
WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP  
SHADE TREE COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA  

FEBRUARY 3, 2026 AT 6:30 PM (IN-PERSON) 
 

CHRISTIAN FASSBENDER (Chair) ___ VERA KOSABUTSKI (Vice-Chair)___ 
NATALIE BORKOWSKI___ DAVID D’AMORE ___ FRAN KELLY___  

 
BOS LIAISON, JACY TOLL___  ARBORIST, JOHN HOSBACH __ 

STAFF LIAISON, SAMANTHA ZRILLO ____ 

CALL TO ORDER:  
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

• All speakers are requested to speak directly into the microphones. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
• January 6, 2026 

 
PLAN REVIEWS:   

• Grading Permit #2025-22 Stenton Ave. Trust; Construction of Single-Family Dwelling & Associated 
Improvements; PARCEL ID 65-00-11131-009 

 
OLD BUSINESS: 

• Abolition Hall- Tree Project Update 
• Continued Discussion on Chapter 55 Amendments—Schedule Special Meeting 

 
NEW BUSINESS: 

• Tree Planting—Valley Green Park 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:  
 
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS: 
 
NEXT MEETING DATE: Tuesday, March 3, 2026 

January 6 February 3 March 3 April 7 

May 5 June 2 July 7 August 4 

September 1 October 6 November 3 
Election Day December 1 

 
ADJOURNMENT: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INFORMATION 
 

1. Public meetings of the Commission shall follow a prescribed agenda, which will be available to the 
general public no later than the Friday preceding the meeting. 

2. If members of the public wish the Commission to address a specific item at a public meeting, a written 
request to the Staff Liaison shall be submitted at least one week before the meeting.  The written request 
shall specify the item or items the individual desires to be addressed. 

3. The Commission may consider other matters for the agenda as they see fit. 
4. The Commission will entertain Public Comment at the conclusion of the discussion of the item and prior 

to specific action on the item during the meeting, at the discretion of the Chair.  Individuals must advise 
the Chair of their desire to offer such comment. 

5. A Public Comment period will be provided at the conclusion of a meeting for input on any new subject. 
6. The Commission Chair shall preside over Public Comments and may within their discretion: 

 a. Recognize individuals wishing to offer comment. 
 b. Require identification of such persons. 

c. Allocate total available Public Comment time among all individuals wishing to comment. 
d. Allocate up to a five (5) minute maximum for each individual to offer Public Comment at a 

meeting, Township Staff shall time comments and shall announce, “one minute remaining” 
and “time expired” to the Chair. 

e. Rule out of order scandalous, impertinent and redundant comment or any comment the 
discernible purpose of which is to disrupt or prevent the conduct of the business of the meeting 
including the questioning of, or polling of, or debating with, individual members of the 
Commission. 
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WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP  
SHADE TREE COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

JANUARY 6, 2026  
 

Members Present: Christian Fassbender, Vera Kosabutski, Natalie Borkowski, David D’Amore, and Fran 
Kelly. Also in attendance: Jacy Toll, Samantha Zrillo (Staff), and John Hosbach (Arborist). 

CALL TO ORDER: Mr. Fassbender called the meeting to order at 6:33 PM.  
 
ELECTION OF CHAIR: Ms. Kelly made a motion to nominate Christian Fassbender to be the Chair. Mr. D’Amore 
seconded the motion. Motion carried 3-0-1. Mr. Fassbender abstained. Ms. Borkowski was not in attendance at the 
time of the vote. 
 
ELECTION OF VICE CHAIR: Ms. Kelly made a motion to nominate Ms. Kosabutski as Vice-Chair. Mr. D’Amore 
seconded the motion. Motion carried 3-0-1. Ms. Kosabutski abstained. Ms. Borkowski was not in attendance at the 
time of the vote. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

• All speakers are requested to speak directly into the microphones. 
Mr. Fassbender reminded everyone to speak in the microphones because the meeting is being recorded to 
assist with meeting minutes.  
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   
• November 18, 2025 

Mr. D’Amore made a motion to approve the November 18, 2025 meeting minutes. Ms. Kosabutski 
seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (4-0). Ms. Borkowski was not in attendance at the time 
of the vote. 

 
PLAN REVIEWS:   

• Grading Permit #2025-10 Green Valley Country Club R1 (201 Ridge Pike); Padel Court Location Change 
[Chair Fassbender revised the agenda to hear this Grading Permit second because the project 
representative was not yet in attendance.] 
 
In attendance: Darrell Campana, PLA, Eustace Engineering, Applicant’s Representative 
 
The applicant’s representative returned to the Shade Tree Commission to present revised plans for the 
Green Valley Country Club padel courts, proposing replacement of an existing tennis clay court with a 
concrete surface and padel court system. Shrubs and a 6” tree are to be removed and arborvitae is proposed 
to be planted. The applicant requested waivers related to tree survey requirements and tree protection 
fencing due to plan revisions and a change in court location.  
 
Discussion included proposed screening along the courts, involving non-native arborvitae. Mr. Hosbach said 
that native red cedars can also provide screening. It was determined that the arborvitae would grow faster. A 
member of the Commission also commented on existing vegetation, including black walnut trees along the 
roadway.  
 
Public in attendance: Debra Harris (resident) 
Ms. Harris mentioned that consideration should be given to planting native species on the property to replace 
the 6” tree being removed. 
 
A member of the Commission agreed with Ms. Harris. Mr. Campana said that can be done. 
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Ms. Borkowski made a motion to grant the following waivers, conditioned on the planting of two, 3” 
redbud trees on the property: 
o 55-4.C.(3) to waive the requirement of a tree survey for the entire site and limiting it to the area 

depicted on the plans near the limit of disturbance 
o 55-4.C.(4)(b) to waive the tree protection fencing requirements as written in the ordinance and 

allow the protection fencing to be placed as shown on the plans 
 Ms. Kosabutski seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0). 
 

• Grading Permit #2025-25 Madras Investments 1, LLC (400 Stenton Ave); Building Addition 
In attendance: Wick Littleton, Owner 
 
The applicant gave an overview of the existing conditions of the site and proposed removing existing lean-to 
and metal structures and constructing a new building on existing blacktop. No trees would be removed, and 
all construction would remain within existing impervious areas. The applicant noted that approximately 12–14 
foot cedar trees had already been planted along the existing retaining wall visible from Joshua Road. 
 
Mr. Hosbach noted that the site contains limited scrub and invasive vegetation outside the limits of 
disturbance.  
 
Waivers were requested for tree inventory, landscape plan, and tree protection requirements, as well as for 
concrete washout provisions, since a washout location was not shown on the plan. Mr. Littleton said that he 
can obtain a concrete washout dumpster. 
 
There was discussion about the extent of the construction and where the concrete washout would be located. 
A Commission member stated that they would like the applicant to consider additional landscaping.  
 
There was no public comment. 
 
Mr. D’Amore made a motion to grant the following waivers as all disturbance will be on existing 
impervious surface, subject to the inclusion of the washout dumpster: 
o §55-4.C. to waive the requirement of having a tree survey and landscape plan 
o §55-4.D. to waive tree protection and preservation requirements  
Ms. Borkowski seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0). 

 
• Grading Permit #2025-24 Union League Liberty Hill, LLC (800 Ridge Pike); Construction of New Ballroom 

and Associated Improvements 
In attendance: Greg Newell, P.E., Nave Newell, Applicant’s Engineer; Jared Lowman, RLA, Nave Newell, 
Applicant’s Consultant; Michelle Christensen, General Manager, Union League 
 
Mr. Newell explained that the project includes renovations to the clubhouse and golf course, including work to 
consolidate a ballroom on the eastern side of the building. He noted a timing issue related to the grading 
permit review, during which it was identified that six trees would be removed and therefore require 
replacement. Due to construction starting later than expected, the applicant proactively planted about 30 
replacement trees in the fall to get ahead of the replacement requirement and ensure they were established 
before spring. Mr. Newell requested a waiver to allow the project to receive credit for the replacement trees 
already planted, identifying their locations along Barren Hill Road to improve screening and along Hart’s Lane 
to provide additional buffering for a nearby residence and maintenance/parking areas. He also noted one 
larger tree near the rear of the clubhouse (near the former helipad area) would need to be removed in the 
future due to ADA access constraints. 
 
A member of the Commission asked what trees were planted. Mr. Lowman responded: 18 Norway spruce, 
12 White spruce, and 6 Siberian spruce. Mr. Hosbach mentioned that the replacement requirement for this 
project would be 17.33 (rounded to 18 trees). Commission members discussed the request, noting concerns 
regarding ordinance compliance, specifically the requirement of canopy (shade) trees over evergreens, 
native species requirements, and the potential precedent of granting credit for pre-planted trees. A member 
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of the Commission expressed dissatisfaction of having the evergreen trees replace the trees to be removed 
and said that canopy trees should be planted. Another member questioned if the evergreen species planted 
were native. Mr. Hosbach responded that the Norway is not native and the White spruce is native. Mr. 
Hosbach asked if the applicant would consider planting 10, 3” native canopy trees. Ms. Christensen said yes. 
 
Public in attendance: Steve Kaufman (resident); Debra Harris (resident) 
Public comment was received from Steve Kaufman, who expressed concern about setting a precedent for 
retroactive credit for tree plantings and emphasized that waivers should be granted only where hardship 
exists and ordinance intent is met. He noted that replacement requirements prioritize canopy trees and 
suggested additional native shade trees be planted rather than relying primarily on evergreens. Later in the 
meeting, Mr. Kaufman mentioned that the planting of 10 canopy trees would still leave the applicant short 
(without consideration of the evergreens). Debra Harris commented on the importance of meeting native 
species percentage requirements and questioned if the requirement was being met with the addition of the 
10 trees. Mr. Hosbach said yes. 
 
There was further discussion about the tree replacement calculations. Mr. Hosbach said that a total of 52 
inches of tree caliper is being removed, which—using the three-inch replacement standard—equates to 
approximately 17.5 replacement trees. The applicant has already proactively planted 30 or 32 evergreen 
trees (8–10 feet), which are estimated to be equivalent to 2.5–3-inch trees. Although evergreens are typically 
measured by height and width rather than caliper inches, Mr. Hosbach stated that if the Township accepts 
credit for the proactive plantings, the applicant would exceed the replacement requirement with an additional 
10 trees also referenced as further offsetting the removal. 
 
Following discussion, Ms. Borkowski made a motion to grant waivers and accept credit for the 
previously planted evergreen trees, conditioned on the applicant planting an additional ten native 
canopy trees (minimum three-inch caliper) elsewhere on the property and revising the plans to reflect 
all replacements. Waivers included:  
o 55-4.C. to waive the requirement of a tree survey for the entire site and limiting it to the area 

depicted on the plans near the limit of disturbance 
o 55-4.D.(6)(a) to allow the previously planted evergreen trees be considered as replacements, 

whereas it is required that every living and healthy tree removed is to be replaced with one or 
more canopy trees 

Ms. Kelly seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0). 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 

• Abolition Hall- Tree Project Update 
John Hosbach provided an update on Abolition Hall, noting that a more complete report would follow an 
upcoming inspection scheduled for the next day. He stated that he had been in contact with the 
contractor and that, while communication had been limited, the work appeared to be progressing 
satisfactorily. A compliance inspection would be conducted on site by Ms. Zrillo, Mr. McAnally (Township 
Manager), and himself, to verify that approved removals were completed, no property damage or rutting 
occurred in agreed-upon areas, and that chipped material had been evenly distributed within the 
woodland. Mr. Hosbach also commented that the contractor performed quality work along Butler Pike, 
describing the results as well executed. 
 

• 2026 Tree Giveaway Species 
The Commission reviewed the proposed 2026 Township Tree Giveaway species list and discussed 
species diversity, climate adaptability, evergreen characteristics, and anticipated nursery availability. It 
was noted that final availability would not be confirmed until mid to late summer.  
 
Public in attendance: Steve Kaufman (resident) 
Mr. Kaufman asked for clarification about the Sweet Bay. Mr. Fassbender and Mr. Hosbach said that it is 
a multi-stemmed, semi evergreen. There was a discussion about the preference of evergreen options. 
 
Mr. D’Amore made a motion to approve the provided list with flexibility, directing staff, Mr. 
Hosbach, and Karen Kabnick, to prioritize species and develop alternate options as needed 
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based on availability. Ms. Kelly seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0). 
 

• Continued Discussion on Chapter 55 Amendments 
The Commission agreed that additional time was needed to develop priorities and next steps. Members 
determined that further discussion would remain in a public forum. Staff indicated that work would 
continue offline to prepare a memo outlining priorities, which would be brought back to the Commission 
for review. It was agreed that dedicated time would be scheduled at a future meeting, with the goal of 
providing a draft memo in March. 

 
NEW BUSINESS: (none) 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: (none) 
 
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS: Mr. D’Amore mentioned that the Vice-Chair, Ms. Kosabutski, should sit next to 
Chair Fassbender at future meetings. 
 
Mr. Hosbach congratulated Ms. Zrillo on her AICP credential (American Institute of Certified Planners). 
 
Ms. Toll said that at the Board of Supervisors re-organization meeting, they voted to modify the public comment 
time to 3 minutes with the ability to allow more time. The Commission took the comment under advisement.  
 
NEXT MEETING DATE: Tuesday, February 3, 2026 
Mr. Fassbender noted that the next meeting is Tuesday, February 3, 2026. Ms. Toll said she will not be in 
attendance. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: Ms. Kosabutski made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. D’Amore seconded the motion. Motion 
carried unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 7:33 PM. 
 
 
 



Signature on original application 
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Applicant Name:   ______________________________________________________  

Development Name: _____________         

Location of Property:             

Date:                

 
PROJECT COVER SHEET – Approved at June 6, 2023 Shade Tree Commission Meeting 

To verify fulfillment of Chapter 55 Ordinance requirements for: 
1. Maximum Tree Removal – 55-4B 
2. Tree Replacement – 55-4D(6)(a) 
3. Substitutions for Replacements – 55-4F 
4. Replacement Tree Species – 55-4E 
5. Tree and Shrub requirements for Chapters other than Chapter 55 

 
Complete the following tables, filling in data for each lettered item, and resolving each 
Compliance Test.  In accordance with 55-4C(4)(e), provide this completed Cover Sheet together 
with the Landscape Plan. 
 
Citations to Sections of Chapter 55 are provided for the convenience of the Applicant. Other 
Chapters of the Whitemarsh Township Code and other sections of Chapter 55, such as 55-2 
Definitions, may be relevant. In the event of an inconsistency between this Cover Sheet and any 
provision of the Code, the language of the Code shall be controlling. 
 

1) Calculation of Requirement for Maximum Tree Removal – 55-4B:   
 

A. Total of all existing Trees on the lot with DBH of 6” or greater, per 55-
4C(3)(a). 
 

 
 

B. 33% of line (A) = maximum existing Trees which may be Removed. 
 

 

C. Provide number of existing Trees proposed to be Removed by the 
Applicant, per 55-4C(3)(a). 
 

 

 
 

COMPLIANCE TEST:  If Line (C) is greater than Line (B), the Applicant’s 
proposal is not in compliance with the requirement that no more than 
33% of trees having a DBH of six inches or greater may be removed. 

 
 
 

 
 

Stenton Avenue Trust c/o Fred Zaspel

Stenton Avenue (Vacant Lot)

Stenton Avenue, Plymouth Meeting, PA 19426

97

32

21
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2) Calculation of Replacement Requirement for Removed Trees having a DBH of Six Inches 
or Greater 55-4D(6)(a): 

 
D. Total DBH of all existing Living and Healthy Trees (as determined per 

55-4A) having a DBH of 6” or greater that are proposed to be 
Removed, per 55-4C(3)(a). 
 

 
 

E. Total DBH of all Living and Healthy Trees (as determined per 55-4A) 
having a DBH of 6” or greater, removed within five years prior to the 
submission of application, per 55-4C(3)(b). 
 

 
 

F. Sum of line (D) and line (E) = Total DBH that must be replaced for all 
Removed Living and Healthy Trees. 
 

 

G. Total Caliper inches of Canopy Replacement Trees proposed to be 
planted by the Applicant (as shown on the Landscape Plan) per 55-
4D(6)(a).  Each Canopy Replacement Tree shall have a minimum Caliper 
of three inches. 

 
 

 COMPLIANCE TEST: If Line (G) is less than Line (F), the Applicant’s 
proposal is not in compliance with the minimum Canopy Tree 
Replacement Requirement.   
To comply with this requirement, the Applicant may request a waiver 
from the Shade Tree Commission to permit limited substitutions per 55-
4F.  If so, proceed to Substitution calculation (3) below. 

 

 
 

3) Calculation of maximum Proposed Substitutions for Replacement Canopy Trees – 554F, 
subject to certain limitations and approval by the Shade Tree Commission.   

 
H. 40% of line (F) (round fractions down to a whole number) = maximum 

Caliper of required Replacement Canopy Trees that may be 
substituted with Understory Trees and/or FIL, upon STC approval, per 
55-4F. 

 
 

I. Line (F) less Line (G) = Shortfall in DBH compliance with the minimum 
Canopy Tree Replacement Requirement, per 55-4D(6)(a). 
 

 
 

 COMPLIANCE TEST:  If line (H) is less than line (I), the deficit of 
minimum Canopy Tree Replacement requirement, per 55-4D(6) cannot 
be fully compensated with Substitutions, per 55-4F. 
 

 

6

54

60

60

24

0
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J. Line (I) divided by 3” (round fractions up to a whole number) = 
Shortfall in the number of required 3” Canopy Replacement Trees.  
 

 

K. Provide the total number of substitution Understory Trees proposed 
to be planted by the Applicant, per 55-4F(1).   
  

 
 

L. Line (K) divided by two = Number of required 3”-cal. Replacement 
Canopy Trees being substituted with Understory Trees per 55-4F(1).   
 

 

M. Line (J) less Line (L) = Number of required 3”-cal. Replacement 
Canopy Trees proposed by the Applicant to be substituted with 
payment of in-lieu fees, per 55-4F(2). 
NOTE: Review proposed Landscape Plan to ensure that the use of 
Replacement Understory Tree substitutes has been maximized prior to 
calculating the number of substitutes via in-lieu fees, per 55-4F(4). 
 

 
 

N. Sum of Line (L) and Line (M) = Total proposed number of Replacement 
Canopy Trees being substituted per 55-4F.   
 

 
 

O. Line (N) multiplied by 3” = Total shortfall of DBH to be fulfilled with 
substitutions as proposed by this Landscape Plan. 
 

 

 COMPLIANCE TEST: If (O) is greater than (H), the Applicant’s proposal 
has exceeded the 40% maximum eligible for consideration for 
Replacement substitutions, per 55-4F, and is not in compliance. 
 

 

P. Sum of Line (O) and (G) = Total Caliper compensation for Removed 
Trees as provided by this proposed Landscape Plan. 
 

 

 COMPLIANCE TEST:  If (P) is less than (F), the Applicant’s proposal is 
not in compliance with the Tree Replacement Requirement.   
 

 

 
 

4) Compliance with Species Requirement of Replacement Trees – 55-4E: 
 

Q. Total number of proposed Canopy Replacement Trees, per 55-
4C(4)(c). 
 

 
20

0

0

0

0

0

0

60
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R. 75% of line (Q) (round fractions up to the next whole number) = 
Minimum required number of Native Species Replacement Canopy 
Trees, per 55-4E. 

 

S. Provide the number of proposed Native Species Canopy 
Replacement Trees, per 55-4C(4)(c). 
 

 

 COMPLIANCE TEST: If Line (S) is less than Line (R), the Applicant’s 
proposal is not in compliance with the 75% Native Species 
requirement for Replacement Canopy Trees, per 55-4E. 
 

 
 

T. Provide the number of proposed Native Species Understory Trees.  
 

 

 COMPLIANCE TEST: If Line (T) is less than line (K), he Applicant’s 
proposal is not in compliance with the 100% Native Species 
requirement for Replacement Understory Trees. 

 
 

20

15

0
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5) Compliance with Landscaping Requirements of Other Code Chapters.  Complete the following Tables for each applicable 
requirement.   
 
REQUIRED TREES:   

A B C D* E F** 

Full Code Cita�on: 
Chapter; sub-chapter, etc. Subject mater as indicated in Code cap�on Required # of 

Trees 

Credits for 
Preserved 

Trees  
per 55-4D(5) 

Proposed # 
of Trees 

Column (C) 
less 

Columns (D) 
and (E) 

      

      

      

      

      

*NOTE:  Column (D) Credits are strictly limited to calculating Chapter 105-52 Buffer yards, in accordance with 55-4D(5).   
**NOTE: When the result in Column (F) is greater than zero, the Applicant’s proposal is not in compliance with the applicable Code 
requirement. 
 
REQUIRED SHRUBS:   

A B C D E* 
Full Code Cita�on: 

Chapter; sub-chapter, etc. Subject mater as indicated in Code cap�on Required # of 
Shrubs 

Proposed # of 
Shrubs 

Column (C) less 
Column (D) 

     

     

§ 55-4D(6) Replacement Tree Requirement 20 N/A 20 0
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*NOTE:  When the result in Column (E) is greater than zero, the Applicant’s proposal is not in compliance with the applicable Code 
requirement. 
 



 

 

Monika Buczko, RCA #785, BCMA PD-2392BF, CTSP, TCIA QT 

Redwood Consulting Arborists, LLC 
Warminster PA 18974 

(267)663-3338 

Redwoodarborists.com 
redwoodarborists@hotmail.com 

 

File No. 793 

         

January 16, 2025 

Client:                                                                                                                                         

Name: Jim Zaspel 

Address: 75 Stenton Ave, Plymouth Meeting PA 19462 

Ph#:  267-577-1072, alt. contact: Andrew Chubb (Chubb tree service) 267-772-7478 

Email: jimthehouseguypa@gmail.com 

Tree Inspection Report in Support of Proposed Tree Removal Permit Application 

Dear Mr. Zaspel, 

Thank you for contacting Redwood Consulting Arborists and for the opportunity to assess your 

trees in relation to a proposed tree removal application to Whitemarsh Township. Enclosed 

please find my report, which presents my observations and recommendations regarding the trees 

proposed for removal, as well as those removed in spring 2025. 

During site visits conducted on November 10, 2025, and January 14, 2026, I performed a visual 

inspection of trees proposed for removal that measured six inches or greater in diameter at breast 

height (DBH). Based on the site plan you provided, nineteen trees meeting this criterion were 

identified and inspected. In addition, eight trees were removed from the property in 2025. 

Following evaluation of the health and condition of the subject trees and consideration of their 

potential impacts during and after construction, I determined that three trees require replacement 

in accordance with the township ordinance. Based on the combined DBH of these trees, a total of 

twenty three-inch caliper replacement trees are required. 

A proposed list of replacement species is also included for your consideration. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or require additional 

information. 

Sincerely, 

Monika Buczko 
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Background & History 

On November 4, 2025, Mr. Chubb of Chubb Tree Service contacted Redwood Consulting 

Arborists to request an inspection of approximately eight stumps located on the property of his 

client, Mr. Zaspel. These trees were removed by Mr. Chubb’s company in spring 2025. 

Following the removals, Mr. Zaspel received correspondence from the township requiring the 

planting of more than sixty (60+) replacement trees. Mr. Chubb requested that I conduct a site 

visit to assess the remaining stumps and prepare a report summarizing my findings. The purpose 

of the inspection was to identify the tree species where possible, evaluate the pre-removal 

condition of the trees, and determine whether removal was warranted due to hazardous 

conditions. 

In addition, Mr. Zaspel requested an inspection of several additional trees proposed for removal 

in connection with planned construction on the property. 

Assignment 

During discussions with Mr. Zaspel and Mr. Chubb, I agreed to provide the following services: 

 Conduct a site visit and meet with Mr. Zaspel and Mr. Chubb. 

 Determine the location, DBH, and condition of trees removed in spring 2025. 

 Identify and mark trees recommended for removal to accommodate proposed 

construction. 

 Provide recommendations for suitable replacement tree species. 

 Prepare a letter report for submission to the township. 

After reviewing the circumstances and discussing the terms of engagement, I agreed to proceed 

with the inspection. A site visit was scheduled for November 10, 2025, at 8:00 a.m. 

Limitations of the Assignment 

My opinions and conclusions are based solely on a site visit, visual inspection of the remaining 

stumps and trees proposed for removal, and information provided to me through conversations 

with involved parties. Observations were limited to ground-level inspection only; no aerial 

inspection was conducted. This inspection does not constitute a tree risk assessment. 

Purpose and Use of Report 

The purpose of this report is to present my assessment of the trees removed in 2025, as well as 

recommendations regarding the removal of trees that interfere with the proposed structures and 

recommendations for tree replacement. This report is intended for use as part of the tree removal 

application process with Whitemarsh Township. 
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This report is confidential and intended solely for the use of Mr. Zaspel. It may be shared only 

with Whitemarsh Township and relevant contractors as necessary for the tree removal 

application and associated work. The contents of this report shall not be altered, excerpted, 

edited, or distributed, including via social media or online platforms, without the prior written 

consent of Redwood Consulting Arborists. 

Observations 

Site Visit 

During my initial site visit, and with the assistance of Mr. Chubb, I identified eight trees that had 

been removed from the property. Of these, five stumps remained on site, while three trees had 

either fully decayed or had been completely removed (Appendix A). The approximate locations 

of the removed trees were noted on the property survey (Appendix B). 

During this visit, I observed that the survey provided to me was outdated and did not accurately 

represent the locations or DBH of the existing trees. 

I returned to the property on January 14, 2026, with an updated survey. During this visit, I 

identified nineteen trees proposed for removal to accommodate construction and grading 

activities (Appendix C). These trees were noted on the property survey (Appendix D), and an 

additional updated survey indicating tree numbers was also provided (Appendix E). At that time, 

Mr. Zaspel advised that construction of the pool and woodshed would be postponed and that the 

trees located in those areas would be retained for the time being (Appendix F). 

For all subject trees, I recorded species, DBH, and observed condition, and documented my 

findings in accompanying spreadsheets. Photographs of all trees were taken for reference and are 

included in Appendix G. 

Testing and Analysis 

All subject trees were identified to species, measured at diameter at breast height (4.5 feet above 

grade), and their condition was noted. No soil testing or other diagnostic analyses were 

performed. The collected data are recorded in Appendices A and B. 
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Conclusion and Recommendations 

Based on the DBH of the subject trees, I determined that a total of twenty (20) replacement trees, 

each measuring three (3) inches in caliper at six inches above grade, as required under the 

applicable township ordinance. 

I propose the following species as a replacement option:  

Large Trees 

Oaks (Quercus spp.) 

 White oak — Quercus alba 

 Northern red oak — Quercus rubra 

 Black oak — Quercus velutina 

 Chestnut oak — Quercus montana 

 Scarlet oak — Quercus coccinea 

 Pin oak — Quercus  palustris 

 Swamp white oak — Quercus bicolor 

 Willow oak — Quercus phellos 

Maples (Acer spp.) 

 Red maple — Acer rubrum 

 Sugar maple — Acer saccharum 

Hickories 

 Shagbark hickory — Carya ovata 

 Pignut hickory — Carya glabra 

 Mockernut hickory — Carya tomentosa 

 Bitternut hickory — Carya cordiformis 

Birches 

 River birch — Betula nigra 

 Yellow birch — Betula alleghaniensis 

 Sweet birch — Betula lenta 

Other Large Trees 

 American sycamore — Platanus occidentalis 

 American beech — Fagus grandifolia 

 Sweetgum — Liquidambar styraciflua 

 Black gum — Nyssa sylvatica 
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 American elm (disease-resistant cultivars preferred) — Ulmus americana 

Evergreens 

 Eastern white pine — Pinus strobus 

 Virginia pine — Pinus virginiana 

 Eastern redcedar — Juniperus virginiana 
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Appendix A – trees removed in 2025 spreadsheet 

File #793

10-Nov-25

75 Stenton Ave, Plymouth Meeting PA 19462

20 Pin oak 28 dieback, yellowing, dying NO

21 Red maple 20 dead NO

22 Maple  sp. no DBH recorded tree was rootted and dead NO

23 No ID no DBH recorded not recorded YES

24 No ID no DBH recorded not recorded YES

25 Willow oak 29 dead NO

26 Pin oak 30 decay, upper half was dead NO

27 White pine 26 tree was rotted and dead NO

3 trees have no recorded DBH (diamter at breast height measured 4.5 feet above ground level)

Average of the 5 redorded DBH is 26.6

Total trees to be replaced: 2

Number of replacement trees: 18 three-inch caliper trees

*Condition of the removed trees was provided by Andrew Chubb, Chubb Tree Service

Tree Inventory - trees removed in spring 2025

Tree# Species (common name) Latin DBH (inches) Condition Replacement

Quercus palustris

Acer rubrum

Acer

Quercus phellos

Quercus palustris

Pinus strobus
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Appendix B – Trees removed in 2025 indicated on survey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



January 16, 2025 

Zaspel 

Page 8 

 

 

 

Appendix C – Trees proposed for removal spreadsheet 

File #793

14-Jan-26

75 Stenton Ave, Plymouth Meeting PA 19462

1 Red maple 12.5 broken central lead, dead branches, missing bark NO

2 Red maple 24.5 decay, cavities, sprouts, rotted roots NO

3 Butternut 15 borer (and woodpecker) damage, dead branches, trunk cracks NO

4 Box elder 5 dead NO

5 Red mulberry 11 decay, dead roots, girdling roots, dead branches, codominant NO

6 Water oak 22 one dead branch RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

7 Willow oak 23.5 RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

8 Water oak 25 RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

9 Pin oak 31 most canopy is dead NO

10 Pin oak 13 dieback, girdling root NO

11 Common buckthorn 5+5.2 NO

12 Common buckthorn 6 YES

13 American sycamore 23 RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

14 Eastern red cedar 13 dead branches, thin canopy NO

15 American holly 6 top of the tree is broken off, dead branches, thin canopy NO

16 American sycamore 17+18 RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

17 American holly 5.8+5.8 RETAIN - FUTURE REPLACEMENT YES

18 American holly 4+4+6.5 lean, dead branches, decay, fused branches NO

19 Amur honeysuckle 5.5+9+6+3+3 dead NO

* Tree #13, American sycamore - client prefers to preserve the tree, if it is determined during docntruction that it is not possible, tree will be removed

*Trees #6, 7, 8, 16 and #17 are to be retained untill pool and woodshop construction begins (postponed for now)

Total trees to be replaced: 1

Total diameter: 6

Number of replacement trees: 2 three-inch caliper trees

Tree Inventory

Tree# Species (common name) Latin DBH (inches) Condition Replacement

Acer rubrum

Acer rubrum

Juglans cinerea

Acer negundo

Morus rubra

Quercus nigra

Quercus phellos

Quercus nigra

Quercus palustris

Quercus palustris

Rhamnus cathartica

Rhamnus cathartica

Platanus occidentalis

Juniperus virginiana

Ilex opaca

Platanus occidentalis

Ilex opaca

Ilex opaca

Lonicera maackii
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Appendix D – Trees proposed for removal indicated on survey 
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Appendix E – Survey indicating tree numbers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



January 16, 2025 

Zaspel 

Page 11 

 

 

 

Appendix F – Survey – Pool and Wood Shop Removed 
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Appendix G – Photos 

Trees removed in 2025 

 Numbers in photos don’t correlate with numbers in spreadsheet 

Tree # 20   Tree #21       Tree #22        Tree #23 

       

Tree #24   Tree #25      Tree #26        Tree #27 
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Trees proposed for removal 

 Numbers in photos correspond with Tree# in spreadsheet 
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Appendix H - Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

 

1. Loss or alteration(s) of any parts of this report shall invalidate the entire report. 

2. This report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication (advertising, news or 

other media) by any other person other than to whom it is addressed without prior written 

consent of the consultant. 

3. Any information obtained is assumed to be from reliable sources and has been verified 

insofar as possible for accuracy. However, the consultant cannot guarantee nor be 

responsible for accuracy of information provided by others. 

4. Opinions and values expressed in this report represent the opinion of the consultant. 

5. Plans, photographs and maps in this report are not necessarily to scale and shall be 

intended to use as visual aids and not be construed as architectural or engineering reports 

or surveys. 

6. Information detailed in this report reflects only the items that were examined at the time 

of inspection.  

7. The consultant does not have any financial or business associations with other 

commercial arborists therefore any future work performed by a commercial arborist shall 

be done via separate contract between the arborist and the client. 

8. The consultant shall not be required to attend court and/or give testimony unless further 

contractual arrangements are made including payment of any additional fees for such 

services. 
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Appendix I - Certificate of Performance 

 

I, Monika Buczko, certify that: 

o I have personally inspected the subject tree(s) and/or  the property referred to  in 

this report and have stated my findings accurately; 

o I have no current or prospective interest in the tree(s) or the property addressed in 

this report and have no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties 

involved; 

o Any opinions, analysis and conclusions stated in this report are my own and are 

based on current scientific facts and procedures; 

o My analysis, opinion and conclusions stated in this report have been prepared 

according to commonly accepted arboricultural practices; 

o My compensation for this report is not contingent upon a predetermined 

conclusion that favors the client or any other party, nor upon the results of 

assessment; 

o No one provided any professional assistance to me except as indicated within 

report. 

 

I further certify that I am a member in good standing of ASCA (American Society of Consulting 

Arborists) and the ISA (International Society of Arboriculture). I have been involved in the field 

of Arboriculture since 2007. 

Monika Buczko 

January 16, 2025 

 

 











 

 
Gilmore & Associates, Inc. 

Building on a Foundation of Excellence 
www.gilmore-assoc.com 

 

401 Plymouth Road│Suite 150│Plymouth, PA 19462│Phone: 610-489-4949│Fax: 610-489-8447 

 

 
January 27, 2026 
 
Christopher C. Yohn, PE 
Yohn Engineering, LLC  
P.O. Box 26094 
Collegeville, PA 19426 
 
RE: Earth Disturbance Permit Review 

Stenton Avenue Trust  
Whitemarsh Township, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
Permit #2025-22 
Our Project Number 2025-01098 

 
 
Dear Mr. Yohn: 
 
In reference to the above-mentioned property, we have reviewed plans prepared by Yohn Engineering, LLC, 
dated September 18, 2025, and last revised January 19, 2026.  The following comments must be resolved 
before an earth disturbance permit can be issued for this project. 
 
CHAPTER 58 - GRADING, EROSION CONTROL, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
 
 Section Description 

 
1. 58-17 There is an errant dimension label over the Post Construction Stormwater 

Management Installation Note on Sheet 2, which must be removed.  The Construction 
Notes on Sheet 2 must be revised as follows: 

• Note 3 must be revised to state that the permit is required from PennDOT. 

• Note 4 must be revised to state that the permit is required from the Whitemarsh 
Authority. 

 
2. 58-28(D)(11) The plans must be revised so that the proposed contour line representing an elevation 

of 241, near the stormwater BMP, does not extend off of the subject property. 
 
CHAPTER 55 - TREE PROTECTION STANDARDS 
 
 Section Description 

 
3. 55-4(C) This section of the ordinance requires that the tree survey plan shall be reviewed by 

the Shade Tree Commission in a public meeting. 
 
4. 55-4(C)(4)(b) The plans show tree protection fencing within the root protection zone, as established 

by one of the following two means, whichever is greater: 
[1] Calculated at 1.25 feet (radius) per one inch of (DBH) diameter breast height. 
[2] A circle with a radius extending from a tree's trunk to a point no less than the 
furthest crown dripline. 
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 Section Description 

 
5. 55-4(D)(6) We defer to the Shade Tree Commission with regard to compliance with the 

requirements of this section of the ordinance, which requires that every tree 
determined to be living and healthy, with a DBH of 6 inches or greater and which is 
designated to be removed or which is destroyed, shall be replaced with one or more 
new Canopy trees of a type and species approved by the Township with a trunk 
diameter of not less than 3 inches in caliper. The total caliper of replacement trees, 
measured at 6 inches above the ground line, shall equal or exceed the DBH of the 
tree removed.  

 
 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
 

6.  The applicant must obtain a Highway Occupancy Permit the Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation for the proposed work within the right of way of Stenton Avenue (SR 3003).   

 
7.  The Lot labels should be reviewed for correctness and revised as necessary.   

 
Any future submission of the design plans for this project must be accompanied by a letter, prepared by the 
applicant’s engineer, which addresses each of the comments contained in this report.  Should you have any 
questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at this office.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

        
Krista Heinrich, P.E. 
Township Engineer 
Gilmore & Associates, Inc. 
 

 
cc: Charles L. Guttenplan, AICP – Director of Planning and Zoning  
 Samantha Zrillo –Township Planner 

Sean Kilkenny, Esq.; The Law Offices of Sean Kilkenny, LLC – Township Solicitor (via email) 
 Mr. Robert A. Sztubinski, B.C.O. – Director of Building & Codes (via email) 
 Stenton Avenue Trust c/o Fred Zaspel – Owners/Applicants  
 Rockwell Custom – Owner’s Contractor (via email: connor@rockwellcustom.com) 
 
O:\MUNICIPL\2025\2501098-WshT_Stenton Avenue Trust - Permit 2025-22\correspondence\Review #2.doc 




	2.3.26 agenda
	WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP
	SHADE TREE COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA
	FEBRUARY 3, 2026 AT 6:30 PM (IN-PERSON)
	PLAN REVIEWS:
	 Grading Permit #2025-22 Stenton Ave. Trust; Construction of Single-Family Dwelling & Associated Improvements; PARCEL ID 65-00-11131-009
	OLD BUSINESS:
	 Abolition Hall- Tree Project Update
	 Continued Discussion on Chapter 55 Amendments—Schedule Special Meeting
	PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INFORMATION



	1.6.26 meeting minutes- DRAFT
	WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP
	SHADE TREE COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
	JANUARY 6, 2026
	PLAN REVIEWS:
	 Grading Permit #2025-10 Green Valley Country Club R1 (201 Ridge Pike); Padel Court Location Change
	[Chair Fassbender revised the agenda to hear this Grading Permit second because the project representative was not yet in attendance.]
	In attendance: Darrell Campana, PLA, Eustace Engineering, Applicant’s Representative
	The applicant’s representative returned to the Shade Tree Commission to present revised plans for the Green Valley Country Club padel courts, proposing replacement of an existing tennis clay court with a concrete surface and padel court system. Shrubs...
	Discussion included proposed screening along the courts, involving non-native arborvitae. Mr. Hosbach said that native red cedars can also provide screening. It was determined that the arborvitae would grow faster. A member of the Commission also comm...
	Public in attendance: Debra Harris (resident)
	Ms. Harris mentioned that consideration should be given to planting native species on the property to replace the 6” tree being removed.
	A member of the Commission agreed with Ms. Harris. Mr. Campana said that can be done.
	Ms. Borkowski made a motion to grant the following waivers, conditioned on the planting of two, 3” redbud trees on the property:
	o 55-4.C.(3) to waive the requirement of a tree survey for the entire site and limiting it to the area depicted on the plans near the limit of disturbance
	o 55-4.C.(4)(b) to waive the tree protection fencing requirements as written in the ordinance and allow the protection fencing to be placed as shown on the plans
	Ms. Kosabutski seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0).
	 Grading Permit #2025-25 Madras Investments 1, LLC (400 Stenton Ave); Building Addition
	In attendance: Wick Littleton, Owner
	The applicant gave an overview of the existing conditions of the site and proposed removing existing lean-to and metal structures and constructing a new building on existing blacktop. No trees would be removed, and all construction would remain within...
	Mr. Hosbach noted that the site contains limited scrub and invasive vegetation outside the limits of disturbance.
	Waivers were requested for tree inventory, landscape plan, and tree protection requirements, as well as for concrete washout provisions, since a washout location was not shown on the plan. Mr. Littleton said that he can obtain a concrete washout dumps...
	There was discussion about the extent of the construction and where the concrete washout would be located. A Commission member stated that they would like the applicant to consider additional landscaping.
	There was no public comment.
	Mr. D’Amore made a motion to grant the following waivers as all disturbance will be on existing impervious surface, subject to the inclusion of the washout dumpster:
	o §55-4.C. to waive the requirement of having a tree survey and landscape plan
	o §55-4.D. to waive tree protection and preservation requirements
	Ms. Borkowski seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0).
	 Grading Permit #2025-24 Union League Liberty Hill, LLC (800 Ridge Pike); Construction of New Ballroom and Associated Improvements
	In attendance: Greg Newell, P.E., Nave Newell, Applicant’s Engineer; Jared Lowman, RLA, Nave Newell, Applicant’s Consultant; Michelle Christensen, General Manager, Union League
	Mr. Newell explained that the project includes renovations to the clubhouse and golf course, including work to consolidate a ballroom on the eastern side of the building. He noted a timing issue related to the grading permit review, during which it wa...
	A member of the Commission asked what trees were planted. Mr. Lowman responded: 18 Norway spruce, 12 White spruce, and 6 Siberian spruce. Mr. Hosbach mentioned that the replacement requirement for this project would be 17.33 (rounded to 18 trees). Com...
	Public in attendance: Steve Kaufman (resident); Debra Harris (resident)
	Public comment was received from Steve Kaufman, who expressed concern about setting a precedent for retroactive credit for tree plantings and emphasized that waivers should be granted only where hardship exists and ordinance intent is met. He noted th...
	There was further discussion about the tree replacement calculations. Mr. Hosbach said that a total of 52 inches of tree caliper is being removed, which—using the three-inch replacement standard—equates to approximately 17.5 replacement trees. The app...
	Following discussion, Ms. Borkowski made a motion to grant waivers and accept credit for the previously planted evergreen trees, conditioned on the applicant planting an additional ten native canopy trees (minimum three-inch caliper) elsewhere on the ...
	o 55-4.C. to waive the requirement of a tree survey for the entire site and limiting it to the area depicted on the plans near the limit of disturbance
	o 55-4.D.(6)(a) to allow the previously planted evergreen trees be considered as replacements, whereas it is required that every living and healthy tree removed is to be replaced with one or more canopy trees
	Ms. Kelly seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously (5-0).
	OLD BUSINESS:
	 Abolition Hall- Tree Project Update
	John Hosbach provided an update on Abolition Hall, noting that a more complete report would follow an upcoming inspection scheduled for the next day. He stated that he had been in contact with the contractor and that, while communication had been limi...
	 2026 Tree Giveaway Species
	The Commission reviewed the proposed 2026 Township Tree Giveaway species list and discussed species diversity, climate adaptability, evergreen characteristics, and anticipated nursery availability. It was noted that final availability would not be con...
	Public in attendance: Steve Kaufman (resident)
	Mr. Kaufman asked for clarification about the Sweet Bay. Mr. Fassbender and Mr. Hosbach said that it is a multi-stemmed, semi evergreen. There was a discussion about the preference of evergreen options.
	Mr. D’Amore made a motion to approve the provided list with flexibility, directing staff, Mr. Hosbach, and Karen Kabnick, to prioritize species and develop alternate options as needed based on availability. Ms. Kelly seconded the motion. Motion carrie...
	 Continued Discussion on Chapter 55 Amendments
	The Commission agreed that additional time was needed to develop priorities and next steps. Members determined that further discussion would remain in a public forum. Staff indicated that work would continue offline to prepare a memo outlining priorit...
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