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Overhead Door Corporation.

The Original.
We're called "the original" for a reason.

Overhead Door Corporation was the pio-
neer of the garage door and opener indus-
try, producing the first upward-lifting
garage door in 1921, and the first electric
door opener in 1926. Through superior
craftsmanship, innovation, and over 70
years of engineering excellence, we remain
the experts in automatic garage door sys-
tems, extending our leadership by continu-
ously providing the highest quality prod-
ucts and the best service in the industry.

Our unique, nationwide network of
independent distributors provides profes-
sional sales and service locally. Each dis-
tributor proudly operates under the
Overhead Door banner trademark and
each shares our Overhead Door name. No
other door company can claim that kind of
support. For inforn
on any of our prods
and all the answers
your garage door
and opener needs,
contact your local
Overhead Door
distributor.

The Original, The Leader, The Best.

The One to Trust.

verhead Door Corporation steel

garage doors are the popular

choice, combining durability and

low maintenance with the attractive

appearance of an embossed wood-

grain texture. Each door is

crafted from hot-dipped,

galvanized steel and fin-
A N1W SIEEL DOOR

ished with a 2-coat, baked-on paint
ADDS REAUIY AND YALUI

process for maximum protection
10 MOST ANY NONE,

against rust. Insulated models pro-
WHILE ENSURING LOW

vide energy savings and enhanced
MAINTENANCE AND

structural rigidity. Bottom weather-
REEIAREE OPERATION.

stripping is standard on all steel

doors to help protect from wind

and rain infiltration. Optional win-

0 dow panels, with an array of deco-

rative window trim designs, allow
1 

you to customize your door to per-

fectly accent the style of your home.
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Mndrl 194

he 190 Series is a premium quality, insulated garage
door. Choose a classic raised panel design (Model
194), a contemporary flush panel design (Model

195), or a decorative
French Provincial raised Polyrtter Top cart

panel design (Model Baked-°,r Prime coat
Hot-diplx-1 C:ahnrrrizing

197). All models feature sted substrate
the high quality of our Polyurethane Farm

g q •7 lnsu/atton
patented ThermacoreQ (R-Value =12.7ti1

metal-foam-metal sand-
wich construction. Interior and exterior surfaces of the
door are made from hot-dipped galvanized steel, coat-
ed with a baked-on primer, then finished with a baked-
on coat of white or brown polyester top coat paint for
maximum protection against rust. The core of foamed-
in-place polyurethane insulation provides exceptional
energy efficiency. Full width weatherseals between
door sections, and an EPDM, bulb-type bottom weath-
erseal enhance the door's superior thermal efficiency
and protect against wind and rain infiltration.

Model 391

he 390 Series has polystyrene insulation, providing
an attractive energy efficient door with superior
structural rigidity. Model 391 features the classic

raised panel woodgrain
design. Model 394 has a r°tyeste, Top coat

Baked on Prime Coot -contemporary flush Hot-dipped Galimaing _ _
panel woodgrain Steel sulKirnte
appearance. Both will 

P°tyatyrrn`t""'raNa"
fR-Valor = F3s1

complement most any
style of home. Interior
and exterior surfaces of the door are hot-dipped galva-
nized steel, coated with a baked-on primer, then fin-
ished with baked-on polyester top coat paint for maxi-
mum protection against rust. The 390 Series door is
available with a white, almond or brown exterior finish.
An EPDM, bulb-type bottom weatherseal enhances the
door's superior thermal efficiency and protects against
wind and rain infiltration.

t

194 White 105 Whir 197 White, 391 W/tite 391 Almond 391 Brvunt 394 White

ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE
The polyurethane foam it Thermacore insulated doors do not contain any
CFCs or H(F(s, which are found in other manufacturer insulating materi-
als and are proven to be hormful to the earth's atmosphere.

LIMITED LIFETIME WARRANTY
Overhead Door Corporation's 190 Series door is sold with a limited Lfe

Ceti %~ time worranty against section rust-through for as long m you own your
home, and a limited one year warranty for workmanship, material, and
installation. See your local Overhead Door Distributor for details.

LIMITED LIFETIME WARRANTY
' Overhead Door (orporation's 390 Series door is said with a limited lifetime

warranty against section rust-through for as long m you own your home,
and a limited one-year warranty for workmanship, material, and installa-
tion See your local Overhtad Distributor for details.
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Model 297

T
he 290 Series door is an affordably priced, insulated

door, combining energy-saving economy with a

handsome appearance. Select a classic raised panel

design (Model 297) or a
contemporary flush panel 

l~W-enytv- TOP Cwt
Po rY P ~rr<r~o~ P.r.ee Gtar

design (Model 298). Both loot-dipped caInaninn,-
Steel Substrete —

feature the high quality of Polya.Nhanermm
Itaatotion

our patented Thermacore' (it Yd.—.7j)

metal-foam-metal sand-

wich construction. Interior and exterior surfaces of the

door are made from hot-dipped galvanized steel, coated

with a baked-on primer, then finished with a baked-on,
white polyester top coat paint for maximum protection
against rust. The foamed-in-place polyurethane insula-
tion provides exceptional energy efficiency. An EPDM,

bulb-type bottom weatherstrip conforms to uneven floor

surfaces and protects against wind and rain infiltration.

297 Series 298 Series

ENVIRONMENTALLY SAFE
The polyurethane foam in Thermacore insulated doors do not contain any

} ! (F(s or H(Ks, which are found in other manufacturers' insulating materi-
als and are proven to be harmful to the earth's atmosphere.

LIMITED WARRANTY
Overhead Door (of porction products are sold with a ole-year limited
warranty for workmanship, material, and installation by the Distributor of
The "OVERHEAD DOOR."

Model 241

T
he classic style of raised panels adorn the 240 Series
door. Choose the traditional standard raised panel
(Model 241) or the ranch style elongated raised

panel (Model 245). Both
Pltyr..trr Tipp Coal ru iler

are made from hot- R,~.o„ PrimeQW

dipped galvanized steel, " ~;,'`""~"'adr

coated with a baked-on K~ d Mpped GalcvecinR
FU M". Pnme Cant

primer, then finished on Polym fler ,pCoat

both sides with white or 
rnlmondl

almond polyester top coat paint for maximum protec-
tion against rust. Closed-box center stiles add rigidity
and are bonded to the door panels with a structural

adhesive, eliminating the need for unsightly, rust-pro-
moting rivets. A limited lifetime warranty for as long as
you own your home is your guarantee of top quality
construction.

241 White 245 Mtite

L k
241 Almond 245 Almond

LIMITED LIFETIME WARRANTY
Overhead Door (orporation's 140 Series door is sold with a limited lifetime
warranty against section rust through for as long as you own your home,
and a limited one-year warranty for workmanship, material, and installo-
tion, See your local Overhead Door Distributor for details.



Model 183

tately raised panels and embossed woodgrain tex-

ture enhance the beauty of the Model 183 door. The
door is constructed from hot-dipped galvanized

steel, coated with a baked- 
Polyester Top C=1

on primer. Then both eaw-M Pnw CM1
l lot.4#7 l GalcvnrmK

sides are finished with a Steel Substrate

baked-on 1 ester to 
Hot dipped Calrcnrang

P° Y P llakad on Prime eaWt

coat, in white or brown, Polwster Top Cmt

for maximum protection

against rust. Painted closed-box center stiles add rigidity
and are bonded to the door panels with a structural

adhesive, eliminating the need for unsightly rust pro-
moting rivets. A limited lifetime warranty for as long as
you own your home is your guarantee of top duality

construction. An EPDM, bulb-type bottom weatherseal
protects against wind and rain infiltration.

18.3 White 183 Brown

LIMITED LIFETIME WARRANTY
Overhead Door Corporation's 180 Series door is sold with a 6*ed We-
time 
me, and 

aorronty against section rust-through for as long os you own yOtlr
ho a limited one year warranty for workmanship, motedol, and
installation. See your local Overhead Door Distributor for details.

Model 281

he economical 280 series door has an embossed

woodgrain texture which accentuates the beauty
of classic style raised panels (Model 281) or ranch

style elongated raised 
PolvnterPalttt

panels (Model 285). The flaked onBwCwl
flot•dipped GelmnWng

280 Series is constructed Simi Subsirdte

from hot-dipped alva- f Joe -dmpwCdtatrrung
ppe & fla edoa am car

nized steel, painted with a PO4-- I" Pow

2-coat, baked-on polyester

paint. Closed-box, galvanized center stiles add rigidity
and are bonded to the door panels with structural adhe-
sive, eliminating the need for unsightly rust-promoting
rivets. A bottom weatherstrip protects against wind and
rain infiltration.

Model 281 Model 285

LIMITED WARRANTY
Overhead Door Corporation's products ore sold with a o rwyeor limited warranty for work-
monship, material, and installation by the Distributor of The 'OVERHEAD DOOR'



he natural beauty of wood and

expert craftsmanship abound

in this exceptional array of wood

garage doors. From the classic lines

of a recessed panel, to the pure

elegance of a hardwood

raised panel, Overhead

Door Corporation can
THE NATURAL BEAUTY

provide the door to perfectly
OF A NEW WOOD 0009

blend with the architectural style
ADDS ELEGANT APPEAL

of your home. To further refine
TO ANY NOME,

the door to your taste, select from

a wide variety of panel configura-

tions from narrow to elongated

panel designs. Add the finishing;

teach with decorative window

trim, available in several attrac-

tive designs. All wood garage

doors are delivered ready to

accept your paint or stain.

10

Model 104

aster-crafted from, exotic
Meranti hardwood, the 104
Signature Series door brings

pure elegance to any home. Select
optional custom-crafted hardwood 104 Serk-s

window designs to add a unique and
dramatic look.

Model 153

0 
ur 153 Signature Series door is precision
rut from 3/4" solid hemlock or redwood

and offers an extraordinary array of
appealing raised and routed panel designs to
choose from. Optional hardwood window 153 series

designs allow you to further express your indi-
viduality and good taste.
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Model 151

outed shadow-grooves provide a deco- _
rative accent to this door's attractive
recessed panel appearance. Exterior

grade hardboard panels framed with kiln-
dried hemlock enhance the durability of 151 Series

this handsome door.

Model 204

lassic SureWood• raised panels are
made from high-density hardboard,
molded with a woodgrain texture, pro-

viding the natural look of wood at an eco-
nomical price. Deep shadowlines provide
rich, appealing character.
SureWood' isa registered trademark of MasoniteCorporaticm

12

r

Model 201

onstructed from top quality 1-3/8"
thick lumber with exterior grade hard-
board panels, this economical door

provides a traditional recessed panel
design that will blend with the 201 Series

architectural style of most any home.

Model 126

he appearance of wood with the econ-
omy of insulation. Flush hardboard
panels are pressure bonded with poly-

styrene insulation resulting in an energy-
'o4 series saving low-cost door. The 124 Series fea- Model 126

tures a smooth panel surface, and the 126
Series has a rustic rough-sawn wood texture.

13



Access (ontrol System
Window Options The Overhead Door Corporation Access Control System is on integrated system of products
For optimum light transmissior, window ponels ore avoilable with either insulated or non- designed to work together to provide you and your family with security, convenience and
insulated glass. Our outstanding selection of window trim designs will provide the finishing control, (hoose from a full line of products, all hocked by Overhead Door Corporation
touch for your Overhead Door (orporation garage door. quality end reliability.
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Garage Door Openers
What better way to automate your new garage doorWinston trt•fi /~/\/~/\ 
than with a genuine 

Oigr

Corporation garage d 
T opener system, It

provides lime saving

Ruston I //// /~//~/// convenience reliable
operation, and the comfort

of increased security. There are many
models to choose frcm to suit any size
door or budget.

Ruston II

Pocket-Sized Power

Sherwood ~•►~ ~•►~ ~•►~ ►•►~ ~••~ ~•►s The compact Mini Remote (ontrol conve
niently fits on o keychoin, or in your
pocket, and can control multiple

d~ functions of the
Access Control
System.(athedrall ~~~~ 

0000000f*0 
~~~ Security at Your Convenience

The Digital Access Control wireless entry pad lets you operate any

(athedral II Alik A11111111111111., ANk AMh, Alik Aft, Overhead Door gorcge door opener by entering a private 4-digit

11 if if 1 11 
security code.

Photocell
Williamshurg I "WIL ~~ !~ A photocell safety sensor is a standard fea 

~

lure on every Overhead Door (orporation ' 
garage door opener. A beam of infrared light
crosses the garage door opening, if anything breaks
the beam, the system automatically reverses a rlos- J&

►~orrcro~
Williamsburg II 1 .90®MIMilk 

ing door or prevents an open door from dosing.
for Wood Doors

Williamsburg III aSpggao,U.J
for Steel Doors ,- LIMITED LIFETIME WARRANTY

All Overhead Door Corporarion's residential garage door openers tire sold
❑❑ with a limited lifetime warranty on the motor, for as long as you own your

home. See your Incol Overhead Door Distributor for details.

14 15



El
Rugged Durability
Every steel and wood garage door from Overhead Door Corporation
comes with heavy-duty hardware for long lasting, reliable operation.
Hardware includes galvanized track and fully tubed hinges, high
performance rollers and a high quality counterbalance system.
Bottom weatherstripping is standard on all steel doors and available
as an option on all wood doors.

M-Ameriean
Craftsmanship

American Made
All Overhead Door garage doors and openers are made in the United
States, with the highest quality materials and craftsmanship. We.
believe the best products in the world can be produced right here at
home, in the United States. And we're proving it, just as we have for
over 70 years. Overhead Door Corporation—the original, the leader,
the best!

Limited Warranty
All Overhead Door Corporation's products are sold with a one-year limited warranty for
workmanship, materials and installation by the distributor of The "OVERHEAD DOOR'. In
addition, some models tarry a limited lifetime warranty for as long as you own your
home. See your local Overhead Door Distributor for details.

(onsistent with our policy of continuing product improvement, we reserve the right to
change product specifications without notification or obligation.

FORTH  OVERHEAD DOOR DISTRIBUTOR NEAREST YOU OR FOR INFORMATION ON OTHER OVERHEAD DOOR
PRO DUCTS, (ALL 1-800-929 DOOR.

~; rAnoE Mn,K , • • ,~

the, 0/Y'!R(/~,4//1~

Overhead Door Corporation
P.O. Box 809046

Dallas, Texas 75380-9046
1-800-929-DOOR

FORMA A-908 © 1993 OVERHEAD DOOR CORPORATION PRINTDE IN U.S.A.







FROM : WEDGEWOOD-MONTGOM
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RRDENS PHONE NO. : 301 589 2K P01

Larry Ravi#z
7521 Blair Road, #14

Takoma Park, MD 20912
301/589-5305

FAX: 301/589-2534

ry_V.1

Prom: Larry Ravitz

To: 1, T ? R k- ti F~

Phone (PAX): '`~ ~Jr ' 130--T

Date: ~1- 15;-- °l

Number of pages including cover: --
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The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue Silver Spring, Maryland 20910
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MEMORANDUM

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

DATE: QgjWhj0 2 C(q

TO: Robert Hubbard, Chief
Division of Development Services and Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP)

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinator
Design, Zoning, and Preservation Division
M-NCPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit

The Montgomery Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed the
attached application for a Historic Area Work Permit. The appli-
cation was:

Approved Denied

Approved with Conditions:

THE BUILDING PERMIT FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL BE ISSUED CONDITIONAL
UPON ADHERANCE TO THE APPROVED HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT(HAWP).

Applicant:

Address: 2

***THE APPLICANT MUST ARRANGE FOR A FIELD INSPECTION BY CALLING
DEP/FIELD SERVICES (217-6240) FIVE DAYS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF
WORK AND WITHIN TWO WEEKS FOLLOWING COMPLETION OF WORK.



L~
INAN

THE I MARYLAND-NATIONAL
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MEMORANDUM

CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

DATE: 5~2511g7

TO: Historic Area Work Permit Applicants

FROM: Gwen Marcus, Historic Preservation Coordinator
Design, Zoning, and Preservation Division
M-NCPPC

SUBJECT: Historic Area Work Permit Application - Approval of
Application/ Release of Other Required Permits

Enclosed is a copy of your Historic Area Work Permit application,
approved by the Historic Preservation Commission at its recent
meeting, and a transmittal memorandum stating conditions (if any)
of approval.

You may now apply for a county building permit from the Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection (DEP), at 250 Hungerford Drive,
Second Floor, in Rockville. Please note that although your work
has been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission, it
must also be approved by DEP before work can begin.

When you file for your building permit at DEP, you must take with
you the enclosed forms, as well as the Historic Area Work Permit
that will be mailed to you directly from DEP. These forms are
proof that the Historic Preservation Commission has reviewed your
project. For further information about filing procedures or
materials for your county building permit review, please call DEP
at 217-6370.

If your project changes in any way from the approved plans,
either before you apply for your building permit or even after
the work has begun, please contact the Historic Preservation
Commission staff at 495-4570.

Please also note that you must arrange for a field inspection for
conformance with your approved HAWP plans. Please inform
DEP/Field Services at 217-6240 of your anticipated work schedule.

Thank you very much for your patience and good luck with your
project!
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Historic Preservation Commission0
51 Monroe Street, Suite 1001, Rockville, Maryland 20850

217-3625

1

APPLICATION FOR '
HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT
TAX ACCOUNT #

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER L ii RZrZ %,( 'R A V ( -T Z TELEPHONE NO.. 501 5- S 9 - 5 36 57
(Contract/Purchaser) (Include Area Code)

ADDRESS .57O UL(P AUK. :fAWaMA PAV,- M D Zv`~IZ
CITY STATE ZIP

;ONTRACTOR 5 /— F TELEPHONE NO.
CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER

S ~ L F TELEPHONE NO.PLANS PREPARED BY '
(Include Area Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER

<~OCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

.House Number Street T 1 A V M

Town/City "r K 0 Iy1 IN P A P K D Election District

Nearest Cross Street G A K R O L L

Lot `i Block . _ Subdivision

(,fiber Folio Parcel

IA. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition

Construct Extend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair Porch Deck Fireplace Shed Soler Woodburning Stove
r 

Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other t .

l 00

18. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATE $

1C. IF THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # 1U0

10. INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY

1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? y S,

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTENDlADDITIONS

2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 
~y



THE_FOLLOWING ITEMS_MUST_81=_COMPLETED.AND_THE.REOUIRED-DOCENTS MUST ACCOMPANY.THIS~_
APPLICATION 4
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-• ATTACH-TO THIS-APPLICATION (2)-COPIES OF: SUCH -SITE•PLANS - (lot dimensions; building -location wiiW'dimensirins't
drives, walks, fences, patios, etc. proposed or existing) and/or ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS (floor plans,; elevations, etc'),J
PHOTOGRAPHS'OF THE AREA'AFFECTEC; as are nicessary to fully describe  the proposed work.
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100 MARYLAND AVENUE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 2_0850 
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Our Most Popular Door
The simple, uncluttered

lines of the ProMark
Paneled Wood Garage
Door makes it our most
popular door. Its versatile
design will enhance the
appearance of traditional
and contemporary homes
alike. Optional glazing
and window trim is
available for added
visual appeal.

Available in a Variety of Sizes.
The ProMark 201 Series is available in 4 or 5 section heights, single or double car

widths, and multiple configurations. Doors are factory sanded, ready for primer and
painting. For the price, you can't do better ... beautiful and durable.

DOOR HEIGHTS: 6'6", 6'8", 7'0" and 8'0"
DOOR WIDTHS AND MODEL SELECTION

8'0" (201 Series) 24, 44, 64, 25 & 35
9'0" (201 Series) 34, 44, 64 & 35
10'0" (201 Series) 34, 44, 64 & 35
16'0" (201 Series) 44, 64 & 84

Quality at a
Budget Pleasing Price

Quality 13/8" thick
West Coast lumber and
1/4" exterior grade hard-
board panels provide
years of durability. Extra
strong embossed hard-
ware is used throughout.
Add to that, sturdy rail
and stile construction
and rabbeted section
joint and you have a
door that not only looks
good but is durable. Best
of all, it's economical.
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Automatic Opener Y Security S stems Offer Securit and Convenience 
6r°G11

`"ye-)
Garage Door Opener Systems have become a necessity among

new home buyers and home owners. And we have the right opener
for your garage door. No matter which model you choose, you can
be assured you're getting The Overhead Door quality. All models
are U.L. listed and have a limited lifetime warranty on the motor for
as long as you own your home.

For additional information, contact your local Overhead Door
Distributor.

Limited Warranty. All Overhead Door Corporation's products are sold with a one year limited warranty for workmanship, material, and installation by the
Distributor of The "OVERHEAD DOOR.' Copies of this limited warranty may be obtained on request from your local Distributor of The 'OVERHEAD
DOOR." Consistent with our policy of continuing product improvement, we reserve the right to change product specification without notice or obligation.

Form A-455 R 3/92 L 1992 Overhead Door Corporation
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CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION
8787 Georgia Avenue • Silver Spring, Maryland 20910-3760

September 22, 1994

Mr. Larry Ravitz
506 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, Maryland 20912

Dear Mr. Ravitz:

Thank you for meeting with Steve Cary, a landscape architect
and arborist with M-NCPPC, and myself at your home yesterday. This
letter is to serve as a summary of our findings and your agreement
with respect to details necessary for the successful construction
of your proposed garage and the existing timber retaining wall.

Steve Cary observed that your retaining wall posts are set in
concrete and that the change in direction of the retaining wall in
one location provides greater stability (the setting of an
additional post in concrete) and it lessens the possibility of
additional stress due to freezing and thawing which normally cause
an outward thrust on a wall designed to have only a straight run.
Such occurrences over time can push a retaining wall, designed with
a straight run, outward and be problematic. He suggests that you
drill holes for seepage of water through the existing timber
retaining wall.

Mr. Cary also examined the masonry portion of the retaining
wall which divides your property from your neighbor, Victoria,
Mattes (512 Tulip Avenue). He feels that deterioration of the wall
in several places has already occurred. Your neighbor may decide
to perform root pruning to create a void in the area where one of
her trees in closest to the masonry retaining wall. This void could
then be filled with gravel.

However, the best solution might be the rebuilding of the
wall. The use of a product, Keystone, for total replacement, using
fiberglass pins would over time prove most economical. Because of
the location of a very mature tree close to the retaining wall
which will continue to cause additional pressure (outward thrust of
the wall), Mr. Cary feels that the use of this material will
provide for easy rebuilding of the wall should this become
necessary. This Keystone material could be torn down and re-used to
rebuild the wall as the need arises -.averting the need to purchase
new material.

Finally, you have agreed to file another Historic Area Work
Permit (HAWP) documenting all changes that you have made or been
responsible for during your ownership of 506 Tulip Avenue since the
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establishment of the Takoma Park Historic District in August, 1992.

It is also my understanding that you further anticipate the
necessity to re-pave and widen your driveway (decreasing the width
of an existing parallel concrete walkway) and to expand the
existing deck. This work will be reviewed in conjunction with the
"retroactive" HAWP.

I am including a copy of your confirmation of this agreement
received by fax transmittal as,a part of this letter for record
purposes and I am forwarding a complete copy of this correspondence
to your neighbor, Ms. Victoria Mattes, at her request, for
information.

If you need further information, please feel free to call me
at (301)495-4570. This site visit proved helpful and it will
facilitate the final processing of your HAWP application filed July
26, 1994. Good luck with your project and I look forward to its
successful completion.

Thank you.

Si cerely,

Patricia E. Hayes Parker
Preservation Planner

encl.

cc:V. Mattes



FROM : WEDGEWOOD-MONI&ERY GARDENS , PHONE NO. : 301 58*4 
P01

N FAX

Date: 9122!'94

From: Larry Mvitz
5M 'Flip Ave.
TAU= Perk, MD
301-599-SM5
302-589-2534 FAX

To: Patricia Parker
MNG'PPC
8787 Georgia Ave.
Silver Spring, AM

Dear Ma. Patter:

This FAX is sent to confirm our conversation yesterday whore you auggwted that I submit
a retroactive application for a IIAWP for woA okmt: prior U) my knowledge of using in a
historic zone. We also dlwumcd my intention of mpaving Ilan ddvaway and to build in
extension to the mar deck along Ow west silts of my home.

Plans will need to be drawn for the propomd side deck and I. aNA) wish to discuss the deck
design with my neighbor, prior to submission. That should he comph:iml in approximately
two months and a HAWP application, coveting all the aixsve seems will W -submitted at
that time.

Pless;e let me know if you have any farther ccxscartts or t;uggestionsv.

Sincerely,

t~.
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FROM : WEDGEWOOD-IOG❑MERY GARDENS

Date: 9122194

From: Lu y Ravitz
Tulip Ave.

Takorna Park, NID

301-589-5305
301-589-2534 FAX

To: Patricia Parker
MNCPPC
8787 Georgia Ave.
Sihtr Sprung. MD
FAX 495-1307

Dear Ms. Parkes:

PHONE NO. : 301 02534

FAX

ThJ6 revision to the garage plan allows me to shorten the garage. (thereby gaining the
turning radius). Zhe garage length has been changed t« Lead "APPROX. 22 OR LESS"
The length vnn'11 be between 18 and 22 feet. I am researching cur and van lengths to
determine the sahotiest practical length.

Please me know if this is acceptable.

P01
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9/16/94

Patricia Parker
Maryland National Capital Park & Planning
8787 Georgia Ave.
Silver Spring, Maryland

RE: 37/3-94CC Continued

After reviewing the revised plans that Mr. Ravitz has submitted I
offer the following comments and questions. I also would like to
prevent costly repairs and litigation in the future by requesting
corrective changes in the garage portion of the proposal which
would prevent damages to my property resulting from Mr. Ravitz's
actions. 0Oct

Stable/Carport/Garage:?yaCc7V_G 
y~5

1. My house, circa 1911, was built on flat terra d land created
by a retaining wall which runs from the front to Vie back of the
property. The structural integrity of my house.rs"dependent upon
the retaining wall. Over the last 80+ years some of this wall
did drift over the property line. This masonry retaining wall
currently fluctuates in height from 2 1 111 to 2 16 1. It is
contiguous to the driveway of 506 Tulip. Please see drawing 1.

2. The retaining wall basically runs along the property line
except where it jutted into 506 approximately 3-4 feet. The old
garage was approximately 14-16 feet deep and the side masonry
wall, which Mr. Ravitz removed, also served as the retaining
wall. Mr. Ravitz also removed an additional 6-8 feet of the
retaining wall against the property line. He removed a total of
22 feet of retaining wall prior to applying for a historic area
work permit.

3. Mr. Ravitz replaced the masonry wall with a wood 41'x 6"
construction on the dirt with no tiebacks.

4. The current plan for the garage, which adds approximately 7
feet to the original garage floor plan, creates a gap between the
retaining wall and the garage wall which varies from
approximately 6" to 1.5 feet. There is no provision for water
drainage. Once the garage is constructed there wilt be no
provision for repair of this 22' wood retaining wall from his
side of the property line. The disintegration of this wall will
cause erosion on my property which will in turn cause structural
damage to my 2C ic 21cJ

5. If the current plan remains unchanged, the only way that the
wood retaining wall can be repaired or replaced is by taking a
back hoe and ripping up approximately 1/3 of my yard at
considerable expense. Again the structural integrity of my. f-_-' 20ja

depends on the retaining wall. The plans before
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this Commission should be altered to prevent future damage and
safety hazards to my property. Apparently this Commission is the
only entity within Montgomery County that has jurisdiction in
this type of situation. If I were to fix, change, alter, repair,
or replace the wall the only permit I would need is from this
Commission. The fact that Mr. Ravitz removed and replaced the
original wall on his side of the property line and, that the
placement of this garage will prevent him from ever doing it
again when needed makes it necessary that this situation be
addressed during the permit process now. It is truly unfortunate
that many of the options for correcting this situation were
removed due to the fact that Mr. Ravitz began construction prior
to applying for any building permit whatsoever. However, I
should not have to bear the consequences of his lack of
foresight.

6. I am not a structural, engineer so I don't know what it will
take to make this whole. - One suggestion is to request that a
masonry wall be put in place prior to the construction of the
garage walls. This could be done now. There may be other
suggestions that the Commission can come up with. ~e Ive-le a &wA

Deck:
During the last hearing, the approval for the deck was postponed
due to a lack of detailed information. The structural detail is
still not apparent in the revised submission. As this could
change the appearance of the deck, I think it is only fitting
that the Commission continue to press for this information.

1. How is the balcony to be attached to the house? Historically
it would have been cantilevered in.

2. Exactly how high off the ground will this structure be? The
higher it is, the longer and more vulnerable the 6x6 post becomes
and the less sturdy the structure becomes.

3. Is it true that the support beam will be contiguous to the
driveway? This increases the likelihood of someone. hitting the
beam.

4. Will there be a need to cross brace this structure to
reinforce it due to the inappropriateness of items 1, 2, and 3
above? This will change what it looks like and the
appropriateness of this design within the historic district.

Victoria Mattes
508 Tulip Ave.
Takoma Parkm Maryland, 20912
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 506 Tulip Avenue Meeting Date: 09/16/94

Resource: Takoma Park Historic District HAWP: Alteration

Case Number: 37/3-94CC CONTINUED Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 08/31/94 Report Date: 09/07/94

Applicant: Larry Ravitz

PROPOSAL: Construct carport &
second-story deck

BACKGROUND

Staff: Patricia Parker

RECOMMEND: Approval

At an earlier meeting, the HPC discussed a proposal by the
applicant to construct a carport of frame construction and a 10'
x 7' second story frame deck: At the meeting, the HPC and appli-
cant agreed to continue discussion of this HAWP application to
permit the applicant to make substantial changes to the proposal
to build a carport; and to revise his application to build a deck
at the exterior of an already constructed second floor rear exit.

In the interim, staff has met with the applicant and the
applicant has submitted a new proposal to build a frame garage at
the rear of the lot. The applicant has also revised earlier
drawings for the second level rear deck and provided rail and
post details.

The proposal involves change for a contributing resource in
the Takoma Park Historic District. This resource is surrounded by
other contributing resources on Tulip Avenue. No tree removal is
involved.

STAFF DISCUSSION

CARPORT: The earlier HAWP proposal to build a carport raised
a question for staff as to what was present originally. Staff
research indicated that a garage structure existed. Subsequent to
the last HPC meeting, staff met with the applicant and a decision
was made by the applicant to construct a garage - not a carport.
The new frame garage will be 20' wide by 22' deep. It 

will have a
height which varies north-south, due to a deeply sloped asphalt
shingle roof, from 12'-6" to 7'-6 11. It will be four sided and
sheathed with clapboard to match the profile of clapboard sheath-
ing of the main structure: The garage will be situated 2' inside
the east property line and a 3' door opening is proposed on the
west elevation. At the rear of the garage, a V window opening is

N



centered on the wall. At the front of the garage, a 16' x 8' high
opening will provide access for a paneled wood automated garage
door. The proposal offers raised panels five high by eight panels
wide. There is an option to glaze a portion of this opening.
Staff feels that it is unnecessary to require glazing a portion
of this opening. However, for utility purposes, the applicant
may choose to include a strip of glass to provide additional
light.

This change is situated in the rear yard and therefore would
not affect the streetscape. The Takoma Park Guidelines for
Historic Preservation state that in reviewing proposals, emphasis
should be placed on the importance of the resource to the overall
streetscape and its compatibility with existing patterns. Fur-
thermore, the applicant has substantially changed the earlier
proposal in accordance with HPC comments. Staff feels that this
proposal is now consistent with the guidelines of the Takoma Park
Historic District and recommends approval.

SECOND-STORY DECK: Staff feels that the proposal to build a
new wood second-story deck 10'-3" x 6' with 6x6 wood post set in
concrete can be approved. The new railing detail shows a 5' high
rail with 2x2 square posts 5" o.c. and a shaped cap for handrail.
Staff suggests 4" o.c. for safety. The 6x6 post is recessed
approximately 4" from the line of the outside wall to obscure it
from the public right-of-way.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission find the proposal
consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

The proposal is compatible
historical, archeological,
tures of the historic site,
which an historic resource
detrimental thereto or to t
this chapter;

in character and nature with the
architectural or-cultural fea-
or the historic district in
is located and would not be
he achievement of the purposes of

and with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabili-
tation #2 and #10:

The historic character of a property shall be retained and
preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration
of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided; and

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall
be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.

and with the Takoma Park Historic Preservation Review Guidelines;

0



and with the general condition for all Historic Area Work Per-
mits: The applicant shall notify the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) five days prior to commencing work and within
two weeks after completion.



8/22/94

Patricia Parker
Maryland National Capital Park & Planning
8787 Georgia Ave
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Ms. Parker,

At the 8/17/94 meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission, during the discussion of
my case (#37/3-94CC), a letter from my neighbor Victoria Mattes was put into the public
record. In it, she stated that I was aware of being in Takoma Park's Historic Zone at the
time I renovated my house and erected the supports for a proposed carport. That is not
true. I became aware of-the historic designation on 7/26/94, when I went to obtain my
second Building Permit.

Also, I note that the Historic Preservation Commission's staff recommended approval of
the carport in their 8/10/94 report. If the Commission decides not to approve what the staff
has recommended, please advise me in writing what design changes WOULD be approved.

submitted,

arty v tz
506 lip ve
Tako k, 2
Ph: 301-891-2222 (h)

301-589-5305 (w)

EQ
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MEMO
Date: September 6, 1994

From: Larry Ravitz
506 Tulip Ave.
Takoma Park; MD 20912
(301) 891-2222 or (301) 589-5305(alt.)
FAX (301) 891-2845

To: The Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission
Patricia Parker

Dear Ms. Parker:

The following comments relate to the attached revised plans. Please contact me promptly if
any of the details are insufficient or if you have any suggestions for further historic
compatibility. One option would be to have a row of glass panels across the garage door,
similar to those in the old garage.

Second Story Deck: The top rail, all posts and the exterior side of the outermost floor
joists will be painted with the same colors already used on the house in a manner that is
compatible with the house. As we discussed the proposed plan locates the top rail flush
with the exterior plane of the house and avoids the window trim. The 6x6 supporting post
is set back the width of the 4x4's but not further, to avoid having to move the concrete pad
and compressors below the deck.

Garage: The garage, including all doors will be painted with the same colors already used
on the house in a manner that is compatible with the house. Pressure treated wooden
retaining walls and the interior of the garage will not be painted. The lap on the siding will
be the same as on the house.

The height of the garage is based on two requirements: (1) Adequate slope for proper
drainage of the asphalt shingle roof and (2) sufficient clearance to allow the garage doors to
operate. The final roof height could be lowered, if it is possible to do so without
compromising the above two requirements.

Sincerely,

d
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Our Most Popular Door
The simple, uncluttered

lines of the ProMark
Paneled Wood Garage
Door makes it our most
popular door. Its versatile
design will enhance the
appearance of traditional
and contemporary homes
alike. Optional glazing
and window trim is
available for added
visual appeal.

Available in a Variety of Sizes.
The ProMark 201 Series is available in 4 or 5 section heights, single or double car

widths, and multiple configurations. Doors are factory sanded, ready for primer and
painting. For the price, you can't do better ... beautiful and durable.

DOOR HEIGHTS. 6'6", 6'8", 7'0" and 8'0"

DOOR WIDTHS AND MODEL SELECTION

8'0" (201 Series) 24, 44, 64, 25 & 35

9'0" (201 Series) 34, 44, 64 & 35

10'0" (201 Series) 34, 44, 64 & 35

16'0" (201 Series) 44, 64 & 84

24 25

Quality at a
Budget Pleasing Price

Quality 13/s" thick
West Coast lumber and
1/4" exterior grade hard-
board panels provide
years of durability. Extra
strong embossed hard-
ware is used throughout.
Add to that, sturdy rail
and stile construction
and rabbeted section
joint and you have a
door that not only looks
good but is durable. Best
of all, it's economical.

Mr tt~ ~ ~tiff•

L❑❑❑ [10=00~^OL~
~HI❑❑ 1110MILM ~r~u

44 64

P64 84

Mo'a• ~n~ 1:5

(see P"S.e

Automatic Opener Systems Offer Security and Convenience 
br°&

`u`E
Garage Door Opener Systems have become a necessity among

new home buyers and home owners. And we have the right opener
for your garage door. No matter which model you choose, you can
be assured you're getting The Overhead Door quality. All models
are U.L. listed and have a limited lifetime warranty on the motor for
as long as you own your home.

For additional information, contact your local Overhead Door
Distributor.

Limited Warranty. All Overhead Door Corporation's products are sold with a one year limited warranty for workmanship, material, and installation by the

Distributor of The "OVERHEAD DOOR." Copies of this limited warranty may be obtained on request from your local Distributor of The "OVERHEAD

DOOR." Consistent with our policy of continuing product improvement, we reserve the right to change product specification without notice or obligation.

Form A-4SS R 3/92 111992 Overhead Door Corporation
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Historic Preservation Commission

rc

Monnde SweefSuite 1001;Rockville; Maryland 20850
217-3625

APPLICATION
HISTORIC AREAVORK PERMIT--------------
TAX ERMIT----------__-_TAX ACCOUNT

NAME_OF PROPERTY OWNER. L h ~R "( "R A V I T'Z —TELEPHONE NO. 3D 1 SS ̀1- 3Q
(Contract/Purchmr) (Include Area Code)

ADORk%. 5'0 r? Tb1t.1P AV TAKoMA PAmK M D Z0`112
CITY STATE Zrr'

CONTRACTOR 5 t _ F TELEPHONE NO.
___._._..__ _... - ...._.... ---CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER -

PLANS PREPARED BY S $ L i= TELEPHONE NO.
tlhduds Am Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER

LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number s0 6 Street 'rU L / tip At V

Town/City 'I' ►~ 0 M A P /~ 2 K IUD Election District 13
G Ait;RO LL_Neaf[ast Cross Street

LotBloek' 
1.

~ Subdivision

Liber Folio Parcel

IA. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition
Construct Extend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair = Porch Deck 1 Fireplace Shad Soler Woodburning Stove
Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/Well Icomplete Section 4) Other C~S•e!?& t l

16. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATES Z.O D D eo

1C. IF THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT*
10. INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY --_ r15 PG CJ

IE. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? - - q A_ -S

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS
2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 28. TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY

01 ( ) WSSC 02 1 ) Septic 01 1 1 WSSC 02 1 1 Well
03 1 ) Other 03 ( 1 Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCE/RETAINING WALL
4A. HEIGHT feet inches
4B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

1. On party line/Property line
2. Entirely on land of owner
3. On public right of way/easement (Revocable Letter Required).

I hereby certify that I have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with
plans approved by all agencies listed and I hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

Awom Z 6- 94
Signatu ner or a orized agent ( must have signature notarized on back) Date

..••........... .••••.6-11.....•••.•.......•...•......•..•....•.......•....•.........•••..•.

APPROVED For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

DISAPPROVED Signature Date

APPLICATIONIPERMIT NO: ;G~CI 
FILING FEE:$

DATE FILED: PERMIT FEE: S
DATEISSUED: BALANCES —
OWNERSHIP CODE: RECEIPT NO: _ FEE WAIVED:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS

L J



e

NOTES: a nur NOT aA-P" Fl, I Ik.wr«;erw IOWWWWOW w aww~rMrw.rrwwa
ale *,VW r ra Vale eam"m 011C IN kw qe ma MYrM1

rnq. rr erwee r errata e1w ear Ire a ewww - - eiw r werw --

pope" 

1lreele aerne► wry
eawrerrar,ft e_' reee~aerrwrrru rye n/e roe•—rpeareera

T nurewR.e.Mr.r«r.r.a...4...nwAaw.rm.aar.rra.ar.ar k..wre,m@w..rr
by Or'T

a Laa01RaK-rOrq a.—Mrel-Orq YR-OMYer%-e011e: AML-Orr awap►.L—Onera►rr:
RIt - arPOYWR pY -aiYwyl' W W. -OYke~~Ok pK —M~YwI: 0 -r Orr.

LA

b O 

Q

3

V

~ ( ~~" ~ 3 raetM~e/t'toearneamwtrlapa>t,tFiWy

W,
5S,, at. t Spa K NA lq,t 011111of ,

L 7919 P, F. b9 cry~' ~~~'~wuta+Ecaounct
HOUSE LOCATION SURVEY S

\
110 ~t •~

it 1506 Tulip AVENUt E e Airs

LOC
1 ~y 

- INDCK -1 CERTIFICATION:I 
P 

~{ 
f " : M " W" °i"weo~ r wnr wee.

over.nenw
~NE~Sga

AVVrni J ~S tA'KOMM4
P.B. P. No. 44_
J3

«+:.•n.'ary:ee.r~.an.: i1

A. M518ectlon Dietrlct
Montgomery County. Maryland walrag

ewe"IV U_ fi-"W, re. w4 ft. "I PmWMa, Mauna

Case: KM- 01-01-1 FIle: -i-188-g3 I Ck.: ~ .f- I Scale: t"— $o' pate:-1-Iq-93

e



0 -0
SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmental setting,
including their historical features and significance:

This application pertains to the land behind the house only. The area consists of a moderately sloped lot
(approx. 50'x 100') which contained one three-car block garage, on insufficient footings and in a state of
dangerous disrepair. The back and side walls were crumbling both because of the sinking footings and
because a tree that was growing into it. The yard had not been taken care of and was strewn with broken
glass, chunks of concrete and tall weeds. The tree was killing the garage and the garage was killing the
tree and we were in danger if we got near either one. It was a bad situation.

The garage had no historical significance.

b. General description of project and its impact on the historic
resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the
historic district:

When we purchased our house in July 1993 we were told that our house was not in an historic zone, so we
were not aware of any historic restrictions. It wasn't until we recently applied for a second building permit to
construct the carport that we discovered that our house was in an historic zone. Meanwhile, we had already
renovated the entire interior of the property, removed the old garage, regraded the backyard and built a
retaining wall.

The work we now propose to accomplish is:

• construct a small deck off the second floor bathroom, facing the rear yard
• remove a small triangular shaped section off the existing rear deck to make space for a tree to be planted
• replace former garage with an open carport screened with lattice in the exact same location (see survey)

The new carport will be smaller and lighter in construction than the former garage and less obtrusive due to
the earth banked up to its sides. The retaining wall used for the earth is composed of local rock, quarried near
River Road, and is in keeping with the bucolic environment in the back of our house. The small deck to be
constructed off the second floor bath will be made of similar materials and design as the existing deck on the
ground level. It will have no impact on the facade as viewed from the street. The triangular section removed
from the existing deck will be replaced with a tree.

Oil



2. Statement of Prot Intent: •

Short, written statement that describes:

a. the proposed design of the new work, in terms of scale, massing,
materials, details, and landscaping:

The new work is intended to achieve a pleasant, safe and functional space for us to raise
out family, while in no way diminishing the historic significance -of our house or the
neighborhood. We are striving to achieve a balance of function and beauty that embodies
the spirit and style of our lovely neighborhood. The materials, details, landscaping, scale
and massing are in keeping with the neighborhood and site. (see proposed design)

b. the relationship of this design to the existing resource(s):

The design of the landscaping and the rebuilding of the garage enhance the surrounding
resources by decreasing the size and visibility of the garage and creating a greater sense
of privacy for us and our neighbors. The small second story side deck will enhance the
livability of our house without detriment to neighbors, and will not be seen from the street.

c. the way in which the proposed work conforms to the specific
requirements of the Ordinance (Chapter 24A):

The changes we are making are architecturally compatible with the existing house and the
neighborhood. In addition, our intent for the landscaping plan is to recreate a park-like
setting. We have found evidence of an earlier garden. In cleaning up broken glass and
debris and taking down the garage we remedied an. unsafe condition.

3. Proiect Plan:

Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale (staff will advise on
area required). Plan to include:

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions and heights of all existing and proposed structures;

c. brief description and age of all structures (e.g., 2 story, frame
house c.1900);

d. grading at no less than 5' contours (contour maps can be obtained
from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring; telephone 495-4610); and

e. site features such as walks, drives, fences, ponds, streams, trash
dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

4. Tree Survey: If applicable, tree survey indicating location, caliper
and species of all trees within project area which are 6" in caliper or
larger (including those to be removed).

-2-



Addresses of Adiacent Property Owners:

Lawrence S. Silberman
514 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Lawrence S. Silberman
512 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Victoria (Tory) Mattes
512 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Douglas E. Dembling
504 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Ed & Leticia Read
7207 Spruce Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Bruce & Genie Sidwell
7209 Spruce Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

David Ellis
7056 Carroll Avenue (across street)
Takoma Park, MD 20912

tJ V
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8/22/94

Patricia Parker
Maryland National Capital Park & Planning
8787 Georgia Ave
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Ms. Parker,

At the 8/17/94 meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission, during the discussion of
my case (#37/3-94CC), a letter from my neighbor Victoria Mattes was put into the public
record. In it, she stated that I was aware of being in Takoma Park's Historic Zone at the
time 1 renovated my house and erected the supports for a proposed carport. That is not
true. I became aware of the historic designation on 7/26/94, when I went to obtain my
second Building Permit.

Also, I note that the Historic Preservation Commission's staff recommended approval of
the carport in their 8/10/94 report. If the Commission decides not to approve what the staff
has recommended, please advise me in writing what design changes WOULD be approved.

-~--A
espectfully submitted,

any v tz 

17

506 lip ve
Tako k,
Ph: 301-891-2222 (h)

301-589-5305 (w)
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Patricia Parker
Maryland National
8787 Georgia Ave

August 17, 1994

Capital Park & Planning Commission

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: HPC Case No 37/3-94CC

Dear Ms. Parker:

I understand that Mr. Larry Ravitz has requested approval to
construct a carport at 506 Tulip Avenue, Takoma Park. I also
understand that he additionally requested approval to construct a
second floor deck at the rear right hand corner of the house. As
the owner and chief resident of the adjacent property, located at
508 Tulip Avenue, I am categorically opposed to the granting of
approval(s) for the carport and the deck. Due to the nature of
the case, I have opted to separate the two issues for the
purposes of this letter.

CARPORT:
-In his written description (l.b) Mr. Ravitz states no prior
knowledge of the fact that the property was in the historic zone.
I personally told him that our properties were in the historic
district. I believe that other neighbors also informed him of
the historic designation. Mr. Ravitz is also the landlord of
other property in the Takoma area, and has contact with numerous
construction contractors and regulatory agencies with whom he
does regular business. I will not comment on the other methods
that were available to him to ascertain that his property is in a
historic area during settlement (July, 1993) and his many major
renovation projects that occurred in the fall of 1993.

-In order to clarify the situation outlined in the written
description (l.a), I would point out that Mr. Ravitz has
overstated his case somewhat when commenting on the condition of
.the previous garage/horse stable that existed on the property. I
agree that the garage/stable was in disrepair, but the use of the
term "dangerous" is questionable. I do not believe that anyone
was in "danger" if they got near the structure or tree. I agree
with Mr. Ravitz that the landscape looks much better without
garage/stable which is also part of my rational for objecting to
the carport. It is my understanding that the original structure
was built circa 1917 in conjunction with the house. The side
wall of the garage/stable formed the retaining wall that terraces
the property from 508 Tulip.

-In his application, Mr. Ravitz implies that the construction of
a carport is more of a replacement/reconstruction of the old

1



garage/horse stable. This is not true. There is nothing left of
the original structure and site except a tree fort in the back
corner. When the building and retaining wall were demolished
last fall, his laborers left no trace of the original structure
or the retaining wall. All material was removed from the site.
During the landscaping this summer, the entire area was bulldozed
over changing the original ground slope. When Mr. Ravitz caused
the demolition of the old building, he stated, at that time, that
he had no intention of rebuilding the structure. It was only
early this summer that he told me that he had reconsidered this
idea because the trees dropped things on his cars, but that his
landscape architect was not enthusiastic about adding the carport
into the plan. Also, the day Mr. Ravitz told me that he was
going to apply for a permit, I told him that it was my impression
that the county has an approximate 10 foot setback requirement.

Due to the total destruction and the removal of all material of
the original structure, Mr. Ravitz should now conform to all
applicable requirements for new structures including, but not
limited to, set back requirements. He can not "grandfather in" a
structure which does not exist. The only similarity between this
new structure and the old garage/stable is the sloped roof. On
August 15, 1994, I called the Maryland National Capital Park and
Planning Commission. I.was told that this property is zoned R-
60. As per The Development Standards for Residential Zoning
District for R-60 Zones, section 59-C-1.32, a minimum of an 8 1

setback is required for any new structure. Statements indicating
that Mr. Ravitz is replacing or rebuilding the garage/stable
appear to circumvent the setback requirements. In addition, not
only was the original retaining wall removed but, also, dirt
behind it was removed so that when the new retaining wall was put
in, the wall is now approximately 3' closer to the property line.

-Mr. Ravitz has not provided adequate information to ascertain
exactly what he plans on building. The design plans conflict
with one another and the written application. I do not
understand how an approval can be granted without more detailed
specifications as to what is being approved. This becomes
especially true when given the fact that this is a new structure
-in its entirety. There is no indication how high this structure
is to be. There is no indication as to how he plans to hold up
the roof or detailed description of the roof facade. Without
more detailed specifications, any approval granted at this point
in time is basically providing a carte blanche to Mr. Ravitz to
construct what ever he wants wherever he wants to.

-In reviewing the copy of his Required attachments there are
additional inconsistencies.

a. The new retaining wall is not 2 feet back from the
property line. Also, l.b states that the retaining
wall is "composed of local rock" etc. The actual
retaining wall is made out of wood.

2



b. One drawing on page 8 shows the posts two feet in
from the property line. currently, the existing posts
are not. Please Note: The actual posts in the ground
are 12, and are built within the retaining wall which
is not two feet from the property line.

C. On page 5 it states in the bottom paragraph that
"earth banked up to its sides". The top picture on
page 9 indicates that here will be a ditch between the
right side retaining wall and the post/side of the
carport.

d. The top drawing on page 9 implies that the front
has the potential to be 10' high, the lower drawing
indicates 9 1. What is the maximum height of this
building? What is the pitch?

e. The top drawing on page 9 shows no indication of
tiebacks or other type of support for the retaining
walls.

f. There is no indication as to how the roof will be
supported. Mr. Ravitz is proposing a double carport
and the support structure for the roof would have a
major impact on the design and appearance of the
structure. The final design may not remotely resemble
a carport when completed.

g. Page 7 (2.a) States that "The materials, details,
...scale are in keeping with the neighborhood and
site." This structure is large for the neighborhood
and for the yard this size. The materials, details
etc. have no resemblance what so ever to the original'
structure.

-This carport is almost as close to my deck as it is to Mr.
Ravitz's deck. I, like Mr. Ravitz, also strive for a park-like
setting in my yard. This "carport" or large shed seriously
-diminishes that setting and will be intrusive. It will be next
to impossible to sit or stand either on my deck or in my yard
without seeing the structure. The structure will also be visible
from my kitchen, upstairs bedrooms, and sleeping porch. I have
included some photos taken from my deck of the current
construction. This provides a different depiction of the actual
size and the impact on me, than the photo included in Mr.
Ravitz's application.

-On Question 2.b (page 7), Mr. Ravitz states that the
"design ... and the rebuilding of the garage enhance the
surrounding resources by decreasing the size and visibility of
the garage and creating greater sense of privacy for us and our

3
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neighbors." I would like to point out that the fact that the
carport is smaller is of no benefit to anyone but himself. What
is happening is that the carport will be closer to the property
line and, that the lack of width provides him with more space in
the middle of his yard. There is absolutely no benefit to my
property and, depending upon the exact location, is actually more
detrimental to my property than the previous structure. I
provided Mr. Ravitz an alternate plan which would place this
structure next to his house and out of my line of vision. He did
not want this carport close to his house; neither do I.

- This is a historic area. My house was built circa 1911. While
I realize that my house is only a contributing "factor" in the
overall historical significance at this point, in a few years my
house will have reached 100 years old. I do not see how a large
shed-like 1960's style "carport" can add anything architecturally
to the historic environment. It only detracts.

DECK:
While I realize that the staff report recommends some changes to
the proposed deck, again there are some misconceptions and
information gaps which should be addressed.

-When Mr. Ravitz was having his house renovated in the fall of
1993, he put in the door for this deck. There was no existing
door prior to his taking occupancy. This was done well in
advance of any permit application. While incidental to the
current proposal, Mr. Ravitz has also installed double doors to a
non-existent deck on the other side of the house.

-The deck, while not necessarily visible from Tulip Avenue, will
be visible from Carroll Avenue and the side street behind the
house during 6 months out of the year when the leaves are down.

-The proposed deck is not in keeping with early century
residential architecture. He owns an original cross plan Sears
house. Whenever adding on to a historic building one is, by
nature, changing the nature of the building. In order for the
deck to be structurally in keeping with period architecture, it
would be attached to the residence in a different manner (built
in support from the interior of the house) without the need for a
long post.

-Again, the materials, details, scale and massing are not in
keeping with the neighborhood and site. By attaching the deck,
it automatically changes the symmetry and massing of the house.
The materials, details scale etc. are not in keeping with the
historic nature of the site. There are no details articulated in
the copy of the report I received with the exception of the
computer enhanced photo. There is, however, a statement that
indicates that deck materials will be made of similar material as
that of the ground level deck. The ground floor deck may not be

4



an appropriate model in that it was built within the last 10
years, is not in keeping with the historic nature of the
neighborhood, and is not looked upon as an integral part of the
house's architecture. The second story deck as illustrated would
diminish the historic significance of the house.

- The enhanced photo makes this deck look almost square. The
actual dimensions of the corner of the house are more like
5 1 x10 1. The lot plan states 6 1 x10 1. I have enclosed a picture
which provides a different view of the dimensions of the proposed
deck.

-There is insufficient detail to ascertain the structural
stability and integrity of this deck. I estimate that this
proposed deck may be approximately 20' off the ground. There may
be a need for cross bracing which would significantly change the
design and appearance of the structure.

-Mr. Ravitz's assertion in his application that the deck would be
"without detriment to neighbors" is not true. Taking this area,
which was set back, and creating another living area facing my
property is a clear detriment. The proposed deck is a rectangle
with the long side facing my residence. This deck would face and
overlook my.own ground level deck and entire back yard. The
height and location are approximately that of the sleeping porch
on the back of my house which is used extensively. This deck
would have a direct impact on my privacy. If this deck were to
be constructed, there are no steps that I could take (fences,
trees etc.) to return my property to the current level of
privacy. The deck, in combination with Mr. Ravitz's 19 windows
already facing my property, would decrease the property value of
my home.

-The application states that he wants to remove part of his own
ground level deck so that a tree can be added. I am never
opposed to planting trees and, I admire his willingness to do so.
I only suggest that it will take years for the tree to provide
any privacy for the second level deck. Given.its location, most
of the advantage of the tree will be that Mr. Ravitz will not
_..have to look out upon his own carport.

REQUEST:
I strongly urge the board to reject Mr. Ravitz's application for
both the carport and the deck. I question the quality and
validity of the much of the information contained in the
application. I believe that both structures will decrease the
historical environment of the neighborhood, the value of the
surrounding property, and the quality of life in my house.

L4,/ /- Q~ c 2t= ~ -
Victoria Mattes
508 Tulip Ave.
Takoma Park, Md. 20912
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: 506 Tulip Avenue Meeting Date: 08/17/94

Resource: Takoma Park Historic District HAWP: Alteration

Case Number: 37/3-94CC

Public Notice: 08/03/94

Applicant: Larry Ravitz

PROPOSAL: Construct carport &
second-story deck

BACKGROUND

Tax Credit: No

Report Date: 08/10/94

Staff: Patricia Parker

RECOMMEND:Approve car-
port; Approve deck
with conditions

This HAWP application seeks HPC approval to construct a
carport of frame construction and a 10' x 7' second story frame
deck accessed from a door at the second story level on the rear
elevation. These changes are proposed for a contributing re-
source in the Takoma Park Historic District. This resource is
surrounded by other contributing resources on Tulip Avenue.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Carport

The HAWP proposal for construction of a carport suggests
another more salient question. Staff did not receive a HAWP
application for demolition of the garage that previously stood in
the rear yard. From a staff photo of the property taken in the
summer of 1992, it appears that the garage was original to the
property (it had a shed roof and a cast concrete block pier) but
that it was substantially altered (it also had large picture
windows in the walls). The staff will show the slide at the HPC
meeting.

.Now the applicant proposes to construct a 18'-6" x 18'-6"
timber carport with 6x6 posts set in concrete. Lattice panels
will be used in lieu of walls. The carport would have a shed
roof, as did the garage. The new structure would be in the
approximate location of the previous one. The driveway would be
paved wtih asphalt and continued through the area of the carport.

Staff feels that a secondary structure on this lot of this
period would have been a garage - not a carport. However,
ancillary structures in the rear yard are typical and character-



• 0

istic of the Takoma Park Historic District. Considering that the
carport is similar in size, roof configuration, and location to
the previous garage, and that the Takoma Park guidelines allow
for a more lenient review of alterations at the rear of the
property and for new construction, the staff feels that the
proposal is acceptable.

Deck

The staff recommends that the HPC find the proposal for a
second story frame deck consistent with the character of the
house only if the dimensions are made slightly smaller so that
the deck is recessed from the exterior walls in both directions.
As proposed, the deck would be visible from the street, particu-
larly the 6 x 6 corner post. The Takoma Park guidelines encour-
age the reinforcement and continuity of the existing streetscape
views. Therefore, staff recommends that the applicant indent the
deck inside of the existing exterior walls so that it is less
visible from the public right-of-way. The baluster and .railing
are not shown and should be submitted to HPC staff prior to
issuance of the HAWP. The staff suggests simple square pickets
and a shaped top rail. The second story deck should be painted
or stained with opaque color, as it woudl become an integral part
of the house's architecture.

The drawing also indicates a new window opening on the rear
wall. However, the application does not make mention of this
change as part of the proposal. The photo shows an existing door
opening. The guidelines state that changes made to contributing
resources should respect the predominant architectural style of
the resource. If the deck is made smaller, the staff finds the
proposal could be found acceptable and consistent with the Takoma
Park guidelines which allow for greater leniency in the review of
alterations at the rear of the property.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

With the following condition, the staff recommends that the
Commission find the proposal for for a carport and second-story
deck consistent with the purposes of Chapter 24A-8(b)2:

The proposal is compatible in character and nature with the
historical, archeological, architectural or cultural fea-
tures of the historic site, or the historic district in
which an historic resource is located and would not be
detrimental thereto or to the achievement of the purposes of
this chapter;

and with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabili-
tation #2 and #10:

The historic character of a property shall be retained and
preserved. The removal of historic materials or alteration
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of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided; and

New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall
be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the
future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would.be unimpaired.

and with the Takoma Park Historic District amendment guidelines;

provided: 1) that the applicant shall revise the the proposal
to show the balusters and railing to be used on the deck, and
that the dimensions of the deck be reduced so that the deck
railing and corner post are inside the line of the exterior
walls, and that the deck shall be painted or stained to match or
complement the house.

and with the general condition for all Historic Area Work Per-
mits: The applicant shall notify the Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) five days prior to commencing work and within
two weeks after completion.

9
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APPLICATION FOR-•----------- - - .- -
HISTORIC- AREAVORK PERMIT
TAX 
ACCOUNT#_._--

NAME,QFPROPERTYOWNER.-_1 
~~R~r 

{2 Pk VITZ _TELEPHONE NO.

(Contract/Purchaser) (Include Area Code)

ADDRESS , ~Q~ ̀ rm L. I r A V C`• —rA wo M A I- tZ K M
CITY STATE ZIP

CONTRACTOR F TELEPHONE NO.

CONTRACTOR REGISTRATION NUMBER-

PLANS

UMBER 

PLANS PREPARED BY S$ L F TELEPHONE NO. 

.Ilnclude Area Code)

REGISTRATION NUMBER

:LOCATION OF BUILDING/PREMISE

House Number ~O 6 Street T U L I? A V 5

Town/City -r K o M A P h IR K (~D_ Election District 7i

Nsarest Cross Street t. R O L_ L T

Lot 'Block` 1" Subdivision 
q , > •a I.,r

Liber Folio Parcel

IA. TYPE OF PERMIT ACTION: (circle one) Circle One: A/C Slab Room Addition

Construct Extend/Add Alter/Renovate Repair Porch Beck % .Fireplace Shed -$olai -Woodburning Stove

Wreck/Raze Move Install Revocable Revision Fence/Wall (complete Section 4) Other _ bI't

1B. CONSTRUCTION COSTS ESTIMATES Z O toe)
e~

1C. IF THIS IS A REVISION OF A PREVIOUSLY APPROVED ACTIVE PERMIT SEE PERMIT # ~~

10. INDICATE NAME OF ELECTRIC UTILITY COMPANY PG d

1E. IS THIS PROPERTY A HISTORICAL SITE? N 6:

PART TWO: COMPLETE FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXTEND/ADDITIONS

2A. TYPE OF SEWAGE DISPOSAL 2B.

01 ( 1 WSSC 02 ( ► Septic

03 ( ) Other

TYPE OF WATER SUPPLY

01 1 1 WSSC 02

03 1 1 Other

PART THREE: COMPLETE ONLY FOR FENCEIRETAINING WALL

4A. HEIGHT feet inches

4B. Indicate whether the fence or retaining wall is to be constructed on one of the following locations:

1. On party line/Property line

2. Entirely on land of owner

3. On public right of way/easement (Revocable Letter Required).

) Well

I hereby certify that I have the authority to make the foregoing application, that the application is correct, and that the construction will comply with

plans approved by all agencies listed and I hereby acknowledge and accept this to be a condition for the issuance of this permit.

- 26-`4
Signatu ner or a orized agent ( must have signature notarized on back) Date

............... ..... ..................................................................

APPROVED For Chairperson, Historic Preservation Commission

DISAPPROVED Signature 

`' 

Date

APPLICATION/PERMIT N0: () FILING FEE:$
DATE FILED:
DATE ISSUED:

OWNERSHIP CODE: _

PERMIT FEE:$

BALANCES
RECEIPT NO: FEE WAIVED:—

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS 
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SUPPLEMENTAL APPLICATION FOR HISTORIC AREA WORK PERMIT

REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS

1. WRITTEN DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

a. Description of existing structure(s) and environmental setting,
including their historical features and significance:

This application pertains to the land behind the house only. The area consists of a moderately sloped lot
(approx. 50'x 100') which contained one three-car block garage, on insufficient footings and in a state of
dangerous disrepair. The back and side walls were crumbling both because of the sinking footings and
because a tree that was growing into it. The yard had not been taken care of and was strewn with broken
glass, chunks of concrete and tall weeds. The tree was killing the garage and the garage was killing the
tree and we were in danger if we got near either one. It was a bad situation.

The garage had no historical significance.

b. General description of project and its impact on the historic
resource(s), the environmental setting, and, where applicable, the
historic district:

When we purchased our house in July 1993 we were told that our house was not in an historic zone, so we
were not aware of any historic restrictions. It wasn't until we recently applied for a second building permit to
construct the carport that we discovered that our house was in an historic zone. Meanwhile, we had already
renovated the entire interior of the property, removed the old garage, regraded the backyard and built a
retaining wall.

The work we now propose to accomplish is:

• construct a small deck off the second floor bathroom, facing the rear yard.
• remove a small triangular shaped section off the existing rear deck to make space for a tree to be planted
• replace former garage with an open carport screened with lattice in the exact same location (see survey)

The new carport will be smaller and lighter in construction than the former garage and less obtrusive due to
the earth banked up to its sides. The retaining wall used for the earth is composed of local rock, quarried near
River Road, and is in keeping with the bucolic environment in the back of our house. The small deck to be
constructed off the second floor bath will be made of similar materials and design as the existing deck on the
ground level. It will have no impact on the facade as viewed from the street. The triangular section removed
from the existing deck will be replaced with a tree.

N



Addresses of Adiacent Property Owners:

Lawrence S. Silberman
514 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Lawrence S. Silberman
512 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Victoria (Tory) Mattes
512 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Douglas E. Dembling
504 Tulip Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Ed & Leticia Read
7207 Spruce Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

Bruce & Genie Sidwell
7209 Spruce Avenue
Takoma Park, MD 20912

David Ellis
7056 Carroll Avenue (across street)
Takoma Park, MD 20912



It2. Statement of Pro, Intent:

Short, written statement that describes:

a. the proposed design of the new work, in terms of scale, massing,
materials, details, and landscaping:

The new work is intended to achieve a pleasant, safe and functional space for us to raise
out family, while in no way diminishing the historic significance of our house or the
neighborhood. We are striving to achieve a balance of function and beauty that embodies
the spirit and style of our lovely neighborhood. The materials, details, landscaping, scale
and massing are in keeping with the neighborhood and site. (see proposed design)

b. the relationship of this design to the existing resource(s):

The design of the landscaping and the rebuilding of the garage enhance the surrounding
resources by decreasing the size and visibility of the garage and creating a greater sense
of privacy for us and our neighbors. The small second story side deck will enhance the
livability of our house without detriment to neighbors, and will not be seen from the street.

c. the way in which the proposed work conforms to the specific
requirements of the Ordinance (Chapter 24A):

The changes we are making are architecturally compatible with the existing house and the
neighborhood. In addition, our intent for the landscaping plan is to recreate a park-like
setting. We have found evidence of an earlier garden. In cleaning up broken glass and
debris and taking down the garage we remedied an unsafe condition.

3. Project Plan:

Site and environmental setting, drawn to scale (staff will advise on
area required). Plan to include:

a. the scale, north arrow, and date;

b. dimensions and heights of all existing and proposed structures;

c. brief description and age of all structures (e.g., 2 story, frame
house c.1900);

d. grading at no less than 5' contours (contour maps can be obtained
from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission,
8787 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring; telephone 495-4610); and

e. site features such as walks, drives, fences, ponds, streams, trash
dumpsters, mechanical equipment, and landscaping.

4. Tree ve : If applicable, tree survey indicating location, caliper
and species of all trees within project area which are 6" in caliper or
larger (including those to be removed).

-2- O
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FAX
Dale: August 173, 1994

From: L=y Ravitz
5M Tulip Ave.
Takoma Park, MD 20912
(301) 891-2222 or (301) 589-5305(alt.)
FAX (301) 891-2845

To: The Maryland-National Park and Planning Commission
Nancy Wetherell or Patricia Parker

Nancy or Patricia:

I am faxing you file 2nd story pouch detail. Please call me tD let me know if this is
satisfactory. The rail and posts are designed to match the large existing deck. Your
suggestions are welcome. I will attempt to make the changes immediately, so that you can
have an acceptable design this afternoon, before tonight's hearing.

I will .be home this aftftemoon and look forward to your retum call. 891-2222

Sincerely,

2.--F-0 6-f S
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August 17, 1994

Patricia Parker
Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission
8787 Georgia Ave
Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Re: HPC Case No 37/3-94CC

Dear Ms. Parker:

I understand that Mr. Larry Ravitz has requested approval to
construct a carport at 506 Tulip Avenue, Takoma Park. I also
understand that he additionally requested approval to construct a
second floor deck at the rear right hand corner of the house. As
the owner and chief resident of the adjacent property, located at
508 Tulip Avenue, I am categorically opposed to the granting of
approval(s) for the carport and the deck. Due to the nature of
the case, I have opted to separate the two issues for the
purposes of this letter.

CARPORT:
-In his written description (1.b) Mr. Ravitz states no prior
knowledge of the fact that the property was in the historic zone.
I personally told him that our properties were in the historic
district. I believe that other neighbors also informed him of
the historic designation. Mr. Ravitz is also the landlord of
other property in the Takoma area, and has contact with numerous
construction contractors and regulatory agencies with whom he
does regular business. I will not comment on the other methods
that were available to him to ascertain that his property is in a
historic area during settlement (July, 1993) and his many major
renovation projects that occurred in the fall of 1993.

-In order to clarify the situation outlined in the written
description (1.a), I would point out that Mr. Ravitz has
overstated his case somewhat when commenting on the condition of
the previous garage/horse stable that existed on the property. I
agree that the garage/stable was in disrepair, but the use of the
term "dangerous" is questionable. I do not believe that anyone
was in "danger" if they got near the structure or tree. I agree
with Mr. Ravitz that the landscape looks much better without
garage/stable which is also part of my rational for objecting to
the carport. It is my understanding that the original structure
was built circa 1917 in conjunction with the house. The side
wall of the garage/stable formed the retaining wall that terraces
the property from 508 Tulip.

-In his application, Mr. Ravitz implies that the construction of
a carport is more of a replacement/reconstruction of the old

1
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garage/horse stable. This is not true. There is nothing left of
the original structure and site except a tree fort in the back
corner. When the building and retaining wall were demolished
last fall, his laborers left no trace of the original structure
or the retaining wall. All material was removed from the site.
During the landscaping this summer, the entire area was bulldozed
over changing the original ground slope. When Mr. Ravitz caused
the demolition of the old building, he stated, at that time, that
he had no intention of rebuilding the structure. It was only
early this summer that he told me that he had reconsidered this
idea because the trees dropped things on his cars, but that his
landscape architect was not enthusiastic about adding the carport
into the plan. Also, the day Mr. Ravitz told me that he was
going to apply for a permit, I told him that it was my impression
that the county has an approximate 10 foot setback requirement.

Due to the total destruction and the removal of all material of
the original structure, Mr. Ravitz should now conform to all
applicable requirements for new structures including, but not
limited to, set back requirements. He can not "grandfather in" a
structure which does not exist. The only similarity between this
new structure and the old garage/stable is the sloped roof. On
August 15, 1994, I called the Maryland National Capital Park and
Planning Commission. I was told that this property is zoned R-
60. As per The Development Standards for Residential Zoning
District for R-60 Zones, Section 59-C-1.32, a minimum of an 8'
setback is required for any new structure. Statements indicating
that Mr. Ravitz is replacing or rebuilding the garage/stable
appear to circumvent the setback requirements. In addition, not
only was the original retaining wall removed but, also, dirt
behind it was removed so that when the new retaining wall was put
in, the wall is now approximately 3' closer to the property line.

-Mr. Ravitz has not provided adequate information to ascertain
exactly what he plans on building. The design plans conflict
with one another and the written application. I do not
understand how an approval can be granted without more detailed
specifications as to what is being approved. This becomes
especially true when given the fact that this is a new structure
in its entirety. There is no indication how high this structure
is to be. There is no indication as to how he plans to hold up
the roof or detailed description of the roof facade. Without
more detailed specifications, any approval granted at this point
in time is basically providing a carte blanche to Mr. Ravitz to
construct what ever he wants wherever he wants to.

-In reviewing the copy of his Required attachments there are
additional inconsistencies.

a. The new retaining wall is not 2 feet back from the
property line. Also, l.b states that the retaining
wall is "composed of local rock" etc. The actual
retaining wall is made out of wood.

2



b. One drawing on page 8 shows the posts two feet in
from the property line. Currently, the existing posts
are not. Please Note: The actual posts in the ground
are 12' and are built within the retaining wall which
is not two feet from the property line.

C. On page 5 it states 
in the bottom paragraph that

"earth banked up to its sides". The top picture on
page 9 indicates that here will be a ditch between the
right side retaining wall and the post/side of the
carport.

d. The top drawing on page 9 implies that the front
has the potential to be 10' high, the lower drawing
indicates 9 1. What is the maximum height of this
building? What is the pitch?

e. The top drawing on page 9 shows no indication of
tiebacks or other type of support for the retaining
walls.

f. There is no indication as to how the roof will be
supported. Mr. Ravitz is proposing a double carport
and the support structure for the roof would have a
major impact on the design and appearance of the
structure. The final design may not remotely resemble
a carport when completed.

g. Page 7 (2.a) States that "The materials, details,
...scale are in keeping with the neighborhood and
site." This structure is large for the neighborhood
and for the yard this size. The materials, details
etc. have no resemblance what so ever to the original
structure.

-This carport is almost as close to my deck as it is to Mr.
Ravitz's deck. I, like Mr. Ravitz, also strive for a park-like
setting in my yard. This "carport" or large shed seriously
diminishes that setting and will be intrusive. It will be next
to impossible to sit or stand either on my deck or in my yard
without seeing the structure. The structure will also be visible
from my kitchen, upstairs bedrooms, and sleeping porch. I have
included some photos taken from my deck of the current
construction. This provides a different depiction of the actual
size and the impact on me, than the photo included in Mr.
Ravitz's application.

-On Question 2.b (page 7), Mr. Ravitz states that the
"design ... and the rebuilding of the garage enhance the
surrounding resources by decreasing the size and visibility of
the garage and creating greater sense of privacy for us and our
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neighbors." I would like to point out that the fact that the
carport is smaller is of no benefit to anyone but himself. What
is happening is that the carport will be closer to the property
line and, that the lack of width provides him with more space in
the middle of his yard. There is absolutely no benefit to my
property and, depending upon the exact location, is actually more
detrimental to my property than the previous structure. I
provided Mr. Ravitz an alternate plan which would place this
structure next to his house and out of my line of vision. He did
not want this carport close to his house; neither do I.

- This is a historic area. My house was built circa 1911. While
I realize that my house is only a contributing "factor" in the
overall historical significance at this point, in a few years my
house will have reached 100 years old. I do not see how a large
shed-like 1960's style "carport" can add anything architecturally
to the historic environment. It only detracts.

DECK:
While I realize that the staff report recommends some changes to
the proposed deck, again there are some misconceptions and
information gaps which should be addressed.

-When Mr. Ravitz was having his house renovated in the fall of
1993, he put in the door for this deck. There was no existing
door prior to his taking occupancy. This was done well in
advance of any permit application. While incidental to the
current proposal, Mr. Ravitz has also installed double doors to a
non-existent deck on the other side of the house.

-The deck, while not necessarily visible from Tulip Avenue, will
be visible from Carroll Avenue and the side street behind the
house during 6 months out of the year when the leaves are down.

-The proposed deck is not in keeping with early century
residential architecture. He owns an original cross plan Sears
house. Whenever adding on to a historic building one is, by
nature, changing the nature of the building. In order for the
deck to be structurally in keeping with period architecture, it
would be attached to the residence in a different manner (built
in support from the interior of the house) without the need for a
long post.

-Again, the materials, details, scale and massing are not in
keeping with the neighborhood and site. By attaching the deck,
it automatically changes the symmetry and massing of the house.
The materials, details scale etc. are not in keeping with the
historic nature of the site. There are no details articulated in
the copy of the report I received with the exception of the
computer enhanced photo. There is, however, a statement that
indicates that deck materials will be made of similar material as
that of the ground level deck. The ground floor deck may not be
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an appropriate model in that it was built within the last 10
years, is not in keeping with the historic nature of the
neighborhood, and is not looked upon as an integral part of the
house's architecture. The second story deck as illustrated would
diminish the historic significance of the house.

- The enhanced photo makes this deck look almost square. The
actual dimensions of the corner of the house are more like
5 1x10 1. The lot plan states 6 1x10 1. I have enclosed a picture
which provides a different view of the dimensions of the proposed
deck.

-There is insufficient detail to ascertain the structural
stability and integrity of this deck. I estimate that this
proposed deck may be approximately 20' off the ground. There may
be a need for cross bracing which would significantly change the
design and appearance of the structure.

-Mr. Ravitz's assertion in his application that the deck would be
"without detriment to neighbors" is not true. Taking this area,
which was set back, and creating another living area facing my
property is a clear detriment. The proposed deck is a rectangle
with the long side facing my residence. This deck would face and
overlook my own ground level deck and entire back yard. The
height and location are approximately that of the sleeping porch
on the back of my house which is used extensively. This deck
would have a direct impact on my privacy. If this deck were to
be constructed, there are no steps that I could take (fences,
trees etc.) to return my property to the current level of
privacy. The deck, in combination with Mr. Ravitz's 19 windows
already facing my property, would decrease the property value of
my home.

-The application states that he wants to remove part of his own
ground level deck so that a tree can be added. I am never
opposed to planting trees and, I admire his willingness to do so.
I only suggest that it will take years for the tree to provide
any privacy for the second level deck. Given its location, most
of the advantage of the tree will be that Mr. Ravitz will not
have to look out upon his own carport.

REQUEST:
I strongly urge the board to reject Mr. Ravitz's application for
both the carport and the deck. I question the quality and
validity of the much of the information contained in the
application. I believe that both structures will decrease the
historical environment of the neighborhood, the value of the
surrounding property, and the quality of life in my house.

L/6"
Victoria Mattes
508 Tulip Ave.
Takoma Park, Md. 20912
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