TOWN OF SUMMERVILLE
TREE PROTECTION BOARD – AGENDA
May 9, 2022 – 9:00 AM
Town Hall, Town Council Chambers
The meeting will be live-streamed through the live-streaming link on the Town’s website:
www.summervillesc.gov
For additional information regarding items on this agenda including any public hearings, please contact
the Planning Department at planning@summervillesc.gov or 843.998.3811. Applications and related
documents for this meeting are available for review at any time at www.summervillesc.gov/AgendaCenter.
Public that chooses to attend this meeting in person will be strongly encouraged to wear a mask and
abide by social distancing requirements.
Approval of Minutes
April 11, 2022 minutes
Old Business
1. 400 Makemie Way – Removal of 50 Pine, 35 Oak, and 43 other trees
New Business
1. 321 Amaryllis Avenue – Removal of one Oak tree
2. 403 N. Gum Street – Removal of one Oak tree
3. 203 Beaufort Street – Removal of one Tulip Poplar, two Bradford Pear, and two Sweet Gum
trees
4. 1000 Shinnecock Hills Court – Removal of one Oak and one Pine tree
5. 116 Wynfield Forest Drive – Removal of three Pine trees
6. 109 Carroll Court – Placement of cottage within critical root zone of Oak tree

Miscellaneous
Adjournment
Posted, May 2, 2022

Tree Protection Board Minutes
Monday, April 11, 2022
Members Present:
Peter Wallace
Kenny Sott
Danny Burbage
Staff Present:
Becca Zimmerman, Planner II
Bill Salisbury, Arborist
Pamela Wike, Planner I
The meeting was called to order at 9:00 am. Mr. Sott asked for consideration of the March 8,
2022 meeting minutes. Mr. Wallace made a motion for approval of the minutes as presented,
and Mr. Burbage made the second. The motion carried.
Old Business
New Business
1. 136 Linwood Ln. – Removal of one Pine tree
There was no applicant present. Mr. Salisbury explained what the applicant would like to do.
Mr. Salisbury discussed the proposed garage and pine tree in the back yard. Mr. Salisbury stated
they already removed two water oaks due to rot and they have a big pine in the back yard that is
healthy. They need to place the garage within 10’ of the pine tree. We usually take trees out
within 10’ of new construction, but not always. There was discussion of moving the proposed
garage away from the pine tree, but that would affect the turn around area. Mr. Sott talked to the
property owner and agrees moving the garage closer to the house would affect turn around area
and apron for parking and is not conducive to this project. Mr. Salisbury asked Ms. Zimmerman
if anything is going on at the vacant property behind this one. Ms. Zimmerman stated they
received BAR (Board of Architectural Review) approval to build a house at 151 Gadsden, but
they have concerns about flooding and the new garage. Ms. Zimmerman said the Engineering
Dept. is watching both of these lots closely, since there is already flooding issues on the vacant
lot behind. Mr. Salisbury discussed drainage and where the water naturally goes. Mr. Wallace
mentioned there was also Stormwater work and discussed the drainage further. Mr. Sott
requested the permit status for the garage. Ms. Zimmerman stated she has not signed off on it
yet because it was going before the Tree Protection Board, but from a Planning perspective they
are meeting the requirements. Mr. Sott asked if there was anything stopping it from moving
forward at this point. Ms. Zimmerman stated only if Engineering has an issue. She also stated
she believes they have plenty of trees to meet the required mitigation. Mr. Salisbury said the
property owner would plant back if necessary. Mr. Wallace discussed the review process
involving Engineering. Mr. Sott made a motion to approve the removal of one pine tree for a

garage. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. Mr. Wallace
would like to see mitigation be included. Mr. Sott stated this is not a requirement for this
project. Ms. Zimmerman discussed lot sizes and mitigation requirements included in our UDO.
Ms. Zimmerman stated they would have to maintain 122” and she will make sure they meet the
requirement before signing off on the permit and if the required inches are not met, they will
have to mitigate. The Board and Ms. Zimmerman continued the mitigation discussion.
2. Brighton Court off Brighton Park Blvd. – Removal of 53 Pine trees, four Oak trees, and
two Other trees
Mr. Durante a Civil Engineer with Empire Engineering described the project in Nexton as an
office park with two buildings, parking lot, and a detention pond. He stated the Nexton Design
Review Board has approved the layout pending an approved landscaping plan. Mr. Durante
explained they will be replanting trees and there is a 20’ buffer in the front, 10’ buffer on the
back and sides. Mr. Sott asked what are the white and orange flagged trees. Mr. Durante
explained the white flagged trees are 8” or bigger and the orange flagged trees are 16” or bigger.
Mr. Wallace commented that all the big X’s are trees 16” or bigger. Mr. Durante confirmed that
was correct. Mr. Sott asked if the number of parking spaces was a requirement or can some be
removed to save some trees. Mr. Durante stated the owner wanted as much parking as possible,
but there is some opportunity to save some trees by maybe removing a space or two or by
moving the driveway cuts at Brighton Park Blvd. to the left closer to the building to save a
couple trees. Mr. Durante continued his discussion of where to possibly save trees. Mr. Sott
asked for a drawing that shows the tree removal better along the driveway. The Board and Mr.
Durante continued to discuss options of saving trees by the driveway. Mr. Wallace questioned
the orange marked trees. Mr. Durante said those are on a different property and we will not cut
anything not on our property. Mr. Wallace asked about an underground sewer drain pipe on the
drawing. Mr. Durante said those are storm drainage. Mr. Sott questioned how far one tree was
from the building foundation in the front and if it can be saved. Mr. Durante discussed the
existing grade is 79 and the building is up to 80 or 81 and that tree would have to go. Mr. Sott
then questioned one tree in the back around a parking island and if it can be saved. Mr. Durante
agreed that the grade works out and they can make the island wider and lose a couple parking
spaces. Mr. Wallace commented on the canal and filling it in. Mr. Durante confirmed that. Mr.
Wallace then discussed tree removal using Nexton guidelines, which are ½” for every 1” in
diameter. Mr. Wallace then discussed details of this particular lot and if mitigation was applied
to this owner. Mr. Durante said we will replant where we can and the owner is willing to pay for
required mitigation. Mr. Wallace asked if that money will be paid to the Town of Summerville.
Mr. Durante said the goal is to replant and the rest of it will be paid to the town. Mr. Wallace
made a motion to approve. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion. Mr. Sott said it is contingent on
saving of the two trees, one by the driveway and the other one by the parking lot island in the
rear. Mr. Durante confirmed they will save those two trees. The motion carried unanimously.
3. 440 Old Trolley Rd. – Removal of four Pine trees
Mr. Tupper with Tupco Inc. described the project as removing three pines to improve other trees
nearby and one other pine to prevent debris from dropping on the building. Mr. Tupper said the

Project Manager is out of town. Mr. Sott asked for confirmation on the reasons for removal, and
Mr. Tupper elaborated more on why removal is necessary, stating the trees would be healthier
with removal. Mr. Salisbury referenced a “snake” tree. Mr. Sott confirmed with Mr. Salisbury
that the “snake” tree is 8” DBH or more. Mr. Burbage discussed the site visit and said he found
no reason to remove the trees except maybe the “snake” tree, but his initial thought was none
should be removed. Mr. Wallace discussed crowding and thinning things out and have a single
tree grow better. Mr. Wallace then said the trees are not challenging anything currently, but they
could in the future. Mr. Tupper said the request is more for maintenance and to improve the
other two trees. Mr. Tupper asked if mitigation could be done in the front with canopy trees to
help improve the property. Mr. Salisbury asked if there is a power line in the front. Mr. Tupper
said it is not really a power line. Mr. Tupper and Mr. Salisbury discussed the pole further. Mr.
Tupper, the Board, and Mr. Salisbury discussed the trees further. Mr. Sott said a question for the
Board members is one of the options in the UDO is to improve other trees on a site by removing
others, if we feel that is an option here. Mr. Tupper and the Board discussed exactly which trees
were being requested for removal. After review, four trees were identified for removal. Mr.
Tupper explained they had two requests. One would be to remove one tree to make this tree
bigger, and the other would be to remove the other three to make another one bigger. Mr.
Burbage discussed the pine grouping and if they would fill out. He continued by saying he could
see removing the crooked tree. Looking at the taper of one of the trees looks good and stable.
Mr. Tupper confirmed that statement. Mr. Tupper and the Board continued their discussion. Mr.
Sott and the Board confirmed that the “snake” tree was identified as tree #3. Mr. Salisbury
mentioned one of the trees is close to the sidewalk. Mr. Sott said the tree is not currently
damaging the sidewalk. Mr. Wallace informed Mr. Tupper to come back to the Board if the tree
starts damaging anything. Mr. Sott made a motion to approve the removal of tree #3 and if a
Certified Arborist sees anything to let Mr. Salisbury know then he can approve the other trees.
Mr. Burbage seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously. Mr. Tupper confirmed
that the tree approved is the crooked tree.
4. 516 Salterton St. – Removal of one Pine tree
Mr. Kline, the property owner was present and informed the Board the pine tree removal was for
a workshop. Mr. Kline met with Mr. Salisbury at the site and he now understands the reason and
process of tree removal here in Summerville. Mr. Kline then mentioned the trees being removed
at Berlin G. Myers and 78 and said he was then confused as to the process. Mr. Salisbury
discussed the grade change at Berlin G. Myers and 78. Mr. Wallace expressed his sympathy
with Mr. Kline and thanked him for his willingness to discuss how tree removal works in the
town. Mr. Sott mentioned the Board uses the UDO for review and with what Mr. Kline is
looking to do, the garage or what he is trying to do, will not be impacted by the tree, at this point.
Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny the one pine tree as the tree is far enough away from the
workshop. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.
5. 352 Prestwick Ct. – Removal of three Pine trees and 11 Sweet Gum trees
There was no applicant present. Mr. Sott asked Mr. Salisbury to explain what the applicant
wanted to do. Mr. Salisbury discussed the tree removals (#1-3) in the front yard first as being a

cluster that is breaking up the driveway and sidewalk, but was unsure which tree was doing it.
The small driveway cracks could be stress fractures. Mr. Salisbury then discussed the root issue
in the front yard and the remaining trees. Mr. Sott discussed a void that they had seen on one of
the trees during the Board’s site visit. Mr. Salisbury then discussed the trees in the back yard and
that there are a lot of gumballs and foundation problems and cracks, but all the gum trees are
healthy. The Board continued their discussion, including the size of the trees in the back yard
and that some do not meet the 8” DBH requirement. Mr. Wallace said in the front yard, there
were issues with pines #2 and #3. He stated #1 should be saved. Mr. Wallace then stated #5
should be removed and keep #4. Mr. Sott and Mr. Burbage agreed. Mr. Sott said to remove
trees #7, 10, 11, and 12 in the back yard because they do not require a tree permit for removal.
Mr. Wallace then discussed trees #11, 13, 14 and said to remove trees #11 and #14 and keep #13.
He continued by saying #6 could be kept and #9. Mr. Sott said #8 should be removed. Ms.
Zimmerman confirmed which tree was #8. The Board and Mr. Salisbury continued the
discussion of the trees in the back yard, including root pruning, and confirming which tree was
#8 and which was #9. Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny trees #1, 4, 6, 9, and 13. Mr.
Burbage seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.
6. 400 Makemie Way – Removal of 50 Pine trees, 35 Oak trees, and 43 Other trees
There was no applicant present. Mr. Sott confirmed this was a church property and asked if all
the trees were where the ball fields are going. Mr. Salisbury explained it is already cleared
where the buildings are going. Mr. Sott asked if we have gotten any drawings for the ball fields
or amenities. Mr. Wallace asked if we have received a building permit. Ms. Zimmerman
confirmed we have not. Mr. Sott made a motion to table this until we receive a site plan showing
the ball fields and any amenities. Mr. Wallace seconded the motion, and the motion passed
unanimously.
7. 108 Colleton Ave. – Removal of one Pine tree
Mr. Myers the property owner was present and informed the Board he would like to remove the
one pine tree because it is old, if it falls, it will fall on the house, and if someone purchases the
vacant lot behind this lot, the tree will almost be impossible to take out. Mr. Myers also noted
there was a hole in the tree and it is a grand tree. He continued his discussion of why he was
asking for the tree removal. Mr. Sott said the issue they are having is that you cannot see the
hole from the ground. Mr. Myers stated he tried to get a lift truck out there, but they are out of
business. He continued his discussion of the tree and the hole. Mr. Burbage said they looked at
the spot with binoculars and they could not tell if it was a cavity or not. Mr. Burbage stated the
tree does not have much canopy left, but does not see a reason the tree would fail. He continued
his discussion of the tree and possible mitigation. Mr. Myers stated mitigation would not be a
problem. Mr. Wallace discussed the age of the tree and its contribution to the future. The Board,
Mr. Salisbury, and Ms. Zimmerman discussed mitigation options further. Mr. Wallace made a
motion to approve the removal of one pine tree with mitigation. Mr. Sott stated Mr. Salisbury
can determine mitigation. Mr. Sott seconded the motion, and the motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Burbage discussed what species to plant in regards to mitigation and that it be a species that
helps environmentally like stormwater.

8. 815 S. Main St. – Removal of one Pine tree
A representative for the property was present and informed the Board they requested the tree
removal of one pine tree next to the old gym due to the roots affecting the foundation of the
building. The representative showed the Board additional photographs. Discussion with the
applicant and Board continued. The representative stated the roots are not currently causing any
issues. Mr. Sott requested a canopy photograph. Ms. Zimmerman stated there is no canopy
photograph in the file. The Board members commented the tree had a massive canopy. The
representative and the Board continued their discussion of the tree and foundation work. Mr.
Sott mentioned root pruning as an option instead of tree removal. Mr. Wallace mentioned
installing a barrier in the future and discussed the trees diameter as 31” DBH. Mr. Sott agreed
that root pruning and installing a barrier would benefit the tree and the building. He continued
by stating the tree is healthy and has a great canopy. The representative mentioned the tree had
some possible hurricane damage. Mr. Wallace stated root pruning and installing a barrier should
be done. Mr. Burbage recommended Biobarrier or a thin concrete barrier. Mr. Salisbury showed
an additional photograph. The Board continued their discussion of the root system. Mr. Wallace
asked the representative if the playground will be an impervious surface and will it be up against
the tree. The representative said it will be 20-30’ from it. Mr. Sott questioned why the tree is up
for removal since there is okay access. The representative and Board continued their discussion.
Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny the one pine tree and suggested using a root barrier. Mr.
Sott also suggested root pruning. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion, and the motion passed
unanimously.
9. 1405 Congressional Blvd. – Removal of one Pine tree
Ms. Keil, the property owner, was present and informed the Board she would like to remove the
one pine tree because it is close to the house, is scared limbs will fall on the house, pine needles
fall on the roof of the house, and the roots are on the foundation. Ms. Keil showed the Board an
additional photograph of the root by the foundation and continued discussion on the roots by the
house. Mr. Wallace said they saw the root, but can not tell where the root is going and
mentioned that currently, it is not going under the house. Ms. Keil and the Board continued the
root discussion. Mr. Sott requested to see the canopy photograph and mentioned majority of the
limbs are away from the house. Mr. Burbage agreed. Mr. Sott requested the diameter of the
tree. Mr. Salisbury was unsure and mentioned the distance to the house. Mr. Wallace said the
tree was 7.5’ from the house. Mr. Sott, by looking at the photograph, said the tree is 18-20” in
diameter. The Board continued their discussion on the root system. Mr. Burbage discussed the
tree species, health, and strong root system. Ms. Keil asked the Board how deep the excavation
would have to be and who does that. Mr. Burbage informed Ms. Keil that she should hire a
competent Arboriculture company and they could tell within 18”. Ms. Keil asked about the
criteria for tree removal in Summerville. There was a discussion from the Board regarding tree
removal regulations. Ms. Zimmerman continued the discussion of our ordinance for existing
trees. The Board and Ms. Keil continued the tree removal and ordinance discussion. Ms. Keil
asked the Board about trimming regulations. Mr. Salisbury said no more than 20% can be cut.
Mr. Salisbury, Ms. Keil, and the Board continued the trimming discussion. Ms. Keil said she

will accept whatever the Board says. Mr. Salisbury, Ms. Keil, and the Board continued the
trimming/pruning discussion. Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny the one pine tree and
recommended getting an Arborist to look at the roots. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion, and
the motion passed unanimously.
Adjourn:
Mr. Sott welcomed Mr. Burbage to the Board. Ms. Zimmerman introduced herself to the Board
and described her job description and introduced Ms. Wike to the Board. There being no further
business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:43 AM on a motion by Mr. Sott and a second by Mr.
Burbage. The motion carried.
Respectfully submitted,

Date: __________________

Bill Salisbury
Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Approved: Mr. Sott, Chair
Ms. Campbell, Vice Chair

; or,
.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: April 27, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Thomas & Hutton, Reese Smoak

Owner:

Great Commission Baptist Church

Requested Action:

Removal of 50 Pine, 35 Oak and 43 other trees

Location:

400 Makemie Way

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
Construction of a Church and proposed recreation fields associated with the Church.
Deferred at last month's meeting. Church submitted plans showing proposed soccer field
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PER SUMMERVILLE UDO SEC. 8.5.3
B. INTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING REQUIRES NO PART
OF ANY PARKING SPACE IS TO BE MORE THAN 60 FEET FROM THE
CENTER OF A TREE.

www.thomasandhutton.com

INDICATES 60' RADIUS FROM CENTER OF TREE
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NOTE:

TREE MITIGATION
CHART
PROTECTED TREES TO BE
REMOVED

CALIPER INCHES

WATER OAK

18

WATER OAK

GRAND INCHES TO BE REMOVED

11

WATER OAK

17

WATER OAK

PROTECTED INCHES TO BE REMOVED

113
720

8

WATER OAK

22

WATER OAK

9

WATER OAK

16

MAPLE

CALIPER INCHES TO REMAIN
CALIPER INCHES TO BE MITIGATED

19
454

8

WATER OAK

20

BLACKGUM

10

WATER OAK

20
TOTAL INCHES = 113
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WHITE OAK
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11
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374

(125) 3" CAL. TREES

BLACK GUM
BLACK GUM

15

BLACK GUM

9

WATER OAK

9

WATER OAK

8

WATER OAK
OAK

8

WATER OAK

10

WILLOW OAK

9
TOTAL INCHES = 720

TALLOW

NOTE:
TREE BANK CALCULATIONS
PER SECTION 8.3.2 OF THE SUMMERVILE UDO. MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES.
B.2 - THE REQUIRED REPLACEMENT FEE SHALL BE 100% OF THE TOTAL COST TO PLANT THE BALANCE OF TREES
THAT WERE UNABLE TO BE PLANTED TO SATISFY THE SITE DENSITY REQUIREMENT OR RECOMPENSE TREE
REQUIREMENTS. THIS FEE WILL BE BASED ON THE CURRENT MARKET RETAIL VALUE OF (3) THREE INCH CALIPER
TREES INSTALLED TO THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN STANDARDS.
NOTE:
PINE STRAW MULCH IS TO BE
USED IN ALL PARKING LOT
ISLANDS W. TREES

NOTE:
PINE STRAW MULCH IS TO BE USED
IN ALL PARKING LOT ISLANDS W. TREES

NOTE:
PINE STRAW MULCH IS TO BE USED
IN ALL PARKING LOT ISLANDS W. TREES

REQUIRED PER SUMMERVILLE UDO
8.5.2 MIN. REQ. FOR PARKING LOTS &
PERIMETER SCREENING
A. PERIMETER LANDSCAPE AREAS SHALL
BE A MIN. OF 8 FEET IN WIDTH
ADJACENT TO ALL PARKING SPACES
AND TRAVEL LANES WITH THE
FOLLOWING PLANT MATERIAL
(1) LARGE TREE @ 40' O.C.
(1) CONTINUOUS ROW OR
STAGGERING OF EVERGREEN SHRUBS
WITH A MIN. EXPECTED HEIGHT OF 3FT,
PLANTED 6' O.C.

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN AND COUNT
TOWARDS PARKING LOT LANDSCAPE
SCREEN

www.thomasandhutton.com

9

80

TREE BANK INCHES

(50% REPLACEMENT)

OAK

11

11

MITIGATION TO BE PROVIDED

(100% REPLACEMENT)

WATER OAK

11

8

SPECIES
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13

PROVIDED: TOTAL LENGTH - 80 lf
(4) SMALL TREES
(20) SHRUBS

TREE MITIGATION TOTALS

SPECIES

14

10

REQUIRED PER SUMMERVILLE UDO
8.4.2 MIN. REQ.
A. MIN. REQUIRED OF 5' WIDE
PERPENDICULAR FROM BUILDINGS
SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH THE
FOLLOWING PER EVERY 40 lf
(2) 2 SMALL MATURING TREES
(10) SHRUBS

GRAND TREES TO BE
REMOVED

CALIPER INCHES

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: March 10, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Lyndon Jackson
Owner:

Lyndon Jackson

Requested Action:

Removal of one Oak tree

Location:

321 Amaryllis Avenue

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation: Oak tree in backyard previously denied for removal.
Tree is healthy and not causing any damage. This tree was required for mitigation when the
house was constructed.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: April 27, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Chris Yoxtheimer

Owner:

Chris Yoxtheimer

Requested Action:

Removal of one Oak tree

Location:

403 N. Gum Street

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
Oak tree will be close to proposed warehouse building being built behind the existing building.
It does appear that the tree will be over 10 feet from the building; however, the critical root zone
will be impacted.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 2, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Steve Jackson

Owner:

Steve Jackson

Requested Action:

Removal of one Tulip, two Pear and two Gum trees

Location:

203 Beaufort Street

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
#1 – Tulip tree is healthy
#2 & #3- Pear trees are in poor condition
#4 & #5 – Gum trees have rot

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 2, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Charles Frederick

Owner:

Charles Frederick

Requested Action:

Removal of one Oak and one Pine tree

Location:

1000 Shinnecock Hills Court

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
The Oak tree is close to the driveway and is lifting up the sidewalk.
The Pine tree is growing in the deck.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 2, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Jimmy Lawrence Jr

Owner:

Jimmy Lawrence Jr

Requested Action:

Removal of three Pine tree

Location:

116 Wynfield Forest Drive

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
The Pine trees are in the backyard. The owners feel they are too close to the house and fear them.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
May 9, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: May 2, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Rebecca Woods

Owner:

Rebecca Woods

Requested Action:

Removal of Oak tree

Location:

109 Carroll Court

Guideline Citation:

UDO Section 13.9.1.G

Decisions/Justifications: The TPB may approve, deny, or approve with conditions the application for the removal of a Grand
Tree. No approval shall be granted unless the following one or more of the following conditions are determined to exist:
1. The Grand Tree is diseased, dead or dying; or
2. The Grand Tree poses a safety hazard to nearby buildings, utility lines or pedestrian or vehicular traffic; or
3. The Grand Tree prevents essential grade changes or all reasonable utility installations; or
4. The Grand Tree prevents all reasonable site configurations; or
5. The removal of the Grand Tree is the only reasonable means by which building, zoning, subdivision, health, public safety or
other Town requirements can be met; or
6. Grand Tree is located on the construction site and up to ten feet around the perimeter of the construction site of an approved
building and related driveway parking area when every measure has been explored to preserve existing trees has failed,
including the reconfiguration of the building and or driving/parking areas around the tree; or
7. The lot is of such density with existing trees that the removal of certain protected trees is considered beneficial; or
8. The removal of the Grand Tree has otherwise been approved by the Town Council.

Evaluation:
The applicant is not requesting removal of the 40" live oak. They are requesting to build the cottage within
the critical root zone of the tree. The required rear setback is only five feet, so it appears that there is room
to move the cottage outside of the critical root zone of the tree and still meet other zoning requirements.

