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ABSTRACT

An understudied example of an early modern suburb, Roland Park, Baltimore (congt8@dted
1915) bridges the gap between the streetcar suburbs of the late nineteenth century and the tract suburbs of
the midtwentieth century. As an early modern suburb, the development of the Roland Park led to the
formalization and creation of many of thecial and cultural norms in addition to the landscape elements
of todaydés modern subur bs. JIplodusts of thedosmation & analitei nes t
community, focusing on the regul ati ccalandpercéved and P
negative influences of the outside world. Moreover, the thesis explores in depth the peopling of Roland
Parkdés built environment, a topic of great i mport
research places Roland Park ie thrger spatial and temporal contexts of the development of other
Baltimore communities, of other elite suburban developments within the United States, and the broader,

global history of suburbs.
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Introduction

In a city now known more for its high murder count, civic unrest,TdrelWire Baltimore is
often overlooked for its contributisio American society. Today it has been overshadowed by other East
Coast cities in size andti@nal influence, but a century ago Baltimore was a city of much promise. An
emerging cityof major commercial, manufacturing, and transportatgoortance and home &thnically
and architecturally diverse neighborhoods, Baltimore was iprbeess of eing transformed into a
major American cityThese neighborhoodbke other urban communities across the nation, have gone
through growth and decline, yet few within the city have kept their veneer intact for as long as Roland
Park.

Roland Park, a smalbenmunity located in the northern section of the city, has continued to
maintain its image due to its principled adherendbédstrong urban and landscape design principles of
the Olmsted brotherdts idealgeographic proximity téhe best oboth the diy center and the
countryside, and ultimately marketing efforts heralding itself as the premier Baltimore neighborhood.

Forming this image did not happen overnight and without leadership.
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3
Financed by British money and managed by Edward Bouton, a Kansas City native with previous

suburban development experience, Roland Park was a rearticulation not only of the development and
marketing of the suburban environmhebut also of what suburban culture and life was like. The
community that he built is a lynghin development, both in terms of its importance to planned
communities antb a broadesuburban history. While its claims to being the first planned subuhein
United States is dubious at best, it arguably is the first planned suburb to fully populate -alésigned
built environment with a planned and regulated social and cultural lifestgleover, founded in 1891
and completed roughly two decade&faRoland Park was constructed during a time of dynamic changes
in transportation, humaanvironmental relations, and class relations, all of which played a role in the
creation of the community.t i s t hi s wuni que Al i fref®thisythesssd pl anni ng

At the time that Roland Park was established, Baltimore was awash in a sea of great change. The
city, once call ed ndtohd olrarigess tquvaiilnlta g es oiun htelren wara
government was experiencing rising ingmation, increasing pollution, and unsanitary conditfonghat
were once minor inconveniences for wealthy Baltimoreans were rapidly becoming serious problems for
those living on the edge of the expanding downtown, providirigjmpatusfor them look elsewére for
housing. Yet at the same time, transportation innovations were reframing rg&iy@phiaistance:
houses at a distance from the city were making a transition from being merely second or vacation homes
to being primary residences for their ousmerhough the development initially struggled to find its
footing, byturn of the twentieth centuioland Park had become more than just a new suburban
community; it became both an example and standard for what suburban life cbotth becally and
naionally.

To live in Roland Park was to live in a paradise of sorts. Restrictive covenants and roomy luxury
homes ensured that one would only have the best neighbors and the most attractive homeggiam the

The ample educational opportunities ensuhed the children were well cared for, while a strong Country

2 Hyde,Roland ParkGuilford, 6.
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Club and a Womends Club ensured that adults woul d

those times that one did want to travel into the city, whether for pleasure or work, thewagrs
ample modes of transportation (railroads and streetcars first, then automobiles) to quickly whisk one into
the city. The craftsmanship that wenta creating these amenities raised and established adnidbr
suburban development. Developesstni onwi de turned to Roland Par kos
planners for advice about how to construeitiown elite suburban communitig$hus this is not just
thestory of one suburban community, ratités anexamination of a larger tratigsin absent in most
accounts of suburban histottye transitiorfrom the midnineteenth century planned suburtitte post
World War Il tractsuburb Although some chapters in this thesis deal with the fine details of Roland
Par kds f or maibnipaims,a latgdr pidture, contextlalizisg not only how Roland Park was
innovative but also the faeaching effects it hadn the real estate community
Ironically, in some sense the success of Roland Park is directly tied to the negative reputation of
Baltimore today. The same forces that made Roland Park so successful would paveftinesivwebar
suburban developments leading to wAfliight in the postl968race riot eraThis hollowing out of the
cityo6s [|edtpeuohaenicdisiovestment witim the citylimits, posing significant tax revenue
issues and contributing to thise of manyof thec i tpyes$esills. In another sense, tleany and varied
i ssues of todayds suburbs (Il ack of codsequencesoft y wi t h
landscaping, housing and mortgage speculation, etcetaraddme oftheir origins n Roland Park
through the precedents set during the building of the comm@ityi t i cal |l y under standin
role in Baltimore and its role in medh suburban history exposes trends about therban communities

that Americand and increasingly others across the giblm®w inhabit.

SMoudry, AGar dens, Houses, and People, o 125.



Chapter 1

Suburbs as a Western Trend

Within Baltimore, Roland Park has a certain allure as being the premier sulbbieredion.

Much of this allure comes from the communityds en
hi ghest rungs of society, yet some o fasdertiothato o ¢ o me
it is Americads |(dadnsd) bfyi rdsetf apul latn ntehde swadbrur b. Thi s ¢

as the roots of suburbanization reach back to the
itself is only slightly more recent; indeed the wigé combination of two Latn  wor d s : Asub, 0 n
bel ow or und e iThe hatindmedning ob suliurb s refiegtive of early urban history;
buildings constructed on the outskirts of a developed place (i.e. the first suburbs) were considered inferior
places to live. Citiethroughout antiquity and into the Middle Ages were rigidly defined places: defensive
walls and fortifications demarcated the land that was the city and the land that was not°tAercitg
Europe, as urban populations grew and suburban developmentedgeiew city walls were constructed
to encompass these populatioestending the size and legal boundaries of the®ditywever, with the
rise of the natiosstate and the subsequent decrease in regionalized war, the walls became increasingly
social makers, separating the inneity wealthy from the suburban poor.
Suburbsin the modern sens# the word are a relatively recent phenomenon, coinciding with
industrialization and increased mobility via better transportaliba.sociakeparatiorof theMedieval
Age was reflective of economic advantadethose who lived close to the core of the city could more
readily access information, thus gaining more wedltbreover, it was also political advantage; with
residents being abte take advantage oftg serviceshave a say in local governanesd as time went

on, run for office.

4 De JongNew Suburbanisms.
® Lopez, "The Crossroads Within the Wall,"-23.
¢ SeeMorris, History of Urban Form.
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However, with the rise of industrialization and modernity, these established practices came under

siegedue to their ineffectivenesigading to two main configurations aftsurban life. The Continental
European concepif the suburb is similar to the opiniofsuburbs in France, where the nafan was
(and stillis) seen as a legban ideal placéo live.” The English version of suburbanization blended the
urban and theural into a form of suburban development that became more desirableitther the rural
or the urbari.It is from thissecondstrain that the first modertiay suburbsimilar to Roland Park
emerge. Moreover, many of the cultural, social, and designgipies refined in various iterations of

English suburbs provided the genesis for their American counterparts in future years.

A Short History of English Suburbs

In the years leading up to the Industrial Revolution, the English population was highly
decentralized, with rural inhabitants greatly outhumbering urban inhabitants. Cities of this time were
primarily centers of trade, wheome broughtaborintensive rual productdo enterinto thelarger global
trading markets of the time. For example, the process of cloth manufacturing began on rural farms,
continued in the home where the wool was refined and spun, and was transferred to cities to be dyed with
colorsmade from imported materials before finally being traded across Europe and b&amdthough
cities were the primary locations of master tradesmen, the overall production sfxgolimited and
focused on the quality, not the quantity, of the goodsh ¥ities small and compact in their overall size,
there was little room for separate lamsk sectors to form (nor was there any economic imperative for
them to form) as they would in the future. In practice this meant that the rich and poor readily

intermingled, with a variety of noxious trades mixed together as they had since the Middfé Ages

" Fishman Bourgeois Utopias105107.

8 |bid, 78.

% See, for example: Heatohhe Yorkshire Woolen and Worsted Industradso GirouardCities and
People85-112.

10 See Keene. "The Medieval Urban Landscape AD-E840."



7
The rise of factories changed the city, bringing about radical economic and social changes.

Factories magnified the need for human capitol, leading to the emuilthe countryside and
proliferation of urban slums with poor housing conditions and health outcomes. The inhabitants of these
urban slums powered the rising number of factories, significantly increasing environmental pollution as
Britain shifted toward the mass production of goods. All of these factors combined to make city living
unhealthier and more unpleasant than ever bétfore

The abysmal conditions of the urban poor, the governments that allowetbtheour, and the
capitalist systemthatundei ned t he entire process protwteded fodd:
Conditions of the Working Class in Englatal addition to highlighting the appalling conditions of the
working poor in Manchester during the 1840s, he discussed how the wealijinty to their business
in the city center from their homes (both within elite enclaves within the city and out in the new suburbs),
were oblivious to the poverty mere bkscfrom the roads they travel&dThis text would eventually
inspire and lead toatlaborations with Karl Marx, spurring the development of Marxism and Marxist
thought. However, in a more important sense, it indicates the emergemleiglolff-segregated class
systemdeveloping inthe landscape of Manchester.

As problems increased.iiially the wealthy combated this by salgregating, moving to elite
enclaves within the cit{?2 However, this only provided temporary relief as eventually the wealthy
enclaves could no longer provideitable protection. Because of this the wealthy bég#wok beyond
the city to the countryside to find suitable places to live, isolating and segregating themselves far from the
ill s of the city.

While country manors similar to those of the Medieval Ages were suitable choices, their selection
was limited ad the high cost put them out of reach of much ohtheemergingwealthyclass.

Comprised mainly of the major trading merchants and factory owners, this class sought land a few miles

11 Engels,The Condition of the Working Class in Englaid.
12 Fishman Bourgeois Utpias, 83.
B3 bid, 51.
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outside of the city center, far enough to be away from pollution bse@nough to easily travel into the

city.** The built environment of these early suburbs were highly influenced by the mystic of the
countryside during this era, playing a prominent role in the rising popularity of subhdyshysical
limitationsimposedby humarenvironment relations meartrfje stands of trees were a valuabéand
highly regulated commodity due to their importance toitsh defense (as nalvstores), industry (as
fuel for steam engines), and commerce (as basic building matétials)

Initially, many of these suburbs started as communities of second homes, essaaiibn
homeswhere weary families would relax over long weekends and holid&tsthe same time these
landscapes begdo emergdn Britain, the Crownwas solidifying itscolonial rule over India, leading to a
number of crossultural exchanges. Among the most influential of these exchanges, was the British
copying of the architectural style of the bungalow. Developed on the subcontinent as a small,-airy, one
story dwellingwith highly pitched roofs and open porches, the Britislopted the word and the larger
style to develop homeasitially for colonial administratorand ultimately for the estimated 500,000
members of the military stationed in Indi&romthe subsequenteturn of these colonial administrators
to Britain, bungalows were introducedBaitish vernacular architectuseith the first constructed on the
Kent coasts a vacation horia 1869 The hungalow became popularized as fashionable architecture
for all sorts of second homes, ultimately takingcolturalassociatiorwith good healthhigher standasd
of living, and the growing middle class lifestyfe

Therearticulation othe bungalowcottagein this manner led to its introduction into the growing
British suburbs as part of the Garden City movement. From here, it eventually made its way across the

Atlantic into American suburbs, where it became a staple of early modern suburban homes. While Roland

4 Ibid, 87.

D a ni &He Ralitical Iconography of Woodland in Later Georgian Englandig3
18 FishmanBourgeois Utopias94.

17King. The Bungalow24 & 41.

18 1bid, 65.

91bid, 78 & 89.
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Park would have few bungalowsarking back to the donial era,the ideology which the bungalow

exuded would be used by the company to market homes of different architectural styles, embracing a
numberofprea ndust ri al Anostalgicd styles such as Tudor
Colonid Revival?

Gradually through the normalization of these homes and their suburban lifesgfiéssocial
circles, it became more acceptable for families to live in suburban home®yadr Therein, suburban
homes became to take on a new seelmious dimension as places where as a unit, the family could
bond, reconnect with God, and insulate themselves away from the moral ills and lax ethical standards of
the city?! Across industrial England, these suburbs emerged outside of cities such as Birmingh
(Edgbaston), Newcastle (Jesmond), and London (Claphangraoigothers, creating exclusive
landscapes for the wealthy to relax and recharge. Suburban developments that could combine these
various features were successful economic ventures in theingtbentlcenturyand increasingly
oriented he market and public preference towards suburban developrbete suburban homes could
provide the best of the countryside, at an affordable price, in an ideal geographic location, while
insulating the familyunit from the perils of city lifeAnd in no city was suburban growth greater than in

London.

TheUndergroundand Londondés Decentralizati on

While London had been associated vetihburbs such as Clapham across the River Thames and
the Georgian squares @iinhomes in the West Ensince the miel8" century, suburbanization on a
large scalaid not existuntil the development of railroads in and around the capital. The dense core of
central London ensured that the routing of lines into the city proper we@donomicallycosty and

politicalyc ont ent i ous, thus train termini Il i ke Kingds

O®Moudry, fAGardens,18louses, and People, o
21 1bid, 4 & 8.
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among others, were constructed onuHganfringe. The development of these suburban statiedgo

the expansiondf he city to meet the station,®therefore
In addition to being the location of major railroad termini, London was the emerging center of
both global and domestic political, economic, and cultural power. These factoed taeigity to rapidly
expand, whernt paogl aefif ect geogephicaly aBsorbingerithinginitst at e d,
immediateenvironsinto the larger metropolitan aréaWithin the core of the city, efficient movement
became a major obstacle and althougtious schemes to reduce congestieine developedraffic
continued tde a major problerff. To combat this issue, in 1854 various rail companies petitioned
Parliamento endorse the development of an underground railroad that would both alleviate street traffic
and connect various railroad stations togeth&his proposal developed into the Metropolitan Railway,
initially | i nki ng L on d osatirss, beferexpanding intd arlaagerprogram to connect the
rapidly growing suburbs of Hammersmith and Kensingtith the larger cityin the late1860s2° The
expansion marked a dramatic shift in the urban development of London, with new suburbs being tied to

the expasion of a new transportation system.

22 Clout, The Times History of Londpf0-91.

23 Wells, Anticipations,39.

24 Levinson, "The Orderliness Hypothesis," 99.
25 Wolmar, The Subterranean Railwa®9-30.

26 |bid, 37.
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Proximity to the expandinyletropolitan Railway (which would become thadérgroungl

played a vital rolellowing former townsto quickly developed into fashionable London neighborhdéds.

With access to cheap land, subsidized transportation, and inexpensive hometoms&thniques,
suburban homes rapidly increagd significant population continued living theinnercity of London
throughout thenineteenttcentury, with the first minor population losses occurring in 1901 as Larition

transitioned from livén counting houses, prevalent since th& d&ntury, to modern office buildings

fRail way Map of Central London. o Available
2017.

28 porter,London: A Social History213-217.

2 |bid, 236.
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filled during the workdayvith commutes*° This changemirrorsthe many demographic changes that

would occur in American cities beginning five decades later.

Garden and Planned Suburls

Towards the latter half of th@ineteentlcentury,the chronically poor conditions for the working
class andhe cyclical nature of most neighborhoods demanded a more nuanced solution towards creating
durable built environments. With suburban areas being swallowed whole by the city, the lack of urban
planning and development restrictions jeopardized middissresidential districts within London.
Sensing an opportunithe Metropolitan Railroad purchased thousands of acres of land along its line,
developing a massive chain of suburban tovuslt over several decades, the 4bme milelong
development from London to Harrow was named Metind, harkening to the appeal of both the
suburbs and the city. Homes, designed in what was ctieédSt o ¢ k b r odtyks revivediashd r 0O
integratedore-industrial, romanti@rchitecture into theihomes allowing the middle class to owfaax
piece of manestyled housing! Similar developments focused towards wealthy were constructed in
America, suchasthosel ong t he Pennsyl v aorider wadaf PHiladelphid 6 s Mai n L
Althoughnat controlled by the railroad itself, the development mimicked the overall concept of-Metro

land.

®Haywood, "Railways, Urban Form and Town Planning
3lWwhitehand, "The changing urban landscape: the case of London'slésghresidential fringe," 362.
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Figure 3. Metro-land, circa 1920% The Metropolitan Railroad purchased land for future railway expansion and created

demand by buiding new towns all under one name.

For the lower middle and working poor classes, the Garden Suburb Movement provided solutions
to the inadequate housing conditions of industrial Britaeveloped in a series of lectsr@nd a book by

Ebenezer Howardtthe end of the nineteentientury the Garden City Movementarried the best of the
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country with the best of the city in a highly planned rural town loca¢edthe suburban edge of an

existing major city?® Although the plan was first published in 1902idhe first iteration of it

(Letchworth Garden City) formed in 1903, the principles improved upon the unorganized chdznof

2fMap of
Accessed April 2 2017.
33 Howard,Garden Cities of Tanorrow.
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development ifBritain. The general plan of the Garden City used concentric circles to balance different

land uses and createet most logical organitian of daily life (Figure 3.

N ARD AND CENTRE
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Figure 4. The idealized plan of the Garden Citycreated by Howard to mix the city mixed with the countryside*
Although an elite suburb like Roland Park did not necesdaiily a holistic view towards

planning out the built environment for all possible functions of human society, the general planning

34 Howard,Garden Cities of Tanorrow,24.
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principles, especially regarding housing, provided a template for the development of the latter stages of

Roland Park (disceed in further chapters). The concept of land regulation that Letchworth integrated
into their community was a universal design principle that Roland Park could adopt for its own design.

Additionally, one of the motivations underlying developments likietweorth at the turn of the
twentieth century was in response to more than just poor living conditions and inadequate city planning,
but rather focused on the impact of modern life on individuals. This view argued by Georg Sinenel,
of the foundindgiguresin modern Sociologyin his influential essayhe Metropolis and Mental Life
(published in 1903), articulated thisique view on the formation of urban cultus&nmel arguedhat
the metropolis and all the overwhelming number of actors, techiesland ultimately visual stimuli
located within it produced a far different impact on urban residents than a more rural or small town
landscape.

One of the byproducts of these experiersds that urban residents hr ough t he experi e
thousand modificationdd evel ops a tatatompalotfeetgadid om the dAprof
which the fluctuations and discontinuities ofth e x t er n a | m$° Rurakresidenth, faeed with N~ i t . ¢
far fewer disuptions in their livesdevelogdmore emotional relations, forming a different sort of
culture.At the core of this was the importance of human interactions and the formation of community,
over the interests of monéyDevelopments such as LetchwditndRoland Park to an extéhtwere
designed to reacquaint their residents with larger communities ahikéed individuals. B attempting
to merge rural lifestyle with that of the urban lifestytlsis allowedndividualsto return to their roots
while contiruing their engagement with the modern world.

In some sense, this balance between rural and urban and the further development of this
form of the built environment led to an increasing need for faster and more efficient transportation.

Efficient transpotion was a critical part of the design that both Lechworth and Roland Park adopted.

®Si mm&@heg Metropolisl2zand Mental Life,o
3¢ |bid, 14.
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Similarly, homes built in Metréand, while tied to the expansion of the Underground also extensively

relied on the car for transportation within the community, espedcittiy the 19208’ This too would be a
precursor to the decline in use of the public transportation that made the suburbs possible, leading to
major problems in future decades.

These landscapes, while seemingly banal in their relationship to Roland Beglywgely
i mportant. These suburbs were Roland Parkoés direc
itself. But the process of these ideas crossing the Atlantic was, as Nelson has argued, aptivdacby
of F. L. Ol mst e ddirsl850.Hers the gentldmpn farnoer smibetlirreech father of
American landscape architecture explored the English landscape, traveling south from Liverpool along
the EnglishWelsh border to Portsmouth before ending in LontiaNhile many Americans of eans
took European excursions to see the sights of the
traveled. Not only did he cover a wide geographic range of Britain, experiencing the industrial city, the
emerging suburban ring, and the epegsent contryside; he did the vast majority of the journeyfoat.
This deep and extended experience with the English landscape exposed him to both the basic principles of
English landscape design and planning, but also the more nascent impacts otibsigaed
environments on individuals and society writ lafge.

Upon his return to America, Olmsted turned his experience into aeegived book on his
observations of the English landscape, paving the way towards becoming the designer of New York
Cityods R¥mRanrthaslisucéess, he turned towards private practice, creating landscape plans for a
multitude of city parks, majdnstitutions weal t hy i ndi vi dual sd private r e

communities. Thus, Roland Park can be seen directly as anwtligrbhis understanding of the English

87 Carr and Whitehand,wentiethCentury Suburbs26-30.

%®Nel son, AWal king and Tal king, 0o 56.
39 |bid, 55.

40 1bid, 48.
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landscape genesisCombi ned wi th Boutondés international triop

about Lechworth, and the Roland Park Companyb6s ea
English suburbin form, but an extension of American culture in function.

Through the recanting of these facts, the myth of the originality of the American suburb §ecome
apparent. Britain not only pioneergwdernsuburls, but foreshadowed many of the problems it would
create for cities decades before they would occur in American titiean areas in the Northeast and
Mid-West would experience these same issues, especially in the second half of the nicetéenyth
when rapid industrialization, coupled with risingrimgrant populations, and increasing wealth led to
suburbs like Roland Park. The English, which had already innovated various suburban standards such as
|l andscape design (F.L. Ol mstedds trip), swburban
(the Garden City Movement) provided perfect antecedents from which American suburban developers
could draw inspiration from. Without these developments and trials, in some sense, Roland Park could
not have developed into the community that it would becom By t he t i me ubufbad t s con
no longer meant the same as its originalrahoreover, it had taken on an additiomaaning, one in
which the best elements of the city were deeply connected to nature, creating powerful landscapes in

which elite families were willing to reside

“F. L. Ol mstedo6s direct involvement with Roland Pa
early 1890s spent working on the pll89 kBeedsentiallyt he Ch
retired from the dayo-day work of the company effore dying in 1903. Thus, the majority of planning

work for Roland Park and other Baltimore projects {i&80 was led by his sons F.L. Olmsted, Jr and

J.C. Olmsted, who were trained in the same style their father created. Throughout this thesis, they are
collectively referred to as the Olmsted brothers or the Olmsted firm. For more information on this topic

see: Harry Schalck. "Minievisionism in city planning history: The Planners of Roland Pddutnal of

the Society of Architectural Historia2®, ro. 4 (1970): 34849.
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Chapter 2

American Antecedentsto Roland Park

Early American Suburbs

Across the North Atlantiin the late eighteenth centumpe United States was going through its
own industrial developmenitike their British counterparts, wealthy Americans also begawing
towards the countrysideiith some of the earliest North American subutbselopingn the post
Revolutionary War period. Brooklyn, only a short ferige across the East River frdiianhattan, but
still very rural in the 1780s and 1790s, is often heralded as the first notable suburban outgrowth of any
American city?> % Informal suburbs, outgrowths of growing urban areas, during this time in American
history was the norm for most citiaadis reflected today by the names of individual neighborhoods or
boroughs of eastern citiewhich were once independehtdividual townslike Prospect Heights and Park
Slope in Brooklyn were tied into the larger spher®&ahhattan; Genantown taPhiladelphia;
Dorchester, AstonBrighton, and many others to Boston; and Fells Point andi€ano Baltimore are
just a fewexamples. These early, immediate pRst/olutionary War neighboring communities were
rapidly tied intothe larger metropolitan areas distinct districts of thexpandingity by the early
1800s* This pattern of North American city growth led to annexatoitdormally and formally,
socially and politicallg of outlying areas quite rapidly, and with regularity that older suburbs were

comnonly regarded as part of the city.

42 JacksonCrabgrass Frontier25-27.

43 Although Brooklyn was a distinct political entity from New York City until 1898, the origins of much
of its growth are inherently tied to that of the island of Manhattan.

44 Warner,The Urban Willerness57-58.
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Wealthy Americans, following in the steps of their British counterparts, were willing to use their

suburban homes not only as ftithe residences but also eacationhomes as well. Similarjythe

wealthiest fewpurchagd and resided in vast country estates, often withirmilEOradius of the city®

These rural estates provided tlesign inspiratiofirom which suburban landscape architecture would
develop, attempting to provide (more) affordable hotodhe wealthy ad upper middle clasemulating
country estates through their architectural design and landsc&pisg:onceptn Baltimoreis best
highlighted by theconstructiorof the52-room, Italianatestyle Guilfad estatéouilt in 1852 mimicking
contemporary ra English architecture of the dégnd eventually occupied by the Abell family, the
publishers offhe BaltimoreSur).*® From this 30@acre estate, the Roland Park Company would subdivide
the land and build new homes (in the 19&0atemporary rural English style) as part of their Guilford

developmentan extension of Roland Park

PostCivil War Suburbs

In the postCivil War era, the United States entered an era of unprecedented economic expansion.
With westernland in abundance and political and economic power decentratizasdsuburban
development similar to what was occurring in London would not be constructed ertithof the
twentieth entury, as populations remained relatively low on the East céastricans interested in
purchasinghe fewsuburban homdsuilt during this time periotiypically correlated within one of two
groups, eachligningto different ecaomic classeslhe first group, the wealthy, gravitated towards
exclusive planned suburbs, often for second or vacation homes. The second group, typically more middle
class, gravitated towards leskite suburbs (which were less planned and cheaper) @utsldrts of the
city. For both groupsht development and expansion of the railroad and the popularization of the

omnibus made more land accessible to subudeaslopment for Americans

45 Stilgog Borderland,31-32.
46 Jones|.ostBaltimore,162-163.
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As railroadshationallybecame more important, it became appatteaitcommunities could be

built alongthel i nes | eadi ng out of town to gai-landfassenger
This concept was at t he (amdeattially constructédnleur) Rieeesiles f i r st
lllinois. Financiers hped to create a community two mile@sstof the Chicago city limits along the
Chicago, Burlington, and Quincy Railroad that would draw elites out of the city and into the sfiburbs.
The company hired F.L. Olmsted to design the plan and was ready to begjpdeent by 186% The
curvilineartred i ned streets of Ol mstedds plan undgmrtunat e
Fire of 1871 and subsequesdonomic downturn. While the community would ultimatelycbenpleted,
full developmentvould not ocur until the 1920afterahn e avy modi f i captan.on of Ol mst
Though similar developments would occur outside of Philadelphia along the Pennsylvania
Rai l roadods Mad the fotmatioreof tbwnslikedHaverfprd and Briylawr) and along the
Gold Coast of Long Island, New York, elite suburban developments were slow to emerge in the 1870s
and 1880s. Even with these developmethis wealthyand upper middle class largely remained in
discrete, selbegregated urban neighborhodsisch as RittenhoasSquare in Philadelphia, Russell Hill in
Manhattan, or Beacon Hill in Boston) somewisatated from negative factors like immigration, poor
sanitation, and excessive pollution, that eventually praMide driving force behind the move towards
elite sububan communities.
The second path, aimed more towardsgiteeving middle-class, was a larger movement. Here
the adoption of the omnibus (hoxgalledwagonsopen to the publion dedicated tracks) encouraged the
expansion of the built environmetitHoweve, there were many limits of the omnibus. Through
urbanized areas omnibuses shared the road with all other traffic, making them predictably slow. Relying

on horses for powethere were unavoidab$peed and weight restrictions, presenting economic

47Warner,The Urban Wildernes$8.

48 Reps,The Making of Urban Americ889.

49 1bid, 390.

50 Farrell, Who Made All Our Streetcars GoP3.
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limitations to the overall profitability. These limitations had wide ranging impacts on the density of the

developments leading to homes th&tivl e cul t ur al urban ifitbeir toratt Thealimited we r e
nature of the omnibus combined with the small sizin@furban middlelass meant these suburbs were

relativelysmall developments

Streetcar Suburbs

What ultimatelydrovethe development of mass suburbanization isrtipgovemenof the
electric streetcar in the 1880s and 1890s. Electric streetcars (@mauch more limited extent cable cars)
dramatically addressed many of the problems of the omnibus, providing dedicatefigtateway for
travel, speeding up the rate of travel, and solving the weight¥3$he.increased infrastructural cost of
laying track and wires and building power plants, in addition to the cost of the engineering work, required
alarge amount of capital in order to creataccessfuline.>® Although expensive, streetcar lines
presentd a uniquanvestment opportunityFinanciers discovered that they could buy rural land around
cities at low prices, construct a capitalensive electric streetcar line connecting the city with these rural
areas, and market the rural land as now subutbeming a profit on the sale of building lots. This money
was used to repay the costs of constructing the line, while the fares of the new residents covered operating
expenses and provided a steady profit for inveshorsssence, this was a miniatutina of the same
sorts of railroad developments previously describBth e s e Astreetcar suburbso we

cities, especiallyn Boston, where urban historian Sam Bass Warner documented théftrend.

51\Warner,Streetcar Suburb28

52 Farrell, Who Made All Our Streetcars Go?1.
53 1bid, 32.

54 Warner,Streetcar Suburh<h. 35.



Figure 5. Streetcar suburbs in the AllstorBrighton neighborhood of Boston, MAS5® Suburbs like this were crowded and
lightly regulated, and were an excellent opportunity for investors and for middleclass families to leave the city.

Though profitable for investors drsatisfactory for a growing middle class, these suburban areas
were far from ideal planned communities. Lot sizes were sthalle was little architectural or landscape
planning land uses often varied, and infrastructure beyond the streetcar watkeligleped. While elites
still had their money to shelter them, either through urban enclaves oncestates, the middle class

were relegated to live in theséienpoorly designed and regulated urban spaces.

Roland Park: A Hybrid Suburb

Precursors tthese garden cities, the suburban land ventures intimately tied to the expansion of

the streetcar system, were the first suburban developments that Edward Bouton, the eventual General

®fAStreet seceBarpieg hAlolns.toonAvai |l abl e f r o nBrightwwccessek i pedi a
March 15 2017.
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Manager of the Rand Park Company, would develoffter stints as a raer in Colorado and an

attempt at law school, Bouton returned to his native Kansas City and entered into the land development
market in the midl880s>® Working with a young landscape architect named George Kessler and the
JarvisConklin Trust Company, foxded by two Kansas City financiers, he helped to form the nucleus of
the community called Hyde Park, selling suburban homes to the wealthyh@eyniles from the city”’

By using the name Hyde Paftr the developmente tapped into a larger lineagkthe name. Hyde

Parknot onlyhad connotation® theelite Chicago neighborhood, but alsothe wealthy Hudson Valley
village, and the Royal Park on the west side of London. It was here that Bouton first cut his teeth on

creating wealthy suburban devetognts.

Figure 6. Photo of Edward Bouton, the first General Manager, eventual President, and brains behind the Roland Park
Company 58

%6 WaescheCrowning the Gravelly Hill44-45.
Moudry, AGardens, Houses, and People, o 55.
%8 WaescheCrowning the Gravelly Hill49.
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For unknown reasons, Bouton and the Ja@osklin Trust Company parted ways with Hyde

Park in tie late 1880s. JarviSonklin ended up workingith a group of Londotbased financiers
organized under theameLand Trust, Limited?® This new group settled on purchasing the land that
would become Roland Park and convinced Boutondweento Baltimore to bmme the 8Scretary and
General Manager of the new enterprigéile Roland Park ithe oldest and one of the most successful
articulations of thithennew suburban form, a number of other communities emulate this including
Shaker Heights outside of Cleaad(1905) St. Francis Woods in thell s of San Francisc(1912) and
eventually the Country Club District built immediately adjacent to Hyde Park outside of Kansas City
(1906)

In this sense Roland Park acts as a Iypickmodelsuburb, spanning trdevelopment of both the
streetcar subbrand the garden city subunhile adjusting the latter model to work in the context of the
United States. The phases that the Roland Park Company developeddhirmungla streetcar suburb
company, to an elite gardsoburb, to ultimately a more magsoduced uppemiddle class subuth

reflects its refinemertf thelifestyle communityconcepthat otheisuburban developergould copy.

®Moudry, fAGardens, Houses, and People, o 49.
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Chapter 3

Elite from the Outset: Forming Roland Park

In 1891, though the United States was still a primarily rural country, urban areas were on the rise.
Increasingly industrialization, new immigrants, andnigration from rural areas were leaditeglarge
populationbooms for American cities:or the wealthy, cities were increasingly becoming undesirable
places to livewith Baltimore being no exception to this movement. British financiers, sensing a desire for
a new form of living, partnered withe JarvisConklin Trust Company dfansas Cityto bring elite,

British-style suburbs to America. Through this they would reinvent the way Americans housed

themselves, playing a pivotal role in making the suburb development as American as apple pie.

The Startd and Finishd of a Streetcar Suburb

The subub they set out to build was not the first planned suburb in the United States, nor was it
the firstsuccessfully plannesuburb in Baltimore. Its original intention was solely profit basei@nting
it towards the streetcar suburbs of the time. BecauggsafheRoland Park @mpany moved rapidly
through various stages of development on the corporate side, from a typical suburban realty company to a
major Baltimore land developer with national influence. By any measureatheRoland Park Company
wasbetter financed and organized than most of its compefitd¥sth this backing the company began to
develop the 508ome acres of farmland into suburbs atlough its initial marketing scheme would not
necessarily hit its mark, it opened the door fordbdeond marketing phase which didr example, in

1892 the Roland Park Company ran an advertisement in German in a prominent Baltimore German

®Moudry, fAGardens, HDuses, and People, o 48
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language newspaper, touting the many advantages of living in Roland Park over life in thevithya

significart number of wealthy first and secegdneration German immigrants living in Baltimore during

this time period, Roland Park was marketing the community towards a group that would have been

traditionally isolated from the elite area of Mount Vernon. Moreowemy wealthy Germans were

Jewish as well, a group that the Roland Park Company would take great legal lengths to prevent from

purchasing homes in the community in future y&&afhis radical change in the marketing strategy of the

community is indicatv@e f t he changing orientation of the Rol al
Equipped with ample money and the desire to mimic similar developments like Sudbrook Park,

the Roland Park Company hired George Kesblethis pointawell-knownlandscape arctéctand welt

knowncolleagueof Bouton,to lay out the fist stage of developmefitPlat 1, as it came to be known,

occupied the land to the east of Roland Avenue and to the west of the Stoney RuffValley.

®1 Scrapbook: Number 1, 1892, Box 276, No. 1, Roland Park Company red@d€4, Special

Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.

2G|l ot zer, f@AExclusion in Arcadia, o 482.

3 WaescheCrowning the Gravelly Hill45-46.

% Roland Park was developed in a series of plats, each filed with the Baltimore County courthouse before
construction. See Chapter 5 for more information.



Figure 7. Roland Park Plat Map.%®
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The company also began development on its own water and sewage system, an amenity that was

standardand expectedmong thaupper classed hese basic infrastructure developments established a
firm basis on which Roland Park could form. Howeveere was a significant transportation issue that
kept Roland Park from developingite full potential.

By 1882, theaail line that would become the Maryland & Pennsylvania Railttwed been
completed from North Avenue in Baltimore to Towsontown,dbignty seat of Baltimore County,

running parallel to what would in less than a decade become Rolantf Park.

CR B\ [ W ST Coklelih
: Latefoindl [ Towsoonr?nm&,'”
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Figure 8. Route of the Maryland and Pennsylvania Railroad” This railroad continued north to York, PA.

For a few yearssix daily trains ran between Baltimore and Towsontgwavidingreliable
transportation. However, by 1884 the company was insolverit s not until 1888 that @meged

from bankruptcy?® The relativeeconomioveakness of the railroad, in addition be fack of other speedy

% Hilton, The MA & PA20.

fMap of the MA 0& AR iRaaibllreoa r om:
www.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maryland_and_Pennsylvania_Railroad. Accessed February 22 2017.
%8 Hilton, The MA & PA22.
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transportation options, diminished the suburban appeal of this area, creating concern about the financial
success of the development. Thus when the Roland Park Company began operations, plans were
immediately drawn ufor anelectrc streetcaline.

The sister company, named the Lake Roland Elevated Railroad, was constructed to connect the
suburb with the city by electric strestllmas . I n
nascent stage$hus atthetimedRo | and P ar k ditsmadk sense todybliseenttaline to
the community, taking advantageadailable land and to model the community agierilar streetcar
suburbs in other American cities. With most of the netluth streets in the cityrahdy occupied by
other streetcar lines, the company was forced to use the only remaining road, Guilford Avenue, which in
addition to carrying local street traffic also was the location of a spgrade rail line for a local
railroad® A major obstacléo overcome, the company addressed this in two ways: first the company built
an impressive elevated viaduct to separate streetcar traffic from the traffic below, and second the
company ensure that service on the line was not only to Roland Park andarfesmprth, but to
Walbrook (another emerging suburban neighborhood to the Rest).

All told, the streetcar itself took an impressive route, starting in front of City k& ding north
on the Guilford Avenuelevated viaduaintil it crossed the Jon€&salls Upon reaching the fringe of the
city at North Avenueit returned to grade levalhere it split, one line heading west towards Walbrook
and anotheworking its way norttio Roland Park. This second line traversed a number of small streets,
due to tke lack of available northouth streets, before crossigpther viaduct into the small town of
Hampden beforeplitting again. The first route bisectddough the heart of Roland Park along Roland

Avenue, while the other continued north along Falls Rodcake Roland several miles nafth

89 Farrell, Who Made All Our Streetcars Go73.
0 |bid, 73.
1 1bid, 74.
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o, R Legend:

V. '
Iohns Di:n[--._!l",

Green: Main Line. including
viaduct

Purple: Walbrook Line
Red: Roland Park Main Line
Blue: Roland Park— Roland
Ave Line

Yellow: Roland Park—Falls
Rd Line

RP: Roland Park

E: Evergreen

G: Guilford

W: Walbrook

Mt. V: Mount Vernon
Star: Baltimore City Hall

Figure 9. Lake Roland Elevated Railroad route, 18932 Essential to the development of Roland Park, this
streetcar line ensured that residents could travel into the city via multiple modes. @e they reached the terminus of the
line in downtown Baltimore, they could transfer to different lines to take them other places within the city.

This downtownrto-Roland Park streetcar line provided a second transportation backbone to

reinforce the conneicn between the city and suburbs. Additionally, as an owned subsidiary of the

21bid, Front Cover [Streetcar route data]. Base map courtesy of Google Maps.
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Roland Park Company, there existed a certain degree of reliabiits/servicesMoreover, the
construction of the streetcar line in conjunction veifflanned suburban develment aligned well with
other developments of the time period.

As Sam Bass Warner documented in his authorita
investors across the United States encouraged suburban development by purchasing rural land,
subdividinglots, and then building streetcar lines from the city center out into the sub&dn$y Roland
Park followed in this pattern especially with the development of Plat 1. From the more piecemeal
architectural styles, the work neededmprove and develomifrastructure, and the issues it had in
generating a profit in the early years, it is clear that the Roland Park Company lacked initial direction in

how it would market the community.

Water Pipes and Sewage Treatment: The Infrastructure of Success for Rold Park

When the company quickly moved towards focusing on the wealthy bgtéhE890s, the
company had to go beyond merely marketing the plots towards wealthy residents: they had to provide an
infrastructural backbone to set themselves apart from stherrban competitors. Part of this marketing
and infrastructure scheme involved surrounding communities like Evergreen, Tuxedo Park, and Embla

Park that were established before Roland Park.

8\Warner,Streetcar Suburb4.
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ROLAND-PARK

‘ Legend:

Aol Red: Evergreen
Blue: Tuxedo Park
Green: Embla Park

Figure 10. Location of Evergreen, Tixedo Park, and Embla Park in relation to Roland Park?*

Since the railroadhadbeen developed at the same time as the adjacent communities of Evergreen
and Tuxedo Park the stations were named after those communities, instead of Roland Park. In a
psychologial sense, this helped reinforce the concept that Roland Park was a private entity unto itself. In
a more physical sense, it created a serateafor Roland ParkEvergreen became home not only to a
train station, but also the power plant and coal dejjacent unused lots would eventually become
home to a number of commercial entities and light industries (like butchers) which were not allowed in

Roland Parldue to land use covenarits

4 Base map courtesy of Google Maps.
> Munro, Greater Roland Park38.
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Tuxedo Park had a similar fate. It too was home to a train sttidbiusinesses, in
addition to the telephone excharf§®Vhile these buildings were critical for the d@yday operations
and the exclusivity of the community, through its ability to restrict its land use, Roland Park was to ensure
these functions remaideon the periphery. Additionally, as thest connectednd organized community
Roland Parkvas able to advocater its ownbestinteressin ways that other communities could not.

In the early years of the company, this often meant banding togetheEwergreen and
Tuxedo Park to advocate for their owwllectivebetterment’ For examplein August 894 all three
petitioned the Baltimore @inty government to provide firefighting service to the &tédthough the
county recognized the need for firefighting services, the cost of purchasifirgtigiating apparatus was
high. Eventually the parties reached a compromise in which the county would provide chemical
firefighting equipment as long as the Riatl Park Company built and maintained the station building,
leading to a fire companyeing locatedht the Roland Park shopping cenfter.

The purchase afhemical firefighting equipment is reflective of another important
infrastuctural developmentvater Of the three communities, Roland Park was the only one with
comprehensive water and sewage service; thesailezd on their own cobbled together systemssed
privies and wellsDuring this time period Baltimore City itself had no unified wateresystaind he lack
of water was a daily inconvenience and a public health hazard for Baltimoreans of all social ranks, that
suburbanites were actively avoidi#fgrhus, theravas limited appeal in moving to a suburb like Tuxedo

Park that had no water systdemding todifficulties in developing the community. The Roland Park

® Munro, Greater Roland Park45.
"Embla Park was developed very little during this time period; thus the community did not partake in
these developments.

®“The Baltimore Sun, AA Fire Engine for Roland Par |

Proquest Digital Historical Newspars.

®The Baltimore Sun, AFire Protection at Rol and
Historical Newspapers.

80 Olson,Baltimore 249.
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Company was able to capitalize on this advantage in a number ofiwaygh marketing and
comparisons with it and other suburban communities

Unlike the fire department example, Roldrark did not work in cooperation with
Tuxedo Park, instead allowing them to grapple with the issue for over a decade. Sensing an economic
opportunity, a number of investors unrelated to the community formed the Tuxedo Park and Enola Park
Water and Electd Light Company, and applied to Baltimore County for a franchise to lay water®pipes.
This, of course, would have been beneficidbath communitieshowever, residents protested since the
men had no connections to Tuxedo Park. After sorting this oetwacompany was formed in 1900 but
again more challenges surfaced: anotmnpetingcompany wanted the same franchise. After several
months of intense discussion, the county commissioners awarded the frantiesmtomunity
associatiorbacked Tuxedo PRrand Enola Park Water and Electric Light Company (not to be confused

with the first iteration}?

88The Baltimore Sun, fAApplication for Permission t
Accessed via Proquest Digital Historical Newspapers.
The Baltimore Sun, fAWater Main Franchises Again

Accessed via Proquest Digital Historical Newspapers.
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Water and Sewer Issues

. Early 1900:
1658 Late 1900:
Community based

Water Franchise Legal battles

Applied for

Water Franchise
Applied for

1901: 1903: 1906:
Water Company
falls into
bankruptcy

Construction begins Typhoid outbreak
on water system from tainted water

1894: 1908:

Roland Park Roland Park takes
Company starts over defunct water
water company company

Figure 11. |l ssues with Tuxedo PaleO8d6s water supply from 1898

Even after construction began in 1901, issues continuappear, damaging the community. A
major typhoid outbreak occurred in 1903 from a tainted water source sickening many GABRyré906,
the company had entered receivership after failing to turn a frtifikas only in 1908 that thRoland
Park Companygreed to furnish water and treat wastewater from Tuxedo Park through their own
systems® This was not necessarily an act of generosity on behalf abiin@anybut was more of a

business decision. By 1908 Roland Park was-wellg ar ded a s uburihtelive irBthust i mor e s

8The Baltimore Sun, fNo Ti@BhAccessedsid Profuedt Digital Par k. o J
Historical Newspapers.

%The Baltimore Sun, fAReceiver for Tuxedo and Embl
Accessed via Proquest Digital Historical Newspapers.

The Baltimore Sun, fS$eowerTage doo Prme &kt iPompénrdegd 06 M
Accessed via Proquest Digital Historical Newspapers.
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letting a major public health issue fester just a few blocks from the development would have been a poor
economic decisiarFigure3.2.2 highlights these developmes as they occurred over time.
On the other hand, Roland Park vadgseloped from the beginning with an advanced water
system designed by onéthe best sanitary engineers in the natlarstark contrast to these other
communites Bout on hired on retainer George E. Waring,
engireers in the natiarwaring devised a stat#-the-art system, allowing Roland Park the boast
themselves had having the best system in the régfmshwater supplies were pumped from wells on
the BaltimoreCountryClub grounds into underground water reservoirs where they were treated for use
by residents. Conversely, waste water was pumped out of the community into a viadudhadarsss
Falls into a small sewage treatment aegtic pond where tlremainingeffluent was dumped back into

the Jones Falf¥.

8®Moudry, AGardens, Houses, and People, o 64.
87 1bid, 65.
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Figure 12. Roland Park Waterworks on the Baltimore Country Club Golf Course. Wells highlighted in red,country club
clubhouse indicated by the staf®

Prospective residents of RolaRdrk were taken to model homegkere among other amenities
featured, buyers were showed how flush toilets worked with demonstrations readily available. The Johns
Hopkins University Department of Sanitary Engineering, among one of the first and mestnegihed
in the nation, routinely took students on wof the Roland Park facilities to model what effective
operations looked likeMoreover long after Roland Park had been absorbed by Baltimore City itself,

residents relied on its water systems uh# kate 1940s, and it sewage treatment system until the early

1960s.

88 Sanborn Map Companfaltimore Fire Insurance Maps, Vol.,7.39.
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Improving Roads, Improving Landscapes

While indoor plumbing and sewage treatment was key to developing the health appeal of the
community, the Roland Park Company also funded and ma&atatis own road network. The cycling fad
of the 1890s, along with the rise in automol@ldsoth initially centered around the upper cladsegre
made easier by paved roads. Bouton, understanding the importance of good roads, worked with Baltimore
Countyawd Bal ti more City to create a direct city conn
Avenue. At the northern edge of Johns Hopkins University, where Charles Street met the property of the
Roland Park Company, Bouton planned an impressive boulevarddrianiversity Parkway, which

conveyed passengers directly into the heart of Roland®Park.

®Moudry, fAGardens, 148l6uses, and People, o
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Figure 13. Map of University Parkway, which connected Roland Avenue and Charles Street (not on map, but pictured).
The bridge over the $ony Run Valley connected the two previously separated roads, providing easy access into
downtown Baltimore.

Landscaped with trees and a shrubbed median carrying the streetcar line, the road crossed over
Stoney Run Creek before merging with the preexidtiaand Avenue. Here, the landscaping continued
into the heart of Roland Park, passing through the budding community, the Roland Park shopping center,

and a number of private schools and institutions before entering the bucolic landscape of rural Maryland.

% Sanborn Map Compangaltimore Fire Insurance Maps, Vol., 736, 738, and 744.
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Figure 14. Homes along University Parkway, 1912 University Parkway was highly landscaped in order to
carry the maximum amount of traffic while retaining the natural beauty of the area. In this view, taken from the center of
the generously wide median, shows the northbound roadway and streetcar tracks. Moreover, the incorporation of
fencingd a feature most areas of Roland Park had little & provided an additional barrier between the transportation
linkages and the home.

The imprtance of this parkway, not only as an economic benefit but also a cultural benefit to the
development of theommunity, was a significant reason Bouton constructed the Caahecting Roland
Parkds main snug et O(Rel ah dsBeets €hares Btredi) providadi n
commuters, potential buyers, and others egress into the center of the city. Geographically speaking,
Stoney Run Creek provided a significant physical barrier to surmount and University Parkway provided
the ideal connectio However, the landscaping alsasvimportant towards setting the image of the
community far before one reached it. While this is evident in the landscaping of Roland Avenue and
University Parkway, it ilsoapparent irthelandscaping and design of ChexlStreet around Johns

Hopkins University.

9 Roland Park Company Book of Pictures in Roland Par8.



Figure 15. A landscaped Charles Street, circa 1920. Looking north towards Roland Park and Guilford, Johns Hopkins
University is on the left and the neighborhood of Charles Village on theght. The heavily landscaped boulevard, a
compilation of three roads (the center a through road, and the two side access roads) provided a formal entrance into
North Baltimore. %2

The University, founded in 1876 by the wealthgitBnore& Ohio (B&O) Railroad baron of the
same name, for several decades was located within the city limits in temporary buildings. In 1902,
needing more space, the University acquired the historic Homewood Estate, the rural home of Carroll
Carrolton, a prominent signer ofgfbeclaration of Independence. A decade later the university began
constructing its suburban campus in a-nelmnial architectural style similar to that of the s$ifanding
Homewood Estate. At this same time, the University architedting with the Oinsted brotherdegan
to discuss plans for the landscaping of Charles Street immediately in front of campus. Bouton, sensing an

opportunity to enhance the general character of the entire area, corresponded regularhyjofithsthe

2AStreetscape Charl es Str eemgsil7&ecikuibinegbbll e f r o m:
bs00379088820160418/. Accessed April 2 2017.
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Hopkins Committe¢o crede a manicured urban parkwasth divided medians, a separate road for local
traffic, and a direct connection to University Parkwailowever, the most impressive aspect of the plan
was a massive, heavily landscaped traffic oval at the front gaties bhiversity.** By using the prestige

of the budding University to enhance the local area further, Bouton was able to create an impressive
entrance to Roland Park that continues to influence visitors to this day.

Moreover, Bouton and the Olmsted brotheralized the importance of local roads, paths,
and entryways as a crucial aspect not only for its importance as a piece of transportation infrastructure
and a feature of the landscape, but as a selling point for the community. Paved roads not only meant
shooth driving, but the proper grading of them and the digging of drainage ditches ensured that stagnate
wate® and thus mosquitos and other vectors of digeaseuld be greatly reducaslithin Roland Park
(Figure 16. Additionally, the paved sidewalks protettshoes and clothing while fostering a sense of

community among neighbors.

98 Holden,Charles Streets.
% 1bid, 7.
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Figure 16. Roland Park Streetscapé® Highly designed and landscaped, even the seemingly more trivial features such as
roads and sidewalks were planned bthe Olmsted brothers and Bouton to enhance the quality of the community.

% Roland Park Company Book of Pictures in Roland Park3.
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Paths were also a significant part of the design, especially in the hillier sections of Roland Park
(Plats 2, 3, and 6). Not maintained by the Roland Park Company but officiallyf plagt architectural
plan, the paths often connected various sections of the development together, served as a service road to
the backsides of houses, and providedteicity to the homes (Figure L1 Though there were compl&in
about the conditions dhe paths (i.e. residents dumping rubbish, ashes, and other refuse), these paths

continued to serve as an understated yet critical feature of the comffunity.

..........

Figure 17. Sanborn Map highlighting the various paths (red lines) irPlats 2 and 3’

% Roland ParlCivic Association, May 1909.
97 Sanborn Map Companfaltimore Firelnsurance Maps, Vol. 7739.
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Figure 18. Bucolic nature along a Roland Park pati® Designed as shortcuts between the streetcar lines and other parts of
the community and as service roads, these paths were a critical part of the design of Raldark.

As critical features of the landscape, Bouton took extra care to ensure that roads were developed
correctly. This effort is seen in a paper he authored for an edited volume on city planning by the National

Municipal League in 1916. On the topicgiod roads, he highlighted the need to see roads as part of the

% Roland Park Company Book of Pictures in Roland Park7.
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larger landscape, urging the reader to consider the width and grade of the street, the alignment of the
street in regard® thetopography, and the type of pavement used when constructingpads® Here,
he pulled on his twentfive years of experience in coordinating the design of elite suburbs to share some
generalities on the desigmd constructionf roads andhe importancef their maintenance.

Today, while major roads like this ai@aymaintained by Baltimore City, the Roland
Park Maintenance Company, founded a few years after the establishment of the community continues to
ensurethe quality of road pavement for the secondary roads and alleys of Roland Park, in addition to
coordinating snow plowing witBaltimoreCity duringthewinter. These functions, today seen as
mandatory municipal services, were unique to Roland Park and welfing point that made the
community desirable. The unique governance structure of Roland Park that continues to exist to this day,

arises from the governmensttucture of the United States.

The Political Geography of R@&hnexatidn Par k & Balti mor

The thredayered model of American governménfiederal, state, and localis at the core of
American governance. A community such as Roland Park presents an early and unique example of a
micro-political geography below that of the local, whicltioues to exist throughout the country today.
At the time of its founding, the federal government had no direct role in the formaan@fmmu ni t y 6 s
governance structure; ratherpiisthe structure of the state and local governments that provided the
vacuumin whichthe Roland Park Companmyas allowedo construct its own political geography.

Fromthe standpoinof political structures Mar yl andds i s more si mil

Southern states than Northern states. The primary unit of local orgamizathat of the county with very
few independent towns and cities. Baltimore County, where Roland Park was established, was home to
under 75,00@eople in 1890 spread out across the cqumyonly one legal town existed. Without a

readily accessiblenodel of micregovernance, the Roland Park Company recognized they ereit

®Bout on, fiLocal aax0d. Mi nor Streets, o 88
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their own powepover the landscap&Vhile theBaltimore Coung government was needed to approve

certain aspects like the construction of University ®ask the development offere department, and the
granting offranchisato lay water pipes and string electrical wires, the company was left to its own
devices to plan its development as it saw fit. With thentpheing primarily rural, thgovernment

generally approved propdsdrom the company without mu@xamination, thus extending the tax base.
This enabled the Roland Park Company to do as it pleased, allowing it to develop its own infrastructure,
regulate its architectural styles, and in general maintain the elite \@rthercommunity.

Some of these regulations, while dictated by the Roland Park Company itself, were
passed onto the compasgonsored Roland Park Civic League. Developed as a liaison between the
company management, the maintenance company, and homedawa&i/ic League grew into a
structure to enforce the legal covenants on architectural styles and land use, promote community
development and gwth, and fight for th@rotection of the community in local political issui&€&or
example, when constructitgniversity Parkway there was much controversy as to how the county
government handled the eminent domain process, especially within the Civic League. Working with the
Roland Park Company, the Civic League devised a plan that eventually won over thejoaist ohia
Roland Park homeowners as documented in the company arthiZzgen with this governance
structure, the company by default, still had the upper hand in negotiating on behalf of its resisi¢inees
two interests often aligned

Due to the structre of the Maryland governmg Baltimore City historicalljhad always
been a small city, with its legal boundaries typically never aligning with the edge populations and
communities that considered themselves part of the city. At various times throtlghaireteenth
century, the city argued for and received permission from the Maryland Legislature to expand its

boundaries to better reflect the character of these urban areas. Four years prior to RalahouiRdikg

1WMoudry, fiGardens,1llHouses, and People, o
101 Roland Park Company records, MS 504, Special Collections, The Hopkis University.



48

in 1888, Baltimore City had expandisl boundariesdrawing the line between the city and county just a
few hundred yards from the southernmost land that would become Roland Park. While at the time, this
landwasonthe edge of developmerhe new boundarglid notextend tacapture much afhesuburban
developnent that would occur throughotlte subsequent years. By 1910, the city argued the need to

expand its boundaries again; however this time the process was more complicated.

BALTIMORE ANNEXATIONS

- saltinore Town 1730

B Town Annexations 1745-1782
v~ ' "_‘/

Figure 19. Map of Baltimore City Annexations!°? The proposed line of 1912 would have more than tripled the size of
Baltimore City, making it politically unfeasible. The 1918 compromise line expanded the city line on all sides, but
especially in the north where Roland Park was located.

102 Arnold, "Suburban Growth and Municipal Annexation in Baltimore, 17958," 112.
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Baltimore County, wise enough to see they were getting swallowetéwy the city convinced
the legislature to pass a law ensuring that any annexation measures needed to be put to a popular vote in
both the city and county/® At the same time, Baltimore City proposed a plan that would have almost
tripled the size of the city to encompass current and future suburban gtbwiis 1912 plan was
quickly shot down as politically infeasible, but set the stage for future annefigtits

A few years later, a more modest plan was proposed by the city extending the line to its current
boundaries. Political groups within Baltimore County quickly sprundpfardefeat the measure
establishinga group named the Anfinnexation Leaguedith this new possible round of annexation,
Bouton found hirgelfin an interesting and powerfud position. As the general manager of the
company he could actively work to support or resist efforts depending on how he felt annexation would
affect the commuity. To the dismay of anthnnexation groups Bouton settled on supporting the
annexation for a number of reasons. First, Rol and
between the city and the county. Secondly, tax rates within the countyisiege whilethecity tax rate
was rapidly fallingfinancially making it cheaper to live within the cif§>.Combined with the antipathy
residents and thRoland Park @ mpany felt towards the Countyds tre:
sweetened the ded hirdly, most Roland Park residencelturally saw themselves as part of Baltimore
City. Being annexed would allowed them officially reside in the city and give them an additional stake in
city governance. This elite landscape, filled with powerful pedpad connections across political and
social lines in the city, making it a valuable reason to join the city.

Bouton saw other advantages as wel |l . Rol and Pa
maintain:some reports suggest that in total the gany spent more than chendred thousand dollars to

build the basic infrastructure of the commurf§&ven thougtthis infrastructuravas supported by the

103|pid, 122123.

104 Roland ParlCivic Association, August 1908.
105

106 FogelsonBourgeois Nightmares$1.
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residentghrough their use and annual fees, the ability to eventually pass these concernseafityoatind

out of the hands of the company was a smart financial deét€iadditionally, there were concerns that

if the annexation measure was defeated, Baltimore City would attempt annexation again on less favorable
terms than it was currently proposif§Although thenationwide era ofcity annexatiorefforts was

coming to a close, politicahinded Roland Parkers realized what was at si&fith. these reasons in

mind, Bouton spent considerable effort to convince residence of the benefits by publisinialg a

pamphlet delivered to all Roland Park h@aad authoring several editoisab The Baltimore Suim

favor of the measure. His efforts prevailed, ultimately leading to the annexation of Roland Park and other

suburbarareas in 1918.

Forming the Lifestyle Community: Education, Services, and Recreation

Bouton also understood the need to develop things other than homes in and around Roland Park.
The existing shops and industries of Evergreen, Tuxedo Park, and Embla Park provided some shopping
destnatb ns, yet there was no fAhigh classd shopping de
developed one of the firsuburbarshopping centers in the United Stat€snstructedn a Tudor Revival
style,it providedspace for boutique shops, services, tredRoland Park Company offices. Located at the
heart of Roland Park along Roland Awueg the threestory building provided essential serviceshe
community but was also adjacent to the fire house, community stables, and streetcar nigfignan
20). By grouping these facilities together and placing the shopping center at the front, the area was

transformed from a mere utility area to something far more elegant.

107 This is further complicated by a mistake integrated into the original Roland Park covenants, in essence
tying the price of the annual fee to a fraction of a percent of property taxes. As property taxes remained
flat or fell (supplemented by new forms akation) the funds of the Roland Park Maintenance Company
have dried up to the point that there is very little it can do as its own independent entity.

108 Roland Park Civic Association, February 1916.
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Figure 20. Roland Park Shopping Center, circa 1916 Arguably the first of its kind in the United States, the center
provided essential services for the community (such as a pharmacy) to local residents while blending in with the larger
landscape plan.

Although the shopping center fulfilled basic local needs, tites relsidents of Roland Park still
had to travel into the city to acquire most major goods. Mapping out the locations of advertisers in the
monthlyRoland Park Reviewthe community journal of the Roland Park Civic League, the vast majority
ofthebusi nesses were | ocated i!ThBdidtrittilocatedmvitevnel i t e sh
south of Mount Vernon, served as a transitional zone between the offices of the central business district
and the homes to the norome goodd mainly perishales like milk, meat, and flowers came from

businesses located around the periphery of Roland'Park.

W3 Rol and Park Phar macy. 0 Wstoayiorg/iandgeseAcdessedmlarchidvw. r ol a
2017.

110Roland Park Civic Association, May 1914.

11 bid.
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Bouton also understood the importance of religion in the formation of community, saving several
lots for various Protestant denominations to build new ¢tasrapon. Catering to the wealthy meant that
business and recreation often mixed together, leading him to work with residents to develop the Baltimore
Country Club and Golf Course on Roland Park Company property, in addition to sponsoring and building
ahame f or the Roland Park Womendés Club.

While ensuringhatshopping, religious, and recreation needs were met, Bouton did not neglect
the importance of access to highality education. Various private schools established before the
company was founded prioled an elite education, while other institutions within the city moved out to
nearbylands Early residents, seeking an addiibohoice, founded the Roland Park Country School
which began to falbn hard times in 106. With closure of the school immineat the end of the school
year, Bouton and the Roland Park Company stepped in, taking management of the school over for several
yearst2Once on a firm financial footing, it was turned over to an independent board of residents who
continued to work with th company to grow the school and develop its campus in a way that would
complement the prestige and beauty of the commdtity.

Whil e the beauty of Roland Park certainly was
maintain water and transpoiitat infrastructure and to create places for community to form were key to
founding a successful development. Moreover, the lax political control over the community allowed
Roland Park to develop various extegal systems (as part of the deeds and covehtrat allowed

these schemes to continue after the end of direct involvement by the Roland Park Company.

112 Roland Park County School 1904 and 19887, Box 203, No. 19 and 2Bpland Park Company
records, MS 504, Special Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.
BMoudry, fAGardens,2TM3uuses, and People, o
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Chapter 4

Comparing Communities: Other Communities that Made Roland Park Unique

While immigration, pollution, and hed&lconcerns all drove individuals to move to Roland Park,
understanding the reasons why Roland Park was more attractive than other living options is key to
understanding the devel opmentdés significaaece in b
the wide variety of differences and disadvantages within other communities that ultimately made Roland
Park successful. In addition to exploring the attraction of the high social status of the development, by
expanding on Rol anndhipkvighrsikrounding communitées, this eéhdpeert seeks to
contextualize other suburbs of the time. The complete package of the Roland Park model was not the only
way in which wealthy suburban developments formed; however, in the context of Baltimoredegro

unique amenities no other could, while providing its inhabitants a high level of social status.

Mount Ver non, Balti moredéds Historic Elite Core

In the 1880s, Mount Vernon, the neighborhood immediately to the north of downtown Baltimore,
was the elite ection of the city. Close to the central business district, the elite retail district, and home to
the first monument dedicated to George UWzeshington
classin the 1830s and 1840s. Here stately homes fadedtom fourindividual park squares adjacent to

the monument, forming axclusivehousing enclavé-igure 21).
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Figure 21. Map of Mount Vernon and downtown Baltimore, 1873*The red | ine (authorés own anno
approximate southern boundary of the neighborhood, while the Jones Falls to the east (the dark grey line) served as the
eastern boundary. Eutaw Place was located to the northeast of Mount Vernon and Bolton Hib the north.

1451873 Map of Bal ti mo jseholarshipiilarary.jlaubetgharidled 774.2/34864 .
Accessed April 7 2017.



55
High demand, coupled with a growing upper class, and the geograpinsalaintof the land

led Mount Vernon to expand, giving birth to the neighborhoods of Eutaw Place and Bolton Hill. In all
three neighborhoods, individually owned townies mixed with elite apartment homemnsions,
hotels, and public institutions each with their own architectural style. The desirability of homes in these
neighborhoods revolved around their proximity to downtown, other elites, and local institasdhs.
desirabilityof Mount Vernon ebbed and flowed over the decades, a variety of institutions formed in the
district (often out of former mansiewf the elites) including the Maryland Historical Society (184149,
Peabody Conservatory (1857), the Mangl&Club (1857), the Peabody Library (1866), and the Enoch
Pratt Free Library (1886), among many others.

While thesédnstitutionswere located within a mixedse Mount Vernon, the high demand for
housing here and in other elite areas remaahedateduntil the 1890s. Height restrictions were enacted
in 1904to prevent the district from expanding upward, though earlier technological limitations (the lack
of structural steel and safe elevators) filled this role of restricting the density of the distridhgetisat
the area remained elit®. Additionally, the homegenerally shared accesdandscaped natural areas of
the neighborhoobften located in the medians of major streets) and were well positioned to gain

accesses to nature with the constructiothef74-acre Druid Hill Park to the north in 1860.

115 power, "High Society," 249.
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Figure 22. Mount Vernon from the air. 16 Although this aerial photo was taken in the early 1960s, apart from the two
apartment buildings on the right of the image, there is littledifference between this photo and a photo from 1900. With
the Washington Monument in the center, elite townhomes and

Similar to Roland Park and much of north Baltimore, Mount Vernon also had itsrotectp/e
barriers which varied in their effectiveness over time. Elevated above the central business district, the
core industrial area, and the hadall located to the southMount Vernon was often free from
excessive pollution and the hubbub of busin@® the east, the Jones Falls Valley created a natural
boundary that separated much of Baltimoreds i mmi
the elites in the west, hindering movement between the two. In addition to providing spacedor outd
activities, Druid Hill Park greatly limited development to the north of the community tWwhisided
protective boundary was enhanced with some of the developments to the west of the community. Though
primarily developed in the style of rovhomes commo Baltimore, the residents were generally middle

and lower class whites. Additionally, these western communities provided a buffer zone between the

g

58 Rol and Park Womends Cl ubaomdbaltitheresinicanbdpe fr om: www.

content/uploads/2013/10/rchieschemt-vernon.jpg. Accessed March 12 2017.
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elites and the West Baltimore black community. This protective cocoon of Mount Vernon allowed the

communty to develop for several generations as an elite community.
In addition to this protective cocoon, F.L. Olmsted was hired throughout the latter half of the
nineteenth century to develop new plans for the small urban parks of the comtunitiis sensethe

Mount Vernon district was continuously being improved to maintain the quality of communal spaces.

Mi norities, Land Use Probl ems, and Early fAWhite F

However significant problems emerdavithin Mount Vernonin the latenineteentlcentury. As
Balt i more developed into AThe Trade Queen of the So
increasing pollution and othéundesirablé elements within the community® For example,wo of
Bal ti mor eds mte¢irgnimarystatials dutiagitle cdmenaghity. The Baltimore a@thiod s
Mount Royal Station and the Pennsylvania Railée&harles Street Sian (eventually Union Station
and todayo6s P e enyacSessdatransporatiowhilesnaegatieethimpacting the
neighborhood byncreasing the number of people passing through.

At the same point, the demographics of Baltimore were beginning to shift. Former slaves, seeking
better economic opportunities, began migrating into northern states andociineshigher wages. The
Great Migration, as it was known, rapidly increased the black population putting enormous stress on the
housing stock available for black residefttsSimultaneously, with immigration from Eastern and
Southern Europe on the riseethumberofse al | ed Aundesirabl ed residents
multiplying. The most immediate impact on the elites in Mount Vernon was the movement ofsecond
generation immigrant German Jews into Eutaw Place.

Wealthy German Jews, making their momeiargescale retail operations and trading, began to

migrate out of their traditional East Baltimore neighborhood to Eutaw Place. With their newfound wealth,

117 power, "High Society," 253.
118_. Baltimore: The Trade Queen of the South.
119 pjetila,Not in My Neighborhogd®.
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they realized that the neighborhoods they lived in did not mirror those of the elites. Javasifoss

Europe, recent immigrants, and blacks all intermingled throughout Eastern Baltimore City creating a
dynamic yet distinctly nowlite area. Attempting to join elite society, wealthier Jews found themselves in
an awkward position, isolated from théimerican peers by their religious beliefs. While these
differences isolated them from being fully part of elite society, they continued to create their own
community spaces, building synagogues and working to elevate other Jews to their ranks, rienly in
immigrant quarters of Eastern Baltimore and increasingly in the wealthier areas of Eutaw Place and
Bolton Hill.12° Obviously, for the elites living in Mount Vernon, Eutaw Place and Bolton Hill this was a
concerning negative development. Even with theseds, the elites had few other options at this time
other than moving to more desirable areas of these neighborhoods or out onto country estates. However, it
would be the migration of the black population within Baltimore that truly concerned the viteiseoé|

these neighborhoodé:

Bl acks, increasing in number and restricted to
agreements among the cityds real estate agents, f
blacks migrated into the cify? Enterprising real estate agents, sensing an economic opportunity, realized
that that blacks would pay extremely high prices for homes, while whites would sell their homes at any
price when a black family moved in. Agents, realizing that massive profitd be created by flipping
entire blocks from white to black families began to engage in this process which was named
blockbusting?® Although the city would respond with a number of laws to restrict home sales based upon
the preexisting race of the blodad real estate agents would temporarily discontinue this practice until

the postWorld War Il era, in some sense the writing was on the ‘#all.

120 1hid, 11.

121 Hayward,Baltimore's Alley House&35-239.

122 pjetila,Not in My NeighborhoodB.

123 |hid, xii.

124Boger, "The Meaning of Neighborhood in the Modern City,"-258.
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Neighborhoods could practically be turned within a matter of months from white to black, leading

to significart financial loss and loss of social statédditionally, residents had to worry about the actions
of their neighbord in the late 1890s, a number of new developments built before the 1904 height
restriction and building code obstructed sunlight and vidvegher buildings creating animosity within

the community:?® Moreover, Mount Vernon and other elite districts were not solely dedicated to elite
homes and institutions: in a series of photos taken by the Roland Park Company to convince potential
residentsd buy homes in Roland Park, they highlight the sometimized land use of the area. Two
photos, shown on the following pages, highlight some of the more extreme examples the company

photographed.

125 power, "High Society," 255.



Figure 23. Bakery, 2000 Block Nath Charles Street.1?6

223 The Rol-Gunid fPoarrdk Di sRoland Park,Comp&ngoords? M3504, Special
Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.

60



L]
"
-

@J
i
=

Figure24. Tai l or 6s Shop, CHandp4ets®Street Between 23

2" The RolGunid fPoarrdk Di sRoland Park,Comp&nyg records) MS 504, Special
Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.
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While the residents of Mount Vernon, Eutaw Place, and Bolton Hill were protected by the size of

their homes and the general elite tonehokt ar ea, bet ween the migration of
populations it was clear that these once exclusively elite communities were not as well protected from the
outside forces as they once wanédth these problems emerginbe trend towardsububan homes

began anddifferentsuburbarcommunities began to develop around Baltimore. Of the many that

emerged, thré® Walbrook, Sudbrook Park, and Evergréeall were direct competitors to Roland Park.
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i Legend:

{ Green: Main Line, including
viaduct

Purple: Walbrook Line
Red: Roland Park Main Line
% Blue: Roland Park—Roland
Ave Line

Yellow: Roland Park—Falls
{ RdLine

RP: Roland Park

E: Evergreen

' W: Walbrook

‘¥ Mt. V: Mount Vernon

SP: To Sudbrook Park

Figure 25. Map of Mount Vernon, Walbrook, Sudbrook Park, and Evergreent?®

Althougholder tharRoland Park, the success of Roland Rarkome extent depended on the
emergence of thesgher communities; as a point of comparison for suburban planners and potential

buyers

128 Farrell, Who Made All Our Streetcars GoPront CoverBase map courtesy of Google Maps.
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Walbrook: Unplanned Early Suburbia

Walbrookwas Bal ti moreds first major suburban distr
Falls Park bisecting the cigounty line, this neighborhood is the closest exanmpéetraditional streetcar
suburbin Baltimore Here estates were purchased, platted on a gridiron fashion, and quickly sold to
perspective homeowners. The speculative nature of this development was not nearly as robust as the
practice in Bostowlue to the late introduction of electric streetcget thereare many similarities.

In 1889, a group of investors purchased the Walbrook estate and developed the first electric
streetcar line in Baltimore to carry passengers from the city center to their suburban corfitatnigts
were platted, and homes buitichsold in a variety of architectural styles. Hotels and shopping districts
developed. The Walbrook Athletic Club form&8While this sounds similar to the founding of Roland
Park, the orthe-ground impact was far different. With little landscape plantingpeak of or any real
demarcation of the neighborhood, the Walbrook name became attached to a number of unrelated
devdopments Architectural styles, unregulated and quite varied, manifested themselves in larger
mansiors, farm homes, duplexes, nmigfamily homes, and apartmerif8 Lot sizes varied too, leading to
the emergence @ mixed landscape tiousing styles combined with the ever present anthuan
Baltimore rowhomeMoreover, commercial activity was unrégied leading to a mixed landscapre
shat, Walbrook was munplannedsuburbardistrictthat attracted few elites to live thefithe Roland

Park Company knew this and capitalized on it, taking a series of pictures of homes to convince potential

residents of Walbrookés inferiority.

2%The Balti mor e SQpne n efidWail nb r 10808k9 , is the WM2rgést of
190. Accessed via Proquest Digital Historical Newspapers.

130 bid

131 |bid
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Figure 26. Apartment Houses in Walbrook13? The absence of architectural regulations, as shown in the photo, was
contrasted to the highly regulated and planned Roland Park.

23 Th e Ro l-Guilfodd DRtect, 0 B o Rola@d®Pa&rk Company records, MS 504, Special
Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.
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Figure 27. Grocery Store, Garrison Avente, Walbrook.'®3 Again mixed-land use was a subject of frequent criticism of
these Roland Park Company images.

Sudbrook Park: Vacation Homes and the Challenges of Marketing

While Roland Park and Guilford may be the two most famous Olrfistedlesigned residgial
communities in Maryland, they are far from being the ewlky. Sudbrook Park, founded ¥889 wasthe
Ol ms t e dirstfforay inodplanned suburbs in the Baltimore area. Located along the Western
Maryland Railroadchbout seven and a hatffiles from the city, Sudbrook Park would prove to be the
closest competitor to Roland Parkstyle However, its limited success is directly related to the sum of a
numberof factors. The first, the distance between the city and Sudbrook Park limitedrtsportation
methods in and out of the community to solely the railroad. The distance also meant that the commute

into the city was a prolonged procéaking upwards of fortfive minutes to an hour

B3 The RolGunid fPoarrdk Di sRoland Park,Comp&ng records) MS 504, Special
Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.
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The second minor factor is the underlying philosopfy Sudbr ook Par kdés devel

was developed as a monmaking venture, the homes were marketed as both suburban homes and

vacation homes. The equal emphasis on both primary and secondary homes was reflected in the

construction of summer homestlout kitchens and heat for use during the warm months of May through
October next to yeaound residence'$? The impact of marketing and construction meant that the

community was the fullest during the warm months when families were on vacation. tnteféemoved

Sudbrook Park from being a landscape of total suburban domesticity to a landscape of country vacation
residences; this had significant | ong term conseq
This landscape of leisure was furthateal by the establishment of tiidoodbrookHotel, which

functioned as a resdir those without homes in the community, and the Sudbrook Park Country Club, a

nine-hole golf course and recreational facility aimed at this vacationing'éfass.

134 Frank,Way BackRWhen in Sudbrook PaykO.
135 |bid, 15.
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SONLMAL PLAN

SUDBROOK

BALTHONE CO RANYLAND

Figure28. F. L. Ol mst ed6s pahe Wdodland IGhulatated i ohk smalkcircle bisected by the
railroad, made Sudbrook Park a leisure destination, not a yearound community, with less than half of the homes
constructed by 192.

Although there were elite Baltimoreans who called Sudbrook Park their home, by th800=l
it was clear that Sudbrook Park had rapidly fallen by the wayside to Roland Park in terms of home sales,

total residents, and image within the elite community.

Backyard Competition: Evergreen and other North Baltimore Communities

Though eventually enveloped by Roland Park and today seen as part of the same neighborhood,
Evergreen was constructed as a distinctly different entity from Roland Park. Founded tiesdexfare
Roland Park, in terms of its planning, the suburb was laid out with tiny, narrow lots intersecting at right
angles: hardly the romantic English countryside that Roland Park sought to emulate. An 1876 map shows

a number of the lots sold; howevitiis not clear if these hames denote ownership of the lot or the actual

B¥3Sudbrook Park Pl an:mediadachei | able from: www. s
ak0.pinimg.com/originals/8d/ca/49/8dca498b0fded69e4e151314950fbd02.jpg. Accessed January 19
2017.



construction of a rédence on the land (Figure 2By 1896, Evergreen had expanded to the east i?l?o
what is the W. Marleindt on the 1876 map (Figure 3@y this time, Plat 1 dRoland Park was in the
process of being developed. In addition to Evergreen, Roland Park had competition from two other
directly adjacent suburban communities, Tuxedo Park and Embla Park ljpsatedthe north (Figure

31). Although these two communiti@suld test Roland Park, Evergreen was the strongest sédkiger
communities.
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Figure 29. Evergreen, Baltimore County, 18767 Although Evergreen was platted by this time, little development had
occurred within the community.

137fEvergreen 1876 0 Avai |l abl e from

http://mdhistory.net/msaf07/bc_ba_atlases 1876 _1915/1876_BC_Hopkins01/Thumbnails.html.
AccessedNovemberl92016
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Figure 30. Roland Park, Plat 1 circa 189638 Evergreen has been surpassed by Roland Park at this point, not only in
terms of size but in terms of residents as well.

138 fRoland Park 18960 Avai | abl e fr om
http://mdhistory.net/msarefO7/bc_ba_atlases 1876 1915/1896 BC_Bromley/Thumbnails.html. Accessed

Novemberl9 2016
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Figure 31. Tuxedo Park and Embla Park, 18963° Located to the north, these two communities were of limited competition to Roland Park.

139fTuxedo anEmbla Park 1896 6 Avai |l abl e fr om

http://mdhistory.net/msarefO7/bc_ba_atlases 1876 1915/1896_BC_Bromley/Thumbnails.html. Adogesdokerl9 2016
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Lumped together with Roland Park in the 1900 Census, Evergreen had quickly begun to fade as a

distinctcommunity to the dominance of the Roland Park nattkoughon the ground there were many
differences. Many of the problemseviously discussed regardifigxedo Park were similar within
Evergreen, including a lack of landscape planning, land use restsichnd sewage system. In making a
name for itself, the Roland Park Company sought to separate itself from other suburban competition, the
everencroaching city, and more importantly Evergreen. The poor design of the community, in addition to
the generalack of developmentade it hferior to Roland Park, yet its geographic proximity posed a
threat

Similar to how Tuxedo Park was utilized, Evergreen became a service area for Roland
Park. In addition to essential services described in Chapter 4, ¢his esdent from records of the 1900
Census. Along Prospect Avenue in the original Evergreen tract, the neighborhood was a mixture of
working and middle class people. The occupations include butchers, clerks, carpenters, machinists,
plumbers, builders,@h gener al | aborers. Interestingly one mal
Man; 0 he was |l i kely an employee of Roland Park wo

Although Roland Park tended to have wealthier residents, in the early days akErerg
this was not always the case. Mixed in with lawyers, engineers, and stock brokers were clerks, draftsmen,
and electricians. However, the easiest way to differentiate wedlheisamining the number of servants
associated with a family. A random sding of five manuscript census sheets for this area shows a
significant population of servants, exposiaig early dichotomy between Roland Park and Evergreen. In
the Roland Park sheets, no less than 20% of the popu{atid0) of each individual sheetascomprised
of in-home servants, with many families having more than one servant. The two sheets for Evergreen
document very few livén servants, accounting for less than 5% of the total populatitimsof

neighboring community.



Table 1. Random Sampling of Servants in Roland Park and Evergreen (1900 Census)

73

Sheet 1 Sheet 2 Sheet 3 Sheet 4 | Sheet 5
(13) (10) (21) (3) (M
Servants (1ng. coachmen, cooks, 11 15 10 0 2
seamstress, nurses)
% Servants per sheet 22% 30% 20% 0% 4%

In addition to wealth, the historical record leaves other clues as to how Roland Park thought of

Evergreen and other ndtoland Park Company communities. During the sumineitse early 1910s,

Roland Park residents organized extensive mosquito extermination cantf&@msducted both

voluntarily within Roland Park and often involuntarily in the surrounding communities, the Roland Park

Civil League paid workers to drain poatstanding water, apply oil over puddles and witked

ditches, and take survegf the poor wastewater treatment facilities of the surrounding commufities.

Similarly, in a social vein, Roland Park sought to create separate social clubs purelhasighe

of wealth. For exaple, Evergreen was home teraall Methodist Church. However, in the development

of Roland Park, a second grander Methodist church was built within the park itself for its rééfdents.

Moreover, in1909Roland Park residents weralisited to assist in the development of a recreational

center inHampdenthe nearby nfii village to the southT h e

ot her
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community but also to construct a community center to provide opportunities fampetfivement*3

by

J.B. Noel Watt, a prominent Baltimore architect and a Roland Park resident, personally designed the

center providing the plans for publication with the appeal.

140 Roland Park Civic Association, June 1909.

141 |bid

2\WaescheCrowning the Gravelly Hill68.
143 Roland ParlCivic Association, June 1909.
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Figure 32. Suggestions for Proposed Neighborhood House at Hampden, drawn byJNoel Wyatt!4* Reflecting the
mores of the period, ample space was provided for physical activity (both the indoor and outdoor gymnasiums) as well as
cultural activities (a library and the auditorium).

The idea of an ideal community, similar to the gadiRoland Park, required spaces in which
community could be built. In constructing this center, the Roland Park residents worked in conjunction

with the newly established Hampd@&wnodberry Neighborhood Association, one of many established

144 1bid
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during this timeperiod to improve the city on the neighborhood IéfeY.et even with this spirit of

cooperationthe gpeal itself reeks of classism. In taking a tour of Hampden, the article states:
éwe have had the pleasure of maoking a journ
the groups of cottages which cluster round the
wagd through a district so distinct in character and aspect from its contiguous territory
[i.e. Roland Park] that it seemed hardly possible that it was not separateudby
intervening spac&?
Attitudes such as this, while obviously problematic, pale in comparison to the treatment of ethnic

and racial minorities.

Race and Roland Park

In an era of rampant Jim Crow laws and racism, Roland Park was dedelqgicitly for a
white, segregationist crowd. As a wealthy community, the only rdsiafsity that existed in theoland
Park area came from black I servants. Roland Park residents, following the social decorum of the
day, hired servants to work their homes to cook, clean, and do other domestic chores. Black servants
were paid lower wages providing an incentive for wealthy whites to hire them.
AsFigure451s hows, al most 9% of Roland Parkbés popul @
half of the servants were native to Maryland, while 30% hailed from Virginia, with the rest being born in
a smattering of other states.

Table 2. Black Servants in Roland Park (1900 Census, n=31 sheets)

State of Birth Black Mixed Race

Maryland 84

Virginia 42 1
Washington. DC 3 -
North Carolina 3 -
NYPA'WV/SC/KS 5 (1 each) -
TOTAL 137 1

Grand Total: 138 persons of color, 8.9% of Roland Park’s population

145 Roland Park Civic Associatiobecemberl9(B.
146 Roland Park Civic Association, June 1909.



76
However, between 1900 and 192@ fRoland Park Company instituted a unique feature into its

fledging development. In the peReconstruction Era, Jim Crow laws had become commonplace
throughout the South restricting the newly established rights of black citizens, in essence legaliting rac
discrimination. Baltimore was no exception to this; however, the city in the 1890s and 1900s was
experiencing something that other Southern cities were not: mass immigration from Southern and Eastern
Europe!*’ Edward Bouton, the General Manager for Raand Park Company, understood the anxiety
that minority and foreign populations created among the wealthy. In addition to a general disdain and
perceived inferiority of these groups, there were economic, social, and political ramifications as well. The
mixing of races sharply lowered home values, endangered families (it was thought), and had the potential
to shift the political balance towards unfavorable candidates in the eyes of the w&laltkgthat were
seen and not heard, that obeyed orders, amd foth respectful and accepting of their seadass status
were the fAideal 06 individual

Working with his legal team and outside counsel, Bouton orchestrated the first use of
restrictive covenants in the United States. By banning blacks, Jews, Eastepeans, and other
undesirable groups he could, in good faith, advertise Roland Park as a community that would remain
exclusively for elite, white families as long as the covenant was legal. Even though the outside legal
counsel argued that the restrictiwould not be upheld in court, Bouton realized that it was not illegal to
screen residents before allowing them to buy, thus preserving the racial compdghi®icommunity+®
By 1913, Bouton had pressed racial covenants into deeds essentially Reddind Parloff to non
whites'*® While this decision would directly impact who could own homes in Roland Park, it also put
pressure on home owners to hire white servésrall, the percentage of black Iane servants fell by

5% over this twentyear peiod while the population remained relatively stalSfRegardless of the

147WaescheCrowning the Gravelly Hill67.

“8G|l ot zer, fAExclusion in Arcadia, o 481.
1491hid, 483.

1501920Census
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reasons, by 1920 the numlmérlive-in servants was fallingVith the rise in in labesaving electric

appliances, a reduction in the cheap labor pool due to falling immigratiorhesdhisequent rise of
wages, servants became a luxury that some Roland Park residents no longer needed.

Moreover there is evidece that some of the blaskrvants actually did not live in Roland Park.
For example, the 1920 Baltimo@ty Censuseems to have doubled counted a number of black servants,
listing them both as livén residents in Roland Park and in the historically black West Baltimore
neighborhoodThen at ur e of bl ack servant Omeanithayfvawkeds i ons dur |
multiple jobs formultiple families or businessess supported by eollection of oral histories of black

female servants from 1941940151

Cross Keys: Roland Parkodés Black Neighbors

In a similar vein, a largeumber of black laborers relocated to tliltage of Cross Keys(see
Figure 4.6.). The village, dating tche early 1800s, wdswilt around a tavern at the intersection afi§
Road and Cold Spring Lan# This intersection formed the southwest corner of Roland Park, and while it
may have alarmed whitesidents to have a black community so close to their homes, the Roland Park

Company took measures to manage the potentidlityab

BiClarkLewis&Li nsin. "Living3ln, Living Out,o 10
152 Holechek,Baltimore's Two Cross Keys Villagds,
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Figure 33. Map of Cross Keys!>3A small, historically black village located to the west of Raind Park, the community
depended on Roland Park for much of its economic survival.

From the standpoint of the company, the topography of the site ensured that little had to be done.
Being located along the edge of a river meant that the land was gajieaswenty-five foot drop in

elevation separated the westenost Roland Park house from the eastern edge of Cross Keys. Still

153]bid, 155.
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Bouton personally took great care of this issue by ensuring new homes would be constructed in ways to

hide views of Cross Keys$ie additionally planted a long line of dense hedges to funierthe viewt®*
Even though Roland Park residents relied on Cross Keys for their domestic help, they were not afraid to
ipoke funo at its resident s Dwoactoonsdhighlighthhes,meingo ¢ o mp
published in the neighborhoodds monthly newsl ette
donation of covered rain barrels to reduce summertime mosquitos in the community. Interviewing a
irespect ablde ,dayrekti edoi mwhiet tasut hor of the article bac
rain barrels in the community with the attitude that one might expect a smug, racist, and wealthy white
man of the early twentieth century to possésghe same authdrwith the same attitudésin 1919
highlighted the inferiority of Cross Keys, while recognizing the symbiotic relationship the two
communities had to one anothe

The 1920 Census documents Cross Keys as having around 200 residents. Of those
working, around 35% we employed with private families doing domestic work, 15% worked for other
industries, and the rest were either unemployed/underemployed, retireléifdren. The
unemployed/underemployed category likely workeddRoland Park familiesn anad-hocbass
depending on the seasonal needs of individual families.

In an ironic sense, Cross Keys was explicitly what Roland Park was planned to insulate
its residents from. Although the company took significant measures to hide the community from the
sightlines & Roland Park homes, residetisedblacks to work for them as their servants and
groundsmen. The relationship between the two communities was deeper and far more complicated than
just this.

As thenewsletteipassages illustrate Cross Keys was a peeprajf Roland Park, a place for

whites to help fAcivilized their bl aacnkd nPeairgkhdbso rdse.n

Gl ot zer, fAExcl u#480on in Arcadia, o 482
155 HolechekBaltimore's Two Cross Keys Villagés,
156 bid, 8.
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inequity, home to an inn that dowda as an interracial brothel until it burned in 1808 a main

distribution point ofbootlegged liquor during Prohibitidf’ There were human connections as well, most
notably around the medical field, with ill blacks often being treated by the specialized medical
professiona of Roland Park® Conversely, Cres Key 6 s p hy sss GranaStqtwadthe. Dougl ¢
first black doctor with admitting privileges &he Johns Hopkins Hospital. More nefariously, he was well
known within the Roland Park communifgr his skill and discretion iperforming abortions for the
unwed women of the commupi*>°

Regardless of restrictive racial covenareland Park residents regularly, and willingtame in
contact with blacks. Thus the point of the covenants was not to keep blagkheutomes were priced
high enough to segregate the community withmandating it in the deedsbut rather to reaffirm white
control over the black population. In the context of the other ethnic and racial comndud#ies and
Eastern Europeans maidlythe restrictive covenants served as true legal and social barriers ite t@su
community remained segregated.

In Roland Park the marriage of landscape and community planning to strict architectural

and racial covenants provided the basic framework for a successful suburb thBatitivere
communities féed at constructingFrom these covenaraad through active marketing, Roland Park was
able bring into reality a community that was highlgukated, sustainable, and elite, dhat would

continue to sustain itself in all regards to today.

157 1bid, 84.
18 |bid, 74.
1591bid, 75.
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Chapter 5

Moving to Roland Park, Moving on Up

Theapproximately twentfive yearsit took Roland Park to develop (182915!%is atypical in
theshort oneto-two-yearduration of development in most suburible two decaddabat were required
for Roland Park to be complekés indcative not only ohow Bouton organized the selling and
construction of Roland Parkut alsothe amount of time it took to change the minds of wealthy residents
to be open towards suburban liviagdto the pace of change within the downtown Badire
environment. Bouton designed Roland Park to be developed in various plats, allowing the pace of lot
sales to determine the speed at which the rest of the land was developed. These plats generally conform to
the overall landscape design principlesh&f community, yet each is reflective of the development
economics of its specific development. In some sense, while Roland Park itself is one distinct community,
it is made up of seven separateallerneighborhoods. The formation of the built environmms
economic conditions of when it was constructed (both in the larger economy and for the Roland Park
Company), and the individuals who decided to live there all contributed to the creation of these plats.

As a note, the numbering thedich jat correspnds to does not necessarily correspond to the
order in which it was constructedlat 1 started construction in 1891, Plat 2 around 1902, Plat 3 in 1903,

Plat 6 in 1909, Plat 5 County and 5 City in 1911, and Plat 4 in ¥9sing therecords of thd920

180The 1915 end date for Roland Park is somewhat arbitrary here. While Plat 4 was filed in 1915, home
sales certainly continued into future years. However, because 1915 begins the final phase of construction,
this seems to be a good ending point. Additignétlis known that the Roland Park Company would

begin construction of a new plat before previous ones were completed. Also see footnote below.
BiMoudry, @AGar dens, 106108 K& % noteamdhtesHoe thipseotion:dhe starting

year forall plats is listed as the year in which the plat maps were filed with the Baltimore County
Courthouse. This is due to the fact that in order to alter a plat map, the Roland Park Company would have
had to have paid to resurvey the whole plat, meaningnvhen plats were filed construction was

imminent.
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census, each plat was populated with a sampling of residents. Although there are limitations to the

accuracy of the information, as a snapshot in time it illuminatesuhece®f the community.
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Figure 34. Roland Park Plat Map.1¢?

Pl at 1: Rol and Parkdéds First Devel opment

The original plat, Plat 1, was designed by George Kessler. A prominent landscape architect, his

previous experience with Bouton in Kansas City led to his involvement in Roland Park. As the earliest

®2Moudry, fAnGardens,2lHouses, and People, o
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development of Rand Park, its built environment and residents are reflective afribmal cultural

image that the company sought to project. While there is some curvature to the streets, certain sections of
the street networkire onlya slightly modified street gridcdome of this can be atirited to the nature of

the sitewhich is bounded by three already established roads and one railroad. Additionally, the linear
layout of Evergreen, sticking out like a thumb into Plat 1 did not help either.

Combined with the uncertainty over the direction of the company (i.e. to continue in the model of
the streetcar suburb or to blaze a new path towardschdgh suburbghe composition ofesidents who
purchased homas reflective of a lower class thanbsequent platdhe majority of the lots are
significantly smaller thatater Roland Park plats, while the architectural styles are more varied as well.
Architecturally, the homes asemixture of different styles and materials. While some homes were
cusbm built for their owners, other were built from tiplanbools and kit homes popular this eral®
Architectural standards as set by the Roland Park Company were limited at thewtiihe building
setbacks were required, the company allowed for a gresgeeel of freedom in plan selection and other
features (barns, chicken coops, etc) that were common in thf$ krahis period of transition, Roland
Park homes were sometimes purchased as vacation dianfas less expensive version of the country
estat® meaning that square footage of the houses varied greatly depending upon the primary intended
use of the occupanfthough this was limited)

Using the 1920 manuscript census, it is clear that while the residents of Plat 1 wexi, wredly
are not the elite of the elite that RolandPavas aiming towards in latefgts. In addition t@xecutives

of smaller companie@rofessors, salesmen, and medicafggsionals all lived in Plat 1

®BMoudry, fAGardens,l166louses, and People, o
164 Roland Park Company records, MS 504, Special Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.
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Plat 1: 1891
Roland Park Residents (1920)

Transportation

Manufacturing
1: Scarlett, VP Express Freight

10: Caples, VP Air Line RR -
13: Compton, Pres. Chesapeake 28:Adt, Mfg Machinery
Steamship Co

38: Staely, Belting Mfg

Natural Resources . Bank, Insurance, & Law
3: Mceldery, Coffee broker

9: Hiss, Seed Dealer

15: Finney: Can goods broker
31:Syner, Wholesale rubber
36: May, Coal sales

11: Mussleman, Ins. Broker

14: Hall, Physician—Ins. Co

26: Clayton, Lawyer Corporate
27: Gregan, Lawyer self-practice
37: Franklin, solicitor Trust Co
39: Williams, Pres. Guarantee Co

. Medical & Education

19: Clapp, Physcian GP
- 22: Todd, Dentist
8: Benson, Interior Decorator Prop. 24: Hegner, Zoology Prof JHU

Real Estate
4: Marshall, Cons. Contractor
5:Hanson, RE Agent

12: Jefferson, Mineral Lands RE

25: Hopkinson, Dentist
23: Lyon, Patent Roof Contractor P !
33: Montell, RE Agent

29: Lewis, Anatomy Prof JHU
Widow, Other, Retired, . Sales
None

Figure 35. Plat 1,

1891.

Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census (2017)

18: Orleans, Sec. Fruit Packers
Unknown/Not examined

20: Woodward, Traveling Salesman
Clothes

6: Mackenzie, Iron and Steel Jobber
16: Winkleman, Pres. Fertilizer Mfg Co
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Of particubr interest is the relationship between two of the thiegesportation executives.
Martin Caples, a Vice Presidenitthe Air Line Railroad, livedlirectly across from Key Compton, the
President of the Chesapeake Steamship Compdnlyine Railroad, a primarily southern railroad, held
significant share of the East Coast passenger and freight travel from Miami, FL to No&olRpmpton
and the Chesapeake Steamship Company operated a highly profitable ardjareiéd steamshimb
operating between Baltimore and Norfolk carrying passengers up and down the Chesapeake Bay.
Working together, the two companies collaborated to gain more passengers, allowing Air Line to claim
Baltimore as its most northetarminus, while ensuring aestdy stream of passengers for Chesapeake
Steamship.

Another individual to note is Charles Benson, the proprietor of an interior design company. While
it may seem trivial, Benson played a very important role in the development ofdRdak, in designing
the interiors of homes for new residenisesseace, turning Roland Park into a complete suburban
experiencavas important to the wealthy individuals interested in purchasing homes. Having someone
local who did not have to commute to the suburbs for ctaigns and who came recommended, from
both the company and from neighbors, made living in Roland Park an attractive proposition. Additionally,
the numbepf construction contractors are also indicative of tlegelopment process as well,@silford

wasconcurrently under construction

Plat 2, 3, & 6: The Elite of the Elite

These three plats, all to the west of Rolandrweeare the most suburbdikRe and elite of the
seven plats. Plats 2 and 3 are the fitatsdesigned byhe Olmstedfirmd which wasquite famous and
doing work in Baltimore at the tindeand the first to be built around the newly formed Baltimore Country
Club. Usihg the varied, and often extrent@pography of the land tiheir advantagethe Olmsted

brotherscreated sermprivate lots thaiappealed to wealthy buyers. Additionally, with the Baltimore
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Country Club and golf course immediately adjacent to these plats this land proved to be very valuable and
is reflected in the makeup of the homeownersHip.
While architectural styles weregulated by the Roland Park Company from here on out,
however as Moudry states fino one architect was re
Rol and Park, o with Moudry finding that #fAover one

own e r%¢ . o

165 Mayo, "The American Country Club," 244.
®®Moudry, fAGardens,17HGauses, and People, o
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Plat 2: 1902

Roland Park Residents (1920)

Transportation Manufacturing
1: Chaill, RR Superintendent B&O RR 6: Moore, Tin business owner
2: Rossett, RR Supplies Manager 16: Kending, Tin Co Manager
9: Wellington, Pres. MD Car Wheel Co (RR wheels)  26: Hoad, Pres. Crown Cork & Seal Co
10: Campbell, Assistant to B&O President 33: Brauner, Patent Glass Mfg
29: Willard, President B&O RR
. Bank, Insurance, & Law
Natural Resources 14: Scull, VP Us Fidelity and Guarantee
5:Janney, Coal Co Agent 17: Keech, Lawyer
24: Mares, Pickle merchant 20: Dennington, Pres. Trust Co
25: Diggs, Grain merchant 21: Chestnut, Lawyer
27: Phillips, Pres. Cannery Co 22: Elliott, Insurance Agent
30: Whiting, owner Fertilizer Co 35: Knopp, VP U S. Fidelity and Guarantee
31: Fehsenfeld, Pres. Red C OQil Co . .
- | . Medical & Education
Real Estate .
8: Ladd, Physican
32: Wyatt, Architect 15: Lewis, Physician

Widow, Other, Retired, None . Sales

- U nknown/Not examined 12: C(_Jrner, Treasu_rer Wholesale Men’s
Clothing Co Traveling

i\\? Baltimore Country Club 13: Pagon, Dry Goods Merchandizer

36: Cator, Wholesale Dry Good Merchant
- Roland Park Shopping Center
Geographic data: OpenStreetMap (2017)  Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census (2017)

Figure 36. Plat 2, 1902.



Figure 37. Plat 3, 1903.

88

Plat 3: 1903

Roland Park Residents (1920)

Manufacturing

2:Pagon, Prop. Consulting
Engineering
14: Foote, Millwork

. Bank, Insurance, & Law

1: Zinmimin, Sup Life Insurance
5:Smith, Pres. Bank Co

11: Diehl, VP Insurance Co
23:Gorman, General Practice Lawyer

Natural Resources

3: Edelin, Coal Co Pres.

8: Obrecht, Feed Proprietor

13: Baumiller, Proprietor Coal Co
15: Wehr, Pres Lumber Co

17: Lorraine, Teamster Wholesale Coal

24: Dix, Partner Wholesale Fruit

Transportation

18: Ramsey, Printer
Shipping

22: Bagby, RR Lawyer
Western MD RR

. Sales

7: Rasch, Merchant
Wholesale Blinds

9: Neilson, Sup. Wholesale
Dry Goods

Medical &
Education
4: Miller, GP Physician
6: Gilchist, Physician ladies
16: Clarke, GP Physician
20: Grieves, GP Dentistry

Widow, Other, Retired, None

- Unknown/Not examined

Geographic data: OpenStreetMap (2017)
Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census(2017)



Figure 38. Plat 6, 1909.
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Plat 6: 1909

Roland Park Residents (1920)

. Bank, Insurance, & Law

1: Bahn, VP Trust Co
11: Smith, Bank Partner

Manufacturing

2:Fauntleroy, VP Machine Mfg
7: Knapp, Labeling Machine Mfg
10: OHernschal , Perfume Mfg

. Medical & Education

3: Lancaster, Professor
8: Gore, GP Dentistry

Transportation
4: Garner, Head Mechanical Engineer B&0O RR

Natural Resources

6: Mill, Rubber Business Owner

* Grounds of St, Mary’s RC Seminary
Widow, Other, Retired, None

- Unknown/Not examined

Geographic data: OpenStreetMap (2017)
Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census (2017)



90

Scattered throughout all three plats are a high number of raés@suitives and executives of
railroad related industries r ef |l ecti ve of the high social status
dominance in the railroad industiylat 2 was the home to the President of the Baltimore and Ohio
Railroad, the primary assistiato the President, and the main Superintendent of the railroad. Plat 6 is also
home to the Chief Mechanical Engineer of thatinore and Ohio (B&). This clustering of railroad
executives is enhanced by thieesencef other railroad executives in Patand the presence of
executives from major railroad supply and equipment manufacturers, in addition to coal brokers.

Also significant is the clustering of banking and insurance executives throughout these three
plats. Presidents, vice presidents, angharate lawyers all made Roland Park theime, reflecting the
economic and culturaportance of this are@he company activelgought out these sorts of
individuals, scouring newspaper articles for information on newly minted executives or the relthy
might be moving to Baltimor&’ One such letteryritten by the Roland Park Company secretary to a
newly minted B&®O executive opens by introducing Roland Park as
that is improved in a thoroughly tp-d a t e  nt% Tha letter.g@es on to highlight the specific
amenities and restrictions of the neighborhood, before discussing the various payment plans the company
offered. Before closing, the letter, most tellingly, refers the executive to consult seven different
establshed B& executives all living within Roland Park for their thoughts on the commifiitihis
pattern of using the personal and professional network of existing residents to populate Roland Park was
something the company undertook regularly. Even for pialeesidents with no connections in
Baltimore, a company directory showing model homes and listing all residents and their professions was

a piece of literature regularly sent out by the compgéhy.

187 Jemison Companies Miscellany: 191968, CU 2838, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections,
Cornell University Library.

168 Roland Park Company records, MS 58pecial Collections, The Johns Hopkins University.

1891bid.

1701bid.
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Plat 4, 5 County, & 5 City: High Standards for Lessthan-ldeal Land

As the Roland Park Company began to complete development on the lands north of Cold Spring
Lane, they turned their attention to their land holdings to the south. Significantly smaller than the plats to
the north, Plats4!, Plat 5 County, and PI&tCity werebisected by a number of boundaries. In addition
to the physical boundaries of University Parkway, the-citynty boundary line ran through Plat 5. These
boundaries, in addition to the transitional nature obih& environment from urban tsuburbarand the
lack of topographic barriersade this area more difficult to plan.

Facing these factors, the company togikafit-oriented approach towards developing these plats.
Plat 5 County was designed to be simitaPlat 1, while being bett@rganized. Here homes are on
smaller single lots, while adhering to the high architectural standards of Plats 2, 3, andegjugatly,
the lower social standing of the occupants of these homesfleted bytheir professions.

Plat 5 City and Rit 4 are essentially hybrids obR and Par k 6 ghe mdraatnaditianald s wii
built environment of Baltimore. Here along University Parkway and Rolandug/éhe Roland Park
Company decided to build a mixture of stylish rowhomes, duplexes, smafjenttnd a few traditional
single family homes. In essence #mall area ofwvailable land, plus the need for the company to turn a
profit encouraged a denser developmbfdreover, in its planning, the development mimicked some of
the general styles of the Garden City Movement. These sizes of homes were commonplace in Letchworth
due to its holistic emphasis on planning for all social cla$3&mally, dthough homesdn these plats

were generallgmaller, they were still suburban in their character.

171 Roland Park records officially detonate this plat as Plat 4A, however Plat 4B never materialized and
was absorbed by Plat 5 County. In an effort to minimize confuse the author hasl decide Plat 4 in

lieu of Plat 4A.

12 Miller, Letchworth 55.
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Figure 39. Plat 5, 1911.

Plat 5: 1911

Roland Park Residents
(1920)

. Manufacturing

3:Roberts, GM Sparrows Point Steel Mill
7: Mackenzie, Manufacturing Agent Mill
Supplies

. Sales

1: Toursh, Merchant Packing House
4: Rouse, Merchant Wholesale Dry Goods
9: Middleton, Pres. Department Store

Transportation

5: Hubbard, Pres. MD Transportation Co
6: Curtis, Chief Engineer B&O RR

Natural Resources

2: Corkan, Packing Co

Widow, Other, Retired, None
- Unknown/Not examined

Geographic data: OpenStreetMap (2017)
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Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census (2017}
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Plat 4: 1915

Roland Park Residents (1920)

. Bank, Insurance, & Law

1: Dennis, Lawyer
11: Gantz, General Agent Life
Insurance

- Real Estate

5: Bennett, Real Estate Agent

. Sales

4: Thompson, Automobile salesmen
6: Metcalfe, Automobile salesmen
7: Wolfe, Bond salesmen

9: Schroeder, Dry Goods salesmen
10: Turnbull, Tobacco salesmen

13: Ererny, Broker Customs House
15: Horning, Dept Store Buyer

=M ﬁ Geographic data: OpenStreetMap (2017)

Manufacturing

2:Fauntleroy, VP Machine Mfg
7: Knapp, Labeling Machine Mfg
10: OHernschal , Perfume Mfg

Widow, Other,
Retired, None

3: Ellis, US Army Officer
8: Green, Public Accountant
Government

ik St. Mary’s RC Orphans Asylum
- Unknown/Not examined

Census Data: ancestory.com 1920 US Federal Census (2017)

Figure 40. Plat 4, 1915.
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Plat 4 is unique in the sense that people eitver incomeswere directly targeted fdahe
attractive rowhomes. The emphasis on fiprestigious
civil servants (military and local government) reaffirms the commitment of the Roland Park Company
towards a solidly middlelass clientele. Moreover, some of these prestigious salesmen had a relationship
with the company, where in return for telling the Roland Park Company who had bought new cars, they
received leads on residents needing new’¢asgiditionally, research indates that these homes were
often temporary residences for the families that resided there until their house in Roland Park or Guilford
was complete.

Plat 5has a similar social composition Rsts2, 3, and 6. With another B& chief engineer, the
Presidehof another steamship company, and the General Manager for the Bethlehem Steel plant at
Sparrows Pointhis isa continuation of the same sort of landscape that Bouton and the company sought

to create

Making the Move from the City to the Suburbs

The marement ofindividual families from Mount Vernon to Roland Park andlfsuil has been
little studied While combining the records of the 1920 Census with the knowledge of how the plats
developed (in the case of Roland Park) provides some way in whaslessthis movement, there are a
number of limitations to this approach. As previously mentioned, the suburban home mawement
generakhanged while Roland Park was being constructed, from suburban homes being merely vacation
homes to fulltime residences 1920suburban vacation homes wér@&coming uncommon; however
vestiges of this stilnay havaemaired Anot her f actor of i mportance i s
one house which can be difficult to measure.

As an alternative to tracking residenta the census records, as utilized above, another method

empl oying fABl ue Booko s Statingihtherl@gshésetsocialeegistri#esa s de v el

173 Jemison Companies Miscellany: 191968, CU 2838, Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections,
Cornell University Library.



95

named for their iconic blue color, identified and listed the names and address of elites fiarmiligin

and around American citieBy identifying various families who listed their address in Roland Park or
Guilford, previous editions of the Blue Book were consulted to identify the specific year in which
families moved into Roland Park or GuiltbrAdditionally,the tracking processassupported by
documentation fronThe Baltimore Suand the 1890, 1900, and 1910 Censuses.

Blue Books as opposed to social registetsre far more open to a wider number of elites.
AAcceptance t or ,toh epagiesotnach e dRé@giesueéered a for mal app
recommendationsna perhaps committee approg&l® In essence, this led tdiat of people that were
mai nl y A an thkir ariginnigngridg the growing numbersfofn e w  mindividual® who
would also be living in Roland Park and Guilford.

One of the main difficulties with using the Blue Books is the limited amount of information
provided about individualsAs Figure 5.4.5how, it is possible that someone with the same ristee

in 1889 and in 1920 are actually two different people.

Kirk, Mr. & Mrs, Henry C.. .. .... ...1229 Charles St. North. *
Kirk, Mr, Henry C,, Jr...... FEPAINEL. L ’

nirk, M aad] Mt H y Cntia, 207 1A ngw Road, Roland Park.
Kirk, Miss Edith Buckner, 207 Longwood Road, Roland Park

Figure 41. Topimage from 1889Blue Book, bottom from 1920 Blue BookOn first glance it looks like the Kirk family
moved from downtown to Roland Park; howeverthe 1920 Kirk is the junior of 1889175

In this case, while the evidence did prove that Henry Kirkp&gdaway before 1920, this
required a significant amount of historical research. Therefore, only a select number of inslwvéataal
selected to be ahyzed based upon available records frdhe Baltimore Surigure 5.4.2highlights the
specific individuals for which this method was utilizédcking their listed addresseser the available

time periods.

174 Borchert & Borchert, "Downtown, Uptown, Out of Town," 317.
7% 1mages from: Baltimore Blue Book 1889 & 1920 Editions.



Table 3. Movement of Families from Mount Vernon to Roland Park/Guilford: 1889-1920
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