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 Town of Hilton Head Island 
Regular Design Review Board Meeting 

 

Tuesday, March 27, 2012  
1:15 p.m. – Benjamin M. Racusin Council Chambers  

 

AGENDA 
 

As a Courtesy to Others Please Turn Off All Cell Phones and Pagers during the Meeting. 

 

1.  Call to Order  

2.  Roll Call 

3.      Freedom of Information Act Compliance 
Public notification of this meeting has been published, posted, and mailed in compliance with         
the Freedom of Information Act and the Town of Hilton Head Island requirements 

4.    Approval of Agenda 

5.  Approval of Minutes – Meeting of March 13, 2012  

6.    Staff Report 

7.    Board Business 

8.    Unfinished Business 

A) DR120004- Hilton Head Christian Academy 

B) DR120007- Jenkins Island Cell Tower 

9.  New Business 

A) DR120014- Airport Tree Mitigation 

10.    Appearance by Citizens 

11.    Adjournment 

 
 
 

Please note that a quorum of Town Council may result if four (4) or more of Town 
Council members attend this meeting. 
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                                              Town of Hilton Head Island 
Design Review Board 

                      Minutes of the Tuesday, March 13, 2012 Meeting           DRAFT                              
1:15p.m – Benjamin M. Racusin Council Chambers   

 
 
Board Members Present: Chairman Todd Theodore, Vice Chairman Scott Sodemann,                     

Jake Gartner, Jennifer Moffett, Tom Parker and Deborah Welch  
                         
 Board Members Absent: Galen Smith 
         
Council Members Present: None 
 
Town Staff Present:  Mike Roan, Urban Design Administrator 
    Richard Spruce, Plans Administrator 
    Rocky Browder, Environmental Planner 

Kathleen Carlin, Administrative Assistant 
 
 

1.      CALL TO ORDER 
Chairman Theodore called the meeting to order at 1:15p.m. 

 
2.    ROLL CALL 

 
3.    FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT COMPLIANCE 

 
4. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
    The agenda was approved as presented by general consent.   

 
5.    APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

The minutes of the February 28, 2012 meeting were approved as presented by general consent.   
 

6.      STAFF REPORT 
 None 
 
7. BOARD BUSINESS           

None 
 
8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS                               

Hilton Head Christian Academy – Practice Gym - DR120004   

Mr. Roan presented a brief history of the application.  The Board is reviewing this application for the 
third time.  The conceptual application for this project was approved on February 14th with 
conditions.   Since the project’s last review on February 28th, the applicant has introduced stucco on 
all four sides of the building bringing it closer to Design Guide criteria. The trellis and entry features 
also add some wood elements to the structure.  Mr. Roan presented a visual review of the elevations.  
Staff feels that the south elevation is still sparsely composed, but fits the program of interior.  At the 
previous submission implied pilaster utilized in the stucco elements, where they are now labeled as 
control joints.  Pilasters might add some shadow to the facades.  Overhang is now introduced on the 
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1/12 roof.  The allowance of the metal building set the precedent for a project that was driven by cost 
over the quality of the detailing, so in that light the project has moved significantly closer to what the 
Board was recommending for approval.  The trellises seem to exist for their own sake, and are 
under-proportioned, relative to depth and material dimensions.   

If the adjacent area were to be later developed into a courtyard, perhaps a useable trellis/pergola in 
that area would be a practical first phase, and help reduce the mass of the building.  The landscape 
on the north elevation should correspond to the architectural elements on that side of the building. 
The trees will be growing into the trellises upon installation. 

The Natural Resources has reviewed and approved the proposed tree removal and mitigation plan.  
All replacement trees will be field located and approved by Town staff.  Staff recommended that the 
application be approved with conditions.  At completion of the staff’s presentation, Chairman 
Theodore requested that the applicant make his presentation.   

Mr. Greg Beste, Architect, presented statements in support of the application. The applicant 
discussed the building, the trellis, the courtyard, and the landscaping plan.  The Board stated the     
need for additional architectural detail on the gable end of the building. The Board also discussed the 
landscape plan particularly regarding the south elevation.  The Board and applicant discussed the 
size and the species of plant material.  

Following their discussion, and based on the Board’s comments, the applicant chose to withdraw 
his application for recommended revisions. The applicant will resubmit at a later date.  

  

* Mr. Tom Parker recused himself from review of the following application due to a professional 
conflict of interest.  A Conflict of Interest Form was completed, signed, and attached to the record. 

9.    NEW BUSINESS  
   * Harbourside III – DR1200013 

Mr. Roan introduced the application and stated its location, 9 Harbourside Way. The project adds a 
400-square foot office to the front of the existing Harbourside building.  The materials, finishes and 
colors all match the existing.  Staff believes that the flat roof form strays from the Design Guide; 
however, given the overall mass of the building and the unusual existing roofline at the first floor 
level, it helps highlight and identify the registration office and integrates nicely.   

Mr. Roan provided an in-depth review of the application.  A landscape plan will be needed for the 
area between the office and sidewalk and to repair/replace the remaining landscape, post-
construction.  Natural Resources’ concerns have been addressed through the Expedited Development 
Review process. The staff recommended that the application be approved with the receipt of a   
landscape plan.  Following staff’s presentation, Chairman Theodore requested that the applicant 
make his presentation. 

Mr. Tom Parker, Lee and Parker Architects, presented statements in support of the application.  The 
applicant discussed the materials, the finishes, roof form, and landscape plan. The Board and the 
applicant discussed the project.  Following this discussion, Chairman Theodore requested that a 
motion be made. 

Vice Chairman Sodemann made a motion to approve the Harbourside III application with the 
condition that a landscape plan shall be submitted.  Ms. Welch seconded the motion and the motion 
passed with a vote of 5-0-0. 
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10.     APPEARANCE BY CITIZENS 
          None 

 
11.    APPEARANCE BY CITIZENS                                                    
 None                             

                                                                                                                                
12.   ADJOURNMENT                                
   The meeting was adjourned at 2:00p.m.   

 
 

  Submitted By:   Approved By:     
        
        
  ____________________  __________________ 
  Kathleen Carlin   Todd Theodore                 
  Administrative Assistant  Chairman 
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DDEESSIIGGNN  TTEEAAMM//DDRRBB  CCOOMMMMEENNTT  SSHHEEEETT  

  
TThhee  ccoommmmeennttss  bbeellooww  aarree  ssttaaffff  rreeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  ttoo  tthhee  DDeessiiggnn  RReevviieeww  BBooaarrdd  ((DDRRBB))  

aanndd  ddoo  NNOOTT  ccoonnssttiittuuttee  DDRRBB  aapppprroovvaall  oorr  ddeenniiaall..  
  

 
PROJECT NAME: HH Christian Academy Practice Gym/ Classroom  DRB#:DR120004    
 
DATE: 3-27-2012 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval      Approval with Conditions     Denial      

 
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN- SEE GENERAL COMMETNS BELOW 
DESIGN GUIDE/LMO CRITERIA Complies 

Yes 
 
No 

 
Not Applicable Comments or Conditions 

Structure is designed to be appropriate to the 
neighborhood     
Promotes pedestrian scale and circulation     
Design is unobtrusive and set into the natural 
environment     
Utilizes natural materials and colors     
Avoids distinctive vernacular styles     
Design is appropriate for its use     
All facades are have equal design characteristics     

Avoids monotonous planes or unrelieved repetition    
Altering the stucco finishes on the gable ends 
and extending the rake addresses Board 
comments 

Has a strong roof form with enough variety to provide 
visual interest    To the extent requested by the Board 
Minimum roof pitch of 6/12     
Overhangs are sufficient for the façade height.     
Forms an details are sufficient to reduce the mass of the 
structure     
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Human scale is achieved by the use of proper proportions 
and architectural elements     
Utilizes a variety of materials, textures and colors     
Incorporates wood or wood simulating materials     
Windows are in proportion to the facade     
Details are clean, simple and appropriate while avoiding 
excessive ornamentation     
Utilities and equipment are concealed from view     
Decorative lighting is limited and low wattage and adds 
to the visual character     
Accessory elements are design to coordinate with the 
primary structure     
 
LANDSCAPE DESIGN 
DESIGN GUIDE/LMO CRITERIA Complies 

Yes 
 
No 

 
Not Applicable Comments or Conditions 

Treats the Landscape as a major element of the project          
Provides Landscaping of a scope and size that is in 
proportion to the scale of the development          

Landscape is designed so that it may be maintained in 
its natural shape and size     

Preserves a variety of existing native trees and shrubs     
Provides for a harmonious setting for the site’s 
structures, parking areas or other construction     

Location of existing trees and new trees provides 
street buffers, mitigation for parking lots, and an 
architectural complement that visually mitigates 
between parking lots and building(s) 

   
 

Shrubs are selected to complement the natural setting, 
provide visual interest and screen less desirable 
elements of the project 

   
 

A variety of species is selected for texture and color     
Provides overall order and continuity of the 
Landscape plan     

Native plants or plants that have historically been 
prevalent on the Island are utilized     

A variety of sizes is selected to create a “layered” 
appearance for visual interest and a sense of depth     

The location of existing mature trees is taken into     



 3 

account in placement of shrubs so as not to damage 
tree roots 
Proper spacing and 
location for plants to reach their mature size and 
natural shape while avoiding excessive or unnatural 
pruning 

   
 

Proposed groundcovers are evergreen species with 
low maintenance needs     

Large grassed lawn areas encompassing a major 
portion of the site are avoided     

The adjacent development is taken into account in 
determining the most appropriate buffer so as not to 
depart too dramatically from the neighborhood 

   
 

Ornamentals and Annuals are limited to entrances and 
other focal points     

 
NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 
 
Natural Resources has reviewed and approved the proposed tree removal and mitigation plan.  All replacement 
trees will be field located and approved by Town Staff 
DESIGN GUIDE/LMO CRITERIA Complies 

Yes 
 
No 

 
Not Applicable Comments or Conditions 

An effort has been made to preserve existing trees and 
under story plants     
Supplemental and replacement trees meet LMO 
requirements for size, species and number     
Wetlands if present are avoided and the required 
buffers are maintained     
Sand dunes if present are not disturbed     
 
MISC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS 
      
Latest application addresses specific conditions of the Board’s last review 
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DDEESSIIGGNN  TTEEAAMM//DDRRBB  CCOOMMMMEENNTT  SSHHEEEETT  

  
TThhee  ccoommmmeennttss  bbeellooww  aarree  ssttaaffff  rreeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  ttoo  tthhee  DDeessiiggnn  RReevviieeww  BBooaarrdd  ((DDRRBB))  

aanndd  ddoo  NNOOTT  ccoonnssttiittuuttee  DDRRBB  aapppprroovvaall  oorr  ddeenniiaall..  
  

 
PROJECT NAME: Jenkins Island Cell Tower- New Development  DRB#: DR120007    
 
DATE:3-27-2012  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval      Approval with Conditions     Denial      
 
MISC COMMENTS/QUESTIONS 
New Development requires a second reading.  All specifications are the same as the Conceptual Approval, with the exception of 
reducing the total height of the tower, including lightning rod to 150’-0”, per the Board’s conditions for Conceptual Approval.   
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
 



 
1301 Gervais Street, Suite 1600 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

tel:  803 758‐4500 

 

March 13, 2012 
 
 
Design Review Board 
Town of Hilton Head Island 
One Town Center 
Hilton Head Island, SC 29928 
 
RE: Hilton Head Island Airport 
 Landscape Plans for Mitigation of Tree Removal 

Runway 21 Approach 
 CDM Smith Project Number 86216 
 
Gentlemen: 
 
Submitted herewith is the DRB submittal application for the referenced project, with 
supporting documentation, for review at the March 27, 2012, Design Review Board 
meeting. 
 
We seek approval of this submittal so this project can be advertised for construction at 
the earliest opportunity. 
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Charles F. Stearns, PE 
Project Manager 
 
Enclosures 
 
Cc: Mr. Paul Andres, Airport Manager 
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Applicant/Agent Name: _Paul Andres____________________    Company: Beaufort County_______________________ 
Mailing Address: __120 Beach City Rd.________________    City: Hilton Head Island    State: SC______ Zip: 29926__ 
Telephone: (843) 255-2950_________ Fax: (843) 255-9424__    E-mail: pandres@bcgov.net_______________________ 

Project Name: On-Airport Tree Mitigation Runway 21 Approach   Project Address: Hilton Head Island Airport________ 
Parcel Number [PIN]:    N/A_ __ __   __ __ __   __ __ __   __ __ __ __   __ __ __ __ 
Zoning District: IL_____________________________    Overlay District(s): AZ – Airport Overlay District__________ 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Town of Hilton Head Island 
Community Development Department

One Town Center Court 
Hilton Head Island, SC  29928 

Phone: 843-341-4757 Fax: 843-842-8908 
www.hiltonheadislandsc.gov 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD (DR) SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 
Digital Submissions may be accepted via e-mail by calling 843-341-4757.  
 
Project Category: 
_____ New Development – Conceptual     __X_ _ Alteration/Addition 
_____ New Development – Final, indicate Project Number  __      _ Minor External Change 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

 Date Received: _____________ 
 Accepted by: ______________ 
 App. #: DR_______________ 
 Meeting Date: _____________ 

Submittal Requirements for All projects: 
 
_N/A_ Private Architectural Review Board (ARB) Notice of Action (if applicable):  When a project is within the 

jurisdiction of an ARB, the applicant shall submit such ARB’s written notice of action per LMO Section 16-
3-1004.  Submitting an application to the ARB to meet this requirement is the responsibility of the applicant. 

 
_N/A  Filing Fee, New Development $175, Alterations/Additions $100, Minor External $50 cash or check made 

payable to the Town of Hilton Head Island. 

Additional Submittal Requirements: 
 
New Development – Conceptual Approval 
_____ A survey (1"=30' minimum scale) of property lines, existing topography and the location of trees meeting the 

tree protection regulations of Sec. 16-3-405, and if applicable, location of bordering streets, marshes and 
beaches.  

_____ A site analysis study to include specimen trees, access, significant topography, wetlands, buffers, setbacks, 
views, orientation and other site features that may influence design.  

_____ A draft written narrative describing the design intent of the project, its goals and objectives and how it reflects 
the site analysis results.  

_____ Context photographs of neighboring uses and architectural styles.  

_____ Conceptual site plan (to scale) showing proposed location of new structures, parking areas and landscaping.  

_____ Conceptual sketches of primary exterior elevations showing architectural character of the proposed 
development, materials, colors, shadow lines and landscaping.  





NARRATIVE TO ACCOMPANY DESIGN REVIEW BOARD SUBMITTAL 
 

Landscape Plans for Mitigation of On-Airport Tree Obstruction Removal 
Hilton Head Island Airport – Runway 21 Approach 

 
 
Background 
 
Tree obstructions have been removed from the airport property for the Runway 21, 34:1 
approach in accordance with the permit issued by the Town of Hilton Head Island in 2011.  The 
work began in September 2011 and was completed in February 2012. 
 
Project Description 
 
The landscape plans submitted with this application were prepared according to requirements 
and guidelines provided in the Town’s Land Management Ordinance (LMO) and in consultation 
with Town staff. They represent the proposed mitigation for trees removed from the airport 
property, by replacement planting. All mitigation is proposed to be done within the buffers 
defined within the LMO, on airport property. 
 
Permits 
 
No wetlands permits are required since all planting is to occur outside the wetlands and wetland 
buffers. 
 
The non-buffer area will be grassed, utilizing non-tilling methodology, i.e., sprigging. A land 
disturbance permit will therefore not be required. The area bounded by the western buffer line, 
the eastern 34:1 line and a line parallel and 110 feet from the end of the existing airport fence 
will be grassed to accommodate the proposed extension of the runway safety area. The 
remainder of the non-buffer area will be planted with either native grasses or Bermuda 
depending upon the resolution of the FAA and Town differences concerning same. Please refer 
to the attached copies of letters from the FAA to Mr. Gary Kubic dated March 1, 2012, and from 
Mr. Gary Kubic to Hon. Drew Laughlin and Mr. Steve Riley dated March 9, 2012. 
 
This project is currently being coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Office because it 
lies within the historic Mitchelville site. See attached copy of the letter transmitting the project 
information to SHPO, dated March 12, 2012. 









 
1301 Gervais Street, Suite 1600 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

tel:  803 758‐4500 

 

March 12, 2012 
 
 
Mr. John Sylvest 
Review and Compliance, SC SHPO 
8301 Parklane Road 
Columbia, SC 29223 
 
 

Subject:  Section 106 Project Review Form for the Tree Obstruction Removal Project for 
Runway 21‐Phase I at the Hilton Head Island Airport, Beaufort County, SC 
 

Dear Mr. Sylvest: 

Please find attached a revised Section 106 Project Review Form and supporting documentation 
to update your office concerning this project and resume consultation in order to fulfill Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act for actions proposed by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA).  In order to comply with the Town of Hilton Head Island Land 
Management Ordinance (LMO) concerning tree removal, the FAA must plant back trees 
previously removed that comply with the LMO as well as FAA regulations regarding 
obstructions within airspace.  Beaufort County, the owner of the Hilton Head Island Airport, 
contracted with CDM Smith to provide a tree mitigation plan that conforms to these 
regulations. In order to fulfill Section 106 consultation previously begun for this project, the tree 
mitigation plan is submitted for your review and recommendation. 
 
Project History 
Section 106 consultation for this project was begun in 2008 with the submittal of a Project 
Review Form and report entitled Historic Resources Assessment for the Tree Obstruction 
Removal Project for Runway 21 at the Hilton Head Island Airport, Beaufort County, SC (Bean, 
2008). The project at the time consisted of tree trimming and tree removal within the 
graduating airspace contours of the approach slope (to the front of the runway) and the 
transition slope (to the sides of the runway) for Runway 21. The historic resources survey 
identified two historic resources and two archaeological sites. Fish Haul Archaeological 
Site/Mitchelville (38BU805) is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and 
Fort Howell (38BU79/1151), which was considered eligible for the NRHP at the time and is now 
listed on the NRHP. Site 5042 is the Cherry Hill Schoolhouse, considered eligible for the NRHP, 
and Site 5043, the St. James Baptist Church, considered not eligible for the NRHP but may be a 
Traditional Cultural Property. Your office concurred in a letter from Fran Knight dated July 31, 
2008 and also offered guidance on procedures to follow for tree trimming and removal within 



 
 
Mr. John Sylvest 
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historic areas. The letter defined historic areas as the properties of Fort Howell and Mitchelville 
with an extension of the NRHP boundaries of Mitchelville to include the historical extent, 
which for this project as it extends west of Dillon Road and south of Beach City Road.(See 
attached c.1865 map of Mitchelville) Because Town of Hilton Head requirements for planting 
back trees were still being negotiated then the letter expressed the opinion that planting in the 
historic areas would be considered an adverse effect and consultation with your office regarding 
this matter should continue. 

In an email dated August 10, 2009, Paul Andres from Beaufort County continued consultation 
with your office by asking if replanting within the buffer areas along Beach City Road in 
fulfillment of Town requirements would be acceptable or not. Rebekah Dobrasko responded in 
an email on August 17, 2009 with the recommendation that a qualified archaeologist be present 
during replanting in the historic areas to assess potential artifacts and determine if further 
consultation or investigation is warranted. 

The Town of Hilton Head revised their LMO in 2011 to include an Airport Overlay District with 
corresponding regulations pertaining to tree removal and plant back. The LMO requires the 
Airport to document all trees removed and submit a mitigation plan detailing what tree types 
and sizes will be planted back. Tree types are limited to native species and replacement tree 
sizes are determined by category of tree removed. For instance, Category I and II trees are 
broad‐leaved evergreen or deciduous overstory hardwoods, broad‐leaved evergreen understory, 
and endangered species. They must be replaced with tree types of the same category that are 10 
feet tall and at least two inches in diameter. For airport property, tree plant back is required 
within designated buffers. Adjacent use buffers (along Dillon and Beach City roads) and 
wetland buffers on the airport property were established at 75 feet in width. Additional buffers 
include the areas between the wetland buffer and the roadway buffers and the areas between 
the wetland buffer and the 1:34 approach slope line. (Buffers are shown on the attached tree 
mitigation plan.) 

Current Phase of Project 
Beaufort County, which is receiving funding for the project from FAA, elected to split the 
project into several phases in order to comply with FAA airspace obstruction regulations for 
Runway 21. Phase I, the phase with which this Project Review Form is concerned, involves tree 
trimming, tree removal, and plant back. The tree trimming and removal was conducted 
between October 2011 and February 2012 in accordance with the “best practices” outlined in the 
July 31, 2008 letter from your office. The next task is to fulfill the Town of Hilton Head’s LMO 
requirements with planting back trees that were removed. With LMO plant back regulations 
and FAA height restrictions in mind, a tree mitigation plan was prepared and submitted for 
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Town approval. Having received approval the plans will now be submitted to the Town Of 
Hilton Head Island Design Review Board in order to receive the appropriate permits.  

Future phases of the Tree Obstruction Removal Project will include tree trimming, tree 
removal, and plant back in the approach slope that is off airport property and also in the 
transition slope both on and off airport property. Consultation with your office for these phases 
will occur at the appropriate time. 

Section 106 Recommendation 
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Phase I of this project is the proposed tree mitigation site 
on airport property which is the required buffer areas. Planting back trees within the required 
buffer areas on airport property will entail approximately 1,200 trees planted at an average 
depth of one‐and one‐half feet and an average width of three feet. Depth and widths depend on 
the size of tree being replanted. Although existing NRHP boundaries for the Mitchelville site do 
not include airport property, it was determined in the July 31, 2008 letter from your office that 
the historical extent of the site should be considered eligible for the NRHP. The historical 
extent includes airport property and specifically includes the buffer zones to be replanted. 
Replanting would constitute a ground disturbing activity and therefore, is an adverse effect to 
historic property. 

Hilton Head Island Airport has an additional project, that of extending Runway 21, that is 
currently being studied in the field. Brockington and Associates is completing testing within an 
APE that is adjacent or may even overlap this project’s APE.  A report on the archaeological 
findings of the runway extension project should be forthcoming to your office via Beaufort 
County’s consultant, Talbert and Bright.  

Other Alternatives 
The LMO includes a Tree Replacement Fund that may be used as mitigation for when trees 
cannot be replaced on a property. It includes an allowance for the Airport to use this fund only 
if adequate buffers are also established. The required street buffer and wetland buffer areas are 
within the Mitchelville site. Therefore, planting back trees within the historic property would 
still be required if the Town’s Tree Replacement Fund was used in order to reduce the number 
of trees required for plant back.  

Planting trees elsewhere on airport property is not feasible because areas on the property that 
would support tree growth in conformity to approach and transition slope height restrictions 
are already densely planted and would not be able to sustain the necessary volume required. 

Conclusion 
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Please advise if the recommendation from your office in the email dated August 17, 2009 to have 
a qualified archaeologist present during replanting is still valid in light of the updated project 
information and the forthcoming archaeological survey. If it is not, then please advise on ways 
to reduce, avoid, or mitigate the adverse effect of the tree mitigation plan. 

I appreciate your review and comments on this project. I am available to answer your questions 
at 803‐758‐4756 or by email at Beanjl@cdmsmith.com.  

Very truly yours, 

Original Signed 

Jana Bean 
Architectural Historian 
CDM Smith Inc. 
 

cc:  Lisa Favors, FAA 
  Paul Andres, Beaufort County 
 

 

 

 



South Carolina Department of Archives & History

State Historic Preservation Office
SECTION 106 PROJECT REVIEW FORM

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires the South Carolina State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) to review all projects that are federally funded, licensed, or as-
sisted. The SHPO is only one consulting party under Section 106. Refer to 36 CFR 800.2 for 
information about other participants who are entitled to comment on the Section 106 process, 
including Native American tribes, interested parties, and the public. Consultation with the 
SHPO is NOT a substitution for consultation with appropriate Native American tribes.

HELPFUL TIPS: 
�� Please consult the FAQs located at the back of this document. If you cannot find the 

answer, then contact the Review and Compliance Coordinator at (803) 896-6169. 
�� If you need more space to answer the questions, please attach additional pages. 
�� When planning to submit a project for review, please remember that our office has 

30 days to review federal projects and 45 days to review due diligence projects. Due 
to the volume of phone calls and e-mails we receive, we are unable answer inquiries 
regarding a project’s status until 30 days has elapsed. 

�� Please DO NOT send project review forms by e-mail or fax;  we recommend that 
you use certified mail, Fed-Ex, or UPS so that you can determine if your project has 
been delivered. Due to the volume of phone calls and e-mails we receive, we are un-
able to confirm if your project has been received. 

�� Please send this completed form along with supporting documentation (photographs, 
maps, plans, etc.) to: Review & Compliance Coordinator, SC Department of        
Archives & History, 8301 Parklane Road, Columbia, SC 29223. You must include 
all of the supporting documentation in your package. If we do not receive the re-
quested documentation, we are unable to review your project until these materials 
are received. 

STATUS OF PROJECT (check one) 
       FEDERAL UNDERTAKING ANTICIPATED (You are applying for Federal assistance) 
       FEDERAL UNDERTAKING ESTABLISHED (You have received Federal assistance) 
       DUE DILIGENCE PROJECT (You are anticipating Federal assistance) 
       ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR PREVIOUS SUBMISSION (SHPO #:__________) 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
1. Project Name: _______________________________________________________________ 
2. City: ________________________ 3. County_______________________ 

4. Federal Agency (providing funding, license, permit, or assistance): _____________________ 
 Agency Contact Name:________________________ 
 Address: _______________________________________________________________ 
 Phone: __________________________   E-mail: _________________________ 

5. Federal Agency Authorized Applicant: ___________________________________________ 
 Applicant Contact Name: ______________________ 
 Address: _______________________________________________________________ 
 Phone: __________________________   E-mail: _________________________ 

6. Consultant for the Applicant or Agency: __________________________________________ 
 Consultant Contact Name: ______________________ 
 Address: _______________________________________________________________ 
 Phone: __________________________   E-mail: _________________________ 

10/14/2010 

Tree Obstruction Removal Project for Runway 21 at Hilton Head Island Airport-Phase I
Hilton Head Beaufort

FAA
Lisa Favors, Environmental Planner

1701 Columbia Ave., Campus Bldg., Suite 2-260 College Park, GA 30337
404-305-7145 Lisa.Favors@faa.gov

Beaufort County
Paul Andres, Airports Director

120 Beach City Road Hilton Head Island, SC 29925
843-252-2995 pandres@bcgov.net

CDM Smith
Jana Bean

1301 Gervais St, 16th Floor
803-758-4756 Beanjl@cdmsmith.com



NOTE: If the project involves the rehabilitation of a building eligible for or listed in the       
National Register of Historic Places, complete and submit the Historic Building Supplement 
in addition to this form. 

DETERMINING THE PROJECT AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APE) 
1. Describe in detail all aspects of the project. Include a detailed description of any proposed 

ground disturbance and any proposed building rehabilitation or repairs. 

2. Will this project involve phases of construction? If so, please describe the work to be
      conducted under each phase:  

3. How many acres are in the project area? For building rehabilitation projects, list the
      building’s square footage. 

4. Describe the current land use within and immediately adjacent to the project area (e.g. farm-
land, forest, developed, etc.):

5. Describe prior land use or previous modification within and immediately adjacent to the 
project area (e.g. grading, plowing, mining, draining, etc.):

6. Will the project involve (check all that apply): 
 new construction 
 rehabilitation of any structures 
 relocation of any structures 
 demolition of any structures 

7. Provide a written description of the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE is the geo- 
      graphic area or areas within which a project/undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
      changes in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist.

INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR NEW PROJECTS 

Planting of trees on airport property within the approach slope at the northeast end of Runway 21 which is closest to
the intersection of Beach City Road and Dillon Road. Planting will require 1200 trees planted at an average depth of 1
1/2 feet with a rootball requiring on average 3 feet in width.

Phase I concerns planting trees on airport property within approach slope. Phase II will concern trimming, removal and
planting trees off of airport property within the approach slope. Future phases may involve the transitional slope both
on and off airport property. This review form is only for Phase I.

Current land use within airport property involves an airport runway, clear cut space, and buffer zone. Adjacent is a
church, park, private property, and roadways.

Within airport property has been significant grading for runway construction. Adjacent modifications are minimal with
the exception of paving roads.

The APE for Phase I is the tree mitigation site within the approach zone of Runway 21 on airport property. (See
attached)

4.3 acres



IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
A historic property can be defined as any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or    

object included in, or eligible for inclusion on the National Register.  

6. Are there any structures in the project area (houses, barns, old garages, sheds, commercial     
    buildings, churches, etc.)?     YES           NO          _____ Approximate age?     

7.   Does the landowner know of any archaeological resources?    YES           NO              
      If yes, please describe: 

8. Has a cultural resources assessment or a historic resources survey been conducted in the
    area? 
     YES           NO          DO NOT KNOW    

9.   Based on the information contained in questions 1 – 8, please check one: 
       Historic Properties are present in the APE 
       Historic Properties are not present in the APE 

ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT EFFECT 

PLEASE CHOOSE ONE DETERMINATION: 

       No historic properties affected 
       No adverse effect on historic properties  
       Adverse effect on historic properties 
       Due Diligence Project (Does not apply) 

Please explain the basis for your determination: 

5. List all historical societies, local governments, members of the public, Indian tribes, and any 
other sources consulted in addition to the SHPO to identify known and potential historic 
properties and note any comments received. 

1. ATTACH a copy of the pertinent ArchSite GIS map to this submission. Please see http://
archsite.cas.sc.edu/archsite for information on registering for and using the GIS database. 

2. ATTACH a copy of a map and clearly mark the project site. If your project involves ground 
disturbance, a USGS topographic map is required. You can obtain a topographic map at 
http://www.mytopo.com or http://www.maptech.com.

3. ATTACH original photographs of the project area. Be sure to include any structures on 
site.

4. ATTACH a site plan or sketch of the project area (existing and proposed). 

Members of the public were consulted for original Historic Resources Assessment (Bean, 2008).

Previous archaeological surveys in adjacent areas have found artifacts relating to Mitchelville and Fort Howell.

The undertaking will require ground disturbance within the historic boundaries of Mitchelville.



SECTION 106 FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS (FAQs)
1. What is Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)?
Section 106 of NHPA requires each Federal agency to identify and assess the effects of its actions on historic prop-
erties. The responsible Federal agency must consult with appropriate State and local officials, Indian tribes, appli-
cants for Federal assistance, and members of the public and consider their views and concerns about historic preser-
vation issues when making final project decisions. The regulations that implement Section 106 are 36 CFR 800, and 
can be found at: http://www.achp.gov/regs-rev04.pdf.

2. What is the Area of Potential Effect (APE)?
As defined in 36 CFR 800.16(d), the APE is the geographic area or areas within which a project/undertaking may 
directly or indirectly cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist. The APE 
is influenced by the scale and nature of the project/undertaking and may be different for different kinds of projects 
(undertakings). Every project/undertaking has an APE, which must be defined.

3. What are historic properties? 
Historic properties are those properties that are eligible for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places. In 
order to be eligible, a property must be at least 50 years old and meet one of the following criteria: associated with 
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history; associated with the lives of signifi-
cant persons in our past; embodies distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguish-
able entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, in-
formation important in prehistory or history. 

6. What happens if construction is already under way when I receive federal funding or permits? 
Under Section 110(k) of the National Historic Preservation Act, federal agencies are permitted to withhold     
grants, licenses, approvals, or other assistance to applicants who intentionally significantly and adversely affect  
historic properties. This provision, known as the "anticipatory demolition" section, is designed to prevent         
applicants from destroying historic properties prior to seeking federal assistance in an effort to avoid the Section    
106 review process. If you have begun work, please stop and notify the Federal agency.

7. Should I consult with the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO)? 
Yes. Consulting with the SHPO is not the same as consulting with the Tribes. You must consult with the Tribes    
as a part of the Section 106 process. For more information, please visit: http://www.achp.gov/regs-tribes.html.

8. Where can I find more information? 
Please visit our website for more FAQs and information on the Section 106 process:                                         
http://shpo.sc.gov/revcomp

5. What is an Adverse Effect? 
Under Section 106, a project adversely affects a historic property if it alters the characteristics that qualify the      
property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property. 
"Integrity" is the ability of a property to convey its significance, based on its location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. Adverse effects can be direct or indirect. They include reasonably foresee-
able impacts that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative. Examples of adverse 
effects include: 

�� physical destruction or damage; 
�� alteration inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties;
�� relocation of the property; 
�� change in the character of the property's use or setting; 
�� introduction of incompatible visual, atmospheric, or audible elements; 
�� neglect and deterioration.  

4. Where can I find information on historic properties? 
Please visit ArchSite at http://archsite.cas.sc.edu/archsite. Thanks to a grant from the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was able to partner with the South Carolina Institute 
of Archaeology and Anthropology (SCIAA) to develop ArchSite. This online service is a GIS based map that con-
tains all of the known historic properties in the State of South Carolina. Please note: even if ArchSite does not list 
any historic properties in your APE, that does not mean that there are not any historic properties present. Be par-
ticularly sure to notify us of any existing structures on the site, regardless of age. You should consult hard copy 
records at SHPO, SCIAA, or your local historical society. 
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DDEESSIIGGNN  TTEEAAMM//DDRRBB  CCOOMMMMEENNTT  SSHHEEEETT  

  
TThhee  ccoommmmeennttss  bbeellooww  aarree  ssttaaffff  rreeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  ttoo  tthhee  DDeessiiggnn  RReevviieeww  BBooaarrdd  ((DDRRBB))  

aanndd  ddoo  NNOOTT  ccoonnssttiittuuttee  DDRRBB  aapppprroovvaall  oorr  ddeenniiaall..  
  

 
PROJECT NAME: Airport Tree Mitigation   DRB#: DR120014   
 
DATE: March 27, 2012 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval      Approval with Conditions     Denial      

 
 
Application meets very specific mitigation criteria as established by the Town and the County, outlined in the 
application narrative, relative to vegetation type, flowering characteristics, and installation size.  Staff recommends 
approval with the condition that in the event the initial installation leaves any specific views into the site 
unbuffered, the applicant will fortify the installation in that area, where practical 
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