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From December 2022 to February 2023, ndp analytics conducted 24 interviews with housing providers and 
developers from three different markets impacted by rent control policies and proposals: St. Paul, Minn; Santa 
Ana/Santa Barbara; Calif; and Portland/Eugene, Ore. The interviewees ranged from large firms operating 
thousands of units and having properties across the country to small mom-and-pop businesses with a handful 
of units and, often, invested in real estate as part of a retirement plan or second source of income. (See 
Appendix A for more detail) 
 
The housing provider research was supplemented with an online public opinion poll of 1,039 respondents 
across the United States in February 2023. The poll questions focused on housing availability, residential 
construction and policy perspectives. (See Appendix B for more detail) 
 
Five key findings detailed in this report are:  
 

1. Rent control policies reduce investment and development. Over 70% of housing providers say 
rent control impacts their investment and development plans; actions include reducing investments, 
shifting plans to other markets and canceling plans altogether. 

2. Americans are looking for more housing options. Half of the poll respondents said there are not 
enough options for buyers and renters looking for homes; 35% want more residential development.  

3. Housing providers absorb the cost of essential maintenance and reduce investments in 
improvements and nonessential work due to rent control. These financial strains push housing 
providers to exit the market; 54% said they expect to or would consider selling some assets. 

4. Rent control policies are often misunderstood as helping only lower-income households, but 
these policies also subsidize higher-income residents. Nearly half of poll respondents incorrectly 
believe rent control only provides affordable housing to low- and moderate-income households. 
However, 58% of housing providers know of higher-income residents who benefit from these policies. 

5. Americans prefer policies that increase funding for local programs by attracting more 
business, but rent control deters investment and reduces potential tax revenue. Housing 
providers contribute significant tax incomes to local governments. However, rent control drives away 
investment. Most housing providers would not invest in a rent-controlled market again. 

 
1 Nam D. Pham, Ph.D. is Managing Partner and Mary Donovan is Principal at ndp | analytics. Stephanie Barello and Ilma Fadhil 
provided research assistance. The National Apartment Association provided financial support to conduct this study. The opinions 

and views expressed in this report are solely those of the authors.  
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Finding 1. Rent control policies reduce investment and development. 
 
While many housing providers want to expand their business, they are choosing to reduce or even stop 
investing in these markets because of rent control and other policies negatively impacting the industry. When 
asked to rate the negative impact of rent control on development and investment plans using a scale of 1 to 
10 (10 being the most significant impact), 71% of housing providers gave a rating of at least 5 and 54% rated 
the impact above 7, indicating a significant negative impact on development and investment plans. Some 
business decisions include decreasing investments or shifting to other markets with friendlier policies, while 
others are pausing or canceling future development altogether. (Figure 1) 
 

 
Figure 1. 
71% of housing providers said rent control negatively impacts development or investment plans  
 

Housing provider rating 
1 is no change; 10 is a significant change 

Examples of changed plans 

 

• Decreasing investment in the market 

• Shifting investment to friendlier markets 

• Pausing plans for future development 

• Canceling plans for future development 

• Clients looking to invest backed away 

 
 
Rent control deters investment and development in part because it limits the ability to keep pace with 
operational costs and generate revenue while also signaling a higher risk of future policy restrictions. Housing 
providers indicated that their business decisions are also impacted by other factors, including the safety and 
vitality of the community, the political environment, interest rates, operational costs and the mix of current 
and proposed policies by local, state and federal governments. Additionally, housing providers noted that 
smaller businesses are hurt most by factors like the policy environment because the complexity and cost of 
these regulations are difficult to manage. (Table 1) 
 

 
Table 1. 
Examples of other factors impacting development and investment decisions 
 

Community Factors Economic Factors Public Policy Factors 

• Anti-business sentiment  

• Crime and overall safety 

• Economic vitality of downtown 

areas 

• Political environment 

• Housing market trends 

• Interest rates  

• Operational costs (incl. steep 

increases in insurance costs) 

• Opportunities to earn better or more 
predictable ROI elsewhere  

• Uncertainty about future revenue 

• Complexity of regulations  

• Increased regulation or 
government overreach 

• Eviction-related policies 

• Taxation 

• Vacancy-related policies 

• Zoning policies 

 

Above 7
54%

5 to 7
17%

Under 5
29%
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Finding 2. Americans are looking for more housing options. 
 
Americans are looking for more housing options. The public opinion poll found that half of respondents believe 
there are not enough options for buyers and renters looking for homes. This sentiment was greatest for 
respondents with income under $50,000, where 53% said there were not enough options, followed by those 
with income between $50,000 and $100,000 (50%) and income above $100,000 (46%). While consumers 
are looking for more housing supply, housing providers and developers are pulling back on investments due 
to unfriendly housing policies. (Figure 2) 
 

 
Figure 2. 
Half of respondents said there are not enough options for buyers and renters looking for homes   
 

Public Opinion Poll: How would you characterize 

 housing availability in your area? 
 

Not enough housing options, by income level  

  

 

 
 
In line with the desire for more housing options, most Americans are either happy with current residential 
construction levels or are hoping for more. Over one-third of poll respondents want more residential 
construction, with the highest desire by those with income below $50,000 (41%), followed by respondents 
with income between $50,000 and $100,000 (31%) and above $100,000 (29%). However, rent control 
policies discourage investment and jeopardize future housing projects. (Figure 3) 
 

 
Figure 3. 
Over one-third of respondents think there is not enough residential construction   
 

Public Opinion Poll: How would you characterize current 
residential construction and development in your area? 

Not enough construction, by income level 

 
 

 

Not Enough
50%

Right Balance
38%

Too Much
12% 53%

50%
46%

Under $50K $50K-$100K Over $100K

Not Enough
35%

Right Amount
35%

Too Much
30%

41%

31% 29%

Under $50K $50K-$100K Over $100K
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Finding 3. Housing providers are absorbing the cost of essential maintenance but need to 
reduce improvements and nonessential work due to rent control.   
 
Rising business costs make it even more difficult for housing providers to sustain operations under rent 
control policies. Just as prices have risen for Americans, housing providers are dealing with increased costs 
across all areas of their business. Plus, administrative burdens related to compliance further strain resources. 
Some examples of these increased costs are insurance, labor, utilities, installation and construction services 
and accounting and reporting costs related to rent control. Smaller housing providers are often 
disproportionately impacted because they have fewer resources available to manage sharp price increases, 
unpredictable expenses and cumbersome regulatory requirements. (Table 2) 
 

 
Table 2. 
Examples of rising costs to housing providers 
 

Operations Capital Investments Administrative Burdens 

• Garbage and recycling  

• Insurance  

• Maintenance services  

• Security services 

• Staff wages and benefits 

• Utilities 

• Taxes 

• Appliances  

• Building materials 

• Installation services  

• Construction services 

• Accounting and reporting 
requirements related to rent 
control regulations 

• Legal fees, payouts, and lost 
revenue from eviction-related 
regulations and backlog  

 
 
Housing providers have absorbed the increased costs of essential maintenance to ensure the safety and 
quality of their properties. However, cuts have been or are expected to be made for improvements and 
nonessential maintenance because of rent control policies. Of the housing providers interviewed, 61% have 
had or expect to defer nonessential maintenance or improvements. (Figure 4) 
 

 
Figure 4. 
61% of housing providers have or anticipate the need to defer work on rent-regulated properties  
 

Housing provider response Examples of actions 

 

• Forgoing nonessential maintenance and 
improvements  

• Opting to repair instead of replace 

• Selecting replacements based on short-term cost 
savings instead of long-term benefits 

• Scaling back or capping improvement spending  

• Scaling back or capping renovation spending 

 

Yes
61%

No
39%
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The long-term financial strain of rising costs and limited revenue is not sustainable. Some housing providers 
are looking to or would expect to decrease their current footprint due to rent control policies. Over half of the 
housing providers interviewed indicated that they have considered or would consider selling off properties 
due to rent control policies (54%). Very few would consider converting to condominiums (8%); these decisions 
are often a product of the type of housing, market conditions and regulations related to condominiums and 
conversions.  
 

Finding 4. Rent control policies are often misunderstood as helping only low- and moderate-
income households, but higher-income residents benefit.    
 
Rent control subsidizes housing for all residents. However, there’s a common misconception that these 
policies serve low- and moderate-income households only. Nearly half of poll respondents believe that rent 
control policies only provide affordable housing to individuals or families with low- and moderate-income. The 
share of respondents that misunderstood rent control policies was similar across income levels. (Figure 5) 
 

 
Figure 5. 
Nearly half of respondents believe rent control policies only provide affordable housing to individuals 
or families with low-and-moderate income 
 

Public Opinion Poll: True or False- Rent control policies only 

provide affordable housing to individuals or families with low- 
and-moderate income. 

Misunderstanding of rent control  

policies, by income level  

 

 

 

 

 
 
However, higher-income residents do benefit from rent control. During the interviews, 58% of housing 
providers said they were aware of higher-income residents occupying rent-controlled apartments. 
Furthermore, housing providers have observed how rent control restricts mobility and reduces options for 
housing, especially for low- and moderate-income households. Due to under-market rates, residents have 
less incentive to move as their lifestyles change. In an unregulated market, households often look to upgrade 
housing when they realize increased income or expand their families. In a regulated market, those 
households often choose to stay put longer, reducing mobility and housing options. Another unintended 
consequence is that rents are often higher up-front and less flexible because of the limitations of rent control 
policies and the uncertainty about future policy changes. Finally, there is some concern over residents 
subletting units at market rates for profit, which has happened in highly controlled markets like San Francisco, 
Calif. (Figure 6) 

True.
49%

False.
51%

48% 48% 49%

Under $50K $50K-$100K Over $100K
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Figure 6. 
58% of housing providers are aware of higher-income residents that benefit from rent control 
 

Housing provider response Examples of observations  

 

• Higher-income residents pay under-market rates 

• Renters have less incentive to move as lifestyles 
change, restricting mobility and reducing options 
for low- and moderate-income households 

• Rent control often increases up front rents and 
reduces flexibility to accommodate renter needs 

• Residents benefiting from rent control are able to 

generate income by subletting at market rates  

 

 
 
 

Finding 5. Americans prefer to increase funding for local programs by attracting more 
business, but rent control deters investment and reduces potential tax revenue.  
 
Unfriendly policies drive out housing providers, compromising an essential source of tax revenue for local 
governments. However, the significant tax contributions of housing providers are often overlooked. This 
income funds infrastructure, schools, parks, transportation and other needs. Of the poll respondents that 
favored increased spending for local programs, 75% preferred generating additional funding by attracting 
more development instead of raising taxes. This preference was highest for respondents with income 
between $50,000 and$100,000; 77% said they would prefer to attract development over raising taxes. (Figure 
7) 
 

 
Figure 7. 
75% of respondents who want increased funding for local programs prefer to do so by attracting 
more development 
 

Public Opinion Poll: Which of the following policies would you 

support most in your area? 

Increase by attracting development,  

by income level  

 

  

 

 
 

Yes
58%

No/Unsure
42%

Increase 
funding for 

local programs 
by attracting 

more 
residential and 

commercial 

development.
75%

Increase 
funding for 

local programs 
by raising 
taxes for 
current 

residents and 

businesses.
25%

73% 77% 73%

Under $50K $50K-$100K Over $100K
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While Americans support encouraging development, policies like rent control deter it. Housing providers are 
not optimistic about the outlook in their current markets. During the interviews, housing providers were asked 
to rate the likelihood of different policy outcomes over the next two years on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being 
extremely likely). Nearly 80% expect rent control policies to become stricter (rating 5 and up); two-thirds say 
this outcome is very likely (rating over 7). Over half of respondents expect more restrictions on housing 
providers over the next two years; 46% say this outcome is very likely. Under 30% expect some restrictions 
to loosen. (Figure 8)  
 

 
Figure 8. 
Outlook: Housing provider expectations over the next two years 

 
Note: Totals may not add to 100 due to rounding.  

 
 
These expectations impact business decisions. Housing providers have adjusted plans for investment and 
development based on their expectations of future housing policies and have also weighed decisions to sell 
off assets. At least in the short term, housing providers continue to operate in their current markets. However, 
they do not expect to invest or develop in other markets with rent control. About two-thirds of housing 
providers said they would absolutely not consider investing in markets with strict rent control policies; one-
third would consider it if the location and market conditions were right, although very few could name an area 
where they’d be willing to invest. 
 
Rent control and other policies negatively impacting housing providers restrict future housing supply and limit 
potential tax revenue critical to funding local programs. Policies that attract more development help current 
residents, businesses, and governments.  
  

71%

38%

21%

21%

17%

13%

8%

46%

67%

Restrictions will loosen

Restrictions will be expanded

Rent control will become stricter

Unlikely (Under 5) Likely (5-7) Very Likely (Over 7)
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APPENDIX A. Housing Provider Interviews  
 
From December 2022 to February 2023, ndp analytics interviewed 24 housing providers on the impacts of 
rent control policies in three markets: Portland/Eugene, Ore; Santa Ana/Santa Barbara, Calif; and St. Paul, 
Minn. The National Apartment Association (NAA) identified the target markets, and the company 
representatives volunteered to participate via NAA and local apartment associations. The rent control 
interviews were conducted via Zoom by staff at ndp analytics. Responses were collected and aggregated 
using industry best practices. The company demographics of respondents are below. (Figure A.1.)  
 

 
Figure A.1. 
Rent control housing provider demographics 
 

Market Years in Market 

  

 
Number of Units in Market 

 
Median Income of Residents Compared to Area2 

  
 

 
Each market has unique rent control policies, but all are subject to state and/or local rent control policies.  
Some markets, like Santa Barbara, Calif., recently proposed stricter policies. The topline questions included 
in the interview are below. In Santa Barbara, Calif., which is currently only subject to state regulations, 
questions were asked as hypothetical if a stricter rent control policy were enacted. (Figure A.2.) 
 

 
2 2021 median area incomes of Metropolitan Statistical Areas reported by the U.S. Census are as follows: Minneapolis-St. Paul-
Bloomington Metro Area: $87,433; Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA Metro Area: $83,943; and, Santa Maria-Santa 

Barbara, CA Metro Area: $84,846.  

St. Paul MN
42%

Santa Barbara, CA
33%

Portland, OR
25%

Under 20
35%

20-40
39%

Over 40
26%

Under 100
29%

100-500
21%

500-1000
17%

Over 1000
33%

Lower
50%

On Par or 
Higher
33%

Unknown
17%



 

9 

 
Figure A.2. 
Rent control housing provider interview questions 
 

1. On a scale of 1 to 10, how much have your development or investment plans for this market changed 
following the enactment or anticipated enactment of rent control policies? (1=no change; 10=significantly)  

 
2. Are you considering selling off any assets or decreasing investment due to new or stricter rent control 

policies?  
 

3. As a result of rent control, are you anticipating the need to defer maintenance on rent-regulated properties in 
your portfolio?  
 

4. Have you converted or are you planning to convert any units to condominiums?  
 

5. What other factors might cause you to pull out of or significantly reduce your investments in a market? 
 

6. On a scale of 1 to 10, how likely do you think the following outcomes are over the next two years? (1=not 
likely at all; 10=extremely likely) 

a. The current rent cap/limit will become more strict. 
b. Restrictions will be expanded.  
c. Restrictions will loosen. 

 
7. Based on the median area income reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, is the median income of 

households within your properties higher, lower, or on par with the area overall? 
 

8. Are you aware of higher-income residents in your properties who may be benefitting from rent control?  
 

9. Are there markets that you would build and invest in regardless of strict rent control policies?  
 

10. What is the tipping point in terms of rates of return when you consider investing in a particular market? 
 

11. Is there anything else you would like to share as it relates to rent control and other policies and regulations 
which have similar impacts?  
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APPENDIX B. Public Opinion Poll  
 
In February 2023, ndp analytics conducted an online public opinion poll to collect data on housing availability, 
residential construction, and rent control policies. The sample of 1,039 respondents is representative of the 
population in terms of age and gender demographics. This appendix includes a summary of respondent 
demographics and analyses of the five poll questions. Figures B.1. to B.6 are: 
 

1. Demographics of poll respondents 
2. Poll Responses: How would you characterize housing availability in your area? 
3. Poll Responses: How would you characterize residential construction in your area? 
4. Poll Responses: Which government policies would benefit your community more [control prices or 

promote development]?  
5. Poll Responses: Tax dollars provide funding for local infrastructure, schools, parks, transportation, 

and other needs. Which of the following policies would you support most in your area [to increase 
program funding]?  

6. Poll Responses: True or False: Rent control policies only provide affordable housing to individuals 
or families with low-and-moderate income. 

 

 
Figure B.1. 
Public opinion poll respondent demographics 

Age Gender 

  
 

Income 
 

Region3 

  
 

 
3Regional groupings: Northeast: CT, MA, ME, NH, NJ, NY, PA, RI, VT; Midwest: IL, IN, IA, KS, MI, MN, MO, NE, ND, OH, SD, 

WI; South: AL, AR, DC, DE, FL, GA, KY, LA, MD, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VA, WV; West: AK,  AZ, CA, CO, HI, ID, MN, NV, 

NM, OR, UT, WA, WY 

18-29
24%

30-44
23%

45-60
30%

Over 60
23%

Female
52%

Male
48%

Under $50K
41%

$50-100K
30%

Over 
$100K
22%

No answer
7%

Northeast
21%

Midwest
21%

South
36%

West
20%

Blank
2%
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Figure B.2.  
How would you characterize housing availability in your area?  

 

50%

48%

49%

53%

50%

52%

48%

53%

50%

46%

50%

45%

50%

57%

69%

42%

39%

54%

47%

57%

47%

44%

48%

53%

38%

38%

35%

36%

43%

38%

38%

32%

41%

43%

40%

45%

38%

29%

20%

49%

45%

34%

42%

34%

36%

44%

40%

36%

12%

14%

16%

11%

6%

10%

13%

15%

9%

11%

10%

10%

11%

15%

11%

9%

16%

12%

11%

9%

16%

13%

12%

11%

Total

AGE

18-29

30-44

45-60

Over 60

GENDER

Female

Male

INCOME

Under $50,000

$50,000-$100,000

Over $100,000

REGION

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Q2. CONSTRUCTION

Not enough construction

Right amount

Too much construction

Q3. POLICIES

Control pricing

Encourage expanding housing options

Q4. FUNDING LOCAL PROGRAMS

Attract development

Raise taxes

No need for added funding

Q5. T/F RENT CONTROL

True (for lower income only)

False (not for lower income only)

There are not enough housing options for buyers and renters looking for homes.

There is a good balance between housing options and buyers and renters looking for homes.

There are too many houses available and not enough buyers and renters looking for homes.
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Figure B.3. 
How would you characterize current residential construction and development in your area? 

 

35%

40%

36%

32%

31%

30%

39%

41%

31%

29%

33%

34%

34%

37%

48%

19%

31%

32%

38%

45%

35%

22%

33%

36%

35%

33%

31%

37%

39%

37%

33%

29%

36%

42%

35%

40%

33%

34%

29%

46%

27%

33%

38%

34%

29%

39%

37%

34%

30%

27%

32%

31%

31%

33%

28%

31%

33%

29%

32%

26%

33%

29%

23%

36%

41%

35%

25%

21%

36%

39%

30%

30%

Total

AGE

18-29

30-44

45-60

Over 60

GENDER

Female

Male

INCOME

Under $50,000

$50,000-$100,000

Over $100,000

REGION

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Q1. HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Not enough housing

Good balance

Too much housing

Q3. POLICIES

Control pricing

Encourage expanding housing options

Q4. FUNDING LOCAL PROGRAMS

Attract development

Raise taxes

No need for added funding

Q5. T/F RENT CONTROL

True (for lower income only)

False (not for lower income only)

There is not enough residential construction and development.

There is the right amount of residential construction and development.

There is too much residential construction and development.
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Figure B.4. 
Which government policies would benefit your community more? 

 

52%

56%

51%

55%

47%

58%

46%

55%

52%

49%

53%

49%

57%

47%

56%

47%

54%

48%

48%

61%

47%

59%

56%

49%

55%

48%

44%

49%

45%

53%

42%

54%

45%

48%

51%

47%

51%

43%

53%

44%

53%

46%

52%

52%

39%

53%

41%

44%

51%

45%

Total

AGE

18-29

30-44

45-60

Over 60

GENDER

Female

Male

INCOME

Under $50,000

$50,000-$100,000

Over $100,000

REGION

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Q1. HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Not enough housing

Good balance

Too much housing

Q2. CONSTRUCTION

Not enough construction

Right amount

Too much construction

Q4. FUNDING LOCAL PROGRAMS

Attract development

Raise taxes

No need for added funding

Q5. T/F RENT CONTROL

True (for lower income only)

False (not for lower income only)

Policies that control pricing but discourage expanding housing options.

Policies that encourage expanding housing options but no have control over pricing.
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Figure B.5. 
Tax dollars provide funding for local infrastructure, schools, parks, transportation, and other needs. 
Which of the following policies would you support most in your area?  

 

46%

48%

42%

49%

46%

48%

44%

48%

48%

40%

47%

51%

44%

45%

52%

41%

37%

61%

45%

32%

42%

52%

46%

46%

15%

20%

22%

10%

10%

16%

14%

17%

14%

14%

15%

14%

17%

13%

14%

14%

21%

15%

13%

18%

17%

13%

14%

16%

38%

32%

36%

41%

44%

36%

41%

35%

38%

46%

37%

35%

39%

42%

33%

44%

41%

24%

43%

50%

41%

35%

39%

38%

Total

AGE

18-29

30-44

45-60

Over 60

GENDER

Female

Male

INCOME

Under $50,000

$50,000-$100,000

Over $100,000

REGION

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Q1. HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Not enough housing

Good balance

Too much housing

Q2. CONSTRUCTION

Not enough construction

Right amount

Too much construction

Q3. POLICIES

Control pricing

Encourage expanding housing options

Q5. T/F RENT CONTROL

True (for lower income only)

False (not for lower income only)

Increase funding for local programs by attracting more residential and commercial development.

Increase funding for local programs by raising taxes for current residents and businesses.

There is no need to increase funding for local programs in my area.



 

15 

Figure B.6.  
True or False: Rent control policies only provide affordable housing to individuals or families with 
low-and-moderate income. 

 

49%

47%

49%

50%

48%

47%

50%

48%

48%

49%

51%

46%

49%

49%

47%

51%

51%

46%

51%

49%

46%

52%

49%

46%

50%

51%

53%

51%

50%

52%

53%

50%

52%

52%

51%

49%

54%

51%

51%

53%

49%

49%

54%

49%

51%

54%

48%

51%

54%

50%

Total

AGE

18-29

30-44

45-60

Over 60

GENDER

Female

Male

INCOME

Under $50,000

$50,000-$100,000

Over $100,000

REGION

Northeast

Midwest

South

West

Q1. HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Not enough housing

Good balance

Too much housing

Q2. CONSTRUCTION

Not enough construction

Right amount

Too much construction

Q3. POLICIES

Control pricing

Encourage expanding housing options

Q4. FUNDING LOCAL PROGRAMS

Attract development

Raise taxes

No need for added funding

TRUE FALSE



With rent control in effect, housing providers are faced with the difficult 
financial strain of absorbing essential maintenance costs and are forced to 
reduce investments in improvements and nonessential maintenance.  

61% of housing providers have deferred or expect to defer nonessential 
maintenance and improvements due to rent control. 
 
54% of housing providers say they expect to sell some assets or may 
consider it as a result. 

Rent control policies discourage investment and decrease the housing supply. 

To improve housing availability and affordability, public policies should encourage 

growth and support the vitality of communities across America.

Source: Donovan, Mary and Nam Pham, Ph.D. 2023. "Examining the Unintended 
Consequences of Rent Control Policies in Cities Across America." ndp analytics.

The Unintended Consequences of 
Rent Control Policies

Rent control reduces investment and development, yet most Americans 
prefer policies that increase funding for local programs by attracting 
more residential and commercial development.

71% of housing providers have or expect to reduce investment and 
development in rent-controlled markets by scaling back plans, shifting 
to other markets, and canceling plans altogether.  
 
67% of housing providers say they would absolutely not invest in 
another market with strict rent control policies.

75% of Americans who want to better fund local programs are looking 
for policies that attract more residential and commercial development.

Rent control reduces investment and 
development

Rent control deters maintenance and 
improvements, pushing owners to sell

Rent control policies are often misunderstood as helping only lower-
income households, but these same policies also subsidize high-income 
residents. 

58% of housing providers know of higher-income residents who 
benefit from these policies.
 
49% of Americans misunderstand rent control policies and believe 
that these policies provide housing assistance to low- and moderate-
income households only. 

Rent control policies subsidize 
high-income residents

report that rent control has or is 
expected to negatively impact 
investment and development plans.

report having or expecting to defer 
maintenance and improvements on 
rent-regulated properties.

With rising costs, rent control puts a strain on rental housing providers, particularly 

small owners, as they struggle to keep up with their financial obligations. 

This destructive cycle could have far-reaching consequences as it forces owners to 

consider selling which puts lower-income households at risk. 

are aware of higher-income 
residents benefiting from rent 
control.

6 in every 10 housing providers

7 in every 10 housing providers

6 in every 10 housing providers
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