their
interaction are nicely illustrated in a report
prepared by researchers In Minnesota.

* Pass-throughs
(maintenance, cost of

*No increase

* Flat % increase

living, utilities,
* Pegged to CPI property taxes)
*CPl1+% * “Reasonable return”

* Nominal amount * “Banked increases”

* New construction
(rolling or fixed)

* Small buildings
(single-family homes,
2 - 4 unit buildings)

* Owner-occupied

*Tenant or petition-

* Vacancy decontrol

(full or partial) driven
* Luxury decontrol * Monitoring

* Public information

* Fees to support
implementation

. 80 - %

The comments, support and criticisms about
these programs generally reflect strong
positions of industry or trade groups and

civic or consumer advocates. The broad
observations associated with these rent

control strategies may include some thoughtful
evidence but clearly they need to be unpacked
and evaluated in terms of their constituency.
Many comments are simply opinions or
anecdotes.

Below are several key points relevant to the
rent stabilization measure(s) being considered.

Some groups and analysts indicate that
rent regulations have been effective at
achieving two of their primary goals for
at least a period of time: maintaining
below-market rent levels and moderating
price appreciation. That observation is
almost certainly correct but applies to
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a small segment of the rental inventory
while overlooking other issues. Generally,
places with stronger rent control programs
[more elaborate or with fully developed
infrastructure] have had greater success

in preventing large price appreciation
than weaker programs. That success is not
evenly experienced across units of all ages
and condition,

There is some agreement by these

same observers that rent regulation can
increases housing stability for those who
live in regulated units. The benefit of
stability, according to others, is offset by
imposing limits on mobility and access to
alternatives.

The impact on new construction is widely
debated. New units have been added
to all locations where rent controls have



been imposed. Where new housing
deliveries enter the market, they are

driven by localized economic cycles, credit
markets and informed actors. It is likely
that some housing has been discouraged,
especially in those setting with marginally
supportive economic conditions. To be
sure, rent controls are only one variable

in determining a feasible implementation
strategy. Knowledgeable developers will
navigate their way through the controls and
leverage the higher price points possible
with new housing. Clearly some developers
do.

To the above point, many jurisdictions
with rent stabilization specifically exclude
new construction from controls, either in
perpetuity or for a set period of time. This
gives new rental deliveries an inherent
strategic and pricing advantage that
doesn't extend to all competing properties.
New rental housing in these circumstances
is actually boosted by controls but thwart
the underlying objectives that otherwise
seek to contain prices.

While controls do not necessarily close
the market to new units, critics claim that
rent regulations are related to an overall
reduction in rental units. The reductions
occur as owners respond to rent regulation
by removing units from the rental market
via condominium conversion, demolition,
or other means.

The evidence that rent regulations cause

a reduction in housing quality is mixed.
Some advocates suggest the regulations
raise the standards for all properties. This
position is sustained, in part, by allowances
supporting major capital improvements.
These major improvement, however, are

to be distinguished from aesthetic upkeep
which may suffer.

Even at the most casual level of
observation, there is ongoing debate
whether the majority of benefits from rent

stabilization go to the neediest households.

Despite objectives to the contrary,

there appear to be a lack of consistent
regulations related to the enforcement

of compliance such that all reported
experiences are conjectural. Some systems
rely purely on responding to tenant
complaints, basically a reactive system.
Others are structured around detailed
monitoring, evaluation, education and
proactive enforcement policies.

The substantively more functional
programs appear to be directly related
to the financial commitment to support
the rent controls and the broader social
objectives intended. A number of the
smaller municipalities in California rely on
ad hoc mechanisms while Oregon’s newer
statewide program would be part of the
latter.

New York City illustrates the complexity

of the infrastructure necessary to support
an elaborate rent control program . The
city maintains a Rent Guidelines Board.
This Board meets regularly and annually.

It is charged with producing a detailed
document related to rents, housing
markets, and trends to stay current and
provide a transparent and effective data to
support the most current factors that guide
rent calibrations. In a recent study, it was
determined that New York’s program had
resulted in a 7.8 percent decline in net
operating income (“NOI") between 2019
and 2020, even before taking inflation into
account.

In sum, rent control programs in the United
States have generally developed over

time, are highly evolved, and are deeply
entrenched in their respective economic and
political settings. The benefits that do exist
appear to be highly localized and subject to
contradictory interpretation. For the most part,
as elaborated upon in the literature review,
the claims for benefits inadequately address
the conditions and externalities caused by the
controls.

&
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SECTION IX:
IMPLICATIONS OF THIS ANALYSIS
OR INFORMATION FOR RENT
STABILIZATION MEASURE(S) AND/
OR OTHER STRATEGIES

KEY TAKEAWAYS

&

Context shaping the need for the current
rent stabilization measure(s) proposed:

The conditions being experienced took
many years to advance to their present
state.

The conditions have long been tracked
and extend from a series of phenomena
being experienced nationwide.

The conditions reported are
substantially real but may be
moderately exaggerated and are well
out of context.

Without ignoring the obvious plight

of any one family or person, however,
many indicators may not be an accurate
gauge of the conditions described and
in some cases may be declining.

Where Orange County sits in
comparison with other settings, it is one
of several high growth regions exposed
to many pressures beyond its singular
ability to control.

Regardless, the present conditions are
not a problem centered strictly on
affordable and attainable housing. They
extend across a broad spectrum.

Because the condition is largely
structural and nationwide, an effort
focused excessively on capping rents is
probably not an effective solution and
will likely distract attention from other
programs thoughtfully designed to
address the issue.

GAl Consultants, Inc.

2. Local solutions which have responded:

Orange County is among those
jurisdictions that have noted the
problems and taken an active role
within the affordable housing market
to address the situation, looking longer
term.

The County has already provided or
been directly associated with over
2,000 units. Even with those programs
formed or being formed, they address
a very narrow segment of the market
place. Programs must be considered
that have broadly wider impacts.

3. Strategy and relevance of the proposed
rent stabilization measure(s):

There are many external factors that
would be ignored by rent stabilization
measure(s).

The focus only on rent ignores a litany
of other housing issues and expenses
which are only partiality captured in
“lease” cost.

These issues and expenses are structural
conditions in need of long terms and
thoughtfully implemented solutions.

Where rent controls have been
imposed, results are mixed although it
is obvious housing supply continues to
be delivered at some level.

Because the present conditions stem
from a multiplicity of structural factors,




a one year solution centered exclusively
on rent will almost certainly not
eliminate the conditions reported.

At the very least, because rent
stabilization measure(s) are focused on
rents of a certain date, property owners
are likely to be motivated to implement
rent increases in advance of an effective
date.

Could open the door to shorter lease
terms.

Scale of impacts locally should rent
stabilization measure(s) advance:

May result in legal challenges.

Orange County is acting for all of the
jurisdictions within its own boundaries,
all with their own set of needs and
circumstances.

In Scenario 3, an estimated 103,900
units could be affected for a period of
time that conforms to the date of the
lease.

Optimistically, that term would allow
the affected household to experience
a period of rent relief over the full term
of the lease, not just the balance of a
calendar year following adoption.

Applying Scenario 1 generates no units.

Applying Scenario 2, an estimated
4,800 units to 12,900 units could be
affected for the balance of a calendar
year following adoption.

In either case, the number of units
impacted appears relatively and
absolutely too small to meaningfully
influence the "emergency” as it has
been declared.

Other local options:

Some increasing rental costs might be
absorbed by federal funds allocated to
the state and Orange County expressly
for housing relief.

« In conjunction with more aggressive
distribution or a re-prioritization of these
relief dollars, a County policy embracing
advanced notice of rent increases seems
a reasonable action. Notice would also
serve the resident and property owner
well for planning purposes. The cost of
such a policy action would be nominal
for a property owner compared to a rent
ceiling.

Certainly, the anecdotal information identifies
people and classes of renters in particular
who are facing very difficult economic
circumstances. Rents are spiking and their

rate of increase is especially burdensome to
the least affluent populations. That said, the
patterns and character of that burden have
not been materially changed in the last several
years despite the pandemic and its wounds to
the economy.

By almost every measure or indicator, housing
and social conditions are no more adverse
than they have been in years. Nonetheless,
they are, getting out-sized attention.

While we have not been retained to outline

an alternative narrative or strategy, we

believe many of the tools, resources or
programs presently exist, and they require
heightened support and energy to assure their
effectiveness. What seems certain is that the
current discussion has raised awareness of
several related issues needing continued, not
ad hoc, attention.

While proposed rent stabilization measure(s)
focus on a narrow and discrete area, the
problem is substantively greater than the
solution offered or legally allowed. If a visible
response is deemed necessary to rally greater
support to the bigger issue, more aggressive
distribution of federal relief funds and formal
notice in advance of a rental increase, may be
practical options.

Funds stemming from ERAP are not yet fully
distributed locally and may be a source of
some financial relief which ostensibly ties to
the issues targeted by the rent stabilization
proposal.
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While requiring formal notice in advance of
a rental increase is not a focus of this current
work, it is a policy option that has been
voiced. Obvious harms from formal notice
are not envisioned since the burden primarily
involves reporting or paperwork which might
coincide with a new lease. While notice
procedures are not free of added costs, they

IhotolCountesyfoff MARarkside]

1381 GAl Consultants, Inc.

would be nominal compared to a rent ceiling.
Notice would also serve the resident and
property owner well for planning purposes.
Renters would have an opportunity to explore
alternative housing options or solutions while
property owners could use the advanced
notice period to test prevailing trends of the
marketplace.
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APPENDIX B:
DETAILED DATA TABLES

Figure B.1: Multi-Family Rental Unit Trends

Alameda County, CA Sacramento County, CA |
R P S R R e
Inventory Asking  Asking Rent % Inventory Asking  Asking Rent %
Units Occupancy Rent .Per Change Usiits Occupancy Rent 'Per Change
Unit {Year over Year) Unit (Year over Year)

2021 99,675 93.4% $2,323 4.7% 96,638 96.1% $1,657 10.8%
2020 96,289 90.5% $2,219 -3.8% 95,820 96.0% $1,495 6.4%
2019 92,824 93.7% $2,306 1.1% 94,501 94.4% $1,405 4.4%
2018 89,797 94.6% $2,280 2.6% 93,413 95.2% $1,346 4.9%
2017 87,684 95.3% $2,222 2.4% 92,292 95.5% 51,283 6.5%
2016 86,571 95.6% $2,171 2.3% 91,698 96.0% $1,204 8.1%
2015 85,414 96.1% $2,121 7.5% 91,580 95.8% $1,114 8.8%
2014 84,601 96.4% $1,973 5.3% 91,535 95.1% $1,024 4.3%
2013 83,578 96.2% $1,874 5.4% 91,360 94.4% 5982 2.7%
2012 83,023 96.1% 51,777 4.4% 91,276 93.0% $955 1.3%
2011 82,880 95.9% $1,703 2.9% 91,276 93.1% 5943 0.9%
2010 82,565 95.8% $1,655 1.8% 91,276 93.2% $934 0.1%
2009 82,118 94.6% $1,626 -7.0% 91,268 92.0% 5934 -4.6%
2008 81,377 95.2% $1,748 1.3% 90,993 93.0% $979 0.2%
2007 80,147 96.1% $1,725 5.3% 90,597 93.8% $977 1.9%
2006 79,482 95.7% $1,639 4.1% 90,217 93.3% $959 2.6%
2005 78,420 95.8% $1,574 0.9% 88,834 93.1% $934 1.5%
2004 78,118 94.6% $1,561 -1.3% 87,396 91.8% $920 0.4%
2003 77,587 94.8% $1,581 -2.9% 85,563 92.4% $917 0.7%
2002 77,022 94.8% $1,628 -2.5% 84,087 93.7% $910 2.7%
2001 76,310 95.4% $1,670 1.5% 82,285 94.7% 5886 7.1%
2000 75,718 97.1% $1,645 - 81,478 96.2% $827 -

Source: CoStar, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.1: Multi-Family Rental Unit Trends (Continued)

Wake County, NC

| —Travismnty, X

SR e TR e R e e i TS SO R L R
Inventory Asking  Asking Rent % IRyentory Asking  Asking Rent % |
Uaks Occupancy Rent 'Per Change Units Occupancy Rent‘Per Change

| Unit (Year over Year) Unit (YearoverYear) |
2021 189,395 93.4% $1,626 20.1% 105,562 94.5% 51,495 19.5%
2020 180,244 89.5% $1,353 -2.3% 102,919 91.7% $1,252 1.7%
2019 172,050 91.9% 51,386 3.4% 98,068 92.3% $1,230 4.3%
2018 164,825 92.5% $1,340 3.7% 94,864 91.9% $1,180 3.2%
2017 159,795 90.5% $1,293 1.1% 90,935 90.9% $1,143 2.3%
2016 152,916 91.4% $1,279 1.5% 87,863 91.4% $1,117 2.7%
2015 145,594 92.7% $1,260 5.0% 83,785 92.4% $1,088 5.1%
2014 139,066 92.4% $1,200 3.4% 80,923 92.2% $1,035 3.0%
2013 132,388 93.3% $1,160 4.1% 77,278 91.8% $1,004 3.1%
2012 126,399 94.1% $1,115 3.6% 72,235 94.2% $974 3.2%
2011 123,656 93.4% $1,076 2.7% 71,620 93.7% $944 2.9%
2010 123,254 92.6% $1,048 1.0% 71,179 93.2% $918 2.4%
2009 121,898 90.5% $1,037 -4.4% 69,789 91.1% $896 -3.4%
2008 119,428 91.3% $1,085 0.8% 66,539 90.4% $928 0.3%
2007 112,363 93.7% $1,076 4.5% 64,405 90.7% $925 3.3%
2006 109,887 93.7% $1,030 3.6% 60,310 92.9% $895 3.5%
2005 108,401 92.6% $994 1.7% 59,596 93.5% $865 0.7%
2004 107,312 90.6% $977 -0.6% 58,654 92.1% 5859 -0.9%
2003 105,967 89.3% $984 -3.0% SE537T 92.2% S866 -2.7%
2002 103,158 88.3% $1,013 -0.2% 56,403 95.8% $890 -5.6%
2001 99,219 88.7% $1,016 5.5% 54,946 96.7% $943 0.4%
2000 91,132 93.3% $963 - 51,556 95.4% $939 -

Source: CoStar, GAI Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.1: Multi-Family Rental Unit Trends (Continued)

Fulton é-ddﬁ't”\}, GA Broward Counfy},—l—:_l:_
SR T At SR SRR E S P eekle e
Inventory Asking  Asking Rent % Inventory Asking  Asking Rent %
Uhits Occupancy Rent ?er Change Units Occupancy Rent .I'»‘er Change
Unit (Yearover Year) Unit (Year over Year)

2021 157,142 93.7% $1,764 16.7% 105,409 96.4% $2,108 21.7%
2020 154,438 90.4% $1,512 0.9% 102,815 91.7% $1,732 2.0%
2019 148,498 90.2% $1,499 2.1% 96,284 94.1% 51,699 2.5%
2018 143,219 89.6% $1,468 3.3% 94,485 93.3% $1,658 2.3%
2017 138,378 87.9% $1,420 2.6% 92,100 92.1% $1,620 3.2%
2016 129,742 89.6% $1,385 2.8% 88,104 93.0% $1,570 1.9%
2015 124913 90.8% $1,347 5.3% 84,813 94.5% 51,541 5.7%
2014 119,426 91.2% $1,279 3.3% 82,664 94.3% $1,457 3.9%
2013 114,943 92.9% $1,238 3.9% 79,041 94.5% $1,402 2.7%
2012 112,866 92.4% $1,192 3.3% 77,209 93.8% $1,365 2.8%
2011 112,277 91.5% $1,154 1.6% 76,232 93.4% $1,327 1.7%
2010 111,412 91.4% $1,136 -0.2% 76,232 93.2% $1,305 1.8%
2009 109,431 90.6% $1,138 -3.4% 75,132 92.2% $1,282 -4.2%
2008 106,837 89.8% $1,177 -1.4% 73,559 92.1% $1,338 -3.7%
2007 99,701 90.5% $1,194 2.0% 73,475 92.5% $1,390 0.4%
2006 96,943 91.9% $1,170 1.9% 72,941 94.3% $1,386 6.8%
2005 96,082 91.6% $1,148 0.1% 72,941 95.2% $1,297 6.2%
2004 91,992 90.7% $1,147 -3.4% 72,906 94.1% $1,222 2.0%
2003 89,867 90.5% $1,188 -5.8% 71,509 94.2% 51,198 0.6%
2002 87,880 91.6% $1,261 -1.2% 71,049 94.3% $1,190 2.3%
2001 84,843 93.3% $1,276 3.8% 70,057 94.5% $1,164 2.2%
2000 80,178 95.6% $1,229 - 68,977 94.5% $1,139 -

Source: CoStar, GAIl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.1: Multi-Family Rental Unit Trends (Continued)

2021
2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
2004
2003
2002
2001
2000

Inventory
Units

86,506
83,507
80,413
77,739
76,492
73,960
72,362
70,183
69,903
67,539
67,023
66,903
66,543
64,554
62,549
59,956
58,829
58,529
58,110
57,870
56,750
55,372

'DuvaICounty, FL

94.7%
93.3%
92.3%
93.0%
92.7%
93.0%
93.2%
92.9%
90.7%
90.2%
89.1%
88.7%
87.3%
86.6%
87.3%
89.6%
90.3%
89.2%
89.6%
91.1%
92.6%
91.5%

Asking
Occupancy Rent Per
Unit

$1,398
$1,157
$1,119
$1,089
$1,046
$1,005
$972
$929
$905
$882
$864
$853
$852
$880
$901
$889
$851
$828
$809
$798
$792
$773

Asking Rent %

Change

(Year over Year)

20.9%
3.4%
2.7%
4.1%
4.1%
3.4%
4.7%
2.6%
2.6%
2.0%
1.3%
0.2%

-3.3%

-2.3%
1.4%
4.4%
2.8%
2.3%
1.4%
0.7%
2.5%

Inventory

S e
Jacksonville e

Asking  Asking Rent % |

! Occupancy Rent Per

Units

118,718
114,497
112,007
109,949
105,722
102,692
100,555
98,704
96,215
94,478
93,452
92,804
92,508
89,863
88,133
86,224
85,642
84,291
84,233
83,349
81,515
78,371

95.4%
94.4%
93.8%
92.6%
93.0%
92.9%
94.3%
93.4%
92.9%
92.9%
91.4%
91.4%
90.5%
90.8%
91.3%
94.0%
94.1%
92.7%
91.7%
91.1%
90.4%
91.7%

Unit

$1,690
$1,358
$1,305
$1,269
$1,221
$1,180
$1,135
$1,069
$1,036
$1,010
$984
$969
$957
$981
$992
$970
$918
$880
$869
$869
$869
$847

Change

(Year over Year)

24.4%
4.1%
2.8%
3.9%
3.5%
3.9%
6.1%
3.2%
2.5%
2.6%
1.6%
1.2%

-2.4%
-1.1%
2.2%
5.7%
4.3%
1.3%
0.0%
0.0%
2.6%

Source: CoStar, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.1: Multi-Family Rental Unit Trends (Continued)

2021
2020
2019
2018
2017
2016
2015
2014
2013
2012
2011
2010
2009
2008
2007
2006
2005
2004
2003
2002
2001
2000

Inventory
Units

128,239
121,773
113,399
106,002
100,736
96,702
89,935
86,026
82,895
80,439
79,646
78,773
78,159
76,820
75,794
74,863
74,815
74,666
73,798
72,767
72,761
71,905

~ Miami-Dade County, FL

Miami
Asking
Occupancy Rent Per
Unit
96.2% $2,040
91.0% $1,732
92.5% $1,728
93.6% $1,696
93.0% $1,658
93.5% $1,623
94.6% $1,584
94.3% $1,534
94.8% $1,495
94.7% $1,448
95.2% $1,406
95.1% $1,390
94.5% $1,371
93.7% $1,425
95.1% $1,483
96.7%  $1,448
96.8% $1,356
94.9% $1,293
94.6% $1,278
95.9% $1,271
95.0% $1,252
93.0% $1,214

Asking Rent %
Change

(Year over Year)

17.8%
0.3%
1.9%
2.3%
2.2%
2.4%
3.3%
2.6%
3.2%
3.0%
1.2%
1.4%

-3.8%

-3.9%
2.4%
6.8%
4.8%
1.2%
0.6%
1.5%
3.1%

Inventory

Units

123,582
117,576
113,027
107,490
102,010
97,589
94,773
90,836
86,956
83,724
83,426
83,006
82,235
80,746
75,949
73,703
72,686
70,912
68,531
66,966
62,690
61,921

_ OrangeCounty,FL

Orlando
Asking
Occupancy RentPer
Unit
94.6% $1,697
90.6% $1,357
91.6% $1,384
92.8% $1,353
94.5% $1,308
94.0% $1,237
93.7% $1,191
93.8% $1,127
92.7% 51,092
93.7% $1,061
92.1% $1,035
91.3% $1,018
90.0% 51,014
88.3% $1,054
89.9% $1,068
92.6% $1,059
94.0% $993
92.9% $946
91.8% 5941
92.9% $960
94.2% 5970
94.3% $941

Asking Rent %
Change

(Year over Year)

25.0%
-1.9%
2.3%
3.4%
5.7%
3.8%
5.7%
3.2%
3.0%
2.5%
1.7%
0.3%
-3.8%
-1.3%
0.8%
6.7%
4.9%
0.6%
-2.0%
-1.0%
3.1%

Source: CoStar, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.3: Residential Building Permits and Population Change

Period Total Population

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

ALL

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

ALL

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

ALL

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

ALL

2020

229,476,354
231,636,058
233,821,844
236,030,238
238,256,844
240,499,825
242,763,148
245,052,789
247,372,264
249,725,805

252,120,309
254,539,370
256,990,613
259,532,129
262,241,196
265,163,745
268,335,003
271,713,635
275,175,301
278,548,150

281,710,909
284,607,993
287,279,318
289,815,562
292,354,658
294,993,511
297,758,969
300,608,429
303,486,012
306,307,567

309,011,475
311,584,047
314,043,885
316,400,538
318,673,411
320,878,310
323,015,995
325,084,756
327,096,265
329,064,917

331,002,651

USA

Pop Change
(voy)

2,159,704

2,185,786
2,208,394
2,226,606
2,242,981
2,263,323
2,289,641
2,319,475
2,353,541
20,249,451

2,394,504
2,419,061
2,451,243
2,541,516
2,709,067
2,922,549
3,171,258
3,378,632
3,461,666
3,372,849
28,822,345

3,162,759
2,897,084
2,671,325
2,536,244
2,539,096
2,638,853
2,765,458
2,849,460
2,877,583
2,821,555
27,759,417

2,703,908
2,572,572
2,459,838
2,356,653
2,272,873
2,204,899
2,137,685
2,068,761
2,011,509
1,968,652
22,757,350

1,937,734

Housing Permits /

Population
Change

0.50
0.49
0.77
0.79
0.78
0.80
0.71
0.64
0.58
0.74

0.50
0.42
0.49
0.51
0.54
0.46
0.47
0.44
0.47
0.49
0.48

0.50
0.55
0.64
0.73
0.77
0.78
0.65
0.48
0.31
0.20
0.55

0.22
0.24
0.32
0.39
0.44
0.50
0.55
0.58
0.62
0.66
0.44

0.71

All Res.
Building
Permits
1,292,000
1,084,000
1,063,000
1,703,000
1,749,000
1,741,000
1,805,000
1,620,000
1,488,000
1,376,000
14,921,000

1,193,000
1,014,000
1,200,000
1,288,000
1,457,000
1,354,000
1,477,000
1,474,000
1,617,000
1,641,000
13,715,000

1,569,000
1,602,000
1,705,000
1,848,000
1,956,000
2,068,000
1,801,000
1,355,000
906,000
554,000
15,364,000

587,000
609,000
780,000
925,000
1,003,000
1,112,000
1,174,000
1,203,000
1,250,000
1,290,000
9,933,000

1,379,000

Source: HUD SOCDS, US Census Bureau, ESRI, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.3: Residential Building Permits and Population Change (Continued)

FLORIDA

Housing Permits/  All Res.

Pop Change Population Building

Period Total Population (YOY) Change Permits
1980 10,192,778 - - 173,742
1981 10,471,407 278,629 0.52 145,860
1982 10,749,845 278,438 0.37 103,629
1983 11,039,921 290,076 0.65 188,302
1984 11,351,122 311,201 0.66 203,934
1985 11,667,504 316,382 0.64 201,873
1986 11,997,290 329,786 0.59 194,933
1987 12,306,396 309,106 0.58 178,206
1988 12,637,709 331,313 0.52 170,639
1989 12,937,926 300,217 0.55 165,018
ALL 2,745,148 0.63 1,726,136
1990 13,018,365 80,439 1.57 126,384
1991 13,289,497 271,132 0.35 95,374
1992 13,504,775 215,278 0.47 102,059
1993 13,713,593 208,818 0.55 115,133
1994 13,961,798 248,205 0.52 128,602
1995 14,185,403 223,605 0.55 122,903
1996 14,426,911 241,508 0.52 125,020
1997 14,683,350 256,439 0.52 134,200
1998 14,908,230 224,880 0.66 148,715
1999 15,111,244 203,014 0.81 165,018
ALL 2,173,318 0.58 1,263,408
2000 15,332,382 221,138 0.70 155,269
2001 16,350,988 1,018,606 0.16 167,035
2002 16,675,166 324,178 0.57 185,431
2003 16,974,177 299,011 0.71 213,567
2004 17,366,358 392,181 0.65 255,893
2005 17,773,291 406,933 0.71 287,250
2006 18,076,361 303,070 0.67 203,238
2007 18,262,096 185,735 0.55 102,551
2008 18,410,241 148,145 0.41 61,042
2009 18,509,936 99,695 0.35 35,329
ALL 3,398,692 0.49 1,666,605
2010 18,678,049 168,113 0.23 38,679
2011 19,053,237 375,188 0.11 42,360
2012 19,297,822 244,585 0.26 64,810
2013 19,545,621 247,799 0.35 86,752
2014 19,845,911 300,290 0.28 84,075
2015 20,209,042 363,131 0.30 109,924
2016 20,613,477 404,435 0.29 116,240
2017 20,963,613 350,136 0.35 122,719
2018 21,244,317 280,704 0.51 144,427
2019 21,477,737 233,420 0.66 154,302
ALL 2,967,801 0.32 964,288
2020 21,538,187 60,450 2.71 164,074

Source: HUD SOCDS, US Census Bureau, ESRI, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.3: Residential Building Permits and Population Change (Continued)

Period

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

ALL

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

ALL

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

ALL

2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

ALL

2020

Total
Population

470,867
489,347
505,072
524,197
543,276
561,549
583,092
604,449
621,831
650,501

684,473
699,668
712,932
127,375
740,376
749,729
764,053
785,097
804,489
817,206

902,423
928,176
948,123
968,460
996,922
1,033,937
1,058,922
1,070,900
1,080,825
1,091,468

1,148,593
1,170,579
1,202,498
1,227,435
1,256,606
1,291,301
1,326,516
1,355,921
1,381,540
1,393,452

1,429,908

ORANGE COUNTY
Housing Permits /

Pop Change
(YOY)

18,480
15,725
19,125
18,079
18,273
21,543
21,357
17,382
28,670
179,634

33,972
15,195
13,264
14,443
13,001
9,353
14,324
21,044
19,392
12,717
166,705

85,217
25,753
19,947
20,337
28,462
37,015
24,985
11,978
9,925
10,643
274,262

57,125
21,986
31,919
24,937
29,171
34,695
35,215
29,405
25,619
11,912
301,984

36,456

Population
Change

0.28
0.41
0.64
0.62
0.93
0.53
0.45
0.65
0.43
0.58

0.28
0.59
0.52
0.57
0.71
1.04
0.61
0.54
0.72
1.22
0.61

0.12
0.42
0.69
0.69
0.51
0.47
0.57
0.68
0.54
0.18
0.40

0.05
0.19
0.23
0.36
0.32
0.28
0.34
0.29
0.54
0.89
0.29

0.33

All Res.
Building
Permits

6,639
5184
6,506
12,234
11,920
16,994
11,500
9,564
11,298
12,337
104,176

9,647
8,987
6,887
8,275
9,176
9,684
8,679
11,444
13,956
15,500
102,235

10,239
10,738
13,667
13,950
14,628
17,220
14,146
8,163
5,396
1,929
110,076

2,880
4,083
7,232
9,033
9,246
9,606
11,952
8,637
13,757
10,591
87,017

12,196

Source: HUD SOCDS, US Census Bureau, ESRI, GAl Consultants, Inc.
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Figure B.2: Multi-Family Rental Units Asking Rent/Unit and Occupancy Trends
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Figure B.4: New Housing Starts (USA)
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Figure B.5: Housing Units Completed Compared to Total Households (USA)
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