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a sudden demand to build more. Similar to business structures, there is an outflow from the stock 

going towards housing demolition, which is known as the Housing Demolition Loop. This would 

be the point in time when urban centers are losing people and have too many houses. The 

demolition process could be a project to make more space for something considered more 

desirable for the remaining residents. The Population stock is the most interesting because it has 

three factors affecting it. The idea that when population increases “inmigration”, denoted as the 

Inmigration Loop, will increase is something that will happen when a city is growing. At first, 

when more people come into a city, there is an increase in opportunities that will in term attract 

more people. Following this logically, as the population within a city increases the amount of 

births will increase which is the New Birth Loop. The births of people will then increase the 

population that created them. Finally, as the population increases the amount of “outmigration” 

will follow. This is the point in a city’s lifecycle where its residents no longer benefit from living 

in the area and look elsewhere for opportunities causing the Outmigration Loop. While all of 

these factors do not currently affect one another, it is not much of a stretch to see where 

connections can be made. 
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 The next layer shows the first major loop in the Urban1 Model, the Land and Business 

Loop. Arguably one of the most important loops in the entire system, it emphases the growth of 

business and its effect on the rate of business construction based on the amount of land available. 

This is significant because the simple loops deal with unlimited resources, the more advanced 

loops to follow have limited resources and constraints that will help emphasize the decay of 

cities. The first section of the loop states that as business structures increase, the land fraction 

occupied also increases. In simpler terms, as businesses grow they need more physical space to 

work efficiently. Following that, as the land fraction occupied increases, the business land 

multiplier increases. That is to say as the amount of land occupied is increasing, the prospect that 

it is going to be used for businesses will also increase. The final and most interesting part of this 

loop says that as the business land multiplier increases, it will increase and decrease the business 

construction. This might sound contradictory, but it explains the shift in a city’s desire and need 

for businesses. When a city is growing and trying to be more attractive to people, it will want this 

so be a positive relationship and increase the amount of construction. Later on in a city’s 

lifecycle, a lot of the land will already be built on so the desire to construct more will decrease 

even though the multiplier will be increasing. This will affect the rate of business construction 

and thus the amount of business structures, completing the loop. Because of the transition from 

increased construction to decreased construction, the loop itself transforms from a reinforcing 

loop to a balancing loop. This helps explain the change in the graph from an increase in business 

structures to the eventual collapse. 
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 The third layer has two loops present. The first is Labor Availability and Growth and the 

second is Inmigration and Jobs. The Labor Availability and Growth Loop is a balancing loop that 

explains the job markets effect on business structures. The first piece of this loop states that as 

the amount of business structures increases, jobs will increase. This makes sense because the 

more businesses there are in a city, the more people they will need to hire to complete their work. 

The next piece of the loop notes that as jobs increase, the labor to job ratio decreases. The 

reasoning behind this is that jobs in the labor to jobs ratio is the denominator and an increase in 

the denominator will cause the overall value to decrease. In the context of businesses, it would 

mean that as the amount of jobs increases there will eventually be more jobs available then the 

workforce to fill all of these jobs. As the labor to job ratio increases the business labor force 

multiplier will improve as well. This tells us that as the amount of workers compared to the 

availability of jobs increases, it is implied that the size of the labor force will also increase. In 

perspective, this means that there is a demand for more jobs. The next piece of the loop suggests 
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that as the business labor force multiplier increases, the amount of business construction will also 

increase. It’s this inherent relationship tells us that as there is more labor desiring work, there 

will be more businesses constructed to benefit from the workforce. This loop once again ends 

with business construction directly affecting the amount of business structures in a city. There 

are no longer any important loops affecting the business structure stock in the Urban1 Model. 

 The Inmigration and Jobs loop attempts to explain population’s effect on the job market. 

The loop begins by telling us that as population increases, the labor force increases as well. This 

idea seems logical as more people in a city would also mean more people who can work. The 

next piece of the loop states that as the labor force increases the labor to job ratio will also 

increase. Whereas jobs in the prior loop was the denominator, the labor force in this loop is the 

numerator. That means as the numerator increases, the ratio will also increase and be more 

favorable. This would imply that the more people there are willing to work, there will be less 

jobs available. Next, as the labor to job ratio increases, the attractiveness from jobs multiplier 

will decrease. Once again, this is a logical conclusion to make. It tells us that as there are more 

people then there are jobs, less people will feel attracted to the city. This is because expenses in a 

city are already high, so the possibility of not having work would only be problematic for an 

individual. The penultimate piece of the loop states as the attractiveness from jobs multiplier 

increases inmigration will increase. This does make sense because the more jobs there are, the 

more people will want to come into the city to work at them. The loop closes with inmigration 

connecting to population. This loop is considered a balancing loop, as it will fluctuate in a city’s 

lifetime. 
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 The next layer for the Urban1 Model shows us the last of Forrester’s loops. Here we see 

the: Household Crowding Loop, New Housing Construction Loop, and the Land and Housing 

Loop. The Household Crowding Loop is a balancing loop that explains how household 

availability affects inmigration. The first piece of the loop notes that as population increases the 

households to housing ratio also increases. It’s a ratio that simply describes how many people 

will be living inside a given house. This tells us that as more people move into an urban center, 

they will most likely crowd together into a single house. Next, as the households to housing ratio 

increases the attractiveness from housing multiplier will decrease. This makes sense because as 

more people are forced to live in the same houses, they would not want to live in that 

neighborhood. As attractiveness from housing multiplier increases inmigration will increase 

following it. There is not much of a stretch here, as people will want to move in to areas that 

meet their needs. This means that the more attractive a housing area looks, more people will 

want to move in around there. The loop finishes with inmigration directly affecting population. 
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 The New Housing Construction Loop includes a factor that was slightly changed from 

the original Forrester Urban1 Model. What is now known as the Housing Crowding Multiplier 

was originally named the Housing Attractiveness Multiplier. The reason for this change stems 

from Forrester’s “Attractiveness Principle” which states that attractiveness and unattractiveness, 

while sounding nice, have little impact on the empirical data. Because of this, both are essentially 

equal with no value. Due to this logic, Forrester named this piece of the loop Housing 

Attractiveness Multiplier even though the results should make the proper name Housing 

Unattractiveness Multiplier. It is for this reason the name was changed to the Housing Crowding 

Multiplier, so it could be the same idea but more understandable. This being said, the New 

Housing Construction loop starts with housing increasing and the households to housing ratio 

decreasing. In laymen’s terms, as the amount of houses increase in the city less people will have 

to live together. The next piece summarizes that as the households to housing ratio increases, the 

housing crowding multiplier will increase. Again, the households to housing ratio specifically 

describes the amount of people living in a given house. It makes sense that as this ratio increases, 

the more crowding will occur. Next to last, as the housing crowding multiplier increases, the 

housing construction will increase. As there are more people being crowded into houses, then 

there will be a greater demand for houses to be built. The loop concludes with housing 

construction feeding into housing. This loop is a balancing loop, so the trends stated will ebb and 

flow as time progresses. 

 The final important loop of note in the Urban1 Model is the Land and Housing Loop. 

This balancing loop inspects the amount of housing that could be built in a city considering the 

limiting factor of available space. The initial piece of the loop declares that as housing increases, 

the land fraction occupied also increases. This means that as more houses are built, more space is 
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occupied. It is important to note that with the limiting factor of the city area, housing and 

business structures are competing for space to build. Next in the loop, as the land fraction 

occupied increases, the housing land multiplier decreases. That means once the land in the city is 

occupied, less house can be built because the lack of space. Once the housing land multiplier 

increases, housing construction will also increase. The loop concludes with housing construction 

feeding into the amount of houses being built.  

 

The final layer of the Urban1 Model revels a number of influences and constants that 

connect and factor into the inflows, outflows, and ratios. The intent of these impacts is to add 

constants to all of the formulas and ratios involved. As mentioned earlier, the model will operate 

naturally without any constraints. This will cause both growth and decay to grow exponentially 

without any setbacks. The problem, however, is that this is not realistic. In a real city, there are 
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limiting factors to growth and decay. The factors shown in the final layer work to help normalize 

the data and will add the real world aspect to the model. It is because of these limiting factors 

that the model will give us desirable and realistic results. The pictures below show a completed 

model and a model with the constants shown. 
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 With ending this section, the question arises what this model actually clarifies. In a 

fashion similar to Forrester’s dissenting opinions about unsustainable urban growth, the Urban1 

Model shows these ideas in a simplistic fashion. As shown below, housing will actually almost 

level out over time and remain almost constant. Business structures, the least in quantity of any 

factor, tend to grow for 25 years but then hits a decline. The biggest factor that changes is 

population, which grows rapidly during the period of growth. After roughly 35 years, however, 

we see that there is a large decline in the population that continues over time. This is the period 

of urban decay that begins when the cities are becoming more of an inconvenience. In response, 

there tends to be a period of outmigration from cities in an attempt to reap urban benefits from 

afar. This is when things suburbs start construction to benefit everyone. With all of the loops 

acting as balancing loops at some point, this shows that once growth hits an apex, in this case 

around 25 – 35 years, there will most definitely be a steady decline. At first it is fine because the 

city can handle the extra businesses, people, and housing. Of anything, it is encouraged as the 

city feels it gains more than it loses from these factors. Once it hits the apex, however, it is too 

late to change their policies dynamically. This is when the decline occurs, as all of the prior 

benefits helping growth are now undesirable and helping decay. As Forrester notes, this is too 

late for a change to transpire and the city is forced to deal with their decisions. It is at this point 

that businesses and the population start to leave the urban environment. This proves that the 

Urban1 Model supports the ideals that Forrester wrote about in his numerous works about decay 

through unsustainable growth.  
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Forrester’s Model with Roadways 

 While Forrester’s Model does do an excellent job in portraying uncontrollable growth 

and urban decay, it does not tell us the full story. It is true that businesses structures, housing, 

and population are all important factors in a given city and portraying growth. What the model 

does not show, however, is the importance of roads. Roadway structures are an important factor 

due to their necessity. When was the last time you went to a city and saw a dirt pathway for cars 

to ride on? Or when was the last time you went to an urban environment and didn’t see a road 

being repaired? The reason we see so much of this is because roads help make transportation 

easier for everyone and are almost as necessary to a city as its population. Roads are often one of 

the most overlooked and underfunded parts of city infrastructure. It also proves to be a costly 

element to maintain. 

 The goal of my model is to depict the same practice and premise of Forrester’s Urban1 

Model, but with the added effect on roadways on all of these factors. The design of my added 

structure is similar to the one’s I described about Forrester’s Model. The main stock is titled 
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Roadways with an inflow of Roadway Construction and an outflow of Roadway Destruction. 

There are arrows connecting Roadways to both of these flows, which depicts our simple loops. 

Roadways begins with a base value of 1500 miles, which is 15% of the total area of the urban 

landscape.24 The reason for this is because through research I found that the average urban 

environment takes up around this amount. The Roadway Construction loop implies that as more 

Roadways increase, the amount of Roadway Construction increases. This makes sense because 

as a city grows, it will need more roads in general for its other stocks. It could also describe that 

as the amount of roadways increase, the amount of construction projects for repair also increases. 

Inversely, the Roadway Deconstruction loop describes that as the amount of roadways increases, 

the amount of deconstruction will also decrease. This could be explained in that as roadways 

increase, some roads may become obsolete. This could lead to their destruction to make space 

for more serviceably beneficial replacements. It could also explain that as the amount of 

roadways increase, it becomes harder to repair and maintain a certain quality.  

 The first loop I will explain will be the Land and Roadways Loop, which explains the 

relationship between roadways and the space available to construct. The first piece of this loop 

suggests that as roadways increases, the land fraction occupied will also increase. This expresses 

that as more roads are built, the more space will be occupied. It makes sense because as more 

roads are needed, the more space is equally needed to satisfy construction. The next piece of the 

loop notes that as the land fraction occupied increases, the road land multiplier will decrease. 

That would convey as the amount of land being occupied increases, less would be roads. While I 

do believe that roads are an important factor, it does make sense that allocation for space would 

be prioritized by business structures and housing. To guarantee useful roads, you need businesses 

and people who will use them. After this piece of the loop, the following piece notes that as the 
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road land multiplier increases, the amount of roadway construction will also increase. What this 

explains is that once the demand for roads increases, the construction of said roads will also 

increase to meet the expected amount. The loop concludes with construction influencing 

roadways positively, as more construction would increase the quantity of roads. Due to these 

polarities, this loop is considered a balancing loop and will have an increase followed by a 

decrease. 

 The next loop to explain will be the Business Desire for Roadways Loop. This loop is 

two-fold as it requires information from both Business Structures and Roadways. The first part 

of the loop I will start with states that as business structures increases, the amount of business 

roadways needed will also increase. This is an important factor to understand, as all businesses 

need a certain quantity of roads to perform their objectives efficiently. The next section of this 

loop denotes that as business roadways needed increases, the business roads needed to roadway 

ratio will also increase. The simple reason for this is because for the ratio, business roads needed 

is the numerator and the increase would correlate. A more clarified reason would be that the 

increased need for roads by businesses would affect construction. Related to this, the next piece 

of the loop I will be explaining notes that as roadways increase, the business roads needed to 

roadway ratio would decrease. This too could simply be explained that roadways are the 

denominator in the ratio and their increase would lead to a decrease. Another way of explaining 

it would be that as there are more roads being built, businesses would not need to push for more 

construction. After these pieces feeding into it, the following piece of the loop notes that as 

business roads needed to roadway ratio increases, then roadway attractiveness for businesses will 

also increase. This relationship tells us that once businesses get the roads they desire, the city 

will become more attractive to new businesses. It is sound logic, as businesses often want to be 
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in a good locations that would encourage growth. By this reasoning, a responsive city area that 

builds roads in order to help businesses would be preferred. This leads to the penultimate part of 

the loop, which says that roadways attractiveness for business would increase roadway 

construction. The relationship suggests that the nicer roadways seem to be for businesses, the 

more construction will take place. Since business is important for any city to grow, it makes 

sense that the construction of roadways would increase in an attempt to increase business interest 

in the given city. The loop once again ends with roadway construction increasing roadways, as 

the loop will be impacting the rate of construction. This loop is also a balancing loop. 

 The final loop that I added into the Urban1 Model is Population Desire for Roadways 

Loop. This loop works in a similar fashion to the pervious loop, but looks at the Population’s 

effect on Roadway Construction. This loop begins with the notion that as population increases, 

population roadways needed will also increase. This tells the reader that as more people come 

into the city, there will be a greater need for roadways. The next part of the loop states that as the 

population roadways needed increases, the population roads needed to roadway ratio will also 

increase. With an increase to the numerator, it could also mean that as roadways needed 

increases the desire to build more roads also increases. At the same time as this prior piece of the 

loop is happening, as roadways increase the population roads needed to roadway ratio will 

decrease. Similar to the corresponding ratio in regards to business, this section explains that as 

roadways are being built the desire for more roads will decrease. It makes sense because the 

population only needs a certain amount of roads to fulfill their daily needs. The next piece of this 

loop says that as the population roads needed to roadway ratio increases, the population 

attractiveness for roads also increases. This is telling us that as people are getting the roads they 

need, the more people will be satisfied by the roads they have. This is important to understand 
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because this leads into the next section, which is as population attractiveness for roads increases 

roadway construction will also increase. It is this section that tells the reader that as the 

population’s satisfaction with roadways increases, they will also want to make more roads. This 

leads to the end of our final loop which tells us again that as roadway construction increases, 

roadways also increase. With this loop also being a balancing loop it is important to note that 

there will be large increases when the city is growing, but there is also a decline following the 

city’s decay. 

 Now that I’ve explained all of my loops, the next part I will go over is all of the constants 

I have added to make my model work. In the prior section I mentioned that constants were 

essential to the Urban1 Model because it allows us to normalize the data and make the 

information more pertinent. Since the model was made in the late 1960s, the constants I added 

were formulated based on information from 1970. This will give the results and ratios a 

proximity and realism compared to the others. For both RCN and RDN, I used .04. The 

reasoning behind this is that roadways last about 25 years on average from the research I did.25 

All I did was take 1, being a healthy roadway, and divide it by 25 years of longevity to get .04. It 

also makes sense that the rates of construction and destruction are similar, if not the same, 

because of the rate of repair or lack thereof would be slowly decreasing over time. Finally, it also 

makes sense because with both being equal you would be able to see the effects of other factors 

on the rate of construction better. LPRM, or the land per roadway made, was determined to be a 

flat 1 acre/mile. This constant helps affect the land fraction occupied and tells it how much land 

is needed for a given road.  The reason for this amount is because a two lane mile of road in the 

real world is a lot greater than an acre, but the space for housing is greater than .1 acre and 

businesses is greater than .2. To make thing proportional, we decided to scale roadways back to a 
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reasonable amount for the model to run properly. For the calculations regarding miles of road per 

person and miles of road per business, we need more information from this time period. I 

decided to gather information about New York City due to it being the largest city in the world 

and the large amount of data recorded. Mainly, we will need the miles of road in 1970 in NYC, 

population of NYC in 1970, and the amount of businesses in 1970. According to the New York 

State Statistical Yearbook from 1971, the amount of roadway miles in New York City was 5,578 

which I rounded to 5,600 miles.26 The population in New York City was roughly 7,800,000 

people according to the decennial census.27 The amount of total businesses in New York City 

around this time is 540,000. Being the specific information was difficult to find, it is going to be 

implied that the amount of businesses is identical to the amount of business structures. To 

calculate the miles of road per person, we simply divide roads by population. Once we do this, 

we multiply the answer by 10,000 to convert it into modular information. This gives us an 

answer of 7 miles per person that they would need to be efficient. In a similar fashion, to get 

miles of road per business we would divide roads by business. When we do this, we once again 

multiply the answer by 10,000 and get a result of 104 miles per business. This gives us all of the 

constants for the new Urban1 Model with Roadways added. Pictured below is the complete 

Urban1 Model with Roadways added to show all of the loops and constants present in the model. 

Also, there is a complete model with the constants and trends shown.  
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 When running this base model, we can see that there is definitely a similar trend present 

in the original Urban1 Model. While graphing these variables, we see that all the variables tend 

to have the same trends. Business structures are still increasing, but seem to slowly decline after 

around 25 years. The population operates the same with an increase for around 35 years and then 

a decrease over the rest of the shown time. Housing, oddly enough, seems to be increasing over 

the time span consistently. Roadways start higher than the other factors, which makes sense 

because they are necessary to both businesses and population within a city. They continue to 

increase for around 17 years, but then take a sharp decline for the rest of the shown timeframe.  

This is telling us that there are too many roadways in urban environments and that by 20 years, 

cities will be unable to build or maintain their roadways in a proper fashion. In my opinion, this 

is a serious problem because roadways decreasing in quality will affect the interest of new 

businesses and population to come into a city. 
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 The next part I would like to discuss is the differences between the Urban1 Model and the 

base Urban1 Model with Roadways. While I have speculated what the effects would be, the 

graph below shows information of the two prior graphs put together. I was able to do that by 

using the Urban1 Model with Roadways implanted and shut down the effect of Roadways. By 

looking at this graph, you can really see the effects of Roadways on the cities. Business 

structures seem to be the least affected, but the one with roads is slightly lower than the one 

without roads due to the loss of space. Housing with roads is a lower than housing without roads, 

but also continues to increase while housing without roads seems to level out. This could be 

because while houses are competing with space for roads, they do allow people to get into cities 

more easily. This increase of ease of entrance could increase the housing demand. As for 

population, the amount of people in the urban environment with roads is a lot lower than people 

without roads. This could be because more roads lead to more transportation options and the 

growth of suburbs. This shows that there is a place for consideration for Roadways in the Urban1 

Model. 
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 The next part of this section will discuss other runs with different effects on the new 

model. The reason we do this is to compare the base runs of the new model to the base runs of 

the original model. This will show Roadways direct effect on the Urban1 Model, especially 

relating to the space available to build. The reason we do other runs is to test the elasticity of the 

model. For this I will be running the model by adding positive shocks to a number of multipliers 

in the model, specifically: Population Attractiveness for Roads and Roadway Attractiveness for 

Business. By looking at the results with these shocks, we can see if the model is proper and 

sustainable. 

  The Population Attractiveness for Roadways in the base model is shown below. What 

this is saying is that when people have more roads then they need and the exact amount they 

need, the amount of construction desired by the population will remain constant. When they have 

less roadways then they need, the population will increase the output to 1.035, meaning that they 

will increase construction by 3.5%. 
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To really test the elasticity of the new model, I increased the construction that will occur 

to 1.5 when the population is satisfied and when they desire more roads. In respect to 

construction, this would mean we are building roads 50% faster than before. The reason for this 

big change compared to the modest base amount is because this is an extreme scenario. I named 

the new model run Roads with PAoR, meaning roads with Population for Roads affected. 

 

 When looking at the graph comparing the base run to the new run, we can clearly see a 

difference in roadways. With a higher demand for roadways, more are built compared to the base 

run. Housing and Business structures are decreased to make more space for the roads that are 

needed. The population for the new run is actually lower than the base run, but it seems to level 

out instead of a decay like the base run. Even though there is a dramatic change, you can clearly 

see that the stocks are trending in a similar fashion. This is important and shows us that the 

model seems to be operating efficiently, even in exaggerated situations. 
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 The Roadway Attractiveness for Business in the base model is shown below. What this is 

saying is that when businesses have more roads then they need and the exact amount they need, 

the amount of construction desired by the population will remain constant. When they have less 

roadways then they need, the population will increase the output to 1.07, meaning that they will 

increase construction by 7%. Compared to the population factor, businesses will be able to 

construct roads twice as fast. The reasoning behind this is that businesses will typically have 

more control in roadway construction and maintenance then a single person. 
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I increased the construction that will occur to 1.5 once again, but in this case when 

businesses desire more roads to be built. This means we are building roads 50% faster than 

before. Once again, the reason for this big change in comparison to the modest base amount is 

because we need extreme scenario compared to a more realistic one. I named the new model run 

Roads with RAfB, meaning roads with Roadway Attractiveness for Business changed. 
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 There is once again a difference between the base run and the modified run with a 

positive shock in this factor. Once again, we are seeing that Housing and Business structures are 

lower in the new run compared to the base because we need more space for the added roads. The 

population is lower, but seems to level out more compared to the base run. Roadways are higher 

than the base model because of the increased construction. Oddly enough, this new run seems to 

look almost identical to the other run in comparison to the base. This is because of the increased 

amount I chose being the same, and both factors affect the construction rate of roadways in the 

same manner. That being said, we once again see that the model trends in the same ways as 

before, showing that it is running properly. 
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Conclusion 

 With all of this evidence, we need to ask ourselves what this all means and what it 

effectively shows us. I believe this evidence tells us that Roadways are an equally important 

factor in a model of urban decay. This is because Roadways take up a limited space, which also 

compete with Housing and Business structures, in a city. The trend in cities and the world as a 

whole seems to be periods of significant growth of roadways, but then ineffective upkeep plans. 

This causes an increased decay that will do nothing but negatively affect all parties involved. 

While cities do have a bunch of benefits for people, the unsustainable growth noted by Forrester 

seems to be an unavoidable tendency that many environments are facing today. I believe the 

notions and beliefs mentioned by authors like Robert Ceverro declaring the overall benefits of 

roadway growth are important. That being said, the ideas put forth by authors such as Todd 
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Litman about the adverse effects of roadways is something to also consider. It is for this reason, I 

believe that cities must consider adding additional roadways on a case by case basis before 

simply expanding. Similar to what Forrester said, I believe we will only continue enhancing 

urban decay if we continue to grow cities road systems at an uncontrollable rate without having a 

valid strategy. I hope that the information I portrayed and explained would be considered before 

continuing the recent trend of overwhelming development and deterioration.  
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