WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP SHADE TREE COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES July 5, 2022 AT 7:00 PM
ZIEGLER _ D’AMORE _ BORKOWSKI_ FASSBENDER _ VACANT __
BOS LIAISON, TOLL _ STAFF LIAISON, HALBOM _

MEETING LINK: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82873402332
ANNOUNCEMENTS: Mr. Halbom shared the meeting was being recorded by Zoom.
PLAN REVIEWS:
5/15 Germantown Pike (SLD# 04-22) – Renovation of an Existing Parking Lot and an Addition
to the Existing Building. This project is returning to Shade Tree Commission to discuss changes
that were discovered regarding the existing landscape.
OLD BUSINESS:
Miles Park Tree Survey – Signage is being posted on July 4 th for the July 13th Walking Tour.
2022 Tree Giveaway – The Township has reserved a batch of trees from a nursery for the Giveaway.
We began accepting applications from residents at the July 4 th parade and will combine those with
previously accepted applications from Township Day. Once we reach our maximum, we will also
accept applications to a standby list.
NEW BUSINESS:
APPROVAL OF THE MAY MEETING MINUTES:
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS
NEXT MEETING DATES:
The Commission members will discuss possible alternate locations for the September meeting.
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ADJOURNMENT:
NEXT MEETING DATE: Tuesday, July 5, 2022

WHITEMARSH TOWNSHIP SHADE TREE COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES June 7, 2022 AT 7:00 PM
ZIEGLER _ D’AMORE X BORKOWSKI X FASSBENDER X VACANT __
BOS LIAISON, TOLL _X STAFF LIAISON, HALBOM _X

CALL TO ORDER: VICE-CHAIR FASSBENDER CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 7:03PM
ANNOUNCEMENTS: Mr. Halbom shared the meeting was being recorded by Zoom.
PLAN REVIEWS:
5/15 Germantown Pike (SLD# 04-22) – Renovation of an Existing Parking Lot and an Addition
to the Existing Building.
Mr. Halbom shared the project review letter and plans are included in the agenda packet. He shared
that, since the meeting packet was posted, the applicant had submitted updated plans which show
tree protection fencing.
Jim Bannon presented on behalf of the applicant. He began by calling the Commissions attention to
the plans and summarizing current conditions. Mr. Bannon next reviewed the Landscape Plans
showing the proposed replacement plan. He summarized the Planning Commission’s
recommendations regarding buffering along Germantown Pike. He also pointed out where several
hazard trees were identified and removed. Mr. Hosbach shared some photographs of the hazard
trees for the Commissions review.
Mr. Fassbender asked the applicant about the figures calculated for replacement and asked if
additional buffering could be added. Brian Kelly, the projects Landscape Architect provided that they
could replace a canopy tree with two ornamental trees to assist. Mr. Fassbender replied that canopy
trees are preferable and asked if additional understory plantings could be included provide some
layering while keeping all currently proposed shade trees. Mr. Fassbender asked for Commission
comment, hearing none, he opened the floor for public comment.
Mr. Bannon asked to clarify the question regarding layering. It was stated that the layering request
was specific to the areas nearby Abolition Hall, under the proposed replacement canopy trees. Mr.
Bannon stated they would have to take a closer look to ensure there is room in those areas.
Tam Paulits pointed out some of the street trees were not canopy trees, but were small fastigiate
trees that would not provide much shade. Mr. Fassbender asked Mr. Hosbach for his opinion. Mr.
Hosbach replied the site conditions in that area prevented a larger tree from being safely planted.
Sydelle Zove asked about the Dwarf Chinese Holly Rotunda, and how tall they would get. She asked
if they require pruning to prevent them from getting too tall. She asked what the maximum size of the
plant at full growth would be. Mr. Kelly replied that it would grow to a maximum of about three to five
feet. Sydelle pointed out the hairpin fencing on the site, and asked if the fence would remain, and on
which side of the fence the shrubs would be planted. Mr. Kelly stated that plantings would be on the
interior of the fencing. Sydelle also expressed concern about the use of Tulip Poplar trees.
Mr. Fassbender asked Mr. Hosbach to address the Tulip Poplar concern. Mr. Hosbach replied that
the Tulip Poplar was a good native tree, but that he was not concerned about the surface root

concerns. He stated that the spacing of the Tulip Poplars proposed was not problematic. Mrs. Zove
shared that this property is next to Abolition Hall and the Corson Homestead.
Tam Paulits pointed out the 40” preserved tree at the rear of the property appeared to have
inadequate tree protection fencing. She called the applicant’s attention to the formula for calculating
the dripline.
Steve Kaufman asked John Hosbach to repeat his explanation of the Ginko plants. He asked if there
was any conflict with overhead wires and asked if there was a good native alternative to the Ginko.
Mr. Hosbach replied Fringe Tree or Yellowwood Trees would be good native alternatives, but that
Ginko, while not native, is still a good ecological fit for this site. Mr. Kaufman asked if the 50% native
planting requirement had been achieved. Mr. Halbom stated the plans show mostly native species,
and that most non-native species were shrubs. Mr. Kaufman concluded by sharing his concerns
about the use of Tulip Poplar trees due to their tendency to drop limbs.
Mr. Fassbender asked if there additional public comments. Hearing none, he addressed the
applicant and shared that he would like to see some additional layering toward the rear of the
property, as previously discussed. Mr. Kelly replied that they would look into the matter to see what
is possible.
Mrs. Zove interjected to ask about Ms. Paulits concerns about the tree protection zone. Mr. Halbom
replied that tree protection fence is something inspected by the Township’s site inspector; however,
the Commission was free to outline modifications to the TPF as a condition of approval. Ms.
Borkowski expressed support for the inclusion of the TPF clarification. Mr. Halbom asked for a
specific number of trees to be added to the plan to achieve layering, as a condition of approval.
Mr. Hosbach replied that he thinks eleven understory trees would fit in that area. Mr. Fassbender
expressed support for that modification, and asked the applicants if they supported the request. Mr.
Kelly replied in the affirmative.
Ms. Borkowski motioned to accept the plans, with the conditions that eleven understory trees
be added to the plans, and that Tree Protection Fencing be displayed to scale, in the location
required by the Chapter 55 ordinance. Mr. D’Amore seconded the motion. Mr. Fassbender
voted in support of the motion, and it passed 3-0.
6266 W. Valley Green Road (GP# 2022-17) – New Dwelling.
Rachel Vahey, the Landscape Architect for the project, presented on behalf of the applicant. She
called the Commissions attention to the tree survey plan and landscape plans which are included in
the meeting packet. Ms. Vahey began by describing the current condition of the site, which has a
great deal of dead and hazardous trees. She stated that 109” of tree caliper was required to be
replaced. The applicant proposes a mix of canopy trees, understory trees, and shrubs, the majority
of which are native species.
Ms. Vahey shared photos of the trees on site which have been deemed dead or hazardous. Mr.
Hosbach shared that there are indeed a great many hazardous trees on site that present a danger to
existing roadways.
Mr. Fassbender asked for Commission comment. He also shared that he had an opportunity to visit
the site, and concurred the site could use some improvement in terms of the tree canopy. He asked
for clarification about the waiver request, and how many trees were being removed from the site. Mr.
D’Amore asked if the hazard trees were being waived from replacement. Mr. Halbom replied that the
waiver request was for omission of 66 trees that are dead or hazardous. Mr. Hosbach explained the
variety of issues the canopy is facing, much of which are untreated Ash Trees.

Mr. Fassbender asked to review the proposed replacement species. The replacement plant
schedule included in the agenda packet for this project. Mr. Fassbender asked Mr. Hosbach about
the species, to which Mr. Hosbach replied the species were appropriate.
Mr. Hosbach asked if additional flowering trees could be planted toward the rear of the plan. Ms.
Vahey replied some more Sweet Bay Magnolia could be added in a triangulated fashion. She replied
she believes so, but also has to reserve open space for the home buyer.
Vice-Chair Fassbender opened the floor for Public Comments.
Steve Kaufman stated that, in the past, Mr. Hosbach has expressed concerns about Pin Oak trees
and oak scorch. He stated a preference for the evergreen variety of Sweet Bay Magnolia. Mr.
Hosbach replied and shared that availability of species is playing a role, and that nothing in the White
Oak family is available in three-inch caliper. He stated that Red and Scarlet Oaks are more
susceptible to oak scorch, but the Pin Oak should be fine. Mr. Fassbender asked oak wilt would be
an issue, Mr. Hosbach replied that is not currently an issue in this area, at least yet.
Tam Paulits shared that the number of evergreen and flowering/ornamental trees is currently 39%,
over the 30% cap. She asked if the Norway Spruce trees could be replaced with canopy trees to
achieve the required limit. Ms. Vahey replied that the evergreen was preferable as a screening
buffer, but in theory the replacements could work. Mr. Halbom asked if planting more understory in
other areas and keeping the Norway Spruce would be palatable to the STC, Vice-Chair Fassbender
expressed support for the idea as another alternative if canopy trees cannot be used.
Tam asked if that meant more trees would be planted on site. Mr. Halbom replied that we were
discussing either replacing the Norway Spruce with canopy tree species, adding up to seven more
ornamental trees to achieve the replacement equivalent of seven canopy trees versus the seven
Norway Spruce trees, or some combination of the two.
Ms. Vahey offered to replace the Norway Spruce with canopy trees and add three understory trees.
The revised plans will show 22 canopy trees, and an add additional Sweet Bay Magnolia to achieve
the same replacement ratio following the swap of the Norway Spruce with canopy trees. Mr. Halbom
asked if there was any preference for the additional canopy trees species. Mr. Fassbender asked Mr.
Hosbach to opine. He replied that use of any of the currently proposed canopy tree species would be
fine.
David D’Amore motioned to accept the plans with conditions. The conditions require the
replacement of the seven proposed Norway Spruce with four native canopy trees, and an
additional Sweet Bay Magnolia. Natalie Borkowski seconded the motion. The motion passed
3-0.
OLD BUSINESS:
Miles Park Tree Survey – The walk through scheduled for 5/31 was cancelled. The Shade Tree
Commission decided on Wednesday, July 13th at 5:30PM at Miles Park. The Commission agreed to
post signage that would include QR codes linking residents to the reports. Those documents are
available here: https://www.whitemarshtwp.org/204/Shade-Tree-Commission.
Chapter 55 Ordinance Update –
Vice-Chair Fassbender thanked the members of the review commission for their work over the
twelve meetings. He added it was bittersweet that Chair Ziegler was not present to move the
ordinance over the goal line, but that he had added comments via email ahead of the meeting. Mr.
D’Amore added his thanks for the work completed by the review committee.

Mr. Halbom began by providing context about the document and stated new language is in red and
blue font and orange language has been added or modified since the last meeting of the review
committee. Highlighted language is a placeholder for information that needs to be updated, such as
dates or updated ordinance numbers yet to be determined).
Mr. Halbom then summarized the major changes between the existing ordinance and the revision:
-

Chapter 55-1 Purpose: Section B was added
Defined terms have been capitalized throughout the ordinance
Section F – Clear Cutting prohibition – has been modified
Definitions:
Unused definitions or moot definitions were removed.
Heritage Tree definition has been changed from 40” DBH to 36” DBH
Many definitions have been updated (see red language)
New definitions have been added: Grove, Woodland, Landscape Plan, Living and Healthy
Tree, Mitigation Plan, Preserved Tree, Tree in Severe Decline, Understory Tree
Some defined terms proposed by the review committee were not suggested for incorporation
after staff/solicitor review. These include Tract, which is believed could conflict with language
used in the ordinance for Lot.
Mitigation Plans are now defined and a section in the ordinance spells out corrective actions
for material deviations from plans approved by the STC.

Steve Kaufman asked which version of the Root Protection Zone included on the displayed plans
would be used. Mr. Halbom replied that he would have to follow up with Mr. Kaufman. It would later
be determined the version in orange would be used.
After summarizing the changes to the definitions sections, Mr. Halbom shared the solicitor suggested
that many definitions be modified to remove any static lists or documents that would need to be
updated in the future, which would require a new ordinance to be revised, advertised, et. Cetera. For
that reason, the Township has elected to reference lists published and updated by organizations like
the Pennsylvania Department of Conversation and Natural Resources (DCNR). In the case of
documents, those documents will be listed as available by request of Township staff.
Debra Harris asked if there was a reason Street Tree was not defined. Mr. Halbom replied that
Shade Tree was the term used in this definition. Tam Paulits replied that Shade Tree was kept since
it is defined within Chapter 100 that way. She added her preference would be to change all to Street
Tree; however, for the sake of uniformity, it has been updated to align with Chapter 100.
Steve Kaufman asked about the definition for Dripline. Tam shared that she had offered a suggestion
that was not adopted. Steve clarified that he meant to address the Root Protection Zone definition.
Tam clarified that the measurement requirements were moved to 55-4, and the orange definition
under Root Protection Zone was the working definition.
Steve Kaufman asked about the definition for Tree in Severe Decline. Mr. Halbom shared the
feedback that he received could benefit from some brevity, and perhaps, if any rival definitions exist
that were available for consideration. Mr. Hosbach shared a rival definition that Mr. Kaufman offered
didn’t include the percentage measurement, which may or may not be a good thing. Mr. Halbom
offered that the final sentence ultimately leaves the decision to the Shade Tree Commission when
defining a Tree in Severe Decline. He reiterated that the recommendation was not necessarily to do
away with this definition, but rather to explore other options, if better options exist.
Tam Paulits asked about the Tree Survey Plan definition and the decision to remove the word
“existing”. She shared the language differentiates between the Tree Survey Plan requirements from
the Landscape Plan requirements.

She shared that after, “planted with the location of the tree protection fences…” should be removed
because it was already included in the section for Landscape Plans.
Tam next addressed Understory Tree and shared she believes the orange text is the working
definition. The first definition in red did not address certain trees, which is now address in the orange
text. However, the language should read, “…width of eight feet, or any columnar or fastigiate…”
Mr. Halbom next summarized Section 55-3, Applicability
Section B was modified following the defining of Clear Cutting.
Items (2) and (4) in the existing document were identified as problematic. In the past, these have
been argued as implying diseased trees are exempt from replacement. Mr. Halbom shared a
definition that takes the place of both removed (2) and (4) items, and adds them into one section.
Mr. Halbom shared that Mr. Kaufman has pointed out that invasive species were included in the
definition, which was not suggested by the review committee. Mr. Halbom shared that, following the
meeting of the review committee, staff and the solicitor discussed the matter and felt excluding
invasive species from this exemption seemed at odds with logic and some of our goals. He shared
the list would be limited to invasive tree species as defined by PADCNR.
Mr. Halbom shared that item (6) was removed as it is not applicable to Whitemarsh Township.
Item D was updated to limit the removal of more than 33% of Trees from any site, updated from 50%
in the existing ordinance. The defined term, Living and Healthy Tree was added, and “under any
circumstances” removed.
Mr. Kaufman asked if now was a good time to address Steve. Ziegler’s memo. He began by
addressing the move from 50% to 33% of Living and Health Trees; however, the review committee
had suggested using the term Living Trees. Mr. Kaufman shared there are other areas where
applicants have more opportunities for difficult sites to utilize replacement species or fees in lieu. Mr.
Kaufman asked if Living Trees could be used in favor of Living and Healthy Trees.
Mr. Halbom replied that he would have to check with the solicitor, but that the term Living Trees was
not defined and – were it to be – it would likely be too close to the existing definition of Living and
Healthy Trees, which could become problematic. Debra Harris expressed concern that using Living
and Healthy trees would offer developers an opportunity to avoid replacing many trees.
Mr. Fassbender reminded everyone that the suggestions being made would be passed along to the
solicitor with their concerns; however, the final language would ultimately be decided by the Board of
Supervisors.
Sydelle Zove expressed confusion as to whether or not Invasive Species would be removed from
replacement counts entirely. Mr. D’Amore replied it would be removed entirely. Ms. Zove asked
about the definition and the list used, and something such as a Norway Maple tree that is living and
healthy. She offered the tree, while invasive, could still offer ecological benefits. She asked if the
review committee had discussed the topic of Invasive Species, Mr. Halbom reiterated the definition
was added after the review committee last met.
Mr. Kaufman suggested the commission identify Invasive Species as an area of concern when this
moves to the Board of Supervisors. He suggested that the definition change to Trees instead of
Living and Healthy Trees, or define Living Tree. Mr. Kaufman advocated to Vice Chair Fassbender
that the information in Chair Zielger’s memo be included in the recommendation made by the
commission.

Commented [SH1]: Can we use, livng Tree? Tree is defined.

Mr. Halbom next summarized section 55-4 of the revised ordinance. He shared C one and two
describe new language about the plans sections. Sections 3 and below provide the requirements of
each specific plan. Mr. Halbom asked Mr. Paulits about her comment about the “comprehensive list”
of Living and Health Trees, and whether or not the information normally detailed in the graphs on the
plans would qualify. Mr. Paulits replied that yes, the requirement was the same.
Mr. Halbom summarized the landscape plan section and called reference to the Root Protection
Zone measurements previously discussed. He shared the revision requires replacement trees from
other chapters to be annotated differently, making counting the replacement trees easier. Ms. Paulits
pointed out the requirement for Tree Protection Fencing was absent from section B. She pointed out
that border trees was used in error and should be replaced with Boundary Trees.
Mr. Halbom pointed out the new section F requires a summary cover sheet. Mr. Kaufman expressed
his support for this section.
Mr. Halbom moved on to section E, Tree Protection Fencing. He summarized the past issues with
tree protection fences being moved on development sites. Upon review, the language from Radnor’s
ordinance had the strongest existing TPF ordinance which requires chain-linked fence. Mr. Halbom
cited Ms. Paulits assistance making this section more organized from the existing ordinance.
Sections F and G relating to replacement species trees. The replacement alternatives have been
reduced to only Understory Trees, a fee in lieu of trees, or a combination of both. The language has
been updated to required all replacement species be native and requiring the sites be fully planted
before receiving a waiver for this requirement. The section also now required at least 75% native
species for Canopy Trees.
Mr. Kaufman shared that the sections above were major changes and discussed at length by the
review committee. He shared he was very pleased with the results. He called attention to the
absence of a schedule for identifying a fee in lieu. This was made by suggestion of the solicitor, but
he suggests that something be included sharing the commission approves any such fee.
Mr. Halbom replied that, because this is a waiver request, the commission would have the power to
determine a fee. However, he shared he would address the matter with the solicitor. Ms. Paulits
clarified that the commission should have the discretion to determine that a fee includes all the costs
of planting and maintaining a trees through the warranty period.
Mr. Kaufman asked that section H, addressing estimation, be removed from the ordinance.
Mr. Halbom next summarized the Mitigation Plan section and noted the timelines that are included.
He shared the term, “material deviations” was agreed to be the preferred language for identifying
when an applicant has deviated from the approved plans.
Section 55-5 is a new section, Exception to Literal Enforcement Standards. This effectively requires
applicants to submit requests for waivers in writing. Tam Paulits shared that most of this was taken
from chapter 105. She shared that it states clearly that financial burden is not a valid hardship, which
was an important update. Mr. Kaufman shared his pleasure with the addition of this section. Mr.
D’Amore expressed his satisfaction with the additional information which he shared puts everyone in
a position to make better requests and decisions.
Mr. Halbom then summarized the final section, Fines and Penalties which was modified to include
the Mitigation Plan requirement.
Mr. Kaufman asked to review a few undiscussed items from Steve Ziegler’s letter. Mr. Fassbender
asked if instead we could share the letter with the solicitor for consideration. Mr. Halbom reminded

everyone that not all potential legal issues could be discussed publicly, and to keep in mind that
some suggestions may not be incorporated for good reason.
Debra Harris asked that the revision have teeth. She shared that her primary concern was that the
ordinances be respected by developers and applicants. Mr. Halbom replied that, based upon his
review of similar nearby ordinances, Whitemarsh Township has the most protective tree ordinance in
southeastern PA. He shared Supervisor Toll’s past comment that this is also not the last chance to
revise or update the ordinance.
Mr. Kaufman identified a comment from Steve Ziegler that the topic of enforcement be addressed as
well. Mr. Fassbender replied that the items identified in that memo would be passed along to the
solicitor.
Ms. Borkowski thanked the review committee for their hard work and praised the revision for its
forward thinking.
Tam Paulits shared that she could not find a comprehensive list of native species on the DCNR
website. She expressed concern that a DCNR list could be too broad and specific to Pennsylvania
rather than the eastern region.
Mr. Halbom concluded by thanking everyone and the review committee members. He offered to
speak with anyone one on one if they had specific concerns about the revision. He shared that all of
the suggestions are being considered and are much appreciated.
Mr. Kaufman shared his appreciation for the review committee and Township staff time and energy
put into the revision. He shared his pleasant surprise that much of the content was incorporated,
even though he might want to push a little further. He thanked Supervisor Toll for her roll in keeping
things moving and productive.
David D’Amore motioned to recommend the draft ordinance revision, as revised at this
evening’s meeting be approved, and to strongly recommend the Township solicitor take
under advisement the Shade Tree Commission Chair’s memo. Christian Fassbender
seconded the motion, the motion passed unanimously.
NEW BUSINESS:
APPROVAL OF THE MAY MEETING MINUTES:
David D’Amore motioned to approve the minutes as-submitted, Christian Fassbender seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Debra Harris thanked everyone for their hard work revising the ordinance.
Tam Paulits thanked the review committee members and shared that a lot of effort went into the
project. She shared it was well worth the effort.
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS
David shared that he would be absent from the July meeting.
NEXT MEETING DATES:

The Commission members will discuss possible alternate locations for the September meeting.
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NEXT MEETING DATE: Tuesday, July 5, 2022
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2022 Whitemarsh Township Tree Giveaway Application
Resident/s Name*
Resident/s Address*
Resident/s Phone Number*
Resident/s Email Address
Will you be available to collect
your tree on Saturday,
September 23rd? (8:30am-11am)
Have you referenced the
attached guide and determined
there is adequate space and
sunlight for the tree/s you are
requesting?
Would you like help determining
in advance where you should
plant your tree or trees?
We will do our best to provide
each resident with the tree
species they request; however,
we are at nature’s mercy. Which
tree species would you prefer?
Which tree species is your
second choice?
If more trees are available,
would you like more than one?

 YES  NO
 I have questions, please call me.
 YES  NO
 I have questions, please call me.

 YES  NO
 Pawpaw  Serviceberry  White Fringe Tree
 Eastern Redbud  Red Maple  Swamp White Oak
 Sassafras
 Pawpaw  Serviceberry  White Fringe Tree
 Eastern Redbud  Red Maple  Swamp White Oak
 Sassafras
 I am only interested in my first choice
 Yes  No
If you selected yes, tell us how many would like (size and species):

Do you have anything to add?

Giveaway Rules: Eligibility is limited to Whitemarsh Township residents. All recipients are required to
show valid photo ID on collection day, Saturday, September 23 rd proving residency. Collection Hours will
begin at 8:30am and will conclude at 10:30am. Any trees not collected by 11:00am will be given away to
those on our standby list. Trees given away will be up to five feet tall.
Return this application to Whitemarsh Township by mail or email at the address below. All trees will be
given away on a first-come, first-serve basis. We will do our best to provide all applicants their preferred
species, however, all tree species are subject to replacement with a similar native species.
Email: shalbom@whitemarshtwp.org
Mail: Whitemarsh Township Tree Giveaway, 616 Germantown Pike, Lafayette Hill, PA 19444
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