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We negate- Resolved: The United States should promote the development of market rate housing in urban neighborhoods.

Our Sole Point of Contention is Breaking the Flood Gates

Since the dawn of the Great Depression, the American government and local communities have taken steps to regulate the housing market and provide low cost housing for underprivileged communities. However, these actions have had unintended consequences and failed to solve the affordable housing crisis.
In fact, America’s housing crisis has reached emergency levels. More than 12 million Americans spend at least half their income on rent. A person working full-time with minimum wage cannot afford a two-bedroom apartment in the country. Because of America's housing crisis, many Americans, especially the impoverished and people of color, live one emergency away from an eviction. Even worse, the United States has a shortfall of more than 7.2 million affordable houses currently. 

This lack of homes is attributed to the many strict housing regulations which drive up costs and limit the ability of builders to produce an adequate supply. 
Herrigenes of The Strong Towns Organization confirms that numerous zoning laws and building codes make housing construction more expensive as it drives up the prices of land and forces developers to make houses in a certain way, regardless of cost. 
Empirically, Glaeser of Harvard University analyzes 22 years of housing regulations and finds that each additional construction regulation reduces new construction by 10%. 
The negative effects of intervention are clear. Saks of Harvard University quantifies that areas with more regulation see prices twice as high compared to areas with few construction regulations.
Overall, Tyrell of The Heritage Foundation concludes that the root cause of the unaffordability of housing today and the housing crisis are government regulations that make everything more expensive.

Fortunately, affirming the resolution and promoting more market rate housing would decrease the unaffordable price of housing by removing these regulations. 
Herrigenes continues one of the main and most effective ways to promote market rate housing is by the removing regulations such as zoning laws that inhibit construction. 
Deregulation is especially common when building market rate housing. During for The Sightline Institute explains that past construction of market rate housing in cities such as Houston, Chicago, and Tokyo happened through removing red tape such as conventional zoning and regulation. 
Overall, During finds that as a consequence of less laws, there has been accelerated construction and extreme affordability. 
In a world where supply catches up to demand, rents fall across the market as high end buyers stop looking other parts of the market. Indeed, Beyer of Forbes finds that cities that have the highest building rates have much lower rents and less rent spikes. 
These effects has been seen historically. Beyer reports that Tokyo had faced very similar problems to American cities like in the 2000s. He furthers that Tokyo was only able to get out of the crisis by passing deregulation bills and allowing for a massive supply expansion by building higher and more densely. As a result, average housing prices in Tokyo have been decreasing since 2006.

The impact to the creation of new and affordable housing is decreasing displacement. 
Taylor for The Legislative Analyst Office reports that finds that because building more market rate housing decreases rents and creates long term affordable housing, it significantly reduces displacement pressures on communities. 
Kinney of Next City quantifies that the probability of displacement in a high construction neighborhood is 50 percent less than of that in a low construction one. 
Stopping displacement is crucial.  Chong of Georgetown University finds as low income residents are displaced due to private development, they look to and move to other impoverished areas of the city, and end up being clumped together in urbanized ghettos.
Hwang of Princeton University explains that as low income families are displaced, they are forced into lower-income neighborhoods with poorer economic conditions, higher crime rates, and lower-performing public schools.
The Center for Disease Control furthers that populations displaced disproportionately face shorter life expectancies, more long term health effects, and lack medical support. 
At the end of the day, the lack of affordable housing is one of the leading drivers of poverty. Now is the time we let everyone experience the American Dream, and follow the economic ideals this country is based on. It’s time to affirm. 
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The impact of lot size on new development is quite clear. Each extra acre per lot is associated with about 40 percent fewer permits between 1980 and 2002. The impact of other controls on construction is weaker, but it does appear in a specification with town fixed effects that each extra rule reduces new construction by about 10 percent.

Tyrrell, Patrick. “Government Regulations Have Created the Problem of Unaffordable Housing.” The Heritage Foundation, 8 Sept. 2015, www.heritage.org/government-regulation/commentary/government-regulations-have-created-the-problem-unaffordable.
Government Regulations Have Created the Problem of Unaffordable Housing. Why is housing so expensive in some cities, and relatively cheap in others? Place the blame on land-use restrictions put in place by local governments. During the housing boom of 2000 to 2005, the cry often went up from Washington that housing wasn’t affordable anymore. From 2000-2005 the median sales price of American single-family homes rose from $143,600 to $219,600.
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