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A.INTRODUCTION

A.l. Purpose and Background

This document sengas an addendum to theSuburbanization Historic Context and Survey
Methodology, 4495/1-95 Capital Beltway Corridor Transpaiion Study (Volumes | and (i¢ferred to
asSuburbanization Historic Context in this documemntiften by KCI Technologies, Ino. November

1999, prepared at the request of the Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway
Administration (MDOTHA).The1999contextdescribedsuburban development betweerl815and

1960. This addendumwhichaddressesuburbanization between 1961 and 198Gas prepared by

MDOT SHADovetail Cultural Resource Gropovetail) and RK&K & LI NI 2 F GKS L
Managed Lanes Study (MLS) the Federal Highway Administration (BIA) and MDOT SHA.
Therefore,the addendumfocuses onsuburban development iMontgomery & Rt NAy OS DS 2 NJ
counties

The periodof study,from 1961 to 1980is referred to througlout this document as the Suburban
Diversification PeriodThepurposeof the addendurris to aid in the identification and evaluation of
architectural resources constructetliring this periodvithin the framework of the National Register

of Historic Places (NRHFRhis addendum traces the evolution of suburbanizatefter 1960 the

events and trends that shaped this period of development, and the architectural patterns that
illustrate the suburban movement. It also includes physical ietsans ofdevelopment and building

GelLlSa GKIG SYSNHSR RdZNAYy3I (GKAA LISNA2RX ARSY (AT
guidelines for evaluating theMRHReligibility and integrity.

Like the1999 Suburbanization Historic Context, this addendum will be a tool for environmental
compliance projects in the futurand for evaluating resources built during this perittds expected

that this documenglsowill serve as an asset in the preparationutiife compliance reports for other
agencies, NRHP nominations, and various research projects related to the growth and development
of suburban properties across the stdte.

This document was designed in keeping witte { dzo dzNB | YA T | G A 2y gehefak (G 2 N&A O
organizationof the 1999 contextind builds uporits previously definedrends and property types.

Most importantly, the goalvas to provide a compendium document thatludesresearch completed

on suburbs since the completion of ti®99documentand to use these theoretical approaches to

inform the study of suburbanization in Maryland from 19611980.

A.2.Suburbanization Studies, 199Present

Researchincluded review ofvarious publications covering national, state, and local suburban
developnent between 1961 and 198@s well as primary sources and archival documents pertaining
to the evolution of suburban areas in thMgashington DG region and beyond. General observations

1MDOT SHA 2018



and definitions from the most relevant sources are presented in the following sectigmotdde
perspective on the ways in whiglriters have approached the complexity of the suburban landscape.

A.2.1. National Perspective

In 2002 representatives ofhe U.S.Department of the Interioand theNational Park Service (NPS)
including Linda McClellandpllaborated with David L. Ames to produce a NRHP bulletin entitled,
Historic Residential Suburbs, Guidelines for Evaluation and Documentation for theaNa#gister

of Historic PlaceB ¢ KA a4 R2O0dzyYSyid LINRPGPARSA FSRSNIf bwlt
detailing historic trends and important themes that influenced suburban development in America as
well as the physical evolution this resoure typein the nineteenth and twentieth centuriesThe
bulletin was augmented by a Multiple Property Documentation (MPD) form entittéigtoric
Residential Suburbs in the United States from 1830 to 186iGh created a thematic framework for
such resoures to be nominated for, and listed in, the NRHPogether, these two documents
specifically address the potential for residential suburbs to be eligible for the NRHP. Particular
attention in these publicatios was paid to NRHRIligibility Criteria A(assiation with events
contributing to the broad patterns of historyand C(embodying distinct design and construction
gualitieg with an emphasis on examining postwar resitl@irgroupings or historic districs, though it

was noted that some individual prepties with special justification for historic significance could
qualify for individual listing under Criteria A, B, @rDiscussiorof Criterion B (association with a
notable individual) also was generally limited iretdocument, emphasizing the importance of
property-specific research to render an evaluation under ttasegory. Excepor parks,Criterion D
(associated witlproperties that have or may yield information important to history or prehistorgs

not includad inthe NPSstudy ast, in general, does not apply to resources discussed

In 2012, the Transportation Research Bo@rBBpf the National Academies funded a study entitled
A Model for Identifying and Evaluating the Historic Significance ofWodtWar 1l HousingNational
Cooperative Highway Research ProgriCHRPReport 723, which closely analyzed the NRHP
guidance in the Historic Residential SubuxtigHRbulletin* The NCHRP report put forth a process to
enable the efficient identification anMRHP evaluation of postwar housing, describing methods for
researching, surveying, and analyzing singlefamily dwelling® The report also contained a national
historic context for postwar development from 1946 to 1975, a sizable bibliography, an exampl
outline for a local or regional historic context, and a field test of their model effort in tdisténct
geographic locations.

A.2.2. State Perspective

Several statefiavestudied postwar architectural resourcegthin the NRHP frameworia greater
depth in recent decadeshese types of resourcgzresent a challengbecause ofhe sheer size and

2 Amesand McClellan@002
3 Amesand McClellan@004
4 Pettiset al.2012

5 Pettis et al2012 2

6 Pettis et al2012 1
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scale of suburban development. Most of these studies have focused on comnesagingleamily
dwellings, but a few have included specific fresidential suburban propéy types

Two such studies produced for the Georgia and Pennsylvania State Historic Preservatian Office
(SHP®inform evaluation ofuch properties withinthé& G §S 2 F al NBEf I yR® DS2NHA
a thorough examination of Ranch house types, located primarily around Atlanta. This study identified

15 models differing in formand style. Sy ya&f g yAl Qa {1 th RS@Sft2LISR |
subdivisons built between 1945 and 1965. This context identified three types of residential suburbs:
singlefamily dwelling subdivisionsmulti-family dwelling subdivisionsand multi-family rental

dwelling subdivisionsThe Pennsylvania context also includesimfation on religious architecture,

schools, and shopping centers as potential resources within these developfents.

Within Maryland, Gournay ar@orbin{ A $& LINR RdzOSR | O2y (dSEdG S&aatre Sy
Ay al NBEflFYyRZ¢ 2y ostifical Trdst (2HTha MaBylard ISNEDT his ¢¥sRay Wak

the first of a threepart project examining the architectural legacy of the Modern era from 1930 to

1972, and identified significant themes, persons, architectural trends, and architects that shaped
ailGdSo alye 2F (GKS aidl 6SqQa OdadrbindaNg f S HiaNBey R@ dzZAMIRRS y
historianDS2 NHS | & / Mdnfati2&iAineiga: ™4£020| 188published in 1985. Other

important worksrelevant todi KS L2 aid ¢l NJ I yRAOF LIS 2F eayed 32 YSNE
include/ £ I NB [ A &S YMohtgotn€raModempmsprelllaghg Matyland National Capital

t Ny FYR tflyyMNGEPPO AXY DS A DS ¢ MESAUY Aclitecined oL

1978

A.2 3. Defining the Period

The title for the period between 1961 and 1980, Suburlksversificationis based upon the ways in
which the suburban landscafmcame diversifiedh the decades after the peak of the baby boom.
Between 1961 and 1980, weral overarching patterns emerged in the growth of suburban
development, many of which were an extension of trends established in theteamhgieth century.

The most notable of these trends was the dispersion and decentralization of urban forms and
actigA GASad . SAAYYAYI GAGK ! YSNAOFIyaQ SYONFrOS 27F i
suburban growth trended towards a pattern known as disperskesidential developments and
enterprising commercial businesses followed transportation routes out of the city centers, creating a
strong correlation between automobile use and suburban sprawl that contrasted sharply with
traditionally compact urban center3his pattern was enhanced by the construction and expansion of
highways in the Modern Period (1938060), further encouraging the dispersion of suburban growth
and drawing many of the traditional urban activities out from the city centers.

In the 1960sand 1970s, the suburban landscape matured and diversified to include a wide array of
land uses, building types, services, and people of all incomes and backgrounds. Federal, state, and
local governments took greater roles in controlling developntemiprove the quality of life for their

"The 15 types of Ranch houses in Georgia are were defined as compact, lineawitinearsters, courtyard, hatfourtyard,
bungalow ranch, rambling ranch, alphabet ranch, contemporary, Wirghtenced, Eichleresque, colonial revival, plain (no
style), rustic (western), and Spanish colontdbues 2011

8 Pennsylvania Historical andugleum Commission (PHMZ)15

9 Gournay and Corbin Sigg02
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constituendes, particularly addressing environmental, social, and economic problems resulting from
decades of unchecked growth. As a result, a greater diyeddi activities, people, and places
materialized throughouthe suburbs

A.3 Methodology

Based on recent theoretical approaches to suburbanizatiamg an evaluation of thel999
Suburbanization Historic Conteaid its widespread use, this addenducombinesseveral methods

for the post1960 context. Research on subanization trends in Maryland was conducted

numerous repositoriesincludinigK S a2y i 32YSNE FyR t NAyOS DS2NHSQa
regionaland universitybasedlibraries,the Library of Congresthe archives ofThe Washington Post

the Urban Land Institutel{L) archivesandthe Maryland Historical Society.

O

In addition to consulting these resourceBIDOT SHA consultants analyzpdblicly accessible

Geographic Information System (GIS) data in the state of Marylasidg the State Department of

Assessment and Taxation (SDAT) ddileering parcel data by construction datand zoning
classificationsLocal planningfficesand GIStaffina 2 y 1 32 YSNE | y Rcountiehwé®S DS 2 NHS
contactedto obtain the shapefiles and identifying data from all properties constructed between 1961

and 19801t should be noted thatf YI y& OFaSas ¢gKSy GKS DL{ RF{dF LN
property, the construction year was an estimate and not always accurate. In a more detailed study of

any architectural resource, archival data should be gathered to verify its date of construction through

the examination of local deed and tax records, and other relepamary sources.

Research was followed by a field study to identify samples of building styles, forms, and types
discussed in this addendum. During the fieldwork, architectural historians examined the plans,
materials and attributes of a multitude ofsources, documenting each through written notes, digital
photographs, and mapping. In some instances, individuals with knowledge of building design and
construction werebriefly interviewed to clarify details such as construction dates and building
evoluion. The data derived from the fieldwork was then filtered through the resetiremes as well

as a brief contextuatomparison withsimilar resources in adjacent states.
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B.HISTORY OF SUBURBAAITION 19641980

Thissectionwill introduce and discuss the most significant trenkat affectedsuburban development

between 1961 and 1980 across the country, in the state of Maryland,in Montgomery and Prince
DS2NHSQa O2dzyiASa alLISOAFAOLfted CAGS y2il0tS GNBY
expanded transportation networks, changing demographics, expansion of the federal government, the
environmental and preseation movement, and local and regional planning. These trends set the stage

for an evaluation of the physical development of communities, neighborhoods, districts, and individual
buildings in the Maryland/DC suburbs in subsequsstiors.

Bl{ dzodzNB Iy 5S@St2LISyild Ay az2yi32YSNER Y

Suburban development patterns established in the Modern Period @P38D) fundamentally altered

GKS gtea Ay SKAOK Ylye ! YSNA O y-dcupidd@iydamilypend] SR |
surrounded by a yard, and set in a neighborhood outside the urban core came to define everyday
SELISNASYOS F2NJ Y24aid ! YSNAOIY K2dzaSK2f Ra wX8 Ly &K
f A P Sndilér trends that led to an increase irbsubanization in the Modern Period continued over the
following20 years. Referred to here as tBaburbanization Diversification Periadd spanning from 1961

through 1980, this twedecade era was profoundly influenced by a myriad of social, economic, and
physical trends.

In 1960, residential subdivisions dominated the suburban area around Washington, DC. Small single
family housescomposedof TwoStoryMassed Minimal Traditional, and the increasingly popular Ranch
and Splitlevel forms, housed nuclefamilies. Separate garden apartment complexes provided affordable
suburban living for those priced out of a sindenily house. Nearby, residents could shop at large strip
shopping centers, where downtown department stores had begun opening their fipsirlsan branch

stores. Traffic concentrated on local roads as men commuted to work downtown, leaving their wives at
home with the children. These communities were largely white and middle to upper class, as exclusionary
housing laws prevented African Ameris from entering the suburban housing market or isolated them

in segregated communities. Although schools, parks, and other services were available, suburbanites still
relied on downtown for many of their needs.

By 1980, the suburban landscape was draosly transformed. Large, twstory, singlefamily houses

were predominant, and a diversity of housing types had entered the suburbs, as townhouses and high
rise apartment buildings increased suburban density. The Capital Beltway encircled all of Wasii@gto
driving expansive new growth beyond the previous urban boundary. Office and industrial parks appeared
in the suburbs, as government and private businesses followed workers out of the city, taking advantage
of new transportation networks. Encloseldopping malls dotted the landscape, dwarfing the strip malls

of two decades prior. Women, minorities, and the elderly held increasing sway over the suburban
environment, which was accessible to a greater diversity of people. What led to these changesywand

did these events influence development in the Maryland suburbs?

Althoughgrowth driven by the baby boom began to slowly taper off after peaking in {Béhumber of
NEAARSyGa Ay al NBflyR O2yiGAydzSR (2 S mhtlahdokbled y (2

10 Njcolaides and Wiese 2017, electronic document
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between1951and 1961,andit doubled again from 1961 t&981. Not only did the general quantity of
individuals living in the state increase, but physical settlement and development patterns changed. By
1970, more residents lived in the sulbgr(37.6 percent) than central cities (31.4 percent) or rural areas
(31.0 percent}! The majority of the population growth occurred in the two counties surrounding
Washington,D€Ea 2 Yy 1 32 YSNE | YR Figueh)y OS DS2NHSQa o
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Figurel: Montgomeryt Y R t NAY OS DS N A8Q108dzy G A SaQ LR

az2yi32YSNE /2dzyieQa LRLJzZ IFGdA2y Ay ONB a&jéip of 7fl2 Y o n
LISNOSyGod t NAyOS DS2NHSQa LRLMzZ FGA2y SELI yRSR S@8)
during the same period an increase of 86 percent. To place this information within statewide population

data, these two counties comprised B&rcent of the overall state population in 1960 with an increase to

over 30 percent by 1980; almost one third of all state residents lived in the Washington, DC, suburbs at

this time.

The rise in population and expansion of businesses rendered incredipbical changes throughout both
counties. The built landscape grew exponentially, including new residences, community buildings,
commercial structures, and more. Residential building development, in particular, reflected not only a
move to the suburbs butlso a distinct change in household ideology as more and more people elected
to live outside of a family or group home environment. According to the U.S. census, the average number
of persons per household decreased from four in 1930 to 3.3 in 1960 yo2a®iin 19802 This shift was
reflected in the need for more residential units and an increase in #faittily dwellings. By 1970,

11 pettjs et al. 2012, 59
12 symichrast and Willman 1971a, C1
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apartment buildings comprised 33 percent of suburban housing in Maryland, and this boom continued
into the 1980s3

Driven ly economic forces, the average price of new housdherWashington, DGuburbs grew from

$11,800 in 1957 to $34,000 in 1985The rise in the median sale price of homes grew 102 percent
0SG6SSY mMbpn YR mMdtn AYy 020K esawilied d YOSONR $32,AR t NA Y
and $23,700, respectivelh.These values, however, rose even more during the rapid inflation of the

1970s, with the average house in Montgomery County selling for more than $70,000 iri¢ IG¥8.

upward growth of housing cosin the area can be partially attributed to the larger size of new homes, as

the median living space of homes within the Washington metropolitan area increased from 1,700 square

feet in 1960 to 3,280 square feet in 1970.

In 1968, Montgomery County becanmaeCounty Executiv€ouncil government form, with an elected

council representing seven districts and an elected county executive. The County government operating
budget increased from $66.2 million in 1970 to $598.5 million in 1980, just 10 year$tatsih y OS DS 2 NH S
adopted the County ExecutiM@ouncil government form in 1970, two years after Montgomery County;

the county was divided into nine districts, each with their own elected offitial.

Public and private development flocked to the Maryland/DC suburban area, changing the physical
landscapeln Montgomery County alone, office building construction exploded. Between 1950 and 1959,

1.5 million square feet of office space was completed withia county; between 1960 and 1969, this

number increased to 5.7 million square feet of newly built office space; and between 1970 and 1979, over

12.1 million square feet of office space was compleéfgdommercial headquarters occupying new office

space irthe county ncluded Lockheed Martin, Marriott International, and GEICO. Educational facilities,
d4dzOK |'a a2y(G32YSNER /2ttS3S IyR t NAyOS DS2NHSQa / 2
suburbs.

Median household income increased from $6,309 inAl&b$11,057 in 196%9.Incomes in Maryland were

roughly 10 percent above the national average during this period, with the highest increase seen in
a2yi3a2YSNE |yYyR tNAYOS DS2NHSQa O2dzyiASad ¢KS AyOl
spendingpal SNy a 6KAOK fSR (2 'y AYyONBFaS Ay O2YYSNDAL
Harundale Mall in Glen Burnie, the first enclosed shopping mall in the state, led to a rush of similar
RS@PSt2LySyGad a.& (GKS wmprna HRRATSyly R FI YA i SINEs SANG
Columbia Mall (1972), which won architectural awards, and White Flint Mall, which opened outside of

2 AKAYy3G2y Ay wmdTty FYyR FSI G§dzZNBR a $x8dNidnél bugifessii KS 02
growth came in thdorm of hotels, restaurants, bars, and other similar establishments. The increase in

13 Callcott 1985, 69; Pendall 2011

4 Callcott 1985, 64

15 sumichrast and Willmann 197161

B Hall 1978 E1

17 Sumichrast and Willmann 1971c, D1

Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 11

Pt NAyOS DS2NBSQa [/ 2dzyiée [/ 2dzyOAf wHnwmy
20Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 15

2L callcott 1985, 177

22 Callcott 1985, 69
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expendable household income, in part, brought about an increased demand for eateries. This was aided

o8  wmdocn OKIFy3aS Ay az2yid32YSNRdploBiigned ritatidnd dp dz2 NJ £ |
liquor licenseg$? Tourism, especially focused on the 1976 Bicentennial, further increased business along
GKS I NBIF Q& ydzYSNRdzaz NRIF Rgle&ao

All these physical changes left an indelible mark on the landscape of MontgomeryNeRdyPOS DS 2 NH S ¢
counties between 1961 and 1980. What started as a cluster of small suburban enclaves in 1960 ended as
robust, thriving communities. As discussed in the next section, the trends that created these changes were

broad and nuanced.

B.2. Trendghat Influenced Growth and Development
B.2.1.Expanded Transportation Networks

B.2.1.1. National Perspective

As the number of residences and jobghe suburbsgrew, so did traffic congestion along roads on the
dzND Iy FTNAYISI | YR & asactualyp domeamdhg suburbOashdndtdeiviegh3ubdrbs
'y R OSy (iNdah eff@ttdicantia the ills of suburban sprawl, transportation planning evolved to
include larger geographical regions and a wider array of land use plans, with changes rendered at both
the federal and state/local level

Transportation modes and nebrks had the most direct impact on the growth and development patterns
insuburtsk ONR &da (GKS O2dzyiNRB&® ¢KS | FF2NRIOATAGE 27F | dzii 2
road network and increased political pressure to improve conditions. Sewenasportation bills

approved by Congress in the 1950s provided federal funding to offset the costs of new roads throughout

the country®*a 2 a0 y20Fro6fS 2F GKS&aS FOta slFra (GKS CSRSNIf
peacetime public works projecyi G KS KA a (2 NEThiaEt, whikshSfunde@ 90f p&reeat of
construction costs, enabled an expansion of existing roads and the creation of a national highway system,
including the development of over 41,000 miles of roadway across the réfldvesenew roads fostered

the growth of urban areas into the countryside. Highway interchanges became a critical element in the
fFNBSN) LI GOGSNY 2F &dzodzZNBly RSGOSE2LIVSYyided aLyidSNDOKI
freeway lanes were carefully studl not only by transportation engineers but also by developers who
2FT0SY dzaSR (UKSaS ySg NRBIRgle O02YLRYySyilda | a2Sy NI y

By the 1960s, most localities with sizable populations were working with transportaffizials to direct
regional planning of roads, bridges, and other infrastructure. In 1966, the creation of federally mandated
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOS) in urbanized areas with more than 50,000 residents sought

23Kendrick 1964, B1

24 Nelson and Dueker 1990, 97

25 pettis et al. 2012, 52

26Kay 1997, 231

2"Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 7
28 pettis et al. 20151
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Gi2 Sy adzNB ndifiturelexp8nblituré of fedeil fuinds for transportation projects and programs

FNB o6lFaSR 2y I O2ylGAydziy3das 022 LIS NHnithegSMPOsl lgc’ O2 Y LJ
elected officialsand government transportation employees developed lbegn and shoriterm plans

to account for the regional impacts of growth and development on its transportation network. Developers

and real estate speculators often used these projections to guide their efforts, thereby institutionalizing

many of the federal lad state planning initiatives.

As a result of increased traffic congestion in the 1960s, legislators began to reconsider mass transit
initiatives across America. In 1964, Congress passed the Urban Mass Transportation Act, enabling grants
from the federal3 2 S NY YSy i a2 O2 @Xlrts the capital Edsty diequipnfent and 2
FILOATAGASE F2NJ ONryairld aeaidSvyaovéd ¢KS wmopcecp | AIKgl @
viewsheds, presenting strict standards for billboards, staluhe sigage, and other highwaselated

landscape elements. Over the next decade, Washington provided more than $3 billion, which cities used

to purchase new transportation righaf-way like rail corridors and county roads, improve existing
infrastructure, and bud new transportation route$® The fuel crises of the 1970s encouraged further
spending on mass transit.

B.2.1.2. Maryland and the DC Suburbs

Governmentled transportation initiatives, both at the federal and state levels, encouraged suburban
development m Maryland, particularly in the greater Baltimore and Washington, DC, regions and the
corridor between these two urban centerélthough the federal government did not fully fund the
interstate highway system until passing the Federal Highway Act in $&%&6 agencies like the Maryland

State Roads Commission (predecessor of the Maryland Department of Transportation State Highway
Administration) made significant improvements to regional road networks during the first half of the
twentieth century.

The plaaning and development of new highways proliferated in Maryland after World War 1l. Fifteen
major highways were built in the state between 1952 and 197Rlany of these roadways were part of
the new interstate highway system. The Baltimore Beltwa§Q8) the 51.5mile long roadway that
encircles downtown Baltimomrewas the first beltway in the nation to be completed under the 1956
legislation.

Statewide, the Baltimor&Vashington Parkway (MD 295) (completed in 1954) and John Hanson Highway

(US 50) (compled in 1961) provided linear connectivity within suburban and urban areas of Maryland

and reinforced continued development, while88, +70, 1270, and4pbp SEGSYRSR GKS NB13
network further north, south, and west and into the neighboring statésVirginia, Pennsylvania,

Delaware, and West Virginia through the 1970s.

While these new highways improved transportation throughout the state, none spurred suburban
RSOSt2LIYSyd Ay a2yi32YSNE YR t NAyOS DMERKdEVE Qa O2d

22MDOT SHA n.d.

30Young 2015, electronic document
31KCl 1999, B0

32 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 41
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as the Capital Beltwayhe Capital Beltwaprmsa loop around Washington, DC, designed to route traffic

I NRPdzy R GKS 5/ dzNblty O2NBo ¢KS . Sftidgle GNIOBSNESA a
and Fairfax County and the City of Aledda in Virginia, crossing the Potomac River on both the east and

west sides of DC. Fortwo miles of this64-mile long beltway are in Maryland. The route was first

proposed in 1944, but plans were not finalized until 1952o0nstruction of the CapitaleBway in

Maryland began in 1955, with most of the work done in the late 1950s and early 1960s; it was mostly
completed by 1964Kigure2).3* The new rad improved access to parts of Montgomery and Prince

George's counties, increasing suburban development in the far corners of these localities and connecting

to major roadways leading into Howard, Frederick, and Baltimore counties by the 1960s, witbreadditi

highways leading to Carroll and Charles counties by the 1980s.

While the new roadway was hailed for its traffialming effects in the region, it also had its downsides,

like many new highways built in the middle of the twentieth century. Constructed before environmental

and preservation laws were developed, these néwghwaysd XAy S@A G 6t & RAaLIX I OSF
K2dzaSK2f Ra YR WAYAGAL T &683%L0f deaNiiRy QNP ENSES @  /d&Sdx
Beltway traversed agricultural land and other undeveloped swaths with little removal of extant buildings.

In Montgomery County, which had more development, the roadway displaced dozens of homes and
businesses in its paffi.In addition, the new highway cut through 2 miles of Rock CreektRark
controversial decision but a better alternative than other routes whicluld have resulted in largecale
displacement.

The completion of the Capital Beltway had a profound effect on suburban development in Montgomery

FYR t NAYyOS D EgaiHI%QanspOratinynétivdka encouraged the decentralization of the
city-based workplace and increased accessibility to jobs in both urban and suburbanViigakmited

F0O0S&da FyR KAIKSNI alLJSSR fAYAlar GKSasS ySs NBIFRa a
workplaces, and recreational facilities. It also openeelv areas for the creation of all types of
development, including residential properties, office space, community buildings, and most notably
commercial venues who valued land near the highway for its easy accessibility and high vésIihibty.

beltway, ace envisioned as a bypass for those traveling through DC, became the preferred route for

locals commuting within the suburbs. As more businesses and employers located outside the city, the
suburbs grew increasingly independent.

33 McDevitt 1944, 1; McDad1952, 17
34 McDade 1952, 17

35KCl 1999

36 Gournay and Corbin Sies 20@2,
37Korr 2002

38 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002¢42
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national highway syster#?.The final design for the Capital Beltway closely mirrored this initial plan.

¢KS SELIyaiazy 27T K SorkldiNotj@sinvdivelioadsn 1986\T0rigréssated v S 6
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMAT&®nmonly known as Metrand tasked

the agency with executing plans for a regional rail network consisting of both ajyouad and subway
systems, as well as maintaining a regional bus netvRigas for a modest regional rail systemok shape

39yellow Book 1955
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in the mid1960s; the new rapid rablased transit systemcalled Metrorailwas to be constructed in

phases with room for future expansion. Whileetvbrail design in Virginia was based on population

centers and ease of access, Maryland planners took a different approach and sought to generally follow
existing transportation corridors to maximize existing easements and avoid excessive demolition of
buildings,such as the placement of the line along the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad in Montgomery
County® This planning directly affected construction along the néetrorail lines, as much of the

corridor had previously been developed and was a nucleus of populgtawth due to the longtanding

association with regional transportation. Opening in 1976 within DC and expanding to Silver Spring in
a2yi3a2YSNE /2dzyde FyR bSg /I NNRBf f (alnbershiyg grewndieyy OS DS;
the following deckSa (2 o0S02YS |y AyGdSaANXf LI NI “2The GKS 5
MetrorailQ & | iNNBu@an¥arylandnearthe end of thel970smeant it had littleeffect onsuburban
developmentduring theSuburban Diversification Periodowever, he sysS Y Q gansioBset the stage

for new patterns ofgrowthin the suburbsafter 1980.

B.2.2.Changing Demographics

B.2.2.1. National Perspective

The suburbstransitioned between 1961 and 1980 from an economically and racially segregated,
homogenous landscap® a more diverse crossection of the country. Transformative events in the

1960s, particularly the accomplishments of the Civil Rights movement and the decline of inner cities,
Fdzy RIF'YSyGlFffe NBakKlILSR (KS 32 JSNYSgieicpaentN®IedS Ay &
by an economidoom in the 1960s and the movement of manufacturing and service sector jobs to the
suburbs, the suburban ideal became increasiagjiginableto a broader populatior? The suburbs slowly

shifted from being predominantlfilled with young families to include more divorced and single adults,

the elderly, blue and whitecollar workers, the poor, sarmeex partners, and a greater number of racial

and ethnic minorities?

Achieving the suburban demographiiversification of the 1960s and 1970s, though, was a slow process.
Most development continued to be racially and economically segregated in the first half of the 1960s,
especially within residential areas. Prior to 1950, Federal Housing Administriaka golicies required
protective covenants, most notably racial and religious restrictions, to ensure the financial stability of
projects backed by the federal government. Although the FHA formally denounced the practice of using
restrictive covenants to dcriminate in selling and renting houses in 1950, it was continued by real estate
professionals for the next 18 years, prompting protests and public demonstrations at suburban sales
offices into the 1960¢"

The goal of the Civil Rights movement wasetod legalized racial segregation and curtail racial
discrimination in the United States. Marches;isi, speeches, and other public events, including the 1960
DNBESY&d02NRXZ b2NIK /-inNkfl86f Fieedom2rRide, madNilie KIO62 March (on

40Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 8

4L Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority n.d.
42Short et al. 2007

43 Nicolddes and Wiese 2017

4 pettis et al. 2012, 61
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Washington raised awareness of social issues. While most protests wergiolent, riots and other
physical disturbances also took place, primarily in the second half of the 13B0kectively, these events
brought about legislative action to address kiights issues, culminating in the passing of @il Rights

Act of 1968. This seminal act banned discriminatory housing practices associated with selling, renting, or
financing based on race, national origin, and religion. It also stated that thrdests;imination, or
intimidation based on race, color, religion, or national origin were a federal ¢fiRmactices that allowed

real estate discrimination were outlawed nationally, thus opening the suburbs to all residents.

The composition of the suburbshanged as the baby boom subsided and an increasing number of
American households reflected the growing divorce rate and evolving family dynamics. By 1980, women
O2YLINRASR nH®do LISNOSyd 2F GKS ylaA2yQa ol F2NOSs
1965 peak at 3.7 people to 3.29 people per nucleated fathihe number of schoedge children in

American households was at antathe high in the miel960s following the postwar baby boom. Children

of all ages attended school for a longer perioften from kindergarten through the ¥2grade. Due in

LI NI G2 F 3ANBIFGSNI Odzf GdzNF £ SYLKIFaAa 2y SRdzOFGAzy
SYNRffYSYyld NIXraGdSa 4 ! YSNRAOIQa &aCKR id both thgwite anNB | OK SR
black populationg® Although the enrollment rate remained steady, student population totals declined

from 45.5 million in 1970 to 41 @illionin 1980%

As communities dealt with baby boomeglated population increases, they faced an additional
dSY23aANI LIKAO OKIFftfSyasSy |y AyONBFrasS Ay NBGIGANBSa I a
the average life expectancy in 1961 was 69 years. By 1980, life expectancy reached P4ryaddition

to living longer, a new trend in the Suburbaivésification Period was for retired individuals to live
independently rather than cohabitating with family. This led to an increased need for smaller residences
requiring less maintenance, as retirees sought to live close to relatives but not withéane household.

For those who could not live independently, assisted living and nursing care facilities were available. These
facilities offered inconsistent levels of care prior the 1960s, and the US Senate held a series of hearings
between 1963and 19742 SELJX 2NB G KS LINRBof Sya T OAy HTheseS y I A
hearings brought about nationwide reform and acceptance of nursing care facilities as an option for aging
individuals, leading to an increase in construction.

B.2.2.2. Mayland and the DC Suburbs

In the 1960s, social upheaval in the state was similar to that across the country, initially focused on the
Civil Rights movement and then the Vietnam conflict into the 19Ffsmn the mid1950s until the late
1960s, increasing nubers of Marylanders fought to end segregation and discrimination against African
Americans and other ethnic minorities;-gits and picketing protestors successfully pressured businesses
to integrate their workforces as well as customer spaces.

45Haines 1995

46 Haines 1995

47U.S. Census Bureau 2004; U.S. Department of Labor 2016
48U.S. Department of Education 19%3

49U.S. Department of Education 19%3

50The World Bank 2018

51vladeck 1980
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In 1963, he state legislature passed Governid® a A f £ | NR1967)opes acommadatignsbbill

which outlawed segregation in restaurants, hotels, theaters, stores, beaches, and recreational facilities in

MH 2F GKS aidl iSQa un Oz2adieéniedhHanted i &ova theNSdtike statep Cimilz G K S
Rights protests and demonstrations turned violent in the 1@60s, beginning in Maryland with the two

year military occupation of the small town of Cambridge in 1963 and ending after the Baltimore riots
following the assassination of Martin Luther King in 1968.

la StaSoKSNBE | ONRPaa GKS O2dzyiNEBXZ al NBEflF yYRQA & dzo dzN
the postwar yearsvith most of the new inhabitantsnoving fromWashington, DCto the surrounding

suburbs residing in the counties and commuting into the ciBetween 1950 and 1960, the white
population of WashingtorDC dropped from 64.6 percent of overall residents to 45.2 percent. By 1970,

this number @creasedo 27.7 percent. In 1980, at thend of the Diversification Period and apex of the

white flight movement, the white population of Washington,,{ an alltime low of 25.8 percent? The

majority of the population did not leave theegion but rather moved to the burgeoning suburbs in

Maryland and Virginia, with the Maryland suburbs experiencing the greatest grdvtimtgomery

| 2dzy e Qa LIRLIz I GA2Yy AYONBI aSR,ITWR Yt MAyhG3pHY S 2ANH SuQpc
expanded from 357,395 to 665,071 during the same time framelétne populations of the next most

populous locality, Baltimore County, also increased during this period, the scale was much less dramatic.

L FEGAY2NB /2dzyieQd LRLMzZ FGA2Y 2F ndHInHy AY wmdcen

While the population of the DC burbs exploded after World War Il, the cadence of the movement was
extremely different between white and black populatioddthough the quantity of people employed in

the city rose each year after World War Il, white workers elected to move to the subadpsafter the

war while black residents maintained their urban presence for andiherdecadeqFigure3). It was not

until the mid1960s and 1970s that African Amerissbegan the same urban exodus from the city center.
Between 1970 and 1974, the overall population of African Americans in the Washington suburbs rose by
61 percent.

The migrationof AfricanAmerican families to the suburbs in the late 1960s and espgtim| 1970was,

in large part, due to the elimination of segregation and deed restrictigrfedberal and local governments,

most notably through the Civil Rights Act of 1968. In 18&@htgomery County became the first county

in Maryland to outlaw raciand religious discrimination in public places, a move that was two years ahead

of the federal governmerf®B ¢ KA &4 ¢l a F2fft26SR o0& (GKS [/ 2dzyieQad wmc
Amendment to the Open Housing Law. These practices, when combined with the fenlesalg changes,

made housing accessible throughout the courtyp countyspecific legislation was enacted in Prince
DS2NHBHSQa /2dzytiesz ItiK2dAK GKS /2dzyié RAR O2YLX & ¢
was not until 1973 that the coumtschools, among other facilities, officially began to desegregate.
Students were bussed to other schools outside of their neighborhood in an attempt to integrate, creating

an 8 percent increase in school bus usage in less than a rffonth.

52.S. Census Bureau 123080
53 Consumer Health Foundation 2018a
54 Charlton 1973, 13

B-10
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Figure3: Changing population of Washington, ,38owing the peaks in white and black occupancy and
the drop denoting the move to the suburbs. There is-ge2d lag between thevo movements®

The flight to the suburbs renderedtable changes in overall county population ratios. In Montgomery

County, the black population was 8,049 in 1960 (2.4 percent of the population); the total increased to
21,551 in 1970 (4.1 percent) and 50,756 in 1980 (8.8 percent). The increase was egeairanwatic in

t NAYyOS DS2NBHSQa /2dzyied LYy wmopcn onxymt ofl O] N
population), increasing to 91,808 (13.9 percent) in 1970 and quadrupling to 391,427 (37.3 percent of the
overall population) in 1980T@blel). The reason that the percentages were so much higher in Prince
DS2NHSQa /2dzyieé AyOfdzZRSR t26SN) t+FyR 02ai 06KAOK
neighborhoa covenants restricting habitation by African Americans, and ease of mass transit to the

urban core for employment,

When the same data is put in terms of the householghodl completed by real estate professionals
indicates that 200 African Americéimuseénoldsmoved to the Maryland suburbs (including both DC and
Baltimore) in 1965. Between 1965 and 1970, another 2,000 moved to the suburbs, and between 1970 and
1980, 20,000 African Americaand their householdmoved to the suburbs each ye#r.

55 Hogle, 2016, electronic document
56 Callcott 1985, 71
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Tablel: Population Ratios Per County, 16698057

Montgomery % |[Prince George's %
TOTAL 336658 100.09 357395 100.09
White 331216 98.4% 324991 90.9%
Black 3779 1.1% 30754 8.6%
1960 |Native Am unk C unk C
Asian unk C unk C
Hawaiian unk C unk C
Other 1663 0.5% 1650 0.5%
TOTAL 522809 100.09 660567 100.09
White 493934 94.5% 561476 85.0%
Black 21551 4.1% 91808 13.9%
1970 |Native Am 413 0.1% 904 0.1%
Asian 4533 0.9% 4478 0.7%
Hawaiian unk C unk C
Other 2378 0.5% 1901 0.3%
TOTAL 579053 100.09 665071 100.09
White 495485 85.6% 391427 58.9%
Black 50756 8.8% 247860 37.3%
1980 |Native Am 31 0.0% 31 0.0%
Asian 22638 3.9% 16211 2.4%
Hawaiian 135 0.0% 287 0.0%
Other 10008 1.7% 9255 1.4%

hiKSN) SGKYAOAGASE 6SNB LINI 2F al NBflyYRQ& &dzo dzND |
categories do not easily quantify other minority groufsee Table1). Early attempts at identifying

minority residents gathered information on parental origins and mother tongues but were often limited

to a small sample of residents in urban casteThis was especially true for people of Hispanic descent,

who were not directly identified as an ethnic group until the U.S. Census of 1970, and then, only ina 5
percent sampling of all householéfsDespite the paucity of detailed data on marginalizexpulations,

the census records do reveal that a similar suburban movement was occurring amongst other immigrant
groups during the @urbanization Diversificationdfiod. The population of individuals who ascribed to

an Asian background, for instance, rdismem 4,533 (0.9 percent of the populatipim Montgomery County

and 4,478 (0.7 percenth Y t NA Yy OS DB ANE S&frst yed dufatstwere included as a

category in census datato 22,638 (3.9 percent) in Montgomery County and 16,211 p&rtent) in

t NAy OS iD®goNdE&aN the 1970spopulation of those who did not ascribe to being white or
blackquadrupledA y a2y i 32 YSNE /[ 2dzy (@& IsgCountyiahdthedindidatorbfythet NA y O S
increasing social diversity in the M&awgd suburbs during this era.

57U.S Census Bureau, 1960980
58 Hobbs and Stoop2002, 73
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Religious diversity also expanded in suburban Maryland during this period, resulting in a variety of
denominations constructing new places of worship. Montgomery County had a large number of Catholics,
including six newparishes that opened between 1959 and 196t 1974, the Church of Jesus Christ of

Latterday Saints completed construction of its first temple on the east coast in Kensington, which remains

GKS RSYy2YAYylF A2y Qa GFff Sad CAgoker (afge réliloud faciitaitthel G SY L
FNBF A& GKS {NR {AQJI +Chultiohdof inSlafdelt Sindi housesodwgréh® DS 2 N
in the region. Although the current temple was constructed in 1988, the worship center was established

in this area in the 1960%.

The Jewish population of the Washington, DC subaldxs notably increaseduring this periodAlthough

some restrictive covenants barred Jewish families from moving into certain suburban neighborhoods,
Jewish entrepreneursestabli©ied developmentswithout such restrictionsin the 1940s, including
FONF KFEY {® YI@&Qa L ¥Niedr gligiquiaNdracakitiementsizdich 8sihis | thb&)lh

were relatively rare until the mid950s. As restrictive doctrinegere relaxedduring the post war years,

more and more Jewish people moved to the area. By the late 1950s, the Washington suburbs became the
sixth largest Jewish community in the countwith most of the residents in Montgomery and Prince
Georg®2 & O 2(Fipiré4)5B§ 1979another50,000 Jewish individuals who once resided in DC moved
G2 a2z2yiG32YSNE YR t NA Yy OS%he DS subib$/@jlandd 2 dzf i NESE (i Y WS
population cente®* This hcrease in practitioners of Judaism resulted in synagagunstruction boom

¢ KS | NBI Q ibas#dAichidEmiinit)eSndek an& synagogue, the Montgomery Jewish Community
Center, was built in 1958. By 1965, the number of synagoguikntgomery County alee had grown

to 235

Data on other religions in the suburbs at this time is more challenging to capture, but a sample of
congregations practicing in the region include the Latvian Evangelical Lutheran Church, Estonian
Evangelical Lutheran Church, and ArmaerApostolic Church. The counties also contained several Quaker
congregations®

Age diversity also followed national trends. Maryland, the percentage of the population over 65
increased steadily between 1960 and 1980, rising from 7.3 percent of {ndatan to 9.4 percent’ Due

to this growth local leaders leveraged federal grants to develop elderly androame housing for
residents and expand public facilities, leading to a proliferation of nursing care faéfliesnerous
private enterpriseslso catered to the aging population in this area. In 1968, brothers Stewart and Robert
Bainum founded their chain of nursing care facilities called Manor Care, Inc. What started as a collection
of eight facilitieshasgrown to 171 today?® For those who pferred more independent living, several

59 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 60
60\vilcox 1995

61 Wiggins et al. 2011

62 pjehlmann 2019, 11

63 Hogle 2016

64 Virtual Jewish Library 2019

65Kelly 2015, 83, 150

66 The Association of Religious Data Archives 1980a, 1980b
87 MarylandHealth Care Community 2013
68| ongstreth 2018, &2

69 Manor Care, Inc. 1999
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retirement enclaves were founded in this area during this period, including Leisure World in 1963 and
Asbury Methodist Village in 1973.

Distribution of Greater Washington's Jewish Community in 1956

VA A A A S

éfo & ¢
A
Community

Figure4: Distribution of Jewishndividuals in Greater Washingtéh.

The increase in the population of marginalized populations in the Maryland subimbkiding African
Americans, Asian Americans, Jewish individuals, other immigrant and religised groups, and people
over 65 had an mcredible impact on the development of these areaspecially in the 1960s as real
estate-based segregatiomWswere ruled unconstitutionalThe number of housing units in Montgomery
YR t NRA Y G8untibsthardliBag Quadrupled between 1950 and 19@8gure5). Many changes
were also spurred by federal, state, and local legislation aimed to improve the housing stock tuf low
moderateincome regdents. One of the earliest social movements to create housing improvements for
marginalized populations occurred in Scotland in Potomac. Scotland was originally established just after
the Civil War as an Africaimerican enclave. In 1965, Scotland Comityubievelopment, Inc. was
founded to form a cooperative program tmild affordable housing through the use ofUnited Sates
Department of Housing and Urban DevelopmedtQ grant. The complex was completed in 1969, and
a clubhouse was added in 1976Smilarly, the site of another pos€ivil War black community
Tobytowrt was improved through a similar HdOnded initiative in 1972. What was a small cluster of
15 houses with no indoor plumbing or electricity became a thriving community with a communtsr cen

OHogle 2016
"Kelly 2015, 158160
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and playground? Some other primarily African American communitigegrticularly thosein Prince

D S 2 N.JBa® @densive growth in this period, including the communities of Lakeland, North Brentwood,
and Fairmount Height&. Glenarden,one of the largest and earliest predominately black areas of
settlement,used urban renewal funds to contrahd improveits development.

700000 250000

600000 200000

500000 @ mm Prince Qeorge S
S c Population
= 400000 150000 g mmm Montgomery County
3 £ Population
S 300000 - 100000 3 Prince George's Housing

200000 - I Units

50000 Montgomery Housing
0 - 0
1950 1960 1970 1980

FiguresY t 2 LJdzf  GA 2y | YR K2dzaAy3d ANRGUK Ay cio80R yOS DS?2

wkOAlf RS&aSaNB3IAFGA2y o083ty atz2gfe Ay az2yid3a2YSNER |
area did not seanotable increaseuntil the 1970s.Glen Echo Park, for example, wase of the earliest
communities todesegregate in 196but the change in nearby areas was slvDne of the more

successful integrated communities was Laytonia. Through the use of Federal HAdsingjstration

CHOICE program funds (Castective Home Ownership in an Improved Contemporary Environment),
developers of this planned community created 139 housing dioita mixed population base

The Jewish community algmined new access to housiitgthe suburbsFrom the first Jewisfocused

housing developmentY | & Q & LYRALFY {1liNkeyods additiaz Jeishierdlj S
communities were established in the countiéddbert Small, Fred S. Kogod and others built commercial

venues, recreationdacilities and neighborhoods that were open to all residéhtske other groups, as

GKS FNBIFQa (NIYyaLR2NIFiAz2zy &aeaidisSYy AYLNROGSR>: (KS R
increased. Between 1960 and 1980, the average distance of habitatignfater Washington, DQewish

populations increased from approximately 7 miles to 14 miégure6).”

The Jewish community also helped to increase the number of residential units farxdome individuals.
Through the use of federdlased grants and donations from local civic leaders &nfit . Qy F A . QN&R { K
facilities for lowincome individuals were constructed throughout the Washington, DC, suburbs.

"2Kelly 2015, 160

73 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 53
74 Consumer Health Foundation 2018a
75 Diehlmann 2019, 11

"6 Hogle 2016
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in Silver Springs. It opened in P9a@nd continues to grow.

Suburbanization of Washington's Jewish Community
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Figure6: Distance of the Jewish Population from the DC Center by8Year.
B.2.3.Expansion of Federal Government

B.2.3.1. National Perspective

The expansion of the federal government during Sgburbaniation Diversification Periodccurred in
both the political/legislative realm and its physical growth and extension out of the Capital. The period
spans two markedly different decades, though, in terms of the extent and magnitude of these changes.

The 19@s continued an era of government expansion that began with the New Deal. Commencing with
W2KYy Co® YSYySReQa abSg CNBYGASNE ARS2t23& Ay wmdcs
scientific, technological, economic, and social standing in thedwThe federal workforce increased by

almost 50 percent during these years, from just over 2 million in 1950 to just under 3 million if°1970.

¢tKS F2dzyRAYy3I 2F (GKS DSYSNIf {SNBAOSa ! RYAYAAUNI G
Committee ofFederal Office Space in 1962 led to the construction of new federal buildings in the 1950s

“"Homecrest House 2019
"8Hogle 2016
79 Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 2018
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and 1960$° many of which werein the Washington, DC, suburbs. Between 1960 and 1976, GSA
undertook more than 700 building projects.

While much of the population @erienced financial prosperity during this period, the segment of
Americans in poverty in the suburbs also notably increased. In 1966, 41 percent of nonwhite Americans

were below the poverty line; a sharp contrast to the 12 percent of white Americansgfafito this

category®? Female heads of household often could not work outside the home due torgzfthg duties,

and 11 million such families lived below the poverty line at this fitrteuch conditions led Presidents
YSYySReé |yR [@YR2Yy . & W2Kyazy G2 RSOfFINB I &gl NI 3
termed a Great Society. Congress enacted a number of social reform laws in the 1960s, establishing
Medicare and Medicaid in 85, and other initiatives, including food stamps, work study programs, the

head start program, and revisions to the student loan program to encourage secondary eddtation.

The federal legislative agenda also extended to housing policy. In the 1950s &0 déeralacts

expanded and revised FHA prografn®ne such expansion came through the Housing Act of 1954, which

AyOf dzZRSR LINPGA&AAR2YaE (2 &dzaARAT S dzNBly NBySslf LN
enforcement or other municipal effts and expenditures for the improvement of streets, public utilities,

LI NJaZ FYyR 2GKSNI Fl OAf AGASadE

The Housing Act of 1959 provided indirect subsidies for housing projects that specifically targeted
disadvantaged populationsinitially, those displacelly urban renewal projects, the elderly, and later, to

low- and moderateincome families 1 2 A YLINBE @S (GKS &aidl yRINR 2F fAQBAy3d
citizens®” Nursing care facilities and muffimily units were constructed in conjunction with localpiing

agencies as part of this federal program and later through the ldkdiated in 1965.

In contrast to the bom of the 1960s, the 1970s were a time of economic recession that periodically stifled

growth and development across the country. Known to eguoists as the Great Inflation, the period from

1965 to 1982 underwent a series of boeand-bust cycles, felt most acutely during the 1973 and 1979

energy crise& The tumultuous economy of the 1970s, combined with improvements in transportation,

brought almut an expanded period of decentralization of the federal government in this decade. In
another effort to curtail federal spending, the government embarked on a new way of business, creating
gKFEG 0SOFYS 1y26y & &LINR DI (Awereliuknadyoliet to theKBivB A y 3 2 ¢
sector in an attempt to streamline process€g he idea was that those who specialized in a particular

task could achieve it with less labor, funds, and time than the disparate staff of the federal government.

This practiceencouraged private development, especially in the suburbs around DC.

80 Marks 2018

81 Marks 2018

82 Marx 2017

83 Marx 2017

84 Ehrenreich1985

85 pettis et al. 2012, 57

62HUD 1974, 12

8THUD 19741416

88 Bryan 2013

89U.S. Department of State 2018
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Along with high unemployment and high inflation, the cost of housing continued to rise throughout the
MpTnd RSALIAGS GKS ySg CI ! NB 3 dzuselestatfns,a shorRdgefoid Sy o @
o0dZAt RIoftS fFYR AYy Ylye YSONER I NBI ®bacetl Witk a drisis@NS | 4 SR
affordability, many Americans found cheaper housing at greater distances from metropolitan areas,
leading to a rise in exurban defepment. This pattern was especially evident in Montgomery and Prince
DS2NHSQa O2dzyiArSaod

B.2.3.2. Maryland and the DC Suburbs

The 1960s were the beginning of a prolonged period of prosperity in Maryland that created a booming
economy. Much of this prosperity can be attributed to a significant expansion of local, state, and federal
government offices and the service industriesttdapended on them. In general, Maryland embodied a

G/ dzt GdzNB 2 F . dzNBI dzONJ Og ¢ OKIFG adziaal?2 NDRSARS Ny @ &) 2 b ¥
administration recruited new companies and corporatipegpansionof commercial and industrial

business in thetate had a direct impact on suburban aréas.

9ELI YRAYI AyG2 al NBEflIYyRQa &4dzod2Nbad Ay GKS mdbcnaz T
towers.b dzZY SNR dz& KSIF Rljdzr NISNB X Ay Of dzZRAy3 b! {! Qhe D2 RRI N
National Institutes of Health in Bethesda (1967), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in

Silver Spring (1970), the Smithsonian Museum Support Center in Suitland ¢he@7Thnsumer Product

Safety Commission in Bethesda (1972), and the Deyeent of Energy in Germantown (1977), moved to
az2yli3d2YSNE |yR t NAyOS DS2NHSQa O2dzyiASaz o6KSNB f I
worker housing was nearby.

As the government itself was physically expanding into the suburbs, Congressattspending, drawing

a greater number of public and private enterprises to the Washington, DC, suburbs. The growth of
industrial properties was particularly strong in Montgomery County, where industrial facilities, primarily
defenseindustry contractorsflourished in the 1950s and 1960s. By 1967, Montgomery County had 23
large-scale industrial facilities employing more than 100 people each, which was two times more than

other counties inthe DC metroaréL y t NAYy OS DS2NHSQa AptaBelvwaygwaS | a& | ¢
one reason light industry and distribution services proliferated in the late 1960s.

The decentralization of the federal government outside Washington, DC, also caused an exodus of
employees. In 1950, 57 percent of those employed leyfdderal government lived in the city; by 1990,
only 37 percent resided ther¥.

The new jobs created by the federal government and private industries in Montgomery and Prince
DS2NHSQ& 0 Niagdl goBitions xodtieSeNdreas and an associated iseréa consumer
spending. Housing costs, on average, more than doubled between 1950 and 1970 in both Montgomery

90 Nicolaides and Wiese 2017, electronic document
91 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 38

92Kelly 2015, 233

9 Moreau 1967, L2

%4 Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 9
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FYR t NAyOS D S&2?hsyRiGubléd agaid beyivaekh $9a0dand 1980 in Montgomery County; the
024t AYONBEAS Ay t NInotasdramatewiiag@ater thah 50 pgferit fise t S o dz

On the policy front, new social agendas improved the lives of those living below the median income in

both localities. Services such as Medicare and Medicaid, as well as policies Rkiblice/NVelfare Act and

GBI NR2dza 62N] LINRPINIYas oNRdAAKG yS¢ 2LIIR2NIdzyAdASa
area brought about by federal social programs related to housing. Despite a dramatic increase in house
value across the nation the 1970s, FHA loans and other federal programs increased the number-of low
AyO2YS K2dzaAy3a dzyAidazr SaLISOAlLfte Ay tNAyOS DS2NHS
to find housing for all area residents regardless of inc8me

B.2.4.Envirommental Movement

B.2.4.1. National Perspective

As the amount of land being stripped, regraded, and paved for roadways and suburban development
SELI YRSR Ay (KS LR&GSI NI LISNA2RZ Iy AYONBLFaAAYy3I | g1
& LJ- Ongeéged $rom many sides. By the mii@50s urban planners, architects, park advocates, civic

groups, and government officials had begun intensely debating the loss of farmland, wetlands, and
general lack of green space in both urban and suburban &fa&8IA I Y 2 K@ GS5Qa IWfepp d | NI
YIEIFTAYST a! tfly G2 {I@3S xFyAaKAYy3a | of{ & / 2°dzy (i NB &/
¢CKS FNIAOES RSGIFIATSR dltayndtegr  IOSYIBR2 O F2F A INDIGRA 2y
W2 LISy B Ldhi® fah,Mhyte put the burden of responsibility on citizens to do the right thing,
specifically calling on locally elected officials to buy and conserve open space with public funds; on
homebuyers and builders to choose what became known as clustel@pment where the conservation

of open space was a priority; and on local planning officials to loosen restrictive regulations that forced
standard lot sizes and ledensity development®

This push for open space became part of a larger environmentalement in America during the
Suburban Diversification Period. Serious environmental problems, such as air pollution, water pollution,
and evidence of wildlife destruction, emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, bringing greater attention to the
effects of uncheked growth and industrial forces on the health and wing of citizens and the natural
landscape. An early nationally known advocate in the fight against air and water pollution, Montgomery
County resident Rachel Carson railed against the harmful sftdathemicals, particularly new pesticides,

on wildlife, garnering national attention for her seminal bo8Kent Springpublished in 1962. The book

is often credited with launching the environmental movement in Amefita.

95 Sumichrast and WillmanroZ1b, E1
% Hall 1978, E1

97 evey 1978, MD 1

% Rome 2001, 122

99Whyte 1959, 88102

10Rome 2001, 120

101Rome 2001, 136

102 Hynes 1989
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The federal government creategew regulatory laws and agencies to curb negative impacts on the
environment. Among the most notable were the Clean Air Act of 1963, National Emissions Standards Act
of 1965, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the Endangered Specid9A8t afd the

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980. NEPA, in particular, changed the way many development
projects were completed across the U.S. Its basic tenets ensure the federal government considers the
environment prior to completing federal pjects.

A more focused environmental action that had national effect was the Highway Beautification Act of 1965.
Championed by Lady Bird Johnson, this legislation limited billboards and other forms of outdoor
advertising, as well as unattractive businesseg R | OGABAGASas f2y3 ! YSNRAOI Q¢
G2 YI1S &adaNBE GKIG GKS ' YSNAOF ¢S asSS FTNRY (KSas
0SI dziAFdA | YSNR Ol ¢

The environmental movement exposed many flaws in the practice of allogringte interests to put
profit above the health of the community. The failure of the free market and private developers to resolve
manysuburbanenvironmental ills led to an abundance of lanse regulations at the federal, state, and
local levels:

® X & 197 6s and 1980s saw an explosion of codes, regulations and guidelines intended
to limit the use of septic tanks; ensure the provision of open space; restrict the
development of hillsides, wetlands, and floodplains; control erosion during construction;
preserve trees in subdivisions; retain natural systems of drainage; protect wildlife; and
encourage energefficient design of houses and neighborhodéfs.

Other notable events in the national environmental movement were the energy crises of the 1970s.
Petroleum production and consumption worldwide reached antiatle high in the early 1970s. This led

to a product shortage and skyrocketing oil and gas prices, slowing new constiiclitwe. crisis raised
awareness of the need for alternative forms of transpaigat which helped spur expansions to the
Metro, new bus routes, and eventually higlacupancy toll lanes and bus rapid transit systems.

The same philosophies and driving factors behind the environmental movement brought about the
recognition of another sea of concern during this period: historic preservatidhe organized historic
preservation movement of the 1960s emerged in response to the {atgke destruction caused by rapid
suburban and urban expansion and the grand designs of Modernists inofasemnaking traditional urban
cores and corridors in this period. On the east coast, Colengahistoric sites were increasingly under
threat. The National Historic Preservation Act (NHBRAM cbc ¢ F2NX I ft AT SR GKS FSRS
commitment to protet important historic sites and building® As with NEPA, the NHPA requires that
federal agenciesonsidertheir impact on significant historic properties prior tonding decisionsin
suburban areas, the NHPA resulted in the identification of buildingdgés, historic districts, and
archaeological sitesligible forthe NRHPand redesignedroadways, new developments, schools, and
other projects to avoid impacts to importargroperties'®” The 1976 Bicentennial provided further
impetus for the historic preervation movement, amany Americans fondly reflected on their Colonial

103 EHWA 2017, electronic document
104Rome 2001, 263

105.s. Department of Energy 2011
106 stipe 1987

107 Howard 1987
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past. Communities across the country sought rehabilitation and educational projects to highlight their
history.

B.2.4.2. Maryland and the DC Suburbs

Addressing problems of pollutiog’i G KS adl dsSQa FANI YR 6l GSNBleaz al
leader in the 1950s and 1960s as it increased regulation of sewage plants and industrial waste. In 1967,
GKS al NBflyR DSYSNIf ! aaSyofeée LJI a&aaSRingafrfolldioh, § KS O3
enabling the state to set its own air quality standards and shut down factories that failed to meet these

new requirements® From 1970 to 1976, the Maryland Assembly passed numerous state laws that also
transformed the management of thevater and air conditions in the state, including the Maryland
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) enacted in 1'973hese new regulations were managed by the

Maryland Department of Natural Resources. This legislation mirrors many of the concepts presented in
NEPA and requires that stalevel actions take potential environmental impacts into account during

project desgn and implementation.

Local governments also enacted planning legislation aimed to protect the environment. In Baltimore
County, for example, planners established the UrBamal Demarcation Line in 1967. The goal was to
focus development on urban areand transportation corridors while limiting development in natural and
rural parts of the county:® As development persisted, the line was redrawn to maintain green space and
rural vistas in growing suburban areas. Closer to DC, Montgomery County alsedesaihgent
development regulations to maintain open space. Two prominent pieces of legislation, both developed
during theSuburbanization Diversification Periduhve led to the preservation of thousands of acres of
land. The establishment of the Agrittutal Reserve in 1980 protected over 93,000 acres of land, equaling
Y2NB GKIFyYy | |jdzl NI SN 2F tiSe®ralGénimypdlieidd and easemEntprogranis2 G | f
have been enacted in the reserve to ensure limitations on development and the fiortexf important

vistas. A second landmark initiative in the county was the establishment of strict traffic mitigation policies.
Planners can require developers to put in place measures to limit impacts on the environment, such as
developing carpoolingrmpgrams or requesting subsidies for mass traHsit.

¢tKS RS@OSt2LIYSYyld 0622Y 2F GKS wmppna YR mdcna Ay a:
additional environmental problems that local governments struggled to resolve. One of the main
environmentalissues was water quality, as overloaded sewage treatment plants and poor septic tank
planning left area waterways polluted and existing government services overburdened. The cost of
building new sewerage systems and water treatment facilities was highitdeggleral subsidies. The

problem was so pronounced that Montgomery County put a moratorium on the construction of new
subdivisions in the early 1970s because of a lack of adequate sewage c&@phgty.local agencies such

as the Washington Suburban Sanjt Commission (WSSC) aided in the process of developing new systems

but the pronounced problem persisted for years. Through these efforts, environmental conditions,

108 Callcott 1985, 271

109 callcott 1985, 273

110 galtimore County 2016

1 Harrigan ad von Hoffman 2002, 2
12 Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 4
13 Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 62
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notably improved by 1980.

Beyond the natural environment, Marylanders also took a greater interest in their cultural environment
in this period. The movement to preserve and protect historic properties had strong roots in the state of
Maryland,and in 1961, the state became the first in the country to create a department, the Maryland
Historical Trust, dedicated to recording important historic buildings and sites. This agency became the
official State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) aftep#ssage of the NHPA in 1966. The 1970s also
saw increased government support for the creation of museums, concert halls, and art galleries as
Marylanders sought avenues for cultural expression.

Ly a2yid32YSNE YR tNAYOS DSIaNIRBXIat 2@G5dry (1AKSS > & (i 2008
protocols by establishing their own preservation programs. Montgomery County establishelldstar

Plan for Historic Preservatiom 1979 and enacted a Historic Preservation Ordinance to provide tools to

help protect R LINBASNIS KAAUG2NRO NBaA2dZNDODS&ad Ly t NARyOS D
FYR GKS | AaG2NARO t NBaSNBFGA2Yy [/ 2YYA&aaArzy KSEL L
enacted in 1981°

B.2.5.Local and Regional Planning

B.2.5.1. Nabnal Perspective

The explosion of suburban development after World War 1l brought about significant changes in local and
regional planning across the nation. Recognizing the need for-tan@e guidance to help smaller

localities, thenon-profit Urban Land Institute (ULI) was founded in this era to help promote good planning
practices across the country. Based on the success of their urban planning models, a number of influential
O2YYdzyAlleé o0dzAif RSNE Sail of ankiKaStRe UlLIKNS1944 %vith Yheézgoalio® . dzA f
Gl RRNBaaAy3a GKS AaadzSa GKFG ! onsdIWarkhsub@ian Buisliag ¢ 2 dzf R
0 2 2 ¥o®he group published the first edition of t@mmunity Builders Handbowk1947 with revised

editions bllowing in 1954, 1960, and 1968. Design and land planning professionals promoted the
O2YYdzyAil& o0dzAf RSNEQ | LIINRBFOK G2 RS@St2LIYSyd Ay GK
problems of suburban sprad” The ULICommunity Builderglandbook ame at a critical time as

suburban growth during this period was unparalleled. The ULI estimated that more than 90 percent of

new urbanl NS 3INRgIGK 0Si6SSy wmppn FYR wmpecn 200dzNNBR
YSGNRLREAGIY I NBithaéred foil ffadring duillafdé in’sibérhai afehs near growing

cities.118

Other suburban ills included traffic congestion, polluted air, and indebtedness brought on by the cost of
new schools. Urban planning studies in the 1960s increasingly blamed thificissgy of tax revenue
generated by the abundance of ledensity residential development to address such issues, particularly

14 callcott 1985, 303

5t NAyOS DS2NHSQa /2dzyde 1 Aad2NRO t NBASNWIGA2y tNRANIY HAany
16yLI 2011

7Ejchler and Kaplan 1967

18yYLI 1968, 99
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in exurban areas of each courity As a result, localities began to advocate for governmedtplanning
strategies that concenated growth in areas where government services could be expanded to support
such development. They also looked to diversify land uses in these areas, ingladdagng commercial

and industrial zoning, to generate additional tax income.

While many locadnd regional planning initiatives during this time focused on managing suburban sprawl,
many tenets addressed traditional planning concerns, including the development of new local roadways,
establishment of schools and other community buildings, insialtabf sidewalks and lighting, and
improvement of suburban utilities. The postwar population boom also led to an increased interest in
NEONBIGA2Y FFrOAfAGASAE G GKS 201t tS@St la aidz2es
swimming poolsand skating rinks and employed recreational directors to organize basketball and softball
f S| 3@Scasmction of services and amenities to accommodate a growing population often left local
governments millions of dollars in debt as they attempted tegkep with demand?! The financial strain

of the suburbs on local government led to an increased understanding of tax revenues generated by
specific types of development and how localities could implement planning and zoning regulations to
remain financiajl stable.

B.2.5.2. Maryland and the DC Suburbs

The use of coordinated planning principles and zoning regulations to curtail the worst offenses of
suburban sprawl was an accepted role of government by the late 1950s. In 1959, the Maryland State
Planning B LI NI YSy &G ¢ a SadlofAadaKSR G2 3JIdzARS RS@GSt 2L
Y2RSNY AT I G A 2tenteth 2eftunii eScongtiu®ion of highways, strengthening of public
education, healthcare, environmental programs, and increased regional maludevelopment? In

addition to this state planning agency, regional and local planning departments obtained greater control

over the function of governmertperated community services and facilities as well as greater legal

control over the types of sulsban development occurring within their boundaries throughout the

Suburban Diversification Period.

4 aK2YS NYz S¢ SyidaAaidiasSaz 201t LRftAGAOA aKIFLSR S
planning matters like sewer, water, parks, amdrisportation systemsAlthough various overarching

LX I yyAy3 STFF2Nla KIR 0SSy akKlFILAyYy3a RSGSt2LIVSyd Ay
late 1920s, the resulting work often looked at specific components or limited geographic spaces within

the region. By the early 1960s, government officials began consolidating efforts to produce broader and
more encompassing planning documents to guide all types of development, including transportation, and

the built and natural environments, within metroptaln areas. In 1961, thslational Capital Planning
CommissionNCPZ G KS FSRSNIf 3F2FSNYyYSyidQa OSYyidNrft LI I yyA
concentrating higkdensity growth along six corridorsZ¥0, U.S. 50, and MD 5 in Maryland6l in

Virginig and 195 in both states), reserving open space in the wedges between for preservation as
FINNEFIYRI 622R&aX 2NJ daoAf RSNYySaaoé

119Bredemeier 1974, Al

120 callcott 1985, 267

121.S. Department of Education 1995

122 callcott 1985, 179; Gournary and Corbin Sies 2002, 40
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One of the most influential planning bodies guiding the development of these two counties is the
MarylandNational Capital Parkna Planning Commission (MCPPC). The commission was formed in

1927 and helped create a unified planning approach to suburban development and conservation in
az2yi3d2YSNE YR tNAYyOS DS2NHSQa O2dzyiAiSad ¢KS O2°
important. At the time, Mb / t t / | dziK2NA RSAONAOGSR (KS wmdopcn DSySI
which includes the development of planning area and watershed plans, the acquisition and development

of park areas, the design of transportation facilities, and #dearch for new plan effectuation

Y S a dfRBha guide brought many modern urban formstb@ suburbsand embraced progressive

planning policies that sought to guide development in the region through the year 1999.

The 1964 plan embodied many of the I@aglplanning policies of the time, reflectingh/ t t / Q& SY 06 NI O
of progressive ideas promoted by organizations like the ULI, but it did not please local residents. Soon

after its publication, Montgomery County residents elected a slate ofdeneelopment andidates to

County Council who pushed back against growth restricigfis2 YS t NAy OS DS2NASQa / 2d
LJdza KSR ol 01 F3FAyald GKS aNBR (FLIS¢ 2F T 2yAy3a NB3Id:
more committed to maintaining theoning strategies outlined in the General Plan.

Partially in response to the MICPPC plan, the two counties passed additional legislation helped to guide
FNBF LXFYYAYy3dd Ly mMpecTI 020K az2ylid2YSNE YR t NAYy(
examiner to rule on zoning cases. Prior to this time, zoning cases were heard directly by elected officials

who were, at times, under political pressure to render a particular deciéianNA y OS DS2NHSQa L
ONBI SR (4KS t NAyOS DS2NHSQa /2dzyié tftlyyAay3a .2 NR
in the late 19608 zoning that is still being implemented today to guide suburban growth.

Additional Montgomery County legisian that aided fair planning included the Adequate Public Facility
Ordinance of 1973 and the establishment of the Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) program in
1974. The MPDU program was one of the first in the nation to create inclusionary zonatiggsdy
requiring subdivision plans, site plan, and building permit applications associated with the construction of
50 or more residential units to include a minimum of 15 percent MPDUs in the.fdDse of the first
developers to announce complianceithvthe measure was Kettler Brothers, Ingvho planned to
O2yaidNHzOUG Y2NB (GKIFYy Hwnn GY2RSNI (iSte& LINKOSR: (26YF
houses had been constructed under the law in Damascus, Gaithersburg, Darnestown, and Bethesda. More
than 600 people competed through a lottery system to purchase 12 such townhouses for sale in a
development known as Bethesda Court in March 197Blodified slightly since 1974, the law continues

to shape new residential developments to the present day.

Plnning laws at this time on the local level sought to not only monitor development, but also to help plan
areas where development was prohibited. One notable side effect of suburban sprawl and unchecked
growth, as seen on a national level and in the DQghd) included the loss of farmland and open space.

In Maryland, 50,000 acres of farmland succumbed to suburban development each year between 1959 and

123M-NCPPC 1964, 4

124Kelly 2012

125Harrigan and von Hoffman 2002, 22
126Bonner1973 A24

127Hall1978, E1
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19641229 F¥F2NI a (2 NBGIAY a2YS 2F GKS adGrasSQa vy GdzNI ¢
GROBSNY2N ¢ 65S3aQ FTRYAYAA(GNI GA2y AyOtdzZRSR | aAail ot
of state parks grew from 17 to 34 and the land within them from 17,000 to 38,000 &efd&e Maryland
Open Space Program, a state grant fund, and lod#times put in place by the MICPPC, Montgomery
/| 2dzy e YR t NAYyOS DS2NHSQa [/ 2dzyteé SyadiNB GKFG N
open space.

128 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 38
129 Callcott 1985, 182
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C.DEVEOPMENT PATTERNSTINE SUBURBS

Social, economic, environmental, and transportation trends all had a physical effect on suburban
development. By the 1960s, nearly all functional elements of the historic urban core were present in
the suburbs including re&lential enclaves, community facilities to cater to the growing population,
new commercial centers for shopping and other household needs, offices and industrial complexes to
provide employment, and a host of recreational and leisure activities to prorfastély unity and

offer ways to escape the daily grind. Each of these physical developments saw their impetus in federal
legislation, regional planning, and developer needs.

In addition, suburban architecture was influenced by trends at the national arad level as well as

new standards and guidelines of FHA and industry organizations like the WNi&&mohl Association

of Home BuildersNAHB. These organizations advocated for new types of planning and zoning
regulations to comply with new housing laywpreserve more green space and historic buildings, and
maximize access to transportation routes, all while providing development projects with greater
financial stability. Professional planning organizations also affected suburban growth and
development,ncluding the American Society of Planning Officials and American Institute of Planners
who merged in 1978 to form the American Planning Association (APA). The emergence of groups such
as these, combined with new legislation and building practices, btoaghut a change in the
ideology of development. Thisectionbuilds on the national, state, and local events outlined in
Section B to highlight specific trends in suburban development during Sburbanization
Diversification Period

C.1. Residential Development

The defining principle of residential subdivision development in the iidate-twentieth century
wasaconceptknown & G KS Gy SAIKOo2NK22R dzyAlddé ! YSNROI y LI
LINEY20GSR GKS ySAIKO2NK22R dzy Al AVE AFKSS ORQrHYIday AlGyEF
residential neighborhood ide&t® Perry advocated for the central placement of a tipurpose,

walkable school building to be used as a community center after school hours; for locating commercial
resources at the perimeter or main entrance to discourage-toaal traffic; for dedicating land to

parks and open space; and for establishéngierarchy of peripheral arterial roadways and interior
curvilinear streetsKigure7).:3* Several communities of the 1930s and 1940s were developsddia

on Perry's concept, including Greenbelt, Marylafidzormally endorsed by the FHA in the 1940s, the
neighborhood unit influenced residential design throughout the latter half of the twentieth century.

1 f §K2dAK t SNNE Q& y S A 3-fdilg ddliingsFhis exyphadis oh IROBNIBRGIR Y dzf
and financial welb SAy3 aAyad2NBR waAO08 (KS Kz2y23aSySade |y
NB & A RS VKiSy® 02 YOAY SR 6AGK aaSYote fAYS LINAYOALX S

130) awhorn 2009112
131) awhorn 200, 114
132Kl 1999, a3

133] awhorn 2009123
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profitabletool for real estate investors, home financing groups, and builders and was repeated on an

industrial scale across the country.

*
— ] —
i %

Figure7: The Neighborhoodnit asdefined by the ULI in 1968: 1) Neighborhobdsnded bymajor
streets; 2) Neighborhoods bounded by planning elements; 3) Neighborhoods bounded by natural
features; 4) Neighborhoods bounded by artificial featdfes.

2 KAES t SNNEQa

Yy S A 3 ke pranbidC rcaidkfor deyideritial NaBetoprient SuRing th&

Suburbanization Diversification Perjoadvances in transportation, demographic shifts, and federal
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sochlly homogenous areas became diversified in the wake of FHA regulations and Civil Rights reforms
that provided new financing options and banned housing discriminaiaju(e8).
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To meet the needs of a growing, diverse, suburban population, lamargments and planning
organizations encouraged developments with mixed housing types. Initially created under a new
zoning classification, the planned residential community (PRC), these developments could include a

mix of singleand multifamily dwellirgs, including rental units, within the same subdivision. Although

they were overwhelmingly residential in character, some developments incorporated commercial

LINR LISNIASas GeLAoOrtte | avrff &a4dNAL YIFEf RS&ASZ
community facilities like neighborhood parks and schools.

135The Washington Po4971, D8
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Following the open space and environmental movements of the 1960s, greater attention was given
to cluster development and the conservation of natural areas. Cluster development was promoted in
the 1964 M-NCPPC plan as a way to provide adequate housing while assuring a greener and more
bucolic environment for residents. In this design, Hieed streets were the sites of grouped
dwellings nestled within expanses of natural arelegre9). While the homes were, on average,
closer than their historic counterparts that utilized a standardized lot size, the proximities seemed
more distant due to thenclusion of visual barriers such as trees and waterways. Many of these
neighborhoods also included parks, recreational spaces, and humaale water features like lakes

and ponds. Through both of these design protocols, environmental features providegite riesm

the surrounding landscape of sprawl, and community developers recognized open space as an
additional amenity that could be promoted as part of their neighborhood experience.

CLUSTER 1 CURVILINEAR ~

FiguredY 5 S I A possbe subdivisidhB@th ninefy2 dzNJ £ 2 G A X¢é aK2gAy3a Of dzi(
development compared to traditional patterns of residential development as promoted in
M-b/ tt/ Qdan¥dpcn LI

During the Suburban Diversification Period, the DCusdub experienced a boom in apartment
construction. In 1960, there were 6,841 apartment units started in the Washington, DC, suburbs. By
1963, that number had increased to 19,686, following a national trend. The 1960s apartment boom
contributed 50,000 garde apartment units to Prince George's County, accounting for nearly 50
percent of the county's total housing supply. As early as 1965, the Prince George's County Planning

136\-NCPP@964 83
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Board was rejecting new zoning requests for garden apartments in the Forestvill&®dred 968,
permits for new apartments in Montgomery County, outnumbered those for sifagtély houses.

As housing construction continued into the 1960s, available land in the immediate vicinity of the
District of Columbia grew scarce, but demand forwsblan living remained high. House prices in
existing suburban neighborhoods increased, and new sifiaghily housing was gradually pushed
farther from the District line. Many people wanted the convenience of suburban living but did not
want to care for a buse and large lawn. Others could not afford the down payment necessary to
secure a home loan. An increase in rereiged populationprimarily people in their early twenties

and late fifties, created additional demand for apartment housing. Not only wes population
already accustomed to suburban living, laathis time,these groupdrequently had higher incomes

and more money to spend on housing than previous generatimhat the same points in their lives

Searching for revenue, local governmentorked with developers to encourage more higgnsity
development, and these policies began to make a difference. In, Z86@ercent of the housing stock

Ay a2z2yi3d2YSNE FyR t NAyOS DS2NH&y hodesdAgparinéra 02 Y LJ
units accounted for 15 percent, and the remaining 7 percent were townhouses, duplexes,-or two

family dwellings3 By 1980, the overall percentage of sinégenily houses decreased to just over 60

percent, while the number of apartments and other mdtimily dwellings increased to comprise

almost 40 percent of the housing stock.

During the 1970s, condominium conversions became a slowly growing trend as -lweould
homeowners were priced out of singlamily houses close to Washington. The difference between
apartmSy iax O2yR2YAYyAdzraz FyR O022LSNrdA@Sa Aa | tS3
an apartment building is composed of rental units owned by a single entity, whereas condominiums
consist of residential units owned by a variety of individudis then share ownership of all common

FNBF& FYR YIFIAYOGFAYy GKS LINRPLISNIE& Fa 3INPzZJ (& LA
cooperative, residents purchase a share of property, with the right to live in one of the units.

In 1963, Governor Tawes sighiegislation permitting the development of condominiums throughout
Maryland®*6 dziT G KS FANEG O2yR2YAYyAdzY LINRP2SOG Ay al NEBf I
completed until 19684° Condominium development soon picked up speed, with developers agplyi

the concept to new townhouses, garden apartments, and figh elevator apartments and

converting existing properties to an ownership model. As affordable rental units dwindled,
Montgomery County instituted restrictions on the conversion of apartmente condominiums.

Prince George's officials, however, encouraged condominium conversion, hoping to build a stronger

and more stable tax basé*

As density increased, houses once at the edge of the city became surrounded by it. Those not
dependent on cityservices took advantage of their mobility to move out beyond the landscape of

137The Washington Po41965, F1

138 Gournay and Corbin Sies 2002, 56
139The Washington P0o41963, D14
140willmann 1968, D1
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ALINI gf® .8 (GKS moptna GFrNASGe gla 6SO2YAy3a | ySs
of Washington and Baltimore, the very rich built homes that rivaled the 192@sesstand close in,

southeast of the cities, the poor were taking up the modest housing of the 1940s that was growing

2 f R® Ik pattern was identified by regional plannersirbM t t / Qa4 wMdcn DSYSNI £t f
noted a rise in largéot residential SURA A aA 2y a O2y aAaidAym@Emigdwellinga G G S¢
2y a2y S 2N Y2 MNSPPC 6oB highér comckrratians of such developments in the

Potomac, Upper Rock Creek, and Upper Northwest Branch areas of Montgomery County and the
Moyaonesection of Prince George's Coufdy.

With the rising cost of land and construction in urbanized areas, more development appeared at
INBIFGSN) RAaGrFyOSa FNRY OAlGe OSYdSNaBRT GdKSasS LX I OS
GSEdzND Iy RSOSt 2 sI¥afyds 495%tb descdad S8lderitial enclaves beyond the
suburban fringe, up to the limits of commuting distance, set amid rural pastoral landstapbsse

areas are located near large cities but have population densities more like nearby ruralTdregs.

are largely residential, with fewer commercial areas than traditional subtb3hey are often
separated from suburban areas by undeveloped rural land. Partially due to easier access hy the
growing number of regional highways, exurban communitie&nrerica grew at a faster rate than all
other areas between 1960 and 1985, increasing by more than 17 million pEbpleese areas were
occupied by two types of exurbanites: the wealthy seeking a-seral lifestyle away from the city,

and moderateincomehomeowners priced out of suburban areas closer to the city.

Less common than other forms of sinddamily or multifamily housing, mobile homparks became

an affordable housing option in underdeveloped and exurban areas. Although mobile fenike
expanded across the nation in the decades after World War Il, they saw limited growth in the
Washington, DC, suburbs due to restrictive zoning regulatindsaanegative stigmadowever, some
Marylandmobile homepark managers fought this bias by offering amenities, like pools, community
centers, picnic areas, and other communal spaces, similar to apartment complexes.

C2. Mixed-Use and New Town Development

Amixedused development contairen array of functional uses within a larger property as the result

of a master plan. It attempts to provide housing, employment, shopping, and recreation all within a

walkable community, wherein residential units are lochteear community services and commerce.

lf 0K2dZAK (K& SENNVEAAGNVAEBRE NBOSyidte O2AySR LIKNIas .
and application reflect organic growth common before the widespread use of the automobile and

restrictive zoning.n the 1960s and 1970s, planning professionals reframed this historic pattern of
development into a movement against singise zoning and suburban homogeneity.

{2YS RSOSt2LINB RO20FGSR F2NJ I afA3aKif &EABARETASR
better known as new town developments. The new town concept looked to the Garden City
movement of the 1930s, advocating for more inclusive communities that would provide all the

142 Callcott 1985, 68
143M-NCPPC 19641

144 Nelson and Dueker 1990, €23
145Berube et al. 2006, 2

146 Nelson and Dueker 1990, 93
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necessary components of a city in their isolated, lesgale developmets. New town developments
sought to address social and demographic issues that sometimes plagued suburban communities.
Despite federal, state, and local legislation that addressed racial, economic, anelatgel biases in
housing, both intentional andnintentional segregation often occurred in the suburbs due to home
prices, availability of amenities, and types of nearby employment. By creating a diverse dwelling stock
in a walkable community, mixease and new towns provided a way to blend inhabitaoftslifferent
races/ethnicities, unique family compositions, disparate incomes, and varying access to consumer
goods, such as personal automobiles.

New town developments alseflectedthe environmental movement, using various techniques to
protect ecosystems and create recreational areas for resideintdudingclustering buildings to
preserve open space, constructing mixed residential types and ruigedroperties, and retaining

the natural topography of the site to avoid mass environmental degradation. The latter often allowed
designers to include curvilinear trails, pocket parks, and other efforts to provide natural amenities.

In the early 1960s, James W. Rouse purchased morel#h®00 acres in Howard County for a new

town development he called Columbia. Rouse, a Maryland native, sought to a solution to the problems
KS 6AGySaasSR Ay GKS . FfGdAY2NB | yR 5/ &dzodzNbas LIN
of America to chnge course away from needless waste of the land, sprawl, disorder, congestion, and
mounting taxes to a direction of order, beauty, financial stability, and sincere concern for the growth

2 T LIS¥ Iplédrg fiis community, he engaged an assortmemtrofessionals he dubbed the
G22NJ] DNRdzZL¥E FNRY (GKS FASEtRa 2F I NOKAGS®Gdz2NB =
Columbia was composed of 10 villages arranged around a town center. Each village contained a village
center accompanied by residentiaeighborhoods containing a mix of housing types catering to
various income levels. Village centers contained schools, shopping, and community space for the
surrounding neighborhoods. Shopping was hidden from the street, a stark contrast to traditional
stburban retail corridors. The largest village center, Town Center, included an enclosed mall and office
buildings. Educational, commercial, and recreational facilities were arranged along curvilinear streets
with old-growth trees, public art, and signage sbape a distinct sense of plat® Construction in
Columbia began in 1966 and opened to residents in 2%¥6The last village in Columbia was
completed in 1990, and today the town boasts a population of over 100,000 pdeigle€10).1%*

a2yli32YSNER /2dzyieQa FANRIG ySg G286y RSOSt2LIVSyi
Brothers, Inc., in the mid960s. The development included more than 1,700 s@fkland north of

Gaithersburg®2 Relying upon the 1964 M/ t t / DSYSN} t tftty OFftfAy3a T2
$SR3ISa YR O2NNAR2NE O2yOSLJiz¢ GKS YSGOfSNI . NRG
NRdz2Kf & onZnnn LIS2 LX rBhes reckedtiainal @éntiérs, médiaD 6ffRes faad>a O K dz
AK2LIAY 3T OSYiUSNE oKAES NBaAaSNBAyYy3a ¥SENI e 2yS GKAL
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FigurelQ: Theoriginal model for Columbia (top) and an aerial image of Columi#aig!s
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LY tNAyOS DS2NHSQa /2dzyyiez 2yS 2F GKS SIFNIAS
| SNAKS 'y R al NDAusg higiR&ya SHB QAINFREOR y2¢6 1y26
| Sy (5SDifigring from other new town projects, the BlumbedgNR § KSNBR Q LJX I ya OS
buildings designed for the federal government and did not include any siagidy houses. Rather,

the project proposed several higise apartment buildings, underground parking and shopping areas,

a theater, an ice nk, a sculptural garden, a cultural center, and a pedestrian fidesigned by
architect Edward Durell Stone, with the first improvements made in 1962, only a small portion of this
mixeduse complex was ultimately constructed as planned, in part becdube amount of negative

press given to the height of the proposed higbe towers!s” Although four towers, each 295 feet tall,

were approved by the local planning commission, these buildirege not builts8

C3. Community Development

To accompany the dmatic growth of residential properties during this period, fire and police
stations, libraries, schools, hospitals, and other types of community buildings were constructed in
suburban areas to cater to the growing populations. Many such public faciliges supported by

GKS t20Ft GFE o6lFaS®d a{dzodz2NblFyAiGSa YFRS I RANBOI
NAIKG G2 F LI NIOAOdz F NJ ljdzt t Ade 2F tAFST RSt AOBSNB
While most community facilitiesvere funded by the local municipality, developers occasionally
contributed to their creatios through dedicated funding, donation of land, or commitment of

services. In Montgomery County, for example, some developers were asked to provide public
amenities such as pools, community halls, libraries, and parks in exchange for zoning variances to
build at increased densitie&

Worship facilities also followed their congregations to the suburbs. Some of the first community
buildings to be constructed in theiburbs during the 1960s were associated with worship. The large

number of religious groups in the counties resulted in an abundance of facilities. In 1980, 43.5 percent

2T a2y U032YSNE /2dzydeQa LRLMzZIFdA2y | RKSNBR G2 2
Catholicism was the most popular, comprising 134,000 residents and 30 congregations. The next
closest was Methodist with 38,000 worshippers divided among 63 active congregations. In
comparison, there were 13 Jewish congregations with 7,500 practitsdfrer

LY tNAYyOS DS2NBSQa /2dzydészr RSALIAGS || KAIKSNI LR L
that they adhered to a particular religion in 1989While fewer people had a religious adherence,
the total quantity of religious affiliations in th@anty was higher than Montgomery, with 45 religions
NBELINSASYGSR o6& OGA@®S O2yaNBILGAZ2Yyad /FGK2t A0AaA
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religion, with 132,000 people in 36 congregations stating adherence. The next most populous was
Methodist with 27,000 practitioners in 47 congregatiotisThe quantity of congregations and the

number of practitioners suggests Catholic churches and associated facilities were much larger than
GK2aS 2F 20KSNJ RSy2YAylLGA2ya Ay RB@Egil)IWNESaEE YR t |
earlier churches were located in the nucleus of residential areas, these new churches were located on

the periphery of residentiadreas where more space for parking and facilities was available. They

often provided both a physical and ideological buffer between homes and commercial centers.

Figurell: St. Edward the Confessor Catholic Church in Bowpeawling facility built in 1972 to
accommodate increasing numbers of Catholics in the DC susurbs

hiKSNJ SINI & O2YYdzyAdeé odzif RAYy3& A Babyabodtders, I Yy RQa &
newcomers moving to Maryland, and other factors resulted in an irseref30,000 students entering

public schools each year from 1959 through the early 1970s, a number equivalent to needing 20 new

large schools per yedf Most of these new schools were located within or directly adjacent to

planned suburbameighborhoods to minimize travel times for students and teachers. The surge in
schooll 3S OKAf RNBY Ay az2yidi3d2YSNE IyR t NAyOS DS2NHSQa
into the 1980s. During this decline, shifting patterns of enrollment compoundey M@ A LJ- £ A G A S& Q
difficulty in providing adequate facilities in fagtowing areas, as many older and smaller
neighborhood schools were closed to reduce co$tsAs a result, children were bused greater

distances to fill vacancies and meet legal integratatios.

The burgeoning population also amplified need for additional community services, such as libraries,

Ydzy AOA LI f 2FFAO0SEAI FyR O2dzNIK2dzaSad t NAyOS DS2NHS
@2f dzy i SSNA | YR Sy H-OE®Bengy Repdrting Systeman 1973, KeBuliing dp the

creation of additional safety facilitié& These new community safety services, including fire, rescue,

and police stations, were located near, but often not within, residential subdivisions and along

164 ARDA 1980b

1655t Edwards the Confessor 2018

166 Callcott 1985, 178

167 Baker 1974, C1

68t NAyOS DS2NBHSQa /2dzy i 8I1LANB | yR wSaddzS hLISNI GAz2ya

G10



primary roadways. This position provided the greatest access to area inhabitantdimlftileg their
exposure to sirens and other noise affiliated with these services.

Community services extended to hospitals and other health care facilities as well.tAé pandon

W2 KyazyQa 2 andMetligaretfop sg@aslndd Medicaid for the poting availability of

health care for more Americans resulted in a dramatic increase in the number and size of suburban
health care facilities. The National Bureau obritomic Research estimadghat the introduction of

these bills resulted in a 23 percent increase in total hospital construction expenditures between 1965
and 1970. The expenditure increased another 20 percent in the next two detddédsese new
programs &o increased the availability of funding for building specialized health facilities apart from
hospitals, such as rehabilitation centers and nursing care faciliti@hese new accommodations
were often clustered in the suburbs near growing populationsrmitwithin residential areas.

C.4. Commercial Development

As the population rose in the Suburban Diversification Period, so did income levels. The median
household income in 1960, for both suburban and urban Americans, was around $9,241. By 1980,

there was a dramatic difference in income levels between urban and suburban households. Urban
households earned, on average, $14,967 per year in 1980; their suburban counterparts earned an
average of $20,158! At the same time, the average number of peoptr household supported by

this income decreased by almost 20 percent, from 3.3 td*2 Breater buying power, the increased

availability of consumer goods through transportation improvements and mass production, and
advertisement®n television and in mgazinesLJdza KSR ! YSNA O yaQ RS&ANB F2N
highs, leading to a proliferation of commercial enterprises.

To satisfy increased demand and improve profitability of both residential and commercial
developmentsdesignated retail space was meooften incorporated into new planned developments.

In accordance with the neighborhood unit, commercial businesses were located along primary
roadways and residences were on nearby secondary streets. Commercial developments were often

key components to@ddress the new challenges faced by suburban communities in need of funding to
support good schools, libraries, and emergency services, and other amenities. To help raise capital,
adzodzNDb Iy f20FfAGASa 2FGSy SYLXpdauéRbusinedsesOdull 1 2y S
be clustered to raise tax revenue. One of the most prominent targets for these fiscal zones were
department stores and early big box retailers, which could satisfy community commercial needs and

be a boon for local tax coffets!

One ofthe most influential events affecting commercial development was a 1954 change to the
Internal Revenue Code regarding depreciation for income producing properties on previously
dzy RS@Sf 2 LISRZ 2 NJ & I NB §eaF dtrSighine deprdcizcatioe cddg allawed R 2 F

169 Nesviskyn.d.

1OMausolf 201215

171 Herbster 1983

172gymicrast and Willman 1971a, C1; Herbster 1983
173 Nicolaides and Wiese 2017
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amounted to a subsidy for new commercial properties, encouraging developers to locate projects

beyond the edges of existing growth, ratithan finding sites within existing populated areas. As tax

benefits leveled off, developers would sell their properties after seven years to construct new

buildings beyond the latest edges of growth. This cycle continued until the tax code was ravised i

MpycX f2y3 I FUGSNI GKS tFyRaAaOFILIS 2 (KS aO2YYSNDALI

Local zoning practices and the federal tax code combined to fuel the development of what became
1ly26y a aSR3IS OAGASad 2N aSR3IAS yyanRShkadyés, thesedza G S NB R
developments emerged in the 1970s and early 1980s as places with at least 600,000 or more square

feet of retail space for leasé Expanding with supeNBE 3 A 2y [ f &aK2 LAy 3 Yl ffta |yR
220a 0(KIy 0SRNER2 YREIEuincorpomied ayeasRvBeaie the 2ostho&and was low

and zoning permitted loveost sprawling buildings with oversized parking létdlothing like the city

OSYiSNE SR3IS y2RS& fFO1SR LISRSAGNALFY Ay TMNI &dNUzOG d
GKS STFSOGADS LINRPQGAAAZY 2F Llzof A O dDespite thiséli = & S
access issues, the use of such commercial nodes at transit intersections continued.

As growing national and regional corporations gained a greateenstahding of general marketing

principals, many companies established branding that extended beyond their logo to the buildings

they occupied and all physical products associated with their brand. This practice, known as place
productpackaging, emergedithe first half of the twentieth century, but became commonplace in

the postwar period. Plaeproductpackaging involved standardization of buildings, landscapes,

services, and products to promote a consistent experience across different locations.|&aelnte

2F || O2yadzySNNRa SELISNASYOS o6SOFYS LINIL 2F | RA&GA)
shapes, and even food wrappers combined to promote a brand and assure the customer of the same
experience at every location along the highw#&y.

The practice was particularly effective for corporate buildings. Chain companies outcompeted small

local businesses, creating consistent corporate designs and logos to provide a sense of familiarity and
comfort. Using the same form, massing, and generallaitout, this practice resulted in buildings that

were easy to construct, as many of the materials were prefabricated offsite, and created a sense of
familiarity on the American landscap®Standardized building plans emerged in gas stations, lodging

fact AGASAY OKFAY NB&aGlIdzNIydaz | yR NXEnownekam@gel 2 NEa @ a
even extended to their branding to their food wrappers, which portrayed a consistent theme that

mirrored their architecture and signagEigurel?2).

Accelerated depreciation also brought about physical changes in commercial architecture. The tax
code led to the construction of many buildings that were designed to be replaced, using materials and
methods not intended to last much beyond seven years.ifi@entives encouraged the construction

of new buildings and disinvestment in the old. As a result, a boom in the private development of

15 Hayden 2003, 16263

176 Hayden 2003, 15455

1" Hayden 2003, 155, 173; Nelson and Dueker 1990, 94
18 Hayden 2003, 175

179 3akle and Sculle 1994, c1®

180Jakle and Sculle 1994, 18
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shopping malls, commercial strips, gas stations,-flastl restaurants, motels, supermarkets, and
other commercial veneis changed the suburban landscape.

postlsysh Try the McDonald's <z 4z 4t 4z %=
Coca-Cola
10° & 15° AR ARAFEDIAAM

MRk RIVIENIVAN

3-COURSE MEAL

Hamburger 2 C
French Fries and
-,

Coffee . . 10*

Milk Shake...

Above: Three panels from Capital Beitway roadmap showing locations of all McDomald's Orive-in Restauramts in
suburban Maryland and Virginia--Distributed by McDonald's az & public service. ©1965 A. Moen & Co., Baltimore, MD:
Kummeriowe Arthive

Figurel2y a O5 2 ¢ frofnR ©&5 Qapital Beltway Mayhich highlighted the locations of area
restaurants!®! Note the placeproductpackaging reflected in the connection of the architectuare t
the food wrappers.

As the economy strengthened and the quantity of stores increased, many families came to see
shopping as an activity rather than as a necessity. Improvements in product development brought
decreased prices, encouraging purchases beybadsehold needs. Moreover, changing family
dynamics, such as the increase in females entering the workforce, brought about a desire for
expedited shopping experiences. These factors drove demand for new consumer outlets, notably the
shopping center, manyfavhich were anchored by department stores.

Shopping centers were one of the earliest commercial property types to emertiee inuburbs

{K2LIWA Y3 OSYyiGSNABR ¢oSNBE 2NAIAYyLEfte YFENJSGSR Fa | &
shopping, culturall OG A @A G & X |y R #23RQ Jadlopted xhy Bathblhathé as2 néabhy
residential communities, thus creating both a geographic closeness and a perceived common identity

with nearby residents to encourage patronage. Restaurant development during thrésgiew in

popularity as the desire for eating out increased. More women were employed outside of the
household, which distinctly changed the daily pattern of home life, and families were engaged in more
extracurricular activities that resulted in less tiraehome to prepare meals. Concurrently, families

took more vacations, and the traveling public sought fast meals on the go.

Other commercial venues that proliferated during this period were banks, hotels/motels, and auto
related industries like gas andrs&e stations and auto dealerships. Like shopping centers, most of
these businesses were located along primary transportation routes for ease of access and increased
visibility. Recreatiofbased and foodased industries, in particular, thrived duringghperiod. Not

81 ive Journal 2015
82 Feinkerg and Meoli 1991
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only did suburban residents have a higher household income, but the movement of jobs to the
suburbs, increased transit options, and better planned communities allowed commuters to run
errands during lunch or on the way home from work. Thelaldity of these services in the suburbs
made residents even less reliant on urban downtowns. In 1970, the estimated average commute time
for urban residents was 22 minutes. The average commute time for suburban residents was 23
minutes, despite livingairther from metropolitan areas and often traveling longer distané&gVith
shopping and retail in the suburbs increasinglymparableto that available downtown the
advantages of urban living began to fade.

C.5. Office Development

The relocation of comrate offices to custonbuilt campuses in the suburbs began in the period
following WorldWar Il buthastened in the 1960s as city centers entered a period of decline. Offices
associated with a host of employers followed this path, including private indastcounty
governments, and state agencies. This movement was the result of several concurrent trends. The
first and foremost was the dramatic improvement to area transportation networks that occurred in
the 1960s and 1970s throughout the country andexsglly in the Maryland/DC suburbs. The Federal
Highway Act of 1956 and other legislation brought about the construction of the Capital Beltway and
several additional new roadways. These new roads cut down on travel time and opened previously
inaccessiblareas to office development.

Accompanying these transportation improvements was a change in corporate culture, as business

leaders recognized the importance of a good wiifd&kbalance. The physical work environment played

an important role in this new aporate philosophy. Placing an office complex within a pastoral

landscape provided employees a healthier atmosphere for the mind and body. Employers also
NEO23IyAT SR (KIF{G &adzodaNBlFy f20FiA2ya Of2aSNIy2i0 2yt
increase productivity and be a powerful recruiting té&dl.

New offices of all kinds embraced the changes in office design and tax incentives during this period.

At the high end of the scale, corporate suburban headquartémsluding those of federal

headquaters, local governments, and private enterprise3 S 3 y (2 AiseOrfodzRiSt 4G f 2 ¢
buildings centrally set within sites of 200 acres or more, grand entry drives culminating at reception

lobbies, prominent water features, parking lots invisible to pagsnotorists and executive offices,

FYR Fy SyO2YLIl adaAiy3d LI adz2Nyt es3RgRrald mhidgprontBd S SGS 6 A
bucolic respite foemployees, animpressife2 2 {1 Ay 3 aySAIKOo2NE F2N I NS NBa
tax benefits for the municipality. These new office complexes were located along primary
transportation routes near, but not within, residential or mixade developments wk to their

extensive size.

In addition to singlecompany corporate campuses, the first laigmale, multbusiness commercial
developments appeared during this period, influenced in part by the same trend driving new
commercial development on the outsksrof the city: accelerated depreciation. These office parks

183 Herbster 1983
184 Mozingo 20112
185Mozingo 2011, 102
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operated through one of several approaches: tenants rented space in existing buildings; developers
constructed a new building to suit the needs of a tenant; or tenants purchased land or obtained a
longterm lease and constructed their own flity on site. In most cases, maintenance and overall
management of the office park remained in the hands of the developer or an assigned management
company. In this way, developers could ensure a consistent appearance and experience, which helped
to protect real estate value¥’ In 1968, ULI published the first office park guidelines, which helped
structure these new developments at the federal, state, and local |é¥dBy, that time, suburban
municipalities struggling to pull in sufficient tax revenue tport expanding community needs like
schools and fire stations were eager to accommodate clustered office development. With restrictive
covenants and deep setbacks, they made for a sympathetic land use for nearby residential
neighborhoods®®

Figurel3: The National Instituteof Healthheadquarters in Bethesdaas redesigned in the early
1960s in accordance with corporate design philosophies, witHitred access roads, visible parking
lots, large signage, and higise buildiys, as shown in this 1963 imatje.

C.6. Industrial Development

Similar to the postwar pattern of corporate offices relocating to the suburbs, industrial facilities also
vacated the urban core. This move provided more space at a lower cost and allowedniesnioa
tap into a larger pool of employees in increasingly diversified suburban areas. The federal government

186 Mozingo 2011151

187 Mozingo2011,157

188 Mozingo2011,179

189 Mozingq 2011156¢157
190 effler 1963
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also supported the decentralization of industries, especially during the Cold War, as some industries
in metropolitan areas could be targets ohaclear attack?®*

Technological advances during the postwar years revolutionized industrial transportation and
production. As the national road system grew in the 1940s and 1950s, trucks became an increasingly
important mode of freight transportinitially, truck freight supplemented existing transportation
modes, but as highways improved throughout the 1950s, and with the passage of the Federal Highway
Act of 1956, industries once dependent on proximity to waterways or railroads were sudderdy free

to locate anywhere with truck access. As trucks grew larger, they could haul greater quantities of
goods, crossing the country on new highways and bridges. The truck freight industry grew so large so
fast that Congress passed the Fedéekal Highway Ameiments of 1974, which limited truck size and
weight to ensure highway safety?

Improvements in manufacturing technology and assenlinly production, such asingleuse
manufacturing, in which plants produced a single product and required fewer maclessdand,

and lesstaff than a multiproduct operationt®* meant industrial buildings could be smaller, and large
multistory buildings in existing urban areas became obsolete. Compounding thegasirenmental
regulations of the late 1960s and early7D%, such as the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act, also
required modifications to facilities. Many businesses found that building new complexes to meet
environmental regulations was less expensive than retrofitting urban faciFigsirel14).

Figurel4: Posner, shown above, wage of the hundreds of industries to move otiDC This major
distributor of steel products moved from their original 1880 location into a new corporate
headquarters in Capt Heights, Maryland, in 1975 for more space and to escape
DC congestion and regulatio#.

11 Gourney and Corbin Sies 2002, 38

192 FHWA 2008

193 Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development 2014, 1
194 posner 2018
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Large, planned industrial parks on undeveloped land far outside the city began replacing traditional
industrial areas. Suburban locations held the advantages of cheaper land, lower construction costs,
YR LINPEAYAGE G2 GKSAN SYLX 28S5$8aQ K2YS&ad LyRdzAil
such as curvilinear streets, architectural harmony, and open lapégscaspace, offering an
uncongested suburban atmosphere with abundant parking.

Developers subdivided large parcels of land, established restrictive covenants, and built roads and
sometimes rail spurs leading to large, open lots. These parcels were selasedIto industries for

use as manufacturing centers and warehouses, allowing industrial parks to grow based on d&mand.
Developers of these new industrial parks sought areas with easy access to major transportation routes
and used covenants to limit buitdy density and provide buffer space between adjacent land uses
and individual tenant$?

Industrial research facilities with specialized scientific equipment and technologically advanced
operation needs emerged in the same manner as corporate campusewenedassociated with a

host of institutions, including the federal government, colleges and universities, and private
industries. In particular, as the federal government constructed new research facilities in suburban
Maryland, defense contractors andghitech industries followed them. Many such facilities were
high-employment centers along large transportation corridors, such2a®Inear Gaithersburg. These

new industrial labs mirrored their factotyased counterparts as they often required easy asdos

large transport vehicles, large interior spaces for conducting experiments of all sizes, and sometimes
particular environmental containment or safety systems. Placing these new industrial labs in the
suburbs allowed them to grow as needed and bee&lkostheir respective pool of workers.

C.7. Recreational Development

Part of the growing environmental movement, the campaign to preserve open apéoe 1960s and

1970swas driven bythree concerns: conservation, amenities, and recreatibar engineersand
conservationists, the loss of undeveloped areas that prevented flooding and absorbed runoff was
upsetting a critical ecological balance across the country. This created a pragmatic problem that could

be addressed through the creation of more open spa®n the personal and cultural level, those
aSS1Ay3 2Ly aLIOS +ta Fy SAadKSGAO FYSyAde | Rg2C
in sprawling suburbs as well as the spiritual benefits that came from directly experiencing nature. A

broad range of recreational areas were also considered necessary to fight juvenile delinquency and
support healthy family activities.

The growth of parks began at the federal level. The Mission 66 program was formally established in
1956 as a 1earplanning initiative to increase park visitation, modify existing parks to accommodate
increasing auto traffic, repair deteriorating park facilities, create new parks, and establistetomg
funding for park maintenance and staffiftj.-The Mission 66 progm was so successful that similar
initiatives extended into subsequent decadés.

195 Mozingo 2011, 151

19 Mozingo 2011, 152
197Robinson et al. 2012

198 National Park Service 2005
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The Mission 66 initiative also had a notable impact on park architecture. Parks developed in the 1920s
and 1930s, and later from the miB70s through the 1990s, relied onchitectural styles with
historical precedent. However, parks established from the -h8i80s through the mid970s
reflected the tenets of modern architecture. Using open plans, exposed raw materials, and glass to
allow natural light, architects created affiable buildings that could accommodate more people and
blend with the natural environmenrif?®

One of the challenges of thgPSJnitiatives of this era were to balance increased attendance with

improved conservation. Public facilities established inghdy decades of park development were in

places of specific interest to tourists. These same areas, though, were often the most sensitive in
terms of ecosystems and cultural fabric. New conservation and preservation philosophies in the 1960s

and 1970s ledo the relocation of numerous facilities outside the boundaries of sensitive zones,

AyOf dzZRAY 3 @AaAl2NNa OSy i SNE 20 My parksRIfoYestablisHelt NJ A y 3
systems to monitor attendance to allow a controlled number of visitorsgasr and limits on the

guantity of overnight patrons, thus avoiding overcrowding and negative impacts to natural and
cultural features.

Similar trends influenced park planning in MarylaGtampioned by the NNCPPC and guided by the
1964 General Plan, ¢hquantity of parks increased dramatically in suburban Maryland in the
Suburbanization Diversification Periotthe MNCPPC gained influence following the renewed
environmental interest of the 1960s and 1970s. The primary focus of early planning and etinserv
efforts by the MNCPPC was protection of vital watersheds from ongoing suburban development,
which was accomplished via the creation of an extensive system of stream valley parks. During the
latter part of the Suburban Diversification Period, the Uscof MNCPPC planning shifted to
encompass larger regional parks and community recreation facilities for new suburban resitlents.

While the MNCPPC and counbased planning offices ensured the establishment of parks at the local
level, the State of Madland also created two new parks in the region during this period. Patuxent
River State Park, a portion of which is in Montgomery County, was founded in 1963 and contains 6,703
acres. Rosaryville State Park, established in 1976, comprises 1,039%érasng other factors,

these sites were chosen based on their natural landscape, proximity to the growing metropolitan
population, and location near new interstate highways. Historic resources were also a consideration,
as Rosaryville State Park encompassedHhistoric Mount Airy Mansion. In 1962, the state park
system established a Division of Recreation and Leisure Services to increase public engagement and
public offerings throughout their system, such as guided nature walks, concession stands, and
interpretive programg®

1

LY MopTZ az2yid3d2YSNE /2dzyié KIFIR | LIWNREAYLFGSt& o=Znn.

1,000 acreg®* By 1977, followingtrict regulations limiting development in the late 196@Gsgether
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these two counties had more than 70,000es of public park land and preserved open spét®ver
75 percent of this acreage includes federal, state, and county parks, while the remaining acreage is
operated by towns, local agencies, and private groidps.

Beyond parks, other recreational propeitypes appeared in the suburbs, including country clubs,
swim and tennis clubs, and public golf courses. Both public and private clubs were created throughout
the country and the Maryland/DC suburbs during this period. By the early 1960s there were 3,300
country clubs in the United States with a total of 1.7 million memB&ralthough private clubs
catered to those with disposable income and were thus economically segregated, the social and
religious makeup of these facilities became more diverse duringstiimirbanization Diversification
Period In 1962, the Ants ST Y GA2Yy [ SF3dzS 2F . QyFA . QNAGK & dzNI
examine membership practices. They found 224 to be nondiscriminatory, 505 clubs to be
predominantly Christian (of which 8lhad no Jews at all and 89 had quota systems), and 74 to be
predominantly Jewish (with 71 exclusively Jewish and three with qu&taBhese relative ratios
remained constant for the remainder of the twentieth century.

The patterns of development of thegecreational facilities were based on available land, quantity of
residents, natural conditions, and regional economics. Country clubs and golf courses required an
extensive amount of land. A small par 3 or 4 course requires between 75 and 100 acigestamdard
course, with a full 72 circuit, requires 120 to 200 aéfédloreover, the location of golf courses is
dependent on slopes, soils, vegetation, climate, and water, as well as more the more pragmatic issues
of locations of utilities and economiedsibility. For these reasons, some developers established a golf
course as part of their residential plan from the outset, to ensure that large swaths of land were set
aside in the beginning. This occurred at developments such as Fort Washington Estates i
a2yi3a2YSNE /2dzyde FyR .l& |1 Affta Ay tNAyOS DS2NH
conditions as a country club or golf coursthey were often very near or even within residential
communities and required much less space. These facilitieseofaccess to exercise in areas where
natural amenities were not as abundant. Each required a smaller parcel, often just a few acres, that
contained a primary building and exterior amenities including tennis courts and pools.

205Hodge and Antigone 1977
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D.DESIGN IN THE SUBURB

Throughout the Suburban Diversification Period, numerous influences combined to drive the design
of new development. These include standamistablished by governments and developers, the
advent of new materials and building technologies, popular styles and public opinion, and the actual
people, including developers and architects, that combined these factors to shape the suburban
landscape beteen 1961 and 1980.

D.1. Planning Standards

CNRY wmpcn (2 mMdtTn GKS ydzZYoSNI 2F K2dzZAaAy3d dzyAda .
the number came close to doubling in Montgomery County. Routinely discussed in ULI and NAHB
publications during thel960s, buildings were increasingly oriented in relation to light, air, winds,

noise, traffic circulation patterns, and topography. Although most projects resulted in significant
regrading to maximize the number of buildable lots, many developers confcimiained natural

landscape features to ensure proper drainage, but also used these elements to create scenic vistas to
enhance the appeal of their propertié¥.Local architect Carl Freeman, for example, became known

for working with the natural setting ¥ KA a&a RS@Sft 2LJySydas ONBFGAYy3a I &
G2 FTAOG o0dAfRAY3Ia Ayid2 GKS fFyRI LINBASNBS YI (dzNB

Within typical residential subdivisions of the period, the size and configuration of blocks weretsubje

to specific zoning regulations but ranged between 1,000 to 1,800 feet in length. Longer blocks
lessened the area needed for streets, thereby reducing costs and increasing2&afétyimum lot

sizes were also established by local zoning ordinances,daffhd (1 KS Ay Rdza i NE Q& G2f€ F
YEAYOGFrAYSR GKIFIG aGKS RSLIK 2F2GiKS 20 aK2dAZ R 0S8

Zoning regulations and planning specifications for community, commercial, industrial, and
recreational facilities also followed prescribeddbparameters. It was often formulaic and based on
LISNOSyGF3Sa 2F GKS flFyR G2 0SS RSOSt 2 LiSiBemtial! [ LQ& |
uses within the neighborhood tract should not exceed 35 percent; 20 percent is a norm for the area
devoted to streets; 10 percent in public open space, including schools and churches and 5 percent in

02 YY S ND R4TO takdzadvabtage of existing semiblic and private institutions, developers

typically located new residential subdivisions in proximityestablished community resources like

police and fire protection as well as landfills. In the 1960s, construction of new neighborhood schools

was on the rise, but by the 1970s, busing programs had been established to consolidate educational
facilities and onserve resources.

210pettis et al. 202, 74
211Kelly 20128-9.
212JLI11968 133
213U 1968 136
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All forms of development included specifications for roads, lighting, and sidewalks as part of the
design plan. In singtamily residential subdivisions of the Suburban Diversification Period, street
networks predominantly consisted ofikde-sacs and loop streets for internal circulati§hSidewalks

and streetlights were a discretionary feature of roadway planning determined by the developer, with
streetlights commonly only on one side of the street and sidewalk width varying betwesd 5
feet.?1¢ Street trees were used to beautify residential developments in this period, often lining one or
both sides of neighborhood roadways. In mddtmily developments, ULI recommended grouping
trees at the ends of garden apartment buildings togge/e open space and planting ldasanching

trees along any area that needed screenitign addition to trees, shrubs, hedges, and vines were
commonly used in planting schemes to enhance all types of development, particularly around main
points of entry ad other common areas.

D.2. Construction Materials and Methods

After World War 11, the federal government stimulated innovation in the building industry by providing
subsidies to boost housing construction. Considerable experimentation was conductedicrstr
systems, such as steel and wood panel construction, which provided an alternative to balloon and
platform framing using preut lumber?® These innovations resulted in increased use of mass
production methods and uniform industry standards, fuelswpurban growth and standardizing
development.

Aluminum, which was an important component of glass and metal curtain wall systems regularly
found in commercial construction, became commonplace. The metal was also used to produce doors,
window frames, andiding?*® Following the energy crises in the 1970s, the significant amounts of
energy and raw materials necessary to produce aluminum led to a decline in use for residential
construction.

C2NJ I GAYSEI &aAvydzZ I G6SR Yhag@gnNE KNP RN IEYBRIN2SY SEt So
popular as exterior cladding during the 1950s, but by the 198@y] siding had achieved market
dominance®+ Ay ef AARAY3I 3AINBg G2 0S0O02YS dadKS Y2ad 02YY2
States, as it surpassed aluminum sidingkirSt S I NJ 28 Residbiytial dofstruction in the 1960s

and 1970s was also affected by innovations in concrete technology. Decorative perforated precast

concrete blocks were commonly used for residential interiors and exteriors as screens, particularly in

Ranch houses. Although these new materials were used extensively in new construction, brick
remained the preferred exterior cladding material for new residential construction in Maryland during

215L1 1968145
216 L1 1968150
217ULI 1968173
218pettis et al. 201279
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the 1970s. The use of brick, usually as a veneer, peaked/ihiBen it was used in 65 percent of
singlefamily houses before falling to 30 percent in 1988 and 1%289.

Synthetic stucco, also known as Exterior Insulation and Finishing SystemdiidiF@fed in Europe

after World War llas a way of repairing damagyéuildings It consists ofin insulding base, most

often polystyrene foam, affixed to a substrate such as plywood sheathing and overlaid with a basecoat
and protective topcoat that give the appearance of masonry or real stt#é¢0n.1969,the Dryvit
Corporationintroduced the system in the United Stateghere it was used primarily for commercial
buildings until the 1980s, when it began to be used in residential construétignergy efficient, the
material was popular during the 1970s energy shortagd has often been useid retrofit older
buildings,providing additional insulation angiving them an updated appearance. Unlike traditional
stucco, the material isusceptible to damage from impacts and may also be identified by dents or
holes and thehollow sound it makes when knocked on.

Innovations in wood, glass, and plastic materials also made their way into American homes during this
period. In the 1960s, subflooring and sheathing were commonly made of plywood and patrticle board,
including T111, manufactured to imitate vertical shiplap siding. With the availability of cheaper, and
lower maintenance imitation materials, wood and weodmposite siding became less common in
Maryland during the Suburban Diversification Period, but its use increased1® percent in 1974

to a high of 38 percent in 1986 and 1988.

The Anderson Corporation began efforts to standardize the size of windows and launched the first
LINEFI ONRAOFGSR dzyAld Ay mMpouXI fFGSNI Ayl NB-BdzOAY I (¢
LJdzft £t Sé &aeaidSY FyR ¢St RSR AyadZ FdAy3a JItlaa Ay Az
the need for storm window&Ly GKS wmMdcnas ! yRSAKRT RINR RADOSRE | G K
& I -md@ngenance vinyl cladding to protect wootl § KS& FTNRY SELI2adaNB (2 (K.
soon became industry standafdf.Window types and materials varied greatly in this period, but in
residential construction particularly traditional and Contemporastyled houses wood-framed,

double-hung sashes maained popular. Steehnd aluminuraframed hopper, awning, and casement

sashes were also common in residential construction, especially in the early half of the period.
Aluminumframed, fixedsash windows were common in commercial buildings throughoutl8&0s

and1970s.

Another technological advance that affected buildings of all types in this period wagdespread
adoption of air conditioning. Introduced in commercial buildings in the 1920s, one of the first
residential window air conditioning unitgas developed by Henry Glason in the +h###l0s. By 1947,
manufacturers were producing 43,000 units annu&hyVindow units were much more common by
the late 1960s, where even in the south, fewer than half of new houses included ‘Wwboge air

222Bradtmuellerand Foley014

223The Hartford Loss Control Department 1997, 3
224Ejsenhart 2002

225Bradtmuellerand Foley2014

226 pettis et al. 201287

227 pettis et al. 201287¢88

228.S. Department of Energy 2015
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conditionirng systemg?° The use of central air conditioning dramatically altered building construction

Ay G(KS aSO02yR KIFfF 2F (GKS (6SyiASGK OSylGdz2NEX NBac
traditional hotclimate devices such as porches, cresatilation or pools of water, which create both

layers and permeability between inside anddgave]g | @ (2 &S5t SR 02ES& dé

D.3. Architectural Styles

In general, architectural stylistic preferences established in the Modern Period (19G0)
continued into thel980s Table2). However, broad variations on these styles emerged in each region
of the country through preferred forms, stylistic features, and material seleétioNew styles
includingContemporary, Gogie, ModernistNew Formalig Brutali$, Postmodernis ShedMansard,

and NeoeExpressiontsemerged in the midwentieth century as technolgy advancel and socgtal
preferences changedhlong with established styles such as the Colonial Revival and Regtosal,
thesenew styles reflectedevolving public sentiment throughout thE960s and 1970ss optimism
about the future gave way to cautipand concerns grew about human impatighe environment

By 1980, Postmodernist architects were agdooking to the past, referencing historical styles and
combining traditional elements in new, sometimes playful, ways

New Formalig Brutalis, Googie, and Ne&xpressionisstyles werecommonlyused for community,
commercial, industrial, office, and reational spacesyhere this new wave of modern architecture

and designoften exhibited transparent building systems that visually united exterior and interior
spaces, smaller offices and workrooms, larger common and social spaces, and a focus on bringing
outdoor elements into interior space’? Many apartments and nonesidential buildings drew more
ISYSNIffteée dzay GKS | NOKAGSOGdzNT £ LINBOSRSyid 27F it
incorporated elements of many different styles, including Art Deco, Moderne, and the
International Style, with the influence of architects such as Walter Gropius, Le Corbusier, and Mies
van der Rohe. A less expressive version of Modern Movement styles, it is characterized by straight
lines, simple surfaces, minimal ornamg large or ribbon windows, and flat roofs. As the
environmental movement grew and oil shortages encouraged energy conservation, some Modernist
buildings gained a more horizontal emphasis with smaller windows suggestive of Brutalism. Later
Modernist examfes demonstrate Postmodernist influences, emphasizing volume and shape by the
expansive use of reflective glass and smooth extefirs.

Styles incorporated in commercial architecture were frequently simplified versions of those
established on other building types. Rather than adapt commercial forms to fit a particular style,
stylistic elements were applied to existing building types. Blyicreadily identifiable features or
ornament were used to convey ideals associated with a style. Early in the Suburban Diversification
Period, commercial properties drew on the Colonial Revival style, incorporating elements such as
gabled roofs, cupolaand multilight windows. The Googie style was less common in Maryland, but
appeared on gas stations, restaurants, and shopping centers, most often through expressive signage.
By the end of the period, Postmodernist ornament became popular on commerdidings, where

229 Jacobs 2015

230 Moore 2018 electronic document
231 pettis et al. 201250

232 Robinson & Associates, Inc.12)30
283 Gerlenter 1999, 279
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the bold, simple geometry lent itself well to affordable applied ornament. These commercialized
versions rarely represented the full stylistic expression seen in residential or public architecture.

The Contemporary style, derived from Catifia Ranch houses and featuring flat or angled roofs,
overhanging eaves, and windows to bring the outdoors in, became popular during this period both

for residential architecture and for giving other building types a modern, yet approachable,
appearanceHowever, for most residential buildings, designers and architects chose to use traditional

or updated versions of historical styléauildings constructed in historical stylesoked permanence

stability, and traditional social valueSyles such as Colaal Revival and Tudor Revivamained

popular throughout the Suburbanization Diversification Period, espedratlye yearssurrounding

GKS OStSoNlGA2Y 2F (GKS . AOSYyUuSyyAlLfsZ ogRBy GKSB@
architectural historiasterm i KS&4S aided Ska aSIOOKOYARNNRASA St SYSyia
architectural styles to form a new cohesive whételhe Shed stylean outgrowth of Postmodernism,

became closely tied to the environmental movement, in part because it evoked simple, utilitarian
building forms and emphasized natural materigamilarly, as the environmental movement gained
momentum, the muted Mansard style was easily expressed byfipdication of a simple mansard

parapet to new or existing buildingbhroughout the 1960s and 1970s, historisigleswere common

in residential construction, but could also been seen in community, commercial, office, industrial, and
recreational facities.

234 McAlester 2013, 407
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Table2: Common architectural styles, 198P80.

Common Building

Style R~ Common Characteristics Residential Example Non-Residential Example
w | Stge dasS 2F 02y ON !
. . . " |
© sidéntial decorative material (brick and stucco were r :
. more commonly used to the same effect, us| o
. wOffice . - T
Brutalig wCommercial of wood is rare) i L
wCommunity w !y3dzZ NI 3S2YSGNRO 5 -
w .f2018% KSI @& | LILIKY .
w bFNNBgzZ NBOSHESR ¢ i &
w DSYySNIfte olflyOSH
(excluding attached garayje
w {-dabted, gambrel, and hipped roofs
N w . N& O HorizortadsifiGgz 2 NJ
zsbe;::i?gil w 5 2-Haad wihdows with shutters
Colonial Revival . w 58502N} GABS R22NJ ag
wCommunity . o . i
wRecreational pediments Sde-lights and/or fanlights
w t 2NOK S omrcddesNI A 02 &
w 222R O2NYAOS (KL G
wMay include vater tables, belt courses,
dormers,or symmetical chimneys
wLow-pitched roof withwide overhanging
. . eaves often withexposed beams;
wResidential

@ bl ddNIt Of I RRAYI f

wCommercial )
Contemporary . windoor-outdoor connection
wCommunity . A - N
. w ! aeYYSUNROIFf FI ol H
wlndustrial

w hodaOdzZNBR LINRYI NE
wlLarge oribbonwindows

L0
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Common Building

Style R~ Common Characteristics Residential Example Non-Residential Example
w 9YLKEIFaAA 2y RNIF Y (
colors

Googie wCommercial w &8 2F SEF3I3ISNI GSH NA
w {GSSf IyR LXIadGaao
W 2f R airdya 6A0GK y4
wUnornamentedwall surfaces, sometimes

wResidential clad in white stuccometal, or glass
. wCommercial wRational organization
International . .
Style wCommuplty o wStruchraI system evprressvedAon exterior
w LYRdzZaUNw {UNRYy3I aSyasS 2F 3§
w hTFAOS | asymmetrical elevations
w Cftri NR2F
wDominant nansard roof, often featuring
dormers
wMay feature @vilion or "double mansard"
wResidential roof with low-pitched hipped section topped
wCommercial by steer mansard
Mansard . . .
wCommunity wHorizontal emphasis; hugs the ground

w hTFAOS

wNatural materials and neutral tones

w [268SN)fS@St O2vYvYz
w 5 2-k=F pridary entry door common,
some topped by segmental arches

Y
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Common Building

Style R~ Common Characteristics Residential Example Non-Residential Example
wMulti-family wFlat roofs
wCommercial wSimple geometry
Modernist wCommunity wMinimal ornament
wOffice wMay incorporate a variety of Modern
windustrial Movement styles
w asS 27F a0dzZ LI dzNT €
angles and rectangles
Neo . wCommunity w 9\.(L.JKI-a>\a 2y O2y UAYy N/A
Expressionis dramatic lines
w | S@e dzasS 2F {1 YAy
members, moldable plastics, and concrete
w {@8YYSONAOIE Hikeoel RS
supports, often arched like an arcade
wClassical influence
wRecreational w WS Qu F'y3dzZf I NJ YIF aanay v
wOffice overhanging ) L : WL
New Formalis . w {Y220K SEUSNAZ2NI ag NA LU H
wCommercial _ ) E 1L BB i g
. or stone panels; may also use grills or _
wCommunity S g P

patterned screens
w CANBRG Ft22N) 2FGS8y
levels, can be open for parking, adding to

sense of monumentality
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Style

Common Building
Types

Common Characteristics

Residential Example

Non-Residential Example

w ! NOKAGSOGdzNI £ RS aA
comhinations of forms that can be

wReS|dent|§I exaggerated or distorted
. wCommercial . ) .
Postmodernis . wSimple or oversized geometric shapes
wCommunity .
windustrial wApplied ornament
w | AalG2NROIT NBTSNBY
w a dfifectidnal shed roofs
w 'ABYYSAONROIE F2N¥Y
wResidential wWood cladding (frequently vertical boards
Shed wCommercial but also diagonal, horizontal, or shingles)
wCommunity w {Y220K gLttt | yR NEZ

w hT¥FAOS

no overhang at the eaves
w /[t SNBAG2NE G6AYR263
w Ly O aug aribdanCedirance

Tudor Revival

wResidential
wCommercial

w ¢B8LAOFEE& TSI GdNS
w {2Y$ -finbedkg akd-stucEo
present at the facade along with a front
gabled roof section

w {2YS 6AYR2sa 2N RY
diamond lights

w hOOFaAazylt dzasS 27
decorative planters, andargeboard
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D.4. Developers

Residential, community, commercial, and industrial development in suburban Maryland was
undertaken by an array of individuals and firmalfle3). Most of the residential subdivisions created

after 1960 were planned and constructed by large development or homebuilder companies and
F3a20AF0SR LINRPFSaarzylfazr 2FiSy Ay LKIFasSa 2NJ
percentof builders were responsible for ofthird of the new houses built, and the top 10 percent of
builders were responsible fortwd K A NRa 2 T (2RtroughdudzBieSduntry. dte founstity

of developers expanded dramatically during the Suburban Dfiton Period. In 1967, for
example, over 50 home developers within 77 communities were advertisifiganNVashington Post

with developments underway in the Maryland and Virginia subarix$ ready for saled={gurel5).

HOW T0 FIND THE WASHINGTON POST HOMES OF '68

GERMAKTOWN @

ERIENDSHIP

LEESBURG
o, e, MONTGOMERY COUNTY
X HARTLAND

COLLEGE
PagK

(4b: @ HERBDON

\s
DULLES INTERNATIQNAL AIRPORT

- @

36

&)

0 7]
° MANASSAS \ MIRFAX[DUNTV\I!RG{N\

\ F087 BELVOIR,
)

)

WOODBRIDG

(.

INDTRY HEAD

s | o owsor {19, LT sock 31, HILLCREST ESTATES A1, LOOKOUT CouRT 1. Relf maRK Comirons ¢ g
E""H"“““;' waous | 20, FLOWER VltEY 32, XEMP MILL FARNS Co. lnc. s bon, I
R | - réui?frwus ot | by Salem Const. Co. 42, LUYMANOR 52, :umvwnon oF OLNEY | 62, SOUIRES MEADOW
110, carTais cove | {13 KNGS Geant by Gruver & Coolay by Suburbza fomss Ine. b Fairland Cora.
by Thurrer Homes 2 ¥or Hms e; Pommc by Tocente . LINBROOK Town 5. 0l0g CORGUHLL | 3 ;
- CARDERDCK SPRINGS st o g A S fic)
ichmare .
. Assaciales I Corstructon Corp, | 44 MARLTON 54, PARK OVERLOOK A spas
12, CARROLLSDURG SquARe | 24 CNICKERBOCKER by Richie Bros. by Loyd Const. Co.
1. APPLE cROVE by s, H. Tonplias | g 45, IMARYLAND CITY 55. PLYMOUTH VILLAGE 85
by RS Joat Venlure G by Imperisl Builders | BY Washinglon, By Arry Enterprises by
2 BIRCH WIDGE 13, CHALET waons [ Development Ccip. ne. $6. sup!
o dmaian vy |y St G LAKE NORIMANDY 46. JIDLLBURS DOWNS | 56, poTOMAC SPRINGS y Sorsnsed Covst.
. g Halason d f s
o sursey e S e | e B e, e

By Parkslde Esttes Inc. | 47, MoTOMERY SouaRe | $7. RIDSEFELD Builders Tz

by Americea Hovsng ‘ arn :Amvm ESTATES

s onr s | Ame 3 Keliler Brothers.Inc, v Bou 65, TANTALLON ON Tt
s . s TOMAC

5. BROOKFIELD e e ‘ 2. SREENWICH HHilL 38, LANDIIARK SQUARE 46, NONTGOMERY VALAGE | 5. powuns 69, VELVET vautEy
, :;(QLT;T;; A Cary L1, v by Riviers Dy e, by Thomas A, Cary by Paul Pef
3 g 49, MONTPELIER

Thaw»ﬁmuuszs 1. :Ru{mu PARK \ ! ssac. by o sors e, | " EOEVAREY

 Thomas A Cery by Levat & Sons Trc. E sad

} . L0KDON
7. CAMBRIOGE STATION | 16. DALE CITY | 5 Koo 0 awog o 60, ST, cHaRLES
by C D, Kyfton Ent. | Developmont Cop. |y Xeen Homes ke, | by Viao ‘mjran Hormes

FigurelsY & | 2 Y SshowidgFdevelgpérs and communitiesTime Washington Posin
September 16, 19676

235 Pettis et al2012,67
236 The Washington Po4967, E14
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Some of the largest companies, knowra¥ SNOK I yi o0dzAft RSNAXZ¢ KIFIR 06SSy A
perfecting masgroduction techniques to build inexpensive houses of similar design in a short
amount of time. These companies oversaw the purchase, division, plan, and design of entire
neighborhoals ¥ They often even involved with the financing of home saiégurel6).

FigureleY 2 2 2 RONB &l Ay tadkom®FBI1ZDS2NASQa / 2dzy i
Developers Lewis & Silverman offered their own financing.

Levitt and Sons may be the most wiellown merchant builder. After their success with Levittowns in

New York, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey, Belair at Bowie was the fourth and¥iseB 2 Y Y dzy A (i & ¢
built by Levitt and Sor&? Purchasing land in 1957 and beginning construction in the early 1960s,

[ SOGAGOG YR {2ya LXIYYySR FT2N | GO2YLX SGS¢ O2YYdzy
activity nodes composed of educational, commecialigious, and recreation facilities in Belair at

Bowie. Ultimately, thee nodes were not fully realized, and the final versibBelairwasa bedroom
O2YYdzyAllé GKIFG NBaASYoft SR YdzOK 2F GKS [S@raGiaq 2
nearly 7,500 singléamily dwellings; the Levittowns of Pennsylvania, New York, and New Jersey each
contained more than 17,000 hous#&s.

237 Pettis et al2012 67

2%8The Washington Po4971, D18

239 Jacobs 2012b, electronic document
240 Jacobs 2012
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Smallscale developers and builders also continued to work in this period, typically constructing
speculative housing usingopular residential prototypes for singfamily dwellings as isolated

residences or infill in older neighborhoo#s.Combating the poor reputation of smaltale
RSOSt2LISNABR |yR NBIFf SadrdiS awlsSodzZ a2Nax + OflFaa
advocated for innovative urban planning concepts and pytlicate partnerships to create well

L FYYySR RSOSt2LIYSy (o hNAIAYLEte O2AYySR Ay GKS SN
select developers who purchased large tracts of land and sdogtevelop them in accordance to a

YFEGSNI LI FysS a2FGSy 6AGK (GKS LINRPFTFSaaAaz2ylt SELISNIA
YR Sy PATHSS déFeldgments included residential units, commercial centers, community

amenities, and more amples of community builders in the Maryland/DC suburbs include the Kettler

Brothers, who created Montgomery Village (1962), Montgomery Square (1968), and Coperhaver

(1972); Edmund Bennett, who created Potomac Overlook (1958), Flint Hill (1961), CaSieriogk

(1962), and Newmark Commons (1967); and Lewis & Silverman who created Woodcrest (1970), Maple

Walk (1971), and Village Overlook (1975).

Privatefinancial and investment entities, encouraged by federal monetary policy, further supported
construction and development inthe suburbsin the 1960s, especially related to commercial
development and large residential neighborhooddewly created real estate investment trusts
(REITs) along with investment banks, Fort@@ companies, and majpension and insurance funds
heavily invested in metropolitan area real estate developniéht.

Flush with new capital, real estate firms dramatically increased the scale and scope

of development after 1960. In places like California, development schemedsekac

gargantuan proportions that made even postwar developments like Levittown look

small bycomparison X6 ¢KS LISNA2R &g (GKS NR&aS 2F (KS
development firms, corporate realstate enterprises such as Ryan and Pulte

Homes, Kaufman and @ad, and Levitt, which had operations in multiple U.&nd

even international markets?*

Increased land use regulation curtailed the most devastating environmental practices brought on by
large-scale development but did little to alter the general formatascale of these new construction

projects. As oversight and control of development ultimately fell to local planning commissions, the

impacts of such legislation varied across the country. The political ramifications of strictardand

regulations at e local level often resulted in a loss of developer interest. As a result, many counties

made no effort to control development, with builders taking advantage of power scenarios wherein

localities were desperate for tagenerating projecté&®Regardlessof Yy 1 Sy G A2y as (GKS GRNAQ
LJdza KSR O2YYdzyAide LXFyyAy3d (2 G§KS &% ODcyelopedzNy SN A Y
continued to drive the construction and planning market into the 1980s and beyond.

24lpettis et al2012, 67

242 Ames et al. 2004,-2

243Nicolaides and Wiese 2017

244 Njicolaides and Wiese 20]1&lectronic document
245Rome 2001, 266

248 Nicolaides and Wiese 2017, electronic document
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Table3: Representative list of key developers and builders active during the Suburbanization Diversification Period.
Maryland Inventory of Historic Property (MIHP) numbers included if applicable.

Key Area Developer/ Firm Resource Type Example Resource
. . . . . ¢ Birch Ridgel1967
Mont t A H I
ontgomery County merican Housing Guild ¢ Residential ¢ Greentree 1968
¢ Potomac Overlogkl958(M: 35157)
. . ¢ Flint Hill 1961(M: 35158)
Montgomery County Edmund JBennett ¢ Residential ¢ Carderock Sprirg1962(M: 2959)
¢ NewMark Commongl967(M: 26-40)
Ross Cortese; Also affiliated with . . .
Montgomery County ¢ Residential ¢ Leisure World1965

Rossmoor Construction Corporation

Montgomery County

F.O. Day

¢ Commercial

¢ Milestone Center1967

Montgomery County

SamEig; Also affiliated with Eig
Enterprises

¢ Apartments
¢ Country Club
¢ Motel

¢ Washingtonian Towers apartments966

Montgomery County

Carl M. Freeman

¢ Singlefamily
¢ Apartments
¢ Resorts

¢ Americana Finnmarlkd968(M: 31-43)

Montgomery County

Isadore and HomeGudelsky; Also
affiliated with Contee Sand & Gravel
and Percontee Inc.

¢ Commercial
¢ Religious Institutions

¢ Montgomery IndustriaPark, 1961
¢ Wheaton Plazal960
¢. QYA LaMB7St { OK22f

Montgomery County

Nathan LandowAlso affiliated with
Landow &Brandt

¢ Residential

¢ Colonnade Apartment4967

¢ Prospect Hill Apartments968
¢ The Season4968

¢ Pooks Hi|l1972

Montgomery County

Lerner Company

¢ Residential
¢ Commercial
¢ Retail

¢ Sports

¢ Hospitality

¢ Wheaton Plazal957
¢ Squire Meadow1967
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Key Area Developer/ Firm Resource Type Example Resource
¢ Woodcrest 1970
MontgomeryCounty Lewis & Silverman Inc. ¢ Residential ¢ Maple Walk1971
¢ Village Overlook (1975)
¢ Subdivision ¢ Wynkoop Merchant Housing Subdivisjdi®65

Montgomery County

Matthews-Schwartz, Inc.

development

¢ Mohican Hills Square HousE966
¢ BradleyPark 1967

Montgomery County

Martin Seldeen

¢ Townhouse
¢ Apartments

¢ Boulevard West Townhousegk963
¢ Montclair Manor North and Soutli967
¢DS2NBS(26y H[ABWOGI2NDNE t

¢ Lake Normandy Estates

Montgomery County Yeonas Corporation ¢ Residential ¢ Flower Valley
. A = o Herschel and Marvin Blumberg; Also | ¢ Residential ¢ Rock Creek Woods in Kensingt®8581961
AZYUIZYSNEKENRYOS affiliated with Bancroft Construction | ¢ Mixed-Use ¢ University Town Centefl 962
¢ Montgomery Village1962
. A = o Clarence E. Kettler; Also affiliated witl ¢ Planned communities | ¢ Montgomery Squargl968
a2y u3ZYSNEKLNRYOS Kettler Brothers ¢ Religious Institutions ¢ Coperhaver1972
¢{ldd / KNR&(G2LIKSNBBE 9 LA
. A ~ A Pulte Homes; Also affiliated with Pultg : ) ¢ Fox Hills of Potomad963
a2Zyu3da2YSNEKt NARY OS Corporation ¢ Residential ¢ Countryside1971
az2yi32YSNEkt NRy OS§ Ryland Homes ¢ Residential ¢ Bay Hills1970
t NAyOS DS2NHBSQa /| E.ABaker ¢ Commercial ¢ Henry B. Gilpin Co. Drug CentE961(PG:76A56)
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| Davis & Platt Corporation ¢ Commercial/Industrial | ¢ PepsiCola Plant1962(PG:6959)
= a A A A x ¢ Religious Institutions . .
t NAYOS DS2NHSQa /| Demory Brothers ¢ PublicSchools ¢ Hyattsville Presbyterian Churct960
t NAYOS DS2NBSQA /| Eberlinand Eberlin, Inc. G Rel|g|ou§ Institutions ¢ Paint Branch Unitarian Church Instruction Units
¢ Residential 1965
t NAyOS DS2NHBSQ& /| RobertLee Gosnell ¢ Residential ¢ Odell House1976(PG:8348)
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Key Area Developer/ Firm Resource Type Example Resource
t NAyOS DS2NHBSQA& /| Hylton Enterprises ¢ Residential ¢ Marlboro Meadows1970
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| James Partello, Inc. ¢ Public ¢ Hyattsville Municipal Building 962
; ) - Public ¢ M-NCPPC Regional Headquarté867(PG:68
~ A N A John A. Sheibel, Inc.; Also affiliated | S )
tNAYOS DS2NBSQa /[0 Scheibell o ! ¢ Commercial 101)
¢ Gas Stations ¢ Palmer Ford Showroomi960(PG:6841-16)
t NAyOS DS2NHBSQ& /| John Tester & Son ¢ Public ¢ Kiplinger Editors Payt960(PG:68120)
¢ Belair 1957(PG:71BL8)
t NAyOS Mm@ NHSQA Levitt and Sons ¢ Residential ¢ Country Clubber Moderr965(PG:71R18-1)
¢ Montpelier, 1968
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| Lippert Construction ¢ Religious Institutions G EP?}:’%ZI) SNY P NROQAIE I 4 K2t A

¢ Salvatore Court Apartment$964

PrinceDS2 NHSQa [/ 2dzy G| P &T Builders ¢ Apartments (PG:6810-90)
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| Alfonso and Raymond Procopio ¢ Residential ¢ Fort Washington Estatesirca 1965
t NAyOS DS2NEBSQa /|R.TWoodfield, Inc. ¢ Public ¢ M-NCPPC Youth Centé068(PG:68121)
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| Orille and Mark Ritchie ¢ Residential ¢ Marlton, 1966
t NAyOS DS2NBSQ& /| Robert Silverman Company ¢ Office ¢ Hartwick Building1965
< a A A A x . ¢ Office ¢ North American Van Lines Offices and Warehoy
t NAYOS DS2NHSQa /| SidneyV. Young & Sons ¢ Commercial/industrial 1963
t NAyOS DS2NBSQa /| Washington Homes, Inc. ¢ Residential ¢ Hyde Field1970(PG:81B14)
t NAyOS DS2NBSQa&a /| Weiss Construction Inc. ¢ Public ¢ United Stats Park Police Statiqri966
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D.5. Architects

The majority of singldamily residential buildings constructed during th8uburbanization
Diversification Periodelied on developederived plans rather than the skills of a trained architect.
The homebuilder or developer often relied on forms and styles recommended in FHA publications
copied pattern books to create designs that appealed to the broadesiencebecause unique
designs brought risk, both in securing financing and attracting homebuyers. However, this method
resulted in developments of cookiutter housing, often indistinguishable from one to the next. To
separate their work from the competition, ame national homebuilding companies formed
collaborative partnerships with local or national architects to create unique designs marketed to a
specific audiencavhich could be marketed to middleincome buyers otherwise unable to afford a
prestigious desiger.2*” Successful architeatesigned developments, with architects such as Charles
Goodman, Keyes Lethbridge Condon, andChloethielWoodard Smith, gained national attention
through magazines and trade publicationspesging them to a wider audience

Professt A2yt | NOKAGSOGaAa Ay az2yid3a2YSNE YR t NAyOS DS2|
with individual buildings, such as sing#&nily houses, churches, apartments, and office buildings

(Table4). During this period, uppeancome homebuyers fueled the market for architetdsigned

houses and landscapes located outside of subdivisgeiecing architects who specialized styles

ranging fromModernistdwellings © Colonialinspired estates. Similarly, government agencies and

office developes differentiated themselves by hiring an architect to create a afea-kind structure.

Most preferred buildings designed in th8rutaist, International or Contemporary stylés focus

attention onthe future Figurel?). Later designersended to focus on Colonial Reviaid other
historicaldesigns, which highlighted longevity, permanence and trust.

'..‘ y

Figurel7: Among the most prolific architects Maryland in the 1960s was Chloethiel Woodard
Smith,who opened a design studio Maryland in 1963specializing in modern architectui®.

247Kelly 2015, 118
248 AJA 2018
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Table4: Representativéist of key architets workingima 2 y G 32 Y S NB

Iy Roountied, yo6i398@ S 2 NEH S Q&

Maryland Inventory of Historic Property (MIHP) numbers included if applicable.

Regional Area Architector Firm E;?a(\:kt)lﬁ:he d Key Resource Type Example Resource
¢ Commercial ¢ Wheaton Plazadesigned 1958/opened 1960
Montgomery County Arthur L.Anderson AlA 1933 ¢ Forest Knolls Schqdl960- first to accommalate
¢ Schools AN
students with disabilities
¢ Schools ¢ Rockville Civic Center Auditoriu®60
¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Calvary Evangelical Lutheran Chyd®62
Montgomery County Stanley HArthur, AIA ca. 1940s < Retail (M: 3637)
¢ Community ¢ Davis Libraryl964(M: 30-31)
Firm ofBagleySoule ¢ Schools ¢ Poolesville Elementary Scho©960
Montgomery County Associates 1958 ¢ Residential ¢ Woodley Gardensl962
2 (F\;(faﬁs;(;entlal ¢ Manor Care1961(M: 35169)
Montgomery County StewartBainum ca. 1940s ¢ Park University Motetl 962
¢ Motels . .
: ¢ White Oak Apartmentgirca1965
¢ Nursing Homes
Firm ofBerla, Abel, &
Montgomery County Weinstein later Abel & ca. 1930s ¢ Apartments ¢ Rock Creek Terrace Apartment871
Weinstein
¢ Beth Tikva SynagoguL&965
¢ Residential ¢ Montclair Manor Aartments 1967
. . ¢ Schools ¢ Bells Mill Elementary Schqdl968
l[\)/l%ntzgti\lnggéfﬁlgce Zl;;nogifizgheFMeyers & 1964 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Church of Jesus Christ of Lattay Saint® ¢ SY
¢ Banks 1968
¢ State OfficeBuilding ¢ Americana FinnmarRpartments,1974(M: 31-43)
¢ State National Banlcircal970
RheesBurket,AlA Also
affiliated with firmof ¢ Robert E. Peary High Schd®60
Montgomery County BurketTilghman & 1936 G Schools ¢ Parkland and Randolph Middle Schedl$%63
Associates
¢ Residential ¢ Bel Preschooll 969
Montgomery County GrosvenoiChapmanFAIA | ca. 1940s ¢ Schools ¢ Cold Spring&oo}, 1972
¢ Tager Housgl960
Montgomery County Lester ACollins FASLA ca. 1940s ¢ Landscape Architecture ¢ Smernoff Housgl969

¢ COMSAT LaboratorigE969(M: 13-59)
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Regional Area

Architector Firm

Practice

Key Resource Type

Example Resource

Established
¢ Forest Park1961
¢ Fairview Apartmentsl964
¢ Residential ¢ 111 Spring Streefl966
Montgomery County Firm ofCollins & Kronstadt | 1958 ¢ Motel ¢ Rossmoor Leisure Wid, 1966
¢ Commercial ¢ Cabin John Shopping Cent#967
¢ Americana Centerl 972
¢ Georgian Motelcircal973
EasorCross, JIEAIA: Also ¢ Wynkoop Merchant Housing subdivisj@865
MontgomeryCounty affiliated with firm ofCross | 1952 ¢ Residential S Wyn_k oop E_Sarn Housd 965
& Adreon ¢ Mohican Hills Square HouskE66
¢ Bradley Parkl967
¢ Schools
Montgomery County Firm ofDeigert &Yerkes 1947 ¢ Office ¢ Bushey Drive Elementary Schd$61
¢ Residential
. ¢ Realty Investment Buildind965
Montgomery County Eugenddelmar, FAIA 1959 ¢ Commercial ¢ Metropolitan National Banki 966
Andrew V.Donnally AlA
Montgomery County Also affiliated with firm of | ca. 1940s ¢ Public ¢ Bethesda Fire Station #6969
Soule & Donnally
Thurman Donovan; Also
affiliates with firms of T.D. ¢ Carderock Springdistoric Distric{M: 29-59)
Donovan and Associates, . ¢ Carderock Springs South (B6-194)
Montgomery County Donovan, Feola, Balderson 1955 G Landscape Architecture ¢ The Promenade, 1972 (M: 3®3)
& AssociatesandDFB & ¢ Martin Marietta Headquartersl976
Associates
¢ Grosvenor Park Apartment$962
¢ Residential ¢ Park Sutton Apartments and Shopping Cent®63
Montgomery County Donald HDrayer, AIA 1941 ¢ Commercial ¢ Landow Building1971
¢ Promenadel1971
¢ Summit Hill 1961 (M: 32-28)
¢ Residential ¢ Claridge Housel 965
Montgomery County Edmund WDreyfuss, AIA | 1936 ¢ Office ¢ ClearviewTowers 1965
¢ 8200 Wisconsin Aveny#&965
Montgomery County Rurik FEkstrom, AIA 1965 ¢ Residential G Stanley Tempchin House967

¢ Tobytown 1972

D-18




Regional Area

Architector Firm

Practice

Key Resource Type

Example Resource

Established
¢ Schools ¢2 Sttt SNRa 3968 /tSIHyAy3
¢ Commercial ¢ NIH, Biologics and Dental Research Laboratory
Montgomery County TedEnglehardt, AIA 1928 ¢ Office 19601961 (M: 359-11)
¢ Fire Station ¢ Operations Research Instityt&963
Firm ofFaulkner, Kingsbury ¢ Hospitals ¢ Holton-Arms Schogll963(M: 35-17)
Montgomery County & Stenhouse 1946 ¢ Schools ¢ Holy Cross Hospital 964
¢ Clubhouses
¢ Worship Facilities
Montgomery County Bernard LyorFrishmanAIA | 1939 ¢ Restaurants ¢ 8120 Wisconsin Ave Holiday |i®71
¢ Commercial
¢ Hotels
Firm ofGoettelmann & . - .
Montgomery County Zepapas 1964 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Our Lady of SorrowGatholic ChurchL964
Firm ofCharles M. . .
Montgomery County Goodman Associates 1946 ¢ Residential ¢ Crest Park1960
¢ Residential ¢ Edgevale Road 968
Montgomery County NeilGreene AIA 1968 ¢ Modular Communities ¢ Golden Gate East972
¢ Public ¢ Long Branchibrary 1975
. . . ¢ Tager Housgl966
Montgomery County Firm ofHartmanCox 1965 ¢ Residential ¢ PhillipsBrewer House1968
Firm ofHellmuth, Obata + ¢ Commercial .
Montgomery County Kassabaum (HOK) 1955 ¢ Office ¢ Marriott Headquarters1979
¢ Shorb Housgl1962
Montgomery County Hugh NewelDacobseni-AlIA | 1958 ¢ Residential ¢ Smernoff Housgl 969
¢ Elliott House addition1977
. ¢ Springbrook High Schqdlo60
Montgomery County Firm ofJohannes & Murray | 1945 ¢ Schools ¢ Albert Einstein High Schodlo62
¢ St. John the Evangelist Catholic Chyi&62
MontgomeryCounty Donald SJohnson, AIA 1930 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ St. Catherine Laboure Catholic Chyrt®69
(M: 31-61)
Firm ofKeys, Lethbridge & ¢ Residential ¢ Carderock Sprirgy1962 (M: 2959)
Montgomery County Condon ca. 1950s ¢ WorshipFacilities ¢ River Road Unitarian Churctf64
Montgomery County Morris Lapidus, AIA 1943 G Hotels ¢ Blair House Apartment4961

¢ Apartments
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Regional Area

Architector Firm

Practice

Key Resource Type

Example Resource

Established
G Office 2 EE!@SCBhu;gnl\%?grl Lodgeo63
Montgomery County Stanley TLewis, AIA 1959 G E?A%T;rlnermal ¢ Air Rights Buildings I, Il, 1D64, 1968, 1970
¢ ¢ Jack Amatucci Chevro)dt967
. ¢ Schools P A N Ao &
Montgomery County Firm ofMcLeod & Ferrara | 1936 ¢ Worship Facilities CazZYUu3dI2YSNE /2ffS38805 w
Montgomery County CesarPelli,FAIA ca. 1950s G Commercial ¢ COMSAT Laboratoriek969(M: 1359)
¢ Transportation
Firm ofRogers Taliaferro ¢ Community Planning ¢ Courts of Whetstongl1968
Montgomery County Kostritsky Lamb (RTKL) 1969 ¢ Commercial ¢ Montgomery Village Shopping Cent&B70
Montgomery County S.E. Sanders ca. 1940s ¢ Landscape Architecture ¢ Grosvenor Park Apartment$964
¢ Residential
Ronald Sylvestesenseman, ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Park University Motell 962
Montgomery County FAIA 1935 ¢ Motels ¢ Wheaton Nursing Home 962
¢ HealthFacilities
¢ Residential ¢ Country Club Garden$960
Montgomery County Robert Calhousmith, FAIA| 1959 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Spring Lakel961
¢ Office ¢ Westchester West1971
¢ National Sand & Gravel and Ready Mixed Concre
¢ Commercial Associations1964
Montgomery County John HSullivan, JrAIA 1957 ¢ Public ¢ M&T Bank Edmonston R#964
¢ Bank ¢ Aspen Hill Librany1967(M: 27-29)
¢ City of Rockville Municipal Buildint968
. . CCNASYRAKALI +Af19703S5Qa +
Montgomery County BorisTimchenko ca. 1940s ¢ Landscape Architecture ¢ Chevy Chase Lakdffice, 1972
¢ Colesville Baptist Church960
Firm ofVosbeckWard & ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ First BaptisChurch of Gaithersburg auditorium an
Montgomery County Associates 1957 ¢ Office education wing1961
¢ American Speech and Hearji®65
Leon Ch_atelam,_JFAIA i ¢ C&P Financial Data Centeircal960
Montgomery/Prince Also affiliated with the firms ¢ Residential ¢ Kiplinger Editors Payik960
of Chatelain, Gauger, and | 1930

DS2NESQaA

/ 2 dz

Nolan andChatelain,

Samperton, and Nolan

¢ Worship Facilities

¢ Henry B. Gilpin Co Drug Cente961(PG:76A56)
¢ Marlboro Dial Centerl963
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Regional Area

Architector Firm

Practice

Key Resource Type

Example Resource

Established
¢ Atomic Energy Commission Building, Germantow
Voorhees, Walker, Smith, (1958) M: 1941
Montgomery/Prince Smith &Haines/Haines, 1885 Government Fagiliti ¢ National Institute of Standards and Technology,
DS2NESQA / 2 dz Lundberg & Whaehler/HLW ¢ sovernment Facilities Gaithersburg (1961969) M:2647
International LLP ¢ Goddard Space FligBenter Main Campus,
Greenbelt (1959.969) PG:649
¢ Addition to StAndrews Episcopal Church, College
Chloethiel Woodar&mith, ¢ Residential Park 1965
qutgomery/Prince AlA Also affiliated with the 1963 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Bindeman Residence, BethesdQ66
DS2NHSQa [/ 2 dz firm of Chloethel Woodard < Public ¢ Wilde Lake High Rise, Columidia69
Smith & Associate ¢ Consolidated Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center, Beltsville1969
¢ Eden Housgl960
¢ Temple Israel Synagogu961
. Firm ofCohen. Haft & . . ¢ Springhill Lake Apartment$962(PG:6740)
qutgomery/Prmce Associats Also known as | 1953 ¢ Residential ¢ MarlboroughHouse Apartmentsl962
DS2NHSQa [/ 2dz ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ Wheaton House Apartmentd&962(M: 31-27)
CHK an@HHKK
¢ PotowmackPreserve1970
¢ Sumner Villagel975
¢. QY LA LaNI18t { eyl 32 3dzS
. Donatl N. Coupard AlA; . ¢ Vitro CorporatiorBuilding, 1968
MIoTeryPIInce 4, Also affiiated with the firm | ca. 1050s nggl‘gem'a' ¢ Riverdale Theated968
1 of DNC Architects, Inc. ¢ County Employees Parking Garaty@/0
¢ Katinas Housel960(M: 35161)
ontgomery/ Prince ¢ Galblum Hou
DS2NHSQA& / 2 dg HarOldEsten, FAIA ca.1940s S P?jte":’. | ¢ Landreth House1963
¢ Industria ¢ Jasper Housd 966
¢ ChaplickDuxbury Housgl971
Montgomery/Prince . . ¢ Office ¢ American National Bank Georgia Aveni@61
DS2NHBSQa / 2dz Edwin AWeihe, AIA ca. 1940s ¢ Bank ¢ Hartwick Building1965
< Commercial/industrial ¢ Wilkins Coffee Company Plat®66
<A N | . . ) ¢ Arthur Lohrmann Housd 967 (PG:6629-8)
t NAYOS DS2 NH| EdwinF. Ball 1956 Esﬁs:ientlal ¢ M-NCPPC Regional Headquaria@67(PG:68101)

¢ Mary Little House1969(PG:6966)
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Architector Firm

Practice

Key Resource Type

Example Resource

Established
t NAy OS DS 2 NH]| Firm ofChapman and Miller| pre-1965 ¢ Public ¢ M-NCPPC Youth Centé068(PG:68121)
t NAy OS DS 2 NH]| A HenseFink pre-1960 ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ First United Methodist Church of Hyattsvjl962
t NAyOS DS2 NH]| Preston M. Geren 1934 ¢ Office ¢ (S;Gutglgg Life Cheveryistrict Office 1969
t NAyOS DS 2 NH]| James Hilleary ca. 1950s ¢ Residential ¢ Dr. and Mrs. Henry A. Wise Jr. HoukEg69
= a A | Firm ofPaul H. Kea, David . . . _—
t NAYOS DS2NH| Shaw & Associates ca. 1940 ¢ Public ¢ Hyattsville MunicipaBuilding 1962
t NAyOS DS2 NH]| Carl Koch ca. 1940s ¢ Residential ¢ Carroll Housg1969
t NAyOS DS 2 NH]| Miton J. Prassas, pre-1960 ¢ Worship facilities ¢ Christ Methodist Churgh.960
- A ‘ : : ¢ Philips 66 Service Station Kenilworth Averil@65
t NAYy OS DS2 N8| Clarence Reinhardt ca. 1928 ¢ GasStations ¢ Philips 66 Service Station Annapolis RA£67
= A A | Firm ofSafrata, Mills, : . ¢ Volkswagen Administrative Officel965(PG:7095)
tNAYOS DS2NH Petticord & Mills pre-1960 ¢ Office ¢ Capital Cabistribution Center1966
¢{ OK2t1 al NJ ,XQ66(PG:76808)i |
. ¢{OK2t1 al N] Qpy [/ | UE®
t NAYOS DS2NEH Z‘;;“O;fzgga'd J. Scholzan| 4,6 ¢ Residential (PG:8659)
¢{ OK2t 1 ReytddRich&sanHousd972
(PG:8660)
t NAyOS DS2 NH]| Robert OScholz ca. 1920s ¢ Bank ¢ Perpetual American Bank965(PG:68115)
t NAyOS DS 2 NH| Edward Durell Stone 1929 ¢ Public ¢t NAYy OS DS 2 NHSG,4964, $969) DR
¢ Finney Housel960(PG:8341)
¢ Sandine Housd 961(PG:8242)
= a | . . ¢ Robinson Housd 963(PG:8343)
t NAYOS DS2 NH| Charles Wagner ca. 1940s ¢ Residential ¢ Withers House1965
¢ Vanderslice Housd.966(PG:8344)
¢ Odell Housel976(PG:8348)
¢ Salvation Army Corps Community Cenf€63
t NAyOS DU NB | Firm ofWalton & Madden | 1953 Public (PG:6%5)
' ¢ ¢ Hyattsville Branch Librarg964(PG:68112)
¢ Greenbelt Libraryl1968
Firm ofWarner, Burns Toan . P A SR . =
= a - ‘ ' ¢ Public ¢c{iU®d . SNYI NRQA9GB(PGIGR2)Y A O
tNAYOS DS2NH| i‘vlg_:_nLde Also known as ca.1960s ¢ Worship Facilities ¢ National Agricultural Libraryl965(PG:6178)
t NAyOS DS2NH] Firm offrederick C. Woods) .. 150 ¢ Residential ¢ House of Kleer 962 (PG:6542)

& Associates
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E. SUBURBAN DEVELOPMENWISTEMS

Suburban development systems describe the ways in which suburban land was actively developed for
human occupation and use. The 1999 Suburbanization Historic Context identified Unplanned
Neighborhoods, PlannedS\A 3 K6 2 NK22Ra>X | yR tflFyySR 5S8S@St2LIYSyi
focus on residential developmeff Thissectionexpands these categories to encompass the broader
range of suburban land use during the Suburban Diversification Period, including connodiicia,

and industrial development as well as parklaRdr continuity, the names given to these community
types in the 1999 Suburbanization Historic Context have been retained. The development systems
outlined in this context addendum represent the ma@®mmon types present in the suburbs; some
developments may demonstrate characteristicsnafiltiple systems or wilspan the Modern and
Suburban Diversification periods defined in the conté&d.with building styles, it is not necessary or
expected thateach resource will fit neatly into defined categories. In such cases, the appropriate
terminology and method of evaluation will depend on the character and history of the individual
resource lLargescale developmentaere the dominant force driving growtilong the edges of cities
during the Suburban Diversification Peri@boming populations and efficiencies of scale disrupted
historical patterns of incremental growth over timgiving wayo rapid developmentvithin a span

of a few years, rather than a&Ww decades.These development patterns, rather than individual
buildings, are the best representations of suburban growth during the Suburban Diversification
Period. The NRHP Bulletin No. 15 outlines the followitrgeria for Evaluation to identify the
significance of historic properties:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of significant persons in our past; or

C. That embody thaistinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinot

D. That have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.

Most suburbandevelopment systemwill be associated witthe historical events and trends outlined

in earlier sectiondHowever, to be National Registgigible, development systemsiust demonstrate
importantassociations witlhese rends often this means that they atbe earliest examplesr were
instrumentd in shapinghe trendsthemselves, such as altering the social composition or settlement
patterns of the suburbs in a significant w&xamples significant under Criterion B will be uncommon.
Neighborhood, developments and parksassociated withindividual developes or government
officials should be the best representation or culminationtbe iy’ R A @ Aviddklinfth@ &uburbs
These individuals must have played an important roléhim formation of the suburbs, directing
physical or demographic patterns of growiBroups of important community leaders are typically
evaluated under Criterion,Aard architects, landscape architects, and site planners may qualify the
developmentunder Criterion C
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Because of the ubiquity of suburban development between 1961 and #8@&lopment systems

that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,method of constructionunder
Criterion Gmust retain all charactedefining elements and all aspects of integrifypically, these will

be notableearlyexamples or thene of thelast intact examplethat still clearly conveys significant
associations with historical trendbsleighborhoods and developments that demonstrate features of
different development systems, as noted above, will not be significant examples of a type, period, or
method of constration, but may be eligible for other significant associatidasamples from the
Suburban Diversification Period are numergarsd because they wereonstructedrecently, they are
unlikely to yield information important to history or prehistory and willtrime significant under
Criterion D Regardless of association, these properties should be exceptional examples of their type
with few alterations ahigh degree of integrityandall characterdefining features intact.

Throughout this sectiomgommonexanples areprovidedfor how asuburban development system
may besignificant under each Criteriohese examples are intended asguide andnot as an
exclusive list of hova resource typavill be eligible.Research into the history of individual resources
may reveal other associations with important suburban trends or with trends beyond the
suburbanization context.

E.1. Unplanned Neighborhoods

An unplanned neighborhood is one constructed without developer involvement. Most unplanned
developments grow ovetime as individual owners purchase and improve lots, resulting in a mix of
forms and style$° These neighborhoods, whether primarily residential, commercial, industrial, or an
unintentional mix of uses, comprise otherwise unrelated buildings constructadyatxisting roads.

By 1961, with the broad application of zoning regulations, few areas of development could be
O2y&ARSNBR (NMzZ & adzyLIX | yySRde |1 26SOSNE (GKSNB
independent of developer involvement. Whereas past anpled neighborhoods grew organically,
examples in the Suburban Diversification Period typically grew according to zoning designations.
Sometimes, zoning reinforced existing patterns of development, specifying minimum lot sizes in rural
areas, for exampleDue in part to zoning, unplanned neighborhoods of this period demonstrated
specialized uses, with residential development separate from commercial and industrial areas.

Singlefamily residences are the most common expression of unplanned developméat Buburban
DiversificationPeriod (Figurel8). These are found in what would have been exurban areas beyond
the suburban fringe between 1961 ai@80. Amenities followed housing, as schools, churches, and
parks arrived after a community became established. Auto dependent, these areas lacked sidewalks
and provided space for car storage near the house. Driveways were typically gravel or asphalt.

Commercial, office, and industrial buildings were similarly constructed along existing highways but
were closer to important intersections or major transportation networks se4®8. These unplanned
neighborhoods frequently mixed commercial buildings witficef space or office space with light
industrial buildings. Despite similar functions, individual buildings were accessed directly from the
highway and are disconnected, and parking lots and circulation spaces are not shared, giving paved

250K 11999, 2
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areas a patchworlappearance. Because of the awutdented nature of these neighborhoods,
amenities like sidewalks or landscaping are rare, and accessing an adjacent or nearby building may
require reentering the highway. Signage is ubiquitous, often with a different sigartising each
business.

Figurel8: Isolateddwelling alog South Frederick Avenue in Gaithersburg (1961).

E.1.1.CharacterDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of unplanned neighborhoods include but are not limibed t

Buildings accessed directly from an existing highway;

Parking lots in nomesidential examples;

Buildings represent a range of construction dates and architectural styles;

Individual buildings arén general orientation towards the roadway fromhich the property

is accessed;

Varied building arrangement and setbacknd

No coordinated streetscape design features (sidewalks, curbing, signage, lighting, and
landscaping along roadways).

=A =4 =4 =4

= =4

E.1.2.Significance AssessmegtUnplanned Neighborhoods

To beconsidered for National Register eligibility, amplannedneighborhoodmust be a cohesive
cluster of buildings with a majority constructed during the Suburban Diversification Period. Unplanned
residential neighborhoodthat at the time of construction we not located in exurban areas or were
adjacent to existing suburban development, such as such as infill or additions to preexisting
subdivisions,are not representative of the type of development that occurred throughout the
Suburban Diversification Ped and are unlikely to be eligible.
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Eligible examples of unplanned neighborhoads rare. Under Criterion A, the neighborhood must
convey an exceptional association with specific historical ev8atsause they arose without guided
planning efforts andre often not well delineated, entire neighborhoods are unlikely to be associated
with significant persons under Criterion B; any such persons will be better represented by individual
resourcesUnplanned neighborhoodsackdistinctive characteristics anglill not be significant under
Criterion C unless the buildingllectively possessigh artistic value Eligible examples will
demonstrate exceptional integrity, with clear historical associations conveyed by the structures and
the setting, and all chargéer-defining elements intact.

Constructed along existing roads, unplanned neighborhoods have been subject to incremental change
since their inception. Examples that retain integrity of setting will be rare. The introduction of new
features along a highwaguch as sidewalks, guardrail, or utility lines, is unlikely to diminish integrity
unless it removes physical characteristics of individual properties, such as designed landscaping,
fencing, or signage. Significant modern intrusions or changes in usk, asuconversion from
residential to commercial, would most likely result in a loss of eligibility.

E.2.Planned Neighborhoods

I LX+FYyYySR ySAIKO2NK22R aO2yarada 2F GNrOGa 27 1
RSOSt 2 LISNBE OBy aiAKE (0S yLi? aRaSSaaAa3y FSE Gdz2NBa | YR O ISY SN
Developers subdivided the lots and constructed the street network, made utility arrangements, and

2FGSy SailofAakKSR odzAftRAYy3 aSaol O1a IlighRand2 G KSNJ NE
composition(Figure 19).252 Although the building types and spatial layout may be consistent, the

design of the individual buildings within tfés Yy SA 3 K02 NK22Ra ¢l & (GKS LINRRdzO
efforts to choose a builder, plan, and style of a building or group of buildings.

Figurel9: Plannecheighborhood comprising dwellings of different architectural stgleeg Viginia
Drive near MD 355 in Montgomery Courtiyi{t 1962 through 1970).

251K C1 1999D-6
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E.2.1.Planned Residential Neighborhoods

Planned Residential Neighborhoods of the Suburban Diversification Period most often emerged in the
same locations as unplanned neighborhoodsurban areas beyond the fringes of suburban
development. Most often, these appeared as latgesubdivisions of singleamily houses organized
alongone or more cude-sac streetsOften, these planned neighborhoods are interspersed with
unplanned singldamily houses along existing state and county roads. Although homebuyers
continued to purchase and develop individual lots in this period, independent contractors,
homebuilding companies, and reastate firms also acquired parcels within these neighbodsow
construct speculative housing. Without a single developer coordinating construction, amenities within
planned neighborhoods are rare. Sidewalks are unusual, and-lgredsdrainage ditches substitute

for curb and gutter. These neighborhoods, farnfraghe city and separated from other uses, are
dependent on the car, and most houses include a carport or garage. With larger lots, driveways are
longer and are most often asphalt.

E.2.11. CharacteDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of planneksidential neighborhoods include but are not limited to:

Curvilinear streets with ctde-sacs and loops;

Consistent streetscape design, including sidewalks, curb and gutter, streetlights, and tree
plantings (or lack thereof);

Cohesive building groupings by function, style, and date of construction;

Uniform building setbacks and consistent lot sizes;

Lack ocommunity amenities such as parks and community centers; and

Location just off existing highways.

= =4
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E.2.2.Planned Commercial, Office, and Industrial Neighborhoods

Planned Commercial, Industrial and Office Neighborheoste more common near developed areas
than residential neighborhoods of this period. These neighborhoods appeared along highways and at
major intersections and were autoriented, with most of the parcels dedicated to parking and
vehicular circulation. Landscaping was sparse and left to thdiViowners. Commercial examples,
although infrequent, often included a mix of businesses and building types which did not necessarily
complement each other, with disjointed parking lots and a variety of signage and building setbacks.
In more common officeand industrial examples, buildings were often organized around curvilinear
streets and cutle-sacs, much like residential neighborhoods. In industrial examples, wider streets
accommodated truck traffiFigure20). Heavy industry was separated from other uses, but it was not
uncommon for light industrial and small office buildings to locate in the same neighbodra®mgen

within the same buildingln dfice and industrial neighborhoods, developers more often included
covenants that established setbacks and building restrictions, but without ongoing developer
involvement, many nomesidential planned neighborhoods suffer from lack of maintenance and
improvements?3

253 LI 1968, 50809
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Figure20: WashingtorNational Pikdndustrial Park.

E.2.2.1. Charactdpefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of planned commercial, office, and industrial neighborhoods include
but are not limited to

Grouped by use and oriented along major transportation routes;

Interior system of interconnecting roadways for vehicutaculation

Cohesive building groupings by function, style, and date of construction;
Consistent building setbacks, typically with parkiotg along the road
Extensive parking lots and autwiented plan with few pedestrian facilities; and
Consistent streetscape.

= =4 =4 -4 A -9

E.2.3.Significance AssessmeqgtPlanned Neighborhoods

Planned neighborhoods should retain streetscape design, setbacks amtihigusicale characteristic

of the original construction period. Because construction was the responsibility of the individual
landowner and buildings lacked a cohesive design, limited alterations, additions, and replacements
do not diminish integrity. Plared neighborhoodshat at the time of construction were not located

in exurban areas or were adjacent to existing suburban development, such as infill or additions to
preexisting subdivisiongye not representative of the type of development that occurtebughout

the Suburban Diversification Period and are unlikely to be eligible.

To be considerednder Criterion A, planned neighborhoodsust demonstrateclear andsignificant
associations withmportant historical trends, suctransportation improvements and demographic
changes. Like unplanned neighborhoaaplanned neighborhood could mnsidered if ifs an early
and influentialexample of exurban residential expansion or businesses rihgct the suburbs in
large numbers. Planned neighborhoods may alscdiesideredfor important associations with local
zoning practices, such as an eatiempt by local governments to increase revenue by encouraging
business development.
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Plannedeichborhoodsconsideredunder Criterion B must exhibit direct associations with the life and
career of an individual who made important contributions to the history of a locality or metropolitan
area.Associations wittsignificantarchitects,landscape archécts, or site plannermay qualify the
developmentunder Criterion C.

Planned neighborhoodsonsideredinder Criterion C that embody distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of constructioshould retain all aspects of integrignd will dten be an early
example or one of the last intact examplésplanned neighborhooaonsideredunder Criterion C
might embody the distinctive characteristics of large lot subdivisions in exurban areas typical of the
period. Because of their ubiquity, plaed neighborhoodswill more often be considered under
Criterion C if they are the work of a master or they possess high artistic &igile examples will
demonstrate exceptional integrity, with clear historical associations conveyed by the struchdes a
their surroundingsand all charactedefining elements intact.

E.3.Planned Development

! LX ' yYSR RS@St2LISyid O2yarada 2F I ff GRSOSt 2L
constructed by developerg> In this development system, developers remained involved or vested

after the construction of streets and extension of utilities. This development type represented most

growth in the Suburban Diversification Period.

E.3.1.Planned Residential Development

A planned residential development comprises primarily sidghaily dwellings. Planned
developments consisting exclusively of townhouses and/or apartment buildings are better
understood in the context of muHiamily residential typegsee gctionF.2).

Panned residential developments remained the dominant type of sifaeily residential
development throughout the Suburban Diversificatiéeriod. They include a network of curvilinear
streets and cuble-sacs lined with singlamily dwellings from a settion of models provided by the
developer. Consisting almost exclusively of shfigiaily houses during the Modern Period, after 1960
these developments began to reflect the diversity of people and uses occupying the suburbs. In
response to demand for suboan living by those outside the traditional nuclear family, developers
introduced a mix of building types, including apartments and townhouses. Most frequently, this
involved the inclusion of individually owned townhous8eme developers attemptecbmmunities

with a mix of ownetoccupied units and rentaldut thesewere generally shoHived, as rental units

were converted to condominiumdNew zoning categories allowed the inclusion of retail space to
serve the community. Environmental regulations insgirthe use of cluster housing and the
preservation of open space in the form of shared natural areas and parks. In larger developments,
sites were reserved for schools and churches in coordination with local planning boards and in
anticipation of future neds. Churches sometimes served to buffer residential areas from adjacent
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E7



shopping area%® These developments, close to employment centers and near public transportation,
are more racially and economically diverse than a typical planned residential ndigilo

E.3.1.1. Charactdpefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of a planned residential developmfzam the Suburban Diversification
Period may include but are not limited to:

Curvilinear streets and cdle-sacs;

Cohesive architectural stylefn a single period of construction;
Houses limited to models provided by the developer;

Consistent building setbacks;

Cluster housing;

Accessibleshared open space (may be natural or a park);

Integrated multifamily apartment buildings and townhouses;

Rdail space planned with the development and consistent in design;
School(s) if planned with development; and

Consistent streetscape design (may include streets, signage, sidewalks, pathways, public
space, and lighting).

=4 =4 =4 =8 =8 -8 -8 -8 -8 n

E.3.2.Planned Commerciddevelopment

In residential developmenisievelopers remained involvedguwntil the end of construction, at which

time their affiliation endsThe developer of a planned commercial developmémwevercontinues

to hold a stake in the property followingsicompletion. These developments are planned by a single
developer and incorporate multiple commercial building types organized around an internal
circulation network. Limited access from the public road is provided at locations marked by consistent
signa@ and landscaping. The most common expression in the Suburban Diversification Period
consisted of a shopping center set behind a parking lot with adjoining outparcels, or pad sites, closer
to the road. These outparcels were leased or sold to businesséds agsigas stations, banks, or
restaurants which constructed their own buildings on the site. In contrast to unplanned or planned
commercial neighborhoods, planned commercial developments were created to be aesthetically
pleasing, organized, and efficient.

E3.2.1. Charactebefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of a planned commercial development representative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but are not limited to:

Internal roadway system designed for easy flow and agcess
Shopping enter (strip center or enclosed mall) owned by developer;
Perimeter outparcel or pad sites that are leased or sold,;

Unifying signage at entrances; and

=A =4 =4 =4
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1 Coordinated landscaping.

E.3.3.Planned Office and Industrial Development

As with commercial developmentshe developer remained involved with planned office and
industrial developments after construction was complete. A developer might own and lease the
buildings or lease only the land, with tenants responsible for construction. In the Suburban
Diversificaion Period, these developments included curvilinear streets andesghcs, a coordinated
streetscape design, often with sidewalks and lighting, and buildings with consistent setbacks. Parking
and loading areas were provided @fireet. Landscaping was @anportant component, softening the
edges of the roads and parking lots and providing space for employees to relax outside. Courtyards,
ponds, and fountains were part of efforts to evoke the pastoral landscapes popular in major corporate
campuses. Theselfell dzZNBa O2y i NAO6dzi SR (2 GKS dzaS 2F GKS GSN
Most examples failed to live up to this standard, resulting in groups of minimally landscaped buildings
surrounded by parking lots. In some developments, office and lighsindliuses shared space, and
could be referred to as business parks.

The largest planned office developments incorporated commercial businesses, such as banks,
restaurants, or office supply stores, to serve captive employees. These could be freestanding o
included on the ground floor of a large office building. Hotels and conference centers added to
accommodate business travelers and provide meeting space. Sometimes, companies that could not
afford a private corporate campus would construct an officediij adjoined by smaller satellite
buildings to be leased to other businesses, creating a small office park.

Industrial developments, unlike dedicated office parks, did not incorporate other uses. Because
buildings were specialized, they were typically stoncted by the tenant. In some cases, industrial
developers constructed a building to suit the needs of a tenahp then leased the property. This
resulted in a phased approach to construction, with buildings added over time.

E.3.3.1. Charactdbefinirg Elements

Characterdefining elements of a planned industrial development representative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but are not limited to:

Curvilinear streets and cule-sacs;

Buildings of similar architectural design and materiadsifthe same period;
Designed landscapes that include street trees, courtyards, ponds, or fountains;
Off-street parking lots and loading areas;

Consistent signage and streetscape design; and

Located near or along major transportation routes or arteriald®.

=A =4 =4 =4 -8 =9

E.3.4.Planned MixedUse Development

A planned mixedise development is one that contains three or more uses, including residential,
commercial, and office or industrial, planned and constructed by a single devdfigere2l). In
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Figure21: 1960sdesignplan for Columbia, Marylandn early mixedise developmertt’

Planned mixedise developments first appeared in Maryland during the Suburban Diversification
Period. The most comon expression was the new town development. New towns employed a village
concept with residential neighborhoods organized around commercial and community nodes.
Although integrated within the community, industrial and residential spaces remained sepaithte,
office and commercial sometimes mixing in village and town centers. The residential components of
new towns in this period are similar to planned residential developments, with networks of curvilinear
streets and cutle-sacs and clustered houses sg#&5 from models provided by the developer.

Mixeduse developments of the Suburban Diversification Period are not common beyond their
implementation as new towns, and the development of these lasgale planned communities in
Maryland waned by the end dfie 1970s.

E.3.41. CharacteDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of a planned mixege development representative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but are not limited to:

256 LI 1976
257 Stamp 2014
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Incorporates three or more uses within a single developtmen

Multiple commercial or community nodes

Community buildings sited according to original plan;

Cohesive architectural vocabulary;

Network of curvilinear primary and secondary roads;

Culde-sacs and cluster development in residential areas; and

Consisteh streetscape design (may include streets, signage, sidewalks, pathways, public
space, and lighting).

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 -8 -4

E.3.5.Significance AssessmegtPlanned Developments

As the best and most common representations of suburban expansion between 1961 and 1980,
planned deelopments shouldlemonstratea high degree of integrity. To lwensidered for eligibility

planned developments should retain streetscape design, setbacks, building scale, landscaping, and
architectural design characteristic of the origigahstruction period. Widespread modifications out

of character with the original design intent, such as removal of landscaping or water features,
FfGSNIGA2ya 2N FRRAGAZ2Y A (2 aGNBSG LI GGSNyaz Iyl

Planned reslential and mixeeuse developmentgonsideredunder Criterion Amust demonstrate

strong associations with social and demographic changes, such as an early example of African
Americans or other ethnic groups becoming established in the suburbs or a realdisvelopment
targeted to a specific demographic. These developments might also have inspired new trends in
environmental conservation or site planning. Developments that influenced changes in zoning
regulations, as with Columbia in Howard Couatgpcould be significant under Criterion A.

Planned industrial developments will masdten be consideredinderCriterion A for associations with
transportation improvements or for an association with government expansion, as industrial parks
clustered aroundC and near new suburban federal facilities. Planned office developments may be
consideredfor similar associations under Criterion@eparate from federal government expansion,
planned office and industrial developments associated with specific notaglets or achievements

in industry or science mawlso derive significanceunder Criterion A. For example, glanned
commercial development might have introduced new commercial types to a suburban location or
served a civic role as an important communithgering place. It could also lmnsideredunder
Criterion A if itfeatured a uniqueor influential tenant mix thatexemplified efforts to targeta new
suburban demographic

Planned developmentsonsideredunder Criterion B must exhibit direct associasowith the life and
career of an individual who made important contributions to the history of a locality or metropolitan
area.Associations with the designs obtable architects,landscape architects, or site plannemay
qualify the developmentinder Citerion C.

Planned developmentsonsideredunder Criterion C that embody distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction should retain all aspects of integaitg will often bean early
example or one of the last intact examples. Because of their ubigpiégned developmentwill more

often be considered under Criterion C if they are the work of a master or they possess high artistic
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value. Eligible examples will demonstrate exceptibmiategrity, with clear historical associations
conveyed by the structures arbeir surroundingsand all charactedefining elements intact.

To represent the property type within the Suburban Diversification Period, a planned residential
development shald include one or more of the innovations that appeared in the period. These
include a mix of housing types, the use of clusters, or the inclusion of retail and parks in the planning
of the development. The best examples will exhibit all three of thesevations. Planned residential
developments that exhibit none of these features will not be significant under Criterion C unless they
are the work of a master or possess high artistic value. Planned commercial developments in which
pad sites are later adgons to a stanealone shopping center are not good examples of the type.
These may be considered under C if part of a comprehensive shopping center redevelopment that
reflects trends in planned commercial development design during the Suburban Divéosifica
Period.

E.4.Parks

Parks are the primary way publicuserecreational areas and open spaaee incorporated into the
suburban fabricParks are created by government agencies, sometimes with assistance from private
developers. They feature designedgrovements such as maintained trail networks and recreational
facilities.Parks rangefrom small quarteracre local parks to regional parks encompassing thousands
of acres. Land reserved solely for conservation purposes without areas set aside for active
engagement is not considered within this context. Parks fall into three categories: Local and
Neighborhood Parks, Stream Valley Parks, and Regional Parks.

E.4.1.Local and Neighborhood Parks

Local and neighborhood parks are designed for use by communities in the vicinity. They may include
conservation areas with short trails, but more typically involve amenities for recreational activities
such as playing fields, sport courts, and playgrouRisnic shelters and restrooms are sometimes
provided. Specific amenities often reflect the demographics of the surrounding neighborhood(s). They
are accessible by foot or car from local streets and almost always include parki(fgdore22).

Most often, these parks are planned in conjunction with subdivision development, and developers set
aside land for park use. They range from pocket parks, which can be dsasntaR5 acré} to
neighborhood parks of several acres, depending on available space at the time of planning. Parks are
typically owned by cities or counties, even though they are located within a larger subdivision. These
parks may serve more than oneigkeborhood and are typically marked by signage. For example, M
NCPPC parks share a common sign motif, consisting of rustic wood boards with printed or incised
lettering. Hollywood Neighborhood Park, at 9699 53rd Avenue in College Park, is an exampte of suc
' LIFN] Ay t NAYyOS DS-RACRPSdpartmedtddyParks and Recigddidh. 0 &  a

258 National Parks and Recreation Association 2@1&xtronic document
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E.4.1.1 CharacteDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of local and neighborhood parks representative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but anet limited to:

Adjacent to residential development;

Passive areas including shaded lawns, picnic areas, and small pavilions;
Active areas including short trails, playing fields, sports courts, or playgrounds;
Walkways of poured concrete or paved asjpha

Perimeter parking areas accessed directly from local streets; and

Cohesive signage.

= =4 =4 =4 -4 =9

Figure22: Glenarden Mam Luther King, Jr. Park witbrmmunitycenter.

E.4.2.Stream Valley Parks

Stream Valley Parks aomnservation oriented, rather than interpretation/facility orienté®.They

follow landscape features and protect watersheds while providing suburban residents convenient and
easy access to expansive trail networks. In the largest examples, these parkalsmapnclude
vehicular transportation networks, typically a single road that functions like a parkway along the
stream valley. Parking lots appear at regular intervals to provide access to park features, which may
include picnic areas, restroom facilitiggdaygrounds, or exercise equipment. Oft&meam Valley

Parks connect to local and neighborhood parks with additional amenities. These parks encompass
large stretches of land surrounded by suburban development and include over 12,000 acres in
Montgomery @unty alone?° Sligo Creek Parkway is a good example of a Stream Valley Park.

259M-NCPPC and Montgomery County 2017
260M-NCPPC and Montgomery County 2017
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E.4.21. CharacteDefining Elements

Orientation along streambed,;

Multiple access points;

Interior park road, including bridges, culverts, or other small structurgseffent;
Parking areas accessed directly from local streets or from interior road network;
Connections to smaller local or neighborhood parks, creating a greenspace network;
Passive areas including shaded lawns, picnic areas, and small pavilions;

Active aeas including trails and playgroundsid

Cohesive sighage

=4 =4 = = -8 -4 -8 =9

E.4.3.Regional Parks

Regional Parks are distinguished from other parks by their size and amenities. Typically more than 200
acres, they offer a wide range of recreational activities. They irckidensive vehiculamadway
networks with multiple activity nodes, and buildings designed for park functions beyond shelters,
storage, or restrooms. In addition to amenities found in Local/Neighborhood and Stream Valley Parks,
Regional Parks may includamping areas, nature centers, interpretive centers, and water access for
boating. Some also include lighted athletic fields, ice rinks, carousels, golf courses, gardens, and
historic or culturally significant resources. In most Regional Parks, up tthodeof the park acreage

is dedicated to recreational facilities, while about ttvords is reserved for conservatiéft.One of

GKS FANRG wS3IA2YyIlLt tFN]J]&a RSaA3ayFGSR Ay az2yid3a2YSNE
which opened to the public in 832 and offers expansive botanical gardens. Another notable example

of a Regional Park is Rock Creek Regional Pigtk€23).

Figure23: Rock Creek Park offers a variety of amenities.

261 \M-NCPP@nd Montgomery County 2017
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E.43.1 CharacteDefining Elements

Serves a regionglarkwith multiple nodes of activity;

Multiple access points;

Interior road network, including bridges, culverts, or other srstlictures

Parking areas accessed from internal roads and at multiple locations throughout the park
Active use areas including trails, camping, boating, athletic fields, or playground areas;
Passive use areas including shaded lawns, pétwilters, or pavilions;

Special use areas including nature and event centers or amphitheaters; and

Cohesive wayfinding and interpretative signage

=4 =4 =4 = - -4 -8 =9

E.4.4.Significance AssessmeqtParks

Local and neighborhood parks in Maryland are ubiquitous and demoassiatilar characteristics
with other parksacross the state. They were planned in conjunction with residential development or
were created shortly thereafter. Theemmmonsmall parks aranlikely to be NRHBligible except

as contributing resources to argerneighborhood or group of neighborhoods.

StreamValley andRegionalParksof this periodwere planned independently of specific residential
development andsome helped drivesuburban growth. To beonsidered for the National Register

these parks shald retain their original purpose, such as conservation of a stream valley, and
functional uses, such as areas designated for water access, athletic fields, playgrounds, or camping.
Incremental changes to or replacement of landscaping and equipment syahyagounds will not
diminish integrity if the use remains. Those packssideredunder Criterion C should retain most
original buildings; new park buildings should be in keeping with the original character, in scale and
materials, and should not interpi significant views or vistas. Roads and road structures should retain
original designed features, such as stone bridge and culverts or wood guardrails.

Under Criterion A, parkdemonstrate clear and significant associations with important historical
trends such ashe environmental movement and local planning initiativEgxampleshat couldhave

significance under Criterion A includepark developed accordingto the-M/ t t / Q& wmdcn DSy
tfry 2NJ alNBEflyR D2@SNY2N ¢Vedpea Sack acfossNde Gtateh y (1 K ¢
bl GA2YI f tFNJa FTNRY (GKA& LISNA2R O2dA R Ffaz2 KI @

initiative. Parkgonsideredunder Criterion C that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
or method of constructin should retain all aspects of integréypd will often be an earlyexample or
one of the last intact examples. Because of their ubigyigykswill morelikely be considerednder
Criterion C if they are the work of a master or they possess high enastile.Eligible examples will
demonstrate exceptional integrity, with clear historical associations conveyed byattkefeatures

and all charactedefining elements intact.

Parkssignificant under Criterion B must exhibit direct associations with the life and career of an
individual who made important contributions to the history of a locality or metropolitan area.
Significant associations with architectandscape architects, @ite plannersmay qualify the park
under Criterion C.
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F. BUILDINGS IN THE SUmBBS

As in the rest of the country, the population continued to increase across Maryland during the
Suburban DiversificatioPeriod, fueling need for housing and associated nm@sidential amenities.
Buildings for Marylanders to work, play, shop, govern, and facilitate the suburban lifestyle grew and
developed as new subdivisions emerged. Office and industrial parks dedelopesponse to the
changing way Americans worked from the 1960s to 1980s. State, federal, and corporate campuses
were built to accommodate commuters. Shops, restaurants, post offices, and libraries served a
growing contingency of suburbanites and parkiots grew accordingly to allow for a higher volume

of automobile access. The followisgctiondetails the physical buildings constructed in the Maryland
suburbs between 1961 and 1980.

Today, these buildings are ubiquitous in the suburban landsd&geEuse of this,ndividual buildings
from this period must demonstrate a remarkable degree of significancerataih all aspects of
integrity. The NRHP Bulletin No. 15 outlines the following Criteria for Evaluation to identify the
significance of historic pperties:

A. That are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history; or

B. That are associated with the lives of significant persons in our past; or

C. That embody the distinctiveharacteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D. Thathave yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.

Individual buildings from this periodvill be eligible for the National Registeonly in rare
circumstancesHistorical tendsidentified in this context are best repsented by the development
systemsincluded inSectionE. Individual buildings, therefore, willsually be considered under
Criterion A only as places where specific events took place that notabfiuenced suburban
development Properties considered under Criterion C will most often be the work of a master or
possess high artistic value. Those properties representative of a type, period, or method of
constructionshouldbe anotable early example orone ofthe last intact examies that still conveys
significant associations witimportant historical trends. Regardless of association, these properties
should be exceptional examples of their type with few alteratjaaisigh degree of integrityandall
characterdefining featuresntact.

Examples significant under Criterion B will be uncompatthoughthe possibility is greatethan for
neighborhoods and development&roups of important community leaders are typically evaluated
under Criterion A. Neighborhoods and developmentssociated with individual developers or
government officials should be the best representation or culmination f thA y R Awdik iR tet f Q &
suburbs. These individuals must have played an important role in the formation of the suburbs,
directing physicabr social growthpatterns. Because propertiefrom the Suburban Divsification
Period are so numerous andavere recently constructed they are unlikely toyield information
important to historyor prehistoryand will not besignificant under Criterion D.
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F.1. Singld~amily Residential

Singlefamily dwellings make up an overwhelming majority of residential properties constructed in
this period across the country and in the state of Maryland. Sifagtély dwellings comprise a
residential building locatedroa single parcel of land, often featuring a front, back, and two side yards.
Regardless of community type, sinddanily dwellings in this period are almost always oriented to the
roadway by which they are accessed, feature front yards with drivewayeféustreet parking, often

in the form of an attached carport or garage, and, when situated within a larger grouping, possess a
similar architectural character to neighboring properties.

Singlefamily dwellings are the most common residential type in sbbaarMaryland. Between 1961
and 1980, such dwellings came in a variety of forms, the most common of which incluestorwo
Massed, Minimal Traditional, Transitional Ranch, Ranch, andL8pét/SplitFoyer. These house
forms often feature various stylistiornament to provide distinguishing architectural features in a
given neighborhood or developmenthe singldamily dwelling achitecture from this period can
include elements of the Colonial Revival, International, Contemporary, Shed, ORyzstinpoderiist,

and Mansard styles. In particular, Colonial Revival attributes abound on dwellings of all forms.
Although Marylanders quickly embracede Ranch, Splitevel, and SphEoyer forms, historical
associations remained a selling point, particularly in the 1970s around the Bicentennial.
Advertisemens placed inThe Washington Posiften promoted these forms with floorplans named
for historicd Maryland figures.

F.1.1.Significance Assessment

Where possible, singttamily dwellingsf the Suburban Diversification Perisdould be evaluated as
components of larger residential neighborhoods or developmersitside of these larger
developmentssinglefamily dwellings will generally not be significant under CriterioA#\the most
common representation of residential suburban expansion between 1961 and, i08®idual
examplesincluding isolated infilare unlikely to beeligible for the Natinal Registeunless they are
associated with significant persof@riterion B)r are the work of a master grossess high artistic
value (Criterion C)o beconsideredunder Criterion Csinglefamily dwellings shoulte exeptional
examples of their tge with a high degree of integritgand all charactedefining elements intact.
Examples that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construgtiorot

be eligible unless few unaltered comparable examples ekstimal Traditonal and Transitional
Ranch house forms, whose popularities peaked early in the Modern Period, are not representative of
the type of housing developed during the Suburban Diversification Period and are unlikely to be
significant under Criterion C.

F.1.2.Two-Story Massed Form

The TweStory Massed house fell out of favor in the postwar period, losing ground first to small and
affordable Minimal Traditional forms, and later to Ranch and &plitel houses. This trend was less
pronounced in Marylandywhere traditional Colonial Revival influences remained strong. A T8é3
WashingtonPost | 2dzaS tf+y 2F GKS 2SS71¢ FINIAOES adlrdSRY
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enduring popularity it is hard to beat the familiar twioli 2 NB  ORgtire24)?® Onke du$antage of

the two-story form was its economical use of land; as families sought larger houses, and the price of
land around DC and citiesrass the country increased in the 1960s dr8f0s, the twestory house
regained popularity.

Figure24dY o/ 2t #yliA2InEBsig in 2 197FheWashington Postouseplan of the weeRs3

This form is commonlgssociated with the Colonial Revival architectural style, and traditional Colonial
Revivaistyle houses remained popular, but between 1961 and 1980, manystary houses reflect

trends made popular by the Ranch and Sipéivel forms: they have a horizohmphasis reinforced

by a lowpitched roof and frequent use of short or paired windows on both levels or bay or picture
windows on the ground floofFigure25)® { 2YS SEI YL S48 GSEKAO6AG SEI 33
with the rectangular house form extended by the addition of an attached-siagy sunroom or

I NI IS 2y (K& Omanie& teril$ t8 18 Iredukedl grdindited to entranc@se popular

expression incorporates a filieight porch or portico, typically with slender columns lacking proper
historical proportionsArticles and advertisements in tAigtheWashington Pogthroughout the 1960s

and1970s referred to this traditional house form, evavith minimal Colonial Revivatyle details, as

I a02t2yAlf de ¢KSAS O2f 2y Al fa ¢S NBryhdNBspSolar SR Ay
by the 1970s and characterized by asymmetry, vertical casement and slaihgvindows, and earth

tone maerials such as F11 siding.

F.1.2.1 CharactefDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of the Tw8tory Massed form representative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but are not limited to:

Twa-story, doublepile massing;
Rectangular plan;

Horizontal emphasis;

Lowpitched roof;

Doublehung sash or picture windows; and
Garage or carport, if attached

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 -9

262The Washington Po4973, F42
263The Washington Po4973, F42
264 pettis et al. 2012, 100
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Figure25: Example o TwoeStoryMassedModern Coloniain Dewood.

F.1.2.2 Popular Period Subforms

Garrison Colonial
9 Features amall second story overhang, or jetgnd
9 First and second floors distinguished by separate wall cladding for each

Modern Colonial

9 Attached garage (most common) or carport set forwafdhe main block

9 Shallow porch roof, often an extension of the garage roof, extends over the main entrance
and

1 Often features different wall cladding on each story

F.1.3.Split Forms

SplitLevel and SpliFoyer houses were popular from 1950s imte 1970s. Like TwStory Massed

houses, they occupied a smaller footprint than the Ranch and, therefore, reduced construction costs,

but maximized interior living spaé&.As suburbs grew and land was at a premium, these dwellings

could be constructed on uneven terrain due to their varying massing thus allowing development of
20KSNBAAS dzyodzAf RFofS f20ad hyS ySgall LISMI I NIiAOf S
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The Spli_evel features three or more living stories with the lower level containing the garage and
recreational space, the milvel featuring the main entrance and public spaces like the living room
and kitchen, and the upper level allocated to bedroorRgy(re26).25” This desig separated the

265McAlester 2013, 613
286 TheWashington Post957,as quoted in Pettis et al. 2012, 105
267 McAlester 2013613c614; Pettis et al2012
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formal, public areas of the house from the informal, private areas. The interior division of space is
often visible on the exterior through the inclusion of a projecting bay representing the top floor.

SplitFoyers appeared slightly latdran the SplitLevel and were introduced and popularized in the
late 1960s and early 1970Bigure27).25¢ They often feature two full stories aboveagind with the

main entrance between the two floors. One entered a central, open foyer and was immediately
presented with two half stairwaysone leading upstairs and one downstairs. Due to the presence of
two uniform floors, the massing of Splbyers watess complex than Splitevel homes, thus allowing

for a standard roof form and a more conventional appearance.

Vi YA W T

Figure27: Example of a Cai@al Revivastyle SplitFoyerhousein Silver Spring.

268 pettis et al. 2012, 106
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Contemporary and Colonial Revival styles are most common when ornament is present. Colonial
Revival details are more common on Splityer houses. Split houses frequently exhibit two different
exterior materials at the facade, differentiating interior lés’eRibbon windows and picture windows

are common, and windows at ground level are often shorter than those on the upper floors. Garages
are frequently present at ground level, approached either from the front or side.

F.1.3.1 CharactefDefining Elemeist

Characterdefining elements of Split Forms representative of the Suburban Diversification Period
include but are not limited to:

SplitLevel

Interior levels accessed by hdlifjht stairs

Asymmetrical facade with twetory mass intersected at nieévelby a onestory wing
Rectangular orhaped plan;

Low to moderatepitched roof

Moderate to wide rake and eaves

Picture windowsand

Incorporated garage, when present

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -8 9

SplitFoyer

Central entrance raised above ground and enters on stair lapnding
Rectangular plan

Low to moderatepitched roof

Moderate to wide rake and eaves

Picture windowsand

Incorporated garage, when present

=A =4 =4 =8 -8 =9

F.1.4.Ranch Form

Constructed in Maryland as early as 1939 with increasing popularity from 1947 onward, the Ranch

house takes its hame and form from the southwestern United States with its Spaflistnced

F NOKAGSOGdZNBE® Ly al NBflyRTE GKS GSNXY& GNI} Yot SNE |y
to describeRanch houses through the 1970s. The term Ranch hguse in popularity through the

early 1950s and has remained the most common name for a ssbgie, rectangular house?€

During the Suburban Diversification Period, Ranch houses in Maryland are most frequently found in
largelot subdivisions or as isgiled residences farther from cities. The high cost of land in suburban
areas of Baltimore and Washington, DC, limited the number of Ranch houses in planned
developments. Ranch houses encompass numerous variations, but all astoopevith lowpitched

roofs (Figure28). Most are asymmetrical, with varying footprints, roof types, and projecting and
recessed elements along the facade.

269Btler 2017, 35
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Figure28: Example of a Rantiousein Colesville.

Inside, Ranch house floor plans were arranged into zones based on activity within a single story. This
primarily included private zones, with bedrooms and bathrooms, and public zonésastite kitchen

and living room, which were integrated with the outdoors through large windows and sliding glass
doors?™® Many Ranch houses have intermediate zones like patios and courtyards to further merge
indoor and outdoor living. Ornamental feature§ Ranch houses can include buitplanter boxes

and decorative cutouts in eave overhanBsinch houses most often appear in the Contemporary and
Colonial Revival styles, but most lack applied ornamentation or historical styling.

F.1.4.1 CharactefDefinhg Elements

Characterdefining elements of the Ranch form representative of the Suburban Diversification Period
include but are not limited to:

Single story;

Horizontal emphasis;

Asymmetrical facade;

Doublemassed plan;

Low pitched gabled and hippedoflines with moderate to wide eaves;
Picture windows;

Garage or carportand

Prominent brick ostone-veneered chimneys common.
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F.1.5.Transitional Ranch Form

This house type exhibits architectural features of both the Minimal Traditional and Ranch&ndns

was most popular in the late 1940s and early 1950s but continued to be constructed into the?2960s.

The Transitional RancRigure29) has &K 2 NA T 2y il f SYLIKI aAa o6dzi A& Y2NB
Ranch form& It exhibits more contemporary styling than Minimal Traditional houses, which more

2"0pettis et al. 2012, 103
2"l pettis et al. 2012, 102
272Cloues 2011, electronic document
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often reflected historical styles. False cross gabled highlight entrances or picture windowssGarag
and carports on these examples are unusual and may be later additions.

Figure29: Transitional Ranchweklling in Glenarden.

F.1.5.1 CharactefDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of the Transitional Ranch form repreative of the Suburban
Diversification Period include but are not limited to:

Single story;

Horizontal emphasis;

Rectangular footprint;

Asymmetrical fenestration;

Picture windows common along with doubteing or casement sashes;

Intermediate or lowpitched, sidegabled roof most common, though some are hipped;
May include lowpitched, crosgyabled roof above bay or picture window

Moderate to wide eaves; and

Lacks attached garage or carport

= =4 =4 =4 -4 -8 -8 -8 9

F.1.6.Minimal Traditional Form

Minimal Traditional dwellings were popular in the 1940s as they complied with FHA size and design

JdA RSt AYSAa® GLY GKS mpnnad GKS Cl! RSOSfamigISR | adl
house that embodied major elements of the Minimal TraditionahfoAs a result, it is sometimes
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NBFTSNNBR {2 [278Thd fgfm Wabk at th& Beigit 8f papularity after World War 1l and
continued into the early 1960s. The size of Minimal Traditional house was commonly 1,000 square
feet or less Figure30). Its smaliscale reduced construction and development costs, which made it a
popular house form in moderatsncome neighborhood%* Examples continued into the Suburban
Diversification Period and the form was well suitedstoaller lot sizesThese houses had limited
architectural ornament but often borrowed elements from the Colonial Revival and Tudor Revival
styles. The Cape Cod $obm remained popular throughout the period, in large part because of its
association with colonial history. Cape Cod houses constructed near the end of the period are
noticeably larger than those constructed in the early 1960s, in keeping with trendsddesger
houses.

7 %

L A

"4 7 \’
EETFREL S

Figure30: Example of a Minimal Traditionalveelling in Frederick.

F.1.6.1 CharactefDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements of the Minimal Traditional form representative of the Suburban
DiversificatiorPeriod include but are not limited to:

One or one-and-a-half stories tall;

Rectangular or-shapedplan;

Moderate to highpitched roof

Varied roof form with at least one frofiacing gableand
Closeset rake and eaves

=A =4 =8 -8 =4

F.1.6.2.Popular Period Subfosn

Cape Cod

1 Oneanda-half stories

1 Three bays, typically with central entran@nd
1 Highpitched roof with dormers

273 pettis et al. 2012, 99
274 pettis et al. 201299
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F.2. MulttFamily Residential

Multi-family dwellings were constructed throughout the Suburban Diversification Perawticularly

in areas of high population growth to provide housing options to a variety of income levels and family
types (Figure31). They comprised almost 40 percent of the housing stock in suburban Maryland by
19802 Common multfamily building types constructed during this period inclugarden
apartments townhouseshighrise elevator apartments, and mobile home parks. Mobile home parks
are included as a muifamily type because they function much like apartment complexes, with similar
amenities and management. The category also encompasses condominiums and deepgendtich

are physically identical to apartments of the period.

Figure31: Newretirement villages likeeisure World in Montgomery Couratjowed for
independent living for seniors, as shown in this 1971 @A&g

F.2.1. Signifcance Assessment

Multi-family dwellingsof the Suburban Diversification Periagde most often found asnulti-family
developments, largeomplexes of multiple building§uchdevelopments often included amenities
such as swimming pools, recreational spaces] designed landscaping. A mix of building types
became more common later in the periothdividual examples, other thahighrise elevator
apartments, are not representative of the type of mdlimily housing constructed during the

275pendall 2011
278 effler 1971
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Suburban Diversifiten Period and are unlikely to be significant under Criteria A or C unless they
convey cleaanddirectties to important events such as the Civil Rights movement or are the work of
a master or possess high artistic value.

To be considered nder Criterion A, multfamily dwellingsand developmentsnust demonstrate
significant associations withistorical suburbantrends, such asdemographic changes or local
planning initiatives. Examples incluthe firstcommunities targeted to a specific demograplsach
as adultsonly or the elderly one of the first complexes to incorporate lémcome housing in
accodance with local regulations, ane of the first exampls of a condominium apartmenor
conversion Tobe consideredunder Criterion @s a type, period, or method of constructiamulti-
family dwellingor developmenwill often be an earlyexample orone ofthe last intactexamples.

To represent the property type within the Suburban Diversification Penmudkj-family dwellings and
developments should include landscaped parks or shared open space along with additional amenities
such as swimming poots sports courts. The best examples will also include a mix of-faatily
building types or retail space. Because of their ubiquity, Afaltiily dwellings andevelopments that
exhibit none of these features will not be significant under Criterion €ssrthey are the work of a
master or possess high artistic value.

Multi-family buildingsundergo frequentchange aghey are updated to attract tenants; similarly,
condaminium conversion may result in buildingsith piecemeal alterations tandividual units
Features such as balconies, windows, and doors are often replanddnalteredexamples are rare.
Complexes should retain streetscape design, signage, natural or designed landscaping, and shared
common areas.Eligible examples will demstrate exceptional integrity, with cleahistorical
associations conveyed by the structaend the complexand all charactedefining elements intact.

F.22. Garden Apartments

Garden apartments have their roots in the Garden City Movement of the aaelytieth century.

Early efforts to remove the stigma of city apartments involved the incorporation of open space,
resulting in small apartment buildings arranged around landscaped courtyards. Housing shortages
during the Great Depression and the estabiigmt of the FHA in 1934 led to the standardization of
two-tothreed G 2 NB | LI NI YSyid O2YLX SES& NN} y3ISR (2 ¥F2f¢¢
space. The FHA encouraged new garden apartments through government backed loans, and
successful projectded more developers to construct apartment complexes without government

backing. Hundreds of new garden apartment buildings appeared in Washington, DC, and the
surrounding counties by 1955

Developer Carl Freeman played an important role in popularinieggarden apartment concept in
az2yi32YSNE | yR t N yadrfing RDSeasioBal praisediBedzyrki of tBesamhitect
turned-RS @St 2 LISNE -likeKgardeS apartndenis)] as well as his mixes apartment
O2YYdzy Al ASaszé¢ 0 NERBoe dténtiok ih tfe 14te21860 intolthg FO7TBEENB S Y I y Q&
GSNEAZY 2F GKS aY2RSINNE&RSRLINNGCWNRYOG vy O2 WLIF NG Y S

277Kuhn et al. 2005, E&18
28Kelly 2012, &
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comprehensive, ecological plan to fit buildings into the land, preserve mature trees, and promote

outdoor recrd (i A% Widré than a buffer between singamily dwellings and commercial

LINP LISNIAS&YX CNBSYlLYy &l g &l LINIYSydGa Fa AyadSanNt: £ o
shopping centersD K dzZNOKS &> yR a0OK22f aXé¢ | yR daparhetS &l G NB\
in this era, such as Americana Finnmark (1968), and converting garden asglighartments into
O2YR2YAYAdzy &l S dzyA (a®Through iy AmdzBlaraliided apStaénty Ay M T
projects, starting with Americana Riggs in 1954&eRran introduced a modern appearance to the

garden apartment, with buildings featuring bands of windows, balconies, and terraces in a natural

setting?8! These design concepts influenced garden apartment design throughout the Suburban
Diversification Period.

F.22.1. Form and Appearance

Garden apartment buildings were typically two and no more than three storiefHglire 32). Each
building comprised at least four dwelling units, and individual apartments were accessible through a
single public entrance. The buildings had no elevators; interior stairwells led to the -lgweér
apartments. Although individual garden apartmeniildings were constructed in established, higher
density neighborhoods, larger garden apartment complexes commonly included at least three
buildings sited on a large suburban parcel. The buildings did not conform to existing street grids but
were orientedto the surrounding topography, allowing for greater exposure to light and views.
Automobile access was generally limited to the perimeter, leaving open spaces between buildings
that were not penetrated by vehicular traffic. Instead, the buildings formedidaaped courtyards
planted with grass, trees, small shrubs, and flowers. With landscaped open space, views, and a degree
of privacy, the garden apartment complex provided many advantages of a suburban lifestyle but was
a low-cost alternative to purchasing home. In addition, many apartment complexes included
recreational facilities and other amenities as an enticement for renters.

The need for cosefficient construction limited most apartment complexes to reserved stylistic
expressions. With standardized, identical units, variety was achieved through the layout of the
buildings on the site. Staggered rooflines and interlockingsunitmed a range of exterior spaces and
avoided a monotonous appearance. The buildings were unified through simple stylistic elements such
as cornices, doorways, windows and transoms, moldings, and roof forms. Most early apartment
complexes were built ine Colonial Revival style, but by the 1960s Modernist styles were prevalent.

Modern apartment complexes in suburban Washington, DC, were characterized by contemporary
building materials and a lack of applied ornament. Architectural expression was ina@gpasing

form and material. The apartment buildings often reflected contemporary trends in siagliy
residential design by combining brick veneers and vertical wood siding, metal awning windows, and
low-pitched, sidegabled roofs. Flat and mansardofs were popular by the 1970s. A relationship
between indoor and outdoor space was emphasized through the inclusion of patios and balconies
with large picture windows and views to outdoor common ar@&fmdows included metal double
hungsash, casement, ahnat times, large fixed unitdechanical stacks serving the apartments were

21%elly 2012, ®
280Kelly 2012, %
28lKelly 2015, 91
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often distinguished by perforated brick or decorative concrete block screens. Colonial Revival,
Contemporary, InternationaMansard,and Brutalig styles were most popular.

Fgure 32: Garden (foreground) and Hidgise (backgroundpartmentbuildings at theAmericana
Center in Rockville.

F.22.2. CharactefDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements ofjarden apartments representative of the Suburbddiversification
Period include but are not limited to:

9 Complex contains a minimum of three staaldne buildings;

1 Singlestory living units;

1 Central stairwell (sometimes opeair) providing access to apartments;

9 Patios at groundloor units and balconiefor upperlevel apartments;

1 Buildings oriented to the topography and arranged around shared outdoor space;

1 Parking lots adjacent to buildings; and

1 Consistent streetscape designdy include streets, signage, sidewalks, pathways, public space,
and lightirg).

F.23. Townhouses

During the Suburban Diversification Period, backlash against sprawl created renewed interest in
historic living patterns and the city in general. While many areas of Washington, DC, witnessed the
migration of upper and middleclass &milies to the suburbs, home prices in the Georgetown area,
one of the oldest parts of the city, continued to rise. The dwellings consisted of shatbiwhouses

with heterogeneous appearances. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, the area experienced a
renaissance as older homes were rehabilitated, and modem rowhouses filled the spaces between.
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Washingtorarea developers took note of Georgetown's popularity and exported the historic
rowhouse design ideals to the suburbs as the new townhétise.

The townhous concept was a viable housing alternative that appealed to a market desiring home
ownership but uninterested in traditional singlamily houses. For the developer, both land and
construction costs were less than for detached sivglaily communities, ath properties could
include amenities more common in luxury apartment complexes, such pools, shopping areas, tennis
courts, and playgrounds. For buyers, a townhouse offered a convenient first step to home ownership
or a comfortable retirement, without theasponsibility of lawn care and other maintenart#€€The
townhouse arrangement was not limited to individual ownership, and many communities were
available as rentals or involved cooperative or condominium ownership.

One of the earliest townhouse developnterin Maryland was the Colonial Revisglle Preston Place
community in Chevy Chase, designed by architect Marion L. Bagley of Bagley and Soulé in 1958. In
1964, Bagley recreated the Preston Place community in a price range more appealing to middle
income buyers. The result was th&0-acre Georgetown South development in Manassas, Virginia.
Georgetown South quickly garnered national attention for its unique design and successful revival of
the low-cost housing market in Washington's suburbs, and simil@eld@ments began to appear
throughout the countryand the Maryland and Virginia suburf§i$Colonial Revival remained the most
popular style, and most new townhouse communities conformed to the precedent established by
Bagley at Preston Place and Georgetown South.

F.23.1. Form and Appearance

Suburban townhouse developments were composedchfstered rows of multstory attached
dwellings (Figure 33). Each townhouse was typically two to three stories and had an individual
entrance. Unlikesarlier apartment complexes, which featured a unified appearance, townhouses
maintained a common stylistic theme while incorporating a variety of facade treatments among
individual units. Material changes, along with varying roof forms, setbacks, andriies patterns,
helped achieve an individuality and diversity of appearance lacking in manywposhousing
developments. The earliest townhouse developments closely followed historic patterns, relying
heavily on the colonial influence of Georgetown. threir relationship to the site, suburban
townhouseswere more like garden apartment complexes than traditional row houses. They were
sited at angles or oriented to the landscape amid shared courtyards and other open space. Although
common outdoor areas we included, private yard space was frequently incorporated through
screened or fenced backyards. Curving drives andtéet parking were common feature€olonial
Revival and Contemporary styles were most common.

28 \illmann 1%3, C1
283Willmann 1964, C1
284Manning, Preston Place 201153
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Figure33: Townhouses withindisure World itMontgomery County.

F.23.2. CharactefDefining Elements

Characterdefining elements ofownhouses representative of the Suburban Diversification Period
include but are not limited to:

Two or more stories per unit;

Shara walls;

Individual entrances;

Variety of facade treatments and setbacks among units;

Parking in front of the unit;

Shared landscaped areas with private yard space at the front or rear; and

Consistent streetscape design (may include streets, signage, aldgewathways, public
space, and lighting).

=A =4 =4 =8 =8 -8 -9

F.2.4.High-Rise Elevator Apartments

Highrise apartments were promoted in the early 1960s as a way to reduce suburban sprawl, increase
local tax revenue, and create diverse residential communities at a varfigiyice points Figure34).

In the more densely developed areas of Silver Spring, Bethesda, and College Parlsehigh
apartments, along witthighrise office buildings and shopping centers, emerged near important
transportation corridors throughout the 1960s.

Developers searching for a way to meet the demand for suburban housing close to the District turned
their attention to smaller tracts ofand still available near the city. With the increased land prices,
higher construction costs, and higher taxes associated with such parcels, thisdéplowrent garden
apartments popular in Montgomery and Prince George's counties after World WardInedonger
economically viable. Changing social, laseé, and economic factors resulted in an increased
preference for highrise elevator apartmentsSome of the earliest elevator apartments appeared in
Washington, DC, before spreading to the Virginma 8Maryland suburbs in the 1950s. The first
example in Montgomery County, Pooks Hill, was constructed in 1950 with 18P%¥hitgated at 3

285The Washington Po41950, Rl
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Pooks Hill Road in Bethesda, the ngtery building is known as Pooks Hill Towers. Early examples in
t NA y OS s CoSrgyNiBIBI®the 1963 Marlborough House at 3001 Branch Avenue aRtbitee
Tower Apartments at 6700 Belcrest Road in Hyattsville, also constructed in 1963.

Figure34: 1975ad for the highrise Village Overlook Apartments @aithersburg,
highlighting accessibiliti?®

286 The Washington Po4975, E17
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