
                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 
 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT (847) 853-7550 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701 

TDD (847) 853-7634 
EMAIL comdev@wilmette.com 

NOTICE OF MEETING 
Of the 

LAND USE COMMITTEE OF THE 
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 

 
Thursday, October 21, 2021 at 7:30 P.M.  

Village Hall Council Chambers 
1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

 
AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order 
 

II. Approval of Minutes 
 
Minutes of the Land Use Committee/Special Zoning Committee meeting of June 29, 2021 
 
Minutes of the Land Use Committee/Special Zoning Committee meeting of October 11, 
2021 
 

III. Discussion of the Village of Wilmette’s Tree Preservation Policies 
 

IV. New Business 
 

V. Public Comment1 
 

VI. Adjournment 

 
1 Members of the public that attend the above noticed meeting may address this public body during Public Comment.  Members of the public that will not be attending 
the above noticed meeting may submit a comment in advance of the meeting by emailing their comment to publiccomment@wilmette.com. All emailed comments 
received two hours prior to the start of a meeting will be provided, unredacted, to the public body. Emails received at any time within two hours of the beginning of the 
meeting until its adjournment will be included in the draft minutes of the meeting.  

mailto:comdev@wilmette.com
mailto:publiccomment@wilmette.com
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 29, 2021 

7:00 P.M. 
VILLAGE BOARD TRAINING ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 
 

 
Members Present: Trustee Peter Barrow, Chair 
 Trustee Kathy Dodd 
 Trustee Gina Kennedy 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager; Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel; John 

Adler, Director of Community Development; Lucas Sivertsen, Business 
Development Coordinator 

  
 
 
I. Call to Order 
 
 Chairman Barrow called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
II. Approval of the February 24, 2021 Minutes 

 
Trustee Kennedy moved to approve the minutes of the February 24, 2021 Land Use 
Committee-Special Zoning Committee meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee 
Dodd. Voting yes: Chair Barrow, Trustee Dodd, and Trustee Kennedy. Voting no: none. 
The motion carried. 

 
III. Discuss and recommend a text amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to determine if 

a cannabis business establishment and medical cannabis dispensaries can be a special 
use and the underlying regulations of such a use to be located in the PCD-1 (Edens 
Plaza) Zoning District – 2021-SZC-01 

 
 Chairman Barrow explained that the Committee was not going to make a decision on 

whether recreational cannabis dispensaries should be allowed in Wilmette; instead, the 
purpose of the Committee’s work is to provide a recommendation to the Village Board on 
whether or not a recreational cannabis dispensary would be appropriate at Edens Plaza and 
if so, what type of regulations would be appropriate. 
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 Mr. Braiman presented the background of recreational cannabis discussions in Wilmette, 

the Committee’s discussion and findings to date, and the questions the Committee is to 
consider.  At the previous meeting the Committee determined the PCD-1 Zoning District 
where Edens Plaza is located was the only commercial zoning district that met all four of 
the criteria which included proximity to residential, capacity of traffic, capacity of parking, 
and location relative to school walking routes. Staff prepared recommended regulations for 
the Committee to consider. 

 
 Chairman Barrow invited representatives from Edens Plaza to provide input on their 

opinion of recreational cannabis dispensaries operating at Edens Plaza.  Mathew O’Keefe 
with Newport Capital who owns Edens Plaza and Brendan Reedy with CBRE, leasing 
agent for the center, both spoke.  The general thought was they had not heard of objection 
from tenants or other commercial real estate experts to the operation of recreational 
cannabis dispensaries in shopping centers.  They anticipate there would be restrictions in 
existing lease agreements that might need negotiation in order to allow landlords to locate 
dispensaries in certain locations within shopping centers.  These are typical restrictions in 
tenant/landlord agreements that need to be negotiated from time to time.  There are no 
known specific exclusions to dispensaries, however, some of the characteristics of 
dispensaries such as health stores, could be limited by certain agreements. Mr. O’Keefe 
made it clear that the priority is to determine the future of the Carsons space before a 
cannabis dispensary would be pursued at the center. A cannabis dispensary is way down 
on their list of priorities at this time. 

 
 Chairman Barrow invited members of the public to speak.  
 
 Richard Kahn, 3451 Riverside Drive, said he has been a resident for the last 27 years. He 

said he supports a dispensary at Edens Plaza 100%. The sales tax benefit to the Village is 
significant. He said a 5,000 square foot dispensary may generate $300,000 to $500,000 in 
sales tax per year. He felt this was the most logical space in the Village to locate a 
dispensary given the parking and accessibility of the center. There are more regulations for 
a cannabis dispensary than any liquor store, especially with real ids being rolled out in 
Illinois. He said there hasn’t been a violation for underage selling. Mr. Stein clarified that 
recently there was a violation for selling to a minor and a $20,000 fine was levied on the 
offending Romeoville dispensary. This was the only violation to date. 

 
 Janice Weiner, Lacrosse, said she was within walking distance of the center and has owned 

her home for 30 years. She said Skokie Boulevard is turning into cannabis corridor with 
the dispensaries already at Dundee and Skokie and Old Orchard and Skokie.  It isn’t far for 
her to go to the Skokie dispensary. She suggested that the committee members take a field 
trip and see how they check ids and make you pull down your mask when buying cannabis. 
She frequented Edens a lot when the bookstore was open. She is appreciative of all the 
work the Committee goes through to make the decisions they do. She is in favor of a 
dispensary at Edens Plaza and would love to see the best for Edens Plaza and Wilmette. 
Hopefully this helps the Plaza 

 
 Ted McKenna, 940 Hunter Road, identified himself as a former Village Board and the 

Zoning Board member. While he represents real estate clients at Edens Plaza, he was at the 
meeting as a resident. He agreed with the conclusions reached and would recommend 
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allowing a retail cannabis dispensary at Edens Plaza as a special use. 
 
 Charlie Heintz, Loyola Academy principal, wasn’t going to speak but he wanted the 

committee to know that the Academy is concerned about safety. The Academy is not pro 
drugs or alcohol and wants to gather info on what is going to keep them safe. The Academy 
does understand for their students there is little difference between driving to Edens Plaza 
or Old Orchard and Skokie.  Mr. Braiman said a Trustee that is no longer on the Committee 
asked about the Edens Pace bus stop and the volume of use by Loyola students. Principal 
Heintz said the Edens Plaza bus stop is used after hours, beyond sports practice. Between 
3 pm and 4 pm the students would be getting on the bus closer to Loyola. 

 
 Chair Barrow closed the public comment portion of the hearing. 
 
 The Committee discussed the appropriateness of a recreational dispensary at Edens Plaza 

and potential regulations that would be appropriate if the Village decided to allow the sale 
of recreational cannabis. The Committee saw Edens Plaza as the most appropriate location 
for a cannabis dispensary. The use standards favored by the Committee included the 
following: 
 
o Limit the number of dispensaries to one 
o Prohibit on-site consumption of cannabis 
o Require submittal of a security plan to the Police Department 
o Require submittal of a queuing plan for customers 
o Require all waste to be stored inside the facility 
o Require compliance with all laws 
o Ensure that misconduct of employees is considered misconduct of the dispensary 
 

 The Committee also recommended that the fines for violation of the Special Use permit be 
a minimum of $500 and maximum of $7,500 (this is 10x the fine amount for general code 
violations). 

 
The Committee identified the following regulations to be addressed through the Special 
Use process: 
 
o Size of the facility 
o Hours of operation 
o Parking 
o Lighting 
o Signage 
o Operational components such as location of security and customer queuing (can be 
required to be inside), location of deliveries, location of vault, etc. 

  
 Trustee Dodd moved to recommend to the Village Board that if the Board determines the 

sale of recreational cannabis dispensaries should be allowed in Wilmette that such sales be 
limited to the PCD-1 district, Edens Plaza, as a special use subject to certain use standards 
The use standards include the following: 
 
o Limit the number of dispensaries to one 
o Prohibit on-site consumption of cannabis 
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o Require submittal of a security plan to the Police Department 
o Require submittal of a queuing plan for customers 
o Require all waste to be stored inside the facility 
o Require compliance with all laws 
o Ensure that misconduct of employees is considered misconduct of the dispensary 
 

 Seconded by Trustee Kennedy. Motion passed unanimously. 
  
VI. New Business 
 

Mr. Braiman explained the Land Use Committee would be taking up the review of the 
Village’s tree preservation policies and fence height for properties on Sprucewood that back 
up to Skokie Boulevard at a future meeting.  
 

VII. Public Comment 
 
There was no other public comment. 
 

VIII. Adjournment 
 

Trustee Kennedy moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Dodd seconded the motion and 
the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 p.m.  

 
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler, Director 
Community Development 
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1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE-SPECIAL ZONING COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, OCTOBER 11, 2021 

6:00 P.M. 
COMMITTEE MEETING ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Trustee Peter Barrow, Chairman 
Trustee Kathy Dodd 
Trustee Gina Kennedy 

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager; Jeff Stein, Corporation Counsel; John 
Adler, Director of Community Development; Lucas Sivertsen, Business 
Development Coordinator 

I. Call to Order

Chairman Barrow called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

II. 2021-SZC-04 - Review of an Amendment to the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance to amend
the definition of a medical cannabis dispensary organization, remove medical
cannabis dispensaries as a Special Use in the GC-1, General Commercial Business
District, and add medical cannabis dispensaries as a Special Use in the PCD-1,
General Commercial Business District

Mr. Adler explained that because the zoning ordinance was recently amended to allow as
a special use the retail sale of cannabis in the PCD-1 district, it made sense to staff to review
removing the sale of medical cannabis as a special use in the GC-1 district. Mr. Adler siad
when the special use for medical cannabis was created in the GC-1 district, the Village was
required to allow medical cannabis dispensaries to be located somewhere in the Village.
Given the distance requirements from schools and daycares that the state required at that
time, the GC-1 district was determined as the best location for medical cannabis
dispensaries to be allowed as a special use. Now that the Village has done a more in-depth
look at where it is most appropriate to locate retail cannabis dispensaries, staff is
recommending that the medical dispensary special use be removed from the GC-1 district
and added to the PCD-1 district.
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Mr. Adler said that the definition of medical cannabis dispensary needs to be amended to 
remove the distance requirements as they are no longer part of the state law. Mr. Adler said 
it was also staff’s understanding that the majority of the Village Board desired to only have 
one cannabis dispensary permitted in the Village at this time. Limiting cannabis dispensary 
special uses to the PCD-1 district would accomplish that.  

Trustee Dodd said she viewed medical cannabis dispensaries like a pharmacy and did not 
see the need to remove it from the GC-1 district. The Committee discussed how medical 
cannabis dispensaries wouldn’t have the same traffic and parking issues that a retail 
dispensary may have. Trustee Kennedy agreed with Trustee Dodd. Chair Barrow felt 
medical dispensaries should be limited to the same zoning district as retail dispensaries 
given the amount of discussion that took place regarding appropriate locations for cannabis 
dispensaries. Trustee Dodd felt that the recent discussions centered around retail cannabis 
sales and not medical sales. Trustee Dodd pointed out a correction to the proposed amended 
definition of medical cannabis dispensary. 

Because committee members disagreed on whether to removed medical cannabis 
dispensaries as a special use in the GC-1 district, the committee decided to vote first on 
adding medical cannabis dispensaries to the PCD-1 district as a special use, and amending 
the definition of medical cannabis dispensary.   

There was no public comment. 

Trustee Dodd moved to recommend amending the Zoning Ordinance to create a special 
use in the PCD-1 district for medical cannabis dispensaries and amend the definition of 
medical cannabis dispensary by removing the distance requirements. Seconded by Trustee 
Kennedy. Voting yes: Trustee Dodd, Trustee Kennedy, and Chair Barrow.  Voting no: 
None. The motion passed. 

Trustee Dodd moved to recommend amending the Zoning Ordinance to remove medical 
cannabis dispensaries as a special use from the GC-1 district. Seconded by Trustee 
Kennedy. Voting yes: Chair Barrow.  Voting no:  Trustee Dodd and Trustee Kennedy. The 
motion failed. 

III. 2021-SZC-05 - Review of an Amendment to the Wilmette Zoning Ordinance to allow
an increase in the height of fences permitted in the fence exemption area located along
the rear of the properties on the 3200 block of Sprucewood Lane.

Mr. Adler explained that IDOT removed landscaping along the rear of Sprucewood
properties that adjoin Skokie Boulevard. Because of the proximity of these homes to both
the on and off ramps to Edens Expressway and being across from Edens Plaza shopping
center, the removal of the landscaping impacted the privacy and security of those homes.
The neighbors brought this concern to the Municipal Services Committee (MSC) when the
multi-use path was being discussed. The MSC supported a solution that would allow the
Sprucewood neighbors to install taller fences along Skokie Boulevard.

Mr. Richard Moy, 3245 Sprucewood, talked about the issues they have had with people
throwing garbage into their rear yards and the decreased privacy since the landscaping was
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removed. Trustee Kennedy talked about the MSC having empathy for the neighbors, 
especially considering a multi-use path is planned to be installed along that portion of 
Skokie Boulevard. The rest of the committee agreed with the need for the proposed 
amendment. 

There was no additional public comment. 

Trustee Kennedy moved to recommend amending the Zoning Ordinance to allow 8’ high 
fences along the rear lot lines of double-frontage properties on the 3200 block of 
Sprucewood and 3300 block of Illinois that adjoin Skokie Boulevard. Seconded by Trustee 
Dodd. Voting yes: Trustee Dodd, Trustee Kennedy, and Chair Barrow.  Voting no: None. 
The motion passed. 

IV. New Business

There was no new business.

V. Public Comment

There was no public comment.

VI. Adjournment

Trustee Kennedy moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee Dodd seconded the motion and
the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted, 

John Adler, Director 
Community Development 
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Meeting Date:  October 21, 2021 
 
To:  Land Use Committee of the Village Board 
 
From:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 

 Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 

 
Subject:  Tree Preservation 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Land Use Committee (LUC) has been tasked with reviewing the Village’s current tree 
preservation regulations and to provide feedback and recommendations as to whether 
additional tree protection measures are warranted.  Such regulations have many goals, 
including but not limited to preserving the Village’s urban canopy and essential character 
and ensuring adequate environmental protections are in place (the value of trees is 
discussed more thoroughly in Appendix 1).  The advancement of these goals is weighted 
against private property rights and the desire for continued re-investment in the Village’s 
housing stock. 
 
The policy and goals of tree preservation are complex and in consultation with LUC Chair 
Barrow, a multi-meeting process is recommended to ensure a thoughtful consideration of 
such policy and goals. The following process is proposed: 
 
Meeting #1- October 21, 2021 

• Review available Wilmette-specific tree data 
• Review current Village policy and how the policy is implemented 
• Review for reference purposes the policies in nearby communities 
• Solicit public feedback 

Meeting #2- November 2021 (specific date to be determined) 

• Determine the LUC’s preferred policy approach 
o Maintain the Village’s existing tree canopy coverage concept or move to an 

approach similar to those in nearby communities (see page 7) 

Meeting #3- December 2021 (specific date to be determined) 

• Review specifics of the preferred policy concept to provide direction to staff of what 
should be included in a proposed tree preservation ordinance 
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Meeting #4- January 2022 (specific date to be determined) 

• Review draft ordinance and recommend adoption to Village Board 

In preparation for the October 21 meeting, key staff from the Village Manager’s Office, 
Community Development Department and Engineering and Public Works Department 
met several times to discuss current tree preservation practices.  In addition, Village staff 
met with community stakeholders including Go Green Wilmette and prominent architects, 
contractors, landscapers, and developers who have extensive residential construction 
experience in Wilmette and other North Shore communities. 
 
The following information is provided to assist the Committee: 

• Tree data in Wilmette 
• Overview of the Village’s existing tree preservation regulations 
• Comparison of tree preservation ordinances in nearby municipalities 
• The value of trees (Appendix 1) 
• History of tree preservation policy in Wilmette (Appendix 2) 

 

Tree Data in Wilmette 
 
The Chicago Region Trees Initiative (CRTI) conducts municipal-level tree canopy 
analysis. The most recent analysis for Wilmette was conducted in 2010 (updated data is 
forthcoming from CRTI but when the data will be available is unknown). CRTI’s analysis 
found that 80% of the Village’s tree canopy, which refers to the part of the Village that is 
shaded by trees, is located on private property. While the Village has a detailed inventory 
of the nearly 18,000 trees located on Village parkways and rights-of-way, no such 
inventory exists for private property trees. However, third-party studies of the Village’s 
tree canopy coverage were conducted in 2007 by the University of Illinois-Chicago and in 
2010 by the CRTI. The 2007 analysis found the Village-wide tree canopy to be 48% of 
the community’s total land area and in 2010 the canopy was estimated at 45%. 

While it is not possible to determine the reason for the reduction in tree canopy coverage 
from 2007 to 2010, it is worth noting that Emerald Ash Borer was discovered in Wilmette 
in 2006 and as a result, 960 parkway ash trees were removed in 2008 and 2009.  

In 2006, the Village began requiring tree removal permits to track removals.1  

Number of Removals 

The table on the following page denotes the number of projects involving tree removal 
(individual projects can have multiple removals) and the number of trees removed each 
year since 2006. 

 
1 Because the Village does not require a tree survey as part of the permit application, data is self-reported making it 
subject to error and permit documents may have missing data. As such, the tree removal data discussed in this 
memorandum is imperfect. The data is intended to provide a general sense of how private property tree removals 
have evolved since 2006. 
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Year 

Tree Removal  
Projects  

Total Trees 
Removed 

2006  228 342 
2007  232 295 
2008 253 266 
2009 257 215 
2010 332 283 
2011 345 253 
2012 382 369 
2013 305 365 
2014 349 462 
2015 318 364 
2016 322 488 
2017 341 530 
2018 343 533 
2019 330 476 
2020 325 587 

 
In 2007, detailed analysis on the number of tree removal permits for 2006 was assembled 
to assess the first year of the tree removal permits. For the current discussion, the same 
data was pulled for permits from 2019. Below are tables comparing the size of trees and 
the reason for the removals for 2006 and 2019. Appendix 3 provides a detailed list of 
species removed in each of these years. 
 
Size of Removals 

The average DBH2 of trees removed increased from 13.5” in 2006 to 20.6” in 2019 with 
a median increase of 4” from 14” to 18”. Nearly 55% of the trees removed in 2019 were 
18” or less in DBH.  

DBH 2006 2019 
10 inches to 18 inches 85 229 
19 inches to 36 inches 54 161 
37inches to 55 inches 10 25 
Over 55 inches 3 3 

 
Reasons for Removal 

In 2019, 65% of tree removals were due to dead, dying, diseased, or declining tree 
conditions. “Construction” was cited for 12% of tree removals with “new construction” 
accounting for 4.5% of this total. 

 

 
2 "DBH" or "diameter at breast height" means the diameter of the trunk of the tree measured in inches at a point four 
and one-half (4 1/2) feet above the existing grade at the base of the tree. 
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Reason  
2006 

% of 2006 
Removals 

 
2019 

 % of 2019 
Removals 

Dead/Dying/Diseased/Declining 49 33% 294  65% 
Hazardous/Safety 6 4% 22  5% 
Too Close to Existing Structure 19 13% 29  6% 
Overgrown 8 5% 17  4% 
Construction 48 33% 56  12% 
Storm Damage 5 3% 11  2% 
Good Forestry/Invasive Species  - 0% 10  2% 
Too Much Shade 7 3% 3  1% 
New Landscaping  - 0% 3  1% 
Nuisance 5 3% 4  1% 
Total 147  449   
 
Tree Removal Permit Fee Data 
 
The tree removal permit fee was set at a low amount to avoid acting as a disincentive for 
reporting and still help cover some of the staff cost of issuing tree removal permits. The 
table below documents the fee since 2006. Note that from 2006 - 2014 all building permit 
related fees were increased annually. Since 2014, the vast majority of permit fees have 
not increased, including tree removal permits.  
 
Year Per Tree Fee Revenue 
2006 $20 $6,840 
2007 $20 $5,900 
2008 $21 $5,585 
2009 $22 $4,730 
2010 $25 $7,075 
2011 $26 $6,578 
2012 $27 $9,963 
2013 $28 $10,216 
2014 - 2020 $29 $99,751* 

*Average of $14,250 annually 

Overview of the Village’s existing tree preservation regulations 

To provide context to the discussion, tree preservation includes three primary categories: 

1. Tree removal permits:   Permits ($29) are required for any private property tree 
removal of 10” or greater in diameter 

2. Tree canopy coverage ordinance:  The canopy coverage requirements are 
triggered during demolition, new construction, or when there is a 50% or greater 
increase in lot coverage (this would apply for certain additions) 

3. Tree protection:  The protection of existing trees during construction projects. 
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Tree Removal Permits 

Permits are required for the removal of any tree on private property which is 10” or greater 
in DBH. There is a provision for the emergency removal of a tree prior to obtaining a 
permit. The permit fee is $29 per tree. As with all permits, the contractor listed on the 
permit is required to have a current Wilmette contractor’s license. The maximum penalty 
for removing a private tree in Wilmette without a permit is $1,500. Permit fees are waived 
for dead, dying and diseased trees. In such circumstances, the Village Forester will 
conduct a site inspection to confirm the condition of the tree. 

Private property tree removal permits are reviewed and issued by the Community 
Development Department. Prior to submitting a permit application, residents and/or 
contractors often contact the Village Foresters to inquire about the permit requirements. 
An applicant is asked to complete the permit form, which requests the address, contractor 
information, and species, size, and reason for the removal of each tree. The permit form 
asks about replacement trees, but replacement is not required by the current tree 
preservation ordinance. An applicant is also asked to provide a drawing that shows the 
location of tree(s) to be removed. 

Because there are no zoning considerations or required inspections (unless one is 
requested due to the condition of the tree), tree removal permits are considered “over-
the-counter” permits which means that all removals are approved upon the submittal of a 
completed permit application. 

Tree Canopy Coverage Requirements 

The Village’s Tree Canopy Ordinance was implemented in 2007 following a review by the 
LUC. The Village had initially contemplated an “inch for inch” replacement ordinance, 
similar to those in neighboring communities (see page 7), but revised its approach based 
upon feedback from the community. Ultimately, the ordinance adopted and currently in 
place, was designed to protect the Village’s robust tree canopy. As the attached Chicago 
Tribune article from 2007 indicates, the canopy coverage concept was considered 
“cutting-edge in the forestry business” by the Morton Arboretum. 

Wilmette’s tree canopy coverage requirement is limited to projects involving the 
construction or demolition of a principal structure or qualifying additions. Qualifying 
additions are those which both a) increase the structure footprint (lot coverage) by 50% 
or more, and b) are removing a tree that requires a tree removal permit.  

• When the requirements are triggered as delineated above, 35% of the property 
must be covered by the tree canopy 

o Trees from the public right-of-way and neighboring properties may count 
toward the 35% canopy requirement 

o Existing Oaks (24”+), Hickory (16”+), and American Elm (30”+) are 
recognized for their value and such trees receive a bonus multiplier of 1.5x 
when calculating existing canopy coverage conditions 

o If the property is unable to meet the 35% canopy coverage requirements 
with existing trees, new trees must be planted onsite which are projected, 
at maturity, to provide 35% canopy coverage  
 The Village has a list of approved tree planting species.  
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Many single-family lots in the Village are 50’ wide by 150’ deep which equates to a total 
lot area of 7,500 square feet; 35% canopy coverage equates to 2,625 square feet which 
can be accomplished with the planting of one shade tree. 
 
The enforcement of the tree canopy coverage requirements was implemented under the 
land-disturbing activity (grading) permit section of the Village Code. When a Site Grading 
Plan is submitted for the demolition or construction of a principal building or structure on 
a lot zoned R, R1 or R2, the plan must show that the site will meet the minimum canopy 
coverage requirement of not less than 35% of the total lot area. In the case of qualifying 
additions, in lieu of demonstrating a minimum 35% canopy coverage, the plan may show 
that a tree to be removed will be replaced with another tree at least 2” in diameter and in 
the same canopy size category (meaning, at maturity, the new tree will have a similar 
canopy to the tree removed). 
 
The grading review of new single-family homes is outsourced to Christopher Burke and 
Associates (CBBL) engineers. Other reviews are conducted by the Village’s engineering 
staff. In all cases, the plan reviewer will not approve a grading permit for these projects 
until the tree canopy coverage is reflected in a conforming manner. Upon completion of 
construction, the inspector (CBBEL or Village engineering staff) conducts a tree canopy 
compliance inspection to verify that the project was completed in accordance with the 
approved plan, that the proposed trees (if required) have been planted, and that the 
existing trees intended to be preserved have not been removed. 
 
Tree Protection & Neighbor Notification 

For construction projects which result in a change to the footprint of a structure, trees that 
are being retained on the subject property are required to have their root zones protected 
with fencing. Notice of the construction is required to adjacent neighbors who have a tree 
within 15’ on their side of the lot line, so that the neighbors may be aware of the 
construction and take preventative measures to ensure their trees are not damaged. 

Work which results in a change to the footprint of the structure(s) includes:  

• Demolition and new construction  
• Additions 
• Construction of new accessory structures (detached garage, swimming pool, etc.) 

This provision does not apply to exact replacement of driveways, sidewalks, decks, 
patios, etc.  

Trees on the public parkway or on rights-of-way must be protected as do trees within 
adjacent properties when such trees are applied to the tree canopy coverage calculations. 

All protected trees are to be protected with temporary fencing placed along the Critical 
Root Zone (CRZ). The area of the CRZ is defined as 1’ for every 1” of tree diameter at 
breast height. The temporary fencing shall be secured with metal posts no farther apart 
than 3’ on center. To the extent the property owner has demonstrated that it is not 
reasonably practical to install a temporary fence along the entire CRZ, the Village has the 
authority and discretion to modify these requirements, including requiring that a surface 
barrier such as mulch and plywood be placed on those areas unprotected by fencing. A 
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violation of the tree protection standards is subject to a fine up to $750 for every day that 
the violation occurs. 

For projects which change the footprint of a structure, tree protection measures are 
reviewed as part of the site development plan and subject to approval of the Village 
Foresters and Community Development Department’s Code Enforcement Officers. The 
Village Foresters work directly with contractors during the permitting process to identify 
the trees to be protected, verify the construction access point (parkway or alley) and 
installation of tree protection fencing prior to approving issuance of a demolition or 
building permit. Due to staffing constraints (the Village currently has two full-time 
Foresters; prior to the Great Recession there were three full-time Foresters and one part-
time Tree Preservation Officer), the Village Foresters do not conduct tree protection 
inspections during the course of construction. 

Even if tree protection measures are not required for a project, the Village’s site 
maintenance code requires all construction sites to be maintained in good, clean, and 
safe condition. This means that trees cannot be damaged during the course of 
construction and the Village may issue fines and stop work orders for any such damage. 
Compliance with the site maintenance requirements is enforced by the Community 
Development Department’s one full-time and one part-time Code Enforcement Officers 
(the 2022 Proposed Budget recommends converting the existing part-time position to full-
time to improve proactive enforcement of the site maintenance requirements, including 
tree protection). 

Neighbor Notification:  

• The property owners of any tree within 15 feet of the lot line must be notified prior 
to a building permit being issued for work on the applicant’s property  

• No building permit will be issued until five days after the tree notice has been 
received by adjacent property owners  

• The applicant must submit an affidavit attesting either that there are no neighboring 
trees within 15 feet of the lot line or that they have provided proper notice to the 
adjoining property owners, indicating who was notified and when 

Comparison of Tree Preservation Ordinances in Nearby Municipalities 

Village staff reviewed tree preservation ordinances in the following communities: 

• Glenview 
• Highland Park 
• Northbrook 
• Lake Forest 
• Lincolnshire 
• Winnetka 

These communities were selected based on their extensive public and private tree 
canopies which are similar to the Village and because many 
builders/developers/architects who perform work in the Village also work in these 
communities; this experience is particularly informative to learn from a private property 
perspective what regulations work well and what may not. 
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The ordinances in these communities can be very technical in nature and the following is 
intended to be a high-level summary of the measures in place to protect each 
community’s tree canopy. In general, the requirements are similar to one another with 
replacement trees, or fees in lieu of replacement trees, required for the removal of certain 
private property trees. All communities allow for the removal of trees that are 
dead/dying/diseased/hazardous without requiring any replacement trees or fees in lieu of 
replacement. Some ordinances do allow the municipality to prohibit the removal of private 
property trees in certain circumstances, albeit such denials are rare and always include 
an appeal process which goes through a commission, zoning board and/or elected 
governing body. 

Glenview  
Requires replacement, or a fee in lieu of replacement, for any “landmark tree” removed 
on private property. Glenview classifies trees based on quality/desirability with the 
number of replacement trees or fee scaled accordingly. For more desirable species, such 
as Oaks and Hickory, any tree which is 16” or more in diameter triggers the replacement 
requirements while less desirable species such as Cottonwoods or Silver Maples trigger 
the requirements at 20” or greater. Replacement is not required if a property is able to 
maintain at least 16 inches DBH for every 1,000 square feet of land area in the combined 
area of the required front yard and buildable area of the lot and that at least 16 inches of 
DBH of remaining trees is located in the required front yard of the property. 
 
Highland Park 
Requires a permit and replacement for the removal of any tree greater than 8” in diameter. 
The replacement value increases based on the size and species of tree. For trees 
designated as ‘Heritage Trees’ which include Oaks greater than 30” DBH, Elms greater 
than 40” DBH, Hickory greater than 20” DBH, and Walnut greater than 30” DBH, zoning 
approval, including notice to neighbors, is required and removal of the tree can be denied. 
 
Lake Forest 
Requires a permit and replacement on an inch per inch basis for the removal of any tree 
greater than10” in the front yard and 18” in the rear yard. Trees removed which are greater 
than 25” in DBH require double inch for inch replacement. Replacement trees are not 
required if the tree remaining on private property would deny the applicant all reasonable 
and economically viable uses of the property.  
 
Lincolnshire 
Requires a permit and replacement for the removal of any tree greater than 6” in DBH. 
Replacement is on an inch-per-inch DBH basis, as adjusted for equivalent value (the tree 
value is based on the characteristics of the tree). Prohibits the removal of ‘Heritage Trees’ 
for the purpose of installing or erecting an unattached amenity and no trees shall be 
removed if the new unattached amenity exceeds 10% of the rear yard. Unique to 
Lincolnshire is an incentive program which provides for a tree planting credit when a 
property owner proactively plants new trees which can be used to off-set future 
replacement requirements. 
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Northbrook 
Requires a permit and replacement for the removal of any tree greater than 12” in 
diameter breast height. For a heavily wooded lot, trees that are not classified as 
‘Landmark’ or ‘Heritage’ can be removed without replacement so long as 12 diameter 
inches of tree remain per 1,000 square feet of land area in all required yards. The removal 
of healthy ‘Heritage Trees’ is prohibited unless approved by the Village Board. 
 
Winnetka 
Requires a permit and replacement of any tree greater than 8” in DBH. Village staff may 
deny a tree removal permit if the applicant does not demonstrate that the removal is 
necessary to avoid or alleviate a practical difficulty or particular hardship on the property. 
Property owners may appeal the denial of a tree removal permit to the Winnetka 
Environment and Forestry Commission; if the permit denial is affirmed, the applicant can 
appeal to the Village Board. 
 
Cost of Replacement 
Each of the above communities, except Lake Forest, provides an option to pay a fee in 
lieu of planting replacement trees or requires a deposit for the planting of new trees. The 
table below demonstrates the fees paid in each municipality. 
 

Community 
Minimum Tree 

Diameter 
(DBH) 

Replacement Fee / 
Deposit Fee 

Tree Removal 
Permit Fee 

Winnetka 8” $250 per inch DBH None 
Glenview 16” – 20” $350 per tree planted None 
Northbrook 6” Up to $250 per inch DBH None 
Lincolnshire 6” $2,000 to $3,000  None 
Lake Forest 10” None; tree planting required $40 

Highland Park 8” 
Construction- Up to $2,400 

Non-Construction- Up to $200 
for every 10 inches of DBH 

None 

 
 
Documents Attached 

1. Appendix 1- The Value of Trees 
2. Appendix 2- History of Tree Preservation Policy in Wilmette 
3. Appendix 3- Tree Removal Species Comparison- 2006 and 2019  
4. Wilmette Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance 
5. Chicago Tribune article dated April 26, 2007 
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Appendix 1- Value of Trees 

Denoted below is a widely shared summary of the various benefits trees provide from the 
International Society of Arboriculture and USDA Forest Service. These include 
environmental (air quality, greenhouse gas and stormwater), social, economic (energy 
savings, property values) and communal.  

Energy Savings 

Trees provide shade which reduces the amount of radiant energy absorbed and stored 
by built surfaces. The transpiration process (water movement through plants) converts 
moisture to water vapor and thus cools the air by using solar energy that would otherwise 
result in heating of air. Likewise, wind-speed direction reduces the movement of outside 
air into interior spaces and heat loss where thermal conductivity is relatively high (glass 
windows). 
 
Greenhouse Gas 
 
Trees directly sequester carbon dioxide as woody and foliar biomass as they grow. Trees 
near buildings can reduce the demand for heating and air conditioning, thereby reducing 
emissions associated with electric power production and consumption of natural gas. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Trees absorb gaseous pollutants (ozone and nitrogen dioxide) through leaf surfaces, 
intercept particulate matter (dust, ash, dirt, pollen, smoke) and release oxygen through 
photosynthesis. Trees transpire water and shade surfaces which lowers air temperatures, 
thereby reducing ozone levels. They also reduce emissions from power generation by 
reducing energy consumption. 
 
Stormwater 
 
Trees provide stormwater benefits in a multitude of different ways. First, leaves and 
branch surfaces intercept and store rainfall, thereby reducing runoff volumes and delaying 
the onset of peak flows. Secondly, root growth and decomposition increase the capacity 
and rate of soil infiltration by rainfall and reduce overland flow. Lastly, tree canopies 
reduce soil erosion and surface transport by diminishing the impact of raindrops on barren 
surfaces.  
 
Social, Economic and Communal 
 
Includes such things as wildlife habitat, beautification, improved human health, privacy, 
shade that increases human comfort, sense of place, and well-being. The difference is 
sales prices of houses reflects willingness of buyer to pay for benefits and costs associate 
with trees. The total benefit or value for a given tree can be reflected in the tree’s annual 
increase in leaf area. 
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i-Tree Software Application (Tree Benefits Calculator) 
 
In 2010, the Village participated in a tree benefit study conducted by the USDA Forest 
Service and Davey Resource Group. The purpose was to utilize parkway tree inventory 
data from various communities and quantify tree benefits utilizing the i-Tree software 
application. The in-depth i-Tree project is the result of a cooperative effort between the 
USDA Forest Service, Davey Tree Expert Company, The Arbor Day Foundation, Society 
of Municipal Arborists, International Society of Arboriculture, Casey Trees and SUNY 
College of Environmental Science and Forestry. 
 
Denoted in the table below is summary of quantified annual tree benefits utilizing the i-
Tree software application for the top six tree species in the Village (i.e., honey-locust, 
silver maple, Norway maple, swamp white oak, hackberry and American linden). 
 

Benefits  
(i-Trees) 

Diameter  
(inches) 5 10 15 25 35 

Water 
$ $2.46 $2.78 $4.85 $10.06 $14.87 

Gals 306.84 346.87 606.11 1257.92 1858.09 

Energy 
$ $27.28 $44.54 $68.73 $101.77 $123.89 

kWh 38.33 63.60 112.19 161.08 207.73 

Therms 15.56 25.30 37.65 56.25 67.32 

Property 
$ $51.53 $60.99 $74.33 $84.39 $72.02 

Leaf Surface 85.65 101.36 123.54 140.26 119.70 

Air Quality 
$ $0.38 $0.94 $1.60 $2.76 $3.71 

lbs. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 

Greenhouse  
Gas 

$ $0.03 $0.07 $0.11 $0.18 $0.24 
Avoided (lbs.) 5.61 13.38 23.61 33.89 43.71 

Sequestered (lbs.) 3.64 9.37 16.06 28.64 35.37 

Total Yearly ($) $81.68 $109.31 $149.62 $199.17 $214.72 
    
Per the Chicago Region Trees Initiative, the value of public and private trees in Wilmette, 
as calculated with i-Tree Landscape is $1,748,500 with an additional value of $3,419,900 
in carbon storage. 
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Appendix 2- History of Tree Preservation in Wilmette 

Tree preservation and tree protection have been discussed several times in Wilmette over 
the past 30 years. 
  
The earliest records available in Community Development are from 1991-1992 when tree 
preservation was looked at by the Administration Committee and the Historic Preservation 
Board (precursor to the Historic Preservation Commission). At that time, a draft ordinance 
(1991-O-93) proposed that a tree permit be required to remove any tree with a diameter 
of 10” or greater as measured 2’ above ground level. The property owner would be 
required to replace the tree with a new tree not less than 4” in diameter. The draft 
ordinance was not acted upon. 
 
In July of 1994, a resident approached the Appearance Review Commission (ARC) about 
protecting trees on private property. The first hearing was held on September 12, 1994 
by the ARC.  The Village Board directed a survey, which was done through The 
Communicator in January of 1995. There were 346 respondents out of 10,700 
households. The majority of respondents did not favor requiring a tree removal permit 
and related restrictions. From this result, the ARC recommended to the Village Board that 
a Tree Education Program be implemented. The ARC held three additional public 
hearings on May 1, June 5, and October 16 of 1995. From those meetings was generated 
another Tree Preservation Ordinance draft which was circulated to the Village Board on 
March 27, 1996. Feedback was given to the ARC who continued to work on the draft. 
  
On August 4, 1997, the ARC voted to recommend a draft ordinance for consideration by 
the Village Board. This draft ordinance called for a permit to be required to remove any 
tree 12” DBH (diameter at breast height) or greater in a required yard. The required yards 
were those designated the required front, side, and combined side yards by the Zoning 
Ordinance. Tree replacement was required with a tree a minimum of 4” in diameter 
measured at 6” above ground level. Tree protection during construction would be required 
for all trees 12” DBH and greater. Variations could be granted by the Director of 
Community Development; appeals of his/her decision would be made to the Zoning Board 
of Appeals.  
  
The Village Board discussed the recommendation at the August 26, 1997 Village Board 
meeting. Ultimately, the Board elected not to adopt an ordinance at that time, stating that 
builders and property owners knew the economic value of trees and it was in their interest 
to preserve them, there is the potential for conflict between tree protection and the owner’s 
rights under the zoning ordinance, trees are protected in the parkway, and the 1995 
survey showed a lack of support for regulation on the issue. 
  
In 2001 a resident survey was conducted which included a question about agreeing or 
disagreeing with a statement about being required to preserve a tree greater than 12” in 
diameter on private property or provide a replacement. Of the 2,452 responses, 60% 
agreed somewhat or strongly that the Village should play a role in removal, preservation 
or replacement of trees of 12” diameter or greater.  
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The next record of discussion is from early 2002 with a request from Village President 
Nancy Canafax to the Plan Commission to revive the 1997 draft tree protection ordinance 
with the change of deleting references to protection only in required yards. This came 
about after a process in 2000 where the Plan Commission did a review of zoning 
regulations as they pertained to teardowns and additions. During two public meetings, 
one for builders and one for residents, the Plan Commission heard that a tree ordinance 
would be effective in preserving the character of the neighborhood.  
  
At the January 22, 2002 Village Board meeting, the Board referred discussion of a tree 
ordinance to the Administration Committee, based on a recommendation from the Plan 
Commission. The Committee met and requested research from staff. These materials 
were presented to the Committee on June 22, 2002.   
  
The Administration Committee reviewed the matter in April of 2003. By June of 2003, the 
Administration Committee reviewed a proposal that included: a tree removal permit, 
requirement for tree replacement when a protected tree (primarily defined as a tree on 
private property that is greater than 10 inches in diameter) is removed, tree protection 
measures for protected trees on site and within 15’ of the lot line on adjoining lots, notice 
to adjoining properties where trees might be impacted by removal or construction, 
incorporation of a tree rating formula, tree removal permit fee up to $425 when for 
demolition and new construction, and an appeal process to the ARC. These concepts 
were contained in draft ordinance 2003-O-54, which the Village Board took public 
comment on July 22, 2003. 
  
On October 14, 2003, a separate ordinance only for tree protection during construction, 
ordinance 2003-O-63, was adopted.  
  
In June of 2004, a Village Trustee proposed draft ordinance 2004-O-65 to define and 
protect “heritage and landmark” trees. This ordinance was based on Northbrook’s revised 
2001 ordinance; this ordinance was not adopted. Subsequently, in 2006 the Village Board 
expanded the site maintenance requirements to improve tree protection and the LUC 
initiated a review of tree preservation which resulted in the tree canopy coverage 
requirements that are currently in place. 
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Appendix 3- Species removal comparison 
 
Below is a comparison of trees removed by species.  

Tree Species 2006 2019 
Acacia 1 0 
Accolade Elm 0 1 
American Elm 2 21 
Apple 2 0 
Ash 14 18 
Austrian Pine 0 20 
Bald Cypress 0 2 
Beech 1 1 
Birch 2 7 
Black Locust 0 1 
Black Walnut 1 1 
Blue Spruce 4 10 
Box Elder 12 30 
Bradford Pear 0 1 
Buckthorn 0 1 
Burr Oak 0 5 
Chestnut 1 0 
Cherry 0 3 
Chinese Elm 0 1 
Copper Birch 1 0 
Cottonwood  1 5 
Crabapple 2 14 
Cyprus 0 1 
Elm 8 33 
European White Birch 0 1 
Evergreen 1 7 
Fir 2 1 
Gingko 2 1 
Hawthorn 2 5 
Hemlock 0 1 
Honey Locust 2 16 
Hornberm 0 1 
Horse Chestnut 1 4 
Katsura 1 0 
Linden  1 13 
Locust 3 5 
Maple 14 25 
Mulberry 12 30 
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Norway Maple 5 16 
Norway Spruce 5 4 
Oak 11 20 
Pear 0 5 
Pin Oak 0 1 
Pine 8 54 
Plum  1 0 
Poplar 2 0 
Red Bud 0 1 
Red Maple 0 1 
Red Oak 1 1 
River Birch 0 17 
Russian Olive 0 1 
Siberian Elm 1 10 
Silver Maple 12 18 
Spruce 1 32 
Sugar Maple 1 8 
Swamp Oak 0 5 
Sycamore 2 2 
Tree of Heaven 0 1 
Tulip 1 0 
Walnut 0 1 
White Ash 0 1 
White Fir 0 1 
White Oak 0 2 
White Pine 3 4 
White Spruce 0 1 
Willow  3 3 
Total trees identified 150 496 
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Sec. 8-209. Grading and Drainage Permit application form. 

(a) The applicant shall submit the Grading and Drainage Permit application form supplied by the village and
provide the following information:

(1) Address and permanent index number (PIN) of the site;

(2) Name, address and telephone number of the applicants;

(3) Name, address and telephone number of all contractors, subcontractors or other persons performing
the activities at the site;

(4) Description and schematic depiction of the project; and

(5) Signatures of the owners of the site.

(b) In the case of projects requiring a Grading and Drainage Permit under sections 8-176(2) and 16-176(4), which
are also determined not to require a Site Grading and Drainage Plan under section 8-210 but which will result
in an increase of 50 percent or more of lot coverage (as defined in section 30-2.1.3 of appendix A of this
Code) on the subject property, the Grading and Drainage Permit application shall be supplemented to
disclose whether any tree or trees will be removed as part of the project that require a Tree Removal Permit
pursuant to article IX of this chapter. If one or more such trees will be removed as part of the project, then
the applicant shall also submit additional materials to show that either:

(1) After the trees are removed, the property will have a minimum canopy coverage of at least 35 percent
of the total lot area, as described in section 8-210(c)(2);

(2) That the tree removed will be replaced with another tree of at least two inches caliper and also of the
same Canopy Size Category as set out in the Species and Mature Canopy Area Table provided for in in
section 8-210(c)(2);

(3) The provisions of this subsection (b) shall apply only to projects not covered by the requirements of
section 8-210.

(Code 1993, § 9-3.4.4.2; Ord. No. 2003-O-81, 11-11-2003; Ord. No. 2006-O-85, 11-14-2006; Ord. No. 2007-O-34, 4-
24-2007; Ord. No. 2019-O-39, § 2, 6-25-2019)

Sec. 8-210. Site Grading and Drainage Plan. 

(a) Application review. Upon submittal of a complete application form and Grading and Drainage Permit fee, the
Village Engineer will determine whether a Site Grading and Drainage Plan will be necessary and, if so, the
level of plan detail that will be required.

(b) Plan detail. The Site Grading and Drainage Plan may include:

(1) Name, address and telephone number of the civil engineers responsible for the preparation of the Site
Grading and Drainage Plan;

(2) Legend;

(3) Scale of drawing;

(4) Site address;

(5) Existing and proposed topography of the entire site taken at one-foot contour intervals;

(6) Contour intervals that extend a minimum of 25 feet off-site, or sufficient enough to show on- and off-
site drainage and spot elevations as may be appropriate;

Attachment #4- Tree Canopy Ordinance
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(7) Site property lines and all drainage and utility easements on, under or across thereto;  

(8) Location and representation of all existing natural drainage and run-off patterns, swales and flows, as 
well as manmade drainage facilities, and all proposed natural and manmade drainage facilities, 
including all surface and subsurface drainage devices, walls, cribbing and dams on or within 50 feet of 
the site;  

(9) Delineation of the drainage area and the drainage area served by all existing and proposed 
downspouts, footing drains and sump pump discharges, and the disposition of discharge therefrom;  

(10) Location of the proposed areas of excavation, fill, storage and disposal of earth materials, including the 
method of soil protection such as seeding, burlap, or hay bales;  

(11) Location and identification of existing vegetation, proposed vegetation to be placed on the site, and 
vegetation to be removed from the site, specifically including the location, species and size in diameter 
breast height (DBH) stated in inches and measured at 4½ feet above the existing grade at the base of 
every existing tree located on the subject property;  

(12) Location of any existing and proposed buildings and structures, including top of foundation, garage 
slab, and elevations of proposed finished grade at all significant points around the proposed building or 
structure, including window wells, patios and swimming pools;  

(13) Impervious surface area calculation;  

(14) Delineation of the measures that will be used to control surface erosion and run-off from the site after 
all buildings, structures and permanent improvements have been erected on the site;  

(15) Elevation and descriptions of the benchmark utilized for the Site Grading and Drainage Plan. The FEMA 
datum should be used for all properties located either entirely or partially in the regulatory floodplain;  

(16) Three to five representative cross-sections for each side yard between another residence. Cross-
sections shall extend between the top of foundation (T/F) of the proposed residence to the T/F of the 
existing residence;  

(17) Locations of all manholes, utility structures, fire hydrants, street lights, curbs, sidewalks, transformers, 
junction boxes and pads/pedestals located in the public right-of-way, or in any easements on the 
subject property;  

(18) To the extent the Site Grading and Drainage Plan includes a connection to a village storm sewer, 
provide the size and location of all sanitary and storm sewers, water mains, and open ditches located in 
the public right-of-way or in any easement. The rim and invert elevation shall be provided for all storm 
and sanitary structures within or near the vicinity of the subject property. The direction of flow for all 
storm and sanitary sewers and open ditches must also be provided, as well as the methods to be used 
to protect them;  

(19) Location of stone haul road;  

(20) Certification. Certification that the proposed project will not result in drainage, erosion or run-off 
which adversely impacts adjacent properties or public rights-of-way; and  

(21) Location of soil storage.  

(c) Submittal of Site Grading and Drainage Plan. 

(1) The Site Grading and Drainage Plan shall be prepared and stamped by a licensed Professional Engineer, 
and drawn to a scale of one inch equals 20 feet. The plan shall be submitted on paper measuring 11 
inches by 17 inches. With the prior approval of the Village Engineer, for certain large or multi-parcel 
projects, the plan may be on paper measuring 24 inches by 36 inches. Two copies of the Site Grading 
and Drainage Plan shall be submitted to the Village Engineer.  



 
 

 
    Created: 2021-05-20 11:11:52 [EST] 
(Supp. No. 2) 

 
Page 3 of 4 

(2) If the Site Grading and Drainage Plan is submitted in connection with demolition or construction of a 
principal building or structure on a lot zoned R, R1 or R2, then the Site Grading and Drainage Plan shall 
additionally show that, upon completion of the permitted work, the site will meet the minimum 
canopy coverage requirement of this subsection.  

a. The minimum canopy coverage shall be no less than 35 percent of the total lot area. For the 
purposes of this section, the term "canopy coverage" means the percentage of the total lot area 
of the subject property, expressed in square feet, covered or delimited by the drip line of:  

1. All existing trees on the subject property proposed to be retained, and for which the 
applicant will provide such tree protection as is necessary to protect and retain said trees;  

2. All existing trees on adjacent property or adjacent public right-of-way whose canopies 
extend into total lot area of the subject property;  

3. All proposed new trees to be planted on the subject property, projected at maturity, in 
accordance with the Species and Mature Canopy Area Table. If the permit applicant intends 
to satisfy the canopy coverage requirements of this section by planting trees of a species 
not referenced in the Species and Mature Canopy Area Table, then the projected mature 
canopy coverage shall be as reasonably determined by the Village Engineer. All new trees 
planted under this subsection shall be credited toward the required minimum canopy 
coverage based on 100 percent of their projected canopy at maturity, regardless of 
whether that projected canopy at maturity would extend over adjoining property;  

4. For the purposes of this section, the term "total lot area" shall not include any portion of 
the lot subject to public right-of-way, utility easements or right-of-way, vehicular 
easements or pedestrian easements;  

5. For the purposes of this section, the Species and Mature Canopy Area Table shall consist of 
a reference table published, and amended from time to time, by the village and approved 
by Resolution of the President and Board of Trustees, said table to set forth descriptions of 
various species and cultivars of trees, their mature canopy area, canopy size category, and 
such other data as may be necessary and appropriate under the provisions of this section.  

b. In calculating the canopy coverage of the subject property, each tree on the subject property that 
will be retained under subsection (c)(2)a.1 of this section shall have its canopy coverage 
multiplied by 1.5 if such tree is one of the following species and of the size indicated in diameter 
breast height (DBH):  

Species (all cultivars) Minimum Size (in DBH) 
Oak  24 inches  
Hickory  16 inches  
American Elm  30 inches  

 

e. If the minimum tree coverage requirement set forth in this subsection (c)(2) is to be 
accomplished, in whole or in part through the planting of new trees, then the Site Grading and 
Drainage Plan shall show the location, species and size of such new trees as are reasonably 
approved by the village.  

f. If the minimum tree coverage requirement set forth in this subsection (c)(2) is to be 
accomplished, in whole or in part, through the preservation of existing trees on the subject 
property, then the Site Grading and Drainage Plan shall show the location, species and size of 
each such tree and the protection measures that shall be installed and maintained throughout 
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the course of construction in order to prevent damage to the tree or compaction of its Critical 
Root Zone, in conformance with the requirements of article XII of this chapter.  

g. If the Site Grading and Drainage Plan identifies any trees on adjacent property or public right-of-
way the canopy coverage of which extends over the subject property as described in subsection 
(c)(2)a.2 of this section, then the Site Grading and Drainage Plan shall show the location, species 
and size of each such tree and the protection measures that shall be installed and maintained 
throughout the course of construction in order to prevent damage to the tree or compaction of 
its Critical Root Zone, in conformance with the requirements of article XII of this chapter.  

(d) Notice to adjacent property owners. The applicant shall provide notice of the land-disturbing activities to any 
adjacent property owner, in the form to be provided by the village. Proof of said notice, by means of a signed 
affidavit form, shall be submitted at the time the application is filed.  

(e) Submission of additional data. 

(1) The Village Engineer shall review all documentation submitted pursuant to this section and, if deemed 
necessary to evaluate potential adverse consequences from the proposed land-disturbing activity, the 
Village Engineer has the authority to request additional data, clarification or correction of data already 
submitted, and the authority to require additional or alternate measures based upon site conditions.  

(2) Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, the Village Engineer may require the applicant to 
submit additional information concerning excavation plans proposed methods and techniques for 
same, as will enable the Village Engineer to determine whether the proposed land disturbing activity 
will adversely impact existing trees proposed to be retained on the subject property under the Site 
Grading and Drainage Plan, or will adversely impact existing trees on adjacent property.  

(3) The Village Engineer may impose reasonable conditions on, or modifications to, the methods or 
techniques of any proposed excavation, trenching, foundation construction or other land disturbing 
activities in order to prevent or mitigate such adverse impact on trees, and any such restrictions shall 
be incorporated into the requirements of the Grading and Drainage Permit. Such conditions may 
include, but are not limited to, prohibiting excessive over-digging, requiring shoring, requiring 
directional boring instead of open trenching, or prescribing the methods of excavation, trenching or 
directional boring.  

(Code 1993, § 9-3.4.4.3; Ord. No. 2003-O-81, 11-11-2003; Ord. No. 2006-O-85, 11-14-2006; Ord. No. 2007-O-34, 4-
24-2007; Ord. No. 2008-O-53, 8-26-2008; Ord. No. 2019-O-39, § 2, 6-25-2019) 
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Wilmette OKs a new tree policy
By Dan Gibbard, Tribune staff reporter
CHICAGO TRIBUNE

APRIL 26, 2007

ilmette trustees have approved an innovative tree-replacement ordinance based on maintaining the

village's leafy canopy, ditching a controversial inch-for-an-inch replacement formula that prompted a

community backlash 18 months ago.

Instead of targeting homeowners who wish to remove a tree from their property, the new ordinance is aimed at

new construction and large additions. It requires enough new or existing trees on the property that 10 years

from the completion of construction, 35 percent of the site will be covered.

"The value of the tree really is in the canopy," Trustee Alan Swanson said Tuesday before the Village Board

voted 6-0 to adopt the measure. "It's what provides the shade and cleans the air, and it is a public benefit that

we share each other's canopy."

Edith Makra of the Morton Arboretum in Lisle, who worked with Wilmette, said basing tree policy on canopy

coverage is "cutting-edge in the forestry business."

Wilmette's plan is not the only effective tree policy, she said, but "it's interesting and it's a good idea. I don't

know of another community in the area that is doing this."

Under the 2005 proposal, anyone removing a mature tree had to either replace it with new trees whose trunk

diameters added up to the size of the removed tree or pay hundreds or even thousands of dollars in fines.

Considering few people would plant 12 2-inch trees to make up for a cutting down a 24-incher, it almost

guaranteed homeowners would have to pay a fine.

Under heavy pressure from a grass-roots campaign that saw scores of "Trees Yes, Ordinance No" signs on yards

all over town, the Village Board decided to send the issue back to committees. What they came up with, trustees

say, was a plan that could be a model for the area.

The new law is complicated, trustees admitted, because there are tables that project how large the canopy will

be for different species at different ages at the time of planting. On the plus side, developers can use the cover

that comes from trees on neighboring property or parkways toward the 35 percent standard.

"Every other municipality we looked at used a diameter approach," said Trustee John Levin, who chaired one of

the committees that worked on the ordinance. But such laws are "somewhat punitive and anti-renovation of

property," he said. "You had to pay a lot of money to take down a tree, even if it made sense [to cut it down]."

Attachment #5

https://www.chicagotribune.com/topic/chicago-suburbs/wilmette-CHIS0083-topic.html


10/15/21, 11:58 AM Wilmette OKs a new tree policy - Chicago Tribune

https://www.chicagotribune.com/news/ct-xpm-2007-04-26-0704251047-story.html 2/2

During committee discussions, someone suggested looking at the urban canopy instead of at the number or size

of trees, with the goal of maintaining the village's beloved green cover, Levin said.

The village worked with the University of Illinois at Chicago to study aerial photographs taken in summer 2005.

The researchers concluded about 48 percent of the village was under the canopy.

"We were somewhat surprised" it was that high, Levin said, but officials decided to require less in replacement

canopy because coverage was less over private property and heavier over public areas like roads and parkways.

Another key to the new law was projecting the size of new trees 10 years down the road, Levin said.

"If you have a 50-year-old tree, you're not going to be able to replace it immediately," he said. "It's almost

impossible."

The village continues to require nominal-fee permits to cut down trees as part of a two-year study to see what

kinds of trees are being removed and why, Village President Chris Canning said.
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