
                                  
 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
of the  

Land Use Committee/Special Zoning Committee 
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 at 1:00 P.M.  

Village Hall Council Chambers 
1200 Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois 

 
AGENDA 
 

I. Call to Order and Roll Call 
 

II. Approval of Minutes 
 
Minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting of December 15 2021 
 

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

IV. Public Hearing for Zoning Amendments as it Relates to Tree Preservation  
 

V. New Business 
 
VI. Public Comment1 

 
VII. 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 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 2021 
10 A.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 10:00 a.m. 
 
II. Approval of the meeting minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting of November 

16, 2021. 
 
 Trustee Dodd moved to approve the minutes from the meeting of November 16, 2021.  The 

motion was seconded by Trustee Kennedy.  Voting yes:  Trustees Kennedy, Dodd and Chair 
Barrow.   Voting no:  none.  The motion carried. 

 
III. Continue Discussion of the Village of Wilmette’s Tree Preservation Policies. 
 
 Chair Barrow began with a recap of the first two meetings about tree preservation policies, 

stating those meetings resulted in the decision to recommend the “inch for inch” approach 
to tree preservation rather than the current “tree canopy” approach.  He said today’s meeting 
would be about the finer details within the policy.  He thanked all the residents for their 
feedback as well as the Village Foresters and staff.  He thanked Village Manager Mike 
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Braiman for his hours of research and review of tree preservation policies and best 
practices.   

 
 Village Manager Mike Braiman gave a presentation on the Village’s goals for their Tree 

Preservation Policy, which is aimed at minimizing the number of unnecessary removals 
and ensuring sufficient replacement requirements to maintain and/or grow the community’s 
tree canopy.  He said the policy will need to be easy to understand, implement and enforce.  
He also stated this is about reforestation and not revenue generation. 

 
 Mr. Braiman then discussed the areas the Committee would need to work through:  size 

tree that triggers the permit and the replacement requirements; tree replacement/fee 
calculations; types of trees that are highly desired and ones that warrant additional 
protections and penalties for non-compliance.   

 
 He discussed tree permits and showed a table depicting similar community minimum tree 

sizes that trigger replacement.  He also said other decision points would center on setting 
the fees and replacement costs as well as determining if fee waivers are appropriate in 
certain situations.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said that in the table, it appears Glenview is an outlier with their 16-20” 

range which puts the average for the communities listed at 9”.  She said if you utilize the 
mean, it is actually closer to 6 or 7”.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred and said she prefers to use the mean. 
 
 Trustee Barrow said he favors the 6” approach because it is the Chicago’s Region Tree 

Initiative (CRTI) standard which has been incorporated in our Sustainability Plan.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy agreed and said it is also consistent with some of our surrounding 

neighbors. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she is not comfortable with 6”.  She said she understands the 

Sustainability Plan calls for this measurement; however, the Sustainability Plan is a 
guideline, and the Board is not obligated to follow every suggestion.  She said she wanted 
to be sure everyone understood that.  She said the goals of this project are very important, 
and the feedback she has received is that people are not upset when a 6” tree is removed; it 
is the removal of large Oaks and other heritage trees that is an issue. She added that our 
closest neighbors are at a measurement higher than 6”, which is an issue raised in her 
discussions with landscapers and architects.  She concluded by stating protecting the 
canopy is the most important aspect of this project, and we should devote staff time to this.  
She said she feels that using a baseline line measurement of 9” is more practical for this 
purpose. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy asked if the Foresters would be going out to assess the trees for every 

permit. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said he believed this would be necessary and asked the Village Foresters to 

weigh in.  He also said that currently, the ordinance stipulates when a fee waiver is 
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requested, a Forester must examine a tree for removal to determine if it is dead, dying or 
diseased.  He said this is the bulk of our tree removal permits and feels that number will 
grow significantly if we go to 6”.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said for the sake of these discussions, we should assume that a Forester will 

be required to review every tree removal permit and to consider the costs associated with 
this. 

 
 Trustee Barrow said whether we set the number at 6” or another number, that is not going 

to change how we feel about replacing the huge, heritage trees.  He said education will be 
critical going forward no matter what we do.  He said if we set the number to 6” and find 
the Foresters are spending far too much time reviewing smaller trees like this and it takes 
them away from other critical tasks, the matter can be reviewed and possibly changed.  He 
said he would rather begin at a more protective point and become more liberal if necessary 
instead of starting liberally and then trying to restrict in the future.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said she does not believe there will be complete agreement.  She said if we 

look at the historical data regarding removals, the largest tree sizes being removed were 10 
to 18”.  She said we can assume that the removals are happening in the smaller tree size 
range. She also said that the proposed changes to our policy would make the permit process 
burdensome, as there would be an inspection required for every tree which takes time. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred but said she does not believe it has to work this way.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said she did not feel like the process was clear. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said for the smaller trees he does not necessarily assume it will be a certified 

arborist managing that process.  He said it could be a landscaper or resident.  He asked the 
Foresters to discuss the current process.  He also said the current trigger for a forester to 
review the application is the waiver of fee request. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said currently, if we have a tree removal permit for a 6” tree there is a review. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said no, it is only if the fee is requested to be waived. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred.   
 
 Kevin Sorby, Village Forester, said typically the resident or an arborist will reach out stating 

they have a dead or diseased tree, and the Foresters will go out to take a look.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said based on feedback, replanting is the desired outcome and not a fee in lieu.  

He said in doing so he believes it will be necessary for a Forester to go out and review the 
site to determine if a tree can be replanted on the property.  He said if we are going to 
enforce the ordinance as envisioned, we will be visiting many sites. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said 80% of the trees being removed are due to disease, death, storm damage, 

etc., and there is a fee waiver with those, so we can assume they are already requiring a 
review by a Forester. 
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 Trustee Kennedy said she proposes that we shift the burden to the homeowner and require 

them to get a landscaper or certified arborist’s report.  She said we could also require proof 
that they have replanted a tree.  She said she wants to avoid too much involvement in what 
people are doing on their private property while making it less onerous for staff.  She said 
for smaller trees, we can choose to trust what our residents report. 

 
 Trustee Barrow asked what kind of engagement our neighboring communities have in 

similar situations. 
 
 Rob Wasley, Village Forester, said Winnetka does review all tree removal permits. 
 
 Trustee Dodd asked if most residents bring a landscaper or arborist report with them when 

they apply for a permit or do they expect Village staff to do that.  She also asked if the 
Committee felt comfortable utilizing a landscaper for this task or do they want to require 
an arborist. 

 
 Mr. Wasley said it is a mixture.  He said it depends on the individual homeowner and the 

type of tree being removed.  He said the Village gets calls to assess the health of trees; 
however, unless the tree is a hazard, they are instructed to get their own professional. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said his personal experience in Northbrook has been that an arborist from the 

Village came out to inspect the trees just as in Winnetka.  He said he thinks this is the 
expected process to enforce the ordinance.  He said for smaller trees, it is possible to do as 
Trustee Kennedy has suggested.   

 
 Mr. Wasley said currently our permit is for trees more than 10” in diameter so we are not 

tracking data on trees of smaller size.  He said we get questions about this regularly.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said trusting our community is important.  She said education is a crucial 

component.  She suggested requiring a permit for trees of 6-10” or whatever threshold we 
set so data can be tracked.  She said we could make that a process whereby the resident 
pays a fee and receives educational materials about protecting trees, and then we trust the 
resident to do the right thing.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we should not just “trust,” but should discuss the threshold diameters.  

She said for smaller trees if you tell people they cannot remove them unless they are 
hazardous and those trees need to be replaced, this is not an onerous requirement.  She said 
she does not think we need to have the arborists review the health of the tree and its 
replacement in these situations.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said if they request a fee waiver, we need to go out.  She asked Trustee 

Kennedy if she is proposing residents may take down a smaller tree at their own discretion 
with no formal review from the Village. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy answered affirmatively.  She said we will trust the resident’s 

representation on the smaller trees. 
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 Trustee Dodd asked if we were requiring a review currently just to collect data. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said that is part of it, but she thinks it is more to fund the program to cover 

the costs of the permitting process. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said in this scenario, we may want to scale our permit fees to cover our costs.  

He said the proposed $75 fee is meant to cover the cost of processing the permit and for the 
arborist to go out and assess the tree.  He said on a smaller tree, if we are not going to 
require an arborist’s assessment, keeping the fee where we are now makes sense. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she thinks most of the residents are honest, and she does not want to 

imply there is a regime in place that double checks or questions the word of its residents, 
particularly for the smaller trees. 

  
 Trustee Dodd said we are requiring replacement but are not monitoring replacement. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said if we are requiring replacement but not managing enforcement, it will be 

haphazard enforcement, which may create an expectation within the community that the 
Village can treat each case differently.  He said if we encourage plantings or provide trees 
at not cost to these cases, that may work better. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she feels there are ways to work around the enforcement 

administratively.  She said there are many ways for residents to submit proof that they have 
purchased a new tree. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said this will be a lot of work for staff.  She asked if we want to create this 

process around 6-9” trees.  She suggested requiring no permit for trees of this size. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said the data collection is important so requiring a permit is a good idea. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she agrees with Mr. Braiman and shares his concern about the perception 

the Village could be treating residents differently depending on the case. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy agreed and said she does not want to overburden staff and does not feel 

so much effort needs to be directed at the smaller trees.  She said she thinks there is some 
middle ground. 

 
 Chair Barrow said he does not understand how this can be a burden in Wilmette and not 

Winnetka.  He said the two communities are far more alike in their policies. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said we have more homes so there will be more permits and removals for one 

person to handle, and Winnetka is at 8” for their threshold.  He said staff will manage 
whatever the Board and Committee put in place but wants to be sure we set expectations 
and that the Committee understands where our energies will go.   

 
 Chair Barrow said he feels our energies should be spent preserving our large, mature canopy 
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producing trees and focusing on the removals is not inconsistent with that.  He said he does 
not feel resources will be drained such that we cannot examine whatever approvals and 
reviews are necessary for the removal of very large trees.  He said setting a threshold for 
smaller trees will not interfere with that.   

 
 Trustee Dodd said if you look at the numbers, over 40% of trees that were removed in 2019 

with the average diameters between 10 and 18”, so we will be adding a whole other level 
of tree removals.  She said people plant trees that may not live for a variety of reasons.  She 
said she believes this will be a burden on the Foresters, especially if we require a fee waiver 
to do that. 

 
 Chair Barrow said what is being proposed feels like we would be going backward and 

providing less protection to our trees than we currently do.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said currently we do not have any requirements on any tree taken down unless 

it is for construction.  She said for trees 8”  and above, we are doing significantly more than 
what we are doing now.   

 
 Chair Barrow said below 10”, he does not feel we know the data. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred and said if a tree reaches 6”, it is a survivor and will continue 

to grow unless it becomes diseased or damaged.  She said they are not being removed 
because they are not thriving; they are being taken out for other reasons.   

 
 Chair Barrow said 2 members of the Committee, as expressed, are comfortable with a lower 

diameter for the threshold while 1 suggests a higher number.   
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred and asked if there was consensus on collecting permits starting at 

the 6” size, encouraging but not requiring replacements, providing trees for replacement 
and collecting the data and coming back to the Committee to determine if that warrants 
replacement requirements for those trees. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked in utilizing that approach, is there a threshold for replacement. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it would be whatever the Committee feels is appropriate.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said she prefers replacement but does not recommend putting a large level 

of surveillance at 6”.  She said she does not want to get into the business of micromanaging 
residential yards but requiring replacement of a small tree does not seem unreasonable. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said the issues seem to revolve around the management of enforcement. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said she sees a general issue in the community of people not obtaining 

permits when they should.  She said the enforcement that is conducted is generally from a 
neighbor calling in to say there is work being done without a permit. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said much of the responsibility falls on the contractor; they know what is 

expected.  He said it is much easier to get away with this on work that is done inside the 
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home.  He said it is rare for a tree to be removed without a permit since it is so visible. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said not so much in a backyard; it would depend on the size of the tree.  

She said she believes in making note of everyone’s concerns on the Committee, but the end 
vote should be on a total package and not individual points. 

 
 Chair Barrow said he understands Trustee Kennedy’s point. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she sees these components as four distinct things and the permit topic 

will have the most impact to the entire program.  She said to provide framework to the 
Board will be important.  

 
 Mr. Braiman said a report would be drafted that includes each Committee member’s 

feelings about each topic which will be shared with the entire Board in advance of the vote. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she does not believe there is a majority or consensus on the permit topic. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said the vote she was referring to was to vote on the whole plan and not 

particular issues; however, Trustee concerns would be noted in the report.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said that was how some of the Human Relations Commission issues were 

handled. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said staff’s recommendation was to have the permit fee reflect the 

administrative costs for staff time.  He said the variable fee can be researched if the Board 
wishes; however, staff is recommending a fixed fee of $75. 

 
 Chair Barrow said he preferred a fixed fee. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy agreed but said when talking about redevelopment of a site where there 

are multiple trees and tree protections to be enforced, a higher fee is warranted in these 
situations. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said staff can work through this during the process.  He said currently, we 

charge fees per tree.  He said he agrees there is more time spent in situations like Trustee 
Kennedy mentioned and that an inspection fee can be implemented as well.  He said 
currently, the fee is waived for dead, diseased or dying trees and staff wants to continue this 
practice.  He said it is possible we may add a fee waiver for invasive species trees as well.  
He said permit fees and replacements costs are also recommended. 

 
 There was consensus on these points. 
 
 Trustee Dodd asked if multi-stemmed trees fit into these parameters.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said the calculation is the same as what we use for parkway tree removals, 

and if the threshold is met the replacement requirement is triggered.   
 
 Mr. Braiman moved on to tree replacements and fees in lieu.  He said the majority of 
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communities do this on an inch-for-inch basis and others set the number of replacement 
trees based on the size of the tree removed or the species.   

  
 Chair Barrow suggested creating disincentives for the removal of large, valuable trees.  He 

said we should create a fee schedule that makes it considerably more expensive to replace 
a tree that is contributing to our Village well beyond the cost of replacing the tree. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said Lake Forest treats their large (25” or greater) trees as heritage trees and 

fees double for those removals.  He said this can serve as a disincentive.   
 
 Chair Barrow said if a tree is diseased or dying, it will need to come down; however, if the 

tree is being removed for aesthetics, our fee structure should be such that it makes it far 
more difficult. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy noted the table that was displayed in the PowerPoint seemed off to her 

for the inch-for-inch method.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said the table was more consistent with the Highland Park ordinance. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said this does not disincentivize people from taking down the large trees 

and does not do much to protect the canopy.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said this is just framework. 
 
 Chair Barrow said he is very concerned about preserving the wonderful and healthy old, 

broad-canopy trees.  He said these fee structures will make people think twice about 
removing them.  He said he feels trees over a certain size, should have an administrative 
process for approval, similar to obtaining a zoning variation. 

 
 Trustee Dodd concurred and said in addition to a fee in lieu, there should be an additional 

fee to address the removal of large, heritage trees.  Regarding tree replacements, she said 
the average lot size in our community will allow for the planting of 3 large trees, and she is 
concerned about requiring replacements that people may not be able to fit on their lot.  She 
said this is not a revenue generating source, so we need to proceed with caution on the 
replacement requirements.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said it is really not possible to adequately replace a 25” diameter tree with 

these size lots.   
 
 Trustee Dodd concurred and said that is why the fee should be significant for that. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said in addition to a larger financial fee, we can possibly make it more 

difficult administratively to remove a healthy tree of this size. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said we have consensus about these large trees and their importance, but 80% 

of those trees are coming down because they are dead or dying so we need to address 
encouraging those residents to replant.  She said when you lose a large tree, the cost to 
remove it is significant and the cost of the new tree is on top of that.  She said if we can 
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offer those residents financial assistance in replanting new trees, that will go a long way to 
protecting our tree canopy.  She said we lost a lot of trees to the Emerald Ash Borer and 
did not require those people to replace the trees.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we also lost many trees to storm damage and they are not reflected 

in the data because we do not require a permit for a tree that is already on the ground.  She 
said it is impossible to determine how many large trees were lost in the last decade to storm 
damage. 

 
 She said the current discussion is centered on healthy trees being taken down, but she did 

agree that encouraging residents to replant new trees is a priority. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she brought up this point because we need the fee to build this program. 
 
 Chair Barrow said he believed there was a consensus on this point.  He said utilizing a tree 

fund to help residents remove large, dying trees and replanting new ones is a very good 
way to spend public dollars. 

 
 Mr. Braiman asked if there was a preference of using the inch-for-inch approach or a set 

number of trees based on the removal approach. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said she had an alternative suggestion.  She said for smaller trees (6-8”), 

she feels a set number for replacement is prudent.  She said for larger trees, she feels the 
inch-for-inch approach is the best.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said for declining trees, staff suggests giving the Forester the ability to reduce 

the requirements if the tree is declining but not dead or dying.  He said we have a list of 
acceptable trees to replant, and staff is recommending having the Forester approve the 
resident’s choice.  He said this is slightly different than what other communities are doing 
in that in other towns, the resident picks the tree with  no further involvement from staff.  
He said staff feels there needs to be involvement to ensure biodiversity in our tree species. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we should have the option to replace the tree in kind if the tree is part 

of an established landscape plan.   
 
 There was consensus on this point. 
 
 Chair Barrow said the Foresters can use discretion and be flexible in those situations. 
 
 Trustee Dodd asked if the selection process is such that if a medium size tree is replaced, 

the resident will be required to replace it with a medium sized tree. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it will depend on site conditions.  He then asked the Committee if they 

agreed on accepting a fee in lieu of replacement.  He said depending on our goals, we may 
want our Foresters to determine if a replacement tree is a viable option and only if it is not, 
a fee can be accepted.   

 
 Chair Barrow said simply accepting a fee in lieu is not the correct approach because we do 
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not want people being able to write a check and not contribute to our tree stock.  He said if 
our Foresters determine the site is such that additional trees are appropriate and the 
homeowner does not want to plant, they should be required to go through some type of 
administrative process to obtain a waiver. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said that is not inconsistent with our current ordinance in that if you do not 

meet the 35% threshold, you need to replant.   
 
 Trustee Dodd asked for clarification of Chair Barrow’s statement. 
 
 Chair Barrow said he was thinking about situations where a homeowner simply does not 

want to replant trees.  He said if the Forester says a particular site can accommodate 3 trees, 
but our requirement states the replacement is 4 and the homeowner wants to plant less than 
that, an administrative process would be appropriate. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said ideally, she would like to make people replant trees; however, if they 

truly do not want to and are forced to do so, it is possible they will not maintain the tree 
properly and it may die.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said the new Forester will collaborate with the resident so there is opportunity 

for education and encouragement that is not in place currently.  He said even if we accept 
a fee in lieu, the interaction between the resident and Forester could possibly result in the 
homeowner deciding to replant a tree.   

 
 Chair Barrow said he disagrees.  He said if someone pays for the installation of a new tree, 

they will most likely maintain their investment. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said her neighbor did something like this when they wanted to install 

playground equipment and make room for their kids to practice hockey. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said that is an exception and not the norm.  She suggested letting the Forester 

decide what the replacement requirements should be for a particular lot.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said he would be concerned with inconsistency. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy discussed her ideas for replacement numbers and costs in lieu.  She said 

for smaller trees the numbers would be lower and a fee in lieu of those could be the 
recommended $500.  She said for the larger, more valuable trees, like Oaks, Walnuts, Elms 
and Hickories, there would be more protections in place and a higher fee.  She said for any 
tree over 20”, the protections would be higher as well.  She said some of the larger trees in 
our community may be less desirable, such as the cottonwood, but they provide the benefit 
of holding carbon, so we need to protect these types of trees as well.  She said for the 20” 
and over trees, an inch-for-inch actual payment is justified.  She said we do  not want those 
really big trees to come down. 

 
 Chair Barrow said the financial penalty will help deter this. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred. 
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 Mr. Braiman asked for clarification on Trustee Kennedy’s suggestions for protection of 

certain sized trees. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy suggested no protected trees for 8” diameter or less.  She said when you 

get to 12”, the protections would vary depending on species.  She said up to 20”, it would 
be any tree. 

 
 Trustee Dodd asked if other communities start their protections at 12”. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said the numbers are all over the place.  He said in Northbrook 12” is the 

starting point for 16 different species and Highland Park is similar.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said they are all different and difficult to compare.  She said this is 

somewhat arbitrary but 12” is a common standard.  She said 20” and up, the tree species 
should not matter. 

 
 Trustee Dodd said Trustee Kennedy’s suggestions are similar to what staff is proposing 

except there is a different replacement requirement and fee structure for whatever we deem 
are protected trees.  She asked if the $3,000 fee was in lieu for protected trees in the 12” to 
16” range.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said yes. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she suggests leaving the replacement requirements where they are but 

assessing a higher fee for a protected tree. 
 
 Chair Barrow asked if the fee in lieu is per tree.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said it is. 
 
 Chair Barrow said he agreed with Trustee Dodd that the fees should be substantial for the 

removal of larger trees.  He said he favors making them even higher than proposed. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said for a 12-16” tree, 5 trees are required to be planted.  She asked if the 

Forester believes the lot can hold 5 trees and the homeowner only plants 3, do we charge 
them a fee in lieu of each of the 2 trees they did not plant.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said no, the fee would be $1,000.  She said we are calculating the 

replacement costs at $500 per tree.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said the fee is based on what you do not plant. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred and said the wording could be a little better written to explain 

how the fee is calculated.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said for protected trees it would be whatever the Committee decides. 
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 Corporation Counsel Jeff Stein said you would increase the number of trees required to be 
planted.  He said the goal is to encourage planting trees.  

 
 Trustee Dodd agreed but said she struggles with putting a policy in place to require the 

planting of a number of trees that may not be viable on a given lot.  She said it is like putting 
a policy out there that people cannot meet. 

 
 Mr. Stein said that is why you give the option to pay a fee in lieu. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said most lots cannot hold 6 trees. 
 
 Mr. Stein said the goal is to encourage planting new trees.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said what she was getting at is if we require 7 trees and the Forester 

determines 4 is the viable  number, there should still be a fee. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said the wording needs to be more concise. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she prefers a chart similar to what they were viewing but with a column 

that lists additional fees.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said she thinks we need to go higher than 25” for the top threshold.   
 
 Trustee Dodd said she likes Trustee Kennedy’s suggestion on the tree thresholds, but she 

does not feel you need inch-for-inch for all trees.  She said once you get to the larger trees, 
the inch-for-inch approach makes more sense. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said the numbers could be discussed and refined.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said it seems we are focusing on the larger trees and moving in the direction 

of using inch-for-inch when the tree is over 20”.  He said we want to protect all trees; 
however, the main focus will be on those larger trees.  He said for trees 11” and smaller, 
the number of replacements could remain at 1.  He said for 12-19” trees, some communities 
do a ½ inch for ½ inch replacement with a higher fee in lieu.  He said this may be prudent 
and by eliminating species as a consideration, it will be more simplistic.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said she has two categories in her suggestion; any tree over 20” regardless 

of species and a tree of a protected species between 12 and 20”. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said they need to come up with a few different examples and present them to 

the Committee. 
 
 Chair Barrow said these suggestions are valuable.  He said we need to keep our focus on 

both size and species. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she likes the suggestion of a combination of both.  She said she approves 

of the three categories Mr. Braiman mentioned earlier.  She said she does not like the 8-12” 
threshold requiring 3 trees.  She said she thinks this will help preserve and grow our tree 
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canopy. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we are protecting future canopy with these new suggestions. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said not all 6-8” trees will do that.  She said much depends on the type of tree 

and she wants to be mindful of the type of tree and the replacement requirements. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we need to be mindful of more than canopy.  She said we should 

consider things like carbon sequestration.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said we will put together three difference scenarios that account for size and 

species.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said any of the special species 12” or larger and any tree regardless of the 

species 20” or larger is what she suggests for protection. 
 
 Mr. Braiman  moved on to desirable trees, stating there is a desire to protect certain trees.  

He said different communities do this in different ways.  He said we need to determine our 
desired species and what protections to place on them.  He said in some communities they 
increase the replacement requirements and others prohibit removals and some have 
instituted a combination of those.  He said staff suggests prohibiting the removal of any 
heritage tree, which would be any tree 25” or more in diameter.  He said having a variation 
process in place for appeals is prudent.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said the big goal is to keep trees from being removed and creating 

financial deterrents should not be the first line of defense.   
 
 Chair Barrow asked Mr. Braiman if the staff involved in the administrative process would 

be in Community Development. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred and said he envisions the new Forester being an employee in the 

Community Development Department.  He said this employee would need to be involved 
at the very beginning of a construction project. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked if Mr. Braiman based this on size or a combination of size and species. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it was based on size because it captures more trees. 
 
 Chair Barrow asked why size captures more trees if you have a heritage protected tree that 

is not of the designated size. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said in Highland Park lists 4 types of trees of a certain size that are prohibited 

from removal.  He said in this scenario, it is any tree over a certain size.  He said in 
Northbrook they have 18 different species in their ordinance.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we can come up with our own list. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said we could, but it would shrink the number of trees we could prohibit from 
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removing. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said size is a better measure than species since most people look at the size 

of the tree and its canopy.   
 
 Chair Barrow said this process has an educational component designed to encourage 

residents to think differently about our trees and species is important.  He said maybe the 
threshold diameters should be changed.  He said he worries about a 24” oak tree that may 
not get the protection it needs due to the size threshold.  He said he knows there needs to 
be a threshold, but he thinks we can identify trees that really count and do more for those. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy agreed but said the list needs to be broad enough to ensure diversity.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said Northbrook and Highland Park have heritage designations.  He gave an 

example of an Oak tree being defined as heritage at 30” or greater in their ordinances.  He 
said by using a general size threshold of 25” or greater, you would capture more trees.  He 
said in Highland Park and Northbrook, Elms are not considered heritage until they are 36” 
or greater in diameter.   

 
 Trustee Kennedy said that approach restricts the number of Oak trees protected, since some 

Oak trees never get to that size.   
 
 Trustee Dodd asked what other communities are doing and if their thresholds are lower. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said Glenview’s list is broad, but they do not prohibit removals.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said our suggested policy is more restrictive than other communities in so far 

as what triggers the zoning process. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred. 
 
 Trustee Dodd asked in terms of triggering the zoning process, is this is any tree in the 

buildable area. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it would be in the required yards outside the buildable area.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said just the replacement requirement is triggered in the buildable area. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said she is comfortable with that.  
 
 Corporation Counsel Jeff Stein said you do not want to restrict the property owner’s use of 

their lot.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said the owner would need to prove a hardship. 
 
 Mr. Stein said yes, these situations are few and far between, but they can arise. 
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 Trustee Dodd said she thinks including this is in the non-buildable area makes the most 

sense. 
  
 Chair Barrow concurred and said there is a balance of property rights.  He said at the end 

of the day, those will be approved so long as the replacement obligation is met. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy asked if the buildable area includes accessory structures. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said that will be a discussion for a later meeting.  He said if the Zoning Code 

allows for something to be built, we would be hard-pressed to deny. 
 
 Mr. Stein said the key is that there is a process to review these cases. 
 
 Chair Barrow said he feels the number ought to reflect a lower number for valuable species, 

and the species can be identified with the help of the Foresters.  
 
 Trustee Dodd said she likes what is being proposed.   
 
 Mr. Braiman clarified that Trustee Dodd prefers 25” or more to prohibit removal; Trustee 

Barrow was at 25” for all species. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said she was at 25” for all trees and if for certain species, there would be 

a lower threshold, she was good with that as well. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said this would be more restrictive than the communities we surveyed. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it would be more restrictive than Highland Park and Northbrook.  He said 

Highland Park has a very tight list so he thinks these proposed ordinance changes would be 
somewhere in the middle. 

 
 Trustee Dodd asked if the Committee would prefer a smaller list.   
 
 Chair Barrow said a smaller list would be ideal from an administrative perspective but that 

he would leave that to the discretion of the Foresters.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy concurred and said protecting the diversity of trees in the community is 

important so leaving it up to the Foresters is prudent. 
 
 Mr. Braiman then discussed penalties, stating we already have some in our Ordinances.  He 

said staff recommends continuing with these but adding some additional penalties or fees 
to ensure compliance.  He said one fee would be a fine for failing to replant the required 
number of trees and another would be for a late fee on fees in lieu that are delinquent with 
the ability to place a lien on the property if left unpaid. 

 
 Chair Barrow asked if we charge late fees in other instances.  
 
 Mr. Braiman said there are late fees for utility bills, parking fines and surcharges for work 
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without a permit.    
 
 Chair Barrow asked if we have placed liens in the past. 
 
 Mr. Stein said we have for unpaid utility bills or after hearings where there is a judgment 

issued.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said it is not often; it is a last resort.  He said we can also hold issuing the 

Certificate of Occupancy on properties that do not follow our Ordinances. 
 
 Chair Barrow said while this is not a revenue generating objective, some modest 

encouragement is appropriate via these penalties and fees. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said if we give contractors and developers notice of our tree protections 

and they defy the Ordinance, we should have a fine for that as well and a repercussion for 
multiple offenses by the same vendor. 

 
 Mr. Stein said we license most of the contractors and landscapers and in a case where one 

is repeatedly violating our ordinances, court action may be necessary.  He said he has never 
experienced this; however, he sees the need for stiffer penalties for repeat offenders.  He 
said the current fines we have could be increased for repeats.  He said we have this for other 
violations in our Code. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said for homeowners who may not be aware of the permit process, a 

$1,500 fine seems adequate, but for a business entity who repeatedly scoffs at compliance, 
we may need to increase it. 

 
 Mr. Stein said we could go after their license for doing that, but ultimately, it is the 

homeowner’s responsibility for what actions are taken on their property.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said the fines are in addition to the cost of replacements.  He said the fine for 

certain instances may need to be higher.   
 
 Chair Barrow asked if a tree is removed without a permit, can we determine the size and 

specie of tree after the fact. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said it depends on the timing of when we find out. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said once this ordinance is complete, we need to educate residents about these 

ordinance changes and penalty fees.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said this is the goal; to consolidate information on these changes and new tree 

protection policies and then get the word out to residents, contractors and landscapers.   
 
 Chair Barrow said it may be appropriate to have a grace period for education before 

enforcement begins. 
 
 Mr. Stein said we did that in 2009 with the Building Code changes.  There was a robust 
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education campaign and a delayed enforcement date.  He said when he drafts this ordinance, 
he may make it one unified chapter in the Code.   

 
 Chair Barrow said that would be ideal.   
 
 Trustee Kennedy said we are one of the last communities to be implementing this and the 

contractors working here probably work in our neighboring towns so this will not be a 
surprise for them.  He said they may not know the details, but we should not need a very 
long lead time in the delay of enforcement. 

 
 Mr. Braiman said it may not be necessary, but we can work on the timing.  He said we have 

been doing outreach to the community to follow this process so it should not be new news. 
 
 Mr. Braiman discussed other considerations such as requiring a certified arborist tree survey 

for large construction projects; the calculation of multi-stem tree replacements to be similar 
to existing Village Right-of-Way contracts; the permitting of ornamental tree removals and 
budget impacts.   

 
 He said for the next meeting, staff will put together concepts and focus on the areas where 

we need further review and discussion.  He said the Committee could decide at the next 
meeting how they wish to continue with the draft ordinance and the timing of its 
presentation to the Board. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy asked if the meetings could be held remotely. 
 
 Mr. Stein said no. 
 
 Trustee Kennedy said Evanston was holding remote meetings. 
 
 Mr. Stein said we do not have an Emergency Declaration in place currently. 
 
 Mr. Braiman said the next meeting date being so far ahead is helpful due to the amount of 

work before staff along with the upcoming holidays. 
 
 Chair Barrow opened up the floor to public comment. 
 
 Steve Later, 515 Greenleaf Avenue, said tree maturity takes years so it makes sense to 

protect the 6” trees.  He said we need to embrace these tree protections and not look at them 
as a “burden” for staff.  He said the larger burden to Forestry is that the Village Foresters 
are not dedicated solely to forestry; they are working in Public Works and get pulled into 
other projects that are not related to forestry.  He said those burdens should be shifted to 
allow our Foresters to work as a forestry dedicated operation.  He also said the Board 
approved $145,000 for salt.  He suggested shifting those funds into forestry. 

 
 Piper Rothschild, 1046 Elmwood Avenue, thanked Mr. Braiman and staff and Board 

members for the work they have done.  She said communities have adopted a 6” DBH 
standard and have adopted Urban Forestry Plans.  She said she supports this and thinks the 
Village should follow suit.  She said for heritage designation, she suggests any tree over 
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20” DBH.  She said Kenilworth and LaGrange use 18” for heritage tree designation.  She 
said certain species at 10-12” have more ecological benefits than a 20” DBH tree.  She said 
regarding replacement trees, she prefers the inch-for-inch approach.  She said the Chicago 
Region Tree Initiative said it takes 50 2” Maples to replace the benefits of one 20” maple.  
She went on to say she agrees for construction related removals a tree survey is crucial as 
well as a tree preservation plan before the permit is issued.  She said for all non-construction 
related removals, the permit should be detailed enough to ensure the homeowner complies 
with the ordinance.  She said she had lists of heritage specie trees as well as a book on 
native trees and shrubs for the Forester’s review.  She said it might make sense to make a 
list of vendor’s who sell trees that are on our ultimate list.  She said while trees may be 
located on private property, they benefit the entire community; therefore, permitting 
requirements should be different than the normal standard.  She said she would like to see 
a more robust ordinance. 

 
 Chair Barrow thanked Ms. Rothschild for her valuable ideas. 
 
 Cady Liederbach, 624 Linden Avenue, said she has 6 landmark/heritage trees that she has 

been caring for since 1995.  She said they are 25” in diameter.  She said in the spirit of 
education, there are some good books the Committee may want to read some books by 
Doug Tallamy, specifically his book about the importance of Oak trees.  She said it would 
be helpful to pass the knowledge down to the community.  She said he has written other 
books about homeowning and the importance of native specie trees.  She said the issue of 
saying a 6” tree is small is not necessarily the truth.  She said it takes a 2.5” tree 8 years to 
grow to 6”.  She said it is also important to note the circumference of trees in addition to 
the DBH.  She said she feels a 6” DBH tree is an established tree and should be protected.  
She also said a life span of a tree is hundreds of years.  She said a resident may live on a 
property for 20 years which is only a tenth of the tree’s life.  She said she does not feel this 
gives the property owner the right to do what they want with the tree. 

 
 Amanda Nugent, 500 Lake Avenue, said 6” vs. 10” is essential.  She said we have a lovely 

community of older Oak trees, but you do not see many 6 to 10” Oak trees.  She said if we 
allow people to remove 6” Oak trees without question or penalty, we will not have 10 or 
12” Oak trees in the future.  She said species is essential and complimented Ms. 
Liederbach’s recommendation to read Mr. Tallamy’s books.  She said she thinks keeping 
the Ordinance simple is underestimating the community.  She said species has to be a 
primary consideration in this new ordinance in addition to the size.  She said while trust is 
a wonderful word, she feels there would be a lot of Wilmette residents who just want to get 
rid of trees and would use their wealth to pay fees in lieu of replacing trees.  She said the 
penalties need to be high to deter removing a valued species.  She said making someone 
plant 5 trees in place of 1 is not practical.  She said it may be possible to use shrubs and 
smaller trees to make up the replacement requirements, and these plants support wildlife, 
sequester carbon and support our ecosystems.  She said invasive trees need to be addressed 
as well and should be free of charge to the homeowner to remove.  

 
 Alice O’Laughlin, Landscape Designer at Chalet Nursery, thanked the Committee for their 

work.  She said the 6-10” is of great concern in the community.  She said the concern from 
her industry is what kind of backlog will be created by the increase in permit volume if 
these ordinance amendments are enacted.  She said tree removals are usually the first step 
in the construction process and if that is delayed, the entire project can come to a halt.  She 
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said the definitions for heritage trees is tricky because by stating a tree is “heritage” if it is 
over 20” can be problematic depending on the species.  She said she has seen large 
cottonwoods dropping large limbs and those types of trees should be allowed to be 
removed.  She said the fees for removing a tree without a permit are way too low.  They 
need to be increased because she has had people say I will just take the tree out and pay the 
fee.  She said making the ordinance clear in the Code is an excellent idea. 

 
 Steve Leonard, 1035 Mohawk Road, said at the last meeting he discussed his neighbors 

removing a bunch of trees and implored the Committee members to consider direct effects 
neighboring properties experience when that happens.  He said there needs to be notification 
to the neighbors for opportunity to express their opinions.  He said this could be important 
to the community.  He asked if there is a consideration for trees that form a hedge or 
grouping having impact on neighbors.  He also questioned whether there should be different 
considerations for development on a piece of property for people moving a tree for a 
construction purpose and those just wanting the tree gone.   

 
 Mr. Braiman said if we go down the route of prohibiting removals that trigger a variation 

process, that would trigger neighbor notification which would allow feedback to go to the 
Community Development Department. 

 
 Trustee Kennedy said we are keeping comments short in person, but citizens can send an 

email or letter for the Committee to review. 
 
 Mr. Braiman concurred and also said people can call to discuss their views. 
 
 Chair Barrow closed public comment. 
 
 Trustee Dodd said we had a great discussion and the Foresters have been on hand listening.  

She said if staff thinks differently than the Committee, they need to voice their thoughts.   
 
 Mr. Braiman said this is a team effort and all discussions are including staff members like 

the Foresters so if they have concerns with any of the proposed changes to the ordinance, 
they will communicate this. 

 
 Chair Barrow said he feels the Foresters have been an underutilized resource and hopes in 

the future that is corrected. 
 
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 
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voted aye.  The motion carried unanimously.  The meeting was adjourned at 12:37 p.m. 
 
   Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
   Karen L. Norwood 
   Deputy Village Clerk 
 



   
              
        
Meeting Date:  January 25, 2022 
 
To:  Land Use Committee of the Village Board 
 
From:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 
Subject:  Land Use Committee Meeting #4- Tree Preservation 
 
 
The Land Use Committee (LUC) of the Village Board will hold its fourth meeting regarding 
tree preservation on January 25. In an effort to meet the LUC’s goal of finalizing the tree 
preservation policy prior to the spring construction season which begins in early April, the 
following schedule is contemplated: 

• January 25: LUC considers final policy components and holds a public hearing on 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance 

• February 8: Presentation of LUC’s report to the Village Board 
• February 22: Introduction of ordinance amending tree preservation policy 
• March 8: Adoption of ordinance amending tree preservation policy 

This schedule is subject to change depending on the outcome of the January 25 LUC 
meeting and feedback from the Village Board.  

Tree Preservation Policy 
At its December 15 meeting, the LUC made considerable progress in reaching consensus 
on a number of tree preservation policy components. There are three primary topics for 
which the LUC will focus on at its January 25 meeting: 

• Permits- What size tree triggers a permit and replacement requirements 
• Replacements- What are the appropriate tree planting/fees in lieu of replacements  
• Desirable Trees- Will there be additional protections for desirable trees and what 

is considered a desirable tree? 
 
A memorandum summarizing the recommendations from the December 15 LUC meeting 
and discussing the above decision points is attached. 
 
Zoning Considerations 
The LUC will hold a public hearing as a Special Zoning Committee on January 25 to 
consider text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance which are intended to encourage tree 
preservation. The proposed amendments include: 



• Prohibiting the removal of certain trees in the required yards, subject to the 
variation process 

• Administrative (expedited) zoning relief process to for certain projects in order to 
preserve trees 

A memorandum from the Community Development Department is attached. If the LUC is 
supportive of the proposed zoning amendments, an ordinance will be drafted for 
consideration by the Village Board. 

Documents Attached 

1. Memorandum Regarding Tree Preservation Policy 

2. Memorandum Regarding Zoning Text Amendments 

3. Communications from the Public 
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Meeting Date:  January 25, 2022 
 
To:  Land Use Committee of the Village Board 
 
From:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 

 Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works 
 Kevin Sorby, Village Forester 
 Rob Wasley, Village Forester 

 
Subject:  Tree Preservation- LUC Meeting #4 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Land Use Committee (LUC) has met in October, November and December to 
consider amendments to the Village’s tree preservation and protection policies. Through 
these meetings, the Committee has determined that the Village’s current tree 
preservation policies are not adequate to protect the Village’s tree canopy. Accordingly, 
the LUC is working to draft a revised policy for the Village Board’s consideration. The 
Committee’s process has been as follows: 
 
Meeting #1 – October 21, 2021 

• Reviewed 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  

• Considered tree preservation policy details (see page 2 for items which the LUC 
reached consensus); the LUC received memorandums regarding zoning 
incentives and tree protection standards (no action necessary on tree protection) 

Meeting #4 – January 25, 2022 at 1:00pm 

• Finalize tree preservation policy components  
• Public Hearing regarding zoning amendments 
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Background 

At the LUC’s November 16 meeting, the goals of a tree preservation policy were 
discussed and included: 

• 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; 
• A policy which is: 

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

On December 15 the LUC considered policy details and reached consensus on a number 
of items which are outlined below. Additionally, the LUC continued discussions to its 
January 25 meeting on the following: 
 
• Permits – What size tree triggers a permit and replacement requirements? 
• Replacements – What are the appropriate tree planting/fees in lieu of replacements? 
• Desirable Trees – Will there be additional protections for desirable trees and how are 

desirable trees defined? 
 
Other miscellaneous topics based upon feedback from the December 15 meeting for the 
LUC’s consideration on January 25 include penalties, multi-stem trees and reporting. 
These items are discussed briefly on pages 8 – 9 of this memorandum. 
 
Items of Consensus from December 15 LUC meeting 
The following is a summary of the decisions points made at the LUC’s December 15 
meeting and is presented to ensure it accurately reflects the consensus of Committee 
members. 
 
Permits 
There was consensus that: 

• A tree removal permit fee of $75 which is aligned with the administrative costs to 
review and process the permit. 

• The permit fee will be in addition to any replacement/fee in lieu requirements. 
• The permit fee may be waived for trees which are dead, dying, hazardous, or 

considered an invasive species. 
 
Replacement Trees & Fees in Lieu of Replacement 
There was consensus that: 

• The Village Forester will have the flexibility to reduce replacement requirements 
for trees which are in declining health but do not require immediate removal. 

• The Village Foresters will develop a list of acceptable replacement trees. To 
maximize the likelihood that newly planted trees will survive, the property owner 
may select, with final approval of the Village Forester, which tree(s) from the 
acceptable planting list may be planted at the property. 
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• A property owner may request to make a payment in lieu of planting new trees, 
however, in line with the goals stated above, such a request will ultimately be 
determined by the Village Forester. If a property can accommodate a new tree, 
planting is the preferred outcome.  

o The property owner may appeal the Village Forester’s decision (to require 
plantings rather than accept a fee in lieu) to the Village Manager.   

 
Desirable Trees 
There was consensus that: 

• Additional protections should be provided for trees determined to be desirable. 
• General support that additional protections could include prohibiting the removal 

of desirable trees in the required yards of a property, subject to the variation 
process. 

 
Penalties 
There was consensus that: 

• Current penalties for the improper removal of parkway trees and violations of tree 
protection standards were considered sufficient. 

• Escalating fines should be implemented for contractors who repeatedly violate 
provisions of the tree preservation/protection ordinance.  

• The current fine of $1,500 for the removal of private property trees without a permit 
should be increased. 

• Implement fines for failing to plant replacement trees when required and late fees 
when a fee in lieu of plantings is not made on time. 

 
Discussion 

This section will provide a detailed discussion of the outstanding policy considerations for 
permits, replacement requirements and desirable trees. To facilitate discussion, Village 
Staff, which includes the Village Manager, Deputy Director of Public Works and the 
Village Foresters are making recommendations concerning permits and desirable trees 
(referred to as Heritage Trees moving forward). No recommendation is made concerning 
a replacement tree/fee schedule due to its subjective nature. 
 
Permits 
Staff recommends a permit for any tree removal 6” or greater in diameter breast height 
(DBH). The permit fee may be waived for trees which are dead, dying, diseased, 
hazardous, or invasive. 

The 6” threshold is justified by the following: 

• Many desirable hardwood tree species (shade trees and understory ornamentals) 
found in the urban forest are planted and not the result of natural reproduction. 

• Therefore, whenever you come across a 6” DBH tree, it likely was planted by 
someone, cared for, and reflects a desirable hardwood tree species or ornamental 
understory tree. 

• If the tree was planted, significant resources were likely invested throughout its 
journey from inception (2-3”) to 6” DBH growth (approximate period of 8-10 years). 
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• Because these trees have been planted with a purpose, many desirable hardwood 
trees and understory trees can be found and are represented at the 6” DBH threshold. 

• At 6” DBH, it could be argued trees have a place or impact on the landscape; and, if 
removed, the landscape may change (i.e., notice the tree loss), whereas with smaller 
sized trees the potential change is less noticeable. 

• The U.S. Forest Service defines tree seedlings under 1” DBH and tree saplings 1- 5” 
DBH and similarly the Illinois Department of Transportation considers trees under 6” 
DBH as saplings. 

• The Chicago Region Trees Initiative recommends a 6” standard and the CRTI gold 
standard is recommended for consideration in the Village’s recently adopted 
Sustainability Plan. 

• Lastly, preservation of future trees (sustainability) is an important objective and 
inclusion of 6” trees would be a contribution towards this effort particularly because 
not all trees are going to live to old growth and may not survive the short term. 
Therefore, if we are able to cast a wider net it will help contribute toward the goal of 
long-term sustainability. 

 
Consistent with best management practices, and to improve the quality of tree permit data 
submitted for future data analysis as well as to best protect trees on construction sites1, 
the tree removal permit should be submitted by a Certified Arborist under the following 
circumstances: 

• Demolition, new construction or large addition 
o To also include a tree survey and tree protection plan submitted by the 

Certified Arborist 
• Removal of two or more trees which are 10” or greater DBH 
• Removal of any Heritage Tree (defined below) 

Heritage Trees 
The majority of tree preservation policies in nearby communities include additional 
protections for trees which are considered more desirable than others. Trees are typically 
considered desirable and warranting additional protections for the following reasons: 

• Size with larger trees receiving greater protections; and/or 
• Species of certain native trees and those which provide added ecological benefits 

(Oaks as an example) 

The Village Forestry team, with support from the Village Manager, recommends that 
Heritage Trees be determined based on size of the tree rather than species. Staff is 
recommending a 20” threshold for trees receiving additional protections because trees of 
this size are on average approximately 40 years old and thus can be considered a 
generational asset that will remain with the property as ownership changes. In such 
circumstances, the property owner is a steward of this community asset and consistent 
with the LUC’s goals, the Village seeks to minimize removals of these trees to the greatest 
extent practical. 
 

 
1 A 2021 study in Highland Park conducted by Pike et al found that 74% of trees properly protected during 
construction survived 
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The rationale for designating Heritage Trees based on size rather species is as follows: 

Character of the Neighborhood 
• All trees provide value to the urban forest and people value trees for different 

reasons, part of which has to do with the make-up of neighborhoods and the 
landscapes that define them 

o Not all neighborhood streets are alike, some have oak trees while others 
may have an abundance of silver maples or cottonwoods 
 Consider the grove of cottonwoods at Community Playfields and the 

value those trees have to the neighborhood 
o Oak trees are predominantly found on the east side of the community and 

the goal of the preservation policy is to best protect all trees, and community 
character, throughout the Village 

 
Species Diversity & Long-Term Sustainability 

• It is important to protect all tree species and maintain diversity as this is one of the 
most important ways to ensure a healthy urban forest 

o Unforeseen diseases such as Dutch Elm Disease and Emerald Ash Borer 
have resulted in significant tree loss in the community and any tree genus 
could be the next to suffer the consequences of a devastating disease 

o The U.S Forest Service recommends no greater than 30% of one tree 
family, 20% of one tree genus and 10% of any single tree species be 
represented in a community’s tree population and the Chicago Region 
Trees Initiative recommends a more stringent 15%/10%/5% split 
 

Based upon feedback from some members of the LUC, there may be a desire to identify 
certain species as Heritage Trees. To facilitate the Committee’s discussion on January 
25, the Village Foresters recommend the following designations if the LUC elects to 
recommend providing additional protections for desirable species: 

• Oak genus of 10” DBH or greater 
• Hickory genus of 10” DBH or greater 

These two genera were selected because: 

• They are native to Wilmette 
• There is a large population of Oaks in Wilmette of which many are large, multi-

generational trees which provide significant ecological benefits  
• Hickory trees have an incredibly slow growth rate, are difficult to find for new 

plantings and provide benefits to wildlife  
o Finding any hickory tree of stature in the Wilmette landscape would equate 

to a super generational tree 

Based on the above recommendations, a total of 11 species would receive additional 
protections as there are nine oak species and two hickory species which fall within each 
genus. 
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While some other communities include American Elms in their definitions of Heritage 
Trees, the Village Foresters do not recommend this due to the prevalence of Dutch Elm 
Disease, which can be exacerbated by construction impacts. 

Additional Protections to Consider  
 
Prohibiting Removals in the Required Yards 
Given that one of the LUC’s stated goals is to minimize the number of unnecessary tree 
removals, the LUC may wish to prohibit the removal of Heritage Trees in the required 
yards as dictated by the Zoning Code (front, side and rear). Property owners may submit 
a variation request for removal of such trees.  
 
Staff recommends an administrative variation review process which would provide staff 
the ability 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 foot wide lot in the required front yard which does not have alley access).  
 
The administrative variation process, which is already in place for additions, detached 
garages, encroachments, air conditioners, and generators within specific parameters, 
requires neighbor notification of conditional approval by staff. If a neighbor objects, the 
application is considered denied. If the applicant wishes to pursue the request, they may 
then apply to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA). 
 
The proposed administrative process will include review by two certified arborists: the 
applicant’s arborist and the Village Forester as well as the Village’s Plan 
Reviewer/Building Inspector. If after this review Village Staff authorizes the tree removal, 
the replacement requirements and permit fees would be applicable. If Village Staff does 
not authorize the removal, the property owner may seek approval from the Zoning Board 
of Appeals with final authority resting with the Village Board.  
 
For reference, the administrative variation process takes on average 25 days from time 
of application to approval compared to 45 – 55 days, excluding any wait time for getting 
onto a ZBA agenda, for a standard variation. 
 
Neighbor Notification 
Similar to a grading permit, neighbor notification could be required anytime a permit is 
submitted for the removal of a Heritage Tree (anywhere on a property). This would provide 
an opportunity for neighbor engagement in an effort to preserve trees prior to removals 
taking place.  
 
Replacements 
As noted above, staff is not making a recommendation on the tree replacement/fee 
structure. However, based on the recommended 6” permit threshold, staff recommends 
delaying any decisions regarding the replacements for smaller trees until such time that 
sufficient data has been collected to make an informed decision. Since the Village has 
not previously collected data on tree removals which are less than 10” DBH, staff is unable 
to estimate the number of such removals, species, condition or purpose of the removal 
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as well as the impact of new regulations on property owners. To obtain this data staff 
recommends adopting a resolution which would require the Land Use Committee to 
review the data associated with such removals following the first year of the new 
preservation policy. Data to be collected will include size, species, reason for removal, 
was this tree planted or protected as part of construction, and tree condition. In 2023, the 
LUC can review this data to determine whether stronger preservation requirements for 
trees 6 – 9” DBH are appropriate.  
 
The following are examples of how a tree replacement/fee structure can be implemented: 
 
Example 1- Trustee Kennedy’s Proposed Structure  
 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 
(Not “Protected”) 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings 

(Not 
‘Protected’) 

Number of 
Replacements 
for “Protected” 

Trees 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings for 
“Protected 

Trees” 
6 – 9” 1 $500 n/a n/a 
9 – 12” 3 $1,500 n/a n/a 
12 - 16” 5 $2,500 6 $3,000 
16 - 20” 7 $3,500 8 $4,000 

20”+ n/a n/a 1” for 1” $250 per inch 
 
Example 1a- Trustee Kennedy’s Proposed Structure (w/ amended fees based on 
discussions with LUC members and Heritage Trees as discussed on pages 4 – 5) 
 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings 

 

Number of 
Replacements 

for Heritage 
 Trees 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings for 

Heritage 
Trees 

6 – 9”i See footnote See footnote n/a n/a 
10 – 12” 2 $1,000 4 $1,500 
13 - 16” 3 $1,500 6 $2,500 
17 - 20” 4 $2,000 8 $3,000 

20”+ n/a n/a 1” for 1” $175 per inch 
 
Example 2- Inch for Inch Replacement Fees 
 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings* 

6 – 9” TBD TBD 
10 – 19” 3 $100 per inch 

20”+ 4 $150 per inch 
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Example 3- Replacement Fees Determined by Cost of New Plantings 
 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Number of 
Replacement Trees 

Fee in Lieu of 
Plantings* 

6 – 9” TBD TBD 
10 – 12” 2 $1,000 
13 - 19” 3 $1,500 

20”+ 4 $2,000 
 
For reference, the cost to remove a tree based on the above tables would be as follows: 
 

Size of Tree 
Removed 

Fee in Lieu of Replacement 
Example #1 Example #1a Example #2 Example #3 

6 – 9” $500 TBD TBD TBD 

10” $1,500 $1,000/$1,500 $1,000 $1,000 

15” $2,500/$3,000 $1,500/$2,500 $1,500 $1,500 

19” $3,500/$4,000 $2,000/$3,000 $1,900 $1,500 

20” $5,000 $3,500 $3,000 $2,000 

25” $6,250 $4,375 $3,750 $2,000 

30” $7,500 $5,250 $4,500 $2,000 
 
Other Miscellaneous Items 

• Multi-stem trees – There are standard forestry best management practices to 
measure the diameter of multi-stem trees  

o Staff recommends differentiating between multi-stem shade trees which 
can live 60 or more years, growing more than 30 feet tall and small trees 
which grow quickly but generally do not grow taller than 30 feet or live longer 
than 20 – 30 years 

o Examples of such tees include Crabapple and Serviceberry which when 
their DBH is calculated could trigger significantly greater replacement 
requirements than would be justified based upon their lifespan and value to 
the neighborhood 
 For example, a Crabapple with 4 stems which are 5” in DBH would 

calculate to a 20” DBH; this would fall under the largest tree category 
in the tables above, but the value of a Crabapple is not comparable 
to that of a 20” shade tree 

o In such circumstances, staff recommends that the Village Forester have the 
flexibility to reduce the replacement requirements based on the type, size, 
location, and condition of the non-shade multi-stem tree 
 Note: An administrative tree preservation manual will be drafted by 

staff which will include additional details in these types of instances 
which will help to better define the process for staff and the applicant 
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• Penalties for removal of tree without a permit – At the December LUC meeting 
there was general consensus for more significant penalties when a tree is removed 
without a permit.  

o Staff recommends that the maximum fine of $7,500 for the removal of a 
parkway tree be extended to the removal of private property trees, plus the 
replacement costs based on the above tables; staff believes this will serve 
as a sufficient deterrent to limit the number of private property trees 
removed without a permit 

 
• Reporting – As discussed above, staff recommends a mandatory review of the tree 

preservation ordinance one after implementation. The review should include but is 
not limited to: 

o Size, species, condition of trees removed and whether replacement 
requirements were triggered 

o Detailed analysis of tree removal permits for trees 6 – 9” DBH 
o Number and circumstance of administrative variations approved 
o Permit review timelines 

 
 

 
i Data to be collected on trees 6 – 9” DBH and reviewed with the Land Use Committee in 2023 
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Meeting Date:  January 25, 2022 
 
To:  Michael Braiman, Village Manager 
 
From:  John Adler, Director of Community Development 
  Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 
Subject:  Tree Preservation- LUC Meeting #4 – Zoning Discussion 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 
The following memorandum was provided to the Land Use Committee for its December 
15, 2021 meeting. On January 25, 2022, the LUC will meet as a Special Zoning 
Committee (SZC) to hold a public hearing regarding potential amendments to the Zoning 
Ordinance. The two primary amendments would be to consider an administrative 
(expedited) zoning relief process to preserve trees (in the instances discussed below) 
and to prohibit the removal of certain trees in the required yards subject to a variation 
process (see memorandum from the Village Manager in the January 25, 2022 LUC 
meeting packet). If the LUC/SZC is supportive of these amendments, staff will draft an 
ordinance for the Village Board’s consideration. 
 
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. 
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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. 

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 
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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. 
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.  
 
Diagram of Required Yards 
 

Drawing is not to scale 

 

 

 

 



From: Steve Later
To: Dodd, Kathy; Kennedy, Gina; Barrow, Peter
Cc: Braiman, Michael
Subject: Tree Protection Ordinance
Date: Tuesday, January 4, 2022 10:54:19 AM

Dear Commissioners Dodd, Kennedy and Barrow:

I write to expand upon comments I made at the December 15 Land Use Committee meeting. 
You may recall that in the interest of time we were encouraged to keep our comments brief.

Over the past few LUC meetings I note that discussion included, appropriately so,
consequences of the proposed ordinance should it be adopted, e.g. budget implications relative
to hiring additional forestry staff and impact to the forestry team's workload in order to
administer ordinance provisions.  

During the discussion these impacts were sometimes framed as 'burdens'.  Perhaps this is only
a semantic nuance, but let's not have current organizational structure constrain the hope and
scope of this ordinance. My perspective is that operational burdens already exist for forestry
and that this ordinance can serve as a catalyst to prioritize and enhance forestry services more
broadly.

Specifically, I refer to comments from the forestry team indicating that forestry is not a fully
dedicated unit.  Because forestry operates within public works, team members are sometimes
assigned to non-forestry tasks such as snow removal.  If the forestry team can be dedicated to
forestry matters only then perhaps expanded tasks, as a result of the contemplated ordinance,
may be less of a 'burden' than envisioned.

Another thought on funding for an expanded, dedicated forestry team is to explore the
feasibility of reallocating budget items and reimagining practices that  conflict with the best
interests of our parkway trees.  A specific example here is the ~$145,000 allocated in 2022 for
road salt.  My observation is that significant waste occurs during application of road salt
because equipment is not calibrated to ensure that salt is applied only to the road.  When road
salt is applied on Greenleaf it is common for salt to also cover the adjacent parkways.  This
cannot be considered a positive for the health of our trees.

I am enthused for an improved tree ordinance, am confident that opportunities exist to fully
fund and operate a dedicated forestry team and am willing to help in any way that may be
useful to the Land Use Committee and our community.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Steve Later
515 Greenleaf Avenue  

mailto:latersteve@gmail.com
mailto:doddk@wilmette.com
mailto:kennedyg@wilmette.com
mailto:barrowp@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com


From: Joseph Hinkel
To: Barrow, Peter; Kennedy, Gina; Dodd, Kathy
Cc: Braiman, Michael
Subject: Tree ordinance
Date: Thursday, January 13, 2022 10:57:25 AM

Land Use Committee members,

My name is Joe Hinkel and I have lived at 919 Chestnut Ave in the village for 33 years.  My home is on a 60' by
182’ lot.  It includes 8 mature Oaks and a Katsura tree all of which are  20” DBH.  I also have 4or 5 other trees that
would potentially fall under a 6-10” replacement rule.  I annually spend several thousand trees maintaining my
property from the impact of the trees ( trimming, gutter cleaning, leaf pick up etc.)  I love my trees but by most any
standard my lot is over treed and  has a nearly 100% canopy.  As a property owner with a substantial tree canopy I
encourage you to consider the following

1.  In making modifications to the village tree ordinance, the ordinance should make allowance for heavily treed
properties and allow the owners  discretion.  A regulation allowing tree removal if 60 or 75% tree canopy after
removal would make sense. 

2.  While the goal of the proposed rules is to maintain and expand the village tree canopy, all of the burdens being
proposed impact the property owners that currently contribute to the tree canopy.  Is it fair to put a burden on a
homeowner who has maintained a tree canopy while allowing a home that has previously removed or never
contributed to our tree canopy to escape any obligation?  I would suggest that if we want to maintain and increase
our tree canopy all homeowners should participate especially when completing a development project.

3.  The minimum size for enforcement should be careful considered.  I have several trees completely under a higher
tree canopy.  Such trees should be permitted to be removed regardless of whether they are a minimum size.

4.  Minimum sizes for multiple trunk trees need to be carefully considered for trees.  If the ordinance starts a 8
inches many new multiple trunk  plantings would immediately fall under the ordinance and could provide a
disincentive for planting.

5.  Consider whether the impact of the new rules will really impact tree removal.  With many homes selling for a
million dollars or above as tear downs.  Will charging a fee of several thousand dollars really have an impact?

Thank you, I greatly respect your efforts to continue to make Wilmette the great community it is.

Joe Hinkel

mailto:joehinkel@sbcglobal.net
mailto:barrowp@wilmette.com
mailto:kennedyg@wilmette.com
mailto:doddk@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com


From: saima abbasi
To: Barrow, Peter
Cc: Kennedy, Gina; Dodd, Kathy; Braiman, Michael; Sorby, Kevin; Wasley, Robert; Piper Rothschild; Anne Nagle;

Beth Drucker
Subject: Additional information to support the value of adopting a 6" DBH
Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 2:12:17 PM
Attachments: 6_DBH (1).docx

Hi Peter, Gina and Kathy,

Happy New Year!

Thank you for all your work and time that you and your committee is
spending on improving Wilmette's tree ordinance! We also applaud all the
work the Village staff is putting into this important matter.

Please see the attached document for additional information about
adopting a 6" DBH threshold to protect and preserve Wilmette's tree
canopy. Our research shows that the 6" DBH standard is not out of the
norm in nearby towns. In the attached document you will find:

1. List of towns with 6” DBH and some towns with even a lower DBH
  
2. Opinions of five local experts on the value of 6"DBH
 
3. A link to a chart with the tree ages by species and DBH
 
4. The experience of Cambridge, MA. One of the policies they implemented
was to redefine significant trees from 8” DBH to 6” DBH. By doing so, 49%
more of the city’s trees would be protected than before.

5. Chicago Region Trees Initiative's recommendations
 
6. A link to the tree benefit calculator to estimate the benefits of individual
trees. 

We hope that the attached information will be helpful for your committee
in making your decisions.

Thank for serving our Village,
Saima Abbasi (GGW) , Anne Nagel and Piper Rothschild

-- 
Saima Abbasi
Board member, Go Green Wilmette
TreeKeeper, Openlands

Email: saimaabbasi523@gmail.com
Mobile: +1.847.274.7239

mailto:saimaabbasi523@gmail.com
mailto:barrowp@wilmette.com
mailto:kennedyg@wilmette.com
mailto:doddk@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
mailto:sorbyk@wilmette.com
mailto:wasleyr@wilmette.com
mailto:rotwood@comcast.net
mailto:annemnagle@gmail.com
mailto:beth@gogreenwilmette.org
mailto:saimaabbasi523@gmail.com



To: Peter Barrow, Kathy Dodd and Gina Kennedy

Date: January 12, 2022

From: Saima Abbasi (Go Green Wilmette), Anne Nagel, Piper Rothschild

	

1.  Towns with 6” DBH



	Nearby Illinois towns that use 6” DBH for tree removal include:



		Bolingbrook 

Cook County

Deer Park

Indian Head Park

Lake Villa

Lincolnshire

		Northbrook

Northfield (front and side yards)

		North Chicago

		Western Springs

		Zion

		 



	Some towns use an even narrower DBH



		Inverness 4”

Lake Bluff 2”

Lockport 4”

		Mt. Prospect 4”

		Mundelein 2.5”

		Riverwoods 1.5”



	The 6” standard is common elsewhere in the country:



		Atlanta, GA

Miami, FL

Oakland, CA

		Seattle WA

		

		



2. We contacted several local tree experts to ask about the 6” DBH. Their opinions and qualifications are listed in this document.



3. We previously submitted the attached chart from the Morton Arboretum that shows the age of many trees relative to their DBH. Here is the link to the chart with the tree ages by species and DBH 



4. The experience of Cambridge, MA is instructive. In 2019, the city enacted an Urban Forest Management Plan to address the decrease in tree canopy of 4% that occurred from 2009 to 2018. They found that they could not increase the canopy only by adding trees on public property. One of the policies they implemented was to redefine significant trees from 8” DBH to 6” DBH. By doing so, 49% more of the city’s trees would be protected than before.

See article here and more detailed information at page 25 here.



5. Chicago Region Trees Initiative’s recommendations: The Chicago Region Tree Initiative’s Gold Standard Ordinance recommends 6”DBH. CRTI is based at the Morton Arboretum and is one of the premier scientific and research organizations focused on trees. CRTI’s Gold Standard Ordinance template, which is the only one of their ordinance templates that addresses trees on private property, suggests the 6”DBH standard. Wilmette’s recently adopted sustainability plan that Wilmette just adopted recommends that we enact CRTI’s Gold Standard to best protect our tree canopy. 





6. Community Benefits: The benefits of a 6” DBH are considerable and not to be easily dismissed. The annual benefits noted below are not just for the individual property owner but attach to the entire community. Here is the link: 

treebenefits.com/calculator







		Species and DBH

		Age

		Stormwater

Collected

		Energy Saved

		Carbon Sequestered



		

		

		

		

		



		6” White Oak

		10- 12 years approx.

		507 gallons

		26 Kw

		155 Ibs



		

		

		

		

		



		9” White Oak

		20-24 years approx.

		822 gallons

		41 Kw

		257 Ibs



		

		

		

		

		









List of responses by local tree experts on the value of having a 6” DBH





Christopher Evans



Chris Evans is an Extension Forestry and Research Specialist at the University of Illinois, where he conducts trainings for natural resource professionals and landowners, develops educational programs, and conducts applied research. His areas of interest include forest health, invasive species, hardwood ecosystem management, and agroforestry.



Response:

In terms of a biological justification for a 6” DBH protection clause in an ordinance, I would answer that many of the tree species and varieties that are used ornamentally will mature at a size around 6” DBH and may not ever reach the 10” DBH size, so a higher DBH cut-off size would result in many trees basically being unprotected throughout their existence.  Examples of trees that would rarely exceed the 10” DBH size include dogwoods, viburnums, crabapples, serviceberry, sweetbay, fringe tree, hophornbeam, smoke tree, silverbell, and some of the smaller maple varieties.

Secondly, tree trunk size can vary greatly, even with quite large trees.  A tree even with a DBH of just under 10” can already be quite tall (50’-60’) and have a quite large canopy and could already provide significant benefit to the community through shade, wind protection, energy saving, wildlife habitat, privacy, storm water retention, beautification, etc.  Adopting a lower DBH standard (such as 6”) allows for mature trees that are already providing significant benefit to the community to be protected.











Robyn Flakne

Robyn Flakne serves as the Natural Resources Manager at the Public Works Department in Glenview. In 2020, she won an award by the Chicago Region Trees Initiative as the Forester of the year. She is an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist and a member of the visiting faculty at Northeastern Illinois where she teaches Forestry courses. 



Response:

{T}he argument can be made that a tree of 6” has likely been established for 10-15 years, which seems like a good investment of time that should be respected (to where starting over with a smaller tree is a little discouraging), and the tree is really just getting to the point where its wider benefits start to take off. I’ve heard (though I don’t have the references handy) that for nursery-grown trees and typical landscape-industry trees (meaning trees that don’t just plant themselves naturally) it takes about 6 years for the tree’s carbon-absorbing benefits to break even with the carbon expended in growing, transporting, and planting it. It’s possible Wilmette would want to further refine these concepts, and protect the slower-growing species at a smaller DBH (for instance, protect oaks of 6” and up) and protect faster-growing species at a larger DBH (for instance, protect maples at 10” DBH).

It really is variable what different municipalities have chosen. I think Highland Park might go as low as 4”? That’s just a rumor, I’ve never looked it up. Lake Forest is also said to be very strict – not sure if that includes extending protection to lower DBHs.

And with that I sometimes think about the difference in the appearance/feeling of the towns that protect their private trees vs. those that don’t, but there are too many factors involved to say tree protection makes the difference. And then trying to show that size at which protection begins matters is even more difficult. (I know there’s a documented correlation between affluence and trees – in urbanized areas - but that might be a chicken-and-egg situation!)

I don’t know why Glenview went as high as it did, with 16” as the standard. It might be worth asking Kent. My guess would be that’s the only place that the compromise could be struck – that it could be agreed that a 16-inch tree has influence on/benefits for the community beyond the property’s borders. From an enforcement standpoint I sometimes wish a permit was needed for every tree, so that when someone cuts down a 10-inch tree and their neighbor calls, I don’t have to spend the time trying to determine how big the now-gone tree was! On the other hand, if we really required permits for every tree, that would be 100% (probably more!) of my time. Which is another thing Wilmette really does have to consider, too.

So it doesn’t look like I’m going to be much help here! I see the staff at Wilmette feels they need a stronger argument than “It’s what CRTI recommends and what some other towns do.” The best argument I can think of is the argument of how long it takes to replace a tree. I think that estimating a 6-inch tree to be roughly 10-15 years old is likely the way to go. It’s still a value judgement about what is worthy of protection and when, but to me, using a human timescale, most of us consider 10-15 years to be a long time, maybe long enough that waiting for a replacement tree to get to that size is a serious decision!

Linnea O’Neill

Linnea O’Neill has worked with trees, tree inventories, tree design and tree preservation for the past 40 years. She is a landscape architect with the Village of Northfield, a position she has held for the past 21 years. Before that, she was a landscape architect for the Village of Barrington and Arlington Heights. She has a degree in Landscape Architecture and Urban Planning. 

Response:

I agree with the 6"dbh for healthy, structural sound trees to be preserved because they are already established.  The soil, compaction, pollution, salt, drought/wet and clay soils in our urban/suburban yards and parkways make it hard for trees to survive.  If you have a property with a quality 6" tree, it can survive and thrive better than a newly planted trees. And if the tree is in the building envelope it can be transplanted.  I think your reasons listed are solid.  Have you discussed with Kevin or Rob in Public Works?  They would be able to tell you of any practical pros and cons of changing the size.  Also, they have the experience with the community and the developers. 10" is a large tree and seems like an arbitrary number.  

Leslie Shad

Leslie Shad is the founder of Natural Habitat Evanston. She is a TreeKeeper with Openlands and is working to protect and preserve Evanston’s trees. In addition, she serves on the board of Citizens’ Greener Evanston. She has a law degree from University of Chicago

 Response:

The only other things I might mention 

· the average age of some species of 6”DBH trees to make the point how long it would take to replace a 6” DBH tree. Attached is a resource on some small DBH.

· we need to preserve our existing pipeline of younger trees so that we have the big trees that provide maximum carbon and heat-moderation benefits.  Big trees provide many more benefits than small trees - a multiplier effect, not linear.  But can expect unavoidable die off of urban trees of all ages due to street construction, salt, climate impacts.  Big trees in fact may be most at risk because their roots extend so far into streets and yards that they are most at risk from construction.  The point is to preserve the pipeline of trees.

· https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jan/15/trees-grow-more-older-carbon

· https://environment-review.yale.edu/carbon-capture-tree-size-matters-0







Lesley Bruce Smith 



She is an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist and the founder of ArborSmith. She has been in the field of tree care for the past 40 years. She regularly teaches classes about trees and tree care at the Chicago Botanic Garden and the Morton Arboretum. She was awarded the True Professionals of Arboriculture 2019 Award by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA). https://www.thearborsmiths.com/



Response:



It seems so intuitive to me, a life-long arborist who has specialized in protecting and saving urban trees, that I find it hard to imagine it is a case for argument.  But alas, this is the stuff of life.  What one person has as part of their DNA is a total mystery to another.



This is really a question of 1) what type of tree, young and fast growing, vs. mature and slower growing produces the most oxygen and 2) sequesters the most carbon? These two factors, it might be argued, are the primary indices of benefit in the urban environment.  Although those of us that know and love trees know that their health benefits, sociological benefits, water sequestering benefits and aesthetic benefits go way beyond that. 



To answer the above two questions let me focus for a moment on the science around these questions. Photosynthesis, the chemical process that changes sun energy and carbon dioxide into oxygen and sugars occurs across the surface of tree’s leaf, and the total oxygen production of a tree depends upon its total leaf area. This, of course, changes with the age and size of a tree. Old trees produce, by their shear size, more oxygen than young trees. Another consideration in this is that when any tree of any size is destroyed the carbon it has sequestered over it’s lifetime, is returned to the atmosphere thus losing it’s pollution absorbing benefits. It should also be noted that the increasing occurrence of monster storms and heavy rains has made the water holding capacity of trees even more important. This advantage and benefit is also lost when trees of any size are destroyed. However, larger trees are always the champions of these beneficial tasks.



I cannot help but also point out that species, in my opinion, should be a factor here in determining value. A 6” DBH Burr Oak could be as old as 30+ years, or a 6” DBH Sugar Maple as old as 50+ years because of their adaptation to grow very slowly in adolescence as they wait for an opening in the forest canopy for light and life giving energy. Whereas, Ash and Hackberry or even Willows and Norway Maples, (even though the last two of which are considered weedy invasives) are much faster growing and therefore it might be argued could be replaced faster. But no matter a tree’s capacity to regenerate they all sequester carbon and create oxygen in the urban environment. It seems ludicrous to be arguing over a fairly well held gold standard of protection of 6” threshold. I might argue that a 3" Burr Oak or Sugar Maple should be protected as ardently as a 6" Hackberry. Every tree properly planted and tended has huge value to its immediate environment. I would stick to your guns on the 6” threshold.  Even at that, many communities abuse their own ordinances, so giving residents an inch they will often take a yard or two or three, feeling that they would rather pay the fine than be bothered to save the trees. The key here is to create an ordinance that sends the message that trees have REAL value in the urban environment and NEED to be protected with an ordinance that is sensible and has teeth for enforcement. 
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Estimated' Age of Urban 
Diameter 




Trees 
(DBH) 




by Species and 




Tree diameter (DBH) in inches 
Species 5" 10" 15" 20" 25" 1 	30" 1 	35" 40" 45" 50" 




Estimated tree age in years 
American elm (4) 27 38 48 58 67 77 86 95 104 
Siberian elm (4) 24 32 39 46 53 59 65 
Hackberry (7) 14 29 50 77 109 
Honeylocust (4) 29 41 52 63 73 84 94 
Pear (3) 6 15 24 34 
Green ash (4) 27 45 63 83 104 126 148 171 194 
White ash (3) 6 14 21 28 35 
Silver maple (7) 9 18 31 46 65 86 110 136 
Boxelder maple (4) 23 36 50 64 78 
Sugar maple (4) 33 51 70 88 107 
Red maple (6) 13 23 34 
Black maple (7) 20 39 64 94 127 
Norway maple (4) 28 40 52 63 
London plane 	(3) 7 16 25 33 
White oak (3) 11 24 36 
Swamp white oak (3) 9 20 31 
Red oak (4) 55 75 94 112 130 146 162 




Bur oak (4) 134 140 144 148 152 




Pin oak (4) 28 38 46 




Lindens (6) 12 21 31 41 53 




Basswood (7) 16 31 51 76 104 




Ginkgo (3) 12 24 35 




Black walnut (6) 14 26 41 
Kentucky coffeetree (3) 9 23 36 




Catalpa (3) 6 13 21 28 36 
Baldcypress (3) 7 18 29 




Poplar (10) 15 28 41 52 61 69 77 84 




White pine (6) 15 26 38 
Scotch pine (4) 52 68 82 95 107 119 
White spruce (6) 21 39 61 
Blue spruce (6) 17 30 45 




1  Estimates are approximate given the significant variation in the growth rates of 
individual urban trees. 
(#) = source of information for the species. See accompanying page of citations. 	 Morton 
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To: Peter Barrow, Kathy Dodd and Gina Kennedy 
Date: January 12, 2022 
From: Saima Abbasi (Go Green Wilmette), Anne Nagel, Piper Rothschild 
  

1.  Towns with 6” DBH 
 

 Nearby Illinois towns that use 6” DBH for tree removal include: 
 
  Bolingbrook  

Cook County 
Deer Park 
Indian Head Park 
Lake Villa 
Lincolnshire 

  Northbrook 
Northfield (front and side yards) 

  North Chicago 
  Western Springs 
  Zion 
    
 
 Some towns use an even narrower DBH 
 
  Inverness 4” 

Lake Bluff 2” 
Lockport 4” 

  Mt. Prospect 4” 
  Mundelein 2.5” 
  Riverwoods 1.5” 
 
 The 6” standard is common elsewhere in the country: 
 
  Atlanta, GA 

Miami, FL 
Oakland, CA 

  Seattle WA 
   
   
 
2. We contacted several local tree experts to ask about the 6” DBH. Their opinions and qualifications are 
listed in this document. 
 
3. We previously submitted the attached chart from the Morton Arboretum that shows the age of many 
trees relative to their DBH. Here is the link to the chart with the tree ages by species and DBH  
 
4. The experience of Cambridge, MA is instructive. In 2019, the city enacted an Urban Forest 
Management Plan to address the decrease in tree canopy of 4% that occurred from 2009 to 2018. They 

https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/INSTATE/2015/01/12/file_attachments/355000/TMAestimatetreeDBH_Age.pdf


found that they could not increase the canopy only by adding trees on public property. One of the 
policies they implemented was to redefine significant trees from 8” DBH to 6” DBH. By doing so, 49% 
more of the city’s trees would be protected than before. 
See article here and more detailed information at page 25 here. 
 
5. Chicago Region Trees Initiative’s recommendations: The Chicago Region Tree Initiative’s Gold 
Standard Ordinance recommends 6”DBH. CRTI is based at the Morton Arboretum and is one of the 
premier scientific and research organizations focused on trees. CRTI’s Gold Standard Ordinance 
template, which is the only one of their ordinance templates that addresses trees on private property, 
suggests the 6”DBH standard. Wilmette’s recently adopted sustainability plan that Wilmette just 
adopted recommends that we enact CRTI’s Gold Standard to best protect our tree canopy.  
 
 
6. Community Benefits: The benefits of a 6” DBH are considerable and not to be easily dismissed. The 
annual benefits noted below are not just for the individual property owner but attach to the entire 
community. Here is the link:  
treebenefits.com/calculator 
 
 

 
Species and 
DBH 

Age Stormwater 
Collected 

Energy Saved Carbon 
Sequestered 

     
6” White Oak 10- 12 years 

approx. 
507 gallons 26 Kw 155 Ibs 

     
9” White Oak 20-24 years 

approx. 
822 gallons 41 Kw 257 Ibs 

     
 

 
List of responses by local tree experts on the value of having a 6” DBH 
 

 
Christopher Evans 
 
Chris Evans is an Extension Forestry and Research Specialist at the University of Illinois, where he 
conducts trainings for natural resource professionals and landowners, develops educational programs, 
and conducts applied research. His areas of interest include forest health, invasive species, hardwood 
ecosystem management, and agroforestry. 
 
Response: 

In terms of a biological justification for a 6” DBH protection clause in an ordinance, I would answer that 
many of the tree species and varieties that are used ornamentally will mature at a size around 6” DBH 
and may not ever reach the 10” DBH size, so a higher DBH cut-off size would result in many trees 
basically being unprotected throughout their existence.  Examples of trees that would rarely exceed the 

http://quintonzondervan.com/tree-protection-ordinance/
https://www.cambridgema.gov/-/media/Files/publicworksdepartment/urbanforestmasterplan/20191112ufmphealthenvcommitteepresentation.pdf
http://treebenefits.com/calculator


10” DBH size include dogwoods, viburnums, crabapples, serviceberry, sweetbay, fringe tree, 
hophornbeam, smoke tree, silverbell, and some of the smaller maple varieties. 

Secondly, tree trunk size can vary greatly, even with quite large trees.  A tree even with a DBH of just 
under 10” can already be quite tall (50’-60’) and have a quite large canopy and could already provide 
significant benefit to the community through shade, wind protection, energy saving, wildlife habitat, 
privacy, storm water retention, beautification, etc.  Adopting a lower DBH standard (such as 6”) allows 
for mature trees that are already providing significant benefit to the community to be protected. 

 
 
 
 
 
Robyn Flakne 
Robyn Flakne serves as the Natural Resources Manager at the Public Works Department in Glenview. In 
2020, she won an award by the Chicago Region Trees Initiative as the Forester of the year. She is an 
International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist and a member of the visiting faculty at 
Northeastern Illinois where she teaches Forestry courses.  

 

Response: 

{T}he argument can be made that a tree of 6” has likely been established for 10-15 years, which seems 
like a good investment of time that should be respected (to where starting over with a smaller tree is a 
little discouraging), and the tree is really just getting to the point where its wider benefits start to take 
off. I’ve heard (though I don’t have the references handy) that for nursery-grown trees and typical 
landscape-industry trees (meaning trees that don’t just plant themselves naturally) it takes about 6 years 
for the tree’s carbon-absorbing benefits to break even with the carbon expended in growing, 
transporting, and planting it. It’s possible Wilmette would want to further refine these concepts, and 
protect the slower-growing species at a smaller DBH (for instance, protect oaks of 6” and up) and protect 
faster-growing species at a larger DBH (for instance, protect maples at 10” DBH). 

It really is variable what different municipalities have chosen. I think Highland Park might go as low as 
4”? That’s just a rumor, I’ve never looked it up. Lake Forest is also said to be very strict – not sure if that 
includes extending protection to lower DBHs. 

And with that I sometimes think about the difference in the appearance/feeling of the towns that protect 
their private trees vs. those that don’t, but there are too many factors involved to say tree protection 
makes the difference. And then trying to show that size at which protection begins matters is even more 
difficult. (I know there’s a documented correlation between affluence and trees – in urbanized areas - but 
that might be a chicken-and-egg situation!) 

I don’t know why Glenview went as high as it did, with 16” as the standard. It might be worth asking 
Kent. My guess would be that’s the only place that the compromise could be struck – that it could be 
agreed that a 16-inch tree has influence on/benefits for the community beyond the property’s borders. 



From an enforcement standpoint I sometimes wish a permit was needed for every tree, so that when 
someone cuts down a 10-inch tree and their neighbor calls, I don’t have to spend the time trying to 
determine how big the now-gone tree was! On the other hand, if we really required permits for every 
tree, that would be 100% (probably more!) of my time. Which is another thing Wilmette really does have 
to consider, too. 

So it doesn’t look like I’m going to be much help here! I see the staff at Wilmette feels they need a 
stronger argument than “It’s what CRTI recommends and what some other towns do.” The best 
argument I can think of is the argument of how long it takes to replace a tree. I think that estimating a 6-
inch tree to be roughly 10-15 years old is likely the way to go. It’s still a value judgement about what is 
worthy of protection and when, but to me, using a human timescale, most of us consider 10-15 years to 
be a long time, maybe long enough that waiting for a replacement tree to get to that size is a serious 
decision! 

Linnea O’Neill 

Linnea O’Neill has worked with trees, tree inventories, tree design and tree preservation for the past 40 
years. She is a landscape architect with the Village of Northfield, a position she has held for the past 21 
years. Before that, she was a landscape architect for the Village of Barrington and Arlington Heights. She 
has a degree in Landscape Architecture and Urban Planning.  

Response: 

I agree with the 6"dbh for healthy, structural sound trees to be preserved because they are already 
established.  The soil, compaction, pollution, salt, drought/wet and clay soils in our urban/suburban 
yards and parkways make it hard for trees to survive.  If you have a property with a quality 6" tree, it can 
survive and thrive better than a newly planted trees. And if the tree is in the building envelope it can be 
transplanted.  I think your reasons listed are solid.  Have you discussed with Kevin or Rob in Public 
Works?  They would be able to tell you of any practical pros and cons of changing the size.  Also, they 
have the experience with the community and the developers. 10" is a large tree and seems like an 
arbitrary number.   

Leslie Shad 

Leslie Shad is the founder of Natural Habitat Evanston. She is a TreeKeeper with Openlands and is 
working to protect and preserve Evanston’s trees. In addition, she serves on the board of Citizens’ 
Greener Evanston. She has a law degree from University of Chicago 

 Response: 

The only other things I might mention  

• the average age of some species of 6”DBH trees to make the point how long it would take to 
replace a 6” DBH tree. Attached is a resource on some small DBH. 

• we need to preserve our existing pipeline of younger trees so that we have the big trees that 
provide maximum carbon and heat-moderation benefits.  Big trees provide many more benefits 
than small trees - a multiplier effect, not linear.  But can expect unavoidable die off of urban 



trees of all ages due to street construction, salt, climate impacts.  Big trees in fact may be most 
at risk because their roots extend so far into streets and yards that they are most at risk from 
construction.  The point is to preserve the pipeline of trees. 

o https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jan/15/trees-grow-more-older-
carbon 

o https://environment-review.yale.edu/carbon-capture-tree-size-matters-0 

 

 
 
Lesley Bruce Smith  

 
She is an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) certified arborist and the founder of ArborSmith. 
She has been in the field of tree care for the past 40 years. She regularly teaches classes about trees and 
tree care at the Chicago Botanic Garden and the Morton Arboretum. She was awarded the True 
Professionals of Arboriculture 2019 Award by the International Society of Arboriculture (ISA). 
https://www.thearborsmiths.com/ 
 
Response: 
 
It seems so intuitive to me, a life-long arborist who has specialized in protecting and saving urban trees, 
that I find it hard to imagine it is a case for argument.  But alas, this is the stuff of life.  What one person 
has as part of their DNA is a total mystery to another. 
 
This is really a question of 1) what type of tree, young and fast growing, vs. mature and slower growing 
produces the most oxygen and 2) sequesters the most carbon? These two factors, it might be argued, are 
the primary indices of benefit in the urban environment.  Although those of us that know and love trees 
know that their health benefits, sociological benefits, water sequestering benefits and aesthetic benefits 
go way beyond that.  
 
To answer the above two questions let me focus for a moment on the science around these questions. 
Photosynthesis, the chemical process that changes sun energy and carbon dioxide into oxygen and 
sugars occurs across the surface of tree’s leaf, and the total oxygen production of a tree depends upon its 
total leaf area. This, of course, changes with the age and size of a tree. Old trees produce, by their shear 
size, more oxygen than young trees. Another consideration in this is that when any tree of any size is 
destroyed the carbon it has sequestered over it’s lifetime, is returned to the atmosphere thus losing it’s 
pollution absorbing benefits. It should also be noted that the increasing occurrence of monster storms 
and heavy rains has made the water holding capacity of trees even more important. This advantage and 
benefit is also lost when trees of any size are destroyed. However, larger trees are always the champions 
of these beneficial tasks. 
 
I cannot help but also point out that species, in my opinion, should be a factor here in determining value. 
A 6” DBH Burr Oak could be as old as 30+ years, or a 6” DBH Sugar Maple as old as 50+ years because of 
their adaptation to grow very slowly in adolescence as they wait for an opening in the forest canopy for 
light and life giving energy. Whereas, Ash and Hackberry or even Willows and Norway Maples, (even 
though the last two of which are considered weedy invasives) are much faster growing and therefore it 
might be argued could be replaced faster. But no matter a tree’s capacity to regenerate they all 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jan/15/trees-grow-more-older-carbon
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2014/jan/15/trees-grow-more-older-carbon
https://environment-review.yale.edu/carbon-capture-tree-size-matters-0
https://www.thearborsmiths.com/


sequester carbon and create oxygen in the urban environment. It seems ludicrous to be arguing over a 
fairly well held gold standard of protection of 6” threshold. I might argue that a 3" Burr Oak or Sugar 
Maple should be protected as ardently as a 6" Hackberry. Every tree properly planted and tended has 
huge value to its immediate environment. I would stick to your guns on the 6” threshold.  Even at that, 
many communities abuse their own ordinances, so giving residents an inch they will often take a yard or 
two or three, feeling that they would rather pay the fine than be bothered to save the trees. The key here 
is to create an ordinance that sends the message that trees have REAL value in the urban environment 
and NEED to be protected with an ordinance that is sensible and has teeth for enforcement.  
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