TOWN OF SUMMERVILLE
TREE PROTECTION BOARD - AGENDA

August 8, 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.
Approval of Minutes
July 11, 2022 minutes
Old Business
1. 3878 Ladson Road – Removal of 40 Pine, 33 Oak and 28 Other trees
New Business
1.
2.
3.
4.

103 Cuthbert Street – Removal of one Pine tree
429 Dogwood Circle – Removal of six Pine and two Oak trees
105 W Shepard Lane – Removal of three Gum trees
206 Lenwood Drive – Removal of six Pine trees

Miscellaneous
Adjournment
Posted August 1, 2022

Tree Protection Board Minutes
Monday, July 11, 2022
Members Present:
David Morris
Peter Wallace
Kenny Sott
Danny Burbage
Faye Campbell
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 June 6, 2022
meeting minutes. Mr. Wallace made a motion for approval of the minutes as presented. Mr.
Burbage seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
Old Business
1. 104 King Charles Circle – Impact to one Oak tree
The property owner was not present, but a Certified Arborist letter was submitted for review.
Mr. Sott asked the Board for their review comments. Mr. Wallace stated the letter was excellent.
Mr. Burbage said he feels good about the letter because the company has a good reputation for
following up. Mr. Wallace made a motion to allow construction to continue. Mr. Burbage stated
he supports the plan to protect the tree as long as the property owner follows through, he then
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. Mr. Sott asked Mr. Salisbury if this will
be reviewed over time. Mr. Salisbury confirmed there will be inspections.
New Business
1. 411 Parish Parc Drive – Removal of one Oak tree – Tabled
2. 319 Driver Avenue – Removal of five Pine trees and one Oak tree
Ms. McCants, the property owner was present to discuss the tree permit application. Mr.
Salisbury discussed the six trees and stated #1 is a healthy pine, #2 is a healthy pine, #4 had a
rotten spot, #5 is a healthy pine, #6 pine tree had some interesting shapes to it. Mr. Sott stated
that onsite they discussed the reason for removal as better access and home protection. He then
asked the applicant to discuss why they would like to remove the trees. Ms. McCants stated they
wanted better access to the back yard and to improve their home. She stated tree #2 you can
stick a screwdriver through the bottom, #4 half way up it splits off, and tree #1 the entire top is
out. Mr. Wallace said tree #2 has a lean. Mr. Burbage said he didn’t see any rot at the base of

#2, but it does have a lean over the house, and the tallow tree showed some issues. Mr. Burbage
stated his thoughts were to allow for the removal of #2 and #4. Discussion continued. Ms.
McCants stated she has the tree companies’ recommendation. Mr. Burbage and Mr. Sott said a
certified arborists findings could change their suggestions if they see something they do not. Mr.
Wallace suggested tree #2 is healthy and could be trimmed to remove weight. Discussion
continued. Ms. McCants stated eventually they want to construct a “man cave” and wanted more
room for a pick-up truck and trailer. Discussion continued. Mr. Sott made a motion to approve
trees #1-#4 based on health, lean, and access then deny trees #5, 6. He also stated if a certified
arborist sees an issue with the other two trees to let us know. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
3. 151 Chandler Drive – Removal of four Pine trees
Mr. Urick with D’s Tree Service was present to represent the property owner. Mr. Sott stated at
their inspection they did not find any issues with any of the trees. Mr. Urick explained that the
property owner wants better access, possible future foundation issues, two are close to the house,
and he wants to install a fence in the future. Mr. Sott stated that all these are future issues. Mr.
Urick stated the property owner is out of town, but eventually he would like a shed and the shed
is actually there and they have submitted a permit for that. Discussion continued. Mr. Wallace
stated they found no evidence of foundation issues with trees #1 and #2. He continued by stating
if the tree company sees something using air separation, barriers can be used, and it is less
expensive than removing the trees. Ms. Campbell discussed root pruning and what the Board
looks for and to look to see what is near the foundation, not the tree. Mr. Burbage suggested an
inspection of the tree. Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny all the trees, but recommends an
evaluation of the roots of trees #1 and #2. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion. The motion
carried unanimously.
4. 206 Thames Avenue – Removal of four Pine trees and one Gum tree
Mr. Carroll, the property owner was present and stated #4 is a weird shape and all the weight is
on one side, some trees were struck by lightning, and some were dead at the top. Ms. Campbell
stated Pine trees self-prune and drop branches. She discussed the option of pruning. Mr.
Wallace stated tree #1 looks healthy, #3 is too thick, and he agrees with #2, but disagrees with
the top of #1. Mr. Burbage agreed tree #1 is relatively healthy, #2 has a blown out top and
should be removed, and the tree with the thin diameter, there is not much caper and should be
removed to promote growth of the other trees. Mr. Wallace noticed tree #3 does have taper. Mr.
Burbage retracted his previous statement. Mr. Salisbury discussed the lightning strikes and
crowns. Discussion continued. Mr. Carroll asked the Board if #4 is ok due to the weird shape.
Mr. Morris stated the tree is healthy. The Board said the weird shape is ok. Discussion
continued. Mr. Morris made a motion to approve trees #2 and the red maple #5. Mr. Burbage
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
5. 102 Prim Rose Path – Removal of two Pine trees, two Oak trees, one Cedar tree, one
Poplar tree, two Magnolia trees, and two Gum trees

There was no representative present. Mr. Sott stated they want the trees removed for access and
to divert water from the house. Mr. Wallace stated there is a problem there. Mr. Burbage agreed
there is a problem with drainage, but the applicant should explore piping it instead of building a
swale. He stated he does not see the reason for all the tree removal. Mr. Wallace stated the
removal was also for a boat. Discussion continued on piping and saving some trees. Mr.
Burbage stated a proposal from Engineering would be beneficial. Ms. Campbell stated if they
remove the trees they will have more water pooling. Mr. Burbage stated he would like to see a
different proposal instead of removing all the trees. Mr. Salisbury said a representative from our
Engineering Dept., Mr. Roberson was present during the inspection and they discussed drainage.
Ms. Zimmerman questioned as to whether there is a drainage easement. Mr. Sott recused
himself because he knows the property owners. Mr. Morris mentioned the property has at least 9
pines and over 30 hardwoods in the back yard. He also commented on how low the back yard is.
Mr. Salisbury stated tree #4 and #6 are in bad shape. Discussion continued. Mr. Burbage
discussed the topography and if there is no root system, do we increase the risk of erosion.
Discussion continued. Mr. Burbage requested the property owner or requestor look into
alternatives for water diversion and he wants to see that there is a hardship. Discussion
continued. Mr. Wallace made a motion to approve #2, #3, #4, #5, #7, #8, #9 and deny #1 and #6.
Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously, with Mr. Sott recusing
himself.
6. 316 Ashley Drive – Removal of one Pine tree
Mr. Jager, the property owner was present and stated they have had constant issues with the tree,
it is near the house, leans over the house, is a danger to walk under, pine needles, and fallen
branches damaged a carport. Mr. Jager showed the Board additional photographs. Ms.
Campbell stated most trees drop leaves/needles. Discussion continued. Mr. Sott mentioned the
tree was healthy and suggested selective pruning. Mr. Wallace said the tree is healthy and
trimming to reduce the load could help and the cost would be less. Mr. Jager discussed the tree
company he will be using is Tree Experts and why pruning will not work. Discussion continued.
Mr. Jager stated for the record that if anything happens they made the decision. Ms. Campbell
said they can not see everything including if roots are going towards the foundation. She also
stated pine trees do sway. Mr. Sott suggested Mr. Jager get a certified arborist to inspect the tree.
Mr. Burbage agreed and saw no reason to remove the tree, but would welcome a review by a
certified arborist. Mr. Morris stated the lean is more of a growth lean. Mr. Jager wanted it on
record before a decision, that the city would be liable if the tree breaks and breaks his house. He
then said he respects their decision, but he wanted to be clear on that. Mr. Sott said his
comments are in the record. Mr. Jager said he will look into a certified arborist and pine trees
are like toothpicks. His discussion continued and he mentioned he bought the house in 1989 and
currently no one lives in it. Mr. Sott said that no more than 20% can be removed when pruning.
Mr. Wallace made a motion to deny the tree and recommends a certified arborist review. Mr.
Burbage seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
7. 3878 Ladson Road – Removal of 52 Pine trees, 46 Oak trees, and 33 Other trees

Ms. Myers, a representative was present and described the proposed Take 5 Oil change facility,
which is a drive-thru. The building would be on the left side of the tract and the right is for
stormwater. She continued by stating the 2,692 SF building and parking for that is future
planning, but wanted to remove the trees for that now. Mr. Sott asked questions regarding the
stormwater plan and if they can do the stormwater, grading, and project without removing the
trees for the future building. Ms. Myers stated it could be done, but it would be easier and less
destructive to do it all at one time and they have looked at what could be saved. She stated they
have been working with the town Engineering Department on the stormwater and are still in the
DRB process. They are also proposing a driveway. Mr. Wallace asked if the retention pond is
for the entire site. Ms. Myers said yes. Discussion on stormwater continued. Ms. Myers stated
their project is similar to the Parker’s Kitchen nearby on Limehouse Rd. and because they are
going through the DRB, they must submit a landscaping plan, which they have. Mr. Burbage
asked if the landscape plan shows the planting of canopy trees by the retention pond, because it
helps to prevent overflowing of the retention pond. Ms. Myers said at this time they are not
proposing canopy trees around the retention pond, but would be happy to make that a
consideration. Mr. Burbage suggested relooking at canopy trees by the retention pond and
saving the trees that are not affected by the grading. He continued by stating that removing 58
trees is a major blow to the ecology of the town. Ms. Myers stated there is a 40’ drainage
easement along the eastern property line and they are leaving those alone and doing their best to
save as many trees as possible. She also stated a certified arborist rated the trees on the site. Mr.
Burbage stated there are more qualities to a tree than aesthetics, and an ugly tree will take up as
much water as a pretty tree. He continued by stating, they should save as many trees as possible
and plant back. Ms. Campbell said that planting canopy trees can be aesthetic. Discussion
continued. Mr. Sott asked if the town staff has an opinion on removing trees for the future
building. Ms. Zimmerman stated normally with commercial sites the clearing is done all at once
and Mr. Macholl is the staff member reviewing this project. Discussion continued. Mr. Sott
stated there might be an opportunity to save a tree or two at the entrance. Ms. Myers said DOT
wanted their driveway to line up directly across from Parker’s Kitchen driveway and they are
working with CPW for access to the pump station and the three spots by there would allow CPW
safer access. Mr. Morris asked about the trees that are x’d out on the north and west sides. Ms.
Myers stated only the swamp chestnut will come out and the others will be staying, only trees
with an x are coming out. Discussion continued. Mr. Wallace expressed he wanted to see the
24” white oak saved as it is a nice tree. Ms. Myers stated the towns Engineering Dept. wanted to
see a cross connection to give Dollar General safe access to the light intersection and they tried
to design around it and were not able to. Ms. Wike asked if this plan is what is going before the
DRB. Ms. Myers confirmed it was. Discussion continued. Mr. Sott made a motion to table this
project until we have more information. Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. The motion
carried unanimously.
8. 138 Moon Shadow Lane – Removal of two Oak trees, one Gum tree, and three Water
Oak trees
Mr. and Mrs. McGonagle, property owners were present. Mrs. McGonagle stated the garbage
truck hits the tree on a regular basis and in the last 6-9 months the tree has started to knock the

light lamp over. They have trimmed the tree, but now the roots are growing into the lamp post.
Mr. Morris stated the roots are forcing the lamp over. Discussion continued. Mr. Burbage
suggested root pruning to buy 7-10 years. Mrs. McGonagle said no tree company will do the
root pruning because of the utilities and some will not even stump grind, but they will remove it.
Mr. Salisbury discussed the tree as healthy. Mr. Burbage agreed, but that this case is complex
that he would approve its removal. Mr. Sott stated that tree #2 has decay and other issues and it
should be removed. Mr. Wallace stated tree #3 and #5 have issues at the top and water intrusion,
according to a tree company. Mr. Burbage questioned water intrusion and what that was. Mrs.
McGonagle described water intrusion to the Board. Mr. Burbage stated he is not opposed to
removing the trees, but water intrusion is not a term a certified arborist would use. He then
asked Mrs. McGonagle what was wrong with the red oak because he could not find anything
wrong with it. Mrs. McGonagle stated pieces fall off, it is dead at the top, and it is leaning
towards the house. She also mentioned they are having a new roof installed on Thursday and
their current home owners insurance is pulling out of the SC market. Also, their agent said the
trees will be an issue. Discussion continued. Mrs. McGonagle stated trees #4 and #5 are getting
bad and sometimes tree #4 has growths and per Southern Roots the growths are mcdamaderma.
Mrs. McGonagle showed the Board some pictures of the growths. Discussion continued. Mr.
Morris asked about the drainage easement on the back side. Mrs. McGonagle stated they still
have about 5’ in the back and they are willing to plant back canopy trees. Mr. Wallace stated
tree #4, which is a red oak, an iconic tree, is healthy, and he suggested balancing it out with
trimming. Mrs. McGonagle questioned the different leaf colors. Mr. Morris stated the red oak
has a different shade of green in the leaves than a red gum does. Mr. Wallace suggested having
someone go up and do some work that would be less expensive, if they can. Discussion
continued. Mr. Burbage stated he is comfortable with approving everything except #4. Mrs.
McGonagle stated the roots are growing towards the house and water puddles and they have tried
to fix the water puddling issue. Mr. McGonagle asked if it was normal for the hole in the
bottom. Mr. Burbage stated that is not abnormal and the hole did not spread up. He then said he
would like to know the damage in the crown and what type of fungi is growing. Mrs.
McGonagle said from a cost point, they would prefer to do all the trees at once. Mr. Morris
asked if they had a letter from the insurance company for that tree. Mrs. McGonagle said no.
Mr. Morris stated the same thing happened to him and the insurance company was ok once they
had the tree trimmed. Mrs. McGonagle stated they will be using either Southern Roots or
Complete Tree Service. She said it is $500 for the certified arborist to write a letter for the one
tree. Mr. Morris suggested having Mr. Salisbury meet with her certified arborist when they
come out there. Mr. Wallace agreed and that our certified arborist should meet out there, then he
can then make a determination on the tree. Mr. Morris said the tree is not hollow. The Board
suggested getting someone to go up and look at the tree. Discussion continued. The Board
stated they would all like to come out to meet the certified arborist and that it must be publicized
if they do that. Ms. Campbell said she appreciated the property owners doing their work and it
helps the board. Mr. Wallace made a motion to approve #1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and deny #4, but have Mr.
Salisbury meet the applicants’ certified arborist to discuss the trees health and threat further. Mr.
Morris seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

Miscellaneous
Mr. Sott stated he is resigning from the board due to conflicts with a new job. He nominated Mr.
Wallace to take over the board as Chair. Mr. Burbage seconded the motion. The motion carried
unanimously. Discussion continued.
Adjourn:
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:11 AM on a motion by Mr.
Burbage and a second by Mr. Burbage. The motion carried unanimously.
Respectfully submitted,

Date: __________________

Bill Salisbury
Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Approved: Mr. Wallace, Chair
Ms. Campbell, Vice Chair
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
August 8, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: July 27, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Jessica S. Myers

Owner:

Jessica S. Myers

Requested Action:

Removal of 40 Pine, 33 Oak and 28 other trees

Location:

3878 Ladson 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 applicant revised the proposed trees to be removed to include those they feel are needed
for the current development. Additional trees will be considered separately when future
development plans are submitted.

CONTRACTOR SHALL LEGALLY DISPOSE OF ALL DEMOLITION DEBRIS OFF SITE.

3.

EXISTING UTILITIES SHALL BE PROTECTED THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION.

4.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE OWNER IF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL IS DISCOVERED.

5.

ALL SITE WORK TO BE PERFORMED IN COMPLIANCE WITH GEOTEHCNICAL REPORT FOR THE
SITE.

6.

BEFORE DEMOLITION CAN TAKE PLACE, CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN A DEMOLITION PERMIT
FROM TOWN OF SUMMERVILLE BUILDING AND CODES ENFORCEMENT. ALL CONDITIONS OF
THE DEMOLITION PERMIT SHALL BE MET BEFORE DEMOLITION MAY BEGIN.

7.

CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE REMOVAL AND RELOCATION OF ALL UTILITIES AS NEEDED
WITH THE UTILITY PROVIDER.

GOOD CONDITION

FAIR CONDITION

POOR CONDITION

LEGEND:
TREE TO BE REMOVED

TREE REMOVAL/MITIGATION NOTES:
1.

LOT 24
TMS #154-07-03-032
PETERSON PROPERTIES, LLC

TREE ASSESSMENT IDENTIFIED HEREIN BASED ON ARBORIST REPORT
PREPARED BY NATURAL DIRECTIONS MAY 10, 2022.

LOT 22
TMS #154-07-03-030
SHONDELL D. MITCHELL

LOT 23
TMS #154-07-03-031
BOBBIE KELLEY

S
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IDENTIFIED AS "URBAN". APPLICABLE "URBAN"
REQUIREMENTS IDENTIFIED IN SECTION 8.3.1.C.2 ARE AS FOLLOWS:
1.1.
PERIMETER OF LOT: FULL PRESERVATION OF ALL PROTECTED TREES IS
REQUIRED IN SIDE AND REAR YARDS ONLY EXCEPT FOR ANY REQUIRED OR
PERMITTED DRIVEWAYS, ROADS, EASEMENTS AND DRAINAGE
STRUCTURES.
1.1.1.
FRONT YARD: 0' MIN.
1.1.2.
SIDE (CORNER): 0' MIN.
1.1.3.
REAR: 5' MIN.
1.1.4.
SIDE (INTERIOR): 0' MIN.
1.2.
INTERIOR OF LOT: COMBINED DBH GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO 60
INCHES PER ACRE OR TEN (10) TREES PER ACRE, WHICHEVER IS GREATER.

IE: 28.48

3.

TREE PROTECTION FENCE (TPF) WILL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO LAND
DISTURBANCE AND CONSTRUCTION. THE LOCATION OF THE TPF WILL BE
PROVIDED IN CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS.
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
August 8, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: August 1, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Patricia Riley

Owner:

Patricia Riley

Requested Action:

Removal of one 30” Pine tree

Location:

103
103 Cuthbert
Cuthburt Street
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: The 30” Pine tree in the front yard looks healthy.

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
August 8, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: July 4, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Kristof Dereeper

Owner:

Kristof Dereeper

Requested Action:

Removal of six Pine and two Oak trees

Location:

429 Dogwood Circle

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 – 28” Pine is in good condition
#2 – 40” Oak is in poor condition
#3 – 26” Oak is in fair condition
#4 – 18” Pine is in good condition
#5 – 21” Pine is in fair condition, has a lightning strike damage
#6 – 17” Pine is in good condition, within 7’ of house
#7 – 22” Pine is in good condition, within 7’ of house
#8 – 26” Pine is in good condition, within 7’ of house

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
August 8, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: July 11, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Eugene Sauthard

Owner:

Eugene Sauthard

Requested Action:

Removal of three Gum trees

Location:

105 W Shepard Lane

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 – 24” Gum in front yard is healthy
#2 – 22” Gum in back yard is damaging the patio
#3 – 21” Gum in back yard is healthy

STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Board Meeting
August 8, 2022
To: Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: July 24, 2022
GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant:

Valerie Juergens

Owner:

Valerie Juergens

Requested Action:

Removal of six Pine trees

Location:

206 Lenwood 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:
#1 – 26” Pine, poor condition
#2 – 38” Pine, good condition but damaging driveway
#3 – 26” Pine, fair to poor condition
#4 – 38” Pine, good condition, 10’ from house
#5 – 24” Pine, poor condition
#6 – 22” Pine, fair condition, 9’ from house

