1nc counterplan
CP solves the Aff but allows for sustainable housing development via inclusionary zoning

Joint Center for Housing Studies 07 – collaborative unit that focuses on democratic and economic factors associated with urban housing, affiliated with Harvard University (“Revisiting Rental Housing Policy: Observations from a National Summit,” April 2007, pg. 21-22, http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/sites/jchs.harvard.edu/files/w07-2_revisiting_rental_policy_brief.pdf)//RD

Take federal action to reduce state and local regulatory barriers to housing production and especially affordable housing production While states are best suited to reduce local barriers to affordable rental housing production, the federal government must motivate them to take on this role. Such efforts are more likely to be effective if combined with direct federal financial incentives to states and localities that take steps to increase their supply of affordable housing, or disincentives to those that don’t. Suggested approaches include the following: • Condition federal transportation aid and other federal assistance on progress in reducing regulatory barriers. While this brief focuses on suggestions to advance rental policy in the near term, reducing regulatory barriers clearly involves longer term solutions that would require significant political will in order to be advanced. One such solution would be to require states to create planning and land-use regulations that encourage localities to adopt inclusionary zoning and “streamline” unnecessary regulations, as a condition for receiving federal transportation funds. • Provide technical assistance and supporting research through HUD or others to identify what strategies are most effective. A number of states and localities--most notably California, New Jersey and Massachusetts, and Montgomery County in Maryland--have statutes that encourage or require localities to allow the development of affordable housing. Some provide planning funds to help communities get started and funds to address fiscal impact and/or infrastructure costs. HUD could also award bonus funds (community development or other sources that can be used for activities beyond housing) to states and localities that adopt policies that increase their supply of affordable housing in ways that reduce concentrations of poverty and increase access to jobs and good schools. • Link housing development planning to transportation planning. A starting point would be for the federal government to provide funding to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) in partnership with regional housing agencies to develop regional housing strategies to complement regional transportation plans and require that HUD-funded activities be consistent with the strategies. As in conditioning federal transportation funding, any additional federal funding would require a great deal of political will, but greater consistency would provide returns though increased effectiveness of both housing assistance and transportation funds. 
2nc counterplan – solvency

CP solves – overcomes regulatory funding barriers

DOT and HUD 11 – US Department of Transportation, US Department of Housing and Urban Development (“Federal Barriers to Local Housing and Transportation Coordination,” pg. 24, submitted August 25, 2011, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=3&ved=0CFIQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sustainablecommunities.gov%2Fpdf%2Fdot_hud_barriers_report_final_08_25_11_clean%2520_2_.pdf&ei=9P8GUKe4LoOr0QXw2vnCDQ&usg=AFQjCNGu-Lo28eG0WS2jGwL2iXbyjT7fqw)//RD

Supporting communities undertaking these efforts and encouraging others to begin the process of coordinating housing and transportation investments requires HUD and DOT to begin to work more closely together to align programs. Joint funding programs – such as the recent Sustainable Communities Challenge and TIGER II Planning Grants– demonstrate to communities the benefits of increased local coordination and leverage agency‐specific expertise at HUD and DOT to provide technical assistance and guidance to grantees. Further, the opportunity for awards to be made together demonstrates the federal commitment to working together and reinforces interagency relationships. DOT and HUD issued a joint Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for TIGER II Planning/Community Challenge Grants in order to better align transportation, housing, economic development, land use planning, and to improve linkages between DOT and HUD programs. However, the agencies encountered significant challenges administering the grants agreements, aligning reporting requirements, and clarifying agency‐specific financial regulations to ensure auditing requirements could be met. Many of the barriers identified result from implementation of this grant program because agencies are responsible for the obligation and expenditure of their own funds for appropriate purposes. These instances where programmatic requirements, budget and reporting systems, and statutory rules are incompatible are a major challenge to supporting local efforts. In some instances, statutory language governing the use of these funds created barriers, in other instances regulations governing how each agency administers funds and provides oversight created a barrier. In both instances, there are important public policy reasons behind these barriers. However, both agencies believe that steps could be taken to reduce the administrative burden placed on grantees yet still ensure the oversight and reporting requirements are met in future joint funding programs. Congressional directives are needed to allow federal agencies to jointly administer targeted housing and transportation funds. This authority would need to be granted in a context specific manner, consistent with the “purpose statute,” 31 U.S.C. § 1301, which prohibits the obligation or expenditure of funds for a purpose other than for which the funds were appropriated. If grant funds continue to be appropriated separately to be administered by HUD and DOT, significant financial management and fiscal barriers exist which prevent HUD and DOT from obligating funds to local communities that combine housing and transportation purposes. This barrier creates additional levels of bureaucracy and costs to grantees or the federal government. Addressing the ability of HUD and DOT to fund projects jointly, could be alleviated through such measures as providing greater flexibility to HUD and DOT to obligate funds from joint grant agreements or by providing specific transfer authority to allow funds to be administered under the specific requirements governing that agency’s funding. However, with each solution, additional language would be needed to address the statutory and regulatory conflicts to be resolved before administering the funds. 

Linking Transportation funding with housing benefits solves – creates more sustainable comunities

DOT and HUD 11 – US Department of Transportation, US Department of Housing and Urban Development (“Federal Barriers to Local Housing and Transportation Coordination,” pg. 27, submitted August 25, 2011, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=web&cd=3&ved=0CFIQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sustainablecommunities.gov%2Fpdf%2Fdot_hud_barriers_report_final_08_25_11_clean%2520_2_.pdf&ei=9P8GUKe4LoOr0QXw2vnCDQ&usg=AFQjCNGu-Lo28eG0WS2jGwL2iXbyjT7fqw)//RD

Coordinating housing and transportation investments is increasingly recognized as having the potential to improve the quality of life for American households by creating sustainable communities. These communities are places that have multiple housing and transportation choices, with amenity destinations close to home. As a result they tend to lower household transportation costs, reduce air pollution and stormwater runoff, decrease infrastructure costs, preserve historic properties and sensitive lands, save people time in traffic, increase economic resiliency and address unmet market demand. HUD and DOT, working together with EPA, are helping communities create more economic opportunities and affordable housing while protecting their air and water and offering additional transportation choices. The need for a mix of housing types that is affordable to a range of family incomes is an important policy concern at all levels of government, including the federal government. Through its policies and investments, the federal government can help shape opportunities at the regional and local level to meet the growing demand for affordable housing near public transportation. Likewise, local desires to link housing with job creation can also be impeded by federal rules and procedures. 

Urban Sprawl NB

Inclusionary zoning solves urban sprawl

Lerman 06 – associate at Goodwin-Procter’s Real Estate, REITs & Real Estate Capital Markets Group (Brian, Mandatory Inclusionary Zoning--The Answer to Affordable Housing Problem, Boston College Environmental Affairs Law Review, Vol. 33, Issue 2, Pg. 388, 2006, http://lawdigitalcommons.bc.edu/ealr/vol33/iss2/5)//RD

Although it is possible to remove exclusionary techniques without requiring inclusionary zoning, this will not necessarily result in affordable housing, because developers will still not be required to create affordable units.38 Providing affordable housing is essential because it preserves housing for long-time residents,39 encourages integration,40 and protects the environment by decreasing suburban sprawl.41 Affordable housing is lacking where communities have created exclusionary zoning or where real estate prices are escalating.42 Climbing real estate prices have often occurred in areas with extreme job growth—causing longer commutes, more sprawl, and social and economic problems for lower income residents.43 Therefore, inclusionary zoning is needed to address the severe housing shortage for these residents.44
Inclusionary Zoning Solves poverty and Urban Sprawl

Soule 05 – associate director at the Center for Urban and Regional Policy at Northeastern University (David, “Urban Sprawl: A Comprehensive Reference Guide,” pg. 99, published 2005, available via Google Books)//RD

Metropolitan-wide coverage of IZ laws would be optimum, but exists nowhere. The good news is that inclusionary zoning is a policy that can be enacted and implemented jurisdiction by jurisdiction. What would have been the impact if, over the past 25 years, regionwide inclusionary zoning policies had been in effect for the nation’s 100 largest metropolitan areas? At least 2,250,000 more affordable housing units would have been produced. These generally would not have been in stand-alone projects, stigmatized as “subsidized housing,” but would have been integrated as architecturally compatible houses, townhouses, and apartment units into new, overwhelmingly middle-class developments. By allocating two-thirds of the affordable units for purchase or rent by low income households (“workforce housing”), at least one-third of the nation’s shortfall in affordable housing could have been met by inclusionary zoning policies. By allocating one-third of the affordable units for purchase or rent by local public housing authorities (“welfare-to-workforce housing”), the trend towards greater residential segregation of very low-income households would have been prevented, even reversed. In fact, potentially, the level of economic segregation in 2000 could have been lowered below 1970 levels in most metropolitan areas. Inclusionary zoning can be both smart business and Smart Growth. Effective laws assure that complying with inclusionary zoning mandates will also be profitable through providing density bonuses, waiving fees, or providing low-cost, public financing, or direct tax subsidies. Promoting more compact development and eliminating the “push-out” factor of high-poverty neighborhoods reduce pressures to urbanize farmland and natural areas on the urban fringe. Inclusionary zoning can help meet critical housing needs, reduce the concentration of poverty and slow urban sprawl.

Urban sprawl is the biggest cause of habitat loss and biodiversity

Johnson and Klemens ‘05 Director, Metropolitan Conservation Alliance, Wildlife Conservation Society (Elizabeth A. and Michael W., “Nature in Fragments”, 19)//DD

Patterns of development associated with sprawl lead directly to habitat loss and fragmentation, with a concomitant reduction in biodiversity.  In addition, sprawl plays a significant role in amplifying other threats to biodiversity.  Humans alter the Earth's natural landscape in three main ways: through agriculture, natural-resource extraction, and urban and rural settlement (Vitousek et al. 1997; Marzluff and Hamel 2001). In many areas in the United States, settlement is replacing agriculture and resource extraction as the major land use (Heinz Center 2002).  Sprawl and urbanization endanger more species than any other human activity in the United States and are more geographically widespread than all activities except for agriculture (Czech, Krausman, and Devers 2000). According to Meyer and Turner (1992), human dwellings and infrastructure now occupy 2.5 to 6 percent of the Earth, and approximately 10 percent of this area is covered with impervious surfaces.

Habitat loss and species reduction risks extinction 

Richard Tobin, Associate Professor of Political Science at SUNY-Buffalo, 1990, The Expendable Future: U.S. Politics and the Protection of Biological Diversity, p. 13-14

Every time a human contributes to a species’ extinction, a range of choices and opportunities is either eliminated or diminished. The demise of the last pupfish might have appeared inconsequential, but the eradication of other species could mean that an undiscovered cure for some cancers has been carelessly discarded. The extinction of a small bird, an innocent amphibian, or an unappealing plant might disrupt an ecosystem, increased the incidence and areal distribution of a disease, preclude the discovery of new industrial products, prevent the natural recycling of some wastes, or destroy a source of easily grown and readily available food. By way of analogy, the anthropo-genic extinction of a plant or animal can be compared to the senseless destruction of a priceless Renaissance painting or to the burning of an irreplaceable book that has never been opened. In an era when many people believe that limits to development are being tested or even breached, can humans afford to risk an expendable future, to squander the infinite potential that species offer, and to waste nature’s ability and willingness to provide inexpensive solutions to many of humankind’s problems? Many scientists do not believe so, and they are fearful of the consequences of anthropogenic extinctions. These scientists quickly admit their ignorance of the biological consequences of most individual extinctions, but widespread agreement exists that massive anthropogenic extinctions can bring catastrophic results. In fact, when compared to all other environmental problems, human-caused extinctions are likely to be of far greater concern. Extinction is the permanent destruction of unique life forms and the only irreversible ecological change that humans can cause. No matter what the effort or sincerity of intentions, extinct species can never be replaced. “From the standpoint of permanent despoliation of the planet,” Norman Meyers observes, no other form of environmental degradation “is anywhere so significant as the fallout of species.” Harvard biologist Edward O. Wilson is less modest in assessing the relative consequences of human-caused extinctions. To Wilson, the worst thing that will happen to earth is not economic collapse, the depletion of energy supplies, or even nuclear war. As frightful as these events might be, Wilson reasons that they can “be repaired within a few generations. The one process ongoing…that will take millions of years to correct is the loss of genetic and species diversity by destruction of natural habitats.” David Ehrenfeld succinctly summarizes the problem and the need for a solution: “We are masters of extermination, yet creation is beyond our powers… Complacency in the face of this terrible dilemma is inexcusable.” Ehrenfeld wrote these words in the early 1970s. Were he to write today he would likely add a note of dire urgency. If scientists are correct in their assessments of current extinctions and reasonably confident about extinction rates in the near future, then a concerted and effective response to human-caused extinctions is essential. The chapters that follow evaluate that response in the United States.

CP reduces urban sprawl – inclusionary zoning key

Levy, Comey, Padilla 06 – Diane Levy, Jennifer Comey, Sandra Padilla, all are Senior Research Associates in the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center at the Urban Institute (“Keeping the Neighborhood Affordable: A Handbook of Housing Strategies for Gentrifying Areas,” written for the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, the Urban Institute, Pg. 6-7, 2006, www.urban.org/uploadedPDF/411295_gentrifying_areas.pdf)//RD

The goals of inclusionary zoning are to integrate affordable housing units throughout higher-income communities, improving neighborhood opportunities for low- and moderate-income households. Improved opportunities include better access to jobs, better city services and schools, and less dangerous streets (Brown 2001; Calavita and Grimes 1998). Affordable housing provided through inclusionary zoning ordinances often benefit the “working poor,” such as teachers, police officers, and other service workers who struggle with the growing disparity between lagging income and rising housing costs (Brown 2001). Higher-income households also benefit through reduced sprawl, traffic, and car pollution due to such incentives as density bonuses, and businesses can benefit from having a larger pool of lowerwage employees nearby (Burchell et al. 2000).

Urban sprawl causes air pollution, disease and warming

Frumkin 2002 [Dean, and Professor of Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences, at the University of Washington School of Public Health, MD PhD (Howard, “Urban Sprawl and Public Health” Public Health Reports / May–June 2002 / Volume 117) AMayar]

Air pollution Motor vehicles are a leading source of air pollution.20 Even though automobile and truck engines have become far cleaner in recent decades, the sheer quantity of vehicle miles driven results in large releases of carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and hydrocarbons into the air.21 Nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons, in the presence of sunlight, form ozone. Nationwide, “mobile sources” (mostly cars and trucks) account for approximately 30% of emissions of oxides of nitrogen and 30% of hydrocarbon emissions. 22 However, in automobile-dependent metropolitan areas, the proportion may be substantially higher. In the 10-county metropolitan Atlanta area, for example, on-road cars and trucks account for 58% of emissions of nitrogen oxides and 47% of hydrocarbon emissions, figures that underestimate the full impact of vehicle traffic because they exclude emissions from related sources, such as fuel storage facilities and filling stations.23 In various combinations, the pollutants that originate from cars and trucks, especially nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, ozone, and particulate matter, account for a substantial part of the air pollution burden of American cities. Of note, the highest air pollution levels in a metropolitan area may occur not at the point of formation but downwind, due to regional transport. Thus, air pollution is a problem not only alongside roadways (or in close proximity to other sources) but also on the scale of entire regions. The health hazards of air pollution are well known.24 Ozone is an airways irritant. Higher ozone levels are associated with higher incidence and severity of respiratory symptoms, worse lung function, more emergency room visits and hospitalizations, more medication use, and more absenteeism from school and work.24 Although healthy people may demonstrate these effects, people with asthma and other respiratory diseases are especially susceptible. Particulate matter is associated with many of the same respiratory effects and, in addition, with elevated mortality.25–27 People who are especially susceptible to the effects of air pollution include the elderly, the very young, and those with underlying cardiopulmonary disease. An additional driving-related emission is carbon dioxide, the end product of burning fossil fuels such as gasoline. Carbon dioxide is the major greenhouse gas, accounting for approximately 80% of emissions with global warming potential.28 Motor vehicles are also a major source of other greenhouse gases, including methane, nitrogen oxides, and volatile organic compounds. As a result, automobile traffic is a major contributor to global climate change, accounting for approximately 26% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions.28 During the decade of the 1990s, greenhouse gases from mobile sources increased 18%, primarily a reflection of more vehicle miles traveled.28 In turn, global climate change threatens human health in a number of ways, including the direct effects of heat, enhanced formation of some air pollutants, and increased prevalence of some infectious diseases.29–32 Thus, the link between sprawl and respiratory health is as follows: Sprawl is associated with high levels of driving, driving contributes to air pollution, and air pollution causes morbidity and mortality. In heavily automobile-dependent cities, air pollution can rise to hazardous levels, and driving can account for a majority of the emissions. Although ongoing research is exploring the pathophysiology of air pollution exposure and related issues, there are also important research questions that revolve around prevention. Technical issues include such challenges as the development of low-emission vehicles and other clean technologies. Policy research needs to identify approaches to land use and transportation that would reduce the need for motor vehicle travel. Behavioral research needs to identify factors that motivate people to choose less-polluting travel behaviors, such as walking, carpooling, or use of more efficient vehicles.

This disproportionately affects minority populations – this impact comes first

Frumkin 2002 [Dean, and Professor of Environmental and Occupational Health Sciences, at the University of Washington School of Public Health, MD. PhD (Howard, “Urban Sprawl and Public Health” Public Health Reports / May–June 2002 / Volume 117) AMayar]

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONSIDERATIONS Research over the last 15 years has suggested that poor people and members of minority groups are disproportionately exposed to environmental hazards.135–137 Could any adverse health consequences of sprawl disproportionately affect these same populations? In general, the pattern of urban development of which sprawl is a part may deprive the poor of economic opportunity. When jobs, stores, good schools, and other resources migrate outward from the core city, poverty is concentrated in the neighborhoods that are left behind.138–142 A full discussion of the impact of urban poverty on health is beyond the scope of this article, but a large literature explores this relationship. 143–147 To the extent that sprawl aggravates poverty, at least for selected groups of people, it may contribute to the burden of disease and mortality. More specifically, there is evidence that several of the specific health threats related to sprawl affect minority populations disproportionately. Air pollution is one example. Poor people and people of color are disproportionately impacted by air pollution for at least two reasons: disproportionate exposure, and higher prevalence of underlying diseases that increase susceptibility. Members of minority groups are relatively more exposed to air pollutants than whites, independent of income and urbanization.148,149 Environmental Protection Agency data show that black people and Hispanics are more likely than white people to live in areas that violate air quality standards.150 As asthma continues to increase, asthma prevalence and mortality remain higher in minority group members than in white people.151 The cumulative prevalence of asthma is 122 per 1,000 in black people and 104 per 1,000 in white people, and asthma mortality is approximately three times as high in black people as in white people.152 Similarly, asthma prevalence is more than three times as high among Puerto Rican children as among non-Hispanic children.153 Among Medicaid patients, black children are 93% more likely, and Latino children 34% more likely, than white children to have multiple hospitalizations for asthma.154 Although some of this excess is related to poverty, the excess persists in analyses controlled for income.155 Asthma prevalence and mortality are especially high, and rising, in inner cities, where minority populations are concentrated. 156,157 Both exposure to air pollution and susceptibility to its effects appear to be concentrated disproportionately among the poor and people of color. As sprawl contributes to air pollution in metropolitan areas, these populations may be disproportionately affected. Heat-related morbidity and mortality also disproportionately affect poor people and members of minority groups. In the 1995 Chicago heat wave, black residents had a 50% higher heat-related mortality rate than white residents.158 Similar findings have emerged following heat waves in Texas,159 Memphis,160 St. Louis,161 and Kansas City161 and are reflected in nationwide statistics.162 Of special interest in the context of urban sprawl, one heat wave study considered transportation as a risk factor and found that poor access to transportation—a correlate of poverty and non-white race163—was associated with a 70% higher rate of heat-related death.92 There are significant racial/ethnic differences in motor vehicle fatality rates. Results from the National Health Interview Survey revealed motor vehicle fatality rates of 32.5 per 100,000 person-years among black men, 10.2 among Hispanic men, 19.5 among white men, 11.6 among black women, 9.1 among Hispanic women, and 8.5 among white women.164 Much of the disparity was associated with social class.164 However, differences in neighborhood design, road quality, automobile quality, and behavioral factors may be important, and need to be better understood. Pedestrian fatalities disproportionately affect members of minority groups and those at the bottom of the economic ladder.164 In Atlanta, for instance, pedestrian fatality rates during 1994–1998 were 9.74 per 100,000 for Hispanics, 3.85 for black people, and 1.64 for white people.41 In suburban Orange County, California, Latinos represent 28% of the population but account for 43% of pedestrian fatalities.165 In the Virginia suburbs of Washington, Hispanics represent 8% of the population but account for 21% of pedestrian fatalities.166 The reasons for this disproportionate impact are complex and may involve the probability of being a pedestrian (perhaps related to low access to automobiles and public transportation), road design in areas where members of minority groups walk, and behavioral and cultural factors (such as being unaccustomed to high speed traffic). These examples illustrate that the health effects of sprawl may have disparate impacts on different sub populations. In other cases, there is less evidence of disparities in the health outcomes associated with sprawl, or when such disparities exist, they are likely to relate to factors other than land use and transportation. Examples include physical activity, water-related health outcomes, and mental health outcomes. 

Housing Bubble NB

We’re on the brink of collapse of the housing market

PBS 12 – Public Broadcasting System (“After the Fall: Have Government Programs Helped the Ailing Housing Market?” transcript from video segment, PBS, aired April 24, 2012, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/business/jan-june12/housingmarket_04-24.html)//RD

JUDY WOODRUFF: The signs of strain were evident again today in the U.S. housing market. The latest numbers highlighted how tough it's been to fix a vital economic sector. Tonight, we look at the housing news as we begin a series, "After the Fall," on how Wall Street, the economy, and financial regulation have changed since the crisis of 2008. Builders have been cutting back on housing construction, but, in March, there were still more new homes for sale than people wanted to buy. The National Association of Realtors reports sales last month fell over 7 percent, the most in more than a year. Overall, some 328,000 homes sold, less than half the rate in a healthy market. And a closely watched index found home prices fell 1 percent as well. They have been falling for six months in a row. Overall, the data underscored just how much the housing market continues to struggle four years after the mortgage meltdown. The Bush and Obama administrations both created programs to stem foreclosures, but they have come up short. One program designed to help four million homeowners refinance has led to just about 900,000 permanent loan modifications so far. President Obama acknowledged the shortcomings in February.

CP stimulates the housing market – California proves

Deutsch 10 – Case manager at Project Renewal, non-profit organization to provide aid to homeless individuals (Owen, “Inclusionary Zoning: New Ways Forward,” submitted as partial fulfillment of a Bachelor of Arts degree in Environmental Analysis at Pomona College, Pg 35 and 36, December 2010, http://ea.pomona.edu/wp-content/uploads/Deutsch-Thesis-Final2.pdf)//RD

Probably the most vociferous objections to inclusionary zoning come from housing developers who claim that the practice of inclusionary zoning places an unjust burden on them to provide affordable housing for the community, when such a task would be better left to the government to provide, or left for the private market to provide on its own. Developers often allege that the forced inclusion of affordable units in housing developments not only makes housing production less economically feasible for developers, but also stifles the housing market as a whole, leading to higher prices and less production, ultimately undercutting the goals inclusionary zoning was designed to promote. Proponents of inclusionary zoning reply that developers are provided with enough cost incentives and discounts by local governments to offset any harm to developers’ bottom line, if not make them better off than they would have been otherwise. The debate is a highly empirical one, since ordinance requirements, cost offsets, and housing markets vary greatly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. On the whole, empirical evidence indicates that inclusionary zoning does not suppress housing production or lead to higher housing prices. One study in 2004 by the Reason Public Policy Institute claimed to have found evidence that inclusionary zoning programs in the San Francisco Bay Area were responsible for a subsequent decline in housing production. However, this study has since been much maligned in the literature on the topic for not controlling for other factors which may have affected housing production or including any communities in the study without inclusionary zoning for the sake of comparison. More rigorous analyses now find very little evidence for inclusionary zoning to have a dampening effect on the housing market, and in some cases find that it may even stimulate production. For example, a study of 28 California cities over 20 years, controlling for variables such as unemployment rate, mortgage rate, and median housing price, showed that inclusionary zoning did not stifle overall housing production, and that housing production actually increased in cities such as San Diego, Irvine, and Sacramento after inclusionary housing programs were adopted. (Brunick 2004c: 7). In a recent study, Mukhija et al. (2010) analyzed the effects of inclusionary zoning on housing production in Los Angeles and Orange County and similarly found no statistically significant correlation between adoption of mandatory inclusionary zoning and housing supply (1). The Southern California Association of NonProfit Housing researched the productivity of inclusionary housing in seven Southern California cities, speaking directly to city planners and local developers, analyzing the cities’ zoning codes and examining a number of economic and demographic factors, and also found no effect of inclusionary housing on overall housing construction (SCANPH 2005: 3). And a 2003 study by the California Coalition for Rural Housing and the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California, in perhaps the broadest study of California inclusionary housing programs, finds no evidence that inclusionary zoning is slowing development, regardless of the income-targeting undertaken (qtd. in Brunick 2003b: 10-11). Two older, similar studies produced the same results (qtd. in Brunick 2003b:11). One study finds that inclusionary zoning programs in California did have an impact on housing markets, but only to produce a marginal shift from single family to multifamily housing production (Knaap 2008: 1).

Strong housing market is key to the economy – the aff can’t solve their advantage without the cp

Wiskerchen 11 – media contact, National Association of Realtors (Sara, “Stabilizing the Housing Market is Key to the Economic Recovery, Say Realtors,” July 19, 2011, http://www.realtor.org/news-releases/2011/07/stabilizing-the-housing-market-is-key-to-the-economic-recovery-say-realtors)//RD

Stability in the housing market will lead to a quicker and greater economic recovery, according to the National Association of Realtors®. In a letter to Shaun Donovan, secretary of Housing and Urban Development; Timothy Geithner, secretary of the Treasury; and Gene Sperling, director of the National Economic Council, NAR offered its recommendations for helping stabilize and revitalize the housing industry and economy. “As the nation’s leading advocate for homeownership and housing issues, NAR understands how integral homeownership is to the nation’s economy. A strong housing market recovery is essential to the nation’s economic strength,” said NAR President Ron Phipps, broker-president of Phipps Realty in Warwick, R.I. “The housing market is in a fragile recovery, and our goal is to ensure that regulatory or legislative changes help lead the way out of today’s economic struggles and not jeopardize the recovery.” In its letter, NAR cautioned that recent proposals could make a near-term housing recovery almost impossible, not to mention making it harder for millions of hard-working families to own their own homes. Phipps said more regulations and legislation that tighten access to credit and affordable safe mortgages are not the solution to righting the housing market and economy. “We want to make sure that any legislative and regulatory changes don’t jeopardize a housing and economic recovery, so that anyone who is able and willing to assume the responsibilities of owning a home has the opportunity to pursue that dream,” said Phipps.

The housing industry is on the brink now

Bloomberg 12 (“Action on U.S. Housing Still Vital for Economic Expansion: View,” January 8, 2012, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-01-09/action-on-stalled-housing-market-vital-for-u-s-economic-expansion-view.html)//RD

In an unusual step, the Federal Reserve sent a white paper to congressional committees last week, urging them to look again at what ails the U.S. housing market and at possible remedies. More can be done, the Fed says, to help it revive. Good advice. Housing is where the recession started, and it remains one of the main things holding back the recovery. Friday’s unemployment numbers -- nonfarm payrolls grew by 200,000 in December, and the jobless rate ticked down to 8.5 percent from 8.7 percent -- join other tentative signs of an improving economy, but the housing mess is mostly getting worse. There’s still a grave risk it might stop, not just delay, the expansion. The Fed’s paper underlines the scale of the problem. The decline in U.S. house prices has wiped out a staggering $7 trillion in home equity. The ratio of housing wealth to disposable income has crashed from 140 percent at its peak to 55 percent, the lowest since the figures began to be collected in the 1950s. The number of “underwater” mortgages has grown to 12 million: More than one in five homeowners owes more than the property is worth. It’s surprising the economy is making any headway at all into a gale of this force. 

Only federal investment in the housing market solves – the cp is key

NLIHC 01 - National Low Income Housing Coalition, organization that pursues federal funding for affordable housing for low-income people and families (“Comments Submitted to the Millennial Housing Commission,” July 2001, govinfo.library.unt.edu/mhc/responses/077001.doc)//RD

Above all else, the Commission should recommend substantial new federal investment in housing for the lowest income households. Any analysis of the contemporary housing crisis must examine the implications of the federal disinvestment in low income housing that started in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Had the level of housing funding originally envisioned by Congress actually been achieved, it is safe to say that we would not be experiencing the housing shortage we are today and certainly we could have prevented the homelessness that emerged in the 1980s and continues today. The mounting inequity between spending on direct housing assistance and tax expenditures on home ownership is a key area for reform. The accelerating growth of the mortgage interest tax deduction and related home owner tax benefits is driven by the rising cost of housing and the increase in the rate of home ownership. Those fortunate enough to be homeowners with enough income to take advantage of the tax benefits receive a housing subsidy that is a federal entitlement. Most renters receive no housing subsidy, and those who do are only a fraction of those who are eligible, leaving millions of families with untenable housing costs. This bifurcation of federal housing subsidies contributes to the lack of public and political support for housing aid to the poor. The top heavy distribution of federal housing subsidies is symptomatic of the growing economic inequality in the United States. The greater the degree of economic inequality, the more disadvantaged are those at the bottom. Significantly increased investment in housing support for low income people will reduce economic inequality. Thus, not only will new investment in housing for low income people improve their housing circumstances with many contingent effects on their social and economic well-being, it will help us achieve a greater degree of fairness, a fundamental American value. 

A2 The Permutation 
The Counterplan is the only option – lack of mandatory funding for housing is ineffective, the perm dilutes the effectiveness

MHC 02 – Millennial Housing Committee, bipartisan Congressional Committee dedicated to housing development in the United States (“Meeting Our Nation’s Housing Challenges,” submitted to US House and Senate, pg. 9, May 30, 2002, govinfo.library.unt.edu/mhc/MHCReport.pdf)//RD

Revise federal budget laws that deter affordable housing production and preservation. Budget laws inhibit the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) from entering into contracts requiring more than one year’s funding. As a consequence, HUD cannot offer the owners of multifamily housing multiyear contracts for rental assistance, and owners cannot obtain financing on the terms most advantageous for capital investment in the affordable housing stock. As a practical matter, Congress has never failed to appropriate funding to renew existing contracts for rental assistance. The Commission recommends, therefore, that funding for rental assistance be moved to the “mandatory” category of federal expenditures, so that private-sector lenders will be willing to finance repairs. The MHC suggests alternate measures that would have the same effect. In addition to the principal recommendations described above, the Millennial Housing Commission endorsed a number of supporting recommendations: increase funding for housing assistance in rural areas; increase funding for Native American housing; establish Individual Homeownership Development Accounts to help more low-income households buy homes; allow housing finance agencies to earn arbitrage; exempt housing bond purchasers from the Alternative Minimum Tax; undertake a study of Davis-Bacon Act requirements; address regulatory barriers that add to the cost of housing production; streamline state planning requirements for community development programs; expand the financing options for small multifamily properties; foster a secondary market for development and construction lending; launch a demonstration project for comprehensive community development; improve consumer education about home mortgage lending; improve the access of manufactured home buyers to capital markets; affirm the importance of the Community Reinvestment Act; and affirm the importance of the government-sponsored enterprises.

Complete commitment to funding house development is key – the perm isn’t a complete commitment 

MHC 02 – Millennial Housing Committee, bipartisan Congressional Committee dedicated to housing development in the United States (“Meeting Our Nation’s Housing Challenges,” submitted to US House and Senate, pg. 37, May 30, 2002, govinfo.library.unt.edu/mhc/MHCReport.pdf)//RD

The most serious housing problem in America is the mismatch between the number of extremely low-income renter households and the number of units available to them with acceptable quality and affordable rents. This is a problem in absolute terms, with 6.4 million ELI households living in housing that is not affordable. And it is a problem in terms of severity, in that ELI households make up only 25 percent of renters but 76 percent of renter households with severe housing affordability problems. The median ELI household reported paying 54 percent of its income for housing in 1999. Despite persistent and growing need, it has been more than 20 years since there was an active federal housing production program designed to serve extremely low-income households, other than a relatively small effort to replace housing demolished or otherwise lost from the subsidized inventory. The primary barrier to producing new housing for these families is that the production and operating costs of units for extremely low-income households require rents that exceed the level that they can pay. To meet the 30-percent-of-income standard, subsidies have to be high enough to cover both capital and operating costs. Thus, even though the need is generally acknowledged, the costs are formidable and require multiyear federal expenditures. Although existing programs (especially Section 8 vouchers, Section 202, and Section 811) provide useful vehicles for addressing ELI housing needs, their funding levels are sufficient to do little more than maintain the status quo. As a consequence, several sources of subsidy are often required to serve such households. The Commission recommends that Congress address the housing needs of extremely low income households, as presented in the section on America’s housing challenges, through a 100 percent capital subsidy for construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition of units earmarked for extremely low-income households. This new tool would be a substantial state-allocated capital source that would eliminate the need for debt on units, which would be located primarily in mixed-income developments or neighborhoods. Rents on the units would cover operating expenses, including an adequate reserve. The Commission recommends that states work with localities to specify in a state allocation plan how this new capital subsidy tool would be used to address areas of greatest need for additional ELI production in conjunction with other production resources.

A strong federal commitment to funding is key – the perm fails

Katz and Turner 03 – Bruce Katz is the Vice President and Senior Fellow at Brookings Institution, Margery Austin Turner is the director of the Urban Institute’s Center on Urban and Metropolitan Housing (“Rethinking Local Affordable Housing Strategies: Lessons From 70 Years of Policy and Practice,” A Discussion Paper Prepared by The Brookings Institution Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy, Pg. ix, December 2003, www.brookings.edu/es/urban/knight/housingreview.pdf)//RD

Rental assistance programs—including both subsidized housing production and demand side assistance (such as vouchers)—clearly play a central role in any housing strategy. However, the effectiveness of rental housing programs is not guaranteed; if poorly targeted or ineffectively implemented, they can actually work against the goals of an effective housing policy. Decisions at the federal level largely determine the resources available for rental housing assistance and set the broad parameters within which state and local actors operate. Some state and local governments allocate their own funds to rental housing assistance, but federal programs constitute by far the lion’s share of resources available and in communities all across the country, these resources fall short of meeting needs.

CP requires strong federal commitment – forcing the government to focus on other programs means the perm fails

Levy, Comey, Padilla 06 – Diane Levy, Jennifer Comey, Sandra Padilla, all are Senior Research Associates in the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center at the Urban Institute (“Keeping the Neighborhood Affordable: A Handbook of Housing Strategies for Gentrifying Areas,” written for the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, the Urban Institute, Pg. 5-6, 2006, www.urban.org/uploadedPDF/411295_gentrifying_areas.pdf)//RD

Inclusionary zoning, also referred to as inclusionary housing, can be a mandatory or voluntary municipal ordinance used to produce affordable housing for low- to moderate- income households within new market-rate residential developments. Typically, the ordinance requires that a minimum percentage of a new development’s total units be designated as affordable, and that these units should remain affordable for a set period of time, usually between 10 and 20 years. Often, this ordinance applies only to developments with a minimum number of units. Incentives may exist to defray the costs to the developer. A common incentive is a density bonus, which allows developers to create more units on a parcel of land than would otherwise be permitted. A density bonus can either equal the required number of affordable housing units, thus reducing the land costs, or developers may be permitted to build additional market-rate units, which would increase the developer’s profits (Ray 2001; Burchell et al. 2000). Other incentives include relaxing zoning restrictions, such as allowing developers to build unapproved unit types such as attached housing, build higher than normally allowed, provide more or less open space, and so on. There may be other development incentives, such as reductions in required road paving by the developer or subsidization or provision of infrastructure by the jurisdiction. Waiving or prioritizing permit fees or land dedication are other common incentives (Ray 2001; Burchell et al. 2000). Some jurisdictions allow developers to buy out of affordable housing requirements by paying a fee into a fund dedicated to building affordable housing, building affordable units at another location, or providing additional land for affordable housing elsewhere. These provisions may be allowed when it is too costly to provide low-income housing on site or when more units of affordable housing could be produced elsewhere. However, some buyouts serve to reduce the number of affordable housing units built in the jurisdiction (Brown 2001). Inclusionary zoning requires close administrative oversight to ensure that the mandatory units are built. If alternative means are used to meet the requirements (i.e., fees in lieu of units), additional oversight is required to ensure that affordable housing units are built elsewhere. Voluntary ordinances should provide strong enough incentives to promote the building of affordable units (Ray 2001).

A full commitment is key – only the cp solves

Levy, Comey, Padilla 06 – Diane Levy, Jennifer Comey, Sandra Padilla, all are Senior Research Associates in the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center at the Urban Institute (“Keeping the Neighborhood Affordable: A Handbook of Housing Strategies for Gentrifying Areas,” written for the Metropolitan Housing and Communities Policy Center, the Urban Institute, Pg. 7, 2006, www.urban.org/uploadedPDF/411295_gentrifying_areas.pdf)//RD

Mandatory inclusionary ordinances must be established through legislation, which might face opposition from developers and the real estate industry. Opponents can resent the added government regulation and the potential risk to profits and costs (Calavita and Grimes 1998). Inclusionary zoning acts like a tax on developers, and its objective is to pass the additional costs onto the market rate housing. However, if a real estate market is sensitive to price differences, then developers might find they have to reduce their profits or not build in that area. Incentives are intended to reduce some of the additional costs to the developers. It can also be challenging if a jurisdiction passes an inclusionary ordinance while its neighbors do not—developers might choose to build elsewhere.

Perm fails – no coherent strategy, commitment, or coordination – the cp alone solves

Mallach 10 – Senior Fellow, Metropolitan Policy Program, Brookings Institution (Alan, “Facing the Urban Challenge: The Federal Government and America’s Older Distressed Cities,” Metropolitan Policy Program, Brookings Institution, Pg. 19-22, May 2010, www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/1001392-urban-challenge.pdf)//RD

Why did this stream of federal programs and initiatives have so little effect on the larger course of urban revival or continued decline? Clearly, the resources allocated to these programs were modest by comparison to gross trends in private market investment or disinvestment during the same years. Modest, perhaps, but not trivial. In 1962, the cost of urban renewal projects completed or under way was estimated at $6.5 billion, or $45 to $50 billion in today’s dollars, nearly all public funds. 33 An accounting of all of the federal funds that have been invested in the cities—in housing, transportation, and other areas—since the 1950s would yield impressive totals. While recognizing the effect of limited resources, there are important structural reasons for the ineffectiveness of federal initiatives. At least three separate factors may be at work: • Absence of a coherent strategy • Lack of coordination • Failure to sustain commitment Absence of a coherent strategy The urban renewal program was based on an explicit theory of change. In retrospect, however, it was a bad theory. As Jane Jacobs pointed out in her famous work The Death and Life of Great American Cities, cities would not regain their social and economic vitality by competing with the suburbs on suburban terms, but by building on the unique strengths of density and diversity that they offered—strengths that were actually undermined by urban renewal. Many other federal programs lacked even that level of strategic thinking, faulty though it might have been. They were reactions to problems, targeted at symptoms rather than at the root causes of urban decline or neighborhood deterioration. A more fundamental problem, however, which has been pervasive in federal policy since the 1949 Housing Act, is the conflation of urban revitalization with subsidized low income housing production. 34 The argument that building sound housing for the poor was a strategy for urban revitalization goes back to the early years of the 20th century, at a time when one-third or more of American households lived in housing that lacked even the basic rudiments of decent living. It was driven by social theories that held that the physical characteristics of slum housing—a term often applied to any area that was old and not visibly well maintained— were to blame for the crime and social degradation that middle-class observers saw in the cities’ poorer quarters, and that these social ills could be cured through construction of physically sound housing. Those theories formed much of the justification for the public housing program. To be sure, all families should have a decent place to live, and where the market does not make it possible, it should be as much a responsibility of government as ensuring that children are schooled and their families fed. Providing affordable housing to low income households is a very different goal, however, from rebuilding the social and economic vitality of cities—a goal which is driven by the ability to create a healthy housing market for people at all income levels. While building lower income housing may be critically important in strong markets, in weak market areas it can undermine that goal by increasing poverty concentrations or by cannibalizing demand from an already highly affordable private housing stock. Since the 1960’s the federal funds most readily available for locally-driven, place based investment in urban areas have been those dedicated to means-tested housing programs, such as Section 236, Section 8 or the Low Income Housing Tax Credit. Their relatively easy availability and the lack of alternatives have distorted thinking about urban and neighborhood revitalization. Instead of being part of larger strategies, building lower income housing has often become the only strategy in many cities, particularly where the development fees associated with successful projects become the only means by which many CDCs can support themselves. 35 This is counterproductive, and directs public policy away from where it should be, which, in housing policy expert Shlomo Angel’s words, is “to understand, limit, and support the housing market in a manner that serves the fundamental interests of society—in other words to enable the housing market to work.” 36 In retrospect, it is equally clear that few of the activities pursued by older cities themselves over the past decades were based on a strategic framework designed to lead to a stronger future city. Cities have scattered billions in investments in new housing, new schools, and public facilities, without weaving them into larger strategies or targeting them to areas with strong assets for future revitalization. New subsidized housing is still being built in cities where thousands of inexpensive private units are going begging: Between 2000 and 2006, over 900 newly constructed LIHTC units were added in Buffalo and over 500 in Flint. Meanwhile, billions have been spent on arenas and convention centers that offered only limited returns in terms of sustainable economic growth, while small-scale, incremental efforts to sustain or revitalize neighborhoods have been starved for resources. None of these efforts have acknowledged the meaning of sustained population loss— that the number of housing units, schools, storefronts, and indeed, land needed by these cities’ shrinking populations was far smaller than what was needed in 1920 or 1950, and that policies that continue to scatter resources thinly across the entire city not only would not revive the city, but may undercut areas that could still be productive and vital. Lack of coordination Perhaps less visible, but equally significant, is the lack of coordination between the many different federal agencies and federal programs whose activities affect the future of older distressed cities. This is not a new issue. In 1966, President Johnson signed an executive order calling for the coordination of federal urban programs, and instructing the Secretary of Housing & Urban Development to take steps to foster not only coordination between federal agencies, but intergovernmental coordination between the federal government and state and local governments. 37 There is no evidence that the executive order had any profound effect on bureaucratic behavior. 38 The problems of coordination are conceptual, structural, and mechanical. Coordination of multiple programs across different agencies is difficult, even when they agree that they have a common goal and mission. However, many federal programs that have a direct and potentially powerful effect on the future of urban areas are not seen by their managers as “urban programs.” Neither the officials who distribute federal transportation funds, for example, nor the state or MPO officials responsible for disbursing them locally, are likely to see those funds as an urban program, yet where they go and how they are used, and how they are integrated with other federal, state, and local investments, has a major effect on the urban economy. A further impediment to coordination is that there are almost as many distinct distribution mechanisms for federal programs as there are programs. Funds may go to states, to localities, or to non-profit entities, either on the basis of a funding formula or through a competitive process. Where funds go to states, they may spend them directly or allocate them to sub-recipients under any of a variety of different mechanisms; the sub-recipient can be a county, a municipality, a school district or a special purpose agency or authority. As a result, even if the federal agencies make a serious attempt to coordinate their programs, those efforts could easily be rendered meaningless by lack of coordination at the state and local levels. Failure to sustain commitment Administrations and legislatures come and go, and short attention spans are typical of many governmental systems. What is notable about urban policy, however, is the extent to which some programs appear to be frozen in time, going on year after year with little or no change, while others are short-lived and die before they have a chance to be effective. Model Cities, UDAG, and Homeownership Zones all had brief life spans, while the Community Development Block Grant program is celebrating its 36th year all but unchanged. HOME and the Low Income Housing Tax Credit are also long-term survivors. Comparing programs that survive for decades with those that come and go raises a troubling issue. The programs that survive year in and year out tend to be the broadest and least targeted programs. CDBG, for example, is distributed by formula to 1,177 separate towns, cities and counties, and can be used for almost any purpose plausibly related to benefiting low income households or reducing slums and blight . 39 It can be used, therefore, for any activity meeting that modest standard that reflects local political preferences. As a result, it has built a broad national constituency, rather than one concentrated in a single region or type of community. Tightly focused or narrowly targeted programs have smaller constituencies, and are far more susceptible to being cut in times of financial constraint. When the party in power changes, they are often identified with the previous administration, and are particularly vulnerable. Such programs, however, are often more effective within their particular compass than loosely-defined, thinly-spread programs like CDBG, which has gradually devolved into a form of benign patronage largely devoid of strategic or policy purpose. If targeted programs are to be truly effective, however, they need to be sustained. The process of restoring distressed older cities to vitality will be a slow, protracted, one, which is likely to require long-term support rather than ‘one-shot’ infusions of federal money. Not only are sustained resource commitments needed if the initiatives themselves are to be effective, but communities are unlikely to carry out the kind of strategic planning needed to ground successful transformative efforts unless they have confidence that there will be a long-term commitment to those efforts. The ability to maintain a federal commitment to such programs, once enacted, however, may be a more difficult political challenge than the ability to initiate such program

Permutation fails - the counterplan alone is preferable - combination kills the efficacy of environmental progress

Gremillion 11 - J.D. Harvard Law School, M.A. La Universidad Andina Simon Bolivar(Thomas M., "Setting the Foundation: Climate Change adaptation at the local level," 11/22/11, http://law.lclark.edu/live/files/10605-4148tojcigremillionpdf)//AP

For various reasons, auto-centric urban sprawl performs poorly as a system in the face of climate change. In addition to its carbon intensive nature, 102 the sheer scale of the transportation and other infrastructure needed to sustain growth centered on ownership of private automobiles is already becoming an economic liability in places like Texas, where recent droughts have caused significant damage to roads and water infrastructure. 103 Projections of increasing heat and drought intensity, as a result of climate change, mean that the costs of expansive road and water line networks will go up along with the costs of repairing similar damages. 104 Moreover, the conventional pollution problems associated with these inefficiencies, such as stormwater runoff pollution, ozone and particulate matter pollution in the air, and habitat fragmentation, are intensified by climate change impacts like flooding, heat waves, and ecological stress. 105 Consequently, as climate change intensifies, many investments in sprawl growth development may be lost or require significant retrofits. However disquieting, the global character of urban sprawl suggests that policy solutions for managing it in the United States, where the phenomenon largely originated, 106 could reverberate abroad. Current projections identify damage to urban infrastructure and associated crises as the single most costly impact of climate change. 107 Therefore, policies for both directing new urban growth and retrofitting existing urban areas to less carbon intensive uses in the United States can help to construct a sorely needed alternative model of urban growth. Adapting cities and urban growth will require policymakers to view cities within the context of their specific ecologies, including food production systems and other local ecological services. The ICLEI’s definition of “resilience” turns on this systemic emphasis, 108 in the tradition of Jane Jacobs, 109 and “proposes a reframing of the adaptation challenge from its primary focus on risk reduction to a broader focus on increasing the performance of the area or system in which the investment is to take place.” 110 Toward this end, procedural reforms to mainstream climate considerations into the development decision-making process—updating flood plain maps and building regulations, for example—may prove more valuable than capital improvement projects, such as a seawall, simply because the level of private investment in urban infrastructure dwarfs that of public expenditures. 
