
 
INVASIVE PLANTS COUNCIL 

SEVENTH Annual Report 
December 8, 2009 

 
The Honorable Edward Meyer 
State of Connecticut Senate 
Legislative Office Building, Room 3200 
Hartford, CT   06106 
 
The Honorable Richard Roy 
State of Connecticut 
House of Representatives 
Legislative Office Building, Room 3201 
Hartford, CT   06106 
 
Dear Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and other members of the Environment Committee: 
 
As Chairman of the Invasive Plants Council, I respectfully submit this letter and attachments for 
the seventh annual report on activities conducted during 2009.  This Council was established and 
operates pursuant to Connecticut General Statutes 22a-381 through 22a-381d, and has the 
following responsibilities:  developing and conducting initiatives to educate the public about the 
problems created by invasive plants in lakes, forests and other natural habitats; recommending 
ways of controlling their spread; making information available; annually publishing and updating 
a list of invasive or potentially invasive plants; and supporting state agencies in conducting 
research into invasive plant control, including the development of new non-invasive plant 
varieties and methods for controlling existing species. 
 
The Council 
 
The Council consists of 9 members representing government, the nursery industry, scientists, and 
environmental groups (see attachment #1).  This group has shown a willingness to find solutions 
to problems and to work constructively.  The Council has met 8 times since the sixth annual 
report dated December 9, 2008.  See attachment #2 for the approved minutes for 8 meetings, 
including those for the December 9, 2008 meeting.  The minutes for the December 8, 2009 
meeting are not yet approved, and so will appear in next year’s report. 
 
I am Professor and Head of the Department of Plant Science and Landscape Architecture, 
representing the Dean of the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources at the University of 
Connecticut, and serve as Chairman.  Commissioner F. Philip Prelli (Department of Agriculture) 
serves as Vice Chairman.  No changes in membership have occurred since our last annual report. 
At its November 12, 2009 meeting, the Council voted to retain the current Chairman and Vice 
Chairman for an additional one-year term.   
 
The Council acknowledges the cooperation of the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station 
(CAES), specifically the Valley Lab in Windsor, for providing conference room space for this 
year’s meetings.  Mr. Logan Senack, the state’s first Invasive Plant Coordinator, is thanked for  
taking minutes for the Council (among all the many things he does to help our agencies and many 
volunteers control invasive plants).  As will be discussed in more detail later, the state funds 
provided to Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) allowed for the hiring of Mr. Senack 
through a cooperative agreement with the University of Connecticut.  These funds also supported 



the cost of production and publication of this annual report.  This support has been invaluable to 
the Council, which for many years had to provide these clerical services through the good will of 
its members and the charity of their home organizations. 
 
Council Activities 
 
The operation of the Council changed dramatically this year.  Through the $500K/year funding 
provided by the General Assembly, DEP was able to initiate a desperately needed comprehensive 
program regarding invasive plants.  We are very pleased that Connecticut’s first Invasive Plant 
Coordinator, Logan Senack, was hired in December 2008 through a DEP contract with the 
University of Connecticut.  The Coordinator position is absolutely critical to the success of 
Connecticut’s response to invasive plants.  The Coordinator oversees these programs, further 
developing early detection and rapid response procedures for emerging problems and 
coordinating the implementation of a comprehensive State invasive plant control and prevention 
program.  With the Coordinator in place, the Council played a productive role as an advisory 
body to be consulted by DEP as it moved these programs forward.  
 
Late in 2008, the DEP announced a program to provide grants to municipalities so that invasive 
problems on public use areas could begin to be addressed in our state. Especially considering that 
the grants required a match from municipalities, the response to this request for proposals was 
phenomenal (see attachment 3).  The Council reviewed the recommendations by DEP and 
unanimously approved their proposal to award 10 contracts to 10 of the 37 municipalities that 
requested awards. By February, 2009, the contracts had been prepared and were awaiting final 
signature, when state fiscal difficulties forced rescission of the funds that would have supported 
these and other efforts. 
 
Funding through the DEP to the CAES supported training sessions for DOA staff to identify 
invasive aquatic plants that they might find for sale in the state’s pet shops.  In addition, DEP had 
contracted with University of Connecticut for a clean-up demonstration project to remediate 
Hydrilla in the Silvermine River Watershed in Norwalk, CT, prior to the budget rescission, so this 
project continued throughout the year with good results. 
 
In addition to its advisory work early in the year on the Grants to Municipalities Program, the 
Council responded to many legislative initiatives this year:  
 
Governor’s Bill 6375 to eliminate the CT Invasive Plants Council effective Oct. 1, 2009.  The 
impact of this Bill was discussed at two of the Council meetings (see minutes for Feb. 10, 2009 
and March 10, 2009 meetings).  The Council has a legislatively-mandated role to play with regard 
to maintenance of the invasive plant lists for Connecticut.  Subsequently the Invasive Plant 
Council was removed from the sunset list in Governor’s Bill 6375. 
 
Raised Bill 790, An Act Implementing the Recommendations of the Invasive Plant Council. See 
attachment 4 for the Council’s testimony for Feb. 18, 2009 hearing with the Environment 
Committee. 
 
Appropriations committee See attachment #5 for the Council’s Feb. 19, 2009 testimony. This 
testimony was made to urge mitigation of the Governor’s proposal to cut funding for the program 
from $500K to 0. The Council urged retention of a “keep-alive” budget of about $100K per year 
that would fund the Invasive Plant Coordinator position, thus allowing educational efforts to 
continue.  
 



The Council heard two presentations about the DEP-commissioned Hydrilla control project in the 
Silvermine watershed from Dr. John Volin, Dr. Jason Vokoun, and Mr. Nicholas Reif from the 
Department of Natural Resources and the Environment at UConn.  They also heard a presentation 
from Dr. Mark Brand, a professor in the Department of Plant Science and Landscape Architecture 
at UConn, regarding progress in the development of sterile cultivars of barberry and euonymus. A 
recurring issue through the year was how enforcement of the invasive plant regulations can be 
carried out in the state.  The Council also reviewed the lists of invasive and potentially invasive 
plants in Connecticut. 
 
Suggested Plant Regulation Changes 
 
The Council has considered changes proposed to the list of invasive and potentially invasive 
plants in Connecticut and has identified several plants that may be deserving of a change in 
classification. During its November meeting, the Council voted to change the status of four plants 
currently listed as ‘potentially invasive’ to ‘invasive,’ based on recent analysis of their 
distribution and spread.  These changes, along with a slight modification to the status of the 
rugose rose, are documented in Attachment #6.  Another issue remaining to be decided by the 
Council is settling on a standard authority for nomenclature.  
 
With regard to how invasive plants are regulated within the state, inspection roles for DOA (for 
aquatic plants being sold in pet shops) and CAES (for plants in nurseries) are now clearly 
described by the legislation, and a civil enforcement mechanism is being developed by DEP.  A 
violation of Sect. 22a-381d is listed with a $50 fine in the schedule of infractions.  The situation 
governing inspections for aquatic plants being carried by boats and boat trailers is less clear.  
Sect. 15-180 of the CT General Statutes (transport of vegetation on boats and boat trailers) is 
enforceable by DEP but is listed as a misdemeanor, not an infraction, requiring both the offender 
and the officer to appear in court.  Lake Authority personnel, under the authority of resident state 
troopers, might be a way to additionally enforce the law.  An enforceable invasive plant boating 
law is key to preventing spread of aquatic invasives in lakes and other waterways. The Council 
recommends that Sect. 15-180 be amended to change the misdemeanor to an infraction, in order 
to make enforcement easier and more effective. 
 
Overview of Current Activities and Needs in Connecticut 
 
Invasive plants continue to cause obvious environmental problems, and public concern about 
them continues to grow.  During 2009 the Council continued to receive requests from land 
holders who want relief from the problem of invasive plants.  Removal of invasives from 
minimally managed areas is a costly proposition, and the State would be well-served by a 
program that both prevents future invasions and provides educational and financial resources to 
implement eradication campaigns.  The level of response by municipalities to a quick-turnaround 
Request for Proposals shows both the awareness of the problem in the state and need for 
corrective mechanisms. A total of 41 applications from 37 municipalities were received, each 
offering a match, and a total of $936,403 was requested in funding for an opportunity that had 
$175K available.  Thus Connecticut citizens are eager for a means to address the invasive plants 
on their public use lands. 
 
Council members are grateful that the technical changes recommended in prior years were at last 
passed by the General Assembly this year.  However the loss of funding to support the 
comprehensive state invasive plant program is devastating.  We realize that budgetary times are 
difficult, but support (~$100K per year) for key “keep-alive” functions, such as the coordinator’s 



salary and operating expenses, is absolutely essential if the state is going to be able to address the 
invasive plants problem.   
 
As Chairman, I offer a response to the question weighing on the minds of our Council members:  
in view of the loss of funding for the program, what have we accomplished? Are we back to 
square one? I would argue that our efforts have not been in vain. We have established a working 
list of invasive plants for the State, and the legislature has banned many of them. We have 
worked to refine the legislation so that mechanisms for inspection and enforcement are now in 
place. We have envisioned what a comprehensive invasive plants program would look like in 
Connecticut, and with the initial funding for the program, DEP was able to move forward to 
create a Coordinator position and begin to implement this vision (attachment 7). Strong response 
to DEP’s Grants to Municipalities Program validates the concept of that program and shows 
promise for future efforts.  Moreover, staff in DEP have taken up the charge of responding to the 
invasive plants problem, and have utilized the resources and network that the Council provides. 
When state finances improve and funding for invasive plants is restored to DEP, this 
infrastructure is ready to fulfill the goals initially enunciated by the legislation that formed the 
Council in 2002. That said, the near term funding for the State Coordinator’s position remains our 
top concern. 
 
I and other Council members are available to answer questions and provide advice as needed.  
Feel free to contact me at (860) 486-2925 if questions arise.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Mary E. Musgrave 
Chairman   
 
 
Attachment 1. Council members 
 
Attachment 2. Minutes of meetings 
 
Attachment 3. Grants to municipalities 
 
Attachment 4.  Environment committee testimony 
 
Attachment 5.  Appropriations committee testimony 
 
Attachment 6.  Changes to the invasive plant list. 
 
Attachment 7.  DEP invasive plant program 2009 accomplishments 
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9.  Chairman succession and nominating committee 

Musgrave reported that it is time for the Council to find a new Chairman since she has 

chaired meetings for the past two years.  Musgrave requested that Larson and Sutherland 

work on the nominating committee and prepare suggestions for the October meeting. 

 

10. Other old or new business 

Mehrhoff asked that the Council consider adopting a formal definition of “species”.  

Mehrhoff feels that a clearer definition of “species” is needed. 

 

Murray reported to the group that a plant labeled “Myriophyllum propium” has been 

made available at some CT stores for use in water gardens.  The species M. propium does 

not appear in any of the scientific literature and the actual species of the plants for sale is 

unknown.  Research at the CT Agricultural Experiment Station (CAES) indicated that the 

plants are not mislabeled Myriophyllum aquaticum, but the species appears very similar 

and may be equally aggressive.  M. propium does not appear on any state list, so as a 

precaution CAES has put out an advisory suggesting the plant not be purchased until 

more information can be obtained. 

 

Musgrave reported that there is a definite downside to having cultivars automatically 

included in a species ban. The blanket banning of Barberry and Winged Euonymus by 

Massachusetts and other states has made it more difficult to get grant funding from 

USDA for the development of sterile cultivars of these species.  Musgrave also reported 

that USDA is reluctant to fund research on these species now because all cultivars are 

automatically banned in some states, making the marketing of future sterile cultivars 

problematic. 

 

Ellis noted that one of the deliverables of the Invasive Plant Cooperative Agreement 

between DEP and UConn is that Senack will provide recommendations on inspections 

based on reports from CAES invasive plant inspections.  Ellis expressed concern that to 

date Senack has not received enough information from the reports to make 

recommendations. 

 

McGowan requested that the Council discuss at a future meeting a new 

Minnesota/Wisconsin law requiring boaters to inspect boats before leaving a boat launch 

and again before boats enter a new body of water.  Additionally, McGowan requested 

that the council discuss and make recommendations about differences between town and 

state level ordinances for boats and boat launches, and that the IPC consider taking action 

to assist/support towns drafting their own ordinances for invasive plant prevention on a 

larger statewide level. 

 

11. Next meeting: Tuesday Oct. 13, 2009, 2pm Valley Lab, Windsor, CT 

 

12. Adjournment: Goodwin moved (McGowan seconded) to adjourn at 4:06 pm.  The 

Council decided to adjourn the meeting. 



Comments on the Connecticut list of Invasive and Potentially Invasive Plants 
Les Mehrhoff 

14 APR 2009 (rev. 8 SEP 2009) 
 

Raise from Potentially Invasive to Invasive: 
Ampelopsis brevipedunculata  Porcelainberry    Vitaceae 
Bromus tectorum   Drooping brome-grass  Poaceae 
Froelichia gracilis   Slender snake cotton   Amaranthaceae 
Polygonum cespitosum  Bristled knotweed   Polygonaceae 
Rubus phoenicolasias   Wineberry    Rosaceae 
 
Drop??:   
Elaeagnus angustifolia  Russian olive    Elaeagnaceae 
 (does not usually escape; similarity; common name problem) 
Glyceria maxima   Reed manna grass   Poaceae 
 (voucher specimen at CONN can’t be located.  Duplicate of this has been tentatively 

Identified by grass specialist from Canada, Stephen Darbyshire, as hybrid. 
Rosa rugosa    Rugosa rose    Rosaceae 
 (problem only near the coast) 
 
Keep: 
Tussilago farfara   Coltsfoot    Asteraceae 
 
Add as Potentially Invasive??: 
Glossostigma cleistanthum  Mudmat    Scrophulariaceae 
Oplismenus hirtellus         Poaceae 

subsp. undulatifolius  Wavyleaf basket grass 
Phellodendron amurense s. l.  Amur cork tree   Rutaceae 
Pyrus calleryana   Callery pear; Bradford Pear  Rosaceae 
 
Questions on distribution and/or status in CT: 
Actinidia arguta   Hardy kiwi, Tara vine   Actinidiaceae 
Akebia quinata   Fiveleaved akebia, Chocolate vine Lardizabalaceae 
Miscanthus sacchariflorus  Amur silvergrass   Poaceae 
Rhodotypos scandens   Jetbead    Rosaceae 
Symplocos paniculata   Sapphire-berry    Symplocaceae 
Syringa reticulata   Japanese tree lilac   Oleaceae 
 
Nomenclature issue – do we need a policy about our nomenclatural standard?: 
 Polygonum  vs. Persicaria, Fallopia 
 Glossostigma diandrum vs. G. cleistanthum 
 
Common name use problem: 
 Star of Bethlehem (Onithogalum umbellatum vs. Ornithogalum ‘Bethlehem’ 
 

Les.mehrhoff@uconn.edu 



 

 Page 1 of 4 
 

CT Invasive Plants Council 
Tuesday, October 13, 2009 
2 pm, Valley Laboratory 

Windsor, CT 
 
Council members present: Mary Musgrave, Les Mehrhoff, David Sutherland, Philip Prelli, Lou 
Magnarelli, Bill Hyatt, Paul Larson, Tom McGowan 
 
Others present: Donna Ellis, Logan Senack, Nancy Murray, Dick Shaffer 
 
1. Musgrave called the meeting to order at 2:03 pm. 
 
2. The minutes for the 9/8/09 meeting were reviewed.  Prelli moved (second: Larson) to approve 
the minutes.  The Council decided to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 
Items 3 and 4 were deferred until Mehrhoff arrived. 
Item 5 was deferred until McGowan arrived. 
 
6. Chairman succession and nominating committee (Sutherland, Larson) 
 
The nominating committee (Sutherland and Larson) has not identified a person to serve as 
chairman for the next cycle.  They hope to have suggestions for the November meeting. 
 
Tom McGowan arrived at 2:05 pm. 
 
5. Invasive plants and boat inspections (McGowan)* 
 
McGowan shared his correspondence with Senator Roraback’s office regarding the enforcement 
of Sect. 15-180 of the CT General Statutes (transport of vegetation on boats and boat trailers).  
The Office of Legislative Research (OLR) prepared a summary report for Roraback regarding 
enforcement of the invasive plant law (P. Frisman, Oct. 8, 2009*).  The report noted that there 
would need to be a provision in the state law that allows state troopers to enforce the invasive 
plant law—currently enforcement authority resides with the Commissioner of the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP).  McGowan stated that further defining this enforcement 
authority would be a sensible and necessary step to the law actually being enforceable. 
 
Hyatt noted that the OLR report actually did not mention Sect. 15-180. Currently, this section of 
the law is enforceable by DEP but is listed as a misdemeanor, not an infraction, requiring both 
the offender and the officer to appear in court.  Sect. 15-180 would need to be added to the list of 
infractions. 
 
Sutherland clarified that the DEP Commissioner would not have to actually give away authority 
for enforcement of this section—other law enforcement officers such as local/state police could 
share enforcement.   The group discussed what would be needed to have the Commissioner share 
authority with local officers and whether an actual legislative change would be needed.  It was 
unclear from the OLR report whether the DEP Commissioner can give the authority to local 
officials without a change in the state law.  Prelli noted that the OLR report is not meant to be 

* document is attached 
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taken as a definitive legal opinion and asked to make sure that other legal opinions are sought 
before acting, especially opinions from the Legislative Commissioner’s Office (LCO) and DEP’s 
legal staff.  Prelli also expressed concern that giving blanket authority to constables/local officers 
could be problematic, especially since most officers will not have any specialized knowledge of 
invasive plants. 
 
McGowan requested that the Council encourage the DEP Commissioner to find proper additional 
personnel to enforce the invasive plant law, especially as it relates to boats.  McGowan discussed 
the best way to achieve actual enforcement and the possibility of using Lake Authority personnel 
under the authority of resident state troopers to additionally enforce the law.   
 
The group discussed the benefits and potential problems if the misdemeanor for violation of 
Sect. 15-180 became an infraction.  Prelli noted that if Sect. 15-180 became an infraction, there 
might be no escalation of fines whether the person was fined once or several times. 
 
Hyatt noted that the benefits of an enforceable invasive plant boating law would extend beyond 
Lake Waramaug and could add to preventative measures at other lakes in the area such as 
Candlewood Lake and Bantam Lake. 
 
Les Mehrhoff arrived at 2:35 pm. 
 
Hyatt will research the process of changing a misdemeanor to an infraction and find out what 
would be required to have the DEP Commissioner delegate the necessary authority for 
enforcement of the law and will share his findings with the Council at the November meeting. At 
present Sect. 22a-381d is not enforceable, but DEP is still looking at developing a method for 
civil enforcement.  A violation of Sect. 22a-381d is already listed with a $50 fine in the schedule 
of infractions.  Magnarelli reminded the group that right now CAES has no authority whatsoever 
to enforce the law, although they conduct inspections in garden centers and nurseries.  Prelli 
indicated that the Department of Agriculture (DOAG) could inspect pet shops.  If banned species 
are found, DOAG could do a follow-up inspection to make sure the banned invasive plants were 
removed.  
 
3. Possible changes to CT list of invasive and potentially invasive plants (Mehrhoff, all)* 
 
Mehrhoff re-distributed the list of his proposed species for discussion*.  He also distributed a 
chart showing the county distributions of the five species he would like the Council to discuss 
moving from potentially invasive to invasive*.  The distribution data for the five species came 
only from the Invasive Plant Atlas of New England (IPANE) database and herbarium specimens 
and includes no anecdotal reports.  Mehrhoff added that many of the species are even more 
common than the current records show, but some species may be so widespread that IPANE 
volunteers may be failing to notice them. 
 
The group discussed the listing process and addressed concerns that there was not enough 
information to make decisions on the status changes to some species.  Mehrhoff reminded the 
group that there is an established 9-point criteria that must be met for each species to be listed as 
invasive.  The group discussed the list and how best to acquire more information on each species 

* document is attached 
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before making decisions.  Musgrave reminded the group that the Council has relied on Mehrhoff 
to prepare the initial species list since the beginning, and the Council has always made its 
recommendations based on Mehrhoff’s list. 
 
Since Mehrhoff does not have the time available to prepare extensive reports for each plant, the 
group asked Senack to prepare further detailed information for species 6-9 on Mehrhoff’s list and 
information in brief on species 1-5 for the next meeting.   Mehrhoff volunteered to help Senack 
with the reports and suggested that the Council take a field trip to see some of the invasives in 
CT. 
 
Mehrhoff also explained his suggestions that the Council discuss dropping some plants from the 
invasive plant list: 
 

Elaeagnus angustifolia (Russian olive) is not found outside of cultivation in CT based on 
Mehrhoff’s experience and observations.  Mehrhoff notes that there is a high level of 
confusion between Russian olive and autumn olive (Elaeagnus umbellata).  According to 
Larson, the nursery industry took both species out of the trade around 15 years ago. 

 
Glyceria maxima (reed mannagrass) was reported at a single location in Massachusetts.  
Mehrhoff has been trying to track down the specimen, which was sent to the UConn 
Herbarium, but was unable to find it.  Mehrhoff followed up with a duplicate specimen 
sent to a Canadian herbarium and has heard from the botanists there that the specimen 
was incorrectly identified and is not Glyceria maxima. This means there are no recorded 
occurrences of the species in any state in New England in the IPANE database or the 
UConn Herbarium. 

 
Rosa rugosa (rugosa rose): Mehrhoff suggested the Council discuss Rosa rugosa because 
it is invasive, but only along the immediate coast of Connecticut.  Mehrhoff asked the 
Council to discuss this unique distribution issue and determine if the Council can restrict 
the use of a plant in only a specific area, like coastlines. 

 
Additionally, Mehrhoff discussed a request to Dave Goodwin that the Council recommend 
removing the ban on Tussilago farfara (coltsfoot) because it is used in medicinal gardens.  
Mehrhoff stated that he feels this is not a good reason to take the species off the list, and wants to 
know more about the dispersal mechanisms and other traits of the species, especially whether or 
not the species will persist in forest clearings. 
 
Mehrhoff asked the Council members to review the full list of criteria and reminded everyone he 
is only discussing changes to the potentially invasive/invasive plant list, not the list of banned 
plants. 
 
The Council decided to move discussion on the remainder of Mehrhoff’s species list to a 
later meeting so that the first part (species 1 through 9) could be discussed in more detail in 
November.  The Council also decided to move the nomenclatural issue discussion to a later 
meeting.  
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7. Musgrave: Annual Report 
 
Musgrave updated the group on the progress of the Annual Report, which is due in December. 
The Council decided to include a report on the Grants to Municipalities Program despite its 
cancellation, to highlight the response from the municipalities and the work that was done prior 
to the program’s end.  Hyatt will prepare the report and a summary of the Grants to 
Municipalities program for the Annual Report.  DEP will also provide a summary of the 
invasives activities it has been working on, including the Hydrilla project and Logan Senack’s 
work.  CAES and DOAG will provide updates on training and inspections. The major 
accomplishments will also be highlighted in the Executive Summary, including the CAES 
training session for DOAG staff. 
  
8. Other old or new business: 
 
Murray mentioned that the Council may want to discuss Connecticut procedures for importing 
invasive plants like Elodea for research in high schools and at the University of Connecticut.  
Murray has worked with individuals who wanted to import material from within the United 
States for research projects.  Hyatt noted that Sect. 26-55 covers the importation of all taxa 
except plants. 
 
9. The next meeting is scheduled for November 12, from 2-4 pm.  
November 12 is a Thursday and not a Tuesday as reported on the 10/13 agenda. 
 
10. Sutherland moved (second: Larson) to adjourn the meeting.  The Council decided to 
adjourn at 4:16 pm. 



 

OLR RESEARCH REPORT 
 

   
Mary M. Janicki, Director 
Phone (860) 240-8400 
FAX (860) 240-8881 
http://www.cga.ct.gov/olr 

 Room 5300 
Legislative Office Building 

Hartford, CT 06106-1591 
Olr@cga.ct.gov 

Connecticut General Assembly 
Office of Legislative Research 

 
 

 
October 8, 2009  2009-R-0360 

ENFORCEMENT OF THE INVASIVE PLANT LAW 

For: Honorable Andrew W. Roraback  
By: Paul Frisman, Principal Analyst 

 
You asked if local law enforcement officials can enforce the invasive 

plant law. You specifically asked if they can prevent people from 
transporting invasive plants between inland water bodies. The Office of 
Legislative Research is not authorized to issue legal opinions and this 
should not be considered one. 

 
SUMMARY 

 
Local law enforcement officials do not have explicit authority to 

enforce the invasive plant law as it pertains to boaters who carry invasive 
plants between state water bodies; however, the Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) commissioner does, and she may 
delegate this authority as she deems necessary.  The law would have to 
be changed to give local law enforcement officials the authority to enforce 
the law on their own initiative.   

 
INVASIVE PLANT LAW 

 
The law prohibits anyone from moving or distributing, except for 

research, eradication, or educational purposes, any of 80 named invasive 
plants, or their reproductive parts. Violators are subject to a fine of up to 
$100 per plant (CGS § 22a-381d, as amended by PA 09-52). This 
prohibition applies to people who fail to clean these plants, or fragments 
of them, from their boats or boat trailers, and who may thus 
inadvertently carry the plants from one body of water to another.   
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ENFORCEMENT OF THE LAW 

 
State Enforcement Authority 

 
By law, the DEP and agriculture commissioners and the Connecticut 

Agricultural Experiment Station director can enforce the invasive plant 
statutes. 

 
The DEP commissioner obtains her authority under CGS § 22a-2, 

which gives DEP jurisdiction over all matters relating to the preservation 
of the state’s air, water, and other natural resources;  CGS § 22a-5, 
which gives the commissioner all powers necessary to carry out state 
environmental policies; and CGS § 22a-6, which allows her to (1) initiate 
and receive complaints for actual and suspected violations of, and (2) 
enforce, statutes, regulations, permits, and orders she administers, 
issues, or adopts.  Although the commissioner does not have specific 
power to delegate enforcement of the invasive plant laws, as she 
does for other laws under CGS § 22a-2a, the broad authority 
afforded her by CGS 22a-5 would allow her to delegate enforcement 
of the invasive plant laws as she sees fit. 

 
We were not able to speak with DEP law enforcement officials about 

enforcement of the invasive plant law in time for this report, but will 
provide you any information we receive from them as soon as we get it. 

 
The agriculture commissioner and experiment station director may 

enforce the invasive plant law in specific circumstances. CGS §§ 22-84 
and 22-344 (e), as amended by PA 09-52, respectively authorize the (1) 
director to inspect nurseries and nursery stock and (2) commissioner to 
inspect pet shops, for violations of the invasive plant laws. The act does 
not address boat and trailer inspections, and spokesmen for the 
experiment station and the agriculture department state that they 
do not conduct such inspections.   

 
Local Enforcement Authority 

 
CGS § 15-154 (a) explicitly authorizes harbor masters and deputy 

harbor masters; conservation officers and special conservation officers; 
state,  municipal, and special police officers; lake patrolmen; and town 
marine officers certified for marine police duty to enforce the provisions 
of the state’s boating laws (CGS Chapter 268) and water pollution control 
laws (CGS Chapter 446k). However, it does not explicitly authorize them 
to enforce the invasive plant laws (included in CGS Chapter 446i.) 
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The statute goes on to say that these officers “when engaged in the 
enforcement of this chapter and chapter 446k…have the authority to 
stop and board any vessel which is under way or which is moored on the 
waters of this state for the purposes of” among other things “searching 
when such officer has probable cause to believe that any provision of any 
law…relating to boating or water pollution has been violated” (CGS § 15-
154 (b)). 

 
Although this provision seems to allow these officers to enforce 

any law relating to boating, which could include the invasive plant 
law, it is not clear if this provision can be so interpreted. For one 
thing, it qualifies this enforcement power to searches conducted 
while enforcing the boating laws and chapter 446k of the statutes, 
not chapter 446i. It also limits searches to cases where probable 
cause exists and to boats under way or moored, and does not refer 
to boats that have been removed from the water. 

 
Another law specifying the powers and duties of conservation officers 

and patrolmen enumerates a number of statutes they can enforce, but 
does not include chapter 446i or the invasive plant statutes (CGS § 26-
6). 

 
Because of the lack of explicit statutory authority and the 

ambiguity of the statute, the legislature might want to amend the 
law to clarify that these law enforcement officials have the 
authority to enforce the invasive plant laws at and between inland 
water bodies.   

 
PF:ts 



Comments on the Connecticut list of Invasive and Potentially Invasive Plants 
Les Mehrhoff 

14 APR 2009 (rev. 8 SEP 2009) 
 

Raise from Potentially Invasive to Invasive: 
Ampelopsis brevipedunculata  Porcelainberry    Vitaceae 
Bromus tectorum   Drooping brome-grass  Poaceae 
Froelichia gracilis   Slender snake cotton   Amaranthaceae 
Polygonum cespitosum  Bristled knotweed   Polygonaceae 
Rubus phoenicolasias   Wineberry    Rosaceae 
 
Drop??:   
Elaeagnus angustifolia  Russian olive    Elaeagnaceae 
 (does not usually escape; similarity; common name problem) 
Glyceria maxima   Reed manna grass   Poaceae 
 (voucher specimen at CONN can’t be located.  Duplicate of this has been tentatively 

Identified by grass specialist from Canada, Stephen Darbyshire, as hybrid. 
Rosa rugosa    Rugosa rose    Rosaceae 
 (problem only near the coast) 
 
Keep: 
Tussilago farfara   Coltsfoot    Asteraceae 
 
Add as Potentially Invasive??: 
Glossostigma cleistanthum  Mudmat    Scrophulariaceae 
Oplismenus hirtellus         Poaceae 

subsp. undulatifolius  Wavyleaf basket grass 
Phellodendron amurense s. l.  Amur cork tree   Rutaceae 
Pyrus calleryana   Callery pear; Bradford Pear  Rosaceae 
 
Questions on distribution and/or status in CT: 
Actinidia arguta   Hardy kiwi, Tara vine   Actinidiaceae 
Akebia quinata   Fiveleaved akebia, Chocolate vine Lardizabalaceae 
Miscanthus sacchariflorus  Amur silvergrass   Poaceae 
Rhodotypos scandens   Jetbead    Rosaceae 
Symplocos paniculata   Sapphire-berry    Symplocaceae 
Syringa reticulata   Japanese tree lilac   Oleaceae 
 
Nomenclature issue – do we need a policy about our nomenclatural standard?: 
 Polygonum  vs. Persicaria, Fallopia 
 Glossostigma diandrum vs. G. cleistanthum 
 
Common name use problem: 
 Star of Bethlehem (Onithogalum umbellatum vs. Ornithogalum ‘Bethlehem’ 
 

Les.mehrhoff@uconn.edu 
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CT Invasive Plants Council 
Tuesday, November 12, 2009 

2 pm, Valley Laboratory 
Windsor, CT 

 
Council members present: Mary Musgrave, Philip Prelli, Les Mehrhoff, Bill Hyatt, Lou 
Magnarelli, David Sutherland, Dave Goodwin, Paul Larson, Tom McGowan 
 
Others present: Donna Ellis, Nancy Murray, Logan Senack, Karen Weeks 
 
1. Musgrave called the meeting to order at 2:04 pm. 
 
2. The minutes for the 10/13/09 meeting were reviewed. Prelli moved (second: Sutherland) to 
approve the minutes. The Council decided to approve the minutes as submitted. 
 
3. Possible changes to CT list of Invasive and Potentially Invasive Plants 
As the Council had requested at the 10/13/09 meeting, Senack prepared more information about 
the first nine species on Mehrhoff’s list of species to discuss.  Senack met with Mehrhoff three 
times over the month to gather more information and work out a presentation format, and 
prepared a short write-up of each species including its current known IPANE distribution data 
and other information. Mehrhoff presented additional information and photographs to the group 
as examples of CT and regional populations of the species in question. 
 
After each presentation about a species, the Council discussed the species, the changes proposed, 
and asked additional questions.  The Council then voted to take action on the species discussed. 
 

- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Ampelopsis brevipedunculata 
(porcelainberry).  Hyatt moved (second: Sutherland) that the species listing be changed 
from Potentially Invasive to Invasive.  The Council voted 9-0 to change the listing of 
the species from Potentially Invasive to Invasive. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Bromus tectorum (cheatgrass).  Due 
to concerns about insufficient distribution data, the Council decided to table discussion 
on this species. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Froelichia gracilis (slender snake 
cotton).  Prelli moved (second: Hyatt) that the species listing be changed from Potentially 
Invasive to Invasive.  The Council voted 9-0 to change the listing of the species from 
Potentially Invasive to Invasive. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Polygonum cespitosum (Oriental 
lady’s thumb).  Hyatt moved (second: Sutherland) that the species listing be changed 
from Potentially Invasive to Invasive.  The Council voted 9-0 to change the listing of 
the species from Potentially Invasive to Invasive. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Rubus phoenicolasius (wineberry).  
Prelli moved (second: Sutherland) that the species listing be changed from Potentially 
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Invasive to Invasive.  The Council voted 9-0 to change the listing of the species from 
Potentially Invasive to Invasive. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Elaeagnus angustifolia (Russian 
olive).  The group discussed the difficulty of separating the species from Elaeagnus 
umbellata (autumn olive) and noted that neither species has been sold by the nursery 
trade for many years. Prelli moved (second: Mehrhoff) that the species be tabled.  The 
Council decided to table discussion of this species. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Glyceria maxima (reed mannagrass).  
Since the species is not yet present in CT but is likely to be invasive if it should become 
established here, the Council decided to take no action on this species; the species will 
remain listed as a Potentially Invasive Plant. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Rosa rugosa (rugosa rose).  Due to 
the species’ somewhat unique distribution in coastal areas, Prelli moved (second: 
Sutherland) that the species remain listed as Potentially Invasive, but that an asterisk be 
added to its designation stating that the plant is especially aggressive in coastal areas.  
The Council decided that the species will remain listed as a Potentially Invasive 
Plant and decided to add an asterisk to its designation stating that the plant is 
especially aggressive in coastal areas. 

 
- The Council reviewed and discussed the status of Tussilago farfara (coltsfoot).  Prelli 
moved (second: Larson) to take no action on this species.  The Council decided (9-0) to 
take no action; the species will remain listed as an Invasive Plant. 
 

The Council decided to attach Senack’s reports about each species to the minutes, with the 
criteria that each plant meets updated and displayed in the reports.* 
 
After the discussion of the nine species, Murray suggested that the Council discuss listing the 
entire genus of Myriophyllum as invasive.  Further, Murray reported that the situation regarding 
the sale of plants labelled Myriophyllum propium in CT is still unresolved.  The species name 
does not appear in any scientific literature and is difficult to differentiate from other species 
(genetic tests are usually needed).  The plant is mislabeled or may be a cultivar of another 
Myriophyllum sp. Because of the need to devote the December 2009 meeting to finalizing the 
Annual Report, the group agreed to return to this issue in one of the 2010 meetings. 
 
4.  Invasive plant infractions/misdemeanors and boat inspections 
Hyatt reported to the group on that the misdemeanor for transporting plant material on boats and 
boat trailers (Sect. 15-180) is enforceable at the municipal level by DEP conservation officers 
and by municipal officers. 
 
DEP recommends that the misdemeanor should be changed to an infraction, although the 
question of who should have enforcement authority needs to be resolved.  Lake Authorities do 
not have the authority to enforce Sect. 15-180 because the actual act of transporting the plants 

*document is attached 
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occurs on land (boat launch, parking lots), not on the water where the Lake Authorities have 
some enforcement powers. 
 
Hyatt moved (second:McGowan) that the IPC recommend to the Legislature that the 
misdemeanor for Sect. 15-180 be changed to an infraction.  The Council decided (9-0) to 
recommend that the misdemeanor for Sect. 15-180 be changed to an infraction. 
 
Prelli suggested that the Council should testify in support of the change if it does come up in the 
Legislature. 
 
McGowan discussed the possibility of enabling Lake Authority enforcement officers to enforce 
this law at boat launches, parking lots or at the water’s edge.  Prelli expressed concern that an 
improperly worded change could have unintended consequences, such as giving Lake Authority 
enforcement officers the authority to enforce the law anywhere in the state or on other water 
bodies. 
 
McGowan will send Hyatt and Prelli the language for the proposed change and will report back 
at the next meeting. 
 
5. Chairman nominating committee report 
Sutherland and Larson reported to the group that they propose Musgrave serve an additional 1-
year extension on her term as Chairman of the Council.  Larson moved (second: Magnarelli) to 
elect Musgrave as Chairman for an additional one-year term.  The Council voted (8-0-1, 
Musgrave abstaining) to elect Musgrave for an additional one-year term. 
 
Goodwin moved (second: Sutherland) to elect Prelli as Vice Chairman for an additional one-year 
term.  The Council voted (8-0-1, Prelli abstaining) to elect Prelli for an additional one-year 
term. 
 
6. DEP attachments to Annual Report 
Aside from a few wording changes, there were no edits to the DEP attachments to the Annual 
Report. 
 
7. Annual Report 
Musgrave reported that the preparations for the Annual Report are continuing.  The Council 
decided to include in the Annual Report the fact sheets Senack prepared for any of the species 
for which action was taken at this meeting. 
 
Additionally, Senack will be responsible for delivering the copies of the Report to the various 
offices in Hartford. 
 
8. Greenwich Land Trust 
The group discussed a copy of a letter from David Wierdsma of Greenwich regarding the 
increasing presence of invasive plants at the Allen Preserve in Greenwich, a property deeded to 
the Greenwich Land Trust to be “a sanctuary for wild flowers and plants indigenous to the State 
of Connecticut”.  The letter described the problems that invasive plants, including Japanese stilt 
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grass, oriental bittersweet, Japanese honeysuckle, Canada thistle, Norway maple and Japanese 
barberry, are causing in the Preserve and expressed concern that the land is not being maintained 
as deeded. 
 
The Council decided not to include the original letter in the Annual Report but will note that they 
have received a copy, as it is an example of why municipalities need assistance and funding 
when dealing with invasive species issues. 
 
Magnarelli left the meeting at 4:05. 
 
9. Other old or new business 
Prelli suggested the Council discuss the current status of cultivar research at the next meeting. 
 
Senack reported that the “Wanted” poster encouraging people to look for and report mile-a-
minute vine in CT is now also being used by MassWildlife, the Massachusetts Department of 
Conservation and Recreation, and the Massachusetts Dept. of Agricultural Research (with MA, 
not CT contact information). 
 
Larson reminded the group that the schedule for next year’s meeting dates should be discussed at 
the December meeting.  
 
Hyatt and Mehrhoff will be unable to attend the December meeting. Therefore they requested 
that the cultivar discussion be deferred until one of the 2010 meetings. 
 
10. The next meeting is scheduled for Dec. 8 2-4 pm at the CAES Valley Laboratory in 
Windsor, CT. 
 
11. Goodwin moved (second: McGowan) to adjourn the meeting.  The Council decided to 
adjourn at 4:16 pm. 





















































































 
2009 YEAR END REPORT 
 
CT DEP Invasive Plant Program: 2009 Accomplishments 
 
In 2003, the Connecticut General Assembly established the Invasive Plant Council (IPC) 
(CGS 22a-381) to develop strategies regarding public education, control methods, and 
prevention in order to address the adverse consequences of invasive plants. In 2007, the 
Connecticut General Assembly provided funding to establish an Invasive Plant Program, to be 
administered by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP). This report 
documents the DEP’s initial efforts in developing such a program.  The Invasive Plant 
Program is being coordinated and integrated with other DEP efforts to address threats from 
invasive species (e.g., Aquatic Nuisance Species Plan and Wildlife Habitat Improvement 
Projects).   
 
Goal of the DEP Invasive Plant Program: To develop and implement an Invasive Plant 
Program that minimizes the impact of invasive plants to Connecticut’s terrestrial and aquatic 
habitats and prevents new introductions.  This goal will be achieved by developing a 
comprehensive program that addresses prevention, early detection and monitoring, rapid 
response, control, and education related to invasive plants.    
 
A) Completed Tasks:  
 
 Invasive Plant Coordinator: DEP was able to implement a one year Project 

Amendment to the existing Project Agreement with the University of CT Plant 
Science.  This amendment allowed us to extend the Invasive Plant Coordinator 
contract until June 30, 2010.   The coordinator reports jointly to the University 
and DEP.  
 
CT Invasive Plant Coordinator, Logan Senack: Accomplishments 
Assigned 96 plants to management classes 
Senack worked with Donna Ellis (UConn) and Nancy Murray (DEP) with advice 
from Dr. Les Mehrhoff (IPANE/UConn) to separate Connecticut’s 96 invasive 
species into 5 categories based on population size in CT, availability of control 
techniques, magnitude of impacts, and other factors.  This categorization will 
allow DEP and other stakeholders to focus limited resources on species control 
activities that will have the greatest positive impact on Connecticut’s landscape 
and ecosystems. (Attachment A-Assignment of Plants to Management Classes)  
 
Developed draft experts databases 
Senack developed a list of Taxonomic and Control Experts on invasive plants in 
Connecticut, which will be updated in June 2010.  The list is composed of experts 
on CT flora who may be willing to assist with identification, rapid response, and 
field visits to populations of invasive plants in Connecticut. 
 
 



Increased public awareness about mile-a-minute vine 
Launched website and online reporting form 
Senack worked with staff at DEP and UConn to develop a website about mile-a-
minute vine, a species designated as a high priority by both DEP and UConn.  The 
website includes general information about the species for the public, as well as 
an online reporting from that can be used to report a suspected occurrence of 
mile-a-minute vine in the state.   
 
Issued press release about mile-a-minute vine invasion 
Senack coordinated with DEP and UConn to issue a joint press release about 
mile-a-minute vine in CT and to ask the public to assist state staff in locating 
mile-a-minute vine.  Along with other mile-a-minute outreach activities, the press 
release resulted in mile-a-minute vine coverage in seven newsletter, magazine, 
and other non-daily periodicals, at least 28 other newspaper articles, and three 
television news stories on three news networks.   
 
Distribution of mile-a-minute vine identification materials 
Senack worked with Ellis at UConn and with state and town staff, volunteers, and 
non-profit gardening organizations to distribute over 8,450 postcards, 430 flyers, 
and 250 posters about mile-a-minute to businesses, residents, and the general 
public at various events in Connecticut.  
 
Collected additional information on locations and spread of mile-a-minute 
vine in CT 
The increased attention on mile-a-minute vine has resulted in at least 195 reports 
of suspected mile-a-minute populations via the mile-a-minute website and phone 
number managed by Senack and Ellis at UConn.  An additional 82 reports of 
suspected mile-a-minute vine populations were received by various other state 
programs and agencies, including the CT Agricultural Experiment Station and 
UConn Master Gardener’s Program/Cooperative Extension, for a total 277 
reports.  Most of the reports are negative (i.e. other species confused with mile-a-
minute), but approximately 14% were positive and some reports resulted in the 
discovery of mile-a-minute vine in previously unknown towns.  This reporting 
initiative enabled the discovery of mile-a-minute vine in three new towns in the 
state.  Senack also assisted CAES and UCONN with introduction of the mile-a-
minute weevil that is used as a biological control. 
 
Initiated research on invasive plant database to track distribution, 
management actions, and monitoring programs on Early Detection invasive 
plants 
Senack is gathering information about various invasive plant database programs 
and has participated in conference calls about mapping programs, database 
programs, and other issues.   
 
 
 



 
Provided administrative support to the Invasive Plant Council 
Senack provided much needed administrative support to the Invasive Plant 
Council by preparing and posting meeting minutes since 2008 and assisting with 
IPC requests for information.   
 
Initiated pilot project to develop a reporting protocol for invasive plants 
Senack is developing a reporting protocol for invasive plant species.  A pilot 
project using  reporting of mile-a-minute vine was used to gauge public response 
and test the reporting process. 

 
 

 Funding for Inspections of nurseries and pet stores 
Transferred funds to the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station (CAES) 
that enabled CAES to inspect nurseries and garden centers for the sale of banned 
invasive plants.   The Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station conducted 
invasive plant inspections at 158 nurseries this past year. No invasive plants 
banned by Connecticut law were found. 
Funds were also transferred to Department of Agriculture to inspect pet stores for 
the sale of invasive plants.  
 
 
 

 PRIORITY INVASIVE SPECIES CONTROL WORK 
Hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata) 
New location found- Southwest CT DEP-Inland Fisheries, while conducting a 
triploid grass carp evaluation, collected an aquatic plant sample that was 
positively identified as Hydrilla.  DEP did a whole lake survey to determine the 
species extent.  An aquatic plant control contractor was immediately hired by the 
landowners to conduct diver assisted hand pulling to remove the plants.   
 
Fairfield County-During the second year of the Silvermine River Hydrilla 
Cooperative Agreement with the University of Connecticut, herbicide 
applications were conducted at three waterbodies.  Data on biomass was collected 
from the three treatment areas and three control areas.  Data will be analyzed over 
the next few months.  Additional data collection will be done in 2010.    
 

In September 2009, a volunteer hand pulling event was also conducted 
along a section of the Silvermine by UCONN students and professors. A 
member of DEP staff helped plan this effort and assisted with 
implementation.  A total of 310 pounds of Hydrilla was collected and then 
incinerated.  The goal continues to be eradication of hydrilla from the 
Silvermine River.   

Waterchestnut (Trapa natans) 
Connecticut River-CT-DEP (main stem river and coves from Hartford 
downstream) and USFWS (“hot” spots in the Hartford area) completed their 



annual survey of the CT River in Connecticut for water chestnut. This year, both 
DEP and USFWS staff found significantly fewer plants than in previous years. 
Surveying/harvesting activities were hampered by higher than usual flows for 
much of the summer. 
Mudge Pond, Sharon-DEP conducted the third year of hand pulling and has noted 
that existing subpopulations of waterchestnut have been reduced.   These efforts 
will continue. 

 
Yellow floating heart (Nymphoides peltata) 
New location found- This site was reported from a pond in Pachaug State Forest.  
CT DEP staff hand pulled the relatively small population and will plan to conduct 
control work next year.  The root system extended into the pond substrate and had 
rootlets growing at the submersed internodes; it is no wonder this plant grows so 
well. 
Eastern CT Private Pond-The second year of chemical control was once again 
conducted in August with the assistance of the DEP Wildlife Division-Wetlands 
Habitat and Mosquito Management Control Program (WHAMM). 
 
Phragmites /Common Reed (Phragmites australis) 
The DEP WHAMM Program started spraying in mid July and will continue until 
the first killing frost along the coast. The DEP is using two crews with our new 
Marsh Master II (purchased with CT Duck Stamp Funds) and an ARGO.  They 
are using two different herbicides: glyphosate and imazapyr.  They have 
conducted control work at the following sites during 2009.   
 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Wildlife Habitat Incentive 
Program Funded Projects for Phragmites control 
Verkades in Waterford – 10 acres 
Assekonk Swamp WMA in North Stonington – 5 acres 
Barn Island WMA in Stonington – 21 acres 
John Minetto State Park in  Torrington – 5 acres 
White Memorial in Litchfield – 30 acres 
Pandolpho site in Ashford – 10 acres 
Harkness State Park Dune Restoration – invasive knotweed control in Waterford 
– 3 acres 
 
NRCS Landowner Incentive Program Funded Projects for Phragmites 
control 
Long Wharf NHLT in New Haven – 2 acres 
Mill Meadows in Old Saybrook – 5 acres 
Bermuda Road Aspetuck Land Trust in Westport – 1 acre 
Sherwood Mill Pond in Westport – 4 acres 
Lord’s Cove, TNC, in Lyme – 100 acres 
Lieutenant River and Calves Island, TNC in Old Lyme – 5 acres 



Flanders NCLT in Woodbury – 2 acres 
Joshua Creek LCT, Lyme – 2 acres 
Seaside Ave in Guilford – 5 acres 

 
NRCS Wetlands Reserve Program funded for Phragmites control 
Ayers Point WMA in Old Saybrook 
Ragged Rock WMA in Old Saybrook 
Plum Bank WMA in Old Saybrook 
Back River in Old Lyme   
Upper Island in Old Lyme 
Great Island in Old Lyme 
Silver Sands State Park in Milford 
Sherwood Island State Park in Westport 
 
Department of Transportation Funded for invasive control 
Groton Airport, knotweed and Phragmites – 6 acres 
West River in West Haven, Phragmites – 2 acres 
 
Other funded Phragmites control 
Livingston Ripley Waterfowl Institute in Litchfield - .5 acre 
Roy Swamp Wildlife Management Area in Sharon – 3 acres 
Davis Pond in East Lyme – 2 acres 
Mile Creek in Old Lyme – 5 acres 

 
 
 

B) Tasks with Ongoing Elements: 
 
 “Grants to Municipalities for Control of Invasive Plants” Update: DEP 

received 41 proposals from municipalities in response to the Request for 
Proposals (RFP) to distribute $175,000 to municipalities for invasive plant control 
projects on publicly accessible lands and waters that was announced in October, 
2008. Project proposals were reviewed and ranked by the DEP Invasive Plant 
Working Group.  Each member ranked the proposals and met to discuss and 
prioritize the projects.  The Group agreed on the final funding recommendations. 
The CT Invasive Plant Council approved the list of recommended projects and 
DEP drafted Personal Service Agreements to transfer the funds.  Unfortunately, 
the program was cancelled on March 5, 2009 after it was determined that funds 
for the program would not be available due to CT’s declining budget situation. 
 

 Supplemental Environmental Project: Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) will be funding four projects designed to control several highly invasive 
non-native plants. The $115,000 in funding for these projects comes from 
Supplemental Environmental Project (“SEP”) payments made to DEP as part of 
the resolution of enforcement actions.  These funds are used as support for 
environmentally beneficial projects.  Two projects in the towns of New Milford 



and Newtown are targeting mile-a-minute vine (Persicaria perfoliata).  The 
project in Litchfield and Morris will target an infestation of fanwort (Cabomba 
caroliniana) in the upper Bantam River and its outlet into Bantam Lake.  These 
projects had been the highest ranked project proposals from the currently 
unfunded  invasive plants grants program. They were selected from more than 
forty project proposals that had been submitted to a program that had been known 
as “Grants to Municipalities for Control of Invasive Plants.” The funding will also 
support ongoing efforts to eradicate water chestnut (Trapa natans) from a flood 
control pond in the City of Hartford that flows into the Connecticut River.   
 

 
C) Tasks in Progress: 

 
 Federal Aquatic Nuisance Species (ANS) Funding: 

Statewide ANS Coordinator 
Last year, DEP drafted a cooperative agreement with the University of CT 
Institute of Water Resources using FY08 ANS funds in conjunction with state 
matching funds to support a Statewide ANS Coordinator.  The DEP matching 
funds were not available when the state budget situation occurred and we were 
unable to proceed.  We plan to develop a new cooperative agreement with the 
University of CT Institute of Water Resources to hire a part-time ANS 
Coordinator.  The person in this position will be addressing selected tasks from 
the federally approved Connecticut Aquatic Nuisance Species Management Plan 
pertaining to the prevention, early detection, monitoring, rapid response, and 
education about aquatic invasive species (including invasive plants).  The 
following tasks from the CT ANS Plan shall be initiated: Hire part-time ANS 
Coordinator, including establishing Coordinating Committee; develop & review 
ANS listing protocols, species and vector lists; coordinate within NE region; 
conduct  information needs assessment; minimize industry,  recreation and 
education and research introductions; develop an CT ANS website 
 
FY09 ANS Funding 
DEP submitted the funding request for FY09 ANS funds in September 2009 in 
the amount of $34,000 (total amount available to each state).  We are awaiting the 
final award letter.  The following tasks from the CT ANS Plan shall be initiated: 
coordinate within NE region; develop early detection, monitoring and assessment 
information management system; develop control guidelines; develop rapid 
response protocols; distribute education materials; issue press releases, and update 
CT ANS website. 

 
D) Future Tasks and Challenges:   

 
Control of Invasive Plants Requires a Long-Term Commitment:   
Due to severe budget shortfalls, the Connecticut State Legislature did not allocate 
funding to maintain the DEP Invasive Plant Program.  Without dedicated funding, 



DEP will face even greater challenges in efforts to protect CT’s natural resources 
from degradation from invasive species.   
 

 
Last year’s program goals remain critically important to operating a CT 
Invasive Plant program. 
 Prevention: The most cost effective invasive plant program is one that stops new 

invasive plants before they enter the state.  We need to identify invasive plant 
vectors (i.e., moving soil or equipment), research existing prevention methods, 
and develop new methods to prevent further introductions or dispersal.  Our 
objective will be to develop Best Management Practices for industry and the 
general public (see education below). 

 
 Early Detection and Monitoring: Early detection is important because plant 

populations are often small enough to be eradicated.  Coordination with in-state 
and regional partners facilitates finding new invaders early.  CT needs to develop 
a comprehensive database to track the locations of invasive plant locations, site 
ownership, control actions, costs, and control results. 

 
 Rapid Response and Control: Rapid Response refers to actions to eradicate, 

contain or control invasive species while the populations are small.  CT needs to 
develop a generic rapid response plan that can be quickly modified to address 
specific invasive plants.  Legal constraints need to be identified and addressed.  
Plant experts need to be available or on-call to conduct control actions and to 
confirm species identification. 

 
 Education and Awareness: Educational efforts need to be expanded to include 

Best Management Practices for the nursery & landscaping industry, pet trade, 
municipal landfills and composting sites, and for the general public.  A 
comprehensive CT based Invasive Plant website needs to be developed. 
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