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Introduction
The section of the City of Medford known as East Medford was identified in a Community-Wide
Survey Plan prepared by Larson Fisher Associates in 2010. This area of the city is exceptionally large
and rich in cultural resources compared to other sections identified in the Survey Plan. It stretches from
the current site of Interstate 93 on the west to the Malden border on the east and the north bank of the
Mystic River on the south to the bluffs north of Fellsway West on the north. Here, to provide an idea of
the abundance of cultural resources located in the area, fully 900 properties, precisely, have been
identified by this project as having been built prior to 1900. As this project proceeded through its initial
phases, smaller areas within East Medford were identified for focus based upon both their early
ownership patterns and the character and period of their architecture.
Because the development of the focus area identified in this project within East Medford did not
evolve in a smooth linear pattern but within several well-defined periods from west to east, it was more
clearly identified as a distinct section within the broader area of East Medford. This permitted this project
to focus on a smaller section of East Medford that developed on land formerly held in large undivided and
undeveloped parcels until the end of the 19th century, roughly bounded by Salem Street on the north,
Riverside Avenue on the south, Park Street on the west and Spring Street on the east, with a jog further
east that captures early residential developments on Myrtle and Lawrence streets (see figure 1). Areas
immediately to the west had been largely developed much earlier in the 19th century and were related to
the local ship building industry (This area, previously documented through Washington – Franklin –
Vine Street Area (MDF.A), Park Street Court Streetscape (MDF.C), Old Ship Street Historic District
(MDF.E) (NRDIS 3/24/1975), and Old Ship Street Area – Riverside Avenue Area (MDF.F), will be
revisited in a separate phase of survey). Areas to the east were largely developed somewhat later during
the interwar period and in a character that distinguishes them clearly from the subject area. The resulting
more-limited area that is the focus of this project was generally rapidly platted and accessed by streets
during a fairly limited period between ca. 1890 and the onset of First World War.
Like most similar suburban/urban areas East Medford developed around transportation and, to a
lesser extent, industry. Here the intense residential and later commercial development was spurned by
the construction of the Medford Branch Railroad Right-of-Way (MDF.958) of the Boston and Main
Railroad, which opened in 1847. The branch line traversed the center of East Medford and for nearly a
century was accessed by two stops, one near Park Street and the other on Spring Street, later known as
Glenwood Station, that provided direct access to Boston. This access drove the development of East
Medford during the following six decades.
Nearby industry contributed less directly to the area’s development but was certainly a factor for
employment. Major plants, no doubt also driven by the presence of the railroad, were located to the east.
These included the Bay State Brick Manufacturing Co., the Mystic Print and Dye Works (between Linden
and Locust streets) and the Glenwood Industrial Area, consisting of the Glenwood Dye Works/New
England – Anderson Pressed Brick Works/Metropolitan Water Works sites at the corner of Myrtle Street
and Amaranth Avenue (1897), among others (this area will be documented during Spring, 2016; MHC
number to be assigned).
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Initial development beginning in the 1870s was characterized by large- and mid-scale,
“comfortable” housing for prosperous commuting single families. Smaller commercial districts evolved in
the immediate vicinity of each depot by 1900. As development pressure increased other forms of twoand multi-family housing were increasingly introduced. The area is characterized, however, by an
eclectic mix of forms and types of housing in a variety of styles. Occasional blocks display a uniformity of
form or type but the overall impression is one of variety.

Figure 1. 1855 Henry F. Walling Map of Medford, detail, showing East Medford (red) and current survey
project boundaries (green). Medford Square is located on the left edge, center of this image.
Toward the end of this period, in the wake of the construction of electrified streetcar lines on
Salem Street and Fellsway West during the early 1890s, development intensified with both denser forms
of multi-family housing and urban-scaled commercial development along the length of Salem Street and
centered on the intersection of Salem and Spring streets with Fellsway West known as Haines Square
(MDF.AS). Much of this commercial development was characterized by a mixture of two-part mixed-use
and one-part dedicated commercial buildings. Other commercial forms such as motion picture theaters
and banks were present as well. Each of these commercial types has been classified by Richard
Longstreth in the following concise manner. He describes the two-part commercial block as “the most
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common type of composition used for small and moderate-sized commercial buildings throughout the
country.” He continues:
Generally limited to structures of two to four stories, this type is characterized by a
horizontal division into two distinct zones. These zones may be similar, while clearly
separated from one another; they may be harmonious, but quite different in character; or
they may have little visual relationship. The single story lower zone, at street level,
indicates public spaces such as retail stores, a banking room, insurance office or hotel
lobby. The upper zone suggests more private spaces, including offices, hotel rooms or a
meeting hall.1
Longstreth points out that although this pattern developed as recently as the first half of the 19th century in
America, its origins go back to ancient Rome and medieval Europe. The examples found on Salem
Street and in Haines Square generally house residential apartments in their upper stories, although a few
exceptions appear to house office space. The built landscape of the square, however, is dominated by
the one-part commercial, or taxpayer block. Longstreth also distinguishes between the “two-part” and
“one-part” commercial block; one-part buildings being defined as a single-story, single-use commercial
structure. One-part commercial buildings are also colloquially known as “taxpayer blocks,” lessexpensive buildings constructed to temporarily “pay taxes,” in this case local property taxes, while the
land awaited higher-use development. Many taxpayer blocks became permanent fixtures in the
landscape, however, when more elaborate schemes never came to fruition. This building type is also
often associated with streetcar-driven real estate development between c. 1890 and 1930. Throughout
this essay both terms will be used interchangeably to describe this type of single-use commercial
building.
This mixture of residential and commercial architecture, which includes a broad variety of late19th-century housing solutions on the residential blocks south of Salem Street, a linear commercial
streetcar-based strip along the length of Salem Street, and the urban commercial enclave at Haines
Square, presents a broad variety of types and forms that help define the character of Medford during a
crucial period in the history of its development between 1890 and 1914 (two smaller commercial enclaves
were identified as part of this project as well: Glenwood (MDF.AR) and Park Street Station (MDF.AT)).
Early Ownership Pattern Prior to 1855
As can be readily observed on the 1855 map reproduced above (figure 1), East Medford’s
development radiated gradually eastward out of Medford Square throughout the 19th and 20th centuries
along and between several major transportation routes that were arranged as spokes out of the hub
formed by the Square. These routes include Salem Street, which proceeds northeast out of Medford
Square through Malden, Saugus and Lynn generally in the direction of its namesake city. It is currently
also identified as State Route 60. A second spoke, Riverside Avenue (originally known as Ship Street),
heads southeast toward the Malden border, terminating at Middlesex Avenue in Wellington (the land
south of Riverside Avenue has a character that distinguishes it clearly from that to the north, having
recently been largely overbuilt on former industrial sites with residential buildings). These two major
routes form the north and south boarders of the section of East Medford that will be considered in this
essay.
This refined section within East Medford described above remained in the hands of four locally
prominent families for a long period and did not come into heavy residential development until after the
Civil War and generally not until ca. 1890. These owners included members of the Hall, Lawrence and
Magoun families. A fourth large parcel, which will be discussed separately, was owned by Samuel
Lapham (1808 – May 24, 1886) a prominent Medford shipwright. This project also documented a smaller
subdivision of the earlier section of East Medford west of Park Street that was undertaken by members of
the Cudworth family during the 1890s, Cudworth Street (MDF.AP). Each of these families was
1
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established by local elites involved in the largest local industries of the first half of the 19th century, rum
distillation and ship building.
The holders of the largest parcel in East Medford during the 19th century were members of the
Hall family. Much of the land east of Park Street, south of Salem Street, north of land owned by the heirs
of Thatcher Magoun and members of the Lawrence Family (the property line ran roughly along the rear
lot lines of the properties facing the north side of Lawrence Street) to the Malden line in the east,
belonged to the Hall family throughout the 19th century and remained largely undeveloped until the early
1890s. The Hall family had resided in Medford since the 17th century and were successful local
industrialists and property owners for most of the 18th and 19th centuries. The acquisition of the East
Medford tract has not been searched but may date to this early period of the family’s activities in Medford.
During the 18th century they were most prominently associated with the distilling business in Medford
Square. Early members of the family included Andrew Hall (May 5, 1698 – Jun. 22, 1750). He was the
son of John Hall and Jemimiah Sill, and had purchased land in Medford as early as 1721, including the
estate of Jonathan Wade (MDF. 28). Andrew Hall and his wife Abigail had thirteen children, several of
whom survived to adulthood. During this early period the Hall family was involved in a number of
ventures, including the Medford distillery (established 1735), a cooper shop, a general store, a shipping
business, and a slaughterhouse.2 Andrew Hall also served as a Representative to the General Court
(later State House of Representatives) from Medford from 1744 to 1751. After Andrew Hall’s death, his
son Benjamin Hall (Jan. 27, 1731 – Feb. 1, 1817) took over many of the family’s businesses. Another
son, Isaac Hall (Jan. 24, 1739 – Nov. 24 1805), and his wife, Abigail Cutter (Feb. 12, 1741 – Sep. 25,
1825) resided with his widowed mother Abigail Walker Hall (d. 26 August 1785) at 45 High Street
(MDF.30). Near this location on High Street two generations of the Hall family constructed three large,
elaborate houses in the fashion of the time, known generally as the Georgian style (see MDF.AN for
images and elevation drawings; only number 45 (MDF.30) survives).
A grandson of Benjamin Hall and son of Benjamin Hall, Jr. (Aug. 9, 1754 – Sep. 17, 1807),
Dudley Hall (Oct. 1, 1788 – Nov. 3, 1868), is identified as the owner of the East Medford tract on the 1855
map.3 As early as ca. 1831 Dudley Hall sold the family’s principal industrial investment, the rum distillery
located near Medford Square between Riverside Avenue and Salem Street, to Daniel Lawrence (more
below). The reason for this business decision is made fairly clear in an account by Eliza M. Gill.
According to Gill, Hall said to her father, Solomon Gill, who was an employee, “Solomon, I hope you will
not drink this rum we make here, it is damaging to drink it. It is ruining many young men who came down
from the country, as you did.” This suggests Hall had deep misgivings regarding the morality of this
trade.4 Other of Hall’s activities and subsequent investments were described as follows:
By profession, Mr. Hall was a merchant, though he was largely engaged in building
cotton and woolen mills. He inherited and accumulated a large estate. He was chosen
to represent the town of Medford in the Legislature, and served from 1813-1815…He was
a director of the New-England Bank in this city from 1836 to 1860…He owned a farm in
Medford of a hundred acres, which had been held by the family for nearly, if not quite,
two hundred years.5
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Hall was a ship owner and shipping merchant as well.6 According to the 1850 census Hall owned
$40,000 worth of real estate, a considerable sum at the time. According to another account he “owned a
large amount of land extending north into what is now known as the Fells. Considerable domestic stock
was kept, and butter and cheese were made on the farm” (this description may refer either to the subject
tract, other large tracts owned by Hall west of Forest Street, or both).7
After Dudley Hall’s death in 1868 the East Medford property came into the undivided possession
of his sons Dudley Cotton Hall (1818 – Jun. 8, 1899) and Horace Dudley Hall (Sep. 15, 1831 – Dec. 28,
1904), both Medford residents, prominent Boston-based merchants and partners in the family firm Dudley
Hall & Co., importers and wholesalers of tea.
Another large holding had been acquired by Thatcher Magoun early in the 19th century. This
estate, an irregularly shaped parcel that was likely assembled over a period of years, included land on the
north side of Riverside Avenue between the distillery property near Medford Square on the west and
Spring Street on the east. The north and south property lines were located roughly in the current
locations of a line between Franklin and Lawrence streets and Cushing Street, respectively.
Thatcher Magoun (1775 – Apr. 16, 1856) was the earliest, most prominent, and successful
Medford shipbuilder during the first half of the 19th century, constructing 84 vessels between 1803 and
1836.8 Many of his ships were designed specifically for the China trade and his considerable wealth was
derived perhaps more from ownership than construction, as he held financial interest in many of the
vessels he built. “After 1815, the vessels that he built for the China trade gave [him] a reputation second
to none among American shipbuilders; and ‘Medford built’ came to mean the best.”9 His life and the
operations of his business have been fairly well documented by Morrison, Knoblock, Hooper, Gleason,
Wooley and others.10
Thatcher Magoun’s shipyard was the oldest and the largest of the ten yards in Medford.
They clustered on Riverside Avenue and South Street, figuratively pressed gunwale to
gunwale, one next to the other along not much more than a mile of riverfront…Between
1803 and 1855, Magoun’s and neighboring yards - Turner and Briggs, Jotham Stetson,
James Ford, Sprague and James, James O. Curtis, and Paul Curtis - built more than five
hundred ships.11 His yard was on Riverside Avenue, opposite the end of Park Street,
and was the only Medford yard provided with a ship-house.12
Between ca. 1800 and 1872, 567 merchant ships were built in Medford. These ranged from
coastal schooners to fully developed clipper ships and extreme clipper ships. The opening of the
Middlesex canal at the precise moment of the establishment of Magoun’s yard ca. 1800 made possible
the cost-effective supply of timber from northern New England, itself a major industry of the period, via
the Merrimac River and canal. More importantly, the physical aspects of the locale proved ideal for ship
construction and launching: the gently sloping, almost flat, marshy banks of the Mystic River allowed
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builders to both efficiently construct and safely launch large vessels; and the navigable (at high tide) and
entirely protected estuary of the river contributed to safe launching and conveyance of the unpowered
ships to Boston Harbor.
The current Medford Public Library stands on the site of an elaborate Asher Benjamin-designed
house built in 1835 for Magoun. Famous for its double swell front and Ionic portico, the building was one
of the most architecturally sophisticated in Medford of the moment. In 1875 Magoun’s son, Thatcher
Magoun, Jr. (1808-1883), moved to an elaborate Italianate villa across High Street and donated his
father’s house to the town for use as a public library.13
The East Medford parcel was generally retained by his heirs, including his son, Thatcher Magoun,
Jr. (Aug. 28, 1808 – May 27, 1883) and his daughter, Martha Bradshaw (Magoun) Adams (1812-1885),
who was married to the Rev. William Adams.14 After the deaths of the second generation of Magouns the
land came under the control of Martha Bradshaw Adams’ son, Thatcher Magoun Adams (Nov. 25, 1837 –
May 10, 1919), a resident of New York and a Yale-educated lawyer.15 The land was subsequently
developed as it manifests itself today by Adams and another trustee of the estate, D. Osgood Kidder, also
a resident of New York and a lawyer by trade.16
Some of Thatcher Magoun, Jr.’s property came under the control of a separate heir, Margret
O’Hare Magoun. In 1860 Thatcher Magoun, Jr. hired a nurse/maid for his wife, Martha (Tufts, d. 1879),
who was then going insane and was institutionalized the following year. This servant, Margaret O’Hare
(1824-1903), a native of Ireland, later became a member of the household. “[S]he began to practice the
arts upon her master, which afterwards resulted in his complete submission to her wishes…besides being
under the influence and control of Margaret, [Magoun] was possessed with an infatuation which rendered
his enfeebled mind easily tractable to the woman’s efforts.” Unable to marry because Magoun’s wife was
still alive, he adopted O’Hare as a daughter; upon Martha Magoun’s death, the adoption precluded
marriage. In the course of these events Magoun became estranged from his family, including his
namesake (b. Sep. 5, 1838), his daughter, Mrs. David I. King, and his sister, Martha B. Adams. Margaret
(O’Hare) Magoun was his sole heir, although the will was unsuccessfully contested.17 Upon Margret
Magoun’s death much of the estate was bequeathed to St. Joseph’s Roman Catholic Parish, whose
campus now occupies the former site of the Thatcher Magoun, Jr. Estate on High Street. The remainder
of the property, including a large parcel on the north side of Riverside Avenue that became Carolina
Street (see the Edward Beatteay, Jr. House, MDF.1188), was split among O’Hare’s 17 blood nieces and
nephews (Magoun’s natural-born children, technically also nieces, were excluded by the probate court).
Among these was Ellen A. O’Hare (b. 1882).18 While press reports indicate she received about
$6000 from Margret’s estate in 1905, it is unclear if she inherited this parcel as well.19 O’Hare, whose
occupation was listed as clerk, lived on Mountain View Ave in Revere with her husband Edward, a
shipper of plumbing supplies. At that time she and her husband lived with her brother John and sister
Mary, both of whom are listed as working in real estate. John and Mary were also a beneficiary of
13
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Margret’s estate. It is therefore possible that John and Mary O’Hare played a role in the development of
Carolina Street, but verification will require additional deed research.
A third major landowner in East Medford included members of the Lawrence family. Daniel
Lawrence (Sep. 12, 1797 – Oct. 2, 1884), a native of Tyngsborough, moved to Medford in 1823 and
entered the firm of Bishop & Goodrich, distillers. He was active in this business until ca. 1856 which, after
acquiring other distilling interests from the Hall family in 1831, was undertaken under the firm name
Daniel Lawrence & Sons. This distillery remained active until closing in 1905.
[Daniel Lawrence] filled many positions of public trust in Medford, and great confidence
was placed in his sound judgment and executive ability. At the breaking out of the Civil
War he showed a most loyal and patriotic interest in the effort to maintain the Union, and
advanced the funds necessary for the equipment of the Lawrence Light Guard then going
to the seat of war.20
By 1855 Daniel Lawrence had acquired a large parcel east of the Magoun holdings and south of the Hall
holdings in the vicinity of the eponymous street north of the Medford Branch Railroad right-of-way (see
figure 1). By this time part of the property had been transferred to Lawrence’s son-in-law, G.L. Barr.
George Lyman Barr (Mar. 12, 1830 – Apr. 1, 1877), a native of New Ipswich, New Hampshire, moved to
Medford prior to 1850 with his widowed mother, Laura Livermore (Bellows) Barr (b. 1804), who ran a
large boarding house. Shortly after moving to Medford, Barr was admitted as a member of the firm of
Daniel Lawrence & Sons. He married the 16-year-old daughter of Daniel Lawrence, Elizabeth Maria
Lawrence (b. 1835), on Nov. 20, 1851. By 1855 Lawrence Street east of Spring Street had been
constructed but not-yet subdivided. The first house on Lawrence Street would be constructed the
following year by builder Richard Gibson (Richard Gibson House, 39 Lawrence Street, c. 1875,
MDF.1219-1220). Another section of this parcel had been sold by Lawrence to Medford builder and real
estate developer Horatio Williams. This parcel is identified in a deed recorded in 1853 that identifies
157,783 square feet of land east of Spring Street and north of the Boston and Maine Railroad right of
way. The amount of the transaction was $4,733.49.21 This parcel became the site of the first suburban
residential real estate development in East Medford east of Park Street consisting of twenty small
identical end houses, all constructed by 1855 (Myrtle Street Streetscape, pre-1855, MDF.B). This
dense and concentrated enclave was built in such a peculiarly isolated manner (see figure 1) solely to
take advantage of newly available railroad transportation to Boston through the abutting stop and depot
that later became known as Glenwood Station. This pattern of development became a model, in varying
degrees and scales but with similar density and plan, for the entire section of East Medford between Park
and Spring streets.
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Early Development Period: 1855 – 1875

Figure 2. 1875 F.W. Beers Atlas, detail; Salem Street crosses upper left. North is up.
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Figure 3. 1875 F.W. Beers Atlas, detail, showing development in the Lawrence Estate surrounding
Glenwood Station (slightly above the center of the image at the corner of Spring and Myrtle streets).
North is up.
The county atlas published in 1875 (figures 2 and 3) demonstrates that development proceeded
gradually and was generally limited to the westernmost two blocks of the Hall Estate that included Dudley
and Otis streets (the name of one of these streets is likely for the father of the owners; the source of the
name of Otis Street is not known). A third cross street, Central Avenue, which bisects the long blocks
between Salem and Washington streets, had been laid out and constructed as well. By this time only
approximately 25 lots had begun to be sold or improved by the sons of Dudley Hall, Dudley C. and
Horace D. Hall. The earliest houses documented as part of this project within this two-block area suggest
that they were commissioned and remained in the ownership of the Hall brothers, who were evidently
actively pursuing real estate development as part of their business interests. Research suggests that
their investment strategy was to retain ownership of the individual subdivided and improved properties
and rent them to tenants, who were generally skilled or salaried Boston commuters. The early group of
houses documented as part of this project includes the William H. Cummings House at 88 Dudley
Street (MDF.1204, 1855-1875), the Louis W. and Edith T. Cummings House at 92 Dudley Street
(MDF.1205, 1855-1875), the James L. Work House at 102 Dudley Street (MDF.1206, 1855-1875), the
H.E. Bonney House at 45 Otis Street (MDF.1239, 1855-1875), the H.E. Belemy House at 56 Otis
Street (MDF.1241), the Hall-Goodale House at 99 Otis Street (MDF.1246, 1855-1875), and the
Eugene E. Sweeney House at 100 Otis Street (MDF.1247, built slightly later 1880-1884). This slow
pace of development could be attributed to regional and national events, specifically the Panic of 1873,
which would have considerably tightened credit, limiting real estate activity.
At this time the Magoun Estate remained largely unimproved and no streets had been platted
south of the Boston and Maine right-of-way. Development activity in this location may have been limited
by the personal travails of Thatcher Magoun, Jr. and his sister Martha Bradshaw Adams outlined above.
9

In any event active real estate development did not begin within the Magoun Estate until after Thatcher
Magoun, Jr.’s death in 1883.
Development activity within the Lawrence Estate to the east generally mirrored the level of activity
in the Dudley Estate. By 1876 a lot had been acquired and a house constructed at 39 Lawrence Street
(MDF.1219-1220, see above), presumably by its initial owner Richard Gibson, a carpenter/builder.
Subdivision and improvement in this area proceeded westward in a circle around Glenwood Station; by
this time an additional 13 houses had been constructed on the west end of Lawrence Street and the east
end of Washington Street. Development also proceeded at the east end of Myrtle Street, where
developer Horatio Williams had constructed an additional 14 houses on Myrtle and Pinkert streets (this
area falls outside the scope of this project).
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Period of Dormancy: 1875-1889

Figure 4. 1889 Geo. H. Walker & Co. Atlas, detail, showing little change within the western section of the
Dudley Estate. North is up.
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Figure 5. 1889 Geo. H. Walker & C0. Atlas, detail, showing the blocks surrounding Glenwood Station.
North is up.
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Figure 6. 1889 Geo. H. Walker & Co. Atlas, detail, showing the platting of streets and subdivision of the
Magoun Estate. North is up.
The county atlas published in 1889 demonstrates the impact of the Panic of 1873 on real estate
development in East Medford. Little change can be noted in a comparison of the 1875 and 1889 maps
(see figures 2 -4). By this time, however, the image of the Magoun Estate shows the beginnings of
activity; Magoun Avenue, Thatcher Street and Pembroke Street had been laid out and subdivided into
residential lots(see figure 6). Several of the improved lots remain unlabeled with owner names and
others indicate ownership by trustees of the Magoun Estate, Thatcher Magoun Adams or D. Osgood
Kidder (see above, p. 4).
The lot labeled W.F. Cushing at the northwest corner of Thatcher Street and Magoun Avenue,
just left of center of the image is the Walter F. Cushing House at 16 Magoun Avenue, (MDF.1228-1229,
1875-1889), which was built for Walter Foster Cushing (Sep. 15, 1857 – Sep. 6, 1950), a Boston
stationary merchant and an active real estate developer in East Medford.22 Among his improvements
was a later subdivision of four single-family houses on the south side of Magoun Avenue opposite his
house at numbers 3 through 19 the Cushing Development (MDF.AQ, c. 1889-1897), which was
undertaken during the following decade.
22
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Period of Most Intense Development: 1889-1898

Figure 7. 1898 Geo. W. Stadley Atlas, detail. Blocks between Washington and Salem streets. The
image shows subdivision and ownership patterns discussed below. North is up.
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Figure 8. 1898 Geo. W. Stadley Atlas, detail . Blocks south of Washington Street and north of Riverside
Avenue.
In May of 1891 the firm of Dudley Hall & Co., then under the control of Dudley Cotton Hall (his
brother, Horace, having retired in 1868) went into bankruptcy and much of the family’s property, which
had been staked as collateral for lines of credit, was taken by creditors. With good assets amounting to
$30,781 and liabilities amounting to $368,375, bankruptcy was inevitable.23 Accounts of this event
provide a number of details regarding the firm’s operations and the nature of Dudley C. Hall’s
indebtedness. The firm was a major importer of tea and sugar. In addition to its headquarters store at
140 State Street in Boston, it operated branch offices in New York and Philadelphia. The following
suggests that Hall had loaned money to assist others, resulting in a chain of insolvency.
The business of teas has been a profitable one, but the indorsement of paper by the
senior member of the firm, Mr. Dudley C. Hall, for the accommodation of personal friends,
which indorsements have been shouldered by the firm, has made heavy demands upon
the assets of both firm and individuals, and a few days ago it became evident that an
assignment would have to be made.24
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Boston Daily Glob, Oct. 27, 1889, p. 2; Mar. 11, 1891, p. 3; Mar. 15, 1891, p. 2; Mar. 8, 1892, p. 9.
Ibid, Mar. 15, 1891, p. 2.
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Not all of Hall’s property was pledged as collateral. His house and 10 acres of land on Forest Street and
12 acres of saltmarsh were unencumbered. Another 38 acres in Medford had been deeded as security
for $53,737 worth of debt held by Kidder, Peabody and Co. and the Medford Savings Bank. Part of these
holdings may have included some of the land in East Medford.
As the above-illustrated map of the former Hall holdings north of Washington Street illustrates, by
1898 the land had been platted with streets, subdivided and had come under entirely new ownership (see
figure 7). The north-south-running avenues between Salem and Washington streets, at first numbered,
had been named after Union Army Generals or Admirals, including Adm. David Glasgow Farragut, Gen.
James A. Garfield (later 20th U.S. President), Gen. Ulysses S. Grant (later 18th U.S. President), Gen. John
Alexander Logan (later U.S. Congressman and U.S. Senator from Illinois), Maj. Gen. John Newton (later
became part of Sheridan Avenue) and Maj. Gen. Philip Henry Sheridan. A close inspection of the lots
suggests a number of things about the manner in which the land was disposed. A limited number of
speculative developers had taken control of large numbers of unimproved lots. As improvements were
made the lots were sold to individual owners. The distribution and variety of house forms and types
suggest that the improvements were undertaken both by the speculator/developers and purchasers of
individual lots.
Most of the unimproved lots were owned by only a few speculators. These included, principally,
J.R. Teel and James O. Goodwin and, to a substantially lesser extent, George F. Manning. Josiah R.
Teel (1846-1924) was a partner, with his father, Elbridge, in the E. Teel & Co. Carriage Manufactory,
which was located at 46-69 Swan Street. According to period accounts the firm manufactured utilitarian
wagons and after 1900 automobiles on a small scale.25 Josiah Teel resided at 4 Woodland Avenue. In
addition to his business activities he served as an alderman for eight years and was a director of the
Medford Cooperative Bank.26 As the 1898 map indicates, he was the most active speculator in land in
East Medford, holding mainly unimproved lots, suggesting he was not a landlord and either sold lots to
individual owners or improved them gradually and sold off completed houses.
James Otis Goodwin (b. Apr. 26, 1844) played a major role in the development of East Medford
and the city as a whole. Having gone to sea as a merchant seaman at the age of 16, where he rose to
first officer, he later applied his navigation skills as a trained land surveyor. He laid out numerous streets
and hundreds of lots “put upon the market by him as agent or as a member of syndicates organized
through his efforts.” Some of the lots were held in the name of his wife, Emma W. Goodwin, and he was
active in both the Hall and Magoun estates, as well as the Lapham and Cudworth subdivisions (see
below). Like Goodwin he appears to have operated as a developer and not a builder/landlord
George F. Manning (b. 1848) speculated in East Medford real estate to a lesser extent, owning
several lots and buildings on the east side of Dudley Street near Salem Street in 1898. Manning was a
scion of another local elite merchant family with a number of branches that owned land and industry
locally. His father, Joseph Manning, Jr., owned as much as $12,000 worth of real estate in 1850, a
considerable sum at the time. George Manning was active as a wool merchant and his brother, Joseph
King Manning, with whom he resided at 35-37 Forest Street, operated a lumber yard on Riverside Avenue
(see MDF.75 and MDF.AO). The fact that he owned several houses as well as houses elsewhere in
Medford (116 Forest Street, MDF.1097) suggests he operated as a landlord rather than a developer.
The 1898 map (see figure 8) also indicates that the Magoun Estate, controlled by trustees
Thatcher Magoun Adams and D. Osgood Kidder, remained active in the development of its land south of
Washington Street throughout the 1890s through 1910s. Here again their ownership appears to have
been limited to unimproved lots, suggesting that they acted as developers of land rather than builders and
landlords.
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John H. Hooper, Proceedings of the Celebration of the Two Hundred and Seventy Fifth Anniversary of
the Settlement of Medford, Massachusetts, June, Nineteen Hundred and Five (Executive Committee,
1906) p. 39, 261.
26
Boston Daily Globe, Mar. 23, 1924, p. 16 (obituary).
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At the same time the Hall and Magoun estates were being actively developed, two other muchsmaller subdivisions were being developed by the Cudworth and Lapham estates. The first, currently
known as Cudworth Street (MDF.AP, 1889-1936), is somewhat outside the target area of this survey
project, located to the west, within the “Old Ship” area (MDF. E and MDF.F). It was included in this
project because it was not previously surveyed but is related to the development further east that is the
subject of this project in terms of its ownership history, development pattern and the character of its
architecture. A second large parcel located generally directly south of the Magoun holdings and Cushing
Street, including the blocks lining Abbott, Pembroke and Lapham streets and Sprague Court, was lessintensively surveyed as part of this project due to its lack of architectural integrity but will be discussed
here briefly due to its historical associations.
Both of these properties, like Magoun’s, had been in the possession of an earlier generation of
shipbuilders. Both parcels were originally under the control of Samuel Lapham, Jr. (November 4, 1808 –
May 24, 1886) or one of his relatives. Lapham began his career as an apprentice to Thatcher Magoun
before starting his own business. His firm built twenty-three ships between 1830 and 1856.27 Lapham
was also the first chief engineer of the Medford Fire Department. By 1898 the parcel that had by that time
been built out as Cudworth Street was in the ownership of Mrs. W.M. Cudworth (see below). The larger
Lapham parcel to the east and south of Cushing Street had been subdivided, developed and sold off to
individual owners.
The Cudworth Street parcel was developed under the ownership of heirs of William Marshall
Cudworth. W.M. Cudworth (January 15, 1814 – February 3, 1877) was, like many other land owners in
the immediate area, a shipbuilder. He was born in Scituate, the son of Benjamin and Nancy (Hatch)
Cudworth. He left school when he was 14 to go to sea with his father, staying on the elder Cudworth’s
ship for five years. He was apprenticed to a Mr. Briggs of South Boston for five years, where he learned
shipbuilding. After working for Briggs and on his own for several years, he formed a partnership in
Medford with Elisha Hayden, Hayden & Cudworth. The firm built forty ships before Cudworth’s retirement
in 1865. “This firm had a reputation for excellent work, and was classed among the best ship-building
firms of New England.”28 After his retirement, Cudworth turned to politics rather than business. He served
as a selectman and represented Medford in the State Legislature. Cudworth married Mary Catherine
Benton (August 27, 1829 – October 10, 1906) of Maine in Providence, Rhode Island on March 27, 1851.
The couple had two children: daughter Geraldine A., and son William M., Jr. Born in 1860, William died in
infancy. Geraldine Aretta Cudworth (January 6, 1852 – March 26, 1911) married Francis Eugene Perley
of Topsfield on December 16, 1874. The couple divorced by 1900. During most of this time the family
resided nearby at 158 Riverside Avenue. In the nine years between 1889 and the next map published in
1898 (figures 7 and 8), nine of the twelve houses on Cudworth Street were constructed. Ownership of
these properties remained with Cudworth’s widow and daughter and their estate into the 20th century and
were rented to tenants rather than sold. By 1936 three additional houses had been added to the
subdivision, presumably by subsequent owners.
Throughout this period one example of good urban planning manifested itself. In both the Hall
and Magoun estates land was set aside and acquired by the city for use as parks. In the Hall Estate a
large parcel encompassing roughly six buildable lots had become Logan Grove, later Logan Park, by
1898 (MDF.956). Designed as a passive park, it is centered in a block and is accessible from both sides
from Otis Street on the west and Logan Street, for which it is evidently named, on the east. A less-wellplanned park is located in the center of the Magoun Estate, Magoun Park, 1896 (MDF.957). This park,
also passive in nature, was carved out of otherwise undevelopable left-over land in the center of an
awkwardly shaped trapezoidal block formed by Magoun, Pembroke, Cushing and Thatcher streets.
The 1898 maps (figures 7 and8) demonstrate that a pattern in the development of East Medford
between Park and Spring streets had emerged: the most intense areas of earliest development were
27

The Non-Population Schedule, Products of Industry of the 1850 Federal Census indicates the size of
his operation: capital: $15,000; 3,000 tons timber and rigging: $50,000; kinds of motive power: hand;
employees: 50; wages: $2,500; annual products: 1,500 tons of shiping; value: $112,500
28
Medford Past and Present (Medford Mercury, 1905) p. 153.
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centered on each depot at Glenwood (MDF.AR, 1855-1930) and Park Street Station (MDF.AT, 18862011) and the blocks between on Logan, Farragut, Sheridan and Grant avenues gradually filled in only
later during subsequent decades. The character of development on these middle blocks changed
somewhat as railroad commuting declined in favor of the streetcar after c. 1890. As the population of
Medford increased 50% on average every decade between 1890 and 1920 from 11,079 to 39,038,
denser forms of housing began to be introduced. The most common type that came to be built in East
Medford and throughout the city, which has become a character-defining aspect of its streetscapes, is the
standard two-family house. Other types were experimented with as well, however, including the side-byside duplex and the three-decker. Several examples of the Philadelphia two-family have been identified
in the city and examples may be located in East Medford if they can be verified by interior inspection.
Each of these types will be considered in greater detail in the following section of this essay.
An alternative to multi-family housing emerged in East Medford during the inter-war and postWorld War II periods in a limited way in the form of smaller single-family houses. Forms such as
bungalows, capes and garrison Colonials can be found in the Carolina Street subdivision undertaken by
heirs of Margaret Magoun (see above). Although the more-recent housing in this subdivision fell outside
the scope of this project because it consists of a large number of related houses that ought to be
recorded on a single extensive area form, one well-preserved example of the bungalow form was
recorded at number 11 Carolina Street, the Edward Beatteay, Jr. House (MDF.1188, 1924-1926);
another bungalow was recorded at 59 Garfield Avenue, the Samuel M. Fine House (MDF.1216, 19241930).
Salem Street and Haines Square
At the same time residential development was taking place on the perpendicular linear side
streets between Riverside Avenue and Salem Street during the 1880s and 1890s, Salem Street
developed as a commercial corridor that terminated in the commercial urban environment of Haines
Square at its intersection with Spring Street and Fellsway West. Salem Street’s function as a major
transportation corridor between the center of Medford at Medford square and neighboring cities to the
northeast including Malden and Everett was enhanced by the construction of an electrified streetcar route
that was active between ca. 1890 and the mid-1930s. This northeast route intersected with another
streetcar line at Haines Square that follow the path of Fellsway West between Somerville and Stoneham.
Salem Street, as it currently presents itself, displays many of the layers of its history. It began
with the expansion of Medford Square westward and the “Old Ship” neighborhood northward during the
first half of the 19th century. Its early development was characterized by dispersed commercial and
residential buildings related to surrounding market-garden farms or local elites. Now interspersed with a
mix of automobile-oriented and more-recent commercial development in the form of taxpayer blocks,
surviving early examples of the commercial type include the Ham-Connors Building at 280-288 Salem
Street (MDF.1258, pre-1855), a rare-surviving early example of purpose-built commercial use, and a
second early conversion from domestic to commercial use, the Bond-Rand-Robinson House at 306-314
Salem Street (MDF.1260, pre-1850). Two entirely domestic examples from this period survive as well:
the Alden House at 336 Salem Street (MDF.1261, pre-1850) and the Bailey House at 368 Salem
Street (MDF.1262, pre-1855).
Two important surviving examples of the two-part commercial block type constructed during the
streetcar era survive within the Salem Street corridor as well. The most elaborate and substantial, which
remains an important landmark in the streetscape, is the Potter Building at 285-293 Salem Street
(MDF.1259, 1895). The other less-well-preserved example, that remains nevertheless in restorable
condition, is the Warren Block at 370-374 Salem Street (MDF.1263, c. 1903-1905).
Named after four-term Medford mayor Benjamin Franklin Haines (1876-1942, Mayor 1915-1923,
see MDF.AS for additional information), Haines Square (1900-1936) itself followed its own distinctive
development pattern (see figures 9 and 10). Like other sections of East Medford, the land in and
surrounding the area remained in the ownership of larger long-term holdings. The holdings of the Hall
Family (see above) extended to the southwest corner of Haines Square south of Salem Street and west
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of Spring Street. In the wake of the bankruptcy of Dudley Cotton Hall in 1891 (see above), much of the
Hall Estate near Haines Square came under the control of Josiah R. Teel, who controlled the block facing
Salem Street between Grant Avenue and Spring Street that was later commercially developed. Northeast
of the Hall parcel, also on the south side of Salem Street, was a small farm owned or tenanted by the Hill
Family, who occupied it between 1868 and 1880. Hill Farm was later developed by subsequent owners,
siblings Patrick Loan (b. 1859) and Angelina S. (Loan) Carney Belling (b. 1856), in a similar manner. The
north side of Salem Street between Cherry Street and Fellsway West was owned by absentee investors
Lambert Maynard (1799-1879) and subsequently his son-in-law Eugene Gifford Ayer (1847-1928) for
over 70 years between c. 1855 and 1928. The biographies of these figures are described in greater detail
in the Haines Square area form (MDF.AS).
Each of the Salem Street-facing blocks of these larger parcels began to be intensively developed
with commercial taxpayer and two-part blocks during a brief period c. 1910. This was no doubt driven by
the expansion of the streetcar network and the creation of a junction when the Fellsway West line and the
Boston Elevated Railway car barn and Carmen’s Lobby (Union Hall, MDF.113, c. 1920) were
completed at roughly this time. Another impetus for this spurt of developments was the rapidly increasing
density of housing within the surrounding residential blocks. The most striking manifestation of this was
three large brick apartment buildings constructed on the back of the 450-470 block of Salem Street.
These included P.J. Griffin Building at 92-94 Fellsway West (MDF.1212, 1928), Fellsway Gardens at
104-106 Fellsway West (MDF.1213, 1925) and Spring Street Apartments at 293-297 Spring Street
Extension (MDF.1270, 1928-1936).
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Figure 9. 1936 Sanborn map of Haines Square showing the square as built. North is up. (for the
southeast side of the square see plate 52, below).
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Figure 10. 1936 Sanborn map, plate 52, of Haines Square showing the square as built. The large
structure in the right half of the image was a car barn of the Boston Elevated Railway Company,
demolished.
East Medford Builders
Although records do not provide any direct attributions, the presence of several successful
contractor/carpenter/builders in the area strongly suggests they were active in the design and appearance
of at least a portion of East Medford. During the first phase of development during the fourth quarter of
the 19th century builder Richard Gibson resided at 39 Lawrence Street (MDF.1219-1220, 1875). Gibson
(1852 – Dec. 27, 1923) was a native of Scotland, becoming a naturalized citizen in 1885. He was a
successful carpenter/builder and construction contractor throughout his career. He was therefore
probably the builder of his own house and likely several of its neighbors. He regularly advertised in local
directories as a “contractor and builder; plans and estimates furnished,” suggesting he also did some
design work.29
After 1920 17 Thatcher Street (MDF.1271-1272, 1891-1892) was owned and occupied by
brothers Harold Bruce Champion (1876-1961) and John H. Champion (b. 1878). Both natives of Prince
Edward Island, the brothers conducted a contracting and building firm out of their home during the
following three decades.
29

1890 Medford Directory, p. 239.
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Forms and Types of Housing Located in East Medford
A chronological assessment of the types and scales of residential buildings constructed in this
section of East Medford between 1855 and 1936 reveals a number of trends and shifts in aspiration on
the part of the area’s large-scale landowners, developers and individual residents. Early in the area’s
history, development was characterized by large, elaborate single-family houses, several with equally
elaborate outbuildings for keeping draft animals and vehicles. The earliest examples, generally without
outbuildings, were constructed in the Hall Estate and include the H.E. Bonney House at 45 Otis Street
(MDF.1239, 1855-1875), the Pierce-Reed House at 56 Otis Street (MDF.1241, 1855-1875) and the
Hall-Goodale House at 99 Otis Street (MDF.1246). Several similar early examples were constructed in
the Lawrence Estate, here with outbuildings, at 39 Lawrence Street, the Richard Gibson House and
Carriage House (MDF.1219-1220, c. 1875) and 111 Spring Street the Wilkins-Bacheller House and
Carriage House (MDF.1268-1269, 1875-1889). These houses reflected the fashionable styles of the
time, including Italianate and Second Empire (mansard). The most elaborate examples were generally
built within the Magoun Estate and include the Drew-Champion House and Barn at 17 Thatcher Street
(MDF.1271-1272), the Leavitt-Minincleri House and Carriage House at 12 Cushing Street
(MDF.1193-1194, 1889-1893) and a grouping on Magoun Avenue at 16, the Walter F. Cushing House
and Carriage House (MDF.1228-1229, 1875-1889 and 1892-1897), 67, the Medford Hospital and
Carriage House (MDF.127 and 1233, 1893-1895), and 68, the Mary Monks House and Carriage
House (MDF.1234-1235, 1892-1897 and 1903-1910), all constructed somewhat later during the 1890s.
These later examples generally reflect Queen Anne styling. An alternative type constructed during this
earlier stage of development was the smaller end-house form. Numerous examples survive on Myrtle
Street (MDF.B) and at 88 Dudley Street, the William H. Cumming House (MDF.1204, 1855-1875) but
are common and scattered throughout East Medford.
By the 1890s this trend in large-scale, single-family housing continued toward the west side of the
Hall Estate on Otis and Dudley streets, where numerous hip- or gable-roofed foursquare piles in the
Queen Anne style, often with tower embellishments, were constructed. Examples include the Tilghman
L. Bird House at 53 Dudley Street (MDF.1201, 1889-1897), the Alden C. Chaney House at 57 Dudley
Street (MDF.1202, 1889-1898), the George E. Mitchell House at 60 Dudley Street (MDF.1203, 18891897) and the John T. Chamberlain House at 95 Otis Street (MDF.1245, 1889-1897). Another
approach to Queen Anne design, here in the form of a low-slung side gable type that anticipates the
bungalow form, is present as well. Examples of this type include the Richardson-Bowman House at 75
Otis Street (MDF.1242, 1889-1898) and the Willington-Caldwell House at 82 Otis Street (MDF.1243,
1889-1898).
At the same time two-family alternatives in a wide variety of forms began to be introduced. This
reflected trends throughout the city as the popularity of Medford as an inner suburb with abundant
transportation alternatives exploded and the population swelled, more than doubling, from 11,079 in 1890
to 23,150 in 1910. The earliest examples of two-family housing were generally the largest and most
elaborate. They were constructed in East Medford in three distinct forms: two-flat, Philadelphia plan, and
duplex (side-by-side). The most elaborate early example of the two-flat form, here in the Queen Anne
style, is probably the Edwin G. Hodgman House at 140 Washington Street (MDF.1275, 1889-1892),
but several other later, more standardized examples were included in this project on Magoun, Cushing
and Lawrence streets. The exterior assessment and identification of the Philadelphia plan house,
characterized by multi-story apartments with private interior stairs arranged within a two-and-a-half story,
wide and high rectangular envelope, is problematic, but an example is suspected to be the Russell D.
Elliot House at 90 Otis Street (MDF.1244, 1889-1898). The duplex type exhibits a broad variety of
forms within East Medford. A larger, distinctive gabled example is the M.J. Coughlin Duplex at 31-33
Magoun Avenue (MDF.1230, 1889-1898). A Colonial Revival gambrel-block example is the PaineLilower House at 46-48 Cushing Street (MDF.1197, 1889-1898).
Other alternatives to multi-family housing are located in East Medford as well but in lesser
numbers. A distinctive example of the three-decker type is the Leonardo Contardo House at 35 Dudley
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Street (MDF.1199, 1910-1920). Although it appears to be a double three decker housing six apartments,
it has been determined to be an unusually wide example housing only three large apartments.
The fullest expression of multi-family housing to evolve in East Medford was the three- to fourstory flat-roofed masonry apartment house. Several examples of this type were constructed adjacent to
Haines Square during the 1920s and 1930s at 92-94 Fellsway West (Griffin Building, MDF.1212,
1928), 104-106 Fellsway West (Fellsway Gardens, MDF.1213, 1925) and 293-297 Spring Street
Extension (Spring Street Apartments, MDF.1270, 1928-1936).
Conclusions
The built landscape of East Medford has been demonstrated to have evolved principally as an
outgrowth of transportation technology. The presence of a railroad in the center of the neighborhood
linking it to both Boston and the wider region drove the area’s development as a typical “Railroad
Suburb.” Such built environments are characterized throughout the nation primarily by their density. The
requirements of pedestrian-based residential neighborhoods near railroad depots drove property values
and thereby the arrangement of space. Narrow, deep lots arranged in dense linear patterns around
transportation access points allowed greater numbers of commuters to live within walkable distances.
This is what took place within the blocks surrounding the Park Street and Glenville depots.
With the introduction of streetcars on Salem Street and Fellsway West, this development pattern
could expand to fit the linear nature of this form of transportation. Instead of clustering at railroad
stopping points, residential development could expand along a streetcar line accessed by multiple stops
along its entire route. This allowed the blocks between Otis and Spring streets to more intensively
develop after the turn of the 20th century. The convenience and flexibility of streetcar transportation,
however, added development pressure that began to alter the character of the earlier sections of the
neighborhood through the introduction of new multi-family housing types. It also allowed the
neighborhood to expand across larger spaces to build out formerly open land. The streetcar also
provided the passenger traffic that drove the commercial development that took place on Salem Street
and in Haines Square.
The demise of railroad and streetcar transportation was heralded by the widespread use of the
automobile and its easy access to high-speed private transportation via nearby interstate 93 during the
latter two thirds of the 20th century. Although automobile-oriented commerce has negatively impacted
older pedestrian- and public transportation-centered commercial areas, often resulting in their
abandonment, as has happened at Glenwood (MDF.AR) and Park Street Station (MDF.AT), Salem Street
and Haines Square appear to be well-functioning, if not thriving. Few vacancies are visible in these areas
and a fair number of long-term businesses remain active. Although a large number of commercial
buildings have undergone less-sensitive renovation, others remain in a well preserved condition or have
been sensitively restored.
Another aspect of recent change has, however, impacted the whole area: the introduction of
modern building technologies including vinyl siding and windows. Although these products can
sometimes result in the loss of important architectural features, their sensitive application can avoid
damaging historic building fabric in an irreversible manner. There are many cases in East Medford where
these products have been used with care. Although their use does not meet best preservation practices
and should be actively discouraged, their presence in the neighborhood reflects a level of maintenance
and ongoing care of the built environment that may be transformed, with adequate planning, into more
sensitive and appropriate renovation methods.
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