
                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

TDD (847) 853-7634 
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NOTICE OF MEETING 
Of the 

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

 
Wednesday, December 15, 2021 at 10:00 A.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 meeting of November 16, 2021 
 

III. Continue 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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MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2021 
7:00 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
  
 
Members Present: Trustee Peter Barrow, Chairman 
 Trustee Kathy Dodd 
 Trustee Gina Kennedy 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 Lisa Roberts, Assistant Community  Development Director 
 Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
 Kevin Sorby, Village Forester 
 Rob Wasley, Forester 
 
   
 
I. Call to Order 
 
 Chairman Barrow called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 
 
II. Approval of the meeting minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting of October 21, 

2021. 
 
 Trustee Dodd moved to approve the minutes from the meetings of October 21, 2021.  The 

motion was seconded by Trustee Kennedy.  All voted aye.  The motion carried. 
 
III. Continue Discussion of the Village of Wilmette’s Tree Preservation Policies. 
 
 Chair Barrow thanked Village Manager Mike Braiman and staff for the materials provided.  

He said the material is complex and difficult, but staff presented it in a way that is easy to 
understand.   He said the data shows there has been meaningful tree loss since 2007 and 
reflects the consensus of residents that our current ordinances do not do enough to protect 
our existing trees or ensure meaningful replacement.   He said tonight’s objective is to 
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discuss and reach a consensus on the best way to address the issue.  He said we need to 
recognize a resident’s private property rights as well the many public benefits that are 
derived from all of our trees; whether on public or private land.  He said this is not an 
exercise in generating revenue for the Village.  He said while specific details on how to 
implement policies is an important topic, the Committee will deliberate that at a future 
meeting.  He said this evening, staff will make a presentation and the floor will then be 
opened to Committee discussion on policy making and public comment.  He said we have 
received close to 100 emails on the subject, which were overwhelmingly in support of 
providing robust protection for our trees.   

 
 Village Manager Mike Braiman first reminded the audience of the Village’s campaign to 

rewrite the Comprehensive Plan and encouraged all to get involved in the process. 
 
 Mr. Braiman then gave a presentation (PowerPoint attached).  He said tonight this will be 

a high level discussion on policy concepts and the approach to implement them.  He said 
the details of those policies will be discussed at a future meeting, most likely in December.  
He said he would be reviewing tree removal data from 2019 and then discussing staff’s 
policy ideas to gain Committee feedback. 

 
 He started with canopy coverage and said staff looked at what triggered the canopy 

coverage ordinance in 2019.  He said we had good data on 26 projects, and they found more 
trees were removed than planted at a rate of 43 more trees removed than planted.  He said 
1,300” in tree diameter was the net loss.  He said there is opportunity to strengthen the tree 
canopy ordinance to tighten this gap.  He said in talking with colleagues from other 
communities, the key words were “net tree positive,” which the Village of Wilmette is 
currently not.  He said of the projects reviewed, there were 14 of the 26 that did not plant 
new trees.  He said of the 14, 12 removed trees and were not required to replace with new 
trees, so there is also opportunity to strengthen those ordinances. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said they compared the number of dead, dying and diseased trees that were 

removed in 2019 to those in 2006.  He said they chose 2006 because that was the year 
before our canopy coverage ordinance was put into place.  He said the numbers went from 
49 to 294 trees removed.  He said they cross referenced those removals with construction 
permits for new homes, large additions and demolitions to see how many of those may have 
been due to construction.  He said although they cannot say for certain, there is a 
connection.  He said they found 48 trees removed in 2019 which could have been tied to a 
previous construction project since 2010.  He said they plan on talking to the Village 
Foresters at the next meeting to discuss whether they feel our code contains enough 
regulations to protect our trees or if we simply need to be more proactive. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked when the Emerald Ash Borer disease was at its peak. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said 2006 or 2007 was the start of it.  
 
 Chair Barrow asked if we are still seeing trees removed currently due to that disease. 
 
 Village Forester Kevin Sorby replied there are still trees dying from it. 
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 Mr. Braiman said in terms of canopy coverage, our current policy is triggered during new 
construction, large additions or demolitions where a tree is removed.   He said when those 
triggers take place, those properties must have 35% canopy coverage at the time or plant 
new trees that at maturity would provide at least 35% canopy coverage.  He said the 
ordinance is currently drafted such that parkway trees and trees on neighboring properties 
count toward the canopy coverage.  He said that is why in the data discussed earlier, there 
may have not been new trees planted after construction. 

 
 He said there are bonuses to having certain trees on one’s property; specifically, Hickory, 

Oak and Elm trees of a certain size receive a 1.5 times multiplier.  He said if you have one 
of those trees on your property, it will generally get you to the canopy coverage, even if 
you remove other trees.  He said if you are not able to meet the canopy coverage percentage, 
you will need to plant a new tree or trees that at maturity will meet the 35% threshold.  He 
said on a typical 7,500 sq. ft. lot in Wilmette, this can be accomplished by planting one 
shade tree.  

 
 Mr. Braiman discussed how we compare to other communities.  He said we are 

conceptually different as well as our trigger points.  He said conceptually, we are the only 
ones who use the canopy concept.  He said most are using what we have deemed the “inch-
for-inch” concept whereby if you remove a 20” tree, you must replant 20 inches of tree or 
pay a certain price per inch removed. 

 
 He then said in other communities most ordinances trigger replacement requirements for 

the removal of a certain tree over a certain size while our triggers are only for new 
construction, demolition and certain additions.  He said if you are a property owner and you 
wish to remove a 30” Oak Tree that is not associated with construction, you can do that 
with a $29 permit fee with no other regulations in place.  He said in other communities you 
may replant trees or pay a fee in lieu of planting new trees, but in Wilmette, you may be 
required to plant a tree or trees if you do not meet the 35% coverage.  He gave an example 
in Winnetka where if you remove a 20” tree, you have to either plant 20” in new trees or 
pay about $15,000 to a municipal tree fund which is used for tree plantings, pruning and 
removals.  He said in Wilmette, if you remove a tree, you may have to plant a new tree at a 
cost of approximately $400 depending on the canopy coverage at the time. 

 
 Mr. Braiman discussed tree protection for certain species, stating some communities have 

additional protections for key or heritage trees such as Oaks or trees of a certain size.  He 
said some of these ordinances prohibit those removals under certain circumstances and 
some double the fees for removal.  He said we have a bonus multiplier here in Wilmette. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked if the canopy requirements are triggered, what is the process in 

determining if there is sufficient canopy coverage without planting a new tree.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said the applicant must submit a canopy coverage worksheet that identifies 

the trees on the property, and the canopy is calculated at the drip line of the tree (leaves 
end).  He said there is a radius calculation and a percentage.  He said they submit an official 
document from a professional engineer stating the canopy coverage and whether or not it 
satisfies the 35% coverage requirement.  He said staff reviews and approves, but generally 
does not send a forester out to verify, as we do not have the staff levels to do that.  He said 
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for replacement trees, there is a list of acceptable trees for replacements, categorized by 
size. He said typically one of the larger trees off the list will satisfy the canopy coverage 
requirement.    

 
 Chair Barrow asked as far as measuring the canopy coverage at the time of the tree removal, 

is the Engineer also an arborist. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said no, but that is something that could potentially be discussed to be changed 

in the ordinance.  He said some developers utilize an arborist in calculating canopy 
coverage.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said it is her understanding that an engineer calculates the canopy 

coverage as part of the grading permit. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred and said the thought process behind making this a part of the 

grading permit was to ensure a licensed, professional engineer would provide accurate 
calculations.   

 
 He said we are very different from other communities in our tree preservation policies.  He 

said staff consulted with the Chicago Region Trees Initiative (CRTI) who said Wilmette 
needs to focus particularly on minimizing the number of unnecessary removals and when a 
tree is removed, ensure regulations that ensure replacement to maintain or grow the canopy.   
He said the focus should be on tree preservation and not revenue generation.  He said it 
may be a byproduct of the policies we create but not an end goal. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said we want our policy to be reasonable, easy to understand and to enforce.  

He showed a chart with proposed tree preservation goals and discussed tree removals, 
stating we do not have the mechanisms or incentives in place to discourage removals like 
other communities.  He said it is fair to say we are not meeting the goal of minimizing tree 
removals, and our tree replacement policies are insufficient to keep up with tree loss.  He 
also said the policies in general are difficult to understand, as they are complex.  He said 
our polices are enforceable, but because we do not have the ability to assess the condition 
of a tree at the time of removal, we are not meeting the goals of enforcement.   He said this 
is something we may want to consider amending in the Code.  He said if a certified arborist 
is submitting a tree survey, they are also acknowledging the condition of the trees and 
whether they account for part of the canopy coverage. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked if this is something that the professional engineer does not give thought 

to currently. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said some do but it is not required.  He said if our foresters are out on a 

demolition inspection and see a tree that is in poor condition, they will report that to ensure 
it is not counted in the canopy coverage calculations.  However, he said this is not always 
the case. 

 
 Mr. Braiman then said our policy is reasonable according to our construction users such as 

developers and builders.   
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 He said potential improvements to our policies have been identified within the canopy 
concept.  He said the Committee will need to decide if the canopy concept is something we 
can work with after adjustments and improvements or if we want to move away from that 
toward an “inch for inch” concept similar to neighboring communities.  

 
 Mr. Braiman then discussed the potential improvements to the current policies.  He started 

with idea that trees in the public right-of-way or on adjacent properties will not be counted 
in the canopy coverage calculations.  He said the only trees that would count would be on 
the property itself.  He said taking the condition of the trees on the property into 
consideration for the canopy coverage is also another suggestion.  He said if the trees are 
dying or decaying, they should  not count toward the canopy coverage.  He also suggested 
requiring a certified arborist’s tree survey which would limit the necessity of a Village 
employee having to perform that function. He said it would also ensure an accurate and true 
calculation.  He said if we stick with the canopy coverage concept, we may want to 
reconsider the threshold.  He said the 35% threshold may be reconsidered to possibly 
increase in the future.  Lastly, he suggested a new requirement of 2 new trees to be planted 
for every 1 removed in light of the struggle of trees to reach maturity in light of extreme 
conditions caused by construction.  He said we could also eliminate the threshold and 
require an equal replacement of the total percentage of canopy that has been removed.  He 
said these discussion points are for a future meeting should the Committee decide to 
continue with the canopy coverage concept. 

 
 He pointed out that our current policies only apply during development, and we do not meet 

the CRTI’s gold standard because of this.  He said the gold standard is only for communities 
who apply these policies to all tree removals.  He said if we stick with the canopy concept, 
we can wrap these policies with additional protections for trees outside of development.  
He said if this is the case, we will most likely need an additional forester.  He said currently, 
we only have 2, which is not sufficient to go out to the hundreds of sites where there is a 
tree removal planned in order to assess the tree’s conditions and determine size, etc.  He 
said the net cost of adding an additional forester would be approximately $90,000 and the 
new employee would handle tree protection inspections on a proactive basis, review tree 
canopy removal and permits as well as assist residents with private property questions on 
trees. 

 
 He said if the Committee feels that regulations outside of development are appropriate, the 

next meeting will include discussions on how to structure that.   He asked if we want to 
extend the canopy concept to all tree removals or prohibit removal in certain circumstances 
like building setbacks.  He said whenever you have a situation where you prohibit 
something, there must be an appeal process in place to give an opportunity for the 
homeowner to provide justification for the removal of the tree.  He said in some neighboring 
communities, the replacement requirements are more stringent.  He said we can take a look 
at that possibility as well.  He said these main concepts are up for discussion at tonight’s 
meeting.   

 
 He then showed a slide depicting the next steps and said there will be ample opportunity 

for the public’s feedback throughout the process.    
 
 Chair Barrow said while we do not want to get into the minutia of a 35% canopy versus a 
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50% canopy threshold, he suggested moving to a broader canopy coverage policy whereby 
parkway and neighboring trees were not factored into the calculation and the threshold 
increased or an existing threshold on a particular property is so different than what we 
currently do.  He asked the Trustees if they felt this is a sufficient change to our current 
canopy approach. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said she feels it is important to understand that because we are not meeting 

our tree preservation goals currently, it is not due to the canopy coverage ordinance 
currently in place.  She said it is because we are not doing some things we potentially 
should.  She said our current policies are only triggered during construction so no matter 
what other policies we put in place, even if we switch to an inch-for-inch policy, if we 
continue to keep the triggers only during construction, we will have the same issues.  She 
also said she does not feel that having a fee in lieu of replacing a tree does anything to 
protect trees; it only grows the financial fund to which the fees are deposited.  She said she 
wants to be sure people understand the limitations of our current policies are not all tied to 
canopy coverage.  

 
 She said CRTI evaluates communities based on canopy coverage, and when she looks at 

Wilmette, she sees the canopy and not the number of trees.  She said our goal is to try and 
meet CRTI’s goals for all communities and they are based on canopy coverage, which is 
why she is leaning toward continuing with the tree canopy coverage concept.   

 
 Chair Barrow said when you are flying into O’Hare and look down over Wilmette, the 

predominate thing you see is the green color from the trees. He said that beauty is what 
defines the North Shore, and he agrees with Trustee Dodd that our current ordinance is 
flawed.  He said the Committee needs to explore with the community if we can make 
changes to the ordinances to affect the changes we want to see. He said while our 
surrounding communities may be doing something different, it is not always accomplishing 
the results we want to achieve.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred with Trustee Dodd that our current ordinance limits the triggers 

to construction.  She said that means that many of the tree removals in the community are 
outside the scope of our ordinance.  She said she also agrees with Chair Barrow that canopy 
should be the goal; however, she believes whether you use a canopy measure or inch for 
inch concept, the end result will be the same. She said she thinks the inch-for-inch approach 
is easier to understand because it is easily measured.  She said when  you have a small lot, 
where you can put a tree is limited by various factors such as overhead and underground 
utilities, neighboring tree overhangs and the fact you cannot plant a new tree where the old 
one was removed. She said on a small lot, that could be difficult.  She said charging fees in 
lieu of replanting trees may be effective in that the money collected from a small lot that 
was unable to plant another tree may be used to plant a tree elsewhere in the Village which 
will sustain the canopy coverage overall.  She said she likes the inch-for-inch approach.  
She said replacement on the property is the first goal; however, if a certified arborist says a 
tree cannot be planted on the lot, then the replacement fee to be used somewhere else is a 
good alternative in those situations. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said that is a good point. He said if we enhance the replacement concept, that 

could allow for planting of a tree elsewhere.  He said it would need to fit our community’s 
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individual needs. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said this method is easy to understand, easy to administer and will achieve 

the end result of maintaining or growing the tree canopy.  She said she does not notice that 
Winnetka has a lesser canopy than Wilmette, and they have been using the inch-by-inch 
metric for years.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said she appreciates Trustee Kennedy’s point of view.  She asked the foresters 

if someone removes trees and replants to maintain the canopy, which metric do they think 
is better for a community like Wilmette that has smaller lots.    

 
 Mr. Braiman said we realize that we are limited in the number of trees that can be replanted 

on a smaller lot. He said in a circumstance where  you cannot replant on that lot, the fee is 
going into a tree fund where it will be used to plant a tree some place else in the community.  
He said currently we have 75,500 parkway trees.  He said the deficit of trees lost from not 
replanting is 100.  He said the goal is to replant as much as we can within the lot allowance 
and in the parkway.  He said there are no other places to plant trees within the community 
so at that point, the fee just becomes a payment to the Village that will be used for future 
tree plantings, budgets or pruning.  He said it is possible to also utilize these funds in a tree 
grant program, which is one of the proposed incentives.  He said that is one way to take 
those fees to buy trees to give to residents to plant on their property.  He said that is the next 
opportunity to increase the canopy. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said currently, if a resident removes a dead or diseased tree, they are not 

required to replant a tree. She said the fund could be used in these instances to encourage 
replanting of these trees.   

 
 Trustee Barrow said the funds could also be used to replace invasive trees. 
 
 Mr. Braiman reminded everyone the Village’s policy is to replace any parkway tree that is 

removed, whether it be from storm damage, disease or otherwise.  He said there is a 50/50 
program if they want it replaced sooner with a specific tree from the list.  He said the goal 
is to replace everything that is removed in the next few years to erase the deficit we currently 
are experiencing.  

 
 Trustee Kennedy said that process has slowed down in recent months. 
  
 Mr. Braiman concurred and said it was due to the pandemic and staffing shortages, but the 

hope is to utilize reserves to hasten the program this year. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said the money will not sit and become a slush fund.  She said this will 

be used for good forestry practices and the replacement of trees that would not otherwise 
be replaced. 

 
 Trustee Barrow said he finds the ease of the inch-for-inch approach to be favorable.  He 

said trying to guess what canopy is going to look like 10 to 30 years from now is probably 
foolish. He said we have charts that tell us that information, but he questions whether we 
really know what Wilmette’s trees are going to look like 30 years in the future.  He said the 
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canopy approach requires that you do that. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we live in an old community where everything, including the trees 

are showing their age.  She said we need to look down the road instead of looking at the 
immediate situation.   

 
 Chair Barrow opened up the floor to public comment. 
 
 Stephen Later of 515 Greenleaf Avenue thanked Mr. Braiman for his excellent presentation.  

He asked how we are defining maturity. 
 
 Rob Wasley, Village Forester, said size at maturity is a good gauge.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy asked how maturity is determined for this calculation.  
 
 Mr. Wasley said it is fairly subjective; however, there is a publication that lists tree species 

and their characteristics which it utilized as a standard guide. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said the goal in reviewing minutes from the Land Use Committee in 2007 was 

to restore the canopy and set a 10-year target for when it will be achieved.  However, he 
said the time span could possibly be different between tree species.  He said if we stick with 
the canopy concept, we may want to discuss how long we are willing to wait to reach 
canopy coverage minimums.  He said if we do not wish to wait a long period of time, new 
requirements to plant more trees may be necessary.  He said these are the detailed 
discussions to be had once we decide the direction we will take. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked if the chart depicted in the agenda materials is based on optimal 

planting.   
 
 Mr. Wasley concurred. 
 
 Chair Barrow asked if this varies by species. 
 
 Mr. Wasley said yes and gave the example of planting a Hackberry Tree.  He said at 

maturity, you would achieve approximately 1,600 sq. ft. of canopy coverage.  He said if 
you have a lot that has 25% coverage currently, you could plant one large shade tree and 
probably achieve the 35% requirement.  He said if there was less and he wanted to plant a 
Burr Oak or Honey Locust, you could get approximately 2,500 sq. ft. of canopy coverage.  

 
 Mr. Braiman said the variability is based on how fast the tree grows and how big it gets.  

He said that is how they are grouped into categories.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy asked if 15 to 30 years was a good estimation for a tree to reach maturity. 
 
 Mr. Wasley concurred and said size and age are not related.  He said the range is wide. 
 
 Chair Barrow said this also relies on optimal planting and care of the tree.   
 Mr. Wasley agreed and said the tree species has much to do with all that.   
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 Mr. Later said he does not feel canopy coverage is a sufficient approach to tree preservation.  

He said we should also be pursuing tree preservation outside of demolition and 
construction.  He also said the Village has the ability to condemn a tree but currently there 
is no requirement to replant a new tree if the condemned tree is removed.  He said he feels 
there is room to make a new requirement to replant a new tree in these cases.  He said some 
of these condemned trees are not so much diseased as possibly not properly cared for.  He 
said there may be an opportunity here for encouraging/compelling property owners to 
maintain the existing trees.   He said the 500 block of Greenleaf would be a good block to 
examine for all these issues he has raised.   

 
 Chair Barrow said an important point about education has been raised and this will be 

addressed through this process.  He said he feels a robust plan for public education 
regarding tree preservation will come as a result of these deliberations. 

 
 Trustee Dodd agreed but said it is important to keep in mind that the Village’s policy not 

only needs to be clear and easy to understand and administer, but it also needs to be cost 
effective.  She said we can educate people but cannot enforce what is going on at every 
private residence.  She said we have over 17,000 public trees and approximately 80% of 
those may be located on private property.  She said we have 2 foresters who are extremely 
busy already.  She said we will be limited as to what we can do to monitor and enforce what 
people do on private property. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred.   
 
 Chair Barrow agreed and said we must stress the education, as it is the best tool we have. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said we will discuss this further in December, as it is an important component 

of our overall policy.  He said this has already begun via our communication and social 
media outlets. 

 
 Piper Rothschild, 1046 Elmwood Avenue, thanked the Committee for their service and for 

re-examining of the tree preservation ordinances.  She said she has met with a few residents 
and has prepared a few documents for the Committee’s consideration. She said the first is 
a chart comparing the inch-for-inch approach with the canopy coverage approach.  She said 
the goal of a tree preservation ordinance should be for tree protection, the promotion of 
canopy coverage as well as the diversity of species.  She said we have learned much more 
about trees since the tree preservation ordinance was adopted in 2007.  She said trees are 
more than an aesthetic item; they offer ecological benefits to the entire community.  She 
said we each have a stake in preserving our existing trees as well as planting trees for the 
future generations of the community.  She said canopy is an important tool to analyze how 
our trees are doing.  She said our tree canopy was 48% in 2007 and decreased just 3 years 
later to 45%.  She said canopy is better suited to measure our tree health and coverage.  She 
said this should be monitored periodically with measures being taken to prevent further 
canopy decline.  She said canopy coverage alone is not a sufficient mechanism to prevent 
removal of existing mature trees or maintaining diversity of tree species.  She said our 
current ordinance allows developers to clear an entire lot of existing trees as long as they 
ultimately replant trees that will reach 35% canopy, but as we all know, saplings do not 
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offer the tremendous benefits of mature trees.  She said she believes inch-for-inch is a more 
effective tool, as it is more objective and easily understood.  She said it is recommended in 
the Sustainability Plan which was just adopted and is the industry standard, as it best 
protects existing trees.  She said they only found a few towns across the nation that utilize 
canopy coverage, and none seemed to have data to indicate its effectiveness.  She said our 
ordinance has been in effect for 14 years, but we only have hard data from 1 year and that 
data shows canopy coverage is  not effective in protecting existing trees.  She said she does 
not believe the inch-for-inch method will significantly hinder property development.  She 
said Wilmette will continue to be attractive for development.  She said we must pay 
attention to the quality of our trees as well.  She said while our ordinance calls for replanting 
in certain cases, it does not specify what types of trees and with the canopy requirements, 
property owners may go for one specific tree, such as a Sugar Maple, due to its large canopy 
at maturity.  She said this will deter diversity in our tree species and leave us vulnerable to 
diseases and insect infestation.  She said no matter what method we choose; we must 
provide worthwhile incentives to maintain diversity.  She said we must also require robust 
replacement for trees removed and implement strict reporting requirements and compliance 
measures to ensure protection of the tree canopy.  She said our Oaks are worth special 
attention and protection in our ordinance, as they provide massive ecological benefits and 
support 500 species of wildlife.  She said pre-settlement, Wilmette was an Oak savannah 
but currently, the Oak is not a usual choice for planting due to their size and the acorns.  
She said hopefully our ordinance will contain incentives to plant these types of trees. 

 
 John Anderson, 227 Greenleaf, said he is a former Environmental and Energy Commission 

member and has directed the Nature Conservancy Great Lakes Program.  He said he works 
with leaders on this topic.  He said our ordinance should contain stipulations for species 
diversity as well as restrictions on invasive species.  He said native plants should be 
considered and hiring an ecologist is recommended.  He said planting trees that support 
wildlife such as the Oaks is encouraged.  He said the ecologist can guide the Village and 
the neighboring communities.  He said there are many experts living within the community 
who can assist in this area and he encouraged the Committee to consider channeling their 
expertise.  He said we need a master landscape architecture plan to guide the community.  
He closed by thanking the Committee for their work. 

 
 Steve Leonard, 1035 Mohawk Road, said he has been a Wilmette resident for 35 years.  He 

said they moved into their current home18 years ago and at that time had a beautiful canopy 
on the north and south.  He said to the west there was a monster hedge of old Conifer Trees, 
which were beautiful and provided privacy.  He said 2-3 years ago, the home was sold, and 
the new owners removed the trees (approximately 20) and planted sod.  He said it was a 
travesty.  He requested the Committee include a communication mechanism triggered by 
an application or permit for tree removal that allows the neighbors impacted to have a voice 
to express their concerns with the property owner.  

 
 Chair Barrow said his own family had a similar experience in the Kenilworth Gardens 

neighborhood where he lives. 
 
 Julie Wolf, 1202 Lake Avenue, echoed Ms. Rothschild’s comments, stating there is 

importance in incentivizing saving trees and keeping native species, particularly the Oaks, 
as they are ecologically beneficial to the community.  She said we lost a few parkway trees 
which we were able to replace with Swamp White Oaks that are doing well, and she thinks 
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we need to continue this practice.  She said the inch-for-inch is a very good way to go 
because it is easy to measure.  She said when you plant a tree, it may not make it while an 
established tree that is protected can provide not only canopy coverage, but it may be home 
to some birds or squirrels, which is important to the ecology of our community.  She said 
she thinks the Committee is heading in the right direction and she is very supportive. 

 
 Diane Schaffner, 2326 Birchwood Avenue, said her neighborhood is undergoing 

development, as smaller houses are being converted into larger ones.  She said she loves 
the suggestion to allow neighbors to participate in the permit process.  She said she received 
a notice for a grading permit on a neighboring house but received nothing ahead of the 
developer clearcutting the entire lot, which was very upsetting.  She asked if there are 
consequences for violations of our ordinance or if are they being considered as part of the 
new ordinance.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said this was discussed previously and there are penalties in place for 

removing a tree without a permit.  He said they are more significant for removing a parkway 
tree; however, they are approximately $1,500.  He said we have assessed a handful over the 
last few years.  He said they receive many calls verifying permit status for trees being 
removed, and in our experience, there is usually a permit.  He said if there is not, the 
ordinance is enforced.   

 
 Ms. Schaffner also recommended suspending licenses for contractors for their infractions.  

She said she agrees with the inch-for-inch method, but if the Committee goes with the 
canopy coverage method, she suggests accounting for the canopy loss and perhaps 
increasing the percentage.  She then thanked the Committee for their work on this topic. 

 
 Stephanie Vanwinkle, 2624 Kenilworth Avenue, said she thinks it is fantastic that this 

ordinance is being reviewed, as we are way behind our neighboring communities.  She said 
it has been interesting to review the different concepts.  She said if you keep the canopy 
concept, you cannot count trees on adjacent properties but possibly parkway trees.  She said 
diversity should also be a goal.  She also said she had 3 Ash Trees on her property which 
the Village wanted to remove.  She said one tree was diseased and she agreed to have that 
removed.  She said she treated the other 2 trees, and they are still on her property today.  
She said it is important to work on the non-development trees and it is possible the inch-
for-inch method may be prudent in these cases.  She also said she is concerned about large 
trees, as the amount of carbon stored in a tree directly coincides to its size.  She said on 
average, carbon makes up half of a tree’s dry weight.  She said if you have 60’ tree that has 
been there for 100 years, it is storing a lot of carbon. 

 
 Alan Golden, 2516 Laurel Lane, said he thinks the inch-for-inch plan and paying into some 

type of fund could be beneficial.  He said it is good for small-sized lots, as if he had to take 
a tree out, it would be difficult to find a place to put another tree.  He said the fee may also 
discourage some unnecessary removals during construction.  He said the policies should 
trigger for any tree removals, not just ones done because of construction or demolition.  He 
asked if there has been any communication between the Village and Park Board regarding 
their upcoming Comprehensive Master Landscape Plan for all their parks.  He also asked 
if the Park District is bound by the Village’s tree policies. 
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 Mr. Braiman said other local governments are required to abide by the tree protection 
ordinances but in certain cases, not the canopy ordinance.  Regarding enforcement, he said 
we can in certain cases, enforce these policies in reference to other governmental entities.  
He said for instance, if the Park District wanted to remove a tree to install a slide or other 
recreational equipment, we could not stop that, as that is furthering their own mission.  He 
said alternatively, if a school wants to remove a tree for no specific reason and not to further 
their educational policies, our enforcement could apply.  He said the approach that has been 
taken throughout the Neighborhood Stormwater Project is that the Park District and schools 
should be making decisions relative to their operations and their property, as they have their 
own elected Boards responsible to the same constituents.  He said it has been a successful 
approach.  He said in regard to the Comprehensive Landscape Master Plan planning 
process, the Park District has requested our participation and we have attended some 
meetings, but it is not the Village’s place to dictate what they should be doing.   He said the 
Village has a very good collaborative relationship with the Park District.  

 
 Beth Drucker, 2500 Greenwood Avenue, said she was speaking on behalf of the Board of 

Go Green Wilmette.  She thanked the Committee for their time and effort to improve the 
tree ordinance.  She said it is a complicated matter, but a new and improved ordinance will 
make for a better approach to equip our community for climate change and the resulting 
challenges.  She said treating our trees as critical infrastructure will benefit the community 
now and for years to come.  She said Go Green Wilmette believes Wilmette needs a more 
robust ordinance to protect trees on both private and public property.  She said according 
to CRTI, 70 to 80% of trees grow on private property in Wilmette.  She said with a stronger 
ordinance that includes those trees, we can further expand the canopy and receive the 
benefits trees will provide the entire community.  She said the Wilmette Sustainability Plan 
recommends following the Chicago Region Trees Initiative Gold Standard Tree Ordinance 
that has been worked on for years by Chicago’s leading tree experts and is based on an 
inch-for-inch replacement model.  She said they ask municipalities to treat trees as critical 
infrastructure and care for them and fund them the way they care for streets, sewers and 
water lines.  She said Go Green Wilmette recommends following the suggestions in the 
Sustainability Plan to adopt the CRTI’s Gold Standard Ordinance.  Ms. Drucker said they 
support protecting trees outside of development and support the idea of funding additional 
Village Foresters.  She said while education is important, enforcement and strong policy is 
the most important thing.  She closed by saying in her experience, ordinances based on fees 
and fines as a disincentive are not effective.  She said Wilmette homes sell for millions of 
dollars, and the cost of a fee or fine may be viewed as the cost of doing business in Wilmette.  
She commended the Committee for their time and said she feels confident Wilmette will 
adopt a strong ordinance to keep Wilmette a tree-positive community that surrounding 
communities can model upon.   

 
 Claire Massey, 132 Maple, said she agreed with Chair Barrow’s comments regarding flying 

into O’Hare and seeing the iconic tree canopy in Wilmette.  She thanked the Committee for 
their work on the issue.  She asked the Foresters how many trees are planted in the parkway 
in a non-pandemic year. 

 
 Kevin Sorby, Village Forester, said 220 or so.  
 
 Ms. Massey said she thinks she has had 2 that died in the first year of planting on her block 

due to non-watering.  She asked if there is a percentage that do not make it based on a lack 
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of maintenance. 
 
 Mr. Sorby said there is a certain percentage that will be lost, but the goal is to obviously 

maintain as many as possible.   
 
 Ms. Massey said she planted 2 trees and made every effort to keep them going.  She said 

since we do not have much control over private property, maybe the new ordinance will 
better protect the parkway trees from issues like drought.  

 
 Mr. Sorby said watering is just one factor in the success of a new tree.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said we attempt to target a 5% loss ratio.   
 
 Amy Hanna Downey, 1033 Greenleaf Avenue, said she studied conservation in college, is 

a part of Go Green Wilmette and works in the solar industry.  She said she walks her dog 
in the neighborhood and over the summer noticed that nearly everyday they either heard or 
saw a large tree being cut down, which was devastating.  She said in the last few weeks she 
has seen some big, beautiful oak trees with their trunks sliced in half waiting to get picked 
up.  She said we need to understand that these large trees are not replaceable; we would 
need to wait 150 years.  She said instead of focusing on replanting new trees, we need to 
focus on saving established trees, which are so valuable.  She said there is a particular 
developer working in the community that bulldozes entire lots, packs the soil down and 
plants 2 Maple Trees in the front that are very small.  She said if they take out 3 150-year 
old Oak Trees and plant 2 very small Maple Trees, the Village considers the canopy 
coverage requirement met.  She said the 1-1 comparable is not even.  She said possibly talk 
to the contractors and limit them in some way to avoid taking full advantage of our current 
ordinance in order to remove these beautiful established trees.  She said the canopy map 
from 2010 is outdated.  She asked to make one for 2021 to compare because she feels they 
will be drastically different, possibly as much as 10%.  She said this is important because 
in another 10  years, things will be way too different. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked Mr. Braiman to speak to the updated canopy information we are 

expecting. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said CRTI is in the process of updating that canopy coverage information and 

he is hoping to get that in the 1st quarter of 2022, but the timeline is not definite. 
 
 Walter Keats, 2514 Laurel Lane, said this morning we heard some noise and out on the 

Playfield, they were supposedly pruning the trees near Highcrest.  He said they chopped 
down 2 of them that they said were dead.  He said the Village is in a strong financial position 
so hiring more Foresters is something they can do.  He said this is not something that we 
should rely on the status quo.  He said resources should be allocated to ensure tree 
protection goes ahead.  He said there should be a prioritization of what type of trees can be 
removed, particularly the Oaks.  He said in talking about tree preservation, we need to be 
sure we are budgeted to be able to maintain the existing trees.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said maintenance of the existing trees has been enhanced in the FY 2022 

Budget.  He said they are improving the pruning cycle and have also implemented a 
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program to bring a contractor in to prune younger trees to aid in their survival. 
 
 Laurie Farrell, 857 Michigan Avenue, said collaboration between the Park District and 

Village is encouraged.  She said she lives on a lot that is barely a half-acre and her front 
yard has an amazing tree that could never be replaced.  She encouraged the Village to work 
collaboratively with the Park District on the open available land because she said it is easier 
to control that large parcel than to overburden the individual homeowner.  She said it is a 
knit-picky approach, but she feels it is an important one.  She said she feels there has been 
historic deforestation on some of the Park District properties, Gillson Park, particularly.   

 
 Chair Barrow encouraged the public to voice their concerns over Park District property at 

the Park Board meetings.  He said he thinks they are the folks able to respond more 
satisfactorily. 

 
 Katie Liederbach, 624 Linden Avenue, said she supports everything Beth Drucker said.  

She said Mr. Braiman said we know that Oak Trees and newly planted trees struggle in land 
that has been disturbed by construction.  She said maybe we can do something to place 
more rules for contractors to avoid this situation.  She said strengthening the rules regarding 
ground disturbance is worth looking into.  She said it affects more than tree survival.  She 
also asked if we know the exact cause for the dead, dying and diseased trees listed in the 
report.  She asked if we do know, were the neighbors informed in an effort to thwart the 
spreading of disease.  She said she has 7 Oaks on her property and when a neighbor’s tree 
has an infestation or infection, they work together as a neighborhood to treat all the trees 
together to prevent the loss of any tree.   

 
 Chair Barrow asked the Foresters if when you determine a tree has an infestation or disease, 

what is our protocol and process for notification. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said the data in the report is self-reported so they cannot guarantee the 

accuracy or the disease causes. 
 
 Mr. Sorby said the notification process for parkway trees is a letter that includes information 

on the tree removal.  He said for Emerald Ash Borer and Dutch Elm disease, the neighbors 
are informed as well.  He said we do not notify the entire neighborhood; however, if there 
are issues that could potentially affect an entire area or community, we will utilize e-news 
or some other media outlet to notify residents and provide information.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she has had an experience with dying trees in her neighborhood and 

she called the Foresters who came out to look at the trees on her property.  She said they 
were able to determine it was not an issue, as what killed the other trees was not relevant to 
her trees.  She said the Foresters are extremely responsive and any resident can call to 
request a visit.   

 
 Mr. Sorby said there are many different things that are looked at in determining the threat 

to other trees in an area. 
 
 Franck Lebihan, 1506 Washington Avenue, thanked the Committee for their efforts.  He 

said zoning requirements could help limit what contractors can remove when working on a 
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lot.  He said all tree removals should be subject to review and the permit process.  He asked 
if the Committee has considered a combination of inch-for-inch and canopy coverage 
methods.  He said the inch-for-inch is better for enforcement and rule setting, but canopy 
is a good consideration for a measure of progress over time.  He said it does not need to be 
either/or.  He said tree preservation should be about more than just the removal of trees.  
He said there should be requirements for pruning and maintenance and how this should be 
done depending on the tree species and size.  He also said for dead and diseased trees, there 
is an ecosystem, so perhaps, we should consider leaving the trunks to support the insects 
they hold which is a food source for birds and the like.  He said attempts to treat before 
removing is also imperative.   

 
 There was no further public comment on the topic. 
 
 Chair Barrow said we can achieve our objectives to produce a robust tree canopy.  He said 

he thinks we can obtain this via either approach, and he is impressed with the simplicity of 
the inch-for-inch approach.  He said it can be understood by residents and developers alike 
and he places value in the fact that surrounding communities are using this approach.  He 
said he strongly feels that whatever we do should have application to both public and private 
lands.  He said when we think of inch-for-inch, we should consider incentives for planting 
the most desirable species of tree, which a number of our neighboring communities are 
doing.  He said this is not a revenue generating exercise and payments to a tree fund should 
be the last resort.  He said if a property can carry one or more new trees as a result of tree 
removal, he does not think a choice of paying into a fund in lieu of planting a tree is 
something the Village should encourage.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she agreed that our ultimate goal is to preserve and enhance the tree 

canopy.  She said she feels the inch-for-inch approach is easier to understand and implement 
and will get to our goal faster than the canopy approach, since there is a longer wait time 
for the trees to reach maturity in the canopy approach.  She said inch-for-inch, you have a 
greater chance the trees will survive given the number that will be planted.  She said it can 
also be used to preserve the canopy on an existing lot.  She said we require 35% coverage 
and sometimes, we are losing more than that on a given lot so by using inch-for-inch, we 
will get back what was removed.  She said while she realizes, we will need to have financial 
penalties in place for enforcement and deterrence, the goal is not raising revenue to line our 
coffers.  She said the money brought in should be put into a fund for the very purposes we 
are working toward. She said she is in favor of having landmark or heritage trees and 
making it harder to take those trees down without extremely extenuating circumstances.  
She said she is in favor of financial fees in cases where a tree simply cannot be replanted 
due to lot size constraints.  She said we should encourage every effort to replant; however, 
if they cannot, the fee can be used to plant a tree elsewhere.  She said we need to devote 
more resources to enforcement, which we are already working on.  She said the penalties 
should be more than the cost of doing business.  She said if penalties are too light, it just 
gets built into the cost of doing business here.  She said if there is no penalty, the suspension 
of the contractor’s license could be another mechanism.  She said we need programs in 
place for those having difficulty affording a replacement tree or the cost of taking down a 
dead or diseased tree so they will be able to replace them.  She said replacing trees is 
expensive and for some it is prohibitive.  She said if we offer some financial assistance, we 
will get better replacement trees. 
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 Trustee Dodd said she appreciates the simplicity of the inch-for-inch approach, but she is 
struggling with a few things.  She said if someone is taking out a medium to large size tree 
on a smaller lot and can only plant one new tree, she prefers they replace it with a tree that 
over time creates more canopy.  She said she wants to ensure the quality of the trees being 
replanted.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said the canopy coverage requirement only says the tree or trees on a lot 

must reach a 35% coverage requirement at maturity, which can take 25 years or more.  She 
said inch-for-inch ensures you get more coverage because you are most likely planting more 
trees.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said she planted 3 pear trees which provide no canopy coverage.  She asked 

if when replacing a tree with another tree, how do we ensure we will get the coverage we 
need. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we can put language in the ordinance that says they need to pick a 

tree from a preferred list and the list could contain trees that would provide plenty of canopy 
coverage.  She said this would provide for diversity and trees for all lot sizes. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said if you are only allowed to replace one tree, your options of what you can 

plant is limited.   She asked if this list makes it easier. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said yes, the list has considerable options, which can consist of trees 

recommended for parkway use, etc. 
 
 Mr. Wasley said the difference in species is necessary to accommodate different lot 

situations, such as size, utility equipment, etc.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said our canopy ordinance currently contains a list of approved trees, which 

can be reviewed for any necessary updates.  He said if we had another Forester whose main 
job is to manage the tree preservation program, there is more opportunity to interface with 
the homeowner on the appropriate tree for that lot.  He said currently, we do not have the 
ability to do that.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said she understood that but was saying that Committee members in favor of 

the inch-for-inch were saying it was easier to implement; however, if you use that method 
and the require homeowners to interface with a Forester to pick a tree from a list, that 
becomes somewhat complicated.  She said education for protecting and maintaining trees 
is a priority of the Committee so she feels that explaining canopy through this process is 
something that can be done.  She said canopy coverage is something that could be part of 
the public education.  She said she is not convinced that the inch-for-inch concept is the 
easiest.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said in order to determine what canopy you get from each tree planting; 

you would need to speak to a Forester.  She said most of the ordinances for canopy require 
a certified arborist to sign off on.  She said it is not simple.  She said inch-for-inch is easiest 
to understand and the planting of multiple trees in lieu of one gives you the likelihood of 
the survival of more trees.  She also said you can vary the trees via the inch-for-inch 
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concept, and it allows more canopy to be created ultimately because more trees are planted.  
She said we have been losing canopy over a long time period under the current ordinance, 
which is based on the canopy coverage concept.  She said using the inch-for-inch approach 
gets more canopy down the road.   

 
 Chair Barrow said Village-wide the number of trees and canopy will increase given the 

inch-for-inch approach. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she loves the incredibly old, beautiful 100+ year-old trees.  She said she 

knows they need time to grow but wants to encourage residents to plant these kinds of trees.  
She said we do not want to be short-sighted and take increased canopy coverage now using 
the inch-for-inch method.  She said she would rather wait on the growth of some newly 
planted large canopy producing trees that would be planted today.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy and Chair Barrow concurred. 
 
 Chair Barrow said that speaks to having different standards and procedures when dealing 

with those extraordinary trees.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we could create a category of large heritage type of trees where the 

standards would be different or more restrictive.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said she can get behind the inch-for-inch concept.  She said she agrees this is 

not a revenue generating initiative, but she wants to be sure that we have enough money in 
the budget to implement these proposed ordinance changes.  She said as we think of fees 
and things of that nature, as stewards of the Village’s finances, we must acknowledge we 
will need additional staff so our fees should help us finance this program.  She said for trees 
on private property, we need to put more restrictions on what is happening in terms of taking 
down trees.  She acknowledged it is difficult to tell someone they cannot improve their 
property because there is a tree on the property.  She said she wants to ensure we protect 
property owners’ rights.  She said people already feel government is overstepping into 
private matters, so we need to find the balance.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said that is a good point.  She said it could be that people may not even 

give the issue much thought.  She said maybe relaxing some of our setback requirements 
to allow a large tree to stay in place may be something we can do.  She said 25 years ago, 
a local architect built a house in a U-shape around an existing beautiful, large tree.  She said 
she ran into him recently and he was explaining they used sonic equipment to find the roots 
and put the pilons for the foundation accordingly.  She said this was all done using a little 
creativity instead of just removing the tree and building a box.  She said in many cases, a 
little creativity can preserve existing trees. 

 
 Trustee Dodd agreed and said we need to take a look at some of these developers that are 

coming in and just razing lots to see if we can work with them to be a little more creative. 
 
 Chair Barrow concurred and said if we are going to have limitations on what homeowners 

can do, we need a procedure in place as we do with zoning variances so concerns can be 
raised, and appeals filed with decisions made by responsible people.   
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 Trustee Dodd said she has thoughts on the fees and penalties but will speak to those at an 

appropriate meeting in the future. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we all have some thinking to do and will have more comments, which 

we will address at our next and subsequent meetings.  She said issues raised today will need 
refining and thanked everyone in the audience for their feedback and enthusiasm.  She 
thanked staff and fellow Committee members as well. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said he has what he needs to go back and prepare for the next meeting.  He 

said they will target December for the next meeting and will poll Committee members for 
their availability. 

 
 There was no further discussion on this topic. 
 
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.  All 

voted aye.  The motion carried unanimously.  The meeting was adjourned at 9:13 p.m. 
 
   Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
   Karen L. Norwood 
   Deputy Village Clerk 
 



   
              
        
Meeting Date:  December 15, 2021 
 
To:  Land Use Committee of the Village Board 
 
From:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 
Subject:  December 15 Land Use Committee Meeting- Tree Preservation 
 
 
The Land Use Committee (LUC) of the Village Board will hold its third meeting regarding 
tree preservation on December 15. The agenda packet includes three memoranda: 
 
Tree Preservation Policy 
This report is the primary focus of the LUC meeting. The goal for the December 15 is to 
determine the specifics of a tree preservation policy for consideration by the Village 
Board. The report identifies the LUC’s decision points, a summary of policies in nearby 
communities, a policy framework proposed by staff as a starting point for discussions, 
and a worksheet to help the LUC work through each decision point. 
 
Zoning Considerations 
The LUC’s next meeting is scheduled for January 25, 2022 at 1:00pm. At this meeting, 
the Committee will be acting as a Special Zoning Committee to consider amendments to 
the zoning ordinance which may help to preserve trees under certain circumstances. If 
time permits on December 15, these concepts will be presented at a high level as an 
introduction. 
 
Tree Protection 
A detailed report from the Engineering & Public Works Department addresses tree 
protection requirements. Because the Village Foresters believe the regulations contained 
in Village Code are sufficient (when coupled with other operational recommendations 
contained in the report), no action is required by the LUC and the report is included for 
informational purposes. Staff does not intend to present on this topic, but the Village 
Foresters will be present to answer any questions or concerns. 
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Meeting Date:  December 15, 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- LUC Meeting #3 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Land Use Committee (LUC) has met in October and November to consider 
amendments to the Village’s tree preservation and protection policies. Through these 
meetings the Committee has determined that the Village’s current preservation policies 
are not adequate to protect the Village’s tree canopy. Accordingly, the LUC will be working 
to draft a revised policy for the Village Board’s consideration. The Committee’s process, 
subject to change, is as follows: 
 
Meeting #1 – October 21, 2021Reviewed available Wilmette-specific tree data 

• Reviewed current Village policy and how the policy is implemented 
• Reviewed for reference purposes the policies in nearby communities 
• Solicited public feedback (at all meetings) 

Meeting #2 – November 16, 2021  
• Determined the LUC’s preferred policy approach 

o The LUC found that the Village’s existing tree canopy coverage policy is not 
sufficient and a new approach is warranted  

Meeting #3 – December 15, 2021 at 10:00am 
• Review specifics of a new policy to provide direction to staff of what should be included in 

a proposed tree preservation ordinance 
 

Meeting #4 – January 25, 2022 at 1:00pm 
• Review draft ordinance and recommend adoption to Village Board 
• Sit as a Special Zoning Committee to consider zoning incentives to preserve trees 

Background 

At the LUC’s November 16 meeting, the goals of a tree preservation policy were 
discussed which include: 
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• Minimize the number of unnecessary removals; 
• When trees are removed; ensure sufficient replacement trees are planted to maintain 

and/or grow the community’s tree canopy over time; and 
• A policy which is: 

o simple and easy to understand; 
o enforceable;  
o reasonable for the property owner; and 
o focused on reforestation not revenue generation. 

At its last meeting, the LUC determined that an “inch-for-inch” tree preservation policy 
would best protect the Village’s robust tree canopy. Such policies are common in the 
Chicago region, and are currently in place in the following communities: 

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

 
In general, the tree preservation policies in these communities are similar to one another 
with replacement trees, or fees in lieu of replacement trees, required for the removal of 
‘protected’ 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 allow the municipality to prohibit the removal of protected 
private property trees in certain circumstances, albeit such denials are rare (typically 
pertaining to the requested removal of large, healthy, desirable trees) and always include 
an appeals process which goes through a commission, zoning board and/or elected 
governing body.  
 
The LUC’s preferred policy approach will meet the Chicago Region Trees Initiative’s Gold 
Standard for tree preservation by protecting trees at all times rather than only during the 
development process. The Gold Standard is recommended for consideration in the 
Village’s Sustainability Plan. 
 
Discussion 

The LUC will consider the following decision points at its December 15, 2021 meeting: 
• Tree removal permits (what constitutes a protected tree) 
• Replacement trees (and fees-in-lieu of replacements) for the removal of protected trees 
• Whether to provide additional protections for desirable trees (defined below) 
• Appropriate penalties for non-compliance with the tree preservation standards 

 
Below is a discussion of each decision point, followed by the framework of a 
comprehensive policy the LUC could work from (page 6) and a worksheet to assist in 
determining the specifics of the tree preservation policy (Attachment #1).  

 
Permits 
Currently, the Village Code requires a permit ($29 fee) for the removal of any tree which 
is 10” diameter at breast height (DBH) or greater (the fee is waived for trees which are 
dead, dying, diseased, or hazardous). The Code does not require any replacement trees 
or fees-in-lieu of replacements for a tree removal. 
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The most important permit question for the LUC to determine is: 
• The size of tree triggering replacement requirements  

 
In the communities considered comparable for the purpose of this tree preservation 
analysis, the average size tree triggering replacement requirements is 9” DBH: 
 

Community Minimum Tree (DBH) 
Winnetka 8” 
Glenview 16” – 20” 
Northbrook 6” 
Lincolnshire 6” 
Lake Forest 10” 
Highland Park 8” 
Kenilworth 8” 
Average 9” 

 
To assist the LUC in its deliberations, Attachment #2 includes pictures of various tree 
sizes. 
 
Ancillary questions for the LUC’s consideration related to permits include: 

• Waiver of permit fees for trees which are dead/dying/diseased/hazardous 
• Waiver of permit fees for trees which are considered invasive1 
• When applicable, should the permit fee be in addition to the replacement requirements  
• Permit fee (two concepts below): 

o Fixed fee  
 Recommendation: $75 
 This fee is based on the estimated cost for the Village to administer the 

permit 
o Variable fee based on the purpose of the removal  

 See Attachment #5 for example from Kenilworth 
 
Replacements 
When a healthy, non-invasive tree is removed, new trees may need to be planted on the 
property. The replacement requirements can take two forms: 

• Option A: Inch-for-inch meaning that for every inch of tree removed, the same 
number of inches must be replanted 

o For example, if 20” DBH is removed, 20“ DBH must be replanted 
 In this scenario, 8 new trees (2.5” caliper) would be required 
 It is unlikely that properties in Wilmette could plant this many trees 

and as such, a fee-in-lieu of plantings would be necessary 
• Option B: New trees planted based on the size of tree removed 

o This strategy is utilized by the Village of Montgomery and City of Highland 
Park 

o The Montgomery replacement schedule is below: 
 

 
1 Invasive species are identified by the State of Illinois in the Exotic Weed Act (Public Act 099-00181) 

https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/publicacts/fulltext.asp?Name=099-0081
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Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

6 – 12” 2 
13 – 29” 4 

30”+ 6 
 

o The Highland Park replacement schedule is below (see Attachment #3 for 
a list of trees in each category): 

Type of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

Protected 2 
Key 3 

Heritage 4 
 

For reference, replacement requirements in nearby communities can be found below: 
Community Replacement Planting 

Requirements 
Fee in Lieu  
of Planting 

Winnetka 1” for 1” $250 per inch DBH 

Glenview 
Variable based on DBH of tree 

removed and tree species 
Class A = $15.00/sq. inch  
Class B = $12.50/sq. inch 
Class C = $7.40/sq. inch 

Northbrook 

Nuisance trees: 1 tree planted for 
each removed 

 
All other trees: 1” for 1” 

$25 per DBH for ‘Nuisance’ tree 
$100 per DBH for ‘Protected’ tree 

$150 per DBH for ‘Key’ tree 
$250 per DBH for ‘Heritage’ tree 

Lincolnshire 
‘Protected’ Trees: 1/3” for 1” 
‘Significant’ Trees: 1” for 1” 
‘Heritage’ Trees: 2” for 1” 

$50 per DBH for ‘Protected’ trees 
$150 per DBH for ‘Significant’ trees 

$300 per DBH for ‘Heritage’ tees  

Lake Forest <25”: 1” for 1” 
>25”: 2” for 1” None; tree planting required 

Highland 
Park 

2 trees per each ‘Protected’ tree 
3 trees per each ‘Key’ tree 

4 trees per each ‘Heritage’ tree 

$600 for ‘Protected’ tree 
$1,350 for ‘Key’ tree 

$2,400 for ‘Heritage’ tree 

Kenilworth Tress under 18” DBH: 1” for 1” 
Trees over 18” DBH:   2” for 1” 

8” – 17”: $200 per DBH 
18”+: $400 per DBH 

 

Other than Lake Forest, which has the advantage of large lots, all other comparable 
ordinances recognize that each property may not be able to plant the number of 
replacement trees required and as an alternative, provide an option to make a payment 
in lieu of plantings which are typically designated to a municipal tree fund to be utilized 
for the purposes of urban forestry management. Based on the above examples, the 
structure of the fee-in-lieu of planting would be determined based on whether the LUC 
recommends Option A (inch-for-inch) or Option B (number of trees). Should the LUC 
prefer Option B, staff recommends that the fee in lieu be based on the approximate cost 
to plant a new tree. 
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Desirable Trees 
A number of tree preservation policies in nearby communities include additional 
protections for trees which are considered desirable compared to other trees. Trees are 
typically considered desirable and warranting additional protections for the following 
reasons: 

• Size: Larger trees receive greater protections; and/or 
• Species: Trees which have added ecological benefits (Oaks as an example) 

Protections based on size of tree, rather than species, is the most simple way to 
administer additional protections. However, this must be weighed against the additional 
value that certain species, such as Oaks, may provide.  

Once the LUC determines which, if any, trees warrant additional protections, the next 
question is what those protections may include. Examples of additional protections are: 

• Greater replacement requirements/fees (example: double the replacements) 
• Prohibit removals, with an appeals process, in certain circumstances (example: trees in 

the required yards may not be removed without a variation process) 
• Combination of the above: greater replacement requirements for trees removed in the 

required yards 

The following is a summary of the additional protection strategies utilized in comparable 
communities. 

Lincolnshire 
Lincolnshire regulates the removal of ‘Heritage’ trees (Oak, Hickory or Walnut 
greater than 20” DBH) in the following circumstances: 
• Any property seeking to remove four or more ‘Heritage’ trees must receive Village 

Board approval 
• A ‘Heritage’ tree may not be removed to construct an unattached amenity 

A ‘Heritage’ tree may not be removed in the required rear yard to create “open space” 
 

Highland Park 
Approval from the Highland Park Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) is required to 
remove any ‘Heritage’ tree. ‘Heritage’ trees are defined as all trees in the following 
genus or species: 
• Oaks greater than or equal to 30" DBH;  
• American Elm greater than or equal to 40" DBH;  
• Hickory greater than or equal to 20" DBH; or  
• Walnut greater than or equal to 30" DBH  

 
Northbrook 
‘Heritage’ trees may only be removed with approval of the Village Board and 
‘Landmark’ trees in the required yards may only be removed with approval of the 
Village Board. Northbrook identifies 4 species as ‘Heritage’ and 16 species as 
‘Landmark’ trees. See Attachment #4 for a complete list. 

 
Kenilworth 
Kenilworth’s tree replacement requirements are triggered based on the size and 
location of tree on the property: 
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• Any tree less than 18” DBH may be removed in the buildable area of a lot without 
replacement 

• Any tree less than 18” DBH removed in the required yards requires replacement 
• Any tree 18” or greater DBH removed in any location on the property requires 

replacement 
 
Penalties 
Penalties are an important component of tree preservation policy in order to ensure 
compliance with the requirements. The Village Code currently provides for the following 
penalties: 

• Private property tree removal without a permit: Maximum $1,500 
• Public right-of-way tree removal without a permit: Maximum $7,500 + value of tree 
• Failure to adequately protect trees during construction: $750 per day, each day the 

violation persists 
 
Comprehensive Policy Example 
 
To help guide the LUC’s discussion on December 15th, staff is presenting a framework 
policy which takes into account all of the above decision points. The framework is based 
upon the previous LUC discussions, including resident input at these meetings, 
components of comparable municipal ordinances, discussions with advocates in 
Wilmette, as well as local developers. 
 
Policy Framework 

Tree permits, at a cost of $75, would be required for the removal of any healthy non-
invasive tree which is 9” or greater in DBH. For healthy non-invasive trees which are 9” 
or greater in DBH, the replacement requirements would be as follows: 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings* 

9 – 11” 1 $500 
12 – 17” 2 $1,000 
18 – 24” 3 $1,500 

25”+ 4 $2,000 
 
*The fee is based on the approximate cost of a newly planted 2.5” caliper tree ($500 per 
tree). The Village Forester should have the flexibility to adjust replacement requirements 
downwards if a tree is in a state of decline but not yet dead/dying. 
 
To encourage reforestation, fees in lieu of plantings would be subject to the approval of 
the Village Manager or designee (fees will be accepted only when the property cannot 
accommodate the new trees). The Village will maintain a list of acceptable new species 
of trees to be planted. The property owner may identify the preferred tree(s) to be planted 
from this list. The Village Manager or designee will have final approval of the tree(s) to be 
planted in order to take into account the unique conditions of the property as well as 
current urban forest best management practices (such as biodiversity, invasive pests, 
etc.). 
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The funds collected from the fees in lieu of plantings would be segregated into a municipal 
tree account for the purposes of urban forest management which includes new tree 
plantings, tree pruning and removal, public education, personnel (for the new Village 
Forester), and incentive programs which may include providing residents trees at no or 
reduced cost to plant on private property as well as incentives to remove invasive species 
such as buckthorn. 
 
Designate trees 25” DBH or larger as ‘Heritage’ Trees and prohibit the removal of 
‘Heritage Trees’ in the required yards as dictated by the Zoning Code (front, side and 
rear). An appeals process would provide the Village Manager or designee the authority 
to conduct an individualized assessment of the property in order to authorize removals in 
the required yards for certain construction hardships (examples: the proximity of the tree 
to the over dig for new foundations or if a tree is located in the middle of a 50’ wide lot in 
the required front yard which does not have alley access). If Village Staff authorizes the 
removal, the replacement requirements and permit fees would be applicable. If Village 
Staff does not authorize the removal, the property owner may appeal the decision to the 
Zoning Board of Appeals with final authority resting with the Village Board. 
 
Clearly delineated penalties need to be in place to encourage compliance with the above 
policy framework. To that end, the following would be added to the Village Code which 
would be in addition to the existing penalties (identified on page 6): 

• For a private property tree removed without a permit, additional fees and costs 
consistent with the fees-in-lieu of plantings may be imposed  

• For failure to plant the required replacement trees, a penalty in an amount up to 
$750 per day 

• For failure to pay a required fee-in-lieu of replacement, which cannot be subject to 
a fine, a late charge in the amount of 10% of the fee for each month the fee remains 
unpaid 

In all circumstances, the Village also retains the ability to deny a Certificate of Occupancy 
(CO) and can deny issuance of future construction permits if a property is not in 
compliance with the Village Code.  

To help facilitate compliance with the ordinance, and to work proactively to save trees 
whenever possible, the new Village Forester will be assigned to the Community 
Development Department. In this role, the Forester would administer all tree removal 
permits, collaborate with developers at the outset of a project to identify opportunities to 
preserve trees, administer the tree preservation ordinance and associated replacement 
requirements, and review and enforce tree protection measures during construction. 
Given the importance of early intervention to preserve trees during development, a permit 
application for demolition, new single-family or large addition should require a tree survey 
submitted by a certified arborist. 
 
Regarding tree protection, the existing Village Code requirements apply to all construction 
projects. However, plan review and proactive enforcement of tree protection for accessory 
structures such as patios, garages, fences, irrigation, outdoor lighting, small additions, 
and recreation/outdoor entertainment projects is not feasible as hundreds of such permits 
are received annually. When accessory permits are approved, the Village can provide 
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public education materials on the proper tree protection measures, and the importance of 
such measures, and offer voluntary inspections when requested by a homeowner. 
 
Budget Impact 
As previously discussed, based on existing staff resources and feedback from nearby 
communities, the tree preservation policy the LUC is considering will require the addition 
of a full-time Village Forester. This is necessary as every tree removal would require an 
inspection to determine whether replacements are required. 
 
The estimated cost of a new Forester is $120,000 (salary and benefits). This would have 
a net impact on the 2022 budget of $90,000 as the newly created full-time code 
enforcement position would instead remain as part-time. In this scenario, the new 
Forester would also be responsible for proactively enforcing tree protection standards 
during construction. 
 
A portion of the personnel cost may be offset by the fees collected from tree removal 
permits and fees in lieu of new tree plantings. 
 
Documents Attached 
1. Worksheet for Key Decision Points 
2. Pictures of Tree Sizes 
3. City of Highland Park Tree Category List 
4. Village of Northbrook Tree Category List 
5. Village of Kenilworth Tree Removal Permit Fee Schedule  
6. Emails from Stakeholders 
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Worksheet of Key Decision Points 
To help the LUC in determining the appropriate policy specifics, the following is a 
worksheet to document each of the ordinance’s key components. 

Permits 

DBH triggering permit/replacement requirements: _____” DBH 

Tree removal permit fee:  Fixed cost or variable 

Tree removal permit fee (if fixed cost):  $_____ 

Tree removal permit fee (if variable): See Attachment #5 for example 

Should fees be waived for dead/hazardous/etc.: Yes or No 

Should fees be waived for invasive removals:  Yes or No 

Should permit fee be in addition to replacements: Yes or No 

Replacement Requirements 

Should replacements be inch-for-inch or # of trees: Inch-for-inch or # of trees 

If replacements are inch-for-inch, what is fee-in-lieu: $_____ per inch removed 

If replacements are # of trees, how many trees:  See tables on p. 6 for example 

If replacements are # of trees, what is fee-in-lieu: See tables on p. 6 for example 

Ability to reduce replacements for declining trees: Yes or No 

How are replacement trees selected:  Village staff or property owner 

Who determines whether fees-in-lieu are acceptable: Village staff or property owner 

Heritage Trees 

Do certain trees require additional protections:  Yes or No; If yes: 

What type of trees require additional protections: Desired species or size or both 

If size is the answer to the above:  _____” DBH triggers protections 

If species is the answer to the above: Oaks, Elm, Hickory, Others 

If both is the answer to the above: _____” DBH for ______  

Attachment #1
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What are the additional protections: 
  

Increased replacement requirements:  Yes or No, If yes, ______ 
  

Prohibit removals     Yes or No, If yes, where/how? 
  
Penalties 
 
Are the existing penalties sufficient: 
  

$1,500 for private tree removal w/out permit:  Yes or No, If no, $_____ 
  

$7,500 + tree value for removal in ROW:  Yes or No, If no, $_____ 
  

$750 per day for tree protection violations: Yes or No, If no, $_____ 
 
Should there be a fine for failure to plant replacements: Yes or No 
  

If yes, how much:     $_____  
 
If a fee-in-lieu of plantings is not paid on time, should 

 
There be a late fee:     Yes or No, If yes, how much___% 

 
If the fee is not paid, should the property be liened: Yes or No 

 
Other 
 
Require a tree survey by arborist for certain permits:  Yes or No 
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Highland Park Tree Species List 

Heritage Tree: Any Tree of the following genera or species: 

All trees in the genus Quercus (Oaks) greater than or equal to 30" DBH; 

Ulmus Americana (American Elm) greater than or equal to 40" DBH; 

All trees in the genus Carya (Hickory) greater than or equal to 20" DBH; or 

All trees in the genus Juglans (Walnut) greater than or equal to 30" DBH 

Key Tree: Any Protected Tree of the following genera or species: 

Acer saccharum (Sugar Maple); 

All trees in the genus Carya (Hickory); 

Taxodium distichum (Bald Cypress); 

Celtis occidentalis (Hackberry); 

Ginkgo biloba (Ginkgo); 

Gymnocladus dioicus (Coffee tree); 

All trees in the genus Juglans (Walnut) 

Pseudotsuga menziesii (Douglas Fir); 

Pinus strobus (White Pine); 

Picea abies (Norway Spruce); 

Quercus velutina (Black Oak); 

Quercus macrocarpa (Burr Oak); 

Quercus alba (White Oak); 

Quercus rubra (Red Oak); or 

Quercus bicolor (Swamp White Oak). 

Protected Tree: 

Any Tree having a diameter of eight inches (8") DBH or larger or having an Aggregate 
Diameter of 15 inches DBH or larger, except any tree in the genera Rhamnus (Buckthorn) or 
Salix (Willow). 

Attachment #3



Village of Northbrook Tree Category List 

Heritage Trees 

• Oaks (30” + DBH)
• Hickories (16”+ DBH)
• Ironwoods (10”+ DBH)
• American Elms (36”+ DBH)

Landmark Trees (12”+ DBH) unless otherwise noted 

• Basswood
• Black Walnut
• Buckeye
• Gingko (make only)
• Hickory (6” DBH)
• Ironwood (6” DBH)
• Kentucky Coffeetree
• Maples (except Silver)
• Oaks (8” DBH)
• White Ash
• Bald Cypress
• Cedars (single stem only)
• Dawn Redwood
• Fir Spruce
• White Pine

Attachment #4



Permit Fee 

Dead, Diseased , or Hazardous Removal Fee No Fee 

Removal Due to Good Forestry Practices (Fee-in-Lieu of Replacement) $326.25 

Healthy Tree Removal w/no other activity $100 

Lot Redevelopment with Demolition $700 

Lot Redevelopment without Demolition $600 

Demolition w/out Replacement Structure $425 

Lot Improvements: 

        House Additions $425 

        Driveways $300 

        Pools,  Tennis Courts and Basketball Courts $350 

        Fences, Sheds and similar Accessory Structures $200 

        Decks and Patios $200 

 Irrigation Systems $200 

Total: 

A Tree Protection Plan may be required for this application. 

Reviewed by:________________________        

Date:_______________________________ 

Notes:___________________________________________________________________________    

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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From: George Hausen
To: Braiman, Michael
Subject: Fwd: Tree Pres. Follow-Up
Date: Thursday, December 2, 2021 7:54:56 PM

 Michael,

Appreciate our conversation today.  I wanted to follow up with an email outlining some of
our conversations and some additional thoughts.  

Even though I know homeowners, not developers remove significantly more trees,
I understand the tree policy could be changing so I believe it's important to define what a
"building pocket" is to help with any potential changes to the ordinances in terms of the
room we need to develop a property.  Say for example a blueprint has a 35' x 50'  structure
on a 50' x 175' lot.  The room needed to excavate is the full 50' on the side yards and an
additional 25' on both ends for over-dig and the size of the backhoe or machine- so the
actual " building pocket "is 50' x 100' with additional room needed for trucks and access.
Most of the properties we develop have the luxury of an alley and street-front allowing us
double access but maybe 20% of the time the only access is the street-front.  My point is
you can't have one ordinance that covers all properties since there are many variables
including required setbacks. For example on a 50' wide lot with no alley and 2 mature
trees in the front yard that could not be removed (with a change in the ordinance),  would
stop the development of that property which would be extremely unfair to the seller of that
property.

Another problem is the engineering department sometimes requires quite a bit of
underground drainage which forces trenching throughout the property affecting all the tree
roots. So trying to solve the drainage problem causes root damage. There certainly is a
drainage problem in Wilmette that the engineering department is trying to fix but there is
no tree canopy problem. ( look at the past and present aerials.)

At the end of the day, the Wilmette tree policy works, and property owners should be able
to choose what trees stay or get removed. 
I would argue 95% of developers and homeowners only remove a tree when it's a problem
to them for whatever reason.  It's extremely frustrating for those of us that pour millions of
dollars into the village coffers to be forced to spend thousands more to please a particular
special interest group.  

Maybe some reasonable monetary contribution to a "tree bank" (?) could be a solution.

Again, appreciate you listening
  George 
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From: Comment, Public
To: Norwood, Karen; Braiman, Michael
Subject: FW: For the Land Use Committee
Date: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 10:59:15 AM

From: marie jones <marie.thourson@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 10:54 AM
To: Comment, Public <publiccomment@wilmette.com>
Subject: For the Land Use Committee

 Dear Members of the Land Use Committee,
I was unable to stay for the public comment session two weeks ago, but wanted to share a few

thoughts specifically on trees lost and replaced when large new buildings are approved.
As background, I have lived at 1058 Linden for almost 35 years. We are in an R2 district. The

Linden alley backs onto the commercial block of Greenleaf, zoned VC. West over the tracks is Green
Bay Road and the Jewel-Osco. A half clock south on Poplar is the Citadel Nursing Home grandfathered
into the R2 neighborhood. We have seen a lot of development proposals in this area over three decades
and groups of neighbors have raised objections against developments that seem out of character with
Wilmette. I am concerned about how large projects will be evaluated in the future.

With regard to tree coverage:

- The Village should make sure that it has the tools to insist that developers contribute to
the green ambiance of Wilmette. The Village has done so in past projects, often in exchange
for  variances sought by builders. Tree replacement should instead be a requirement.

- The Village should have stronger tools to insist on adequate replacement of failed trees
on commercial or multifamily properties.

To illustrate my first point, here are three examples of projects where the developers worked
with the Village and did plant trees:

The condominium building at 1107 Greenleaf (Kashian Bros). Two large oaks were felled to
erect this large building. At the Village’s insistence, the developer planted 4 lindens along the parkway.
They also planted three honey locusts in the rear to provide some screening for the neighbors.

When the Jewel was built, part of the agreement was that a now-tall row of evergreens be
planted to screen the property from neighbors to the west. The company also planted trees in the
parking lot, on Linden, and on GBR.

Ten or fifteen years ago, the nursing home on Poplar was given permission to build a small
parking lot south across the alley from the building. In return, they were required to plant trees and they
did so. I counted eight or nine including at least one oak.

And here’s one case that I regard as a failure. The large brown brick residential building at 1121
Greenleaf was erected on the site of a very early farmhouse and its extensive lawns. There was one large
oak along with smaller bushes and trees. Apparently, the zoning laws have become looser, because this
building was able to gain approval without a height variance or other concessions. The builder planted a
lone tree on the parkway and some scrubby bushes squeezed in along the edges of the massive asphalt
apron in the rear. There is no softening of this bulk for neighbors in the R2 district.

I don’t know what happened such that the Village was able to get developers to plant trees for
several projects, but then suddenly wasn’t. Perhaps the developer of 1121 paid to plant trees elsewhere
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in the Village, whereas the real need is right here, where we have lost green ambiance. Whatever led to
this minimal “greening” worries me because there are other properties along that block of Greenleaf
that might be the subject of development in the coming years. It would be a shame to lose more large
trees and get a mere token in return. The tools by which the Village can insist on tree-planting should be
strengthened.

 
A second, related concern is that trees planted as part of a building’s approval should be “in

perpetuity,” which is to say they must be replaced by equivalent trees if they die or are removed. Three
of the trees in front of Kashian died and only two have been replaced, not by equivalents. What will
happen if the screening trees in back die? Or consider the Jewel-Osco. The birches on the north side of
Linden were in a very sorry state this past summer. Will they be replaced if they die?

When developers bring their proposals to the Village, the drawings are usually peppered with
attractive trees and other landscaping. The landscaping pictured should be treated by the Village as
equally permanent as the building proposed. Large projects take advantage of the green ambiance of the
Village in their marketing, an ambiance that is proudly paid for and maintained by the citizens of
Wilmette. Developers (and successor owners) should be expected to contribute to that green ambiance
as well as profiting from it.
 
Sincerely,
Marie Jones 
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Meeting Date:  December 15, 2021 
 
To:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 
From:  John Adler, Director of Community Development 
  Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Subject:  Tree Preservation- LUC Meeting #3 – Zoning Discussion 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
As part of the Land Use Committee’s review of the Village’s tree preservation policies, 
staff was asked to consider whether expedited zoning relief may be a way to retain trees 
in certain circumstances. Experience suggests that the following zoning requirements 
may have inadvertently led to tree removals: 
 

1) Required rear yard setback 
2) Required interior side yard setback 
3) Side yard adjoining a street setback requirement 
4) Front Yard setback requirement 
5) Requirement for two enclosed parking spaces  

 
To help explain how the above regulations may impact tree preservation, it is helpful to 
understand certain Village single family zoning requirements. The impactful zoning 
requirements for single-family lots are:  
 

1) Required rear yard setback: 20% of lot depth - minimum requirement varies by 
district. 
 

2) Required interior side yard setback: 10% of lot width - minimum requirement varies 
by district. Required combined side yard setback: 25% of lot width - minimum 
requirement varies by district. 
 

3) Required side yard adjoining a street setback:  30% of lot width (9’ minimum and 
25’ maximum in the R1 districts, and 15’ minimum and 30’ maximum in the R 
districts).  
 

4) Required front yard setback: 18’, 25’ or 40’ or greater if established – minimum 
requirement varies by district. 
 

5) Requirement that a single-family property have two enclosed parking spaces. 
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The above required yards create a buildable area in which a single-family house can be 
built (see site plan image on page 3). Accessory structures such as garages, sheds, 
swimming pools, and sport courts are all permitted in required rear yard. Structures in the 
required yards are further limited by the amount of impervious surface that can be built in 
them. These amounts range from 30% in the required front and side yard adjoining a 
street yards, to 60% in the required interior side and rear yards. The required rear yard 
has additional impervious surface and setback requirements based on the proposed 
structure(s). 
 
Required Setback Impact – Rear and Interior Side Yards 
 
Detached garages are permitted in the required rear yard but there are several limits on 
their size. They are permitted to be as close as 3’ to the interior side and rear lot lines as 
long as the garage is located entirely in the required rear yard. Once the garage is no 
longer in the required rear yard, the interior side yard setback needs to meet the minimum 
required interior side yard setback outlined above. On occasion, trees located along the 
rear property line have made it difficult to locate a garage entirely in the required rear yard 
without removing the tree. Because moving the garage into the buildable area results in 
a greater interior side yard setback, possibly 3’ versus 5’ to 10’, developers are reluctant 
to take up more of the usable rear yard with the garage structure.  
 
Required Setback Impact – Side Yard Adjoining a Street 
 
Because the side yard adjoining a street is typically three (3) times as large as an interior 
side yard, there have been occasions were allowing a structure to encroach into the 
required side yard adjoining a street may have saved a tree. One such occasion was a 
new house on the 700 block of Laurel where the 18’ side yard adjoining a street setback 
caused the house as designed to maintain the minimum 6’ interior side yard setback. It is 
possible if the house was moved into the required side yard adjoining a street, thereby 
increasing the proposed 6’ interior side yard setback on the other side, a desirable tree 
may have been able to be saved. While the developer indicated a willingness to move the 
house, they were concerned about the timing and uncertainty of the variation process. 
 
Required Setback Impact – Front Yard 
 
A required front yard setback can impact tree preservation similar to a side yard adjoining 
a street setback. For example, if a desirable tree is located to the rear of the buildable 
area, adjacent to the required rear yard, allowing a new home to encroach into the 
required front yard may allow that tree to be preserved. Because front yard setbacks are 
a big part of the character of many Wilmette neighborhoods, the review of any 
encroachment into a front yard must take this into account. 
 
Enclosed Parking Impact 
 
The Village requires new or significantly expanded single-family homes to have two 
enclosed parking spaces. There has been at least one occasion where the requiring of 
the second enclosed space required the removal of a desirable tree. Allowing for only one 
enclosed space would potentially reduce coverage and save desirable trees. 
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Staff can recall approximately six (6) occasions where zoning flexibility may have saved 
a desirable tree. That said, there are most likely many other instances that were never 
brought to staff’s attention. If the Committee is open to considering an administrative 
(expedited) zoning relief process to preserve trees, staff will draft language allowing for 
limited zoning relief. To ensure the process is successful at savings trees while balancing 
the impact on the neighbors, any administrative process would need to include notice to 
adjacent properties and include the Village Forester early in the design process. 
 
Any changes to the Zoning Ordinance are required to be reviewed through the Special 
Zoning Committee (SZC) process; the Land Use Committee was designated an SZC for 
the purposes of this review at the November 23, 2021 Village Board meeting. The SZC 
must hold a public hearing to consider changes to the Zoning Code and the next meeting 
scheduled for January 25, 2021 at 1:00pm will include a public hearing.  
 

Diagram of Required Yards 
 

Drawing is not to scale 
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MEETING DATE: December 15, 2021 
 
TO:   Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
   
FROM:   Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
   Kevin Sorby, Village Forester 
   Rob Wasley, Village Forester  
   
RE:       Review of ANSI A300 Standards- Tree Protection During Construction 

 
The American National Standards Institute (ANSI), in collaboration with the Tree Care 
Industry Association, Inc. (TCIA), has developed standards for Management of Trees and 
Shrubs During Site Planning, Site Development and Construction (A300 Part 5 – REV 2019). 
The standards include recommended best management practices for tree protection during 
construction. 

The key tenet of the A300 Standards recommends incorporating oversight from a 
professional arborist throughout all phases of development, including, planning, design, pre-
construction, construction, landscaping, and post construction. Each phase provides equal 
opportunity for input/oversight which collectively plays an integral role in tree preservation.  

The standard cites the highest levels of success occurs when professional arborists are 
brought in early in the development process to share their expertise and consulted 
throughout all phases of the project. Denote below is a summary of the desired outcomes 
associated with each phase of construction (beginning with the planning phase).  

In brief, the Village’s current code requirements are sufficient when compared against the 
ANSI A300 standards for management of trees during construction. Many of the 
recommendations identified in the standards are currently being addressed and any areas 
deemed deficient should be satisfactorily addressed with outcomes from the Village’s 
comprehensive review of its existing tree preservation ordinance which includes hiring of 
one additional staff member (Village Forester).  
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Planning Phase 

The standard recommends an arborist conduct a tree resource (or inventory) for the site, 
includes, tree species, size (dbh), condition and tree risk assessments. All trees are defined 
and evaluated to ensure the most suitable trees are retained which dramatically increases 
the chances of long-term tree preservation successes. Young, medium-age trees respond 
better to construction stresses (best candidates for preservation) vs. overmature trees.  

Likewise, healthy trees are more desirable for tree preservation vs. unhealthy trees. 
Unhealthy trees have limited capacity to endure stresses associated with construction and 
recover. The tree resource should also denote tree species tolerance to construction 
damage; however, tolerance can vary based on existing tree health, soil quality, pests, 
previous injuries, and time of year site disturbances occur.  

Lastly, the standard recommends an arborist conduct risk assessments for trees that are or 
will be near significant targets (e.g., people, property, or activities that could be injured, 
damaged, or disrupted by a tree failure). The likelihood or impact and consequences need 
to be taken into consideration for multiple scenarios (e.g., current targets, with targets 
present during construction and with targets after construction).  

Does the Village comply? 

As part of Submittal of the Grading and Drainage Plan, applicants are required to submit a 
tree inventory of the site and identify protected trees (10” diameter and greater) as part of 
the canopy coverage requirement. Protected trees may be included or omitted depending 
on canopy coverage calculations for the property. The tree inventory may or may not be 
performed by a certified arborist and includes the tree species, size, and location. Tree 
health and risk assessments are not included. Parkway trees are always protected 
regardless of canopy coverage. 

Design Phase 

The tree resource should be used in the design phase to locate the building or infrastructure 
where the least impact on trees will occur and the most desirable trees will be preserved.  

Decisions about the location, size, and shape of the building and other infrastructure should 
be documented on a site plan. The arborist can make recommendations for which trees 
should be retained, removed, transplanted, or protected based on information presented on 
the site plan and tree resource (or tree inventory).  

More specific, the site plan should denote which trees are most suitable for preservation and 
which trees should be removed due to expected damage caused by construction of the 
building, infrastructure, and other onsite activities.  

As part of design phase, it’s recommended the arborist consider and make 
recommendations for the following: 



• Trees which are worthy of transplanting and possible relocation. 
• Construction access, including ingress and egress. 
• On-site parking for construction and personal vehicles. 
• Space for operation and maintenance of construction equipment 
• Utility and drainage corridors, including stormwater management systems, gas, 

electric, communications, and sewer/water lines. 
• Grade changes and excavations. 
• Storage for excavation spoils. 
• Above ground vertical space for aerial equipment activity. 
• Space for temporary buildings (e.g., office, tools, and supply storage). 
• Restricting access to undisturbed areas of the future landscape. 
• Material staging and storage. 
• Fueling and mixing area. 
• Washout areas for concrete trucks. 
• Debris piles or burn pits. 
• Sediment control (silt barriers) installation. 

Recommendations and feedback from the above referenced gets incorporated into the Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCP) as part of the site plan review. The TCP includes the following: 

• Comprehensive tree protection plans, including important instructions, 
recommendations, prohibited activities, and follow-up care. 

• A list of trees to be retained and their locations. 
• Trees to be transplanted. 
• Tree Protection Zones (TPZ) established and barrier specifications. 
• Soil compaction controls specified for use within TPZ areas when entry is required. 

Does the Village comply? 

Much of the above referenced recommendations are reviewed by staff as part of the 
following: Site Plan Review, Site Development Plan and Grading and Drainage Plans. The 
Village utilizes critical root zones (RRZ) which are analogous to Tree Protection Zones 
(TPZ). However, professional arborists do not provide comment on location and/or size of 
building or infrastructure around trees to mitigate damage and/or provide comment on most 
desirable trees on property for tree preservation.  

Pre-Construction Phase 

This phase occurs between the planning and construction phases and requires an onsite 
meeting with the builder to review and inspect the following: installation of TPZ barriers 
around retained trees with notification signage affixed, trunk protection installation around 
retained trees (where applicable), prescribed root pruning completed (where applicable), 
directional boring in lieu of open trenching for utilities, review of soil cuts, soil fills, and grade 
changes, etc. 

 



Does the Village comply? 

The Village Foresters schedule an onsite meeting with applicant prior to issuance of demo 
permit. Tree protection measures for public and private trees are reviewed/approved as part 
of permit sign-off. Canopy coverage tree protection triggers may or may not be available at 
time of demolition permit approval and there isn’t a second onsite meeting scheduled to 
review tree protection for canopy coverage. 

Construction Phase 

This phase entails routine site inspections (weekly) to maintain the integrity of the TPZ areas 
and prevent damage. The standard recommends tree damage and violations be reported 
through a pre-established chain of command and corrected as soon as possible.   

Tree monitoring should carry over into landscape installation as injury may occur with final 
grading, trenching for irrigation, outdoor lighting and/or plant material installation. Soil in the 
TPZ areas is often roto-tilled, compacted with a lawn roller, planted to turf, and rolled again. 
This process can be very damaging to tree roots and should be minimized or prohibited 
within the TPZ areas.  

Does the Village comply? 

The Village Foresters respond to complaints at construction sites and work with contractor 
to achieve compliance. Pro-active, weekly inspections do not occur.  

Post Construction 

Once construction and landscaping are complete, the TPZ barriers (fencing) may be 
removed. Under this phase, tree health and structure should be re-evaluated to determine if 
any changes have occurred during the construction process. If changes are detected, 
mitigation treatments should be recommended and implemented.  

Does the Village comply? 

There are no post construction tree health/risk assessments conducted by the Village 
Foresters.  

How does construction activities impact trees? 

To identify, prescribe and establish suitable tree protection measures it’s important to 
understand how trees can be damaged throughout the construction process. The A300 
standards references the following activities which cause tree damage: 

Root Cutting or Damage 

A tree’s root system is extensive and asymmetric which makes it difficult to know the exact 
location and depth. Most roots can be found within the top two feet of the soil surface and 
spread out one to three times (1-3X) the width of the canopy. Roots can be readily damaged 



from excavation equipment (grade changes), trenching equipment (utilities installation), 
burning and burial of debris, adding fill soil over roots, altering water tables, water movement 
and drainage patterns. 

Soil Compaction 

Can be the result of vehicle and equipment traffic (foot traffic to lesser extent). The severity 
depends on the force per area unit applied to soil, frequency of application, surface cover, 
soil texture, and soil moisture content. For example, highly susceptible soils include clay or 
loam texture, high moisture content and low levels of organic matter. Less susceptible 
include dry or frozen, coarse texture soils which are high in organic matter. Under most 
circumstances, adverse impacts from severe soil compaction are irreversible.  

Injury to trunk, major roots, and canopy 

This can be the result of mechanical injury caused by equipment used for land clearing, 
grading, construction material delivery, and landscaping. Physical damage results in bark 
and water/nutrient conducting tissue injuries. When damaged, the capacity of the tree to 
transport water, nutrients, carbohydrates, and signaling compounds is reduced. Likewise, 
insects are attracted to wounds and barriers to pathogen entry are compromised, making 
the injured tree susceptible to future structural and health concerns.  

Heat Damage 

Foliage, branches, trunks, and some roots can be injured by burning debris near trees or by 
hot exhaust from construction equipment. Covering foliage with transparent plastic sheeting 
can also result in foliar burn during sunny conditions.  

Chemical Damage 

Certain chemicals, such as cleaning solvents, paint thinners, and petroleum products (gas 
and oil) may be lethal to the foliage and roots of trees. These types of injuries are rarely 
correctable, and place added stress on the tree. Furthermore, contaminated water or runoff 
from concrete trucks or other equipment can alter soil chemistry (pH levels) and cause root 
damage or disruption in nutrient uptake.  

Trunk Flare or Root Collar Damage 

Damage occurs whenever soil or debris is placed against the trunk or over the buttress roots 
which promotes the development of certain root disease pathogens, insect pests, and 
encourages stem-girdling roots.   

Recommended Tree Protection Measures 

Given the above referenced damaging agents, the following recommended tree protection 
measures can be used to mitigate tree damage per ANSI A300 Standards. 

Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) -Dimensions 



Recommended practice: establish tree protection barrier over the tree’s critical root zone to 
protect the root system from construction damage (root cutting, root damage and soil 
compaction). The critical root zone or radius extends out a multiple factor of 0.50 to 1.50 
(dbh) depending on tree species tolerance to construction damage and age. For example, 
a young tree, tolerant of construction damage will trend closer to a multiple factor of 0.50 
(10” dbh = 5’ radius) whereas a mature tree, intolerant of construction will trend closer to a 
multiple factor of 1.50 (30” dbh = 45” radius). Where applicable, enlarging one side of the 
TPZ over the other may be beneficial as root systems are unknown and asymmetric.  

As a cautionary note, excurrent trees (evergreens), those with small, suppressed, or 
asymmetric crowns or leaning trunks and trees with irregular rooting areas introduce 
complexity in determining the TPZ or critical root zone because the canopy drip line may not 
incorporate or capture an adequate amount of the root zone for successful preservation.  

Barrier or Fencing Materials for TPZ 

Materials used should be sturdy, durable, and highly visible (chain link, wire mesh or wooden 
fence). Fencing material solidly anchored with 4-6’ tall posts. Plastic fencing material is not 
recommended as it can be easily moved. All fencing material should have signage affixed 
which denotes contact information, ‘entry prohibited without prior authorization’, cite Village 
Code and penalties, use language applicable for construction site.   

Soil Compaction Controls within TPZ 

Utilize soil compaction controls for use within TPZ when entry required. If foot or vehicle 
traffic or construction activities cannot be kept outside of the TPZ for the entire duration of 
construction, actions can be taken to 1) disperse the load and 2) minimize soil compaction 
and mechanical root damage.  

Soil compaction controls include: 

• Applying 6-12” of woodchips/mulch to the TPZ compromised area. 
• Laying ¾ minimum thickness plywood, beams, commercial logging, or road mats 

over 4” + inch thickness woodchips/mulch layer. 
• Applying 4-6“of gravel over a taut, staked, geotextile fabric layer (least preferred) 
• Any layer exceeding 4” thickness should be removed from the TPZ once threat of 

soil or root damage has passed. 
• Any removal or spreading of woodchips/mulch materials should be done manually to 

protect soil.  

Trunk Protection 

Includes measures to protect trunk and root flare or buttress roots from mechanical damage. 
Erect wooden planks around trunk (angled to flare out from base of tree), preferably on a 
closed-cell foam pad. Utilize straps or wires to bind the planks in place. Do not use fasteners 
driven into tree. Secure wooden planks with appropriate spacing to allow for tree growth.  



Root Pruning 

Defined as the process of cleanly cutting roots prior to mechanical excavation to minimize 
damage to the tree’s roots system. The standard denotes root pruning and root damage 
from excavation can cause great harm to a tree, especially if structural roots are affected. 
Damage to these roots can reduce tree health and/or structural stability.  

Recommended best management practices include: 

• Any root greater than 1.00” diameter should be pruned rather than left torn or crushed. 
• Cutting through the soil along a predetermined line on the surface using a tool 

specially designed to cut roots (Dosko or Vermeer Root Pruner). 
• Utilize air and water excavation tools to expose roots for proper pruning cuts and/or 

for rerouting utilities.  
• Root pruning after a trencher, excavator, or backhoe has torn or crushed roots is the 

least preferred method; however, if it occurs, it is better to prune the damaged ends 
than to leave unattended.  

• Root pruning cuts outside the drip line of a tree rarely causes permanent damage. 
• For some tree species, health and stability will not be immediately affected if one 

linear cut is made more than three times the trunk diameter away from trunk. 
• For some tree species, tree stability is comprised when cuts are made within a 

distance equating to three times (3X) the trunk diameter.  
• For most tree species, when roots are cut closer than one to one and a half (1.0 to 

1.50) the diameter (dbh) distance from trunk, a serious reduction in stability can occur 
and long-term health and survival will be impacted.  

Auger or Boring 

This activity should be set-up outside the tree’s drip line as the operation requires an 
excavation hole or pit to stage and set boring equipment. Excavation (auger or boring) 
should be performed under root depth or 2-3 feet below ground surface. Alternatively, boring 
may be accomplished by digging a trench on both sides of a tree with traditional equipment 
until roots of 1-inch in diameter are encountered.  See table below denoting minimum 
thresholds for auger/boring per ANSI A300 Standards.  

Tree Diameter 
(dbh) 

Min. Offset Distance from 
Trunk (feet) 

Min. Length of Bore Hole 
(feet) 

2 1 2 
3 2 3 
5 5 5 

10 8 10 
15 12 15 
20 15 20 

 
Soil Cuts 



If lowering soil grade, can construct island around tree, extend to fullest extent of TPZ as 
possible. Severe grade changes can be addressed with retaining walls. 

Soil Fills 

Keep away from trunk as far as possible and to least thickness as possible. If fill soil within 
the TPZ will be more than two or three feet, it is often better to construct a retaining wall 
around the tree, called a tree well. The minimum radius of the tree well should be three times 
(3X) the tree diameter (dbh). 

Overall, are the Village’s tree protection standards adequate and comply with 
recommendations outlined in the ANSI A300 standards? 

Yes, the Village’s tree protection standards align closer with recommendations outlined in 
the ANSI A300 standards. The Village defines Tree Protection Zones (TPZ) as the critical 
root zone (CRZ) with a protection area radius equal to one-foot for each one-inch in diameter 
(or ratio of 1.00). This falls in line with recommendations outlined in the ANSI A300 
standards, which provides a ratio range of 0.50 to 1.50 depending on the tree’s health, age, 
and tolerance to construction damage. The Director of Engineering and Public Works also 
has authority to modify and prescribe additional tree protection measures to permit access 
within the CRZ area with inclusion of surface barriers (aka. soil compaction controls) such 
as plywood/mulch layers. The Village Engineer may also impose reasonable conditions, or 
modifications to, the methods or techniques proposed excavation, trenching, foundation 
construction or other land disturbing activities to prevent or mitigate such adverse impacts 
on trees, such as, root pruning and directional boring of utilities.  

For background reference, denoted below is an outline of the Village Code with references 
to tree protection for public and private trees.  

Chapter 8 – Housing and Building Regulations 

• Article V – Regulation of Land Disturbing Activities 
o Division 4 -Permit Application Procedures 

 Sec 8-210 Site Grading and Drainage Plan (may include the following) 
• Location of the proposed areas of excavation, fill, storage, and 

disposal of earth materials, … 
• Location and identification of existing vegetation, proposed 

vegetation to be placed onsite, and vegetation to be removed 
from the site … 

• Location of existing and proposed buildings and structures, … 
• Location of soil storage 

 Submittal of Site Grading and Drainage Plan 
• Canopy coverage calculations (35% minimum requirement) 
• Identify trees to be protected on property, parkway, and 

neighboring property 
• Identify plant materials for deficiency (where applicable) 



• Show the location, species, and size of each such tree and the 
tree protection measures throughout the course of construction 
in order to prevent damage to the tree or compaction of its critical 
root zone (CRZ) in conformance of Article XII of this Chapter (8). 

 Submission of Additional Data 
• 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 

• The Village Engineer may impose reasonable conditions on, or 
modifications to, the methods or techniques 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 
 

• Article XI – Site Development and Maintenance 
o Sec 8-410 Requirements 
o Sec -8-411 Site Maintenance and Repair Requirements 

 Includes tree protection measures for all parkway trees, and any 
applicable measures for trees located on private property 

• Utilize critical root zone (CRZ) or one-foot radius for each one-
inch in diameter to establish protected area for each tree 

 Identify routes for ingress and egress to the construction site 
 Denote proposed locations for storage of materials 

 
• Article XII – Tree Protection During Construction 

o Sec 8-442 General Regulation 
 Except as otherwise prohibited or as authorized by the Director of 

Community Development, all protected trees located on private 
property, where construction work is occurring pursuant to a Building 
Permit issued under this chapter, shall be protected from damage by 
means of the requirements stated herein. 
 

o Sec 8-444 Tree Protection Requirements 
 All private trees on private property shall be protected with temporary 

fencing placed along critical root zone (CRZ) 
 CRZ defined as one-foot radius for each one-inch in diameter 



 Protected tree as defined as minimum 10” diameter (dbh) 
 Protected with fencing barrier (plastic, wood, or metal) to extent of CRZ 

with posts on three-foot centers 
 Construction materials not to be stored within the CRZ or stored in a 

fashion diverting flow toward protected trees 
 Director of Engineering shall have the authority to modify requirements 

herein, including requiring a surface barrier such as plywood/mulch be 
placed on those areas unprotected by fencing 

Chapter 20 – Public Ways 

• Article VII -Trees and Shrubs on Public Property 
o Sec 20-180 Tree Protection 

 No person, firm, corporation, or utility company shall excavate any 
ditches, tunnels or trenches or construct any driveway, within the public 
right of way, without first obtaining a Right-of-Way Permit as provided 
in article I of this chapter. Tree protection measures may be required as 
a condition of obtaining this permit 
 

 All trees on any public right of way near any excavation, construction or 
any structure, or street construction, repair, or improvement, shall be 
protected by erecting a highly visible physical barrier around each tree 
so as to avoid all injury to the trunk, crown, and root areas of the tree; 
and all building material, dirt, soil, or other debris shall be kept outside 
a radius as specified by the Director of Engineering and Public Works 
from any tree on the public right-of-way. Protective barriers shall mean 
snow fencing or similar material, not single strand wire or plastic 
flagging. 
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