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Abstract 

 
This thesis is a creative nonfiction piece that examines the relationship between 
public transportation and mid-sized American cities. The problem of bad public 
transit — transit that is underdeveloped, unreliable, and not useful — is identified. 
The development of American suburbia that resulted in the current car-centric 
culture and the dangers that automobile reliance creates are explored, with a 
specific focus on the city of Tucson, Arizona. Walkable cities are introduced as a 
component that is key to creating good public transportation. Specific objectives 
for making cities more walkable and improving public transportation are discussed, 
illustrated with Tucson-specific examples and personal opinions from Tucson 
residents. Finally, the piece ends with an argument that individuals can help 
improve conditions in their city by being an active and aware member of the 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 

Artist’s statement 

 

When I began the process of thinking about what I wanted to accomplish 

with a thesis, I knew two things: I wanted to write about public transportation, and 

I wanted to incorporate everything I have learned in Creative Writing and Political 

Science, my two majors. The second thing was not just to avoid playing favorites, 

but also because the cumulation of what I have learned in my academic journey is, 

in my mind, inseparable. I can’t pick one over the other, and I certainly can’t 

untangle them. As a result, this project is, yes, about public transportation, but also 

a representation of both my work in both Creative Writing and in Political Science. 

It’s not an academic-style paper, or a collection of fiction or poetry, but it does 

contain a very long Works Cited and a fair helping of personal experience. The end 

result is a narrative: the story behind why I chose the topic I chose, a retelling of 

history, a discussion about consequences, a collection of ways to improve, and, 

lastly, an opportunity for the narrative to continue, because the quest for better 

cities certainly won’t end here. 

 The journey to what is now a complete thesis was somewhat lengthy and full 

of bends in the track. It started a few years ago, when I traveled internationally for 

the first time and got bit by the bug of becoming intensely interested in public 

transportation, an experience that led to my thesis topic. In the middle of the 

journey, there was the actual work of creating the thesis. I conducted interviews 

with Tucsonans, a variety of friends, classmates, and even instructors, and asked 

them about the public transportation in Tucson. I consulted books, journal articles, 

news stories, and resources from the City of Tucson. I learned a lot about a lot of 

things — the history of cities, the history of the suburbs, the history of Tucson, the 

development of trains and cars and streetcars, bus rapid transit, architecture, 

Modernism, the public transportation systems of Tucson and Paris and Portland 

and Moscow, among others, the problems in all these different cities, the solutions 



 
 

that work, the solutions that don’t work — some of which made it into the actual 

final draft, and some of which turned out to be just an interesting byproduct of the 

continual process of refining my thesis.  

The journey ends with the close of the semester, though my interest in 

public transportation will surely continue. (It seems to be incurable, since not even 

an entire year of academic work on the topic has dampened my enthusiasm.) The 

end product is, much to my surprise, something I’m relatively happy with. I say 

“relatively” not because I don’t think my work is objectively good but because, like 

most of us, I am unfailingly self-critical. However, I say “happy” because I’m as 

satisfied as I think I am capable of being of the outcome of this project. I knew that I 

wanted to write about public transportation, and I knew I wanted to combine 

everything I’d learned in both Creative Writing and Political Science, and I did both 

of those things. I think that’s the best I could ask for.  
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Public Transportation and You, and Me, and Mid-Sized Cities 
Why we don’t have the transit we deserve, and what we can do about it 

 

Just before the pandemic, approximately a million years ago, I became tired 

of commuting, tired of spending $8 every day to park my car in a building with a 

bunch of other cars, and tired of the existential dread I felt about the future of our 

planet every time I got gas. I began trying to find out how I could take public 

transportation from where I lived, which was then in the suburbs of Tucson, to 

school and work.  

The results? I couldn’t.  

Tucson’s bus system, the Sun Tran, doesn’t extend to that suburb. The 

suburban connector, the Sun Shuttle, does, but each of the two stops in my suburb 

were an hour’s walk from my front door, one of them without sidewalks for half the 

way. To get to my 8am class, I would have to take the 6:31am shuttle. I would only 

have to make one transfer, but the total bus travel time was 68 minutes even 

without delays, and that wasn’t including my travel time to the bus stop. The last 

bus home from the stop near my job was scheduled to depart at 5:41pm, but my 

shift ended at 7.  

I wanted to use public transit, but it just wasn’t possible for me. Despite all of 

the things I hated about driving, it only took 30 minutes, I didn’t have to walk an 

hour to get to it, and it was available when I needed it. 

That was the first time I really thought about public transit in my city. My 

experience with it had not been the best one, since I couldn’t even use it in my 

everyday life, but I lived in the suburbs. I started to wonder if it was any different 

within the city limits, so I asked my friend Greg, who at the time was an RA in the 

dorms on campus, if he had ever used the SunLink, Tucson’s streetcar.  

 “Actually, no,” he said, “I don’t think I have.” 



2 
 

I concluded that perhaps—no offense, Greg—my one friend was not the most 

comprehensive sample size, but it wasn’t encouraging. 

I’d been to big cities in the U.S. with good public transit—transit that was 

frequent, reliable, and could take you most places you wanted to be—but I’d always 

thought that having good public transit was something reserved for big cities only. 

It wasn’t something for those of us who live in towns and mid-sized cities. The 

Metro in Washington, D.C., the BART and MUNI in San Francisco—they were fun 

and exciting to me as a kid being dragged around from sightseeing location to 

sightseeing location by my parents. But back home in the suburbs of Tucson, I 

barely had any interaction with public transit at all.  

Having a public transportation system that was just as fun, exciting, and 

useful in the much smaller towns that I grew up in was something I hadn't even 

realized was possible until I visited Europe for the first time. While there are 

smaller cities in the US that have good — or at least better-than-average — public 

transit, I’d never been to one. 

I expected London and Paris to have great public transit, because they were 

megacities with world-famous subway systems, the London Underground and the 

Paris Métro. But I didn’t expect it from Bordeaux, a French city with a population of 

250,000 in the city limits and 930,000 in the metro area. We bought 7-day transit 

passes that were valid on the city’s buses, trams, and riverboat shuttle (yes, 

riverboat shuttle) for only 14 euros. The buses were clean, the streetcars were 

quick, there were multiple stops nearby wherever we were, and the pass worked on 

all transit within the city and was easy to use, even though we spoke, at maximum, 

five words of French between us. We absolutely got our money’s worth out of that 

pass, and I remember thinking, as we were standing on the crowded tram back to 

our AirBnB one night: why can’t we have this at home?  

The answer is that there is, theoretically, no reason why we can’t but a lot of 

non-theoretical reasons why we don’t. We are stuck in a rut of car-centric thinking, 
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planning, and building. That’s especially true for those of us who don’t live in 

America’s big cities, but good transit — “transit that is useful to lots of people”1 — is 

just as important and just as possible in mid-size cities. Places like Portland and Salt 

Lake City, where transit has become an integral part of the city, are proof of this. 

Everyone deserves good transit, but not everywhere has it. That needs to change, 

and understanding the reasons why our public transit systems are often bad is the 

first step to creating public transit systems that are good. 

 We have to steer our cities away from cars and towards more sustainable 

solutions. In order to break away from a mindset that values the automobile above 

all else and begin to create a better future for our communities and our planet, we 

first have to understand where 

America’s obsession with cars 

comes from, the problems it 

creates, what will happen if we keep going like this, and what the potential 

solutions are. Only then can we begin to try and solve the problem of cities that are 

built for cars, not for people. 

 

And you may ask yourself, “Well, how did we get here?”  

The development of American suburbia was inevitable. From the very first 

colonists, whose view of the United States as an empty land full of natural 

resources ripe for exploitation led to genocide, to Jeffersonian democracy’s 

romanticized agrarianism, to William Penn’s idea for a single-family, one-acre grid 

system city, the idea that the most desirable place to live is among, or at least, close 

to nature, is ingrained in American society. This “rural ideal” is stubbornly 

pervasive, and combined with a healthy dose of equally-American racism and 

classism, it pushed people out of cities and into suburbs, even before the advent of 

 
1 Spieler 1. 

We are stuck in a rut of car-centric 
thinking, planning, and building. 

https://hmh.org/library/research/genocide-of-indigenous-peoples-guide/
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the car.2 Particularly once industrialism had taken hold in cities, about the mid-

1800s onwards, those who could afford to packed up to escape the consequences of 

industrialization — factories and pollution, slums and immigrants.3 Often, these 

urban escapees were the ones who profited off of what they were escaping.  

Steam power and railroads were the Next Big Thing, and many of these first 

suburbs were made possible thanks to rail’s rise to prominence, which made it 

possible for wealthy people to commute from their residences into the city.4 While 

the countryside was the place 

to be, the city was where all the 

money was made. Horses and 

carriages were not conducive to 

commuting, but railways were. 

Railway suburbs were essentially a collection of large estates without “almost 

everything that a real community needs to be organically whole: productive work, 

markets, cultural institutions, different classes of people.”5 Railroad suburbs also 

were responsible for establishing some zoning standards that would shape the 

suburbs that came after them, like minimum lot sizes and minimum setbacks.6 

William Penn’s dream of an enormous grid system had fully anchored itself to the 

American consciousness.  

The next iteration of the suburbs were streetcar suburbs. Streetcars, even 

horse-drawn ones, were relatively fast, relatively cheap, and relatively frequent, 

which made them a popular form of transportation for more than just the wealthy7. 

Housing that was of comparatively higher density and less expensive than that of 

 
2 Kunstler 42; Muller 1. 
3 Kunstler 51, 52. 
4 Ibid., 46. 
5 Ibid., 48. 
6 Ibid., 51, 52. 
7 Ibid., 87. 

The idea that the most desirable place to 
live is among, or at least, close to nature, 
is ingrained in American society. 
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railway suburbs popped up along streetcar tracks.8 However, housing was still all 

that there was—like the railroad suburbs, there were no elements like stores or 

town squares to create anything even passably resembling a city.9 At least, though, 

streetcar suburbs were built around a form of mass transit that was accessible to 

most people, a characteristic that could have aided streetcar suburbs in 

transforming into a real city. The growing popularity of the car, though, ran 

streetcars and all their possibilities out of existence. 

 Suburbs in the United States weren’t invented because of cars, but they were 

propelled by them.10 Henry Ford and his assembly-line automobiles were the 

catalyst for the next big wave of suburban development, which lasted roughly ten 

years, from the late 1910’s until the beginning of the Great Depression.11 Cars 

represented a new type of freedom in a country that was both enormous and 

obsessed with the idea of the “new frontier,” and they were also heavily subsidized 

by the American government and immoderately promoted by business.12 Those who 

could make a profit off of the popularity of automobiles and suburbanization — car 

manufacturers and dealers, realtors, tire manufacturers, and building trades, just to 

name a few — did everything they could to ensure cars were irrevocably enmeshed 

in the fabric of American society.13 The pro-automobile lobby ballooned, and 

suburbs grew along with it. Within cities, roads were built, improved, and widened, 

and the federal government passed two Federal Road Acts in 1916 and 1921 that 

allocated millions of dollars to states to upgrade and expand the national highway 

network14. New housing was built, organized into low-density subdivisions with 

 
8 Kunstler 87, 89. 
9 Ibid., 56. 
10 Muller 5. 
11 “History of Suburbanization” 6. 
12 Kunstler 96, 101. 
13 Kunstler 106-108; Speck, “Walkable City” 76. 
14 Kunstler 90. 



6 
 

wide roads and single-family homes, often with a garage.15 By the mid-1930s, there 

was one car for every two households. 

 At the same time, streetcars received little to no government support, and 

the pro-automobile lobbyists were just as passionately anti-streetcar. From the 

1920s to the 1950s, General Motors launched a campaign to eradicate streetcars.16 

They bought out streetcars and converted the routes into bus routes. Not-

coincidentally, they also bought a majority share in the Greyhound Corporation.17 

General Motors was indicted for criminal conspiracy in 1949 and investigated by 

the Senate’s Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly in 1974, both of which did 

absolutely nothing to hinder the company or save streetcars: “By the time the Hart 

subcommittee held its hearings, only the lowest orders of society rode city buses. 

Everybody else was out on the freeway.”18 

 The next suburban boom occurred in 1945, after World War II. The number 

of single-family homes in the United States grew from 114,000 in 1944, to 937,000 in 

1946, to 1,183,000 in 1948, and to 1,692,000 in 1950.19 WWII veterans had returned to 

a huge housing shortage, which combined with “white flight” from cities to result in 

a large population of middle-class white people who all wanted houses in the 

suburbs.20 The Federal Housing Administration, together with the Veterans 

Administration, made it possible for many of those people to buy a house in the 

suburbs with no down payment. Suburbs expanded rapidly, growing ever-removed 

from and less-reliant on the cities they had been attached to. Suburb expansion 

was facilitated by the Interstate Highway Act in 1956, which beefed up urban 

 
15 “History of Suburbanization” 12. 
16 Kunstler 91. 
17 Ibid. 
18 Ibid., 92. 
19 Jackson 233. 
20 Kunstler 104. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2014-02-04/9-reasons-the-u-s-ended-up-so-much-more-car-dependent-than-europe
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highways and made driving even more convenient.21 Houses, garages, roads, and 

parking lots got bigger, pushing suburbia ever outwards. 

 Tucson’s post-WWII development followed much the same path. Originally a 

small Native farming community, then a Spanish fort,22 Tucson has expanded 

steadily, reaching farther and farther out into the desert, going from a few 

thousand inhabitants to a population of just over one million in the metro area.23 

The city has grown from just 3,000 inhabitants in 1870, to over 500,000 in 2019. 

One of the biggest population booms was from 45,000 people in 1950 to 213,000 in 

1960.24  

 
Data: U.S. Census. 

 

 
21 Kunstler 106-108; Spieler 8. 
22 Nequette and Jeffery 12. 
23 Lacy 323; U.S. Census. 
24 U.S. Census. 
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Above: 1862 map of Tucson. Below:  Tucson 1937, 1948, 1957, 1968, 1981, 1995.25 
Images: Arizona Historical Society; Alex Smith. 

 
25 This image is an animated GIF. For the individual images, please see the appendix. 
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 During World War II, Tucson was home to troops that were stationed at 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base and a training ground for many more. Post-WWII, 

the city was flooded with industry, mostly mining and aerospace, and with people, 

many of whom were WWII veterans returning to the city they had lived in during 

the war.26 This population increase, combined with the rising ubiquity of the 

automobile and federally insured housing loans, led to extremely rapid growth and 

change. Low-density, low-quality suburbs sprawled out past the city limits, where 

there were fewer regulations and taxes.27 Soon more people lived outside the city 

limits than within, so the city annexed 60 square miles to include them, 

contributing to the sudden population boom of Tucson proper.28 Tucson’s grid 

system, planned after its incorporation in 1871, gave way to sprawling suburbs with 

more winding roads, bigger lots, bigger homes with bigger and more prominent 

garages, and bigger prices. Throughout the United States, grids became associated 

with the middle class and those who were wealthier started gravitating toward 

subdivisions designed around the concept of exclusivity.29 

 In the 1960s and 1970s, despite residents’ protests against the proposal of 

unlimited growth, the city made it illegal to deny permits for new construction, one 

of many mistakes the city and its planners would make in that era.30 Tucson had 

shot itself in the foot, and the city’s expanding boundaries helped killed the 

downtown. In response, city officials launched an “urban renewal” program, which 

was intended to fix the problems they had created but only ended up making more. 

In 1964, a historic barrio near the downtown area was singled out for renewal. At 

the time, it was “the most densely populated 80 acres in Arizona.”31 City officials 

criticized the mixed residential and commercial structures, the houses that met the 

 
26 Nequette and Jeffery 30. 
27 Ibid., 31. 
28 Ibid. 
29 Ibid., 26. 
30 Ibid., 32. 
31 Otero 2. 
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sidewalk (lacking, of course, a yard to hold your rocks), and ultimately targeted a 

largely non-white, low-income neighborhood that was thriving and vibrant because 

it wasn’t up to white middle-class suburban standards. In its place, they attempted 

to manufacture the type of community they wanted, but only ended up with the 

Tucson Convention Center and an even deader downtown. All that was left of the 

barrio were seven (out of 75) historic landmarks.32 

The area before and after “renewal”. 
Images: Arizona Historical Society; Ray Manley. 

 

 
32 Nequette and Jeffery 34. 

http://www.zocalomagazine.com/tag/la-calle-spatial-conflicts-and-urban-renewal-in-a-southwest-city/
https://parentseyes.arizona.edu/node/1171
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Further contributing to the death of downtown was the advent of the strip 

mall, the poster child for separated residential and retail space and car-centered 

design. In 1970, a photo of Speedway Boulevard, a Tucson street lined with strip 

malls, was used as the poster child for urban blight in Life magazine. The magazine’s 

referencing of former mayor Lew Davis’ 1962 comment that “East Speedway is the 

ugliest street in the U.S.” and the photo itself caused controversy. The former 

mayor’s remark had also caused a stir eight years earlier and led to some absolutely 

fantastic responses, including those from a Tucsonan who wrote a letter to the 

editor of Life, the publisher of the original photo, who said: 

 

Sirs: Speedway Boulevard…may never win any beauty 
awards, but neither is it as cluttered as your distorted 
photo indicates. What appears to be a block or two is 
actually the compressed sins of over one and a quarter 
miles — condensed by a telephoto lens. 

 

The editors of Arizona Architect praised the statement for stirring up 

conversation about urban design problems on Speedway, and were unable to resist 

adding as an aside:  

 

Mayor Lew Davis of Tucson called East Speedway, in his 
city, the ugliest street in America. The appellation was an 
exaggeration and one that Phoenix could easily challenge, 
by offering Camelback Road in evidence. 

 

Although I love to dunk on Phoenix as much as any Tucsonan, Speedway 

didn’t, and still doesn’t, need a certain kind of lens to be worthy of criticism. It’s just 

one good example of how car-centric design, featuring miles of parking lots and 

one-story buildings, harms the city and its inhabitants. Car-centric design is not 

only inhospitable for pedestrians, it’s also dangerous: every day in Tucson one 

https://www.kgun9.com/absolutely-az/how-speedway-blvd-once-earned-the-title-of-ugliest-street-in-america
https://thisistucson.com/news/local/street-smarts-former-tucson-mayor-wrongly-blamed-for-calling-speedway-ugliest/article_60be7ec3-ac5f-5847-baa9-cdb21cb8e486.html#1
https://tucson.com/news/local/street-smarts-speedways-label-as-ugliest-street-in-the-us-traces-back-to-tucsons-1962/article_1f190f1e-98c1-5b21-90ec-db3f5a6b0802.html#:%7E:
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pedestrian or bicyclist is hit by a car, and Tucson is one of the fastest warming 

cities in the country. The fact is that the majority of the city was designed around 

the automobile, an attribute that city officials of yore destroyed nature and ripped 

apart communities to achieve, and we’re all still living with the consequences of 

their love of strip malls and asphalt to this day.  

 
The infamous photo in the July 24, 1970 issue of Life.  

Image: Michael Rougier. 
 
 
Cities have 99 problems and cars are, like, half of them 

That design problem, of urban sprawl and car-centric spaces, has led to 

problems with Tucson’s public transportation. Tucson is about 330 square miles,33 

with suburbs clinging on to every edge of the city for an even larger metro area. 

The sheer dimensions of urban sprawl around Tucson have resulted in relatively 

low population density, but the number of people living in an area is one of the key 

factors for making public transit work.34 People generally don’t want to walk more 

 
33 U.S. Census. 
34 Spieler 18. 

https://www.kgun9.com/operation-safe-roads/hundreds-of-tucson-pedestrians-hit-by-cars-each-year
https://tucson.com/news/local/tucson-is-the-third-fastest-warming-city-in-the-u-s/article_e955ea13-bf49-5234-92ec-4e242ae8436e.html
https://tucson.com/news/local/tucson-is-the-third-fastest-warming-city-in-the-u-s/article_e955ea13-bf49-5234-92ec-4e242ae8436e.html
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than about a quarter mile.35 The threshold for “infrequent local bus service” is 

around 3,000 people per square mile, but for frequent service — every 15 minutes 

or more36 — that number is around 10,000 people per square mile.37 The higher the 

density, the better for transit. Unfortunately, in many cities, density is much lower: 

in Tucson, for example, there’s only one area where population density rises above 

10,000 people per square mile: the neighborhood around the University of 

Arizona.38 The city’s overall average population density is about 2,300 people per 

square mile, but there are pockets of density that range from 5,000 to 9,000 people 

per square mile.39  

Map of Tucson population density.  

Image and data: Esri, U.S. Census Bureau. 

 
35 Gehl 121. 
36 Spieler 26. 
37 Ibid. 
38 Esri, U.S. Census. 
39 Ibid. 
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In addition, job sprawl has resulted in decentralized employment centers in 

cities nationwide. Instead of employment being concentrated in a downtown that’s 

easily accessible by transit, jobs often filter out to low-density locations where 

transit implementation is difficult. Those employees are then required to commute 

by car, without other options available to them. In a city with a dense urban core 

that centralizes employment, most people’s commutes are similar and fairly short. 

But with a wider distribution of jobs, in a city lacking one (or more) distinctive 

cores, people often end up commuting from one suburb to another, and few people 

share the same commute, making it difficult for transit to serve a large enough 

group of people to justify services. Commuting by automobile is too often the only 

option to reach those jobs, and vehicle miles traveled, energy consumption, and 

emissions increase.40 In 2006, “only 21 percent of employees in the top 98 metro 

areas work[ed] within three miles of downtown,” and 45% worked more than 10 

miles away from the city center.41 

Map of Tucson employment density showing multiple job centers.  
Image and data: Esri, EPA. 

 
40 Kneebone 3. 
41 Ibid., 1. 

https://www.spur.org/publications/urbanist-article/2009-09-01/job-sprawl-megaregion
https://www.spur.org/publications/urbanist-article/2009-09-01/job-sprawl-megaregion
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All of this makes transit difficult to implement. Sprawl is one of the main 

barriers to creating cities where public transit is a viable option. It also has a variety 

of negative psychological and physical effects on people. 

  

Danger, Will Robinson! 

Building cities around the car also means that many areas are unfriendly to 

pedestrians because they are built to be car-scale, not human-scale. Spaces meant 

for cars, like parking lots and strip malls, are often hostile and even dangerous to 

people. Psychologically, people tend to like “areas with visual complexity over more 

homogeneous landscapes” where they can “interact meaningfully” with others. 

Some studies have found that “complex and interesting” building façades have 

positive impacts on people, while “simple and monotonous” façades have negative 

impacts. In some places, though, people don’t even get up close to the boring 

façades when walking by on the sidewalk—people and buildings are instead 

separated by wide stretches of parking lots.  

 

Tucson intersections. Left, Campbell and Grant; right, 

Campbell and Glenn. Images: Google Maps. 

 

https://datasmart.ash.harvard.edu/news/article/designing-human-centered-city
https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20170605-the-psychology-behind-your-citys-design
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In 2011, there were nearly a billion parking spaces in the United States, a 

number four times the amount of vehicles. Those billion parking spots take up a 

vast amount of space, about 6,500 square miles, and 31 percent of American 

downtowns are just parking spaces. In the United States, the amount of parking 

space per car — 990 square feet — exceeds the amount of housing space per person 

— 800 square feet. Parking lots are also expensive: in Los Angeles, required parking 

for shopping centers increased construction costs by 67 and 93 percent for 

aboveground and underground parking, respectively, costs that shoppers end up 

shouldering. In 2015, the cost of a single parking space in both aboveground 

($24,000) and underground ($34,000) parking lots was more than the median net 

worth of Hispanic ($19,990) and African American ($12,780) households. And we 

don’t even really need all of that parking. Most cities have too much of it, not too 

little. In a survey of five American cities, only one, New York City, had more 

households than parking spots. All of that wasted space makes sense if you think 

about it from a car-centric point of view, because on average cars are parked 95% 

of the time. But from a human-centric point of view, dedicating huge chunks of our 

cities to things that are detrimental to us doesn’t make any sense. 

Even though cars spend most of their time sitting in one place, when we do 

use them to get from point A to point B, the effects are also harmful. Notably, car 

crashes are a leading cause of death in the United States, with nearly 40,000 deaths 

from traffic accidents in 2019. Cars are also expensive, and in 2010 20% of an 

average American household’s income went to transportation.42 In 2018, the 

average commute was 27 minutes one-way, or 54 minutes round-trip. Almost 10% 

of commuters — nearly 15 million people — travel an hour or more one-way.43 Of 

those workers, 85% commute by car, and most of them do so alone, with only 9% 

 
42 Speck, “Rules” 3. 
43 Ibid. 

https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2016/01/future-parking-self-driving-cars/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-09-20/how-to-reform-your-city-s-bad-parking-requirements
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-09-20/how-to-reform-your-city-s-bad-parking-requirements
https://www.vice.com/en/article/d3epmm/parking-spots-outnumber-homes-us-cities
https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2016/01/future-parking-self-driving-cars/
https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2016/01/future-parking-self-driving-cars/
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/accidental-injury.htm
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2019/10/07/nine-days-road-average-commute-time-reached-new-record-last-year/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2019/10/07/nine-days-road-average-commute-time-reached-new-record-last-year/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2019/10/07/nine-days-road-average-commute-time-reached-new-record-last-year/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2017/10/03/americans-commuting-choices-5-major-takeaways-from-2016-census-data/
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carpooling. Only 5% of commuters use transit, 

mostly in large metropolitan areas with well-

developed transit networks, like New York City.  

The way most American cities are laid out 

means that people don’t live where they work (or 

eat, or shop, or do anything else). And outside of the 

densest cities, even if people live physically close 

enough to a commercial area, it’s almost always 

more inconvenient to walk, cycle, or take public 

transportation than it is to drive. Communities 

where the things people need to live, work, and play 

are all accessible without a car are rare. Sprawl 

“lessens social interaction [and] fragments 

communities,” and as a result, individuals’ mental 

health suffers; people are more isolated, more 

segregated, more anxious, and more stressed out.44 Physically, “auto use and auto-

oriented design render urban spaces dangerous for walking.”45 Sprawl is also 

associated with an increased number of chronic medical problems, an increased 

risk of traffic and pedestrian fatalities, and air pollution.46 

 The result of this is that while automobile usage steadily increases, so does 

the amount of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. In 2018, transportation 

produced 28% of greenhouse gas emissions, making it the single biggest 

contributor, and by far the largest category within transportation is passenger cars, 

at 59%. These air pollutants are not only detrimental to human health, but also a 

significant factor in worsening climate change. Many cities also have minimum 

 
44 Pohanka and Fitzgerald 243. 
45 Frank and Engelke 214. 
46 Sturm and Cohen; Ewing et al., “Measuring Sprawl”; Ewing et al., “Urban Sprawl”. 

Community 
Comments 
Here’s what Tucsonans 
had to say about 
driving. 
 
Driving is more 
convenient for me. — A 
 
I drive because I do not 
live within walking 
distance of any bus 
stops. — H 
 
“I drive because it’s just 
more convenient to be 
on my own schedule.” — 
G 
 
 
 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-01-22/how-americans-commute-to-work-in-maps
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/articles/Urban%20Sprawl%20and%20Public%20Health%20-%20PHR.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/articles/Urban%20Sprawl%20and%20Public%20Health%20-%20PHR.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/fast-facts-transportation-greenhouse-gas-emissions
https://www.epa.gov/greenvehicles/fast-facts-transportation-greenhouse-gas-emissions
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parking requirements, which Donald Shoup, author of The High Cost of Free 

Parking, argues are responsible for “poison[ing] our cities, increasing traffic 

congestion, polluting the air, encouraging sprawl, raising housing costs, degrading 

urban design, preventing walkability, damaging the economy, and penalizing 

everyone who cannot afford a car.” Parking lots contribute to emissions—between 

30 and 60 percent of traffic in downtowns is from people circling around to look 

for parking spots, extra driving that generates carbon dioxide. Additionally, the 

“urban heat island” effect, which increases air pollution and mortality, is caused by 

an absence of “natural land cover” like trees and “dense concentrations” of 

“pavement, buildings, and other surfaces that absorb and retain heat.” Lower-

density metropolitan areas have also been shown to have higher carbon footprints 

than higher-density areas.47 

 

The Codependency of Walkability and Transit 

At the most basic level, cities should be spaces that are good for people. If so 

much of what’s bad for people is caused by cars and car-centric design, then to 

create what’s good for people, it is necessary to make spaces that are no longer 

reliant on the automobile. Urban planner Jeff Speck, in his 2012 book Walkable City, 

asserts that “what works best in the best cities is walkability.”48 Or, as urban planner 

and Rice University professor Christof Spieler puts it, “the transit experience 

depends on buildings and streets and sidewalks as much as it does on stations and 

trains.”49 Creating cities that are walkable means making cities more inconvenient 

for cars, redesigning cities to be safe and inviting for pedestrians and cyclists, 

constructing mixed-use communities, and connecting it all with transit.  

 
47 Kneebone 3. 
48 Speck, “Walkable City” 4. 
49 Spieler 1. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-09-20/how-to-reform-your-city-s-bad-parking-requirements
https://www.motherjones.com/environment/2016/01/future-parking-self-driving-cars/
https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/reduce-urban-heat-island-effect
https://www.epa.gov/green-infrastructure/reduce-urban-heat-island-effect
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The benefits of walkability are many: it boosts property values, attracts 

young professionals (63% of Millennials say they want to live somewhere they don’t 

need a car), increases social capital, creates jobs, facilitates stronger economies, 

and lowers automobile and pedestrian fatalities.50 Cities are also more 

environmentally friendly than 

other areas, because density is 

associated with lower carbon 

footprints, primarily due to less 

frequent driving.51 Walkability 

can also help create more 

equitable cities: they give 

mobility to the more than 100 million Americans who don’t have a driver’s license, 

and increased transit options can lead to lower income inequality.52 Transit has the 

potential to be a great equalizer, because it should be available for everyone to use: 

“[it] allows everyone to get around, to have interesting and fulfilling lives, to be full 

and productive members of society.”53 

Transit actually has to go somewhere, to take people from a neighborhood to 

a place on the other end where a car isn’t needed. Neighborhood design that is 

“nodal and pedestrian-friendly” is necessary for people to be able to walk to transit 

stops54. Putting transit into a city suffering from urban sprawl without changing 

anything else about the city is practically a guarantee that it will be unsuccessful, 

that cars will still reign supreme. Cities have to give transit the people and places it 

needs to survive. 

 
50 Speck, “Rules” 2-3, 5, 10-11. 
51 Ibid., 7. 
52 Ibid., 8. 
53 Spieler 6. 
54 Ibid. 145. 

Creating cities that are walkable means 
making cities more inconvenient for 
cars, redesigning cities to be safe and 
inviting for pedestrians and cyclists, 
constructing mixed-use communities, 
and connecting it all with transit. 

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2019/07/12/the-economic-power-of-walkability-in-metro-areas/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/the-avenue/2019/07/12/the-economic-power-of-walkability-in-metro-areas/
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Public transportation and walkable cities are mutually dependent on each 

other: “walkable neighborhoods can thrive in the absence of transit, but walkable 

cities rely on it utterly,”55  and for public transit to be good, it needs a city that is 

not actively working against it but that views public transit as integral to the 

survival of the city and the wellbeing of its residents. The big question, then, is how 

do cities go about creating places that allow both people and transit to thrive? 

Since the two are inseparable, simultaneous solutions must come from both areas. 

To create walkable cities, it’s important to pay attention to the “human dimension” 

of design and to “focus on the needs of the people who use cities”56. For transit, 

what is most important is frequency, location, clarity, and “pleasure”.57  

 

Making cities where transit can thrive 

 First, cities can change outdated zoning regulations to allow for walkable city 

design in the longer run. Zoning codes in many cities don’t allow many of the things 

that walkable cities need, like density, since development in many areas is often 

limited to single-family homes,58 and require things detrimental to walkable cities, 

like parking minimums.59 Speck suggests replacing use-based zoning codes with 

form-based codes, and creating 

“a one-page code overlay for 

key areas.”60 Form-based codes 

are more about the physical 

attributes of whatever’s being designed and how it interacts with the public realm.61 

They also promote walkability.62 Changing zoning regulations is the only way cities 

 
55 Speck, “Walkable City” 71. 
56 Gehl 3, 6. 
57 Speck, “Walkable City” 154. 
58 Spieler 19. 
59 Ibid., 18. 
60 Speck, “Rules” 235. 
61 Ibid., 21. 
62 Ibid. 

Cities have to give transit the people and 
places it needs to survive. 
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can ensure that detrimental regulations like parking minimums and single-use 

zoning are eliminated. Once zoning codes are updated, cities can promote density, 

encourage mixed-use projects, and make spaces safe and enjoyable for pedestrians. 

Promoting density: 

Density is necessary for transit to work well, and, as long as it is 

implemented carefully, it can also have positive impacts on individuals. Jan Gehl 

writes that to encourage “lively” cities, the solution is not large and spread-out 

spaces, but “compact city structure, reasonable population density, acceptable 

walking and biking distances and good quality city space.”63 Infill can be utilized in 

low-density areas to create density. This can mean redevelopment, filling in empty 

space, or even reclaiming parking lots: Donald Shoup believes that “if cities remove 

their parking requirements, we can reclaim land on a scale that will rival the 

Netherlands.”  

While density is important, it is always possible to have too much of a good 

thing. It is still necessary to be mindful of the human scale. Taking density in the 

opposite direction, and building ultra-high-density areas with skyscrapers, is also 

not good for the pedestrian. Tall buildings create a disconnect between street-level 

goings-on and residents above the fifth floor, and don’t allow for the sort of human 

connection that happens when buildings aren’t towering above our heads and 

disappearing into the clouds. High rises can also have similar negative health effects 

to suburban developments, from lack of exercise to social isolation — high-rises 

have also been called “vertical sprawl.” The goal is to achieve cities that work on a 

human level, and having “reasonable” density—with buildings somewhere around 3-

6 stories—achieves that.64 Low- to medium-rise buildings are better at facilitating 

socialization and street life than tall buildings are.65 

 
63 Gehl 69. 
64 Gehl 68. 
65 Ibid. 

https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-09-20/how-to-reform-your-city-s-bad-parking-requirements
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescollective/7-reasons-why-high-rises-kill-livability/561536/
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescollective/7-reasons-why-high-rises-kill-livability/561536/
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescollective/smart-growth-not-all-urban-density-created-equal/988196/
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescollective/smart-growth-not-all-urban-density-created-equal/988196/
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It is most useful to increase density in areas where there is already transit or 

there is about to be transit.66 Transit-oriented development has been, and 

continues to be, popular, and successful examples can be seen in Arlington, 

Virginia, Denver, Colorado, South Pasadena, California, and many more locations 

around the country. These projects report benefits like revitalizing downtowns and 

reducing emissions from driving. Along already existing transit lines, there are 

places like parking lots, vacant lots, and old one-story retail buildings that can be 

developed or re-developed.67 In Tucson, three special district areas promote infill in 

parts of the city, near downtown and along Grant Road, a major street. These 

districts currently cover a small amount of land, but the city is heading in the right 

direction, and a fourth district area is being planned. However, the Downtown Infill 

Incentive District specifically only “encourag[es] redevelopment and investment 

along the streetcar route,” despite the opportunity for development along the city’s 

express bus routes. 

In neighborhoods that already have single-family homes, accessory dwelling 

units (ADUs) can help increase density.68 ADUs are small apartments attached to or 

in the backyard of a single-family home, and they’re often known in Tucson as 

“casitas,” and sometimes elsewhere as “mother-in-law apartments.”69 In November 

2020, the City of Tucson began the process of changing city zoning code to allow 

ADUs, a move that is very much a step in the right direction for increasing density 

in Tucson. 

 

Encouraging mixed-use projects: 

 Mixed-use consists of a variety of “residential, commercial, cultural, 

institutional and production” spaces, a combination that allows people to do 

 
66 Spieler 18. 
67 Ibid. 
68 Speck, “Walkable City” 110-111. 
69 Ibid. 

https://projects.arlingtonva.us/planning/smart-growth/rosslyn-ballston-corridor/
https://projects.arlingtonva.us/planning/smart-growth/rosslyn-ballston-corridor/
https://www.rtd-denver.com/projects/transit-oriented-development-projects
http://buildabetterburb.org/mission-meridian-village/
http://www.tod.org/
https://www.transit.dot.gov/TOD
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/special-districts
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/files/pdsd/Process_Handouts/Infill-Incentive-District-Infographic.pdf
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/accessory-dwelling-units-code-amendment
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everything they need to do — work, sleep, eat, buy stuff, have fun, among other 

things — all within walking distance.70 According to Speck, the primary missing link 

in many downtowns is housing.71 To encourage developers to build more housing 

downtown, cities can assist developers in applying for available federal and state 

subsidies, like community renewal block grants.72 To ensure that the developers 

build housing that is beneficial to the city and its residents, cities can create 

inclusionary zoning policies, which require a certain percent of new housing 

developments to be “affordable,” a standard that can be set by the city.73 

Inclusionary zoning makes sure that downtown housing is accessible to many 

different types of residents, and can even further advance development.74 

Unfortunately, as of 2015, it is illegal for cities in Arizona to have inclusionary 

zoning ordinances. However, laws can be changed, and the City of Tucson can 

advocate for the law’s repeal and prepare policies in the event that inclusionary 

zoning becomes possible. In the meantime, the City’s Commission on Equitable 

Housing & Development is also working to increase the amount and affordability of 

housing. 

 

Making safe and enjoyable spaces: 

 To make cities friendlier to people, it is necessary to start being a little more 

unfriendly to cars.75 First, this means directing resources that would otherwise go 

towards improving the city for cars, like widening or building new streets, towards 

improving the city for pedestrians. Induced demand, a concept studied extensively, 

means that building more room for cars only ever increases traffic.76 Instead, cities 

 
70 Vorontsova et al. 1997; Speck, “Walkable City” 71. 
71 Speck, “Walkable City” 71. 
72 Ibid., 108. 
73 Ibid., 110. 
74 Ibid. 
75 Gehl 242. 
76 Speck, “Rules” 64. 

https://www.phoenixnewtimes.com/news/5-things-arizona-cities-cant-do-thanks-to-state-pre-emption-laws-11426277
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/hcd/cehd
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/hcd/cehd
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need to turn towards other modes of transportation to decrease traffic, and reclaim 

unnecessary road and parking space for pedestrians, cyclists, public transit, and 

community improvements.77 This could mean turning one lane of a multiple-lane 

road into a dedicated lane, for buses or other public transit or for cyclists; in 

downtown areas, lanes could be turned into seating or recreation space for 

pedestrians.78 While many road improvement projects in Tucson add bus pullouts, 

sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and other positive aspects, new lanes for cars are also 

added, instead of taking lanes away from cars to make improvements.  

 

   
Continuous sidewalks without curb cuts. 

Images: Gehl People. 

 

For the remaining roads and lanes, changes can be made to improve 

pedestrian safety. Cities can implement continuous sidewalks, a design that means 

sidewalks do not have a break for roads, but continue across them.79 With 

continuous sidewalks, it is cars that are crossing the sidewalk, rather than 

pedestrians crossing the street. In other areas where continuous sidewalks aren’t 

feasible, crossings should be made as obvious as possible, and cities should make 

 
77 Ibid., 107. 
78 Ibid., 108. 
79 Gagnon 1. 

https://rtamobility.com/projects/corridors/
https://gehlpeople.com/blog/bringing-the-soft-back-to-cities/
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sure their paint is maintained.80 At crosswalks, systems where pedestrians have to 

push a button to cross should be replaced with regular and longer crossing times.81 

Cities can also prohibit right turns on red lights, turn some signaled intersections 

into four-way stops, and plant trees.82 Street trees can reduce traffic accidents, as 

well as provide environmental benefits like absorbing pollutants and reducing 

urban heat islands.83 

 

Making useful transit 

Alongside improvements to cities’ density, mix of uses, and safety, transit 

systems can make changes as well. Transit systems can optimize the locations of 

lines and stops, increase the frequency of service, simplify processes as much as 

possible, and improve the surface-level attractiveness, what Speck refers to as 

“pleasure”.84  

 

Optimizing locations 

 “Location, location, location” applies to both transit lines and the stops 

themselves. With regard to transit lines, transit should connect a city’s centers, not 

just to the airport, stadium, and downtown.85 Otherwise, transit risks becoming a 

novelty to serve special occasions, not something vital to citizens’ everyday lives. 

Since most people don’t work in a city’s downtown, transit can serve many more 

trips by connecting a city’s various employment centers, educational centers, 

medical centers, and cultural centers.86 Rail and bus networks can work together to 

reach as many centers as possible.87 

 
80 Speck, “Rules” 175. 
81 Ibid., 178. 
82 Speck, “Walkable City” 186, 187. 
83 Speck, “Walkable City” 223; “Rules” 186-187. 
84 Speck, “Walkable City” 154. 
85 Ibid., 12. 
86 Ibid., 20. 
87 Ibid., 9. 
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With regard to the stops, the “problem of the 

last 100 yards” should be avoided.88 Stops that are 

somewhat isolated, such as across a large parking 

lot, are detrimental to transit ridership. Instead, 

stops should be located both close to the transit 

line and the amenities it serves. 

 

Increasing frequency 

 Frequency ensures that transit works for 

riders, not the other way around. If service is not 

frequent, riders who depend on transit to get 

around are forced to “plan their life around [it],”89 

and anyone with any other option will choose that 

other option. Wherever feasible, transit should run 

all day, with buses or trains coming at least every 15 

minutes.90 When service comes every 15 minutes, 

waiting for the next bus is just a short delay; at 

every 30 minutes, missing a bus is a big deal. Transit 

systems that have more frequent service also tend 

to be more successful, and increasing frequency 

increases ridership.91 

 
88 Speck, “Walkable City” 155. 
89 Spieler 26. 
90 Spieler 26; Speck, “Walkable City” 50-51. 
91 Spieler 26. 

Community 
Comments 
Here’s what Tucsonans 
had to say about the 
locations of stops and 
routes. 
 
I used to take the bus to 
university, and from 
university to work. It 
was convenient that 
way, since there are a 
number of bus lines that 
run on my route from 
school to work. — A 
 
When I ride the Sun 
Link, it is mostly to get 
to an event downtown 
such as a concert, or an 
event at the University 
of Arizona, such as a 
football game. — H 
 
To get to grocery stores 
or to go shopping, I have 
to take an Uber/Lyft or 
ask a friend to give me a 
ride. I unfortunately 
never found any bus or 
other means of 
transportation that 
could take me to a 
grocery store in Tucson. 
— M 
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Simplifying processes 

Transit systems can be simplified in multiple 

different ways. In cities where bus lines are 

confusing to riders, routes can be redesigned into 

simple, easy-to-remember shapes.92 In Tucson, the 

bus system covers a lot of ground, but even though 

a large part of the city is a simple grid system, bus 

routes often take nonlinear paths, and some routes 

vary in destination on “designated trips,” design 

quirks that are confusing to riders. 

 

 
Tucson’s bus routes, extending across what is largely a grid system. 

Image: Sun Tran. 

 

 

 
92 Speck, “Rules” 54. 

Community 
Comments 
Here’s what Tucsonans 
had to say about 
accessibility. 
 
“If the bus came more 
frequently, I’d like to 
think I’d choose it over 
driving.” — G 
 
It can be time-
consuming to set up a 
route for different 
destinations, depending 
on the number of 
transfers, the 
coordination of bus 
schedules, and the 
amount of waiting to do 
in between this. — A 
 
I wish it was easier to 
find information about 
buses in Tucson. Maybe 
it’s just me who didn’t 
use the correct websites, 
but sometimes I found it 
pretty hard to find the 
information I was 
looking for. — M 
 

https://www.suntran.com/PDF/Ride%20Guides/Nov%2020/Shelter%20Map%20NOV%2020%20web.pdf
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Above: Route 4 splits off for 
“designated trips only.” 
Right: Route 8 follows suit. 
Images: Sun Tran. 

Above: Route 1 goes up and around.  
Left: Route 17 imitates the Big Dipper.  
Images: Sun Tran. 
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Additionally, if cities have two or more different transit systems, making 

those systems as similar as possible in structure, while ensuring clear branding, will 

help eliminate confusion. For structure, this could mean creating one standardized 

payment system for use on all modes of transit within a city.93 For branding, this 

could mean crafting a “clear identity,” making sure riders can identify both the 

transit agency and the mode of transit.94 While each mode of transit in Tucson is 

prefixed by the word “Sun,” creating a cohesive identity for the system as a whole, 

it would be impossible for a newcomer to determine from the name alone which 

mode of transit is the “Sun Link” and which is the “Sun Tran,” even though one is 

the bus system and one is the streetcar. A good brand can establish itself in the 

local culture, but a bad brand is just confusing.  

 Branding also extends to lines and stops. When lines and stops are named, 

either with colors, numbers, letters, or words for lines, and place names for stops, 

transit systems become less confusing and more memorable to riders.95 

 Information accessibility is also important. At transit stops, electronic signs 

and time-to-arrival clocks are a vast improvement over paper timetables, since 

they are both easier to read for customers and allow transit services to update 

riders in real time about delays or other essential information.96  

 

Improving attractiveness 

 Aesthetics play a big role in the “attractiveness” of transit. Bus shelters, 

transit hubs, and the inside and outside of buses and trains play a big role in getting 

people to want to use transit. Bus shelters are often neglected, but should be 

renovated to be comfortable, interesting, and welcoming, and need to be regularly 

 
93 Speck, “Rules” 55. 
94 Spieler 34. 
95 Ibid. 
96 Speck, “Rules” 55. 



30 
 

maintained to ensure they stay that way.97 Branding on stops, as well as on the 

buses and trains themselves, should be consistent, relatively simple, and should 

avoid looking out-of-date.98 Windows on buses and trains should not be covered by 

advertisements, which improves the experience for both transit riders and 

onlookers.99 

 

 

 

 
97 Ibid., 54. 
98 Ibid., 55. 
99 Ibid., 55, 156. 

Above: Tucson bus without ads. 
Right, below: Tucson buses 
masquerading as billboards.  
Images: Sun Tran, Tim Steller, 
Lamar Advertising. 
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Grabbing the Bull by the Horns 

Cities, it turns out, can do a lot of things to improve transit and the streets it 

serves. City planners and other people who make cities run are the ones in charge 

of making those changes, but sometimes they don’t, or can’t — they might be 

unaware or unwilling, or they might be prevented by mayors, governors, state laws, 

city laws, other city departments, or just a vocal cadre of NIMBYs. It would be so 

much easier if we could all just leave everything to the city planners, but even 

planners who want to make these changes can’t do it alone.  

The first part is just to be aware — to keep learning and engaging new 

perspectives and information, so you can be an advocate for cities and all the 

different people within them, but also to know what’s happening in your city and 

neighborhood. And it’s okay to not be perfect — listening and learning when there’s 

something you didn’t know is part of the process. Sometimes information on these 

topics is not easily accessible, but keeping tabs on goings-on near you means that 

you can help spread the gospel of walkability to your family, friends, neighbors, or 

people on Nextdoor.  

That’s the second part: one of the most important ways to help make needed 

changes happen is to be vocal. That can be scary, or confusing, or overwhelming, so 

it’s okay to start small. Changing individual minds to think in a less car-centered 

way is just as important, because there’s strength in numbers and change is so 

much easier when everyone’s already on board. Point out to your roommate how 

wasteful it is to have massive empty parking lots when you drive by them. Tell your 

dad that the solution to traffic is public transportation when he complains about 

the number of cars on the road. Reassure your grandma that “density” doesn’t have 

to mean skyscrapers going up in her backyard. If you find out that your state has 

laws against inclusionary zoning, like in Arizona, write an email or make a phone 

call to your state representatives to tell them you’re unhappy with the laws and 

want them changed, and encourage your friends to do the same. Spread the word 
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to long-forgotten high school classmates by posting on social media, or expand 

your sphere of influence even further by writing an editorial for your local paper.  

And while kicking up opposition to harmful policies is vital, it’s also crucial to 

make your support for positive change known. If your city is starting processes to 

change laws or zoning codes for the better, like the City of Tucson is with ADUs 

and the creation of the Commission on Equitable Housing & Development, grab 

your roommate and show up to the public meetings to express your support, or 

even fill out a public comment form. You can also find groups in your city that have 

taken up these issues, like the Barrio Neighborhood Coalition in Tucson, and join 

them. They can be great resources, and a fantastic way to get involved in your 

community. One probably exists in your city or town, but if there’s not, consider 

starting one with all those new converts you’ve turned to walkability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.tucsonaz.gov/hcd/cehd
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/pdsd/accessory-dwelling-units-code-amendment
https://forms.office.com/Pages/ResponsePage.aspx?id=7Fke0gjC60Oq8c8G2aGW4DikDSZuhuhLh0aKM0ug5RdUN1JMN1hDNTcwT0RKUDhCRVAwQVpVS09QNS4u
https://bnctucson.org/
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