
Council Meeting Agenda 

March 4, 2024 

 

Join Zoom Meeting 

Link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86091939743?pwd=TVpNMkk1azROb1l6eTJpSFRtVnJUZz09 

Meeting ID: 860 9193 9743 

Passcode: 491819 

 

Board of Supervisors of Elections Accepting Nomination 

7:00 p.m. Nominations for two (2) Council seats and the role of Mayor will be accepted by 
the Board of Supervisors of Elections at the start of the meeting. 

 

Somerset Town Council Meeting 

 

Public Comment Period 

7:05 p.m. 

 

Approval of Agenda 

7:10 p.m. Motion: To consider approval of the agenda as presented. 

 

Consent Agenda 

7:11 p.m. To consider approval of the consent agenda as follows: 

• Nomination of Gayle Horn (Surrey St.) to the Pool Committee for a term ending in 2026; 
• Nomination of Russell Green to the Pool Committee for a term ending in 2026; 
• Arbor Day Proclamation; 
• Approval of Budget Work Session Dates: 

o Monday, March 18, and 
o Monday, March 25. 

 



Non-Consent Agenda 

7:12 p.m. Public Hearing/Motion: To consider the Adoption of a Resolution establishing the 
2024 Pool Rules 

7:16 p.m. Public Hearing/Motion: To consider the Adoption of a Resolution Condemning 
Antisemitism  

7:20 p.m. Motion: To consider the Introduction of a Resolution Sunsetting the Town of 
Somerset Police Program 

7:21 p.m. Public Hearing/Motion: To consider a permit application submitted by David 
Kelly on behalf of David S. Kelly Development Co., Inc. for the construction of a new home at 
the property located at 4815 Cumberland Ave. 

8:00 p.m. Discussion: Building Administrator’s Report 

8:05 p.m. Discussion: Manager/Financial Report 

8:15 p.m. Adjourn 

 

Key: 
Public Hearing Item: Agenda item where public comment is permitted. 
Discussion Item: Agenda item limited to discussion among the Council, Mayor and Town Staff. 
Motion Item: Agenda item requesting action, limited to Council discussion. 
Comments: Opinions and Questions from Town residents. 
ⁱ Questions should be submitted via email ahead of the meeting to 
manager@townofsomerset.com or town@townofsomerset.com. 
* Residents who wish to present for a particular Agenda item are advised to arrive 20 minutes 
ahead of the item’s scheduled discussion time, as discussions can run ahead of schedule. 
 
The Mayor and Town Council may entertain a motion during the open meeting to close a portion 
of the meeting, in accordance with Section 3-305(b)(1)(7) of the Open Meetings Act (Maryland 
Code, General Provisions Article), to consult with counsel to obtain legal advice. 

 

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


Nominations 

 

The Somerset Board of Supervisors of Elections will accept nominations for two (2) Council seats, 
and the position of Mayor, ahead of the Town Council meeting, at 7:00 p.m., March 4, 2024. 
Additional candidates may be nominated after the meeting by written petition signed by at least 20 
voters and filed with the Town Manager by March 18. The Board of Supervisors of Elections will 
announce a final list of candidates by March 25, 2024. 

To be eligible to run for office, a candidate for Mayor or Council must (1) be a citizen of the United 
States, (2) have resided in the Town for at least eighteen months immediately preceding the 
election, and (3) be a qualified voter of the Town of Somerset and of the State of Maryland. 



Consent Agenda 

Pool Committee Nominations 

 

Pool Committee Chair Matt Zaft has requested the Mayor’s nomination of Russell Green and Gayle 
Horn to serve on the Pool Committee. Mr. Green was already serving on the Committee, and his 
term expired at the end of 2023. He would like to continue serving on the Committee. Ms. Horn 
would be replacing Nate Hurst, whose term also expired in 2023, but who does not wish to fill 
another term. 





Town of Somerset 

Resolution Establishing 2024 Pool Rules 

 

Resolution No.:1-24-2 
Introduced: 1/8/2024 
Adopted:  
Effective Date:  

 

 

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING TOWN POOL RULES 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Somerset recognizes the importance of maintaining a safe and 
enjoyable environment for all residents and visitors utilizing the Town Pool; and 

WHEREAS, the Pool Committee has diligently reviewed and considered the current state of pool 
operations and has provided recommendations for the establishment of pool rules to enhance 
safety, order, and overall satisfaction for the upcoming year; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Town of Somerset Council that the attached 
Pool Rules are hereby established for the year 2024; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Town staff is authorized to post these pool rules at the 
pool facility and on the Town’s official website. The Pool Committee shall review and update 
these rules as necessary, with any changes subject to approval by the Town Council. 

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption. 

 

ADOPTED by the Council of the Town of Somerset on this __ day of _______ 2024. 

 

ATTEST:      TOWN OF SOMERSET 

 

 

________________________________  _________________________________ 

Matt Trollinger, Manager/Clerk-Treasurer  Stephen Surko, President 

Town of Somerset     Town Council 

Approved: 



 

 

_________________________________ Date: ________ 

Jeffrey Slavin, Mayor 

Town of Somerset   
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Town of Somerset 
Resolution Condemning Antisemitism 

 
Resolution No.: 1-24-AS 
Introduced:  
Adopted:   
Effective Date:   
 

RESOLUTION CONDEMNING ANTISEMITISM AND ATTACKS ON 
RELIGIOUS INSTITUTIONS 

 
WHEREAS, the Town of Somerset is committed to fostering an inclusive and 
welcoming community that respects and celebrates diversity, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Temple Emanuel in the nearby Town of Kensington recently 
experienced an act of vandalism targeting its sign, which has been classified as a hate 
crime by the Montgomery County Police Department, and 
 
WHEREAS, this incident is indicative of a concerning trend in the rise of antisemitism 
in Montgomery County, as evidenced by statistics from Maryland State Police and 
Montgomery County Police, which reveal that 90% of incidents motivated by bias 
towards religions in the past year were considered anti-Jewish, despite Jewish persons 
comprising only 10% of the county's population, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Somerset unequivocally condemns all forms of 
discrimination, hatred, and violence, particularly those directed towards religious 
institutions and communities, and 
 
WHEREAS, it is essential for local governments to take a stand against antisemitism 
and work collaboratively to promote tolerance, understanding, and respect among all 
residents, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Town of Somerset: 

● Strongly condemns antisemitism in all its forms and manifestations, 
recognizing that acts of hatred against one religious group undermine the fabric 
of our diverse community. 

● Expresses solidarity with the Temple Emanuel and all religious institutions that 
have been targeted by acts of vandalism or hate crimes. 

● Urges all residents of the Town of Somerset to stand united against antisemitism 
and to actively work towards building a community that values diversity, 
inclusivity, and mutual respect. 

● Encourages collaboration with local organizations, religious leaders, and 
community members to promote dialogue and understanding among different 
faiths and cultures. 

● Supports initiatives that aim to create a more tolerant and accepting 
environment for all residents, regardless of their religious beliefs. 
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● Affirms its commitment to upholding the principles of justice, equality, and 
human rights for all. 

 
This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage. 
 
 
ATTEST:      TOWN OF SOMERSET 
 
 
________________________________  _________________________________ 
Matt Trollinger, Manager/Clerk-Treasurer  Stephen Surko, President 
Town of Somerset     Town Council 
Approved: 
 
 
_________________________________ Date: ________ 
Jeffrey Slavin, Mayor 
Town of Somerset      
 



Town of Somerset 

A Resolution Sunsetting the Town of Somerset's Security Program 

 

Resolution No. 24-3-1 

Introduced: March 4, 2024 

Adopted: April 1, 2024 

Effective Date: May 1, 2024 

 

A Resolution Sunsetting the Town of Somerset's Security Program Utilizing Secondarily-
Employed Off-Duty Montgomery County Police Officers, Effective May 1, 2024 

 

WHEREAS, the Town of Somerset established a security program utilizing Montgomery County 
police officers for the purpose of enhancing public safety within the town limits; and 

WHEREAS, the Town's volunteer public safety committee has diligently researched and 
gathered data on the effectiveness of the security program over the past year; and 

WHEREAS, the public safety committee has concluded that the current security program is not 
effectively deterring crime within the Town of Somerset; and 

WHEREAS, alternative methods such as public awareness campaigns, infrastructure 
improvements, and targeted programs for speeding and stop sign violations have been identified 
as potentially more efficient and effective in enhancing public safety and utilizing town funds; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Committee has submitted a formal recommendation to the Town Council 
recommending that the program end; and 

WHEREAS, numerous residents of the Town of Somerset have expressed their support for 
ending the police program within the town; 

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Town Council of the Town of Somerset that the Town 
of Somerset's security program utilizing Montgomery County police officers shall be sunset, and 
all associated contracts and agreements with the Montgomery County Police Department shall be 
terminated, effective May 1, 2024; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Somerset Town Manager is hereby directed to provide 
notice of this resolution to the Montgomery County Police Department and all participating 
officers. 

This resolution shall take effect on May 1, 2024. 



Certified and adopted by the Council of the Town of Somerset on this ____ day of 
____________, 2024. 

 

_______________________________ 

Mayor Jeffrey Slavin 

 

_______________________________ 

Council President Stephen Surko 

 

Attest: 

 

_______________________________ 

Matt Trollinger, Town Manager/Clerk-Treasurer 
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TOWN OF SOMERSET 

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 

 

DATE:  October 18, 2023   

 

TO:  Town of Somerset Council 

FROM:  Kumar Vaswani, Chair, Public Safety Committee (PSC)    

 

SUBJECT:    Recommendations Regarding Town Police Program 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

President Surko and Council Member Rovak have asked the Public Safety Committee (PSC) to 

evaluate the Town’s police program.   

 

Please note that: 

 

(1)   No one is questioning the quality of our Town police officers.  Their integrity, 

dedication, and quality are undisputed.
1
 

 

(2)  The PSC has met with the Town’s lead officer several times and has always had a 

collegial relationship with him.  

Additionally, the PSC chair has known one of the Town officers for more than two decades.    

However, the issue is not the quality or dedication of our Town police officers.  

 

The issues are: 

 

Does the Town’s police program provide a good return on our investment? 

 

Is the program a good fit for the Town?   

  

                                                 
1
 In attempting to explain the benefits of the police program, Town officials have stated that we have two very good 

officers here.  But no one is questioning the quality of our Town police officers.  Please see the PSC’s July 13, 2022, 

memo to the Council, which is incorporated herein by reference, for more information. 
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Are there more effective and more fiscally prudent alternatives? 

 

Does the Town staff have the time, resources, and training to adequately monitor, 

administer, and supervise a Town police program? 

 

(3)  During the sixteen years of the Town police program’s existence, the Council has never been 

fully briefed on the program.   Consequently, there is a great deal of confusion surrounding the 

program.  In this memo, we present data and evidence and address some of the confusion and 

misconceptions regarding the program.   

 

(4)  No doubt the police play an important role in the detection and prevention of crime—and the 

Town should ensure that it continues to receive the benefit of these services from the 

Montgomery County Police Second District.  But any Town police/security efforts need to be 

part of a holistic, coordinated program that includes monitoring, supervision, public education, 

engagement (and proactive action) by the public, as well as collaboration with our public safety 

partners at the county, state, and federal levels.
2
       

(5)  Somerset has an enviably low crime rate.   However, the PSC is in no way minimizing or 

trivializing any of the crimes that have occurred in Town.  Any crime is one crime too many.  

The PSC recognizes the physical and psychological toll of crime and will continue to seek 

effective ways to prevent crime. 

(6)  The PSC has the expertise to address these issues and make recommendations to the 

Council. 

Two PSC members are attorneys, at least one of whom has worked on criminal issues.  While 

police officers certainly have valuable experience, it is attorneys who work with policy and 

larger issues related to law enforcement.  The heads of departments and government components 

that have significant law enforcement roles—such as USDOJ, DHS, FBI, ATF, DEA, etc.—are 

attorneys—not police officers.   

Two PSC members have extensive public safety experience and have worked and interacted with 

scores of police officers at the federal, state, and local levels.  Members of the PSC have worked 

with victims of crime.   The PSC is familiar with the benefits, costs, and challenges of police 

programs. 

(7)  The Town's police program presents numerous challenges because of its complexity, its 

interconnection with the Montgomery County Police Department (our officers essentially have 

two employers simultaneously), previous Councils' lack of oversight,  confusion about the 

program, lack of documentation, and the public's perceptions regarding both crime and law 

enforcement. 

                                                 
2
 Two of the PSC’s goals are to use a holistic approach to public safety and to instill a public safety ethos in our 

Town government.  
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The PSC applauds all Council Members, the Mayor, the Town Manager, and the Deputy 

Town Manager for taking on these challenges. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The PSC met on October 10 and voted to make the below 5 recommendations to the Council.  

 

The PSC respectfully asks the Council to  vote to: 

 

(1)   Maintain the current moratorium on hiring of new police officers. 
 

JUSTIFICATION:  Two years ago, the Town Manager agreed to a moratorium on hiring of 

police officers.  The moratorium should continue. 

 

The two committees with subject matter jurisdiction (the Traffic Committee and the Public 

Safety Committee) have concluded that the police program is ineffective.   

 

(a)  On September 22, 2023, the Traffic Committee sent the Council a letter stating:  “We the 

members of the Somerset Traffic Committee write to express our opinion that the funds for the 

policing program . . . have not effected the increase in traffic safety we expected. . . . [W]e have 

not seen an increase in stop sign compliance, which was our main goal.” 

 

(b)  The PSC has studied this matter extensively.  The data show that the police program 

has little to no impact on the Town’s crime rate.  In fact, even as police expenditures have 

remained the same or dropped, crimes in Town have dropped from  17  crimes  in 2021 to  7  

crimes  so far this year. 

 

Please see the below Executive Summary (item #1) for additional data.   

 

(c)  The Town is not set up to hire new officers.  We have no policing policy, no personnel 

practices regarding Town police officers, and no processes for screening, recruiting, hiring, 

evaluation, and onboarding.   

 

 

(2)   Discontinue the Town’s police program effective close of business April 

30, 2024  (or sooner if the Council desires). 

 
JUSTIFICATION:  The Town’s police program has not met the Town’s expectations.  

Additionally, the program does not provide a good return on our investment.   
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The Town started the police program in 2007 to address traffic safety concerns.  However, in its 

September 22 letter to the Council, the Traffic Committee stated, “the policing program is not 

increasing stop sign compliance or general traffic safety in any measurable way as we had 

hoped. . . .  the Traffic Committee is now looking into alternative methods for addressing traffic 

safety.”  [emphasis added] 

 

Moreover, the data show that the police program has little to no impact on Somerset’s 

crime rate.  (Please see the crime statistics and police expenditures in the Executive Summary, 

item # 1 below.) 

 

For all the reasons stated in this memo, the program does not provide a good return on 

investment and is not a good fit for the Town; there are more effective and more fiscally prudent 

alternatives; and the Town staff lacks the time, resources, and training to adequately monitor and 

supervise the program.   

 

(3)   If the Council feels the Town needs a security presence: 

 

The Council could explore the option of hiring unarmed safety patrols (i.e., 

personnel who will drive around the Town in marked vehicles). 

 
As part of this exploration, the Town should study the legal and social implications as well as the 

experiences of nearby neighborhoods and municipalities.  

  

JUSTIFICATION:  Somerset has an enviably low crime rate.  Although there are no guarantees, 

violent crime in Town is fortunately extremely rare.   Most crimes in Town are property-related, 

and the police have repeatedly told us that most of these crimes are preventable.  

 

The evidence and data do not indicate that hiring a security presence would significantly reduce 

Somerset’s already low crime rate.  Even without our Town police program, Somerset already 

has a police presence; the police respond to calls in Somerset an average of two times a week.  

The majority of those calls  (90%)  are handled by the regular Second District police officers (not 

our Town police).   

 

The PSC also believes that better communication with residents and the Montgomery County 

Police Second District, as well as infrastructure improvements, may well do more to enhance 

residents’ feelings of safety than a hired security presence would. 

 

However, if the Council desires a security presence in Town, the Council could consider 

contracting with a firm to provide unarmed safety patrols in marked vehicles.  

 

For example, a University of Maryland task force has recommended that the university 

“increase the use of non-sworn staff for routine patrols” as part of an effort to “consider new 

approaches that would ensure a greater sense of community safety and trust, particularly among 

those who are most vulnerable to discriminatory police actions.” 
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https://president.umd.edu/administration/commissions-task-forces-and-councils/task-force-on-

community-policing 

 

We note that safety patrol personnel would not be able to issue traffic citations or warnings.  

 

We also note that there are legal, racial equity, and social justice implications with hiring any 

type of security presence – whether the police or private safety patrols.   

 

 

(4)   In the interim, until the police program’s discontinuation: 

 Direct Deputy Town Manager Hardwick to: 

(a)  monitor the police activity log on a  daily basis, effective immediately; 

 

(b)  immediately instruct the Town police to  again resume documenting each shift 

in the police activity log, as recommended by the PSC and approved by the Council 

in August 2022; 

(c)  ensure that the Town police continue to document each shift in the police activity 

log, so there are no more gaps in the log in the future; 

 

(d)  ensure that the officers enter in the log the reasons for any traffic stops, for any 

warnings issued, and for any citations issued, effective immediately.    

 JUSTIFICATION:  This is essentially res judicata.  The Council approved the PSC’s 

recommendation to resume use of the police activity log over a year ago.  Please see the PSC’s 

memo of July 13, 2022, for more information.   

Although the Town resumed use of the log in February of this year, the Town officers have again 

stopped using the log.  As the PSC chair emailed Town Manager Trollinger on August 26, the 

daytime officer stopped documenting his shifts in the log on August 17 of this year.   The night 

officer stopped documenting his shifts in the log on September 6. 

The PSC chair never heard back from the Town Manager.  As of October 18, the officers are still 

not documenting their shifts in the log.   

It appears that  through no fault of his own, the Town Manager -- the officers' supervisor -- may 

not have time to adequately supervise the Town police, including monitoring the police activity 

log. 

Therefore, the Council should transfer the Town Manager’s duties to another employee 

who has time to do the work.  
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Although incompletely filled in, the police activity log has been the sole source of 

transparency regarding the current activities of the police program, including the number 

of calls responded to, the number of tickets issued, the nature of the calls responded to, etc. 

In the November 2020 “Somerset-Montgomery County Police Forum,” a resident stated, “If we 

keep hiring them [the police], you should ask for them to keep lists of their contact with the 

community and what they are doing . . . because it’s our Town money that’s going out to them.  I 

haven’t figured it out yet.”   

Her comments were on point.  The log has enabled the PSC to respond to inquiries from Council 

Members and residents.   

 

For example, a Council member recently asked questions about: what the Town police do during 

their shifts, the number of night hours worked every week, the times of night the officers work, 

and the number of night shifts worked every week. 

It is only because of the police activity log that the PSC was able to respond to the Council 

member’s questions. 

The police activity log has also enabled the PSC to introduce some transparency to the police 

program by informing the public (as the Town used to do routinely) about: the nature of the calls 

responded to by Town officers, the number of calls responded to per month, the number of  

warnings issued per month, and the number of traffic stops made per month. 

It was only after the Town resumed maintaining the police activity log in February of this 

year that the PSC was able to resume publishing summaries of Town police activity 

(quarterly) in the Town Journal. 

 However, the value of the police activity log diminishes when the officers do not document 

their shifts.  

 

This is not the first time the Town has failed to ensure that the log is being filled in. 

There are months-long gaps in the log for both 2021 and 2022 -- which is precisely why the PSC 

recommended in July 2022 that the Town resume using the log to document each shift. 

 

The Town finally resumed using the log in February of this year, but now the officers have 

 again stopped documenting their shifts. 

 

The PSC is monitoring the log, but it is the Town staff's responsibility to monitor the log as well.  

And the staff should ensure that the officers are properly documenting each shift in the log, as 

required by the Council. 

 

We understand that because Town Manager Trollinger is overworked, he may not have had time 
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to remind the Town police to document each shift in the log, even after receiving the PSC chair’s  

email notifying him of the daytime officer’s failure to do so.  (Subsequently, the night officer has 

stopped documenting his shifts in the log as well.) 

 

And the Town Manager probably does not have time to monitor the police activity log on a daily 

basis or to adequately supervise the police.   

Therefore, the Council should delegate tasks relating to the police activity log to Deputy 

Town Manager Hardwick.  

 

(5)  Request the Town’s auditing firm to: 

 (a)  investigate and explain the $14,000 discrepancy for the police program in FY 

22; 

 (b)  report back to the Council by December 4, 2023; and  

(c)   send an email copy of the report to the chair of the PSC. 

 JUSTIFICATION:   For FY 22, the police program was budgeted at $50,000.  According to 

the final audited financial statement provided by the Town's auditing firm and included in the 

Council meeting packet, the Town spent $64,000 on the program.  This represents a 28% cost 

overrun.   

 

In a January 9 email, the Town Manager stated that he paid out to officers "$49,995.  It looks 

like the auditors added something else to this account."  

 

The Town Manager stated that he would get back to the PSC on this.  The PSC never heard 

anything further on this. 

 

The Council has a fiduciary responsibility to ensure that taxpayer funds are spent in a 

fiscally prudent manner and that budgeted funds are not diverted or misspent.  The Town 

should investigate the discrepancy.   

 

 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

 
Although the Town’s police program was started with good intentions, the program is providing 

a low return on investment and is not a good fit for Somerset.  

 

Without question, we have two outstanding police officers.  This is beyond dispute.  No one is 

questioning the quality of the officers. 
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However, the police program is not a good fit for Somerset for the following reasons, 

among others: 

 

 (1)   The data show that the Town police program has little to no impact on Somerset’s 

crime rate.   

 

Decreasing our police hours has not resulted in a higher crime rate for our Town.   

Our approximate police expenditures for FY 20, 21, 22, and 23 are as follows, along with 

numbers of reported crimes: 

  FY 20
3
    $36,000      13  crimes 

FY 21    $50,000      17  crimes 

 

FY 22
4
   $50,000      13  crimes 

 

FY 23    $33,000        7  crimes (calendar year to date) 

Even as police expenditures have remained the same or dropped, reported crimes in Town 

have dropped from  17  crimes  in 2021 to  7  crimes  so far this year.
5
   

 The bottom line is that our crime rate does not vary much, regardless of how much we 

spend on police -- which makes sense, because we only have  1  officer  in  1  location for less 

than  8%  of the time.   

 (2)  The Town police have little opportunity to take police actions in Somerset.  

Our Town, with its already low crime rate,  sparsity of collisions, affluence, high quality of 

schools, neighborhood amenities, civically engaged population, and suburb-like environment, 

presents the Town police with little opportunity to take police actions.   

Following is a summary of Town police activity this year. 

                                                 
3
 Source:   August 3, 2020 Council packet.  Actual figure is $35,870.27 

 
4
 Please note that the Town’s FY 22 audited financial statement indicates that the Town spent $64,000, but the Town 

Manager has stated that he paid out only about $50,000 to the officers.  

 
5
 We are not counting financial crimes such as identity theft, check forgery, credit card fraud, or cyber crimes, which 

the police program is not designed to prevent, since the perpetrators are likely outside of Somerset—and  in some 

cases outside the state.  We are also not counting the bike theft from Somerset School, which our Town police are 

not responsible for monitoring, or crimes that clearly did not occur in Somerset but are shown on the County 

police’s crime map, such as a larceny in March that was reported by a Somerset resident but which occurred outside 

Town.   

 

Also please note that data for crimes is for calendar years, which are offset by 6 months from fiscal years. 
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   This year (to date) the Town police: 

 

Responded to   7  calls in Town this year  (less than  1  call per month on 

average) , according to the police activity log.  Our  Town police classified all of 

the calls as “non-emergency.” 

 

In previous years, based on the police activity log, our Town police 

responded to an average of  1 Town emergency every  3  months.   

 

This year, the Town police also responded to 2 calls outside of Somerset.  When 

we pay for “quick availability,” we are also paying for quick availability for 

our adjacent neighborhoods.  

 

Made  0  arrests this year to date   (and  0  arrests in the last  5  years),  

according to the police activity log.  (The PSC has logs going back  5 years.) 

 

Possibly issued  1  ticket this year to date,  according to the police activity log.   

(We are not certain if a ticket was issued or not, because the police activity log 

was not filled in properly in this instance.) 

 

Issued   5   warnings year to date,  according to the police activity log.    One 

of those warnings resulted from a traffic stop, and 1 warning related to parking.  

For the remaining 3 warnings, the log does not state the reason for the warnings. 

 

Wrote  2  community notices  that we can recall this year.  (The Town 

Manager distributed these notices via Town Announcements.) 

 
Please see additional details on the low level of Town police activity under “Background” 

(below). 

(3)  Even when we have had a police officer in Town, crimes have still occurred.  

 A Town police officer was on duty at the same moment that the carjacking occurred in January 

2021.   The Town police officer’s presence did not deter the crime, and she did not catch the 

suspect.   

And the unlawful entry on Cumberland in December 2021 occurred while a Town police officer 

was on duty.  Again, the Town police officer’s presence did not deter the crime, and he did not 

catch the suspect.   

(4)   The Question of What Services the Town Police Can Provide 

 Town officials have suggested meeting with Second District officials to ask them what services 

the Town police can provide for us.  
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 (a)  The Town has already asked the Second District this question  (twice): 

At a March 30, 2023 meeting with Second District Commander Daum, Town 

Manager Trollinger asked her what services the Town police can provide for 

us.    

In reply, Commander Daum stated that it would be  unethical for her to 

answer this question.     (If the Town has questions about the legality or ethics of 

the Second District answering this question, the Town should consult with the 

Town Attorney). 

At a November 2020 Town forum, President Shaul asked a similar question of 

Commander Gagen.  He never answered the question.   

(b)  This seems to be a recurrent theme – the Town’s constant struggle to find things 

the Town police can do for us.   

(c)  The answer to this question seems rather elusive, which could mean that the police 

program is a solution in search of a problem.   

(5)  High Cost and Low Return on Investment from the Police Program 

 
(a)  The Town has spent $300,000 on the police program so far during the past 16 

years.  

 
(b)  The Town is spending approximately  $715  a week on the police program, which 

has been deemed ineffective by the two committees with subject matter jurisdiction 

(the Traffic Committee and the Public Safety Committee).   
 

(c)  At the current rate of spending, if the Council were to continue the program, the 

Council would spend an additional $370,000 (at a minimum) on the program over the 

next decade.
6
     

 

The Council should apply a high standard when deciding how to spend these funds.  That 

$370,000 could be used for a number of worthy projects, such as pedestrian-scale 

lighting, infrastructure improvements to address pedestrian safety concerns, hiring 

crossing guards, hiring a part-time staffer to ease the burden on the Town Hall staff, or 

other projects for the public good (should the Council deem them appropriate), such as 

converting the pool house to a year-round facility.   

 

                                                 
6
 Financial analyses of the expense and impact of government programs typically examine the program over a 10-

year span.  See, e.g., “About Congressional Budget Office: Baseline Budget and Economic Projections,”  

https://www.cbo.gov/about/products#6 

https://www.cbo.gov/about/products#6
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(d)  The data show that the police program has little to no impact on the Town’s 

crime rate.  Please see the data showing crime numbers and police expenditures for the 

past four years in the Executive Summary, item #1.   

 

(e)  For the price the Town is paying, the Town police do not even drive around; 

instead, they sit parked for up to  60 minutes  at a time at 1 location.   

 

(f)  And for that price, we cannot even control the dates or the times of day/night that 

the Town officers work here.   

 

(g)  For the current budgeted amount, we only have  1  Town officer on duty for  1.8  

hours a day on average.   This is less than  8%  of the time.   

 

(h)  Up until this fiscal year, the Town police were the highest paid of any of our Town 

employees, on an hourly basis.   

 

 (i)  For the amount we are paying, we are not even getting a visible presence during 

all of the hours that the Town police work.  One of our officers is sometimes here in 

an unmarked vehicle, thus defeating the goal of a visible presence.   

 

At an April 2022 meeting with Council member Barr, Council member Rovak, and Chair 

Hurwit, the Town Manager stated that an unmarked vehicle would help the police make 

traffic stops.   But the proof is in the pudding: the Town police have hardly made any 

stops for the last 3 years.   

 

(j)  As a side note, the Town has not conducted a legal review of its Town police program 

or assessed the Town’s liability for operating its current police program. 

 

 (6)  Lack of Patrols 

 

According to the Town Attorney, the County’s collective bargaining agreement prohibits the 

Town officers from driving around and patrolling the Town, unless the Town pays the 

County for vehicle expenses – which the Town does not.  

 

Instead, the officers go from one location to another and sit parked for  up to  60  minutes at a 

time. 
 

(7)  Lack of Control Over the Town Police Officers’ Schedules 

 

We have no control over the dates or times of day/night that the officers work.  The officers set 

their own schedules, working around their County jobs and their personal schedules. 

 

The Town sometimes goes  4 – 5  days without a Town officer on duty. 
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This might explain why the Town staff stated that they asked the regular County Second District 

police to monitor the pool after the break-ins there and to monitor the area around the recent 

water main break (at Warwick and Falstone).    

  

(8)  The two committees with subject matter jurisdiction (the Traffic Committee and the 

Public Safety Committee) have concluded that the police program is ineffective. 

 

The Traffic Committee has concluded that the program is ineffective for traffic law compliance.  

The PSC has studied this matter extensively.  The data show that the police program has little to 

no impact on the Town’s crime rate.  

(9)  Infrastructure could be more effective than the police program for improving 

pedestrian safety and traffic law compliance.   

 

Montgomery County, Washington, D.C., and other progressive jurisdictions are looking at 

infrastructure solutions for traffic safety problems.     Infrastructure could induce traffic law 

compliance  24  hours a day,  7  days a week,  at multiple locations, rather than at the 1 

intersection where we have  1  officer posted for an average of  1  hour per day during the 

daytime.
7
  

 

(10)  The available evidence indicates that through no fault of their own, the Town staff 

lacks the time and resources to adequately monitor/supervise the police program and to 

communicate with and engage in a collaborative process with the police, residents, and 

committees.   

 

(11)  The Town’s police program duplicates services already provided for free by the 

County; it is not fiscally prudent for the Town to pay for these services. 

 

Please see details further down in this memo. 

 

 (12)  The police program is not an efficient use of resources.   

 

In today’s world (particularly in our low-crime, suburban-type community
8
), where much of 

policing is driven by 911 calls, rather than by the discovery of incidents by “the officer on the 

beat,” it is inefficient for the Town to hire officers to sit parked waiting for a call.   

 

For example, the Town police respond  to only  1  emergency in Town per quarter on average.  

And two of the emergencies to which the Town police responded this year were outside of 

Town. 

                                                 
7
  About 50% of Town police hours are worked during the daytime.  The other 50% of the hours are worked at night, 

often from 7 pm to 1 am, when traffic is at a minimum.   

 
8
  No doubt, some will dispute the description of Somerset as a “suburban-type community.”  Some might describe 

the Town as “dense suburban” or “urban.”   Others might call it a “close-in suburb.”    Perhaps the best description 

would simply be its zoning classification:  “R-60.”  
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As another example, our Town police are hardly giving any parking tickets.   

 

But residents are calling 911 (or the police nonemergency number) with parking complaints.  

The Second District is dispatching officers here to address those complaints.  In one case a 

Second District officer responded just 45 minutes after our Town officer ended his shift. 

 

The PSC is not necessarily advocating for more tickets.  But if residents have to call 911 with 

parking complaints, and the Second District police are responding to do what we have been 

expecting our Town police officers to do, then the Town is not getting good value for its 

money.    

 

(13)  Racial Equity and Social Justice Considerations    

 

There are racial equity and social justice considerations with hiring any type of security 

presence – whether it be the police or private patrol services – and the Town needs to fully 

examine its use of the police or any proposed alternative security presence. 

 

Our Town police officers are well trained and professional.   However, in its Black Lives 

Matter resolution, the Town Council has pledged to “examine equity and inclusion in the 

Town’s own business processes including policing,” in line with evolving public perceptions 

regarding law enforcement and many communities’ efforts to seek alternatives to the use of the 

police as part of a more holistic, effective approach to public safety.  

(14)  The purported direct connection to the Montgomery County Police Department (cited 

as a benefit of the Town’s police program) is already available for free from MCPD.  It is 

not fiscally prudent to pay for this service. In any case, the purported direct connection to the 

MCPD (via our Town police) isn't working.  Please see details under Background, below.   

 

BACKGROUND 

 

(1)   The data show that the Town police program has little to no impact on 

Somerset’s crime rate.   
 

Decreasing our police hours has not resulted in a higher crime rate for our Town.   

Our approximate police expenditures for FY 20, 21, 22, and 23 are as follows, along with 

numbers of reported crimes: 

  FY 20    $36,000      13  crimes 

FY 21    $50,000      17  crimes 
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FY 22
9
    $50,000      13  crimes 

 

FY 23    $33,000        7  crimes (calendar year to date) 

Even as police expenditures have remained the same or dropped, reported crimes in Town have 

dropped from  17  crimes  in 2021 to  7  crimes  so far this year.
10

   

 The bottom line is that our crime rate does not vary much, regardless of how much we 

spend on police -- which makes sense, because we only have  1  officer  in  1  location for 

less than  8%  of the time.   

 (2)  The Town police have little opportunity to take police actions in Somerset.  

Our Town, with its already low crime rate, sparsity of collisions, affluence, high quality of 

schools, neighborhood amenities, civically engaged population, and suburb-like environment, 

presents the Town police with little opportunity to take police actions.   

We have a very low crime rate in Town; we are more likely to be felled by a heart attack, 

stroke, vehicle collision while driving to or from Somerset, or some other medical calamity, than 

to be the victim of a violent crime in Town. 

 

We have almost no traffic collisions or pedestrians struck by vehicles.  We do not have the 

pattern of criminal activity, such as shootings, muggings, or outdoor drug dealing, that exists in 

areas of D.C, Silver Spring, or Prince George’s County.
11

 

 

The police tell us that most of the crimes here are preventable.   

Following is a summary of Town police activity this year. 

   This year (to date) the Town police: 

 

                                                 
9
 Please note that the Town’s FY 22 audited financial statement indicates that the Town spent $64,000, but the Town 

Manager has stated that he paid out only about $50,000 to the officers.  

 
10

 We are not counting financial crimes such as identity theft, check forgery, credit card fraud, or cyber crimes, 

which the police program is not designed to prevent, since the perpetrators are likely outside of Somerset—and  in 

some cases outside the state.  We are also not counting the bike theft from Somerset School, which our Town police 

are not responsible for monitoring, or crimes that clearly did not occur in Somerset but are shown on the County 

police’s crime map, such as a larceny in March that was reported by a Somerset resident but which occurred outside 

Town.   

 

Also please note that data for crimes is for calendar years, which are offset by 6 months from fiscal years. 

 
11

  Again, this is not to minimize the toll that these types of incidents can inflict on the victims.   See Introduction, 

item #5.   
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Responded to   7  calls in Town this year  (less than  1  call per month on 

average), according to the police activity log.  Our Town police classified all of 

the calls as “non-emergency.” 

 

In previous years, based on the police activity log, our Town police responded to  

1  Town emergency every  3  months on average.   

 

This year, the Town police also responded to 2 calls outside of Somerset.  When 

we pay for “quick availability,” we are also paying for quick availability for 

our adjacent neighborhoods.  

 

Made  0  arrests this year to date   (and  0  arrests in the last  5  years),  

according to the police activity log.  (The PSC has logs going back 5 years.) 

 

Possibly issued  1  ticket this year to date,  according to the police activity log.   

(We are not certain if a ticket was issued or not, because the police activity log 

was not filled in properly in this instance.) 

 

Issued   5   warnings year to date,  according to the police activity log.    One 

of those warnings resulted from a traffic stop, and 1 warning related to parking.  

For the remaining 3 warnings, the log does not state the reason for the warnings. 

 

Wrote  2  community notices  that we can recall this year.  (The Town 

Manager distributed these notices via Town Announcements.) 

 
Note that the above incidents are only a fraction of the incidents that have occurred in Town this 

year.  By examining a list of police dispatched calls in Data Montgomery for a 36-week period 

this year, the PSC found that the police respond to calls in Somerset an average of two times a 

week. 

 

We compared this data with the Town’s police activity log and found that almost all those calls  

(90%)  were handled by the regular Montgomery County Second District police (not by our 

Town officers).
12

 

                                                 
12

 Those calls run the gamut from activated burglar alarms (this type of call predominates, but most of them are 

accidental alarms or malfunctions—some Data Montgomery entries actually include the phrase “cry wolf”), fraud 

complaints, animal issues, welfare checks, persons needing a mental health evaluation, missing persons (for 

example, the dementia patient who wanders or drives away), runaways, “family trouble,” suspicious persons or 

vehicles (usually resulting in nothing found), aggressive solicitors, reports of a crime that occurred in the past, 

parking complaints (even though our Town police do not proactively issue parking tickets, residents are calling the 

police, and the Second District is dispatching its own officers to deal with parking complaints), noise complaints, 

and so on.   

 

Many of these calls are non-emergencies or could be addressed by services other than law enforcement.  But 

because we often rely on the police as the “go-to” response agency for any kind of trouble, the police end up getting 

dispatched.  
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Our Town police responded to only about  10%  of incidents during that period -- which makes 

sense, given that our Town police are here only  8%  of the time.   

 

 (3)  The Town’s police program duplicates services already provided for free by the 

County; it is not fiscally prudent for the Town to pay for these services. 

 

The Town already receives ample coverage by the County police, who respond quickly to any 

emergency in Town. 

 

In fact, according to Data Montgomery, the police respond to calls in Town twice a week on 

average.   Montgomery County’s Second District police officers (not our Town police) 

respond to  90%  of police-dispatched incidents in Town.   

 

And as the Town Manager has remarked, the service provided by our public safety agencies is 

excellent. 

 

It is not fiscally prudent for the Town to pay for these services.   

(4)  The Town police do not assist the school crossing guard. 

Town officials have stated that the Town police have been deployed because drivers were 

harassing the crossing guard.   The Town officers may have helped the crossing guard when the 

program was started in 2007, but they have not done so for at least five years.    

 

This is an example of the confusion that surrounds the police program.  

 

 The police activity logs show that: 

 

(a)  The Town police have  never assisted the school crossing guard in the last 5 

years.  (The PSC has logs going back 5 years.) 

  

(b)  The Town police have   never been stationed at Dorset and Warwick during 

school hours during the last 5 years. 

 

The Town officials might have seen the regular County Second District police assisting the 

crossing guard.  
 

The crossing guard is a Montgomery County Police Department employee, so if she needs 

assistance, it would make sense that she would contact her supervisor, who would then send a 

Second District officer to assist her. 

 

Another Town official had mistakenly believed that our Town police are spending time out of 

                                                                                                                                                             
 



Page 17 of 33 

 

their vehicles and interacting with kids at Dorset and Warwick.  This has never happened in the 

last  5 years, according to the police activity logs.  So this Town official also may have mistaken 

the Second District officers for our own Town police.  

 

(5)  Residents’ Complaints About the Police Program 

 

Although there have been positive comments about our Town police officers, there have been 

hundreds of complaints and questions about the program over the years, according to the 

Mayor.   

 

(a)  For example, residents have complained that the officers sit parked instead of driving 

around to patrol the Town. 

 

(b)   Residents have complained that it is unnecessary to have Town police here during 

broad daylight. 

 

(c)  Residents have complained that it is not a productive use of Town funds to hire 

police officers. 

(d)  Three Traffic Committee members have complained about our Town officers'  

inability to carry out the Town Manager's request that the officers issue traffic 

citations. 

 (e)  A Council member has -- at least twice -- remarked upon our Town officers’ 

inability to issue traffic citations. 

 

(The most recent traffic stop was made at least 6  months ago.) 

 

(f)  The Town staff has not responded to any of these concerns.  (Again, we realize that 

the Town staff is overworked and lacks the time to adequately supervise the police 

program.) 

 

(6)  Racial Equity and Social Justice Considerations 

 

There are racial equity and social justice considerations regarding any type of security 

presence – whether it be the police or private patrol services – and the Town needs to fully 

examine its use of the police or any proposed alternative security presence. 

 

As part of the national reckoning that has taken place since the police killings of George Floyd, 

Breonna Taylor, and others, the Town Council declared in its December 6, 2021, Black Lives 

Matter resolution that the Town was “saddened and angered by the disproportionate killing of 

Black people by police in our country” and that “in our own Montgomery County, County police 

stop Black drivers at disproportionate rates, and disproportionately arrest, and use force against 

Black people.”   
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As the Montgomery County Reimagining Public Safety Task Force has stated, “Montgomery 

County has its own uncomfortable truth regarding the lack of concern towards members of Black 

communities.”  https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/rps/Resources/Files/reports/rps-task-

force-recommendations-report.pdf .   

 

In 2000, as the Montgomery County Office of Legislative Oversight (OLO) noted, the County 

signed a Memorandum of Agreement with the U.S. Department of Justice to settle allegations 

that County police officers engaged in racially discriminatory conduct in violation of federal law.  

https://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/OLO/Resources/Files/2022_reports/OLOReport2022-

12.pdf 

 

The OLO also noted last year that “[W]hile overall numbers of Montgomery County Police 

Department  traffic stops declined between FY18 and FY22, racial disparities in traffic stops 

have persisted or worsened over the five-year period.”   

 

An examination of data related to disparities in policing in Montgomery County would consume 

more space than would be permitted in this memo, but various County boards, commissions, and 

task forces, as well as advocacy groups and MCPD itself, are examining these issues and have 

produced highly relevant reports that the Town should consider.     

 

Our Town police officers are well trained and professional.  However, the Town Council has 

pledged to “examine equity and inclusion in the Town’s own business processes including 

policing,” in line with many communities’ efforts to seek alternatives to the use of the police as 

part of a more holistic approach to public safety.
13

 

 

In evaluating the police program, the Town should also ask:  is the program simply providing a 

perception of safety that isn’t proven by the statistics and reality? 

 (7)    Infrastructure could be more effective than the police program for improving 

pedestrian safety and traffic law compliance.   

(a)  This is the trend that Montgomery County, D.C., and other progressive jurisdictions are 

following.  The Traffic Committee has concluded that the police program is ineffective for 

traffic safety purposes.  The Traffic Committee is now looking at alternative methods to 

achieve stop sign compliance and improve traffic safety. 

(b)   Infrastructure could induce traffic law compliance  24  hours a day,  7  days a week,  at 

multiple locations, rather than at the 1 intersection where we have  1  officer posted for an 

average of  1  hour per day during the daytime.  

 

                                                 
13

 See also, “Town of Somerset Declarations of Inclusion & Sustainability,” on the Town’s home page.   
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(c)  Despite some residents’ concerns about speeding in Somerset, it is not an option for the 

Town police to pull over and ticket speeders.  Town police officer Sgt. Cheoung told the PSC at 

least a year ago that the Town police officers cannot make stops for speeding because they lack 

the laser equipment and our Town lacks a stretch of road long enough for the police to “pace” a 

speeding vehicle.  

 

The Town police have never made a stop for speeding, according to all of the available police 

activity logs.   

 

Infrastructure, such as the speed display signs that the late Council member Alan Proctor set up, 

as well as public education, could provide some of the most practical solutions for speeding.  

(d) The Town could reallocate police funds for: 

(i)  Repair of sidewalk tripping hazards that have languished for decades 

These tripping hazards have already caused injury to residents.  Residents have 

complained about the tripping hazards for years. 

(ii)  Pedestrian scale lighting to address pedestrian safety concerns and to allay some 

residents’ fears about personal security.  

(iii)  Raised crosswalks to address pedestrian safety concerns. 

(iv)  Pedestrian-activated stop lights to address pedestrian safety concerns. 

(8)  The police program has little to no impact on traffic safety. 

 

Somerset started the Town's police program in 2007 to address traffic safety concerns.   

 

On September 22, 2023, the Traffic Committee sent the Council a letter stating: 

 

We the members of the Somerset Traffic Committee write to express our opinion that the 

funds for the policing program (doubled from $25,000 in FY19 to $50,000 for FY20, per 

the request of our Ad Hoc committee in March of 2019) have not effected the increase in 

traffic safety we expected. Although the number of hours police officers work in 

Town did double from 8.75 per week to 17.5 per week, we have not seen an increase 

in stop sign compliance, which was our main goal. [emphasis added] 

 

# # # 

 

At this point, the Traffic Committee has concluded that the policing program is not 

increasing stop sign compliance or general traffic safety in any measurable way as 
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we had hoped. . . .  the Traffic Committee is now looking into alternative methods 

for addressing traffic safety.  [emphasis added] 

 

Attached is the Traffic Committee’s letter to the Council.   

 

(9)  Infrequency and Brevity of Town Police Shifts 

 

We only have  1  Town officer on duty for  1.8  hours a day on average.  This is less than  

8%  of the time.   

 

The Town sometimes goes for stretches of 4 – 5 days with no Town police officer on duty, 

because we do not control the officers’ schedules.  

 

One response to the infrequency and brevity of shifts might be to increase police hours.  But this 

would be an extremely expensive proposition because of the high cost of the officers’ salaries.   

 

For example, it would cost more than  $240,000  annually to have a single Town police officer 

here just  50%  of the time.  This would require a  33%  increase in the Town’s property tax rate 

to raise the funds needed.  And this tax increase would still not eliminate crimes.  See Executive 

Summary item #3, and Background item #12.    

 

 (10)   Lack of Control Over the Town Police Officers’ Schedules 

 

The Town has no control over the dates or times of day/night the Town police officers work.  

The officers set their own schedules, working around their County jobs and their personal 

schedules.  This was apparently the arrangement when the Town hired the officers.  

 

The Town sometimes goes for stretches of  4 – 5  days without a Town-hired police officer here. 

 

Holiday weekends are when residents tend to go out-of-town.  This year, July Fourth was 

essentially a four-day holiday weekend for people who could get Monday off.  However, no 

Town officer worked here during any of those four days – either day or night.   

 

For Labor Day weekend this year, a Town officer was in Town up until Friday night at 8 pm.  

The next time a Town officer worked here was on the following Tuesday starting at 7 pm.  So no 

Town officer was here during the entire three-day weekend – either day or night. 

  

When our Town residents go on vacation, our Town officers may also be going on vacation.   

 

So if some residents are concerned about crime when they are out of town, their concerns will 

not be allayed; our Town police officers are less likely to be here when residents are out of town. 

 

 (11)  Our Town has likely done more to reduce crime by encouraging residents to take 

basic precautions, rather than by hiring police as a crime deterrent. 
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In FY 21 and FY 22, the Town spent $50,000  a year  on the police program, and yet there were 

several reports on the Town’s private listserv about thefts from vehicles at night (in April and 

again in October 2021). 

 

This year, the Town has budgeted $37,180 for the police program, yet we have only had one 

reported theft from a vehicle (calendar year to date).  

We have managed to lower the incidence of crime by encouraging residents to take basic 

precautions, even as Town police hours have decreased in the last year.  

Obviously, it’s too early to brag.   And we have more work to do.  Every year we have about two 

car thefts and one or two house break-ins.  But even in years of high police expenditures, the 

numbers of those crimes have held steady, and it is not likely that higher police expenditures 

will completely eliminate these few break-ins and vehicle thefts. 

Even Chevy Chase Village, with a full-time police force (that actually patrols the Village) 

and a police budget of $2 million, still has scores of crimes each year.   

In fact, every municipality cited by the Town staff as hiring the police (in some cases for 

significant numbers of hours) have crimes occurring in their jurisdiction.   

(12)   Response to the argument that it’s beneficial for the Town police officers to sit where 

they are, so the officers can catch a suspect in case there is an incident. 

 (a)   The Town police have  never caught a suspect in the last 5 years.  (The PSC has 

police activity logs going back 5 years.) 

Even Town Officer Livingston, who responded to the carjacking on Essex in 2021 

while she was on duty here in Town, did not catch the carjackers. 

(b)   We have 5 road entrances into the Town and at least 5 pedestrian entrances, so it is 

impossible for an officer to cover every exit route. 

(c)  The Town police are often sitting parked at locations other than Town entrances.   

(d)  Since we have only  1  officer in  1  location  for  less than  8%  of the time, a 

criminal has  less than an  8%  chance of encountering one of our Town police officers.    

According to Second District Cdr. Daum, criminals most likely do not "case" the 

Town--they are not scoping us out repeatedly for days in advance to see if the police 

are here.   Criminals likely come through Town occasionally and commit crimes on the 

spot (opportunistically).   
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(13)   Response to the Argument that the Police Program is Inexpensive on a Per-

Household Basis 

An assertion was made in a Council meeting that the police program is inexpensive (“$3 a week  

per household”). 

 (a)  One could advance this argument about any program.  But this argument fails to 

address the real issue.  Government spending is not evaluated solely by calculating the 

per-household cost. 

(b)   The relevant issues are: 

Does the Town’s program provide a good return on our investment? 

 

Is the program a good fit for the Town?   

  

Are there more effective and more fiscally prudent alternatives? 

 

Does the Town staff have the time, resources, and training to adequately 

monitor, administer, and supervise a Town police program? 

(c)  For example, one could say the Town should hire a short-order cook at $3 a week per 

household to prepare meals for the Town Hall staff on demand.  This program would be a 

bargain on a per-household basis.  

 But is hiring a short-order cook an effective use of tax money?  

(d)  That $3 a week per household is more than half a million dollars over the course 

of 10 years --  $644,280, to be exact   ($3 x 52 weeks x 413 houses x 10 years). 

That $644,280 could be used for a number of other purposes -- converting the pool house 

into a year-round facility, installing pedestrian scale lighting, etc. 

(14)  The Purported "Quick Availability" Benefit of the Police Program 

A Town official has touted “quick availability” as a benefit of the police program. 

 

 (a)  Granted, when the officers are here they provide a quick response.  But the Town 

has only  1  officer on duty for  less than  8%  of the time, based upon the current year's 

$37,180 budget.   

 

In other words, the Town police likely miss about  90%  of the calls residents make 

to 911. 
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This is confirmed by Data Montgomery, which indicates that almost all incidents 

(90%)  are handled by the regular Montgomery County Second District (not by our 

Town officers).    

 

(b)  Two of the emergencies the Town police have responded to this year were 

outside of Town.  When we pay for "quick availability," we are also paying for quick 

availability for adjacent neighborhoods. 

 

(c)  Even when there is a Town police officer here, residents still have to call 911.  

Residents have no way of contacting Town officers directly.   

 

(d)  The Town already enjoys quick availability for emergencies—at no cost—from the 

regular Second District police officers.
14

    

   

(15)    Response to the Argument That We Will Never Know How Many Criminals Have 

Been Deterred by a Police Officer Sitting in a Parked Car  

  

A Town official has stated that we will never know how many criminals have been deterred by a 

police officer sitting in a parked car.  

 (a)  We can't know specifically how many criminals have been deterred by the Town 

police.  But we can empirically study the crime rate in Town and compare it to the 

Town's expenditures on the police program.  (Expenditures are directly related to the 

number of hours the Town police work.)   

The fact is that decreasing our police hours has not resulted in a higher crime rate 

for our Town.   Please see the data in the Executive Summary (item #1) comparing 

Town police expenditures to numbers of reported crimes.  Our crime rate does not vary 

much, regardless of how much we spend on police -- which makes sense, because  we 

only have  1  officer  in  1  location  for  less than  8%  of the time.   

So the data show that our Town police program has little to no impact on the 

Town’s crime rate.  

(b)   The issue is not whether the presence of a police officer will deter crime.  (There is 

little doubt that an officer will deter crime -- in the immediate vicinity of the officer.  But 

we can't park a police car every 100 feet in Town.  That would cost millions of dollars.) 

The issue regarding deterrence is:  Is the program effective at deterring crime in 

Town as a whole?   

On the traffic side, the Traffic Committee says no. 

                                                 
14

  We use the term “at no cost” to mean that the service is already paid for.  Of course, Town residents are paying a 

hefty County property tax to cover the cost.    
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As for other types of crime deterrence, the data show that the police program has 

little to no impact on the Town’s crime rate.     

The officers just aren't here often enough to make much impact.  Based on the current 

year's budget of $37,180, we have  1  officer on duty for  less than  8%  of the time. 

(c)  Even if the officers were here 24 hours a day, we would still have crime.  Chevy 

Chase Village, with a 24-hour police force and a police budget of $2 million, still had 

39 larcenies in 2022.    See page 5 of The Crier:  

https://www.chevychasevillagemd.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2000 

(d)   Given how infrequently the Town police work here, the fact that one of our Town 

officers sometimes sits in an unmarked vehicle, the physical characteristics of our Town 

(hilly and curvy streets, which decrease the visibility of a parked police car), and our 

residents' socioeconomic status (criminals neither live nor hang out here), it's unlikely 

that the Town police have much effect on the crime rate.   

 

(e)  Our Town has likely done more to reduce crime (even as Town police hours 

have decreased) by encouraging residents to take precautions, rather than by hiring 

police. 

In  FY 21 and FY 22,  we spent  $50,000  a year  on the police program, and yet there 

were several reports on the Town’s private listserv during those years about thefts from 

vehicles at night (in April and October 2021). 

This year, the Town has budgeted $37,180 for the police program, yet we have only 

had one reported theft from a vehicle (calendar year to date).  

Granted, we have had two cars stolen this calendar year (that's about par for every year) 

and two homes broken into.  (In the case of a break-in in January, the resident said the 

house wasn't fully secured, and the car key "was on a table by the door.")  So we still 

have some work to do.   

The PSC is continuing the excellent work of Bruce Tully and Birdie Pieczenik in 

educating our residents about crime prevention measures.     

(16)  Response to the Argument That Town Police Can Arrest Suspects 

In attempting to explain the benefits of the Town police program, a Town official has stated that 

the police can arrest suspects.   

But the Town police have never arrested anyone in the last 5 years.  (The PSC has 

police activity logs going back 5 years.)   

https://www.chevychasevillagemd.gov/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/2000
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(17)   Residents’ Perceptions of Crime in Somerset 

 

(a)  Some residents' fear of crime is real. But hiring the police is not a particularly 

effective solution for allaying residents’ fears.  The Town can enable residents to feel 

safer and empowered by helping them understand the nature of crime, common sense 

steps to prevent crime, and the excellent County services (law enforcement and 

otherwise) that prevent crime.  

 (b)  Most individuals feel extremely safe in Somerset.  Homes for sale in Somerset are 

almost always snapped up quickly.  Home buyers would not purchase $3.5+  million 

homes in Somerset if crime were scaring home buyers away.    

(c)  There is no doubt that the presence of a police officer can increase feelings of safety 

for some people.
15

  But our police program isn't exactly calculated to advertise a visible 

presence.  On average we have  1  Town officer for 1.8 hours a day.   

 

Moreover, a police officer sitting parked in an unmarked vehicle – sometimes in out-

of-the-way locations – is not very visible. 

 

(d)  And if the police program is for our residents' psychological benefit, then there was 

likely little benefit from doubling the budget in FY 20, because the Council did not 

announce the increase.  Most residents probably were not even aware that the budget was 

doubled.  And some did not even know that we hire the police, given the fact that after 

creating the program in 2007, the Council never discussed the program until October of 

2021.  

 

(e)  Moreover, if the police program is for our residents’ psychological benefit, then why 

was the budget reduced from $50,000 in FY23 to $37,180 in FY24? 

 

(f)  The County already provides the Town with a police presence, because they respond 

here twice a week on average.  So even without a police program, residents would still 

see the police on a regular basis.  Residents likely can't distinguish between our Town 

officers and the regular Second District police.  In fact, some residents commonly 

mistake the Second District officers for our own Town officers.   

 (18)   The purported direct connection to MCPD (cited as a benefit of the Town’s police 

program) is already available for free from the Montgomery County Police Department.  It 

is not fiscally prudent to pay for this service.  In any case, the purported direct connection 

is not working.   

                                                 
15

 Conversely, the presence of a police officer may undermine some residents’,  visitors’, and employees’ feelings of 

safety.  See the section on Racial Equity and Social Justice.       
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A Town official has asserted that the most valuable aspect of the police program is that the 

program gives us a direct connection to the Montgomery County Police Department, enabling us 

to get information and updates about incidents that occur in or around Somerset. 

 

 We don't need to hire officers to give us information that is already publicly 

available --  for free.   
 

In other words, that direct connection to the Montgomery County Police Department 

could exist without a Town police program.   

 

(a)   The Town can always ask our Community Services Officer, Demond Johnson, 

for information about particular incidents. 

 

The community services officer’s role is to act as a liaison to the community and to 

facilitate information flow.
16

 

 
(b)  Incident information is also available at the County crime incident map (on the 

County Police's website); and Data Montgomery (where the PSC regularly obtains lists of 

crimes, police dispatched incidents, and collisions). 

(c)  Any time we request, representatives of the County Second District police will come 

to our Town or do a public forum on Zoom and update us on crime trends and recent 

incidents.   

(d)   Fortunately we do not have the level of crime that is present in some communities in 

the U.S. -- shootings, robberies, pedestrians struck, etc.  We are fortunate in that some of 

the incidents that have occurred in Town are essentially isolated incidents, and there is 

likely no discernible pattern or trend.
17

 
18

  Again, this is not to minimize the impact of 

crime on victims.   See Introduction, item #5.   

The Town needs to continue to monitor incidents and ensure that they don't become 

trends;  we need to continue to educate residents and urge them to take basic precautions;  

and we need to call upon Second District officials, if necessary, to address specific 

patterns that occur.  But all of this is staff work—not work for Town police officers.    

                                                 
16

 Officer Johnson’s contact information is:  Officer Demond Johnson, Community Services Officer, 240-773-

6728,  Demond.Johnson@montgomerycountymd.gov 

 
17

 (other than issues such as check forgery and identity theft, which the police program is not designed to address)  

 
18

 Mental health issues figure prominently in some incidents that have occurred in Town.  But the police are not 

well-suited to dealing with people experiencing mental health crises.  The County is attempting to de-couple the 

police from mental health responses and is expanding its mental health services, including spending millions of 

dollars to deploy mobile crisis outreach teams.    
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 (e)  In any case, the purported direct connection to the MCPD (via our Town 

police) isn't working:  

Town officials have stated that the Town police provide us with updates.  But the police 

are not giving us updates.   

 

The Town police have never automatically informed us of incidents, trends, or the 

resolution of any incident unless we asked them first. 

 

(f)  The PSC routinely learns about incidents in and around Somerset by looking at 

Data Montgomery.  The Town police do not inform us of these incidents. 

 

The most recent incident that the Town police failed to notify us about occurred on 

October 5—just days ago, in the 5800 block of Warwick Place.   

 

(g)  As another example, the Town police never informed the Town of a break-in 

and auto theft that occurred in Town on January 10.  We only learned about the 

incident because a resident posted information on a private listserv.  And the police never 

followed up with the Town to tell us the outcome.  Was the vehicle recovered?   Were 

any suspects caught?   

 

(h)  The Town police never notified the Town about a collision that occurred at the 

corner of Trent and Uppingham on November 22, 2022 (Montgomery County Crash 

Database, report # MCP287700B9).    

 

The PSC learned about the incident only by looking at Data Montgomery.   

 

Given the fact that the very goal of the police program was to promote traffic safety and 

prevent collisions, it is startling that information has not flowed to the Town from the 

Second District via this purported direct connection. 

 

(i)  The Town police never notified the Town about any of the animal incidents that 

Second District officers have been responding to (according to Data Montgomery), 

including at least one case of an injured deer in the roadway (possibly struck by a 

vehicle).   

 

If the Town police had been providing the Town with this “information and [these] 

updates about incidents that occur in or around Somerset,” the Town could have warned 

residents to be extra careful when driving and to keep an eye out for deer.    

 

Instead, the Town is in the dark because the “direct connection” to the Montgomery 

County Police Department (a purported benefit of the Town police program) barely 

functions.   

 



Page 28 of 33 

 

(j)  Similarly, the Town police have never informed the Town of the nature of the several 

parking complaints that residents have called in to 911 (or the nonemergency number), to 

which Second District officers have responded, according to Data Montgomery.    

 

If the Town staff had learned about these complaints, the staff could have reminded 

residents to refrain from committing these particular types of parking infractions.  This 

could reduce the number of calls to 911 and even save our residents some money through 

fewer tickets.   

 

Communication and information are the essence of public safety—yet the purported 

communication through a “direct connection” to the MCPD (via our town police 

program) is virtually nonexistent.  

 

(k)  Sgt. Cheoung used to give the Town staff monthly incident reports that the Town 

Manager would forward to the PSC.   

 

Those reports stopped coming to the PSC a year ago. 

  

(l)  And the PSC has twice sent the Town staff a list of incidents that we requested the 

staff to ask the Town police to follow up on.  

 

The PSC never received the requested information. 

 

We are not casting blame; we understand that the Town staff is overworked.   

 

But the fact is that the Town staff does not have time to adequately manage the 

police program and ensure that direct connection to the MCPD. 

 

(m)  The PSC chair also asked the Town staff to request Officer Olcott to brief the PSC 

on his investigation of the Zoom bombing of a Town Council meeting, given the horrific 

nature of the incident.  Communities routinely request briefings from the police on 

horrific crimes, so this would seem to be a logical use of the purported direct connection. 

 

On December 9, 2022, the Town Manager kindly replied, "I will check in with officer 

Olcott and get you a response."  

 

The PSC never received any further response, until the PSC chair once again 

emailed the  staff on September 28 of this year.   At that time, instead of a briefing, the 

PSC received a one-sentence response stating that there was no way to identify the Zoom 

bomber.   

 

In light of the nature of the crime and the strong condemnation by the Mayor, every 

Council member, and the Town Manager, the PSC had hoped to receive more than a one-
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sentence response.
19

  This indicates the Town’s inability to make use of its so-called 

direct connection to MCPD.  

 

In short, the purported direct connection to MCPD (cited as a benefit of the Town’s police 

program) is already available for free from the Montgomery County Police Department.  It is not 

fiscally prudent to pay for this service.    In any case, the purported direct connection to the 

MCPD (via our Town police) isn't working. 

(19)    Community policing -- a purported benefit of the police program -- is available from 

Montgomery County at no charge.  In any event, Somerset does not practice community 

policing via its police program.   

 

At various times, a Town official has touted community policing as either a goal or a benefit of 

the police program. 

 

(a)  The Town doesn’t need to pay for community policing activities.   

 

The County already provides community policing for free.  Council members have stated 

that they have seen the County police interacting with residents (including children) in 

Town.    

 

It has been established that these officers are not our Town police officers, so they must 

be the regular Second District officers. (The police activity log indicates that our Town 

police officers do not interact with residents, except for the handful of problems or calls 

the officers have addressed.)  So the Town is already receiving community policing 

from the County for free.   

 

Moreover, the County police Second District will be happy to come here for a forum or a 

presentation any time the Council desires.  By law, the police have to engage in these 

activities.
20

   

 

 The County police also routinely attend community events, fire department open houses, 

forums, and festivals. If the Town wants to avail itself of community policing activities, 

the Town can simply arrange an event and invite the Second District (or any other police 

agency in whose jurisdiction we are located), and they will be happy to attend -- for free. 

 

The County police would likely have been happy to come here for National Night Out, 

but the Town staff has not had time to arrange this event or other such events. 

                                                 
19

 See, page 9 of the November 2021 Journal, https://files.constantcontact.com/63a3d68b001/797776f2-d248-4901-

9f4d-12d970209c73.pdf 

 
20

 Chapter 35 of the Montgomery County Code requires that “the Department must increase community outreach 

initiatives and officers must attend community events on behalf of the Department.”  County law also requires 

MCPD to report to the County Council the number of events they attend or arrange.  So the County Police are 

always looking for events to attend.  

https://files.constantcontact.com/63a3d68b001/797776f2-d248-4901-9f4d-12d970209c73.pdf
https://files.constantcontact.com/63a3d68b001/797776f2-d248-4901-9f4d-12d970209c73.pdf
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Now that the Deputy Town Manager is on board, if the Council wishes, he can set up 

these events, and the County Police will attend and provide community policing activities 

at no charge to the Town.   

 

(b)  In any event, other than perhaps the annual Halloween event, our Town 

government  doesn’t practice community policing in the context of our police 

program. 

 

The Town does not appear to have ever instructed our Town police officers to engage in 

much interaction with the public.  The police activity log indicates that our Town police 

officers do not interact with residents, except for the handful of problems or calls the 

officers have addressed. 

 

(c)   If the Council believes community policing activities would benefit the Town, it 

should direct the Town staff to create a community policing plan.  (The Town doesn’t 

need to employ police officers in order to have a community policing plan.  The Town 

can simply create a plan, schedule events, and invite the Second District police.) 

 

(d)  In March, the PSC sent the Town Manager comments on his draft policing policy.  

The PSC included “community policing” in a list of critical elements to be added to the 

draft policy.   The PSC never received a reworked draft thereafter.   

 

(e)  “Community policing” is more than just a phrase, and it is much more than public 

contact and events.  For more information, please see Chapter 35 of the Montgomery 

County Code, which defines community policing.  If the Town staff has a different 

definition or version of community policing, it would be beneficial if the staff would 

articulate it and explain how they intend for it to work in Somerset. 

 

(f)  Again, the issue is not the quality of the officers  (and certainly not the quality of the 

Town staff).  The issue is the Town staff’s lack of time and resources to manage the 

police program. 
 

(20)   Town Staff’s Lack of Time and Resources to Supervise the Police Program 

 

This is not a commentary on the quality of the Town staff.   

 

We are simply noting that the Town government lacks the structure – and, through no fault of 

their own, the Town staff lacks the time and resources -- to adequately monitor/supervise the 

police program, to learn about the program, and to communicate with, and engage in a 

collaborative process with, the police, residents, and committees.   

 

In the same vein, the Town is not well positioned to replace the officer who is retiring this 

year. 
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Again, we are not casting blame.  We realize that through no fault of their own, the staff: 

 

(1)  has not been afforded the opportunity to gain the required knowledge 

and training to manage and supervise the police program; and  

 

(2)  is challenged in terms of workload, resources, and training. 

 

The Town needs to consider the above issues before continuing to operate a police program. 

 

As the previous chair of the Budget Committee has noted, the Town’s resources are limited. 

Operating a police program seems to be too challenging for our Town staff to manage, given the 

staff’s limited time and resources.  If the Town staff had the time to create the systems, policies, 

and procedures that even the Council has deemed necessary, the staff would have created them 

by now.   

 

Please note that even if the Town staff had the time and resources to adequately manage the 

police program, this would not detract from the fact that the program provides a low return on 

investment and is not a good fit for the Town.   

 

The PSC has numerous examples of the Town staff’s lack of time and resources for managing 

the police program, as well as other Town programs.  Because these examples implicate 

personnel management and accountability issues, the PSC will send these examples separately to 

the Council President.    

 

(21)   The Town staff has not been afforded the opportunity to receive training, knowledge, 

and experience (a) in how law enforcement in the County and state operate and (b) 

regarding the implications of operating a police program.   

 
(a)  The Town Manager “inherited” the police program from his predecessor.  He was 

never briefed on the program and was never given any guidance on how to manage the 

program.  This has resulted in an ad hoc method of management, which is not 

appropriate for a public safety program.   

 

(b)  Until the Town Attorney advised the Council in August 2022, the Town Manager -- 

the officers’ supervisor -- was unaware that under the Town’s current arrangement, 

the County’s collective bargaining agreement prohibits the Town police from 

generally patrolling (driving around).   

 

Through no fault of their own, the Town staff was unaware of this restriction, 
despite the fact that the collective bargaining agreement has been in place since  2017, 

according to the Town Attorney. 
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(c)  The chair of the PSC asked for a legal review of the police program more than a year 

ago.  This review would have revealed the limits on the officers’ activities and helped the 

Town staff understand how the police operate. 

 

Additionally, in August 2022, the Council approved the PSC’s recommendation that the 

Town assess its legal liability for the police program, particularly after the Maryland 

General Assembly raised the statutory cap on damages in 2022 for certain police-related 

lawsuits.   

 

Neither review was conducted.  This demonstrates that the Town has not been able to 

devote adequate resources to support the staff and operate the program effectively. 

 

Given the staff’s heavy workload in the coming years (stormwater SIPs, LED light 

replacement, pool renovation, road resurfacing, solar panel installation, monitoring of storm 

water infrastructure that the Council mandates for specific new home construction projects, 

periodic trimming of trees, Youth Town Council, and the myriad of new projects that the 

Council is approving), the PSC sees no evidence that the staff will be able to devote time to 

supervising, learning about, monitoring, and facilitating information flow regarding the 

police program. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

The Council started the police program with good intentions.   However, the two committees 

with subject matter jurisdiction (the Traffic Committee and the Public Safety Committee) have 

concluded that the police program is ineffective.   

 

The program does not provide a good return on investment and is not a good fit for the Town; 

there are more effective and more fiscally prudent alternatives; and the Town staff lacks the time, 

resources, and training to adequately monitor and supervise the program. 

 

In addition to the above reasons, conditions have significantly changed since 2007, when 

the Council created the program.  These changes render the police program even less 

relevant and lower the return on investment even further.    

 

These changes include transformed lifestyles (more Town residents are at home during the 

day, walking dogs, exercising outdoors, etc, thus keeping an eye on things and deterring 

unlawful behavior); innovations in communication (wireless phones, social media, and other 

technology allow almost instantaneous alerts regarding hazards);  expanded government services 

(such as mobile crisis outreach teams and assistance for the unhoused); increased use of holistic 

approaches to public safety (such as infrastructure improvements described in the County’s 

Pedestrian Master Plan and policy changes described in the Safe Streets Act);  innovations in 

police investigatory tools and techniques (cell phone trackers, drones—which the County police 

plan to acquire—license plate reader cameras, search warrants and subpoenas for geolocation 
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information
21

, and other tools we don’t even know about); and evolving public perceptions and 

expectations regarding law enforcement.  In the interests of time, this memo does not elaborate 

on these issues.     

 

Thank you for considering these recommendations. 

                                                 
21

  See, e.g., Justin Jouvenal, “ ‘Crime tourists’: An International Spree Targets D.C. Area’s Wealthy Asian 

Residents,” Washington Post, January 11, 2022,  https://www.washingtonpost.com/dc-md-va/2022/01/11/burglaries-

crime-tourists-target-asians/  ( “Song, the lead detective, had already turned to an investigative tool that has 

exploded in popularity in recent years. He filed a search warrant with Google for a list of all registered mobile 

devices that had been active in a zone around a handful of the Fairfax County homes that had been burglarized.   

Two of the cellphone numbers that were returned matched those of the two men who were arrested near Atlanta, 

according to a search warrant”).   

https://www.washingtonpost.com/people/justin-jouvenal/?itid=ai_top_jouvenalj
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To:  Somerset Town Council 

From:  Matthew Trollinger, Town Manager 

Date:  February 5, 2024 

Subject: Permit Approval Recommendation – 4815 Cumberland Ave. 

 

I am writing to recommend the approval of the permit submitted by David Kelly, on behalf of David S. 
Kelly Development Co., Inc., for the construction of a new home at the property located at 4815 
Cumberland Ave. The plans were submitted on January 5, ahead of the January 10 deadline, and have 
undergone a thorough review by both Town staff and contracted technical experts. 

Administrative Requirements 

The Town has confirmed compliance with the administrative requirements of the Code. Notably, a 
parking plan has been submitted, and house number certification completed. In addition, the Town 
delivered notice to neighbors ten days prior to the hearing via first-class US Mail and email, as required 
by the Town Code. Town staff also hand-delivered packages containing notice of the hearing and 
construction, as well as a site plan and drainage plan, and elevation drawings to abutting neighbors on 
Friday, January 26. 

Building Requirements 

The Town’s Building Administrator has reviewed the plans and confirmed that it complies with the Town 
Code. Notably, setback requirements and accessory building restrictions have been measured and 
confirmed for compliance with the Town Code. 

Of note, the Building Height that is proposed is greater than the maximum allowed per the Town’s newly 
adopted building height restrictions. It is the staff’s understanding that because the application was filed 
before the effective date of the new restriction, the Town requirements would not be in effect. The 
applicant first submitted documents to the Town in February of 2023; after considerable back-and-forth 
and revisions, the completed application was submitted on January 5, 2024. The Town’s building height 
went into effect on January 9, 2024. 

Tree Care 

The Town Arborist has reviewed the plans, and offered Tree Protection and Tree Replacement plans for 
the project. 

Notably, regarding tree protection, the Town Arborist has updated the protection plan after consultation 
with the abutting property owners at 4813 Cumberland to ensure the protection of the trees on the 
neighboring property. With regard to tree removal and replacement, the large cherry tree in the middle of 
the property is unable to be saved during construction. 

Stormwater Management 

The Town’s stormwater consultant, Bayland Consultants & Designers, Inc. has reviewed the plans and 
confirmed compliance with the Town’s stormwater management code requirements. Notably, the project 
requires a total of 812 CF of water to be managed, including all rooftop impervious surfaces, and the 



proposed driveway. The project provides for 813 CF of water. The proposal utilizes micro-bio-retention 
facilities, which is a defined nonstructural stormwater management device in the Town Code. 

With respect to the driveway, the applicant has agreed, after discussion between the neighbors and staff, 
to keep the gravel driveway and to replace any disturbance like for like, as stipulated in the shared 
driveway easement agreement. The entrance to the detached rear yard garage includes a portion of the 
driveway that is proposed to be concrete. In consultation with the Town’s stormwater consultant, the 
applicant has included a trench drain to capture water from the driveway into the stormwater management 
devices. 

Conclusion & Recommendations 

As laid out in the attached spreadsheet breaking down the various objective criteria in the Town Code, the 
staff evaluation of the project indicates that the project complies with the Town building requirements. 
Therefore, I recommend approval of the project. I have noted several conditions for the Council to 
consider including that a wall check and height check be provided, and that the construction must adhere 
to the Town’s Tree Protection and Tree Replacement recommendations. 

The Town Attorney may have additional advice as it pertains to the building height restrictions. As 
previously mentioned, the application was submitted on January 5, ahead of the effective date of January 
9. The applicant first filed with the Town in February, 2023, and the final substantive changes were made 
to the application and filed on December 6, 2023. The applicant was originally scheduled for the January 
8 Council meeting but was removed by the staff so that final Montgomery County stormwater permits 
would be obtained, to confirm County compliance and that no additional changes would be required. The 
application is unchanged from that time, with the exception of minor administrative changes, such as an 
updated tree protection plan. 

 

 



TOWN CODE REQUIREMENTS
Town 
Requirement

Application Check Notes/Recommendations Town Code Language

Main Building: Side Setback 8', 18' sum 8.3', 23.9' sum 

I recommend that the Council add 
a condition to the permit that the 
applicant must submit a wall check 
within 24 hours of receipt by the 
contractor. (See note on Town 
Code language)

Side: eight (8) feet one side; eighteen (18) feet sum for 
both sides.

The Town Code also provides:
Wall check. A copy of an engineer's wall check must be 
delivered to the Clerk-Treasurer within 24 hours of receipt 
by the contractor.

Main Building: Rear Setback 20' 70'  Rear: twenty (20) feet.

Main Building: Front Setback 26.3' (EBL) 26.3' 
No building may be constructed nearer to any front lot line 
than the established building line or twenty-five (25) feet, 
whichever results in a greater setback.

Projections n/a n/a  n/a

Accessory Building: Lot Coverage 1050 sq. ft. 484 sq. ft. 
The proposed house has a large rear 
yard.

Accessory Buildings must not occupy more than twenty-
five percent (25%) of the rear yard

Accessory Building: Height n/a 10.96'  n/a

Accessory Building: Setbacks 6'
Side: 7.1'
Rear: 22.8'


Minimum setback: 5 [ft.] plus 1 [ft.] for each foot or 
fraction of a foot in excess of 10

Stormwater Drainage 812 CF 813 CF 

The plan utilizes micro-bio-retention 
planter boxes to capture over 100% 
of the water for a one-year storm. 
The micro-bio-retention is 
considered nonstructrual per the 
Town Code. The applicant has also 
provided proposed vegetation to be 
used, which has been reviewed and 
approved by the stormwater 
consultant. 

All new building construction must include a stormwater 
drainage plan. The plan must provide on-site infiltration 
for all runoff from all rooftop surfaces. On-site infiltration 
must be provided for a one-year storm event.
1) All reasonable opportunities for using nonstructural 
practices must be exhausted before structural practices are 
implemented. On-site infiltration must be accomplished, to 
the maximum extent practicable, in the following order of 
preference:
a) Environmental site design (ESD); and
b) Structural devices.
2) If the requisite amount of on-site infiltration is not 
possible, runoff may be treated by storage devices that 
temporarily store or detain stormwater. Such storage 
devices may be used only for that volume of runoff that 
cannot be infiltrated by ESD and structural practices. All 
ESD and structural practices shall be designed in 
accordance with the Design Manual, except as may be 
modified by the Town Council by resolution from time to 
time.

Driveway
n/a: existing 
driveway to remain

n/a: existing 
driveway to remain



The applicant has agreed to keep the 
existing gravel driveway that is 
shared between the property and the 
neighboring property at 4813 
Cumberland Ave. The applicant is 
adding trench drains at the base of 
the rear garage impervious surface 
area to channel water into the 
stormwater infiltration devices.

All new or replacement driveways must be constructed of
permeable materials. This requirement shall not apply to
the following:
1) An apron in front of a garage entrance, measuring no
more than 5 feet in length and 15 feet in width;
2) An apron within a public right-of-way; or
3) A driveway having a slope of 5% or more.



OTHER TOWN REQUIREMENTS Requirement Proposed Check Notes/Recommendations Town Code Language

Neighbor Notification
Neighbors notified 
via email and US 
mail.

Neighbors were 
notified via email, 
US mail, and hand-
delviered notice, 
including plans.


Final notice was delivered Friday, 
January 26, or ten days prior to the 
scheduled hearing.

A hearing shall be conducted after giving at least 10 days' 
notice of such hearing to the applicant and the adjoining 
and confronting neighbors. Notice shall be sent by the 
Clerk-Treasurer by first-class mail and by e-mail if e-mail 
addresses are available in the Town directory, if any, or are 
otherwise known.

House Number Certification
Signed certfication 
form

Certification signed 
A certification by the applicant, on a form prepared by the 
Town, that the applicant will comply with the Montgomery 
County requirements for house numbers.

Parking Plan
Site plan indicating 
proposed parking 
location of vehicles

Site plan indicates 
room for up to 4 
vehicles on site



A parking plan, whenever it is likely that more than three 
vehicles of persons involved in construction sought to be 
authorized by a Town building permit (other than the 
owner of the property which is the subject of the permit) 
will be parked within the Town at any one time. 
Such plan shall identify the location of the parking areas to 
be used by such vehicles. Compliance with a parking 
plan approved by the Town Council shall be a condition of 
the issuance of the building permit and a violation of 
the parking plan may be grounds for revocation of such 
permit. The parking plan shall provide that:
1) To the maximum extent feasible, parking shall be 
located on the property which is the subject of the Town 
building permit;
2) To the maximum extent feasible, if additional parking is 
needed, parking shall be located on more than one street in 
the immediate area of the property which is the subject of 
the Town building permit; and
3) To the extent feasible, parking more than three vehicles 
in the same area of a Town street shall not be permitted.

Tree Replanting Plan
Town Arborist 
recommends tree 
replanting

Applicant has 
indicated that they 
do not object to, and 
will comply with 
Town Arborist 
replanting 
recommendations



I recommend that the Council add 
as a condition of the permit that 
the applicant must follow the Town 
Arborist's replanting 
recommendations.

A statement whether the applicant intends to 
perform replanting after tree removal is completed. If the 
applicant does so intend, the applicant shall submit 
a replanting plan.



MONTGOMERY COUNTY STANDARDS Requirement Proposed Check Notes/Recommendations Other Notes

Building Coverage

30% of the lot, 
minus 1% for each 
1000 ft. over 6000 
sq. ft.

= 25.63%
= 2659 sq. ft.

23.56%

2444 sq. ft.


The Town does not currently 
regulate building lot coverage.

Building Height
Either 35 ft. max 
OR 30 ft. mean

35.3 ft. max
25.3 ft. mean



The applicant submitted the 
application prior to the effective 
date of the Town's height 
requirements.

I recommend that the Council add 
as a condition of the permit that 
the applicant must submit a height 
check survey when it is possible 
during construction.

The Town Code provides that:
If the structure or new construction will be more than two 
(2) stories high, the contractor must notify the Clerk-
Treasurer after the frame and partitions have been erected, 
but before the installation of insulation and dry wall. A 
certified height survey shall be submitted to the Town by 
the applicant to allow the height to be confirmed.



 
MONTGOMERY CONSULTING 

15111 Players Way - Glenwood, MD 21738   Tel: (301) 908-3220 
 
SUBJECT:  4815 Cumberland Ave. – Building Permit 
DATE:  Jan. 29, 2024 
 
The applicant has submitted an application to remove the existing house and construct a 
new house, with a covered porch at the rear of the house, at 4815 Cumberland Ave. A 
detached 2-car garage is planned at the right rear of the lot. 
 
The MCDPS demo permit is pending and the MCDPS building permit was issued on Jan. 
17, 2024. 
 
The property contains 10,374 S. F. or 0.24 acres. 
 
The Site Plan indicates the EBL is 26.3 feet behind the front property line. 
 
The proposed house setbacks will be: 
 Front 26.4 feet 
 Left side 8.3 feet 
 Right side 15.6 feet 
 Rear approx. 70 feet 
 
The covered porch will be setback 9.2 feet from the left side property line. 
 
The proposed setbacks conform to the Town Code. 
 
The proposed house roof peak will be 35.3 feet high and the mean will be 29.3 feet high. 
 
The proposed detached garage setbacks will be: 
 Right side 7.0 feet 
 Rear 22.8 feet 
 
The proposed setbacks conform to the Town Code. 
 
The proposed garage height will be 10.9 feet high. 
 
The existing shared gravel driveway will remain. At the northern end of the existing 
driveway a new gravel driveway will lead to the proposed detached garage. The applicant 



and the owners at 4813 Cumberland Ave, have recorded an ingress/egress easement for the 
use and maintenance of the existing gravel driveway. 
 
The existing driveway apron will be modified to conform to the Town’s driveway apron 
detail.  
 
According to the Site Plan, the proposed building lot coverage will be 2,444 S.F. or 
23.55%. 
 
A dumpster and temporary toilet are shown on the Site Plan. 
 
Two HVAC units are proposed a the right rear of the proposed house. 
 
A Boundary Survey and a Parking Plan were included with the application. 
 
I recommend the Council approve the applicant’s request for a demo permit, a building 
permit, a driveway apron permit, a permit for 2 HVAC units, and a dumpster permit. The 
permits should be held until the MCDPS issues their building permit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









1/26/2023 

 

Dear Resident, 

This letter is to inform you that David Kelly, the property owner at 4815 Cumberland Ave., completed and 
filed a permit application with the Town of Somerset on January 5, 2024. The applicant is proposing the 
demolition of the existing house and the construction of a new house and detached garage on the property. 

The plans have been reviewed by the town staff and technical contractors, and no variances are requested 
as part of the application. Thus, the applicant is asserting that the proposed plans conform with the Town’s 
Building requirements, Sec. 112-14 of the Town Code. The application will be presented to the Council 
for consideration at the February 5, 2024 Council meeting. 

The Council meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 5, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. both in person and via 
Zoom. All residents are invited to attend, and you will have the opportunity to make comments at the 
hearing. Log-in information can be found below: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86091939743?pwd=TVpNMkk1azROb1l6eTJpSFRtVnJUZz09 

Meeting ID: 860 9193 9743 

Passcode: 491819 

--- 

Dial by your location 

• +1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 

• +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 

• +1 646 558 8656 US (New York) 

 

Alternatively, comments can be submitted to the Town Manager, to be entered int the record, by emailing 
manager@townofsomerset.com with the Email Subject Line, “4815 Cumberland Building Permit 
Comment” no later than 4:30 p.m. on Monday, February 5, 2024. 

A copy of the proposed site plan, including stormwater management, and elevation drawings are included 
for your review. Electronic copies of the submitted plans can be requested from the Somerset Town Hall 
at the email above, or by calling the Somerset Town Hall at 301-657-3211. 

Thank you, 

 

Matt Trollinger, Town Manager 
Town of Somerset 
manager@townofsomerset.com 
301-657-3211 
 
CC: 4813, 4816, 4817, 4818, 4820 Cumberland 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86091939743?pwd=TVpNMkk1azROb1l6eTJpSFRtVnJUZz09
mailto:manager@townofsomerset.com
mailto:manager@townofsomerset.com
























7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

 

Feather & Assoc. 

                Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 
      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 
 
Tree Protection Plan                            December 29, 2023 
Town of Somerset              Revised 1-12-24 
4815 Cumberland Avenue                                                                                                     1-26-24, 2-12-24,  
                                                                                                                                                   2-28-24, 2-29-24 
        
Attached is a map of the tree protection plan for the residence at 4815 Cumberland Avenue. 
On the condition that the Owner complies with the tree protection plan, The Town of Somerset may issue the 
building permit. 
 
Tree protection shall include: 
 

1. Tree protection fencing shall be installed in the locations shown on the plan.  Tree protection fencing 
shall delineate the tree protection zones.  Tree protection fencing shall be 4’ tall, continuous, easily 
visible, and supported with 4”x4” hardwood stakes or steel poles.  The fencing shall be clearly and 
obviously marked with signs in English and Spanish as tree protection zones. 

 
2. The Owner/Contractor shall inform all on-site workers that the tree protection zones shall not be entered.  

Neither materials nor equipment shall be stored within the tree protection zones. No grading shall be 
done within the tree protection zones.  The grading outside the tree protection zones shall not be 
changed to divert and collect water within tree protection zones. 
 

3. Before the silt fence and tree protection fence are installed, evaluate the field layout of the driveway to 
allow for more tree protection space for the Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line. 
 

4. Properly elevate, remove lower branches, on Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line 
to install the driveway. 
 

5. To protect the cherry tree. Space on the lot will be restricted for construction.  There will be no off-site 
parking.  The owner may have to use the Town right of way for accepting and storing materials. 
 

6. The cherry tree will need to be pruned to allow for space to install underground utilities and to move 
materials on site. The tree shall be pruned by a qualified licensed tree expert and under the guidance of 
the Town Arborist. 

 
7. The Town of Somerset office shall be notified if any change in the construction plans would impact the 

protected trees. 
 

8. If excavation (outside of the tree protection zone) exposes roots on protected trees, the damaged roots 
shall be cleanly cut before backfilling the excavation. 

 
9. The Owner/Contractor shall maintain the fencing until the house and hardscape construction is 

completed.  The fencing may be removed for the preparation and installation of new landscaping.  
 



Town of Somerset
Tree Protection Plan
4815 Cumberland Avenue

Feather and Associates
December 29, 2023
revised 1-12-24
2-6-24, 2-28-24,
2-29-24
Scale 1" = 20'
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7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

 

Feather & Assoc. 

                Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 
      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 
 
Town of Somerset                                                                                                                   December 21, 2023 
4510 Cumberland Avenue                                                                                       revised 2-12-24 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815                                                                                                        12-28-24  
              
Tree Removal Permit – 4815 Cumberland Avenue 
 
The trees requested for removal and the reason for removal are given below.  Photos and a plan are attached. 
Sizes in diameter at 4.5’ above ground level. 
 
Tree 5 – Boxelder 12”- in the footprint or the proposed driveway. 
Tree 6 – Tulip Poplar 30” – hazardous, unstable, large girdling root at the base. 
Tree 12 – Red Maple 27” – hazardous, hollow trunk. 
Tree 15 – Ash 10” – in the footprint of the bioretention structure; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 16 – Ash 10” – in decline, in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 17 – Holly 7” – in decline in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
 
 

 
 
The following trees are proposed as a reforestation plan. 
 
4 canopy trees (red maple, sugar maple, black gum, oaks), one ornamental tree (flowering cherry, dogwood, 
redbud), and 1 evergreen tree (holly, white pine, spruce). 
 
Bonding requirements: 
6 trees removed x $500.00 = $3,000.00 
 
 
 
. 
 
 

 
Tolbert V. Feather 
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PERMIT SET  01/13/2023

SOMERSET REVIEW  02/13/20231 

FRONT PORCH REV. 11/03/20232 

FRONT

ELEVATION

A200

ELEVATION NOTES  NOTE:

1. VERIFY ALL EXTERIOR RISER & TREAD DIMENSIONS IN FIELD
GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES

GLUE ALL AZEK TO AZEK JOINTS SUCH AS WINDOW SURROUNDS, LONG FASCIA RUNS, ETC., WITH
AZEK ADHESIVE TO PREVENT JOINT SEPARATION.

THE GLUE JOINT SHOULD BE SECURED WITH A FASTENER AND/OR FASTENED ON EACH SIDE OF
THE JOINT TO ALLOW ADEQUATE BONDING TIME.

AZEK ADHESIVE HAS A WORKING TIME OF 10 MINUTES AND WILL BE FULLY CURED IN 24 HOURS.

IF STANDARD PVC CEMENTS ARE USED, KEEP IN MIND THESE PRODUCTS TYPICALLY CURE
QUICKLY WHICH WILL RESULT IN LIMITED WORKING TIME AND MAY REDUCE ADHESIVE STRENGTH.
AS SUCH THEY ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

FOR BEST RESULTS, SURFACES TO BE GLUED SHOULD BE SMOOTH, CLEAN AND IN COMPLETE
CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER.

TO BOND AZEK TO OTHER SUBSTRATES, VARIOUS ADHESIVES MAY BE USED. CONSULT ADHESIVE
MANUFACTURER TO DETERMINE SUITABILITY.
AZEK PRODUCTS EXPAND AND CONTRACT WITH CHANGES IN TEMPERATURE.

APROPERLY FASTENING AZEK MATERIAL ALONG ITS ENTIRE LENGTH WILL MINIMIZE EXPANSION
AND CONTRACTION.

WHEN PROPERLY FASTENED, ALLOW 1/8" PER 18 FOOT OF AZEK PRODUCT FOR EXPANSION AND
CONTRACTION. JOINTS BETWEEN PIECES OF AZEK SHOULD BE GLUED TO ELIMINATE JOINT
SEPARATION. SEE "GLUING" DIAGRAM BELOW.

WHEN GAPS ARE GLUED ON A LONG RUN OF AZEK, ALLOW EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION SPACE

AT ENDS OF THE RUN.

INSTALL PER AZEK.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: VISIT WWW.AZEK.COM OR CALL 877-ASK-AZEK.

E1

E4

E3  

E2  ROOF SHINGLES, TYP.; SEE ROOF PLAN

E5

E6  

E7

E8

HALF ROUND GUTTER & ROUND DOWNSPOUT T.B.S., TYP.

E9

E10

E11

E12

E13  

E14

E16

E17

EGRESS WINDOW WELL; SEE DETAIL '1A/A304' 

RIDGE/HIP VENTS BY COR-A-VENT OR APP'D EQUAL

ELIMINATE WITH THE USE OF FOAM INSULATION

PTD. AZEK 5/4x6 WINDOW/DOOR TRIM ON 1/2" BLKG, TYP.; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES, THIS SHEET

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF, T.B.S. 

STUCCO BASE W/ STONE CAP, HOLD CAP 6" BELOW SUBFLR, SEE DETAILS
FOR ADD'L INFORMATION

STUCCO RISERS W/ STONE TREADS, STEP TO GRADE;
FIELD VERIFY RISE & RUN

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,

7" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

PTD. 5/4x AZEK TRIM BAND WITH AZM 49 CROWN & AZM-287 BAND MOULD; ALIGN W/ TOP
OF WINDOWS AND PORCH COLUMNS; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET

OPERABLE SOLID-CORE COMPOSITE SHUTTERS & HARDWARE T.B.S., TYP.
SEE DETAIL '8/A303'

PTD. 5/4x12 AZEK TRIM BD. ON 1/2" BLKG. W/ AZM-6935 WATERTABLE; SEE GENERAL AZEK
TRIM NOTES ON THIS SHEET

PTD. 10" SQUARE HB&G PERMACAST COLUMN CUT FROM 9'-0" STOCK W/ TUSCAN
BASE AND CAPITAL

E15  

E18  

E19 PTD. FYPON BRACKET DTLB 8X7X18

CONCEALED FLASHING, TYP.

E20

E21

200  201  202

300

100  103  105

E1

E2

E13

E20

E19

PTD. 5/4x6 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH CONT. AZM-6930 HISTORIC SILL; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '18/A302'

E5

E10

E21

15
A303

E8  E4  E11  E12  

E14

PTD. 1x6 AZEK FASCIA WITH AZM-47 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS
SHEET AND DETAIL '15/A302'

RAIL SYSTEM, T.B.S.

PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-52 CROWN;

SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET

PTD. 5/4x12 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES
THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '17/A302'

E4

E13

E7

E10

E20

1
A300

1
A300

101  102  104  

E19  

E9  

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,

5" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

E13
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E10

E17

E4  

E10

E3
E3  

E15

E18  

E13

2

E13  E16  
ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS 
AND REPAIRS ON 
EXISTING STRUCTURES 
SHALL COMPLY WITH IRC 
2018 SECTION R-102.7.1 

BUILDING-1020946
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Stamped By: Raul Cortes
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PERMIT SET  01/13/2023

SOMERSET REVIEW  02/13/20231 

FRONT PORCH REV. 11/03/20232 

RIGHT

ELEVATION

A201

ELEVATION NOTES  NOTE:

1. VERIFY ALL EXTERIOR RISER & TREAD DIMENSIONS IN FIELD

GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES

GLUE ALL AZEK TO AZEK JOINTS SUCH AS WINDOW SURROUNDS, LONG FASCIA RUNS, ETC., WITH
AZEK ADHESIVE TO PREVENT JOINT SEPARATION.

THE GLUE JOINT SHOULD BE SECURED WITH A FASTENER AND/OR FASTENED ON EACH SIDE OF
THE JOINT TO ALLOW ADEQUATE BONDING TIME.

AZEK ADHESIVE HAS A WORKING TIME OF 10 MINUTES AND WILL BE FULLY CURED IN 24 HOURS.

IF STANDARD PVC CEMENTS ARE USED, KEEP IN MIND THESE PRODUCTS TYPICALLY CURE
QUICKLY WHICH WILL RESULT IN LIMITED WORKING TIME AND MAY REDUCE ADHESIVE STRENGTH.

AS SUCH THEY ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

FOR BEST RESULTS, SURFACES TO BE GLUED SHOULD BE SMOOTH, CLEAN AND IN COMPLETE
CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER.

TO BOND AZEK TO OTHER SUBSTRATES, VARIOUS ADHESIVES MAY BE USED. CONSULT ADHESIVE
MANUFACTURER TO DETERMINE SUITABILITY.
AZEK PRODUCTS EXPAND AND CONTRACT WITH CHANGES IN TEMPERATURE.

APROPERLY FASTENING AZEK MATERIAL ALONG ITS ENTIRE LENGTH WILL MINIMIZE EXPANSION
AND CONTRACTION.

WHEN PROPERLY FASTENED, ALLOW 1/8" PER 18 FOOT OF AZEK PRODUCT FOR EXPANSION AND
CONTRACTION. JOINTS BETWEEN PIECES OF AZEK SHOULD BE GLUED TO ELIMINATE JOINT
SEPARATION. SEE "GLUING" DIAGRAM BELOW.

WHEN GAPS ARE GLUED ON A LONG RUN OF AZEK, ALLOW EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION SPACE
AT ENDS OF THE RUN.

INSTALL PER AZEK.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: VISIT WWW.AZEK.COM OR CALL 877-ASK-AZEK.

1
A301  

1
A301

106  

203  204  205  206  

207

208

109

110

E1  

E4  

E3  

E2  ROOF SHINGLES, TYP.; SEE ROOF PLAN

E5  

E6  

E7  

E8

HALF ROUND GUTTER & ROUND DOWNSPOUT T.B.S., TYP.

E9

E10

E11

E12

E13  

E14

E16

E17

RIDGE/HIP VENTS BY COR-A-VENT OR APP'D EQUAL
ELIMINATE WITH THE USE OF FOAM INSULATION

PTD. AZEK 5/4x6 WINDOW/DOOR TRIM ON 1/2" BLKG, TYP.; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES, THIS SHEET

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF, T.B.S.

STUCCO BASE W/ STONE CAP, HOLD CAP 6" BELOW SUBFLR, SEE DETAILS
FOR ADD'L INFORMATION

STUCCO RISERS W/ STONE TREADS, STEP TO GRADE;
FIELD VERIFY RISE & RUN

PTD. AZEK TRIM, CUT TO FIT

PTD. 5/4x12  AZEK TRIM BAND WITH AZM 49 CROWN & AZM-287 BAND MOULD; ALIGN W/

TOP OF WINDOWS AND PORCH COLUMNS; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET

OPERABLE SOLID-CORE COMPOSITE SHUTTERS & HARDWARE T.B.S., TYP.
SEE DETAIL '8/A303'

PTD. 5/4x10 AZEK TRIM BD. ON 1/2" BLKG. W/ AZM-6935 WATERTABLE; SEE GENERAL AZEK
TRIM NOTES ON THIS SHEET

PTD. 10" SQUARE HB&G PERMACAST COLUMN CUT FROM 9'-0" STOCK W/ TUSCAN

BASE AND CAPITAL

E15

E18

E19  PTD. FYPON BRACKET DTLB 8X7X18

CONCEALED FLASHING, TYP.

E20  

E21
PTD. 5/4x6 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH CONT. AZM-6930 HISTORIC SILL; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '18/A302'

E22 PTD. 1x6 AZEK FASCIA WITH AZM-47 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS
SHEET AND DETAIL '15/A302'

E23
PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-52 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES
THIS SHEET

PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-164 BASE CAP UPSIDE DOWN UNDER PTD.

1X10 AZEK TRIM BAND ; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '17/A302'

PTD. SQ PILASTER TO MATCH COLUMNS; SEE ELEVATIONS

E1  

E2  
E22

E23

E10

E13

E3

E22

E19

E20

E10

E14

E17  

E21

E9

E13

E4

E22

E3

E19E13  E21  E4  

E22

E16

E11

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,
7" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER  

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,
5" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

107  

RAIL SYSTEM, T.B.S.

E4  

E10

E9  

108  

E18  E7  E11  

E7E12  

PAINTED STUCCO FOUNDATION

E15

E13

E13  E5  

E24 NEW/RELOCATED ELECTRIC METER LOCATION, GC TO FIELD VERIFY

E24

E25  PROPOSED CONDENSOR LOCATION, SEE CIVIL SITE PLAN & COORDINATE W/ OWNER

E25  E12

E7

E15
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REAR

ELEVATION

A202

ELEVATION NOTES  NOTE:

1. VERIFY ALL EXTERIOR RISER & TREAD DIMENSIONS IN FIELD
GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES

GLUE ALL AZEK TO AZEK JOINTS SUCH AS WINDOW SURROUNDS, LONG FASCIA RUNS, ETC., WITH
AZEK ADHESIVE TO PREVENT JOINT SEPARATION.

THE GLUE JOINT SHOULD BE SECURED WITH A FASTENER AND/OR FASTENED ON EACH SIDE OF
THE JOINT TO ALLOW ADEQUATE BONDING TIME.

AZEK ADHESIVE HAS A WORKING TIME OF 10 MINUTES AND WILL BE FULLY CURED IN 24 HOURS.

IF STANDARD PVC CEMENTS ARE USED, KEEP IN MIND THESE PRODUCTS TYPICALLY CURE
QUICKLY WHICH WILL RESULT IN LIMITED WORKING TIME AND MAY REDUCE ADHESIVE STRENGTH.

AS SUCH THEY ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

FOR BEST RESULTS, SURFACES TO BE GLUED SHOULD BE SMOOTH, CLEAN AND IN COMPLETE
CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER.

TO BOND AZEK TO OTHER SUBSTRATES, VARIOUS ADHESIVES MAY BE USED. CONSULT ADHESIVE

MANUFACTURER TO DETERMINE SUITABILITY.
AZEK PRODUCTS EXPAND AND CONTRACT WITH CHANGES IN TEMPERATURE.

APROPERLY FASTENING AZEK MATERIAL ALONG ITS ENTIRE LENGTH WILL MINIMIZE EXPANSION
AND CONTRACTION.

WHEN PROPERLY FASTENED, ALLOW 1/8" PER 18 FOOT OF AZEK PRODUCT FOR EXPANSION AND

CONTRACTION. JOINTS BETWEEN PIECES OF AZEK SHOULD BE GLUED TO ELIMINATE JOINT
SEPARATION. SEE "GLUING" DIAGRAM BELOW.

WHEN GAPS ARE GLUED ON A LONG RUN OF AZEK, ALLOW EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION SPACE
AT ENDS OF THE RUN.

INSTALL PER AZEK.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: VISIT WWW.AZEK.COM OR CALL 877-ASK-AZEK.

209  210  

111  112  113

212  213

E3

E15

E19

E14

E10

E18

E17  E4  E13  

E18

E20

E13

E19

E15

E2

E14

E1

E2

E16

E1

E4  

E3  

E2  ROOF SHINGLES, TYP.; SEE ROOF PLAN

E5  

E6  

E7  

E8

HALF ROUND GUTTER & ROUND DOWNSPOUT T.B.S., TYP.

E9

E10

E11

E12

E13  

E14  

E16

E17

RIDGE/HIP VENTS BY COR-A-VENT OR APP'D EQUAL
ELIMINATE WITH THE USE OF FOAM INSULATION

PTD. AZEK 5/4x6 WINDOW/DOOR TRIM ON 1/2" BLKG, TYP.; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES, THIS SHEET

STUCCO BASE W/ STONE CAP, HOLD CAP 6" BELOW SUBFLR, SEE DETAILS
FOR ADD'L INFORMATION

P.T. RISERS W/  P.T. TREADS, STEPS TO GRADE;
FIELD VERIFY RISE & RUN

PTD. 5/4x12  AZEK TRIM BAND WITH AZM 49 CROWN & AZM-287 BAND MOULD; ALIGN W/
TOP OF WINDOWS AND PORCH COLUMNS; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET

PTD. 5/4x12 AZEK TRIM BD. ON 1/2" BLKG. W/ AZM-6935 WATERTABLE; SEE GENERAL AZEK
TRIM NOTES ON THIS SHEET

PTD. 10" SQUARE HB&G PERMACAST COLUMN CUT FROM 9'-0" STOCK W/ TUSCAN
BASE AND CAPITAL

E15

E18

E19 PTD. FYPON BRACKET DTLB 8X7X18

CONCEALED FLASHING, TYP.

PTD. 5/4x6 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH CONT. AZM-6930 HISTORIC SILL; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '18/A302'

PTD. 1x6 AZEK FASCIA WITH AZM-47 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS
SHEET AND DETAIL '15/A302'

PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-164 BASE CAP UPSIDE DOWN UNDER PTD.
1X10 AZEK TRIM BAND ; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '18/A302'

E1

1
A300

1
A300

PAINTED STUCCO FOUNDATION

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,
7" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,
5" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

RAIL SYSTEM, T.B.S.

E9  

301

E20 STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF

E7  

E11

E12  

E6

E7

E6

COMPOSITE DECKING, T.B.S.

E5

E8

E11

STAIRWAY ILLUMINATIONS 
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SOMERSET REVIEW  02/13/20231 

FRONT PORCH REV. 11/03/20232 

LEFT

ELEVATION

A203

214  

ELEVATION NOTES  NOTE:

1. VERIFY ALL EXTERIOR RISER & TREAD DIMENSIONS IN FIELD
GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES

GLUE ALL AZEK TO AZEK JOINTS SUCH AS WINDOW SURROUNDS, LONG FASCIA RUNS, ETC., WITH
AZEK ADHESIVE TO PREVENT JOINT SEPARATION.

THE GLUE JOINT SHOULD BE SECURED WITH A FASTENER AND/OR FASTENED ON EACH SIDE OF
THE JOINT TO ALLOW ADEQUATE BONDING TIME.

AZEK ADHESIVE HAS A WORKING TIME OF 10 MINUTES AND WILL BE FULLY CURED IN 24 HOURS.

IF STANDARD PVC CEMENTS ARE USED, KEEP IN MIND THESE PRODUCTS TYPICALLY CURE
QUICKLY WHICH WILL RESULT IN LIMITED WORKING TIME AND MAY REDUCE ADHESIVE STRENGTH.

AS SUCH THEY ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE.

FOR BEST RESULTS, SURFACES TO BE GLUED SHOULD BE SMOOTH, CLEAN AND IN COMPLETE
CONTACT WITH EACH OTHER.

TO BOND AZEK TO OTHER SUBSTRATES, VARIOUS ADHESIVES MAY BE USED. CONSULT ADHESIVE

MANUFACTURER TO DETERMINE SUITABILITY.
AZEK PRODUCTS EXPAND AND CONTRACT WITH CHANGES IN TEMPERATURE.

APROPERLY FASTENING AZEK MATERIAL ALONG ITS ENTIRE LENGTH WILL MINIMIZE EXPANSION
AND CONTRACTION.

WHEN PROPERLY FASTENED, ALLOW 1/8" PER 18 FOOT OF AZEK PRODUCT FOR EXPANSION AND
CONTRACTION. JOINTS BETWEEN PIECES OF AZEK SHOULD BE GLUED TO ELIMINATE JOINT
SEPARATION. SEE "GLUING" DIAGRAM BELOW.

WHEN GAPS ARE GLUED ON A LONG RUN OF AZEK, ALLOW EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION SPACE
AT ENDS OF THE RUN.

INSTALL PER AZEK.

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: VISIT WWW.AZEK.COM OR CALL 877-ASK-AZEK.

211  215  
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E1

E4

E3  

E2  ROOF SHINGLES, TYP.; SEE ROOF PLAN

E5

E6  

E7  

E8

HALF ROUND GUTTER & ROUND DOWNSPOUT T.B.S., TYP.

E9

E10

E11

E12

E13  

E14

E16

E17

EGRESS WINDOW WELL; SEE DETAIL '1A/A304' 

RIDGE/HIP VENTS BY COR-A-VENT OR APP'D EQUAL
ELIMINATE WITH THE USE OF FOAM INSULATION

PTD. AZEK 5/4x6 WINDOW/DOOR TRIM ON 1/2" BLKG, TYP.; SEE GENERAL
AZEK TRIM NOTES, THIS SHEET

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF, T.B.S.

STUCCO BASE W/ STONE CAP, HOLD CAP 6" BELOW SUBFLR, SEE DETAILS
FOR ADD'L INFORMATION

PTD. AZEK TRIM, CUT TO FIT

PTD. 5/4x12  AZEK TRIM BAND WITH AZM 49 CROWN & AZM-287 BAND MOULD; ALIGN W/

TOP OF WINDOWS AND PORCH COLUMNS; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET

OPERABLE SOLID-CORE COMPOSITE SHUTTERS & HARDWARE T.B.S., TYP.
SEE DETAIL '8/A303'

PTD. 5/4x12 AZEK TRIM BD. ON 1/2" BLKG. W/ AZM-6935 WATERTABLE; SEE GENERAL AZEK
TRIM NOTES ON THIS SHEET

PTD. 10" SQUARE HB&G PERMACAST COLUMN CUT FROM 9'-0" STOCK W/ TUSCAN
BASE AND CAPITAL

E15

E18  

E19 PTD. FYPON BRACKET DTLB 8X7X18

CONCEALED FLASHING, TYP.

E20  

E21
PTD. 5/4x6 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH CONT. AZM-6930 HISTORIC SILL; SEE GENERAL

AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '18/A302'

SMOOTH LAP SIDING W/ MITERED CORNERS,
5" EXPOSURE, PTD., INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER

E22 PTD. 1x6 AZEK FASCIA WITH AZM-47 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS
SHEET AND DETAIL '15/A302'

E23

E24

E25

PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-52 CROWN; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES
THIS SHEET

PTD. 5/4x8 AZEK TRIM BAND ON 1/2" BLKG WITH AZM-164 BASE CAP UPSIDE DOWN UNDER PTD.
1X10 AZEK TRIM BAND ; SEE GENERAL AZEK TRIM NOTES THIS SHEET AND DETAIL '17/A302'
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PERMIT SET  01/13/2023

CONSTRUCTION NOTES
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To:  Somerset Town Council 

From:  Matthew Trollinger, Town Manager 

Date:  February 5, 2024 

Subject: Permit Approval Recommendation – 4815 Cumberland Ave. 

 

I am writing to recommend the approval of the permit submitted by David Kelly, on behalf of David S. 
Kelly Development Co., Inc., for the construction of a new home at the property located at 4815 
Cumberland Ave. The plans were submitted on January 5, ahead of the January 10 deadline, and have 
undergone a thorough review by both Town staff and contracted technical experts. 

Administrative Requirements 

The Town has confirmed compliance with the administrative requirements of the Code. Notably, a 
parking plan has been submitted, and house number certification completed. In addition, the Town 
delivered notice to neighbors ten days prior to the hearing via first-class US Mail and email, as required 
by the Town Code. Town staff also hand-delivered packages containing notice of the hearing and 
construction, as well as a site plan and drainage plan, and elevation drawings to abutting neighbors on 
Friday, January 26. 

Building Requirements 

The Town’s Building Administrator has reviewed the plans and confirmed that it complies with the Town 
Code. Notably, setback requirements and accessory building restrictions have been measured and 
confirmed for compliance with the Town Code. 

Of note, the Building Height that is proposed is greater than the maximum allowed per the Town’s newly 
adopted building height restrictions. It is the staff’s understanding that because the application was filed 
before the effective date of the new restriction, the Town requirements would not be in effect. The 
applicant first submitted documents to the Town in February of 2023; after considerable back-and-forth 
and revisions, the completed application was submitted on January 5, 2024. The Town’s building height 
went into effect on January 9, 2024. 

Tree Care 

The Town Arborist has reviewed the plans, and offered Tree Protection and Tree Replacement plans for 
the project. 

Notably, regarding tree protection, the Town Arborist has updated the protection plan after consultation 
with the abutting property owners at 4813 Cumberland to ensure the protection of the trees on the 
neighboring property. With regard to tree removal and replacement, the large cherry tree in the middle of 
the property is unable to be saved during construction. 

Stormwater Management 

The Town’s stormwater consultant, Bayland Consultants & Designers, Inc. has reviewed the plans and 
confirmed compliance with the Town’s stormwater management code requirements. Notably, the project 
requires a total of 812 CF of water to be managed, including all rooftop impervious surfaces, and the 



proposed driveway. The project provides for 813 CF of water. The proposal utilizes micro-bio-retention 
facilities, which is a defined nonstructural stormwater management device in the Town Code. 

With respect to the driveway, the applicant has agreed, after discussion between the neighbors and staff, 
to keep the gravel driveway and to replace any disturbance like for like, as stipulated in the shared 
driveway easement agreement. The entrance to the detached rear yard garage includes a portion of the 
driveway that is proposed to be concrete. In consultation with the Town’s stormwater consultant, the 
applicant has included a trench drain to capture water from the driveway into the stormwater management 
devices. 

Conclusion & Recommendations 

As laid out in the attached spreadsheet breaking down the various objective criteria in the Town Code, the 
staff evaluation of the project indicates that the project complies with the Town building requirements. 
Therefore, I recommend approval of the project. I have noted several conditions for the Council to 
consider including that a wall check and height check be provided, and that the construction must adhere 
to the Town’s Tree Protection and Tree Replacement recommendations. 

The Town Attorney may have additional advice as it pertains to the building height restrictions. As 
previously mentioned, the application was submitted on January 5, ahead of the effective date of January 
9. The applicant first filed with the Town in February, 2023, and the final substantive changes were made 
to the application and filed on December 6, 2023. The applicant was originally scheduled for the January 
8 Council meeting but was removed by the staff so that final Montgomery County stormwater permits 
would be obtained, to confirm County compliance and that no additional changes would be required. The 
application is unchanged from that time, with the exception of minor administrative changes, such as an 
updated tree protection plan. 

 

 



TOWN CODE REQUIREMENTS
Town 
Requirement

Application Check Notes/Recommendations Town Code Language

Main Building: Side Setback 8', 18' sum 8.3', 23.9' sum 

I recommend that the Council add 
a condition to the permit that the 
applicant must submit a wall check 
within 24 hours of receipt by the 
contractor. (See note on Town 
Code language)

Side: eight (8) feet one side; eighteen (18) feet sum for 
both sides.

The Town Code also provides:
Wall check. A copy of an engineer's wall check must be 
delivered to the Clerk-Treasurer within 24 hours of receipt 
by the contractor.

Main Building: Rear Setback 20' 70'  Rear: twenty (20) feet.

Main Building: Front Setback 26.3' (EBL) 26.3' 
No building may be constructed nearer to any front lot line 
than the established building line or twenty-five (25) feet, 
whichever results in a greater setback.

Projections n/a n/a  n/a

Accessory Building: Lot Coverage 1050 sq. ft. 484 sq. ft. 
The proposed house has a large rear 
yard.

Accessory Buildings must not occupy more than twenty-
five percent (25%) of the rear yard

Accessory Building: Height n/a 10.96'  n/a

Accessory Building: Setbacks 6'
Side: 7.1'
Rear: 22.8'


Minimum setback: 5 [ft.] plus 1 [ft.] for each foot or 
fraction of a foot in excess of 10

Stormwater Drainage 812 CF 813 CF 

The plan utilizes micro-bio-retention 
planter boxes to capture over 100% 
of the water for a one-year storm. 
The micro-bio-retention is 
considered nonstructrual per the 
Town Code. The applicant has also 
provided proposed vegetation to be 
used, which has been reviewed and 
approved by the stormwater 
consultant. 

All new building construction must include a stormwater 
drainage plan. The plan must provide on-site infiltration 
for all runoff from all rooftop surfaces. On-site infiltration 
must be provided for a one-year storm event.
1) All reasonable opportunities for using nonstructural 
practices must be exhausted before structural practices are 
implemented. On-site infiltration must be accomplished, to 
the maximum extent practicable, in the following order of 
preference:
a) Environmental site design (ESD); and
b) Structural devices.
2) If the requisite amount of on-site infiltration is not 
possible, runoff may be treated by storage devices that 
temporarily store or detain stormwater. Such storage 
devices may be used only for that volume of runoff that 
cannot be infiltrated by ESD and structural practices. All 
ESD and structural practices shall be designed in 
accordance with the Design Manual, except as may be 
modified by the Town Council by resolution from time to 
time.

Driveway
n/a: existing 
driveway to remain

n/a: existing 
driveway to remain



The applicant has agreed to keep the 
existing gravel driveway that is 
shared between the property and the 
neighboring property at 4813 
Cumberland Ave. The applicant is 
adding trench drains at the base of 
the rear garage impervious surface 
area to channel water into the 
stormwater infiltration devices.

All new or replacement driveways must be constructed of
permeable materials. This requirement shall not apply to
the following:
1) An apron in front of a garage entrance, measuring no
more than 5 feet in length and 15 feet in width;
2) An apron within a public right-of-way; or
3) A driveway having a slope of 5% or more.



OTHER TOWN REQUIREMENTS Requirement Proposed Check Notes/Recommendations Town Code Language

Neighbor Notification
Neighbors notified 
via email and US 
mail.

Neighbors were 
notified via email, 
US mail, and hand-
delviered notice, 
including plans.


Final notice was delivered Friday, 
January 26, or ten days prior to the 
scheduled hearing.

A hearing shall be conducted after giving at least 10 days' 
notice of such hearing to the applicant and the adjoining 
and confronting neighbors. Notice shall be sent by the 
Clerk-Treasurer by first-class mail and by e-mail if e-mail 
addresses are available in the Town directory, if any, or are 
otherwise known.

House Number Certification
Signed certfication 
form

Certification signed 
A certification by the applicant, on a form prepared by the 
Town, that the applicant will comply with the Montgomery 
County requirements for house numbers.

Parking Plan
Site plan indicating 
proposed parking 
location of vehicles

Site plan indicates 
room for up to 4 
vehicles on site



A parking plan, whenever it is likely that more than three 
vehicles of persons involved in construction sought to be 
authorized by a Town building permit (other than the 
owner of the property which is the subject of the permit) 
will be parked within the Town at any one time. 
Such plan shall identify the location of the parking areas to 
be used by such vehicles. Compliance with a parking 
plan approved by the Town Council shall be a condition of 
the issuance of the building permit and a violation of 
the parking plan may be grounds for revocation of such 
permit. The parking plan shall provide that:
1) To the maximum extent feasible, parking shall be 
located on the property which is the subject of the Town 
building permit;
2) To the maximum extent feasible, if additional parking is 
needed, parking shall be located on more than one street in 
the immediate area of the property which is the subject of 
the Town building permit; and
3) To the extent feasible, parking more than three vehicles 
in the same area of a Town street shall not be permitted.

Tree Replanting Plan
Town Arborist 
recommends tree 
replanting

Applicant has 
indicated that they 
do not object to, and 
will comply with 
Town Arborist 
replanting 
recommendations



I recommend that the Council add 
as a condition of the permit that 
the applicant must follow the Town 
Arborist's replanting 
recommendations.

A statement whether the applicant intends to 
perform replanting after tree removal is completed. If the 
applicant does so intend, the applicant shall submit 
a replanting plan.



MONTGOMERY COUNTY STANDARDS Requirement Proposed Check Notes/Recommendations Other Notes

Building Coverage

30% of the lot, 
minus 1% for each 
1000 ft. over 6000 
sq. ft.

= 25.63%
= 2659 sq. ft.

23.56%

2444 sq. ft.


The Town does not currently 
regulate building lot coverage.

Building Height
Either 35 ft. max 
OR 30 ft. mean

35.3 ft. max
25.3 ft. mean



The applicant submitted the 
application prior to the effective 
date of the Town's height 
requirements.

I recommend that the Council add 
as a condition of the permit that 
the applicant must submit a height 
check survey when it is possible 
during construction.

The Town Code provides that:
If the structure or new construction will be more than two 
(2) stories high, the contractor must notify the Clerk-
Treasurer after the frame and partitions have been erected, 
but before the installation of insulation and dry wall. A 
certified height survey shall be submitted to the Town by 
the applicant to allow the height to be confirmed.



 
MONTGOMERY CONSULTING 

15111 Players Way - Glenwood, MD 21738   Tel: (301) 908-3220 
 
SUBJECT:  4815 Cumberland Ave. – Building Permit 
DATE:  Jan. 29, 2024 
 
The applicant has submitted an application to remove the existing house and construct a 
new house, with a covered porch at the rear of the house, at 4815 Cumberland Ave. A 
detached 2-car garage is planned at the right rear of the lot. 
 
The MCDPS demo permit is pending and the MCDPS building permit was issued on Jan. 
17, 2024. 
 
The property contains 10,374 S. F. or 0.24 acres. 
 
The Site Plan indicates the EBL is 26.3 feet behind the front property line. 
 
The proposed house setbacks will be: 
 Front 26.4 feet 
 Left side 8.3 feet 
 Right side 15.6 feet 
 Rear approx. 70 feet 
 
The covered porch will be setback 9.2 feet from the left side property line. 
 
The proposed setbacks conform to the Town Code. 
 
The proposed house roof peak will be 35.3 feet high and the mean will be 29.3 feet high. 
 
The proposed detached garage setbacks will be: 
 Right side 7.0 feet 
 Rear 22.8 feet 
 
The proposed setbacks conform to the Town Code. 
 
The proposed garage height will be 10.9 feet high. 
 
The existing shared gravel driveway will remain. At the northern end of the existing 
driveway a new gravel driveway will lead to the proposed detached garage. The applicant 



and the owners at 4813 Cumberland Ave, have recorded an ingress/egress easement for the 
use and maintenance of the existing gravel driveway. 
 
The existing driveway apron will be modified to conform to the Town’s driveway apron 
detail.  
 
According to the Site Plan, the proposed building lot coverage will be 2,444 S.F. or 
23.55%. 
 
A dumpster and temporary toilet are shown on the Site Plan. 
 
Two HVAC units are proposed a the right rear of the proposed house. 
 
A Boundary Survey and a Parking Plan were included with the application. 
 
I recommend the Council approve the applicant’s request for a demo permit, a building 
permit, a driveway apron permit, a permit for 2 HVAC units, and a dumpster permit. The 
permits should be held until the MCDPS issues their building permit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









1/26/2023 

 

Dear Resident, 

This letter is to inform you that David Kelly, the property owner at 4815 Cumberland Ave., completed and 
filed a permit application with the Town of Somerset on January 5, 2024. The applicant is proposing the 
demolition of the existing house and the construction of a new house and detached garage on the property. 

The plans have been reviewed by the town staff and technical contractors, and no variances are requested 
as part of the application. Thus, the applicant is asserting that the proposed plans conform with the Town’s 
Building requirements, Sec. 112-14 of the Town Code. The application will be presented to the Council 
for consideration at the February 5, 2024 Council meeting. 

The Council meeting is scheduled for Monday, February 5, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. both in person and via 
Zoom. All residents are invited to attend, and you will have the opportunity to make comments at the 
hearing. Log-in information can be found below: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86091939743?pwd=TVpNMkk1azROb1l6eTJpSFRtVnJUZz09 

Meeting ID: 860 9193 9743 

Passcode: 491819 

--- 

Dial by your location 

• +1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 

• +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 

• +1 646 558 8656 US (New York) 

 

Alternatively, comments can be submitted to the Town Manager, to be entered int the record, by emailing 
manager@townofsomerset.com with the Email Subject Line, “4815 Cumberland Building Permit 
Comment” no later than 4:30 p.m. on Monday, February 5, 2024. 

A copy of the proposed site plan, including stormwater management, and elevation drawings are included 
for your review. Electronic copies of the submitted plans can be requested from the Somerset Town Hall 
at the email above, or by calling the Somerset Town Hall at 301-657-3211. 

Thank you, 

 

Matt Trollinger, Town Manager 
Town of Somerset 
manager@townofsomerset.com 
301-657-3211 
 
CC: 4813, 4816, 4817, 4818, 4820 Cumberland 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86091939743?pwd=TVpNMkk1azROb1l6eTJpSFRtVnJUZz09
mailto:manager@townofsomerset.com
mailto:manager@townofsomerset.com






















7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

 

Feather & Assoc. 

                Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 
      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 
 
Tree Protection Plan                            December 29, 2023 
Town of Somerset              Revised 1-12-24 
4815 Cumberland Avenue                                                                                                     1-26-24, 2-12-24,  
                                                                                                                                                   2-28-24, 2-29-24 
        
Attached is a map of the tree protection plan for the residence at 4815 Cumberland Avenue. 
On the condition that the Owner complies with the tree protection plan, The Town of Somerset may issue the 
building permit. 
 
Tree protection shall include: 
 

1. Tree protection fencing shall be installed in the locations shown on the plan.  Tree protection fencing 
shall delineate the tree protection zones.  Tree protection fencing shall be 4’ tall, continuous, easily 
visible, and supported with 4”x4” hardwood stakes or steel poles.  The fencing shall be clearly and 
obviously marked with signs in English and Spanish as tree protection zones. 

 
2. The Owner/Contractor shall inform all on-site workers that the tree protection zones shall not be entered.  

Neither materials nor equipment shall be stored within the tree protection zones. No grading shall be 
done within the tree protection zones.  The grading outside the tree protection zones shall not be 
changed to divert and collect water within tree protection zones. 
 

3. Before the silt fence and tree protection fence are installed, evaluate the field layout of the driveway to 
allow for more tree protection space for the Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line. 
 

4. Properly elevate, remove lower branches, on Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line 
to install the driveway. 
 

5. To protect the cherry tree. Space on the lot will be restricted for construction.  There will be no off-site 
parking.  The owner may have to use the Town right of way for accepting and storing materials. 
 

6. The cherry tree will need to be pruned to allow for space to install underground utilities and to move 
materials on site. The tree shall be pruned by a qualified licensed tree expert and under the guidance of 
the Town Arborist. 

 
7. The Town of Somerset office shall be notified if any change in the construction plans would impact the 

protected trees. 
 

8. If excavation (outside of the tree protection zone) exposes roots on protected trees, the damaged roots 
shall be cleanly cut before backfilling the excavation. 

 
9. The Owner/Contractor shall maintain the fencing until the house and hardscape construction is 

completed.  The fencing may be removed for the preparation and installation of new landscaping.  
 



Town of Somerset
Tree Protection Plan
4815 Cumberland Avenue

Feather and Associates
December 29, 2023
revised 1-12-24
2-6-24, 2-28-24,
2-29-24
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7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

 

Feather & Assoc. 

                Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 
      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 
 
Town of Somerset                                                                                                                   December 21, 2023 
4510 Cumberland Avenue                                                                                       revised 2-12-24 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815                                                                                                        12-28-24  
              
Tree Removal Permit – 4815 Cumberland Avenue 
 
The trees requested for removal and the reason for removal are given below.  Photos and a plan are attached. 
Sizes in diameter at 4.5’ above ground level. 
 
Tree 5 – Boxelder 12”- in the footprint or the proposed driveway. 
Tree 6 – Tulip Poplar 30” – hazardous, unstable, large girdling root at the base. 
Tree 12 – Red Maple 27” – hazardous, hollow trunk. 
Tree 15 – Ash 10” – in the footprint of the bioretention structure; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 16 – Ash 10” – in decline, in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 17 – Holly 7” – in decline in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  
                 recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
 
 

 
 
The following trees are proposed as a reforestation plan. 
 
4 canopy trees (red maple, sugar maple, black gum, oaks), one ornamental tree (flowering cherry, dogwood, 
redbud), and 1 evergreen tree (holly, white pine, spruce). 
 
Bonding requirements: 
6 trees removed x $500.00 = $3,000.00 
 
 
 
. 
 
 

 
Tolbert V. Feather 
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February 13, 2024

Dear Jamie Kaplan,

I am writing to you as a certified arborist with 10 years of experience in tree health
assessment and urban forestry management. Upon your request, I conducted an
examination of 4 smaller eastern Hemlock trees, one 15” DBH Cryptomeria tree located
on the property at 4813 Cumberland Ave. As well as one 10” DBH Holly tree in the
neighboring backyard at 4815.

Based on the information provided to me here are some recommendations.
Holly trees do serve multiple positive ecological functions. While the Holly tree doesn’t
display any physical defects, it lacks some vigor and foliage. This is most likely due to
competing trees close by whose canopy stretches over the Holly. There is no
recommendation for this tree to be removed.

If excavating within close proximity of the 4 Hemlock and 1 Cryptomeria trees in
question, I recommend no trenching or excavating within 7.5 feet from the trunk.
Prune exposed roots as cleanly as possible under the supervision of an ISA Arborist or
MLTE professional. With enough damage to root zones, trees can lose a significant
amount of their structural integrity and become a serious hazard.

If building over root zones, there are aeration root mats that could be considered that
are a permanent part of the underlayment of asphalt/concrete and helps to bring oxygen
to the root zone while also distributing weight.

Sincerely,

Ryan Pirault

Ryan Pirault
571-563-8980
ISA # MA-6138A
Citizen Urban Forester

Riverbend Landscapes & Tree Service
9134 Weant Drive | Great Falls, VA 22066 | 703-402-9366

www.riverbendva.com | info@riverbendva.com
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March 1, 2024 

Mayor Slavin and Council Members 
Town of Somerset 
4510 Cumberland Avenue 
Chevy Chase MD 20815 

RE: 4815 Cumberland Avenue 
March 4, 2024 Mayor and Council Hearing 

Dear Mayor Slavin and Council Members: 

On behalf of my client Kelly Development Co. and its owner Mr. David Kelly (together referenced as 
“Mr. Kelly”), please accept this letter and supporting exhibits into the record of the above-referenced 
hearing for your consideration during the continued hearing now scheduled for March 4, a continuation 
of a hearing held on February 5, 2024. 

I. Background

During the February 5 public hearing, the Mayor and Council considered a demolition and building 
permit application filed by Mr. Kelly. At the close of the hearing, the Mayor and Council continued the 
hearing for the purpose of allowing Mr. Kelly to “re-evaluate” the design of the garage and construction 
of the house to reduce impacts on Trees 16 and 17 in the back yard and to Tree 2 at the front of the 
site. This letter presents Mr. Kelly’s subsequent re-evaluation of site design, construction techniques 
and his inquiries with appropriate regulatory representatives in an effort to preserve one or more of 
the three identified trees. 

II. Summary

Since the last hearing, as requested by the Mayor and Council, Mr. Kelly has carefully reviewed the 
pending plan; has consulted further with the Town arborist and his civil engineer; and has followed 
up with WSSC and others about with potential alternative sewer installation methods, all in support of 
his re-evaluation of the site design to determine if preservation of these three trees is feasible. 

For context, it is important to know that Mr. Kelly’s original plan submission was materially different 
from the plan under current review. The original plans included a stormwater management pond that 
extended across a significant portion of the back yard (with associated clearing and grading), and an 
8-foot deep covered front porch that extended the width of the proposed home. Exhibit A “Original 
Submission.”

Subsequently, the Original Submission went through exhaustive staff review, including three on-site 
meetings with the Town Arborist.  As a result of multiple staff reviews of the original plans, the Original 
Submission was materially modified as shown on Exhibit B (“Revised Plans”). These changes include 
the following building and site changes: 

1. Mr. Kelly removed the planned front porch and pushed the remaining footprint forward by 8
feet. These changes (a) reduced impervious coverage; (b) increased the size of the back yard; 
and (c) allowed the preservation of Tree 13 (a 10” Horsechestnut tree), originally slated for 
removal. Exhibit A; Exhibit C (Feather and Assoc. Tree Protection Plan updated February 29, 
2024).
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2. Mr. Kelly converted a proposed stormwater pond to a structured stormwater management
facility. This change (a) materially enlarged the undisturbed portion of the back yard by
establishing a smaller limit of disturbance; (b) pulled a mapped stream bed out of the limits of
disturbance; and (c) preserved three additional trees originally slated for removal, i.e., Tree 18
(a 17” Ash), Tree 20 (at 12” unidentified tree”) and Tree 21 (a 21” Elm).

3. The structured SWM facility fully captures all runoff that from the new home,1 and as a result
properties to the west of the site (towards Drummond Avenue) will receive less stormwater
runoff post-construction than they now receive.

Even if the garage were removed from the plans, the grading required to build the structured 
stormwater facility still would require removal of Trees 16 and 17. Additionally, it has become clear 
that there is no practical way to save Tree 2 (the cherry tree located at the front of the site) that will 
still allow reasonable construction access and staging within the site.   

The proposed single-family home and detached garage are reasonable and customary improvements, 
and Mr. Kelly does not seek any kind of variance in connection with this application. We ask that the 
Mayor and Council approve the Revised Plans as submitted. 

III. Tree-By Tree Analysis

A. Tree 16 (10” Ash – Poor Condition) and Tree 17 (7” Holly – Poor Condition)

Mr. Kelly has looked into whether Trees 16 and 17 can be saved.  As noted in the Summary, he 
modified his original plans so that the limit of disturbance (LOD) was moved further from the property 
lines. He was able to do so by converting an original planned stormwater pond to a structured facility. 

This design change retains a 10” Horsechestnut, a 17” Ash, an unidentified 20” tree and a 21” Elm - 
all meaningful in size and slated for removal under the Original Submission. At the same time, Mr. 
Kelly also eliminated a proposed 8’ deep front porch and moved the entire footprint of the proposed 
home closer to the front property line by 8’. This both reduced the amount of impervious coverage 
(and the amount of required associated stormwater runoff controls) and preserved Tree 13, a 10” 
Horsechestnut tree. See Exhibit C for the location of Trees 13, 18, 20 and 21; see Exhibit A (Original 
Submission designating Tress 13, 18, 20 and 21 for removal). 

Trees 16 and 17, in contrast to the larger four trees preserved with the plan changes, are a 10” Ash 
and a 7” Holly, both in “poor condition.” Tree 16 is located at the center of the proposed garage, and 
Tree 17 is located along the eastern wall of the proposed garage. Even if the garage were removed 
in its entirety, the grading necessary to build the stormwater facility would require removal of Tree 
16, and likely Tree 17 as well (a small 7” tree in poor condition).  

The site is too constrained for relocation of the SWM facility to a place that would not impact more 
mature, significantly larger trees. At the same time, the redesigned size and location of the SWM 
facility maximizes preservation of the environmental features prioritized by staff and at the same time 
allows for reasonable redevelopment of the site. 

1 Supplemental stormwater management treatment will capture runoff from the driveway area and 
the garage) 
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B. Tree 2 (14” Flowering Cherry Tree – Condition Unknown)

Following the last public hearing, Mr. Kelly also explored the following options in connection with 
saving Tree 2, a cherry tree in the front yard: 

1. Boring under the tree to install a sewer line.  WSSC has definitively ruled out this approach
based on its installation standards, which require open trench to allow the pipe to be fully
encased in gravel. See Exhibit D-1 and D-2 (WSSC representative email confirming “There
needs to be an aggregate base surrounding the pipe which would go against spec if the
sewer line was installed by boring” and design detail sent along with email). This is not a
viable option.

2. Lining the existing sewer pipe. At the previous hearing participant David Brown suggested
that the existing sewer pipe might be re-lined, rather than replaced, using a technique
known as “pipe bursting.” Mr. Kelly followed up with the plumbing specialist recommended
by Mr. Brown. The specialist advised Mr. Kelly that because the existing pipe had
previously been severed in two places relining was inadvisable, recommending instead
that Mr. Kelly replace the existing pipe as per WSSC specifications.

3. Relocating the tree.  According to the Town Arborist, in addition to the fact that there is no
alternative place on the property to replant the tree, moving it “would cost a fortune
because of its size, and success is 50:50.” Exhibit E. This simply is not a viable option.

4. Additional Tree Protection. Subsequent to the last hearing, the Town arborist suggested
supplemental tree protections for Tree 2, including a 9’x9’x9’x4’ “Box” around the tree. See
Figure 1, excerpted from Exhibit C.

Figure 1 (“Box” outlined in green). 

This approach poses several significant concerns: 

a. As confirmed by the Town Arborist the tree roots have already been excavated on one
side (see note in Figure 1), and remaining roots will be subject to additional root
damage as a result of the need to install the sewer line as per the open trenching and
installation of aggregate around the sewer pipe as required by WSSC design
standards.

b. The Town Arborist has confirmed that “the cherry tree will need to be pruned to allow
for space to install underground utilities and to move materials on site.” The tree has
multiple shoots off the main stem of the tree (see Figure 2, next page), and the extent
of pruning is unknown at this time. Assuming the tree survives construction it will not
retain its current form. See also Exhibit C.
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Figure 2. 

c. The size of the “Box” makes the proposed construction entrance unusable. Relocating
the construction entrance to the West would leave the entire frontage within the 
property boundary unavailable for use – as now planned -- as a staging area for 
construction equipment staging, materials delivery and storage (e.g., large roof 
trusses) storage and staging needs. Mr. Kelly would need the Town’s permission to 
carry out most of the construction staging within the public right-of-way between the 
property boundary and the street.

Additionally, Mr. Kelly will need to use the existing driveway that straddles his property 
and the property to the east for all construction traffic, as that is the only other access 
into the site. This will impose a considerable amount of construction-related traffic 
along the property line, a result Mr. Kelly would like to avoid. See Figure 3.

Figure 3. 

Green Arrow: Current proposed construction entrance unusable if Box restrictions applied. 
Red Arrow: Relocated construction entrance if Box restrictions applied. 

Owner
Line

Owner
Line
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IV. Town Code Factors for Consideration

In considering the Town Criteria for Permit Decisions (Town Code § 182-7), the following factors must 
be weighed in connection with whether the three trees under consideration may be removed. 

A. No Aggravating Town Code Factors Weigh Against Removal:

1) None of the three trees are specimen trees, none serve as a landmark, and none are of a
unique species or size, or carry any particularly outstanding qualities. In fact, Tree 17 (a 7”
Holly) is the smallest identified tree on the entire site and is in “poor” condition, and Tree 16 (a
10” Ash in “poor” condition) is among the next smallest set of trees, i.e., one of four 10” trees.
At the last hearing Mr. Kelly testified that Tree 2, the flowering cherry, already has suffered
root damage associated with previous drainage line removal (required by Montgomery County)
and will suffer serious additional root damage as a result of installation of the sewer line, calling
into serious question whether it would survive construction even under ideal mitigation
techniques.

2) The immediate area will not suffer environmental degradation as a result of removal, as all
stormwater runoff is fully managed by the existing plans, and additionally Mr. Kelly has agreed
to satisfy the Town Arborist’s recommended re-planting plan. See Exhibit F (Town Arborist
Replanting Plan).

B. Several Town Code Factors Weigh Heavily In Favor Of Removal.

1) Mr. Kelly has significantly re-designed the project and site to enhance environmental
protections and to ensure that stormwater management is fully addressed on site, including
construction of a structured SWM facility to reduce clearing and grading on the property,
preserving four additional sizeable trees. Removal of the three trees under consideration is
necessary to achieve the proposed redevelopment, to allow utility construction and there is no
reasonable alternative.

2) Removal of the proposed garage will not preserve Trees 16 and 17 because of the grading
necessary to build the SWM facility.

3) Denial of the garage will create a hardship for the applicant The project meets all zoning
requirements, and a garage is a typical feature associated with single-family homes in the
area, and its removal will not preserve Tree 16 and Tree 17 is a very small tree in poor health
of marginal benefit to the site, particularly when compared with the size and value of the four
trees preserved with the earlier redesign of the site (Trees 13, 18, 20 and 21) which have a
combined dbh of 60”.

4) Tree 2, already subject root damage, will be further impacted by (a) construction of a sewer
line - utility construction necessary to support the project; and (b) the temporary construction
access driveway, which is the only feasible access point to allow development of the property.
Even if the driveway were relocated to the west, the area now proposed for the construction
driveway would necessarily become the staging area for materials and equipment storage
(e.g., roof trusses and other very large construction items). Mr. Kelly has consulted with the
appropriate authorities and learned that alternative considerations such as relocating the tree
or underground installation of the sewer line are infeasible.
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IV. Conclusion

Mr. Kelly, in consultation with staff following the Original Submission, carried out significant site and 
structural redesign to ensure a plan that maximized the preservation of environmental features 
including sizeable trees, ensured full stormwater management protection on site, and has agreed to 
carry out replacement plantings as recommended by the Town Arborist. Mr. Kelly also has been 
sensitive about preserving Trees 8 – 11 (inclusive) along the shared eastern property line, preserving 
an existing treed buffer.  

Mr. Kelly has exhaustively re-examined his plans, including the suggestions presented during the last 
hearing and additional alternatives. 

Based on this additional analysis, the trees proposed for removal (including Trees 16, 17 and 2) are 
the minimum necessary to allow for reasonable redevelopment of a project allowed by right under the 
zoning code, which meets all zoning standards, and does not rely on any variance requests. 

Taking into consideration both the aggravating and mitigating factors to be considered, removal of 
Trees 16, 17 and 2 qualify under the standards set by the Town Code and we ask that the Mayor and 
Council grant approval. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Michele McDaniel Rosenfeld 

Exhibit A: Original Submission 
Exhibit B:  Revised Plans 
Exhibit C: Tree Protection Plan updated February 29, 2024 
Exhibit C-1: Town Arborist Tree Inventory 
Exhibit D: WSSC Technical Standards and Assessment 
Exhibit E: Town Arborist Analysis: Relocating Tree 2 
Exhibit F: Town Arborist Replanting Plan 
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7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

Feather & Assoc.
Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 

      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 

Tree Protection Plan    December 29, 2023 
Town of Somerset      Revised 1-12-24 
4815 Cumberland Avenue 1-26-24, 2-12-24,

2-28-24, 2-29-24

Attached is a map of the tree protection plan for the residence at 4815 Cumberland Avenue. 
On the condition that the Owner complies with the tree protection plan, The Town of Somerset may issue the 
building permit. 

Tree protection shall include: 

1. Tree protection fencing shall be installed in the locations shown on the plan.  Tree protection fencing
shall delineate the tree protection zones.  Tree protection fencing shall be 4’ tall, continuous, easily
visible, and supported with 4”x4” hardwood stakes or steel poles.  The fencing shall be clearly and
obviously marked with signs in English and Spanish as tree protection zones.

2. The Owner/Contractor shall inform all on-site workers that the tree protection zones shall not be entered.
Neither materials nor equipment shall be stored within the tree protection zones. No grading shall be
done within the tree protection zones.  The grading outside the tree protection zones shall not be
changed to divert and collect water within tree protection zones.

3. Before the silt fence and tree protection fence are installed, evaluate the field layout of the driveway to
allow for more tree protection space for the Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line.

4. Properly elevate, remove lower branches, on Cryptomeria and 3 hemlock trees on the east property line
to install the driveway.

5. To protect the cherry tree. Space on the lot will be restricted for construction.  There will be no off-site
parking.  The owner may have to use the Town right of way for accepting and storing materials.

6. The cherry tree will need to be pruned to allow for space to install underground utilities and to move
materials on site. The tree shall be pruned by a qualified licensed tree expert and under the guidance of
the Town Arborist.

7. The Town of Somerset office shall be notified if any change in the construction plans would impact the
protected trees.

8. If excavation (outside of the tree protection zone) exposes roots on protected trees, the damaged roots
shall be cleanly cut before backfilling the excavation.

9. The Owner/Contractor shall maintain the fencing until the house and hardscape construction is
completed.  The fencing may be removed for the preparation and installation of new landscaping.

Exhibit C: Tree Protection Plan updated Feb. 29, 2024
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Town of Somerset
Tree Protection Plan
4815 Cumberland Avenue

Feather and Associates
December 29, 2023
revised 1-12-24
2-6-24, 2-28-24,
2-29-24
Scale 1" = 20'

Properly elevate
Cryptomeria and
3 Hemlocks on
property side to 
allow for driveway
installation

Tree Protection Fencing
Silt fence shall follow tree protection fencing

X
X

X

X X X

X Trees requested for removal

5'

Before silt fence and tree
protection fence are installed,
evaluate field layout of 
driveway to allow for more 
tree protection space.
No super silt fence here.

9'

9'

9'

4'
This side of
the tree has already
been excavated to
disconnect utilities

To protect the cherry
tree. Space on the lot
will be restricted for 
construction.  There will
be no off-site parking.
The owner may have to
use the Town right of way
for staging and materials.

The cherry tree will need
to be pruned to allow for
space to install underground
utilities and to move 
materials on site.
The tree shall be pruned by
a qualified licensed tree 
expert and under the 
guidence of the Town 
Arborist.
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Town of Somerset
Tree Inventory and Request for Removal
4815 Cumberland Avenue

Feather and Associates
December 21, 2023
revised 2-12-24
Scale 1" = 20'
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Exhibit C-1: Town Arborist Tree Inventory
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  Tree 5 Boxelder  Tree 6 Tulip Poplar 

Tree 6 Gridling Root Tulip Poplar  Tree 12 Red Maple  Tree 12 Hollow trunk 

Tree 15 Ash  Trees 16,17 Ash, Holly 
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From: "Wilhite, Nicholas A" <Nicholas.Wilhite@wsscwater.com>
Subject: Sewer spec
Date: February 8, 2024 at 11:30:10 AM EST
To: David Kelly <dskelly6@comcast.net>

Good morning,

Attached is the spec for sewer installation. There needs to be an aggregate base surrounding the pipe which would 
go against spec if the sewer line was installed by boring.

Hope this helps,

NICK WILHITE
Permit Agent
Permit Services

301.206.8646 (O)
Nicholas.Wilhite.@wsscwater.com

Exhibit D-1
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Exhibit D-2
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Begin forwarded message:

From: Tolbert V Feather <tfeather@xecu.net>
Subject: Re: Town of Somerset 4815 Cumberland Avenue Tree Inventory, Removal and Tree
Protection Plan
Date: February 9, 2024 at 10:35:51 PM EST
To: David Kelly <dskelly6@comcast.net>
Cc: Michele Rosenfeld <michele@marylandpropertylaw.com>

It would cost a fortune because of its size, and success is 50:50; you do have no place to move it.

Tolbert

On Feb 9, 2024, at 2:26 PM, David Kelly <dskelly6@comcast.net> wrote:

Tolbert,
Matt has raised the question about the possibility of moving the Cherry tree and wonder if you
have design criteria that would be appropriate for moving a tree of this size? I’ve moved large
trees before and there is a lot of space needed around the tree to prepare it for the move. Even if
it’s possible to ball this one I don’t see where on our lot it could be placed?
Thanks,
David

Exhibit E (highlighting added)
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7826 Spout Spring Rd., Frederick, MD 21702, tfeather@xecu.net, 240 271 6749, Fax (301) 662-9315 
MD Tree Expert License#880, ISA Certification #PD-0715, MD Pesticide Applicator#2070-5937 

Feather & Assoc. 

Tolbert V. Feather, Ph.D. 
      Advisors for: Landscape Development 
 Landscape Management, Plant Pest Management 

Town of Somerset December 21, 2023 
4510 Cumberland Avenue revised 2-12-24 
Chevy Chase, MD 20815 12-28-24

Tree Removal Permit – 4815 Cumberland Avenue 

The trees requested for removal and the reason for removal are given below.  Photos and a plan are attached. 
Sizes in diameter at 4.5’ above ground level. 

Tree 5 – Boxelder 12”- in the footprint or the proposed driveway. 
Tree 6 – Tulip Poplar 30” – hazardous, unstable, large girdling root at the base. 
Tree 12 – Red Maple 27” – hazardous, hollow trunk. 
Tree 15 – Ash 10” – in the footprint of the bioretention structure; removal would be  

recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 16 – Ash 10” – in decline, in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  

recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 
Tree 17 – Holly 7” – in decline in the footprint of the garage; removal would be  

recommended if requested and not associated with a building permit. 

The following trees are proposed as a reforestation plan. 

4 canopy trees (red maple, sugar maple, black gum, oaks), one ornamental tree (flowering cherry, dogwood, 
redbud), and 1 evergreen tree (holly, white pine, spruce). 

Bonding requirements: 
6 trees removed x $500.00 = $3,000.00 

. 

Tolbert V. Feather 

Exhibit F: Town Arborist Replanting Plan
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4815 Cumberland Avenue 

Present – Worksheet #2 

Q10= (P‐Ia)2/(P‐Ia)+S 

P= 5.1 10 year rainfall – MDE manual 

Ia= (0.2)S = (0.2)3.3333 = 0.6667 

S= (1000/CN)‐10 = (1000/75)‐10 = 13.3333‐10 = 3.3333 

Q10= (5.1‐0.6667)2/(5.1‐0.6667)+3.3333 

Q10= (4.4333)2/4.4333+3.3333 

Q10= 19.6541/7.7766 

Q10=2.53 

 

Developed – Worksheet #2 

Q1= (P‐Ia)2/(P‐Ia)+S 

P= 2.6 1 year rainfall – MDE manual 

Ia= (0.2)S = (0.2)1.9048 = 0.3809 

S= (1000/CN)‐10 = (1000/84)‐10 = 11.9048‐10 = 1.9048 

Q1= (2.6‐0.3809)2/(2.6‐0.3809)+1.9048 

Q1= (2.2191)2/(2.2191)+1.9048 

Q1= 4.9244/4.1239 

Q1= 1.1941 

 

Q10= (P‐Ia)2/(P‐Ia)+S 

P= 5.1 10 year rainfall – MDE manual 

Ia= (0.2)S = (0.2)1.9048 = 0.3809 



S= (1000/CN)‐10 = (1000/84)‐10 = 11.9048‐10 = 1.9048 

Q10= (5.1‐0.3809)2/(5.1‐0.3809)+1.9048 

Q10= (4.7191)2/(4.7191)+1.9048 

Q10=22.2699/6.6239 

Q10=3.3620 

 

Change in Runoff Curve Number Method 

CN= 200/(P+2Q+2)‐SQRT(5PQ+4Q2) 

P= 5.1 10 year rainfall – MDE manual 

Q = Q10 ‐ QE 

Q = 3.3620 – 1.1295 

Q = 2.2325 

Q10 = 3.3620 

QE= Pe * Rv 

Pe = 1.8 (Plans) 

Rv = 0.6275 (plans) 

QE= 1.8 * 0.6275 

QE= 1.1295 

CN= 200/(5.1+(2*2.2325)+2)‐SQRT(5*5.1*2.2325+4*(2.2325)2) 

CN= 200/(5.1+4.465+2)‐SQRT(56.9288+4.9840) 

CN= 200/(11.565‐SQRT(61.9128) 

CN= 200/(11.565‐7.8684) 

CN= 200/3.6966 

CN= 54 



 

Developed – Worksheet #2 – Revised CN 

Q10= (P‐Ia)2/(P‐Ia)+S 

P= 5.1 10 year rainfall – MDE manual 

Ia= (0.2)S = (0.2)8.5185 = 1.7037 

S= (1000/CN)‐10 = (1000/54)‐10 = 18.5185‐10 = 8.5185 

Q10= (5.1‐1.7037)2/(5.1‐1.7039)+8.5185 

Q10= (3.3961)2/(3.3961)+8.5185 

Q10=11.5334/11.9146 

Q10=0.968 
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Potomac Valley Surveys, LLC 

P.O. Box 627 
Poolesville, Maryland 20837-0627 

888-349-5090 
 

 

Physical Address: 20010 Fisher Avenue, Unit F, Poolesville, MD 20837 
Phone 1-888-349-5090 

   

November 28, 2023 

 

Town of Somerset 

Mr. Matthew Trollinger 

4510 Cumberland Avenue 

Chevy Chase, Maryland 20815 

 

Re: 4815 Cumberland Avenue Response for Stormwater Management First Review (Feb 10, 2023) and 
Building Permit Review (Feb. 11, 2023). 

Mr. Trollinger: 

This project was required to have a Minor Subdivision Record Plat completed on it since the property 
consisted of two parts of lots.   We are required to consolidate the two parts of lots into one lot. The 
Record Plat has been approved by M‐NCPPC to be printed to mylar and to start the signature process.   I 
have attached this plan to this letter.  This Minor Record Plat process required us to address forest 
conservation.  This review has taken some time and much back and forth. The design on this revised 
plan shows the changes that were required to address this forest conservation that allowed us to 
receive an exemption approval.  I have attached the approved exemption letter and plans. 

In our office Shane Green has been the designer on this project from the beginning. Two weeks ago, I 
needed to take this over to get this final revision completed and submitted for review at MCDPS and 
your office.  I do not know if some of these comments were already addressed by Shane previously, but I 
wanted to make sure that I addressed your comments in this submission. 

Stormwater Management Response: 
 
Comment 1. All new or replacement driveways [and walkways] must be constructed of permeable 
materials as per Town of Somerset Code §112‐14.4(b). Add in details and design calculations for the 
proposed driveway/walkway construction that conforms to the requirements found in Section A‐2 of the 
Maryland Stormwater Design Manual. 
 
Response:  Since the driveway needs to match the existing common driveway on the adjacent lot, the 
driveway slope is greater than what is allowed to use permeable paving in a stormwater management 
capacity.   We are not proposing permeable paving for the driveway.  We are proposing a trench drain to 
collect the water and treat it in the proposed micro bioretention facility. 

2. It is unclear if the existing two 6” TC and 15” CM pipes will conflict with the proposed gutter 
drains, structures, and/or landscape infiltration facility. Do these pipes drain offsite drainage? 



 
 

2 
 

Show the full extent of the underground drainage pipes crossing the LOD. Add in profiles to show any 
crossings of the pipes with the proposed gutters. Add in any pipe crossings. underneath the facility to 
the facility detail. 
 
Response:   These pipes were investigated using video cameras by Trinity Subsurface Engineering, LLC.  It 
was determined that the pipes are not in use, therefore there will not be a conflict with the proposed 
design.   Labels have been added to Sheet 1 of 4, Demolition Plan about what will be proposed for these 
existing pipes. 

3. It is difficult to distinguish what is to be demolished and what is to remain. Add a demolition 
sheet to show what items are to be removed and then remove all demolished items shown 
on the proposed site plan for better clarity. 

Response:   Demo Plan was added on Sheet 1 of 4.  The existing features were left on the plan view on 
sheet 2 of 4 because the county would like them on this plan as well.  MCDPS did not want a demo plan, 
but I explained that you had requested it so they will allow it this time. 

4. The contributing drainage area to the landscape infiltration facility shall be delineated and a 
drainage area map to the facility shall be provided. The 10,374 SF used in the landscape infiltration ESDv 
calculations is the site area and not the drainage area to the facility. Hydrologic calculations and peak 
runoffs shall be developed and provided for all drainage areas. 
 
Response: N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility because of comments for the Forest 
Conservation exemption review. 

5. Confirm that the surface area of a landscape infiltration practice is at least 2% of the 
contributing drainage area and add this to the Stormwater Management Calculations. 

Response:  Added this calculation on sheet 3 of 4 for the Mico Bioretention Planter Box. 

6. If the contributing drainage area to the landscape infiltration facility exceeds 10,000 SF, as 
shown in the preliminary ESDv calculations, then infiltration testing to support the use of 
Landscape Infiltration shall be completed. Infiltration testing shall be completed in 
accordance with Appendix D.1 of the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual. 

Response:  N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility because of comments for the Forest 
Conservation exemption review. 

7. Non‐erosive inflow protection shall be used at the roof drain inflow points to prevent erosion 
of the mulch layer. The proposed splash blocks appear to be on the slope of the landscape 
infiltration facility sides and will not provide adequate protection. It is recommended to 
replace the splash blocks with river cobble inflow protection along with a cobble inflow protection pad 
on the bottom of the facility to provide a non‐erosive outfall and to reestablish sheet flow. 
 
Response: RipRap is being proposed at the inflow points.  Also, since this is now a Mico Bioretention 
Planter Box, there are no side slopes that are steep anymore. 
 
8. A non‐erosive inflow channel into the facility shall be provided at the driveway low point at 
the spot shot of 86.2 to convey concentrated runoff into the facility. 



 
 

3 
 

Response:  N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility and the driveway now has a trench 
drain that is pipes into the facility. 

9. A safe and non‐erosive outfall must be provided. Overtopping of the berm is not permitted. Grade in 
a stable overflow weir or utilize an internal overflow device to provide adequate conveyance of excess 
stormflow. Demonstrate safe and non‐erosive conveyance of the developed 10‐year storm event peak 
flow through the facility. 
 
Response:  Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility, and the outfall and overflow is from a 
pipe that has rip rap at the outfall.  10 Year calculations are shown on sheet 3 of 4. 

10. Berm top width at elevation 83.5 shall be a minimum of 2’ wide. Add in half foot contour for 
elevation 83.5 and add in a top width dimension callout. 

Response:  N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility because of comments for the Forest 
Conservation exemption review. 

11. Add in slope label callouts to the interior side slopes of the landscape infiltration facility site 
plan shown on Sheet SWM/SC 3. 

Response:  N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility because of comments for the Forest 
Conservation exemption review. 

12. I have concerns about the use of Enkamat 7010 on the berm. Permanent TRM will make this 
area difficult to maintain for the homeowner. Furthermore, the TRM will not be needed once 
an adequate overflow is installed. Consider removing. 

Response:  N/A‐ Facility was changed to a Mico Bioretention facility because of comments for the Forest 
Conservation exemption review. 

13. BayLand has observed on previous projects that the Montgomery County Planting Soil Media (1/3 
each of Perlite, Compost, and Topsoil) has not functioned adequately and clogs frequently. Consider 
switching the media to State Highway Administration soil mix (spec 920.01.05). The SHA mix has a 
higher percentage of sand in the media for improved functionality. 
 
Response:   We asked DPS reviewer and were told that we are required to use the Montgomery County 
standard planting media. 

14. Landscape infiltration maintenance and inspection schedule shall be included on the plans. 

Response: Added state maintenance chart to sheet 3 of 4. 

15. Provide design section and calculations that the offsite drainage swale to the rear of the lot is 
sized adequately to safely convey the 10‐year storm event in a non‐erosive manner. What 
happens to the concentrated flow once it leaves the site? How will it impact the downstream 
property owner? 

Response:  I added to our 10 calculations narrative.  We are limited to not disturbing the existing 
stream/drainage channel from the approved Forest Conservation exemption.   

16. A Montgomery County Erosion and Sediment Control permit will be required since the area 
of disturbance is greater than 5,000 SF. 
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Response:   The attached plans are what has been submitted to MC for the Sediment Control Permit.  
Permit # 289250 

Building Permit Response: 

1‐3 Response:   The person that filled out the application should take care of these comments. 

4.  Do you still propose to use the shared driveway? If so, an ingress/egress easement document with 

the driveway maintenance and metes and bounds is required. 

Response:  The Driveway easement has been recorded, attached is the recorded document. 

5.  Show the dimension from the front porch to the front property line. 

Response:  The front porch has been removed because the house needed to move forward to address 

the forest conservation exemption comments. 

6.  Show the dimension from the left side covered porch to the left side property line. 

Response: Added dimension  

7.  Show the dimension from the right side of the house to the right side property line. 

Response: Added dimension  

8. Please provide a copy of the soil infiltration tests. 

Response:  Attached is the Soils report.  No infiltration testing is needed since there is now a micro 

bioretention planter box proposed. 

9.  Response:  Should be addressed by Architect 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Christie Maisel 

Project Manager 

Licensed Landscape Architect 3061 
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TR 55 Worksheet 2:  Runoff Curve Number and Runoff

Project:   Designed By:   Date:

Location:   Checked:   Date:

Circle one:     Present      Developed 

1. Runoff curve number (CN)

Soil name Cover description CN 1/ Area Product
and hydrologic 

group
(Appendix A) 

( Cover type, treatment, and hydrologic 
condition; percent impervious; 

unconnected/connected impervious area 
ratio)

Table
2-2

Fig.
2-3

Fig.
2-4

� acres
� mi2
� % 

of
CN x area 

1/ Use only one CN source per line. Totals  =

CN (weighted)  =  total product  =   =     Use CN  =
       total area 

2. Runoff
Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm #3 

Frequency ..........................................   yr. 
Rainfall, P (24 hour) ............................   in. 
Runoff, Q ............................................   in. 
 (Use P and CN with Table 2-1, Figure 2-1,

    or equations 2-3 and 2-4.) 

4815 Cumberland Avenue SPG 12/27/2

Check ✔

B - glenelg Green/Lawn 69

■

0.1925 13.3

B - glenelg Impervious 98 0.0457 4.5

0.2382 17.7611

17.7611
0.2382

75
75

years 10

5.1

06/04
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TR 55 Worksheet 2:  Runoff Curve Number and Runoff

Project:   Designed By:   Date:

Location:   Checked:   Date:

Circle one:     Present      Developed 

1. Runoff curve number (CN)

Soil name Cover description CN 1/ Area Product
and hydrologic 

group
(Appendix A) 

( Cover type, treatment, and hydrologic 
condition; percent impervious; 

unconnected/connected impervious area 
ratio)

Table
2-2

Fig.
2-3

Fig.
2-4

� acres
� mi2
� % 

of
CN x area 

1/ Use only one CN source per line. Totals  =

CN (weighted)  =  total product  =   =     Use CN  =
       total area 

2. Runoff
Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm #3 

Frequency ..........................................   yr. 
Rainfall, P (24 hour) ............................   in. 
Runoff, Q ............................................   in. 
 (Use P and CN with Table 2-1, Figure 2-1,

    or equations 2-3 and 2-4.) 

4815 Cumberland Avenue SPG 12/27/2

Check ✔

B - glenelg Green 69

■

0.1148 7.9212

B - glenelg Impervious 98 0.1234 12.0932

0.2382 20.0144

20.0144
0.2382

84
84

years 1

2.6

1.20

10

5.1

3.36

06/04



U.S. Department of Agriculture          FL-ENG-21B 
Natural Resources Conservation Service         04/04 
 

TR 55 Worksheet 3:  Time of Concentration (Tc) or Travel Time (Tt)

Project:         Designed By:      Date:   

Location:         Checked By:       Date:   

Circle one: Present Developed 

Circle one: Tc Tt through subarea      

NOTES:  Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each worksheet.   Include a map, schematic, 
or description of flow segments. 

Sheet Flow (Applicable to Tc only)                              Segment ID   
   
1.  Surface description (Table 3-1) ................................................   
2.  Manning’s roughness coeff., n (Table 3-1) ..............................   
3.  Flow length, L (total L < 100 ft) .............................................. ft   
4.  Two-year 24-hour rainfall, P2.................................................. in   
5.  Land slope, s ....................................................................... ft/ft   
6. Tt  = 0.007 (nL) 0.8                     Compute Tt .......................... hr  +  =  
           P2

0.5 s0.4

Shallow Concetrated Flow                                          Segment ID   
   
7.  Surface description (paved or unpaved) ...................................   
8.  Flow length, L ......................................................................... ft   
9.  Watercourse slope, s ........................................................... ft/ft   
10. Average velocity, V (Figure 3-1) .......................................... ft/s   
11. Tt  =    L                                     Compute Tt  ......................... hr  +  =  
             3600 V 

Channel Flow                                                            Segment ID   
   
12.  Cross sectional flow area, a ............................................... ft2   
13.  Wetted perimeter, Pw ......................................................... ft   
14.  Hydraulic radius, r =  a   Compute r .................................. ft   
                                        Pw   
15.  Channel Slope, s ............................................................ ft/ft   
16.  Manning’s Roughness Coeff., n ............................................   
17. V = 1.49 r2/3 s1/2                          Compute V ...................... ft/s   
                    n   
18. Flow length, L ...................................................................... ft   
19. Tt  =     L                       Compute Tt .................................... hr  +  =  
              3600 V 
20.  Watershed or subarea Tc or Tt (add Tt in steps 6, 11, and 19 ................................................................. hr

4815 Cumberland Avenue SPG 12/27/23

Check ✔

Check ✔

1

Dense Grass
0.24
100
3.2

0.118
0.12 0.12

0.12

06/04



U.S. Department of Agriculture          FL-ENG-21B 
Natural Resources Conservation Service         04/04 
 

TR 55 Worksheet 3:  Time of Concentration (Tc) or Travel Time (Tt)

Project:         Designed By:      Date:   

Location:         Checked By:       Date:   

Circle one: Present Developed 

Circle one: Tc Tt through subarea      

NOTES:  Space for as many as two segments per flow type can be used for each worksheet.   Include a map, schematic, 
or description of flow segments. 

Sheet Flow (Applicable to Tc only)                              Segment ID   
   
1.  Surface description (Table 3-1) ................................................   
2.  Manning’s roughness coeff., n (Table 3-1) ..............................   
3.  Flow length, L (total L < 100 ft) .............................................. ft   
4.  Two-year 24-hour rainfall, P2.................................................. in   
5.  Land slope, s ....................................................................... ft/ft   
6. Tt  = 0.007 (nL) 0.8                     Compute Tt .......................... hr  +  =  
           P2

0.5 s0.4

Shallow Concetrated Flow                                          Segment ID   
   
7.  Surface description (paved or unpaved) ...................................   
8.  Flow length, L ......................................................................... ft   
9.  Watercourse slope, s ........................................................... ft/ft   
10. Average velocity, V (Figure 3-1) .......................................... ft/s   
11. Tt  =    L                                     Compute Tt  ......................... hr  +  =  
             3600 V 

Channel Flow                                                            Segment ID   
   
12.  Cross sectional flow area, a ............................................... ft2   
13.  Wetted perimeter, Pw ......................................................... ft   
14.  Hydraulic radius, r =  a   Compute r .................................. ft   
                                        Pw   
15.  Channel Slope, s ............................................................ ft/ft   
16.  Manning’s Roughness Coeff., n ............................................   
17. V = 1.49 r2/3 s1/2                          Compute V ...................... ft/s   
                    n   
18. Flow length, L ...................................................................... ft   
19. Tt  =     L                       Compute Tt .................................... hr  +  =  
              3600 V 
20.  Watershed or subarea Tc or Tt (add Tt in steps 6, 11, and 19 ................................................................. hr

4815 CUmberland Avenue SPG 12/27/23

Check ✔

Check ✔

1

Concrete
0.01
88
3.2

0.082
0.01 0.01

0.01

06/04
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Tr 55 Worksheet 4:  Graphical Peak Discharge Method

Project:   Designed By:   Date:

Location:   Checked By:     Date:

Circle one:   Present Developed 

1. Data:

Drainage area ................  Am  =  _ ________ mi2  (acres/640) 

Runoff curve number ....  CN  =   _________ (From Worksheet 2) 

Time of concentration .....  Tc  =  _________ hr (From Worksheet 3) 

Rainfall distribution type ......  =  _________ (II, III, DMVIII) 

Pond and swamp areas spread 
throughout watershed ................  =  ________ percent of Am ( ________ acres or mi2 covered) 

Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm #3 
2. Frequency...................................................   yr

3.  Rainfall, P (24-hour)....................................   in 

4.  Initial abstraction, Ia.....................................   in 
     (Use CN with Table 4-1.) 

5.  Compute Ia/P..................................................

6.  Unit peak discharge, qu........................... csm/in 
     (Use Tc and Ia/P with exhibit 4- ____) 

7.  Runoff, Q .....................................................   in 
     (From Worksheet 2) 

8.  Pond and swamp adjustment factor, Fp........   in 
     (Use percent pond and swamp area 
      with Table 4-2.  Factor is 1.0 for zero 
      percent pond and swamp area.) 

9.  Peak discharge, qp......................................   cfs 
     (Where qp = quAmQFp)

4815 Cumberland Avenue SPG 12/27/23

Check ✔ Present Developed

75

0.12

II

0

10

5.1

0.667

0.13

11
950

2.53

1.0

06/04
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Tr 55 Worksheet 4:  Graphical Peak Discharge Method

Project:   Designed By:   Date:

Location:   Checked By:     Date:

Circle one:   Present Developed

1. Data:

Drainage area ................  Am  =  _________ mi2  (acres/640) 

Runoff curve number ....  CN  =   _________ (From Worksheet 2) 

Time of concentration .....  Tc  =  _________ hr (From Worksheet 3) 

Rainfall distribution type ......  =  _________ (II, III, DMVIII) 

Pond and swamp areas spread 
throughout watershed ................  =  ________ percent of Am ( ________ acres or mi2 covered) 

Storm #1 Storm #2 Storm #3 
2. Frequency...................................................   yr

3.  Rainfall, P (24-hour)....................................   in 

4.  Initial abstraction, Ia.....................................   in 
     (Use CN with Table 4-1.) 

5.  Compute Ia/P..................................................

6.  Unit peak discharge, qu........................... csm/in 
     (Use Tc and Ia/P with exhibit 4- ____) 

7.  Runoff, Q .....................................................   in 
     (From Worksheet 2) 

8.  Pond and swamp adjustment factor, Fp........   in 
     (Use percent pond and swamp area 
      with Table 4-2.  Factor is 1.0 for zero 
      percent pond and swamp area.) 

9.  Peak discharge, qp......................................   cfs 
     (Where qp = quAmQFp)

4815 Cumberland Avenue SPG 12/27

Check Present ✔ Developed

0.0004

54

0.01

II

0

10

5.1

1.704

0.33

11
950

0.97

1.0

0.37

06/04



STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING UNLIMITED 
341 W. PATRICK STREET 
FREDERICK, MD 21701 

Title : 
Dsgnr: 
Project Desc.: 

Project Notes : 

Job # 

4815 CUMBERLAND AVENUE 

Printed: 4 JAN 2024, 3:35PM 

Cantilevered Retaining Wall 
Lic. # : 

ENERCALC, INC. 1983-2010, Ver: 6.1.03 
License Owner : 

 

.
0 

 

&[Date
 

Description : PLANTER BOX - WALL CALCULATIONS 
 

 

 
 
 

Digitally signed by JUAN 
UTRERA 

Retained Height = 
Wall height above soil = 

1.00 ft 
1.50 ft 

Allow Soil Bearing = 
Equivalent Fluid Pressure Method 

2,000.0 psf DN: C=US, 
E=JUTRERA@SE-U.COM, 

JUAN UTRERA O="STRUCTURAL 
Slope Behind Wall = 
Height of Soil over Toe = 
Water height over heel   = 

0.00 : 1 
3.50 in 

0.0 ft 

Heel Active Pressure = 
Toe Active Pressure = 
Passive Pressure = 

45.0 psf/ft 
30.0 psf/ft 

389.0 psf/ft 

ENGINEERING UNLIMITED, 
LLC", CN=JUAN UTRERA 

 Date: 2024.01.04 
15:47:30-05'00' 

Vertical component of active Soil Density, Heel = 110.00 pcf 
Lateral soil pressure options: Soil Density, Toe = 0.00 pcf 

NOT USED for Soil Pressure. 
NOT USED for Sliding Resistance. 

Footing||Soil Friction = 0.400 
Soil height to ignore 

NOT USED for Overturning Resistance. for passive pressure = 12.00 in 
  Top Stem  

Stem OK 
Wall Stability Ratios Design Height Above Ftg ft = 0.00 
Overturning = 21.85 OK Wall Material Above "Ht" = Concrete 

 
 

 
Soil Pressure @ Toe = 0 psf OK 
Soil Pressure @ Heel = 809 psf OK 

Allowable = 0 psf 
Soil Pressure Less Than Allo 

ACI Factored @ Toe = 
ACI Factored @ Heel = 

wable 
0 psf 

971 psf 
Footing Shear @ Toe = 0.6 psi OK 
Footing Shear @ Heel = 0.9 psi OK 

Allowable = 75.0 psi 
Sliding Calcs (Vertical Component NOT Used) 

Lateral Sliding Force = 65.0 lbs LAP SPLICE IF BELOW in = 
less 100% Passive Force = - 
less 100% Friction Force = - 
Added Force Req'd = 

827.0 lbs 
294.7 lbs 

0.0 lbs OK 

HOOK EMBED INTO FTG 
Masonry Data 

f'm 
Fs 

in = 
psi = 
psi = 

8.40 

....for 1.5 : 1 Stability = 
Load Factors 

0.0 lbs OK Solid Grouting = 

Modular Ratio 'n' = 
Short Term Factor = 
Equiv. Solid Thick. = 
Masonry Block Type = 2 
Masonry Design Method 

C 
= ASD 

 
 
 
 
 

01/04/2024 
Professional Certification: I hereby certify that these documents were 
prepared or approved by me, and that I am a professional engineer duly 
licensed under the laws of the State of Maryland. 
License No. 24518 Expiration Date: 9/21/ 2025 

Criteria 

Stem Construction Design Summary 

Soil Data 

Sliding = 17.26 OK Thickness = 8.00 
   Rebar Size = # 4 
Total Bearing Load = 737 lbs Rebar Spacing = 12.00 
...resultant ecc. = 4.72 in Rebar Placed at = Edge 

 Design Data 
fb/FB + fa/Fa = 0.002 
Total Force @ Section lbs = 34.0 
Moment. ... Actual ft-l = 11.8 
Moment. .... Allowable ft-l = 5,473.3 
Shear. ... Actual psi = 0.5 
Shear. ... Allowable psi = 88.7 
Wall Weight = 100.0 
Rebar Depth 'd' in = 6.25 
LAP SPLICE IF ABOVE in = 15.82 

 

Dead Load 1.200 
Live Load 1.600 
Earth, H 1.600 
Wind, W 1.600 
Seismic, E 1.000 

 oncrete Data 
f'c psi = 3,500 
Fy psi = 60,000 

 

mailto:E%3DJUTRERA@SE-U.COM


STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING UNLIMITED 
341 W. PATRICK STREET 
FREDERICK, MD 21701 

Title : 
Dsgnr: 
Project Desc.: 

Project Notes : 

Job # 

4815 CUMBERLAND AVENUE 

Printed: 4 JAN 2024, 3:35PM 

Cantilevered Retaining Wall 
Lic. # : 

ENERCALC, INC. 1983-2010, Ver: 6.1.03 
License Owner : 

 

* Axial live load 
resistance, 
b  

&[Date
 

01/04/2024 

Description : PLANTER BOX - WALL CALCULATIONS 
 

  
Toe Width = 
Heel Width = 

 
 Key Width = 

0.67 ft 
 0.67  

 
 12.00 in 

 
Factored Pressure 

 
Mu: Design 

 Toe  
= 0 

 
= 12 

 Heel  
971 psf 

 
12 ft-l 

Key Depth = 0.00 in Actual 1-Way Shear = 0.63 0.91 psi 
Key Distance from Toe = 2.00 ft Allow 1-Way Shear = 75.00 75.00 psi 

 
f'c = 2,500 psi 

 
Fy = 60,000 psi 

Toe Reinforcing = # 4 @ 12.00 in 
Heel Reinforcing = # 4 @ 12.00 in 

Footing Concrete Density = 150.00 pcf Key Reinforcing = None Spec'd 
Min. As % = 0.0018 Other Acceptable Sizes & Spacings 
Cover @ Top 2.00 @ Btm.==  3.00 in Toe: Not req'd, Mu < S * Fr 

Heel: Not req'd, Mu < S * Fr 
Key: Not req'd, Mu < S * Fr 

 

 
.....OVERTURNING..... 

Force Distance Moment Force 
.....RESISTING..... 

Distance Moment 
 Item   lbs ft ft-lb   lbs ft ft-lb  

 

Heel Active Pressure 
Surcharge over Heel 
Toe Active Pressure 

= 
= 
= 

90.0 
 

-25.0 

0.67 
 

0.43 

60.0 
 

-10.8 

Soil Over Heel 
Sloped Soil Over Heel 
Surcharge Over Heel 

= 
= 
= 

36.7 1.83 67.2 

Surcharge Over Toe 
Adjacent Footing Load 
Added Lateral Load 
Load @ Stem Above Soil 

= 
= 
= 
= 

   Adjacent Footing Load 
Axial Dead Load on Stem 

* Axial Live Load on Stem 
Soil Over Toe 

= 
= 
= 
= 

  
 
 

0.50 

 

     Surcharge Over Toe 
Stem Weight(s) 

= 
= 

 
250.0 

 
1.33 

 
333.3 

 
 

Total = 65.0 O.T.M.  = 49.2 
Earth @ Stem Transitions 
Footing Weight 

= 
= 300.0 

 
1.00 

 
300.0 

Resisting/Overturning Ratio 
Vertical Loads used for Soil Pressure = 

= 21.85 
736.7 lbs 

 Key Weight 
Vert. Component 

= 150.0 
 =  

2.50 375.0 
   

Total = 736.7 lbs R.M. = 1,075.6 
NOT included in total displayed, or used for overturning 
t is included for soil pressure calculation. 

 
 
 
 
 

Professional Certification: I hereby certify that these documents were 
prepared or approved by me, and that I am a professional engineer duly 
licensed under the laws of the State of Maryland. 
License No. 24518 Expiration Date: 9/21/ 2025 

Footing Dimensions & Strengths Footing Design Results 

Summary of Overturning & Resisting Forces & Moments 

Total Footing Width = 2.00 Mu' : Upward = 0 0 ft-l 
Footing Thickness = 12.00 in Mu' : Downward = 0 0 ft-l 

 



TO:    The Town of Somerset Council 
FROM:                       Doug Lohmeyer        
DATE OF MEMO:     Mar. 1, 2024 
SUBJECT:   Monthly Status Report 
 

4815 Cumberland 

The property owner has submitted a building permit application to MCDPS and the Town 
to remove the ex. house and to construct a new house. The engineer stated that 
MNCP&PC has determined that a subdivision record plat is required. The record plat is 
at MNCP&PC for their signature. 

4905 Cumberland Ave. 

The property owner has submitted an application to remove the existing house and to 
construct a new house. The staff is reviewing the updated Site Plan and SWM plans. 

4515 Dorset Ave. 

The property owner has submitted an application to construct a detached two car garage 
at the rear of the house. The Council approved the application on August 7th and the 
Town permit was issued on Sept. 15, 2023. The work is underway. 

4816 Essex Ave. 

The property owner has submitted building permit applications to the MCDPS and the 
Town. They propose to remove a large portion of the building at the rear of the house and 
make interior improvements. The Town permits were issued on May 6, 2023. Work is 
underway. The Council approved the variances to enlarge the existing front porch and 
stoop. 

4702 Falstone 

The applicant submitted a plan to modify the existing driveway and apron to 
accommodate the owner’s handicapped vehicle. The Council approved the application on 
Sept. 11, 2023. The applicant must submit detailed plans of the revised driveway and 
apron before the Town permit can be issued. 

4906 Falstone Ave. 

The property owner submitted an application to remove the ex. deck at the left rear of the 
house and to construct an enclosed addition at the same location. The plans are now being 
reviewed by the staff. 



4806 Grantham Ave. 

The property owner has submitted an application to add a second story addition to the 
existing house. An addition is also proposed at the left rear of the house and a new front 
porch overhang is also planned. The Council approved the permits on May 1st. The 
MCDPS permit was issued on June 1, 2023. The Town building permit was issued on 
July 8, 2023. The construction has begun. The applicant has submitted an acceptable wall 
check. 

5515 Greystone St. 

The applicant submitted an application to add a second story to the ex. house. The 
Council approved the application on Feb. 5, 2024. MCDPS issued their permit on Feb. 
12th. The Town permit was issued on Feb. 12, 2024. 

5409 Surrey St. 

An application was submitted to remove the ex. deck at the rear of the house and to build 
a new deck in the same location. The Town issued their permits on Oct. 7, 2023. Work 
began in Feb. 

5529 Surrey St. 

The property owner submitted an application to add an addition, a deck, and a patio at the 
rear of the ex. house. The Council approved the application on Feb. 5th and the Town 
permit was issued on Feb. 12, 2024. 

5808 Surrey St. 

The property owner is considering adding an accessory building at the rear of the ex. 
house. The staff has reviewed the concept and sent comments to the owner. 

5528 Trent St. 

The property owner plans on removing the existing house and building a new house. The 
MCDPS building permit is pending. On Sept. 11, 2023, the Council approved the 
application. The Town issued the building permit on Dec. 19, 2023. Work is ongoing. 

5613 Warwick Pl. 

The property owner submitted an application to construct a deck at the rear of the house 
and to replace the ex. driveway and apron. The Council approved the variance on Feb. 5, 
2024. The Town permit was issued on Feb. 12, 2024. 



3/4/2024 

TO: Somerset Town Council 

FROM: Matthew Trollinger, Town Manager 

RE: Monthly Administrative Report 

 

This month, I would like to share with you update and progress on the following projects and 
administrative matters, and provide a summarized financial breakdown, highlighting the high-level 
revenues and expenses. 

CAPITAL PROJECTS 

Pool Renovation 

As was mentioned earlier in February, the Town was required by Montgomery County to obtain a 
new stormwater permit. American Pool was able to obtain the new permit on Feb. 26. The County 
approved the plans, which were identical to those that had been submitted for the Poolhouse 
renovation. 

Because the current project does not impact the impervious surface area or the existing 
stormwater management plan, originally, Montgomery County did not require a stormwater permit 
for this project. However, when the silt fence fell during several rain and snow storms, the County 
required us to obtain an updated and new permit. Thanks to our record-keeping and archiving 
procedures, we were able to quickly locate the old site plans and update with the new limits of 
disturbance for the current project, which satisfied the County’s requirements. 

The project has started again, and a new super silt fence installed onsite. We may have an 
opportunity to make up for lost time over the next 2 ½ months, but we will monitor and update the 
Council and town if the opening date is impacted. 

Streetlight Installation 

Starting the week of the 26th, PEPCO began installation for “Tranche 2” of the new LED Streetlight 
installations. [As of this writing, I have not had a chance to double-check the wattage of the new 
lights, but will report back to the Council to either confirm that the work has been completed to 
spec, or if any changes need to be made at the Council meeting]. 

PEPCO previously installed house shades free of charge on the existing light fixtures, but have 
indicated that there may be a cost for the new fixtures. I have asked PEPCO to clarify, and, if 
necessary, the pricing information for house shades on lights, which I will then share with the 
Council. 

Stormwater Study 

Bayland is scheduled to begin this upcoming week to do begin evaluation of the properties in the 
pilot watershed group. I will provide updates on the progress and findings of that project as it moves 
forward. 



 

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

Budget 

Committees have submitted Budget requests and invoices and other financial information 
continues to trickle in. The staff and Budget Committee have started putting together a draft budget 
for the Mayor and Council to discuss and ultimately introduce in April, for adoption in May. 

Permitting Software 

I am exploring options for software specific to permitting, to better organize the documentation and 
ensure transparency and efficiency in the review process. 

Trash Contract 

Our existing trash contract ends in May, and an RFP is currently being finalized so that the town can 
begin to receive bids. In preparing for the budget, I have reached out to other municipalities about 
trash and recycling contracts, as I have heard through various channels that the rising cost can be 
exorbitant. The Town of Chevy Chase executed a new trash contract this past year and their 
monthly bills increased 50%. We will need to brace ourselves for the possibility that this basic 
service will become a much bigger and consequential part of our budget. For reference, our existing 
contract is just under $150,000 annually. With a 50% increase, that would bring it into the $225,000 
range, or about 10% of our total budget. 

Youth Council 

The Youth Council elected Ari Peters as its Youth Mayor, and Sara Guinand as its Youth Council 
President. Congratulations to our inaugural Youth Council officers!  

And a special thank you to the Pool Committee Chair, Matt Zaft, who presented to the committee 
and discussed a potential project at the most recent Youth Council meeting. 

Sidewalk & Road Maintenance 

I am currently working to arrange regular sidewalk maintenance and some small road maintenance 
work, if possible, this spring, with a priority on sidewalks where there are tripping hazards. In 
addition, I am planning a follow-up meeting with Dewberry the week of March 4th to discuss the next 
steps in a Master Plan process. As you recall, Dewberry had done an evaluation of the town’s roads, 
curbs and gutters, and sidewalks. Next steps would include a prioritized plan for maintenance and 
improvements, as well as possible assistance on grant funding and procurement. 

County MOU for Little Falls Parkway Entrance 

I have asked Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission to implement an MOU with 
them for improvements and maintenance to the Town’s entrance at Little Falls Parkway. 

Police/Security 

A resolution was prepared to consider for introduction at this meeting 



FINANCIAL REPORT 

Revenue 

The Town has now received the vast majority of its income tax transfers from the state. The Town will 
come in higher than projected. 

Adopted: $1,207,000 

Projected: $1,468,000 

We are still below last year’s income revenue of over $1,700,000. This was expected because of the 
large reconciliation payments that the Town received last year. 

The remained of the town’s revenue totals about 40% of total revenues. The next largest is property 
taxes, which have remained steady for many years now. The Town projects roughly $700,000, in line 
with the projected budget numbers. Other revenue sources include interest, which is very high right 
now, but will go down as we pay large capital project invoices, and County revenue sharing, the 
levels of which were set for the next year, and which will go up slightly. Fees are currently being 
assessed, but ultimately make up a small percentage of the total budget. 

The Town’s total revenue is estimated to come in just north of $2.5 million in FY24. 

Operating Expenses 

The largest expenses are in personnel and contractors who provide basic services for the Town. As 
reported at the last Council meeting, there are certain lines that are seeing overruns on the 
projected amount, including the Town Attorney fees and Building Administration costs. I will 
prepare Council budget amendments to consider at an upcoming meeting. 

Our Contingency funds remain largely untouched, so any adjustments to the budget should not 
affect the ultimate bottom line and long-term financial position of the Town. 

Capital Expenses 

The Town has paid for the totality of the LED Streetlight project. Although slightly underbudget, it 
will require an amendment for additional costs, such as house shades. 

The Pool project continues to progress within the projected budget. 

A comprehensive financial report will be prepared for the next Council meeting. 
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