TOWN OF SUMMERVILLE
TREE PROTECTION BOARD — AGENDA
Summerville Municipal Complex
Council Chambers, Third Floor
July 6, 2020 - 9:00 AM

The public and Town Council members are strongly encouraged to attend virtually
The meeting will be live-streamed through the live-streaming link on the Town’s website:
https://scsummerville.civicplus.com/159/L ive-Streaming-Meetings

For additional information regarding items on this agenda including any public hearings, please contact
the Planning Department at planning@summervillesc.gov or 843.851.4217. 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 required to have their temperature scanned,
wear a mask, and abide by social distancing requirements.

Approval of Minutes

1. June 8, 2020 minutes

Old Business

1. 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 43 — Removal of one Pine tree
2. 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 123 — Removal of one Pine tree

New Business
1. 111 Alwyn Blvd - Removal of three Pine trees

2. 220 Sumter Avenue — Removal of three Pine trees and one Cedar tree
3. 205 Factors Walk — Removal of six Pine trees and one Red Maple

Miscellaneous

Adjournment

Posted June 29, 2020


https://scsummerville.civicplus.com/159/Live-Streaming-Meetings
mailto:planning@summervillesc.gov
http://www.summervillesc.gov/AgendaCenter

Tree Protection Board Minutes
Monday, June 8, 2020

Members Present:
Ginger Reilly

Peter Wallace

Faye Campbell

Staff Present:
Jessi Shuler, Director of Planning
Bill Salisbury, Arborist

The meeting was called to order at 9:00 am. Ms. Reilly asked for consideration of the May 11, 2020
meeting minutes. Mr. Wallace seconded the motion for approval of the minutes as presented. The
motioned carried 5-0.

Old Business
1. 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 43 — Removal of one 28” Pine Tree

Mr. Salisbury reported he measured and the tree is not 20’ from house to left, saying that it
has to also be 20’ from house to the right, but does not appear to be room to fit the home
and comply with 20’ distance from both sides of house. Ms. Shuler stated she is not sure
about the size of a standard home, but 16’ appears to be the most common size. Mr.
Wallace made a motion to deny removal until explanation of reasoning for removal is
provided, Ms Campbell seconded the motion. The motion carried.

New Business
1. 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 123 - Fee not paid

2. 803 S. Main Street — Removal of one Water Oak, Laurel Oak and four Holly trees.
Mr. Salisbury reported that the trees are healthy but the applicant is putting in a pool and is
trying to keep it as far away from a large Live Oak as possible. The applicant stated that the
Water Oak was approved for removal last year due to it having knocked down a cement
block wall, keeping out of the dripline of the Live Oak. Mr Wallace asked why he did not
locate the pool on the street side. The applicant stated there is the safety factor of the
children if it is not in view from the house plus the Laurel Oak would still be damaged as well
as other trees not shown on the plan need to be removed if the pool were located there. Ms
Reilly stated she can appreciate the reasons for the location and is willing to allow if tied to a
pool permit. Mr Wallace stated it will change the character of the yard. Ms Reilly made a
motion to allow removal of the holly trees and one Laurel Oak tree in the footprint of the pool
with the pool permit.
The applicant stated there is a Water Oak with dieback in the crown, it is leaning toward
school property and the center is already gone. Mr. Wallace does not feel it is an immediate
threat and could be balanced with removal of a large limb over adjacent property. The
applicant did not agree with removal of large limb as it would stress the tree. He is also
planning on building a cabana but is waiting on drawings. Mr Salisbury asked where the tree
is located and how big the cabana will be. The applicant stated the cabana will be about 15’;
the tree is not in good health and is a hazard. Ms. Reilly stated since it is not an imminent
threat he could have an arborist climb and assess the tree while the others are being
removed. Mr. Wallace stated that the urban canopy needed to be considered, not just threat
of danger. Ms Reilly made a motion to deny removal until assessment by arborist. Mr.
Wallace seconded the motion. The applicant stated they are just prolonging the inevitable;



Tree Protection Board Minutes
Monday, June 8, 2020

he asked about mitigation. Mr Wallace stated inch for inch mitigation or contribution to Tree
Fund. There was discussion about the location of the cabana to avoid the Live Oak and to
determine removal of the Water Oak. Mr Wallace asked if he is willing to mitigate with a
canopy tree elsewhere in the yard. The applicant stated he is okay with mitigation, planning
to plant a Live Oak. A vote was taken on Ms. Reilly’s motion. It did not pass. Mr. Wallace
made a motion to allow removal of the Water Oak with planting of Live Oak. Ms. Campbell
seconded the motion. The motion passed with two in favor, Ms. Reilly abstained from the
vote.

3. 192 Factor’s Walk — Removal of one Pine and two hardwood trees
Mr. Salisbury reported the large 32” pine in the back yard has had a limb removed high up
that now has a hole, he could not tell if there is a cavity there. The tree is raised up at the
base. The owner is concerned about drainage but Mr. Salisbury did not see any drainage
problems at this time. Mr. Salisbury stated one of the hardwood trees is dead, is closest to
the deck. The other tree has significant lean. Mr. Wallace made a motion to allow removal of
the two hardwood trees adjacent to the deck but to disallow for removal of the large Pine
until an arborist makes an evaluation of the hole. Ms. Campbell seconded the motion. The
motion carried.

Miscellaneous: There were no items under Miscellaneous.

ADJOURN:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:39 am on a motion by Ms. Reilly
and a second by Ms. Campbell. The motion carried.

Respectfully submitted,

Date:

Bill Salisbury
Arborist/Natural Resource Planner

Approved: Kenny Sott, Chair

, Or,

Faye Campbell, Vice Chair




STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
July 6, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: June 28, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Scott Wilson
Owner: Yes Communities
Requested Action: Removal of one 28” Pine tree
Location: 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 43
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: Pine tree looks to be in good health. Letter from Kim Racke, Regional Vice
President of Yes! Communities, stating this site is the last one not in the flood zone. (See letter
attached.)


http://www.summervillesc.gov/
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From: Kim Racke <kracke@yescommunities.com>

Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 1:54 PM

To: Wike, Pamela <pwike@summervillesc.gov>

Cc: Scott Wilson <SWilson@yescommunities.com>; April Rumble <ARumble @yescommunities.com>
Subject: Tree removal

Ms. Pamela

May | make another plea for this. There are circumstances at this property that | am not sure have been
conveyed to all involved?

Right now, Creekside is completely full, well, in a sense. A property of Creekside size and caliper makes
every site worth approximately $30K in loan valuation. Every vacant site decreases the value of the
property significantly. Shortly after the 1000 year flood in 2015, the city came in a deemed 42% of our
property as flood zone, meaning every time someone removes their home from the property that is
located in the flood zone, that site becomes dead, we cannot do anything with those sites, they cannot
even be touched. We have already lost 17 sites to flood zone and another is coming. This equates to
over $500K in lost loan valuation. Site 43 is now our only site left that is not in the flood zone that we
can put a home on, period! This property is slowly rolling backwards yet we continue to pay the same
amount of property taxes.

This property has thousands and thousands of pine trees on it. We never remove trees just to remove
them, it is only done based on necessity.

| completely understand the need to manage tree removal but if you could allow us this one tree, we
would be happy to replace it by replanting trees throughout the community based on an amount you
choose that is reasonable. Please note if this home was allowed to be placed, we would be adding a
landscape package to the site that would include another tree.

Could you please reconsider? | do not have an email for Bill but would be extremely grateful if you could
pass it along to him.

Regional Vice President
2 Dollie Circle

' Summerville, SC 29485
. (843) 376-4641
kracke@yescommunities.com

ccmmunities www.yescommunities.com


mailto:kracke@yescommunities.com
mailto:pwike@summervillesc.gov
mailto:SWilson@yescommunities.com
mailto:ARumble@yescommunities.com
tel:(843)%20376-4641
mailto:kracke@yescommunities.com
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.yescommunities.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7Ckracke%40yescommunities.com%7C9f62ec7f1ff44fdecefc08d80bdd1c8b%7C6d181049c15a4e30ad448a3c024f8d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637272391586967026&sdata=M8HxmjOcMUD29i4jXVbNJ90YCu6Y6Oupfx6amfi5AM4%3D&reserved=0
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.pinterest.com%2Fyescommunities&data=02%7C01%7Ckracke%40yescommunities.com%7C9f62ec7f1ff44fdecefc08d80bdd1c8b%7C6d181049c15a4e30ad448a3c024f8d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637272391586977022&sdata=%2BZoKdbwdFvUxzLWASZW%2FIo5qtFsgk0BroGRGQHco%2FFg%3D&reserved=0
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.linkedin.com%2Fcompany%2Fyes-communities%2F%3Ftrk%3Dtyah&data=02%7C01%7Ckracke%40yescommunities.com%7C9f62ec7f1ff44fdecefc08d80bdd1c8b%7C6d181049c15a4e30ad448a3c024f8d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637272391586987017&sdata=Rk%2B023qq6y0tfVvYieOZkS9h4rgSDkYaaNvw7Enzb3Q%3D&reserved=0
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.youtube.com%2Fuser%2Fwebuildcommunity&data=02%7C01%7Ckracke%40yescommunities.com%7C9f62ec7f1ff44fdecefc08d80bdd1c8b%7C6d181049c15a4e30ad448a3c024f8d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637272391586987017&sdata=XGKBSiKNYJYS5UEiRlSxR2rKUFsvosnZ2KQdiFwOTBs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam05.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.com%2Fwebuildcommunity&data=02%7C01%7Ckracke%40yescommunities.com%7C9f62ec7f1ff44fdecefc08d80bdd1c8b%7C6d181049c15a4e30ad448a3c024f8d0e%7C0%7C0%7C637272391586997006&sdata=cVvAh40Bgb63aymxaSTt2l74Z5zNxoeC6KzbnoZsI94%3D&reserved=0
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
July 6, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: June 29 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Scott Wilson
Owner: Yes Communities
Requested Action: Removal of one 31” Pine tree
Location: 1925 Bacon’s Bridge Road, Lot 123
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 tree is in good condition.
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
July 6, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: June 29, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION

Property Applicant: Justin Coleman

Owner: Justin Coleman

Requested Action: Remove 3 Pine trees

Location: 111 Alwyn Blvd

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 — 30” cal. Tree located 15 from house, some dead branches, top may have broken out
sometime ago

#2 — 26” cal. Tree located 16” from house, is forked

#3 —21” cal. Tree located 14° from house, is forked at the top
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Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form
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. Load Factors —_—
Wind exposure Protectedd Partial & Fulld Wind funneling O Relative crown size Smalld MediumO Larged
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Tree Defe_ct§ and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

— Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O
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Load on defect N/A D Minor O Moderate[d Significant O Load on defect nN/AO Minor O Moderate Significant O
\\ukelihood of failure Improbable® possible 0 Probable 01 Imminent O Likelihood of failure Improbable®] Possibie 0 Probable O Imminent I?/
/ — Trunk — \/,— — Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible 0 Depth Stem girdling O
Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks OO Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O
Sapwood damage/decay [0 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze OI Ooze O Cavity O % cire.
Lightning damage[]  Heartwood decayld  Conks/Mushrooms 1 Cracks 0  Cut/Damagedroots 0 Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting I Soil weakness O
Lean ®  Corrected?

Response growth
Response growth Condition(s) of
Condition {s) of concern ondition({s) of concern
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/AO Minor 0O Moderated Slgnificant O Load on defect N/A DO Minor O Moderate Significant O

\Likelihood of failure ImprobabIeE/PossibleD Probable O Imminent O /\Likelihood of failure lmpmbabIeEf Posslble 0 Probable O Imminent_l:l/)

Page I i 2
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1. Risk Categorization

Likelihood
i Consequences
Failure Impact . Failure & ‘".‘Pa“ g
Target Condition(s) (from Matrix 1)
{Target number Tree part of concemn % = > o - Risk
descript 2| & el = g
or description) '§ 5 % .g _% 5 :;; % . % % . E . rating
HHHHEBHEHHEHE EHEEH K
Elg||E|S|28|=|z|l5 |8 |5 |82 |8|a|& | Moy
Huvae /.r"m[D i}'f‘zé: '721“’ Qve pa v v v v Jbwr
. ~F TV ie
Tovnk L i e v 17 || e
Fronk Pl lieg o4
ﬂg;.;;ééyrj f;{.‘ﬂe nF g?"‘ 7—{{4 i+ }N le trea v 4 v v /m,/
- p.:‘ :]un';
e
Matrix | Likelihood matrix. ! : i_ : i
‘Likelihood Likelihood of tmpact — ![__ — t 4
of Failure | vary jow. Low Medium High i . l | E |
Imminent | Unlikely |Somewhat likely Likely . Very likely —l ——— | i | T
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat |ikely Lkely | | i | |
Possible Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely I | : | | i
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely ! - -—_—_[—
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | | I |
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure [ ! ! I
Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor | Significant Severe _J ] 1T |
Very likely Low Moderate High - Extreme —t —%—-—,—'[-—.— —,—:——* —
Likely Low Moderate High ‘High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate Moderate North
_Unlikely Low Low Low Low ! -
f 5
Notes, explanations, descriptions ; ! /
t f
{
t
; Y
J .
fo SRR

Mitig’a_tio-n options_
Trim . Lia 5‘3 ovevr }’ldu’)'&_ N _ Residualrisk /o

1

2 Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low IQ/Moderate O HighO Extreme O

Overall residual risk ~ None O LowiZ Moderate O HighO Extremed  Recommended inspection interval _

Data OFinal OPreliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo OYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Bﬁone Blvisibility OAccess OVines ORoot collar buried Describe

‘This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture {ISA) — 2017 Page 20f2
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Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client JusTin sleman Date_g~-/12-2¢ Time__ /0. 0% _
Address/Tree location idi Rlun Blvd Treeno. ‘B Sheet _ of
Tree species Hlne ! dbh_ 3o Height 50" crown spread dia. e LA
Assessor(s) __ i2l’ Saliihe s Tools used Time frame 7

Bl

. . Target zone
o OccUpancy o~
[ £x(E, (84| = |2B|s.
H Target description Target protection | 34| F ¥ % E 5 1-rare BE|ESE
% E‘ = o - pccasional "E g - .E
-3 §‘ gn g—i 3 - frequent B2 5 B
= & ] 4 - constant &£ E E s
1 A'( Y per fnl v v 3 A A
2 Ea e, hbors fhorwse Mt e w 3 v | b
3 =
4

; Bl Pt : -1 Site Factors..; *»-

History of failures Topography ¥l atmflopel:l % Aspect

Site changes None [ Grade change [ Site clearing (] Changed soil hydrology O Root cuts 0 Describe

Soil conditions Limited volume [ Saturated 0 Shallowd Compacted I Pavement over roots ] % Describe {7 s/

Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong winds O Ice[d SnowDd Heavy rain[0 Describe

e R T “Tree Health and Species Profile © i+~ e e

Vigor Low 0 Normal e Righ O Foliage None (seasonal)d None (dead)0 Normal %  Chlorotic %  Necrotic %

Pests /Biotic Abiotic
Species failure profile Branches Trunk[d Roots0 Describe
AT A T T s S e e e e RPN = ARy LR, o I 1 il
Wind exposure Protected] Partial & Full(] Wind funnelingd . Relative crown size Smalld0 Medium O Large O
Crown density Sparse[] Normal®T Dense[d Interior branches Fewd Normal [l Dense O] Vines/Mistletoe/Moss OJ

Recent or expected change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelthood of Failure

~- Crown and Branches

Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O

Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max. dia. Codominant & Included bark OO

Bmlen/Har;gzr_; " Nquber_ —— Max. dia. Weak attachments 0 Cavity/Nest hole % circ.

:’)\Ler;en:t\ te rancnes Previous branch failures O Similar branches present [

runing history e
d kO kers/Galls/Burl S damage/d O

Crown cleaned [ Thinned 0 Raised ol Desc/Meslig ber Cankers/GallsfBurls L1 Sapwood damage/decay

Reduced O Topped 0 Lion-tailed I Conks [1 Heartwood decay [

Flush cuts O Other Response growth _

Condition (s} of concern

Part Size —  FallDistance Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/& T Minor 0 Moderate] Significant O Load on defect N/AaO Minor 0 Moderatel Significant O

Likelihood of failure Improbable ™ Possible 1 Probable T Imminent O Likellhood of failure Irnprobablet]' Possible [ Probable 30 Imminent O
/ — Trunk ~ \\(/_ ~— Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible 0 Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay [1  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze [I Ooze [ Cavity O 9% circ.

Lightning damaged  Heartwooddecaydd  Conks/Mushrooms O Cracks 0  Cut/Damaged roots]  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting C1 Soil weakness O

Lean Corrected?

Response growth

Response growth Conditi ¢

Condition (s) of concern ndition s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/a O Minor 0 Moderateld Significant O Load on defect N/ Minor [0 Moderated Significant 0
lelihood of failure Impmbablegpossible O Probable O Imminent O \Uklihood of failure Improbable BT’ Possible 1 Probable I Imminent O

y Page | of 2



Notes, explanations, descriptions

Likelihood
i Consequences
Failure Impact elie s '".‘Pa“ a
Target " {from Matrix 1)
Condition(s)
(Target number Tree part F = = - - Risk
or description) oF concern 2 2lE] 2 o | £ A 8 s
Elu|5|8]2 E = =l i3 rating
AEEEIHNEA I BHEHAE
s|B|ElElElz(B|E|% SlzIB|E|S|2| (Fom
El2|a|EJ2 |8 |=2(Z|5|8|S|212|E|5|8 | Motrixy
[Fruse. limb 3 lembs ave osew 1 il v v few
7r u::/f- The Houria w’ v loces
: 7 ; ey
7 Truale ‘-fcﬂn_fﬂ! fs Ee Bl
A(’r}féﬁr/ Moo oo oF ;F holhe e ] i ot
- .
i Free Zail vreo
. 53 |§‘i@ 3
F
Matrix I. Likelihood matrix. — | |
“Likelihood : |
of Fallure | verylow |-, & i =
.Imminent . | Uniikely- | Somewhat likefy | Likely> . Very likely: [ B
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely .- . | Sormewhat likely |- Likely. . | |
. Possible ' |. Unlikely Unlikely. | ~ Uniikely - | Somewhat fikely !
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely " .- Unlikely . |.-7 - Unlikely I ' I :
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | | !
Likelihood of . Consequences of Failure - | ]| | | |
Failure & Impact | -Negligible | = Minor . | Significant | Severe T i l i
- Very lkely . Low Moderate High - | Extreme : — - T ! -
Likely. Low Moderate High ' High
Somewhat likely Low Low . Moderate ' | Moderate Nc_r_‘h
_Unlikely U Low Low - Low - low .

/
" -

Mitigation options
v JFlm Limbe sver fpuse Residual risk
2 Residual risk
3 Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low IE/ Moderate 0 High O Extreme O
Overall residual risk None B Lowd Moderate OJ High O Extreme O Recommended inspection interval
Data OJFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed TINo (IYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Dﬁone Ovisibility OAccess Ovines TRoot collar buried Describe

Page 2 of 2
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Jree 3 pige (
Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client Justia o l@ nan Date &~/>-20 Time___ ‘g oo
Address/Tree location t/¢ A f;,:r_# n_ Blivd Treeno._ o ___ Sheet of

Tree species
Assessor(s)

dbbh__ R o Height 50"  crownspread dia. 30’
Tools used Time frame e

plne
2N Salihe

Target Assess

N . Target zone

1 Gccupancy ~

£ £elB.|8a] = |28 5.

; Target description Target protection 3 = ZTE|E E 2_::25';“' g8 |ES
B v [

w ‘g% g-—: g: 3 - frequent B g gE

= & s 8 4 - constant E E g 5

1 A tearre Y, Caan 'dnd 3 A | An

2 Pl Ry }1,&0!/“5 f}’d«/j{’_’ Ae e ol 3 e | e

3

4

i+ . Site Factors .

History of failures ____ Topography FIatB/SIOpeEI % Aspect
Site changes None (1 Grade change [ Site clearing] Changed soil hydrology] Root cuts D Describe

Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated O Shallow] Compacted] Pavement over roots] % Describe {7 rus/

Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong windsO lce 0 Snowd Heavy rain0 Describe

o il o s 7 Tree Health and Species Profile &' ¥

Vigor Lowd Normal =4 HighO Foliage None (seasonal)d None [dead)d Normal %  Chlorotic %  Necrotic %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic _

Species failure profile Branchesd Trunk Roots0 Describe
S TLead Factors. Lt LT LT L .
wind exposure Protected O Partial B FuliC] Wind funneling O Relative crown size Smalld MediumO Large O
Crown density Sparsed NormalEl Dense[d Interior branches Few [ Normal[J Dense Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O
Recent or expected change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

f'/k — Crown and Branches — \
Unbalanced crown 01 LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max. dia. Codominant @~ Included bark I
2roken/Har;ger h Nquber S EaCR Weak attachments OJ Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
verfeme? ed branches Previous branch failures O __ Similar branches present CJ
Pruning history Dead/Missing bark 0] Cankers/Galls/Burls C1 Sapwood damage/decay OJ

ssin s m ca

Crown cleaned O Thinned O Raised g N =8 ke pwo g v
Reduced O Topped O Lion-tailed C1 Conis (& Heartwood decay [
Flush cuts O Other Response growth ___

Condition (s} of concern
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance —
Load on defect N/A O Minor [0 Moderated Significant [ Load on defect N/A O Miner [0 Moderate[D Significant O
Likelihood of failure ImprobabIeEf Possible O Probable [0 Imminent [ Likelihood of failure Impmbableﬂ' Possibde O Probable [ Imminent IEI/

( — Trunk — \\//_ — Roots and Root Collar —

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stem girdling O
Codominant stems [J Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O
Sapwood damage/decay 0  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze O Coze [ Cavity O % circ.
Lightning damaged  Heartwood decaydd  Conks/Mushrooms O Cracks 0  Cut/Damaged roots L] Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nesthole___ % circ.  Depth_____ Poortaper O Root plate lifting O Soil weakness O
Lean ®  Corrected?

Response growth
Response growth Condition(s) of ;
Condition(s) of concern ndition{s) of concern
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/A O Minor O Moderated Significant [ Load on defect N/ADO Miner O Moderatel Significant O

\\Likaelihood of failure lmprobablelj/ Possible 0 Probable I Imminent D_/\Lik\elihood of fallure Improbable I Possible 0 Probable Ol Imminent I?I/

o Page [ of 2
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Risk (.':_‘a_’tegoriz'at"jion‘

Likelihood
i Consequences
Failure Impact ERREIS: Irppact 4
Target . {from Matrix 1)
Condition(s)
{Target number Tree part P @ ™ 3 - .
or description) of concern % wlelels . B z % E Risk
siz|8)l2le H T| 2| |2]|®| x|2|e | rating
SHEHERHBEEEHE EHE
Ela|=|E|S(B3|Z(Z|5|8|S(812|58|5|&| Mo
ﬁéva& Iimbs Fimébs are ovew v s e [ low
ha Hn‘ e,
7?'%/6&‘ 7 - Va v v v foew
Trunt telling oo
b
neighbors Sl 7 o /F hole [ree | - v v b Fe
o Tred. Foilure
Matrix I Likelihood matrix, ot} I, 1 T
3= = 2 5 3 z n | [
Likelihood Likelihood of Impact i __|_ | ' l |
. = - - |
of Failure | very low . Low . Medium .- High [ . | | | |
Imminent | Unlikely | Somewhat likely Likely Very likely I_ e —
Probable | Unlikely Unlikely Somewhat likely Likely | | | | | |
Possible | Unlikely Unlikely _Unlikely Somewhat likely ' | ! : ! ! |
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely " Unlikely Unlikely i — | | i ! I -
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. _.| | | | |
Likelihood of Cohsequences of Failure ! ! ] : ! ! f
Failure & Impact | negligible Minor Significant Severe ' i - [ o |
Very likely Low Moderate High Extreme R : :
Likely Low Moderate High High
Somewhat likely Low Low’ Moderate Moderate North
Unlikely Low Low Low Low S,
Notes, explanations, descriptions
Mitigation options
, -
N Trlen Limbs  dvev Aovie Residual risk
2 Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low T~ Moderate 0 HighO Extreme O
Overall residual risk None O Low [T~ Moderate O HighO Extremed  Recommended inspection interval
Data ODFinal OPreliminary Advanced assessment needed ONo OYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations ENone Ovisibility JAccess [IVines CIRoot collar buried Describe
This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) —2017 Page 2 of 2
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
July 6, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: June 29, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION

Property Applicant: Mary Ellen Green

Owner: Mary Ellen Green

Requested Action: Remove three Pine trees and one Cedar tree

Location: 220 Sumter 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:

#1 — 23” cal. Pine Tree, located 12’ from house

#2 —19” cal. Pine Tree, located 8’ from house

#3 — 24” cal. Pine Tree, located 4’ from brick fence

#4 — Cedar Tree — located next to brick fence, cause it to crack


http://www.summervillesc.gov/
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pese  Tiree [ .
Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client ﬁﬂ"-"f Lffen bvecn _Date &-15 —2e Time _
Address/Tree location €2 & S omte HAuoe i Tree no. / _Sheet_ of
Tree species f?/"'d«' dbh L3 Height 59~ Crown spread dia. 22 °
Assessor(s) _ _,f_’;"z;“f [ Jvrf}f _ Tools used_ _ Timeframe /.
Target Assessment . i
- Target zone
-E PE g - oec;;::ncy 3%-;; N
= Target descipton Trgetprotection | 38| 5|58 rwe |25 E5
% gg %: ga 3 - frequent g% ég
& = & = 4-comstant | &g | @&
| Jfhwe Cprone vivivl & |4 |
2| Oriie wos Aika vivlz] 2 Ao | Mo
3
4
.- Site Factors
History of failures __ Topography Flatl"_'l{opel:l % Aspect
Site changes None O Grade change D Site clearingl] Changed soil hydrologyD Root cutsEJ Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated O Shallow 0 Compactedd Pavement over roots [ % Describe
Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong windsEl Iced Snow[ Heavy rain @ Describe
I M S Ry e, “Tree Health and Species Profile e
Vigor Low [ Normal IE/ High O Foliage None (seasonal)dd None(dead)dd MNormal____ % Chlorotic__ % Necrotic %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic _ _
Species failure profile Branches = Trunk[J RootsT Describe —
[ ) Load Factors
Wind exposure Protected O Partial B Fyll0 Wind funnelingd Relative crown size Small0 Medium & LargeO
Crown density Sparse[T Normal[E” Densed Interior branches Few ] Normal ™ Dense ] Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O _
Recent or expected change in load factors _
Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Fallure
— Crown and Branches —
Unbalanced crown O LCR___ % Cracks O __ Lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches OO _ %overall Max.dia. Codominant [1 Included bark OO
Broken/Hangers Number Mex. dia. Weak attachments O _ Cavity/Nesthole____ %dirc.
Over-extended branches O Previous branch failures O Similar branches present O

Pruning histol
runing history Dead/Missing bark O Cankers/Galls/Burls O Sapwood damage/decay O

Crown cleaned O Thinned [ Ralsed O
Reduced (| Topped O Lion-tailed [ Conks O Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts a Other Response growth

Condition(s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — PartSizge Fall Distance -

Load on defect N/A Minor [ Moderated Signlficant O Load on defect | Minor [0 Moderateld Signlficant [
% Likelihood of failure Improbable l!r‘Possible O probable O imminent L Likellhood of fallure Improbable [1 Possible (1 Probable 1 Imminent LI
{/ —Trunk — \\/"r — Roots and Root Collar — \\

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay [0 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0  Sap ooze O Ooze O Cavity O 9% circ.

Lightning damaged  Heartwood decayldl  Conks/Mushrooms OJ Cracks 0  Cut/DamagedrootsI  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting O] Soil weakness OJ

* G d?
Lean orfecte Response growth
Response growth

Condition(s) of concern

Condition (s} of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — PartSize — Fall Distance
Load on defect N/A DO Minor O Moderateld Significant O Load on defect n/AaO Inor O Moderated Significant [
Likelthood of failure ImprobabIeE(PosslbIeD Probable OO Imminent O J/\iikelihow of failure Improbabled” Possible L1 Probable 1 Imminent LI ),l
—
Pagz 1 of 2
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Likelihood
Failure Impact Failure & Impact| Consequences
Target Conditi {from Matrix 1)
(Torget number Tege part :fnc;n:er:'(r:) _% - ] 1=2la i Risk
descripti o = &
or description) .g.éu 5 3 E E s i. .g . g fn X é o | rating
AFIHH EHHE HEHEH ETEBEH B
Eld|c|El2|8|s|Z2|S5|8|5|2|=z|2|R|&) Marix2)
Fruse Limbs Limbi Tl - v = low
19"‘"'/54'4/10 4 orl Hc)'-/?cl._ - - - ] o /fo“/
7 Priwc wsig v o . =
levry e Mo
:?'3?11
Motrix |. Likelihood matrix. ! - i
leelll]ood Likelihood of impact. .~ G [ | =
of Failure |verylfow | ~ . low . [ . Medium = . , |
-imminent | Unlikely |Somewhat likely | .~ Likefy - - |73 SIS = ] '
‘Probable | Unlikely |~ Unlikely | Somewhat likely | | b ,
" Possible | Unlikely | . Unlikely Unlikely- | Somewhat likely i L '
Improbable | Unlikely Unlikely Unlikely: - |- " Unlikely.~ ! VA f—— - . I .
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | |
- N - I | ]
Likelihood of Consequences of Failure. ! | l L
Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor, | Significant | . Severe | v |
.- Very likely _ Low ‘Moderate | . High - | ' Extréme 4 ! E % !
Likely Law Moderate | © High " High
Somewhat likely Low Low Moderate | Moderate: North
" Unlikely . “Low Low - ‘Low Low [
i
Notes, explanations, descriptions i h
: - "
‘ |
| =‘
I

*

Mitigation options

1. Frim [ion ) y Residual risk
2. Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4. Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low ¥ Moderate I HighO Extreme O

Overall residual risk Noned Low @~ Moderate 0 HighD Extremel] Recommended inspection interval

Data EFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CONo CIYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Iﬂﬁone Ovisibility OAccess Ovines ORoot collar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Seciety of Arboriculture (ISA} — 2017 Page 2 of 2
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Sree Lo

Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client __Alavy [Hlen fveen Date_ & 1S T2 e
Address/Tree location 22 ©  SomPe Hoe. Treeno. 2. Sheet of
Tree species o e ¥ dbh Height Crown spread dia.

bootf Sedle,

Assessor(s}

___Tools used

Timeframe /.. |

5 . Target zone
Occupancy [t

5 e Ealf |E.] re |28 (s,
£ Target description i Target protection | 3 & gi gﬁ 1-rare '—SE £
g e BB 54| e £2|5%
E k] E ] = 4-constant | = g é g
1 Aoosie Moir V| A &f As | 1o
2 Koo 7 NVone el s He | ¥
3

4

i-. Site Factors ;'

History of failures

_ Topography FlatE2$loped % Aspect

Site changes None B/Grade change O Site clearing0 Changed soil hydrologyd Root cuts[J Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated [J Shallowd CompactedJ Pavement over roots []

__ Common weather Strong winds H'iced SnowD Heavy rain O Describe
i rée Health and Species Profile

Prevailing wind direction

-

% Describe

Vigor Low Normal z’ High O Foliage None (seasonal)d

None (dead)d  Normal %

Chlorotic %

Necrotic___ %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic ____
Species faiiure profile Branches 0 Trunk[J Rootsd Describe
s e RN R BRI T | ond Factome

Wind exposure Protected O Partial [ Full ] Wind funneling O

Relative crown size Small O MediumE’Jl_.argeD

Crown density_ Sparse[] Normal @ Dense J Interior branches Few[J Normal @ Dense ] Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O

Recent or expected change in load factors

 Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

I'\_\‘__Lil‘:elihwd of failure Improbable osslble 0 Probable B3 Irnminent O

( — Crown and Branches — \
Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O tightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max, dia. Codominant O Included bark O
(B;roken/ Hal;gt:z h Nquber Max. dia. Weak attachments O _ Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
Pve;ext:t:ste ranches Previous branch failures O __ Similar branches present O
runing history S

kO ¢ Galls/Burls O d d d |
Crown dleaned [ Thinred O Raised O Dead/Missing barl ankers/Galls/Burls Sapwood damage/decay
Reduced O Topped O Lion-talled O Conks O Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts a Other Response growth

Condition (s} of concern
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size fall Distance
Load on defect N/A DD E)Ilinor 00 Moderateld Significant O Load on defect N/A O Minor [0 Moderated Significant O
[

Likelhood of fallure ImprobableD] Possible 0 Probable OO Imrminent £1 /

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color [J
Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O
Sapwood dan’iage/decay O Cankers/Galls/Burls 0  Sap ooze [J
Lightning damage ]  Heartwood decay[]  Conks/Mushrooms [J

Cavity/Nest hole___ %circ. Depth Poor taper O
Lean ° Corrected?

Response growth

Condition {s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect nN/A O m)yllnor 0O ModerateEd Significant O
P

@lhood of failure Improbable

1
!

/' — Trunk — \

/ — Roots and Root Collar — \
Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stem girdling O
Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O
Ooze O Cavity O ___ %circe.
Cracks 0  Cut/Damagedroots0  Distance from trunk

ossible 0 Probable O Imminent IEl//

Root plate Iifting O Soil weakness OJ
Response growth

Condition (s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/ADO ﬂ)aznor B Moderate Significant 0

lelihoodoffailure Improbable &l Possible O Probable O Imminentl.':|//
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ALy

e s =

Likelihood
i Consequences
Failure Impact Felyre & ln_1pact a
Target i {from Matrix 1)
Condition(s)
{Target number Tree part P orn o - ) - Risk
or description) GrEe ﬁ " E 2 E | £ z = S I8
AEREHHEE 2 HHMNE EIR I Rak:
s|BI8|ElElz|2|&8|2|EI2|BlB| 2|58 tom
E\2(2|E2|B|S|ZE|S5|R|3|8)2|8|7|&| Mo
#y ifmbs Limbe cocld RAF 7 v/ | forw
vIE ,:~5 4
f#{ / Hile Tree Trew Fading u Bzl ||/ v > % Jrd
CAV: 73( FTree | Troe My § (77T
vl i
2 BT
Matrix |. Likelihood matrix. b II ! i
“Likellhood | ... - * . Lkelihood of impact ~ .~ - a5 !
of Failure |varylow |~ Low ... |.- Medium -.|.~ High | .
Imminent | Unlikely | Somewhat likely | :© Likely = - |- Very likely. I i
Probable | Unlikely | ~ Unlikely. * |Somewhat likely | .~ Likely,
. Possible . |. Unlikely |- Unlikely ~ . Unlikely " | Somewhat likely | i' !
Improbable | Unfikely | Unlikely. . | - Unlikely. - |  Unlikely I | 4
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. [ ! |
Likelihcod of ' Coﬁs_equehc_gs‘éf Failure | ' !
Failure & Impact | Negligible | Minor | Significant Severe I [ |
. Very llkely Low Moderate | . High Extreme . i 1 ! E —
Likely Low Moderate | . High . High
Somewhat likely | Low - Low Modérate - | Moderate N‘_"’th
Unlikely = |- Low. Low Low Low i i
§
; b
Notes, explanations, descriptions ; i
3 II
o | |
) i\\\ )l
Mitigation options
1 Residual risk
2 Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4. Residualrisk
Overall tree risk rating Ltow B Moderate O High O Extreme O
Overall residual risk None O low B Moderate 0 High O  Extreme O Recommended inspection interval =
Data OFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed [(ONo [Ives-Type/Reason -
Inspection limitations CNone Ovisibility OAccess OOVines ORoot collar buried Describe =
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N



/ree. X oo /
Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client  Ala Yy Lhlen” Gveen Date 6-1§5 20 Time

Address/Tree location 22C  SomTe i Treeno._ _% Sheet of

Tree species ;:/&_4- = dbh Height _ Crown spread dia,

Assessor(s) ﬂ}.{..f,}"_&.g,é,-ff o | *___ Toolsused Time frame .~ == L—

et Assessment

- Target zone
_§ = = = Occupancy ~
g — £e|E,|8a| = |28|5.
£ Target description E Targetprotection (|3 5|3 8|S |, i BE =S
‘5 [-% o = = 2 —occasional .E pot 2.
as E'_E o E’v'i 3 —frequent 2| 8%
8 = = = 4 — constant g E g E_
1 Garvac e swe v oz lae |pe

|

2 Ko ¢ Aore 7 e | LA
3
4

i B g R S e - Site Factors i 7

History of failures _ ___ Topography Flatﬂfslopel:l 9% Aspect

Site changes None [I-Grade change O Site clearing O] Changed soli hydrologyd Root cuts[0 Describe

Soil conditions Limited volume [ Saturated 0 Shallowd Compacted C1 Pavement over roots ] % Describe

Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong windsE] Ice[d Snow[] Heavy rain E Describe

s iR s 7%." Trée Health and Speciés Profile-. RIS AP
P

Vigor Low 0 Normal @7 High O Foliage None (seasonal) ] None (dead)d Normal %  Chlorotic %  Necrotic %

Pests /Biotic__ Abiotic

Species failure profile Branches D Trunk[d RootsD] Describe

Wind exposure Protected D Partial I Full ] Wind funnelingd Relative crown size Smalld MediumE;LargeEI
Crown density Sparse[] Normal 2 Densed Interior branches Few[ NormalO Densed Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O
Recent or expeded change in load factors _

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelikood of Failure

=
— Crown and Branches — Y
Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max. dia. CodominantD included bark O
2:'0'(&“/ Har;gzri N Nlu:‘mber == Max. dip: Weak attachments O __ Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
er-extended branches Previous branch failures £1 Similar branches present O

Pruning history
Dead/Missing bark O Cankers/Galls/Burl S d d O
Crown cleaned O Thinned OJ Raised () sac/Missing bar ankers/Galls/Buris I} Sapwood damage/decay

Reduced ] Topped 0O Lion-tailed DO Conks O Heartwood decay O __
Flush cuts ] Other Response growth

Condition (s} of concern

Part Size Fall Distance Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/AO Minor O Moderated Significant O Load on defect N/AD Minor O Moderated Significant O
\Lileelihood of failure Improbable E/Possibhe O Probable O Imminent O Likelihood of failure Improbable ] Possible 1 Probable 1 Imminent 01
//— —Trunk — \/ — Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stemn girdling O

Codominant stems O Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay O  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0  Sap ooze O Coze O Cavity O % cire.

Lightning damage]  Heartwood decayd]  Conks/Mushrooms [ Cracks 0  Cut/Damaged rootsC]  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole %circ.  Depth Poor taper O Roat plate lifting 01 Soil weakness O]

Lean °  Corrected?

Response growth

Response growth Condition s) of

Condition (s) of concern ondition (s] of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/ Minor 00 Moderate Significant O Load on defect N/A D Minor O Moderated Significant O

Likelihood of failure ImpmbableE/PossibleEl Probable O Imminent 8 Likelihood of failure ImpmbabléE(PossibleEl Probable O Imminent O
\ _/

! Page 1 of 2
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Failure & Impact| Consequences
Failure Impact
Target Condition{s) St
{Target number Tree part ¢ o - = T sk
or description} o cencern 2lol2|E] 2 £ - | £ |3 E R'_s
HHEHEREREHEBRE EREN s
s|l9|ElE|E(z|8|GlE|E|le|E ®|E|E % {from
El8|c|El2 8|22 |5|8|S|8|2|5|a|&] Mz
Gevicp Zp oAre | Hiote Tree - - oo
= ~ ;‘"
f f Jer i [ :
b/#fﬂj ﬁ“(‘_-,-w:‘g. i [
e i, Fo 3
s T
Matrix I. Likelihood matrix. !
Teliood |~ Uneipoodof mpast
ofFailure | veryjow |~ "Low = | Medium | High*. . ,
,-Iﬁ'l‘inihgﬁl:" i Uﬁliké_!y_ ‘S‘;dn'i‘e'v(rhat likely |. Likely .- ..""..Véﬁ'ikélv', -] —— i |
_Probable | Unlikely |. - Unlikely. , | Somewhat likely | | Likely. | | |
_'Possible . |. Unlikely | Unlikely Unlikely- | | somewhat likely [ | [ ] | |
Improbable | Unlikely " Unlikely Unlikely . |- Unlikely. S | E— — i
| i
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | | | |
- o x | |
Likelihood of * . Conisequences of Failure _ | | i
| Failure & Impact | Negligible Minor | Significant | " Severe ' ; ! i j__ '
_Verylikely | Low | Moderate High Extieme — | _—
. Likely . Low Moderate | ~ High High
{ oy Somewhat likely | Low Low Moderate | Moderate North
| i . Unlikely "~ |' " Low Low Low - Low
¥

Notes, explanations, descriptions

= -
- n&luﬂ
.“ "

Mitigation options
Residual risk

1

2. Residual risk
3 Residual risk
g Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low E/Moderate O HighO Extreme O

Overall residual risk NoneOd Lowd Moderated HighO Extreme O Recommended inspection interval

Data OFinal OPreliminary Advanced assessment needed ONo OYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations ONone Ovisibility OAccess OVines ORoot collar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) — 2017 Page 2 of 2
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STAFF REPORT
Tree Protection Committee Meeting
July 6, 2020

To:  Town of Summerville Tree Protection Board
From: Bill Salisbury, Arborist/Natural Resource Planner
Date: June 29, 2020

GENERAL
INFORMATION
Property Applicant: Matthew Vega
Owner: Matthew Vega
Requested Action: Removal of six Pine trees and one Red Maple
Location: 205 Factors Walk
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 all look generally healthy. #1 is close to a sidewalk, #2 has two co-
dominant stems which are twisting and rubbing each other, #3-5 are not perfect specimens in
that they have crooked trunks. The Red Maple in the back yard was a co-dominant tree of
which one half has been removed and the remaining portion is struggling.


http://www.summervillesc.gov/
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Tree / Pege
ISA Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

client Mg tthew Vecge Date_6-22-2¢ Time G <
Address/Tree location 2.0 g v Facltpes Ivall Treeno.__ J Sheet of
Tree species Dine. dbh_ 227 Height S ‘___ Crownspread dia. 2o
Assessor(s) S92 /) S Mk i Tools used Tlme frame ggm’-—

- Target zone
2 Occupancy o~
£ =
E g a i " E a3 rate 8§ gn-
2 Target description Targetprotection |3 £ |5 £ % =1 i-rare BE|E8
B BE|BA| B remen 52| 5E
= 'f_uv s 1'_5'-' 4 —constant Eg ég
1 5 @ ey el 3 U, | Ao
2 side oalle =
3 BEu (& v
: ]
4 CLvS a ‘
SRR R LR <. Site Factors:i.; e ey
History of failures Arone Topography FIatB/SIopeEI % Aspect
Site changes None Bt Grade change O Site clearing Changed soil hydrology 0 Root cuts0 Describe _
Soil conditions Limited volume [ Saturated O Shallow 1 Compactedd Pavement over roots % Describe nd.‘rw/.

Prevailing wmd dll'eCtIOi‘l

Common weather Strong winds O Ice 0 SnowD Heavy rain O Descrlbe
“Treé Héaith and Spécief Profile =

Vigor Low I:I Normal E” High I:I Follage None (seasonal} 0 None (dead})0 Normal % Chlorotic %  Necrotic %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic

Speaes fallure proﬁle Branchesl] TrunkEI Rootsl:l Descrlbe

Wmd exposure Protectedl:l ParhaIIZ"FuIIEI Wind funnelmgl:l Relatwe crown size SmallO Medlum E Large O

Crown density Sparse[] Normal & Dense[]  Interior branches Few [l Neormal UDenseD Vines/Mistletoe/Moss 0 dpwrc.
Recent or expected change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Aﬁe;ﬁhg the Likelihood of Failure

— Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown O LCR % . Cracks O _ __ Lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches (&~ £ % overall Max. dia. __ Codominant ] included bark OI
Broken/Har;gzrr;J N N?er — Max. dia. Woeak attachments O Cavity/Nest hole_ % circ.
Ever:m:'st: Anees Previous branch failures 0 Similar branches present O
runing history o ——

Dead/M bark O Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sapwood d ‘decay O
Crown cleaned O Thinned O Raised E/ o/ Misshg ey Gall Buris 2 amage/decay
Reduced O Topped O Lion-tailed O Conks O Heartwooddecay B -
Flush cuts O Other Response growth

24,3 Duee -Extended heanech ey poeer Condition(s) of concern
Clde wnll 4+ (Hosroe
A

Part Size - Fail Distance __ &%/0 ~ Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/AD Minor O ModerateD Significant O Load on defect N/aO Minor O Moderated Significant O

Likelihood of failure improbable @ Possible 1 Probable O Imminent O Likelihood of failure improbable 0 Possibled Probable O imminent O
('/_ —Trunk — ﬁ'\//— — Roots and Root Collar — \

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems [J Included bark O Cracks O Dead [ Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay 0 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze O Ooze O Cavity O % circ.

Lightning damage ]  Heartwood decay[]  Conks/Mushrooms O Cracks 0  Cut/Damaged roots]  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting O Soil weakness O

Lean °*  Corrected? T

Response growth w7

ponse & Condition (s} of concern vests C}Uﬁi 2] gtk wald Hlyee

Condition (s} of concern _

Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/aO Minor [l Moderate[d Significant O Load on defect N/ADD B/Nlinor O Moderated Significant O

Possible 0 Probable O Imminent O

\i{elihood of failure Improbable " Possible 1 Probable O Imminent I.'i//\i.ikellhood of failure Improbable

‘ Page | of 2



208 Faclors Walk

Failure & Impact| Consequences

Target Failure Impact rom Matrlk 1)
(Target number Tree part Condlieldins) & 2 - .
or description) of @néarm HAMNEIEHE E = | £ 12 £ Risk
a|2|la|e = = |2 ] i
e|l2|8|E L] 2 HEHMNE E 5|2 ¢ rating
I HHEAHBEHHEHEEHEH R
Elg|lz|E|S|B8|S|ZlIS|&|S|S12|5|F|8&]) Morreny
f:/'uyaz.. tHold Tree Jemayz To v v V] v o
L b 3 Hovre
{,(&r)e wad ke Held Tr-e v Jvcnr
Limby
f-:-eu;t[g__ L s
cevs H oV Tvwee Ve Vi 1 . (o
Limbg

Matrix |. Likelihood matrix. i I, 1 Jl ] i
© [veryiou] o, [ T |
“imminent | Uhlikely: | Somewhat likely |. .. Like = veryikely. . : =
"Probable | Unlikefy |~ Unlikely ... . | Somewhat likety |7~ - Likehy: . 1 .
. “Possible” | Unlikely | " Uhlikely. > |- Unlikely * - | Semewhat likely '
& Q i improbable |: Unlikely | .~ Unlikely. [ Unlikely .. |5 - Unlikely - I |
& Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
R " Uikelifiood of - . Consequences of Failure -~ .-~ ° ,
; Failure & impact |- Negligible | . Minor |- Significant | " Severe. |
: g __Verjlikely [ " Low Modérate | High " | = Extreme . G ! ;
i Likely . . . Low- Moderate |, High .| . High-
i 'é:l Somewhat likely " Low Low Moderate - |.- Moderate North
) = P = — — - . gt TR,
5 . Unlikely. Low. . Lew: “low . Low _ e
' i ~ N

H Notes, explanations, descriptions

Mitigation options ) ‘
1 femoye 207 ot the Iimhs Fht cve pue- "T‘“E_L_ ‘T’aVﬁa”"’ Residual risk _ /¢«
Residual risk

| 2

! 3. Residual risk

4, Residual risk
|
4

Overali tree risk rating Low El/ Moderate 0 High D Extreme O
Overall residual risk None D Low IZ( Moderate ] High OO Extreme OJ Recommended inspection interval

Data CJFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CONo ClYes-Type/Reason
[ inspection limitations CINone Clvisibility CJAccess Clvines ClReot coflar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) — 2017 Page 2 of 2
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Jree 2 Fcoc !
IS Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

>, o~
Client mq#f‘}é Date §-22-2¢ Time 7 1+ €
Address/Tree location 2.0 5_ ﬁ.‘cf'jg ey Inalk Treeno. 2. Sheet of
Tree species - he dbh 2 + Y Height &~/S Crown spread dia, 4/’
Assessor(s) e /rif;ow.-_, Tools used Time frame_ 7 .ot
. . Target zone
-} Occupancy =
'E _5 - % £ rate 2% -]
3 = i = 2| E B ad 1— - oo
£ Target description Target protection TS| 5£|% I me BB |EW
-] I EIET 2 = occaslonal B =8
g g% g, | g 3| 3-frequent B % 1 E
g = & & 4-constant | = El& s
1 /é‘";’/ I H o i = || & S AL
2 SES an ¢ | < Mo | At
3 e ool ;r e el < ro |
4 Clim i Piice e ©/ v 7 Jw |
; B R, T SR o ~USREFACtOS © i b i s s 3 b
History of fallures_ /7u/ieer Topography FIatEl’SIopeEI % Aspect
Site changes None B Grade change O Site clearingd Changed soil hydrology[dJ Root cutsO Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated O Shallowd Compacted D Pavement over rootsJ % Describe _

Prevallmg wmd dlrectlon

Common weather Strong winds O Iced Snowd Heavy raml:l Descnbe
' , St * Tree Health'and Species Profile’ . . <+ f7 7 2T ey ¥
Vigor Low El Normal E’ H|gh EI Follage None {seasonal) O None (dead)J Normal % Chlorotic__% Necrotic__ %
Pests /Biotic Abiatic
Speciesfailure proﬁle Branchesl:l Trunkl:l Rootsl:l Describe
= oA T U Load Factors X = = AL -
Wlnd exposure Protectedl:l PartlaIEfFullEl Wind funnellngl:l Relatlve crown size SmaIIEI Medlum B/Largel:l
Crown density SparseJ Normalﬂ/ Densed Interior branches Few Normal[T Denseld Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O /f/afﬂ'ﬂ
Recent or expected change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

o T

== Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown [Q/ LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O

Dead twigs/branches ] —vhoverali Max.dia. _____ Codominant B 2% ” o /’/d_' Included bark [~

Broken/Hangers Numbere e Max. dia. Weak attachments & ¢ I’DTC.Jlt Cavity/Nest hole % circ.

Over-extended branches OJ ) , gy

Pruning hist Previous branch failures O ___ Similarbranches present O

runing history .
0 kers/Gal rl S d 0O

Crown cleaned O Thinned O Raised e Dead/Missing bark O Cankers/Galls/Burls O Sapwood damage/decay

Reduced ] Topped [ Lion-tailed O Conks LI Heartwood decay 1

Flush cuts 0 Other Response growth

Condition (s) of concern

Part Size Falt Distance Part Size fall Distance

Load on defect NAD Minor O Moderate[d Significant O Load on defect N/ADO Minor O Moderate[d Significant O

Likelihood of failure fmprobable®” Possible 1 Probable [J imminent 01 Likelihood of failure improbable 0 Possible O Probable [ Imminent IEI//

—Trunk — —\ /’_ — Roots and Root Collar — \\

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depih Stern girdling O

Codominant stems EI/ Included bark B~ Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay [0 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze O Qoze O Cavity O % cire.

Lightning damaged  Heartwood decayd  Conks/Mushrooms O Cracks 0  Cut/DamagedrootsDd  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting O Soil weakness O

Lean *  Corrected?

Response growth

Response growth conditi f

Condition(s) of concern onditian (s} of concern e

PartSize — = Fall Distance — PartSize¢ — Fall Distance

Load on defact N/AD Minor [ Moderate[] Significant O Load on defect N/AD Minor O Moderated Significant O
\Likelihood of failure Improbable B+ Possible O Probable O jmminent 0] \\ljkelihood of failure Improbable B Possible 1 Probable O Imminent O

i Page | of 2
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Likelihood

208

Failure & Impact| Consequences

: Target i Failure Impact from Matrie 1)
{Target number Tree part Condition(s) 2 - . :
or description) of concern a zlE] s 8 e € Risk
IHEIE K = =13 5 21 .18 o | rating
:2; E 'g Elzl(z|%|& % E ::' [y En 2 g ¢ | (from
E|2|E|E|2|8|=2|2|5|18|S5 212|558 Maixsy
Hovie Aol Free. LOeme (€ Yo v /] L v locs
1.1 Qm L J
Hg-'..l e —
; F o T J E
_'{'/ajé’wh//( Hrlﬁ { e = vl L fdu/
Lt L,

L\“n\!a 3

Lo | Hold To=

L ,‘,..L, b _
Matrix 1, Likelihood matrix. —_ ! | !
Verylow | lowi. | Madium S |72 Hight s b
“Imminent | Unlikely. | Somewhat likely | . Likely:.. " | " Very likely =~ — e
_Probable |"Unlikely:| - Unlikely . | Somewhiat likely | . Likely. Al |
" possible” | Unlikely | ™ Onlikely’ - [ Unlikely = | Somewhat likely i ! '
Improbable |- Unlikely- |- Unlikely- .- | Unlikely." | " Unlikely - ! -
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. -
N K i i B T T S L R i ! |
- Like;;hggjd of |- . Cotisequences of Failire K l | !
 Failure & Impact. |- Negligible | . Minor | Significant |~ Severe™ _""___!_a e |
 Verylikely |  Low | Moderste | High | . Extreme - ! S
Likely . low Moderate |-~ High .. | . High -
Somewhatlikely | - Llow | Llow’ Moderate’ | - Moderate North
. Unlikely .} Low. | Low' Low _Low i = AT TN
Notes, explanations, descriptions | / '\'.
| \
V65 (o0 mimgal iFemys  TheT cwe  TarlsT 0w 5 | ( }
qf""m/ Cecl. 47’{11.- | t .\ /
/
;g«-“ S, \\“ = 2 /
o " _ e
Mitigation options
t Residual risk
2, Residual risk
3 Residual risk
4. Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating lowd Modersted High O Extreme O

Overall residualrisk  None[Jl Low[ Moderated HighO Extremed  Recommended inspection interval

Data OFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo [Yes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Bfone Ovisibility OAccess Ovines ORoot collar buried Describe

Page 2 of 2
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Tree 3 rue
I Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

Client ma#-{l?w 8(:-‘62. __Date_€-22-2¢ Time df:t-/s ~
Address /Tree location _ 205 v Fctoes v dk Tree no.__% _Sheet__of
Tree species oing dbh_ 287 Height S & Crown spread dia. 2 &

Assessar(s) LNl e Tools used Time frame__ £ .. v’

. Target zone
o Occupancy o~
E g o % g ] rate 8 Eﬂ 5 [
£ Target description Target protection $E(E2|E . l;c":s’;nal EE|Es
g gg En: g: 3 - fraquent E 2 'ﬁ.ﬁ
5 R g b 4 - constant E g & E
1 IO = T Asre 4 2 M| M
2 perehby o . Drive wai, Ny~e s 2 w | w
3 - R
4

Burasi e R ki Site Factors . &, 2

History of faliures _ Topography FIatEﬁopeEl
Site changes None Y Grade change [ Site clearingd Changed soil hydrologyd Root cutsIJ Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated 0 Shallowd Compacted O Pavement over roots[J % Describe _
Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong windsO Iced $nowDd Heavy rain Describe

TSI, BE Trée HEalth and Species Profile® 7

Vigor Low O Normal & High O Foliage None {seasonal)Od None (dead)d Normal _/ % Chlorotic___ %  Necrotic %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic

Species failure profile BranchesO TrunkJ RootsDd Describe

R Y TR e o O PRI e T A T Loy

Wind exposure Protected [ Partial =T Full O Wind funnelingd Refative crown size Small0 Medijum E‘I"'Largelj

Crown density Sparsed Normal E/DenseEI Interior branches Few[d Normal Eﬁ)ense O Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O
Recent or expected change in load factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

— Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O Lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches O % overall Max. dia. Codominant O Included bark OO
Broken/Hangers Number— Max. dia. Weak attachments 0 Cavity/Nest hole %circ.

Overextended branches [

. . Previous branch failures O Similar branches present [J
Pruning history

Dead/Missing bark [J Cankers/Galls/Burls (1 Sapwood damage/decay 01

Crown cleaned O Thinned O Raised a
Reduced O Topped 0O Lion-tailed 0O Conks O Heartwood decay O
Flush cuts a Other Response growth

Condition(s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/A m)/linor O ModerateOd Significant O Load on defect NAO Minor [J Moderated Significant ]
\\Likelihood of failure Improbable & Possible 0 Probable O iImminent CJ Likelihood of failure Improbable B Possible L1 Probable [J Immirent I:I//
/’ — Trunk — \\/’ — Roots and Root Collar — N\

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible 0  Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems [ Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O

Sapwood damage/decay 00 Cankers/Galls/Burls 0  Sap coze OO Ooze O Cavity O 9% dirc.

Lightning damage ] Heartwood decaydl  Conks/Mushrooms O] Cracks 0  Cut/Damaged roots]  Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting C1 Soll weakness O

Lean °  Corrected? _ o

Response growth

Response growth Condition(s) of

Condition (s) of concern anditlon s) of cangem

Part Size Fall Distance Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/aO Minor O Moderate[d Significant O Load on defect N/ADO Minor [0 Moderate[d Significant O

R A A R R EERERREN RN ERRRRRRERRRRREDR

u.ikelihood of failure Improbable l]]/Possible O Probable O Imminent I_](/\Likelihood of failure 1mprobable & Possible O Probable O Imminent O

! Page | of 2



Failure & Impact] Consequences
Tergeh o Failure Impact (from Matrix 1)

{Torget number Tree part artionis) L = :
or description) of cancem ElalelE]ls £ | & 1 B E Risk
IR K 5 5| 2 215 o é o | rating
slz|dlelz|z|8|s|2|2(Elz|5|E|E|E] tor
Elg|c|Ef2|B=|x|S5|2|S5|2]|2|5[a)& ] mar
ﬁ[#'ftfr 7:/"-'4' Tree f:;.”-f-“‘-( A v v v 2%

v of g Ve~

: Jriss
v foer

}Ll((,fL"'r :"I_/'-lfc.-——

or  Privuery

/J/l'[/ ?}1.’1

Treve lleeq oo

LEvm >

i Eran)
el Mol /) e ,
/f’-?d/ﬂ/d
Matrix 1. Likelihood matrix. | : i
oo F ikelioodofimpart - i

¢ |Verylow | - low Médium - - High. \

imminent | .Unlikely. | Somewhat likely |..” .- fikely™ " | Very likely " —
“Probable | “Unlikely-| = Unlikely . - | Somewhat likely | . Likely "

“Possible” | Unlikely | = Unlikely - | - Unlikely"-} | Somewhat likely !

Improbable | Unlikely | - Unlikely . . |7 ‘Unlikely = | - Unlikely f .

|

Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix. | |

" Likelifhoodof | - ' ConsequencesofFailire i

Failure & impact | Negligible | . Minor | Significant |- Severe . -

" Verylkely | - Low | Moderate | . High . | - Extreme - NS U S I

_Likely . _Low Moderate |- - High High -
Somewhat likely Low © Low | Moderate ™ | - Moderate North
© " Uniikely, Low - Low: low . Low A T
5\

Notes, explanations, descriptions

Mitigation options

oW oN e

Overall tree risk rating
Overall residual risk

Low E/Moderate O righO Extreme O
None O Low B/ Moderate 1 High O Extreme O

Recommended inspection interval

bata OFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo OYes-Type/Reason
inspection limitations Bﬁone Ovisibility OAccess OVines ORoot collar buried Describe

This datasheet was produced by the International Saciety of Arboriculture (ISA) — 2017

i

Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk
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L/ yela"ts /
ISR Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

? . ~—
client g #f?éw Vec e Date_ 6~ —22-2¢ Time 4+ <
Address/ Tree location 205 J Faclz ) L: __Tree no. __ Sheet of
Treespecies i rne. : dbh 2% Height So ' Crownspread dia. 32
Assessor(s) v f.g:".{/ --Q/u;_l_"-www Tools used Time frame
. . Target zone
2 Occupancy s
'g -.‘E.E 2 £ é o rate £ g" e
g Target description Targetprotecion | 5£| 5 ¢ R s 1-rare BE|E®
» 2 e e e - peeasional = g - £
g B E %—u ‘E, - 3 —frequent E 2 b £
8 E.] f & 4 — constant £E E &
1 e s z. T Moy e 3 M| N
2 (:’t’( éaw O_{v{_wﬂh v 3 Mo | My
3 L f_'s ! v 2 s | o
4 ol ade = 2 iw | M
fies— A ] - +. Site Factors = & - v oh L S

History of fallures _ Topography FIatH"SlopeEI % Aspect

Site changes None E’J/ Grade change [ Site clearing 0 Changed soil hydrology ] Root cuts I:l Describe

Soil conditions Limited volumeO Saturated O Shallow] Compactedd Pavement over roots[] % Describe _

Prevailing wind direction Common weather Strong winds O lced $now Heavy raml:| Descnbe
7 Rl S ' Tree Heéalthand Species Profile ' e e T :
Vigor Lowd Normal &~ Highl:l Foliage None (seasonal)d None (dead) 0 Normal_L% Chlorotic__% Necrotic_ %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic
Speaes fallure proflle Branchesl:l TrunkEI Rootsl:l Descrlbe

- o < 7 Load Factors - e A
Wmd exposure Protectedl:l PamaIE’FuIIL'.I W|nd funneling O Relatlve crown size Smalld Medium B Large
Crown density Sparse ] Normal ¥ Densel] Interior branches Few[d Normal [ Dense O Vines/Mistletoe/Moss 0 /) ¢ete

Recent or expected change in load factors
Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the Likelihood of Failure

— Crown and Branches —

Unbalanced crown [ LCR % Cracks [ Lightning damage [J
Dead twigs/branches 0 % overall Max. dia. Codominantd Included bark [J
Broken/ Har;gedrz y Nquber B . dia. Weak attachments [J Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
;)verjen:r? te FRNGES Previous branch failures [0 ___ Similar branches present [J
runing history . -
. kO 'Gails/Burls [0 S d d
Crown cleaned [ Thinned O Ralsed - |3]/ Dead/Missing barl Cankers/Gails/Buris apwood damage/decay O]
Reduced a Topped O Lion-tailed [J Conks O Heartwood decay U
Flush cuts ] Other Response growth
Condition(s) of concern
Part Size i Fall Distance Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/AD |3)&linnr O ModerateD Significant O Load on defect N/AD Minor [J Moderate O Significant O
M.ikelihood of failure improbable[¥” Possible 0 Probable [ Imminent O Likelihood of failure Improbable B Possible 0 Probable O Imyminent E_I//
/,- — Trunk — \\/_ — Roots and Root Collar — \\
Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/eolor O Collar buried/Not visible 0 Depth Stern girdling O
Codominant stems [J Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms O
Sapwood damage/decay O  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze [J Ooze O Cavity O % circ.
Lightning damaged  Heartwood decaydd  Conks/Mushrooms O Cracks 0 Cut/DamagedrootsC]  Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole %circ.  Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting CJ Soil weakness O
Lean °  Corrected? =
Response growth
Response growth cm ¢
Condition (s) of concern angiignz) of conesih
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/ADO lE')\llincr O Moderated Significant O Load on defect N/AD Miner O Moderated Significant O

\\Likelihoodoffailure Improbable & Possible 0 Probable O Imminent I:_l//j\\l.lkellhood of failure ImprobabIeE/PosmbIeD Probable O Immlnent_l:y

Page 1 of 2



= it..lrlu. Wi ey

el

i Consequences
Failure Impact Fallure&ln_1pact q
Target Condition(s) (fam Marix )
{Target number Tree part of concern %‘ - o > o - Risk
or description} | % % E 3 E i_ g . E % . g . rating
AMEHAHEBERHBEHHEAEHBHES
E|lE|e|EJS|a|=z|2)S|8&|T|S12|E|7|8]) marmz)
Hovic 1 Tree Tree =/l | | I i il X2
v Heoe
T
F J < |Re PRSIl
- T
/71115‘ j /e 1 |- - foes”

Tree F “r“»x
D~ Ov !vwme(

cer

B0 Tome

Teea Fzllony
s

et &

Held Trec

Teea Rl ol

{ ! ] | =1
[ [ |
- | |
H Very low | L Médium High -
imminent | Unlikely. | Somewhat likely | . . fikely” 7 | Verylikely .
_ Probable | Unlikely. Unlikely .. . | Somewhat likely|.. . Likeky” -
“possible” | Unlikely |~ * Udlikely” * |*" Unlikely -7 | somewhat likely
improbable |: Unlikely:| - Unlikely - | " Unlikefy. ~_ Unlikely '
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
" Likelthood of _ Consequences of Failure ' | f
.Failure & Impact | Negligible | . Minor | Significant | ." Severe . B o i |
“Verylikely | Low | Moderate | High .~ | . Extreme —t | s
Likely . Low ‘Moderate High . High .
Somewhat likely Low’ © low _Moderate ™ | Moderate N°_" tﬁ
© U unlikely Low ‘tow: “Low Low I i o ' ‘“““‘%\-.g\‘
3 * i
Notes, explanations, descriptions i f A
t i
| | )
: \ }
] - #
‘ \ /
.-"- . 2 \" .-"‘.“
‘:V -‘\‘_‘q..q:‘, -d_.
Mitigation options
1 Residual risk
2 Residual risk
3, Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low E/ Moderate 0 HighO Extreme O
Overall residual risk None O tow BT Moderate O High O Extreme O Recommended inspection interval
Data OFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed OONo ClYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations E{one Dvisibility ClAccess CIvines ORoot collar buried Describe
Page 2 of 2

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture {ISA) — 2017

i



HH-HHHE.ﬁHHHHHHEHHI..-.-‘-‘!\‘-‘

. . Tree & rege /
I Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

client _ Matthew cca Date_ 6-22-2¢ Time q:+< o
Address/Tree location 205 J FEcloes  Ivalk __Tree no. Sheet ___ of
Tree species helyvi ) dbh_ 23 Height w5« Crown spread dia. 3¢

Assessor(s) __ /() /  C Jil. =g Toolsused Time frame cret

N . Target zone
_E = - E Qccupancy g ;3
LEolE |5, rate s
2 Target description Target protection | § £ g £|3E|, Lne T g %ﬁ
e = a ) > | 2 - pceasional 8 pod —-E
& BE E’" g: 3- frequent 'g H & ]
o) = ) & A-constant | PE | 2B
E (o ze JLine < = 8-
2 ,f_{)’»";‘/ﬁ [y i o }
7 -

3 Lév s -
d 2l _ I </ |~

e e R R R «.Site Factors. « © ey Goiel D Ueien

History of fallures Topography FIatEr‘S/IOpeEI

Site changes None EI/Grade change O Site clearingd Changed soil hydrology [l Root cutsE] Describe
Soil conditions Limited volume O Saturated O Shaliowd Compactedd Pavement over roots] % Describe
Common weather Strong windsO Ice Snowd Heavy rain0 Describe

4 _ R Treé Health'and Species Profile 57 i R
Vigor Low OO Normal o High O Foliage None (seasonal)d Nene (dead)d  Normal _L_% Chlorotic ____ %  WNecrotic____
Pests /Biotic Abiotic

Species failure profile BranchesO TrunkO RootsOd Describe.
Wind exposure Protected] Partial @ Fulll] Wind funneling O Relative crown size Smalld0 Medium IE“’I;argeD
Crown density Sparse[d] Normal[E Dense[] Interior branches Few] Normal[% Dense ] Vines/Mistletoe/Moss [ Afove

Recent or expetted changein load factors __

Tree Defecfs aﬁd Cond_i“tio_ns_ Affecting the -L_ikelihoc::d of Failure

i e e s e
i I

— Crown and Branches — \
Unbalanced crown O LCR % Cracks O _Llightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches O — %overall Max.dia. Codominant 0 Included bark O
gl\'loken/Ha:gzrsb " Nquber —— Max. dia. Weak attachments [ ___ Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
By ok Ui Previous branch failures O Similar branches present O

Pruning histo
SRR i/ Dead/Missing bark O Cankers/Gafls/Buris 0 Sapwood damage/decay O

Crown cleaned O Thinned O Raised O
Reduced O Topped O Lion-tailed O Conks O Heartwood decay O ___
Flush cuts O Other Response growth

Condition(s) of concern

Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/ADO Minor [0 MederateO Significant O Load on defect N/ADO Minor [0 ModerateD Significant O
\‘\Likelihood of failure Improbable B Possible O Probable [ Imminent O Likelihood of failure Improbable M-Fossible I Probable T3 Imminent I
i —Trunk — N — Roots and Root Collar — R

Dead/Missing bark O Abnormal bark texture/color O Collar buried/Not visible O Depth Stem girdling O

Codominant stems [ Included bark O Cracks O Dead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms OO0

Sapwood damage/decay 0  Cankers/Galls/Burls 0 Sap ooze O Ooze O Cavity O 8 circ.

Lightning damaged  Heartwood decayd  Conks/Mushrooms Cracks 0 Cut/Damaged roots ] Distance from trunk

Cavity/Nest hole % circ. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting CI Soil weakness C1

Lean °  Corrected? _ 5

Response growth

Response growth Condition (s) of

Condition (s) of concern __ pndition i) of coneeiy

Part Size fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance

Load on defect N/ACD Minor [0 Moderated Significant O Load on defect N/AO Minor [0 Moderated Significant

\\Likelihood of failure Improbable[‘_‘l/Possib!eEl Probable O Imminent I_:I//\\iikelihood of faiture ImprobabieB/FossibleD Probable O Imminent_El/
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208 Facks UklE

T R S R
sk Categoriza

Failure & Impact| Consequences

Failure Impact .
Tarzet . (from Matrix 1)

{Targeatriimber Tree part c«:fndltion(s) K] . o o isk
or description) of concam 2 =g = e B H B £ Ris:
HEFHHEREREHEAEREH BN LS
HFHEBHHE HHEHE B H K

Elg|lc|E|Z |8 |2|Z2|5|8|Z|2]2|5|&|&] Morrix

g v 4 o

Hyvse Held Tree|  Three Fellon

T Pouns

Teee TN

IPE f_},(www(

Tuves T k\‘\’\

o el

£ yle (2 Tree, 7= oy |7 ul A I
hd'-é(« ‘}\_,-g (LAU]\/L&

| o0 .
|
‘ Likelihood of Impact .. = !
‘of Failure | 'very low L Medium .
“Imminent. | Unlikely. | Somewhat likely |, °. Gkély = | - Very likely i i
_Probable |- Unlikely' | -~ Unlikély . . | Somewhat likely | . Likely - | !
“Possible | Unlikely | * Unlikely” .~ | " Unlikely" " | sémewhat fikely '
Improbablé |: Unlikely:| - Unlikely .. - | " Unlikely. - |- < Unlikely !
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
" Likelihood of . Coniseqiiences of Failure | ,
Failure & Impact | Negligible | . Minor | Significant’ | Severe. | |
_-Verylikely. | .7 Low ‘Méderate: | -~ High..' | . Extreme : i -y ;
Lkely - Low. Moderate |- - High .| . High
Somewhatlikely'| iow | Low | Moderate’ |  Moderate North
~ " Unlikely. Low, Low" low | . low i T

Notes, explanations, descriptions

|
S
o
r“ff | .
r
1.-’
N

Mitigation options
Residual risk

1.
2 Residual risk
3. Residual risk
4 Residual risk
Overall tree risk rating Low B¥” Moderate 0 High 0 Extreme O

Overall residual risk None D Low B Moderate 0 HighO Extreme O Recommended inspection interval

Data [IFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed CINo CYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limitations Mone Ovisibility OAccess OVines ORoot collar buried Describe

"This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arborlculture (ISA) — 2017 Page2of 2
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Jree & p5¢
IS Basic Tree Risk Assessment Form

3 —
client e #J}F Date_€-22-2¢ _Time G:4<
Address /Tree Iocatlon 208 FH.;; T Qu,.:fk = Tree no._ Sheet of _
Tree species fff-'-* /ﬁcgr"’&f dbh__ J&/ " Height __7©*  Crownspreaddia. 2é&°
Assessor(s) el < f;yfi; iy Tools used Time frame /_kaCy
- . Target zone
2 = = = Occupancy ]
: Eel3 By = |2F|5.
£ Target description Target protection BE g £(= ﬁ 5 1-rare BE|EF
T = o » i — peeasional ﬁ » .‘__E
] E‘E E,ﬂ E‘-i 3 - frequent 8 % e
= ] i o 4 — constant E £ g -
1 Ky se Aine il i 54 2
2
3
4

Gy B oo Site Factors s e [ s w0

Hlstoryoffallures . Topographv FIatE{opeEl % Aspect

Site changes None H{Grade change[ Site clearingd Changed soil hydrology 0 Root cuts [ Describe

Soil conditions Limited volumed Saturated] Shallow] Compacted O Pavement over roots % Describe

Prevailing wind direction

Common weather Strong winds O Iced SnowO Heavy ramEI Descnbe
; NN 0N R ‘Tree Health'and Species Profile’’:, " oo
Vigor Low E’Normal 7 o High EI Fohage None (seasonal}d None (dead)d Normal th % Chlorotic___ % Necrotic___ %
Pests /Biotic Abiotic
Spemesfallure proﬁle Branchesl:l Trunkl:l Rootsl:l Descrlbe

: o . - Load Factors . B A

Wmd exposure Protected I:I Partial Er"’FuiI O Wmd funnehngl:l Relative crown size Small & MediumO Large O
Crown density Sparse[® NormaiO Densel Intetior branches FewJ Normalll Densed Vines/Mistletoe/Moss O
Recent or expected change in Ioad factors

Tree Defects and Conditions Affecting the i.ikélihood of Failure

~— Crown and Branches — \\
Unbalanced crown 817 . ICR>C % Cracks O : ____ lightning damage O
Dead twigs/branches - X2 _%overal N Codominant 3 _ Included bark O
Broken/Hangers Numbergee —— Wi di. Weak attachments O Cavity/Nest hole % circ.
Over-extended branches O ) . o
Pruning histo Previous branch failures O Similar branches present g/
uning history .
- d/Mi kO kers/Gall s O Sa i
Crown cleaned O Thinned 0 Ralied T Dead/Missing bar| Cankers/Galls/Burls pwood damage/decay
Reduced D Topped DO Lion-tailed DO Conks [ Heartwood decay [
Flush cuts O Other S Response growth
Condition (s} of concern
Part Size Fall Distance — Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/A T Minor [J Moderate[J Significantd Load on defect N/AD Minor 0O Moderateld Significant O
\ukehhwd of failure Improbabled Possible 0 Probable E/ Imminent O Likefihood of failure Improbable 0 Possible 0 Probable [J Imminent O
~—Trunk ~— \,/— — Roots and Root Collar — \
Dead/Missing bark 0 Abnormal bark texture/color E/ Collar buried/Not visible D Depth Stem girdling O
Codominant stems Included bark O Cracks &~ bead O Decay O Conks/Mushrooms OJ
Sapwood damage/decay IZ/Cankers/GaIIs/BurIs O Sapooze & Ooze O Cavity O % circ.
lightning damage[d  Heartwood decayld  Conks/Mushrooms O CracksJ  Cut/Damaged rootsC]  Distance from trunk
Cavity/Nest hole % irc. Depth Poor taper O Root plate lifting O Soil weakness OJ
Lean °  Corrected? __ _
Response growth
Response growth Condit ¢
Condition (s) of concern ] ondition (s} df cancerh
Part Size Fall Distance — 3¢ Part Size Fall Distance
Load on defect N/AD Minor O ModemtelD/Signiﬁcant O Load on defect N/A D Minor O Moderated Significant

\\I.ikelihoodoffailure ImprobableJ Possible 3 Probable 3 Imminent I_]//\Ukelihoodoffaiiure Improbable 3 Possiblembable O Imrm'nentl'fl/

i Page | of 2



Target
{Target number
or description)

Tree part

Condition(s})
of concern

Failure & Impact| Consequences

Improbable

/Zé/c/) <

Trec

wn/ 7@[/\5 vin

/'“[UV 2

Scme\_uhat
Likely
Very likely
Negligible
Minor

"'\ Signlficant
Severe

Imminent
High

Possible
Very low
Low
\ Medium
=, | Unlikely

ok g

Matrix |, Likelihood matrix.

| verylow |7 low, " Hig
_Imminent | Unlikely | Someéwhat likefy || .- Likely.. Vety likely,
“Probable | Unlikely:| -~ Unlikely .. | Somewhat likely [~ " Likely-
“'possible |- Unlikely | *. " Unlikéfy. > |*. " Unlikely: | sSomewhat likely
improbable |: Unlikely | . Unlikely . .| Unlikely . - [% Unlikely =~
Matrix 2. Risk rating matrix.
likellhood of | . Consequences of Faluré * =~ |

_FaiFurg_?;I[i}pad_ " Negligible |. Minor | Significant | - 'Severe -

- Very likely. . 'Low Meéderate: |- High ** | . Extreme

. Likely . Low Moderate | - High -~ " |..  High"

‘Somewhat likely Low " Low . Moderate - |- Moderate

. Unlikely . | Low . Llow: Low . Low

Notes, explanations, descriptions

Mitigation options
1.

v E e

fre e

2
3.
4

Overall tree risk rating
Overall residual risk

Data CFinal O Preliminary Advanced assessment needed [INo [IYes-Type/Reason
Inspection limltations Elﬁéne Ovisibility CJAccess OVines DRoot collar buried Describe

Nene O

Low O Moderate 0 High E/Extreme O
low O Moderate d High 3" Extreme O

This datasheet was produced by the International Society of Arboriculture (£SA) — 2017

it

Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk
Residual risk

Recommended inspection interval
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