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Foreword

In its Center on Urban and Metropolitan Policy, the Brookings Institu-
tion has established a vital research center and repository of information
on American metropolitan development, and the center’s director, Bruce
Katz, has brought new perspectives and original ideas to the forefront of
urban policymaking. The center not only focuses on how central cities
can work toward renewed prosperity but also examines cities within the
larger context of regional growth. Downtown is no longer the single
locus of a metropolitan area—regions have sprawled and become
increasingly decentralized. More and more, urban policy discussions
address the effects of that decentralization.

Suburban sprawl certainly is not a new topic, but defining and meas-
uring sprawl within the rapidly developing metropolitan environment
certainly is a current concern. Robert Lang, director of the Metropolitan
Institute at Virginia Tech, has conducted intriguing research on an
emerging metropolitan form that furthers the Brookings Institution’s
innovative contributions to urban policy. Lang looks back at Joel Gar-
reau’s 1991 publication, Edge City: Life on the New Frontier, and deter-
mines that more is happening in suburbia than we thought. Garreau’s
book proved so influential that his edge city continues to be one of the
major categories by which suburban and exurban development are
described. To this literature Lang adds a new development category that
he labels “edgeless cities”—free-form clusters of office space that have
silently sprung up along highways and interchanges. It is astonishing
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that they typically contain more commercial office space than do estab-
lished downtowns and that often they dwarf edge cities in total size. No
longer is there just the push-pull of the downtown versus the edge city—
now there is a new contender that has gobbled up much of the undevel-
oped space in between: the edgeless city.

The edgeless city concept was first introduced in the Brookings Insti-
tution’s Survey Series in October 2000. Almost immediately, newspapers
such as the Washington Post, the Atlanta Constitution-Journal, and
USA Today picked it up, knowing that the category was indeed “new”
news in the realm of regional politics and planning. Lang’s research also
generated discussion among academics, policymakers, and business
leaders. The topic of edgeless cities has been featured at conferences held
by the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and the Urban Land Institute,
and it has been written about in publications such as Planning maga-
zine. Now, in this book, Lang provides an in-depth look at how edgeless
cities evolved and how they have changed the metropolitan landscape.

Many have recognized that the edgeless city concept is a useful
addendum to the urban policy literature that shapes how we live and
work. The Brookings Institution is glad to have been part of the process
and to add it to our effort to chronicle metropolitan evolution.

STROBE TALBOTT

President, Brookings Institution
Washington, D.C.
December 2002



Preface

Let me start out by stating my bias: I like cities. I have lived in cities my
entire adult life and only recently moved to an older inner suburb. I
would like to think that somehow suburban office areas were in the
process of maturing into higher-density, more livable, and more urbane
places. I support development practices and policies that help edge cities
achieve a sense of place. However, as a social scientist I am compelled to
deal with reality, as best as it can be understood. And from my read of
the evidence that follows, I find that suburbia may be heading in the
opposite direction.

At the same time I believe that much of metropolitan America has
been misunderstood. Many dismiss the nation’s built environment, espe-
cially the suburbs, as crass, corporate, and alienating. Whole careers
have been built out of trashing what are admittedly easy targets. But
despite my pro-urban bias, I see no reason to join the chorus. The sub-
urbs need to be understood on their own terms. For better or worse,
America is now a suburban nation.

The study reported in this book is part of a research program that I
initiated while I was director of urban and metropolitan research at the
Fannie Mae Foundation that looked at everything from how to measure
sprawl better to identifying major differences in metropolitan develop-
ment patterns. It is my hope that this new basic research on the nature
of metropolitan growth patterns will inform the public policy debate on
smart growth.

Xi
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At the beginning of the 1990s, when the state of New Jersey was
developing its master plan, I was a doctoral student at Rutgers Univer-
sity. As a research associate at the university’s Center for Urban Policy
Research, I began looking at where the state’s office development had
occurred during the booming 1980s. I sought to understand the geogra-
phy of office development by addressing such issues as where offices
were being built, how they were arrayed, and whether they were densely
packed or scattered. The point was to see how the office economy fit
into the New Jersey State Plan, which emphasized the redevelopment of
urban centers as a way to curb sprawl and preserve open space.

What I found surprised me. I was expecting to see a reasonably well
ordered polycentrism. This was, after all, New Jersey, which the book
Edge City had depicted as the new “standard” polycentric region.
Instead I found an often post-polycentric urban form. Most of the state’s
office clusters were much smaller than the 5 million square feet that
would qualify them as an “edge city” as I defined it. In fact, New Jersey
did not have a single edge city as defined by Garreau—or urban village
as defined by Leinberger—which requires 5 million square feet of office
space and an accompanying 600,000 square feet of retail space. No such
combination existed in all of the Garden State. Three places had more
than 5 million square feet of office space in a more or less contiguous
area; however, the closest regional mall was miles away.

Recognizing that New Jersey might simply be an exception, I began
to look around the country. I found that there were indeed edge cities in
many locations, but I also found that, as in New Jersey, there was also a
lot of what I originally called “office sprawl” competing with these
places. After numerous conversations with consultants, field observa-
tions, and analyses of office data, I decided to construct a new prelimi-
nary model that accounted for all of the non-CBD office space outside
edge cities. I termed this space “edgeless cities.”

To a large extent this book reflects both my personal and professional
experience of metropolitan America. I visited every one of the thirteen
metropolitan areas included in the survey at least twice within the past
several years. I drove their beltways, stayed in their hotels, and toured
their office parks. I gathered extensive field notes. Most of these regions
contain major universities with urban planning departments, and I spent
hours on the phone interviewing faculty members about their respective
regions. I also talked with regional planning agencies and pored over
regional planning reports. Finally, I attended conferences and meetings
with commercial real estate developers. A good portion of what is
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reported in the following data analysis reflects my own informed
impressions and observations.

As with any large study, many people helped, and I want to acknowl-
edge their efforts. Several people made key contributions to the develop-
ment of this work. First among them is Frank Popper, who was the
sounding board for much of the analytic thinking behind this book.
Together we spent countless hours comparing our observations and
speculating on how metropolitan areas were evolving.

Many of the faculty at Rutgers University also read all or parts of this
work and offered valuable feedback, including Robert Gutman, David
Popenoe, John Leggett, Robert Burchell, Michael Greenberg, James
Hughes, and Robert Fishman (now at the University of Michigan).

I also acknowledge Bill Fulton, who gave very careful reads to two
drafts of this book. His comments were very useful and helped shape
subsequent rewrites. Anthony Downs of the Brookings Institution also
reviewed the book; I appreciate the valuable insights and comments that
he provided.

This book incorporates the work of two research partners. Myron
Orfield and his staff at the Metropolitan Area Research Corporation
(MARC) produced the office space maps that appear in chapter 7. I
especially thank Tom Luce, who managed the project for MARC, and
Aaron Timbo, who ran the GIS maps. George Galster led the academic
team (including Royce Hanson, Hal Wolman, Stephen Coleman, and
Jason Freihage) that conceptualized and measured housing sprawl in the
thirteen metropolitan areas examined in the study. I thank them for
using the first test of their sprawl indicator on the same regions that
form the basis of my study.

Another important partner has been the Brookings Institution Center
on Urban and Metropolitan Policy, which has helped at several key
stages in this project. The center’s staff has provided tremendous techni-
cal assistance in organizing and editing the data. I especially thank Dao
Nguyen, Ben Margolis, Jennifer Bradley, and Jennifer Vey.

The Brookings Institution, the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, and
the Fannie Mae Foundation have been the main sources of funding for
this research. I very much valued the support of these organizations, in
particular the encouragement of Roz Greenstein at Lincoln, Bruce Katz
and Amy Liu at Brookings, and Jim Carr at the Fannie Mae Foundation.

Graduate students in the University of Maryland—College Park’s urban
planning department did the really heavy lifting—data entry. One student
in particular, Don McClauslin, did much of the work. His attention to

xiii
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detail and quality control work is very much appreciated. I also thank
Heather Mabhaley, a graduate student at Rutgers, who helped with the lit-
erature review by finding some rather obscure articles and writing up
summaries.

As this project evolved, I had several chances to present preliminary
findings to mostly academic audiences. I received especially good feed-
back from talks at New York University, Princeton University, and the
University of Pennsylvania, and I thank the students and faculty who
participated.

Most of this book was written during two extended stays in Blacks-
burg, Virginia. I picked this lovely college town on the recommendation
of Ted Koebel of Virginia Tech. Ted not only generously offered his
department’s facilities, he found me a great bed and breakfast to stay
in—the Clay Corner Inn—where I found a quiet place to write. I thank
Ted for his help. I also thank Jennifer LeFurgy of the Metropolitan Insti-
tute at Virginia Tech for helping with the final edits on the book.

Finally, and most important, I want to thank my wife, Karen
Danielsen, who supported my efforts despite two long absences. She
read and edited early drafts of this work. In addition, Karen provided
some of the NRI data for the study, and she also found the main office
data source, which made this whole project possible.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The bulletin is this: Edge Cities mean that density is back.
—JOEL GARREAU (1991)

That much-quoted line from Joel Garreau’s compelling and influential
book Edge City often is cited with a sigh of relief by those who hope
that suburbia is finally growing up and starting to behave itself. Many
people in the smart growth movement—which seeks among other goals
to build higher-density, mixed-use suburbs—are especially invested in
the idea that maturing edge cities represent a hopeful future. Given this
author’s sympathies with the smart growth movement,' he is not espe-
cially happy to deliver the latest bulletin: the long-standing presence of
“edgeless cities” means that sprawl is back—or, more accurately, that it
never went away.

Edgeless cities, a form of sprawling office development that does not
have the density or cohesiveness of edge cities, account for two-thirds of
the office space found outside downtowns. Among the nation’s largest
office markets, edgeless cities have nearly twice the space of edge cities.
And they are everywhere—no major metropolitan area is without them.
Edgeless cities are not mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly areas, nor are they
easily accessed by public transit. They are not even easy to locate, because
they are scattered in a way that is almost impossible to chart. Edgeless
cities spread almost imperceptibly throughout metropolitan areas, filling
out central cities, occupying much of the space between more concen-
trated suburban business districts, and ringing the metropolitan area’s

1. See Danielsen and Lang (1998); Danielsen, Lang, and Fulton (1999); Lang (2000a).
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built-up periphery. It is telling that the 1999 movie Office Space, which
was filmed in an edgeless landscape outside Dallas, makes no direct
mention of the environment, although the director turns his satiric
attention to just about everything else in suburbia, including traffic
jams, formula restaurants, and cheaply constructed condos.

In contrast, edge cities are easy to find. Their buildings rise over the
horizontal suburban landscape like the Emerald City over Oz. Garreau
got in his car and drove to these places. He stood at their center, sur-
veyed the scene, and declared the new city found. On the way to the
new city, he passed through miles of uncharted suburbia. At the exit
ramps along the nation’s beltways, unnoted, were the other new cities.
But Garreau is a reporter, not a social scientist. It is his job to report the
notable—not the mundane.

A good example of an edgeless city is central New Jersey, especially
the area around Princeton. The town of Princeton is a traditional center
that features an old main street, Nassau Street, running alongside the
university. But outside the city, things are not so tidy. Princeton as a
business center is less a center than a region, more accurately called
greater Princeton. Much of the region’s office development spills north
from the city for miles along route 1 toward New Brunswick, while
some reaches south to Trenton. More offices lie along routes 27 and
206. Development also spreads east toward the New Jersey Turnpike,
and office parks line many county and other minor roads. And Prince-
ton’s edgeless city is not isolated. Office development in neighboring
Monmouth, Middlesex, Somerset, and Hunterdon counties fits the same
pattern. There are a few older cities and some newer suburban office
concentrations, but the vast majority of office space in central New
Jersey (or greater Princeton) is edgeless. In total, central New Jersey
edgeless cities stretch over a thousand square miles of metropolitan area.

Measuring edgeless cities has been a conceptual challenge requiring
several trials involving various errors. The form of edgeless cities can be
described in various ways—as illimitable, indefinite, undiscovered,
imperceptible, elusive. The term “edgeless city” captures the fact that
most suburban office areas lack a physical edge. Edgeless cities thus are
cities in function, in that they contain office employment, but not in
form, because they are scattered, unlike traditional and even some sub-
urban office development. In contrast to some larger edge cities that
combine large-scale office with major retail development, most edgeless
cities contain isolated office buildings or small clusters of buildings of
varying densities over vast swaths of metropolitan space.
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Many social critics disparage edge cities as sprawling, alienating,
corporate versions of real cities.? But if those critics do not like edge
cities, they are absolutely going to hate edgeless cities, which are not
even cohesive enough to pretend to be cities. Critics focus on edge cities
in part because they can at least identify them. By contrast, edgeless
cities are stealthy—they come in under the radar. The new urbanists
snidely describe “edge cities” as “a term which implies urbanism but is
in fact only the statistical agglomeration of housing, subdivisions,
shopping centers, and business parks.”3 For new urbanists, “an Edge
City is equivalent but not equal to a city.” Consider that edgeless cities
fit the new urbanist description of edge cities—minus “agglomera-
tion”—and you get an idea of how low such critics’ regard for edgeless
cities must be.

Garreau’s book sparked considerable controversy. It had its fans and
its detractors, yet all but a few took Garreau at his word: that for bad or
good, edge cities represented the suburban future.* Garreau had it
right—or at least partly right. Edge cities represent one suburban future,
but only one. This book reports on the other new metropolis to have
emerged in the past few decades. It covers an alternative suburban
future, the post-polycentric version.’

The study on which this book is based explores America’s metro-
politan form by examining the growth and spatial structure of non-
downtown office space. Using rental office space data from 1979 to
1999, it shows how the nation’s largest metropolitan areas arrived at
their current commercial geography.® It looks at the evolving spatial
structure of rental office space in thirteen of the nation’s largest markets,
which together contain more than 2.6 billion square feet of office space
and 26,000 buildings. The markets are found throughout the United
States: six are in the Northeast and Midwest, and seven are in the South
and the West. The metropolitan areas studied are Atlanta, Boston,

2. For example, see Soja (1997).

3. CNU (1999), emphasis added.

4. Fans included Delany (1993) and Kenneth Jackson, “The View from the Periphery,”
New York Times, September 22, 1991, sec. 7, pp. 1, 11; detractors included Beauregard
(1995), Clarke (1992), and Sharpe and Wallach (1992). For a skeptic, see Abbott (1991).

5. Descriptions of post-polycentric urban form have an extensive literature. For exam-
ple, see Lessinger (1962), Lewis (1983, 1995), Lynch (1961), Pressman (1985), and Web-
ber (1967).

6. Even though the data end with the last quarter of 1999, new construction fell off
dramatically after that, leaving many markets unchanged during the next two years (ULI

2002).
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Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, Denver, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, New
York City, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.”

The study’s major finding is that most metropolitan rental office
space exists in either high-density downtowns or low-density edgeless
cities. The medium-density office environments of edge cities and sec-
ondary downtowns, which account for eighty-one places in the study,
constitute just one-quarter of metropolitan space. In addition, edgeless
cities have more total space than the downtown in eleven of the thirteen
metropolitan areas studied. Only New York City and Chicago, the two
largest downtowns in the United States, surpass their region’s edgeless
cities in rental office space.

This book’ main thesis is zot that edgeless cities are especially new;
the data show that they have been around for decades. It is that as both
advocates and critics focused on edge cities, edgeless cities were over-
looked. In the rush to find a new form of cohesiveness in the suburbs,
most observers missed the chaos. That chaos is revealed by simply look-
ing at the geography of office data. Most non-downtown office space
falls outside large clusters, often appearing in smaller clusters, corridors,
and scattered locations. Most important, exploring what drives the
chaos may improve our comprehension of the new metropolis, which,
despite being several decades old, is new to our understanding.

The study reported in this book is not intended to be an exhaustive
multivariate statistical analysis, although the findings are partly data
derived. The book is not an exercise in GIS (geographic information sys-
tems) technology, even though some preliminary office data maps are
presented. Rather, the data, illustrations, maps, and photos shown help
reframe current thinking on the metropolis. The typologies developed
here are not definitive; follow-up research will refine them.® And
although the study was national in scope, only thirteen metropolitan
areas are included. Future work will greatly expand that number, adding
many more modest-sized regions.

The book is less about offering new models than it is about challeng-
ing old ones. The term “edgeless city” may not stick. The label was
picked in part to take the edge off the edge city concept and in the
process open a new debate on metropolitan growth trends. The main

7. For purposes of this study, Washington, D.C., is treated as part of the
Northeast/Midwest.

8. As a follow-up to this book, the author expects to work with the Metropolitan Area
Research Corporation (now ameregis) on a series of projects that refine the categories
through more sophisticated mapping and statistical analysis.
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contribution is thus conceptual. Just as Myron Orfield’s 1997 book
Metropolitics distinguished two kinds of suburbs—those with high and
low fiscal capacity—this study distinguishes two types of suburban
office development: bounded and edgeless. And, like Orfield’s work, this
book has numerous implications beyond the data. One is that in many
ways edgeless cities raise an even bigger challenge than edge cities for
those who seek to build a less sprawling suburbia.

The Marked and the Unmarked

The subject of this book falls in a category that some cognitive sociolo-
gists refer to as “the unmarked.” Whereas “marked” subjects have some
exceptional quality that attracts study, the unmarked often go undocu-
mented.’ In some behavioral studies, for example, gay individuals such
as those who live in the Castro neighborhood of San Francisco and par-
ticipate in gay rights parades are the marked, and their behavior and
lifestyle sometimes is taken as representative of that of all gays. Yet there
are studies that show that a large portion of the gay community
attempts to fit into the straight world.!” By virtue of their more conven-
tional lifestyle, these people, the unmarked, do not generate much media
or research interest, but any comprehensive characterization of the gay
world would have to include them.

Edgeless cities are the unmarked phenomena of the new metropolis.
They are mundane, they are ubiquitous, and most people intuitively
know what they are. But no national empirical study has characterized
them. However, edgeless cities need to be understood; the public policy
stakes surrounding smart growth alone warrant their study. And when
they are described in a way that a general audience can understand, they
can attract attention. A preliminary form of the research in this book
published in late 2000 generated national and local media interest.

9. Brekhus (1998).

10. Brekhus (1998).

11. Stories covering the research (Lang 2000c) appeared immediately in USA Today,
the Washington Post, and the Atlanta Journal and Constitution. Follow-up stories
included a report from the Associated Press (Hansen 2001) and the journal Planning. See
Haya El Nasser, “Edgeless Cities Confound Efforts to Control Growth,” USA Today,
October 31, 2000, p. 4A; Jackie Spinner, “Scattered Offices Said to Fuel Traffic Woes;
Report Seeks Growth in, near District,” Washington Post, November 1, 2000, p. E1; Tony
Wilbert, “Atlanta Trails only Detroit in Suburban Sprawl,” Atlanta Journal and Constitu-
tion, November 1, 2000, p. 3E; Jeff Hansen, “State’s Population Shifts Rework
Cityscapes,” Birmingham News, May 13, 2001; Knack (2000).
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The media seem to love “man bites dog” stories.'? The idea that a
place such as Tysons Corner, Virginia (a large edge city outside Washing-
ton, D.C., that is heavily featured in Garreau’s book) has more office
space than the state capital, Richmond, is by now passé. But the fact
that Washington’s edgeless cities (which comprise more than a thousand
scattered, low-slung buildings) cumulatively are bigger than DC’s down-
town is news. The public can grasp that a big, new, suburban city like
Tysons Corner has surpassed an older traditional one like Richmond. It
is more striking—and therefore newsworthy—to consider that, taken
together, all the faceless, no-name office parks stretching to the edge of
the region include more office space than is found downtown. Edgeless
cities’ moment in the spotlight may indeed have arrived. This book now
marks the unmarked, revealing some surprising results.

Why Follow Office Space?

Following office space trends is a good way to understand metropolitan
change because office space is where a large percentage of job growth
occurs. In some metropolitan areas, nearly half of all newly hired
employees go to work in office buildings,'® which were the last major
element of central cities to suburbanize, following residences and retail
stores.!* The rapid growth of suburban office development was so signif-
icant a trend that it sparked a series of books and articles in the late
1980s and early 1990s that sought to explain how it reshaped the Amer-
ican metropolis; some observers understood the meaning of this trend as
early as the 1970s."

The location of office space is critical in a number of public policy
areas. For example, the distribution of new office space affects the
extent to which a jobs/housing mismatch exists in a region.' It also can

12. The author worked on many such stories as a consultant to USA Today in 2001
during the release of the 2000 short-form census data.

13. Bureau of Labor Statistics (1998).

14. Leinberger (1996); Muller (1980).

15. Baldassare (1986); Bruegmann and Davis (1992); Cervero (1986, 1989); Erickson
(1985); Fishman (1987, 1990); Fulton (1986); Garreau (1991); Hartshorn and Muller
(1986, 1989); Leinberger and Lockwood (1986); Pivo (1990); Romanos, Chifos, and Fen-
ner (1989); Breckenfeld (1972); Linda Greenhouse, “The Outer City: Growth Turning into
a Menace,” New York Times, June 3, 1971; John Herbers, “The Outer City; Uneasiness
over the Future,” New York Times, June 2, 1971; Douglas E. Kneeland, “The Outer City;
There Is No Firm Stereotype,” New York Times, May 31, 1971; Vance (1977).

16. Cervero (1986).
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influence economic opportunity, if, for example, there is a mismatch
between the locations of jobs and concentrations of minority house-
holds.!'” Office location also has an impact on urban sprawl. If much
new office space is constructed at the regional edge, it extends com-
muter sheds for many miles into undeveloped rural areas, thereby feed-
ing sprawl.’® Finally, the geography of office location figures
prominently in transportation analysis. If most new space is built in
areas with no access to public transit, reliance on automobiles will con-
tinue to grow.

The growing importance of suburban office space in American life
has even led to a new coinage: the “office park dad,”" who “is a subur-
ban, non-union, stock-owning political moderate, age 25-50.”%° Office
park dads, estimated to be about 15 percent of the voting age popula-
tion, form a political swing group, like the minivan-driving, suburban
“soccer moms” of the 1990s. The term “office park dads” works as
political shorthand because these “dads” are so common—the fact that
they are not “downtown dads” reflects how significant and ubiquitous a
work setting suburban office space has become. And, like edgeless cities
(where so many of them work), office park dads are now “marked,” at
least by political analysts.

While office space data are an important indicator of metropolitan
change, they cannot convey the whole picture. The office space docu-
mented in the study is leased, multi-tenanted buildings; other major
employment sites such as government offices, warehouses, flex space
(offices combined with light-manufacturing facilities), hospitals, and uni-
versities (for more details on the data, see appendix A) are excluded. This
study therefore reports only a portion of the white-collar employment,
albeit a significant share, in thirteen of the nation’s largest metropolitan
areas. While retail space was not specifically tracked, the presence or
absence of large regional malls amid office development was noted.

Also missing from the study were small office buildings such as those
occupied by local professionals (for example, dentists and tax prepar-
ers). Providers of such services have long been dispersed because they fill

17. Kain (1991).

18. Ding and Bingham (2000).

19. Jill Lawrence, “Democrats Trying to Woo Suburban Dads,” USA Today, May 21,
2002, p. A3; David Von Drehle, “For Democrats, Key Voters May Be Married to Soccer
Moms: Pollster Says Party Should Target ‘Office Park Dads.”” Washington Post, May 22,
2002, p. AS.

20. Lawrence, “Democrats Trying to Woo Suburban Dads.”
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local needs and therefore quickly followed people to the suburbs.
Instead, this study zeros in on the type of office buildings that used to be
almost exclusively found in large commercial centers, housing busi-
nesses such as advertising and finance. Had all local businesses been
included in this analysis, the regions would have seemed radically decen-
tralized, and the recent shift of higher-order economic activity from the
center to the edge might have been lost in background noise.

This study measures only one type of sprawl—office sprawl. While
office development is an important dimension of sprawl, it is not the
only measure. Multiple sprawl measures are used in this book to offer a
context for office sprawl.

Is the New Metropolitan Form Really New?

At the start of the twentieth century, almost all of America’s office space
could be found in its downtowns. But even in the early decades of the
century, “uptowns” began to form a few miles from the original down-
town, offering newer, less congested, and often more upscale business
environments. Examples include the Wilshire district of Los Angeles and
midtown Manhattan. Uptowns were driven by two main forces—a
decentralizing population (especially wealthy people) and transportation
improvements. Streetcars—and soon automobiles—loosened down-
town’s hold on commerce during the 1910s. The waves of decentralized
office development that followed in edge cities and edgeless cities made
the once distinct uptowns seem more like downtown—some of the origi-
nal uptowns are now so old and so relatively close to downtown that
now they are treated essentially as extensions of downtown.

Satellite cities, another form of decentralized growth, also flourished
in the early twentieth century. In a 1915 publication entitled Satellite
Cities: A Case Study of Industrial Suburbs, economist Graham Taylor
described an emerging pattern of metropolitan development in which
heavy industry was rapidly shifting to the suburbs in search of more
space and lower costs. And more than seventy-five years ago sociologist
Ernest Burgess noted that business growth, which he characterized as
being “centralized-decentralized” in structure, already was evident at
Chicago’s edge.?!

Early twentieth-century satellite and centralized suburbs mimicked
big cities, although at a slightly lower density and on a smaller scale.

21. Burgess (1925).
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Satellites included all of the features that defined a city: a main street
shopping area, high-density residential neighborhoods, and, by the late
nineteenth century, factory districts.?? In the 1920s, it was even typical
for larger satellite cities in the New York region, such as Newark, N.]J.,
to have a signature Art Deco office tower, representing an already
decentralizing service economy.?

So is the new metropolitan form really new??* Given the history of
decentralization in America, that is a legitimate question. This study
finds that most contemporary suburban business districts do not resem-
ble traditional downtowns, uptowns, or satellite cities. Except for a few
large, dense edge cities, suburban commercial districts lack, for example,
a dense business core. They therefore can be seen as distinct from tradi-
tional cities—not so much in their function as in their low-density, loose
spatial configuration.

Suburbia’s economy reached an unprecedented diversity by the
1980s, as specialized service enterprises of every kind were established
outside central business districts.? The multifunctional early twenty-first
century “suburbs” can no longer be described by the familiar moniker
“bedroom communities.” They now contain all the elements of a city,
including a rapidly growing number of poor households.?* Yet even as
they become more urban, suburbs maintain a distinct pattern. A new
metropolitan form therefore has emerged in the past several decades:
low density, automobile dependent, and dispersed. Not quite the tradi-
tional city, suburb, or exurb, but with elements of all three, it is the still-
emergent America of the mall, the beltway, the subdivision, the
multiplex movie theater, the drive-through fast-food outlet, the low-rise
office cube, and the shopping strip.

This book shows that, as seen through the filter of rental office space
development, there are many different metropolitan forms. One of the
more interesting findings is that while the office building is among the
most generic building types in modern America, their distribution across
metropolitan areas varies tremendously and reflects regional quirks. ?’

22. Bourchert (1996).

23. Hughes, Miller, and Lang (1992).

24. “New” in this context means having emerged over the past several decades, not in,
say, the 1990s.

25. Bateman (1985); Daniels (1985); Leinberger and Lockwood (1986).

26. Orfield (1997, 2002).

27. The low-rise suburban office building is now so common that it is financed
through the secondary market and sold to investors as a standard real estate commodity
(Leinberger 2001).
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These buildings often must be fitted into existing metropolitan develop-
ment patterns, which can result in some unique spatial forms.

There are, of course, some patterns to office development that reflect
the region of the country. There is a distinct Texas city building style.
Styles in New York and Chicago are similar, as they are Los Angeles and
San Francisco. Yet the country supports many more variants of built
form than would appear to be the case from a casual windshield survey
of metropolitan America.?® This study reveals how the ordinary often is
quite extraordinary; the diversity that is the modern metropolis comes
through in the analysis.

Not only do edgeless cities appear in all thirteen metropolitan areas,
they are scattered throughout these regions. Some edgeless cities lie
within the outskirts of cities, while others sweep around and between
suburban edge cities, while still others ring the region at its exurban
edge. The image that may best describe edgeless cities is that of low-
grade commercial filler—they occupy vast areas as they fill in the vari-
ous nooks and crannies of the metropolis. Their spatial form therefore
varies by region, based in part on where in the metropolitan landscape
they lie and how much of it they occupy.

Edge Cities, Edgeless Cities, and the New Metropolitan Form

One problem with the edge city model is that it conflates all non-
downtown office space with office space that is located specifically in an
edge city.” In fact, as this study shows, edge cities (or office clusters with
more than 5 million square feet of office space, with or without major
retail space) currently account for only one-third of all non-downtown
office space, while edgeless cities make up the remaining two-thirds.
If one were to apply the strict criteria for edge cities (that they contain
5 million square feet of office space combined, plus 600,000 square feet
of retail space) the proportion would be much smaller, perhaps a little as
one-fifth. The suburban office economy as it appears in the edge city
model implies a polycentric regional format featuring a central business
district (CBD) hub and edge city spokes, much like the older satellite
city model. But often that is not the case. A closer look at the urban

28. Pressman (1985).

29. Garreau (1991, p. 5) assumes that “two-thirds of all American office facilities are
in Edge Cities”—therefore, all U.S. office space outside a downtown can be found in an
edge city.
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form of specific edge cities (for example, Princeton, N.].) reveals that
many of them spread over tens and sometimes hundreds of square miles.
Some are better categorized as edgeless.

The edge city model also assumes that the location of office space is
determined by the proximity of shopping malls. Others have empirically
demonstrated that that is not the case.?® The lack of locational affinity
between major retail stores and office space demonstrates how far the
metropolitan form has evolved beyond current concepts. The relation-
ship between the department store and the office building in the old
downtown seems natural—a taken-for-granted reality. It is reasonable to
suppose that they would pair up again in the suburbs, this time in the
form of the mall and the office park. While the use of automobiles
works to reduce built densities and massive parking lots encircle new
suburban downtowns, the old, basic order of the city remains.3!

However, when commerce decamped from regional cores, the con-
nection between major retail and office space may have been lost.
Because people now can drive from one location to another, commutes
to offices and trips to stores need not wind up in the same place, as was
often the case in a rail-based metropolis. Shopping malls and office
parks are free to find independent locations that best match their respec-
tive market areas and commuter sheds. Most often, those locations are
separate, which is why large edge cities (where offices cluster around
shopping malls) are the exception rather than the rule. The new metro-
politan form shows up less often in the Tysons Corners of the nation
than in the greater Princetons. As this study finds, that is where most of
the office space built outside downtowns is found.

As noted above, large metropolitan areas have long been polycentric.
But today’s polycentrism is different. Whereas factory towns, secondary
cities, and even edge cities share a spatial logic with big cities, albeit on a
smaller scale, edgeless cities represent a departure. Edge cities are per-
haps the last stop on the road away from traditional urban forms. One
day edge cities may be seen as a transitional urban form—an attempt to
build auto-based, low-density downtowns before developers realized
that for the most part, cars made such places unnecessary.

Perhaps most important, edgeless cities are not edge cities waiting to
happen. Instead they represent a concurrent, competing, and more
decentralized form of office development. In fact, the office data

30. Pivo (1990).
31. Leinberger and Lockwood (1986).
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presented in this book indicate that edge cities and edgeless cities grew
up more or less together. But edge cities did experience a burst of
growth in the mid- to late 1980s, at the time that Garreau was observ-
ing them. Edge city growth has since slowed, while edgeless cities seem
to have grown at a steadier pace.

Ironically, some big edge cities face the same land cost and congestion
pressures as old downtowns, for now they too are central places. It
therefore appears that even many edge cities are starting to lose their
edge.’? Edgeless cities may be the ultimate result of a metropolitan
process that has been tearing apart concentrated commercial develop-
ment for the better part of a century.’® One alternative title considered
for this book was The Rise and Fall (or Stall) of Edge Cities. In many
ways, the study is as much about the fate of edge cities as it is a depic-
tion of edgeless cities.

Book Organization and Topics

This book first addresses ways to categorize office location environ-
ments; this includes a discussion of the literature on the topic. A presen-
tation and analysis of office data follow. Next, the fates of edge cities
and edgeless cities are considered. How office development fits within
the regional context is then explored, and new methods to measure met-
ropolitan sprawl and urban density are presented. Finally, some of the
public policy and business investment implications of edgeless cities are
considered.

Chapter 2 reviews some of the literature describing the new metro-
politan form. The review covers efforts to analyze the emerging subur-
ban metropolis, focusing on office location patterns and the role they
play in shaping metropolitan development. Next, which urban functions
are likely to remain downtown despite the predominance of non-CBD
office development are considered. The chapter ends with a synthesis
and reformulation of theory that frame the data analyses that follow.

The first part of chapter 3 reviews efforts to label the new metropolis,
presenting several summary tables to show the difficulty of capturing in
a single term this still emerging phenomenon. Definitions form the core
of this study. The edgeless city is a newly identified category of office
space, so maps, photos, and illustrations are provided to demonstrate its

32. Fulton (1996).
33. Mills (1988).
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uniqueness relative to traditional office categories. The office categories
described here are used throughout the rest of the book in data analysis.

Chapter 4 examines the distribution of office space in downtowns,
edge cities, and edgeless cities in the thirteen metropolitan areas covered
in the study. The profiles contain the names and office space inventories
for all of the downtowns and edge cities in these areas, including some
analysis of historic growth trends within regions and across metropoli-
tan areas. The chapter ends with regional comparisons, in which metro-
politan spatial types are developed based on the data.

Chapter 5 covers ways to map and measure the new metropolitan
form. It begins with a descriptive typology of edgeless cities and includes
maps showing the distribution of office space in four metropolitan
areas—Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, and San Francisco—selected to
show a range of urban spatial forms.

Chapter 6 examines the types, locations, and evolution of edge cities.
Two classes of edge cities derived from a descriptive interpretation of the
office space data are established, and an analysis of very large edge cities
is given. Next, a life cycle model showing how edge cities form and
mature is presented. The discussion finally turns to why edgeless cities
appear to be have been flourishing for at least the last several decades.

In chapter 7, edgeless cities are placed in a regional context. Office
sprawl is just one dimension of metropolitan form. Three other schemes
that look at housing, urbanized area, and built density also are consid-
ered and compared. The chapter organizes recent research on sprawl
into a comprehensive analysis that places rental office development in a
regional context in the thirteen metropolitan areas covered in the study.

The emergence of edgeless cities challenges policymakers and practi-
tioners who favor more compact regions to rethink some of their plan-
ning strategies. New urbanist architects and developers, smart growth
advocates, transportation and land use planners, environmentalists,
politicians interested in regional social equity, and many others are
directing much of their attention to curbing the type of urban sprawl
that edgeless cities exemplify. Chapter 8 considers the relationship of
edgeless cities and several regional growth issues. It also explores the
market and investment conditions that edgeless cities present.

13



CHAPTER 2

Centrists versus Decentrists:

14

The Debate over the New City

A key divide emerges in the literature conceptualizing the new metropol-
itan form. One side argues that the pattern of decentralized commerce is
still influenced, to varying degrees, by the traditional urban forces that
shaped the old metropolis. Members of this camp are referred to here as
the “centrists” because they emphasize the emergence of central places
in the suburbs. Others see a bigger break with the past and highlight
instead the forces that pull the elements of the old metropolis apart.
They are called the “decentrists.” The two divergent lines of argument—
clustering versus scatteration—are typified in the writings of Christo-
pher Leinberger (centrist) and Robert Fishman (decentrist).

The Centrist View

Leinberger proposes what he refers to as the “urban village,” which is
analogous to an edge city.! In his view, suburban commerce is becoming
increasingly concentrated. The urban village concept owes some intel-
lectual debt to Ebenezer Howard’s “garden cities.”? The key connection
is the idea of retaining what is desirable about the city in terms of ser-
vices, convenience, and opportunity while improving on its physical
environment.

1. Leinberger (2001, 1996, 1995, 1990, 1989, 1988, 1984); Leinberger and Lockwood

(1986).
2. Howard (1965 [1902]).
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According to Leinberger, the development of urban villages can be
traced in part to the transition from a manufacturing to a service econ-
omy (Leinberger assumes that manufacturing was concentrated in
cities), which has enabled businesses to cluster with residences because
service businesses generally do not produce noxious byproducts, such as
environmental pollutants. Another cause is the shift from rail to truck
transportation, which favors peripheral locations in the suburbs instead
of central cities. A third factor is advanced communications technology,
which enables businesses to set up shop with little concern for their
physical location. The lower-priced land in the suburbs also induces
businesses to locate there.

After citing several material causes for the emergence of urban vil-
lages, Leinberger shifts his emphasis to social forces. He argues that
technological and economic influences on their own “might have only
encouraged more suburban sprawl had not another factor come into
play: most Americans like cities and the concentration of services they
provide.”’

In Leinberger’s view, Americans actually prefer cities but they do not
want the congested and often unsafe environment that traditional
urbanization brings. So, equipped with their automobiles and fax
machines (and now the Internet) and driven by land costs and a new
economy, they remade their urban world to reflect their desire for urban
amenities, this time in a more appealing and controlled lower-density
suburban setting.

In Leinberger’s view, the decentralized metropolis is now a reality.
However, it also has become substantially re-centered: all the elements
of a city are still sewn together, even if the urban fabric has become very
loose. People may have to glance across a spacious lawn or cut across an
enormous parking lot to see the connection between the mall and the
office tower, but they remain inexorably linked. While urban villages
typically have such low densities that they may look like an altogether
new style of city building, an important connection to satellite cities of
the past nonetheless remains.

Leinberger notes that many older satellite cities have been redevel-
oped as contemporary urban villages. Examples include Pasadena, Cali-
fornia, in the Los Angeles region and Stamford, Connecticut, in the New
York metropolitan area—both pre-auto satellites of their respective cen-
tral cities.

3. Leinberger and Lockwood (1986), p. 46.
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The problem with this argument is that, in spatial terms, redeveloped
satellite cities still resemble their regional cores more than they resemble
most new office development. Take, for example, a comparison between
Stamford and Princeton, New Jersey, that Leinberger mentions in dis-
cussing office decentralization in the New York region.* Leinberger treats
Stamford and Princeton as one and the same phenomenon; yet a closer
look reveals that the two are as different in urban form as night and day.
While they are about the same size in total office market, Princeton’s
office development, according to the analysis in the study reported in
this book, is more than 100 times less dense than Stamford’s.

Stamford’s compact urban core seems far closer to being a medium-
sized central business district than does the sprawling edgeless city around
Princeton. Both places benefit from office decentralization in the New
York region, and both are home to many equally prestigious office ten-
ants, but they are spatial opposites. Part of the problem may be that the
old suburban/urban dichotomy has been lost, replaced by a continuum.

Rodney Erickson and Peter Daniels offer another variation on Lein-
berger’s urban village model.’ They argue that suburban agglomeration
economies have drawn together a diverse array of services into increas-
ingly significant concentrations of businesses. Their historical analysis of
the suburbanization of the service sector finds an original pattern of ran-
dom spillover and dispersal, followed in turn by a more recent phase of
recentralization into suburban business nodes.

Leinberger also implies an agglomerative effect by arguing that urban
villages in Los Angeles have begun to specialize: the insurance, aero-
space, and entertainment industries, he notes, have come to dominate
individual urban villages.® Efficiencies are created in such instances by
sharing the producer services that assemble around related industries.
An example in Los Angeles would be that of talent agencies locating
near major studios.

While this is a credible argument for suburban commercial clustering,
it also directly contradicts an earlier point made about the impact of
improved telecommunications on business location decisions. If fax
machines freed businesses from downtowns, why do businesses now
need to reassemble by industry in specialized urban villages? After all,
they could, in theory, move anywhere in a metropolitan area and still be

4. Leinberger and Lockwood (1986).
5. Erickson (1983, 1985); Daniels (1985).
6. Leinberger and Lockwood (1986).
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in intensive contact with consultants and clients. Gordon and Richard-
son in fact argue that agglomeration economies now exist on the
regional scale.” Further, if agglomerative efficiencies help produce urban
villages, then they also certainly serve to maintain downtowns, perhaps
even more given downtowns’ size and density.

The Decentrist View

To Robert Fishman, concepts developed to describe regional process
based on traditional patterns of urbanization are becoming increasingly
irrelevant. In his view, today’s sprawling suburban regions can no longer
be judged by the standards of the old metropolis, in part because the
new suburban form “lacks any definable borders, a center or a periph-
ery, or clear distinctions between residential, industrial and commercial
zones.”® Fishman offers a new theoretical understanding of the contem-
porary metropolis on its own terms. Ironically, Fishman, an urban histo-
rian, appears to develop an approach liberated from the past; in reality,
his new conceptualizations are deeply rooted in the history of both
events and ideas.

To begin, Fishman’s description of the new suburban form differs
considerably from that of those who identify a latent spatial order.
“Technoburbs,” a term he originally coined to characterize today’s sub-
urbs, are “a hopeless jumble of housing, industry, commerce and even
agricultural uses.”® Where some find coherence, Fishman sees chaos.
And yet, in spite of all of the disarray that typifies suburbia, he still
argues “that the new city has a characteristic structure.”??

It is over the issue of what constitutes “structure” that Fishman’s
analysis diverges most from that of the centrists. The term “structure,”
as used by urban geographers and planners, usually implies an empiri-
cally knowable and generalizable spatial pattern. To Fishman, structure
need not relate so particularly to an aggregate pattern of regional land
use; it can instead derive from an individual’s daily use of space. Conse-
quently, a region’s focal point is no longer found at its geographic center,
nor has it been redistributed among several peripheral centers. It is now
the person, or more precisely, the household. This new urban reality is

7. Gordon and Richardson (1996).
8. Fishman (1990), p.189.
9. Fishman (1987), p. 190.

10. Fishman (1990), p. 30.
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not the result of some evolutionary shift in city structure but “departs
radically . . . from the old metropolis [and] all cities of the past.”!!

The key element in Fishman’s new structural framework is what he
refers to as “household networks.” Three major household networks
exist, based around personal contacts, consumptive desires, and produc-
tive requirements. Each network entails a separate set of trips or destina-
tion points. Fishman notes that “the pattern formed by these destinations
represents ‘the city’ for that particular family or individual.”'> More
important, these networks overlap and in most ways are unrelated to
one another; correspondingly, each also possesses its own “spatial
logic.” Fishman uses a comparison of shopping malls (consumption)
and primary schools (production) to demonstrate his point. The loca-
tion of a primary school is based on the local distribution of a school
age population, while the siting of malls involves a calculus of road
access, population density, and income.

Urban planners have long understood that the diverse requirements
of households help shape urban patterns. In 1963, Christopher Alexan-
der challenged a planning concept known as the “neighborhood unit
principle,” which held that there are natural and roughly analogous
catchment areas of community facilities such as primary schools and
local shops.'? His criticism was that a more complex settlement pattern
already had produced overlapping fields for shops and schools. Jane
Jacobs made a similar case around the same time.™

In aggregate terms, the diverse requirements of household networks
add up to a region characterized by the unconnected “juxtaposition and
interpenetration” of different types of space. The mall may very well
wind up next to the office building, but because their spatial relation-
ship to the household differs significantly, it does not have to. This
would explain the empirical finding that major retailing is disconnected
from office space.'” To Fishman, when commerce decentralizes from the
core of a region or even a satellite city, it is not likely to be reconstituted
in new multicentered, low-density settings. The resulting urban form is
likely to be more chaotic than the ordered polycentric structure
described by centrists. This point is best illustrated in Fishman’s depic-
tion of a technoburb:

11. Fishman (1990), p. 26.

12. Fishman (1990), p.30.

13. Hall (1982).

14. Jacobs (1961).

15. Pivo (1990); Lang (1994a).
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[TThe Technoburb has no proper boundaries; however defined, it is
divided into a crazy quilt of separate and overlapping political
jurisdictions, which make any kind of coordinated planning virtu-
ally impossible.'®

Compared even to a traditional suburb, [a Technoburb] at first
appears impossible to comprehend. It has no clear boundaries; it
includes discordant rural, urban, and suburban elements; and it
can best be measured in counties rather than in city blocks. Conse-
quently, the new city lacks any recognizable center to give meaning
to the whole. Major civic institutions seem scattered at random
over an undifferentiated landscape.!”

Fishman’s analysis also is far less materialistic than that of most cen-
trists. He does not argue that technological and economic forces
inevitably lead to any particular type of metropolitan form. He looks
instead to cultural characteristics such as the emphasis on individualism
in the United States and asks what kind of city such a society is likely to
build—what types of economic and technological instruments it will
deploy to achieve its goals. This helps account for important differences
between Anglo-American and European cities.!® When the car was
invented (in late nineteenth-century Germany), Europeans regarded it as
a luxury item for the rich, while Americans mass produced it and used it
to radically decentralize their metropolitan areas. Same technology, but
different outcomes based on different cultural predilections, as well as
differences in existing transportation networks, distances to be covered,
and amount of land available to build roads.

The decentrist view also has its problems—for one, edge cities do
exist and are fairly common. That fact is not well accounted for in a
metropolitan model that argues that the new city is “everywhere or
nowhere.” Clearly, much of the new metropolis is somewhere, and that
somewhere often is an edge city. In addition, it can be reasonably argued
that some centralizing forces do remain and that they influence the form
and function of a region. In a study comparing the spatial form of the
Silicon Valley to that of Boston’s route 128 high-tech corridor, Saxenian
finds that the former is much denser and concentrated.” She also con-
cludes that this density supports a creative milieu in which social net-

16. Fishman (1987), p. 1
17. Fishman (1987), p. 2
18. Fishman (1987).
19. Saxenian (1996).
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Table 2-1. Centrist versus Decentrist Perspectives on the New Metropolis

Element Centrist Decentrist

New metropolitan center Edge cities, urban villages Households

New metropolitan form Polycentric Post-polycentric

Key structuring force Agglomeration economies Personal mobility

Connection to traditional Strong Weak
urban structure

Clustering of key urban More common, predictable, Less common, random, with
elements (malls, offices) with clear borders fuzzy borders

works develop and ideas are frequently exchanged. Saxenian concludes
that part of Silicon Valley’s comparative advantage over route 128 is a
dense spatial form that helps foster innovation.

Table 2-1 summarizes the contrast in centrist and decentrist thinking
on the new metropolis. For centrists, the new focal point for regions is
decentralized clusters. For decentrists, metropolitan areas now center on
individual households, creating an unfocused spatial structure and a
new basis for urbanization.

What of the 0ld Monocentric Metropolis?

Given that the metropolitan literature now is divided between polycen-
tric and post-polycentric camps, what is left of the old monocentric
model? Ernest Burgess, using Chicago as his case study, developed the
classic monocentric model of the metropolis.?’ Burgess saw the region as
a series of “concentric zones.” Beginning at the regional core (or the
Loop in Chicago) and moving to the edge, each zone became succes-
sively less dense. At the center of the metropolitan zones was down-
town, ringed by warehouses and factories, which were surrounded by
“working men’s homes.” The next zone contained middle-income resi-
dences, which were surrounded in turn by a ring of luxury housing at
the edge of the region.

As old-fashioned as Burgess’s concentric zone theory may seem given
the new metropolitan form, it still informs a good deal of modern think-
ing on the region. Consider, for example, Myron Orfield’s work on
inner-ring suburbs.?! Orfield finds that the older ring of suburbs that

20. Burgess (1925).
21. Orfield (1997).
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surround central cities are themselves now experiencing a type of urban
distress that once was found exclusively in cities. The zone of working
men’s homes that Burgess identified in 1925 has expanded to include
areas that used to be middle- and upper-income rings as the whole scale
of metropolitan regions expanded with use of the automobile. Orfield’s
work shows that at least some of Burgess’s thinking remains relevant.

It is interesting to consider Burgess’s enduring relevance given the cri-
tiques his thinking has sustained over the years. For example, twenty
years after the concentric zone model was introduced, some, such as
Harris and Ullman, argued that it was false to assume that most or even
a majority of metropolitan areas were actually monocentric.?? Clearly,
specific elements of Burgess’s model, such as which land use fills which
zone, no longer apply. Yet his fundamental assumption—that distance
from the core structures land use—may still hold. It may even help
determine how suburban office development is arrayed.

In a similar vein, William Alonso’s bid-rent curve model is essentially
an analytical adjunct to Burgess’s concentric-zone theory.?? The inde-
pendent variable in this instance, distance from the center, causes a
change in the dependent variable, cost of land, which ultimately affects
land use. However, this hypothesis, which also assumes monocentricity,
can be adjusted to different geographic scales. More specifically, bid-
rent curves need not be calculated at the regional level from just one
center; they also can apply to a local context. For example, major high-
way interchanges have economic value because they offer a valuable
commodity, transportation access to the rest of the region. That, in turn,
can affect land values on a small scale as land radiates from this central
point.?* In such instances, the land nearest the interchange goes for what
is termed the “highest and best use,” which most often means office
buildings. That use is followed by a variety of other land uses, all of
which are determined by their cost.

Every major highway interchange thus represents a microcosm of the
same spatial structuring principle (distance from the center) that also
occurs on successively larger geographic scales throughout the region.
Metropolitan areas can, therefore, be multinucleated and yet simul-
taneously governed by a unifying geographic process that is oriented
around a single regional center. The validity of this postulate would be

22. Harris and Ullman (1945).
23. Alonso (1960).
24. Erickson and Gentry (1985).
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strengthened if it were found empirically that the land use patterns sur-
rounding localized central points (for example, those at interchanges)
are influenced by their geographic position in the larger region. If that
were demonstrated and a consistent pattern of variance emerged, it
would indicate that metropolitan-scale spatial processes could influence
even multinucleated regions—that there may still remain a latent mecha-
nism of regional unification, even in the face of apparent fragmentation.
There are two separate but interrelated scales of land use structuring
occurring at every location in a metropolitan area.?® One is based on the
region’s center and applies to a metropolitan area. The other is based on
key transportation access points, which influence the local land market.
This can be thought of conceptually as a spatial form of a nested hierar-
chy in which all local development must ultimately be understood in the
context of the entire region. Thus the center may indeed hold, but it
would extend its influence by indirectly structuring land uses in multiple
subcenters surrounding it.

The New Metropolitan Form and the Future of Downtowns

Suburban office construction over the last three decades has so outpaced
growth in high-density urban settings that many observers have pre-
dicted a continued and even accelerated relative decline of downtowns.
A forceful advocate of this perspective is economist Edwin Mills, who
asserts that “nearly all center city employment is footloose.”*¢ Mills fur-
ther contends that “there appears to be no powerful factor that holds
manufacturing, construction, FIRE [finance, insurance, and real estate]
and business and professional services in central cities.”?” Mills is not
surprised that cities have recently lost so much ground to the suburbs,
noting that the decentralization of people and commerce has been
occurring since the mid-nineteenth century. He finds that generally peo-
ple dispersed first, followed by different categories of business, until
even the highest-order economic functions had decentralized.

While Mills predicts an especially grim outlook for cities, the boom
in suburban office space raises a legitimate question: what role remains
for dense urban cores? In particular, what is the role of downtowns in
the new suburban-oriented metropolis? The answer is complicated

25. Lang (1994b).
26. Mills (1988).
27. Mills (1988), p. 252.
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because the fate of cities varies depending on their size, location, history,
politics, and industry. But as a whole, downtowns still play a critical
role in the social and economic life of the nation. Large downtowns,
because of their scale and density, offer a unique environment in which
inventive and enterprising populations flourish.?® Big cities nurture a
dynamic confluence of ideas and trends that, although they may be con-
sidered unconventional by the general population at first, ultimately are
absorbed by society.”’

On the surface it appears that downtowns will decline to the point of
irrelevance. But looking at just the shift in office space ignores which
types of businesses remain downtown and which have relocated to the
suburbs. Major downtowns retain a significant share of the informa-
tion-intensive industry—for example, market exchanges and business
services.’® The suburbs also claim a good share of this employment;
however, the more significant suburban businesses in terms of total
employment involve back-office and routinized operations such as
billing.’! Even companies that have moved their headquarters to a sub-
urb often find it necessary to maintain an office in a national or interna-
tional downtown in order to benefit from business services that the
company cannot provide internally.’? Because it is expensive to maintain
employees downtown, if work can be shipped to the suburbs, it will
be.33 The market has been quite efficient at sorting out the types of work
that need to be downtown and those that do not. In the regional divi-
sion of labor, downtowns will probably continue to grab a significant
portion of higher-order, specialized employment.

A city’s unique advantage may emerge unexpectedly. Take the case of
the high-tech sector. High technology practically defined the initial sub-
urban locational advantage. From Bell Labs in suburban New Jersey to
the sprawling computer industry in California’s Silicon Valley, suburbs
appeared to own the industry. But recently, as these industries evolved to
the point that the creative focus shifted toward the application of tech-
nology to fields such as multimedia, the role that cities can play in driv-
ing high-tech business has become clear. Several years ago, as “new

28. Glaeser (1994); Florida (2002).

29. Fischer (1975).

30. Hall (1998); Raines (2000).

31. Sassen (1994).

32. Moss and Dunau (1987).

33. Daniels (1985); Soja (1989); Sassen (1994).
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media” emerged in such fields as CD-ROMs and computer graphics,
high-tech businesses became increasingly content driven.

An even more recent explosion in the Internet and e-commerce fur-
ther reinforced this shift.** Many technology companies recently have
returned to the urban core in search of the creative talent they need to
supply the Internet’s demand for content. This trend has given rise to
New York’s Silicon Alley, built around the city’s graphic and advertising
industry, and to the densely packed West Side of Los Angeles, where
writers and artists now contribute to what is perhaps the nation’s largest
conglomeration of new media companies. LA’s downtown has emerged
as a national center for telecommunications companies. The continued
viability of downtown also helps explain why so many dotcoms, despite
their inherently footloose existence in cyberspace, remain disproportion-
ately concentrated in the cities that stand at the center of the new infor-
mation economy.>

The emergence of suburban business centers notwithstanding, down-
towns often maintain their rank as first among equals in the metropoli-
tan economy. If, as some have predicted, the sprawling postwar
metropolis has reached its limits, viable downtowns may be in a posi-
tion to solidify that role.’® This means that downtowns must find their
niche, both within their region and in the new international economy.?
They need to cultivate dense concentrations of businesses by sector:
publishing in Boston’s Back Bay; fashion in Miami Beach’s South Beach;
entertainment in Los Angeles’s West Side; lobbying in Washington, D.C.;
headquarters services and advertising in New York City’s midtown
Manhattan and financial services in lower Manhattan. The office data
presented in this book show that downtowns did well in the 1990s,
especially the older and denser ones in the Northeast and Midwest.

Downtowns and their adjacent neighborhoods foster the develop-
ment of rich communicative milieus that even in an information age
may not be fully replicable in the lower-density suburbs. Businesses can
communicate by fax and e-mail, but it is hard to establish the personal
networks that often are necessary to support the high-end downtown
economy. People still need to be in the middle of the action, and that
means that at least some players in virtually any information-intensive

34. Raines (2000).

35. Hall (1998); Florida (2002).
36. Leinberger (1996).

37. Raines (2000).
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industry will remain downtown.?® Counterintuitively, the continued evo-
lution of edgeless cities may make the high-density business cores of
large cities all the more important because they may be the only places
left where all the elements of the fractured metropolis still come
together.¥

The diverse lifestyles nurtured in big, vital downtowns, the neighbor-
hoods surrounding them, and the people attracted to them play a critical
role in keeping America competitive. The skills such people bring to the
city are important, but perhaps more significant for many industries are
the creative milieus that thrive in big cities. Sociologist Claude Fischer
argues that large, dense cities such as New York, Chicago, and Boston
sustain innovative subcultures (Richard Florida recently drew on and
extended this work).* Big cities support unconventional subcultures and
lifestyles that find full expression in what are called bohemian enclaves.
Industries such as fashion, entertainment, advertising, and publishing,
all major businesses in New York, draw heavily from the city’s diverse
subcultures as a source for new ideas. Thus, large, dense cities with sig-
nificant bohemian communities have a competitive advantage in indus-
tries that are fueled by unconventional thinking, which today constitute
the leading edge of the economy.

Theory Synthesis

A key determinant of the distribution and density of suburban office
development is the tension between the efficiencies gained through
agglomeration and the diseconomies of scale that result from increasing
density. In large central business districts (CBDs) such as Manhattan,
the diseconomies of scale are very costly; however, a business may con-
sider the costs justified by the benefits of being in a central location
where it can make use of the most specialized types of producer services.
The dynamic in an edge city is much the same, although the costs and
benefits are considerably less.

Manhattan and the nation’s other large, vital CBDs exist in a
dynamic equilibrium between diseconomies and efficiencies. The risk
that they run is that some day the diseconomies will substantially out-
weigh the efficiencies. For some economic sectors, they already do. Over

38. Sassen (1994).

39. Raines (2000).
40. Fischer (1975).
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the years, many CBD-based businesses have left, judging the location
too costly.*! The loss has been at least partly offset by the influx of new
industries that prefer downtown.

Edge cities appear to be on the verge of the same predicament. Some
may prove so efficient, so essential, that most businesses will pay the
price of remaining there.* But as Fulton noted, some edge cities face rel-
ative decline as they seek to remain competitive by expanding while
nearby residents limit their growth.* The not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY)
sentiment of some suburbs may simply trap edge cities in a noncompeti-
tive position—big and dense enough to be high cost but unable to fully
exploit their future growth prospects.

Metropolitan form represents in part a compromise between forces
that centralize and those that decentralize. The respective power of the
two forces shifts with changes in technology, culture, economic produc-
tion, regional scale, intergroup relations, social and political organiza-
tion, physical and regulatory constraints, demographic composition,
and popular tastes. The existing built environment also is influenced by
centralizing and decentralizing forces. As described above, in regions
with strong cores, distance from the center may still shape metropolitan
structure at the edge. Many of these variables differ dramatically from
region to region, producing a nation of different contexts, different com-
promises, and correspondingly different metropolitan forms. Those mul-
tiple forms are one reason why both centrist and decentrist perspectives
can coexist. Each can point to a region or a part of a region and find
evidence of its view. The centrists do case analysis of big edge cities,
while the decentrists focus on the post-polycentric metropolis.

Better understanding is needed to be able to to delineate the urban
from the nonurban on the metropolitan continuum. This is not just a
trivial matter for people obsessed with geographic categorization. When
someone declares Princeton, New Jersey, and Stamford, Connecticut, to
be analogous phenomena, as Leinberger did, something clearly is off.
This study separates Princeton from Stamford and presents data on both
types of metropolitan development. The division is crude, but at least it
is a starting point. Hopefully, further analysis by the author and others
will greatly refine it.

41. Mills (1988).
42. The high-tech cluster at Tysons Corner, Virginia, may be one example.
43. Fulton (1996).
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The data that follow show how large these two types of metropolitan
development—centrist edge city and decentrist edgeless city—are rela-
tive to one another. We also can get a sense for the direction in which
they are heading. Right now edgeless cities have almost twice the office
space found in edge cities. By the best estimate, the relative percentages
have been equal for about twenty years. Essentially, edge cities and edge-
less cities have grown up together—one marked and well documented,
the other unmarked and ignored. Another non-CBD real estate boom
like the one in the 1980s is needed to get a clear sense of which (if either)
will prevail. At least now we may have a better sense of what to track.
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CHAPTER 3
A Field Guide to

28

the New Metropolis

Americans have long been inventive in labeling their urban world. In the
early twentieth century, they coined the term “skyscraper” to describe
tall downtown office buildings. But no one has devised a compelling
term to depict the typical low-slung buildings found in edgeless cities.
Skyscraper sounds heroic, modern, soaring. But its logical antonym,
“ground hugger,” sounds—well, not very heroic, or modern, or soaring.
There is little chance that the label will catch on. Yet ground huggers
define the new metropolis just as skyscrapers do the traditional down-
town. The problem is that the language to describe the new metropolis
never quite hits the target the way terms such as “skyscraper” and
“downtown” did.

Definitions form the core of the study on which this book is based,
and this chapter reviews efforts to label the emerging suburban metrop-
olis. The term “edgeless city” identifies a new category of office space.
Through photos and maps, this chapter shows how edgeless cities differ
from traditional office areas. The office categories described are used
throughout the rest of the book as the basis for data analysis.

“What Do You Call This Place?”

Much of the literature naming the new metropolitan form focuses
on relabeling suburbs. An early critic of urban sprawl defined a suburb
as a “city trying to escape the consequences of being a city while still
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remaining a city.”! American suburbs began as an ambiguous urban
subcategory wedged between city and countryside. Outgrowths of the
Industrial Revolution, they are works in progress—forever provisional,
much like cities themselves. For many decades the term “suburb” cap-
tured the essence of the new form, but the 1950s changed all that.
Exurbs arose as a low-density, upscale residential ring between older
suburbs and rural areas. Major retailing then found a new home on the
highway, signaling a far more fundamental shift. Within a generation,
suburbs attained economic, social, and demographic parity with cities,
often supplanting them. Yet suburbs have maintained a distinct pattern
even as they have become more urban in function.

Urban scholars have been attempting to characterize this change for
the past three decades. As Sharpe and Wallach note:

In the early 1970s, as concern about the inner-city crisis waned
and the decentralization of the metropolis reached new propor-
tions, “the urbanization of the suburbs” suddenly became a topic
of national interest. The ensuing flurry of articles and books intro-
duced neologisms such as “outer city,” “satellite sprawl,” “new
city,” “suburban ‘city,”” “urban fringe,” and “neo city” to
describe this phenomenon.?

Thus a new metropolitan form proliferates: low density and automobile
dependent, often dispersed and edgeless. There is no single name for it.
Observers instead use an inventive array of names, suggesting that plan-
ners, developers, journalists, and academics do not yet fully understand
it. Part of the problem is that they are bound by language that continues
to rank living space hierarchically—urban, suburban, exurban, rural—
when the old hierarchy no longer applies. Whereas the old delineation in
space was sharp edged, a new “soft-edged” division between city and
country has emerged.’ In the new metropolis, density, scale, and function
may no longer correlate.*

The U.S. Census Bureau is left to grapple with distinguishing an
“urbanized area” from a “metropolitan area,” which today can be a
vast, low-density environment that includes many of the traditionally
urban functions. The bureau now has come to accept two definitions of
spatially noncoterminous areas: an urbanized area is a higher-density

1. Taylor (1915).

2. Sharpe and Wallach (1994), p. 4.
3. Kostof (1992), p. 59.

4. Meltzer (1984).
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(more than 1,000 people per square mile) subset of a metropolitan area,
which also includes largely rural counties at the fringe linked to the
metropolis through commuter sheds.’ Properly naming the new metro-
politan form is an important step in better understanding it. As Lewis
notes: “Language is important. We cannot talk about a phenomenon
unless we posses the vocabulary to describe it, and many observers still
cannot agree on what to call this new amorphous form of urban geogra-
phy.”® Even news accounts of the 2000 census noted that the geographic
categories used to report the numbers seem old and outdated. Haya El
Nasser of USA Today noted that “with people spreading out from cities,
the old labels of urban, suburban and rural don’t cut it.” She adds that
“now, the ‘suburbs’ are not ‘sub’ to anything because they often have as
many, if not more, jobs than cities” and that “‘rural’ seems too quaint to
describe places where modern homes are going up on S-acre lots next to
farms.””

Table 3-1 lists some of the terms applied to the new metropolitan
form.? The list certainly supports the observation that we cannot agree
on what to call these places or even on which places need labeling.” The
new metropolis is such a conceptual mess that almost four dozen names
appear on the list—and it is only a partial list."? In a 1992 Columbia
University conference on the new suburbs, more than 200 names were
listed that identified the entirety or elements of the new metropolis.!!
The names in the table were selected because of their relevance to this
study and the diversity of their sources and perspectives. Common terms
such as “office park,” “sprawl,” and “exurb” were omitted because
they have entered wide use.

The names in table 3-1 collectively convey the image of a spread-out
“regional city” based more on the postindustrial service economy than
on the industrial economy. Most include common words like “city” and
“village,” but mix them in novel, often contradictory ways, thus coining

5. Palen (1995).

6. Lewis (1995), p. 61.

7. Haya El Nasser, “Language Doesn’t Fit USA’s Profile,” USA Today, August 9,
2001, p. 3A.

8. For other summaries of naming the new metropolitan form see Romanos, Chifos,
and Fenner (1989) and Sharpe and Wallach (1994).

9. Brown and Hickok (1990).

10. And new names keep getting added, for instance, the “limitless city” (Gillham
2002) and the “exit ramp economy” (Bruce Katz, “Welcome to the ‘Exit Ramp’ Econ-
omy,” Boston Globe, May 13, 2001).

11. Columbia University (1992).
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Table 3-1. Partial List of Names Given to the New Metropolitan Form

Term Year Author
Anticity 1985 Louv
Cities ala carte 1990 Fishman
Concentrated decentralization 1985 Daniels
Countrified ity 1984 Doherty
Disurb 1987 Baldassare and Katz
Edge city 1991 Garreau
Edgeless city 2000 Lang
Exopolis 1997 Soja
Galactic city 1983 Lewis
Major diversified center 1983 Baerwald

1983 Huth
Megacenter 1985 Orski

1986 Cervero
Megacounty 1987 Church
Metropolitan-level core 1986 Hartshorn and Muller
Metropolitan suburb 1986 Baldassare
Metrotown 1988 Romanos, Schifos, and Fenner
Mini-city 1972 Breckenfeld

1976 Muller
Mini-downtown 1986 Cervero
Multicentered net 1961 Lynch
Net of mixed beads 1990 Pivo
New downtown 1978 Baerwald
Outer ity 1976 Muller

1987 Stevens
Outtown 1987 Goldberger
Penturbia 1987 Lessinger
Regional city 2000 Calthorpe and Fulton
Regional town center 1985 Hutton and Davis
Ruburbia 1988 Sternlieb and Hughes
Servurb 1988 Malin
Slurbs 1973 Huxtable
Spillover city 1972 Packard
Spread city 1960 Regional Plan Association
Stealth city 1992 Knox
Subcenter 1996 Gordon and Richardson
Suburban business center 1986 Hartshorn and Muller
Suburban downtown 1982 Baerwald

1989 Hartshorn and Muller
Suburban employment center 1989 Cervero

1998 Freestone and Murphy
Suburban freeway corridor 1978 Baerwald
Suburban growth corridor 1986 Hughes and Sternlieb
Suburban nucleation 1985 Erickson and Gentry
Technoburh 1987 Fishman
The new heartland 1986 Herbers
Urban core 1990 Leinberger
Urban galaxy 1961 Lynch
Urban realm 1964 Vance
Urban village 1984 Leinberger

1986 Leinberger and Lockwood
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such titles as “edge city,” “countrified city,” “urban village” and “con-
centrated decentralization.” This book adds the label “edgeless city” to
this already long list.

Many observers seeking to name the new metropolitan form stress
office development, for it has been the most recent city element to sub-
urbanize and its decentralization has become the symbol of the new
metropolis.'”? A few visionaries like Kevin Lynch and James Vance fore-
saw suburbia’s future in the 1960s, but most of the names are more
recent, with the biggest flurry coming in the late 1980s. Many of the
names labeling office development refer to large, dense clusters, therefore
the terms “mega,” « concentrated,” “downtown,” and “core.”
Some of the labels, such as “slurbs” and “disurb” are overtly disapprov-
ing; some, such as “anticity,” “exopolis,” “spread city,” “spillover city,”
and “edgeless city,” are more slyly disparaging. Among the forty-four
terms, ten contain the word “city”; eight, “suburb” or “suburban”; four,
“urban”; three, “downtown”; three, “town”; three, “metro” or “metro-
politan”; two, “core”; and one each, “village,” “rural,” and “country.”
Garreau’s “edge city” is the only label on the list that has entered com-
mon use and will likely earn a dictionary definition.

The naming does not stop here; within many of these labels are sub-
labels. Figure 3-1 shows three examples. The sub-labels point to a highly
pluralized region—not simply a multinucleated one, but one comprising
various densities, scales, functions, contexts, and structures. They also
indicate how closely labeling is tied to the actual research methods and
categories used for gathering office data. The first set of sub-labels in
figure 3-1 was developed by the author in the early 1990s to categorize
office space in northern New Jersey.'? The labeling process starts with
the context and age of development (traditional versus modern), then
spatial form; next, scale and spatial form further subdivide modern
development. Traditional development is divided only by scale. The divi-
sions result in six office location categories: central business district (for
example, Newark); county seat complex (New Brunswick); edge city—
or 5 million—plus square feet of office space (Parsippany); sub-edge
city—or 2 to 5 million square feet of office space (Secaucus); corridor
(route 287 from Edison to Bridgewater); and scatter (Monmouth
County). The biggest category was “modern unfocused,” which con-
tained more than half of northern New Jersey’s 140 million square feet

» <«

major,

» « » <«

12. Mills (1988).
13. Lang (1994a, 1994b).
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Figure 3-1. Sub-Labels for Metropolitan Office Locations

Traditional t Central business district
Office building County seat complex
locations®
Modern Focused —[ Edge city
Sub-edge city
Unfocused Corridor
[ Scatter
Corridor Suburban freeway
\ — Retail strip
SBC — High tech
Cluster Regional mall
— Diversified office
— New town
— Old town
L Specialty commercial
Office park
Office concentration center
SECC — Large-scale mixed-use development

Moderate-scale mixed-use development
Sub-city
Large-scale office growth corridor

a.Typology developed for the Rutgers Regional Report, Department of Urban Planning (Robert Lang).
b. Suburban business center (Truman Hartshorn and Peter Muller).
¢.Suburban employment center (Robert Cervero).

of office space."* The traditional office locations held about one-quarter
of the space; edge cities and sub-edge cities accounted for another fifth.

The other two sets of sub-labels in figure 3-1 also were developed to
help determine the locational characteristics of office space. Hartshorn
and Muller split corridors from clusters and then divide locations further
on the basis of age and economic function.” Cervero used multivariate

14. Lang (1994a, 1994b).
15. Hartshorn and Muller (1986).
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techniques (cluster analysis) to provide order to a database of office loca-
tions, sorting office locations by scale, form, density, and function.!®

The Big Picture versus the Basic Elements

In almost all fields of inquiry there are two camps: those who try to
understand the big picture and those who seek out the basic elements—
the old “forest versus the trees” dichotomy. Figure 3-2 shows that
research on the new metropolitan form is no different; it encompasses
both those who try to capture the macro and those who identify the
micro features. As shown below, those who take a broad view of the
new metropolis tend to see chaos and those who focus on the basic ele-
ments often find order.

Figure 3-2 lists each label that appears in table 3-1 under the head-
ings “big picture” or “basic elements.” It then further subdivides the
terms on the basis of what they describe. In the big-picture category, ten
of the terms describe regional structure; interestingly, five of them label
the metropolitan fringe. The observation that the suburban metropolis
now supports urban activities across a wide area without necessarily
assuming a traditional city form is captured in the terms “technoburb”
and “servurb,” which focus on function.

The names describing the basic elements are especially complicated
and diverse. Almost all refer to office development, but the particular
aspect they seek to identify varies widely. Many identify where office
development occurs in the region, including the terms “edge city,”
city,” and “outtown.” Most names describe the form of office develop-
ment, with all three major variants—<cluster, corridor, and diffuse—repre-
sented. The cleverly named “stealth city” applies to all three types.!
Seven names label clustering, while two each identify corridors and dif-
fuse forms. All of the eight regional location names also secondarily iden-
tify clustered development. Were it not for the inclusion of “edgeless
city,” only Gordon and Richardson’s “subcenters” would describe diffuse
office locations, and even that label includes the word “center.”

“Edgeless cities” labels those parts of metropolitan areas that often
have large volumes of office space that is not clustered enough to form
edge cities. It does not describe regional structure per se but rather sub-
regional structure. It identifies specific but amorphous places across

outer

16. Cervero (1989).
17. Knox (1992).
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The big picture
[
v v v
Exurban/rural Regional structure Function
Anticity Galactic city Technoburb
Countrified city Megacounty Servurb
Penturbia Multicentered net
Ruburbia Net of mixed beads
The new heartland Regional city
Slurbs
Urban galaxy
Urban realm
Spillover city
Spread city
The basic elements
[
v v v v
Regional location Form Form/function Function
Edge city Disurh? Major diversified center
Metropolitan suburb Exopolis Suburban activity center
Metrotown Suburban business center
Regional town center Suburban employment center
Suburban downtown
Suburban nucleation
Outer city
Outtown v
Stealth city
[
v ¥ v
Cluster Corridor Diffuse
Concentrated decentralization Suburban freeway corridor Edgeless city
Megacenter Suburban growth corridor Subcenter
Metropolitan-level core
Mini-city
Mini-downtown
New downtown
Urban village

a.Dense, industrial, self-contained suburban region.
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different, often large, scales. “Edgeless city” is an urban geographic con-
cept, but an elusive one. Throughout this book the term appears prima-
rily in the plural form because there are always several edgeless cities per
region.

From Downtowns to Edgeless Cities:
The Office-Density Continuum

Density, and often specifically office density, is a key delineating element
in the various labels reviewed above. In this study, the office-density
continuum is divided into four main segments. The ends are the primary
downtowns and edgeless cities; in between are secondary downtowns
and edge cities. Table 3-2 summarizes these types and identifies their
place in the office-density gradient.

Primary and Secondary Downtowns

Downtowns can be found throughout older parts of metropolitan
areas. The “primary downtown,” or central business district (CBD), lies
at the center of the region; it is the original site of significant commercial
development. In some cases, such as Manhattan, the CBD may be split
between an original downtown and a midtown that emerged in the
twentieth century. In such instances, the two downtowns are combined
into one general primary downtown. Figure 3-3 shows Atlanta’s pri-
mary downtown. (Note that Atlanta’s midtown, which looms in the
background, was folded in with its downtown for the statistical analy-
sis.) What are referred to here as “secondary downtowns” are the cen-
ters of major suburbs and uptowns in central cities that developed a
relatively modest, though focused, commercial center early in the twen-

Table 3-2. Office Types

(ategory Scale Office density Basic units Boundary

Primary A square mile ora Very high to high  City block Sharp; well delineated
downtown few square miles

Secondary Asquare mile ora High to medium  City block Mostly well delin-
downtown few square miles eated, with some

soft edges
Edge city Several square miles  Mediumtolow  Freeway inter- Fuzzy,but witha
change recognizable edge
Edgelesscity ~ Tens or hundreds Very low Municipality  Indeterminate, very

of square miles or county hard to delineate
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Figure 3-3. Downtown Atlanta

tieth century. Secondary downtowns are scaled down, slightly less dense
versions of primary downtowns. They have their origin in the streetcar
and early auto era and therefore support some pedestrian presence. Fig-
ure 3-4 shows Atlanta’s Buckhead, the area’s leading uptown.
Secondary dowtowns often emerged in what some urban historians
refer to as residential city suburbs.'® These suburbs represented the first
generation of major population centers outside central cities and often
replicated many of the CBD’s features, including retail and commercial
development. Residential suburbs even contained a modest amount of
high-density, low-income residences surrounding their downtowns.

Edge Cities

In the literature on suburban office development, edge cities have a
specific definition. While Joel Garreau first used the term “edge city” in

18. Bourchert (1996).
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Figure 3-4. Buckhead, Atlanta

«Phipps Plaza

1991, he defined it by using the same criteria real estate consultant
Christopher Leinberger used earlier to identify what Leinberger referred
to as urban villages."” As defined by Garreau, edge cities are places that

—have 5 million square feet or more of office space

—have 600,000 square feet or more of retail space

—have more jobs than bedrooms

—are perceived by the population as one place

—were nothing like a “city” as recently as thirty years ago.?

Garreau finds that edge cities are dense relative to their suburban sur-
roundings. Leinberger also emphasizes density when describing urban

19. In a personal conversation with the author, Chris Leinberger indicated that Joel
Garreau was the first person to contact him after the publication of his piece with Charles
Lockwood (1986) in the Atlantic Monthly, which listed the criteria for an urban village.

20. Garreau (1991), pp. 6-7.
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Figure 3-5. Perimeter Center, Atlanta

villages, which he depicts as “business, retail and entertainment focal
points amid a low-density cityscape” having “a core—a kind of new
downtown—where the buildings are the tallest, the daytime population
the largest, and the traffic congestion the most severe.”?' In the study
reported in this book, edge cities are defined only by total square feet of
office space, the first of the five criteria listed above. The number of
edge cities varies depending on metropolitan area, with larger office
markets typically containing several. (For a complete list of edge cities,
see appendix C.) Most edge cities are found along interstate beltways
and major arterial roads that run through the mature suburban parts of
metropolitan areas. Perimeter Center outside of Atlanta, shown in figure
3-5, constitutes a large edge city.

21. Leinberger and Lockwood (1986), p. 43.
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Edgeless Cities

Edgeless cities, along with edge cities, identify a subset of non-CBD
office space. As the term implies, edgeless cities lack a well-defined
boundary or edge. They may extend over tens and, in a few cases, hun-
dreds of square miles of urban space, and although their individual com-
ponents often have a name (“So-and-so” office park), edgeless cities
seldom strike a casual observer as unified in any meaningful way. There-
fore, unlike edge cities, edgeless cities are not perceived as a place.
Gertrude Stein’s famous comment about Oakland, California—*“When
you get there, there isn’t any there, there”—would apply even more
aptly to edgeless cities.

Edgeless cities capture all non-downtown office space that is not in
an edge city. They scatter far and wide across the region, some ringing
the metropolitan edge, others lying between edge cities or covering the
outskirts of cities. Places such as northern New Jersey contain vast
swaths of office buildings—some grouped in small clusters and corri-
dors, others solitary, tucked into hill and dale. Edgeless cities are so
large and dispersed that it is difficult to refer to them individually. It is
not always possible to say, for example, “Consider this particular edge-
less city.” Rather, because of their scale, they have to be described in
general terms: “Edgeless cities constitute X percent of a region’s office
space.” Edgeless cities are more diffuse, less glamorous cousins of edge
cities. Edgeless cities are as elusive and hard to define as urban sprawl,
of which, essentially, they constitute a major part.?? Saying “edgeless
city” is in fact a polite way of saying “office sprawl.” Figure 3-6, which
shows a nondescript area north of Atlanta, illustrates the point.

Delineating Office Location Types

Despite the relatively straightforward distinctions in the types of office
locations in the accompanying photographs, much of the nation’s office
space exists across a spectrum of built environments that sometimes are
hard to delineate. This study assigned all of the office space in the thir-
teen major markets examined to one of the four categories already
described (figure 3-7).

22. Lang (2000c).
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Figure 3-6. Edgeless City North of Atlanta

Haynes Brigge Road

Distinguishing Primary Downtowns from
Secondary Downtowns

The distinction between primary and secondary downtowns was
clear cut. Primary downtowns are the original core of commercial devel-
opment. The only difficulty lay in determining what space to include in
the primary downtowns of New York City and Los Angeles. If, despite
being many miles apart, midtown Manhattan and lower Manhattan (the
financial district) together constitute a single downtown, could the same
be true of separate areas in other cities? The only other city for which
such a conclusion seemed reasonable was Los Angeles. Besides tradition,
a key fact supporting the view that midtown Manhattan and the finan-
cial district are linked as a single CBD is that a spine of development that
runs along Broadway joins the two. The “Broadway” of Los Angeles is
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Figure 3-7. Office Location Types

Downtown

==

Secondary downtown Edge city Edgeless city

Wilshire Boulevard.?* Commercial development runs the length of
Wilshire, beginning in Los Angeles’s downtown and running west to the
Pacific in Santa Monica, with only occasional breaks.?* According to
analysis of the office data in this study, nearly 85 million square feet of
office space can be found within a half-mile of the street. Therefore, if
Broadway defines downtown New York, Wilshire Boulevard defines
downtown Los Angeles.

Distinguishing Secondary Downtowns from Edge Cities

The distinction between secondary downtowns and edge cities is
based primarily on context. Secondary downtowns appear in locations

23. Abbott (1990).
24. In fact, Abbott refers to Wilshire Boulevard as the “first linear downtown” (1990,
p. 64).
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that traditionally have been regional satellite centers. For example,
places such as Jersey City, New Jersey, are not edge cities. Jersey City
has two large office clusters: one is Journal Square, its traditional com-
mercial core; the other is Exchange Place, a new office area built directly
across the Hudson River from lower Manhattan. Exchange Place also
has a stop on the Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) train. Although
Exchange Place is new, its context is old. In fact, Exchange Place is
really a spillover of development from lower Manhattan. Secondary
downtowns also differ from edge cities in terms of streetscape. Sec-
ondary downtowns maintain a city-like street grid, and the buildings
connect to the streets rather than sit in a sea of parking and landscaped
lawns. Urban morphology therefore helps separate secondary down-
towns from edge cities.

Delineating secondary downtowns from edge cities is important in
public policy terms. When places such as Jersey City gain more office
space, their growth does not create the same set of issues that accompa-
nies similar development in the suburbs. For the most part, concerns
about open space, transportation, and mismatching of jobs and housing
are not present. Smart growth proposals, which seek to direct growth to
areas that already are built up, often recommend developing secondary
downtowns.

Separating secondary downtowns from edge cities was most difficult
for New York City, Washington, D.C., and Los Angeles. The three
regions have plenty of both, and they also are the nation’s biggest office
markets. In instances in which the decision was difficult, edge city was
used as the default category. Places such as Morristown, New Jersey,
and Crystal City in Arlington, Virginia, are older, and according to the
census definition they are central cities. However, the office development
they feature does not connect to an older context. In Morristown, most
of the development sprawls outside the older urban core; Crystal City,
created in the 1960s, is an isolated office environment disconnected
from the older city of Arlington. By contrast, the office development
that occurred in Arlington along Wilson Boulevard was designed to fit
the context of the city and therefore formed secondary downtowns.?

Distinguishing Edge Cities from Edgeless Cities

The distinction between edge cities and edgeless cities is more a mat-
ter of degree than of absolute difference. A gradient exists for both the

25. Porter (1997).
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size and density of office clusters. Five million square feet of office space
is used as the primary cut-off point for size because that is the figure
used by Garreau and by Leinberger and Lockwood.?® At some point, all
edge cities were edgeless cities in that they did not possess enough office
space to qualify as edge cities. Had a longitudinal analysis been per-
formed in this study, the specific edge cities identified would have been
somewhat different at different data points. The issue does not arise in a
historical analysis of current office stock (or panel data), as was done in
this study (see appendix B for details). In addition, it appears that most
current edgeless cities are not edge cities waiting to grow up. New office
space is added to them at such low densities that most edgeless cities are
not coalescing into the type of dense clusters that would meet the crite-
ria for being an edge city. Contrary to some theories,”” the data show
that most non-CBD office space did not migrate to the big clusters that
were forming during the 1970s and 1980s.

Building heights generally tend to be higher in edge cities than in
edgeless cities. Edge cities also tend to have some signature structures
that rise high above their surroundings and thereby create a citylike
impression. This is especially true of larger edge cities, such as those
with more than 10 million square feet of office space. Edge cities in the
7 to 9 million-square-foot range exhibit some of these characteristics but
they are less pronounced.

A decision was made not to use the additional edge city criterion
requiring 600,000 square feet of retail space. As was predicted in the-
ory,?® studies have shown no correlation between the location of retail
and office space.” Had this criterion been added, the amount of space
assigned to edge cities would have dropped dramatically, resulting in
less useful findings for this study.

The data analysis that follows shows seventeen edge cities with more
than 10 million square feet of office space. (A full listing of edge cities by
region and size appears in chapter 5.) Such places were clearly distin-
guishable from edgeless cities. That was not unexpected. Most of the
places that Garreau focuses on have more than 10 million square feet of
office space. However, according to the analysis here, big edge cities rep-
resent only 30 percent of the edge city total. The edge cities that were

26. Garreau (1991); Leinberger and Lockwood (1986).

27. Daniels (1985); Erickson (1983, 1985); Erickson and Gentry (1985).
28. Fishman (1990)

29. Lang (1994a); Pivo (1990).
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just over the 5 million-square-foot cut-off point were a bit harder to dis-
tinguish from edgeless cities, but even these small edge cities clustered in
a way that made them denser than edgeless cities. Because they are dis-
crete and bounded, edge cities also can be counted the way satellite cities
can. Edgeless cities cannot be counted because they do not have an edge.

Black’s Guide Data and Maps

Office market statistics are not collected by government agencies but by
a variety of real estate brokers, consulting firms, realty and building
associations, and online data providers. Given the diversity of the
sources, with their correspondingly varied focuses and interests, no uni-
form guidelines exist for determining even basic attributes of office mar-
kets, such as total size. In fact, there is not even general agreement on
what should be categorized as an office building. Therefore any compi-
lation of office statistics must to some extent be customized and data
selected on the basis of their relevance to the task at hand (for more
details, see appendix A).

The major source of office data in the study examined in this book is
Black’s Guide to Office Leasing, a directory of office space published by
a company based in Gaithersburg, Maryland. Black’s Guide was until
very recently the only national office data source that allowed central
city space to be separated from suburban space; no other national office
survey listed buildings by address.*® Black’s Guide lists multitenanted
rental office buildings of 15,000 square feet or more, identified as
“existing,” “under construction,” or “proposed.” Inventory data, by
which total market size is determined, include buildings under construc-
tion at the time of the survey but not those proposed, even if a starting
date is given. Black’s Guide surveys even the smallest suburban office
markets, making it possible to compare data across regions. Buildings
are listed in the publication at no cost to owners or developers, and the
guide, whose primary source of revenue was display advertising, is dis-
tributed free to companies and institutions involved in office leasing.

Black’s Guide’s best feature is its maps, which show the exact location
of all of the offices that appear in the directory. The maps clearly indi-
cate how widely buildings are dispersed across a region. Examples of

30. In 2000, a number of online data sources were established, such as Reality 1Q;
however, the dotcom bust affected these start-ups, and now it is increasingly hard to get
online office data.
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these maps are shown at the end of this chapter. The challenge for those
mapping office buildings is to find the right blocks of space to show clus-
ters of office development. For downtowns, the process is simple. Find
the downtown, draw a perimeter, and then map the buildings. The same
is true for edge cities, which exist as either a cluster or a relatively dense
corridor. But how does one map edgeless cities? Not easily. If there is a
question about the existence of edgeless cities, a quick glance at the maps
in Black’s Guide will dispel any doubt. Edgeless cities appear across mul-
tiple pages—a few buildings here, some more buildings there—some in
small clusters, others scattered like buckshot. Black’s Guide often uses
dozens of maps to show all of the buildings in large markets. A single
map usually depicts the downtown; the region’s edge cities take up sev-
eral more; and the rest of the maps—often thirty to forty—show edgeless
cities. The maps by themselves tell a compelling story of how America’s
office economy has grown in ways that are hard to measure.

Field Guide for the Study

Examples of a primary downtown, a secondary downtown, an edge city,
and an edgeless city based on the maps in Black’s Guide follow.

Primary Downtown: Houston, Texas

Houston’s downtown is a relatively compact cluster of several dozen
large office buildings that fit into a space of fewer than 100 city blocks.
It contains just over 38 million square feet of office space, much more
than even the largest edge city. The center of the downtown is the inter-
section of Travis and Walker streets. The blocks bounded by Louisiana
Street to the west, San Jacinto to the east, Capitol to the north, and
McKinney to the south contain the densest development. Over the last
twenty years, the center of the downtown shifted west toward Sam
Houston Park and the city hall complex, stranding some of the pre-
World War II office towers.?! The continuity of downtown is broken in
parts by empty lots that provide surface parking.

As figure 3-8 shows, many of the major buildings downtown are con-
nected by tunnels and overhead walkways to provide protection from
Houston’s stifling heat and humidity in the summer and security all year
round. (The walkways have been criticized for reducing the pedestrian
presence on the street.) Houston’s is a fairly typical Sunbelt downtown
that caters to the nine-to-five office worker and offers little to tourists or

31. ULI (1999).
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Figure 3-8. Downtown Houston
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residents. In recent years some of the old office buildings have been con-
verted into housing in an attempt to introduce some life after 5:00
p.m.*2 While that has helped, the downtown seems more like an edge
city on steroids than a Boston or San Francisco CBD.

Secondary Downtown: Pasadena, California

Downtown Pasadena, made famous by the Rose Bowl Parade and a
song, “The Little Old Lady from Pasadena,” made popular by Jan and

32. Sohmer and Lang (2000).
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Figure 3-9. Downtown Pasadena, California
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Dean in the 1960s, is a late nineteenth-century satellite city northeast of
downtown Los Angeles (figure 3-9). The city was so important that it
received the first freeway (along the Arroyo Seco) to downtown in the
early 1940s. The heart of Pasadena’s downtown runs about a dozen
blocks along Colorado Boulevard. Within this stretch lies most of the
city’s nearly 8 million square feet of office space, an amount typical of
many secondary downtowns. The stretch includes a pedestrian-friendly
shopping district. Pasadena was in decline as recently as the 1970s, but
its Victorian and Craftsman homes dating from the turn of the twentieth
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century proved an inviting target for gentrification. The city is typical of
upscale secondary downtowns around the county, such as Cambridge,
Massachusetts, and Bethesda, Maryland. To some, these places are more
attractive, human-scaled alternatives to the primary downtown.

Edge City: Tysons Corner, Virginia

Tysons Corner seems to be everybody’s favorite Edge City—almost
any account of suburban office development in the late 1980s contained
some mention of it. Tysons Corner even appears in before-and-after
photographs on the inside leaves of Joel Garreau’s Edge City. Looking at
figure 3-10, it is easy to see why. Tysons Corner is a dense (for the sub-
urbs) cluster of office buildings surrounding two large regional malls. It
is the nation’s third-largest edge city, with nearly 18 million square feet
of office space, most of which lies within a triangular area well-bounded
by the Dulles Toll Road, Leesburg Pike, and Magarity Road.

While Tysons Corner has been well profiled as the ultimate marked
edge city, it is hardly typical. It is bigger and denser and features more
mixed uses than many of its more humble fellow edge cities. But Tysons
Corner does have several notable peers. It belongs to a family of edge
cities referred to in this book as glamorous galleria edge cities. Post Oak
(Houston), the LB] Freeway (Dallas), and Cumberland Galleria
(Atlanta) are close cousins to Tysons Corner. They are all big (the sec-
ond-, fourth-, eighth-, and third-largest, respectively, of the edge cities
ranked by analysis here), and they all have large, upscale regional malls
with the label “Galleria.” In addition, they all have been featured, as
early as the 1970s, as representing suburbia’s future.’® They are in fact
the flagships of the new metropolis, and they are surrounded in the sub-
urban sea by an armada of frigates (smaller edge cities) and countless
patrol boats (edgeless cities).

The developer of several Galleria malls, Gerald Hines, played a key
role in building many of the nation’s largest edge cities. In order to pre-
vent downscale retail centers from cutting in on his market, Hines had
the land surrounding his malls zoned for office space, hotels, and multi-
family housing, and the zoning promoted the formation of large-scale,
mixed-use edge cities. In this, Hines was the Baron von Haussmann of
edge cities.**

33. Breckenfeld (1972).
34. Von Haussmann was the master planner who redesigned Paris in the late nine-
teenth century, giving the city its signature wide boulevards (Fishman 1987).
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Figure 3-10. Tysons Corner, Virginia
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Figure 3-11. Coconut Creek, Margate, and North Lauderdale, Florida
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Edgeless City: Space in Coconut Creek, Margate,
and North Lauderdale, Florida

The patch of south Florida that appears in figure 3-11 is a bit hard to
describe. It represents just under fourteen square miles and contains
684,758 square feet of office space. There is no center. If the map were

S.W. 71st Ave.
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shifted a mile or two in any direction to show a slightly different area,
some buildings would slip off while new ones would appear. What the
map shows is just a routine stretch of suburbia—an occasional office
building among strip malls and single-family homes. Here the office
building is like another strip mall. No glamorous galleria mall anchors it
to a soaring suburban city. The area probably has never been high-
lighted in a national study on office development in suburbia. It proba-
bly has never been heralded as the new urban form. But this little corner
of suburban south Florida and countless other places around the coun-
try more or less like it add up to what metropolitan America is really all
about. They are the latest result of a decentralizing pattern that began in
the mid-nineteenth century and has continued into the twenty-first.



CHAPTER 4
The Battle for Number One:

Downtown versus Edgeless Cities

By the mid 1980s, there was far more office space in Edge Cities around
America’s largest metropolis, New York, than there was at its heart—Midtown
Manhattan.

—JOEL GARREAU (1991)

Garreau’s announcement of the triumph of edge cities over the nation’s
largest cluster of office space makes for good reading. It has a David-
and-Goliath sort of appeal: the once humble suburbs, home to Levit-
town and pink flamingo lawn ornaments, had enough office space to
take on Manhattan, the titan of commerce. A good story, and almost
true. Although Garreau based his definition of “edge city” on Lein-
berger’s criteria for an urban village, he applied the term loosely, includ-
ing many office clusters that did not meet those criteria. And there is
another problem—the midtown’s real competitor is not edge cities, but
its much humbler suburban cousin, the edgeless city.

As table 4-2 shows, as of 1999 the amount of office space in Manhat-
tan was almost twice the total amount found in the New York metro-
politan area’s edgeless cities. In contrast, Manhattan’s office space
dwarfed that in the area’s edge cities by more than nine to one. Despite
Garreau, Manhattan’s dominance of the New York region is safe for the
time being. But the same cannot be said for downtowns in eleven of the
thirteen metropolitan areas studied. In the regional battle for the num-
ber-one spot in total office space, edgeless cities beat primary down-
towns except in New York City and Chicago. In places such as Boston
and Washington, D.C., the gap was narrow, but in Philadelphia and
especially Miami, it ranged from large to enormous. In comparison,
there were just five regions—Atlanta, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, and
Miami—where the edge city total surpassed that of downtown. And in

53
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Table 4-1. Historical Analysis of Office Space in Thirteen Metropolitan Areas, 1999’

By year built®

Office space 1999 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet  Percentt  Squarefeet Percent®  Squarefeet Percent®  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 1,175,546,637  43.7 205,991,927 400 395715246 313 573,839,464 63.0
Primary 1,013,603,948 37.7 165015561 32.1 312,911,334 248 535,677,053 588
Secondary 161,942,689 6.0 40,976,366 8.0 82,803,912 6.6 38,162,411 42
Edge city 532,944,733 198 108,864,284 21.1  322,615829 255 101,464,620 11.1
Edgeless city 980,993,488 365  199,935211 388 545425995 432 235,632,282 259

Total 2,689,484,858 100.0 514,791,422 100  1,263,757,070 100 910,936,366 100

Source: Black's Guide to Office Leasing.

a. The thirteen metropolitan office markets are Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, New York,
Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.

b.For an explanation of the historical anaysis used in this study see appendix B.

¢.Percent of total square feet in the thirteen metropolitan areas.

each of those places, except Dallas, the edgeless cities were as large as or
even larger than the edge cities.

Chapter 4 examines the distribution of office space in downtowns,
edge cities, and edgeless cities in the thirteen metropolitan areas covered
in the study. The profiles that follow contain the names and office space
inventories for all of the primary downtowns, secondary downtowns,
and edge cities. The tables show the percentage of current office space in
each of these categories as well as edgeless cities; they also feature his-
torical data, allowing for tracking of the expansion and contraction of
downtowns, edge cities, and edgeless cities during the 1980s and 1990s.
The chapter ends with an analysis of office space trends in the 1990s
and an effort to group the various metropolitan areas on the basis of
office space distribution.

National Historical Analysis

Table 4-1 shows the historical analysis of current office inventory in the
study’s office location categories. Note that although this analysis is not
the same as a longitudinal study, it can serve as a proxy for one (for
details, see appendix B). The boom of the 1980s and the bust of the
1990s clearly register in table 4-1. Even though the 1990s are more
recent, the bulk of space in the current inventory dates from the 1980s.
Almost half (47 percent) of the existing office space in the thirteen mar-



THE BATTLE FOR NUMBER ONE 55

Table 4-2. Summary of Office Space in Thirteen Metropolitan Areas, 1999°

Primary downtown Secondary downtown Edge ity Edgeless city

Metropolitan Square Square Square Square Total

area feet  Percent feet  Percent N feet  Percent N feet  Percent  square feet
Atlanta 31,132,327 236 13049980 9.9 1 33,501,999 253 2 54,486,457 412 132,170,763
Boston 56,666,727 374 6995406 46 1 28426987 188 4 59345046 392 151,434,166
Chicago 134,285,726  53.9 48546947 195 6 66,250,174 26.6 249,082,847
Dallas 30,607,818 205 6,779,628 45 1 60,084,103 403 6 51,554,463 34.6 149,026,012
Denver 23,522,232 304 3263748 42 1 22753338 294 4 27,722,095 359 77,261,413
Detroit 16,754,461 213 31,085,327 395 2 30813711 392 78,653,499
Houston 38,046,467 23.0 62,557,748 379 6 64,470,742 39.1 165,074,957
Los Angeles 85,037,104 298 22,709,801 7.8 4 72324970 254 6 105412,452 37.0 284,884,327
Miami 12,678,884 13.1 4374329 45 1 16,077,609 166 2 63774416 658 96,905,238
New York 390,143,000 56.7 49,711,600 7.2 6 43,006777 62 6 205503,635 29.9 688,365,012
Philadelphia 54,818,180 342  5196,698 32 1 14,199,849 89 2 85899853 53.6 160,114,580
SanFrancisco 60,114,661 339 15606968 88 2 24612366 139 4 76,968,744 434 177,302,739
Washington,D.C. 79,796,361 28.6 34854531 125 5 75766713 271 8 88,791,700 31.8 279,209,305
Average 81,872,635 16,543,634 24 41,620,228 47 77,208,919 213,109,508
Median 55,742,454 6,995,406 1.0 37,046,052 50 65,360,458 162,594,769
Total 1,013,603,948 37.7 161,942,689 6.0 23 532,944,733 19.8 58 980,993,488 36.5 2,689,484,858

Source: Black's Guide to Office Leasing. New York's primary downtown figure comes from Cushman & Wakefield and the Real Estate Board
of New York.
a.N:Number of secondary downtowns and edge cities; percent: percent of total square feet in the thirteen metropolitan areas.

kets studied was added in the 1980s, when both edge cities and edgeless
cities boomed—well over half of their existing space dates to that
decade. It also was a boom time for secondary downtowns, which
added about half (51 percent) of their current space during those years.
While primary cities also gained a significant amount of space, more
than half of their stock dates to the 1970s and earlier. Primary down-
towns had so much inventory by 1980 that it would have been difficult
for them to double it in the 1980s. Even so, both edge cities and espe-
cially edgeless cities also outpaced primary downtowns in absolute
terms during the decade.

Historical analysis of existing office inventory suggests that the cur-
rent edgeless cities and edge cities grew up more or less together. In per-
cent terms, they expanded about equally in the last two decades of the
twentieth century. In absolute terms, however, edgeless cities signifi-
cantly outpaced edge cities. More space was added to edgeless cities dur-
ing the 1980s alone (545 million square feet) than is now found in edge
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cities (533 million square feet). Comparing the two over time is compli-
cated a bit by the fact that edge cities once were edgeless. Yet it is rea-
sonable to assume that these two variants of non-downtown office space
development have coexisted and will continue to do so.

National Metropolitan Summary

Table 4-2 shows the distribution of office space for downtowns, edge
cities, and edgeless cities in the study’s thirteen metropolitan areas. Pri-
mary downtowns maintain the largest share of office space, with 38 per-
cent of the total. Edgeless cities follow close behind, with 37 percent.
Edge cities contain one-fifth of the office space in these major markets,
and secondary downtowns have the smallest share, just 6 percent. The
study identified thirteen primary downtowns, twenty-three secondary
downtowns, and fifty-eight edge cities; all other space was counted as
edgeless cities (see appendix C for the complete list).

Primary downtowns have just over 1 billion square feet of office
space; edgeless cities contain nearly a billion. Together they account for
three-quarters of the office space in the thirteen regions studied. These
numbers constitute a major research finding. The fact that edgeless
cities, which are so deconcentrated, have achieved parity with the pri-
mary downtowns of the nation’s biggest markets is astonishing. A revo-
lution in metropolitan form occurred in the past several decades—the
regional office hierarchy has been turned upside down.

Most metropolitan office space exists in either high-density down-
towns or low-density edgeless cities. The middle-density office environ-
ments of edge cities and secondary downtowns, which total eighty-one
places in the study, account for one-quarter of metropolitan space.
Clearly, edge cities do not capture all or even most non-CBD office
space; in fact, they contain less than one-third of all such space. Edge
cities are a major office location category, but on their own they do not
represent the entire or even the predominant pattern of non-CBD office
development.

The distribution of office space across the categories developed in the
study varies significantly by metropolitan area. In some regions, edge
cities proliferate, while in others edgeless cities balloon. The share of
edgeless space ranges from 66 percent in Miami to 27 percent in
Chicago. Edge city percentages range from 40 percent in Dallas to 7 per-
cent in New York. Three metropolitan areas lack secondary downtowns
altogether, while New York, Washington, D.C., and Los Angeles main-
tain several.
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Edge cities are best represented in Dallas, Detroit, and Houston, yet
all three of these regions also maintain a large share of office space in
edgeless cities. Edge cities contain a larger percentage of regional space
in just two metropolitan areas, Dallas and Detroit. New York and
Chicago were the only metropolitan areas where the majority of office
space was found in the area’s primary downtown.

Five metropolitan areas (Boston, Washington, D.C., Denver, Los
Angeles, and San Francisco) had near parity in their amounts of primary
downtown and edgeless city office space. However, all five had more
space in their edgeless cities than in their primary downtowns. Four
metropolitan areas (Dallas, Houston, Atlanta, and Detroit) show a
wider disparity between downtown and edgeless city office space. While
the Philadelphia metropolitan area still has an average amount of office
space in its primary downtown, more than half (54 percent) of its office
space is located in edgeless cities. Miami, the only other area with more
than half (almost two-thirds) of its office space in edgeless locations, has
the least amount of space in its primary downtown (13.1 percent), giv-
ing it by far the highest disparity between downtown and edgeless city
office space.

Interestingly, while the percentage of office space in downtowns dips
almost to single digits and the percentage in edge cities and secondary
downtowns drops to single digits or to zero, edgeless cities always repre-
sent at least one-quarter of total regional office space. In that way, edge-
less cities are the most ubiquitous feature of the modern metropolis.

Metropolitan Area Profiles

The thirteen metropolitan areas for which data were collected (see tables
4-3 through 4-15) are scattered throughout the United States, ranging in
size from New York (the largest office market) to Denver (the smallest).
Their profiles follow below.

Atlanta: The Sprawling Metropolis

Recent research has shown Atlanta to have more sprawl than any
large region in America.! Atlanta, like much of the Southeast, is a prod-
uct of a regional culture that has never built large dense cities.? The
South’s great coastal centers, Savannah and Charleston, began their rela-
tive decline at the end of the eighteenth century, and they now are

1. Galster and others (2001).
2. Lang (2000a).
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Table 4-3. Metropolitan Atlanta Office Space, 1999’

Location

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent

Downtown
Atlanta
Buckhead

Edge city
Cumberland/

Galleria
Perimeter
(Center

Edgeless city

Total

44182307 334 13928484 352 16,702,543 274 13,551,280 429
31132327 236 9,971,160  25.2 9,126,403 150 12,034,764  38.1
13,049,980 9.9 3,957,324 100 7,576,140 124 1516516 4.8
33,501,999 253 7491376 189 20,943,615 343 5,067,008  16.0

17,620,553 133 5,061,684 128 9,520,126  15.6 3,038,743 9.6

15,881,446 120 2,429,692 6.1 1,423,489 187 2,028,265 6.4
54,486,457 412 18,142,428 459 23,351,444 383 12,992,585 41.1

132,170,763 100 39,562,288 100 60,997,602 100 31,610,873 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Atlanta metropolitan area.

tourist towns. The region’s current big cities, Atlanta and Charlotte, are
for the most part creations of the post—World War II era. The South’s
topography and climate provide no natural limit to how far a metropoli-
tan area can spread, unlike physical conditions in the Western half of
the Sunbelt.® Atlanta is primarily a horizontal city, although anyone who
has flown over the region can pick out the skylines of the four areas that
contain much of Atlanta’s office space.

Atlanta has few major centers, but they are substantial. The region
has two edge cities, Cumberland Galleria and Perimeter Center, that are
among the top ten in the nation, and it has the largest secondary down-
town, Buckhead. In fact, all three are larger than Miami’s primary
downtown. These centers, plus Atlanta’s downtown, account for almost
60 percent of the region’s office space. Despite Atlanta’s sprawl, much of
the region’s office employment is concentrated in a few locations.

Most of Atlanta’s office space lies north of the downtown in a
“favored quarter” that has been well documented by Christopher Lein-
berger;* the region’s wealthy and largely white residential areas also lie
mostly north of downtown. The area around Buckhead is especially
affluent. Atlanta’s south, in contrast, has a substantial African American

3. Lang, Popper, and Popper (1997); Lang (2000c).
4. Leinberger (1996).
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Table 4-4. Metropolitan Boston Office Space, 1999°
By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet ~ Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 63,662,133 420 16,909,088  48.2 31,891,773 382 14861272 451
Boston 56,666,727  37.4 15,376,588  43.9 27,745,044 332 13,545,095 411
(ambridge 6,995,406 4.6 1,532,500 4.4 4,146,729 5.0 1,316,177 4.0
Edge city 28,426,987 1838 6,518,560  18.6 17,282,405  20.7 4,626,022 14.0
Burlington-
Woburn 5,988,741 4.0 973,033 28 4,052,389 49 963,319 29
Framingham-
Natick 6,267,958 4.1 2,931,327 8.4 2,576,165 3.1 760,466 23
Quincy-
Braintree 5,619,711 3.7 195,000 0.6 4,478,864 54 945,847 29
Waltham-
Newton 10,550,577 7.0 2,419,200 6.9 6,174,987 14 1,956,390 59
Edgeless city 59,345,046  39.2 11,620,652  33.2 34,270,000 411 13,454304 408
Total 151,434,166 100 35,048,300 100 83,444,268 100 32,941,598 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Boston metropolitan area.

population and is far less wealthy. Despite being focused in a few key
nodes, much office employment is far removed from the residences of
less well-off commuters, creating a regional jobs/housing imbalance and
some of the nation’s worst traffic.

Although Atlanta’s non-CBD clusters are among the largest in the
nation, edgeless cities still capture a larger share of the region’s office
space. According to historical analysis of current inventory, Atlanta’s
edgeless city office space accounts for the most space added to the
region in the 1990s, more than twice the space added to edge cities.
Atlanta not only sprawls, it also appears to be growing more edgeless.

Boston: The Prototypical Region

Who would guess that among the nation’s largest metropolitan areas,
the Boston area, with its unique New England character, would come
closest to representing the average metropolitan office development
form? The region has an average amount of office space, and that space
is distributed among office locations in a way that closely matches the
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percentages for the nation as a whole. It has an average-sized downtown,
a secondary downtown, four (mostly small) edge cities, and lots of edge-
less city space. The historical data indicate that the current inventory
has been added in the different office location categories at about the
same relative pace.

Boston’s edge cities ring the downtown in all directions. Boston’s sec-
ondary downtown is located in Cambridge, home to Harvard University
and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; this cluster, as well as the
edge cities that line route 128 (Boston’s main beltway), contains many
high-tech firms. The downtown office economy features the standard
complement of financial services firms, but it also specializes in such
knowledge industries as publishing.

Chicago: The Monocentric Metropolis

In the 1920s the Chicago School of Sociology developed a model of
the early twentieth-century American metropolis based on concentric
zones of progressively lower-density development extending outward
from the region’s predominant commercial core.’ Chicago was used as
the model, and the model still applies better to Chicago than perhaps
any other city in the nation.

As discussed earlier, no twentieth-century American region has ever
been completely monocentric. There have long been industrial satellites
and big mixed-use suburbs that had distinct identities. But Chicago cap-
tured the key idea of the monocentric metropolis, which held that the
center structured the space in the rest of the region. Despite the recent
emergence of substantial edge cities, the region still revolves around
Chicago’s downtown.

Chicago’s downtown maintains the majority (54 percent) of office
space in the region. This space lies in one large cluster—the second-
largest in the United States following midtown Manhattan—Dbeginning
in the Loop and running along the Magnificent Mile north of the
Chicago River. Chicago’s six edge cities together account for another
fifth (20 percent) of space. The region’s edgeless cities add more than
one-quarter (27 percent) of all office space. Much of the growth in the
region’s edge cities occurred in the 1980s, especially in Schaumberg,
which appears to be almost purely a product of the 1980s.

5. Burgess (1925).
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Table 4-5. Metropolitan Chicago Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980

Location Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 134285726 539 14269506 416 36325627 40.1 83,690,593  67.5
Edge city 48,546,947  19.5 8724122 254 28,637,644 316 11,185,181 9.0

Chicago O'Hare 8,157,332 33 900,247 2.6 5,049,525 5.6 2,207,560 1.8

Deerfield/North-

brook 7,122,374 2.9 1,348908 3.9 4,019,229 44 1,754,237 14

Lombard 6,451,516 2.6 1,478,187 43 4,004,509 44 968,820 0.8

Naperville 7,306,689 2.9 2,370,597 69 4,391,971 48 544,121 0.4

Oakbrook 10,823,162 43 1,891,648 55 4,812,161 53 4119353 33

Schaumburg 8,685,874 35 734535 21 6,360,249 7.0 1,591,090 13
Edgeless city 66,250,174 26,6 11345465 330  25712,096 284 29,192,613  23.5
Total 249,082,847 100 34,339,093 100 90,675,367 100 124,068,387 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Chicago metropolitan area.

Dallas: The Big D Has Big Edge Cities

Like all things Texan, Dallas’s edge cities are big. Three of the six in
Dallas have more than 10 million square feet of office space, and even
the smallest has more than 7.5 million square feet. Dallas’s edge cities fit
into a favored quarter to the north and west of the downtown, and
upscale residential areas surround most, especially Las Colinas. Histori-
cal data on the current inventory show that edgeless cities constitute the
newest space and that they may be gaining on edge cities. The data also
show that the downtown has experienced remarkably diminished build-
ing activity since the crash in the 1980s. The downtown, already small
relative to the region, will fall even further behind if the trend continues.

Office development occurs along freeway corridors more in Texas
than perhaps anywhere else in the country.® The Texas freeway system,
which features long stretches of frontage road running parallel to the
highway, has facilitated this type of growth. These roads function as
local lanes to the freeway’s express lanes, allowing motorists to leave the

6. See Baerwald (1978, 1982) for a description of the same type of development in
metropolitan Minneapolis.
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Table 4-6. Metropolitan Dallas Office Space, 1999°

Location

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Squarefeet ~ Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent

Downtown
Dallas
Fort Worth

Edge city

37,387,446 25.1 5304141 134 20,513,231 242 11,570,074 469
30,607,818  20.5 3,258,329 82 16639341 196 10,710,148 434

6,779,628 4.5 2,045,812 52 3,873,890 4.6 859,926 3.5
60,084,103  40.3 15824146 400 36,761,324 434 7498633 304

Far North Dallas 12,257,981 8.2 5,666,376  14.3 6,235,932 14 355,673 14

Las Colinas

LBJ Corridor

Oaklawn
(Midtown)

71,775,891 52 657,185 1.7 6,252,982 14 865724 35
13,223,639 89 3,100,561 78 8,272,239 9.8 1,850,839 7.5

10,366,787 7.0 2,197,375 5.6 7,431,261 8.8 738,151 3.0

Plano/Richardson 7,521,566 5.0 1,967,222 5.0 5,128,480 6.0 425,864 1.7

Stemmons
Freeway
Edgeless city

Total

8,938,239 6.0 2,235,427 5.6 3,440,430 4.1 3,262,382 13.2
51,554,463 346 18,447,477 46.6 27500524 324 5606462 227

149,026,012 100 39,575,764 100 84,775,079 100 24,675,169 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Dallas metropolitan area.

freeway and drive alongside it for miles (as people do at times to avoid
traffic). In most of metropolitan America, a location at the intersection
of a freeway and a major arterial road is a prime location for large-scale
commercial development. The space along the highway between these
intersections, however, is at a distinct disadvantage for edge city devel-
opment because one would have to enter the local street system to
access the space. But that is not the case in Texas. The frontage road is
an adjunct to the highway; location along its length only slightly dimin-
ishes the access available at a major intersection. Along many stretches
of the freeway network, the frontage road functions as a quasi-extra
lane and has multiple points of entry to the highway, helping to elongate
development into corridors. Dallas’s LB] Freeway is one prominent
example of this office development form.

Denver: The Prototypical “Smaller” Region

Denver is essentially a smaller version of Boston, with the same com-
plement of non-CBD office clusters. The percentages of space in the
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Table 4-7. Metropolitan Denver Office Space, 1999’

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 26,785,980 347 2,973,119 250 18,594,273 377 5218,588 325
Denver 23,522,232 304 2,281,546 192 16,966,509  34.4 4274177 266
Boulder 3,263,748 42 691,573 5.8 1,627,764 33 944,41 5.9
Edge city 22,753,338 294 2,982912 251 15,039,200  30.5 4,731,226 295

Cherry Creek 6,206,844 8.0 812,795 6.8 3,268,974 6.6 2,125,075  13.2
Denver Tech-

nology Center 5,779,654 7.5 889,719 7.5 4,222,600 8.6 667,335 42
Greenwood

Plaza 5,939,986 7.7 450,718 3.8 4,268,725 8.7 1,220,543 7.6
Inverness/Cen-

tennial Airport 4,826,854 6.2 829,680 7.0 3,278,901 6.6 718273 45
Edgeless city 27,722,095 359 5924492 499 15701934 3138 6,095,669  38.0
Total 77,261,413 100 11,880,523 100 49,335,407 100 16,045,483 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Denver metropolitan area.

office categories match figures for both Boston and the nation. The
region’s edge cities, such as the Denver Technology Center, specialize in
high-tech enterprises. Denver’s one secondary downtown is in the town
of Boulder, home to the University of Colorado.

Much of Denver’s non-CBD office space is south of the downtown.
Almost 30 percent of the region’s office space falls in edge cities, and
another 36 percent can be found in edgeless cities. Edgeless cities gained
half of the office inventory built during the 1990s, while the downtowns
and edge cities each added one-quarter. During the boom years of the
1980s, the distribution among the three office development categories
was far more equal.

During the early 1980s, savings and loan companies invested heavily
in office construction. When Denver was hit hard by recession in the
late 1980s, the earlier overbuilding left the region with a large excess
inventory as it entered the 1990s. According to historical analysis of
current stock, the region experienced a sharp 75 percent drop in office
construction during the 1990s. The slowdown affected all parts of the
region, although Denver’s edgeless cities fared a bit better.
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Table 4-8. Metropolitan Detroit Office Space, 1999’

Location

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent

Downtown

Edge city
Troy
Southfield

Edgeless city

Total

16,754,461 213 3,370,056 14.2 3,058,850 85 10,325,555  55.0
31,085327 395 10432675 440 15,752,083 43.6 4,900,569  26.1
13,580,655 173 5128,076 216 7,502,680  20.8 949,899 5.1
17,504,672 223 5304,599 224 8,249,403 228 3,950,670  21.0
30,813,711 392 9,919,754 418 17,331,044 43.0 3,562,913 19.0

78,653,499 100 23,722,485 1000 36,141,977 100.0 18,789,037 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Detroit metropolitan area.

Detroit: The Big Three

The Big Three in Detroit typically refers to the big three automobile
manufacturers—General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler (now Daimler
Chrysler). In this case it refers to the three office clusters that dominate
the region—Southfield, downtown Detroit, and Troy. Note that South-
field is listed before downtown, because of the thirteen metropolitan
areas studied Detroit is the only one in which a single edge city sur-
passes the CBD. Detroit historically has been known for racial prob-
lems and white flight. Following urban riots in the 1960s, many
businesses and people left the city for its suburbs, reducing its popula-
tion by half. The region’s suburban/urban split is perhaps the starkest in
the nation, and many suburban residents do not treat Detroit as the
center of the region.

The region’s suburbanites instead have supported the emergence of
large suburban centers. Detroit has the second-smallest office market in
this study (just ahead of Denver’s), and yet its only two edge cities rank
in the top ten. These edge cities, along with an equal amount of edge-
less city space, account for almost four-fifths (79 percent) of all of the
office space in the region. According to historical analysis of the cur-
rent inventory, edgeless cities contain the newest office space; they have
been gaining ground on the downtown at least since the 1980s and
probably before.

The Detroit region suffered the smallest bust in the 1990s of any met-
ropolitan area in the study, in part because Detroit experienced the
smallest boom during the 1980s. Construction activity varied widely
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Table 4-9. Metropolitan Houston Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet ~ Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 38,046,467  23.0 7,131,025 265 19,142,156 216 11,773,286 237
Edge city 62,557,748 379 11,397,839 424 31985835 36.1 19,174,074 386
(learlake 4,965,400 3.0 589,299 22 3,438,816 39 937,285 19

Greenspoint 8,734,170 53 1,777,303 6.6 5,113,808 5.8 1,843,059 37
Greenway Plaza 10,345,432 6.3 2,039,842 7.6 3,360,619 3.8 4944971 100
Katy Freeway 7,647,034 4.6 1,342,231 50 4,009,219 4.5 2,295,584 46

Post Oak 21,118,568  12.8 4,406,234 164 9,280,098  10.5 7,432,236 15.0

Westchase 9,747,144 5.9 1,242930 4.6 6,783,275 7.7 1,720939 35
Edgeless city 64,470,742 39.1 8,382,648 311 37399421 422 18,688,673  37.7
Total 165,074,957 100 26,911,512 100 88,527,412 100 49,636,033 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Houston metropolitan area.

across metropolitan Detroit during the last two decades of the past cen-
tury—the downtown languished while the suburbs gained. During the
1980s, Detroit’s edge cities and edgeless cities added more than 33 mil-
lion square feet of office space to the area’s current inventory while the
city added only 3 million square feet. The space in Detroit’s suburbs also
is remarkably new: almost 90 percent of all existing edge city and edge-
less city office space in the region has been built since 1980.

Houston: Master-Planned Edge Cities

Houston is a city of logos. Its built environment, like that of most big
Sunbelt metropolises, is divided up into large-scale, named private
developments. In most places, naming is limited to master-planned com-
munities, but in Houston and to a degree Dallas, the appellations extend
to edge cities, which in many cases also are master planned. Most edge
cities are named by local real estate people trying to identify a submar-
ket. A large regional mall often identifies an area,” and a major highway
also can serve as a label. But in Houston, many edge cities are named as
if they were master-planned communities. With no irony intended, these
centers of business are named as if they were woodsy, suburban gated

7. Garreau (1991).
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enclaves; Houston, for example, features edge cities called Greenspoint,
Clearlake, and Post Oak.

Most edge cities in Houston also have separate chambers of com-
merce and business improvement districts (BIDs), which operate the way
a homeowner’s association does—they provide maintenance and secu-
rity services and generally ensure that the quality of the public environ-
ment does not deteriorate. The BIDs attempt to create an integrated
streetscape that gives the edge city a distinctive look, and they also for-
malize its name.

Houston’s half-dozen edge cities are arrayed to the west of the down-
town, either at or past the inner beltway. Although most major cities
feature photos of their downtown skyline on postcards, Houston is
perhaps the only city that has a postcard featuring multiple skylines,
including Post Oak, Greenway Plaza, the Texas Medical Center, the
Astrodome/Astroworld, and downtown. Despite their size and number,
Houston’s edge cities collectively are just a bit smaller than the region’s
edgeless city space. Together, the two categories account for more than
three-quarters (77 percent) of the metropolitan area’s office space.

Because the energy industry is heavily concentrated in the city, the
region suffered a tremendous bust in the mid-1980s when energy prices
collapsed. Houston’s economy took many years to recover to the point
that it could absorb excess office inventory; therefore, very little space
was built in the 1990s compared with the prior decade. The region’s
edge cities did a bit better than its downtown and edgeless cities during
the 1990s.

Los Angeles: A Metropolis of Urban Realms

Los Angeles is a big, complex, and dispersed region. It is really sev-
eral regions, or what James Vance calls “urban realms,” folded into
one.? These realms bump up against one another and may even overlap
somewhat, but their cores are largely autonomous. Orange County,
south of Los Angeles, constitutes one of the region’s realms. Others
include the Inland Empire, anchored by the cities of San Bernardino and

8. To Vance (1964), urban realms are a natural function of the growth of cities; the city
has changed structurally, becoming a collection of realms that has grown “one stage
beyond that of a metropolis” (p. 78). The core-periphery relationship weakens as realms
become more equal. The basic organization of the region becomes more cooperative as the
shared urban and cultural identity of the urban realms creates what Vance calls a “sympo-
lis” rather than a metropolis.
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Table 4-10. Metropolitan Los Angeles Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet ~ Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 107,146,905  37.6 36,921,897  49.1 40,297,752 273 29,927,256  48.1

Primary downtown 85,037,104  29.8 31,068,066 413 27314506 185 26,654,532 42.8
Beverly Hills 17,398,390 6.1 5,267,210 7.0 5,069,031 3.4 7,062,149 113
Los Angeles 44818372 157 17,857,750 238 15,696,148  10.6 11,264,474 181
Santa Monica 8,320,447 29 3,684,324 49 3,799,253 26 836,870 13
Mid Wilshire 14,499,895 5.1 4,258,782 57 2,750,074 1.9 7,491,039 120

Secondary downtown 22,109,801 18 5,853,831 7.8 12,983,246 8.8 3,272,724 53

Glendale 6,179,136 22 2,899,877 39 2,689,056 1.8 590,203 0.9
Long Beach 8,059,753 28 1,636,529 22 5,553,121 38 870,103 1.4
Pasadena 7,870,912 28 1,317,425 1.8 4,741,069 32 1,812,418 29

Edge city 72324970 254 18,070,629  24.0 42,048,480 285 12,205,861  19.6
Costa Mesa/Irvine/

Newport 28,496,983  10.0 4,927,660 6.6 17,137,472 11.6 6,431,851 103
Santa Ana 5,649,978 20 1,173,663 1.6 3,199,756 22 1,276,559 2.0
Sherman Oaks 8,651,478 3.0 3,081,483 4.1 3,719,417 2.5 1,850,578 3.0
South Bay/LAX 11,626,533 4.1 3,962,707 53 6,920,863 47 742,963 1.2
West Los Angeles 11,111,940 39 3,221,033 43 6,878,172 47 1,012,735 1.6
Woodland Hills 6,788,058 24 1,704,083 23 4,192,800 28 891,175 1.4

Edgeless city 105,412,452 37.0 20,175,353 268 65,093,076  44.1 20,144,023 323
Total 284,884,327 100 75,167,879 100 147,439,308 100 62,277,140 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Los Angeles metropolitan area.

Riverside, to the east, and the valleys stretching north and west to
Ventura. The Los Angeles basin is the oldest and densest of these realms.
Locally the region is referred to in its entirety as the Southland.

New York, the nation’s other gigantic region, has realms as well. But
Manhattan is so strong a core that it does a good job of holding the
region together;’ the same is true for Chicago’s loop. But Los Angeles, as
Robert Fishman argues, was born decentralized.' Its core simply cannot
hold it together."!

9. Lang (1994a, 1994b).
10. Fishman (1987).
11. Fulton (1997).
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Los Angeles may be the most fractured region in the nation, and the
best way to understand it is to treat it in parts. The LA basin contains
the majority of the region’s office space. In addition to the large primary
downtown office strip along Wilshire Boulevard, there is a mid-sized
secondary downtown in Long Beach and large edge cities at the Los
Angeles International Airport and on the city’s West Side south of
Wilshire. In sum, the LA basin’s space is essentially polycentric. In
Orange County, Costa Mesa dominates. Beyond these centers things
begin to break apart. There is an edge city here and there, but for the
most part there is just a lot of edgeless space.

According to historical analysis of existing inventory, it looks as if the
1980s was the decade of the edgeless city: almost half of the space
added in LA in the 1980s was added there. That is remarkable consider-
ing that there are ten non-CBD and four CBD nodes competing for
space. The finding indicates that office development in the region as a
whole is post-polycentric and scattered in a way that fits no existing
urban spatial model.'?

Interestingly, the same historical analysis suggests that Los Angeles’s
primary downtown is making a comeback. Much of this space was
begun late in the 1980s, when Japanese investors went on an office-
buying spree. When their economy went bust in the early 1990s, so did
California’s, and the resulting recession created huge vacancies down-
town."” But slowly, as the economy recovered, this space was occupied.
The downtown, now home to many new media and telecommunications
companies, has become Los Angeles’s Silicon Alley or, more appropri-
ately, its Silicon Boulevard.

No mention of Los Angeles would be complete without considering
the role that its street system plays in structuring office development.
Like parts of Texas, Los Angeles has a road network that tends to pro-
mote linear development. Interestingly, the region’s fabled freeway sys-
tem is not the major determinant of office location; that is determined
by the grid of broad boulevards that lace the Southland. As in Texas,
LA’s boulevards, or surface streets, are the local lanes to the expressway
network, and the region’s major commercial enterprises, from malls to
office buildings, locate along their length. The boulevards predate the

12. Gordon and Richardson (1996).

13. Cushman and Wakefield, Southern California: Real Estate Forecast and Review
(1997).

14. Pivo (1990).
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Table 4-11. Metropolitan Miami Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980

Location Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 17,053,213 17.6 3,542,330 155 8,837,543  16.0 4,673,340 248

Miami 12,678,884 131 1,451,558 6.4 6,887,004 12,5 4,339,662  23.0

Fort Lauderdale 4,374,329 4.5 2,090,772 9.2 1,949,879 35 333,678 1.8
Edge city 16,077,609 16.6 5,658,359  24.8 9,253,906  16.8 1,165,344 6.2

Boca Raton 6,870,513 7.1 2,757,411 121 3,653,398 6.6 459,704 24

Miami Airport 9,207,096 9.5 2,900,948 127 5,600,508  10.1 705,640 3.7
Edgeless city 63,774,416 65.8 13,625,873  59.7 37,148,553  67.2 12,999,990  69.0
Total 96,905,238 100 22,826,562 100 55,240,002 100 18,838,674 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Miami metropolitan area.

freeways, which were added to alleviate the traffic that by the mid-
twentieth century had filled these streets, by many years. The boulevards
help create a pattern of dispersed, mostly undifferentiated growth with
focal points scattered about at random."’

Miami: The Edgeless Metropolis

Miami is like a chunk of Los Angeles that broke off and found its
way to the East Coast. However, the part of Los Angeles that Miami
resembles is not the LA basin—Miami is more like an urban realm of
edgeless cities. South Florida is the edgeless metropolis incarnate. It is
simply the most centerless large region in the nation—Los Angeles
minus the focal points. The ocean and the Everglades hold its sprawl in
check, but within the urbanized space there are few major centers.

Two-thirds (66 percent) of South Florida’s office space can be found
in edgeless cities; the rest is about evenly split between downtown (18
percent) and edge cities (17 percent). Miami has the smallest primary
downtown of the thirteen cities in this study, and Fort Lauderdale, the
secondary downtown, is the second smallest. The development around
Miami International Airport is the region’s only major edge city. The
edge cities and Fort Lauderdale did add a significant amount of space
in the 1990s, indicating that Miami may have reached its limits of
edgelessness.

15. Pressman (1985).
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Table 4-12. Metropolitan New York Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent ~ Squarefeet  Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 439,854,600 63.9 50,582,288  59.9 76,491,235 341 312,781,077 824
Manhattan 390,143,000 56.7 37,143,000  44.0 53,800,000 24.0 299,200,000 78.8
Brooklyn 5,493,600 0.8 3,260,000 39 115,000 0.1 2,118,600 0.6
Jersey City 10,183,136 15 3,342,282 4.0 5,925,754 26 915,100 0.2
Newark 11,524,262 1.7 3,678,500 44 3,123,000 1.4 4,722,762 1.2
New Haven 5,158,075 0.7 2,093,923 25 2,030,140 0.9 1,034,012 0.3
Stamford 11,774,490 1.7 762,417 0.9 7,966,914 3.6 3,045,159 0.8
White Plains 5,578,037 0.8 302,166 0.4 3,530,427 1.6 1,745,444 0.5
Edge city 43,006,777 6.2 5,403,473 6.4 26,540,814  11.8 11,062,490 29
Garden City 9,322,876 1.4 623,498 0.7 6,129,221 2.7 2,570,157 0.7
Franklin/

Piscataway 6,915,291 1.0 61,200 0.1 6,132,025 2.7 722,066 0.2
Lake Success 5,220,105 0.8 307,800 0.4 2,300,773 1.0 2,611,532 0.7
Melville 5,552,987 0.8 1,170,270 1.4 2,303,750 1.0 2,078,967 0.5
Morristown 5,949,485 0.9 1,165,976 1.4 3,091,484 1.4 1,692,025 0.4
Parsippany 10,046,033 1.5 2,074,729 25 6,583,561 29 1,387,743 0.4

Edgeless city 205,503,635 29.9 28,517,350 337 121,096,153  54.0 55,890,132 147
Total 688,365,012 100 84,503,111 100 224,128,202 100 379,733,699 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in New York metropolitan area.

New York: Manhattan Island in an Edgeless Ocean

Were it not for Manhattan Island’s massive stock of office space, the
New York region would be, without qualification, the great edgeless
metropolis. As it stands, New York outside of Midtown and Wall Street
has the nation’s largest inventory of edgeless office space—a whopping
206 million square feet, almost double the amount in Los Angeles,
which has the next-largest inventory. More than 121 million square feet
of that space was added in the 1980s alone, an amount almost equiva-
lent to the Atlanta region’s total. It is apparent from the case of New
York that edgeless cities are not edge cities in waiting. The New York
region has enough non-CBD office space for a dozen large edge cities;
instead, it has just a dozen mostly small edge cities.

Northern New Jersey in particular houses a vast supply of edgeless
city space. Consider, for example, Princeton, New Jersey, which often is
mentioned in books on the new suburbs, including Garreau’s Edge City.
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In this book, Princeton is listed as an edge city, represented by a small
dot about where the town stands. But if readers open up Black’s Guide
and try to locate the Princeton edge city, as they would Tysons Corner,
they will find that it simply does not exist—as a center, at least. Instead
they will be confronted with about a dozen maps that together represent
more than 100 square miles of central New Jersey between Princeton
and New Brunswick. In those maps they can find just over 11 million
square feet of space, but they will not find anything even closely resem-
bling a Tysons Corner or a Post Oak.

The Big Apple certainly is big. It has by far the nation’s largest office
inventory. The New York metropolitan area also maintains the nation’s
oldest office stock, much of it located in Manhattan. The region features
many satellite central cities. Places such as Newark, New Jersey, and
Stamford, Connecticut, have large office markets that are nonetheless
dwarfed by New York City’s market. The city’s office space is divided
between two very large clusters, midtown Manhattan and lower Man-
hattan, which constitute the first- and third-largest concentrations of
space in the nation. There also are good-sized office nodes in the outer
boroughs of Queens and Brooklyn.

Philadelphia: The Edgeless Metropolis of the North

Like New York, Philadelphia is proof that the edgeless metropolis is
not just a Sunbelt phenomenon. In fact, the region appears to be the
south Florida of the north, the major difference being that Philadelphia

Table 4-13. Metropolitan Philadelphia Office Space, 1999°

Al

By year built

Current

1990-99

1980-89

Pre-1980

Location Square feet

Percent  Square feet

Percent

Square feet

Percent

Square feet

Percent

Downtown 60,014,878
Philadelphia 54,818,180
Wilmington 5,196,698

Edge city 14,199,849
King of Prussia 6,173,563
Malvern-Paoli-

Wayne 8,026,286

Edgeless city 85,899,853

Total 160,114,580

375 7,317,702
34.2 6,683,702
3.2 634,000
8.9 2,987,279
3.9 1,209,429

5.0 1,777,850
53.6 23,827,588

100 34,132,569

214
19.6
19
8.8
35

5.2
69.8

100

35,913,222
32,389,160
3,524,062
9,019,918
3,776,267

5,243,651
41,773,524

86,706,664

4.4
374
4.1
10.4
4.4

6.0
48.2

100

16,783,954
15,745,318
1,038,636
2,192,652
1,187,867

1,004,785
20,298,741

39,275,347

427
40.1
2.6
5.6
3.0

2.6
517

100

Source: Author’s calculations.

a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Philadelphia metropolitan area.
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does have a decent-sized downtown. Philadelphia’s two modest-sized
edge cities are north and west of the downtown. Malvern-Paoli-Wayne
is along Philadelphia’s Main Line, a commuter line that runs through
the region’s older affluent suburbs. The King of Prussia edge city is built
around a regional mall, near the intersection of the region’s major inter-
states. Interestingly, the New Jersey side of the Philadelphia metropoli-
tan area contains no office cluster that qualifies as either a downtown or
an edge city. Places such as Cherry Hill, New Jersey, which features one
of the oldest enclosed malls in the nation, lacks the size required to be
called an edge city. The old industrial satellite city of Camden, New Jer-
sey, has fallen on hard times and, unlike Newark and Jersey City, has
not been redeveloped as a secondary downtown.

Not only does Philadelphia have large edgeless cities; they are the
fastest-growing office development category of late. About 70 percent of
the office space in the current inventory added during the 1990s was
built in edgeless cities. Meanwhile edge cities captured 9 percent and
downtowns 21 percent.

San Francisco: The Fragmented Metropolis

Like Los Angeles, San Francisco comprises several regions. The big
factor here is not absolute size or the lack of a strong center, but physi-
cal form.!* Many underestimate the impact that the Bay Area’s scenic
geography has on its urban form and subsequently its office develop-
ment pattern. If one were to outline the urbanized area of most Ameri-
can regions the result would look something like an amoeba. But tracing
San Francisco’s urbanized area produces something very different. Its
urban space rings a large bay, and it slips around mountains—in short,
it has many breaks. The Bay Area’s physical reality produced an early
polycentrism, as secondary downtowns such as Oakland and San Jose
grew along with San Francisco.

After Miami and Philadelphia, San Francisco has the highest percent-
age of edgeless city space. The downtown and edgeless city space com-
bine to total 86 percent of the region.

Outside its original satellite cities, the San Francisco metropolitan
area has only four small edge cities. According to historical analysis of
current inventory, the region’s edge cities, which accounted for just 5
percent of the space added in the 1990s, have not been thriving of late.
Downtowns, meanwhile, accounted for half of the region’s current

16. Vance (1964, 1977).
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Table 4-14. Metropolitan San Francisco Office Space, 1999°

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Location Squarefeet  Percent ~ Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent  Squarefeet Percent
Downtown 75721629 427 10,714,441 49.8 39770351 373 25236837 515
San Francisco 60,114,661 339 8,189,697  38.1 32199414 302 19,725,550  40.2
Oakland 10,130,041 57 1474744 6.9 4,149,901 39 450539 9.2
San Jose 5,476,927 3.1 1,050,000 4.9 3421036 32 1,005,891 2.1
Edge city 24,612,366 139 1,141,687 53 19,129,662 179 434,017 89
NorthSanlJose 7,742,562 44 0 — 7,234,501 6.8 508,061 1.0
Pleasanton 5,017,613 28 85027 04 4,626,062 43 306524 0.6
San Ramon 5,017,579 28 606932 28 4,058,227 38 352420 07
Walnut Creek 6,834,612 39 449,728 21 3,210,872 3.0 3174012 65
Edgeless city 76,968,744 434 9,658,348 449 47841622 448 19,468,774  39.7
Total 177,302,739 100 21,514,476 100 106,741,635 100 49,046,628 100

Source: Author’s calculations.
a. Percent: percent of total square feet in San Francisco metropolitan area.

space added in the 1990s, and edgeless cities approached this number
by capturing 45 percent. San Francisco’s urban form is now heading in
a post-polycentric direction—a South Florida with mountains and
chilly summers.

Interestingly, the San Francisco metropolitan area experienced one of
the steepest declines in office growth rates during the 1990s, dropping
almost 80 percent from the 1980s rate. Four key factors explain the
decline. First, the national recession of the early 1990s lasted a bit
longer in California. Second, office space in the city of San Francisco
was quite overbuilt in the 1980s and new space was in little demand
during the 1990s, when consolidations in the banking industry resulted
in the loss of the headquarters facilities of two major downtown banks.
Third, growth restrictions in the city of San Francisco prevented devel-
opers from launching a speculative building boom there during the late
1990s. Fourth, office growth in the Bay Area is not as important an
indicator of the economy as it is in other regions. Metropolitan San
Francisco’s major industry is high tech, much of it housed in what are
known as flex buildings, which contain a hybrid of office and manufac-
turing space. Flex buildings also are important in Los Angeles, although
less so than in San Francisco. Because Black’s Guide does not fully track
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Table 4-15. Metropolitan Washington, D.C., Office Space, 1999°

Location

By year built
Current 1990-99 1980-89 Pre-1980
Square feet ~ Percent  Squarefeet Percent ~ Squarefeet  Percent ~ Square feet Percent

Downtown
Washington

114,650,892  41.1 33,027,850 503 48,176,690  32.2 33,446,352 523
79,796,361 28.6 24821328 378 31,316,660  20.9 23,658,373 37.0

Arlington-Rosslyn/

Court House

9,734,636 2.1 2,211,286 41 4,951,532 15 2,571,818 15

Arlington-Ballston/

Clarendon
Downtown
Alexandria
Downtown
Bethesda
Downtown
Silver Spring
Edge city
Greenbelt
Chantilly/Dulles
Crystal City
Fairfax Center
Reston
Rockville/North
Bethesda
Shady Grove
Tysons Corner
Edgeless city

Total

5,922,570 21 2,672,925 41 2,300,549 15 949,096 15
5,694,042 20 926,710 1.4 3,668,876 25 1,098,456 1.7
7,583,288 2.7 912,909 1.4 3,507,662 23 3,162,717 49
5,919,995 2.1 1,482,692 23 2,431,411 1.6 2,005,892 31
75,766,713 27.1 12,231,227 186 50,220,943 336 13,314,543 208
7,082,018 2.5 1,160,513 1.8 4,981,332 33 940,173 15
8,203,804 29 1,831,115 28 6,327,308 4.2 45,381 0.1
10,305,673 3.7 435,040 0.7 5,947,333 4.0 3,923,300 6.1
5,271,217 1.9 1,047,645 1.6 4,229,572 2.8 0 —
9,545,763 34 1,185,203 1.8 7,484,530 5.0 876,030 1.4

10,666,670 3.8 2,155,555 33 5,920,678 4.0 2,590,437 4.0

6,744,909 24 856,603 13 4,110,866 2.7 1,777,440 28
17,940,659 6.4 3,559,553 54 11,219,324 7.5 3,161,782 49
88,791,700  31.8 20,347,783 31.0 51,206,514 342 17,237,403 269

279,209,305 100 65,606,860 100 149,604,147 100 63,998,298 100

Source: Author’s

calculations.

a. Percent: percent of total square feet in Washington, D.C., metropolitan area.

flex space, much of the region’s high-tech boom is not captured in office
statistics.

Washington, D.C.: Land of Edge Cities

As a Washington Post writer, Joel Garreau was at ground zero when
he wrote Edge City. Washington is a land of edge cities, including three
that have more than 10 million square feet of office space. Washington
also is a mature polycentric metropolis. It has more non-CBD office cen-
ters with 5 million or more square feet of space (eight edge cities and
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five secondary downtowns) than any other metropolitan area in the
country. In that measure it surpasses even larger regions such as New
York and Los Angeles.

Most of Washington’s office space lies in the western half of the
region. Like Atlanta, Washington is a region divided by income and
race."” The line that divides the region runs along 16th Street in the cen-
ter of Washington and into the suburbs of Virginia and especially Mary-
land. The area west of the line is for the most part affluent and white.
The area east of the line is substantially African American and less afflu-
ent, although Prince George’s County, Maryland, outside the Washing-
ton beltway, is home to a large number of middle-income black
households.

Northern Virginia, where edge cities along the Dulles airport toll
road have exploded with high-tech growth, has been the region’s boom
area for much of the last two decades. Suburban Maryland also has
flourished from downtown Bethesda near the District of Columbia out-
ward to Rockville and Shady Grove. Despite the fact that there has been
tremendous auto-dependent office development in Washington’s sub-
urbs, it appears that that the region’s subway system (Metro) still plays a
major role in supporting polycentric growth. The primary and all sec-
ondary downtowns have subway stations that are close to most of the
office space to make it easier for commuters to walk to work. In addi-
tion, four edge cities have stations, one of which, Crystal City, allows
for easy pedestrian access to nearby office buildings. Thus, almost half
of the office space in the Washington region is within reasonable walk-
ing distance of the Metro. The hub-and-spoke arrangement of the Metro
system supports a similar pattern of development for much of the
region’s office space.

Metropolitan Washington has the nation’s third-largest office econ-
omy, just barely behind Los Angeles and well ahead of Chicago. The size
of the market is especially interesting given that Black’s Guide excludes
government offices from its office space figures.

Office Growth Trends in the 1990s

Table 4-16 shows office space growth trends in the 1990s for the thir-
teen metropolitan areas in the study. The analysis is based on a compari-
son of the regional share captured by each office location type compared

17. Orfield (1999).
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Table 4-16. Office Space Growth Trends in the 1990s°

Metropolitan area Gain in office space Loss in office space
Atlanta Edgeless cities Edge cities

Boston Downtown Edgeless cities
Chicago Edgeless cities Edge cities

Dallas Edgeless cities Downtown

Denver Edgeless cities Downtown/edge cities
Detroit Downtown Edgeless cities
Houston Downtown/edge cities Edgeless cities

Los Angeles Downtown Edgeless cities

Miami Edge city Edgeless cities

New York Downtown Edge/edgeless cities
Philadelphia Edgeless cities Downtown/edge cities
San Francisco Downtown Edge cities
Washington, D.C. Downtown Edge cities

Source: Author’s calculations.
a.Based on regional share in the 1990s compared with share in the 1980s.

with its share in the 1980s. Note that in cases in which the percent share
was essentially flat it was treated as neither a gain nor a loss.

Table 4-16 shows that, relative to the 1980s, the 1990s were a good
decade for downtown. Seven metropolitan areas—Boston, Detroit,
Houston, Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, and Washington—saw
their regional share of downtown office space increase when compared
with the 1980s. In contrast, the downtown share of office space
dropped in only three regions—Dallas, Denver, and Philadelphia.

The 1990s were not as good for edge cities. Only two regions, Hous-
ton and Miami, saw an uptick in the share of edge city office space dur-
ing the 1990s. Conversely, seven metropolitan areas—Atlanta, Chicago,
Denver, New York, Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Washington,
D.C.—saw a drop. Edge cities were essentially the mirror opposite of
downtown during the 1990s; the struggle that some of them experienced
during the decade is discussed more fully in chapter 6.

Edgeless cities’ share of regional office space varied in the 1990s. Five
regions saw an expansion in the share of edgeless city office space, while
six metropolitan areas experienced a contraction. The gaining metropol-
itan areas were Atlanta, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, and Philadelphia; the
losing regions were Boston, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami, and
New York.
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Table 4-17. Typology of Metropolitan Areas, 1999

Percent differ-
ence between
Percent Percent Percent Percent primary
officespace  officespace  officespace  officespace  downtowns
inprimary  in secondary inedge inedgeless  and edge-

Metropolitan area downtown  downtown cities cities less cities
Core Dominated
Chicago 53.9 19.5 26.6 273
New York 56.7 7.2 6.2 29.9 26.8
Balanced
Boston 374 4.6 18.8 39.2 -18
Washington, D.C. 28.6 12.5 27.1 31.8 -3.2
Denver 30.4 42 294 359 -55
Los Angeles 29.8 7.8 254 37.0 -71.2
San Francisco 33.9 8.8 13.9 434 -9.5
Dispersed
Dallas 20.5 45 40.3 346 -14.1
Houson 23.0 37.9 39.1 -16.1
Atlanta 23.6 9.9 253 412 -17.6
Detroit 213 39.5 39.2 -17.9
Edgeless
Philadelphia 342 3.2 8.9 53.6 -19.4
Miami 13.1 4.5 16.6 65.8 -52.7

Source: Black's Guide to Office Leasing.

Regional Comparisons and Metropolitan Types

The thirteen regions surveyed feature multiple metropolitan office devel-
opment forms. As would be expected, no two are exactly alike, but it
seems that most are not even close to being alike. Office development
around the nation, despite being a product of a highly standardized
design, finance, and construction process, is nonetheless subject to
regional quirks, many of which are highlighted in the survey.

The office data show that there is no single new metropolitan form—
there are many. The hallmark of modern American metropolises is dif-
ference—difference from cities of the past and difference from one
another. The commonalties are chaotic form and massive decentraliza-
tion. While is hard to discern a consistent pattern in the way office space
is distributed in the thirteen metropolitan areas studied, regions can be
grouped by the proportion of their space (see table 4-17). The key basis
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for this grouping is the comparative amount of primary downtown and
edgeless city office space.

According to a comparison of the amount of space in the various
office location types, the metropolitan areas fit into four categories.
There are two “core-dominated” regions, New York and Chicago,
where primary downtown space greatly exceeds edgeless city space.
There are “balanced” metropolitan areas, where the percentage of edge-
less city space exceeds that of primary downtown space, but only by sin-
gle digits. Five regions meet that criterion—Boston, Denver, Los
Angeles, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C. In “dispersed” metropol-
itan areas—Atlanta, Dallas, Detroit, and Houston—the percentage of
edgeless city space exceeds that of primary downtown office space by
double digits. Edge cities in dispersed regions also exceed the amount of
office space in downtowns by a wide margin. Finally, there are “edge-
less” regions, where the edgeless cities account for more than half of the
office space in the metropolitan area. Only Miami and Philadelphia fall
into this category.



CHAPTER 5
Charting the

Elusive Metropolis

Itis a city where all the traditional urban elements float in space like stars and
planets in a galaxy, held together by mutual gravitational attraction but with

large empty spaces in between.
—PEIRCE LEWIS (1995)

Peirce Lewis’s cosmological metaphor, “the galactic city,” indirectly
raises a key issue that physicists have been working on for years—the
fate of the universe. In particular, they debate the content of the empty
spaces between the stars because that content will determine whether
the universe will go on expanding forever or eventually collapse back on
itself. If the seemingly empty spaces are actually full of “dark matter,”
then there might be enough gravitational attraction to slow down and
ultimately reverse the expansion of the universe that started with the Big
Bang. But if the empty spaces are in fact mostly empty, then the universe
will expand forever—and die in icy darkness.

The galactic city also has dark matter in the spaces between its
brightly lit centers. The fate of the universe does not hang on their com-
position, of course, but the nature and direction of the modern metropo-
lis will be determined in part by what is in these spaces. To carry Lewis’s
metaphor a bit further, edgeless cities are the dark matter of the galactic
city. Identifying, categorizing, and charting these places will add much
to knowledge about the metropolitan universe.

Chapter 5 covers ways to map the new metropolitan form and
roughly categorize edgeless city office space. It presents and analyzes
maps showing the distribution of office space in four metropolitan areas
that illustrate the range of urban spatial forms identified in the previous
chapter.
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(lassifying Edgeless Cities

Classifying edgeless cities is like trying to nail Jell-O to the wall. But
despite their largely indeterminate nature, edgeless cities can be distin-
guished in part on the basis of where they lie in the region. The three
basic types are “in-towners,” “in-betweeners,” and “outposts.” The
maps that follow show each of these variants.

The edgeless city categories developed here are hardly definitive.

They derive from a qualitative assessment of how office space is distrib-

)

uted based on viewing numerous Black’s Guide maps and looking at the
municipal distribution of office data. Follow-up research by the author
and others will more precisely measure and group the types of edgeless
cities. At this preliminary stage, it is useful to briefly consider the gen-
eral ways edgeless office space appears across the region.

In-towners

In-towner edgeless cities are found in the denser parts of metropoli-
tan areas such as central cities or older suburbs. This is by far the small-
est edgeless city category, according to a reading of the Black’s Guide
maps and outputs of municipal-level office data. Most office space in
cities appears in distinct centers. There are, however, regions such as Los
Angeles where good portions of edgeless city office space are in dense,
urban-like settings. As the sprawl analysis in chapter 7 shows, given the
overall spatial form of the Los Angeles region, that should be expected.

In-betweeners

In-betweener edgeless cities are located in the general vicinity of other
clusters, such as secondary downtowns and edge cities. Sometimes they
trail away from denser office development, like tails on a comet. In
other instances, they fill in the gaps between edge cities. In all cases, they
are far enough away from other more concentrated developments not to
be part of them.

Outposts

Outposts, which lie at the edge of the region, often in the lowest-den-
sity settings, and in-betweeners constitute the big categories of edgeless
cities. Outposts serve as development spearheads in the exurban fron-
tier. They are probably the biggest public policy concern because they
extend commuter sheds deep into a region’s semi-rural hinterlands.
Much of northern New Jersey’s office space is in this category.



Figure 5-1. Chicago Region: Total Square Footage of Office Space
by One-Square-Mile Area Cells
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Figure 5-2. San Francisco Region: Total Square Footage of Office Space
by One-Square-Mile Area Cells
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FIGURE 5-3. Detroit Region: Total Square Footage of Office Space

by One-Square-Mile Area Cells
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Figure5-4. Philadelphia Region: Total Square Footage of Office Space
by One- Square -Mile Area Cells
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CHARTING THE ELUSIVE METROPOLIS

Office Data Maps

The preceding maps show the distribution of office space in four of the
thirteen metropolitan areas in the study. The Metropolitan Area
Research Corporation (MARC) of Minneapolis prepared the maps; the
office data were provided by CB Richard Ellis. (See appendix A for a
comparison of these data to Black’s Guide data.)

The office building location maps were divided into cells representing
one square mile. The total square footage of office space for each cell
was then mapped and ranges assigned to natural break points in the
data (ranges also appear in the data tables that follow). In addition to
office space, the maps include two other important features: municipal
boundaries and major highways.

Four metropolitan areas—Chicago, San Francisco, Detroit, and
Philadelphia—were picked to represent a range of office location pat-
terns, using the typology discussed in chapter 4 and shown in table 4-
17.! There is one metropolitan area for each of the four types shown in
the table, which groups regions by comparing the ratios of their primary
downtown to their edgeless city office space. The four categories are
“core dominated,” “balanced,” “dispersed,” and “edgeless.”

Chicago: Core Dominated

Figure 5-1 indicates that metropolitan Chicago, despite being core
dominated, has fairly widely dispersed non-CBD office space across
dozens of municipalities. Two clear patterns emerge. The first is that
Chicago has a favored quarter—or half. The region north and west of
the Loop, Chicago’s downtown, contains the great bulk of the region’s
office space. The second pattern is the distinct clustering of edge cities
around the intersections of the region’s main beltway and arterial high-
ways. Around some of these clusters are some in-betweener edgeless
cities, and some outpost edgeless cities lie in the far north, south, and
west of the metropolitan area.

However, not all highway intersections have office space; there is a
distinct absence of office development around the big intersections
south of Chicago. The region traditionally has been rich to the north

1. Maps were provided by MARC for several other regions as well, such as Miami and
Denver. Office space scatters widely in most of the maps. The maps shown here document
the range of the distribution, from relatively clustered to more scattered. The other maps
typically depict office space to be sprawled across much of the region.
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Table 5-1. Metropolitan Chicago Office Space, 2001

Average

Total square Number of size of

Size range Square foot range Total cells  feet in range buildings building
Range 1 3,764-130,000 228 12,142,849 326 37,248
Range 2 132,000-438,534 98 23,487,382 360 65,243
Range 3 476,549-1,215,480 53 38,929,936 402 96,841
Range 4 1,343,890-5,329,387 24 52,669,564 382 137,878
Range5  15,457,879-63,229,658 4 125,945,273 423 297,743
Total 407 253,175,004 1,893 133,743

Sources: MARC and (B Richard Ellis.

and poor to the south—a pattern first documented by early twentieth-
century sociologists in the Chicago School.? It appears that a commu-
nity’s affluence may be more important in attracting office development
than having a major highway intersection. This finding is consistent
with the pattern that Orfield found in an analysis of office space pre-
pared by MARC.?

Table 5-1, which shows the data that underlie figure 5-1, indicates
that Chicago’s office space sweeps across 400 square miles. Range 5
includes almost half of this space, which can be found in just four
square miles in Chicago’s downtown, covering both the Loop and the
office development running north along Lake Michigan. Range 4 cap-
tures the region’s edge city space, which includes a fifth of the metropol-
itan area’s office space, in a total of twenty-four square miles. Ranges 1
through 3 track the region’s edgeless city space, which accounts for 29
percent of Chicago’s office space and covers a total of 379 square miles.

The average building sizes closely follow the size ranges. Range 1 cells,
representing the most diffuse development, contain the smallest build-
ings, just 37,248 square feet on average. In contrast, range 5 (downtown
Chicago) includes buildings that average 279,743 square feet.

San Francisco: Balanced
The physical features of the Bay Area—mountains and sea—substan-

tially shape the region’s urban development. Figure 5-2 would appear to

2. Burgess (1925).
3. Orfield (2002).
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Table 5-2. Metropolitan San Francisco Office Space, 2001

Average

Total square Number of size of

Size range Square foot range Total cells ~ feet in range buildings building
Range 1 2,000-120,544 287 11,648,852 615 18,941
Range 2 122,022-422,675 134 31,693,412 1,034 30,651
Range 3 455,203-1,262,127 78 57,879,835 1,217 47,559
Range 4 1,323,749-5,215,246 39 82,652,025 1,450 57,001
Range 5 8,848,555-64,521,980 7 179,471,919 1,918 93,572
Total 545 363,346,043 6,234 58,285

Sources: MARCand (B Richard Ellis.

show that the San Francisco region is dominated by long office corri-
dors. Office buildings line route 101 (running west of the San Francisco
Bay), interstate 880 (lying east of the bay), and interstate 680 (connect-
ing Concord and Pleasanton). But almost all development of every type
lines these highways because there is limited developable land in the
region, due to such factors as slope, open-space preservation, and geo-
logical fault lines.* West of the development along the peninsula is a
large open-space preserve. East of the East Bay cities are the Berkeley
Hills and Rocky Ridge, which cannot be built on due to the steep slope
of the terrain. The highways in the San Francisco region therefore are
rough indicators of where urban growth is possible. Finally, the Bay
Area’s office development lies almost entirely south of the city. The
region’s northern counties contain vineyards, precluding sprawling
office development.

According to the data provided by CB Richard Ellis, the San Fran-
cisco region has a tremendous amount of office space (table 5-2; appen-
dix A). San Francisco’s downtown, covering seven square miles in the
northeast part of the city, accounts for almost half of this space. The
Bay Area’s secondary downtowns and edge cities also have a large
share, with 23 percent of total inventory. They occupy 39 square miles,
while the region’s vast edgeless cities fill 499 square miles, much of it in
the form of outpost edgeless cities at the southern end of the region.

4. Had the Denver map been used as the example of the “balanced” region, office
space would have been shown to be much more scattered. Despite mountains to the west,
the Denver metropolitan area’s development spreads widely along the high plains, lining
the Front Range of the Rockies. Office development follows this regional pattern.

83



84

CHARTING THE ELUSIVE METROPOLIS

Table 5-3. Metropolitan Detroit Office Space, 2001

Average

Total square Number of size of

Size range Square foot range Total cells  feet in range buildings building
Range 1 2,300-115,150 145 6,700,636 208 32,215
Range 2 117,900-396,900 59 12,553,820 205 61,238
Range 3 419,813-1,190,417 44 30,777,630 375 82,074
Range 4 1,292,470-3,374,819 16 33,195,157 214 155,118
Range5  15,791,762-15,791,762 1 15,791,762 54 292,440
Total 265 99,019,005 1,056 93,768

Sources: MARC and (B Richard Ellis.

Detroit: Dispersed

Figure 5-3 shows that, like Chicago’s, Detroit’s office development
lies mostly north and west of downtown. Once again, office location
throughout the region is tied to the major highways. But Detroit’s big
ring roads (highway 23 and interstate 69) have no office development
except around the college town of Ann Arbor, indicating that the
region’s office space has yet to diffuse to its farthest reaches.

Detroit’s three big office clusters—Southfield, Troy, and downtown—
clearly turn up on figure 5-3. There also is a good-sized patch of office
space around Dearborn and one far to the west in Ann Arbor. Outside
and between these clusters lie large arrays of in-towner and outpost
edgeless cities. The city of Detroit has an uptown in addition to its
downtown.

Downtown Detroit is compact; table 5-3 indicates that all of it fits
within one square mile. According to the CB Richard Ellis data,
Detroit’s downtown, which includes nearly 16 million square feet of
office space, accounts for about 16 percent of the total stock in the
region. With more than 33 million square feet of office space, Detroit’s
edge cities, which cover sixteen square miles, account for one-third. The
other half of Detroit’s regional space lies in edgeless cities, which con-
tain 50 million square feet of office space spread over 248 square miles.

Philadelphia: Edgeless

Figure 5-4 shows that office development spills all over and around
greater Philadelphia. There are big patches to the west of the city and
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Table 5-4. Metropolitan Philadelphia Office Space, 2001

Average

Total square Number of size of

Size range Square foot range Total cells ~ feet in range buildings building
Range 1 1,000-86,000 125 5,495,659 183 30,031
Range 2 89,000—-204,000 86 11,765,605 232 50,714
Range 3 216,442-580,996 56 18,145,841 326 55,662
Range 4 642,522-1,818,606 30 30,118,564 419 71,882
Range 5 6,054,0605—14,752,875 4 38,483,700 128 300,654
Total 301 104,009,369 1,288 80,753

Sources: MARC and (B Richard Ellis.

across the Delaware River in southern New Jersey. (Note that the map
does not include office data from Wilmington, Delaware; if it did, office
development would also spill substantially south of the city.) On the
Philadelphia map, the color red does not indicate dense concentrations
of office space. In Philadelphia’s case, the office square footage range
indicated by the color red (range 4) is only a one-third as dense as
Chicago’s and San Francisco’s range 4 red cells (see figures 5-1, 5-2, and
5-4 and tables 5-1, 5-2, and 5-4).

Unlike with Chicago, San Francisco, and Detroit, it is hard to sepa-
rate the edge cities and edgeless cities in the office data that underlie
Philadelphia’s office space map (see figure 5-4 and table 5-4). The data
in ranges 1 through 4 capture the edgeless cities, while range 5 clearly
indicates Philadelphia’s downtown. In total, edgeless cities spread over
297 square miles and account for 63 percent of the region’s office space.
The downtown fits into just four square miles and contains the remain-
ing 37 percent of office inventory. The downtown’s office buildings,
averaging more than 300,000 square feet, also dwarf those in edgeless
cities, which range from 30,031 to 71,882 square feet. Philadelphia’s
metropolitan area features all variants of edgeless city office space. Out-
post edge cities ring the region, in-betweeners fill the gaps between the
few small office nodes that exist, and in-towners pepper the region’s
older suburbs.

The findings in the four metropolitan office maps are consistent with
recent work that shows the regional distribution of office space. In an
analysis of land use in Atlanta, French, Frank, and Bachman found that
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more than one-fifth of all the cells (or what they call centroids) in the
region contain some office space.” While office buildings are more con-
centrated than residences or other commercial properties, the fact that
they diffuse to this extent demonstrates how far twenty-first century
office development has evolved beyond a monocentric or, in some cases,
even a polycentric form. Collectively, the office data maps tell an inter-
esting story. They show that office development occupies a large share
of the developable land in many metropolitan areas. The maps also
highlight the fact that office development is often arrayed very differ-
ently from one region to the next.

Figure 5-5 represents a sample (also showing metropolitan Philadel-
phia) of the next-generation office maps now under development by the
ameregis, the successor of MARC. This map is part of a series that Tom
Luce of ameregis prepared using the same office data used in the four
preceding maps. Luce sought to structure the office data by size and
density categories in order to tease out some of the sub—edge city divi-
sions in the data—and to find some order in the chaos. The sections are
drawn in quarter-mile cells, a unit of analysis that often is used in transit
studies because it captures a pedestrian scale (a quarter-mile from a
transit stop often is the threshold tolerance that a commuter has for
walking to work). A quarter-mile also is smaller than the scale of even a
modest CBD, and it is much smaller than the scale of an edge city.®

Luce’s Philadelphia map identifies just one edge city (a cluster having
more than 5 million square feet of office space), and eleven sub—edge
city clusters of varying size. He also finds ninety-three “non-clustered
cells” with “high-density” office development (more than 100,000
square feet of office space)” and 260 “non-clustered cells” with low-
density development. The vast majority of Philadelphia’s non-CBD
office space lies outside its edge city. Most is split between the smaller
“suburban clusters” and the high-density non-clustered cells. Thus it
takes more than 100 discrete, noncontiguous office locations to account
for the majority of Philadelphia’s non-CBD office space.

5. French, Frank, and Bachman (2000).

6. Quarter-mile cells also produce the impression of a more clustered metropolis
because they limit the area in which office space is shown. In contrast, French, Frank, and
Bachman (2000) used several-mile-square cells (centroids). The previous four maps fall in
the middle, with one-mile-square cells.

7. This would represent a typical cluster of two to three average non-CBD office build-
ings. A “high-density” cluster would be one in which two to three buildings are found
within a quarter-mile space.
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Figure 5-5 shows that office development spreads throughout the
region. In New Jersey, towns such as Cherry Hill and Mount Laurel fill
up with low-density office development. Another low-grade patch of
development occurs just west of the city in Delaware County. Some in-
town edgeless city space can be found north and west of downtown
Philadelphia. Finally, a long, spread-out corridor of development,
stretching the western length of metropolitan Philadelphia’s urbanized
area, accounts for much of the region’s non-CBD office space.
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CHAPTER 6

Are Edge Cities

88

Losing Their Edge?

The title of this chapter comes from an article in Planning magazine by
Bill Fulton in which he suggested that edge cities may be at risk of being
outcompeted by more decentralized, sprawling commercial develop-
ment. Fulton found that “edge cities are becoming increasingly land
locked. They are no longer the land-rich emerging districts where office
buildings or shopping centers can be built more quickly and cheaply
than elsewhere.”! Fulton’s observation is borne out by the data pre-
sented in this book. As noted in chapter 4, edge cities in many regions
lost ground to both downtowns and edgeless cities. This chapter seeks
to answer why that occurred.

Chapter 6 examines the types, locations, and evolution of edge cities.
The chapter begins by establishing two classes of edge cities derived from
an interpretation of the office space data and then moves to an analysis
of very large edge cities. Next, a life cycle model of how edge cities form
and mature is presented, followed by a discussion of why edgeless cities
appear to be flourishing, often at the expense of edge cities.

Edge City Hierarchy

Not all edge cities are the same. As the data show, several are very large,
with more than 17 million square feet of office space, while many more

1. Fulton (1996), p. 5.
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have 5 to 10 million square feet.? Because edge cities come in different
sizes, it is worth briefly considering the top edge cities as a distinct
group. While some studies have used multivariate statistical methods to
distinguish different types of non-CBD office development,® an analysis
of Black’s Guide maps and office space data suggests that a rough, but
relatively clear, division can be made between two common types of
edge cities:

—Glamour Galleria Edge Cities. Glamour gallerias are large mixed-
use edge cities with at least 10 million square feet of office space. The
“galleria” in the name refers to the presence of a large, typically upscale
regional mall, recognizing the important role that Gerald Hines, the
developer of several Galleria shopping centers, played in sparking the
growth of several large edge cities. “Glamour” comes from the kinds of
businesses these places attract. Big edge cities are direct competitors of
the nation’s largest downtowns for prestige tenants, including corpora-
tions looking for headquarters locations.

Glamour also refers to the fact that these places grab the headlines.
They powerfully demonstrate that even many of the nation’s largest
companies—headquarters and all—have left the big city. Glamour galle-
rias also have entered the public consciousness, and to many (including
many planners and academics) they now represent all edge cities. Post
Oak, in Houston, and Tysons Corner, in northern Virginia, are two
leading glamour galleria edge cities.

—Smaller Utility Version (SUV) Edge Cities. SUVs, as the name
implies, function as more basic cousins of the glamour gallerias. They
are smaller (most have less than 10 million square feet of office space)
and unlikely to be anchored by a regional mall. SUVs also have fewer
major corporate headquarters (according to a reading of the literature)
and fewer signature buildings such as the sixty-two-story skyscraper
found in Post Oak than glamour gallerias do.

The abbreviation SUV is, of course, popularly attached to “sport util-
ity vehicle,” a class of big, utilitarian vehicles that as of 2002 made up
almost half of new car sales in the United States. The edge city SUV is
similar: although smaller than glamour gallerias, it certainly is big rela-
tive to edgeless cities and arguably serves a more utilitarian purpose
than many places in the metropolis. And auto SUVs wind up being

2. Edge cities appear as a definitive cluster, making locating, naming, measuring, and
ranking them a more straightforward process than it is with the more elusive edgeless city.
3. See Cervero (1989).
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driven around SUV edge cities more than any wilderness setting. The
Franklin/Piscataway area in central New Jersey and the Denver Technol-
ogy Center south of Denver are examples of SUV edge cities.

The Top Ten Edge Cities

Table 6-1 shows the top ten edge cities according to square footage of
office space as derived from the Black’s Guide data shown in chapter 5.
The top ten represent the glamour galleria edge cities; together they con-
tain almost one-third (32 percent) of all the office space in edge cities.
Besides the top ten, seven more edge cities have more than 10 million
square feet of office space, ranging in size from 11 million to an even 10
million square feet. (The full list of edge cities and their sizes appears in
chapter 4.) After these, the size of edge cities drops off sharply, resulting
in a large cluster in the 6 to 8 million-square-foot range. The seventeen
edge cities that exceed 10 million square feet of office space account for
almost half (45 percent) of the edge city total inventory reported in this
study. Another 41 edge cities have from 5 to 10 million square feet of
office space.

While the top ten edge cities turn up all over the country, there is a
definite concentration in the Sunbelt, with Atlanta, Dallas, and Los
Angeles each having two edge cities on the list and Houston having one.
Detroit (with two edge cities) and Washington, D.C., are the only
regions outside the Sunbelt on the list. The second-largest (Post Oak)
and eighth-largest (LBJ Freeway) edge cities lie within the central cities
of Houston and Dallas respectively. All others on the list are outside the
central city of the region.

Most top ten edge cities are bigger than the downtowns of such major
cities as Detroit and Miami. Together, they represent more than 169 mil-
lion square feet of office space. Although that sounds like an impressive
amount, it is not much larger than Chicago’s downtown and considerably
smaller than midtown Manhattan. More significant, it is much smaller
than the amount of office space in the vast edgeless cities of the New York
metropolitan area. Furthermore, many of these places are not growing
very fast, especially compared with smaller and more scattered locations.

Table 6-1 also shows the location of the big edge cities relative to the
downtown and the distance between them. Most are about ten miles
from the downtown. The closest (Post Oak) is six miles and the farthest
(Costa Mesa) is thirty-three miles from the CBD. They are the two
largest edge cities and the only ones with more than 20 million square
feet of space; five more glamour galleria edge cities follow them in size,
ranging from around 18 million to 11.5 million square feet.
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Table 6-1. Office Space, Top Ten Edge Cities, 1999

Square feet Metropolitan Direction Miles

Edge city (millions) area from (BD* from (BD
(osta Mesa 28.5 Los Angeles South and East 33
Post Oak (Uptown) 21.1 Houston West 6
Tysons Corner 17.9 Washington West 10
Cumberland Galleria 17.6 Atlanta North and West 10
Southfield 17.5 Detroit North and West 13
Perimeter Center 15.9 Atlanta North 12
Troy 13.6 Detroit North 17
LBJ Freeway 13.2 Dallas North 10
Far North Dallas 12.3 Dallas North 17
South Bay/LAX 1.6 Los Angeles South 10
Total 169.2

Source: Black's Guide to Office Leasing.
a.(BD: central business district.

Costa Mesa and Post Oak illustrate the contrast in how glamour gal-
leria edge cities are situated in their region. Post Oak is essentially an
extension of the downtown—or a modern version of an uptown. In fact,
its chamber of commerce is in the process of having its name officially
changed to Uptown. Post Oak’s relationship to Houston’s downtown is
not unlike the one between midtown and lower Manhattan. Midtown
Manhattan is a mid-twentieth-century uptown built around the juncture
of the New York region’s commuter rail system, which had a less direct
connection to lower Manhattan. Midtown thus became the new down-
town, built to accommodate the boom in suburban rail commuting.

Likewise, Post Oak is a late twentieth-century uptown built around
Houston’s interstate beltway—a version of midtown Manhattan, com-
plete with the sixty-two-story Transco Tower, the tallest office building
outside a central business district. Just as Midtown eventually overtook
the Wall Street area in lower Manhattan, Post Oak someday may usurp
Houston’s old downtown in size and importance.

Costa Mesa, meanwhile, represents a break from downtown Los
Angeles (recall that Los Angeles is a region of realms).* Rather than a

4. The Costa Mesa edge city actually encompasses much of Central Orange County
and spreads into cities such as Irvine and Santa Ana. Its anchor mall is the South Coast
Plaza. Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Santa Ana are large suburban cities that Lang and Sim-
mons (2001) refer to as “boomburbs.” In fact, Santa Ana is the second-largest such subur-
ban super-city in the United States, surpassing such traditional cities as Pittsburgh and
Cincinnati in population.
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Table 6-2. Ten Largest Non-CBD Office Markets, 1997

Square feet Metropolitan

Market (millions) Location/state area
Post Oak/West Loop 229 Houston, Texas Houston
South Coast 228 Costa Mesa/Irvine/Newport Beach, California  Los Angeles
Central Perimeter 19.2 Fulton County, Georgia Atlanta
LBJ Freeway 18.6 Dallas, Texas Dallas
Schaumburg 18.1 Schaumburg, lllinois Chicago
Tysons Corner 17.9 Tysons Corner, Virginia Washington
Oak Brook 173 0Oak Brook, lllinois Chicago
Route 128 West 14.6 Middlesex/Norfolk Counties, Massachusetts ~ Boston
Stamford 14.1 Stamford, Connecticut New York
Las Colinas/Dallas/

FortWorth Airport ~ 13.2 Irving, Texas Dallas
Total 178.7

Source: Cushman and Wakefield Research.

relocated downtown, it is essentially the central business district of
Orange County, California, and it claims its own major airport (John
Wayne) and sports franchises in baseball (Angels) and hockey (Mighty
Ducks). Costa Mesa forms the center of an Orange County urban realm
that has broken from downtown and now has its own commuter and
market sheds.’ Post Oak and downtown Houston are the binary stars of
the same regional solar system; Costa Mesa and downtown Los Angeles
are the stars of separate solar systems. The difference is important, and
it underscores the subtle distinctions that exist in the vastly expanded
twenty-first century American metropolis.

As table 6-2 shows, the real estate firm of Cushman and Wakefield
also follows big edge cities, what it refers to as “large non-CBD mar-
kets” (for details on Cushman and Wakefield office data see appendix
A).® The list substantially overlaps with the list of top ten edge cities
derived from Black’s Guide office data. Five places appear on both
tables 6-1 and 6-2: Costa Mesa (“South Coast” in Cushman and Wake-
field), Post Oak, Tysons Corner, Perimeter Center, and the LB] Freeway.
The lists do not entirely overlap because the criteria for their selection
vary—for example, “office building” is defined differently—but there

5. Vance (1964, 1977).
6. Cushman and Wakefield’s office data are shown here to demonstrate how “marked”
large edge cities have become.
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are similarities in the total size of the top-ten non-CBD markets and the
biggest edge cities.

Interestingly, Detroit, a region whose edge cities turn up twice on the
Black’s Guide—derived top-ten list, has no representatives on Cushman
and Wakefield’s list. Yet Chicago, which registers no edge cities on the
Black’s list, has two in Cushman and Wakefield’s top ten.

Favored Quarters

In many cases non-CBD office space is concentrated in a large wedge
of a metropolitan area, in what some now refer to as the “favored quar-
ter.” Leinberger developed the favored-quarter concept to account for
the fact that, for the most part, wealthy households, high-end retail, and
suburban corporate offices seem to cluster in one quadrant of the
region.” The favored-quarter idea has its roots in the work of Homer
Hoyt, an economist with the Federal Housing Administration during the
1930s. Hoyt found that high-income housing radiated mostly from the
core in one wedge—often beginning at the corner of the central business
district that contained the financial services industry. Hoyt’s “sector
hypothesis” was based on the movement of high-rent districts in 142
American cities in 1900, 1915, and 1936.%

The favored-quarter model explains the location of some office space
reported in this study, including that in the glamour galleria edge cities.
Previous research has established the statistical association between
office space location and affluent municipalities in New Jersey.’ The
office space presented in this study (and an analysis of the data in
Black’s Guide maps) indeed shows a favored-quarter (or favored-half)
pattern in several of the regions, especially those in the South. Atlanta
and Dallas have distinct favored quarters, the former to the north of the
downtown and the latter to the north and west. Chicago, Houston, and
Washington, D.C., exhibit favored halves: the half of the region north of
the Loop in Chicago and the halves to the west of Houston and Wash-
ington (more favored-quarter analysis appears in the discussion of office
space maps in chapter 7).

Urban theory has long held that the more affluent parts of metropoli-
tan areas tend to be located to the north and west because the prevailing
winds in North America come from that direction and therefore would
blow pollution to the south and east.!’ As table 6-1 shows, all but one of

7. Leinberger (1995, 1996).
8. Hoyt (1939).
9. Lang (1994a, 1994b); Orfield (2002).
10. Hoyt (1939); Harris and Ulman (1945); Vance (1977).
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the glamour galleria edge cities are located to the north and west of the
downtown.

Edge Cities: Twenty-First Century Urban Renewal Projects?

The office data reported in this book should concern those who seek to
build better suburbs, especially those looking to improve the design of
edge cities. Given the poor prospects for building urban centers out of
edgeless cities, edge cities may be as good as it gets for those seeking to
establish a more urban pattern of development in the suburbs.

Many observers have been hoping that edge cities would some day
grow up and become more like old downtowns.! They could grow
denser, provide mass transit service, offer some cultural attractions, and
eventually become true centers of the new metropolis. For example,
Brown and Hickok suggest that edge cities can be improved by selec-
tively adding more density to them.!? They argue that because concen-
trating more people and commerce in edge cities will reduce trip
generation, it can reduce congestion. They note that there is plenty of
developable land left in edge cities between the buildings because floor-
to-area ratios (FARs) on most buildings remain lower there than in tra-
ditional downtowns.* Using Tysons Corner as an example, they assert,
“Although Tysons, by far the largest office and shopping center in Vir-
ginia, may indeed have too many people using its current infrastructure,
it’s hard to argue that too many people occupy its land.”"*

Apparently, however, the prospects for improving most edge cities by
increasing their density seem grim. In a recent study on edge city mor-
phology, Scheer and Petkov concluded that they “do not expect that the
Edge Cities now developing can be adapted to be more like traditional
downtowns.”" Part of the problem they identify is introducing a citylike
street network into places that are now built to accommodate automo-
biles. In a way, edge cities are trapped. Increasing their density when the
street network is built for low-density land use immediately translates
into increasing congestion. The initial competitive advantage that most

11. Barnett (1992); Bruegmann (1995); Bruegmann and Davis (1992); Garreau (1991);
Leinberger (1996); Langdon (1990).

12. Brown and Hickok (1990).

13. The floor-to-area ratio is a measure of how much space a building takes up relative
to its lot. A one-floor, one-acre-sized building on a one-acre lot would have an FAR of 1.

14. Brown and Hickok (1990), p. 20.

15. Scheer and Petkov (1998), p. 308.
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edge cities have enjoyed—a low-cost, open-space, and winding-street
suburbia—often becomes a disadvantage when development eventually
concentrates. Traditional urban grids, with their multiple points of entry
and dispersed route patterns, do a far better job of managing congestion
in densely built areas.

In edge cities increases in density often come from increasing building
height rather than covering more ground. For example, consider the
recent efforts to transform Tysons Corner into a more traditional urban
environment. In 1994, Fairfax County, Virginia (home to Tysons),
approved the Tysons Corner urban center plan, which proposed trans-
forming the edge city into a city center. The plan allowed for greater
building density, although it still remains low compared with that of
most downtowns. However, according to an early assessment, the plan
has not had the desired effect:

Instead, what is emerging at Tysons Corner is a slightly taller ver-
sion of what was there before: The buildings are still set apart
from one another, remote islands in a sea of driveways, plazas,
berms and parking garages—a place, in other words, that remains
better suited to automobiles than pedestrians.'

One problem is that despite the goals of the plan, Fairfax County
officials remain reluctant to allow zoning changes that would promote
the kinds of urban design and density reforms needed to build a true city
center.'” To some extent, their fear is rational: they know that Tysons
Corner’s road network is ill designed for the type of traffic congestion
that would accompany much higher density.

Edge City Life Cycle

Figure 6-1 shows a proposed model for the life cycle of an edge city,
although not all edge cities necessarily go through the stages shown
here. The model, which is more applicable to larger edge cities but not
necessarily limited to them, derives from the author’s interpretation of
the edge city literature and data and extensive field notes gathered on
the ground in edge cities.

16. Peter Whoriskey, “Fairfax’s Elusive Downtown,” Washington Post, April 1, 2001,
p- Al.

17. For perspective consider that building FARs in Tysons Corner range from 1 to 2,
while FARs in downtown Washington, D.C., run from 5 to 9 and in downtown Bethesda
from 4 to 5.
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Figure 6-1. Life Cycle of a Big Edge City
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—Stage 1. An edge city takes hold at a major highway intersection in
a metropolitan area, developing at relatively low density. At this stage it
has a significant cost advantage over the downtown; it also enjoys good
commuter access. The road network comprises exit ramps and feeder
roads, and building sites develop as independent pods off these roads.
Inexpensive surface parking surrounds most buildings. The area may or
may not have a major shopping mall. The new edge city begins to estab-
lish a reputation as a major commuter destination in the region.

—Stage 2. The edge city expands, at a relatively low density but in a
fairly contiguous manner, pushing out into both open space and some
older residential areas. Substantial infill development begins. Some mul-
tifamily housing is built, and many land parcels originally passed over
for office space are developed. At this stage, the edge city becomes
firmly known as a destination. It also creates some controversy because
of the growth problems it triggers. Congestion begins to build as the
network of feeder roads, which was never intended to handle urban-
level traffic, becomes increasingly burdened.

—Stage 3. Strong NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard) sentiment mounts in
the local community, especially among surrounding homeowners. The
edge city’s ability to grow outward in a contiguous area becomes
severely limited, and development is forced to go up. Some development
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spills out into small isolated clusters that are disconnected from but
within several miles of the edge city. Many of the issues associated with
land-constrained markets emerge. Building heights and costs rise.
Expensive parking decks are built in place of surface parking to make
more efficient use of land. The network of feeder roads becomes over-
whelmed. An all-day rush hour results because workers make multiple
automobile trips to run errands and go to lunch. The cost benefit of the
edge city relative to that of the downtown has either substantially nar-
rowed or disappeared altogether.

The Future of Edge Cities

Edge cities are still so new that even though some are in relative
decline, none are in real decline. Despite their problems, most are still
attracting new businesses, even if they are losing some ground in terms
of office space to edgeless cities and downtowns. But many edge cities,
especially the big, denser glamour gallerias, are at a crossroads. To keep
growing and remain competitive, they will have to change their land use
and transportation practices to accommodate denser development.
Much of the discussion at the first-ever National Edge City Conference
held in June 2001 in the edge city of Schaumburg, Illinois, focused on
the issue of how to turn these places into real, dynamic, multiuse cen-
ters. Sessions were devoted to how to improve edge cities through new
urban design methods and promote connections to mass transit systems.
Yet ultimately, economic forces will largely determine the fate of edge
cities. That is where they face their greatest challenge.

As noted earlier, one reason that big downtowns remain relevant
despite their costs and congestion is their agglomeration economies,
which create efficiencies that lower the barriers of cost and inconven-
ience. Many edge cities lack an agglomeration economy, which might
justify the cost of a massive retrofit of their infrastructure to accommo-
date greater density. There is little evidence that office tenants are will-
ing to pay much higher rents to be in an edge city than they would pay
to be an edgeless city. A recent survey conducted by the Building Own-
ers and Managers Association (BOMA) and the Urban Land Institute
(ULI) showed that less than half of the office tenants who are now in a
suburban downtown (edge city) believe the location to be important,
suggesting that they could move elsewhere when their lease is up. If edge
cites begin to grow denser, driving up costs, they may lose tenants to
edgeless cities. Meanwhile, it is hard to justify the types of costs and
congestion that are typical of large CBDs because many tenants do
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not regard “a downtown suburban location . . . as a substitute for
downtown.” 18

However, traditional big-city downtowns do not rely on market
forces alone to ensure their success. Because they are deemed so impor-
tant to their region’s economic development, and perhaps more impor-
tant, because they enjoy the political support of big-city mayors,
downtowns benefit from a good deal of public funding. Edge cities may
soon be in the same position to receive public largess, if they are not
already. What they often lack is a strong partner in government. Most
are in suburbs, which do not have a history of lobbying for public
funds. Others, especially some big edge cities, lie in several jurisdictions.
However, an edge city consciousness does seem to be emerging—evident
in part in the conference in Schaumburg, which included several mayors
of towns with edge cities. Perhaps the funds for the massive urban
redesign of edge cities could be justified as a public good; if so, it would
help edge cities make the critical improvements necessary to their con-
tinued growth without passing the costs along to businesses, which
would then flee to lower-cost locations, often in edgeless cities.

In sum, edge cities face a potentially serious development dilemma. If
they grow inward it raises costs and produces congestion; yet their
opportunities to grow outward are curtailed by limited developable land
and NIMBY opposition. Given their internal and external constraints, it
would not be surprising to see edge cities lose considerable ground rela-
tive to both edgeless cities and downtowns over the next decade.
Perhaps in twenty years or so, bailing out edge cities may be the twenty-
first century equivalent of postwar federal urban renewal efforts, hope-
fully with better results.

Edge Cities: Product of Markets or Planning?

One of Garreau’s central claims is that whether you like them or not,
edge cities are products of the marketplace. That claim has been more or
less accepted by even edge city critics such as Neil Peirce, who argues
that we can do more than simply allow the market to determine the
shape of our cities."” But what if, left to its own, the market does not
routinely produce edge cities?

The Phoenix regional plan, in which the now widely accepted criteria
for edge cities were first established, did not assume that edge cities

18. BOMA/ULI (1999), p. 20.
19. Peirce (1991).
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(what it called urban villages) just happen. The concern in Phoenix was
that office development was scattering far beyond a polycentric form.
Pheonix’s regional planners wanted to promote the growth of multiple
large-scale, mixed-use business centers to capture most new office devel-
opment, leading the region to adopt various land use policies, such as
density bonuses, designed to promote urban village growth.? Ironically,
Garreau’s edge city criteria—filtered through Chris Leinberger, one of
the Phoenix plan’s authors—originated in a planning document that was
drafted because the market was not generating edge cities.

It is also interesting that the origin of many of the nation’s largest
edge cities was in part a secondary effect of decisions made by Galleria
developer Gerald Hines. Concerned that downscale versions of his malls
would be built next to them and thus cut into their market area, Hines
insisted that the land around his Galleria malls be zoned for office/com-
mercial use. During the 1960s and 1970s a zone of office buildings
sprang up around Hines’s malls, including places such as Post Oak; this
accounts for Garreau’s observation that large malls anchor office devel-
opment. It appears that in the case of some glamour gallerias, the very
visible hand of an influential developer working through a zoning board
replaced Adam Smith’s “hidden hand of the marketplace.”

Edgeless Cities: The Ultimate Stealth Cities

There appears to be a relationship—although it is impossible to statisti-
cally confirm given the limited number of cases in this study—between
the higher-than-average share of edgeless city space and the smaller-
than-average size of non-CBD buildings.?' It may be that smaller build-
ings lend themselves better to widespread diffusion. Smaller building
sites are easier to find, the financial risk of building them is much lower
than that of building bigger ones, and more people have enough capital
to build smaller buildings.??

Many edgeless city office buildings adjoin suburban subdivisions;
NIMBY resistance may therefore limit the profile and size of these struc-
tures.?® The typical edgeless city office building, which runs in the
50,000- to 60,000-square-foot range and is a couple of floors high, is in
about the same size range as what the Urban Land Institute refers to as
neighborhood retail centers (NRCs). These centers often sit just outside

20. Phoenix Planning Department (1984).

21. Building size was analyzed for this study, but the data are not presented in the book.
22. The author thanks Tony Downs for suggesting this point.

23. Fulton (1996); McGovern (1994).
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subdivisions along the arterial roads that thread through the suburbs,
the same location where most edgeless city office buildings can be
found. NRCs are to edgeless cities what the glamour gallerias are to the
biggest edge cities. Most non-CBD office space does not encircle
regional malls—it competes for the suburban street with convenience
shopping centers. While most suburbanites can tolerate NRCs near their
subdivision, anything larger is feared for the traffic it will generate.

Unlike edge cities, edgeless cities are not seen as destinations. They
comprise what are essentially strip center office buildings or neighbor-
hood office buildings. However, while the structure may fit within the
scale of the neighborhood, its businesses do not necessarily serve the
local residents the way those in an NRC do. Some of their employees
live nearby, but others are scattered throughout the surrounding area,
and most people travel farther from their home to reach an edgeless city
office than to go to an NRC. The reason is simple. People have more
choice in where to shop than in where to work.?* The market area for an
NRC is therefore smaller than the commuter shed of an edgeless city
office. The policy implications of this simple observation will be dis-
cussed in more detail in chapter 8.

It is probable that one of the reasons edgeless cities have gained so
much office space is that local residents often oppose the continued
growth of edge cities. By contrast, edgeless cities have a lower profile, are
more diffuse, and generate less local traffic than their counterparts. The
country is now full of local horror stories about once livable suburban
counties that have been “ruined” by overdevelopment.’ In the Washing-
ton, D.C., region, most residents in the exurban county of Loudoun, Vir-
ginia, are not interested in becoming the next Fairfax County, which is
home to Tysons Corner.?® In fact, it is hard to imagine that too many
more large edge cities are in formation. Most edge cities will be curbed
well short of the space threshold needed to qualify as one.

24. Lang (2000b).

25. To the extent that the first generation of big edge cities sneaked up on suburbanites
during the early 1980s, they were stealthy. But by now most suburban residents under-
stand what edge cities are and would greatly prefer that they not be built in their back-
yards. In short, they will not get fooled again.

26. Fairfax and Loudoun both appear in an analysis of “growth counties,” which
looks at counties in the top-fifty metropolitan areas that have grown by double digits for
each census since 1950 (Lang 2002a). Loudoun is grouped with “new metropolis” coun-
ties, which appear at the region’s fringe and have been added to the metropolitan area only
since 1971. These counties are decidedly less diverse and urban than the older and more
established growth counties, such as Fairfax. Lang speculates that part of their develop-
ment dynamic is driven by a desire not to evolve into counties like Fairfax.



CHAPTER 7

The Many Faces
of Sprawl

In LA the very pattern of the city is the underlying problem, and the city is
stuck with it. It is stuck with its sprawling low-density, single-family house
monoculture communities . . . .

—JAMES H. KUNSTLER (1993)

Kunstler’s remark on Los Angeles is the standard rap on the region. For
such critics of the American metropolis, Los Angeles’s supposed low-
density, sprawling cityscape is Exhibit A in the case for new urbanism.
Yet Los Angeles is among the most densely built metropolitan areas in
the United States. It may sprawl, but not at low density. If Kunstler
wanted to write about low-density sprawl, he should have visited
Atlanta or any of its Southern cousins, such as Charlotte, Birmingham,
Nashville, or Raleigh.

The problem with the word “sprawl” is that it can mean many
things, and too often it is taken to be synonymous with low-density
development. There are many dimensions to sprawl. It relates to every-
thing from density, to land use, to pedestrian orientation. This chapter
considers those multiple dimensions in order to put office sprawl in con-
text. It presents ways to measure the new metropolitan form, beginning
with housing sprawl in the same thirteen metropolitan areas for which
office data were analyzed. Next, an urban density index for the fifty
largest regions in the nation is presented to place these thirteen areas in
the national context, followed by a comparative analysis that looks at
all three spatial measures: office space, housing, and density. Edgeless
cities then are examined in the context of these measures. Finally, the
multiple dimensions of sprawl are looked at together and case examples
are presented.
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Measuring Housing Sprawl

A team led by George Galster measured housing sprawl in the same thir-
teen metropolitan areas considered in this study. Housing data are much
easier to work with than office data because, unlike the latter, housing
data are collected and disseminated by the federal government. The
housing data used in the Galster study are based on files provided to the
U.S. Census Bureau by the Environmental Systems Research Institute.!

Galster’s team looked at what the Census Bureau defines as an
“urbanized area”: the developed land within a metropolitan area that
maintains a density of at least 1,000 people per square mile. The team
extended that definition by adding land adjacent to an urbanized area
that had at least 250 people per square mile (or about 100 housing
units); this slight alteration allowed the team to track the low-density
areas that make up the metropolitan fringe. The primary unit of analysis
is the same one-mile square grid that MARC used for the office data
maps. Galster’s team also developed a multidimensional definition of
urban sprawl, defining sprawl as follows:

[A] pattern of land use in a UA [urbanized area] that exhibits low
levels of some combination of eight distinct dimensions: density,
continuity, concentration, compactness, centrality, nuclearity,
diversity, and proximity.?

Unfortunately, the Galster team could not find data for two of these
eight dimensions: continuity (which gauges leapfrog development) and
diversity (which tracks mixed land uses) had to be left out of the study.
The Galster study defined the six sprawl dimensions that could be meas-
ured as follows:

—Density: the average number of residential units per square mile of
developable land in an urbanized area

—Concentration: the degree to which development is located dispro-
portionately in relatively few square miles of the total urbanized area

—Compactness: the degree to which development has been “clus-
tered” to minimize the amount of land in each square mile of devel-
opable land occupied by residential or nonresidential space

1. The author commissioned this study, based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau
(19935), in order to provide a context for the office data. See Galster and others (2001) for
a full description of the methodology.

2. Galster and others (2001).
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Table 7-1. Urbanized Area Rankings on Sprawl Indicators
Concen-  Compact-

Urbanized area Density tration ness Centrality  Nuclearity ~ Proximity  Total Rank
New York 1 1 3 1 1 1 8 1
Philadelphia 6 4 2 2 2 9 25 2
Chicago 4 6 4 9 4 3 30 3
Boston 10 2 6 3 3 6 30 3
Los Angeles 2 8 13 8 9 2 4 5
San Francisco 5 3 12 13 5 5 43 6
Houston 1 6 1 4 13 10 45 7
Washington, D.C. 8 9 6 5 8 1 47 8
Dallas 12 4 5 10 12 4 47 8
Denver 7 12 8 6 7 13 53 10
Detroit 9 10 10 n 6 7 53 10
Miami 3 n 8 12 N 12 57 12
Atlanta 13 13 M 7 10 8 62 13

Source: Galster, Hanson, Wolman, Coleman, and Freihage (2001).

—Centrality: the degree to which residential or nonresidential devel-
opment is located close to the CBD of an urbanized area

—Nuclearity: the extent to which an urbanized area is characterized
by a mononuclear in contrast to a polynuclear pattern of development

—Proximity: the degree to which observations of a single land use or
different land uses are close to each other in an urbanized area.3

Table 7-1 shows the results of the Galster team’s analysis. The thir-
teen metropolitan areas are ranked on all six dimensions of sprawl, with
the top rank (1) on each dimension indicating the least amount of
sprawl. The rankings are added together to create an overall sprawl
score for each metropolitan area—or more accurately here, for its
urbanized area.

According to the analysis, of the thirteen urbanized areas in the study
New York sprawls the least and Atlanta sprawls the most. The overall
housing sprawl scores line up for the most part with the measures of
office decentralization. Older regions such as New York, Chicago, and
Boston tend to sprawl less, while newer ones, such as Denver, Miami,
and Atlanta, tend to sprawl more. But some metropolitan areas run

3. These definitions are fully operationalized in Galster and others (2001).
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against this general pattern: Detroit, an older region, is ranked between
Denver and Miami, and Los Angeles, a newer region, follows Boston.

The Philadelphia metropolitan area, which has an abundance of edge-
less city office space, is the second-least-sprawling region in the Galster
team’s study. The region is the only one among the thirteen metropolitan
areas in this study in which office decentralization does not at least
roughly correlate with housing sprawl. However, on one key sprawl
dimension, proximity, which measures the extent to which different land
uses are adjacent to one another, Philadelphia’s office development pat-
tern is reasonably consistent with the findings of Galster’s team.

A major finding in the Galster study is the fact that metropolitan den-
sity, which some use as a synonym for sprawl, does not fully correlate
with the other dimensions of sprawl. For example, Miami is the third-
densest urbanized area in the study, but overall it ranks as the second
most sprawling. Conversely, Boston has relatively low density, but on
other dimensions it sprawls less: overall Boston is the forth-least-sprawl-
ing region of the thirteen urbanized areas.

The other dimensions of sprawl shown in table 7-1 also reveal some
surprising findings. For instance, Houston registers as the most “com-
pact” region in the study. Recall that compactness measures the degree
of “clustering” among housing units—housing can be clustered yet still
scattered widely. Apparently, much of Houston’s housing clusters into
nodes, conserving land in the region. It may be that wetlands prevent
housing from diffusing into much of the open space or that open space
has been preserved between and within large subdivisions through mas-
ter planning. Also note that Houston’s office space was developed in
nodes, often as master-planned projects. However, the “proximity” indi-
cator in table 7-1 suggests that most housing and office nodes are not
near one another.

The Miami and Los Angeles metropolitan areas, described as kindred
regions in chapter 4, also show some notable parallels in the sprawl
rankings. Both places are dense, and their ratings on “concentration,”
“compactness,
for the thirteen areas. In terms of “proximity,” however, Miami and Los
Angeles differ widely: Los Angeles has high proximity, and Miami has
low proximity. Los Angeles is dense, and its different land uses (such as
residences, offices, and stores) are located close to one another. Miami
also is dense, but its different land uses lie far apart. Nevertheless, Los
Angeles’s proximate development pattern does not mean that the region
is pedestrian friendly. While the region’s different land uses are proxi-

» «

centrality,” and “nuclearity” are lower than average
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mate, its urban design, which features wide boulevards and ample park-
ing, still encourages auto use. New York, the only region in the study
that exceeds Los Angeles in terms of both density and proximity, is much
more likely to have urban environments that accommodate pedestrians.

It is important to remember that the Galster team’s analysis measures
overall sprawl within an urbanized area but that it does not indicate the
differences that exist within a region. For example, New York’s urban-
ized area received a low sprawl score, but a big part of that score comes
from New York’s dense regional core. What cannot be known from the
data presented here is the extent to which the edges of the New York
metropolitan area sprawl in a way that resembles Atlanta more than the
center of the region.

Metropolitan Density Index

In order to put the thirteen metropolitan areas in the study in a national
context, an index was developed that ranks the fifty most populous
regions in the United States in terms of how dense they are and how
their density has changed from 1982 to 1997. Here density is treated as
both a condition and a process by including static and dynamic meas-
ures. The data for the index come from the National Resources Inven-
tory (NRI), compiled by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.*

In the past, urban density measures often were derived from inappro-
priate units of analysis.” Some measured density by dividing metropoli-
tan area population by county land area. But land within the outer
reaches of metropolitan counties often is rural, and the density denomi-
nator therefore may be distorted. Consider the eastern counties in
greater Los Angeles, which span miles of open desert to the Colorado
River. Density estimates for the Los Angeles metropolitan area based on
a county-unit calculation drop dramatically because the area includes
deep rural land.

One way to exclude deep rural land from urban density measures is
to base metropolitan density on urbanized area. However, some rural
land within metropolitan counties is developed at nearly “urbanized”
densities, for example, as large-lot subdivisions, and that land should be
included in the built-up part of a metropolitan area. Galster’s team
addressed the problem by adding land that had 250 people per square

4. U.S. Department of Agriculture (2001).
5. Gordon and Richardson (1997).
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mile to the urbanized area. Another way to estimate almost urbanized
rural development is through the NRI data, which report urbanized
acreage per county. The inventory includes any land converted from
agricultural to urban use regardless of density.®

Table 7-2 shows a density index based on NRI data for the fifty most
populous metropolitan areas in the United States, excluding San Juan,
Puerto Rico.” Each score includes two density measures: the first is pop-
ulation density per square acre (using 1997 population data); the second
is the percent change in the first measure from 1982 to 1997.% Each met-
ropolitan area is ranked on these two measures from 1 to 50, and the
two rankings are then combined. The maximum score that a metropoli-
tan area could receive is 100 (most dense); the lowest score is two (least
dense). The following are the key findings from table 7-2:

—Almost all of the nation’s largest metropolitan areas lost density
during the 1980s and 1990s, but three in the West gained density.

—Nashville (density score 5) has the lowest and Los Angeles (density
score 95) has the highest density score.

—The South accounts for eight of the ten lowest density scores
(Nashville, Richmond, Louisville, Oklahoma City, Charlotte, Greens-
boro, Memphis, and Raleigh).

—The West accounts for six of the ten highest density scores (Los
Angeles, Las Vegas, Phoenix, San Francisco, San Diego, and Sacramento).

—Two of the ten metropolitan areas with the highest density scores
are found in the South (Miami and San Antonio).

—None of the twenty-five metropolitan areas with the lowest density
scores are found in the West.

—Northeast/Midwest density scores are grouped for the most part in
the middle of the index.

Table 7-3 shows the thirteen metropolitan areas considered in this
study. While Atlanta ranks the lowest among the group of thirteen on
the density index, it ranks fifteenth among the nation’s fifty largest
regions. Atlanta may have low density for a very large region, but
clearly there are places that already are less dense and are losing density
faster than Atlanta, and most of these are in the Southeast (except for
South Florida). New York and Los Angeles again are the densest metro-
politan areas, but New York lost density over the last two decades,
while Los Angeles grew denser. Eight of the thirteen metropolitan areas

6. U.S. Department of Agriculture (2001).
7. All of these regions, except Richmond, Virginia, had more than a million residents.
8. The author thanks Rolf Pendall and Karen Danielsen for supplying the NRI data.
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Table 7-2. Density Index, Top Fifty U.S. Metropolitan Areas

Top 50  Metropolitan (ensus Density ~ Density ~ Density ~ Rank  Percentage change
rank area State(s) region® score (1982)  (1997)  (1997) (1982-87)¢
Nashville ™ South 5 414 2.72 3 -343
2 Richmond VA South 10 3.89 2.82 5 -27.6
3 Louisville KY, IN South 14 5.12 3.43 n -33.0
3 Oklahoma City 0K South 14 3.93 2.99 7 -23.8
5 Charlotte NC South 15 3.02 2.41 1 -20.1
6 Greenshoro NC South 17 3.44 2.74 4 -20.4
7 Memphis TN, AR, MS South 18 5.00 3.50 14 -30.0
7 Pittsburgh PA NE/MW 18 5.76 3.2 17 -354
9 Raleigh NC South 19 3.22 2.66 2 -17.4
10 Cincinnati OH,KY,IN NE/MW 28 479 3.77 18 -21.2
n Minneapolis MN NE/MW 30 4.96 3.85 21 -224
12 Cleveland OH NE/MW 33 528 4,03 25 =237
13 Indianapolis IN NE/MW 34 4.24 3.58 16 -15.6
13 Jacksonville FL South 34 3.67 3.16 9 -14.0
15 Atlanta GA South 38 3.20 2.84 6 -4
16 Grand Rapids MI NE/MW 39 3.80 332 10 -12.5
17 Kansas City MO, KS NE/MW 4 4.4 3.78 19 -14.2
17 St. Louis MO, IL NE/MW 49 459 3.89 23 -153
19 Norfolk VA,NC South 43 5.21 422 28 -19.1
20 Detroit MI NE/MW 45 5.26 427 29 -18.7
21 Boston MA,NH NE/MW 46 7.78 5.65 40 =274
21 Milwaukee Wi NE/MW 46 4.60 3.93 24 -14.7
21 Philadelphia PA,NJ,DE NE/MW 46 6.37 5.03 34 -21.1
24 Columbus OH NE/MW 46 3.9 3.53 15 -1.5
25 New Orleans LA South 50 7.15 5.64 39 =211
26 Houston X South 52 3.79 3.47 13 -8.4
27 Rochester NY NE/MW 54 5.13 441 30 -14.1
28 Tampa FL South 55 435 3.86 2 -13
29 Austin ) South 56 2.68 3.12 8 16.2
30 Salt Lake City ut West 59 5.79 5.00 33 -13.7
30 West Palm Beach FL South 59 3.14 3.47 12 10.5
32 Buffalo NY NE/MW 61 6.75 5.74 41 -14.9
33 Hartford a NE/MW 63 4.65 416 27 -10.6
33 Orlando FL South 63 4.50 4.07 26 -9.7
35 Dallas-Fort Worth X South 64 3.92 3.78 20 =35
35 Washington-Baltimore ~ DC,MD,VA,WV  NE/MW 64 6.31 5.50 37 -12.8
37 Seattle WA West 66 578 5.10 36 -11.8
38 Denver (] West 69 491 447 31 -9.0
38 Portland OR,WA West 69 5.75 5.10 35 -13
40 Chicago IL, IN,WI NE/MW 71 6.89 6.02 43 -12.7
40 New York NY,NJ,CT,PA NE/MW VAl 10.04 8.57 50 -14.7
42 San Antonio X South 72 4.89 453 32 -7.3
43 Providence RI, MA NE/MW 77 6.66 5.93 4 -10.9
44 Sacramento (A West 83 571 5.55 38 -2.8
45 San Diego (A West 87 7.84 7.50 46 43
46 Miami-Fort Lauderdale ~ FL South 89 8.25 7.93 47 -3.8
47 San Francisco (A West 91 8.28 7.96 48 -3.8
48 Las Vegas NV, AZ West 94 4.42 6.67 44 50.9
48 Phoenix AZ West 94 591 7.20 45 218
50 Los Angeles CA West 95 8.09 8.31 49 2.7

Source: National Resources Inventory, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
a.Density:number of people per acre, from least (1) to most dense (50).
b.NE: Northeast; MW: Midwest.

¢.Percent change in the number of people per acre from 1982 to 1997.



108

THE MANY FACES OF SPRAWL

score in the top third of the index, with five among the top-ten regions.
Of the thirteen metropolitan areas studied, all but one—Los Angeles—
lost density from 1982 to 1997.

Comparing Metropolitan Areas

The data presented show that metropolitan density patterns diverge in
different regions. A broader discussion follows of metropolitan density
as it manifests itself in the eastern and western parts of the United States
and in the wet and dry Sun Belt.

East versus West

The data in tables 7-2 and 7-3 clearly show a distinct difference in
metropolitan density in the eastern and western halves of the United
States. The difference can be illustrated more fully by comparing case
examples. The typology in table 7-4 shows the relationship between
population and density changes in three metropolitan areas. Note that
no area—East or West—is losing population while maintaining density.

The Wet versus Dry Sun Belt

A key finding that emerges in the NRI density index is the difference
between the metropolitan density of the southwestern United States (the
dry Sun Belt) and that of the southeastern United States (the wet Sun
Belt). The dry Sun Belt, on the measure used here, contains the densest,
large metropolitan areas in the nation; the wet Sun Belt contains the
least dense areas.” Two of the metropolitan areas in the case compari-
son—Atlanta and Los Angeles—illustrate the differences in development
patterns in the wet and dry Sun Belts. Consider the forces that affect
urban density in these fast-growing metropolitan areas:

In Atlanta,

—the climate is wet, and those who live in its exurbs can use wells
and septic tanks.

—the city is surrounded by land owned for the most part by private
parties.

—the terrain is hilly, but it has few severe slopes.

In Los Angeles,

—the climate is dry; most water must be piped from the Colorado
River and the Owens Valley.

9. For more details on the reasons for the difference, see Lang (2002b).
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Table 7-3. Density Index, Thirteen Metropolitan Areas®

Thirteen

metro- Percent-
politan age
area  Top 50 Census  Density Density ~ Density Rank  change*
rank  rank Metropolitan area State(s) region® score  (1982)  (1997) (1997) (1982-97)
1 15 Atlanta GA South 38 3.20 2.84 6 -114

2 20 Detroit Mi NE/MW 45 5.26 427 29 -187

3 21 Boston MA,NH NE/MW 46 7.78 5.65 40 274

3 21 Philadelphia PA,NJ, DE NE/MW 46 6.37 5.03 34 -2
5 26 Houston X South 52 3.79 3.47 13 -84

6 35 Dallas-Fort Worth X South 64 3.92 3.78 20 -3.5

6 35 Washington-Baltimore ~ DC,MD,VA, WV NE/MW 64 6.31 5.50 37 128

8 39 Denver © West 69 4.91 4.47 31 -9.0

9 40 Chicago IL,IN,WI NE/MW 7 6.89 6.02 48 -127

9 40 New York NY,NJ, CT, PA NE/MW A 10.04 8.57 50 -147
n 46 Miami-Fort Lauderdale ~ FL South 89 8.25 7.93 47 -3.8
12 47 San Francisco CA West 91 8.28 7.96 48 -38
13 50 Los Angeles CA West 95 8.09 8.31 49 2.7

Source: National Resources Inventory, U.S. Department of Agriculture.
a.Density: the number of people per acre, from least (1) to most dense (13).
b.NE: Northeast; MW: Midwest.

¢.Percent change in the number of people per acre from 1982 to 1997.

—the city faces deserts to the east that contain public lands.

—the terrain includes steep mountains that enclose the area on three
sides.

The result is that metropolitan Los Angeles has some limits; Atlanta,
in contrast, seems limitless. Los Angeles has a relatively sharp edge—the
metropolitan area ends in master-planned communities that often con-
tain modest-sized lots, and beyond them lies open desert or mountains.
Metropolitan Atlanta has a more diffuse edge. It slowly fades in almost
imperceptible increments into a rural hinterland.

The growth of both Los Angeles and Atlanta boomed during the
post—World War II years, built on automobiles, interstate highways,
FHA mortgages, and tract housing.'® Superficially they seem the same,
but they differ in at least one critical way: Los Angeles’s urban space is
more than two-and-a-half times as dense as Atlanta’s.

According to urban historian Sam Bass Warner, growth patterns
throughout the nation are similar at any one point in time because they

10. Fishman (2000).
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Table 7-4. Metropolitan Typology®

Population Losing density Gaining density
Gaining population Atlanta Los Angeles
Maintaining population Detroit None

a.Based on metropolitan area population and density change from 1982 through 1997.

are determined by the prevailing market “fashions” (for example, archi-
tectural styles) and “feasibilities” (for example, transportation technol-
ogy."! But perhaps Warner’s observation holds true only as long as cities
also share approximately the same physical environment. In the case of
Atlanta and Los Angeles, two places that grew up together but differently,
the environmental setting may have proven more crucial than timing.

Atlanta and Los Angeles do exhibit some similarities, and an impor-
tant one is that both are auto dependent. However, Atlanta is auto
dependent because of its low density, while Los Angeles, despite its high
density, remains auto dependent in part because many areas (except on
the West Side) lack mixed-use development or an urban design that
accommodates pedestrians.

Comparing Metropolitan Spatial Measures

Table 7-5 compares the thirteen metropolitan areas studied on the three
spatial measures presented in this book.!? The first, which measures
office sprawl, was discussed in chapter 4. A comparison of the office
space in primary downtowns and edgeless cities resulted in four cate-
gories for the thirteen metropolitan areas: core-dominated, balanced,
dispersed, and edgeless. The housing sprawl index shown in table 7-1
provides a sprawl score, which can be characterized as high, medium, or
low. Finally, the density measure shows the rank by density in 1997 of
the thirteen metropolitan areas among the largest fifty areas in the
nation; their density also can be categorized as high, medium, or low.
Table 7-5 indicates that New York and Chicago are very similar; both
are core dominated, and both have low sprawl and high density (or in
the case of Chicago, medium-high density). Los Angeles and San Fran-
cisco are almost identical. Both score in the medium range in sprawl and
in the high range in density, and both have a balanced distribution of

11. Warner (1972).
12. The author thanks Bill Fulton for suggesting this table and analysis.
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Table 7-5. Comparison of Spatial Measures, Thirteen Metropolitan Areas

Metropolitan Office sprawl Sprawl Spraw! Density Density
area typology index score index rank
Atlanta Dispersed High 62 Low 6
Boston Balanced Low 30 Medium 40
Chicago Core Low 30 Medium 43
Dallas Dispersed Medium 47 Low 20
Denver Balanced High 53 Medium 31
Detroit Dispersed High 53 Medium 29
Houston Dispersed Medium 45 Low 13
Los Angeles Balanced Medium Ly} High 49
Miami Edgeless High 57 High 47
New York Core Low 8 High 50
Philadelphia Edgeless Low 25 Medium 34
San Francisco Balanced Medium 43 High 48
Washington,D.C.  Balanced Medium 47 Medium 37

a. Office typology from percentage of office space in primary downtowns and edgeless cities; see table 4-17. Spraw!
index from Galster (scores range from “low spraw!” of 8 to “high sprawl” of 62); see table 7-1. Density index from NRI data
(scores range from“low density” of 6 to “high density” of 50); see table 7-3. Office typology data from 1999; sprawl index
data from 1995; density index data from 1997.

office space. Washington, D.C., and Denver also are similar, as are Dal-
las and Houston.

Perhaps most interesting is that Atlanta and Detroit are comparable,
with the former being a somewhat more sprawling version of the latter.
As shown in chapter 5, both also have modest-sized downtowns, sur-
rounded by two or three large non-CBD clusters and lots of edgeless
office space. Detroit is a three-star (CBD and two big edge cities) and
Atlanta is a four-star metropolis (CBD and three big edge cities).

While similarities in metropolitan area seem logical for New York
and Chicago, Los Angeles and San Francisco, Dallas and Houston, and,
perhaps stretching a bit, Washington, D.C., and Denver, the fact that
Atlanta and Detroit are comparable is a bit odd. The first is the quintes-
sential Sun Belt area, while the second is a Midwestern Rust Belt
metropolis. Some metropolitan areas share similarities on some meas-
ures but differ significantly on others. Boston and Philadelphia are simi-
lar in terms of sprawl and density, but differ significantly in their spatial
structure of office space. The same is true of Boston and Chicago. In
contrast, Miami and Philadelphia are similar in terms of office space dis-
tribution but nothing else.
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Comparing Measures: Implications for Edgeless Cities

The metropolitan sprawl and density data show that edgeless cities are
situated in different kinds of metropolises—some are in high-sprawl and
others in low-sprawl regions. Most are in metropolitan areas that are
losing density, but the rate of loss varies tremendously.

In the East, outpost edgeless cities may be better able to gobble up
land at the periphery and project a region’s commuter shed deeply into
rural hinterland. In the West, they would more likely form part of the
dense urban fabric. In Los Angeles, edgeless city office space is just
another commercial land use on the crowded boulevard. It is edgeless
because for the most part it is isolated from other office buildings and so
does not form a cluster. In the East, however, edgeless city office space
can be the “office in the dell”—the forward bunker of the region and a
spearhead of sprawl. Because of that, edgeless cities in general may be a
bigger public policy concern in the East than the West. They also hap-
pen to be quite prevalent in the East.

Finally, some metropolitan areas have a balanced or dispersed office
typology (dispersed being edge city-oriented), as well as medium or low
sprawl and high density. In these areas, edgeless city development may
not be as big an issue. The metropolitan areas that meet these criteria
are Los Angeles, San Francisco, Denver, and Washington, D.C. In such a
regional context there is a better opportunity to fit edgeless office space
into the urban fabric.

Putting It All Together

The office data and sprawl analysis suggest that a complicated relation-
ship exists between land uses and built density. Some places are dense
and have mixed uses; others are dense but do not have them. Still more
places are just plain low-density. One way to organize this relationship
is on a hierarchical scale, commonly known to researchers as Guttman
scaling.’® This scaling could help critics of sprawl such as Kunstler focus
on what aspects of the built environment they find most offensive and
on what specifically they seek to improve.

Consider the relationship between high built densities, mixed land
uses (including retail and office), and pedestrian friendliness (a measure
not presented here that can be inferred for illustrative purposes). These

13. Babbie (1986).
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Table 7-6. Density, Land Use, and Pedestrian Orientation in Selected Areas

Mixed-use Pedestrian Mixed-use
Place High density retail friendly office
Back Bay (Boston) X X X X
Adams Morgan (Washington, D.C.) X X X
West Side (Los Angeles) X X
Suburban Miami X
Suburban Atlanta

three urban elements are the holy grail of the new urbanist and smart
growth crowd. Most of their designs and policy proposals aim to move
metropolitan America closer to a world in which all three qualities inter-
sect in one place. Table 7-6 shows their relationship in Boston, Washing-
ton, Los Angeles, Miami, and Atlanta.

Compare the relationship of the features listed in table 7-6, starting
with the Back Bay of Boston. The Back Bay has it all: housing, shop-
ping, and office employment, all laid out in an atmosphere that is pedes-
trian friendly (except in the dead of winter). People live, work, and play
in the same area. Back Bay is a new urbanist dream. Washington, D.C.’s
Adams Morgan neighborhood has all the elements of Back Bay, minus
office space.' People may have to commute to work by car or public
transit, but local trips, such as running out for milk, are done on foot.

Throughout much of Los Angeles’s West Side, two of the four condi-
tions also exist.’ This part of the city is relatively dense, with small-lot
single-family homes, modest-sized apartment buildings, and retail stores
lining its boulevards. The problem, however, is that the boulevards often
are wide, multilane roads that were built for cars, not people. A pedes-
trian feels overwhelmed by the auto-dominated street. Also, the stores
along the boulevards are mini-malls with parking out front; they have
lost the classic main street connection with the sidewalk.!® The structure
of L.A.’s streets and stores encourages people to drive, even to pick up a
carton of milk, but at least the milk run often is just around the block.

14. The author lived for six years in this neighborhood.

15. The author lived for a year in the West Side of Los Angeles.

16. L.A.’s mini-malls are not the typical suburban variety retail strip. Often they are
smaller, but they are packed with ethnic eateries and specialty shops reflecting the region’s
diverse population.
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Miami, as the data show, has a relatively high built density across
much of its region. Houses often occupy small lots, and the whole area
presses up against the federally mandated Everglades urban growth
boundary. But mixed uses are not especially prevalent in South Florida,
where subdivisions stand isolated from neighborhood shopping centers.
It is indeed very rare for adults to arrive on foot at one of these neigh-
borhood centers; if they do, a neighbor may ask whether their car broke
down and they need a lift.

Atlanta, as the data show, lacks any of the crucial urban elements. It
has low-density suburbs that for the most part lack mixed uses, and
pedestrians are an endangered species. Most of suburban Atlanta is a
new urbanist nightmare.!”

Now consider the public policies that relate to all five places in terms
of making them match the goals of smart growth and new urbanism. In
Back Bay, the built environment is fine; policymakers there just worry
about gentrification. The same is true for Adams Morgan. The West
Side of Los Angeles has an urban design problem. Measures might be
taken to improve the pedestrian orientation of the street, and some side-
walk cafés could be thrown in for good measure, perhaps by adapting
the mini-mall parking lots. Miami is more of a problem. It needs to have
retail stores that are better integrated into its subdivisions and an
improved streetscape within them. Then there is Atlanta. First you must
build more densely, then integrate stores, then focus on the street—or,
more likely, start from scratch.

17. Interestingly, the photo of Atlanta’s Perimeter Center in chapter 3 shows subdivi-
sions bumped up against this edge city. But a person living and working in an adjacent
office must get in a car, loop out on the interstate, and drive several miles to gain access.



CHAPTER 8

Facing the Reality

of the Elusive Metropolis

The existence of edgeless cities challenges policymakers and practition-
ers who favor more compact regions to rethink some of their planning
strategies. New urbanist architects, smart growth advocates, transporta-
tion and land use planners, environmentalists, politicians interested in
regional social equity, and many others are directing much of their
attention to curbing the type of urban sprawl that edgeless cities are part
of and may contribute to. This chapter considers the effects of edgeless
cities on a host of regional growth issues, and it also explores the mar-
ket and investment conditions that edgeless cities present. However, it
should be noted again that the data analysis and the categories reported
in this book are preliminary and will be further refined. It is really too
early to make definitive recommendations on how to fix edgeless cities.

Nevertheless, the impulse to fix edgeless cities is so irresistible to
planners and designers that the work already has begun. Even though
only a preliminary form of the edgeless city research reported in this
book was published in fall 2000, several organizations have started to
develop plans to improve edgeless cities based on that research. The Lin-
coln Institute of Land Policy held a meeting in October 2001 entitled
“Redesigning the Edgeless City,” and the Regional Plan Association of
New York is developing a new handbook with the same title.> And the

1. Lang (2000c).
2. Lane (2002).
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Urban Land Institute (ULI) recently published a book, Transforming
Suburban Business Districts,’ based on the typology of suburban office
space developed in the preliminary report and a paper presented at New
York University that has been posted on the Taub Center’s website.*
Many of the policies and practices suggested in the book focus on ways
to increase the density of suburban business districts, mix more uses
within them, and make them more pedestrian friendly.

Diverse challenges confront metropolitan America, and there are no
one-size-fits-all solutions to them. The same is true for office space in
edgeless cities. Does it constitute a problem? It depends on where it is
situated, how it relates to the rest of the built environment, and vari-
ables such as the structure of local jurisdictions in the region. For exam-
ple, an edgeless city could spread valuable tax ratables across multiple
municipalities, helping local budgets. At the same time, an outpost edge-
less city could extend commuter ranges deep into the rural hinterland
and eat up open space. Edgeless cities are not all good or all bad. The
point is that they have been ignored or overlooked.

General Impacts

Clearly, the relevance to public policy of the findings presented here is so
broad that a full exploration would constitute a separate book in its
own right. The data can be read and interpreted in many different ways.
However, some general impacts are likely to be associated with edgeless
cities. Below is a summary of the possible impacts that edgeless city
growth could have on ten major metropolitan issues. The interpreta-
tions offered here certainly are not incontestable. Some of the predicted
outcomes are more likely than others. In general, the impacts on the
environment, open space, and transportation seem more probable than
those related to fiscal matters, employment, and social equity. The
analysis does not include quality of life and aesthetic impacts, which are
more subjective.

The impacts vary by issue. In some cases, the expansion of edgeless
city office space may actually be a desirable goal compared with expan-
sion of space in the other office location categories. In other cases, edge-
less city expansion is likely to have a mostly negative impact; that is

3. Booth (2001).

4. The ULI book categorizes non-CBD development as “compact” (secondary down-
town), “fragmented” (edge city), and “dispersed” (edgeless city) office space (www.
informationcity.org/events/dec13-lang/Edgeless-Cities.htm [October 24, 2002]).
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especially true for the environment and transportation. The categories
below hardly exhaust the range of possible impacts, but they do repre-
sent those that have been at the center of the public policy debate over
sprawl.’ Also, most problems specifically concern outpost edgeless cities,
which add to sprawl at the metropolitan edge.

Environment/Land Use

There is a possible link between expansion of outpost edgeless cities
and lower-density development, especially in metropolitan areas of the
eastern United States. To the extent that urban space sprawls into natu-
ral habitat, it increases the scale of environmental impact. On the other
hand, there are those who argue that when low-density growth spreads
to an area, its effects are not as intense as those of high-density growth.
The trade-off is that a region can have a compact but intense environ-
mental impact or a more diffuse but less intense one.

Open Space Preservation

Outpost edgeless city expansion can promote growth at the periphery
and thereby consume open space. While the loss of open space at the
metropolitan fringe may be partly offset by increased space between
developments in built-up areas, such space often consists of smaller pri-
vate parcels and very little of it is developed as parkland.” Again there is
a trade-off. A region can build densely, as Portland did in order to pre-
serve nearby access to open space, or it can build the city in the country,
as Atlanta has.® Curbing outpost edgeless cities promotes the former;
expanding them promotes the latter.

Public Transportation

When it comes to opportunities to provide public transportation,
most edgeless cities fall far short of even edge cities. One can imagine
that a dense, maturing edge city might be well integrated into a bus or
even a light-rail system,’ but edgeless cities—at least outposts and in-
betweeners—offer no such prospect. As the percentage of office space in
these edgeless city categories rises, the percentage of people who can

5. Burchell and others (1998); Ewing (1994).
6. Gordon and Richardson (1997).

7. Downs (1994).

8. Abbott (1997); Lang and Hornburg (1997).
9. Frank and Pivo (1994).
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commute by mass transit drops. In most of these places, even paratransit
service, such as private vans, would be difficult.

Private Transportation

As the percentage of regional office space in most edgeless cities
(except in-towners) expands, reliance on automobiles to commute to
work grows, as does commuting distance. However, some observers
point out that while diffusion of office space may add to the length of
commutes, it also reduces congestion and increases speed, thereby
barely altering commuting time.'’ Edgeless city expansions also may
lessen some of the congestion problems around big edge cities. !

Job Location

Growth in the percentage of office space that is found in outpost
edgeless cities may help draw jobs away from regional cores. If growth
of office space in edgeless cities slows relative to that of office space in
downtowns and edge cities, it may indicate a reconcentration of jobs
in or near regional cores. In contrast, an increase in office locations
at the periphery serves to extend commuter sheds deep into the rural
hinterland."

Jobs/Housing Balance

The jobs/housing balance may actually improve in many suburbs as
in-betweener and in-towner edgeless cities grow because office space
may disperse deeper into residential areas. But the reduction of commut-
ing distances, which is the goal of maintaining a jobs/housing balance,
may not occur.”® That paradox results from the fact that a local edgeless
city building may not be a local commuter’s destination. Given that
edgeless cities are not concentrated employment centers or “destina-
tions,” it is probable that the people living nearby do not work there.
There is, however, a gender-based difference in the probability: studies
have shown that the commuter sheds of working mothers often are
smaller than those of men.'"* These women are more likely to be
employed locally and therefore could benefit from edgeless cities.

10. Gordon and Richardson (1994).

11. Crane (1996).

12. Louv (1985); Lessinger (1987); Lewis (1995).
13. Cervero (1996); Cervero and Gorham (1995).
14. Kasarda and Ting (1996).
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Jobs/Spatial Mismatch

The jobs/spatial mismatch hypothesis holds that in the absence of
effective fair and affordable housing efforts, growth in suburban
employment has put lower-income and minority households that remain
in cities at a disadvantage.” To the extent that most edgeless city growth
occurs far from regional cores, it exacerbates the mismatch. However,
edgeless cities also are built in a wide variety of non-CBD locations and
may be found outside the “favored quarter” in less affluent suburbs that
increasingly are home to lower-income and minority households;'¢ the
mismatch hypothesis has been criticized for not recognizing this aspect
of the new metropolis.!” Many edgeless cities scatter so widely that they
spill into the unfavored three-quarters of a metropolitan area, whereas
edge cities for the most part are found in the more affluent suburbs.
The expansion of edgeless cities may be one of the reasons why the
favored quarter phenomenon does not apply to every region. In this
counterintuitive way, edgeless cities may be reducing the jobs/spatial
mismatch problem in many metropolitan areas, especially if there has
been substantial suburbanization of lower-income households.

Municipal Budgets

Because edgeless cities are distributed so widely, they may help some
suburban municipal budgets by adding valuable office space to the local
tax base; high-tech research parks in particular can do wonders for
municipal budgets.” Of course, edgeless cities also may increase traffic
and require additional infrastructure. If edgeless cities are built in areas
that are less affluent than those where edge cities are built, their pres-
ence may improve the distribution of the tax base across a region; how-
ever, regional revenue sharing is likely to prove a better method of
distributing tax resources among municipalities than having office
development sprawl.

Public Costs

Office development has costs as well as benefits. If edgeless cities are
built in low-density settings, the costs in roads and other infrastructure

15. Kain (1992).
16. Leinberger (1996).

17. Thlanfeldt and Sjoquist (1998).

18. Garreau (1991); Leinberger (1996); Orfield (2002).
19. Burchell, Listokin, and Dolphin (1997).
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may be higher than if they are concentrated in already built-up areas.?

Often, the higher costs are borne by all levels of government. Many
localities hesitate to charge impact fees to office development because it
is such a high ratable. However, some regions—especially the Bay Area,
where job growth has so outpaced housing development—are more
resistant to new office development.?!

Fiscal Equity

To the degree that edgeless city growth occurs at the regional fringe,
it pulls resources from the regional core. Research has shown that the
metropolitan periphery has received far more investment than the center,
including the inner ring of suburbs.?> The entire region pays the public
subsidies that are required for outpost edgeless city infrastructure and
road projects. If outpost edgeless cities capture a growing share of a
region’s office development, they will add to existing regional inequali-
ties in public infrastructure expenditures.

Edgeless Cities and Metropolitan Growth Policy

The emergence of edgeless cities is especially important to the policy
debate on metropolitan growth. The proposals offered for changing
growth patterns so far have not considered the policy implications of a
post-polycentric metropolitan form.

Edgeless Cities and Smart Growth

Smart growth advocates prescribe more mixed-use development,
especially development that combines job locations and housing;* one
often-cited reason is the reduced commuting time that results when they
are close to each other. Yet regional commuting patterns have grown so
complicated that transportation engineers equipped with supercomput-
ers have a hard time figuring them out.?* As the office data in this study
indicate, a significant percentage of jobs have decamped from regional
cores, and people increasingly commute from one dispersed location to
another.” Even the concept of well-defined suburban edge cities seems a

20. Burchell (1997).

21. McGovern (1994).

22. Orfield (1997).

23. Danielsen, Lang, and Fulton (1999).
24. Maher (1992); Lang (2000b).

25. Gordon and Richardson (1997).
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bit out of date as some metropolitan areas become increasingly post-
polycentric or edgeless.

The main concern for most metropolitan residents is whether jobs,
services, friends, and fun can be easily reached from their home.?® To
ensure maximum opportunity in the regional job market, people must
be most flexible about where they are willing to work. If the job loca-
tion is near their home, fine, but if not, many seem willing to make long
commutes (the major exception, cited above, being working mothers).
In large regions, the likelihood is slim that a job location is very near
home or that home and job location both are near mass transit. Devel-
opers can build offices and houses together (and in edgeless cities they
often are fairly close), but many people will work far from their home if
they find a better opportunity elsewhere—and chances are that there
will be no public transportation available to make the commute.

Even though the odds of reducing commutes are poor, not all is lost.
Most household trips are not commutes; local roads are clogged with
people simply taking care of daily tasks, such as picking up their chil-
dren or dropping off dry cleaning. While the new metropolis presents
real challenges for altering commuting patterns, a much better job can
be done of mixing neighborhood retail into residential areas to provide
some pedestrian access and reduce the number of trips.?” Certainly there
are challenges to enacting such a proposal, such as overcoming NIMBY
opposition, changing zoning regulations, and getting mixed-use projects
financed.?® But given the realities of current metropolitan form, it seems
like a reasonable first step toward mixing land uses in edgeless cities.

Urban Growth Boundaries—A Sure Way to
Slow Outpost Edgeless City Growth?

One way to slow outpost edgeless city growth may be through urban
growth boundaries (UGBs), which limit opportunities for low-density
growth.” UGBs are not without their critics, who see them as poten-
tially distorting land markets and reducing housing affordability.® The
most famous UGB surrounds Portland, Oregon.?! Interestingly, Portland

26. Fishman (1990).

27. Lang (2000b); Crane (1996).

28. Lang (2000b).

29. For a more detailed definition and a discussion of the public policy issues sur-
rounding UGBs, see Danielsen, Lang, and Fulton (1999).

30. See Fischel (1997); Lang and Hornburg (1997).

31. Abbott (1997).
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has one of the largest percentages of CBD office space compared with
that of non-CBD space of any region in the country, and that percentage
is the highest in the West.?? Although outpost edgeless cities typically
consume a lot of land, edgeless cities also thrive in relatively high-
density metropolitan environments, such as Los Angeles. There are
regions where, due to either physical or regulatory constraints, edgeless
cities per se do not cause sprawl. To the extent that a metropolitan area
can rein in the growth on its edge, it dampens the ability of outpost
edgeless cities to grow and flourish.

Investment and Market Implications of Edgeless Cities

This book has been written from a social science perspective; its purpose
is to describe and measure office development in order to improve
knowledge of the new metropolitan form. But its findings also have defi-
nite market and investment implications—they are, after all, based on
commercial data sources. The analysis does not include such market-
sensitive data as rents, vacancy rates, and absorption rates, which are
beyond its scope. Yet such data are available, and the analysis eventually
can be translated with more precision into market indicators that track
real estate performance of rental office space. The most important mar-
ket and investment dimension of this research is the office development
categories. Given the contrast between their office environments, it is
very likely that edge cities and edgeless cities experience variations in
their market performance.

Commercial real estate firms such as Cushman and Wakefield, CB
Richard Ellis, and Grubb and Ellis have delineated some office markets;
however, most still are unsystematically derived from traditional cate-
gories.’ The metropolitan submarkets many real estate firms use in their
research often reflect local convention and typically mix edge cities and
edgeless cities together.

If there is a meaningful distinction between edge cities and edgeless
cities, then an analysis of their separate market conditions is advisable.
Given that suburban property is now the target of most real estate
investment, it makes sense to have better categories to gauge suburban

32. Cushman and Wakefield, Pacific Northwest: Real Estate Forecast and Review
(1997).

33. Equitable Real Estate Management (1999); Cushman and Wakefield, Real Estate
Forecast and Review, various cities (1997).
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investment opportunities.** One useful tool would be an index of large
edge cities (or the glamour gallerias, those with more than 10 million
square feet of office space and mixed land uses); another would be an
edgeless city index to track office environments that fall under edge
cities. There is not yet enough information to declare that edge cities of
between 5 and 10 million square feet of office space fully constitute a
distinct market.

The lack of good empirical information and analytical models has
not prevented real estate “experts” from making pronouncements about
investment opportunities in suburban office markets, and some of the
advice seems to be strongly against investing in edgeless cities. A recent
report put out by PricewaterhouseCoopers advises that “fringe sub-
urban office space, away from subcities [edge cities], should be off lim-
its.”3 No statistics on office space performance or absorption are
offered to support that assertion.

In time, the analysis of office mapping that ameregis is performing
may yield empirically based analytic categories that are consistent
around the country; investments then could rationally target one type of
office environment over another. Investors also could determine relative
performance on rents and space absorption. Eventually, real estate
investment trusts (REITs) could emerge that specialize in a particular
type of non-CBD office investment—for example, mid-sized suburban
clusters that fall below the level of edge cities but have more density
than scattered office space does. It may turn out that such places per-
form better than edge cities because they face less land pressure.

The only current market indicator that separates types of non-CBD
office development is the Urban Land Institute’s “suburban high-rise and
low-rise office rent forecasts.”3¢ The local real estate industry profession-
als who contribute to ULI market reports determine the distinction
between high-rise and low-rise properties, which means that they are not
based on systematic criteria. Of the dozen property categories that ULI
tracks (which range from shopping malls to single-family homes), three
cover office development. Of those, downtown currently performs best
(third among twelve), followed by low-rise suburban space (fourth
among twelve) and high-rise suburban space (sixth among twelve).

34. Equitable Real Estate Management (1999); ULI (2000).
335. PricewaterhouseCoopers (2002, p. 19).
36. ULI (2000).
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The ULI vacancy index very roughly parallels the office categories
developed in this study—the high-rise suburban group corresponds to
edge cities and the low-rise group to edgeless cities. Based on ULI’s cur-
rent assessment of market conditions, both downtowns and edgeless
cities are doing better than edge cities, a finding consistent with the
analysis in this book. Ultimately, the market performance of an office
space type will translate into the amount of space that is constructed.
The ULI index is yet another hint that some edge cities may be heading
for trouble.

The Elusive Metropolis: The Twenty-First Century Urban Project

Even though many developers, practitioners, planners, academics, and
public officials have focused much of their attention on the problems of
cities, the restructuring and reordering of the elusive metropolis is the
great project of the twenty-first century. In the nineteenth century,
Americans created a vast, coast-to-coast network of cities. By 1900, the
core of every major American region, except Las Vegas, was estab-
lished.’” During the twentieth century, especially in the post—World War
II years, growth spread from the urban cores, giving us our now vast
metropolitan areas.

The elusive metropolis seems to keep evolving. To some, it represents
a radical departure from traditional city building; to others, it is a con-
tinuation of a metropolitan decentralizing process that dates back to the
mid-nineteenth century. Either way, designing public policy for the elu-
sive metropolis will not be easy, in part because America’s metropolitan
areas differ substantially from one another in terms of density, form,
environment, and mix of land uses. Policymakers need to understand
and work with those differences, because no one model or set of prac-
tices can be universally applied to all metropolitan areas. It is hoped
that this book will shed some light on how the elusive metropolis is
structured.

37. Warner (1972).
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Data Sources

Office market statistics are not collected by government agencies but by
a variety of real estate brokers, consulting firms, realty and building
associations, and office guide publishers.! Given the diversity of sources,
with their correspondingly varied focuses and interests, no uniform
guidelines exist for determining even basic attributes of office markets,
such as total size. In fact, there is not even general agreement on what
should be categorized as an office building. Therefore any compilation
of office statistics must to some extent be customized and data selected
on the basis of their relevance to the task at hand.

The major source for office data in this study is Black’s Guide to
Office Leasing, a directory of office space published by a company
based in Gaithersburg, Maryland. Data from Cushman and Wakefield, a
national commercial realtor, also were used. Black’s Guide and Cush-
man and Wakefield’s data were folded into a common online data
source, Reality IQ, which is now out of business. Data for the maps
came from CB Richard Ellis and were compiled by the Metropolitan
Area Research Corporation in Minneapolis.

Black’s Guide Office Data

At the time this study began, Black’s Guide was the only national source
of office data that, because it lists buildings by address, allowed

1. ULI (1999).
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researchers to use any geographic unit of analysis they choose. Black’s
Guide lists multi-tenant rental office buildings of 15,000 square feet or
more that are identified as existing, under construction, or proposed.
Inventory data, which determine total market size, include buildings
under construction at the time of the survey but not those proposed,
even if a starting date is given. Black’s Guide surveys even the smallest
suburban office markets, making it possible to compare data across
regions. Buildings are listed in the publication at no cost to owners or
developers, and the guide is distributed free to companies and institu-
tions involved in office leasing. Black’s Guide’s primary source of rev-
enue is display advertising.

Cushman and Wakefield’s Office Data

Cushman and Wakefield’s survey of office buildings is based on a two-
tier categorization of the market that distinguishes between class A
space, the primary market, and class B space, the secondary market.
Class A buildings generally have 200,000 or more rentable square feet,
are professionally managed, are located in prime locations, are finished
with superior materials (such as marble in lobbies), and command
higher rents. Class B offices are of any size, even as small as 15,000
square feet. Further, they are not located in prime areas and charge
moderate rents. Cushman and Wakefield surveys both class A and B
space; however, because its research focuses on the higher end of the
market, class A space is overrepresented in its reports.

Like Black’s Guide, Cushman and Wakefield surveys only multi-
tenanted offices. Inventory calculations also exclude owner-occupied
buildings, government and medical facilities, and proposed projects.
Buildings under construction are included if they have a certificate of
occupancy as of November 15 of the year they are reported. Owner-
occupied properties can be included in both Black’s Guide and Cush-
man and Wakefield’s survey if they are partially leased out to other
companies. In such instances, the entire building, not just the leased por-
tion, is factored into the rental office inventory.

Only rental building data were used in this study because there are no
comprehensive office reports that survey owner-occupied structures. The
commercial real estate firms that follow the office market are concerned
primarily with brokering leases, so they have little reason to follow
owner-occupied inventory. Reports that survey all buildings, including
exclusively owner-occupied ones, show rental structures to compose a
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much larger share of the total market and to be constructed at a faster
rate.? Further, owner-occupied inventory can decline as companies that
once used their entire building offer even a small amount of space for
lease. It therefore can be assumed that the office data reported in this
study constitute the majority of gross space in metropolitan America.
However, on the individual market level there are select cases in which
owner-occupied structures do account for a substantial proportion of
total office space. It also is important to consider that owner-occupied
office space is not located in the same pattern as rental space. Owner-
occupied buildings, especially those of large firms, tend to be more scat-
tered and isolated because their owners can provide many amenities on
site and therefore need not locate in clusters with like businesses. Many
large, owner-occupied corporate campuses sit at the edge of a region,
where land is plentiful.

(B Richard Ellis Office Data

The data for the maps come from CB Richard Ellis, a national real
estate firm that tracks rental office space. The company categorizes four
classes of office space: A, B, C, and D. Class A space is prime office
space that is professionally managed and commands high rents. B space
is a slightly scaled down version of A space, with slightly lower rents. C
space is found in smaller buildings that are not in prime locations. D
space is a diverse category that captures warehouse conversions and
flex-office space.

In some markets, such as San Francisco, CB Richard Ellis gives more
coverage to class D space than in places such as Chicago, which
accounts for why the Bay Area’s total office inventory exceeds Chicago’s
in its survey. In comparison, both Black’s Guide and Cushman and
Wakefield’s survey show Chicago’s metropolitan area exceeding San
Francisco’s. Many of the city of San Francisco’s high-tech enterprises are
housed in class C and D space, which CB Richard Ellis shows in abun-
dance in the CBD.

Because CB Richard Ellis geocodes its data and makes the data avail-
able electronically, its office inventory was used for mapping. In the near
future, all of the commercial data on office location will be geocoded
and available online, which will greatly enhance future research efforts
on metropolitan development.

2. ULI (1999).

127



128

APPENDIX A

Office Markets and Submarkets

Commercial real estate firms such as Cushman and Wakefield, CB
Richard Ellis, and Grubb and Ellis have delineated some office markets;
however, most are still unsystematically derived from traditional cate-
gories. The metropolitan submarkets many real estate firms use in their
research often reflect local convention and typically mix edge cities and
edgeless cities together.

The only published market indicator that separates types of non-CBD
office development is the Urban Land Institute’s “suburban high-rise
and low-rise office rent forecasts.”® The local real estate industry profes-
sionals who contribute to ULI’s market reports determine the distinction
between high-rise and low-rise buildings, which means that it is not
based on systematic criteria. Of the dozen property categories that ULI
tracks (which range from shopping malls to single-family homes), three
cover office development. The ULI office vacancy index very roughly
parallels the office categories developed in this study—the high-rise sub-
urban category corresponds to edge cities and the low-rise category to
edgeless cities.

Many office data sources report their inventory by what is typically
referred to as submarkets, which vary tremendously by data source.*
Consensus usually exists on what office space constitutes the CBD sub-
market, but beyond that there is little agreement on how many submar-
kets exist and where they are. Often there is little consistency among
different metropolitan reports from the same data source. For example,
Cushman and Wakefield lists each county in northern New Jersey as an
office submarket. In Houston, however, Cushman and Wakefield uses
many smaller, submunicipal geographic units to define submarkets.
Some non-CBD submarkets are recognizable to those who follow the
nation’s major edge cities. For instance, Tysons Corner is a submarket,
as is Post Oak. The problem is that most other non-CBD submarkets are
really the creation of real estate firms that need to establish data report-
ing categories and have to draw the line somewhere.’ Large patches of
metropolitan America turn up as non-CBD office submarkets. Such
places are where one finds edgeless cities.

3. ULI (2000).
4. ULI (1999).
5. ULI (2000).
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Submarkets were ruled out as potential research units in this study
because they lack any analytical basis and vary considerably from region
to region. However, where submarkets are located and how they are
configured reflects the expert opinions of real estate professionals who
study office markets, and their opinions should not be dismissed. Sub-
markets therefore are used to inform and shape the analytically derived
categories in this study’s data analysis.
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Research Methods

Secondary analysis of existing data was the main research method used
in the study reported in this book. The data used were from commercial
sources, making them expensive and difficult to work with. Given the
nature of the study and the research questions addressed, there was sim-
ply no way around the hard reality that data collection would consume
considerable time and resources.

Black’s Guide was selected as the primary data source because it lists
and then maps all of its data. Most important, the data are listed in dis-
aggregated form, enabling construction of a metropolitan office geog-
raphy specific to the theory and methods developed for this study.
Reassembling Black’s Guide data was painstaking because the data
were not available in electronic form and so had to be manually
entered into thirteen spreadsheets, one for each of the metropolitan
areas studied.

The building entries in Black’s Guide contain a wealth of information
on everything from parking to leasing terms. The information selected
for this study included such key variables as building size, age, and loca-
tion. Other data were considered but subsequently rejected because of
inconsistent reporting. For example, the figures for parking space rela-
tive to building square footage could have been useful because they
show the extent to which an office development accommodates automo-
biles, but data of this type were spotty.
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Historical Analysis

Black’s Guide data were gathered only for 1999. Before the mid-1990s,
the guide surveyed just a handful of major markets, so it would have
been impossible to gather data for all the cities in the study at different
time intervals. For example, there was no Black’s Guide for Detroit or
Denver in 1980 that listed then-current office inventory. However,
Black’s Guide does include “year built” for virtually every building in
its survey, allowing for historical analysis of the existing inventory.
From the year a particular building was completed, the age of current
office space can be determined.

It cannot be known from current inventory what the exact office
space figure was for any one year because buildings that existed then
may have subsequently cycled out of the current inventory. That is not
really a problem for most suburban office markets because they are so
new that few buildings have fallen out of use. By contrast, much of the
urban stock that was present in 1970 or 1980 has by now turned over.
It also is safe to assume that, given the life span of office buildings, little
of the space added in the last two decades of the twentieth century has
dropped from the inventory. There was substantial overbuilding, espe-
cially in Sun Belt markets during the 1980s, but most of that space has
since been occupied.! In sum, almost all of the buildings added during
the period analyzed here remain occupied as office space. While there
are limits to what historical analysis of current inventory allows, it still
provides important information about building trends and evolving
metropolitan growth patterns.

Another term for this type of analysis is “cohort study” (or “panel
study”); such analysis examines populations as they change over time.
In this case the study is really a reverse cohort, because the data start at
an endpoint and look back. To be included in the study, a building must
have existed in 1999. An assessment then was made as to when it was
built. For example, if a building existed in 1999 and was built in 19835,
it was counted in the 1989 inventory. There are of course buildings that
existed in 1989 that no longer exist and so cannot be counted because
there is no way to track them.

1. ULI (1996).
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Data Quality Control

The data in spreadsheets were entered in the order that they appeared in
Black’s Guide. Because such a procedure can result in errors, several
quality control steps were taken. The first was to check the office space
inventory totals from the spreadsheet against those reported in Black’s
Guide. In some cases there were substantial discrepancies between the
two figures. In the process of checking the spreadsheets, it was deter-
mined that at times the Black’s totals were wrong. In follow-up conver-
sations with Black’s Guide, | was informed that the error was likely to
have occurred at their end because the totals were not “electronically
derived.”

Another quality control measure involved randomly sampling the
spreadsheet entries and checking them against the data in Black’s
Guide; this process showed that the most common type of error was
made in recording office space. All space entries then were rechecked.
Thus the office inventories were entered, sampled for error, and recon-
firmed. Any procedure that entails a massive transfer of data involving
thousands of entries is bound to include some errors. However, with
careful entry and systematic quality control, the errors hopefully have
been kept to a minimum.

Given the errors found in the Black’s Guide space totals, there was
some concern that other data in the guide contained errors. It was espe-
cially important that the individual entries contain accurate informa-
tion. In order to determine their accuracy, I checked the information in
the Black’s Guide listings with the building managers of twenty-five
buildings; while not a scientific sample, they provided at least a check
on the correctness of the data. Starting with the building that I was
working in during 1999, I found that the entries were highly accurate.
On reflection, I was able to reconcile Black’s Guide accuracy in one area
with its inaccuracy in another. Its main business is to provide commer-
cial real estate brokers with a guide to a region’s rental office space; the
accuracy of data such as the location and size of a specific office are
therefore quite important to its reputation. However, information such
as total inventory is less critical because Black’s Guide is not conducting
research on office markets. Thus, Black’s Guide is highly accurate in the
area that is most important for the purposes of this study—the individ-
ual entry. Combining Black’s detailed listing with quality-controlled
data entry yielded the most comprehensive and accurate office inventory
database possible in 1999.
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Use of Median Measures

In some parts of the data analysis, medians were calculated even though
the number of cases was very small. In those instances, averages are the
preferred summary calculation. However, New York, in particular Man-
hattan, is so large relative to the rest of the nation’s office stock that it
would have greatly distorted average calculations. Therefore medians
were sometimes used instead.

133



APPENDIX c

Downtown and Edge Cities:
Comparison of the Lang

and Garreau Categories

Metropolitan area Lang Garreau
Atlanta Downtown Downtown
Atlanta Atlanta
Buckhead Edge city
Edge city Buckhead
Cumberland/Galleria Cumberland Mall
Perimeter Center Gwinnett Place Mall
Midtown
Perimeter Center
Boston Downtown Downtown
Boston Boston
Cambridge Edge city
Edge city Alewife T Station in Cambridge
Burlington/Woburn Attleboro/Mansfield/Foxboro
Framingham/Natick Burlington Mall
Quincy/Braintree East Cambridge/Kendall Square
Waltham/Newton Framingham
I-495 at Mass. Turnpike
Nashua
Peabody/Danvers
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Metropolitan area Lang Garreau
Chicago Downtown Downtown
Chicago Chicago
Edge city Edge city
Chicago 0'Hare Chicago 0'Hare
Deerfield/Northbrook Edens Expressway
Lombard Lombard
Naperville Naperville
Oakbrook Oakbrook
Schaumburg Schaumburg
Dallas Downtown Downtown
Dallas Dallas
Fort Worth Fort Worth
Edge city Edge city
Far North Dallas Galleria/LBJ Freeway
Las Colinas North Central Expressway
LBJ Corridor Plano
Oaklawn (Midtown) Stemmons Freeway
Plano/Richardson Turtle Creek/Oak Lawn
Stemmons Freeway
Denver Downtown Downtown
Boulder Denver
Denver Edge city
Edge city Cherry Creek
Cherry Creek Denver Technology Center
Denver Technology Center
Greenwood Plaza
Inverness/Centennial Airport
Detroit Downtown Downtown
Detroit Detroit
Edge city Edge city
Southfield Auburn Hills
Troy Dearborn/Fairlane Village

Farmington Hills/Livonia/Novi
Southfield/Northland Mall
Southfield/Prudential Town Center
Troy
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Metropolitan area Lang Garreau
Houston Downtown Downtown
Houston Houston
Edge city Edge city
Clearlake (learlake/NASA
Greenspoint FM 1960
Greenway Plaza Galleria/Post Oak
Katy Freeway Greenspoint
Post Oak Greenway Plaza
Westchase Northwest Freeway
Sharpstown Mall/Highway 59
Texas Medical Center
Westheimer/Westchase
West Houston Energy Cooridor
Downtown Downtown
Beverly Hills Long Beach
Glendale Los Angeles
Long Beach Edge city
Los Angeles Beverly Hills/Century City
Pasadena Burbank/North Hollywood
Santa Monica (albasas/101 Freeway
Mid Wilshire Culver City/Marina Del Ray
Edge city Encino/Sherman Oaks
Costa Mesa/lrvine/Newport Glendale
Santa Ana Irvine Spectrum
Sherman Oaks I-5 South Orange County
South Bay/LAX Irwindale/Covina
West Los Angeles LAX/El Sequndo
Woodland Hills Mid-Wilshire

Newport Beach/Fashion Island
North Orange County/Fullerton
Pasadena

Ontario/Rancho Cucamonga
Riverside

San Bernardino

Santa Ana Freeway/Anaheim
Santa Ana Freeway/Santa Ana
Santa Monica

South Coast Metroplex/Irvine
Thousand Oaks/West Lake Village
Universal ity

Valencia

Ventura/Coastal Plain

Warner Center/Woodland Hills
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Metropolitan area Lang Garreau
Los Angeles West Hollywood
West Los Angeles
Westminster/Huntington Beach
Miami Downtown Downtown
Fort Lauderdale Fort Lauderdale
Miami Miami
Edge city Edge city
Boca Raton Boca Raton
Miami Airport Coral Gables
Cypress Creek
Miami Airport
New York Downtown Downtown
Manhattan Newark
Brooklyn New York/Downtown
Jersey City New York/Midtown
Newark Trenton
New Haven Edge city
Stamford Fort Lee
White Plains Garden City/Mitchell Field
Edge city Great Neck/Lake Success
Garden ity Greenwich
Franklin/Piscataway 1-80/287 Parsippany/Fairfield
Lake Success 1-287/78 Bridgewater Mall
Melville Mahwah
Morristown Meadowlands
Parsippany Morristown
Paramus
Princeton/Route 1
Route 110/Melville
Stamford
Tarrytown
White Plains/Purchase
Woodbridge/Metropark
Philadelphia Downtown Downtown
Philadelphia Philadelphia
Wilmington Wilmington
Edge city Edge city
King of Prussia Cherry Hill
Malvern/Paoli/Wayne Christiana Mall
King of Prussia/Route 202

Malvern/Paoli/Wayne
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Metropolitan area Lang Garreau
San Francisco Downtown Downtown
Oakland San Francisco
San Francisco Oakland
San Jose Edge city
Edge city Airport/San Mateo
North San Jose Berkeley
Pleasanton Bishop Ranch
San Ramon Concord
Walnut Creek Dublin/Pleasanton
Menlo Park/Stanford
Palo Alto/Sunnyvale
Pleasant Hills
Redwood City
San Jose
San Rafael
Santa Clara
Walnut Creek
Washington, D.C. Downtown Downtown
Alexandria Washington
Arlington—Rosslyn/Court House  Edge city
Arlington—Ballston/Clarendon Alexandria
Bethesda Bethesda/Chevy Chase
Silver Spring Crystal City
Washington Dulles-Route 28
Edge city Eisenhower Valley
Greenbelt Fairfax Center
Chantilly/Dulles [-270 Gaithersburg/Germantown
Crystal City [-270 Rockville
Fairfax Center [-270 Shady Grove
Reston [-395 Area
Rockville/North Bethesda Lanham/Landover
Shady Grove Laurel/I-95
Tysons Corner Merrifield
Reston/Herndon
Rosslyn/Ballston Corridor
Silver Spring

Tysons Corner
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