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RECOMMENDATION: Approval subject to the following conditions: 

1) This Preliminary Plan is limited to two lots for two one-family dwelling units. 
2) The certified Preliminary Plan must contain the following note: 

Unless specifically noted on this plan drawing or in the Planning Board conditions of 
approval, the building footprints, building heights, on-site parking, site circulation, and 
sidewalks shown on the Preliminary Plan are illustrative.  The final locations of buildings, 
structures and hardscape will be determined at the time of issuance of building permit(s).  
Please refer to the zoning data table for development standards such as setbacks, building 
restriction lines, building height, and lot coverage for each lot.  Other limitations for site 
development may also be included in the conditions of the Planning Board’s approval. 

3) The Planning Board has accepted the recommendations of the Montgomery County 
Department of Permitting Service (“MCDPS”) – Water Resources Section in its stormwater 
management concept letter dated January 2, 2014, and hereby incorporates them as 
conditions of the Preliminary Plan approval.  The Applicant must comply with each of the 
recommendations as set forth in the letter, which may be amended by MCDPS – Water 
Resources Section provided that the amendments do not conflict with other conditions of 
the Preliminary Plan approval. 

4) The Applicant must enter into a stormwater management easement with the Montgomery 
County Department of Permitting Services, prior to Record Plat application, and record it 
prior to Record Plat approval.  

5) The Applicant must dedicate and show on the final record plat 35 feet of right-of-way, for 
Brookville Road as measured from the existing right-of-way centerline, to provide a 70 feet 
wide right-of-way along the site’s frontage as recommended in the 1990 Approved and 
Adopted Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan.  

6) The record plat must reflect common ingress/egress and utility easements over the shared 
driveway. 

7) The fee-in-lieu payment or certificate of compliance to use an off-site forest mitigation bank 
that satisfies the 0.13 acre afforestation requirements must be submitted by the Applicant 
then approved by M-NCPPC staff prior to any clearing or grading within the project area. 

8) The Final Forest Conservation Plan must show and the applicant must install on-site six 3” -
caliper native canopy trees to satisfy the tree variance mitigation requirements. 

9) The subject property is within the Bethesda Chevy Chase High School cluster area. The 
Applicant must make a School Facilities Payment to MCDPS at the high school level at the 
single-family detached unit rate for any unit for which a building permit is issued. The timing 
and amount of the payment will be in accordance with Chapter 52 of the Montgomery 
County Code. 

10) The Adequate Public Facility (APF) review for the preliminary plan will remain valid for 
eighty-five (85) months from the date of mailing of the Planning Board resolution.  
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SITE DESCRIPTION 
 

The subject property is located on the east side of Brookville Road (MD 186) approximately 220 
feet south of its intersection with Thornapple Street. The property comprises three unrecorded parcels 
identified as Parcels 596, 598 and 645, in the Village of Chevy Chase, Section 5.  Parcel 596 consists of 
approximately 608 square feet; Parcels 598 and 645 contain approximately 14,072 and 22,324 square 
feet, respectively. Access to this site is from Brookville Road, (MD 186), a state maintained public right-
of-way. The site is relatively flat with trees and vegetation along its northern, southern and eastern 
property lines.  The property is vacant as the applicant razed the existing one-family detached dwelling 
unit on the property.  
 

Immediately north of the site, the property is zoned R-60 and developed with a historic property 
known as “No Gain”.  The surrounding properties to the east and west are also zoned R-60 and 
developed with one-family detached dwelling units.  South of the site and abutting to the subject site, 
the property is also zoned R-60 and has been developed as restaurant use, Le Ferme, under Special 
Exception  BA 1775, approved on June 29, 1965. The subject properties are located in the Rock Creek 
watershed.  The map below shows the boundaries for the Village of Chevy Chase Section 5, (in blue) the 
subject site is highlighted in orange. 

Village of Chevy Chase, Section 5, Boundaries 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The applicant is proposing to subdivide the property consisting of three parcels into two one-

family lots.  Under this application, Parcels 596 and 598 will become Lot 1 and consist of approximately 
18,125 square feet, while Parcel 645 will become Lot 2 with approximately 17,771 square feet.  Both lots 
will be developed with a one-family detached dwelling unit. Each lot will be flag-shaped with frontage 
on Brookville Road of 36 feet for Lot 1 and 32 feet for Lot 2.  A shared driveway approximately 20 feet 
wide will provide access to each lot.  The applicant has submitted a tree variance with this application 
for the removal of three trees and impacts to eleven other trees associated with the property.  Finally, 
the applicant is proposing to dedicate approximately 1,107 square feet of right of way along the 
frontage of Brookville Road. After dedication the net lot area of the entire site will be approximately 
35,897 square feet. The proposed preliminary plan is shown on the following page. 
 
 

Aerial view of site (outlined in blue) 
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Preliminary Plan 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
 
Conformance to the Master Plan 
 

The property is located in the Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan which does not specifically 
address the subject property.  The Master Plan recommends retention of existing zoning throughout the 
Master Plan area in the absence of a specific recommendation for change on a particular property.  In 
the case of the subject property, the Master Plan calls for retention of the existing R-60 zoning.   

 
The proposed subdivision complies with the recommendations adopted in the Master Plan in 

that it proposes one-family residential development consistent with surrounding development patterns 
and the current zoning designation. The proposed residential lots will be similar to surrounding lots with 
respect to dimensions and orientation.  The proposed subdivision will not alter the existing pattern of 
development or land use and is in substantial conformance with the Master Plan recommendation to 
maintain the existing land use.  
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Public Facilities  
 
Roads and Transportation  

 
The subject site is located on Brookville Road (MD 186) which is owned, operated, and 

permitted by the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA). As such the Montgomery County 
Department of Transportation (MCDOT) has no comment on the proposed application and deferred any 
recommendations on the proposed subdivision to SHA.  

 
Currently, the site has vehicular access from MD 186 via one existing residential driveway. 

Future vehicular access to the proposed subdivision will be limited to the existing residential driveway 
and will be a shared between the two proposed residential lots. Bicyclist access to the site will be 
provided on MD 186, which is designed as a shared roadway in the 2005 Bikeways Functional Master 
Plan.  

SHA has waived the requirement to provide a sidewalk along the site’s frontage, per an email 
dated July 16, 2013. The waiver of the sidewalk requirement was based on existing physical constraints 
within the roadway that would make construction in this location unfeasible. A copy of the email is as 
well as the MCDOT memo is included as Attachment A. The immediate area is served by Montgomery 
County Ride-On and Metrobus transit service.  
 
Master Plan Roadways and Pedestrian/Bikeway Facilities 
 

The 1990 Approved and Adopted Bethesda-Chevy Chase Master Plan and the 2005 Bikeways 
Functional Master Plan designates MD 186, Brookville Road, (P-5), as a Primary Roadway with a 
minimum right-of-way width of 70 feet and an on-road shared bicycle facility designated as SR-4. 
Primary roads are described in the Master Plan as streets that serve as local collectors between higher 
volume roadways and residential uses. 
 
Adequate Public Facilities Review 
 

The applicant submitted a transportation statement, dated February 2, 2013 that summarized 
the proposed development’s estimated impact of two AM peak-hour and three PM peak-hour vehicular 
trips.  As a result of this de minimis impact, the proposed subdivision is exempt from the Local Area 
Transportation Policy Review (LATR) and Transportation Policy Area Review (TPAR). The proposed 
development satisfies Adequate Public Facility (APF) requirements and does not necessitate further 
traffic analysis. Staff concludes that the proposed development satisfies the LATR and TPAR 
requirements of the APF review and will provide safe, adequate, and efficient site access.   
 
Other Public Facilities and Services 
 

Public facilities and services are available and will be adequate to serve the proposed 
development.  The property will be served by public water and sewer systems.  The application has been 
reviewed by the Montgomery County Fire and Rescue Service who has determined that the subject 
property has appropriate access for fire and rescue vehicles.  The property is located in the Bethesda- 
Chevy Chase cluster, which is operating over its program capacity at the high school level and a school 
facility payment is required. Other public facilities and services, such as police stations, firehouses and 



7 

 

health services are available to serve the existing dwelling units. Electrical, gas, and telecommunications 
services are also available to serve the property. 
 
Historic Preservation  

 
The property directly north and abutting the subject site, is known as “No Gain”. It is an 

individually designated site in the Master Plan for Historic Preservation (#35/069) and the 
environmental setting includes the entire property. See graphic below for the delineated environmental 
setting. Because of the environmental setting, any work undertaken on the No Gain, historic property 
will need to be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”). The applicant’s arborist 
submitted a report dated August 19, 2014 which noted that a 28” black cherry tree (Tree #7) located on 
the historic property is growing on both the historic property and the subject site.  The HPC staff 
reviewed this report and granted permission for Tree #7 to be removed. HPC staff also issued letters to 
both the applicant and the owners of the historic property that would permit Tree #7, to be removed 
from each property. A copy of these letters is contained in Attachment B. Thus, the preliminary plan 
application will have no adverse impact on this identified historic resource.  

 
Environmental Setting (outlined in blue) for Abutting Historic Property “No Gain” 
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Environment 
 

A Natural Resources Inventory/Forest Stand Delineation (NRI/FSD) # 420130880 for the subject 
property was approved on December 21, 2012.  There is no forest on the subject site, however the 
property contains numerous trees, many of which are significant or specimen in size. A historic property, 
known as No Gain, shares the northernmost boundary with the subject site. Some of the trees 
associated with the historic setting are growing partially within and/or immediately adjacent to the 
subject property. 
 

There are no streams or wetlands onsite but a piped stream channel is located along the site’s 
southern property line and the adjacent restaurant use. This piped stream is not subject to a stream 
buffer.  The site is located within the Rock Creek watershed; a use I watershed1.  
 
Forest Conservation  
 

No forest exists on-site; however the proposed subdivision plan is subject to a forest 
conservation plan and there is an afforestation requirement of 0.13 acres. Attachment C includes a copy 
of the preliminary forest conservation plan.  Given the relatively small size of the property, the lack of 
environmentally sensitive areas, and the modest amount of afforestation requirements, the 
afforestation is proposed to be satisfied offsite by either fee-in-lieu or the use of an offsite forest 
mitigation bank. 
 
Trees 

 
The subdivision, which abuts the environmental setting of a historic property, proposes to 

remove four trees ranging in size from 5” to 33” DBH. Under this preliminary plan, a Forest Conservation 
tree variance is required for the removal and impacts to trees ≥ 30” DBH and trees within an 
environmental setting regardless of size. HPC reviews all trees on environmental settings of historic 
properties that are greater than 6”DBH. Thus, there is some overlapping regulatory review for the 
removal of the four trees. While the Forest Conservation Variance requirements are discussed in more 
detail later in this report, the following paragraphs focus on the four trees to be removed. These trees 
are shown on the exhibit on the next page. 

 
Tree #10, a 33” Norway Maple, is proposed for removal and requires a variance because it is in 

excess of 30” DBH and is not associated with the environmental setting of the abutting historic property.  
However, Tree #7, a 28” Black Cherry, and Tree “C”, a 5” Sassafras, both less than 30”DBH, require a 
variance because they are associated with the environmental setting of the historic property. Tree #7 
was reviewed and granted approval to be removed by HPC staff on January 10, 2014.  Tree “C” is less 
than 6” DBH and was not subject to review by HPC. Tree #6, a 27” DBH White Mulberry, is not subject to 

                                                           
1 Use I:  
WATER CONTACT RECREATION & PROTECTION OF AQUATIC LIFE 

Waters that are suitable for: water contact sports: play and leisure time activities where the human body may come in direct contact with the 

surface water; fishing; the growth and propagation of fish (other than trout); other aquatic life, and wildlife; agricultural water supply and 

industrial water supply. 

 



9 

 

a variance nor is it associated with the environmental setting of the historic property. It will be removed 
for construction impacts related to the subdivision.  
 
 

Highlights of variance trees to be removed or impacted 
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The following two pictures depict trees associated with the environmental setting of the historic 
property.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

This 28” Black Cherry (Tree #7) 
proposed for removal; partially 
located on abutting historic property 

  

This 5” Sassafras Tree (Tree “C”) is proposed for 
removal; base of tree is on the abutting historic 
property. The Tree is subject to a variance but 
not HPC review 
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Staff noted that a 54” DBH silver 
maple tree had been growing next 
to the single family home that 
existed on the subject property. 
(See photo at left)  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
The applicant sought a demolition permit for the structure which was granted by DPS.  

Additionally, the applicant also obtained a letter from an arborist certifying that the 54”DBH Silver 
Maple was a hazardous tree; see Attachment D.  The approved NRI/FSD identified issues with the same 
tree and noted a poor condition.  The home was demolished and the tree was removed in the late 
winter or early spring of 2013. Since DPS issued the demolition permit and an arborist had certified the 
tree as a hazard, no enforcement action was sought by staff. 

 
Details of protection measures for the remaining trees will be addressed at the time of Final 

Forest Conservation Plan (FFCP) review.  The FFCP will specify supplemental measures for individual 
trees affected by the proposed work, including those trees subject to the variance. An arborist hired by 
the applicant, prepared a report dated August 19th, 2013, which specifies recommended measures for 
trees associated with the property.  A copy of the report prepared by the applicant’s arborist is included 
as Attachment E.  
 
Forest Conservation Variance 
 

Section 22A-12(b) (3) of Montgomery County Forest Conservation Law provides criteria that 
identify certain individual trees as high priority for retention and protection.   Any impact to these trees, 
including removal of the subject tree or disturbance within the tree’s critical root zone (CRZ), requires a 
variance.  An applicant for a variance must provide certain written information in support of the 
required findings in accordance with Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law.  The law 
requires no impact to trees that measure 30 inches DBH or greater; are part of a historic site or 
designated with a historic structure; are designated as national, state, or county champion trees; are at 
least 75 percent of the diameter of the current State champion tree of that species; or to trees, shrubs, 
or plants that are designated as Federal or State rare, threatened, or endangered species.  The proposed 
project includes disturbance within the CRZ of trees which are subject to a variance due to their size 
measuring 30 inches DBH or greater, or because the affected trees (regardless of size)are part of a 
historic site. The applicant submitted a variance request package for the impacts and removals of 
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subject trees. See Attachment F for variance request.  The applicants’ request is to remove three trees 
and impact but not remove eleven trees are that are considered high priority for retention under 
Section 22A-12(b) (3) of the County Forest Conservation Law.  
 
Table 1: Subject Trees to be removed 

TREE NUMBER TYPE DBH CONDITION Percent of Impact  

7 Black Cherry 28" Poor 100% 

10 Norway Maple 33" Fair 100% 

C Sassafras 5" Poor 100% 

 
Table 2: Subject Trees to be Impacted but Retained  

TREE NUMBER TYPE DBH CONDITION Percent of CRZ 
Impacted by LOD 

1 Black Cherry 32" Good 15% 

3 Catalpa sp. 36" Poor 32% 

9 White Pine 24" Good 8% 

17 White Cedar 16" Good 1% 

18 White Pine 17" Good  18% 

19 White Pine 12" Good 20% 

22 White Pine 18" Good 7% 

23 Norway Maple 13" Fair  6% 

A Holly Sp 3" Good 0% 

B Holly Sp 2” Good 0% 

D Sassafras 2” Good 0% 

 
 Section 22A-21 of the County Forest Conservation Law sets forth the findings that must be made 
by the Planning Board or Planning Director, as appropriate, in order for a variance to be granted.  In 
addition to the required findings outlined numerically below, staff has determined that the Applicant 
has demonstrated that enforcement of the variance provision would result in an unwarranted hardship 
for the following reason: 
 

The applicants’ arborist has certified that Tree #7 has numerous structural issues and warrants 
removal (regardless of any proposed development). 

 
Staff reviewed this application and based on the existing circumstances and conditions on the 

property, staff agrees that there is an unwarranted hardship.   
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Variance Findings - Staff has made the following determination based on the required findings that 
granting of the requested variance:   
 

1. Will not confer on the applicant a special privilege that would be denied to other applicants. 
 
The proposed two lots could not be constructed without impacts to the subject trees and the 
proposed lots are configured to minimize impacts to the subject trees. Therefore, the variance 
request would be granted to any applicant in a similar situation.  
 

2. Is not based on conditions or circumstances which are the result of the actions by the applicant. 
 
The requested variance is not based on conditions or circumstances that are the result of 
actions by the applicant.  The requested variance is based on achieving standard development 
goals allowed within the existing zoning and associated regulations. 
 

3. Is not based on a condition relating to land or building use, either permitted or non-conforming, 
on a neighboring property. 
 
The requested variance is a result of the current application on the subject property and is not 
related to land or building use on a neighboring property.   
 

4. Will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water quality. 
 
The Department of Permitting Services (DPS) approved the storm water management (SWM) 
concept for the project on January 2, 2014. The replanting of mitigation trees will provide shade, 
water retention and uptake which will result in even less storm water runoff. Therefore, the 
project will not violate State water quality standards or cause measurable degradation in water 
quality.   

 
County Arborist’s Recommendation 
 
 In accordance with Montgomery County Code Section 22A-21(c), the Planning Department is 
required to refer a copy of the variance request to the County Arborist in the Montgomery County 
Department of Environmental Protection (MCDEP) for a recommendation prior to acting on the request. 
The request was forwarded to the County Arborist on September 18, 2013.  The County Arborist issued 
a response to the variance request on October 3, 2013 and recommended the variance be approved 
with the condition that mitigation is provided. Additionally, the County Arborist provided general 
recommendations which include limiting soil compaction and the associated permanent impacts to 
critical root zones (CRZ’s) by implementing tree protection techniques such as temporary protective 
matting. 
 
 The trees, subject to this variance, to be impacted, but retained, are appropriate candidates for 
safe retention and will receive adequate tree protection measures.  No mitigation is recommended by 
M-NCPPC staff for trees impacted but retained. 
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Tree Mitigation Subject to Variance Provisions 
 
 There are 3 subject trees proposed for removal in association with the project.  There will also 
be some disturbance to CRZ’s of another 11 subject trees that will be retained.  Planting mitigation trees 
for the removals should be at a rate that approximates the form and function of the trees removed.   
Therefore, staff is recommending that replacement occur at a ratio of approximately 1” DBH for every 
4” DBH removed, using trees that are a minimum of 3” caliper. This means that for the 66 diameter 
inches of trees to be removed, the applicant should provide mitigation of 17 inches of caliper 
replacements. Therefore the mitigation requirements would be satisfied by the planting of six 3” caliper 
trees.  
 
 The applicant is not proposing mitigation for two of the subject trees due to the condition of the 
trees being listed as “poor”, and is providing only three replacement trees on the submitted plans. The 
variance provisions do not have exceptions for tree health/condition, rather the law states that variance 
trees must remain in an “undisturbed condition.”  Staff has recommended a condition of approval 
requiring that the six mitigation trees be provided onsite. The October 3, 2013 letter from the County 
arborist letter supports the staff’s position by recommending mitigation plantings even for trees in poor 
or hazardous condition. The installation of six trees does not include any plantings for the 54” silver 
maple that has already been removed and would have otherwise triggered the requirement of five 
additional trees (for a total of 11 replacement trees). Additionally no planting mitigation is 
recommended by staff for the trees impacted but retained. 
 

Based on the above findings, staff recommends that the applicant’s request for a variance from 
Forest Conservation Law to remove three trees and impact but retain, eleven subject trees associated 
with the proposed subdivision be approved by the Planning Board.  

 
Stormwater Management 

 
The MCDPS Stormwater Management Section reviewed a stormwater management concept plan 

(#250291) and approved it on January 2, 2014. The plan utilizes Environmental Site Design (ESD) 
measures such as rain gardens, microbioretention and rooftop disconnects to meet stormwater 
management goals. To achieve these goals the applicant is proposing to place an easement on proposed 
Lot 2. Prior to recordation of the final plat, the applicant must record the necessary easements on Lot 2 
with MCDPS. See Attachment G. 
 
Compliance with the Subdivision Regulations and Zoning Ordinance 

 
This application has been reviewed for compliance with the Montgomery County Code, Chapter 

50, Subdivision Regulations.  The proposed lot size, width, shape and orientation are appropriate for the 
location of the subdivision.  The subject property consists of two unplatted parcels that separately and 
together have a flag shape.  The tract contains ample area for two lots that fully meet the R-60 zoning 
development standards as anticipated by the master plan, but the existing shape of the property 
necessitates that the lots continue to be flag shaped.  Although flag lots do not exist elsewhere in the 
area, this is the manner in which the house being replaced on the property was developed and is the 
only option for achieving the second lot that the underlying zoning supports.  The orientation of the new 
lots results in house locations that have a favorable relationship with surrounding lots. The application 
meets all applicable sections of Chapter 50 and a summary of this review is included below in Table 3. 
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The application has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom have 
recommended approval of the plan. 
 
Table 3:  Preliminary Plan Data Table  
 

PLAN DATA Zoning Ordinance 
Development 

Standard 

Proposed for 
Approval by the 
Preliminary Plan 

Minimum Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. 
17,771 sq. ft. 

minimum 

Lot Width 60 ft. 87 ft. minimum 

Lot Frontage 25 ft. 32 ft. minimum 

Setbacks   

Front 25 ft. Min. Must meet minimum
1 

Side 8 ft. Min./18 ft. total Must meet minimum
1
 

Rear 20 ft. Min. Must meet minimum
1
 

Maximum Residential Dwelling 
Units per Zoning  

6 2 

MPDUs N/a N/a 

TDRs N/a N/a 

Site Plan Required No N/a 
 

1
  As determined by MCDPS at the time of building permit. 

 
Municipality and Citizen Correspondence and Issues 

 
The applicant conducted a pre-submission meeting on January 28, 2013 with the adjoining 

property owners and surrounding homeowner’s associations.  Written notice of the public hearing was 
given by the applicant and staff. To date, no resident letters have been received.  Additionally, the 
Village of Chevy Chase, Section 5 Council submitted a letter stating no objection to the proposed 
subdivision. A copy of letter is included as Attachment H.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 

The proposed lots meet all requirements established in the Subdivision Regulations and the 
Zoning Ordinance and substantially conform to the recommendations of the Bethesda–Chevy Chase 
Master Plan.  Access and public facilities will be adequate to serve the proposed lots, and the application 
has been reviewed by other applicable county agencies, all of whom have recommended approval of the 
plan. Therefore, approval of the application with the conditions specified at the beginning of this staff 
report is recommended.   

 
Attachments 
Attachment A – MCDOT memo and SHA email 
Attachment B – Historic Preservation Commission letters 
Attachment C – Preliminary Forest Conservation Plan  
Attachment D – Applicant’s Arborist Letter  
Attachment E – Applicant’s Arborist Report  
Attachment F – Applicant’s Variance Request  
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Attachment G – MCDPS Stormwater Management Concept Approval Letter  
Attachment H- Village of Chevy Chase, Section 5, Letter  



1

Folden, Matthew

From: Erich Florence <EFlorence@sha.state.md.us>

Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 4:10 PM

To: Folden, Matthew

Subject: RE: No Gain

Matthew, 

 

Will has not contacted me about this project. SHA will not require sidewalk along the frontage of the property due to the 

physical constraints of the roadway. 

 

Erich Florence 

Office of Highway Development 

Access Management Division 

Maryland State Highway Administration 

707 North Calvert Street Mail Stop - C302 

Baltimore, Maryand 21202  

410-545-0447 

 

 

 

From: Folden, Matthew [mailto:matthew.folden@montgomeryplanning.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:19 PM 

To: Erich Florence 

Subject: FW: No Gain 

 

Eric, 

 

Where did SHA land on the “No Gain” sidewalk? Will Haynes informed me that he would get back to me this week – just 

wanted to check in with you as well.  

 

Thanks, 

 

Kathy.Reilly
Text Box
ATTACHMENT A 
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Matt 

 

From: Folden, Matthew  

Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 4:00 PM 

To: william.haynes@montgomerycountymd.gov 

Cc: Eric Florence (EFlorence@sha.state.md.us) 

Subject: No Gain 

 

Will, 

 

Sorry to answer your voicemail with an e-mail – I’m a little pressed for time this afternoon (heading to a 4pm meeting) 

and wanted to get you some information quickly so we can discuss tomorrow. I will call you around 11 tomorrow 

morning to discuss. 

 

1. I don’t believe there is a need for you to provide comments on the revised No Gain plans unless you are 

interested in doing so. Most of the revisions requested were clean-up items. 

2. One outstanding issue I have with this plan is the proposed frontage sidewalk – I’ve spoken to Eric Florence at 

SHA (copied for his reference) and I believe the consensus was to no require a frontage sidewalk at this location. 

Could you coordinate with Eric and make a final determination about whether or not MCDOT supports the no 

sidewalk option and include it in your approval letter? 

a. This property is the first single family detached house in a neighborhood that stretches approximately 1 

mile along Brookeville Road; there is a sidewalk to the south of the site, however, physical constraints to 

the north make It unlikely that any future sidewalk would be continued northward. 

b. In addition to the physical constraints to the north, there is a culvert to the south of the side (adjacent to 

the commercial drive apron) that would need to be reconstructed to accommodate a new sidewalk. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Matt 

 

Matthew Folden | Planner Coordinator 

Maryland – National Capital Park and Planning Commission 

Montgomery County Planning Department | Planning Area 1 

8787 Georgia Avenue | Silver Spring, MD 20910-3760 

301.495.4539 | matthew.folden@montgomeryplanning.org 
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August 2, 2013 
 
 
 

Dear Mr. Churillo, 
 
 This  letter is in response to your request  for the position of Section 5 of the 
Village of Chevy Chase regarding the division of  the property at 7111 Brookvile 
Road into two building lots.  It is our understanding that there be one single family 
house built on each lot.  Section 5 has no objection to the division of the property as 
proposed. 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
     Section 5’s Council   

Kathy.Reilly
Text Box
ATTACHMENT H


