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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

Marina Leventis debated for Colleyville Heritage HS from 2013-2017 and is in her
second year of coaching for Cypress Woods. Marina a ained 8 career bids and was
tied as the bid leader for her senior year, consistently ranking in the top 10 teams for
that season. Marina was a semifinalist at the 2017 Tournament of Champions as
well as the champion of the 2017 TFA State Tournament and the Blake Round Robin.
She also reached late out rounds in tournaments such as Emory, Blake, Harvard,
and the Glenbrooks, winning a top 10 speaker award at nearly every tournament
she a ended. Currently, Marina is a sophomore at Southern Methodist University
majoring in Finance and minoring in Public Policy and International Affairs.

1.1 Introduction

The beginning of March marks the beginning of the postseason; this month, state cham-
pionships and NSDA quals among others will be on the line. One thing to get excited
about is the topic. The topic of housing is one that is near and dear to my heart. As a
competitor, I often found myself drawn to the consequences of unaffordable housing.
That’s because this topic is one that is personal in that every individual will at some point
be impacted by the housing market. This resolution has two primary layers that must
be addressed before assessing the impacts of housing. The first is the layer of “market-
rate,” which requires some light understanding of how prices are shaped by the people
selling and buying housing units. The second layer is the “urban neighborhoods” ele-
ment of the resolution. Defining what constitutes an urban area will be very important
in finding success on this topic. Fortunately, the restriction of urban areas does not limit
the depth of the impact debate. This is because major metropolitan centers all across the
country are heavily impacted by the cost of housing. Thus, teams should be ready to
explain what “market-rate” housing looks like, as well as what “urban neighborhoods”
look like. Doing these two things effectively will make for a good debate.
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

1.2 Background Information

Before delving into the specifics, I want to spend some time defining and explaining
what “market-rate” and “urban areas” are.

1.2.1 Market Rate

The market rate of something can simply be defined as the going cost or price of some-
thing as determined by the buyers and sellers of that something. In the case of housing,
the market rate would be the price of housing that a seller is willing to sell or rent a
unit of housing for that a consumer is also willing to buy or rent that unit for. This may
seem completely obvious, and it is quite simple. However, there are many instances in
which the market rate is not the actual cost of buying or selling a good or service. This
is typically due to some sort of governmental control in which the government also has
a say in dictating the price of something. One good example can be seen on a previous
topic this year: price controls. The government has many programs related to housing
that should be considered when researching and ultimately debating this topic. One
such program is the construction of public housing units, which are priced below what
may be the actual market rate. The purpose of such a program is to provide housing
for qualifying low-income individuals who cannot otherwise afford their rents. There
are many other instances in which the government has influenced the price of hous-
ing, and they are worth knowing. Understanding the distinction between a true market
rate and a governmentally influenced pricing system will be critical in developing solid
arguments on this topic.

1.2.2 Urban Areas

Unlike market rate, urban areas are a bit more complicated to define. This is because
there is no true, uniform definition of what constitutes “urban.” It is difficult to develop
such a definition because what is urban in Eritrea may not be urban in India. Thus, the
easiest way to define urban areas on this topic is to default to what the US government
would classify as urban. Rather than a empt to define it myself, I will let the US Census
Bureau¹ explain it:

¹“ ᵇᵃ ᵃ ᵈ ᵘ ᵃ .” ᵉ ᵘ ᵘ ᵉᵃᵘ ᵘ ᵏ ᵃ ᵗ , ᵗᵉᵈ ᵗᵃᵗᵉ ᵉ ᵘ ᵘ ᵉᵃᵘ, ₁ ᵉᵖᵗ. ₂₀₁₂, . ᵉ ᵘ .ᵍᵒᵛ/ᵍᵉᵒ/ ᵉ ᵉ ᵉ ᵉ/ᵘ ᵇᵃ - ᵘ ᵃ . ᵗᵐ .
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

“The Census Bureau’s urban-rural classification is fundamentally a delin-
eation of geographical areas, identifying both individual urban areas and
the rural areas of the nation. The Census Bureau’s urban areas represent
densely developed territory, and encompass residential, commercial, and
other non-residential urban land uses. The Census Bureau delineates urban
areas after each decennial census by applying specified criteria to decennial
census and other data.

The Census Bureau identifies two types of urban areas:

• Urbanized Areas (UAs) of 50,000 or more people;

• Urban Clusters (UCs) of at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people.”

This definition of urban areas is preferable because it demonstrates where the United
States, the actor in the resolution, would actually promote the development of market
rate housing. An easy way to explain this definition is to explain that urban areas are
represented by the major metropolitan centers in the country. Take, for example, the
Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex. The “urban area” of DFW would not only be the two ma-
jor cities of Dallas and Fort Worth, but it also would include the immediate surrounding
areas that still have large populations but may be outside the city borders. Thus, urban
areas can really be defined by the major cities in each state. Knowing this, teams should
avoid articles and studies that emphasize the rural housing market as the going rate for
a house in a town of only 1000 people is very different than the price of an apartment
in San Francisco. Instead, special a ention should be paid to works that focus on inner-
city or city-wide housing. This is the best way to avoid the confusion on whether or not
a suburban city that neighbors a major one would classify as an urban area or not.

1.2.3 The Housing Crisis

Now that the primary terms in the resolution have been addressed, it is important to
discuss the reason why this topic ma ers, or at least why it is a topic. It is no secret, espe-
cially among those looking for a home, that the cost of housing has risen dramatically
over the years. The housing market is also particularly interesting in that it operates
differently than any other market. Mark Fleming does a really great job explaining this
dynamic in his 2018 article for the Business Insider²:

² ᵉᵐ ᵍ, ᵃ ᵏ. “ ᵐᵉ ᵃ ᵃ ᵍ ᵃ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵒ ᵗᵃᵍᵉ - ᵉ ᵉ’ ᵒ ᵉ ᵉᵒᵖ ᵉ ᵉ ’ᵗ ᵉ ᵍ ᵉ ᵒᵐᵉ .” ᵘ ᵉ ᵈᵉ , ᵘ ᵉ -
ᵈᵉ , ₂₂ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₈, .ᵇᵘ ᵉ ᵈᵉ . ᵒᵐ/ᵗ ᵉ ᵉ -ᵃ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵒ ᵗᵃᵍᵉ- -ᵃᵐᵉ ᵃ-ᵇᵘᵗ-ᵖᵉᵒᵖ ᵉ-ᵃ ᵉ ᵗ- ᵉ ᵍ- ᵒᵐᵉ -₂₀₁₈-₄.
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

“[T]he housing market is not like most markets. Typically, the seller, or sup-
plier, makes their decision about adding supply to the market independent
of the buyer, or source of demand, and their decision to buy. Yet, in the
housing market, the seller and the buyer are, in many cases, actually the
same person - the existing homeowner. In order to buy a new home, you
have to sell the home you already own, and then find a home you like bet-
ter. Every home is different, an almost perfectly heterogeneous product so,
when supply is constrained like it is in today’s market, it becomes difficult
to find a home be er than what you already own.”

This is not a concept that you will likely have to explain in round or in case, but it is
one that you need to understand. This is because housing shortages will be something
brought up in round, and it’s important to note that, at least in part, the very nature of
the housing market perpetuates such shortages. This is why the “promotion” of housing
construction is something to be discussed.

To understand how severe the rise in housing costs has been, you should examine the
impacts on the middle class in addition to the low income. Additionally, it may help to
look to some of the notoriously bad urban centers for housing. One example of this is
San Francisco, California. Sco Wiener reveals some of the numbers in his 2017 piece
for Medium³:

“Meanwhile, housing prices have escalated dramatically. In San Francisco,
rental housing prices have more than doubled in the last ten years for the
91% of people who either don’t qualify for, or didn’t win a spot in, the af-
fordable housing lo ery — up to $4830 (2015) for an average two-bedroom
apartment from $2400 (2007). And only 11% of San Franciscans can afford a
median priced house in the city based on their income. In Los Angeles, rents
increased by 25% between 2002 and 2012 and have continued to escalate.

We are to the point where 20% of Californians spend a majority of their in-
come on housing, which isn’t surprising given the widening divergence be-
tween rents and incomes.”

These numbers are staggering, but unaffordable housing costs is not just a problem of
San Francisco. Many American urban centers are plagued by this issue. While Weiner

³ ᵉ ᵉ , ᵒᵗᵗ. “ ᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ’ᵗ ᵃ ᵃᵈ ᵒ ᵈ, ᵃ ᵈ ᵉ ᵒ ’ᵗ ᵒ ᵛᵉ ᵗ ᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ ᵗ.” ₊ ᵃ -
ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ, ᵉᵈ ᵘᵐ, ₁₆ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₇, ᵃ ᵗᵖ ᵘ ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ. ᵒᵐ/ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵗ-ᵃ-ᵇᵃᵈ- ᵒ ᵈ-ᵃ ᵈ- ᵉ- ᵒ -ᵗ- ᵒ ᵛᵉ-ᵗ ᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- - ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ- ᵗ-
ᵉ₆₇ ₀₆ᵃ ₄ᵈ.
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

is specifically looking at San Francisco in his study, his conclusion is one that probably
applies to more than just California:

“Our anemic housing production as a state has two main origins: 1) sti-
fling, exclusionary zoning that rejects height, density, and multi-unit build-
ings, 2) unreasonable housing approval processes that subject even zoning-
compliant projects to years of bureaucratic hoops and hearings that increase
costs and make projects smaller. This perfect storm of shortsighted policies
and lack of political leadership has completely jacked up the cost of hous-
ing.”

Unaffordable housing is not a crisis that will be solved by a one-size-fits-all solution.
That is part of the reason this topic is so interesting. Both sides have reasonable ground
to win. As a piece of general advice, I think choosing the impact scenario you want to
write is going to be one of the most strategic parts of the debate. I think affirmatives
especially may want to consider impacts to the middle class, not just the low-income. If
you do want to impact to the low-income, you must also remember that the market rate
is probably never going to be priced at a point where truly poor people can afford rent.
Therefore, you should prioritize indirect impacts to the low income rather than rely on
a weak assertion that rents will decrease. The negative has a bit more variety on how
they can choose to tackle this resolution. You can simply negate by saying that market-
rate housing is bad, or you can make arguments about tradeoffs between market rate
housing and government subsidized housing. Negatives probably have more room to
go for direct impacts to the low-income, but may have less ground on impacts to the
middle class.

1.3 Affirmative

Most effective affirmatives will argue that the housing shortage is the key to high rents
and that the best way to combat this problem is to simply build more housing. This is a
fundamental law in economics, and there is a lot of evidence to suggest that this works.
In fact, in our case study of San Francisco, some positive effects were found after the
supply of housing increased. Emily Badger of the Washington Post⁴ does a great job
explaining this:

⁴ ᵃᵈᵍᵉ , ᵐ . ” ᵉ ᵒᵒ ᵉ ᵉᵗᵗᵉ ᵒ ᵉ ᵉ ᵘ ᵈ ᵒ ᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵒ ᵗ ᵉ .” ᵃ ᵍᵗᵒ ᵒ ᵗ. ᵉ ᵃ ᵍ-
ᵗᵒ ᵒ ᵗ, ₁₅ ᵉᵇ. ₂₀₁₆. ᵉᵇ. ₁₃ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₆. < ᵗᵗᵖ :// . ᵃ ᵍᵗᵒ ᵖᵒ ᵗ. ᵒᵐ/ ᵉ / ᵒ ᵏ/ ᵖ/₂₀₁₆/₀₂/₁₂/ᵗ ᵉ-ᵖᵒᵒ -ᵃ ᵉ-ᵇᵉᵗᵗᵉ -ᵒ - ᵉ - ᵉ-ᵇᵘ ᵈ-
ᵐᵒ ᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵒ -ᵗ ᵉ- />.
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

“Economists typically counter with a lesson about supply and demand: In-
crease the sheer amount of housing, and competition for it will fall, bringing
down rents along the way to the benefit of everyone. It is understandable
that skeptics raise their eyebrows at this argument. It’s theoretical, based
on math models and not peoples’ lives. It seems counterintuitive — that
building for people who are not poor will help the poor. But the California
Legislative Analyst’s Office recently released some positive data backing up
this point: Particularly in the Bay Area since 2000, the researchers found,
low-income neighborhoods with a lot of new construction have witnessed
about half the displacement of similar neighborhoods that haven’t added
much new housing. In tight markets, poor and middle -class households are
forced to compete with one another for scarce homes. So new market-rate
housing eases that competition, even if the poor are not the ones living in
it. Over time, new housing also filters down to the more affordable sup-
ply, because housing becomes less desirable as it ages. That means the lux-
ury housing being built today will contribute to the middle-class supply 30
years from now; it means today’s middle-class housing was luxury housing
30 years ago.”

The idea that increasing the supply will bring down the price is based on one of the
most fundamental economic principles: scarcity. Scarcity is essentially the concept that
humans have unlimited wants or desires, but we have limited resources. Therefore, this
condition necessitates some sort of cost or tradeoff in ge ing something we want. In the
case of housing, scarcity of supply coupled with a high demand for a home can drive
up the price. Thus, increasing the supply of available housing will satisfy more of the
demand, and bring down the price. Let’s look back to our example of San Francisco.
Emily Badger suggested increasing market rate housing would have a trickle down ef-
fect over time because luxury houses depreciate and eventually become middle market
housing. Sco Wiener in writing for Medium⁵ shows the gap between the housing units
available and the housing units San Francisco alone needs:

“In addition to expanding the supply of subsidized income-based affordable
units, we must increase the overall supply of housing, and that means — you
guessed it — market-rate housing. Some describe all new market-rate hous-
ing as”luxury housing,” because it’s expensive. Well, of course it’s expen-

⁵ ᵉ ᵉ , ᵒᵗᵗ. “ ᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ’ᵗ ᵃ ᵃᵈ ᵒ ᵈ, ᵃ ᵈ ᵉ ᵒ ’ᵗ ᵒ ᵛᵉ ᵗ ᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ ᵗ.” ₊ ᵃ -
ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ, ᵉᵈ ᵘᵐ, ₁₆ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₇, ᵃ ᵗᵖ ᵘ ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ. ᵒᵐ/ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵗ-ᵃ-ᵇᵃᵈ- ᵒ ᵈ-ᵃ ᵈ- ᵉ- ᵒ -ᵗ- ᵒ ᵛᵉ-ᵗ ᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- - ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ- ᵗ-
ᵉ₆₇ ₀₆ᵃ ₄ᵈ.
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1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

sive, since for decades we haven’t built enough of it. According to Califor-
nia’s Legislative Analyst, the state needs to produce about 180,000 units of
housing a year to keep up with growth. In practice, we produce less than
half that number.

And, let’s be real. While the new apartment or condo project down the street
is expensive, so is the 75-year-old house or apartment you’re trying to buy
or rent. It’s *all* expensive, and that’s not because it’s “luxury.” It’s because
it’s scarce.”

Overall, the literature strongly suggests that this law of supply and demand applies to
the housing crisis. A lot of this is true because there are also shortages within govern-
ment subsidized housing. Additionally, not all lower income people may qualify for
public housing support, but if they do, they are competing against other poor people
for a small number of available options. While market-rate housing is not the same
thing as low-income housing, it could stop the middle class from competing with the
lower class (those who do not get a publicly subsidized house) for affordable options.
This will free up more housing for the poor. Overall, Sco Weiner concludes:

“Anyone who advocates that we ignore these process and zoning problems
and instead focus our housing policy exclusively or dominantly on subsi-
dized, income-based housing is advocating to perpetuate the housing cri-
sis. They’re advocating for housing a small subset of low-income people
while leaving everyone else — both low-income people who don’t win a sub-
sidized housing lo ery and almost all middle class people — to play a game
of musical chairs with a limited housing supply that is the result of our state’s
refusal to reform our housing creation process.”

In accordance with Sco Weiner’s assessment, Emily Badger of the Washington post
concludes:

“The report concludes that boosting private construction would do more to
broadly help poor households than expanding small and costly affordable
housing programs that can serve only a fraction of them. Those programs
also do not resolve the underlying cause of high rents — the housing short-
age itself.And that shortage actually undermines affordable programs such
as housing vouchers, because it’s a lot harder for the poor to use vouchers
in a market where they’re fiercely competing with everyone else.”
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1.3.1 Displacement

One interesting scenario teams can go for is the idea that market-rate housing can ul-
timately reduce displacement. Displacement is the term used to describe the situation
where individuals are forced to move or relocate from their communities. This can hap-
pen for a number of reasons, but in the case of housing, it is most certainly the cost. To
further contextualize this issue, Richard Florida of the Atlantic explains 2015⁶ that:

“Indeed, displacement is becoming a larger issue in knowledge hubs and
superstar cities, where the pressure for urban living is accelerating. These
particular cities a ract new businesses, highly skilled workers, major devel-
opers, and large corporations, all of which drive up both the demand for and
cost of housing. As a result, local residents—and neighborhood renters in
particular—may feel pressured to move to more affordable locations.” caus-
ing areas of poverty to concentrate.”

As briefly mentioned previously, there is new evidence to suggest that displacement
decreases as a result of an increase in housing supply. This is likely because as the
competition for housing decreases, prices decrease over time. Daniel Her in a 2016
article for the Portland City Observatory notes some of these findings from a study in
California over our case study, San Francisco⁷:

“[P]laces like that prevent new construction end up inducing more displace-
ment of their low-income residents.

That finding comes from California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office, which just
released a new report on the state’s ever-growing affordability crisis. Us-
ing a broad definition of displacement—any decline of a neighborhood’s
low-income population relative to its total population—the LAO shows that,
even controlling for other demographic factors, Bay Area communities with
the greatest expansion of market-rate housing also see the least low-income
displacement.

The effect is strong: changing from a low-construction neighborhood to a
high-construction neighborhood was associated with a decline in the proba-

⁶ ᵒ ᵈᵃ, ᵃ ᵈ. ” ᵃᵗ ᵃᵖᵖᵉ ᵗᵉ ᵃ ᵉ ᵍ ᵇᵒ ᵒᵒᵈ ᵉᵗ ᵉ ᵗ ᵉᵈ.” ᵉ ᵗ ᵃ ᵗ . ᵗ ᵃ ᵗ ᵉᵈ ᵃ ᵒᵐ-
ᵖᵃ , ₁₆ ᵉᵖᵗ. ₂₀₁₅. ᵉᵇ. ₀₁ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₆. ᵗᵗᵖ:// .ᵗ ᵉᵃᵗ ᵃ ᵗ . ᵒᵐ/ᵖᵒ ᵗ /ᵃ ᵛᵉ/₂₀₁₅/₀₉/ᵗ - - ᵃᵗ- ᵃᵖᵖᵉ -ᵃ ᵗᵉ -ᵃ- ᵉ ᵍ ᵇᵒ ᵒᵒᵈ-
ᵍᵉᵗ -ᵍᵉ ᵗ ᵉᵈ/₄₃₂₈₁₃/.

⁷ ᵉ ᵗ , ᵃ ᵉ . “ ᵉᵖᵒ ᵗ: ᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵒ ᵗ ᵘ ᵗ ᵒ ᵃ ᵉᵃᵖᵒ ᵃᵍᵃ ᵗ ᵖ ᵃ ᵉᵐᵉ ᵗ.” ᵗ ᵇ ᵉ ᵛᵃᵗᵒ , ᵗ ᵒᵐᵐᵉ -
ᵗᵃ , ₉ ᵉᵇ. ₂₀₁₆, ᵗ ᵒᵇ ᵉ ᵛᵃᵗᵒ .ᵒ ᵍ/ ᵉᵖᵒ ᵗ-ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵒ ᵗ ᵘ ᵗ ᵒ - -ᵃ- ᵉᵃᵖᵒ -ᵃᵍᵃ ᵗ-ᵈ ᵖ ᵃ ᵉᵐᵉ ᵗ/.
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bility of displacement from 46 percent to 26 percent. And crucially, the LAO
researchers found that this effect was independent of inclusionary housing
programs. That is, new construction reduced displacement not because it in-
cluded low-income set-aside units, but because it helped keep market prices
lower. In fact, the presence or lack of an inclusionary housing policy had a
much, much smaller effect on displacement than the amount of market-rate
housing construction.”

Displacement is one way that affirmatives can ultimately impact to low income individ-
uals, although it is more indirect. Displacement is a huge problem, and there will be no
shortage of literature on how debilitating displacement is for those affected by it. One
such impact is upward mobility. David Leonhardt of The New York Times released a
study in 2016 that discussed barriers to upward mobility in addition to what best al-
lowed for it. In this comprehensive study that encompasses several metropolitan areas
across the US, Leonhardt notes:

“[T]he researchers identified four broad factors that appeared to affect in-
come mobility, including the size and dispersion of the local middle class.
All else being equal, upward mobility tended to be higher in metropolitan
areas where poor families were more dispersed among mixed-income neigh-
borhoods.”

Thus, the construction of market-rate housing could actually be beneficial for the low
income in terms of mobility. Because of reduced displacement, communities will tend
to be more mixed income, increasing the chances of upward mobility for all.

1.4 Negative

While the affirmative will largely have to focus on the law of supply and demand and
indirect impacts to the poor, the negative will have the opportunity to call out the time-
frame of when the affirmative impacts will materialize -- if they do. This is because the
housing market is not so cut and dry - market rate implies just that, the market. Is the
market there for low-income people? Yes, but are the margins high? No. Therefore,
market-rate construction will be geared toward middle class or luxury housing, most
likely the la er. In the affirmative section of this topic analysis, I spent time elaborating
on the idea that the luxury housing today becomes the middle market housing of tomor-
row. While this is most certainly true, there is some very easy neg ground: timeframe. If

13

This product is licensed to kjkim21@gmail.com by Victory Briefs. Any distribution or modification of this file not explicitly allowed by the
terms of purchase (including removing or obscuring this text or sending to anyone outside Jesse Kim's school) is a violation of copyright.

Please report illicit distribution of this file to help@victorybriefs.com.



1 Topic Analysis by Marina Leventis

the poor represent the population struggling the most to find affordable housing, build-
ing luxury housing that takes decades to become affordable for the middle class is most
definitely not a solution. Amee Chew elaborates in her 2018⁸ article for Shelter Force
Community Development:

“For one, for-profit new construction is overwhelmingly geared toward the
luxury market. But it’s lower-income households who face the most severe
affordable housing shortfalls. While our high-end stock has steadily grown,
since 1990 on balance we’ve lost over 2.5 million affordable units renting for
under $800. To what? In large part, rent increases.

Secondly, new construction takes decades to depreciate down to rents that
are actually affordable to most renters. “Trickle down” isn’t happening fast
enough.

Even worse, however, new construction actually fuels displacement in the
short term, even when no already existing housing is knocked down. Why?
Numerous studies show that market-rate housing development has price
ripple effects on surrounding neighborhoods, driving up rents and increas-
ing the burden on lower-income households. Many residents in communi-
ties transformed by gentrification can already a est to the connection be-
tween for-profit development, rising living costs, and the mass exodus of
lower-income residents. Maybe this won’t play out in Malibu, or a sparse
neighborhood with very few low-income folk, but otherwise the above ef-
fects are widespread in our cities.”

It is true that there is a housing shortage. What is also true is that there is an affordable
housing shortage. This is a direct harm to impoverished or low-income individuals
struggling to find a home where they can afford their rent. However, negatives should
probably not argue that the government should promote affordable housing construc-
tion instead of market rate housing. Instead, it is probably a be er idea to suggest that
the promotion of market rate housing trades off with affordable housing construction
directly. This will make arguments about timeframe particularly powerful. Let’s refer
back to the San Francisco area to examine this further. I will once again let Sco Wiener⁹
crunch the numbers:

⁸ ᵉ , ᵐᵉᵉ. “ ᵃᵗ ᵉ ᵒ ᵇᵒᵘᵗ ᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵒ ᵗ ᵘ ᵗ ᵒ ᵃ ᵈ ᵖ ᵃ ᵉᵐᵉ ᵗ.” ᵉ ᵗᵉ ᵒ ᵉ, ᵉ ᵗᵉ ᵒ ᵉ: ᵉ ᵒ ᵉ ᵒ ᵒᵐᵐᵘ ᵗ ᵉ-
ᵛᵉ ᵒᵖᵐᵉ ᵗ, ₁₉ ᵉ . ₂₀₁₈, ᵉ ᵗᵉ ᵒ ᵉ.ᵒ ᵍ/₂₀₁₈/₁₁/₀₅/ ᵉ ᵉ - ᵃᵗ- ᵉ-ᵃ ᵗᵘᵃ -ᵏ ᵒ -ᵃᵇᵒᵘᵗ-ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ-ᵈᵉᵛᵉ ᵒᵖᵐᵉ ᵗ-ᵃ ᵈ-ᵈ ᵖ ᵃ ᵉᵐᵉ ᵗ/.

⁹ ᵉ ᵉ , ᵒᵗᵗ. “ ᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ’ᵗ ᵃ ᵃᵈ ᵒ ᵈ, ᵃ ᵈ ᵉ ᵒ ’ᵗ ᵒ ᵛᵉ ᵗ ᵉ ᵒᵘ ᵍ ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ ᵗ.” ₊ ᵃ -
ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ, ᵉᵈ ᵘᵐ, ₁₆ ᵖ . ₂₀₁₇, ᵃ ᵗᵖ ᵘ ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ ᵍ. ᵒᵐ/ᵐᵃ ᵏᵉᵗ- ᵃᵗᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- ᵗ-ᵃ-ᵇᵃᵈ- ᵒ ᵈ-ᵃ ᵈ- ᵉ- ᵒ -ᵗ- ᵒ ᵛᵉ-ᵗ ᵉ- ᵒᵘ ᵍ- - ᵗ ᵒᵘᵗ- ᵗ-
ᵉ₆₇ ₀₆ᵃ ₄ᵈ.
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“In San Francisco, over the past 10 years, we have produced 2136 subsidized
income-based units for very low income people, 1017 units for low income
people, and 1544 units for moderate income people. Pu ing that in context,
San Francisco’s population has grown by about 65,000 in the past decade
and by 200,000 since 1980. So, while San Francisco is a leader among cities
in building affordable housing, even our comparatively robust production
numbers don’t match up with either our need or our growth. For example,
a few years ago, when 18 affordable income-based units came online in the
Castro, nearly 2,600 people entered the lo ery to win one.

Statewide, California has only 664,000 affordable, income-based rental
homes for a population of about 40 million, leaving more than 1.54 million
of California’s lowest income households without access to affordable
housing. Pu ing that in context, California has grown by 3.1 million people
in the past decade and 16 million people since 1980.”

If negatives can successfully argue that there is a tradeoff between affordable and
market-rate housing, they will be able to access a range of impacts that are very
devastating. Housing is fundamental to humanity, and for those who struggle to afford
their rents, they must make sacrifices that have terrible consequences. This can look
like foregoing healthcare, or living in third-rate, substandard conditions.

1.4.1 Neighborhood Poverty

One of the most severe impacts of unaffordable housing is the concentration of poverty.
Unfortunately, a life that begins in poverty is far more likely to end in it. This is a fairly
easy concept to grasp: if you are surrounded by poverty, you also probably only have
access to lower paying jobs, worse performing schools, and you may even be around
more violence. Thus, neighborhood poverty is absolutely debilitating. Elizabeth Knee-
bone, in writing for the Brookings Institute in 2014¹⁰ corroborates:

“As poverty increased and spread during the 2000s, the number of dis-
tressed neighborhoods in the United States—defined as census tracts with
poverty rates of 40 percent or more—climbed by nearly three-quarters (Ta-
ble 1). (Note that the analysis excludes both tracts with small populations

¹⁰ ᵉᵉᵇᵒ ᵉ, ᵃᵇᵉᵗ . ” ᵉ ᵒ ᵗ ᵃ ᵈ ᵖ ᵉᵃᵈ ᵒ ᵒ ᵉ ᵗ ᵃᵗᵉᵈ ᵒᵛᵉ ᵗ , ₂₀₀₀ ᵗᵒ ₂₀₀₈-₂₀₁₂.” ᵉ ᵒᵒᵏ ᵍ ᵗ ᵗᵘᵗ ᵒ . ᵉ ᵒᵒᵏ ᵍ ᵗ ᵗᵘ-
ᵗ ᵒ , ₃₁ ᵘ ₂₀₁₄. ᵉᵇ. ᵗᵗᵖ :// .ᵇ ᵒᵒᵏ ᵍ .ᵉᵈᵘ/ ᵗᵉ ᵃ ᵗ ᵛᵉ /ᵗ ᵉ-ᵍ ᵒ ᵗ -ᵃ ᵈ- ᵖ ᵉᵃᵈ-ᵒ - ᵒ ᵉ ᵗ ᵃᵗᵉᵈ-ᵖᵒᵛᵉ ᵗ -₂₀₀₀-ᵗᵒ-₂₀₀₈-₂₀₁₂/
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and those where more than 50 percent of residents enrolled in college or
graduate school.) The population living in such neighborhoods grew by
similar margins (76 percent, or 5 million people) to reach 11.6 million by
2008-2012. Of those residents, 5.4 million were poor. By 2008-2012, the
concentrated poverty rate—or share of poor residents living in distressed
tracts—had reached 12.2 percent, up from 9.1 percent in 2000. This trend
indicates that an increased share of poor individuals today face the”double
burden” of not only their own poverty, but also the disadvantages of
those around them.” “The challenges of poor neighborhoods—including
worse health outcomes, higher crime rates, failing schools, and fewer job
opportunities—make it that much harder for individuals and families
to escape poverty and often perpetuate and entrench [it] poverty across
generations.2 These factors affect not only the residents and communities
touched by concentrated disadvantage, but also the regions they inhabit
and the ability of those metro areas to grow in inclusive and sustainable
ways.”

Negatives who choose to impact to concentrated poverty with have no shortage of evi-
dence to express its crushing nature. Neighborhood poverty is a huge indicator for the
potential for mobility. Thus, neighborhood poverty creates intergenerational poverty.
The cyclical nature of such concentrations of poverty makes it especially heartbreaking.
To conclude, Raj Che y from Stanford in 2015¹¹ sums this idea up nicely:

“Where children grow up affects their outcomes in adulthood in proportion
to the time they spend in the place. The idea that exposure time to neigh-
borhoods plays an important role has been recognized since at least Wilson
(1987) and Jencks and Mayer (1990). Our results highlight that it is exposure
during childhood that appears to ma er most, up to the early twenties – and
that at least 50% of the variation in intergenerational mobility across the U.S.
reflects the causal effects of childhood exposure.”

¹¹ ᵉᵗᵗ , ᵃ , ᵃ ᵈ ᵃᵗ ᵃ ᵉ ᵉ ᵈ ᵉ . “ ᵉ ᵐᵖᵃ ᵗ ᵒ ᵉ ᵍ ᵇᵒ ᵒᵒᵈ ᵒ ᵗᵉ ᵍᵉ ᵉ ᵃᵗ ᵒ ᵃ ᵒᵇ ᵗ : ᵈ ᵒᵒᵈ ᵖᵒ ᵘ ᵉ ᵉ ᵗ ᵃ ᵈ ᵒᵘ ᵗ - ᵉᵛᵉ -
ᵗ ᵐᵃᵗᵉ .” , ᵃ ᵛᵃ ᵈ ᵃ ᵈ ᵗᵃ ᵒ ᵈ ᵛᵉ ᵗ ᵉ , ᵃ ₂₀₁₅, .ᵉ ᵘᵃ ᵗ -ᵒ -ᵒᵖᵖᵒ ᵗᵘ ᵗ .ᵒ ᵍ/ ᵐᵃᵍᵉ / ᵇ ᵈ _ᵖᵃᵖᵉ .ᵖᵈ .
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1.5 Concluding Remarks

Teams that will do well on this topic will be the ones that adequately identify what
market-rate and what urban areas mean and stick to it. Additionally, it is extremely im-
portant on this topic especially to be very strategic with what kind of impact you want
to read. For affirmatives who want to impact to poverty, it’s important to remember
your timeframe. If you can’t demonstrate that poverty will in some way be mitigated
in the near future, then it may be be er to advocate for the middle class. Similarly, it
is important that negatives assert time frame over alternatives in the case of affordable
housing construction versus market rate construction. The tradeoff is what makes the
argument powerful. Also, there is no reason to restrict yourself to just low-income indi-
viduals. There are plenty of other impacts of unaffordable housing that can be assessed.
What you should definitely not do is straight negate the resolution without proving that
promoting the development of market rate housing is worse than not. This is because
if the affirmative can win any risk of the trickle down happening, then it probably isn’t
fair to say to prefer no long term impact to a risk of one. This is an incredibly interesting
topic that is more complex than its face value suggests. I hope sincerely that you enjoy
it as much as I do.
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2 Topic Analysis by Megan Munce

Megan Munce is a student in Northwestern’s Medill School of Journalism, Me-
dia, IntegratedMarketing Communicationsmajoring in journalism. She previously
competed in Public Forum for two years at Presentation High School in San Jose,
CA, finding national success by reaching elimination rounds at both NSDANation-
als 2018 in Ft. Lauderdale, FL, and the 2018 Tournament of Champions. She ended
the regular season in 2018 ranked 7th on VBriefly, reaching the final rounds of the
Alta Silver & Black Invitational and the Cal Invitational as well as championing the
Kandi King Round Robin.

2.1 Introduction

The resolution for March of 2019 is “Resolved: The United States should promote the
development of market rate housing in urban neighborhoods.” The Pew Charitable
Trust reports that 43 million U.S. households rented their homes in 2016, so this reso-
lution clearly has a wide scope of impact.¹ A quick Google search on housing prices
will reveal that rent prices are soaring and there are efforts across several states to enact
further legislature to combat this. For example, the San Jose Mercury News reports on
the status of affordable housing in California alone:

Throughout the state, 15,044 units of affordable housing have been lost since
1997, and 34,554 more are at risk of turning into market-rate housing in the
next 10 years — 8 percent of the state’s current affordable housing stock, ac-
cording to the California Housing Partnership report. Meanwhile, the state
has a shortage of 1.5 million homes for its lowest-income residents.²

¹“American Families Face a Growing Rent Burden.” Pew. Pew Charitable Trusts, 19 April
2018. Web. Accessed 12 February 2019. <h ps://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-
analysis/reports/2018/04/american-families-face-a-growing-rent-burden#0-overview>

²Kendall, Marisa. “Housing Meant for the Bay Area’s Poorest Residents is Slowly Vanish-
ing.” Mercury News. San Jose Mercury News, 12 February 2019. Web. Accessed
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Interestingly, the affirmative of this resolution promotes allowing landlords to rent with-
out restrictions, in contrast to the November/December resolution where the affirma-
tive imposed price controls on the pharmaceutical industry. With that in mind, I’ll run
through the terms of the resolution and break down the main umbrellas most arguments
will fall under on either side.

2.2 The Resolution

The first step in understanding any resolution is defining the key terms of the resolution.
Likely the most unfamiliar term in the resolution is “market rate housing.” According
to the Spruce in 2018:

“Market rate housing is an apartment that has no rent restrictions. A land-
lord who owns market-rate housing is free to a empt to rent the space at
whatever price the local market may fetch. In other words, the term applies
to conventional rentals that are not restricted by affordable housing laws.”³

Defining this term at the top of your case can be helpful to clear up for the judge that
“market rate housing” just refers to housing that isn’t rent controlled. Using more well-
known language to talk about the resolution is always helpful because it lessens the
burden on you to explain the topic by capitalizing on the judge’s prior knowledge. It’s
important to understand that while the resolution might implicate that market rate hous-
ing is on the decline and needs a boost in some way, this is far from the case. The New
York Times reports in 2018 that 37 states have prohibitions against rent control laws.⁴

While market rate housing allows a landlord to charge as much as they can get some-
one to pay for rent, rent controlled housing often involves some sort of price ceiling
on rent in order to make it more affordable. However, there are some loopholes that
allow landlords to charge a market rate despite rent control laws. One of these such
loopholes is vacancy control, vacancy increase or vacancy bonus, which the New York
Times explains:

12 February 2019. <h ps://www.mercurynews.com/2019/02/12/housing-meant-for-the-bay-areas-
poorest-residents-is-slowly-vanishing/>

³Leshnower, Ron. “What Is Market-Rate Housing?” The Spruce. Dotdash, 7 September 2018. Web.
Accessed 12 February 2019. <h ps://www.thespruce.com/market-rate-apartment-155986>

⁴Dougherty, Conor. “Why Rent Control is a Lightning Rod.” New York
Times. New York Times, 12 October 2018. Web. Accessed 12 February 2019.
<h ps://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/business/economy/rent-control-explained.html>
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2 Topic Analysis by Megan Munce

It also prevents something called vacancy control, allowing landlords to
raise the rent without limit whenever a tenant under rent control moves out.
Let’s say a tenant is paying $1,000 a month and the market rate is $2,000 a
month. Under current law, when the rent-controlled tenant moves out, the
landlord is free to charge the next tenant $2,000 (or any other amount).⁵

Another one of these loopholes is preferential rent. Preferential rent on face seems pos-
itive, because it involves a landlord renting out a housing space for less than its market
value. However, ProPublica outlines the real harm of this practice:

Increases in preferential rents aren’t subject to city-set limits governing other
rent-stabilized apartments. Landlords can revoke the preferential rates, and
hike rents to the legal maximum, whenever leases come up for renewal. That
can mean spikes of hundreds or even thousands of dollars. The Donaldsons’
landlord, for example, charged them a preferential rent of $1,494 until he
revoked the discount and boosted the rent to the legal maximum of $2,065.⁶

Yet another basic loophole is a lack of accountability when reporting rent maximums.
ProPublica once again elaborates:

Landlords are supposed to set the maximum legal rents in accordance with
the stabilization rules, which include allowances for renovations, annual
rent hikes and other factors. They submit the maximum legal and preferen-
tial rents each year to New York State’s Division of Housing and Community
Renewal.

But the division rarely checks to make sure the legal maximums are in com-
pliance. When it supplies an apartment’s rent history to a tenant, it provides
a disclaimer: “DHCR does not a est to the truthfulness of the owner’s state-
ments or the legality of the rents reported in this document.”

That frees landlords to put down any figure they choose as the legal rent.
Some owners submit maximums above $60,000 a month, ProPublica found.⁷

Understanding these loopholes in round is important to understand how non-market
rate housing may operate in more or less the same way to its inverse, rent controlled

⁵Dougherty, “Why Rent Control is a Lightning Rod.”
⁶Podkul, Cezary. “New York Landlords Exploit Loophole to Hike Rents Despite Freeze.” ProPublica.

ProPublica, 25 April 2017. Web. Accessed 12 February 2019. <h ps://www.propublica.org/article/new-
york-landlords-exploit-loophole-to-hike-rents-despite-freeze>

⁷Podkul, “New York Landlords Exploit Loophole to Hike Rents Despite Freeze.”
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housing. Bringing them into the round can not only provide good defense for the affir-
mative, but also context for the negative as to the difference between their world and
the affirmative.

The next term to define is an “urban neighborhood.” The simple Merriam-Webster def-
inition of urban is “of, relating to, characteristic of, or constituting a city.”⁸ Bekins Mov-
ing Solutions, more specifically, defines an urban neighborhood as one in the downtown
area of a city.⁹ But it’s important to understand that many people who work and oper-
ate within cities don’t always live in their downtown areas, they often live in suburbs
such as Evanston to Chicago and instead travel into the city. The CityLab quantifies that
about 1.5 million people live within Manha an, but another 1.5 million travel into the
city for work every day.¹⁰

The final word in the resolution that might not seem obvious to define is what it is for
the United States to “promote” market rate housing. As previously mentioned, 37 states
already have explicit restrictions against rent controls, so it seems that the majority of
the United States is already, in a sense, “promoting” market rate housing. Based on this,
you might operate under the assumption that the resolution calls for more restrictions
against rent control. Alternatively, it isn’t clear whether it calls for pre-existing housing
to be converted into market rate housing or for new housing to be built AND to be
market rate housing. These two different interpretations could lead to different breaths
of arguments, particularly about scarcity.

2.3 Affirmative

The first umbrella of arguments that is likely to arise in the affirmative is incentifying
be er buildings by allowing landlords to charge as much as they can get on the market.
This argument echoes innovation arguments on the pharmaceutical price controls topic
from November/December: if people can’t earn as much money selling something (in
this case, housing), there’s less of an incentive to make that thing as nice. This could
mean that more apartment buildings aren’t being built in the first place, reducing the

⁸“Urban.” Merriam-Webster. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. Accessed 13 February 2019.
<h ps://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/urban>

⁹“What is an Urban Neighborhood?” Bekins Moving Solutions, DBA Bekins Solutions, Inc., n.d. Web.
Accessed 12 February 2019. <h ps://www.mybekins.com/blog/what-is-an-urban-neighborhood/>

¹⁰Badger, Emily. “The Most Important Population Statistic That Hardly Ever Gets
Talked About.” CityLab. CityLab, 30 May 2013. Web. Accessed 12 February 2019.
<h ps://www.citylab.com/transportation/2013/05/most-important-population-statistic-hardly-ever-
gets-talked-about/5747/>
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number of jobs available within cities. It could alternatively mean that landlords have
less of an incentive to fix problems within the building since there’s no harm to their
profits. The Urban Institute provides empirical evidence:

More recently, a MIT study of the 1995 repeal of rent control in Cambridge,
Massachuse s, found that investment in housing increased after rent con-
trol ended, leading to “major gains in housing quality.” A National Bureau
of Economic Research paper also examined the Cambridge experience and
concluded that “elimination of rent control added about $1.8 billion to the
value of Cambridge’s housing stock between 1994 and 2004, equal to nearly
a quarter of total Cambridge residential price appreciation in this period.”
These findings have been used to argue for removal of rent control in New
York and other places.¹¹

It could also shrink the overall housing market, which would further lead to scarcity
and lack of accessible housing. CityLab provides empirical evidence for this:

Landlords have many options to elude rent control by changing the status
of their buildings and driving tenants out.

The researchers found that rent-controlled properties were 10 percent more
likely to be converted into condos or renovated drastically, so that they’d
be exempt from rent control. Other landlords avoided the regulations by
moving into the property themselves, taking advantage of California’s Ellis
Act and saying they were taking the building off the rental market, or buying
off the tenants. Landlords probably pursued these tactics more readily in
expensive areas, where they had more to gain, according to the paper, and
were more successful in cases where tenants put up less resistance.¹²

Another lens of looking at the affirmative is the downsides of non-market rate housing,
in other words rent controlled housing. This can be one area where it becomes
particularly relevant that not all people who work in a city live within its “urban
neighborhoods.” The same Stanford study that CityLab references additionally
found--specifically focused on San Francisco--that by reducing the housing supply by

¹¹Tatian, Peter A. “Is Rent Control Good Policy?” Urban Institute. Urban Institute, 2 January 2013.
Web. Accessed 16 February 2013. Web. Accessed 11 February 2019. <h ps://www.urban.org/urban-
wire/rent-control-good-policy>

¹²Misra, Anvi. “Rent Control: a Reckoning.” CityLab. The Atlantic Monthly Group, 29 January
2018. Web. Accessed 11 February 2019. <h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/01/rent-control-a-
reckoning/551168/>
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15% for the reasons explained above, it additionally increased city-wide rent by 5.1%.¹³
When people compete for rent controlled housing because of the low price, it causes
that competition to drive up the prices of the housing elsewhere in the city and the
region that isn’t rent controlled. The Library of Economics and Liberty provides a clear
explanation of this phenomenon:

But if rents are established at less than their equilibrium levels, the quantity
demanded will necessarily exceed the amount supplied, and rent control
will lead to a shortage of dwelling spaces. In a competitive market and ab-
sent controls on prices, if the amount of a commodity or service demanded
is larger than the amount supplied, prices rise to eliminate the shortage (by
both bringing forth new supply and by reducing the amount demanded).
But controls prevent rents from a aining market-clearing levels and short-
ages result.

With shortages in the controlled sector, this excess demand spills over onto
the noncontrolled sector (typically, new upper-bracket rental units or con-
dominiums). But this noncontrolled segment of the market is likely to be
smaller than it would be without controls because property owners fear that
controls may one day be placed on them. The high demand in the noncon-
trolled segment along with the small quantity supplied, both caused by rent
control, boost prices in that segment. Paradoxically, then, even though rents
may be lower in the controlled sector, they rise greatly for uncontrolled units
and may be higher for rental housing as a whole.¹⁴

Another large breath of impacts that appears often in the literature is the negative side
effects that stem from rent control housing causing renters to stay in the same apartment
for longer. Once again, the Stanford study concluded that rent control increases the
probability that renters will remain at their address for longer by 20%.¹⁵ An oftentimes
cited disadvantage of this is a housing crisis caused when there isn’t as much real estate
changing hands. The Library of Economics and Liberty provides one explanation of

¹³Diamond, Rebecca, Timothy McQuade and Franklin Qian. “The Effects of Rent Control Expan-
sion on Tenants, Landlords, and Inequality: Evidence from San Francisco.” Stanford Grad-
uate School of Business. Stanford University, January 2018. Web. Accessed 12 February
2019. <h ps://www.gsb.stanford.edu/faculty-research/working-papers/effects-rent-control-expansion-
tenants-landlords-inequality-evidence>

¹⁴Block, Walter. “Rent Control.” Library of Economics and Liberty. Liberty Fund, n.d. Web. Accessed 11
February 2019. <h ps://www.econlib.org/library/Enc/RentControl.html>

¹⁵Diamond, “The Effects of Rent Control Expansion on Tenants, Landlords, and Inequality: Evidence from
San Francisco.”
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why this would occur:

Then there is the “old lady effect.” Consider the case of a two-parent, four-
child family that has occupied a ten-room rental dwelling. One by one the
children grow up, marry, and move elsewhere. The husband dies. Now
the lady is left with a gigantic apartment. She uses only two or three of the
rooms and, to save on heating and cleaning, closes off the remainder. With-
out rent control she would move to a smaller accommodation. But rent con-
trol makes that option una ractive. Needless to say, these practices further
exacerbate the housing crisis. Repeal of rent control would free up thou-
sands of such rooms very quickly, dampening the impetus toward vastly
higher rents.¹⁶

Overall, the affirmative has a large breath to explore about both the benefits of mar-
ket rate housing the disadvantages of the alternative: rent controlled housing. While
debaters should keep in mind that the majority of housing at the current moment is
market rate housing, the potential tradeoff between a rise in rent controlled housing
due to several acts going through state legislatures is still a viable route that opens up
more pathways of argumentation.

2.4 Negative

The most obvious downside to creating housing without any restriction on the
amount of rent charged will displace low-income renters. This website provides a
handy map illustrating how expensive apartments can get across the United States:
h ps://nlihc.org/oor To return to the example of the Bay Area as an urban neighborhood
earlier, KQED explains:

“The Bay Area Economic Institute -- which is not a bastion of socialism but
it is more aligned with the business interests of the Bay Area -- did a sim-
ulation of all these different types of housing policies and what it would
do to San Franciscans,” says Levin. “They found if you did away with rent
control, that is the worst thing you could do if you wanted to preserve the
affordability of the people currently in the city.”

¹⁶Block, “Rent Control.”
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The simulation found that ge ing rid of rent control would mean more
than 16,000 households would find themselves in unaffordable housing
overnight.¹⁷

In fact, ShelterForce finds that most low-income residents of gentrified areas can afford
to remain there because they live in rent controlled housing. In areas without rent con-
trol, they find that gentrification leads to displacement of renters due to rent increases,
landlord harassment, and apartments being converted to condos.¹⁸ (This article outlines
several studies on this subject, as well as indicts to a few of them, and is a good source
of academic studies to be used.)

Additional impacts can be derived from where renters would instead live if they can’t
afford to live in urban housing. One possibility raised by Forbes is that housing near
amenities such as public transportation would cost more, causing lower- and middle-
class workers to live farther away and spend more money commuting into the city.¹⁹

While the ground on the negative is likely to be dominated about arguments that center
on accessibility, debaters can diversify their strategies by pursuing different routes of
impacting. For instance, there are impacts to be derived about what happens when
people must spend more money on their housing, and therefore have to work more
jobs/more hours or have less money to spend elsewhere. The Pew Charitable Trust finds
that 38% of renter households were “rent burdened” in 2015; an increase if 19% from
2001. They define this to be spending 30% or more of a household’s gross income on rent
alone. 17% of renter households were furthermore severely rent burdened and spent
50% or more of their income on rent. Moreover, these statistics are severely skewed
towards minority populations.²⁰ Pew provides a good overall summary of the burden
of high rent on families:

Financially constrained, rent-burdened families can have difficulties paying
for core needs such as food, transportation, health care, and clothing. For ex-

¹⁷Placzek, Jessica. “Is Rent Control Working and Should We Have More or Less of It?” KQED. KQED,
28 June 2018. Web. Accessed 11 February 2019. <h ps://www.kqed.org/news/11677380/is-rent-control-
working-and-should-we-have-more-or-less-of-it>

¹⁸Chew, Amee. “Here’s What We Actually Know About Market-Rate Housing Development and
Displacement.” Shelterforce. Shelterforce, 5 November 2018. Web. Accessed 11 February
2019. <h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-
development-and-displacement/>

¹⁹Miller, Nathan. “Rent Control: What It Means for the Real Estate Market-
place.” Forbes. Forbes, 31 May 2018. Web. Accessed 11 February 2019.
<h ps://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesrealestatecouncil/2018/05/31/rent-control-what-it-means-for-
the-real-estate-marketplace/#aacaabc76706>

²⁰Pew, “American Families Face a Growing Rent Burden.”
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ample, in 2015, a severely rent-burdened two-earner, one-child household
in which both earners made the federal minimum wage would have had
about $250 a week in pretax dollars after rent to cover child care, transporta-
tion, food, health insurance, and other necessities. A single mother who was
severely rent burdened would have had about $124 pretax, or about $17 a
day, after the rent was paid.²¹

Another potential impact is what happens when people cannot find housing at all. As
previously mentioned, this might mean living far away from a person’s workplace or
convenient amenities. However, much of the literature points to homelessness as a seri-
ous outcome of overpriced housing. There has been an established correlation between
high rent (especially in urban neighborhoods) and increased rates of homelessness. As
Vox explains:

One cluster — which is composed of 54 regions, including big coastal cities
like New York and Los Angeles, as well as Las Vegas, St. Louis, Missouri,
and Anchorage, Alaska — is home to 47 percent of the US’s entire homeless
population, despite only housing 15 percent of all Americans. The cities in
this cluster have higher rates of homelessness than other parts of the country,
as well as higher average rents; nearly half of all renters in these cities are
rent-burdened, based on the report’s findings.²²

Within the breath of this impact, there is a plethora of impacts that are both extremely
clear to understand and important to discuss.The Boston University School of Public
Health gives a laundry list of just a few of them that can be further drilled into: higher
premature mortality rates, poor quality of life, chronic conditions, diseases, higher rates
of drug use among youth, higher reported rates of mental health issues, greater fre-
quency of violence and especially sexual abuse, and more. It’s important when delving
down this path of argumentation to only choose a few of these impacts and flush them
out well rather than trying to include the most amount of impacts with the least amount
of detail. Pu ing more work into your impacting--especially when dealing with serious
issues such as homelessness--is not only crucial to make the impact more important in
the round but to give respect to the group whose lives you are deriving impacts from.

²¹Ibid.
²²Del Valle, Gaby. “How Rising Rents Contribute to Homelessness.” Vox. Vox, 14 December 2018. Web.

Accessed 16 February 2019. <h ps://www.vox.com/the-goods/2018/12/14/18131047/homelessness-rent-
burden-study>
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2.5 Takeaways

Like the November/December price controls topic, I expect the March topic to be dom-
inated by arguments about accessibility on either side. This will likely open up the
debate to interesting link debates, but debaters should keep their impacts in mind and
remember to extend them through the last two speeches, even if they become less im-
portant in the round. Even on link-heavy topics, having clearer and be er extended
impacts is always an easy way to win a round. Have fun, and good luck to everyone
competing in state and national qualifying tournaments this topic!
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3 Topic Analysis by Lee Place

Lee competed in Public Forum at Trinity Prep and served as team captain his senior
year. In 2 years of national circuit competition, Lee reached late outrounds at Florida
Blue Key (twice), NDCA, Yale, Grapevine, Apple Valley, Emory, and Berkeley. Lee
amassed 10 total bids to the Tournament of Champions throughout his career. In
postseason competition, Lee qualified to FFL States, NSDA Nationals, and the UK
TOC both his junior and senior years. His junior year he had a winning record
at TOC and placed 7th overall and NSDA Nationals. His senior year he reached
quarterfinals at FFL States, semi finals at TOC, and outrounds of NSDANationals.
Lee peaked on the rankings April of his senior year being ranked #1 in Public Forum.
In his 2 years of coaching Lee’s students have won the Silver TOC, Alta, ASU,
Santa Clara University’s tournament, and closed-out UOP. He is now a Freshman
at UC Berkeley, planning to study Business Administration and Public Policy. He
is incredibly excited to be returning to VBI to coach this summer.

3.1 Introduction

Hello and welcome to March in Public Forum debate, where national circuit tourna-
ments are virtually non existent and everyone gets to debate on their home turf. Speak-
ing of homes let’s dive in! The March topic reads as follows Resolved: The United
States should promote the development of market rate housing in urban neighborhoods.
Housing is a hot bu on issue hotly debated by economists and policymakers with many
conflicting theories and studies. What almost no one disagrees on is that housing in
America is a HUGE issue. A recent article on the huffington post paints an ugly picture
writing

“By nearly every measure, the American housing sector is broken. For
decades, city, state and federal policies have contributed to rising rents,
falling subsidies and the systematic shift of homeownership to older, richer
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and whiter Americans. That’s the undeniable upshot of a new report from
the Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard University. The report
compiles hundreds of metrics on the health of America’s housing sector
and finds that, despite some short-term progress since the recession, the
long-term prognosis is grim. The housing crisis is the ticking time bomb
at the heart of the American economy, wiping out savings, increasing
inequality and reducing the ability of workers to weather the next recession.
It has been in front of us all along, but now, finally, it is impossible to
ignore.”

Thankfully, at least in the world of public forum debate, the issue no longer will be
pushed to the sidelines. In this sense the resolution is everything a good topic should
be, timely, important, controversial, and balanced. With all this in mind, let’s move to
specifics.

3.2 A Discussion of Terms

The United States: Here we are introduced to the actor in the resolution in a frustratingly
vague manner. No United States federal government state government specification
leads us to question exactly how this resolution will be implemented. Exactly how the
resolution is implemented is impossible to guess, and in an event that does not allow for
specific plans this will make describing exactly what actually happens in the affirmative
world very difficult. Are tax breaks offered to developers for urban projects? Does the
government subsidize construction? Will each state be able to come up with their own
ideas under a general umbrella of “promotion”? Or does this simply mean the end of
rent control for new buildings? This is very difficult to predict with such a loose actor.
What does this mean for debaters? Get ready to encounter many “advocacies” from the
affirmative side and be prepared to call out your opponents if they read a plan with no
likelihood of passage. Affirmative teams wanting to run specific advocacies make sure
they are realistic, and that you have good evidence to prove this is how the resolution
would be implemented by current policymakers.
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3.2.1 Market Rate Housing

The idea of market rate housing is the first term crucial to understanding this topic. Mar-
ket rate housing is not an actual pricing of projects, but rather a guarantee to developer
that buildings will be free of restrictions. The Spruce writes:

h ps://www.thespruce.com/market-rate-apartment-155986

“Market rate housing is an apartment that has no rent restrictions. A land-
lord who owns market-rate housing is free to a empt to rent the space at
whatever price the local market may fetch. In other words, the term applies
to conventional rentals that are not restricted by affordable housing laws.”

In this sense the housing would not be at a set rate as the term may first imply. What
this means is that developers can price nw housing however they want. Keep in mind
developer incentive sets here. Both sides need to look at what types of housing develop-
ers will be encouraged to build considering their motive all comes down to profit. An
affirmative will probably want to highlight the considerable demand for low income
housing in areas across america as a market construction companies will cater to. Neg-
atives will probably want to point out the high profit margins developers are able to
garner off of expensive units designed for high income tenants.

3.2.2 Urban Neighborhoods

This part of the resolution specifies a location for housing. Development in general
cannot really be advocated on the topic, but rather construction specified to urban areas.
What are those? Well Benkins defines the term as

“usually found in the downtown core of a city. These neighborhoods are
not exclusive to any particular state but will always be found in the heart
of a major metro area. In larger cities, the majority of homes may consist of
apartment buildings, condos, and townhouses.”

The last part of this definition is perhaps the most important in terms of implication.
When debating this topic students will need to keep in mind housing is not normally
actual houses, but rather larger buildings and projects run by private development firms,
not individuals.
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3.2.3 Rent Control

Winter is coming… turn your mind back to November-December. Price controls! If you
debated this topic you already have the start of an understanding on a key idea for the
March topic. Let’s start by defining, according to Merriam Webster:

“Rent control is a form of price control that limits the amount a property
owner can charge for renting out a home, apartment or other real estate. Rent
control acts as a price ceiling by preventing rents either from being charged
above a certain level or from increasing at a rate higher than a predetermined
percentage.”

Rent control is not really a term the topic actually deals with, rather it’s a term the topic
would disallow. Market rate housing means that rent control that is in effect in many
cities across america to try to control the price of housing would not be implemented on
new projects, as they could charge a market rate. The tradeoff here is between spurring
development (supply, which is desperately needed as many places face shortages) and
price.

3.2.4 Gentrification

At first look, I thought this was the topic. It seemed that’s what the entire conversation
on social media and at tournaments was saying. Under closer examination and a look at
the literature on market rate housing, this link becomes far less certain. Anyways, let’s
start by defining the term. According to Merriam Webster the definition of gentrification
is

“the process of repairing and rebuilding homes and businesses in a deteri-
orating area (such as an urban neighborhood) accompanied by an influx of
middle-class or affluent people and that often results in the displacement of
earlier, usually poorer residents”.

As you can see, a lot of words and ideas from the resolution pop out. Housing, urban,
and building all at least quasi appear in this definition. On face the ideas are very simi-
lar. At the end of the day, however, I do not see this topic as a referendum on gentrifica-
tion. This will definitely be a massive part of the discussion in March rounds, but both
sides have possible ways to link in. The main way gentrification occurs is through mar-
ket value of housing increasing which drives rent prices upward, pushing out lower
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income individuals. Rent control can halt this process, but as previously discussed,
market rate housing cannot be subject to this criteria, giving the negative a major link
into future gentrifying of urban neighborhoods. In addition the entire creation of new
housing likely leads to an influx of higher income and middle income americans, plus
potentially revitalizes the areas it is built in, resulting in some degree of gentrification
shortly after new housing is built. I would anticipate most affirmative cases will have
a lengthy discussion of this topic and its effects. However, the negative certainly does
not have to concede to this point and simply argue that housing price increases are a
good thing. Basic economics tells us that an increase in supply causes a decrease in the
price of a good. With this in mind, building more housing should theoretically decrease
rent prices in neighborhoods. The incentive sets of developers tends to complicate this,
but economic theory may be on the affirmative side. Uniqueness is even further mud-
dled. According to City Lab, prices are currently higher in urban neighborhoods than
suburban.

h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2016/02/rise-of-urban-real-estate/470748/

“Back in the late 1990s and early 2000s, urban and suburban homes in the
U.S. used to be worth about the same on a per-square foot basis. But since the
mid-2000s, urban homes have been worth more per square foot. Today, as a
fascinating new report from Zillow on the shifting geography of American
home values explores, urban homes nationwide are now valued at roughly
25 percent more than suburban ones on a per-square foot basis ($198 versus
$156 per square foot).”

This could have implications for what type of pressure new housing has on rent prices
in various ways, all depending on how you frame it. The Atlantic further contextualizes
with more of a negative spin writing:

“That claim is not just speculative. Over the past two decades, gentrification
has become a norm in major American cities. The typical example is a for-
merly low-income neighborhood where longtime residents and businesses
are displaced by white-collar workers and overpriced coffeehouses. But the
conventional wisdom that image reflects—that gentrification is a result of
an economic restructuring—often leaves out a critical side effect that dispro-
portionately affects communities of color: criminalization.”

Overall, this term is loaded and complicated, but is something all debaters need to fa-
miliarize themselves with. I think it will be a large link debate in most rounds, that will
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be interesting to see develop.

3.3 Specific Crises

One potential route to take on this topic is focusing in on specific areas of the country
that face housing shortages. A framing argument could easily be made that policymak-
ers would mainly look to areas that desperately need housing instead of just building
housing everywhere. Places like The Bay Area, Southern California, Denver, and New
York all face their own unique crises which would allow a pro team to specify their
advocacy, making it more difficult for the con to respond with general empirics.

3.4 Framework

Framing on this topic will probably be most important in terms of weighing. For both
sides I think impacting to low income individuals is the dominant strategy. For this
demographic the impact of the price of housing has far more of an effect on livelihood.
For the middle and upper class, the only shift based on price is probably just the degree
of quality housing they are able to access. It’s pre y easy to weigh that the potential for
homelessness vastly outweighs slight increases in quality for those who already have
homes. With this in mind, while writing cases teams should keep in mind tying back
arguments to those in poverty, especially extreme poverty where the risk for homeless-
ness is high.

Another potential framework to be considering in terms of impact weighing is through a
lens of alleviating racism first. Minority populations and African Americans specifically
have been historically disenfranchised in housing through redlining, section eight hous-
ing, and phenomenons like white flight. Many of these issues carry through to today
where their effects are still heavily felt. Arguing that we need to look to these popula-
tions first, that policymakers tend to neglect, should be persuasive to judges. On the con
side accessing this framework should be easy. Arguments about where developers will
likely prefer to develop, and who housing gets sold to easily link into continuing dis-
crimination. Further, gentrification is normally along racial lines and has large impacts
to continuing discrimination across the country.
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3.5 Pro Arguments

I think the easiest way to ensure a pro ballot is through proving that housing prices do
not increase. While understanding that is the best way to win is easy, actually accom-
plishing that may not be as much so. It is assuredly possible however. Joe Cortright at
City Observatory offers a good explanation of this

“When it comes to anything new and long-lived, higher-income households
buy most of the output. According to Bureau of Labor Statistics data, house-
holds in the two highest income quintiles accounted for about 67 percent
of the purchase of new cars in the US in 2001. New car buyers are ge ing
progressively older, and are more likely to be high income. According to
the National Automobile Dealers Association, the median new car buyer is
52 years old and has an income of about $80,000, compared to an average
age of 37 and an income of $50,000 for the overall population. But there’s
no outcry about America’s”affordable car crisis.” The reason: high-income
households buy newer cars; most of the rest of us buy used cars—which are
more affordable after they’ve depreciated for a while. That’s even more true
of housing, which is much longer lived. Nationally, 68 percent of the na-
tion’s rental housing is more than 30 years old—so only about 10 percent of
the nation’s renters live in apartments built in the last decade.”

The logic here is that new buildings eventually become affordable to low income individ-
uals even if they aren’t when built. This initially looks like it would set up a timeframe
problem as new projects only benefit the wealthy originally. However, consider where
people move in to new buildings from. Normally, they move out of older buildings
which then can become available to non wealthy residents. Then the key into the link
just becomes proving that residents of previously cheaper housing move up instead of
just new upper class residents moving into the city which would create displacement.

Even if the aff loses the debate on housing prices, all is not lost. If you find yourself in
this position work hard to make sure you mitigate or solve for the ills of displacement,
but it is easy to argue that the quality of life for those able to be in revitalized urban
areas is be er. According to Roos of Duke University

“Gentrification is a sign of economic growth. As money begins to flow into
a neighborhood, many aspects of everyday life are changed for the be er.
Buildings and parks are renovated and beautified. Jobs arrive with the in-
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creased construction activity and new retail and service businesses. Crime
rates decline. As the property tax base increases, so does funding to local
public schools. Formerly racially homogenous neighborhoods get an influx
of diversity. There are many things to applaud about the power of gentrifi-
cation.”

Lastly, the affirmative can argue that even if the housing goes to high income individ-
uals it will bring much needed resources to urban communities Mead of the National
Institute of Environmental Health Science explains,

“The North American urban landscape has changed considerably over the
past few decades with the advent of the automobile as the transportation
mode of choice. Privatized mobility allowed wealthier people to move[d]
outward from city centers toward the suburbs, and with them went many of
the supermarkets that used to pervade urban areas. The steady suburbaniza-
tion of major food retailers is contributing to the emergence of urban”food
deserts,” areas within city centers where low-income people have poor ac-
cess to vegetables, fruits, and other whole foods. Because many chronic dis-
eases have been associated with low consumption of vegetables and fruits,
along with high consumption of sugary or high-fat foods, urban food deserts
may be taking a health toll on those who live in socially deprived neighbor-
hoods.”

3.6 Con Arguments

First and foremost you want to prove that affordable housing is not what will be built.
Analysis about why will be crucial. An article from the Huffington Post about the crisis
details

“Before the recession, America built around 1.1 million new homes per
year. In its best year since, the country built just 849,000. This makes no
sense. Though the American population has been growing steadily, there
are now fewer homes on the market than in any year since 1982. Despite
seemingly bo omless demand, the construction of apartment buildings fell
by 10 percent last year. James Madden, an affordable housing developer
in Sea le, said the reasons for the slowdown are complex. Americans
move less now than they used to, meaning fewer are pu ing their homes
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up for sale. Construction costs are also booming due to higher material
costs. And major cities have fewer plots available for development. There
is also the”NIMBY factor,” delays and obstruction caused by neighbors
seeking to preserve their views, their redlining-inspired height restrictions
and (especially) their parking. America also has a nationwide shortage of
construction workers. According to the Harvard report, building firms have
200,000 job openings, the highest number in a decade. And yet, despite
persistent labor shortages, construction worker wages are rising slower
than the rest of the private sector. Madden said that all these costs, taken
together, mean developers can only make a profit on high-end apartments
and McMansions. He estimated that in Sea le, developers would struggle
to break even on apartments renting for less than $1,900 per month for a
one-bedroom unit. In New York or Boston, he said, the figure is probably
closer to $3,000. “In a lot of cities,” he said, “the market can’t supply housing
for people making less than six figures.” The Harvard report showed this
too. Almost half the apartments built in 2016 were in large buildings of
more than 50 units; nearly nine out of 10 had swimming pools. Homes of
less than 1,800 square feet ― the now-mythical “starter home” — made
up just 22 percent of construction in 2016, a fall from 50 percent in 1988.
According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition, America is 7.7
million units of low-income housing behind where it needs to be, and the
country has simply stopped building them.”

The main argument here then becomes about gentrification. Michael Jones of the Free
Republic finds these contextualizes well showing how the effects are widespread in
America,

“By now, it should be obvious that the government-sponsored initiative to
renew this country’s large cities, which began in the 1930s and continued
largely unabated in the East and Midwest through the 1960s and beyond
has been a profound and devastating failure. More homes were destroyed
than were ever built; once-great metropolises like Detroit lay in ruins; once-
thriving neighborhoods were overwhelmed with drugs and crime; build-
ings that were built to last centuries fell to the wrecking ball mere decades
after they were built; an entire generation of young people, both those who
came to the cities and those who were driven from the cities into the suburbs,
have grown up rootless, in a Hobbsian state in which man’s life was”solitary,
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poor, nasty, brutish and short.”

Further, a key problem with displacement statistics is that they are grossly underesti-
mated. Jordan Klein of University of California, Berkeley finds,

“Renewal planners and administrators faced a difficult bind: on the one
hand, all the political and economic incentives pointed toward supplanting
a ‘blighting’ population and its ‘blighting’ land uses with a higher-status
population. On the other hand, they could not acknowledge to those about
to be displaced, or perhaps even to themselves, that they were engaging in
highly regressive social engineering. Renewal entrepreneurs resolved this
bind largely by denying it. Official agency plans systematically underesti-
mated the likely displacement and overestimated housing alternatives for
those displaced.”

This can impact out to harming low income individuals that are pushed out and to
creating de-facto segregation as white families move in and push out people of color.
Both of these create easy link chains to the framing earlier talked about and can give
your judge a powerful narrative.

3.7 Conclusion

As you read this topic analysis I’m sure you’re wondering why it seems that only hous-
ing prices and displacement are covered. This is because I believe that in the vast major-
ity of rounds on this topic these will be the only issues that actually end up ma ering.
Public Forum has been trending towards heavy collapses to the issues that actually mat-
ter within a topic (as we have seen in February with pre y much every round coming do
to Yemen solvencies), and I think this topic will be no different. Controlling the internal
link to these arguments will be critical to winning rounds, and many other arguments
likely will not end up ma ering. Be sure to prepare for everything, but know that if
you can win the best solvency for housing crisis, you should be able to win pre y much
any round. Furthermore, keep in mind when debating this topic deals with serious and
sensitive issues. Handle them with care and remember the things you are advocating
for affects people’s lives. Humans are not numbers.
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4 Topic Analysis by Laurenn Vives

Laurenn Vives debated at Presentation High School for 3 years, holding the title of
PF captain as a junior. Laurenn qualified to TOC both her junior and senior year,
amassing 5 gold bids and 6 silver bids in her career. She has been ranked as high as
9th nationwide on debaterankings, and as high as 13th nationwide on Victory Briefs.
Her most notable achievements include championing the Santa Clara University
in 2016, finalling at Berkeley 2018, Alta 2017, & UOP 2016, placing 2nd in the
California Round Robin, earning a place in the top 3 speakers at Stanford, Alta, the
Cal RR, UoP, & Harker, and making elimination round appearances most notably
at Yale, Arizona State, Stanford, Berkeley, Harker, and UoP. She will be studying
at Boston University next year and hopes to major in Political Science. She was an
instructor at VBI this summer.

4.1 Introduction

Housing and shelter is a basic human need. However, the United States government
does not seem to agree (or at least agree enough to do something about it). For people
living paycheck to paycheck, rent is absolutely one of the most pressing costs that needs
to be taken care of, and yet, there seems to be a perpetual housing crisis in the United
States as a result of income inequality. An apartment is labeled as “market rate housing”
is housing that has no rent restrictions, meaning the landlord can charge as much as they
want for the apartment, generally in relation to the local market. If an apartment is under
rent control, this means that the landlord cannot charge over a certain threshold set by
local laws. Since 2018, four states California, New York, New Jersey, Maryland, and D.C.
are the only states to have some form of rent control in any of their districts/cities. Mar-
ket rate housing is the default. The question of this resolution is whether or not market
rate housing would benefit urban neighborhoods in some way. When referring to urban
neighborhoods, the resolution asks us to focus on neighborhoods in large cities which
usually comprise of apartments, condos, and townhouses rather than owned houses.
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One might also argue that this focus on “urban neighborhoods” is referring to lower-
income neighborhoods, which tend to also not be comprised of owned homes, and is
generally the group of people that are being discussed when using those specific terms
in colloquial language. Another question this resolution asks is: what does it mean for
the United States to “promote” something? Does that entail a policy, direct funding,
raising awareness? There certainly is some room there to argue, however I believe the
best debate will happen if some sort of policy or funding is defined as the United States’s
promotion, because that is obviously where the impacts will be the greatest.

4.2 Arguments: Pro

A lot of the major arguments on the affirmative side are going to revolve around the
most effective way of handling the unaffordable housing crisis. The strongest argument
I predict on the affirmative side will be the idea that market rate housing is necessary for
the literal building of more housing through increased revenue. Many argue that the
only reason why rent is so high is because it is too limited - and therefore, by expanding
the supply of houses, one will eventually be able to decrease the price. The prerequisite
to increasing the supply is paying for the labor and materials and therefore requires
more money¹.

These a itudes breed skepticism — and even hostility — in political leaders
and advocacy organizations toward market-rate housing, and drive support
for housing policy that focuses either exclusively or largely on publicly sub-
sidized, income-based affordable housing. The problem is that as much as
I and others support and work to expand subsidized, income-based afford-
able housing, we will never — and I truly mean never — produce enough of
that housing to satisfy all, or even most, of our housing needs. These sub-
sidized units clearly play a critical role, particularly for our lowest income
residents, and we need many more of them. But, absent a housing Mar-
shall Plan by the federal government (not gonna happen in our lifetime), we
simply do not and will not have the massive resources we would need to
shift to a dominant public-subsidy-based housing approach. Which means:
In addition to expanding the supply of subsidized income-based affordable
units, we must increase the overall supply of housing, and that means — you

¹Wiener, Sco . 2017. https://artplusmarketing.com/market-rate-housing-isnt-a-bad-word-and-we-won-t-solve-the-housing-crisis-without-it-ce67c06aff4d
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guessed it — market-rate housing. Some describe all new market-rate hous-
ing as “luxury housing,” because it’s expensive. Well, of course it’s expen-
sive, since for decades we haven’t built enough of it. According to Califor-
nia’s Legislative Analyst, the state needs to produce about 180,000 units of
housing a year to keep up with growth. In practice, we produce less than half
that number. And, let’s be real. While the new apartment or condo project
down the street is expensive, so is the 75-year-old house or apartment you’re
trying to buy or rent. It’s *all* expensive, and that’s not because it’s “luxury.”
It’s because it’s scarce.

As Valdez explains further²:

These two groups, single-family neighbors and socialist, have married for
convenience in the political arena and their child is the notion of “affordabil-
ity.” The first group opposes new market rate housing because it will hurt
them economically even though their stated reasons are a rhetorical distrac-
tion from that fact. The second group believes that the reason prices are
high is because of profiteering, therefore they believe that in order to make
housing affordable the only solution is to redistribute profits from market
rate housing through fees and taxes to the production of affordable housing
built by non-profits. Neighbors support these schemes such as Mandatory
Inclusionary Zoning (MIZ) because they know they will slow the production
of market rate housing with process and cost.

This is why some progressives argue that housing should not be a commod-
ity. It is a right. When I hear this I point out that if a 10,000 people are moving
to a town with 7,500 units, the resulting scarcity will mean high prices. In
a socialist utopia, it will mean rationing by a centralized bureaucracy. In
a price economy, there will be an economic motive to build more housing.
The result is more supply and lower prices even while the builders make
more money. In an economy without price, the government would have
to redistribute limited resources away from other public benefits to housing.
Markets ration benefits impersonally through price, and prices fall with com-
petition. In economies with no price, there is no incentive to increase supply
and people with political agendas do the rationing and production of your
“rights” – an example of what Hayek called “The Road to Serfdom.” Remem-

²Valdez, Roger. 2018. h ps://www.forbes.com/sites/rogervaldez/2018/07/16/we-dont-need-more-
affordable-housing-we-need-more-housing-so-it-will-be-affordable/#9935e6815aa2
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ber, affordability is qualitative measure of a person’s relationship to price.
All housing is affordable to someone. For me, a three-bedroom penthouse
apartment in New York City is not affordable; to Bill Gates or Jeff Bezos it
is. The shift in language away from using price as a measure of supply and
demand and toward the less precise term ”affordability” is not an accident.
It is a deliberate effort to thwart more housing by invested incumbents and
an expression of an ideology that, in the words of Margaret Thatcher, would
rather the poor were poorer, provided the rich are less rich.

Although unfortunately a lot of the literature on this idea has a conservative/pro-
capitalist bias, one could certainly link into many impacts regarding solvency for
homelessness and poverty. This argument could also be used as a turn when the Con
reads anything regarding homelessness and poverty.

Other arguments on the Pro will probably include general economic benefit arguments.
While these are all valid, the Pro will certainly have to find a way to link into poverty if
they want to weigh against what the Con has to offer.

4.3 Arguments: Con

I predict that this topic might have a bit of a side-skew towards the Con. Considering
how bad the housing crisis actually is at the moment, most judges will come into the
round expecting some sort of solution to this crisis. As the Con, you cannot argue for
rent control as that would be a counterplan. However, if there is a way to prove some
sort of trade-off, or if the Pro asks for an alternative, one could certainly bring up rent
control and the benefits it has had in the places it has been implemented in. A lot of the
arguments on the Con will be centered around poverty and its implications. Here’s an
article that covers a lot of the primary arguments³:

We need to talk about market-rate construction, and displacement. Here is
the what the research says:

Studies show that market-rate housing development is linked to the
mass displacement of neighboring low-income residents (Davidson and
Lees 2005, 2010; Pearsall 2010). Such displacement occurs even when

³Chew, Amee. 2018. h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-what-we-actually-know-about-market-
rate-housing-development-and-displacement/
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low-income housing is not directly demolished and destroyed to make
way for new development—because it operates through indirect and
exclusionary means, such as “price shadowing” (Davidson and Lees 2005,
2010). Market-rate housing production causes significant price impacts in
surrounding neighborhoods, raising area rents and real estate taxes (Oliva
2006; Pearsall 2010; Zuk and Chapple 2016). These price impacts have
resulted in higher housing cost burdens for low-income residents, as well
as their displacement (Davidson and Lees 2005, 2010; Pearsall 2010). In
fact, a study of displacement in New York City based on a survey of 18,000
housing units found that most displaced households were forced to move
due to cost considerations; in contrast, low-income residents who managed
to remain in gentrifying neighborhoods overwhelmingly lived in public
housing or rent stabilized units insulated from price dynamics (Newman
and Wyly 2006, 29, 41, 43). Rent burdens rose considerably in gentrifying
areas, so that only 1 out of 15 poor renters remaining in these New York
City neighborhoods rented in the unregulated market (40-1).

The influx of higher-income residents, whom market-rate developments are
typically geared toward, is itself associated with the displacement of vulner-
able groups from the same area. Studies in London, Sydney, and Melbourne
using longitudinal census data found that increases in high-income and pro-
fessional households in a neighborhood were correlated with greater losses
or displacement of low-income, family, and working-class households, as
well as elderly, disabled, and unemployed residents, from that community
(Atkinson 2000a, 2000b; Atkinson et al. 2011). One study found that in neigh-
borhoods with an influx of higher-income residents, working-class residents
moved at three times the rate compared to in other areas—and usually out
of the neighborhood (Atkinson 2000a, 159).

Location ma ers in predicting the pathway of gentrification. Gentrification
is more likely for poor neighborhoods that border rich neighborhoods
(Kolko 2007; Guerrieri et al. 2013). A study of over 27 metro regions in the
U.S., including Los Angeles, found that out-migration of poor residents
and in-migration of richer residents was 64 percent more likely for neigh-
borhoods within half a mile of an existing rich neighborhood, compared
to those further from the nearest rich neighborhood (Guerrieri et al. 2013,
59). Again, this is likely due to price effects: housing prices in poor neigh-
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4 Topic Analysis by Laurenn Vives

borhoods that bordered or were within a mile of rich areas appreciated by
a significantly higher amount than prices in poor neighborhoods further
away (51, 56). Housing booms do not affect prices in all neighborhoods
equally; in fact, poor neighborhoods that start out with low housing prices
and are near richer neighborhoods experience the largest price increase
effects (46).

Unfortunately, in our market-based housing system, proximity to transit sta-
tions is a risk factor for gentrification. Numerous studies show that neigh-
borhoods within half a mile of a transit station experience significant hous-
ing price and rent increases (Immergluck 2009; Pollack et al. 2010); loss
of affordable units (Chapple and Loukaitou-Sideris 2017); increased share
of high-income households and decreased share of low-income households
(Dominie 2012; Chapple and Loukaitou-Sideris 2017); and increased prices
of commercial properties (Weinberger 2001; Debrezion et al. 2007). More-
over, plans for transit investment can drive up property values and housing
costs even before construction begins due to real estate speculation, as the
plans become known (Knaap et al. 2001; Immergluck 2009).

Likewise, new higher-end commercial amenities and big box retailers also
add to displacement pressures, again, largely due to the overall marketiza-
tion of housing in the U.S. and lack of sufficient protections against rising
costs. Such commercial development contributes to rising property values,
as well as the influx of white and more affluent residents, heightening dis-
placement through competition and rising rents (Zukin 2009). The arrival of
large, national retailers has been linked to net job and business loss, as well
as decreases in retail wages (Dube et al. 2007). But even smaller-sized yet
upscale boutiques contribute to the displacement of local stores and services
that long-time, lower-income residents rely on—notwithstanding boutique
owners’ purported sensitivity to community identity and racial solidarity
(Zukin et al. 2009).

The article above has a lot more Con evidence in it and great citations, so I highly sug-
gest checking it out if you are looking for more sources. The socioeconomic impacts of
market-rate housing on marginalized communities cannot be understated. I predict a
lot of teams will probably run arguments surrounding institutionalized racism and gen-
trification. It is important to remember that running these arguments requires a level
of sensitivity - discrimination is not just a debate impact. Do not run it if you are only

43

This product is licensed to kjkim21@gmail.com by Victory Briefs. Any distribution or modification of this file not explicitly allowed by the
terms of purchase (including removing or obscuring this text or sending to anyone outside Jesse Kim's school) is a violation of copyright.

Please report illicit distribution of this file to help@victorybriefs.com.

https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Dan_Immergluck/publication/248974369_Large_Redevelopment_Initiatives_Housing_Values_and_Gentrification_The_Case_of_the_Atlanta_Beltline/links/572b284c08ae057b0a0949b5.pdf
https://www.northeastern.edu/csshresearch/dukakiscenter/wp-content/uploads/sites/7/2018/03/TRN_Equity_final.pdf
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/single-project.php?row_id=65188
http://www.worldcat.org/oclc/921254639
https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/single-project.php?row_id=65188
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/3rb737r9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11146-007-9032-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X0102100103
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Dan_Immergluck/publication/248974369_Large_Redevelopment_Initiatives_Housing_Values_and_Gentrification_The_Case_of_the_Atlanta_Beltline/links/572b284c08ae057b0a0949b5.pdf
http://www.worldcat.org/oclc/780828658
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/22s5k4pv
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6040.2009.01269.x


4 Topic Analysis by Laurenn Vives

trying to win with it, because that only makes the debate space more exclusionary and
even unsafe, as well as rolling back progress. I think that in terms of framework, Con
arguments would really benefit from frameworks that prioritize discrimination above
anything else.

4.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, this topic is going to have a lot of good debates. However, one thing to
keep in mind is that the Pro and the Con are very partisan advocacies (Pro = right, Con
= left) more so than I believe most Public Forum topics are. This will require a higher
level of judge adapting because most judges will have had experience with this housing
crisis and will also be active in their respective political parties. Because of the reality of
housing in the United States, the team that proves a be er solvency to the housing crisis
will most likely win the debate. It is also very important to treat all of these arguments
with care, and run them well, because they are very, very real arguments that affect
people every day. Good luck!
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5 Evidence

5.1 Definitions and Conditions

5.1.1 Background Info

Definition of market rate housing.

Ron Leshnower, of the Spruce, in “What is Market-Rate Housing”, 9-7-18, h ps://www.
thespruce.com/market-rate-apartment-155986, accessed 2-5-19, cf

Market rate housing is an apartment that has no rent restrictions. A landlord who owns
market-rate housing is free to a empt to rent the space at whatever price the local market
may fetch. In other words, the term applies to conventional rentals that are not restricted
by affordable housing laws.Market rate housing can be beneficial for landlords, as it is
less complicated and they may be able to generate higher rent income as a result. But
if you’re a tenant looking for an apartment you can afford, a living in a market with a
high cost of living can make things tricky. Here are a few things you should know about
market rate housing and how to find an apartment you can afford.
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5 Evidence

5.1.2 Housing Market Unhealthy

Rent is approaching a crisis—absent government intervention to develop more
affordable rental housing, 1.7-3 million more people will become severely
rent-burdened in the coming years

Allison Chare e Chris Herbert Andrew Jakabovics Ellen Tracy Marya Daniel T. Mc-
Cue “Projecting Trends in Severely Cost-Burdened Renters: 2015–2025” 2015 Enterprise
Community Partners h p://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/projecting
_trends_in_severely_cost-burdened_renters_final.pdf

Overall, our analysis projects a fairly bleak picture of severe renter burdens across the
U.S. for the coming decade. Under nearly all of the scenarios performed, we found that
the renter affordability crisis will continue to worsen without intervention. According
to our projections, annual income growth would need to exceed annual rent growth by
1 percent in order to reduce the number of severely burdened renters in 10 years. Im-
portantly, that decline would have a net impact on fewer than 200,000 households, only
because continued increases in burdens among minorities would be offset by declines
among whites. Under the more likely scenario that rents will continue to outpace in-
comes, the number of severely rent-burdened households would increase by a range of
1.7 – 3 million, depending on the magnitude. Given these findings, it is critical for poli-
cymakers at all levels of government to prioritize the preservation and development of
affordable rental housing. Even if the economy continues its slow recovery and income
growth improves, there are simply not enough quality, affordable rental units to house
the millions of households paying over half their income in rental costs.

US Housing market is very unhealthy.

Diana Olick 17, 9-26-2017, ”Stop sugarcoating the housing market: Economist warns
that buyers face increasing troubles,” CNBC, h ps://www.cnbc.com/2017/09/26/stop-
sugarcoating-the-housing-market-economist-warns-that-buyers-face-increasing-
troubles.html

But the nation’s housing market is assuredly unhealthy; in fact, it is increasingly mis-
matched with today’s buyers. While the big numbers don’t lie, they don’t tell the real
truth about the affordability and availability of U.S. housing for the bulk of would-be
buyers. First, several reports out this week point to both continued heat in home values
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5 Evidence

as well as pushback from homebuyers. Prices remain nearly 6 percent higher than they
were a year ago, nationally, with some local markets seeing double-digit annual price
gains. Those prices are being driven by a severe lack of supply at the low end of the mar-
ket, which is where the most demand exists. That means lower-priced homes are seeing
bigger price gains than higher-priced homes because of the competition. At the same
time, sales are falling, again, because there are too few homes on the low end, and the
homes that are available are very expensive. ”It sets up a situation in which the housing
market looks largely healthy from a 50,000-foot view, but on the ground, the situation is
much different, especially for younger, first-time buyers and/or buyers of more modest
means,” wrote Svenja Gudell, chief economist at Zillow in a response to the latest home-
price data. ”Supply is low in general, but half of what is available to buy is priced in the
top one-third of the market.” Supply on the low end is tight because during the housing
crash investors large and small bought hundreds of thousands of foreclosed properties
and turned them into rentals. There are currently 8 million more renter-occupied homes
than there were in 2007, the peak of the housing boom, according to the U.S. Census.

Perception – majority of Americans believe the real estate market will crash.

Kimberly Amadeo 18, 12-14-2018, ”Is the Real Estate Market Going to Crash?,” Balance,
h ps://www.thebalance.com/is-the-real-estate-market-going-to-crash-4153139

In 2017, a majority of Americans began worrying that the real estate market was going
to crash. Of those surveyed, 58 percent agreed that there would be a ”housing bubble
and price correction” in the next two years. As a result, 83 percent of them believe it’s a
good time to sell. Warning Signs of a Bubble. There are plenty of signs that the housing
market has been in bubble territory. Most crashes occur only because an asset bubble
has popped. One sign of an asset bubble is that home prices have escalated. National
median family home prices are 32 percent higher than inflation. That’s similar to 2005,
when they were 35 percent overvalued.

Construction is slowing down.

Lydia Depillis 18, 8-28-2018, [Senior Economics writer] ”Where is the US housing mar-
ket headed? 4 things you need to know,” CNNMoney, h ps://money.cnn.com/2018/08/
28/news/economy/housing-market/index.html
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5 Evidence

A slowdown in new construction and a short supply of existing homes for sale have
pushed housing prices so high that would-be buyers are either finding themselves in
bidding wars or si ing on the sidelines. ”We’re hearing things from our real estate
agents that we haven’t heard in three years about homebuyers stepping back from high
prices,” said Redfin CEO Glenn Kelman on the real estate firm’s second quarter earn-
ings call this month. What’s eating the housing market, in the midst of what otherwise
looks like upbeat growth? In part, it’s a victim of the economy’s success: The Federal
Reserve is seeking to keep inflation in check by raising interest rates, making mortgages
more expensive. Meanwhile, a crackdown on immigration as well as tariffs on imported
lumber have made it more difficult and expensive for builders to obtain the labor and
materials they need to construct homes. That’s especially true in hot urban markets,
where land is expensive and zoning can be restrictive, according to the National Asso-
ciation of Home Builders. Freddie Mac forecast on Monday that the housing market
will stay slow for the rest of the year. But it doesn’t see any real trouble on the horizon.
”The healthy economy and robust labor market should support homebuyer demand,”
the mortgage giant wrote.

Housing Bubble is entering into Stage 2 of the progression scale.

Adam Taggart 18, 7-17-2018, ”There’s trouble ahead in the global housing market,”
Business Insider, h ps://www.businessinsider.com/housing-market-prices-about-to-
plummet-worldwide-2018-7

He reminds us that housing bubbles follow a predictable progression: Stage One: Mania
-- Prices rise at an accelerating rate as factors like excess central bank liquidity/loose
credit/hot foreign money drive a virtuous bidding cycle well above sustainably afforable
levels. Stage Two: Peak -- Increasingly ji ery owners a empt to sell out before the
party ends. Supply jumps as prices stagnate. Stage Three: Bust -- As inventory builds,
sellers start having to lower prices. This begins a vicious cycle: buyers go on strike not
wanting to catch a falling knife, causing sellers to drop prices further. Rubino cites recent
statistics that may indicate the US national housing market is finally entering Stage Two
after a rip-roaring decade of recovery since the bursting of the 2007 housing bubble: the
supply of homes for sale during the ”all important” spring market rose at 3x last year’s
rate, 30 of America’s 100 largest cities now have more inventory than they did a year
ago, and mortage applications for new homes dropped 9% YoY. Taken together, these
suggest that residential housing supply is increasing as sales slow, exactly what you’d
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expect to see in the transition from Stage One to Stage Two.

15,000 affordable housing units are subject to market-rate conversion

ROBBIE NELSON, 11-21-2018, ”Capitalism Can’t Give Us Affordable Housing,”
Jacobin Magazine, h ps://jacobinmag.com/2018/11/capitalism-affordable-housing-rent-
commodities-profit

Since the 1970s, private developers have constructed more than three million affordable
units using public financing from HUD and the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit. But
because many of the affordability requirements tied to that financing expire after fifteen
years, over 350,000 of those units have been converted to “market-rate” housing since
1995. And the National Low Income Housing Coalition estimates that we lose about
15,000 affordable units per year to market-rate conversion, a number that will only con-
tinue to accelerate as the cost of housing rises in urban areas.
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5 Evidence

5.2 Pro Cards

5.2.1 Affordability

A lack of market-rate housing development depresses the supply of housing,
driving up prices – especially for the poor

Roger Valdez, July 12 2016, ”When Will Affordable Housing Advocates Push For More
Supply, Fewer Rules?,” Forbes, h ps://www.forbes.com/sites/rogervaldez/2016/07/12/when-
will-affordable-housing-advocates-push-for-more-supply-fewer-rules/#35f323e54bcb

Advocates for subsidized, low-income housing are good at calling for more money to
build subsidized housing to offset high housing prices. But why are housing prices so
high in the first place? The lack of market rate supply contributes to high prices that
puts market rate housing out of reach, and as long as that problem goes unaddressed,
more and more subsidies will need to be wrung out of funding sources already spread
thin. Affordable housing advocates need to start calling for fewer rules and regulations
that slow the production of market rate housing and add costs to subsidized housing
as well. Generally speaking, affordable housing is the term used for housing built for
people who earn 60 percent of Area Median Income (AMI) or less. Usually these units
of housing are paid for through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program
and various other local subsidies. The threshold for affordability has been arbitrarily
set by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) by a normative stan-
dard that a unit is affordable if it is priced at 30 percent of a household’s gross monthly
income or less. The National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) wants the fed-
eral government to ”increase its investment in housing in order to produce, rehabilitate,
and/or subsidize at least 3,500,000 units of housing.” That means, ”at least $5 billion a
year, with a goal of $30 billion a year for 10 years.” That would be $300 billion dollars
in a decade. But is that cost number too low?

50

This product is licensed to kjkim21@gmail.com by Victory Briefs. Any distribution or modification of this file not explicitly allowed by the
terms of purchase (including removing or obscuring this text or sending to anyone outside Jesse Kim's school) is a violation of copyright.

Please report illicit distribution of this file to help@victorybriefs.com.



5 Evidence

Three benefits of market-rate housing development for low-income tenants in
particular: 1) increase the supply of housing, reducing displacement pressure 2) acts
as future low-income housing (without subsidies) as properties age and deteriorate
in a ractiveness 3) increase tax revenue for local governments to spend on
subsidized housing

Ethan Elkind, February 7 2018 ”New Market-Rate Housing Reduces Displacement &
Gentrification Pressure,” ColoradoBoulevard.net, h ps://coloradoboulevard.net/new-
market-rate-housing-reduces-displacement-gentrification-pressure/

Three primary benefits But the study also indicates that new market-rate housing may
have three primary benefits for low-income tenants: It can reduce displacement pres-
sure overall (although less so than new affordable units). This housing stock eventually
“filters” over the coming decades into low-income housing, as it gets older and there-
fore less desirable to higher-income earners. As a result, it provides an investment in
the unsubsidized housing of the future (most low-income residents live in market-rate
housing, not subsidized units). New market-rate development can provide local gov-
ernments with the revenue they need to fund new subsidized units, via impacts fees,
inclusionary zoning, or higher tax revenue. There’s no denying that displacement is a
genuine concern, and policies to promote new housing need to take that concern into
account. But opposing new market-rate housing, particularly near transit, is not a solu-
tion. In fact, it’s part of the problem.

Market rate housing development brings two opposite effects on housing prices:
first, the supply effect, in which prices drop because of greater housing supply;
second, the gentrification effect, in which prices rise because of more affluent
residents moving in to the neighborhood. But every peer-reviewed academic study
concludes that the first effect dominates the second, that is building more houses on
net lowers prices

How to make expensive cities affordable for everyone again By Emily Badger February
19, 2016 h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/02/19/how-to-make-
expensive-cities-affordable-for-everyone-again/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c2a9ee7ff506
The Washington Post

High rents in cities like San Francisco, New York, Boston and Sea le have prompted
some local activists to call for slowing down gentrification by slowing down construc-
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5 Evidence

tion of new market-rate housing units. These initiatives are based on the common mis-
conception that new market-rate housing causes higher rents. People see new pricey
condos in gentrifying neighborhoods like Williamsburg in New York or the Mission in
San Francisco and conclude that the pricey condos cause higher rents. This conclusion
is flawed. Rents in New York or San Francisco increase not because there are too many
new housing units, but because there are too few, relative to demand. This misconcep-
tion is understandable, and it comes from the fact that adding new housing units has
two opposite effects on rents in a neighborhood. First, there is the supply effect. In-
creases in the supply of apartments tend to push rents down. Intuitively, adding new
housing reduces competition for existing apartments, and this helps keep rents in check
for existing renters. If the new condos or apartments are not built, there are more fam-
ilies competing with existing residents for fixed housing stock, and rents and displace-
ment increase. Second, there is the gentrification effect. Adding new housing units can
also affect the type of residents, retail and amenities in a neighborhood. New boutiques,
fancy new restaurants, and more young professionals in the streets tend to push rent up.
Activists tend to focus on the second effect, but the reality is that the first effect is much
stronger. Economic research on this topic is unanimous. There is no question that on
net, adding more units tends to lower rents. All existing peer-reviewed academic stud-
ies — including work done at Harvard University, the Wharton School at the University
of Pennsylvania and by me at UC Berkeley — find that more housing supply results in
lower rents and house prices, everything else being constant.
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5 Evidence

5.2.2 Filtering

Explanation of filtering.

Rodrick M. Hills, professor of Law at New York University, “Why do so many
affordable-housing advocates reject the law of supply and demand?”, The Washington
Post, 9-18-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2018/09/18/why-do-so-many-
affordable-housing-advocates-reject-law-supply-demand/?utm_term=.0f8da2da5e3f,
accessed 2-12-19, cf

Filtering is the process by which, as housing ages, it becomes less desirable to wealthier
residents, thereby becoming affordable to the middle class and poor. A huge share
of affordable housing is hand-me-down housing: One study, by the Hudson Institute’s
John C. Weicher and Econometrica Inc.’s Frederick J. Eggers and Fouad Moumen, found
that between 1985 and 2013, 45.2 percent of the rental units that were affordable to very
low-income renters in the United States — that is, those making less than 50 percent
of the area median income — had filtered down from owner-occupied or higher-rent
categories.

Market rate housing causes filtering—it’s fast enough to be effective.

Rodrick M. Hills, professor of Law at New York University, “Why do so many
affordable-housing advocates reject the law of supply and demand?”, The Washington
Post, 9-18-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2018/09/18/why-do-so-many-
affordable-housing-advocates-reject-law-supply-demand/?utm_term=.0f8da2da5e3f,
accessed 2-12-19, cf

As Syracuse University’s Stuart Rosenthal wrote in an American Economic Review ar-
ticle in 2014, the “direct evidence that housing filters down, on average,” is so indis-
putable that “there should no longer be debate on this point.” According to Rosenthal,
market-rate housing filters down at a rate of almost 2 percent per year — fast enough
to make a big difference. Housing filters fastest in the middle of the country, but it fil-
ters down on the expensive coasts, too, he found. In short, excluding new market-rate
housing by means of stringent zoning regulation keeps wealthy households in existing
units that might otherwise open up to lower-income households.
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5 Evidence

Data proves market rate housing works at reducing rent compared to the alternative.

Rodrick M. Hills, professor of Law at New York University, “Why do so many
affordable-housing advocates reject the law of supply and demand?”, The Washington
Post, 9-18-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2018/09/18/why-do-so-many-
affordable-housing-advocates-reject-law-supply-demand/?utm_term=.0f8da2da5e3f,
accessed 2-12-19, cf

The Council of Community Housing Organizations, which calls itself the “voice of San
Francisco’s affordable housing movement,” echoed Bronstein’s assertion, producing in-
fographics and other documents arguing that filtering is a “fallacy.” That’s because, it
says — echoing Bronstein — rents continue to rise even when more market-rate units
are built.That’s a stunning non sequitur. Of course rents rise when demand outstrips
supply, even when new units are being built — so market-rate housing cannot be the
only solution to the affordability crisis in our most expensive cities. But the data shows
that rents rise even faster when market-rate housing is not built. New market-rate hous-
ing complements policies such as housing subsidies and units reserved for moderate-
income households, restraining prices so that subsidies go further.

New housing solves demand pressures.

Sandy Ikeda of the Foundation for Economic Education, in “How the Housing Mar-
ket Works”, 8-22-16, h ps://fee.org/articles/how-the-housing-market-works/, accessed
2-12-19, cf

In other words, it’s not the entrepreneurs, developers, architects, and construction com-
panies that build very expensive housing in cities like New York that drives up housing
prices! Indeed, those people are responding to what they believe buyers are willing to
pay, and if they are prevented from building those units the result will be higher prices
for everybody. And if you observe housing prices rise despite increasing supply, that
probably indicates demand is currently increasing faster than supply. Prices, however,
would have been even higher were the government to undertake policies that restricted
supply. Building new housing, even units that many could not conceivably afford to
pay, takes pressure off the demand and keeps prices lower for all.
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5 Evidence

Supply and demand proves.

Andrew Granato of the Stanford Political Journal, in “The Tragic Economics of Urban
Housing”, 3-7-16, h ps://stanfordpolitics.org/2016/03/07/tragic-economics-urban-
housing/, accessed 2-12-19, cf

Housing prices, like all other prices, are set by supply and demand: at a certain price, a
certain number of people and firms are willing to sell housing units, and a certain num-
ber of people are willing to buy them. If the supply of housing on the market increases,
the quantity of housing sold increases and the price of housing decreases. If the demand
for housing increases, both the price and quantity of housing sold increase.

Housing “filters” – that is, new houses depreciate in value and become affordable to
the poor over time

Ma hew Yglesias, 5-11-2015, ”Everything you need to know about the affordable
housing debate,” Vox, h ps://www.vox.com/2014/4/10/18076868/affordable-housing-
explained

What is filtering? Filtering is in some sense the opposite of gentrification. As Thomas
Bier of the Brookings Institution explains, as old structures age they generally ”dete-
riorate, become obsolete, fall out of fashion, and ’filter down’ in value.” This is what
Jane Jacobs had in mind when she wrote that ”new ideas need old buildings.” All else
being equal, rent is cheaper in an old building than a state-of-the-art one, which makes
old commercial buildings ideal for startups. The same is true of residential housing.
As long as new buildings are being regularly built, some share of older buildings will
”filter” down market and become affordable for families with lower incomes.

An unregulated market won’t ignore the poor – and if anything, regulations inhibit
the process of filtering

Ma hew Yglesias, 5-11-2015, ”Everything you need to know about the affordable
housing debate,” Vox, h ps://www.vox.com/2014/4/10/18076868/affordable-housing-
explained

Won’t unregulated developers just produce tons of luxury housing? This is unlikely.
If you were to only build one building, you might well want to make it a high-priced,
high-margin luxury project. But there are only so many millionaires in the country. As
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5 Evidence

the number of projects increases, developers need to reach further down the market to
reach a larger base of customers. Think about car companies. Most auto firms do try
to sell high-margin luxury vehicles. But they also make plenty of ordinary vehicles for
middle-class car buyers, because there are only so many rich people to sell cars to. If
you forced Toyota to only build a handful of cars per year, they would probably try
to make them Lexuses rather than Corollas. But in an unconstrained market, Corollas
predominate. What’s more, even luxury projects help address housing scarcity. In a
marketplace with no new luxury projects, rich people don’t forget that they enjoy fancy
houses in appealing neighborhoods. They simply snap up older properties and ren-
ovate them (or house-flippers do it), thus blocking the process of filtering and taking
middle-class residences off the market.

Relying on private markets to supply housing is a viable long run strategy for
low-income housing – empirical estimates show that 1.9% of housing stock filters
down per year

Are Private Markets and Filtering a Viable Source of Low-Income Housing? Estimates
from a “Repeat Income” Model Stuart S. Rosenthal* Department of Economics and Cen-
ter for Policy Research Syracuse University June, 2013 h ps://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/
d7c9/08eed52729320ff1f4a31e4f8300f52bce29.pdf

Findings indicate that between 1975 and 2011, the real average annual rate of filtering for
owner-occupied homes has been low – roughly 0.5 percent per year. This would seem
to provide support for skeptics of the filtering process. In the rental sector – which is
the traditional home of lower-income families – filtering rates are much faster and have
likely ranged between 1.8 and 2.5 percent per year (in constant dollars) depending on
the local real rate of house price inflation. It is also important to recognize that homes
display a net tendency to transition into the rental sector as they age. Estimates of the
rate at which the total stock of housing filters down must allow for such transitions given
that roughly 80 percent of newly built homes are owner occupied but filtering rates are
faster in the rental segment of the market. Taking these effects into account, the nation’s
housing stock filters down at a rate of roughly 1.9 percent per year in real terms. At that
rate, the real income of an arriving occupant in a 50-year old home would be 60 percent
less than the income of an occupant of a newly built home. These estimates confirm that
filtering is a viable long run market-based source of lower-income housing.
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5 Evidence

5.2.3 Displacement/Gentrification

Multiple studies confirm that development of market-rate housing decreases
housing displacement

Joe Cortright, 8-28-2018, ”If You Want Less Displacement, Build More Housing,”
CityLab, h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/08/if-you-want-less-displacement-
build-more-housing/568714/

But that pre y much contradicts what we know about how displacement happens. Back
to Barne : Whether restricting the creation of housing—any type of housing—will work
as a long-time anti-displacement strategy is, of course, another question—one that city
council member Teresa Mosqueda posed at last week’s meeting. “I still struggle with
the terminology that if we were to do more development—again, through the commu-
nity lens, led by community organizations and neighborhood leaders who who can talk
about the type of housing that they’d like to see—we can actually benefit by seeing in-
creased housing and density requirements in some of these areas that are being called at
risk of displacement.”If they are at risk of displacement, then [it seems like] we would
like to see more opportunities for folks to live in those areas and not get pushed out,”
Mosqueda concluded. In the game of musical chairs that is the urban housing market,
the only way to make sure that all people find a place to sit—i.e. not be displaced—
is to add more chairs. The research that’s been done on the subject, notably by Cali-
fornia’s Legislative Analyst Office—and confirmed by the skeptical academics at UC
Berkeley’s Anti-Displacement project—is that building more market-rate housing re-
duces displacement.

Market-rate housing isn’t necessarily to blame for displacement in low-income
neighborhood; rather, low-income areas naturally see people depart en masse

Michael Lewyn, February 19 2018, ”The absence of gentrification causes displacement,”
Market Urbanism, h ps://marketurbanism.com/2018/02/19/absence-gentrification-
causes-displacement/

Some progressives believe that gentrification causes displacement of poor people, that
new market-rate housing causes such gentrification, and thus that new housing must be
kept out of low-income neighborhoods. The first of these claims is based on the assump-
tion that absent gentrification, low-income neighborhoods would be stable places. But
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this is not the case. Often, a city’s poorest neighborhoods are those losing population
most rapidly. In St. Louis, for example, the city’s low-income, crime-ridden northside
wards are rapidly losing people: the city’s 3rd Ward lost 28 percent of its population
between 2000 and 2010 alone, and other northside neighborhoods also lost over 10 (and
in a few cases, over 20) percent of their population in the 2000s. The city’s racially in-
tegrated, somewhat poor Near South Side also lost over 10 percent of its population in
the 2000s. By contrast, the city’s gentrifying downtown and midtown actually gained
population, while the white working/middle class Far South Side were somewhere in
between. Similarly, in Atlanta, the affluent northside and racially integrated downtown
and midtown gained population in the 2000s, while much of the city’s all-black south
side and far northwest side are losing population. These declining neighborhoods tend
to be poor: for example, zip code 30315 (Lakewood Heights on the southside) has a 38
percent poverty rate and lost 16 percent of its population in the 2000s. Zip code 30314
(Vine City and other northwest neighborhoods) has a poverty rate of 34 percent, and
lost about 18 percent of its population. And in Chicago, the toughest neighborhoods
also export people. The city’s downtown gained over 40,000 people since 2010, while
the city’s traditionally impoverished Far South Side lost nearly 50,000. In fact, nearly ev-
ery major part of the city outside the Far South Side either gained population or lost no
more than 2000. Englewood, an area notorious for crime in the early 2010s, lost over 20
percent of its population. What does this all have to do with displacement? Poor areas
like Englewood tend to have a city’s highest crime rates; it seems reasonable to conjec-
ture that such social problems might lead to declining population, as people who can
afford to leave move to other neighborhoods. In other words, poor neighborhoods dis-
place people- at least if we definite the term “displacement” broadly enough to include
leaving a neighborhood because it has became an unpleasant place to live.

Gentrification is caused by people wanting to move into the city, not the
development of market-rate housing – if anything, market rate housing more evenly
distributes new people moving into a city

No Author, 11-29-2017, ”Gentrification: It’s complicated,” New York University Wagner
Graduate School, h ps://wagner.nyu.edu/news/story/gentrification-its-complicated

“The government should not stop gentrification,” countered Dr. Freeman, saying new
market-rate housing can have broad, positive results. But, he said, ”That doesn’t mean
that governments should do nothing“– and suggested a designated tax to create afford-
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able housing and dampen displacement. Any city would be hard-pressed at the same
time to halt gentrification, considering so many people are seeing cities as a ractive
places to live, said Freeman. Greenberg readily embraced the addition of a tax, per-
haps in the form of a sales tax, to create affordable housing in cities like New York,
where ”hyper-investment,” dislodgement, and homelessness have all grown. The prob-
lem with alternate approaches to the problem, like special tax abatement programs to
require affordable units within new, market-rate housing, is that they can often end
up touching off gentrification and displacement throughout the surrounding neigh-
borhood. Even public/private partnerships in affordable housing development rarely
work: ”Developers demand way too much, the city capitulates, and designated afford-
able units are often more expensive than the people in those neighborhoods are used to
paying or can pay,” he said. Dr. Freeman responded, “I agree with a lot of sentiment
that Michael is expressing regarding some of the problems that happen...” and men-
tioned the need for government to take active steps to preserve affordable units. But, he
contended, discouraging market-rate housing in lower-income areas across the board
is not the wisest public policy to follow.”People want to move into the city, it’s driving
gentrification,” Freeman said. If we don’t build the market-rate housing, then “where
are those people going to go? They will eventually look for housing that is currently
occupied by moderate-income households….It won’t necessarily stop the problem; it
might indeed accelerate gentrification in some neighborhoods.”

Market rate housing mitigates displacement.

Legislative Analyst’s Office: The California Legislature’s Nonpartisan Fiscal and Policy
Advisor, in “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing”, 2-9-
16, h ps://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/3345, accessed 2-5-19, cf

Encouraging additional private housing construction can help the many low–income
Californians who do not receive assistance. Considerable evidence suggests that con-
struction of market–rate housing reduces housing costs for low–income households and,
consequently, helps to mitigate displacement in many cases. Bringing about more pri-
vate home building, however, would be no easy task, requiring state and local policy
makers to confront very challenging issues and taking many years to come to fruition.
Despite these difficulties, these efforts could provide significant widespread benefits:
lower housing costs for millions of Californians.
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It increases affordability and reduces displacement.

Legislative Analyst’s Office: The California Legislature’s Nonpartisan Fiscal and Policy
Advisor, in “Perspectives on Helping Low-Income Californians Afford Housing”, 2-9-
16, h ps://lao.ca.gov/Publications/Report/3345, accessed 2-5-19, cf

As market–rate housing construction tends to slow the growth in prices and rents, it
can make it easier for low–income households to afford their existing homes. This
can help to lessen the displacement of low–income households. Our analysis of low–
income neighborhoods in the Bay Area suggests a link between increased construction
of market–rate housing and reduced displacement. (See the technical appendix for more
information on how we defined displacement for this analysis.) Between 2000 and 2013,
low–income census tracts (tracts with an above–average concentration of low–income
households) in the Bay Area that built the most market–rate housing experienced con-
siderably less displacement. As Figure 3 shows, displacement was more than twice as
likely in low–income census tracts with li le market–rate housing construction (bo om
fifth of all tracts) than in low–income census tracts with high construction levels (top
fifth of all tracts).

It empirically reduces displacement—Bay Area proves.

Daniel Kay Her of City Observatory, in “Market rate housing alleviates displace-
ment, report says”, 2-15-16, h ps://www.cnu.org/publicsquare/market-rate-housing-
alleviates-displacement-report-says, accessed 2-12-19, cf

That finding comes from California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office, which just released a
new report on the state’s ever-growing affordability crisis. Using a broad definition of
displacement—any decline of a neighborhood’s low-income population relative to its
total population—the LAO shows that, even controlling for other demographic factors,
Bay Area communities with the greatest expansion of market-rate housing also see the
least low-income displacement.The effect is strong: changing from a low-construction
neighborhood to a high-construction neighborhood was associated with a decline in
the probability of displacement from 46 percent to 26 percent. And crucially, the LAO
researchers found that this effect was independent of inclusionary housing programs.
That is, new construction reduced displacement not because it included low-income
set-aside units, but because it helped keep market prices lower. In fact, the presence or
lack of an inclusionary housing policy had a much, much smaller effect on displacement
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than the amount of market-rate housing construction.
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5.2.4 Lowers Rent

Increasing housing brings down rents.

Emily Badger of the Washington Post, in “The poor are be er off when we build more
housing for the rich”, 2-15-16, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/
02/12/the-poor-are-be er-off-when-we-build-more-housing-for-the-rich/?utm_term=.b0ebb6abfe35

New housing, these voices fear, will only turn affordable neighborhoods into unafford-
able ones, a racting yet more wealth and accelerating the displacement of the poor. And
so protesters rally against new market-rate apartments in Oakland. Politicians propose
halting construction in San Francisco’s Mission District.Economists typically counter
with a lesson about supply and demand: Increase the sheer amount of housing, and
competition for it will fall, bringing down rents along the way to the benefit of every-
one.

Market rate housing solves high prices.

Roger Valdez of Forbes Magazine, in “When will Affordable housing advocates push for
more supply, fewer rules?”, 7-12-16, h ps://www.forbes.com/sites/rogervaldez/2016/07/
12/when-will-affordable-housing-advocates-push-for-more-supply-fewer-rules/#4ce6 484bcb

Advocates for subsidized, low-income housing are good at calling for more money to
build subsidized housing to offset high housing prices. But why are housing prices so
high in the first place? The lack of market rate supply contributes to high prices that
puts market rate housing out of reach, and as long as that problem goes unaddressed,
more and more subsidies will need to be wrung out of funding sources already spread
thin. Affordable housing advocates need to start calling for fewer rules and regulations
that slow the production of market rate housing and add costs to subsidized housing as
well.

Increasing housing increases mobility.

Roger Valdez of Forbes Magazine, in “When will Affordable housing advocates push for
more supply, fewer rules?”, 7-12-16, h ps://www.forbes.com/sites/rogervaldez/2016/07/
12/when-will-affordable-housing-advocates-push-for-more-supply-fewer-rules/#4ce6 484bcb
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If we believe that cities provide economic opportunity, produce fewer carbon emissions
per capita than urban sprawl, that cities are more energy efficient, that they have less
impact on oceans, lakes, rivers, and streams, that cities afford people of a wide variety
of ethnic, economic, and cultural backgrounds to live close to each other and learn from
one another, then we should believe that more people ought to be able to live in cities.
That means we believe in more housing. If the number of housing units meets or exceeds
the number of people that want and need them, those people have more freedom of
choice, more mobility and more opportunity. It also means a smaller percentage of
their income has to be spent on the basic necessity of shelter.

Applying the term “housing crisis” to the fact that people increasingly cannot afford
to live in many American cities makes it seem like a vast, unfixable problem. But the
solution is actually easy: Build more housing. A lot more housing. As soon as possi-
ble.But what kind of housing? Several new studies point to a seemingly incongruous
fact: It doesn’t ma er if that housing is for high-income residents or low-income res-
idents. Every housing unit built helps make a city more affordable. You’ve likely en-
countered the effects of a housing crisis, or know someone who has. Workers can’t pay
to live near their work because rents are too high. Long-time renters are being evicted
from their apartments because landlords can turn around and rent those apartments for
more money. Those who currently rent can’t afford to buy property in the same neigh-
borhood. People who buy end up spending half of their income or more on a mortgage.

Market rate housing drops rent prices and competition.

Emily Badger of the Washington Post, in “The poor are be er off when we build more
housing for the rich”, 2-15-16, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/
02/12/the-poor-are-be er-off-when-we-build-more-housing-for-the-rich/?utm_term=.b0ebb6abfe35

In this research (hat tip to Daniel Her for noticing it), displacement is defined as
when census tracts have population growth over time but a simultaneous decline in
low-income households. The researchers also counted census tracts where the over-
all population was falling — but falling particularly rapidly among the poor. In tight
markets, poor and middle -class households are forced to compete with one another for
scarce homes. So new market-rate housing eases that competition, even if the poor are
not the ones living in it. Over time, new housing also filters down to the more afford-
able supply, because housing becomes less desirable as it ages. That means the luxury
housing being built today will contribute to the middle-class supply 30 years from now;
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it means today’s middle-class housing was luxury housing 30 years ago.

California is a PRO example.

Emily Badger of the Washington Post, in “The poor are be er off when we build more
housing for the rich”, 2-15-16, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/
02/12/the-poor-are-be er-off-when-we-build-more-housing-for-the-rich/?utm_term=.b0ebb6abfe35

If you don’t build much new housing, though, this filtering process breaks down over
time. And, in fact, the LAO report shows that rents have risen a lot faster for the poor in
coastal California communities that have been stingy with new housing than in counties
across the nation that built a lot:

Affordable housing fails—it doesn’t address the housing shortage.

Emily Badger of the Washington Post, in “The poor are be er off when we build more
housing for the rich”, 2-15-16, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2016/
02/12/the-poor-are-be er-off-when-we-build-more-housing-for-the-rich/?utm_term=.b0ebb6abfe35

The report concludes that boosting private construction would do more to broadly help
poor households than expanding small and costly affordable housing programs that can
serve only a fraction of them. Those programs also do not resolve the underlying cause
of high rents — the housing shortage itself. And that shortage actually undermines
affordable programs such as housing vouchers, because it’s a lot harder for the poor to
use vouchers in a market where they’re fiercely competing with everyone else.

Basic econ proves only market rate housing works.

Rodrick M. Hills, professor of Law at New York University, “Why do so many
affordable-housing advocates reject the law of supply and demand?”, The Washington
Post, 9-18-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2018/09/18/why-do-so-many-
affordable-housing-advocates-reject-law-supply-demand/?utm_term=.0f8da2da5e3f,
accessed 2-12-19, cf

To some people, the YIMBY platform will sound painfully obvious. But YIMBYs
face enormous opposition from self-styled progressives who flatly dismiss the idea
that adding new market-rate housing to a city will improve housing affordability.
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Sometimes these activists go even further and argue that adding market-rate housing
to cities actively hurts the poor (on the grounds that expensive apartments a ract
wealthier residents who bid up rents). Such activists will fiercely oppose even new
market-rate buildings that include subsidized units.They end up allying themselves
with NIMBY (“Not in My Back Yard”) homeowners who oppose all new construction
in their neighborhoods. Working together, the two groups help choke off new con-
struction that could ease housing prices. Call this a itude “Left NIMBYism.” Left
NIMBYism not only flatly contradicts the logic of supply and demand but also flies
in the face of empirical studies of what happens when cities see new construction. In
its stubborn rejection of empirical reality, the Left NIMBYist view of housing markets
shares characteristics of ideologically motivated refusals to accept evidence in other
contexts, such as climate change or the safety of vaccines.
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5.2.5 Inclusionary Zoning

Inclusionary zoning policies require active market-rate housing activity to succeed

Trisha Riggs, 9-2-2016, ”How to Best Use Zoning Policies to Spur Workforce Housing
Development,” Urban Land Magazine, h ps://urbanland.uli.org/development-
business/best-use-zoning-policies-spur-workforce-housing-development/

As a result, local officials are turning to inclusionary zoning as a way to combat the
shortage of housing that is affordable to moderate- and lower-income workers. The
growing use of this zoning authority in cities across the United States—including New
York, San Francisco, Atlanta, Detroit, Los Angeles, Nashville, Pi sburgh, and Sea le—
has prompted requests for a ULI analysis of its effectiveness, explains J. Ronald Ter-
williger, founder and chairman of the ULI Terwilliger Center for Housing and a former
ULI chairman. “A number of local government officials and other stakeholders in differ-
ent localities have sought objective advice from ULI on how to structure an inclusionary
zoning policy that addresses the housing needs of their communities,” he says. “This
report shows how inclusionary zoning can best be used to do just that. Ultimately, we
are aiming to foster greater private sector involvement in affordable housing develop-
ment.” Through inclusionary zoning, cities require or encourage developers to create
below-market rental apartments or owner-occupied housing in connection with local
zoning approval of a proposed market-rate development. Inclusionary zoning policies
depend on a prevalence of market-rate development to be successful; the policies tend
to be ineffective in areas not experiencing significant market-rate activity. “Our analy-
sis and research find that local zoning policies can effectively encourage development
of workforce housing, mostly in strong real estate market environments where commu-
nities provide the optimal mix of incentives,” says Stockton Williams, the author of the
report and the executive director of the Terwilliger Center.
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5.2.6 Cost to Gov/Subsidies

Market-rate housing can increase revenue for local governments responsible for
housing subsidies

Sally Goldenberg, 11-19-2018, ”Mayor hints at plans for more market-rate develop-
ment on unused NYCHA land,” Politico PRO, h ps://www.politico.com/states/new-
york/albany/story/2018/11/19/mayor-hints-at-plans-for-more-market-rate-development-
on-unused-nycha-land-704679

The de Blasio administration is planning to expand market-rate development on pub-
lic land to raise money for the cash-strapped New York City Housing Authority, but
plans are slow to form as the mayor’s team seeks to build support from wary politicians
and residents. De Blasio indicated a desire for more development on the vacant lots
adjoining some of the housing authority’s 2,418 buildings, many of which are infested
with vermin and plagued by broken boilers and elevators. In total, the agency needs
$32 billion over five years to make necessary repairs. “We need development to achieve
the most we can for the residents of the immediate areas. So what you will see is …
much greater focus on any new development benefiting the surrounding houses in the
maximum way,” de Blasio said at the 1,088-unit Betances Houses complex in the Bronx
Monday. ”We’re going to get our hands on everything we can,” he added. The plan
is for a 70-30 split of market-rate to rent-regulated housing in private developments
on public land, according to several sources who have been briefed, but would only
speak on background. Market-rate housing would yield more revenue for the housing
authority than apartments for lower-income tenants, which the city subsidizes.

Market rate housing can reduce subsidy costs and increase construction quality in
affordable housing units

“Mixed-Income Housing: Increasing Affordability With Transit”, September 2009,
The Center for Transit-Oriented h p://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/
091030ra201mixedhousefinal.pdf

Near Transit Mixed-income housing also helps stretch the limited resources available
to address the affordable housing shortage. The inclusion of market-rate units can
reduce the subsidies required to build the affordable units, and help ensure there
will be high-quality design and construction. These are just some of the reasons that
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housing policy in the U.S. has increasingly focused on mixed-income housing. The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s HOPE VI program devoted
$4.5 billion over 10 years to demolish and redevelop distressed public housing projects
as mixed-income developments, helping to demonstrate its viability and benefits
(www.hud.gov/offices/pih/programs/ph/hope6).

Local governments make a killing off of market rate housing

Derek Fidler, 1-9-2019, ”The cost of housing is tearing our society apart,” World Eco-
nomic Forum, h ps://www.weforum.org/agenda/2019/01/why-housing-appreciation-
is-killing-housing/

The two institutions with the most to gain from housing appreciation - banks and the
government - have fuelled the private housing market since mortgage terms were rewrit-
ten following the Great Depression. Banks have adeptly parlayed the human need for
a stable home into trillions of dollars worth of profits. In the US, more than 90% of
homes are purchased with a mortgage, and the average mortgage is worth 90% of the
home. For banks, the monopoly of the mortgage 9 market has allowed them to create
a home-value arms race - the higher the value of the property, the higher the interest
payments and potential profit. Even after the collapse of housing bubbles, government
bailouts and favourable bankruptcy rules have limited the risk that banks face from
limitless home value appreciation. Governments, especially local governments, have
a vested interest in maximizing property values. A booming homeownership market
means rising net worths of the population and a steady source of tax receipts. For local
and state governments, property tax is more important than income tax. In San Fran-
cisco, property tax accounted for 29% of the city’s general fund in 2017. By restricting
redevelopment, building market rate apartments and condos, and allowing thousands
of below-market units to be converted to market rate units, property tax receipts have
ballooned.

Affordable housing unlikely to be cheaper than market rate housing due to fixed
costs in housing development

Affordable Housing in Transit-Oriented Developments: Impacts on Driving and
Policy Approaches h ps://ncst.ucdavis.edu/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/NCST-TO-
027-Boarnet-Bostic-Affordable-TOD-White-Paper_FINALv2.pdf April 2017 Marlon
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G. Boarnet, Raphael Bostic, Danielle Williams, Raul Santiago-Bartolomei, Seva
Rodnyansky, Andy Eisenlohr, University of Southern California

Outside of land, the largest cost for developing new and rehabilitating existing build-
ings is construction, which features the deployment of labor and materials, such as
bricks, steel, and concrete, to erect a structure. Unfortunately, the costs of labor and
materials are largely fixed. Developers cannot differentiate labor costs by housing type,
and many building standards apply regardless of housing type as well. Furthermore, if
a developer of affordable housing would like to receive rent subsidies, such subsidies
carry federal mandates for the building and units. These include disability accommo-
dations (established via the Americans with Disabilities Act), energy efficiency stan-
dards ( e.g. ENERGY STAR), and public health standards (e.g. lead-free environments)
(WHTT; Beavers, 2015). These stipulations, while potentially resulting in lower recur-
ring and maintenance costs and providing a number of social benefits, increase the up-
front development costs of such affordable housing. As any reductions in recurring
and maintenance costs that occur in the future will be discounted (from an economic
and accounting perspective), it is possible that increased up-front costs will outweigh
the future savings. These facts taken together strongly suggest that affordable housing
will in general not have significantly lower development costs than market-rate devel-
opments and that lower recurring and maintenance costs are unlikely to meaningfully
offset this.
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5 Evidence

5.2.7 Competition

Market rate housing makes homes more affordable which frees up resources to
increase competition.

Alex Schieferdecker of Streets.mn, in “Two perspectives on the housing crisis: afford-
able housing vs. housing affordability” 7-30-18, h ps://streets.mn/2018/07/30/two-
perspectives-on-the-housing-crisis-affordable-housing-vs-housing-affordability/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

For one, funds for producing affordable housing are scarce. Even with large budget
increases for affordable housing, the amount allocated is not commensurate with the
problem (this building alone cost $54 million). That leaves two options—find ways to
throw even more money at the problem, or find ways to reduce the size of the problem.
That’s where measures to improve housing affordability come in. If the cheapest end
of new market-rate housing is affordable to households making 60% AMI, than fewer
households earning that amount will need assistance, and that frees up more dedicated
affordable housing money to be spent on households who need the help more. Not to
mention that more market rate development means more money for the city, some of
which can be used to support affordable housing initiatives.

Affordable housing increases competition.

Alex Schieferdecker of Streets.mn, in “Two perspectives on the housing crisis: afford-
able housing vs. housing affordability” 7-30-18, h ps://streets.mn/2018/07/30/two-
perspectives-on-the-housing-crisis-affordable-housing-vs-housing-affordability/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Producing affordable housing also can make housing more affordable overall. House-
holds with very low incomes are especially vulnerable because the housing market pro-
duces few options for them. That lack of choice can lock these households into preda-
tory situations, for instance where landlords raise rents and defer maintenance, know-
ing that their tenants have few options to move away, and may not be able to afford a
move anyway. From the second half of the twentieth century and continuing even to
the present day, African-Americans homeowners and renters on average paid signifi-
cantly more for their homes or in rent than did whites for similar properties, because
they simply had far less choice. But increases in governmental assistance and govern-
mental enforcement (a “public option,” if you will) can provide new, be er options for
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very low income households. That increased competition and oversight would make it
significantly harder for landlords to take advantage of very low income tenants, because
those tenants would have newfound power to pack up and leave for be er options.
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5 Evidence

5.2.8 Revenues

New York is planning on expanding.

Sally Goldberg of Politico, in “Mayor hints at plans for more market-rate devel-
opment on unused NYCHA land”, 11-19-18, h ps://www.politico.com/states/new-
york/albany/story/2018/11/19/mayor-hints-at-plans-for-more-market-rate-development-
on-unused-nycha-land-704679, accessed 2-13-19

The de Blasio administration is planning to expand market-rate development on pub-
lic land to raise money for the cash-strapped New York City Housing Authority, but
plans are slow to form as the mayor’s team seeks to build support from wary politicians
and residents. De Blasio indicated a desire for more development on the vacant lots
adjoining some of the housing authority’s 2,418 buildings, many of which are infested
with vermin and plagued by broken boilers and elevators. In total, the agency needs
$32 billion over five years to make necessary repairs.

Market rate housing would increase revenues.

Sally Goldberg of Politico, in “Mayor hints at plans for more market-rate devel-
opment on unused NYCHA land”, 11-19-18, h ps://www.politico.com/states/new-
york/albany/story/2018/11/19/mayor-hints-at-plans-for-more-market-rate-development-
on-unused-nycha-land-704679, accessed 2-13-19

Market-rate housing would yield more revenue for the housing authority than apart-
ments for lower-income tenants, which the city subsidizes.Sources who have been
briefed on City Hall’s 10-year plan for the housing authority, which de Blasio said he
would unveil by year’s end, said officials have floated the change during closed-door
meetings over the past month.So far, the city’s goal of raising $300 million to $600
million over a decade from private development has been slow to gel, and most of the
projects — 17 out of 21 — are entirely reserved for low-income tenants. The chair of
the housing authority, Stan Brezenoff, has endorsed the shift, which is sure to be met
with skepticism
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5 Evidence

Market rate housing creates revenues which can be used on affordable housing.

Alex Schieferdecker of Streets.mn, in “Two perspectives on the housing crisis: afford-
able housing vs. housing affordability” 7-30-18, h ps://streets.mn/2018/07/30/two-
perspectives-on-the-housing-crisis-affordable-housing-vs-housing-affordability/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

For one, funds for producing affordable housing are scarce. Even with large budget
increases for affordable housing, the amount allocated is not commensurate with the
problem (this building alone cost $54 million). That leaves two options—find ways to
throw even more money at the problem, or find ways to reduce the size of the problem.
That’s where measures to improve housing affordability come in. If the cheapest end
of new market-rate housing is affordable to households making 60% AMI, than fewer
households earning that amount will need assistance, and that frees up more dedicated
affordable housing money to be spent on households who need the help more. Not to
mention that more market rate development means more money for the city, some of
which can be used to support affordable housing initiatives.

Market rate housing creates revenue to repair housing.

Amy Pli of Curbed, in “City considers more market-rate housing on ‘underutilized’
NYCHA land” 8-9-18, h ps://ny.curbed.com/2018/8/9/17670338/nycha-new-york-
affordable-housing-policy, accessed 2-13-19, cf

The De Blasio administration’s plan to bring private developments to public housing
land could be undergoing a big shift—from mostly affordable housing to largely market-
rate housing. Currently, under the NYCHA NextGen Neighborhoods program, the city
can partner with developers to bring low-income or a mix of market-rate and affordable
housing to sites that have been deemed underutilized, such as parking lots. But now,
Politico reports that the mayor is now considering allowing developers to build 100
percent market-rate on those sites. NYCHA’s funding troubles are well-documented:
Years of disinvestment and neglect, combined with a drop in federal funding, have put
the beleaguered agency in dire need of additional revenue sources. A recent investiga-
tion found that NYCHA needs $32 billion for repairs to its buildings throughout the five
boroughs. Creating more market-rate housing would be one way to do that; under the
NextGen plan, revenue from the buildings going up on NYCHA land goes back to the
agency.
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5.2.9 A2: Demolitions

If provided with vouches after public housing demolitions, demolitions may be
improve welfare – empirically, children who are given vouchers to move out of
demolished public housing units are morel likely to be employed, earn more money,
have lower violent criminal arrest rates, and are more likely to finish high school

American Economic Review 2018 h ps://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20161352
Eric Chyn Department of Economics, University of Virginia Moved to Opportunity:
The Long-Run Effects of Public Housing Demolition on Children

This paper provides new evidence on the effects of moving out of disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods on the long-run outcomes of children. I study public housing demolitions in
Chicago, which forced low-income households to relocate to less disadvantaged neigh-
borhoods using housing vouchers. Specifically, I compare young adult outcomes of
displaced children to their peers who lived in nearby public housing that was not de-
molished. Displaced children are more likely to be employed and earn more in young
adulthood. I also find that displaced children have fewer violent crime arrests. Children
displaced at young ages have lower high school dropout rates.
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5.2.10 A2: Rent Increases

The rent increase argument gets it backwards.

Rodrick M. Hills, professor of Law at New York University, “Why do so many
affordable-housing advocates reject the law of supply and demand?”, The Washington
Post, 9-18-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/outlook/2018/09/18/why-do-so-many-
affordable-housing-advocates-reject-law-supply-demand/?utm_term=.0f8da2da5e3f,
accessed 2-12-19, cf

Four authors for the Coalition for Community Advancement flatly asserted in 2016 that
market-rate housing had no role to play in the policy discussion over housing affordabil-
ity. Under a headline that said “Supply is not the Solution,” they wrote: “The only in-
crease in housing supply that will help to alleviate New York’s affordable housing crisis
is housing that is truly affordable to low-income and working-class people.” Bizarrely,
the group was arguing against a plan to build 6,500 new apartments, of which fully half
would go for below-market rents. The Los Angeles chapter of the Democratic Socialists
of America put that idea more bluntly: “New housing is built at the high end of the
market not to bring working-class people of color in, but to shut them out.” The logic
underlying those sorts of statements is remarkably flimsy. A ributing rent increases
to new market-rate housing is like a ributing rainstorms to umbrellas. High demand
for housing is driven by jobs that a ract newcomers who bid up rents. New construc-
tion follows along. If new market-rate housing is not built, then wealthier-than-average
people will just place higher bids on existing units, thereby preventing “filtering.”
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5.2.11 A2: Gentrification

Displacement plays a minor if any role in gentrifying neighborhoods.

LANCE FREEMAN, Columbia University, 2005, “DISPLACEMENT OR SUCCESSION?
Residential Mobility in Gentrifying Neighborhoods” h ps://journals.sagepub.com/doi/
pdf/10.1177/1078087404273341

This article examines the extent to which gentrification in U.S. neighborhoods is associ-
ated with displacement by comparing mobility and displacement in gentrifying neigh-
borhoods with mobility and displacement in similar neighborhoods that did not un-
dergo gentrification. The results suggest that displacement and higher mobility play
minor if any roles as forces of change in gentrifying neighborhoods. Demographic
change in gentrifying neighborhoods appears to be a consequence of lower rates of in-
traneighborhood mobility and the relative affluence of in-movers. Gentrification, the
process by which decline and disinvestments in inner-city neighborhoods are reversed,
has emerged as one of the most controversial issues in the urban United States today. By
a racting middle-class residents and spurring investment, gentrification has the poten-
tial to revitalize depressed central city neighborhoods. After decades of disinvestment,
middle-class exodus, and declining tax bases, some view this as a welcome develop-
ment. The threat of displacement, however, whereby current residents are forced to
move because they can no longer afford to reside in the gentrifying neighborhoods has
become such a concern that some are reflexively opposed to gentrification. Indeed, the
fear of displacement has been one of the motivating forces behind community activists
organizing against gentrification. Moreover, some scholars look askance at gentrifica-
tion on the assumption that it harms the indigenous residents by displacing them (Hart-
man 1979; Smith 1996). When we look for empirical evidence of displacement, the pro-
cess by which neighborhoods putatively undergo gentrification, the evidence is much
less definitive. Although displacement has become synonymous with gentrification in
the way that White flight has become synonymous with racial transition, unlike the lat-
ter type of neighborhood change (see Crowder 2000), there is relatively li le in the way
of persuasive empirical evidence that suggests this is indeed how gentrifying neighbor-
hoods change. This study aims to shed light on the process of neighborhood change in
gentrifying neighborhoods. More specifically, it will test whether displacement is the
driving force behind demographic change in gentrifying neighborhoods.
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Empirically gentrifying neighborhoods don’t have higher exit rates.

Ingrid Gould ellen, Katherine O Reagan[NYU, Wagner Graduate School and Furman
Center, NY, United States] December 2010 ”How low income neighborhoods change:
Entry, exit, and enhancement,” No Publication, h ps://www.sciencedirect.com/science/
article/pii/S0166046211000044?via%3Dihub

This paper uses a unique data source to provide new evidence on residential changes
in low-income neighborhoods nationally during the 1990s. Five stylized facts are worth
highlighting. First, we find no evidence of heightened exit rates for renters or for poor
households, even among original residents. This holds true regardless of the time pe-
riod or the length of elapsed time, and after controlling for other household character-
istics and the individual metropolitan area. It also holds true for both the neighbor-
hoods that experienced the largest economic gains economically and those that began
the decade with the lowest incomes. The only evidence of heightened exit in gaining
neighborhoods is for original homeowners. This type of selective exit has not been the
focus in the gentrification discussion, and the normative implications are surely less cer-
tain.36 Second, we find that selective entry and exit among homeowners are both key
drivers of neighborhood change. We find much smaller, and typically statistically in-
significant differences between the incomes of new renters moving into neighborhoods
and the incomes of those moving out.

Displacement is Non-Unique

Joseph Cortright, Impresa, Inc, Dillon Mahmoudi, Portland State University May 2014
“Neighborhood Change, 1970 to 2010 Transition and Growth in Urban High Poverty
Neighborhoods.”

h p://dillonm.io/articles/Cortright_Mahmoudi_2014_Neighborhood-Change.pdf

First, these data confirm the strong persistence of high poverty over time. Two-thirds of
the high poverty census tracts in 1970 were still high poverty neighborhoods 40 years
later. Judged on a population weighted basis, three-quarters of the poor living in high
poverty neighborhoods in 1970 would have found that their neighborhood was still a
high poverty neighborhood in 2010. Second, high poverty neighborhoods are not stable.
Almost all 1970 high poverty neighborhoods saw a decline in population over the next
40 years; the declines were most pronounced in those neighborhoods that remained
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high poverty. In the aggregate these chronically high poverty neighborhoods lost 40
percent of their population over four decades.

…

It is rare for an urban, high poverty neighborhood to experience a major decline in
poverty. If we use such a change in poverty rates as an indicator of gentrification,
this data analysis suggests that dramatic change, though striking when it occurs, is not
widespread. Even over four decades few urban poor see their neighborhoods gentrify
to this extent. Gentrification may make the contrast between wealth and poverty more
evident where it occurs, but is not a major contributor to worsening the plight of the
urban poor. Far more common than gentrification—and far less commented upon—is
the overwhelming persistence of high poverty in those neighborhoods where it is estab-
lished, the steady decay in population that chronic high poverty neighborhoods expe-
rience, and the steady and widespread transformation of formerly low poverty neigh-
borhoods into high poverty areas. Over the past four decades, for every high poverty
neighborhood transformed to low poverty by gentrification, 12 previously low poverty
neighborhoods have slipped into the high poverty category.

Studies show displacement doesn’t happen – it may even happen at a lower rate in
gentrifying neighborhoods.

John Buntin Jan, 14, 2015 [Buntin is a staff correspondent at Governing magazine, is the
author of L.A. Noir: The Struggle for the Soul of America’s Most Seductive City. ] ”Gen-
trification Is a Myth,” Slate Magazine, h ps://slate.com/news-and-politics/2015/01/the-
gentrification-myth-its-rare-and-not-as-bad-for-the-poor-as-people-think.html

One of the first people to explore this question in a sophisticated way was University
of Washington economist Jacob Vigdor. In 2002, Vigdor examined what had happened
in Boston between 1974 and 1997, a period of supposedly intense gentrification. But
Vigdor found no evidence that poor people moved out of gentrifying neighborhoods at
a higher than normal rate. In fact, rates of departure from gentrifying neighborhoods
were actually lower. It wasn’t just Boston. In 2004, Columbia University economists
Lance Freeman and Frank Braconi conducted a similar study of gentrification in New
York City in the 1990s. They too found that low-income residents of “gentrifying” neigh-
borhoods were less likely to move out of the neighborhood than low-income residents
of neighborhoods that had none of the typical hallmarks of gentrification. Of course, dis-
placement is not the only way in which gentrification could harm the poor. Residents
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of gentrifying neighborhoods might stay put but suffer from rising rents. Freeman and
Braconi found that rents did rise in gentrifying neighborhoods in New York. But rising
rents had an unexpected effect: As rents rose, residents moved less. “The most plau-
sible interpretation,” the authors concluded, “may be the simplest: As neighborhoods
gentrify, they also improve in many ways that may be as appreciated by their disadvan-
taged residents as by their more affluent ones.”

TURN: Gentrification increases Collective Efficacy

Steinme -Wood, Madeleine et al. “Is gentrification all bad? Positive association
between gentrification and individual’s perceived neighborhood collective efficacy in
Montreal, Canada” International journal of health geographics vol. 16,1 24. 14 Jul. 2017,
doi:10.1186/s12942-017-0096-6

Gentrification was positively associated with collective efficacy. Gentrifiers (individuals
moving into gentrifying neighborhoods) had higher collective efficacy than individuals
that lived in a neighborhood that did not gentrify. Perceptions of collective efficacy
of the original residents of gentrifying neighborhoods were not significantly different
from the perceptions of neighborhood collective efficacy of gentrifiers. Our results indi-
cate that gentrification was positively associated with perceived collective efficacy. This
implies that gentrification could have beneficial health effects for individuals living in
gentrifying neighborhoods.

Collective Efficacy is good

Steinme -Wood, Madeleine et al. “Is gentrification all bad? Positive association
between gentrification and individual’s perceived neighborhood collective efficacy in
Montreal, Canada” International journal of health geographics vol. 16,1 24. 14 Jul. 2017,
doi:10.1186/s12942-017-0096-6

Collective efficacy has been associated with many health benefits at the neighborhood
level such as lower rates of cardiovascular disease [4], obesity [5], sexually transmi ed
diseases [6], mental health outcomes [7], and all-cause mortality, [4] as well as posi-
tive perceptions of self-rated health [8]. High neighborhood collective efficacy has also
been associated with decreased risky sexual behavior among youth [9] and has been
shown to enhance the protective effect of family a achment and support on youth’s
suicidal behaviors [10]. Neighborhoods with high levels of collective efficacy are also
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more likely to solicit internal and external resources to address neighborhood sources
of violence, disorder and neighborhood physical hazards [8]. Given the benefits of col-
lective efficacy to a community, gaining an understanding of why some communities
have greater collective efficacy than others is important from a public health perspective.
To this end, researchers have a empted to understand the neighborhood characteristics
and processes that could influence collective efficacy such as built environment design
[11], neighborhood a achment [12], poverty [13], and safety [13].

Probability of displacement is 1.3 %.

Lance Freeman 16, 6-3-2016, ”Five myths about gentrification,” Washington Post,
h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/five-myths-about-gentrification/2016/
06/03/b6c80e56-1ba5-11e6-8c7b-6931e66333e7_story.html?utm_term=.27541744eda6

For many, gentrification is synonymous with the expulsion of low-income residents.
As urbanist Richard Florida wrote in CityLab, “Displacement can be and is a big issue
in places where gentrification is occurring at a feverish pace.” The Charlo e Observer
warned that “gentrification may be complicated, but it’s not a myth and neither is dis-
placement.” Of course, when neighborhoods change, some families do get pushed out.
But my research shows that longtime residents aren’t more likely to move when their
neighborhood gentrifies; sometimes they’re actually less likely to leave (in part because
of the improvements gentrification can bring). In one study, I found that the probability
that a household would be displaced in a gentrifying neighborhood in New York was
1.3 percent. A 2015 study in Philadelphia found something similar — that neighborhood
income gains did not significantly predict household exit rates. What distinguishes gen-
trification is not who moves out; it’s who moves in. In a gentrifying neighborhood,
new residents are more likely to be well-off . As a result, the neighborhood’s poverty
makeup can shift, even if no one leaves. In 2004, I found that a neighborhood’s poverty
rate could drop from 30 percent to 12 percent in a decade with minimal displacement.
That’s because gentrification often leads to new construction or to investment in once-
vacant properties. It’s also worth noting that the vast majority of poor neighborhoods
across the country aren’t gentrifying. Outside of hot metro areas such as New York,
Washington and San Francisco, most poor places stay poor.
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5.3 Con Cards

5.3.1 Rent Control Good

Rent Regulations have very few side effects.

Jake Blumgart, April 1, 2015 ”In Defense of Rent Control,” Pacific Standard,
h ps://psmag.com/economics/in-defense-of-rent-control

But a comprehensive review of literature by New York housing lawyer Timothy
Collins found that the received wisdom regarding rent regulations is overly simplistic—
partially because hard ceilings on rents are often imagined, while the reality is more
often (as in New York’s case) a more measured approach meant to discourage landlords
from dramatically raising rents and displacing tenants. Collins argues that New York’s
two largest building booms took place during times of strict rent controls: the 1920s
and the post-war period between 1947 and 1965. (He is not arguing that the regulations
provoked the building, just that they didn’t restrain it in the same way strict zoning
codes did in the mid-1960s.) “New York’s moderate rent regulations have had few,
if any, of the negative side effects so confidently predicted by industry advocates,”
Collins writes. “More important, rent regulations have been the single greatest source
of affordable housing for middle- and low-income households. I should note that many
of these findings came as a surprise to me. When I first joined the Rent Guidelines
Board staff in 1987, I believed that rent regulations in New York City probably did have
some long-term harmful effects. I was proven wrong.”

Housing construction fell more in cities that did not enact rent control.

Jake Blumgart, April 1, 2015 ”In Defense of Rent Control,” Pacific Standard,
h ps://psmag.com/economics/in-defense-of-rent-control

Outside the city, one economist found that housing construction in New Jersey fell by
52 percent in cities that enacted rent control regulations in the early 1970s—but fell 88
percent in those that didn’t. The policy also did not affect the landlords’ desire to keep
their properties in good condition. One study from 1988 found that “there is no ba-
sis for economists’ strongly-held belief that rent control leads to worse maintenance.”
Collins also found that all the apartments that experts expected to open up with the in-
troduction of rent regulations did not materialize after rent control was removed from
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Boston. In 1994, real estate interests in Massachuse s organized a statewide referendum
to end rent control—which only existed in Boston, Cambridge, and Brookline—and just
barely won. But Census data shows that Boston’s vacancy rate was four percent before
the regulations were phased out and 2.9 percent four years after they were done away
with—scrapping rent control had, at the very least, not generated a measurable effect
on apartment availability. The median price for a two-bedroom apartment doubled in
the meantime.

Without rent control, rents jumped by by more than 50% and evictions rose by 33%.

The Economist The morning after Print edition | United States Apr 30th 1998
h ps://www.economist.com/united-states/1998/04/30/the-morning-after

There were dire predictions of hardship when rent control was abolished. Some of them
came to pass. Cambridge (home of Harvard University), which had roughly 16,000
rental units under the strictest regulations in the state, recently reported that nearly 40%
of tenants in regulated flats moved out after rent control ended. From a modest survey
of 1,000 households, city officials concluded that decontrolled rents overall jumped by
more than 50% between 1994 and 1997 (from an average of $504 a month to $775), out-
pacing market rates. Over the same period, complaints of eviction also rose by 33%.
Amy Fripp, an unemployed 42-year-old, had to leave the Cambridge house in which
her family had lived since the 1960s when her landlord put up the rent by $250 a month.
Another woman, who is elderly, faced eviction from her home after 50 years. “Rent con-
trol may be over, but its effects are far from over,” says Ellen Shachter, a lawyer with
Cambridge and Somerville Legal Services, which last year represented 100 residents of
formerly regulated properties. “It’s clearly contributing to making Cambridge a city
of rich and poor.”It is true that Cambridge, once renowned for its economic and racial
diversity, is on its way to becoming not only wealthier, but also more transient. New
households there are now less likely to include families and elderly people with incomes
of less than $40,000, and more likely to include multiple room-mates and full-time col-
lege or graduate students.Similar worries have been voiced in Boston, which had 16,000
strictly regulated units and another 40,000 units under a looser form of rent control
known as “vacancy decontrol”. Evictions for non-payment of rent have increased by
20% since rent control was abolished, and more than 7,000 eviction complaints were
handled by Boston’s housing court last year, compared to 5,000 in 1993 before rent con-
trol ended. With a vacancy rate of less than one percent across the city, moderately-
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priced housing is ge ing hard to find.Yet the Cambridge study also showed that, when
rent control ended, investment in housing and repairs went up. It showed, too, that
although many people left, most stayed put, and that the number of non-white tenants
in formerly regulated units has actually doubled. Nor is the end of rent control the only
reason for turmoil in the housing market. Turnover in communities with large amounts
of rented housing is always high, especially among young people, and cities naturally
“change their shape over time,” notes Henry Pollakowski, a housing economist at the
Massachuse s Institute of Technology Centre for Real Estate. Harvard Square, for in-
stance, where chain stores like The Gap are thriving and rents climbing, may have lost
much of its distinctiveness but remains as vibrant as ever. The strong economy, with a
booming property market, may also have contributed to higher rents and higher evic-
tion rates.In order to soften the end of rent control, Boston secured federal rent subsi-
dies for roughly 400 elderly, disabled and low-income tenants. Others were placed at
the bo om of lengthy public-housing waiting lists. Brookline offered one-time reloca-
tion stipends to deregulated tenant households, and Cambridge has earmarked more
than $15m in local taxes for affordable housing programmes. But many of the displaced
tenants of formerly rent-controlled buildings have simply disappeared. Mark Snyder,
the deputy administrator of Boston’s Rental Housing Resource Centre, has had a lot of
post sent back to him marked “Addressee unknown”. Exactly what has become of these
people, he has no idea.

Rent Control’s removal caused $1.8 billion in price appreciation.

David H. Autor, Christopher J. Palmer, Parag A. Pathak “Housing Market Spillovers:
Evidence from the End of Rent Control in Cambridge Massachuse s” NBER Working
Paper No. 18125 h ps://www.nber.org/papers/w18125

Issued in June 2012 Understanding potential spillovers from the a ributes and actions of
neighborhood residents onto the value of surrounding properties and neighborhoods is
central to both the theory of urban economics and the development of efficient housing
policy. This paper measures the capitalization of housing market spillovers by study-
ing the sudden and largely unanticipated 1995 elimination of stringent rent controls in
Cambridge, Massachuse s that had previously muted landlords’ investment incentives
and altered the assignment of residents to locations. Pooling administrative data on
the assessed values of each residential property and the prices and characteristics of all
residential transactions between 1988 and 2005, we find that rent control’s removal pro-
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duced large, positive, and robust spillovers onto the price of never-controlled housing
from nearby decontrolled units. Elimination of rent control added about $1.8 billion to
the value of Cambridge’s housing stock between 1994 and 2004, equal to nearly a quar-
ter of total Cambridge residential price appreciation in this period. Positive spillovers
to never-controlled properties account for more half of the induced price appreciation.
Residential investments can explain only a small fraction of the total.

Rent control policies key to stabilizing California’s housing crisis.

Berkeley Haas 18, 9-19-2018, ”Rent Control Key to Stabilize California Housing Market:
Report,” Haas Institute, h ps://haasinstitute.berkeley.edu/rent-control-key-stabilize-
california-housing-market-report

Rent control policies are key to stabilizing California’s housing affordability crisis,
which has driven millions of people into poverty and displaced hundreds of thousands
of others, a new analysis released Wednesday by the Haas Institute for a Fair and In-
clusive Society at UC Berkeley shows. The research brief, titled ”Opening the Door for
Rent Control: Toward a Comprehensive Approach to Protecting California’s Renters,”
finds that rent control, when applied with other housing policies, can prevent housing
costs from spiraling out of control and forcing families to leave their neighborhoods.
“While California is faced with a range of housing issues that require us to pursue
various policy goals, the goal of addressing the housing affordability and displacement
crises facing overburdened renters must be prioritized,” Nicole Montojo, a Haas
Institute housing analyst and co-author of the paper, says.

High rent hurts minorities primarily.

Kimberly Veklerov of the San Francisco Chronicle, in “Bay Area housing prices push
low-income minorities farther out, study finds”, 2-7-19, h ps://www.sfchronicle.com/
bayarea/article/Bay-Area-housing-prices-push-low-income-13596075.php

Researchers at UC Berkeley and the California Housing Partnership studied tract-level
census data from 2000 to 2015 in each of the nine Bay Area counties. They found that
a 30 percent increase in median rent corresponded with a 28 percent decrease in low-
income minority households but no significant change in the number of white families.
Historically black neighborhoods — in places like San Francisco’s Bayview, East Oak-
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land and East Palo Alto — lost scores of low-income black families. Often, they moved
to outlying cities of the region: Antioch, Fairfield, Vallejo and others.

The Bay Area proves.

Kimberly Veklerov of the San Francisco Chronicle, in “Bay Area housing prices push
low-income minorities farther out, study finds”, 2-7-19, h ps://www.sfchronicle.com/
bayarea/article/Bay-Area-housing-prices-push-low-income-13596075.php

“Rising housing prices have effectively reinforced and re-created long-standing pa erns
of housing segregation, and we can say that with more certainty about the entire region,”
said Dan Rinzler, one of the report’s authors. “The housing crisis is affecting all corners
of the region. There’s almost nowhere that’s actually affordable to low-income people
of color.” African Americans remain the most racially segregated group in the Bay Area,
with three-quarters of all black residents living in just one-quarter of the region’s census
tracts, according to a different paper last year from UC Berkeley.
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5.3.2 Demolitions

Historically, the development of market-rate housing has involved the demolition
of public housing units

Ben Austen, 2-6-2018, ”The Towers Came Down, and With Them the Promise of Public
Housing,” No Publication, h ps://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/06/magazine/the-towers-
came-down-and-with-them-the-promise-of-public-housing.html

In 1990, Chicago’s population started to tick up for the first time in 40 years; the area
surrounding Cabrini-Green added 4,000 white residents during the previous decade,
and vacant lots that had sold for $30,000 a few years earlier were being snapped up for
five times that amount. As the fortunes of cities changed once again, public housing
experienced a new pressure. HUD began to award municipalities tens of millions of
dollars in grants to tear down their public-housing high-rises and replace them with
much smaller developments that mixed public-housing families with higher-income
renters and market-rate owners. Proposals to preserve some of the towers, filling in the
cleared land around them with a variety of housing types, were rejected. Many low-rise
developments in rejuvenating areas were targeted as well. A majority of the relocated
public-housing residents were given Section 8 vouchers to rent from landlords in the
private market. Nationwide, 250,000 public-housing units have been demolished since
the 1990s. Atlanta, Baltimore, Columbus, Memphis, New Orleans, Philadelphia, Tucson
— just about every American city got in on the action. But no city knocked down as many
as Chicago.
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5.3.3 Filter Up

Developing affordable housing rather than market rate housing in tight housing
markets is more effective at increasing affordability

Miriam Axel-Lute, 11-2-2017, ”Trickle Up Housing: Filtering Does Go Both Ways” Shel-
terforce, h ps://shelterforce.org/2017/11/02/time-for-trickle-up-housing/

There’s a lot of talk about how homes will “filter down.” The argument goes that build-
ing new luxury housing will allow the wealthiest people to move into new housing, and
(if the supply outstrips demand), eventually what had been high-end housing will com-
mand less money and will “filter down” to be affordable to lower income levels. Just
how well this works, for whom, and how quickly is the subject of much debate, which
I won’t wade into right now. But here’s the thing we don’t talk about enough: develop-
ing affordable housing in a tight, high-cost market also increases overall affordability
through filtering! Just in the other direction—it trickles up. In most places, the majority
of people making 30 percent of area median income are paying 50 percent of their in-
come or more on housing. This means they are currently occupying homes that would
be actually affordable to people making 50 to 80 percent of the area median. Building a
new unit of housing for those at 30 percent of AMI therefore would not only house the
person living in it, but odds are high it would also free up a unit that’s affordable at 50
to 80 percent AMI. Di o for adding units aimed at those all along the low and moderate
income spectrum.

Filtering faces 2 limitations: 1) rents drop slowly – only 9% in 30 years 2) housing
can require expensive renovations after deteriorating before new (i.e. poor
residents) occupy them

How Housing Ma ers, February 24, 2016, ”Supporting a Whole Housing Ecosystem,”
h ps://howhousingma ers.org/articles/supporting-whole-housing-ecosystem/

Second, filtering happens quite slowly. According to Dan Immergluck, a professor at
the Georgia Tech School of City and Regional Planning, rent for a typical apartment can
be expected to drop about 9 percent over 30 years. If new development is occurring only
at the high end, apartments will have deteriorated and will need expensive renovation
before they become affordable to lower-income households.
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If housing prices increase rapidly in an area, then filtering down may not occur at all

Daniel Her , 10-11-2015, ”What filtering can and can’t do,” City Observatory,
h p://cityobservatory.org/what-filtering-can-and-cant-do/

Perhaps the most important nuance, however, is that strong regional housing price
inflation—that is, metropolitan areas where home values grow much more quickly than
the cost of other goods—can make filtering happen much more slowly, or not at all. That
helps explain why homes in New England and the West Coast filter about 35 percent
more slowly than homes in the Midwest or South. In those coastal regions, severe restric-
tions on new housing construction since the 1970s have created a “shortage of cities,”
driving up home prices and preventing the kind of filtering that has historically pro-
duced the lion’s share of affordable housing—and which still does in much of the rest
of the country. This makes a lot of intuitive sense: Filtering is driven largely by upper-
income people who leave their aging homes for new ones. But if housing construction is
restricted, there won’t be “enough” new homes, and some of those upper-income peo-
ple will have to se le for older ones that might otherwise be occupied by people with
less money. This is exactly the process that the apartments we wrote about in Marie a,
Georgia went through. In the 1960s they were higher-end housing for middle-class sin-
gles and young couples; 50 years later, they were home to the city’s least prosperous
citizens.

Filtering down theory fails – three warrants: 1) housing often takes far too long to
filter down 2) maintenance means houses sustain their value over the long run 3)
housing prices can’t be

Rick Jacobus, 11-4-2016, ”Housing Doesn’t Filter, Neighborhoods Do — Shelterforce,”
Shelterforce, h ps://shelterforce.org/2016/11/04/housing-doesnt-filter-neighborhoods-
do/

The idea that building high-cost housing will eventually help everyone by freeing up
lower-cost units elsewhere in the market is known as “filtering.” Peter Cohen recently
posted a broad critique of this approach, which boiled down to “filtering works too
slowly.” I agree, though I don’t see that as a reason to block new development (be er
to address a problem slowly than not at all). I think there is a much bigger problem with
filtering as a housing strategy. The Other Problem with Filtering If we’re si ing in an
undergraduate economics class, it sounds reasonable to suggest that, like any product,
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as housing ages it loses value and becomes more affordable. In this context, a housing
policy that promotes building new homes for the rich would seem to offer more, older
homes for the poor. Housing may be a “right” but brand-new housing certainly isn’t.
But si ing in econ class, it is easy to overlook all of the ways that housing is not like
other products. First, is older housing really less valuable? Our cities are full of very
old housing that is still quite expensive. One reason is maintenance. With ongoing reg-
ular investment in maintenance and renovation, older housing can hold its value over
the long term. In order for filtering to generate really affordable housing, we need older
homes that are also poorly maintained. But there’s an even bigger problem. Housing
is different because you can’t move it. When you buy a home, you are buying a prod-
uct, but you are also buying a location. You might pay somewhat more for a “new”
product but mostly what you are buying (or renting) is the location. When we hear
about filtering we are supposed to imagine a single building floating in space, becoming
more affordable as it ages. Maybe if that property were well maintained it would lose
value more slowly, but what happens in real cities is that sometimes buildings increase
in value dramatically, even as they age. Other times even well-maintained buildings
lose value quickly. This happens because it is the value of the neighborhood that really
drives the price of a property. When we look at filtering as a policy option for neigh-
borhoods, things look very different. Clearly some kind of filtering does happen, but it
is not often filtering by the age of the home. People move up and out of less desirable
neighborhoods to “be er” neighborhoods until at the end of the process filtering creates
new vacancies in the least desirable locations in the region.
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5.3.4 Gentrification Impacts

Gentrification is a cycle – price increases force out low income residents.

Emily Chong, September 2017,”Examining the Negative Impacts of Gentrification,”
Georgetown Journal on Poverty Law & Policy, h ps://gjplp.org/2017/09/05/examining-
the-negative-impacts-of-gentrification/

During gentrification, poorer communities are commonly converted to high-end neigh-
borhoods with expensive housing options such as high-rises and condominiums.[4] As
property prices increase, the original residents of the neighborhood are forced out in
a variety of ways. First, with an increase in the prices of buildings, the gap between
the price of the building and the income that the landlord gets from renting the build-
ing grows bigger; landlords thus increase rent prices, which forces out the low-income
residents.[5] As building prices continue to increase, the problem exacerbates because it
becomes even more profitable to convert these apartment buildings into non-residential
areas. Additionally, since investors can earn more money from selling buildings, real-
estate dealers have less incentive to improve the buildings. The real estate dealers in-
stead sell the buildings at higher prices. This cycle of rising building prices continues
until only large and well-financed investors are able to continue.[6]

Displacement is disproportionately borne by low income individuals or color, many
of whom are elderly.

Emily Chong, September 2017,”Examining the Negative Impacts of Gentrification,”
Georgetown Journal on Poverty Law & Policy, h ps://gjplp.org/2017/09/05/examining-
the-negative-impacts-of-gentrification/

Displacement from these aforementioned methods is disproportionately borne by low-
income individuals of color, many of whom are elderly individuals.[13] Physical frailty
makes it more challenging for elderly individuals to resist the actions that landlords
take to remove tenants.[14] Researchers have also found that elderly people are more
intensively affected by social changes around them; for example, many older adults
cited loss of friendships or community networks as a reason to move.[15] This is a prob-
lem that builds on itself— with gentrification, many people are rapidly forced out of
their neighborhoods, leading to less community networks and more reason for elderly
low-income individuals, who are already facing struggles from rising prices, to give up
on their homes and move out of the neighborhood.
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Displacement excludes people of color.

Emily Chong, September 2017,”Examining the Negative Impacts of Gentrification,”
Georgetown Journal on Poverty Law & Policy, h ps://gjplp.org/2017/09/05/examining-
the-negative-impacts-of-gentrification/

In addition to displacement due to rising property values and coercive techniques, low-
income individuals and people of color also can face exclusion from the newly planned
spaces in the gentrifying location.[16] Common in gentrification efforts is the urban plan-
ning shift from “fostering community formation” to “investing the city with money and
consumption-oriented spaces that resemble suburban shopping malls that exclude low-
income and people of color.”[17] Instead of community integration, there is selective de-
velopment and enforcement of distinction between different areas.[18] Moreover, when
developers do build houses, they are not building these houses for low income families.
There are frequent cuts in low-income housing federal assistance, and so new buildings
are usually intended for upper-income families.[19] These spaces are societally prob-
lematic because they disproportionately exclude people of color and low-income indi-
viduals. Most gentrification occurs because of a lack of policies that value community
input, offer equitable rezoning policies, and provide intentional housing options. With-
out policies that a empt to remedy the trends that cause forced displacement, gentrifi-
cation will continue to dismantle and displace lower-income communities. To develop
such policies, we must recognize the disproportionate and destructive effects of gentri-
fication.

Gentrification increases crime.

Lance Freeman 16, 6-3-2016, ”Five myths about gentrification,” Washington Post,
h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/five-myths-about-gentrification/2016/06
/03/b6c80e56-1ba5-11e6-8c7b-6931e66333e7_story.html?utm_term=.27541744eda6

Over the past decade, urban crime rates have dropped precipitously. City-watchers
often point to gentrification. A le er to the editor in the New Orleans Times-Picayune
called “a city ge ing safer” one of the “chief byproducts of gentrification.” A Mic article
a ributed a 30 percent crime drop in one Brooklyn neighborhood to the phenomenon.
The logic is simple: Poorer neighborhoods tend to have more crime. Gentrification,
which brings an influx of wealthier residents, should lower the crime rate. In fact, stud-
ies of the relationship between crime and gentrification have found the opposite: Gen-
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trification often leads to increases in crime. One study found that larceny and robbery
went up in gentrifying neighborhoods across the country. There are at least two expla-
nations for this pa ern. The new, wealthier residents might be more lucrative targets
for would-be burglars and robbers, perhaps enticing them to engage in more illegal acts.
And crime thrives on instability, anonymity and weaker social ties, all of which make it
easier for criminals to blend in and less likely for neighbors to look out for one another.
Gentrification, by definition, destabilizes a neighborhood.

Gentrification increases criminalization

Abdallah Fayyad 17, 12-20-2017, ”The Criminalization of Gentrifying Neighborhoods
,” Atlantic, h ps://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2017/12/the-criminalization-
of-gentrifying-neighborhoods/548837/

Still, residents can feel overwhelmed by a sudden increase in security, which is not
always confined to public law enforcement. Sampson said private security and third-
party police contribute to a sense of over-surveillance. “In a kind of rough neighborhood
that’s about to flip, there may be demand on the part of new residents for safety that
goes beyond what the police can provide, which means more eyes on the street on the
part of private police,” he said. While low-income and minority neighborhoods are of-
ten subject to heavy police patrol regardless of their development status, gentrification
and aggressive policing are two sides of the same coin and tend to reinforce one an-
other. “The concern when there are misdemeanor offenses is that neighborhoods seem
unsafe or disorderly and that decreases their a ractiveness for gentrification,” Butler
said. “So in a number of cities, people have observed that enforcement of low-level
offenses against black and brown people increases when neighborhoods are prime for
gentrification.”

Gentrification increases policing of homeless people

Jason Mcgahan, 10-20-2017, ”LAPD Is Arresting Increasing Numbers of Homeless
in Gentrifying Neighborhoods,” L.A. Weekly, h ps://www.laweekly.com/news/lapd-
arrests-of-homeless-on-the-rise-according-to-ucla-study-8763782

Los Angeles police have arrested homeless people at a rate that has outpaced the alarm-
ing growth of the city’s homeless population, according to a new study by researchers
at UCLA. LAPD’s arrests of homeless people have increased by 37 percent from 2011 to
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2016, a period of time when the homeless population increased by 21 percent, accord-
ing to UCLA’s Million Dollar Hoods project, which uses police arrest data to track how
much the agency spends on incarceration by neighborhood. Danielle Dupuy, the re-
port’s lead author, says its findings indicate ”an increase in policing of that population,
above and beyond the population itself.” “What’s important to think about is that also if
total arrests are declining and arrests of houseless people is going up, it might indicate
resources are being shifted to target that population,” Dupuy says. (The researchers
opted for the term ”houseless” over homeless in the report.)
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5.3.5 Subsidized Housing Be er

Subsidized Housing has double the impact as market-rate housing in terms of
reducing displacement pressures.

Miriam Zuk. Karen Chapple [Professors at UC Berkley] “Housing Production,
Filtering and Displacement: Untangling the Relationships” May 2016 EXECU-
TIVE SUMMARY: Research Implies the Importance of Increasing Production of
Subsidized and Market-Rate Housing BERKELEY IGS Research Brief INSTITUTE
OF GOVERNMENTAL STUDIES, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
h p://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp_research_brief
_052316.pdf

Debate over the relative importance of subsidized and market-rate housing production
in alleviating the current housing crisis continues to preoccupy policymakers, develop-
ers, and advocates. This research brief adds to the discussion by providing a nuanced
analysis of the relationship between housing production, affordability, and displace-
ment in the San Francisco Bay Area, finding that: • At the regional level, both market-
rate and subsidized housing reduce displacement pressures, but subsidized housing
has over double the impact of market-rate units. • Market-rate production is associated
with higher housing cost burden for low-income households, but lower median rents in
subsequent decades. • At the local, block group level in San Francisco, neither market-
rate nor subsidized housing production has the protective power they do at the regional
scale, likely due to the extreme mismatch between demand and supply

Affordable housing standards.

Maria Elkin of New America, in “What everyone gets wrong about affordable housing”,
8-24-17, h ps://www.newamerica.org/weekly/edition-174/what-everyone-gets-wrong-
about-affordable-housing/, accessed 2-10-19, cf

First and foremost: “Affordable housing” doesn’t mean, necessarily, the projects. It ac-
tually just refers to the fact that you’re spending less than 30 percent of your post-tax
income on housing. The Department of Housing and Urban Development indicates that
families paying more than 30 percent are considered “cost burdened, and may have dif-
ficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation, and medical care.”
HUD estimates that 12 million households (renting and owning) pay more than 50 per-
cent of their take-home income on housing each year. And to be clear, in no state can
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a full-time worker making the federal minimum wage ($7.25 an hour) afford a two-
bedroom apartment at fair market rent. Plus, there’s a lot of competition for places with
lower rents, as Millennials put off buying homes and aging adults sell their homes to
move into the rental market.

Affordable housing ma ers more than market rate housing.

Erika C. Poethig of the Urban Institute Blog, in “One in four: America’s housing assis-
tance lo ery”, 5-28-14, h ps://www.urban.org/urban-wire/one-four-americas-housing-
assistance-lo ery, accessed 2-10-19

Unfortunately, affordable housing is a scarce resource in many cities. America’s hous-
ing policy has never fully met the demand for affordable rental housing, and the number
of households served by federal rental assistance has essentially plateaued. Today, only
24 percent of the 19 million eligible households receive assistance—basically, only one
in four households wins the housing assistance lo ery.

There is a lot of demand for affordable housing.

Erika C. Poethig of the Urban Institute Blog, in “One in four: America’s housing assis-
tance lo ery”, 5-28-14, h ps://www.urban.org/urban-wire/one-four-americas-housing-
assistance-lo ery, accessed 2-10-19

The assistance lo ery isn’t the only housing challenge that low-income families face.
Across the country, only 3.2 million housing units are available at rents that are afford-
able for more than 11 million extremely low-income households. This leaves 8 million
households—households earning 30 percent or less of the area’s median income, which
ranges from $7,450 to $33,300, — spending a large portion of their income on rent, living
in substandard housing, or both.

Affordable housing greatly improves lives.

Erika C. Poethig of the Urban Institute Blog, in “One in four: America’s housing assis-
tance lo ery”, 5-28-14, h ps://www.urban.org/urban-wire/one-four-americas-housing-
assistance-lo ery, accessed 2-10-19
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With such a large rent burden, these households can’t afford to pay for food, transporta-
tion to work or school, prescriptions, education or training, and other needs. Families
with affordable housing have greater access to a chain of benefits, from be er health
to more resources for education. For example, families with affordable housing spend
$151 more on food a month than families with severe housing burdens. Children who
receive inadequate nutrition are sick more often, suffer growth and developmental im-
pairments, and have lower educational achievement. From the very start, these children
have more limited opportunities.

Affordable housing crisis bad.

Glenn Thrush of the New York Times, in “As affordable housing crisis grows, HUD
sits on the sidelines”, 7-27-18, h ps://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/27/us/politics/hud-
affordable-housing-crisis.html, accessed 2-11-19, cf

The country is in the grips of an escalating housing affordability crisis. Millions of low-
income Americans are paying 70 percent or more of their incomes for shelter, while
rents continue to rise and construction of affordable rental apartments lags far behind
the need. The Trump administration’s main policy response, unveiled this spring by
Ben Carson, the secretary of housing and urban development: a plan to triple rents for
about 712,000 of the poorest tenants receiving federal housing aid and to loosen the
cap on rents on 4.5 million households enrolled in federal voucher and public housing
programs nationwide, with the goal of moving longtime tenants out of the system to
make way for new ones.

Minimum wage workers can’t afford affordable housing.

Glenn Thrush of the New York Times, in “As affordable housing crisis grows, HUD
sits on the sidelines”, 7-27-18, h ps://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/27/us/politics/hud-
affordable-housing-crisis.html, accessed 2-11-19, cf

Median national rents rose by 32 percent in constant dollars from 2001 to 2015, while
wages remained flat, according to the Pew Charitable Trusts. The pace has picked up
over the last few years, buoyed by an improving economy. The rent increases are hi ing
poor and elderly people, African-Americans and low-income wage earners the hardest.
A survey by the National Low Income Housing Coalition found that a worker earning
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the state minimum wage could afford a market-rate one-bedroom apartment in only 22
of the country’s 3,000 counties.

Many Americans spend most of their money on housing.

Glenn Thrush of the New York Times, in “As affordable housing crisis grows, HUD
sits on the sidelines”, 7-27-18, h ps://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/27/us/politics/hud-
affordable-housing-crisis.html, accessed 2-11-19, cf

Rental construction has focused on a racting high-income tenants. From 2001 to 2013,
the number of rental apartments for high-wage earners increased by 36 percent, while
units for poor people shrank by nearly 10 percent, according to federal housing statistics.
With affordable stock scarce, prices are spiking. An estimated 12 million Americans,
most of them poor, now spend more than half of their earnings on housing, according
to HUD statistics.

There is a massive gap in affordable housing.

Sarah Holder of City Lab, in “Low-Income Renters Find, the Affordable Housing Gap
Persists, 5-13-18, h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/03/for-low-income-renters-the-
gap-in-affordable-housing-persists/555458/, accessed 2-12-19, cf

Finding affordable housing isn’t ge ing any easier for the more than a quarter of U.S.
renters that are extremely low-income. For six years, the National Low Income Housing
Coalition has released an annual report calculating the discrepancy between available
affordable housing units and renters who earn below the poverty line or 30 percent of
the area median. Last year, they found that for every 100 households categorized as
extremely low income (ELI), only 35 affordable rental homes are available—a shortage
of over 7 million affordable and available homes. That same figure stands today.

Incoming cuts will worsen affordable housing.

Sarah Holder of City Lab, in “Low-Income Renters Find, the Affordable Housing Gap
Persists, 5-13-18, h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/03/for-low-income-renters-the-
gap-in-affordable-housing-persists/555458/, accessed 2-12-19, cf
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The NLIHC argues that the tools the federal government has to help low-income house-
holds just aren’t being used. And by reducing the corporate tax rate in its newest ver-
sion of the tax bill, the White House may have stripped the Low Income Housing Tax
Credit of its teeth. Between fiscal-year 2010 and 2017, HUD funding decreased 9.3 per-
cent, and President Trump, along with Housing Secretary Ben Carson, are promising
more aggressive cuts to programs like the public housing operating fund, Community
Development Block Grants, HOME Investment Partnerships, and the Self-Help Home-
ownership program in 2019. That means that the gulf will widen: The NLIHC estimates
that 200,000 more families could lose federal rental assistance in the coming years.

Low end housing is still unaffordable.

Jeff Stein of the Washington Post, in “In expensive cities, rents fall for the rich -- but
rise for the poor”, 8-6-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/in-
expensive-cities-rents-fall-for-the-rich--but-rise-for-the-poor/2018/08/05/a16e5962-
96a4-11e8-80e1-00e80e1fdf43_story.html?utm_term=.543a80554008, accessed 2-12-19,
cf

Nationally, the pace of rent increases is beginning to slow down, with the average rent
in at least six cities falling since last summer, according to Zillow data. But the decline
is being driven primarily by decreasing prices for high-end rentals. People in low-end
housing, the apartments and other units that house working-class residents, are still
paying more than ever. Since last summer, rents have fallen for the highest earners
while increasing for the poorest in San Francisco, Atlanta, Nashville, Chicago, Philadel-
phia, Denver, Pi sburgh, Washington and Portland, Ore., among other cities. In several
other metro areas — including Los Angeles, Las Vegas, Houston and Miami — rents
have risen for the poor and the rich alike.

98

This product is licensed to kjkim21@gmail.com by Victory Briefs. Any distribution or modification of this file not explicitly allowed by the
terms of purchase (including removing or obscuring this text or sending to anyone outside Jesse Kim's school) is a violation of copyright.

Please report illicit distribution of this file to help@victorybriefs.com.



5 Evidence

5.3.6 Offsets Housing Balance

Market rate housing requires affordable units to offset.

Tim Redmond of 48 Hills, in “Why market-rate housing makes the crisis worse”, 6-14-15,
h ps://48hills.org/2015/06/why-market-rate-housing-makes-the-crisis-worse/, accessed
2-10-19, cf

So according to the study, by Keyser Marston Associates, every time the city allows 100
new high-end housing units, it needs to build between 20 and 43 new affordable units –
just to keep the housing balance the way it is now. Put the affordable units in the main
complex and the impact is lower (because fewer millionaires move in). Built them, as is
common, somewhere else and the impact is greater.
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5.3.7 Housing Crisis

Demand 101 shows market rate housing worsens the housing crisis.

Tim Redmond of 48 Hills, in “Why market-rate housing makes the crisis worse”, 6-14-15,
h ps://48hills.org/2015/06/why-market-rate-housing-makes-the-crisis-worse/, accessed
2-10-19, cf

If the city demands 15 percent affordable set-asides, then every market-rate building
adds more demand for affordable housing than it supplies. That means every new
building makes the housing crisis worse. If anything, the numbers are way worse than
they were when the study was done in 2007. The prices of housing are much higher, the
wealth of the new residents much higher, the job-creations demands much higher – and
the need for more affordable housing much higher. We’re probably talking 50 percent
here – half of all new units need to be affordable, not to make the crisis be er but to
keep it from ge ing even worse.

Current cuts to affordable housing, uniquely bad time for more market rate housing
to be added to market

Jarre Murphy of City Limits, in “Report: Thousands of Affordable Units could go
market-rate as tax credit deals lapse”, 3-1-18, h ps://citylimits.org/2018/03/01/report-
thousands-of-affordable-units-could-go-market-rate-as-tax-credit-deals-lapse/, ac-
cessed 2-13-19, cf

A new set of threats to affordable housing is looming in New York City, thanks to the
Trump administration, the real-estate market and time itself, according to a report re-
leased Thursday by the Community Service Society. The administration’s proposed
cuts to the Section 8 program could cost the city tens of thousands of the federal vouch-
ers that make the math of affordable housing work for many low-income families. And
the expiration of affordability agreements tied to Low-Income Housing Tax Credits
could mean thousands of other units end up on the open market, with the Trump tax
cuts making it harder to issue new credits that close the gap.
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5.3.8 Impacts

Market – rate housing causes erosion of household income with rent hikes and poor
conditions.

Atkinson , R. et al. (2011) Gentrification and displacement: the household impacts of
neighbourhood change, AHURI Final Report No.160. Melbourne: Australian Housing
and Urban Research Institute. h ps://www.ahuri.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007
/2122/AHURI_Final_Report_No160_Gentrification_and_displacement_the_household_
impacts_of_neighbourhood_change.pdf

The private rental sector is notable within this overall context as a site of housing provi-
sion conceived, housing policy terms, as the sector that would offer market-rate housing
within parameters of supply that would allow renters to shop around and generate com-
petitive rents from landlords. Our interviews with displaced renters and policy-makers
highlight how market failure has marked the experience of this sector. In this context
renters have found a largely unregulated sector has generated insecurity of tenure, ero-
sion of household income alongside regular rent hikes and often poor conditions and
value for money. This brings us back to the overall question of supply which has been
raised time and again in AHURI research. Yet these concerns again need to be matched
to an understanding of local housing and household dynamics in neighbourhoods that
have seen gentrification place a further pressure on affordability and, mediated through
the private rental sector, the market displacement of many lower and sometimes mod-
erate income renters.
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5.3.9 A2: Housing Crisis Inevitable

Housing Market now is different from last crash.

Kriston Capps 18, 8-7-2018, ”America’s Back to Peak Housing Prices. Now What?,”
CityLab, h ps://www.citylab.com/equity/2018/08/home-prices-index/566768/

If the housing market were an investment bubble set to pop any day now, we might ex-
pect more construction and more buying along with the higher housing prices—think
Las Vegas or Phoenix or Tampa during the boom. Instead, more cities share the expe-
rience of New York, where even a speculative craze did not drum up that much new
construction. There’s interest from investors at both the high and low ends, but there
just isn’t the make-a-buck building boom to merit a bubble. This time, soaring prices
may reflect something more banal: low inventory and high demand, with frustration
all around.

Nobel Laureate economist – housing bubble is placid.

Mark Kolakowski 18, 10-30-2018, ”Why the Housing Market Won’t Crash Like 2008:
Robert Shiller,” Investopedia, h ps://www.investopedia.com/news/why-housing-
market-wont-crash-2008-robert-shiller/

A sharp slowdown in the housing market has led to worries that a repeat of the sub-
prime meltdown of 2007–08 might be brewing, but the Nobel Laureate economist who
predicted that crisis believes that such fears are overblown today. While noting that
home prices having been rising since 2012, Professor Robert Shiller of Yale University
told CNBC: ”A housing bubble is not much in evidence...It’s not the same. It’s more
placid.” He added, ”I don’t expect a sharp turn in the housing market at this point.”The
SPDR Homebuilders ETF (XHB) plummeted by 81% between March 17, 2006 and March
9, 2009, based on adjusted closing prices from Yahoo Finance. This year, as of the Oct. 29
close, it is down by 32% from its 52-week high set in intraday trading on Jan. 24. Some
recent signs of stress in the housing market are summarized in the table below.
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Market rate housing is failing in the status quo—in 0/50 states can a full time
minimum wage worker afford market rate housing

Peter Dreier, 4-16-2018, ”Why America Needs More Social Housing,” American
Prospect, h ps://prospect.org/article/why-america-needs-more-social-housing

This housing/income squeeze is particularly onerous for the poor. A report by Chris
Salviati, “Rental Insecurity: The Threat of Evictions to America’s Renters,” reveals that
more than one in four renters with incomes below $30,000 were unable to pay their full
rent in at least one of the previous three months. There is no state in the country where a
minimum-wage worker working full-time can afford a two-bedroom apartment at the
fair market rent, according to the National Low Income Housing Coalition’s “Out of
Reach” report. In order to afford a modest two-bedroom apartment, renters need to
earn a wage of $21.21 an hour. This “housing wage” is much higher in some areas.
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5.3.10 A2: Market-Rate Housing Prevents Gentrification

Gentrifying areas doesn’t displace the poor any more than non-gentrifying areas,
because gentrification may help the poor – gentrification comes with 1) new job
opportunities 2) increase in housing values 3) decline in crime 4) increased credit
scores

Patrick Gillespie, 11-12-2015, ”How gentrification may benefit the poor,” CNNMoney,
h ps://money.cnn.com/2015/11/12/news/economy/gentrification-may-help-poor-
people/index.html

Now, a new storyline is emerging that shows that it isn’t fair to blame gentrification for
displacing low income residents and that there might actually even be some benefits.
A study by the Philadelphia Federal Reserve recently concluded that poor people are
no more likely to move out of a gentrifying neighborhood than from a non-gentrifying
one. That doesn’t mean low income people are not pushed out of their neighborhoods.
They are just not more likely to be displaced than a person of similar income in a neigh-
borhood that’s not gentrifying. Experts say there are may even be some benefits for
the low-income residents that decide to stay in gentrifying neighborhoods. -- New job
opportunities emerge as more stores open and construction picks up. -- Longtime home-
owners benefit from rising property values. -- There’s often a decline in crime. -- On
average, credit scores of the poor residents improve in gentrifying neighborhoods. ”It
appears that when a neighborhood gentrifies, it doesn’t necessarily lead to widespread
displacement,” says Lance Freeman, a professor of urban planning at Columbia Univer-
sity. Freeman conducted a nationwide gentrification study in 2005, which also came up
with similar conclusions reached by the Philly Fed’s findings that gentrification does
not lead to higher chances of low-income residents being pushed into another neigh-
borhood. Related: Innovative Cities: Philadelphia The Fed’s study -- which focused
on Philadelphia -- found that people in gentrifying neighborhoods tend to move more
often than those in non-gentrifying neighborhoods. But it’s not who you might think.
It’s the people with high credit scores -- who tend to have high incomes -- that move
out of the neighborhood more frequently and often to wealthier parts of the city or sub-
urbs. Related: Who’s to blame for gentrification in San Francisco? David Fiorenza, an
urban economics professor at Villanova University, says low income folks in Philadel-
phia’s gentrifying neighborhoods have benefited by seeing an increase in jobs and lower
crime. ”Gentrification in Philadelphia is a good thing,” he says. ”For some other cities,
it may not work.”
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Those who live in public housing in gentrifying areas see increases in wealth – in
NYC, for example, between $3-4,500

Joe Cortright, 10-31-2015, ”In Defense of Gentrification,” Atlantic, h ps://www.
theatlantic.com/business/archive/2015/10/in-defense-of-gentrification/413425/

First, a study from NYU’s Furman Center suggests that residents of public housing in
wealthier and gentrifying neighborhoods make more money, live with less violence,
and have be er educational options for their children, despite also facing some chal-
lenges. Second, a study from the Philadelphia Federal Reserve Bank finds that there
has been much less displacement of existing residents from gentrifying neighborhoods
than is commonly feared—and that those who do leave aren’t necessarily more likely
to move to lower-income neighborhoods. And finally, a Columbia University study on
gentrification in London also failed to find evidence of widespread departures in neigh-
borhoods with rising average incomes. Together, these stories suggest that while gentri-
fication can cause social discord and make residents anxious about the future, it neither
produces measurably more departures from neighborhoods, nor does it usually make
residents economically worse off. If anything, residents of improving neighborhoods
see greater wealth (as measured by their credit scores) and higher incomes ($3,000 to
$4,500 higher for residents of public housing in New York City).

Gentrification doesn’t impact overall city physical health outcomes

Gibbons J, Barton M, Brault E (2018) Evaluating gentrification’s relation to neighbor-
hood and city health. PLoS ONE 13(11): e0207432. h ps://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0207432

Gentrification has been argued to contribute to urban inequalities, including those of
health disparities. Extant research has yet to conduct a systematic study of gentrifica-
tion’s relation with neighborhood health outcomes nationally. This gap is addressed
in the current study through the utilization of census-tract data from the Center for
Disease Control’s 500 Cities project, the 2000 Census and the 2010–2014 American Com-
munity Survey to examine how gentrification relates to local self-rated physical health
in select cities across the United States. We examine gentrification’s association with
neighborhood rates of poor self-rated physical health. We contextualize this relation-
ship by evaluating gentrification’s relation with city-level self-rated health inequalities.
We find gentrification was significantly and positively related with self-rated physical
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neighborhood health outcomes. However, the presence and magnitude of gentrifica-
tion within a city was not associated with health outcomes for cities overall. Based on
these findings, we argue that gentrification’s health benefits for cities are limited at best,
though gentrification does not appear to be associated with deepening city-level health
inequalities, either.

Gentrification on net good for ethnic minorities

Professor of Law, Georgetown University Law Center. J. PETER BYRNE* h ps://pdfs.
semanticscholar.org/2321/2ea16f315b5d68b4d0a396f6d44df48f281d.pdf, 2003

This essay takes issue with this negative judgment about gentrification. That a number
of individuals have lost affordable apartments that were home to them cannot be de-
nied.2 Yet, increases in the num- ber of affluent and well-educated residents is plainly
good for cities, on balance, by increasing the number of residents who can pay taxes,
purchase local goods and services, and support the city in state and federal political
processes.’ My contention here goes somewhat further: gentrification is good on bal-
ance for the poor and ethnic minorities. The most negative effect of gentrification, the
reduction in affordable housing, results primarily not from gentrification itself, but from
the persistent failure of government to produce or secure affordable housing more gen-
erally. Moreover, cities that a ract more affluent residents are more able to aggressively
finance affordable housing. Thus, gentrification is entitled to ”two cheers,”4 if not three,
given that it enhances the political and economic positions of all, but exacerbates the
harms imposed on the poor by the failures of national affordable housing policies.

Gentrification reduces crime – 19% in one study

h ps://phys.org/news/2017-12-gentrification-triggers-percent-city-crime.html Decem-
ber 27, 2017 by Rebecca Linke, MIT Sloan School of Management

Gentrification reduces crime rates and increases public safety in city neighborhoods,
according to a new study by MIT researchers. The paper, authored by MIT Sloan assis-
tant professor Christopher Palmer, along with MIT professors David Autor and Parag
Pathak, all economists, looked at what happened when gentrification accelerated after
rent-controlled housing abruptly ended in Cambridge, Massachuse s, in 1995. They
found that not only did crime drop 16 percent—it resulted in measurable economic
gains for the city. Prior to 1995, more than one-third of Cambridge housing was subject
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to rent control—those units rented at 25-40 percent below what other comparable units
did. After rent control ended, property values in Cambridge rose significantly: 18-25
percent for previously rent-controlled units and 12 percent for units that had not previ-
ously been rent controlled. The researchers studied this in a 2012 paper on the spillover
effect on the end of rent control that found that, overall, it accounted for nearly $2 billion
of the value appreciations of Cambridge residential properties by 2004.

Gentrification doesn’t reduce racial diversity

Lance Freeman Department Of Urban Planning, Columbia University, 8-14-2009,
”Neighbourhood Diversity, Metropolitan Segregation and Gentrification: What Are
the Links in the US?,” SAGE Journals, h ps://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/
0042098009339426

An important yet li le understood aspect of gentrification is the extent to which it af-
fects spatial relations between various social groups. This study employs two mea-
sures of gentrification to discern how it is related to neighbourhood-level diversity and
metropolitan-level segregation in the US by race and class respectively. It is found
that gentrification does not decrease neighbourhood-level diversity. The evidence on
whether gentrification precedes increased levels of neighbourhood-level diversity is
more mixed. Depending on the outcome and the metric of gentrification used, there
are some instances where gentrification appears to lead to increased diversity. However,
there are other instances where gentrifying neighbourhoods start out more diverse than
other neighbourhoods and remain that way over the study period. The relationship be-
tween metropolitan-level segregation and gentrification is more tenuous, with some of
the evidence suggesting that gentrification reduces income segregation and weaker less
robust evidence suggesting gentrification increases racial segregation.
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5.3.11 A2: Filtering

It creates a glut, not a filter down effect—Portland proves.

Jeff Stein of the Washington Post, in “In expensive cities, rents fall for the rich -- but
rise for the poor”, 8-6-18, h ps://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/in-
expensive-cities-rents-fall-for-the-rich--but-rise-for-the-poor/2018/08/05/a16e5962-
96a4-11e8-80e1-00e80e1fdf43_story.html?utm_term=.543a80554008, accessed 2-12-19,
cf

“For-profit developers have predominantly built for the luxury and higher end of the
market, leaving a glut of overpriced apartments in some cities,” said Diane Yentel, pres-
ident and chief executive of the National Low Income Housing Coalition, an advocacy
group. “Some decision-makers believed this would ‘filter down’ to the lowest income
people, but it clearly will not meet their needs.” Poorer city residents have experienced
significant rent increases over the past several years. In Portland, average rents for the
poor have risen from about $1,100 to $1,600 — or by more than 40 percent — since
2011.In San Francisco, the average rent at the bo om of the market has soared from
$1,700 to $2,600, a nearly 50 percent increase. Sea le’s poor have also had their rents
rise by close to 40 percent. Nationwide, rents for those at the bo om have increased by
18 percent.

Trickle down doesn’t happen fast enough and increases rent prices.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Secondly, new construction takes decades to depreciate down to rents that are actually
affordable to most renters. “Trickle down” isn’t happening fast enough. Even worse,
however, new construction actually fuels displacement in the short term, even when no
already existing housing is knocked down. Why? Numerous studies show that market-
rate housing development has price ripple effects on surrounding neighborhoods, driv-
ing up rents and increasing the burden on lower-income households. Many residents
in communities transformed by gentrification can already a est to the connection be-
tween for-profit development, rising living costs, and the mass exodus of lower-income
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residents. Maybe this won’t play out in Malibu, or a sparse neighborhood with very
few low-income folk, but otherwise the above effects are widespread in our cities.

Market rate housing forces out minorities.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Studies show that market-rate housing development is linked to the mass displacement
of neighboring low-income residents (Davidson and Lees 2005, 2010; Pearsall 2010).
Such displacement occurs even when low-income housing is not directly demolished
and destroyed to make way for new development—because it operates through in-
direct and exclusionary means, such as “price shadowing” (Davidson and Lees 2005,
2010). Market-rate housing production causes significant price impacts in surrounding
neighborhoods, raising area rents and real estate taxes (Oliva 2006; Pearsall 2010; Zuk
and Chapple 2016). These price impacts have resulted in higher housing cost burdens
for low-income residents, as well as their displacement (Davidson and Lees 2005, 2010;
Pearsall 2010). In fact, a study of displacement in New York City based on a survey of
18,000 housing units found that most displaced households were forced to move due to
cost considerations; in contrast, low-income residents who managed to remain in gen-
trifying neighborhoods overwhelmingly lived in public housing or rent stabilized units
insulated from price dynamics (Newman and Wyly 2006, 29, 41, 43). Rent burdens rose
considerably in gentrifying areas, so that only 1 out of 15 poor renters remaining in these
New York City neighborhoods rented in the unregulated market (40-1).

Specifically, it displaces working-class residents.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

The influx of higher-income residents, whom market-rate developments are typically
geared toward, is itself associated with the displacement of vulnerable groups from
the same area. Studies in London, Sydney, and Melbourne using longitudinal census
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data found that increases in high-income and professional households in a neighbor-
hood were correlated with greater losses or displacement of low-income, family, and
working-class households, as well as elderly, disabled, and unemployed residents, from
that community (Atkinson 2000a, 2000b; Atkinson et al. 2011). One study found that
in neighborhoods with an influx of higher-income residents, working-class residents
moved at three times the rate compared to in other areas—and usually out of the neigh-
borhood (Atkinson 2000a, 159).

It results in gentrification.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Location ma ers in predicting the pathway of gentrification. Gentrification is more
likely for poor neighborhoods that border rich neighborhoods (Kolko 2007; Guerrieri
et al. 2013). A study of over 27 metro regions in the U.S., including Los Angeles, found
that out-migration of poor residents and in-migration of richer residents was 64 per-
cent more likely for neighborhoods within half a mile of an existing rich neighborhood,
compared to those further from the nearest rich neighborhood (Guerrieri et al. 2013, 59).
Again, this is likely due to price effects: housing prices in poor neighborhoods that bor-
dered or were within a mile of rich areas appreciated by a significantly higher amount
than prices in poor neighborhoods further away (51, 56). Housing booms do not affect
prices in all neighborhoods equally; in fact, poor neighborhoods that start out with low
housing prices and are near richer neighborhoods experience the largest price increase
effects (46).

Best studies prove gentrification.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Some academic studies have contested whether gentrification in fact causes displace-
ment. However, whether studies detect displacement very much has to do with how
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they measure, and define, gentrification. For instance, one famous study often cited
to prove gentrification does not cause displacement relied on survey data that did not
count residents who had doubled-up, moved out of the city, or became homeless (Free-
man and Braconi 2004; Newman and Wyly 2006). Even so, though it failed to count
the displaced, the study still admits class change was occurring in gentrifying neighbor-
hoods, though if not through direct ‘displacement,’ through ‘replacement’ and proba-
ble exclusionary displacement (Freeman and Braconi 2004). And even this study found
that gentrification in New York City harmed low-income households by increasing their
rent burdens: the researchers reported the average rent burden for poor households
in gentrifying areas was 61 percent, compared to 52 percent for poor counterparts in
other neighborhoods; and that rents for unregulated apartments in gentrifying neigh-
borhoods increased an average of 43 percent from 1996 to 1999, compared to 11 per-
cent for rent stabilized apartments (50-1). In contrast, a finer analysis of the same New
York City survey data by other researchers, that carefully considered place and motive,
succeeded in uncovering evidence of gentrification-fueled displacement and migration
flows, with rent increases, landlord harassment, and condo conversion emerging as key
reasons for moves (Newman and Wyly 2006).

Best evidence flows CON.

Anenberg, Elliot, and Edward Kung (2018). “Can More Housing Supply Solve the Af-
fordability Crisis? Evidence from a Neighborhood Choice Model,” Finance and Eco-
nomics Discussion Series 2018-035. Washington: Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, h ps://doi.org/10.17016/FEDS.2018.035. , cf

The effect of new construction on rents is a highly relevant elasticity for evaluating so-
lutions to the affordability crisis, but direct evidence on the magnitude of the elasticity
is scarce. Motivated by a lack of reduced-form evidence, in this paper, we estimate a
structural model of neighborhood choice that allows us to simulate this elasticity. Our
results suggest that the rent elasticity is likely to be low, and thus marginal reductions
in supply constraints alone are unlikely to meaningfully reduce rental burdens. An im-
portant reason for the low rent elasticity in the model is that we estimate a relatively
low amount of preference heterogeneity across households. We also present evidence
to suggest that improving amenities in low-priced neighborhoods is a more cost effec-
tive way to reduce prices in high-priced neighborhoods, via a substitution effect, than
directly building additional housing units in high-priced areas.
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5 Evidence

Rent elasticity proves.

Anenberg, Elliot, and Edward Kung (2018). “Can More Housing Supply Solve the Af-
fordability Crisis? Evidence from a Neighborhood Choice Model,” Finance and Eco-
nomics Discussion Series 2018-035. Washington: Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, h ps://doi.org/10.17016/FEDS.2018.035. , cf

We estimate a neighborhood choice model using 2014 American Community Survey
data to investigate the degree to which new housing supply can improve housing af-
fordability. In the model, equilibrium rental rates are determined so that the number
of households choosing each neighborhood is equal to the number of housing units in
each neighborhood. We use the estimated model to simulate how rental rates would re-
spond to an exogenous increase in the number of housing units in a neighborhood. We
find that the rent elasticity is low, and thus marginal reductions in supply constraints
alone are unlikely to meaningfully reduce rent burdens. The reason for this result ap-
pears to be that rental rates are more closely determined by the level of amenities in a
neighborhood—as in a Rosen-Roback spatial equilibrium framework—than by the sup-
ply of housing.

Studies prove it won’t reduce rental burdens.

Anenberg, Elliot, and Edward Kung (2018). “Can More Housing Supply Solve the Af-
fordability Crisis? Evidence from a Neighborhood Choice Model,” Finance and Eco-
nomics Discussion Series 2018-035. Washington: Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, h ps://doi.org/10.17016/FEDS.2018.035. , cf

In this paper, we present simulation-based evidence that the elasticity of rent with
respect to small changes in housing supply within metropolitan areas (henceforth,
“cities”) is low. The implication of this finding is that even if a city were able to ease
some supply constraints to achieve a marginal increase in its housing stock, the city will
not experience a meaningful reduction in rental burdens.3 Following Bayer et al. (2007),
we first estimate an equilibrium model of neighborhood choice in which equilibrium
rents are determined so that the number of households choosing each neighborhood
in a city is equal to the number of housing units in that neighborhood.4 We estimate
the model using data on household neighborhood choice from the 2014 American
Community Survey (ACS) for 10 major cities. We define neighborhoods within cities
as public use microdata areas (PUMAs), which are contiguous geographic areas of at

112

This product is licensed to kjkim21@gmail.com by Victory Briefs. Any distribution or modification of this file not explicitly allowed by the
terms of purchase (including removing or obscuring this text or sending to anyone outside Jesse Kim's school) is a violation of copyright.

Please report illicit distribution of this file to help@victorybriefs.com.



5 Evidence

least 100,000 people.5 Using the estimated model, we then simulate the effect on rents
of exogenously adding housing stock to the most expensive neighborhoods in each
city. We find that increasing the housing stock in the most expensive neighborhoods
by 5% would only reduce equilibrium rents in those neighborhoods by less than 0.5%.
The implied rent elasticity is therefore quite low.
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5 Evidence

5.3.12 A2: Supply and Demand

Their argument is too simplistic—doesn’t factor into account short versus long term
effects.

Amee Chew of Shelter Force, in “Here’s what we actually know about market rate hous-
ing development and displacement”, 11-5-18, h ps://shelterforce.org/2018/11/05/heres-
what-we-actually-know-about-market-rate-housing-development-and-displacement/,
accessed 2-13-19, cf

Real estate interests and some scholars argue that unaffordable housing costs are pri-
marily due to a shortage in housing supply, and that any increase in supply—including
luxury development—will ultimately help depress rents. While there is some evidence
new housing production does eventually help lower median rent in the neighborhoods
where construction occurred compared to other areas, these effects take decades to sur-
face (Zuk and Chapple 2016; Rosenthal 2014). Worse, by the time such price effects
register, large numbers of low-income residents have likely already been pushed out:
as one study of construction in the Bay Area found, the increased cost burdens which
market-rate production puts on low income residents are far more immediate than any
long-term decrease in rents (Zuk and Chapple 2016). And even if median rent is eventu-
ally, somewhat, lower than in areas without construction, who is to say that the median
rent is actually affordable? In the above study, researchers noted median rents of all
areas might still be out of reach for low-income households. During the decades ana-
lyzed, significant displacement had already occurred and median rents were hiked up
by gentrification. In contrast, the production of subsidized housing had more than dou-
ble the impact on eventually reducing rents at a regional level, compared to market-rate
units. Thus, the production of non-market rate housing ma ers deeply.
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