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 SECTION 1.  Connecticut Forest Conditions and Trends 

 

Introduction 

Connecticut‘s framework for the Statewide Forest Resource Assessment follows the seven 

criteria of sustainability as listed in the Montreal Process Criterion and Indicators.  This criteria 

is commonly used at the national and international levels to monitor the sustainability of 

temperate and boreal forests.  As suggested in the Northeastern Area Association of State 

Foresters Suggested Framework for Statewide Forest Resource Assessments, these criterion are 

used because (1) ―they provide broad goals for sustainable forest management, encompassing 

ecological, social, and economic aspects of forests; (2) they are agreed to and monitored at 

multiple scales (international, national, regional, in some states, and finer), (3) some related 

state-level data are compiled and will be available on-line. The Northeastern Area Association of 

State Foresters (NAASF) and the Northeastern Area (NA) have worked in partnership to assess 

and support forest sustainability at regional and state levels following the seven nationally-

monitored criteria and 18 measurable base indicators of forest sustainability‖ (NAASF).  A 

complete list of the base indicators and metrics used can be found in Appendix 1. 

 

In addition, the Farm Bill and national guidance calls for the State Assessments and Strategies to 

be consistent with the three national S&PF themes: (1) conserve working forest landscapes, (2) 

protect forests from harm, and (3) enhance public benefits from trees and forests. 
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Criterion 1.  Conservation of Biological Diversity 
 

Importance: Biological diversity is about variety in the number and kinds of life forms in the 

forest ecosystem, in their genetic makeup, and in the habitats where they live. Generally, greater 

diversity means a greater potential to adapt to changes. To preserve biological diversity, animals 

and plants must be able to freely interact with one another and with their environment. There 

must be food, water, and shelter in sufficient amounts spread across the landscape. Biological 

diversity is often studied at ecosystem, species, and genetic levels.  Diverse ecosystems are 

stable ecosystems (NAASF)
2
 

 

Indicator 1: Area of total land, forestland, and reserved forestland  

 

Introduction: This Indicator assesses the percentage of the State that is forested, and the 

percentage of the forested area that is protected from development. The amount of forestland 

relative to other cover types provides an initial impression of the importance of the resource. The 

amount of protected forest indicates the degree to which the resource is sheltered from 

mismanagement or clearing for development.
3
  

 

1.1  Forest and total land area 

Connecticut contains approximately 3,179,254 acres of land, of which approximately 1,870,055
4
 

acres, or 59%, is forested, based on satellite interpretation.  This estimate of forest cover includes 

deciduous, coniferous, and wetland forests.  It may include isolated scrub areas characterized by 

patches of dense woody vegetation, isolated low density residential areas, and some small water 

courses (UCONN CCL).  Other undeveloped classes include agricultural fields, grasses, non-

forested wetland, tidal wetlands and barren.  The remainder is developed (See Figure 1). 

 

                                                             
2
 Most Importance statements contained in this document came directly from the NAASF Suggested Framework for 

Statewide Forest Resource Assessments. 
3 Most Introduction statements contained in this document were originally designed for the Delaware State Forest 

Assessment, and were used by Connecticut, with permission, due to applicability. 
4 Estimates vary.  USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis data lists Connecticut forest cover to be 

approximately 1,724,375 acres 
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Figure 1. Statewide Land Cover 2006 

 
 

Of the forested land, approximately 858,256 acres, or 46%, is considered core forest (Figure 2), 

defined as being outside the "edge effect,‖ or over 300 feet in all directions from non-forested 

areas (Wilson and Arnold 3). 

 

Figure 2.  Unfragmented Core Forest Blocks 
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1.2 & 1.3 Forest density and Forest land and population  

Connecticut ranks thirteenth among the fifty states in percentage of land that is under forest 

cover (UCONN FF). Connecticut is also one of the most densely populated states in the country, 

ranking fourth nationwide (CWCS).  According to the U.S. Census, Connecticut‘s population 

increased from 3.3 million in 1990 to 3.4 million in 2000, a 3.6% increase (UCONN FF). As of 

2009, Connecticut‘s population was estimated at 3.5 million, with an average population density 

of 727 persons per square mile (US CB). 

 

1.4 Reserved forest land 

According to 2008 USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis data (FIA) data, 

reserved forestland is defined as forest lands withdrawn from timber utilization by law or 

administrative regulation.  Estimates are that 7,053 acres are reserved in Connecticut, all at the 

local (county, municipal, etc.) level. 

 

Although there are no areas owned by the State that are classified as reserved forestland, there 

are areas designated as Natural Area Preserves by the Governor, which are not actively managed 

for timber.  Management activities can be performed in these areas provided there is an approved 

management plan which supports Preserve goals.  In addition, the Division of Forestry (DOF) 

uses unofficial classifications called either ―Administrative Natural Area‖ or ―Old Forestland 

Management Site‖ which withdraws forestland from timber utilization for the span of a 

management plan (10 years). It can be continued indefinitely with succeeding plans.  There is 

also an unofficial policy of no timber harvesting on State Park lands unless the harvesting is 

salvage related.  That unofficial policy has been in place since the mid-1980s.    

 

1.5 Urban forests   

Urban forest canopy cover varies greatly within Connecticut.  According to the 2008 Urban & 

Community Forestry Report for Connecticut by David Nowak & Eric Greenfield, using urban 

areas based on population density and delimited by the US Census definitions of urbanized areas 

and urban clusters, tree canopy cover is approximately 2,248.4 km2 (868.1 mi
2
), or 49.3% of the 

urban land area.   

 

Figure 3 below shows the Urban Forestry Tree Canopy Cover by municipalities.  Rankings are 

comparative based on municipal size and population density.   
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Figure 3. Urban Forestry Tree Canopy Cover by Municipalities 

 
Conclusion:  Currently, almost 60% of Connecticut is forested, highly impressive based on the 

dense population of residents in the state.  While there is such a high percentage of existing 

forestland, continued increases in population statewide are exerting more pressure on this 

valuable resource. 

 

Indicator 2: Forest type, size class, age class, and successional stage  

 

Introduction: This indicator provides a view of the overall forest resource in the State. Periodic 

forest inventories are used to develop reports that describe the basic biological characteristics of 

our forests and the trees they contain. Ideally, the state’s forest resource will contain a mixture 

of native forest types and, within each type; there is a balance of tree size and age classes. 

 

2.1 Forest Cover Type Groups  

Forestland within a state or region is often classified by forest type.  Forest types are named for 

the predominant live tree species cover for the field location. Hardwoods and softwoods are first 

grouped to determine predominant group, and Forest Type is selected from the predominant 

group (FIA).  Connecticut‘s forest type groups as listed below are based on inventories 

performed by the U.S.D.A. Forest Service through its FIA Program. 
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Figure 4.  Connecticut’s Forest Type Group  

 
 

Almost 75% of Connecticut‘s forests are classified as an oak/hickory forest type group.  An 

oak/hickory forest type group is made up of several forest types including:  

Post oak / blackjack oak 

Chestnut oak 

White oak / red oak / hickory 

White oak 

Northern red oak 

Yellow-poplar / white oak / northern red oak 

Sassafras / persimmon 

Sweetgum / yellow-poplar 

Scarlet oak 

Yellow-poplar 

Black walnut 

Black locust 

Southern scrub oak 

Chestnut oak / black oak / scarlet oak 

Red maple / oak 

Mixed upland hardwoods 

 

According to 2008 FIA estimates, Connecticut‘s forests contain approximately 225 million trees 

over 5‖ in diameter, and 795 million trees over 1‖ diameter.  These trees constitute a diverse mix 

of species.  The 2008 FIA inventory identified 55 tree species, although many of these are 

uncommon.  The ten most common species, listed below in Figure 5 account for 82% of the total 

net volume of live trees.   

  

72%

8%

5%

4%
4%

3%
2%

1%

1%

Forest-type Group

Oak / hickory

Elm / ash / cottonwood 

Maple / beech / birch 

White / red / jack pine 

Oak / pine 

Other hardwoods group 

Oak / gum / cypress 

Nonstocked 

Aspen / birch 

Other eastern softwoods 

Source: 2008 USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis Data



 

15 

 

Figure 5. Net volume of Top Ten Tree Species (and Other) 

 
Source: 2008 USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis Data 

 

When ranked by volume, red maple is the most prevalent species followed by northern red oak, 

which held the top spot in previous inventories in the 1970s and 1950s (TREND).  Ongoing 

high-grading of oak stands during harvesting on private land, high oak mortality following gypsy 

moth caterpillar outbreaks, and lack of oak regeneration are significant factors in this change 

(TREND).  Red maple also retains the top spot due to the variety of habitats it occupies. The 

―other‖ species category is a compilation of 45 different species that occur in small amounts 

across the state. 

 

2.2 & 2.3 Size Class & Age Group 

Connecticut‘s forests, which were cut over repeatedly in the nineteenth and early twentieth 

century‘s, began the most recent period of regrowth during the early part of the 1900s.  This was 

due to several factors converging at once.  The early 1900s saw the creation of a state forest 

agency, the first state forests, and the first real efforts to protect and conserve natural resources.  

The creation of the Civilian Conservation Corp (CCC) in the 1930‘s brought about large scale 

tree plantings, suppression of large forest fires, and the development of the state forest road 

infrastructure.  The 1938 hurricane destroyed almost one-fifth of the timber in the state, with 

nearly 55,000 acres flattened.  These factors, accompanied by the large scale farm abandonment 

that occurred around the same time, all contribute to the fact that Connecticut‘s forests are 

primarily maturing forests based on the forest type, with 78% of the trees being over 60 years old 

(Figure 6). 
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8%

7%7%
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5%

5%

4%

4%

18%

Top  Ten Species

Red maple

Northern red oak 

Eastern white pine 

Black oak

Sweet birch 

White oak 

Eastern hemlock 

White ash 

Sugar maple 

Scarlet oak 



 

16 

 

Figure 6.  Forestland Stand Age Classifications

 
Source: 2008 Forest Inventory and Analysis Data 

 

Due to the age of Connecticut‘s forests, the forests are overwhelmingly composed of the 

sawtimber size class (over 11‖ diameter at breast height) (Figure 7). This trend has been steadily 

increasing since the early part of the last century, and is an increase of approximately 9% since 

1998 (TREND).  Although this is a positive for many wildlife species and the lumber industry, 

there are potential detrimental effects for forest product sustainability, for protection against 

catastrophic weather or insect and disease outbreaks, and for wildlife species that depend on 

early successional habitats.  As the trees in a stand get larger and become sawtimber, a gap may 

appear in the number of trees in the pole timber size class.  Seedling and sapling stocked areas 

have remained fairly constant statewide over the last decade.  This is in part due to active 

management on both public and private lands that sustains early successional habitats for those 

species in need.  However these acres have lagged behind sustainable amounts and the ability to 

make the forest resilient to catastrophic weather or other devastation. 
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Figure 7.  Forest Land Stand-size Class Distribution 

 
 

In order to create an ecologically resilient ecosystem, Connecticut needs to be more active in 

creating a range of age and size classes within forests.   

 

Stocking is defined as a measure of the number and size of trees on each acre of forests.  

According to the 2008 Connecticut FIA data, 42% of Connecticut‘s forests are considered fully 

stocked, and over 83% of Connecticut‘s forests are considered either fully or medium stocked.  

A small amount (3%) is considered overstocked, 11% is considered poorly stocked, and 2% is 

non-stocked. 

 

Conclusion:   Forest is the single largest land cover category in Connecticut.  The dominant 

forest type group is oak/hickory, and the most prevalent species is red maple.  This trend will 

most likely continue into the near future.  Forests that contain all stand-size and age classes 

provide diverse habitats for wildlife, an even flow of forest products, and will be more resistant 

to insect and disease outbreaks (TREND). Currently Connecticut’s forests are not well balanced 

in terms of either size or age of the forests; young forests and very old forests are under-

represented.  To maintain a balance of forest types, tree sizes, and ages, a greater effort needs to 

be invested in promoting a range of age classes within forests, especially in regards to 

maintaining early successional habitats.  The use of forest management practices can influence 

the future composition of forests either positively or negatively.  More emphasis should be 

placed on making sure management practices positively affect the environment.   

 

 

 

Saw Pole Seedling/Sapling Non-stocked

79.3%

14.5%

5.9%
0.0%

Stand-size Class Distribution
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Indicator 3: Extent of forestland conversion, fragmentation, and parcelization 

 

Introduction: While it is important to study the amount of forestland within a state or region, it is 

also necessary to understand the rate at which forests are lost through conversion to other land 

uses. Also important is the degree to which the remaining forest is fragmented, or broken into 

smaller contiguous blocks. Forest fragmentation leads to additional challenges that degrade 

forest health and sustainability. Invasive plant species that displace native plants often become 

established around forest edges, and reduced forest parcel size results in less interior forest for 

plants and animals that require this specific habitat. A third concern is the reduction in the 

average forest ownership size (parcelization) as large parcels are subdivided into multiple 

ownerships. The resulting increase in the number of forest landowners requires more technical 

forestry assistance to manage the same forested acreage and makes large-scale forest 

management more difficult. 

 

3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 Forest fragmentation, Forest land developed and Net change in forest land  
Forest fragmentation, ―which is the breaking up of large forested tracts into smaller and smaller 

pieces, is considered by forestry, wildlife and water experts alike to have serious implications for 

the health of our natural resources (Wilson and Arnold)‖  ―The quantity of the forest is not 

necessarily equal to the quality of the forest, which is greatly impacted by proximity to non-

forested areas (Wilson and Arnold).‖ 

 

The University of Connecticut Center For Land Use Education and Research did a twenty-one 

year study on forest fragmentation in Connecticut.  According to the ―Forest Fragmentation in 

Connecticut 1985-2006‖ report, in the timeframe of 1985-2006, in addition to the loss of 185 

square miles of forest to development, Connecticut also lost 264 square miles of core forest 

(defined previously).  Other terms used to describe the quality of forest land include perforated, 

edge, and patch forests.  ―Perforated forests make up the interior edge of small non-forested 

areas within a core forest, such as a house built within the woods.   Edge forests make up the 

exterior periphery of core forest tracts where they meet with non-forested areas. The most 

disturbed category, called patch forest, are small fragments of forest that are completely 

surrounded by non-forested areas (Wilson and Arnold).‖ 

 

The report goes on to say that ―the fact that core forest loss is greater than the overall loss of 

forest seems counterintuitive at first. However, this number includes not only core forest lost to 

development, but also core degraded to one of the other three (impacted) categories (Wilson and 

Arnold).‖  As can be seen in Figure 8, these three categories either stayed constant or increased 

slightly over the 21-year period, as core forest was fragmented into these other qualitative types 

of forest.  
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Figure 8.  Statewide Forest Classes  

 
Source: UCONN CLEAR 

 

Furthermore, ―A closer look at exactly what happened to core forest in the twenty-one years 

shows that while a significant portion was converted completely to non-forest (19.1%), most of 

the core forest was converted to perforated (36.6%) or edge (44.1%) forest by the encroachment 

of nearby development (Figure 9). This seems to reflect the prevalent patterns of development in 

Connecticut during this period, where areas of development in the form of low density 

subdivisions are ―punched‖ into the forested landscape (Wilson and Arnold).‖ 

 

Figure 9.  Core Forest Converted 1985-2006 

 
Source: UCONN CLEAR 

 

http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/forestfrag/measuring/categories.htm
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Lastly, Wilson and Arnold state that ―within the core forest, there were changes over time in the 

relative distribution of the three size categories used to indicate the viability of the core patches 

with respect to the size of the patch. These three categories used are: small (< 250 acres), 

medium (250-500 acres), and large (>500 acres). Again, all areas designated as ―core‖ are 

greater than our ―edge width‖ of 300 feet away from non-forested areas. As seen in Figure 10, 

while the acreage of all three core patch sizes is decreasing over time, the acreage of large core 

patches (>500 acres) is dropping at a much faster rate. These large forest patches have declined 

about 3.6% compared to 1985 levels, versus 1.3% for medium patches and only 0.4% for small 

patches.‖ 

 

Figure 10. Core Forest (acres)  

 
Source: UCONN CLEAR 

 

This loss of core forest contributes greatly to concerns about overall forest ecosystem health in 

Connecticut.  Forest health is not only dependent on the size of forest blocks, but also on their 

proximity to non-forested areas.   

 

3.4 Additions to and conversions from forest land 

Between 2000 and 2009, Connecticut‘s population has increased 3.3%, following a trend that has 

existed for decades. The combination of this continued increase in population, coupled with the 

extremely dense nature of this population existing in a small heavily forested state, has led to a 

overall decrease in forest cover as development and urban sprawl infringe upon the forestlands in 

Connecticut.  Figure 11 shows how in the twenty-one year GIS based land cover analysis study 

mentioned above; the amount of forestland has continuously dwindled, while the amount of 

developed land has definitively increased.  (UCONN CCL)  
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Figure 11.  Bar of Statewide Land Cover Change 1985-2006 

 
Source:  UCONN CLEAR 

 

In this timeframe, Connecticut lost about 185 square miles of forest to development, and other 

uses; about 3.7% of the forest that existed in 1985.  It is important to note that the 185 square 

miles of forest lost is not limited to one region of the state.  Figure 12 shows how widespread the 

loss of forestland in that twenty-one year period was.  The red signifies areas where forest cover 

was lost, according to satellite interpretation.   
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Figure 12.  Loss of Forest Cover-1985 to 2006

 
 

3.5 Forest Parcel Sizes  

Parcelization, the division of larger blocks of forest land into smaller blocks with multiple 

owners (Kilgore and MacKay 2007) is a concern in Connecticut.  Being that so much of 

Connecticut‘s forests are privately owned, what those owners do with their land greatly impacts 

all residents of Connecticut.  Over the years, as larger forestland parcels have been broken into 

smaller parcels, there has been a corresponding increase in the number of landowners associated 

with those smaller sized forestland parcels.   

 

As mentioned in the Kilgore and MacKay report, research has shown that decreases in the size of 

forestland parcels can affect the economic viability of managing forests for wood products, both 

on the part of the buyer and landowner, as well as have adverse impacts on wildlife habitat, 

water quality, and forest recreational opportunities.  Parcelization can contribute to and 

accelerate the processes of fragmentation and conversion of forestland.   

 

Figure 13 below shows the average size of family owned forests.  As the largest forest landowner 

group in Connecticut (73% of all forest land), these family forest landowners have a huge impact 

on the current and future status of Connecticut‘s woodlands. 
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Figure 13.  Size of Family Forests 

 
 

These privately owned woodlands play a critical role in supplying economic, ecological, and 

quality of life values.  ―An increasing number and assortment of forest landowners with varying 

interests controlling the forest land base makes it more likely that disruptions to the values 

mentioned above will occur.  Most effects of parcelization are seen as negatively impacting 

recreation opportunities, forest health, local communities, and timber-based economies (Gobster 

and Rickenbach)‖.  In addition, parcelization increases the likelihood that forest land will be 

converted to some type of developed use.  

 

Conclusion:  While Connecticut currently contains almost 60% forest cover, forest land is being 

lost in the state at a steady and continuous rate.  Not only is forest land being lost, but the quality 

of forest land is being diminished.  The ability of Connecticut’s forests to provide quality wildlife 

habitat, clean water, clean air, recreation, tranquility, and economically viable forest products is 

at least partially dependent on our ability to maintain sizeable tracts of unfragmented forest.  As 

the remaining forestland continues to be broken into smaller parcels of forests, natural resource 

managers are faced with an expanding and diverse list of issues and demands.  Education of 

landowners, additional tax incentives, payments for ecological benefits, and technical assistance 

to promote on the ground forestry are all ways to address these concerns.  

 

Indicator 4: Status of forest/woodland communities and associated species of concern.  

 

Introduction: Forests provide habitat for a wide variety of animals and plants. Some rare plants 

are found only in specific types of forest, and some rare animals require certain forest habitat 

for their survival. Protecting and conserving the wide range of forests native to Connecticut is 

vital to the survival of many plant and animal species – both rare and common. Recognizing and 

understanding the rare, threatened, and endangered species of plants and animals found in our 

forests is the first step in their conservation.  There is a need to recognize the importance of 
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large blocks for forest birds like the cerulean warbler and wood thrush.  In addition, the return 

of the forest cover to much of what was once farmland has helped create conditions for the 

comeback of species like black bear and fisher. Finally, New England cottontail are a candidate 

species for Federal listing and a species of greatest conservation need here in Connecticut, 

which have been reduced to 20% of their historical range, the major portion of which still 

remains in Connecticut.  These animals are highly dependent on young forests, mixed with 

shrublands, thickets, and old fields.  Actively managing for young forest habitat through 

ecologically appropriate silviculture will be an extremely important tool in ensuring that this 

species does not become listed as Federally Threatened or Endangered. 

 

4.1 Forest and Woodland Communities 

Connecticut‘s wildlife is remarkably diverse for a small state. There are 84 species of mammals, 

335 species of birds, 49 species of reptiles and amphibians, 168 species of fish and an estimated 

20,000 species of invertebrates (CWCS).  ―This diversity is due to the state‘s wide range of 

landscapes, waterscapes, and habitat diversity, from the coastal plain and Long Island Sound in 

the south to the northwest hills.  The state‘s varied climate, geology, soil types, topography, and 

watersheds support a wide range of vegetative communities that provide diverse habitats for its 

wildlife (CWCS)‖ 

 

Over the years, several ecosystem classification systems have been applied to Connecticut‘s 

landscape.  The most current ecoregion classification for Connecticut, which is utilized in 

Connecticut‘s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS), was developed by 

Metzler and Barrett.  They modified Keys et al., ―Ecological Units of the United States‖ (1995) 

to develop this ecoregion classification system. This system consists of eight classifications: 

 

Berkshire Vermont Uplands (BVU) 

Taconic Mountains (TM) 

Western Connecticut [Hudson Highlands] (WCT) 

Connecticut Valley [Lower Connecticut River Valley] (CT Valley) 

Eastern Connecticut [Southern New England Coastal Hills and Plains] (ECT) 

Connecticut Coast [Southern New England Coastal Lowlands] (COAST) 

Worcester/Monadnock Plateau (WM) 

Long Island Sound (LIS) 
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Figure 14.  Connecticut Ecoregions 

 
Source: CT DEP, CWCS 

 

Within these ecoregions, the Connecticut Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy 2005-

2015 (CWCS), Connecticut‘s Wildlife Action Plan, identified twelve Key Habitats, and 43 sub-

habitats (also called vegetative communities) associated with the identified wildlife Greatest 

Conservation Need species in Connecticut (detailed below).  

 

Four of the Key Habitat types that were developed, and their sub-habitats, are of particular 

interest to this assessment.  Upland Forests include the vegetative communities of Dry Oak 

Forests on Sand and Gravel, Calcareous Forests, Coniferous Forests, and Old Growth Forests. 

Upland Woodland and Shrub Habitats include Red Cedar Glades, Pitch Pine-Scrub Oak 

Woodlands, and Coastal Shrublands and Heaths.  Forested Inland Wetlands include Atlantic 

White Cedar Swamps, Red/Black Spruce Swamps, Northern White Cedar Swamps, and 

Floodplain Forests.  Intensively Managed habitats including Early Successional Shrublands and 

Forests are also of importance.  A complete list of the Key Habitats and vegetative communities 

can be found in Appendix 2. 

 

To further delineate important habitats in Connecticut, Critical Habitats have been identified 

across the state.  Critical Habitats provide the identification and distribution of a subset of 

twenty-five important (rare and specialized) wildlife habitats identified in the CWCS.  These 

twenty-five habitat types were taken from the ―Key Habitats of Greatest Conservation Need‖ 

listed above.   ―These habitat types have a long history of conservation interest and have been 

documented and studied as being among the most rare, unique, and threatened in the state 

(CWCS).‖  Critical habitats are of various sizes.   

 

It is important to note that two forested community types are included in the listed Critical 

Habitats.  One community type is the Palustrine Forested Areas, which include ―swamps that are 
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seasonally and/or permanently flooded by freshwater, characterized by a dominance of trees with 

overlapping crowns forming between 60-100% canopy cover‖.  Subtypes include Atlantic White 

Cedar Swamps, Acidic Red/Back Spruce Basin Swamps, Circumneutral Northern White Cedar 

Swamps, and Floodplain Forests (CT ECO)  

 

Also included are Terrestrial Forested Areas including ―upland forests and woodlands that are 

not influenced by surface or groundwater flooding, and are characterized by a dominance of trees 

with overlapping crowns forming between 60-100% canopy cover.‖  Subtypes include Costal 

Woodland/Shrublands, Dry Acidic Forests, Dry Circumneutral Forests, Dry Subacidic Forests, 

Old Growth Forests, and Subacidic Cold Talus Forest/Woodland (CT ECO)  

 

A statewide map, and more specific data on these and other Connecticut Critical Habitats can be 

found at the Connecticut Environmental Conditions Online website at www.cteco.uconn.edu .   

 

4.2 Forest associated and all species 

The Connecticut Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (Wildlife Action Plan) lists a 

total of over 20,000 animal species found in Connecticut.  This includes 84 mammal species, 335 

bird species, 49 species of reptiles and amphibians, 168 species of fish, and an estimate of 20,000 

invertebrates.  A full list of all species and their statuses can be found in the CWCS Appendix 

1B.  The quality of information on distribution and abundance varies greatly. 

 

No comprehensive list of forest associated species has been compiled in the CWCS, although in 

lieu of this, the forest associated species listed in The Matrices in the ―New England Wildlife 

Habitat, Natural History, and Distribution‖ by DeGraaf and Yamasaki (2001) provides a basis 

from which to work.  

 

In addition, the Southern New England Gap Analysis Program (SNE-GAP) (Zuckerberg et al) 

provides a map of predicted distribution of species diversity in Southern New England, which 

can be used as a reference for mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians.  The purpose of the 

SNE-GAP is to ―provide a regional assessment of the conservation status of native vertebrate 

species and natural land cover types, and to facilitate the application of this information to land 

management activities.‖  Although it does not break out forest associated species, data from the 

maps can be useful in making some assumptions.  See Appendix 3 for maps.  Data on fish 

distribution included in Appendix 3 came from the CT DEP Stream Survey 1988-94 and the 

Distribution of Benthic Macro-invertebrates in Connecticut map came from the CT DEP Bureau 

of Water Management Rotating Basin Strategy.  

 

4.3 Forest associated species of concern by taxonomic group 

Regarding species of concern in Connecticut, the following chart summarizes the total number of 

wildlife species and their associated statuses.  Appendix 4 contains an updated list of the 

Connecticut Endangered Species List (2010).     

http://www.cteco.uconn.edu/
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Figure 15.  Status of Wildlife Diversity in Connecticut  

Taxa Species Found in 

CT 

State Listed  Federally Listed Imperiled Range-

Wide 

Mammals 84 11 3 1 

Birds 335 50 4 0 

Reptiles and 

Amphibians 

49 18 5 2 

Fish 168 7 1 0 

Invertebrates 20,000 estimate 170 4 5 

Total >20,636 256 17 8 

Source: DEP Wildlife, CWCS 

 

The map below (Figure 16) shows the general areas of concern for State and Federally Listed 

Species included in the Connecticut Endangered Species List 2010.*  The CT DEP publishes a 

new version of this Natural Diversity Data Base map every six months (June and December).  

The general locations of species and communities are symbolized as shaded areas ("blobs") on 

the maps. Exact locations have been masked to protect sensitive species from collection and 

disturbance and to protect landowner‘s rights whenever species occur on private property.  In 

some cases an occurrence represents a location derived from literature, museum records and 

specimens (NDDB). 

 

Figure 16. General Areas of Concern for State and Federal Listed Species and Significant 

Natural Communities  
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The CWCS has identified species that are thought to be of Greatest Conservation Need (GCN).  

A variety of factors were considered in determining GCN species including status, abundance, 

distribution, and habitat associations.  Figure 17 below summarizes Connecticut‘s GCN species.  

Full details can be found in the Connecticut Comprehensive Wildlife Strategy at 

www.ct.gov/dep/wildife . 

 

Three qualitative categories (most important, very important, and important) were used to 

highlight the relative ranking of GCN species with ―most important‖ species being in the most 

urgent need of conservation efforts (CWCS). 

 

Figure 17.  Summary of Connecticut’s GCN Species 

Taxa Most 

Important 

Moderately 

Important 

Important Total GCN 

Species 

Total Species in 

CT  

Mammals 8 7 12 27 84 

Birds 22 57 69 148 335 

Herpetofauna 6 13 11 30 49 

Fish 22 24 28 74 168 

Invertebrates 21 34 141 196 >20000* 

Total 79 135 261 475 >20636 

*Invertebrates are underrepresented on lists of rare species because they are poorly studied 

compared to vertebrate taxa. 

 

There is an associated list of GCN species attached to each of the Key Habitats identified in the 

CWCS.  Appendix 5 contains the associated GCN lists for the four Key Habitats of interest in 

this report: Upland Forest, Upland Woodlands and Shrub, Forested Inland Wetlands, and 

Intensively Managed habitat types including Early Successional Shrublands and Forests. 

 

4.4 Bird populations 

Connecticut‘s primary measure of bird species population trend data is the Breeding Bird Survey 

(BBS), compiled by Partners in Flight (PIF).  PIF is a cooperative effort between public and 

private entities for the conservation of bird species.  Connecticut is primarily located in the  PIF  

Southern New England physiographic area (#9),  covering parts of northern New Jersey, 

southern New York including Long Island, the majority of Connecticut, all of Rhode Island, 

most of eastern Massachusetts, the southeastern corner of New Hampshire, and south-coastal 

Maine. There is a small region of the state that is located in the PIF Northern New England 

physiographic area#9. (PIF)  

 

Partners in Flight provides USGS North American Breeding Bird Survey (BBS) data on 135 of 

the more than 200 breeding species in the region.  Of the Connecticut woodland breeding species 

sampled by BBS, 14 species are listed in decline, with 7 of them having ―declined significantly‖ 

since 1966.  A total of 10 Connecticut early successional and scrub breeding birds have seen 

decline during that same period, with 9 of them having seen significant decline.   

 

http://www.ct.gov/dep/wildife
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Lack of early successional/disturbance habitat is particularly noteworthy in Connecticut, 

compared to New England as a region.  Overall, New England has 16% of forestland in ―young‖ 

habitat, whereas Connecticut and the rest of Southern New England are only about 5% early 

successional/young forest.  This is a dramatic drop in the habitat type as forests matured in the 

past half-century.  The estimated young and disturbed habitat for Southern New England during 

the 1950s is 36% (Brooks).   

 

Also in the northeast area, forest and shrubland birds are in need of habitat due to ―insufficient 

disturbance (Dettmers).‖  

 

Only 15 species of woodland and early successional birds show increasing population trends, as 

opposed to 24 in decline just since 1980. A majority of species on the increase fall into two 

categories, either those associated with mature forests, or species that have adapted particularly 

well to human activities or development. Increasing forest birds include several regionally 

important species such as Cerulean Warbler, Worm-eating Warbler (since 1980), and Yellow-

bellied Sapsucker. Species associated with human activities include those using bird feeders or 

nest boxes, as well as those that breed in urban wetlands or conifer plantations (e.g. Pine 

Warbler, Hermit Thrush, and Myrtle Warbler)(PIF)."  

 

As described in the 2008 Connecticut State of the Birds, Connecticut can be a refuge for 

declining species.  ―Like many birds that depend on mature forest, Cerulean Warbler populations 

have increased in Connecticut and the Northeast over the last 40 years.  However, their overall 

population has been declining at among the fastest rates of any songbird in North America.  

Whether or not Connecticut can continue to serve as a refuge for this declining species and 

support healthy populations of other forest birds is an open question and will depend on forest 

policy and open space preservation decision that we make over the next few years (CA).‖ 

 

In addition to the BBS, the Connecticut DEP Wildlife Division conducts several annual surveys 

including the Forest Interior Bird Survey, a Shrubland Bird Survey, the Night Bird Call Back 

Survey, an annual American Woodcock Survey, a Ruffed Grouse Survey, and the Wild Turkey 

Brood Survey. The forest interior and shrubland surveys are done to not only assess distribution, 

but, more importantly, to relate habitat and management actions with productivity  

 

The Connecticut Ornithological Association conducts a Summer Bird Count each summer.  This 

bird count is an important indicator of long-term trends in breeding birds in Connecticut. 

 

Audubon Connecticut has identified Key Bird Habitats in Connecticut.  For information on 

Audubon Connecticut‘s Important Bird Areas Program, and Key Bird Habitats in Connecticut 

see Criterion 7.  Audubon Connecticut also has developed a list of priority bird species, which is 

listed in their strategic plan, available at www.ctaudubon.org .      

 

To help determine overall forest ecosystem health, the Connecticut Forestlands Council Forest 

Ecosystem Health Committee developed a list of Avian Forest Health Indicator Species 

(Appendix 6) that can be used as indicators in indentifying both positive and negative areas of 

forest ecosystem health.   

http://www.ctaudubon.org/
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Many of the afore mentioned forest wildlife species are likely at risk in the longer term because 

so much of Connecticut‘s forestland is privately owned and at risk of development. (UCONN 

FF).  In addition, many of the other woodland species including woodland plants, reptiles and 

amphibians, and insects are also at risk due deer over-browsing, fragmenting of habitat, and lack 

of knowledge of about species specific requirements, respectively. 

 

The CWCS list of Priority birds is located in Appendix 1d p. 24, 28 of the CWCS.   

 

Conclusion 

Connecticut’s range of landscapes, waterscapes, and habitat diversity leads to a remarkably 

diverse set of wildlife species for such a small state.  For many of the species, much remains to 

be learned about their status, distribution and relationship to habitat, especially in the highly 

populated landscape of Connecticut.  There are also many questions regarding the status of 

some of our rarer species, such as some of the small mammals including bats and many of the 

insects.  Opportunities exist to improve on these information gaps.  Efforts by the Connecticut 

DEP and its partners have provided much needed information on the types and locations of key 

habitats for many important taxonomic groups.  Identifying these areas should help guide 

conservation efforts at a state and local level.  

 

Summary:  The vast forestlands of Connecticut are one of the defining features of the state‘s 

landscape and culture.  While there is such a high percentage of existing forestland within the 

state, continued increases in population statewide are exerting more pressure on this valuable 

resource, and forest land is being lost at a continuous rate.  The loss of both overall forestland 

and core forest land are of concern, as the remaining quantity of forestland does not always 

equate to quality forestland. The ability of Connecticut‘s forests to provide wildlife habitat, clean 

water, and economically viable forest products is at least partially dependent on our ability to 

maintain sizeable tracts of unfragmented forest.  Furthermore, Connecticut‘s forests need to be 

balanced in size and age classes in order to perform many important functions including 

providing diverse habitats for wildlife, providing for an even flow of forest products, and being 

resistant to insect and disease outbreak.   Despite these concerns, Connecticut‘s range of 

landscapes, waterscapes, and habitat diversity has continued to support a diverse set of wildlife 

species. Although much is known about the types of species found across the forestlands of 

Connecticut, and the key habitats associated with them, the data available regarding distribution 

and abundance of these groups is varied.   
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Criterion 2.  Maintenance of Productive Capacity of Forest Ecosystems 
 

Importance: Productive forests supply important goods and services to society. They help 

prevent soil erosion, produce oxygen, filter pollutants, protect and enhance water quality, and 

offer a haven for recreation and spiritual renewal.  Forests supply lumber and wood for homes, 

furniture, papermaking, and fuel. Other products include cones, boughs, herbs, medicines, and 

foods such as mushrooms and berries. Forest productivity varies according to the amount of 

forest land available,  its fertility, health, environmental pollutants, location along the urban to 

rural continuum, past and current uses, and management. Managing forests sustainably means 

balancing resource production with the ecosystem‘s capacity to renew and sustain itself. 

Measuring and tracking the amount of forest land available for producing goods and services, the 

productivity of that forest land, and the amount, quality, and type of trees and other plants 

growing there is critical to determining whether we are balancing production and long term 

ecological health, and the capacity of the forest products industry to utilize timber and other 

forest products. 

 

Indicator 5. Area of timberland  

Introduction: Timberland is defined as any forestland capable of producing commercial crops of 

timber (FIA). The amount of timberland in the State defines the total forest land base available 

to produce goods and services for the benefit of society.  

  

In Connecticut, according to USDA Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis estimates, 

timberland accounts for approximately 1,689,000 acres, or 98%, of all forestland in the state.
5
   

 

Figure 18 is a comparison of forestland and timberland area over the last half century.  

 

Figure 18. Area of timber land and forest land by year. 

 
Source:  Connecticut‘s Forest Resources, 2008 USDA USFS, Northern Research Station 

 

                                                             
5 Using FIA forestland estimates of 1,724,375 acres 
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Conclusion: An overwhelming portion (98%) of Connecticut’s forestlands is considered 

timberland.  However, timberland acreage has declined 121,000 acres since 1972, as 

Connecticut’s forestland has been converted to other land uses.   

 

Indicator 6. Annual removal of merchantable wood volume compared with net growth  

 

Introduction: Forests provide valuable products that can be periodically harvested. Forests are 

also composed of living trees with quantifiable rates of growth. To a large extent, the difference 

between rate of growth and rate of removal determines whether the resource base is being used 

in a sustainable manner. 

 

According to the USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis data 2004 through 2008, the net volume of 

growing stock trees in Connecticut is approximately 3.793 billion cubic feet.  The annual 

estimate of net growth of growing stock trees for the same time period is approximately 79.1 

million cubic feet per year.   The annual estimated mortality of growing stock trees is 32.1 

million cubic feet per year, while the estimated annual removals of growing stock trees are 

approximately 53.7 million cubic feet per year.  While useful, these FIA numbers have a large 

sampling error associated with them (i.e. removals estimate is over >58% sampling error). 

 

The Forest Practices Activity Reports submitted annually to the Connecticut DEP Division of 

Forestry (DOF) by forest practitioners in compliance with their certification provides 

information from a different perspective.  Based on the submitted data, the reports indicate 

annual timber harvesting occurring on Connecticut‘s forestlands in the same time period (2004-

2008) to be an average of approximately 39 million board feet per year.  This number represents 

removals performed only by members of the certified forestry community on commercial forest 

practices (see Criterion 7 for details on certification).  This does not represent those who failed to 

file an annual report, or filled it out incorrectly.  This also does not represent work carried out by 

uncertified practitioners, land clearing operations, or operations totaling less than 25,000 board 

feet.  The Division does not track these types of timber removals.   

 

The USFS Forest Inventory and Analysis data categorizes the timber removals as either 

softwoods or hardwoods.  Results for Connecticut are listed below in Figure 19 
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Figure 19. Average Annual Softwood vs. Hardwood Removals 

 
 

Using those same categories, information in the Annual Forester Reports for Connecticut show 

an average removal rate of approximately 70% for hardwoods and 30% for softwoods.  While 

the FIA data highlights total removals in the state, the Annual Forester Reports more accurately 

depicts what is harvested as timber.   

 

Conclusion:  Connecticut annual net growth of growing stock trees and annual removals of 

growing stock are at acceptable levels in relation to each other.  The majority of removals are 

hardwood species, which is expected, given the significant hardwood component of 

Connecticut’s forests.  Opportunities exist to better track sustainability through growth and 

removal data regarding the timber resources of the state. 

 

Summary:  Connecticut‘s timberland areas, as compared to the forestlands, have remained 

relatively high over the last few decades.  In the last 38 years, the total amount of timberland has 

declined approximately 121,000 acres.    In order to maintain sustainability of the resource base, 

Connecticut must continue to balance resource production with the ecosystem‘s health and 

capacity.  Recognizing that the majority of timberland is privately owned, there is a need to help 

private landowners realize the value of their forests, and work to find ways that continue to make 

forests an attractive investment to the private sector.    
 

5%

95%

Average Annual Softwood vs. 
Hardwood Removals

Softwood 

Hardwood
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Criterion 3. Maintaining Forest Ecosystem Health and Vitality 
 

Importance: Forest health describes the overall condition of forests and trees and how well they 

recover from stress. Many factors affect forest health. Some are natural, including insects and 

diseases. Others include severe weather or catastrophic events such as ice storms, tornados, 

hurricanes, floods, and droughts. Some are human induced, such as development, which causes 

changes in soil hydrology and reduces the size of forest patches, in effect destroying habitat for 

native species. Combinations of stressors cause the greatest problem, much as we are more likely 

to get sick when our resistance is down. Stresses come and go, making forest health difficult to 

assess at a single point in time. For example, the amount of damage from native insects varies 

from year to year and decade to decade, depending upon weather, natural population cycles, and 

other factors. 

 

Indicator 7. Area of forest land affected by potentially damaging agents  

 

Introduction: Damaging agents include insects and diseases that have significant impact on 

forests, as well as wildfires, drought, ice storms, and other natural forces. Damaging agents can 

alter species composition, reduce growth rates, and disrupt normal forest management activities. 

While forces of nature cannot be prevented, it is important to anticipate problems whenever 

possible, and to develop vigilant early detection programs when new insect and disease threats 

become apparent. 

 

7.1 Tree Mortality and Damage type 

The Annual Aerial Detection Survey results from 2009 showed that in Connecticut, ―nearly 

32,530 acres were mapped as damaged, compared to 42,340 acres in 2008.  This was due to a 

decline in gypsy moth defoliation in 2009. Discoloration was the major type of damage 

observed; leaf spot diseases affected 14,845 acres and hemlock woolly adelgid caused damage 

on 1,280 acres. The second major cause of tree damage was insect defoliators. Gypsy moth 

damage accounted for 6,709 acres, orange‐striped oakworm caused 5,210 acres of damage, and 

forest tent caterpillar was responsible for 1,902 acres of damage. In December 2008, a severe ice 

storm hit the New England area, affecting 1,711 acres throughout Connecticut.‖  Overall tree 

mortality was charted at 646 acres (Frament and Lilja) 
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Figure 20.  2009 Aerial Detection Survey Damage 

 
 

 

7.2 Wildfire 

As a general rule wildfire in Connecticut is of low significance.  Wildfire events are often 

weather dependent.  During years when there is an average or above average rainfall occurring 

on a regular basis, fire starts are low.  Most of the fires and acreage is burned during the 

traditional spring fire season, normally mid-March though mid-May.  During the past 10 years 

the annual acreage burned has ranged from 137 acres to 1,733 acres.  Five of those years have 

seen individual fires over the 100- acre threshold.   

 

The northeast and northwest corners of the state are predominantly rural and forested. Other 

large sections of rural landscape are in the southeast corner and south central parts of 

Connecticut.  The northwestern part of Connecticut has the steepest terrain.  Fuels are primarily 

hardwood leaf litter, as over 80% of the woodlands are of hardwood species.  Volatile fuels of 

concern are mountain laurel, huckleberry, greenbrier and fragmites. Mountain laurel often grows 

on the drier sites under the oak canopy and often on south/southwest slopes. 

 

Initial attack is done by the local fire departments.  The State Division of Forestry has statutory 

responsibility to assist fire departments upon request.  Firefighters come from the State Park and 
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Forest facilities and the Division of Forestry staff.  Policy, training, safety and equipment 

standards are developed and facilitated by the Division of Forestry.   

 

7.3 Drought  

Drought is defined as the absence of rainfall for a period of time long enough to cause depletion 

of soil moisture and damage to plants.  Connecticut has experienced from time to time extended 

periods of dry weather sufficient to cause soil moisture depletion and plant damage.  Droughts 

have occurred most recently during the growing seasons of 2005 and 2007 (though the actual 

symptoms on trees may not become apparent until one to two years later)(Douglas).  On average 

Connecticut receives 4 inches of precipitation per month as verified by the Connecticut 

Agricultural Experiment Station.  The year 2001 was also considered a drought year being 4.8 

inches below the 30 year average (just under 48 inches/year).  

 

Drought causes primary and secondary physical damage as well as physiological changes in 

trees. The primary physical effect of drought or dry soil conditions is direct damage to the roots 

and root death. Non-woody feeder roots, usually located in the top 15 inches of soil, are 

particularly sensitive and are the first ones affected. When these roots dry, shrivel, and become 

nonfunctional, a water deficit develops because the roots cannot provide water to the top of the 

plant. In addition, many metabolic changes occur which substantially alter the physiology of 

drought-stressed trees. Among these are changes in hormone levels and other physiological 

factors (e.g., factors that influence the number of leaf initials in buds for the next year or that are 

responsible for the closing of stomates). 

 

From a wildfire perspective, forest fires during drought conditions usually result in ground fires 

where the fire burns down into the soil profile, consuming any available organic materials.   

Ground fire is a cause for concern as it can kill tree roots, soil microbes, and other beneficial 

organisms.  It is also very difficult and time consuming to extinguish a ground fire and 

dramatically increases the cost of fire suppression.  

 

Other Weather Events 

Dramatic weather events play a role in the health of Connecticut‘s forests.  Examples include 

hurricanes, tornados, ice storms, heavy wet snow storms, hail and microbursts.  All of these 

events are irregular in occurrence but are not unusual.  Effects can include individual trees 

suffering minor damage to dramatic instances of a complete forest cover type change.  Examples 

include a 1989 tornado that flattened hundreds of acres of forestland, a 2008 ice storm that 

affected hilltops in numerous towns, several small micro bursts that affected several towns in the 

mid-1990s, and three feet of heavy snow in 1984 that broke the tops of many pole- sized 

hemlocks statewide. In the mid-1980‘s an unusual snow in early October damaged deciduous 

trees still in full leaf in western Connecticut. 

 

7.4  Insects, diseases, animals and plants 

 

Insects and Diseases 

Connecticut has endured many outbreaks of forest pests and diseases over the last century.  

Significant pest issues have mostly been introduced from Europe and Asia.  The impact of such 
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diseases and pests such as Dutch elm disease, Chestnut blight, and gypsy moth are well 

documented.  Periodic outbreaks from native pests are normally of short duration and of minor 

economic and ecological significance.   

 

In the past forty years, the Gypsy moth (Lymantria dispar) has been one of the most visible and 

detrimental introduced insects in Connecticut.  Devastating outbreaks in the mid-1970s and early 

1980s defoliated most of Connecticut and helped kill many oak trees.  Outbreaks in 1989-1990 

were naturally controlled by a disease-causing fungus known as Entomophaga maimaiga, first 

introduced in 1910-1911 to control gypsy moth.  ―This fungus only affects select families of 

moth caterpillars that encounter infected soil, and plants or through contact with other infected 

caterpillars. The spores of the fungus germinate in the spring and work best if rain is abundant. 

(PA DCNR)‖ Since its initial introduction, E. maimaiga has become a significant regulator of 

gypsy moth populations in Connecticut at both low and high densities, including the most recent 

significant outbreak in 2006-2007. 

 

―More recently, the hemlock woolly adelgid (HWA), Adelges tsugae, an exotic insect from Asia, 

first appeared in south central Connecticut in 1985.  Since then, the insect has slowly spread 

northward and now occurs in almost all of Connecticut.  The adelgid has caused branch dieback 

and tree mortality, often in combination with other insects like elongate hemlock scale (another 

exotic species) and hemlock looper (a native defoliator).  Alternatives for managing the adelgid, 

particularly in forests, are limited. Suppression of HWA by the Connecticut Agricultural 

Experiment Station working with the USDA Forest Service has been provided by research on 

systemic insecticides and the release of the adelgid predator Sasajiscymnus tsugae. At the beetle 

release sites, hemlocks in previously damaged areas have recovered and show healthy crowns. 

Targeted chemical strategies developed by an Experiment Station scientist working with the 

USDA Forest Service and others, has protected hemlock trees throughout the range impacted by 

HWA until biological interventions can be fully implemented (CAES)‖ 

 

Presently, the pests that are of greatest concern and appear to have the greatest potential for 

significant impact are the Asian longhorned beetle (ALB) Anoplophora glabripennis and 

Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Agrilus planipennis.  Neither of these insects is known to be in 

Connecticut.  ALB infestations are in New York and Massachusetts, and appear to be contained 

through Federal Quarantine.  The risk of this beetle being in or introduced to Connecticut is 

considered high (CAES).  Regarding EAB, the general school of thought is that EAB will appear 

in Connecticut within the next five years, and have a major impact on ash trees (CAES).  Other 

organisms that are not known to be in Connecticut yet, but are being monitored very closely 

include Phytophthora ramorum, which also is known by the common name of Sudden Oak 

Death (SOD), and the Sirex woodwasp.  It is not known whether SOD can survive in 

Connecticut, and the impact of Sirex is not fully known.   

 

Surveys for all of these potential pests and others are conducted annually. The Connecticut 

Agricultural Experiment Station (CAES) has the lead in survey work.  The Connecticut 

Agricultural Pest Survey (CAPS) coordinates many agencies in pest survey work including 

CAES, Federal Agricultural Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), Plant Protection 
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Quarantine (PPQ), UConn, and the DEP (see description under The Forest Health Monitoring 

(FHM) Off-Plot Program in Criterion 7). 

 

Animals (Deer Damage) 

Deer populations in Connecticut were historically controlled by large predators.  They were 

almost extirpated with the loss of mature forests and unrestricted hunting in the late 1800s. 

Citizens reported only 12 deer in Connecticut in 1893. With increased suburbanization, maturing 

oak forests, and an overall decline in hunting, the deer population has grown exponentially. 

(Gluck 2). Their population is currently conservatively estimated at around 65,000, based on deer 

observed during aerial survey.  Additional research has shown that for a more realistic estimate 

of deer populations, a correction factor of two (2) needs to be used to account for deer concealed 

in vegetation and not observed during surveys, but are known to exist.  That places the current 

deer population estimates to be more likely at around 126,000 deer (Kilpatrick).  

 

Figure 21: Historic Trends Connecticut’s Population 

 
Source: Howard Kilpatrick, DEP Wildlife Division, 2009 

 

As shown by the graph above, deer population growth appears to have leveled off, and even 

slightly declined in the past ten years.  This is due to a series of changes that occurred within the 

hunting laws that first began in 1992.  These changes effectively increased the limits and means 
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of harvesting deer.  A combination of continual liberalizations of the hunting season, hunters 

becoming more aware of new opportunities, and additional private, municipal, and state-owned 

lands being open to deer hunting, have started to curb deer population growth in the early 2000‘s 

(Kilpatrick).   

 

In addition to aiding the spread of invasive plants by depositing their seeds throughout the forest, 

an abundance of deer can impact the composition of the forest. Deer often browse heavily on oak 

seedlings but avoid species such as black birch, which contains a chemical component that deer 

dislike. Deer are also large consumers of oak mast which many foresters believe is compounding 

the forest regeneration problem.  Besides the negative effect on the oak population, deer can 

impact the forest structure and composition, which affects many other wildlife species within 

Connecticut‘s forests, including threatened or endangered species.  They have also been known 

to browse the native understory plants so much that it allows an opening for invasive plants to 

germinate. (Gluck 2).   

 

This ability of deer to change the composition of the forest may be more likely in some areas of 

Connecticut versus others, based on differences in deer densities across the state.  The graph 

below shows the mean observed deer density statewide over the ten year period of 1996-2006.  

This graph does not include a correction factor, so it is likely that the estimates are 

approximately two times higher than what is shown below. 

 

Figure 22: Mean Observed Deer Density Over 10 Years 

Mean Observed Deer Density – 10 Yrs 
(1996-2006)

High (30/sq mile)

Moderate (20-24/sq mile)

Low (7-13/sq mile)

High (30 deer/sq mi)
Mod (17-24 deer/sq mi)
Low (7-12 deer/sq mi)

 
Source:  Howard Kilpatrick, DEP Wildlife Division, 2006   
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Area number 11, shown to have the highest mean observed deer density in the state, is also the 

most populated area, with the least amount of remaining forestland. 

 

Continuing to expand responsible hunting and minimizing additional conversion of forest to 

conventional subdivisions could help stabilize and reduce an excessive deer population and 

revitalize the plants favored by deer. (Gluck 2).  

 

Plants 

In addition to the animal pests and diseases listed above, there are also many plants that are of 

concern in Connecticut.  In accordance with PA 03-136 (an Act Concerning Invasive Plants), the 

Connecticut Invasive Plants Council has compiled a list of species that have been determined by 

floristic analysis to be invasive or potentially invasive in the State of Connecticut   The list was 

most recently revised in July 2009.  See list attached in Appendix IV. 

 

There is no established protocol for controlling and eradicating invasive plant species on State 

Lands.  Foresters handle invasive encroachments individually as time, personnel and extent of 

the problem dictate.  Some methods that have been used include the use of herbicides, the use of 

a backpack propane torch to kill Japanese barberry, and manually selectively cutting bittersweet 

vines.  In the past, the DOF has used contracted harvesters to perform timber stand improvement 

during harvesting activities, but that option is no longer available as the Division is unable to 

trade timber for services.  

 

Listed DOF state lands strategies and actions include controlling and eradicating invasive plants 

within stands, and using prescribed burning as one means for ecosystem maintenance/restoration 

to control/eradicate invasive plants.  Unfortunately, due to limited staffing and funding to 

perform the manual labor needed, invasive species are gaining a better foothold on state lands.  

There are opportunities to combat this issue through research, planning, and funding.  

 

Eradication and control of invasive species on private lands is minimal and sporadic. 

  

Conclusions: Connecticut has many established programs to monitor and maintain forest 

ecosystem health and vitality.  Programs and personnel keep a vigilant watch for existing and 

potential agents affecting Connecticut.  Connecticut’s forests can be significantly altered from 

climatic/weather events, wildfire, and the introduction of both native and non-native invasive 

plants and animals. 

 

Summary: 

Established monitoring and maintenance programs include the Annual Aerial Detection Surveys, 

as well as various other pest surveys led by the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station 

(CAES).  The CAES also monitors drought information, while the Division of Forestry oversees 

policy, training, and safety and equipment standards for wildland fire fighting.  The DEP 

Wildlife Division monitors the deer populations in Connecticut, and develops the hunting 

regulations to guide harvesting means and limits.  The Connecticut Invasive Plant Council 

developed and updates the Invasive Plant list.  The DEP Division of Forestry State Lands 

program strives to control and eradicate invasive plants on state lands, but is lacking personnel 
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and funding to effectively follow through. Many opportunities exist to help control and limit the 

damaging effects of invasive plants, insects, and diseases, as well as deer overpopulation.    
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Criterion 4: Conservation and Maintenance of Soil and Water Resources 

 
Importance:  ―Within the State‘s borders there are approximately 450,000 acres of wetlands, 

6,000 miles of streams and rivers, over 2,000 lakes and reservoirs, and 600 square miles of 

estuarine water in Long Island Sound (DEP CW).‖ The forests of Connecticut protect these 

water systems by reducing sedimentation and erosion.  Forests enhance water quality by filtering 

sediments and pollutants that enter the system from other land use activities before reaching the 

groundwater.  Managing these precious resources for today and tomorrow is one of the DEP‘s 

most critical missions. 

 

Indicator 8: Soil quality on forestland 
 

Introduction: Prior to settlement, the soils of Connecticut supported forest growth across 95% of 

the state. Since that time, the land has been cleared for agriculture, been subjected to repeated 

timber harvesting and/or converted to other land uses.  To understand and maintain forest health 

and water quality, it is important to understand the interaction of forest and soils. 

 

8.1-8.5  Soil pH, Total soil carbon, Estimated bare soil, Bulk density, and Calcium-

aluminum ratio 

Currently there is little or no published data for soil properties such as pH, bare soil, or bulk 

density for Connecticut soils.  Available estimates have been modeled based on other ecological 

data sets. 

 

8.1  Soil ph 

The pH of soil is important because soil solution carries nutrients that are essential for plant 

function.  The pH of a soil solution needs to rise above a certain threshold for a particular 

nutrient to be made available to a plant.  For example, the pH of a soil solution needs to be 

greater than 5.5 in order for nitrogen to be made available (Spector).  In Connecticut, the soil pH 

is generally well suited for the growth of deciduous and coniferous trees.   

 

8.2  Total soil carbon 

Estimates of carbon in forests are essential in planning carbon management.  The Carbon On-line 

Estimator (COLE) calculates that almost half (46%) of the total forest carbon stock of 

Connecticut‘s forests (Figure 32) is contained within the soil (Van Deusen and Heath).  Non-

stocked forest stands have a mean of 94.17 (metric tons/hectare) contained in the soil, while 

stocked stands had a mean of 61.56 (metric tons/ hectare) (Van Deusen and Heath). 

 

8.3  Estimated bare soil 

This does not appear to be an issue in Connecticut. 

 

8.4  Bulk density 

The measure of bulk density is used as an indicator of soil compaction. It is calculated as the dry 

weight of soil divided by its volume.  High bulk density, an indicator of compaction and low 

porosity, may restrict plant growth and water flow (SQI).  In general, forest soils have lower bulk 

densities, which increase their ability to reduce runoff and erosion.  
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Calcium-aluminum ratio 

Citing a recent study conducted by the USFS, ―Acid rain and other anthropogenic factors can 

leach calcium (Ca) from forest ecosystems and mobilize potentially toxic aluminum (Al) in soils.  

Because Ca competes with Al for uptake, soil Ca deficiency would also increase the likelihood 

of Al toxicity and associated damage.  Considering the unique role Ca plays in the physiological 

response of cells to environmental stress, we propose that depletion of biological Ca would 

impair basic stress recognition and response systems, and predispose plants to exaggerated injury 

following exposure to other environmental stresses.  Diminished stress response would be 

particularly problematic now because numerous human activities (e.g., pollution production, 

ozone depletion, climate change, the spread of exotic pests and pathogens, etc.) are 

simultaneously subjecting forests to an increasing level and diversity of stresses.  Because Ca 

competes with Al for uptake, soil Ca deficiency would also increase the likelihood of Al toxicity 

and associated damage‖ (NRS FDP).   

 

The relationship between calcium and aluminum may serve as a critical indicator to tree health 

and should be studied at greater depth.  To date, this information is not available in Connecticut.  

In order to better monitor forest health this should become a priority. 

 

Conclusion: Overall, there is a lack of soil data on topics such as pH, bare soil, or bulk density 

for Connecticut soils. To date, the state has not studied total soil carbon and calcium-aluminum 

ratios for indicators of the overall soil health and its relationship with tree growth.  This will 

become a need in the future.   

 

Indicator 9: Area of forest land adjacent to surface water and forest land by watershed. 

 

Introduction: Forestland enhances water quality by acting as a natural filter to groundwater and 

surface water systems.  Forests provide shade to streams and help stabilize stream banks. Tree 

roots absorb soil nutrients which maintain a balanced soil chemistry preventing leaching of 

excess nutrients into the groundwater.   

 

9.1  Forested Riparian Areas: 

In 2005 and 2006 the University of Connecticut- Center for Land Use Education and Research 

(CLEAR) ―looked at land cover and land cover change within watersheds and riparian corridors 

of coastal Connecticut.  Riparian and streamside corridors are known to be critical to stream 

stability, pollutant removal and both aquatic and terrestrial wildlife habitat (CLEAR).‖ Within 

this report, stream health was evaluated for the southern half of Connecticut.  Figure 23 and 

Figure 24 correspond to one another.   
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Figure 23. Stream Health and Vegetated 

Buffer Zones in CT 

 

 

 

 

            Figure 24. Stream Health and 

            Vegetated Buffer Zones in CT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

Source:  UCONN CLEAR                                                    Source:  UCONN CLEAR 

 

 

Referring to the table (Figure 24 above), stream health has been rated based on the percentage of 

impervious surface within the basin, and the percentage of Natural Vegetative Cover within a 

100‘ buffer of the waterway.  Natural Vegetative Cover ―consisted of the deciduous forest, 

coniferous forest, forested wetlands, non-forested wetlands, and tidal wetlands classes.  This 

natural vegetative class was seen as the most environmentally desirable condition of a riparian 

area‖ (CLEAR).   

 

According to the study, the highest percentage of natural vegetation was found in the 100‘ 

corridors.  ―The status of riparian corridors for individual basins is summarized in Figure 25 

below, which shows the percent of natural vegetation within the 100 foot (left) and 300 foot 

(right) buffer zones, symbolized by a color ramp in increments of 20% coverage (note: the entire 

basin is colored for the purposes of legibility of the map). The color gradations of the map are 

not related to any specific land cover thresholds, since the literature linking watershed or 

waterway health to riparian cover alone is not robust‖ (CLEAR). The results provide 

―circumstantial but compelling evidence that Connecticut‘s tidal wetlands and inland wetlands 

and watercourses land use regulations are having an impact on the intensity of development in 

riparian corridors (CLEAR)‖. 

 

Figure 25. Amount of natural vegetation within the 100 foot (left) and 300 foot (right) 

riparian corridors in 2002, depicted by coloring in the entire basin. Source:  UCONN 

CLEAR 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stream 

Health 

% Impervious 

entire basin 

% Natural 

Veg. 100 ft 

buffer 

  

Excellent 

<= 6% >= 65% 

  Good <=10% >=60% 

  Fair 10-25% 40-60% 

  Poor >25% <40% 

300 foot zone 100 foot zone 
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In the near future, CLEAR researchers plan to expand this study using updated information and 

tools, and apply the analysis to the whole state. 

 

9.2  Forest land by Watershed: 

Connecticut has been divided into eight major drainage basin management areas which 

encompass 5,009 square miles (Figure 26).   

 

Figure 26: Major Drainage Basins in Connecticut 

 
 

The map and graph below (Figure 27) illustrates these drainage basins and the percentage that is 

forested within each basin.  Four of the eight drainage basins are considered to be forested at 

greater than 60%.  Two of the remaining four are slightly below 60% and two basins, the South 

Central Coast, and Southwest Coast, are 48% and 43% forest cover.  This is not surprising as the 

development pressure along the southwestern Connecticut is extremely high considering its 

location the New York City (CLEAR).   
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Figure 27: Connecticut Drainage Basins and Forest Coverage (Source: CLEAR, 2010) 

 
 

A 2002 study conducted by the Trust for Public lands stated that ―(water) treatment costs 

decreased as forest cover within a watershed increased (Ernst, et al.).‖  The study sites that for 

every 10% increase in forest cover, up to 60% cover, water treatment and chemical costs 

decrease by approximately 20%.  

 

Maintaining or increasing the forest cover within the watersheds of Connecticut will help to 

reduce treatment costs and help to maintain a source of affordable water for the people of the 

state in the future.   

 

In a USDA June 2009 regional publication entitled ―Forest Water and People‖ (NRS FWP) posts 

the following summaries regarding Connecticut watersheds: 

   

● All of Connecticut‘s watersheds ranked above average in their ability to produce clean water, 

providing surface drinking water supply and having private forests on important watersheds, and 

were among the highest in the Northeastern Area for high‐quality watersheds under development 

pressure.  

  

● Despite Connecticut‘s small size all of the State‘s watersheds ranked above average in their 

ability to produce clean water. The highest ranking watersheds in with the mean ability to 

produce clean water, are the Pawcatuck‐Wood (in the Pawcatuck drainage basin) and Westfield 

(Massachusetts) watersheds.  The Westfield watershed breaches Connecticut at the state line, 

above the Connecticut drainage basin.  

  

● Connecticut ranked above average in the ability of its watersheds to provide drinking water 

because more than 2 million surface water consumers depend on drinking water supplies. Those 

watershed supplying drinking water to the largest populations are the Lower Hudson and Middle 

Hudson watersheds (reaching into Connecticut‘s western boundary from New York).  
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● Due to the large percentage of private forest (88 percent)
6
 among forested lands in general and 

across the state overall, Connecticut ranked above average because its watersheds are mainly 

comprised of private forests important for providing drinking water supply. Western Connecticut 

ranked highest in importance of watersheds and drinking water for private forest supply.  

 

● Overall, 10.6 percent of private forestlands on high‐quality watershed areas are subject to 

development pressure by 2030. However, three of Connecticut‘s watersheds, the 

Pawcatuck‐Wood, Lower Hudson and Middle Hudson, ranked in the top 2 percent of all the 

region‘s watersheds because these watersheds are at high risk for development and also provide 

high‐quality drinking water.  

 

Conclusion:  Forest riparian areas and the watersheds in Connecticut are ranked above average 

according to the US Forest Service report. With the majority of forest land in the state being 

privately owned, it is essential that planners and municipal authorities are trained in the value of 

forests and water quality. Their ability to work with private developers will be crucial in 

protecting the functionality of forest riparian areas and forest cover within the watersheds.   As 

the state continues to face development pressures, it is imperative that regulations are in place to 

protect the water resources of the state. 

 

Indicator 10: Water quality in forested areas.  

 

Introduction: “When it comes to water quality, forests are the best possible use of land. 

There’s no pavement sending contaminated runoff to streams, no septic systems to fail, no 

erosion or sedimentation to speak of. In fact, forests actually clean our water, and forested 

wetlands serve as giant sponges that prevent flooding by absorbing rainfall and regulating its 

flow (Broderick and Kane, 1997).” 

 

10.1 Water quality in forested areas 

In the 2008 State of Connecticut Integrated Water Quality Report (DEP WQR) the DEP Water 

Division reported that there are approximately 5,830 miles of rivers in Connecticut.  Based on 

probabilistic sampling employed by the DEP Water Division, it was reported in the 2008 Water 

Quality Report that 71% of Connecticut‘s waters fully support aquatic life and 85% support 

recreational uses.   The Water Quality Standards and Criteria (WQS), included in the report, are 

an important element in Connecticut‘s clean water program. The WQS set an overall policy for 

management of Connecticut‘s surface and groundwater‘s in accordance with the directives 

provided by Section 22a-426 of the Connecticut General Statutes and Section 303 of the Federal 

Clean Water Act. 

 

 The WQS have several purposes; 

 provide guidance about existing water quality in the state as well as DEP‘s goals for 

maintaining or improving that quality 

 indicate the general types of discharges allowed 

 ensure the segregation of drinking water supplies from waters used for waste assimilation 

 show areas of conflict between usages, and areas where ground and surface waters are 

degraded 

 provide the standards for toxicity consideration to protect aquatic life 

                                                             
6 Estimates vary 
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 provide a framework for the establishment of priorities for pollution abatement 

 dispensation of State funding, remediation goals 

 provide clear guidance for location decisions for business and industry as well as other 

economic developments (DEP WQR). 

 

Prior watershed management has focused on protecting the riparian areas along larger waterways 

while ignoring small streams.  Current research has shown that the ―the greatest volume of runoff 

water, and therefore the greatest volume of pollutants, enters most watersheds from small 

streams‖ (Ernst).  However due to their small size, smaller streams are rarely mapped and thus 

ignored in planning (Ernst).   

 

Water quality on Connecticut‘s State Forests is maintained through the use of Best Management 

Practices (BMPs.).  These include seasonal restrictions on harvesting, and controlling runoff on 

access road and skid trail systems by: using temporary bridges, culverts, riprap, post harvest 

seeding, geo-textile, water bars and armored stream approaches.  The BMPs are enumerated in 

timber sale contracts. DEP foresters monitor and enforce all harvesting activity in the State 

Forest. In addition, the DEP requires certification of and continuing education for forest 

practitioners (foresters, supervising harvesters, harvesters.)  Local inland wetland commissions 

are responsible for reviewing and determining jurisdictional authority for local harvests in town. 

 

In 2007, the DEP published a booklet to assist certified forest practitioners, private landowners 

and municipal officials towards a better understanding of the best management practices (BMPs) 

associated with the harvest of forest products.  BMPs for water quality are the minimum 

standards to be taken to ensure water and soil quality (see Criterion 7 for more details). 

 

In addition to protecting surface runoff into streams, Connecticut‘s forests also play an 

instrumental role in protecting aquifers which supply the state‘s public drinking water.  

Connecticut‘s Aquifer Protection Area Program is in charge of designating Aquifer Protection 

Areas around the state which protect critical sand and gravel aquifers. Regulations are in place to 

restrict development of land use activities that store, handle or dispose of hazardous materials 

(DEP APP).   

 

The Connecticut DEP‘s 2006 Integrated Water Quality Report to Congress provides the 

following: “Water quality in Connecticut has improved over the last few decades as a result of 

protective laws, remediation efforts and a substantial investment in improved wastewater 

treatment. There are still gains to be made in these areas. Further improvements are needed with 

respect to stormwater management and nonpoint source pollution control.  

 

The incremental improvements in recent years speaks to the fact that the remaining causes of 

impairment of Connecticut rivers are now often much more difficult to identify (e.g., ―cause 

unknown‖) and/or correct (e.g., CSOs, urban stormwater runoff). Future management efforts will 

need to focus not only on wastewater treatment, collection and infrastructure, but also on control 

and mitigation of nonpoint pollution sources and coordinated watershed efforts. Initiatives will 

require input from the numerous public and private interests that regulate and oversee land use 

management and environmental policy, especially at the local level (DEP IWQ).‖ 
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10.2  Stream miles impaired by percentage of watershed forested 

Using spatial data and imagery the University of Connecticut‘s Center for Land Use and 

Research (CLEAR) has derived estimates for percent forested and non-forest buffer zones along 

watercourses for the southern half of Connecticut.  Within a buffer zone of 300 feet, 63% of 

watercourses were estimated to be forested and 37% were estimated to be non-forested (Figure 

28) 

 

Figure 28.  Percent Forested and Non-Forested within 300 ft of a Watercourse for the 

Southern half of Connecticut  

 
 

The EPA ‗s Connecticut 2008 Water Quality Assessment Report listed  42% of the 2098 miles 

assessed as impaired, 39% as good, and no miles reported as threatened (Figure 29) (EPA 

WQA).    
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Figure 29.  2008 Assessment of Rivers and Streams 

 
 

The probable sources contributing to impairment is summarized in Figure 30. 

 

Figure 30. Connecticut Probable Sources Contributing to Impairments for Reporting Year 

2008 

Probable Source Group 
Miles of Rivers or 

Streams 

Agriculture 57.3 

Construction  37.9 

Habitat Alterations (Not Directly Related To Hydromodification)  21.3 

Hydromodification  111.1 

Industrial  109.3 

Land Application/Waste Sites/Tanks  49.6 

Legacy/Historical Pollutants  48.8 

Municipal Discharges/Sewage  223.1 

Natural/Wildlife  8.9 

Other  106.6 

Recreation And Tourism (Non-Boating)  22.2 

Recreational Boating And Marinas  

 Resource Extraction  20.6 

Spills/Dumping  28.7 

Unknown 766 

Unspecified Nonpoint Source  2.1 

Urban-Related Runoff/Stormwater  224.1 
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Conclusion: To date, the value of forests and riparian areas are not included in water quality 

reports.  There is a need for additional information regarding the value of these areas and the 

benefits derived by the public sector.  In addition, the total stream miles impaired by the 

percentage of watershed forested are not available on a statewide level.   

 

Individual watershed plans have been written and this information can be extracted for some of 

the minor watersheds in the state.  As an example, the USDA, NRCS wrote the Broad Brook 

Watershed Report in May 2010 citing that 41% of the watershed is forested and contains 7.2 

miles of impaired streams (NRCS BB).  In order for this information to become available, a 

coordinated effort between DEP and NRCS to identify the value of such information is needed.  

Further, the establishment of a standardized format for data to be extracted is crucial for 

watershed analysis. 

 

Summary: As the state continues to face development pressures, it is imperative that regulations 

are in place to protect its soil and water resources.  Focus has changed from targeting the 

watersheds of larger rivers to understanding the importance of smaller streams.  Proper 

management and protection of the forested buffers along these watercourses will be a 

coordinated effort between state, local, private organizations.  Land conservation and continued 

education will also be needed to permanently protect significant forested areas. Identifying 

information needs as well as improving access to data between decision makers will enhance 

overall management efforts.  
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Criterion 5.  Maintenance of Forest Contribution to Global Carbon Cycles 
 

Importance: Carbon-containing gases such as carbon dioxide and methane are among the so-

called ―greenhouse‖ gases that are strongly implicated as contributors to global climate change. 

The composition of our atmosphere has changed since the 18
th
 century due to increases in the 

relative percentage of these carbon-containing greenhouse gases.  As a consequence, the earth‘s 

surface is warming.  Some of the greenhouse gases also thin the ozone layer that shields the earth 

from harmful solar radiation.  

 

11.1 Forest ecosystem biomass  

 

Introduction: Trees are about 50 percent carbon.  As forests grow, trees and other plants store 

carbon in their wood, other tissues, and in the soil.  In the forest, carbon fixed by trees is held 

out of the atmosphere until the wood is burned, decays or is otherwise metabolized in some form.  

Wood products from harvested trees also hold this stored carbon out of the atmosphere 

throughout the life of the product. In general, forest activities that encourage net tree growth will 

increase the storage of carbon.  Events such as fire and decay release carbon back into the 

atmosphere, although usually as part of a cycle in which the carbon is again captured as the 

trees and other vegetation grows. Forest soils are also a large reservoir for carbon.  The 

conversion of forest soils to non-forest uses tend to release large amounts of forest carbon back 

into the atmosphere. 

 

Keeping forests as forests and encouraging their health and growth is an easy way to help keep 

carbon out of the atmosphere. In addition to the active sequestering of carbon that occurs in 

forests and the carbon that is stored in the trees and forest soils, the fact that the land is in forest 

also means that the land is not converted to some other energy consumptive land use, such as 

residential use.  Trees outside of the forest also continue to sequester and store carbon.  They 

also shade buildings, thus reducing energy demand and helping to mitigate against climate 

change deriving from greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels.  

 

Connecticut is approximately 59% forested.  According to FIA data (Figure 4, Criterion 1), the 

predominant forest type is oak-hickory forest (72%), with elm-ash-cottonwood the second most 

common forest type (8%).   

Figure 6 (Criterion 1) illustrates the distribution of age categories of Connecticut‘s forest 

resources.  Although Connecticut‘s forests are considered mature, with 78% of the trees being 

over 60 years old, from a carbon perspective, Connecticut‘s forests are considered young forests.  

More than half of the forest is considered to be less than fully stocked (Figure 31). 
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Figure 31.  Area of Forest Land by Stocking 

 
 

These observations point to 1) a forest base that is relatively high in its ability to sequester and 

store carbon, 2) that is still growing, and 3) that has the capacity to continue to store even more 

carbon in the decades to come.   

 

Further analysis has shown that forest management activities can be applied to Connecticut‘s 

forests in a manner that can increase the capacity of the forest to sequester carbon and store it, 

both as live trees and in forest products (Hohl and Oliver 2008). 

 

Conclusion: Connecticut’s forests are well suited to sequester and store carbon.  This will 

continue as the State’s forests mature.  Management of Connecticut’s forests can improve 

capacity of sequestration and storage. 

 

11.2 Forest carbon pools  

 

Introduction: Carbon pools are reservoirs that have the ability to store or release carbon (ASK). 

Carbon stocks are the quantity of carbon stored in biological and physical systems (EIA).  

Within a forest system, various materials sequester and store different amounts of carbon. 

Generally, in northeastern forest, approximately half of the forest carbon is stored either in the 

forest floor or in the forest soils (Figure 32).  Thus, one of the more compelling reasons for 

keeping forests as forests is to maintain the critical storehouse of carbon that exists below 

ground. In addition, the regenerative capacity of the ecosystem is largely in the soils.    
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Figure 32.  Forest Carbon Stocks 

 

 
 

In Connecticut, over the past 400 years, the area of forestland has declined from perhaps as high 

as 95% of the state in the early 1600‘s (around 3 million acres) to a low of about 30% (around 

750,000 acres) in the early to mid 1800‘s, before rebounding to a recent high of about 60% of the 

state, or 1.9 million acres.  (Foster and Aber).  

 

Data from the Center for Land Use Education and Research at the University of Connecticut 

shows that, over the two decades from 1985 to 2006, the percentage of total land area in the state 

classified by satellite imagery as deciduous forest has decreased by 3.2%.  Coniferous forest 

cover has decreased 0.3% and agricultural fields have decreased by 1.2%.  Meanwhile, the 

percentage of state land that is developed has increased by 2.9% and that in turf and grass by 

1.5% (Figure 33). 
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Figure 33.  Statewide Land Cover and Land Cover Change 

 

 

1985 1990 1995 2002 2006 Change 

 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

sq 

miles 

per 

cent 

Developed  797.4 16.00% 862.3 17.40% 885.5 17.80% 922.8 18.60% 942.1 19.00% 144.8 2.90% 

Turf & 

Grass  308.9 6.20% 325.9 6.60% 341.7 6.90% 362.5 7.30% 381.7 7.70% 72.8 1.50% 

Other 

Grasses  65.3 1.30% 68.7 1.40% 76.1 1.50% 82.4 1.70% 86 1.70% 20.8 0.40% 

Agricultural 

Field  425.2 8.60% 403.9 8.10% 391.8 7.90% 371.8 7.50% 363.4 7.30% -61.8 

-

1.20% 

Deciduous 

Forest  2467 49.60% 2410.5 48.50% 2379.7 47.90% 2338.2 47.10% 2307.3 46.40% 

-

159.8 

-

3.20% 

Coniferous 

Forest  455.9 9.20% 452.4 9.10% 449.5 9.00% 445.2 9.00% 441.1 8.90% -14.8 

-

0.30% 

Water  173.1 3.50% 168.8 3.40% 164.1 3.30% 161.1 3.20% 161.2 3.20% -11.9 

-

0.20% 

Non-

forested 

Wetland  20.2 0.40% 21.2 0.40% 21.2 0.40% 21.7 0.40% 21.1 0.40% 1 0.00% 

Forested 

Wetland  183.8 3.70% 177.8 3.60% 174.9 3.50% 173.8 3.50% 173.7 3.50% -10.1 

-

0.20% 

Tidal 

Wetland  22.6 0.50% 22.9 0.50% 23 0.50% 23.2 0.50% 22.9 0.50% 0.3 0.00% 

Barren 32.1 0.60% 37.3 0.80% 44.4 0.90% 49.1 1.00% 51.4 1.00% 19.2 0.40% 

Utility 

(Forest) 17.6 0.40% 17.3 0.30% 17.3 0.30% 17 0.30% 17.1 0.30% -0.5 0.00% 

             Source: University of Connecticut, Center for Land Use Education and Research 

 

This trend is at the expense of the total biomass that is typically stored in forested ecosystems 

above and below ground.  In some cases this negatively affects the ability of the land to 

regenerate a forest and to sequester carbon at its previous level, due to land use conversion. 

 

The vast majority of forests in Connecticut are under private ownership (73%) (Figure 41, 

Criterion 6).  Any efforts to maintain the major pools of forest carbon in the state will have to 

engage the owners of these lands.  

 

A different type of carbon pool can be explored in relation to the urban forest.  Connecticut is a 

heavily urbanized state.  According to Forest Service analysis, 36.4 % of the land area of the 

state is urban (1.13 million acres), with 87.7% of the population, nearly 3 million people, living 

in these urban areas (FIA). 

 

Despite the high population concentration in these areas, these same lands have a fairly high 

degree of tree cover, with a percent canopy cover of nearly 50%.  These urban trees are storing 

about 22.5 million tons of carbon, and continue to sequester carbon at the rate of about 744 

thousand tons per year (FIA).   

http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#dev
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#tg
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#tg
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#og
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#og
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#ag
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#ag
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#og
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#og
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#cf
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#cf
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#water
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#nfwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#nfwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#nfwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#fwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#fwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#nfwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#nfwet
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#barren
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#row
http://clear.uconn.edu/projects/landscape/category_description.htm#row
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A more detailed study of the City of Hartford was undertaken in 2007.  This study showed that 

the trees in Hartford store about 143 thousand tons of carbon, and continue to remove carbon 

from the atmosphere at a rate of around 2,440 tons per year.  This rate of removal is 

approximately the equivalent of removing the emissions of 400 cars per year from the roads 

within Hartford (HUF). 

 

The City‘s trees also help reduce energy consumption within the City by about 1,800 megawatt 

hours per year. Since the average Connecticut household uses about 8.4 Megawatt hours per 

year, this balances the energy impact of over 200 households. This is a saving of about 2,400 

barrels of oil not burned in local power plants (HUF). 

 

Figure 34  Hartford’s Urban Forest-A Summary  

 

 
Source:  ―Hartford‘s Urban Forest, the Challenge‖ Available in CT DEP‘s website – 

www.ct.gov/dep/forestry 

 

Conclusion: The continued loss of forestlands in Connecticut, due to conversions to other uses 

significantly impacts the amount of carbon that is being sequestered and stored.  A compelling 

reason to keep forests as forests is to maintain the critical storehouse of carbon that exists below 

ground, as well as the carbon sequestration and storage capabilities of the existing trees. 

 

From an urban standpoint, high levels of tree cover in urban settings, in addition to sequestering 

and storing carbon at an impressive rate, provide other measurable public benefits that result in 

environmental benefits and cost savings.  

http://www.ct.gov/dep/forestry
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11.3 Forest Carbon by forest type 

 

Introduction: Carbon sequestration rates vary by tree species, soil type, regional climate, 

topography and management practice (EPA). Therefore, the overall carbon sequestered by 

different forest types vary, making some forest types more valuable than others in terms of 

carbon sequestration and storage. 

 

As indicated earlier, the oak-hickory group is the predominant forest type in Connecticut (Figure 

4, Criterion 1).  According to FIA data, this forest type is relatively efficient at storing carbon 

(Figure 35).   

 

Figure 35.  Mean live tree carbon density (metric tons per hectacre) by forest type 2003-

2008  

 

 
 

The best forest type in Connecticut for live tree carbon storage and sequestration is the 

White/Red/Jack Pine group.  This forest type accounts for only 4% of Connecticut‘s forest type 

land cover.  The Maple/Beech/Birch group is also a fairly significant storer of carbon.  This 

forest type occupies 5% of Connecticut‘s forests (Figure 4, Criterion 1). 

 

Despite oak/hickory being the most prevalent forest type in Connecticut, red maple is the most 

common tree in Connecticut, as evidenced in Figure 5 (Criterion 1).   Figure 36 below shows that 

red maple is a significant aboveground live tree carbon source as well. 

 

Figure 36.  Aboveground Live-Tree Carbon > 5% by Tree Species Group 
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Since Connecticut‘s forests are relatively young in terms of having the ability to store carbon, 

and are, taken in aggregate, not fully stocked, they contain the opportunity for increasing forest 

carbon storage capacity in the future, as long as these areas remain forested. 

 

Conclusion: Connecticut’s oak/hickory forests are significant contributors to live tree carbon.  

Other smaller factions of Connecticut’s forest types, including the White/Red/Jack Pine group 

and the Maple/Beech/Birch group, have the ability to sequester and store carbon at higher rates.   

 

11.4 Change in forest carbon 

 

Introduction:  Connecticut’s forests are under great pressure from competing interests, including 

interests that can lead to the forest being developed or fragmented.  As these forces and interests 

affect the forest, they also affect the landscape’s ability to sequester and store carbon, which in 

turn may have significant impacts on the state at some point in the future.   

 

Beyond keeping forests as forests, and so largely keeping intact the ability of these forests to fix 

and store carbon, forest managers can also increase the forests‘ ability to reduce atmospheric 

carbon through active management programs.  A study of the potential sustainable yield on the 

State Forests of Connecticut, found that ―As the forest ages, both the average growth rate (in 

percentage terms) and the net volume growth will decline. If no harvesting or natural disturbance 

occurred during the next fifty years, the standing volume would increase to 11.5 mbf/acre, 

volume increment would fall to 0.08 mbf/acre/year, and growth rate would fall to 0.8%/year. 

(Hohl and Oliver).‖   

 

In this study, the authors modeled how three different silvicultural regimes, two based on 

thinning protocols and one using shelterwood regeneration, would affect volume and growth.  

While in all three the rate of annual growth was less than it would be if no harvest occurred, in 

each of the three scenarios substantial volumes of merchantable timber are produced (Hohl and 
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Oliver).  Assuming a significant useful life for these forest products, this stored carbon should 

stay out of the atmosphere longer when the forests are managed than it would if the forest were 

allowed to achieve its maximum standing volume. 

 

Conclusion:  The ability of Connecticut’s forests to continue to sequester and store carbon at an 

optimum level depends on the state’s willingness to keep forests as forests.  Active management 

is an option that can be used to facilitate this goal.  

 

Summary: Currently, Connecticut‘s forests, which are primarily of an oak/hickory forest type, 

are well suited to sequester and store carbon.  This will continue as the State‘s forests mature.  

The future ability of Connecticut‘s forests to continue to sequester and store carbon is in 

question, depending on the ability to keep forests as forests.  The continued loss of forestlands in 

Connecticut, due to conversions to other uses, significantly impacts the amount of carbon that is 

being sequestered and stored.  Not only is it imperative to conserve the forests for the trees, but 

also to maintain the critical storehouse of carbon that exists below ground.  Active management 

is an option that can be used to facilitate carbon sequestration and storage.  In the urban 

environment, high levels of tree cover sequester and store carbon, as well as provide other 

measurable public benefits that result in environmental benefits and cost savings.  
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Criterion 6.  Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Multiple 

Socioeconomic Benefits to Meet the Needs of Societies 
 

Importance: This criterion addresses economic values people place on trees and forests for 

meeting their forest products, recreational, cultural, social, psychological, and spiritual needs. 

Many people depend on forests for their livelihood and/or for their personal, physical and mental 

well-being, and forests in urban and rural areas contribute significantly to many communities‘ 

economic base. In addition, urban and community trees and forests provide cooling, storm water 

reduction, and other benefits. Tracking these values, as well as monitoring shifts in demand for 

products and services, provides useful insights for the future. Changes can indicate potential 

drains on the forest resource or highlight management opportunities.  

 

The region‘s forests produce a multitude of goods and services; including everything from 

timber and mushrooms to recreation and water. Sustainable forestry requires diverse, strong 

markets for a wide variety of products. Market forces are often the dominant influence on 

resource-based goods and services, but nonmarket forces such as the desire to sustain biological 

diversity or the opportunity to dwell in or visit a natural place, are also important factors 

influencing investments in goods and services. Most forests can provide multiple goods and 

services simultaneously. However, there will always be situations where multiple activities and 

desired uses are incompatible. 

 

Indicator 12. Wood and wood products production, consumption, and trade  

 

Introduction: Wood products have always been a critical component of Connecticut’s economy. 

Lumber remains the primary building material for new houses. Pulp, paper, and other forest 

products provide many of the household goods often taken for granted. In 1962, the total 

consumption in the United States of solid wood products, paper, and pulp was 11.6 billion cubic 

feet. By 1998, consumption of these products had grown to 19.6 billion cubic feet, an increase of 

69 percent (McKeever 2002). Connecticut’s appetite for wood and wood products continues to 

grow.  It is important that our state maintain a sufficient forest base and the technology to help 

meet this demand, both in a regional context, and in the context of helping to reduce global 

pressures by producing and providing locally. 

 

12.1 Value of wood-related products 

According to the 2007 U.S. Census Bureau, Economic Census information, the total value of 

Connecticut‘s wood product manufacturing was almost $244 million dollars.  The total value of 

Connecticut‘s paper manufacturing was $1.79 billion dollars.  Together, they total over $2 billion 

in value.  Due to the small number of establishments (5) related to wood office furniture 

manufacturing within the state, value could not be disclosed in the Economic Census for this 

category, and therefore this information is not being reported in the total value mentioned above.  

As of 2002, the Census Bureau no longer collects value data for logging, so this information is 

not included above either.  (US CB) 

 

12.2  Production of roundwood 

According to the Connecticut Primary Processor Directory, June 2007, produced by the DEP 

Division of Forestry, the average annual timber harvest resulting from commercial forest 

practices between 1997 and 2006 is 41,000 tons of roundwood, broken down as 16,000 tons of 

softwood, and 25,000 tons of hardwood material (PPD).  These numbers do not include land 
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clearing operations.  DEP Forestry ―estimates that nearly half of all timber harvesting conducted 

in CT annually is land clearing.‖(PPD)  

 

The USDA Forest Service FIA Timber Products Output Survey provides trend data on 

production of roundwood between 1996 and 2006 (Figure 37). 

 

Figure 37.  Average volumes of roundwood products by product and years, for years 1996, 

2001, 2006 

Product 1996 2001 2006 Avg 

                                                         thousand cubic feet  

Softwoods         

Saw logs 3,302 3,302 922 2,509 

Veneer logs 0 0 0 0 

Pulpwood 252 252 17 173 

Composite panels 0 0 0 0 

Fuelwood 51 51 22 41 

Posts, poles and pilings 0 0 0 0 

Other Industrial 39 39 0 26 

Total Roundwood Output 3,643 3,643 961 2,749 

Utilized Byproduct Output 1,999 1,999 1,264 1,754 

Hardwoods         

Saw logs 6,996 6,996 4,287 6,093 

Veneer logs 0 0 0 0 

Pulpwood 1 1 176 59 

Composite panels 0 0 0 0 

Fuelwood 16,770 16,770 7,223 13,588 

Posts, poles and pilings 0 0 0 0 

Other Industrial 0 0 0 0 

Total Roundwood Output 23,768 23,768 11,686 19,740 

Utilized Byproduct Output 4,012 4,012 1,515 3,180 

Total Roundwood Output 27,410 27,410 12,648 22,489 

Total Utilized Byproduct 

Output 

6,011 6,011 2,779 4,933 

 

 Source:  FIA Data, Timber Products Output Survey 

 

A map of the location of Connecticut‘s Sawmills is listed below in Figure 38. 
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Figure 38.  Location of Connecticut Sawmills 

 
12.3  Production and consumption of roundwood equivalent 

Utilizing the national wood products consumption data available from the USDA Forest Service, 

Forest Products Laboratory, it is estimated that the national rate of consumption per person is 

22.77 board feet annually (FPL).  Using Connecticut 2009 population estimates to project 

regional rates of consumption, the total annual Connecticut rate of consumption is estimated at 

80.4 million board feet.  

 

12.4 Recovered paper 

Recovered paper rate is the ratio of the total recovered paper used in paper and paperboard mills 

relative to the total product produced.  Estimates of recovered paper were difficult to obtain.   

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, Economic Census data for Connecticut 2007, converted 

paper rates value of shipments totaled $824 million dollars, and a had a value added of $380 

million dollars. 

 

The table below in Figure 39 shows the amounts and types of residues produced for 2006.  It 

appears that most by-products produced, whether it is fiber, fuel or miscellaneous are then 

reused.   While hardwood byproducts have complete reuse rates, the softwood ration is 

approximately 82%.(TPO). 
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Figure 39.  Weight of bark and wood residue by type of residue, softwood, hardwood, 

and use for CT 2006. 

Source 

Species 

Group 

Fiber by-

product 

Fuel 

by-

product 

Misc 

by-

product 

Not used 

by-

product All by-products 

                                                    thousand dry tons  

Bark Residue Softwood 0 1 6 1 8 

 

Hardwood 0 0 7 0 8 

         Total 0 1 13 1 15 

Wood Residue 

(coarse) Softwood 0 2 4 2 8 

 

Hardwood 3 1 3 0 8 

         Total 3 2 8 2 15 

Wood Residue 

(fine) Softwood 0 0 6 1 8 

 

Hardwood 0 2 6 0 8 

         Total 0 2 12 1 15 

Wood Residue 

(all) Softwood 0 2 11 3 15 

 

Hardwood 3 2 9 0 15 

         Total 3 4 20 3 31 

All Residues Softwood 0 2 17 4 23 

 

Hardwood 3 3 17 0 23 

         Total 3 5 33 4 46 

Numbers in rows and columns may not add to totals due to rounding.  

 

From a consumer standpoint, despite a national decline in paper production and in the collection 

of recovered paper, the percentage of recovered paper utilized is at an all time high.  

Connecticut‘s estimated population of 3.5 million in 2009 recycled roughly 70% of consumed 

paper products.  Best estimates of the overall quantity indicate that 570 thousand tons of paper 

products were recycled in 2009.  As waste management infrastructure improves, the rate of 

collection is expected to rise at a conservative rate.   

 

12.5 Bioenergy 

The most recent Connecticut estimates for sustainable woody biomass potentially available for 

renewable energy production are those from the forest, industrial facilities (e.g. sawmills, pallet 

shops, and other primary producers) and urban sources.  The amount of forest residues annually 

available ranges from 109,000 tons to 204,100 tons depending on delivered price and the amount 

of mill residues available annually ranges from 40,000 tons to 91,000 tons depending on 

delivered price. Urban residues range from 246,938 tons to 411,563 tons again depending on 

delivered price (USFS BIO). 

Two proposed significant biomass energy plants are currently going through the permitting 

process in Connecticut.  One 37.5 megawatt project is located in eastern Connecticut (Plainfield) 

and the other, a 30 megawatt project, is located in western Connecticut (Watertown) (DECD).  If 

these plants come on-line they will need an estimated 675,000 tons of woody residues per year 
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(RISI).  This may present an opportunity to conduct forestry stand improvement activities that 

were previously economically unfeasible, and to provide additional jobs to local communities. 

Currently, there is a BioBrick plant in Berlin. BioBricks are compressed sawdust designed to 

burn as a substitute for firewood in a conventional wood stove.   Right now the plant is utilizing 

waste wood from manufacturing, but they are actively exploring the use of roundwood and the 

use of dryers (Emmerthal).  In addition, pellet manufacturing companies outside of the state are 

entering Connecticut to facilitate collection of raw materials for their facilities. (Emmerthal) 

 

In the future, demands from various industries could outstrip supply in Connecticut.   

  

Conclusion: Wood materials play an important role in both providing products, and contributing 

substantially to Connecticut’s economy.  While we are currently at a healthy balance of 

production versus consumption, this delicate balance will be put under additional pressure with 

new wood related markets evolving in the state and the region. 

 

Indicator 13. Outdoor recreational participation and facilities  

 

Introduction: In addition to forest products such as lumber and paper, forests provide many non-

extractive benefits. Public recreation is one such benefit. The recreational infrastructure and the 

degree to which people are using forests for recreation help us understand the importance of 

recreational opportunities in our forests. 

 

Connecticut‘s residents enjoy a wide assortment of outdoor recreational activities. They visit 

state parks and forests, local parks and facilities, privately held properties, and commercial 

enterprises. During the course of the year, Connecticut‘s residents take part in land-based, water 

based, and winter activities. The level of participation indicates that the demand for outdoor 

recreation in Connecticut is high and is increasing (SCORP).  ―For every 10,000 residents, 

Connecticut has 964 acres of recreation land.  In terms of land alone, Connecticut provides 

approximately a tenth of an acre of recreational land for every citizen of the state.  However, that 

land is not evenly distributed (SCORP 79). 

 

13.1 Participation in outdoor recreation 

Best estimates for statewide participation in outdoor recreation activities in Connecticut are taken 

from the Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 2005-2010 (SCORP).  As of 2004, 

these numbers included: 

 

 Connecticut‘s 100 State Parks (consisting of 33,911 acres) hosted 5,939,000 day use visitors 

and 284,000 campers. 

 Connecticut‘s 32 State Forests (consisting of 169,800 acres), hosted 1,716,000 day use 

visitors and 43,200 campers. 

 Connecticut has 112,000 registered boats, 85% of which are trailered and used for boating 

and fishing (SCORP 17) 

 

Department of Environmental Protection 2009 Licensing records indicate that: 

 

 168,535 fishing licenses were sold, which is a 9.61% increase from the previous year, due to 

the introduction of a new saltwater fishing license in July of 2009.   
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 Connecticut hunting license sales for 2009 were 53,539, which was a 6.94% increase from 

the previous year. 

 

In addition, according to information contained in the SCORP document, the seven project areas 

owned by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers in Connecticut that are all open to recreation, have 

an annual visitation rate of 1,000,000 visits annually (see below for details)(SCORP 15). 

 

As part of the SCORP development, a Citizen Demand Survey (CDS) was administered to 

ascertain demand for thirty land based, water based and winter sports outdoor recreational 

activities.  The CDS results show that almost all households in Connecticut (93.8%) participate 

in land-based recreational activities, 85.3% of households participate in water-based activities, 

and 54.2% participate in winter activities (SCORP iv).  While this data cannot be used 

specifically to determine how much use occurs in Connecticut‘s forestlands, it is likely that many 

of the types of recreation listed occurred in state or municipal owned open space settings. 

 

 Results from the CDS, presented in Figure 40 below, shows all thirty activities by decreasing 

order of the percentage of individuals participating.   

  



 

66 

 

 

Source:  SCORP, Chapter 7 

Another measure of the importance of outdoor recreation to Connecticut‘s residents is the vast 

array of organizations that support or provide recreational opportunities.  These include the 

presence of approximately 103 fish and game clubs, 117 local land trusts, a Friends of 

Connecticut State Parks volunteer organization, non-profit organizations including Audubon 

Connecticut and the Connecticut Audubon Society, which both have trails and other recreation 

facilities on some of their parcels, and the Connecticut Forest and Park Association, who‘s 

history dates back to 1895 (SCORP 24). 

 

Figure 40.  Outdoor Recreational Activities by Individual Use and % Household 

Use 

 Outdoor Recreational Activities % Individuals % Households 

Running, walking or hiking 72% 86% 

Activities at the beach 64% 68% 

Visiting historic sites or museums 57% 65% 

Swimming in freshwater/saltwater 57% 62% 

Swimming in pools 56% 60% 

Road biking / biking in neighborhoods 38% 49% 

Bird watching or wildlife viewing 37% 46% 

Sledding 36% 40% 

Overnight camping 31% 36% 

Canoeing, kayaking, or tubing 27% 35% 

Basketball or volleyball 24% 36% 

Motor boating 24% 30% 

Downhill skiing or snowboarding 23% 31% 

Ice skating or hockey 23% 30% 

Freshwater fishing or ice fishing 23% 34% 

Golf 22% 39% 

Tennis 21% 30% 

Baseball or softball 19% 30% 

Saltwater fishing 18% 30% 

Rollerblading or skateboarding 18% 29% 

Mountain biking or trail biking 18% 27% 

Soccer 16% 25% 

Cross country or snowshoeing 14% 21% 

Sailing 13% 19% 

Snorkeling or scuba diving 12% 19% 

Water skiing or jet skiing 12% 18% 

Football, lacrosse field hockey or rugby 12% 20% 

Motorized biking 11% 18% 

Hunting or trapping 10% 18% 

Horseback Riding 10% 17% 
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It is evident from the data, that outdoor recreation is an important component of the lifestyles of 

Connecticut‘s residents.  Therefore, the land and water base on which this recreation occurs is of 

significant value. 

 

13.2 Federal land open to recreation 

Connecticut does not have a significant amount of federally owned lands.  According to 2008 

FIA estimates, just over 1% of all forestland in the state is federally owned, much of that by the 

National Park Service.   

 

National Park Service 

The National Park Service (NPS) owns two properties in Connecticut, which are open to the 

public:  

 

 Weir Farm National Historic Site, totaling 110 acres, located in Wilton & Ridgefield, with an 

average of 15,000 visitors annually 

 Appalachian National Scenic Trail, which totals 51.6 miles of linear trail mileage in five 

towns, with a total corridor of 6,488 acres (with another 1,044 acres in scenic easements)(see 

description below in 13.4 for more information) 

 

A third nationally designated area, The Last Green Valley, Inc. (formally known as the 

Quinebaug & Shetucket River Valleys National Heritage Corridor), is administered by the NPS, 

but not owned by them. 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service owns and oversees two National Wildlife Refuges within 

Connecticut:  

  

 The Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge encompasses over 800 acres and is 

comprised of 10 separate units spanning 70 miles of Connecticut‘s coastline.  Headquartered 

in Westbrook, the refuge offers various wildlife-based recreational opportunities for the 

public, including environmental education, hunting, fishing, interpretation, photography, and 

wildlife observation (USFWS). 

 

 The Silvio O. Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge encompasses the entire 7.2 million 

acre Connecticut River Watershed in Vermont, New Hampshire, Massachusetts and 

Connecticut.  The refuge was created to conserve, protect and enhance the diversity and 

abundance of native plants, fish and wildlife, and the ecosystems upon which they depend 

within the watershed (MA DER).  To date, two parcels have been purchased in Connecticut 

totaling 315.75 acres (Parrish).  Wildlife-based recreational opportunities may include 

environmental education, hunting, fishing, interpretation, photography, and wildlife 

observation. 

 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers 

 The U. S. Army Corp of Engineers owns seven large flood control dams & 4,000 acres of 

related open space. They accommodate an average of one million visitors annually.  

Although different activities accommodated at the Corps sites vary, in aggregate they support 

fishing, picnicking, hiking, canoeing, swimming, and camping (SCORP). 
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13.3 Recreational facilities on State land (SCORP 17-20)  

Connecticut DEP owns and manages a total of 251,000 acres though their system of Parks, 

Forests, and Wildlife Management Areas and of that, SCORP states that 216,480 acres of 

recreational land open to camping, fishing, hunting, boating, and other sports (SCORP 78). 

These consist of: 

 121 boat launches on rivers, lakes and Long Island Sound 

 21 swimming areas 

 222,613 acres of land in State Forests, Parks, and Wildlife Management areas that are open to 

hunting  

 13 campgrounds totaling over 1,400 campsites 

Specialized user group areas for youth and horse camping, shelters for backcountry camping, and 

public pavilion 

 

13.4 Trails 

Connecticut is a state rich in trails, encompassing many different types of recreational uses.  

Below is a summary of the various trail opportunities in Connecticut.  This is not all 

encompassing, as there may be local trails that are not widely known or advertised.    

 

Blue-Blazed Hiking Trails 

Connecticut has approximately 1,000 miles of hiking trails (SCORP), of which 825 miles, 

stretching over 88 towns, are part of the Blue-Blazed Hiking Trail system (BBHT). Established 

by the Connecticut Forest & Park Association (CFPA) in 1929, the Blue-Blazed Hiking Trail 

System is one of the ―most visible and lasting contributions to the recreational life of the state‖ 

(BBHT).  Trails are managed and maintained by CFPA volunteers, including 100 Trail Managers 

and hundreds of volunteer assistants who dedicate approximately 7,500 hours to trail work every 

year.  The majority of the Blue-Blazed Hiking Trails are on private land and exist only through 

the goodwill and cooperation of the landowners.  Changes in land use, change in owners, and the 

spread of development have created a serious threat to the Blue-Blazed Hiking Trail System.  

CFPA is a private non-profit organization dedicated to the conservation and broad public 

enjoyment of forests, parks, and hiking trails in Connecticut. For more details on CFPA, see 

description in Criterion 7 or go to their website at www.ctwoodlands.org . 

 

Other Hiking Trails  
There are numerous hiking/walking trails located across the state.  Opportunities on state parks 

and forest lands can be accessed at the CT DEP website at http://www.ct.gov/dep/parkmaps .  

Other multi-use trails can also be found at the CT Department of Transportation‘s website: 

Multi-use Trails.   Multi-use trails include hiking, mountain biking, equestrian, and other non-

motorized uses.  All trails in Connecticut State Parks and Forests are multi-use unless posted 

otherwise.  Trail use information is included in the explanation on individual park and forest 

maps. 

 

DEP supports the Connecticut Forest & Park Association‘s ―WALKCT‖ initiative which 

promotes recreation on both state and private property (see www.walkct.org). 

 

National Scenic Trails 

Connecticut is fortunate to have two nationally dedicated scenic trails which have portions 

located within the state boundaries: 

http://www.ctwoodlands.org/
http://www.ct.gov/dep/parkmaps
http://www.ct.gov/dot/cwp/view.asp?a=1380&q=259678&dotPNavCtr=|40767
http://www.walkct.org/
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The Appalachian National Scenic Trail 

The Appalachian National Scenic Trail, often referred to as the Appalachian Trail (AT), is ―the 

nation‘s longest marked footpath, at approximately 2,178 miles‖ (ATC). It is a privately 

managed unit of the national park system that traverses 14 states.  The Appalachian Trail route 

traverses across the northwestern corner of Connecticut for 52 miles and spans elevations of 

260—2,316 feet (ATC CT). The trail is maintained by the Appalachian Mountain Club-

Connecticut Chapter, and overseen by the Appalachian Trail Conservancy. 

 

The New England National Scenic Trail  

The New England National Scenic Trail was designated on March 30, 2009 as part of Public 

Law 111-11 (Section 5202). The 2009 Omnibus Public Lands Act included the designation of 

much of the Metacomet-Monadnock-Mattabesett (MMM) Trail system in Connecticut and 

Massachusetts as the New England National Scenic Trail. The route is approximately 220 miles 

long, and crosses 39 communities spanning central Connecticut, western Massachusetts, and 

southern New Hampshire (NENST).  Since 1931, the Metacomet and Mattabesett Trails have 

been maintained as Blue-Blazed Hiking Trails by volunteers of the Connecticut Forest & Park 

Association (CFPA), and will continue to be maintained by CFPA. (CFPA).  A ―Trail 

Stewardship Council‖ will be established to oversee maintenance and protection of the Trail‘s 

national scenic values, with additional funding and technical assistance from the National Park 

Service (NENST). 

 

Officially Designated Connecticut Greenways  

In addition to what is normally considered trails, Connecticut also has a vast system of 

Greenways across the state.  Each year, The Connecticut Greenways Council can designate new 

greenways around the state. (DEP) Not all Greenways are trails, but many are, such as the Blue 

Blazed Hiking Trail System mentioned above.  Map of Officially Designated Greenways (2001 -

2010) (PDF) 
 

According to CGS section 23-100, a Greenway is ―a corridor of open space that (1) may protect 

natural resources, preserve scenic landscapes and historical resources or offer opportunities for 

recreation or nonmotorized transportation, (2) may connect existing protected areas and provide 

access to the outdoors, (3) may be located along a defining natural feature, such as a waterway, 

along a man-made corridor, including an unused right-of-way, traditional trail routes or historic 

barge canals or (4) may be a greenspace along a highway or around a village. (CGS section 23-

100) (Greenways).‖ 

 

Dirt Bikes/Motorcycles  
Connecticut offers limited opportunities for off-road vehicle use on State property.  The Pachaug 

State Forest Motorcycle Trail is a 60 mile trail system available for off-road motorcycles using a 

combination of forest roads and trails. Motorcycles must be street-legal and registered with the 

DMV and riders must have a DMV operator‘s license (DEP ATV).   

 

―Cockaponset State Forest in Haddam and Shenipsit State Forest in Stafford both offer 

opportunities for dirt bike enthusiasts to participate in privately-organized enduro races once or 

twice a year.  These competitive events are typically one day in duration and sponsored by a 

regional motorcycle club.  Motorcycles must be registered, street legal and drivers must be 

licensed (DEP ATV).‖   

http://www.newenglandnst.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=%2bhLxmxAyaGg%3d&tabid=36
http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/greenways/greenwaysmap2010.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/greenways/greenwaysmap2010.pdf
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―In recent years, the dramatic increase in all-terrain vehicle (ATV) sales has generated a 

significant demand for riding areas. Currently, riding an ATV on state or municipal property is 

illegal.  The level of illegal use on DEP lands and impacts on natural resources and other 

recreational users have made it necessary to formalize a position on ATV use.  To address this 

concern on state land, the Department of Environmental Protection has developed an ―ALL 

TERRAIN VEHICLE POLICY AND PROCEDURES‖ manual, which will not become effective 

until supporting legislation is passed by the Connecticut General Assembly (ATV).‖ 

 

Off of state property, limited opportunities for all terrain vehicles exist as well.  The US Army 

Corp of Engineers Thomaston Dam has designated trails for two wheeled trail bikes, seasonally. 

Three and four wheel vehicles are not permitted. A cooperative agreement for trail 

management has been in place since 1979 with the Pathfinders Motorcycle Club. (ACE) 

 

Winter Activities 

Other trails located on State owned lands include ski touring, downhill skiing, and 

snowmobiling.  In addition, Mohawk Mountain, a facility leased from the DEP, is one of the 

State‘s only ski areas for downhill skiing.  Cross country skiers can choose from a variety of 

parks and forests that offer excellent terrain and miles of trails.  There are 11 designated areas 

within Connecticut State Forests where the use of snowmobiles on established trails and forest 

roads is authorized.  Information on all of these activities can be found at the DEP website at 

www.ct.gov/dep.  Local organizations across the state also support these types of activities. 

 

Equestrian Trails 

There are many equestrian trails across the state.  Connecticut DEP has several trails on State-

owned lands, and even administers horse camping areas in Pachaug and Natchaug State Forests.  

Locations of trails for equestrian use can be found on the DEP website www.ct.gov/dep .  As a 

way of ―giving back‖, the Connecticut Horse Council has partnered with the Department of 

Environmental Protection to create the Volunteer Horse Patrol (VHP) to ―ride and serve in State 

Parks & Forests, helping to patrol and provide assistance to the DEP staff and public visitors to 

our State Forests and Parks‖(CHC).  In addition to patrol duties, the VHP also performs 

maintenance of various state owned trails. The CHC has lists of equestrian trails statewide on 

their website.  Connecticut Horse Council .    

 

13.5 Campgrounds 

According to SCORP municipal survey results, there are a total of 88 campgrounds in the state, 

including public and private facilities (SCORP Ap. 1).  Included in that total are Connecticut‘s 

state park and forest system campgrounds (13) with a total of 1,400 campsites collectively (DEP 

OR).   

 

13.6 Recreational facilities in national forests 

There are no National Forests in Connecticut. 

 

Conclusion: Connecticut’s residents have an established history of outdoor recreation.  

Residents have a strong recreation ethic, as evidenced by their participation in various activities 

and organizations.  A solid infrastructure of recreational facilities abounds in Connecticut, 

addressing citizen’s recreational needs.  As recreation pressures increase, multi-use concerns 

will become more prevalent. 

http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/outdoor_recreation/atv/atvplan_final.pdf
http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/outdoor_recreation/atv/atvplan_final.pdf
file://depnb100/Shared/Forestry/Helene/Local%20Settings/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.IE5/VH41BV7R/Pathfinders%20Motorcycle%20Club
http://www.ct.gov/dep
http://www.ct.gov/dep
http://www.cthorsecouncil.org/7.html
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Indicator 14. Investments in forest health, management, research, and wood processing  

 

Introduction: Maintenance of healthy forests requires funding. Surveys for insects and diseases, 

monitoring of forest conditions, tree planting, and research in forestry all require time and 

money. Furthermore, landowners and communities require technical forestry assistance to 

maintain and manage their forest resources. Likewise, forest industries must invest in their 

operations if they are to remain competitive and continue to provide employment opportunities. 

Tracking the public and private funds invested in these various operations (forest health, 

management, research, and wood processing) is a good indicator of the likely success and long-

term sustainability of forests and forestry in the state. 

 

14.1 USDA Forest Service Northeastern Area State and Private Forestry funding 

Connecticut has long benefitted from funding provided through the USDA Forest Service 

Northeastern Area State and Private Forestry (NA S&PF) Program.  Several key DEP Division 

of Forestry programs depend on this funding source to operate.  These programs include the 

Service Forestry Program, the Urban Forestry Program, the Fire Program, and the Forest Legacy 

Program.  Outside DEP, another Connecticut program affected is the Forest Health Management 

Program run by the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station.  Competitive grant funding, 

and partner funding also comes through the NA S&PF funding (USFS FA).   

 

Overall, core funding levels have remained fairly consistent over the last few years.  Fiscal Year 

2010 funding currently stands at $2.4 million dollars to be obligated.  Funds received are 

distributed through the Forest Health Management (FHM), Cooperative Fire Protection (CFP), 

and Cooperative Forestry (CF) programs. 

 

Currently, there are no USDA FS State and Private Forestry Program cost share program funds 

in CT administered by the Division of Forestry.  The last program implemented through the 

Division of Forestry and Connecticut Forest and Park Association was the Forest Land 

Enhancement Program (FLEP), which ended in 2006.  Cost share money allocated from the 

Forest Land Enhancement Program totaled $163,228 over the four years it was in existence for 

work on approximately 22,000 acres. 

 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) currently administers cost share programs.  

The chart below shows the estimated amount of NRCS funds that have been allocated on 

Connecticut forestlands since program inceptions.   This information is current through May 

2010.      

 

Figure 41: Estimated NRCS Funding allocated to CT 

 Program  

Approx.  

Dollars 

Approx. 

Acres 

Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP)  $       9,713  1304 

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)   2008 Farm Bill  (FY 2009 + )  $   379,707   400 

Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP)   2002 Farm Bill (FY 2002-2008)  $1,000,000 1800 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 2008 Farm Bill   (FY 2009 +)  $     62,697  2958 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 2002 Farm Bill  (FY 2002- 2008)  $     26,760   335 

Environmental Quality Incentives Program 1996 Farm Bill  (FY 1996- 2002)  $      11,915    60 

      Total  $1,490,792 6,857 
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 Source:  NRCS 

14.2 State forestry agency funding 

The 2006 National Association of State Foresters 2006 State Forestry Statistics show that total 

forestry program expenditures in Connecticut for the year 2006 were  $3.2 million dollars of 

which $2.6 million dollars was from State funding, and the remainder $577,400 was from federal 

funding.  Most State funding of the Division of Forestry comes from the Connecticut General 

Fund. 

 

14.3 and 14.4 Funding for forestry research at universities and USDA Forest Service 

Research Funding 

The two leading forestry associated universities in Connecticut are the University of Connecticut 

and Yale University.  Both are active partners within the Connecticut forestry community.  

 

The University of Connecticut receives funds for the UCONN Cooperative Extension Program, 

through a Renewable Resources formula grant.  In fiscal year 2008, funding was $46,525.  This 

amount does not change much from year to year.  The Storrs Agricultural Experiment Station 

receives $67,542 in federal McIntire-Stennis funding.  Combined, the University of Connecticut 

receives about $114,000 annually for forestry related activities (Volin).   

 

As of June 2010, the amount of active grants received by Yale forestry faculty for their work all 

over the world totals $6.6 million dollars (Beznicki).  

 

In addition, the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station receives grants for forest health, 

and other various forestry related research grants.  The total dollar amount for the fiscal year 

2009-2010 is $466,522 (Stafford). 

 

14.5 Capital expenditures by manufactures or wood-related products 

According to the U.S. Economic Census 2007 Annual Survey of Manufactures, the capital 

expenditures for wood product manufacturing is listed as $15.5 million dollars.  This does not 

include paper, pulp, paperboard, or cardboard related materials.  If added in, the total is $181 

million dollars (USCB EC). 

 

Conclusions:  Support from various federal funding opportunities provides the basis for much of 

the forestry programs that occur in state.  State funding is sufficient to cover salaries, but does 

not extend much beyond that.  Wood products manufacturing is significant within the state, and 

expected to grow as uses for wood as bioenergy increases. 

 

Indicator 15. Forest ownership, land use, and specially designated areas  

 

Introduction: The percentages of public and private sector forestland ownership give an 

indication of the amount of forestland that is protected from conversion to other uses. Further 

analysis of private forests, such as the amounts under conservation easements and property tax 

reduction programs, provides a further understanding of the long-term sustainability of a state’s 

forest resources. 
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15.1 Forest Land Ownership 

Forest land ownership in Connecticut is overwhelmingly by the non-industrial private sector.  

Figure 42 below illustrates the overall distribution of land ownership in the state. 

 

Figure 42: Forest Land Ownership in Connecticut 

 
 

With such an immense amount of forestland under private ownership, the futures of 

Connecticut‘s forests are dependent on the goals and desires of these landowners.  The DEP 

Division of Forestry and the University of Connecticut Cooperative Extension Service are 

available to assist these landowners on a limited basis through technical support and advice 

regarding the present care and future management of their forests, as well as estate planning 

advice.  As cost share opportunities arise, both agencies try to connect landowners with 

appropriate programs.  Currently, most assistance is provided on a limited individual basis, or 

through small scale educational programs.   

 

There is no statewide private organization whose sole mission is assisting these private 

landowners with decisions the care management of their land, although many local non-profit 

organizations include it as part of their mission. 

 

The landowners themselves have organized an association to assist other landowners.  The 

Eastern Connecticut Forest Landowners Association (ECFLA)/Wolf Den Land Trust (WDLT) is 

a nonprofit 501-I(3) organization formed in 1972 to:  

 promote the wise management of forest lands as a natural resource.    
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 provide an ongoing source of any and all information that members may need to make 

informed decisions concerning their forest land.   

 work to make continuous professional forestry assistance more accessible to the small forest 

landowner.   

 work to make the ownership of forest land more attractive as an investment.  

 improve communications among landowners, foresters, mill owners, timber harvesters and 

other members of the forest products industry.  

 protect open space and professionally manage demonstration forests through WDLT 

(ECFLA) 

 

ECFLA represents ―nearly 300 forest owners and their families who actively manage 

approximately 20,000 acres of woodlands and associated ponds, streams and wetlands.‖ 

(ECFLA).  No counterpart to this association exists in western Connecticut. 

 

15.2 State lands 

The Department of Environmental Protection owns 251,000 acres in its series of parks, forests, 

and wildlife management areas.  Of those 251,000 acres, approximately 170,000 of them are 

State Forests, 35,000 are in parks, and the rest are in wildlife, fisheries, and natural resource 

management areas.  Staffing over the past decade has decreased significantly, and the 

Department in looking for ways to maintain and improve services with fewer resources.   

 

One of 19 projects in the Agency to date, the Division of Forestry participated in the DEP‘s 

LEAN process for the first time in 2010.  LEAN is a process improvement approach that 

identifies and minimizes wasted time and effort (DEP LEAN).  The Forest Management LEAN 

Team found cost savings with improved efficiencies and is adding value to the management 

planning process by implementing electronic data collection.  Significant savings were found 

that reduced planning and review time, which utilizes existing staff more efficiently.  The LEAN 

Team also recommended the use of electronic field data collectors to add value to the inventory 

process.  DEP is moving to create complementing GIS maps and access databases to accept and 

store forestry field data centrally, and share it with other divisions (Wildlife, Fisheries, Parks).  

Division of Forestry personnel will lean heavily on the use of electronic field data collectors, 

advanced technology and other DEP Division Support (Office Information Management) to fill 

the gap in personnel.  Improved inventory methods and central data storage will reveal the vast 

assets of the forest resources and their corresponding values for both biomass and ecosystem 

services.  The Division of Forestry‘s ultimate goal is to complete management plans on all 

forests within 15 years. 

 

15.3 Protected land 

In 1997, the Connecticut General Assembly set a goal of preserving 21 percent of the land area 

of Connecticut for open space for public recreation and natural resource conservation and 

preservation (Green 2).  

 

In 2001, the DEP developed The Green Plan to guide its efforts to acquire and permanently 

protection open space. The updated plan (2007-2012): ―1) identifies the State‘s future open space 

goals; 2) summarizes land acquisition and protection efforts to date; 3) discusses threats and 

challenges to open space protection; 4) identifies priorities for acquisition and protection; 5) 

describes the programs and funding available; and 6) outlines the process. This document is a 

strategic plan for land acquisition and protection for the State of Connecticut through 2012. As 

http://www.ecfla.org/wdlt.htm
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such, it provides general guidance for program managers, is a tool for those who want to work 

with the State in preserving land, and offers a basic overview for the public of the State‘s land 

acquisition and protection program (Green 1).‖  

 

The Green Plan‘s lists total of 3,205,760
7 
acres in Connecticut, of which 673,210 acres must be 

preserved to meet the goal mentioned above.  In addition to the overall goal, CGS section 23-8 

―sets targets for both the State and its land protection partners (municipalities, private non-profit 

land conservation organizations, and water utilities, whose Class I and II watershed lands count 

towards this goal). This statutory goal is ten percent (or 320,576 acres) be acquired and held by 

the State of Connecticut (as additions to the State‘s system of parks, forests, wildlife, fisheries 

and natural resource management areas, and eleven percent (or 352,634 acres) be acquired and 

held by our partners.  At the time, it was recognized that the threat of loss of open space to 

development was substantial and that preservation activities had to be pursued while there was 

still appropriate land available for open space so a time line was set with an end date of 2023 

(Green 2).‖ 

 

As of 2007 totals, approximately 490,799 acres are protected in Connecticut.  ―Protected‖ means 

lands that are protected from development.  These lands include federally owned lands; state 

owned lands (Department of Environmental Protection), municipalities, and non-governmental 

organizations (NGO) tracts, as well as areas protected by permanent conservation easements.   

As of January 1, 2007, the State has acquired a total of 251,001 acres for its system of parks, 

forests, and wildlife, fishery and natural resource management areas. This is 78 percent of the 

320,576 acres of open space land targeted for State acquisition (Green 2).  

 

Exact acreage of open space protected by DEP‘s partners has not yet been compiled.  Our best 

estimate for our partners is that ―municipalities (169 of them) own 74,971 acres of land; 

nonprofit land conservation organizations (116 of them) own 57,327 acres; and 85 water 

companies own 97,500 acres Class I and Class II lands. Together, open space acreage held by 

these partners is 229,798 acres, which is 65 percent of their statutory open space goal. There is 

no requirement that non-State partners report their land protection efforts and it is assumed that 

our partners actually hold significantly more acreage (Green 3).‖   

  

                                                             
7 Estimates vary 
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Figure 43.  Protected Forestland over Time 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*The acreage of 

Federal protected lands estimated here includes hiking trails, wildlife preserves, flood control projects and a national 

historic park.  While these amenities are appreciated and enjoyed by the citizens of Connecticut, by statute the 

federally held acreage does not count towards the land protection goal set forth in the Green Plan. (Source; CT DEP 

Green Plan 2007-2012) 
 

To visually depict what is known and mapped as protected lands in Connecticut, Figure 44 was 

created.  This is not a complete or accurate representation of all protected properties in 

Connecticut, but it is the best available using existing information.  

 

Figure 44.  Protected Lands within Connecticut 
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To gain a better understanding of how much land is actually protected, the DEP is currently 

undertaking a research project to inventory all open space parcels in the State, called the 

Protected Open Space Mapping (POSM) Project.  Unfortunately, funding for the POSM project 

is intermittent, so the project has moved along sporadically. 

 

Two programs exist within DEP to assist in achieving The Green Plan’s goal: 

 

The Recreation and Natural Heritage Trust Program 

―The Recreation and Natural Heritage Trust program was created by the Legislature in 1986 in 

order to help preserve Connecticut‘s natural heritage. It is the Department of Environmental 

Protection‘s (DEP) primary program for acquiring land to expand the state‘s system of parks, 

forests, wildlife, and other natural open spaces. Through it, the DEP manages the acquisition of 

land of statewide significance that represents the ecological and cultural diversity of Connecticut, 

with a focus on unique features such as rivers, mountains, rare natural communities, scenic 

qualities, historic significance, connections to other protected land, and access to water (Green 

10)‖ 

 

The Open Space and Watershed Land Acquisition Grant Program (C.G.S. Section 7-131d to 

7-131k) 

―The Open Space and Watershed Land Acquisition Grant Program provides financial assistance 

to municipalities and nonprofit land conservation organizations to acquire land that will add to a 

community‘s open space, enhance recreational opportunities, protect unique geographical 

features or conserve habitat for living creatures (Green 10).‖ 

 

There are also options available through state and federal partner programs for conserving 

forestlands.   

 

Forest Legacy Program 

Connecticut DEP partners with the USDA Forest Service to implement the Forest Legacy 

Program.  The Forest Legacy Program is used to identify and help conserve environmentally 

important forests from conversion to non-forest uses. The main tool used for protecting these 

important forests is conservation easements. The Federal government may fund up to 75% of 

program costs, with at least 25% coming from private, state or local sources. The Forest Legacy 

Program protects ―working forests‖, which is defined as those that protect water quality, provide 

habitat, forest products, opportunities for recreation and other public benefits (FLP).  “The 

program encourages and supports acquisition of conservation easements, legally binding 

agreements transferring a negotiated set of property rights from one party to another, without 

removing the property from private ownership. Most FLP conservation easements restrict 

development, require sustainable forestry practices, and protect other values (FLP).‖  Since the 

start of the program in Connecticut, the Forest Legacy Program has helped to protect 7,347 acres 

in Connecticut for a value of $9,049,000. (FLPA). 

 

The Connecticut Forest Legacy Program will be implemented according to the Connecticut 

Forest Legacy Program (FLP) Assessment of Need (AON), which was approved by the Secretary 

of Agriculture on October 26, 1994 and amended and approved by the Chief of the Forest 

Service on July 6, 2001. The AON includes the approved Eligibility Criteria for the Forest 

Legacy Areas (FLA); the Approved FLAs; specific goals and objectives to be accomplished by 
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the Connecticut FLP; and the process by which the State Lead Agency will evaluate and 

prioritize projects to be considered for inclusion in the FLP.  A copy of the State Lead Agency 

designation letter, the AON, and the AON approval letter can be obtained by contacting the 

Forest Legacy Program Manager at the Connecticut DEP, Division of Forestry, 79 Elm Street, 

Hartford, CT 06106. 

 

Connecticut Farmland Preservation Program 

The Connecticut Farmland Preservation Program, run by the Department of Agriculture, 

preserves farmland by acquiring development rights to agricultural properties. Although the main 

objective of the farmland preservation program ―is to secure a food and fiber producing land 

resource base, consisting primarily of prime and important farmland soils, for the future of 

agriculture in Connecticut, the program does allow forestland as part of the protected acreage, 

and therefore can be considered as a forestland protection agent (DOAG).‖ 

 

To meet the goals set forth in statute and The Green Plan, the State of Connecticut must acquire 

nearly 70,000 additional acres by the end of 2023 and encourage the acquisition of 

approximately 125,000 additional acres by municipalities, private nonprofit land conservation 

organizations and water companies (Green 3). 

 

Figure 45 below shows the trend of financial allocations for land acquisition between 1985and 

2006.  Since this information was compiled, funding levels have significantly decreased, and 

may continue indefinitely due to the current economic situation within the state.   

 

Figure 45.  Financial Allocations for Land Acquisition 
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* The lands protected through the Land and Conservation Funds program have not been separated into State and 

Partners‘ lands.  They are listed here under Partners as the vast majority of this funding has been expended on local 
non-State protection efforts.   Source: CT DEP, Green Plan 

 

15.4 Private Land with public conservation easements 

The Department of Environmental Protection holds a variety of conservation easements.  These 

include Forest Legacy Easements, flood control easements, fishing easements, access easements, 

and possibly some hunting easements.  There is no complete listing or acreage estimate of DEP‘s 

conservation easements.   

 

There is also no comprehensive listing of easements held on private lands from other public 

entities.  Hopefully this can be rectified through the completion of the POSM project listed 

above.   

 

15.5 Forest land in tax reduction programs 

Public Act 490, as described in Criterion 7, is the main tax reduction program in Connecticut.  

Currently there are 778,111 acres in PA 490 for forest land, owned by approximately 2,892 

landowners. Other classes of PA 490 exist, including agriculture, and open space.   

 

15.6 Forest certification 

Currently, there are no state lands under Forest Certification within Connecticut.  Certification 

has been considered in the past, but an implementation mechanism has not yet been developed. 

 

Third party certification on private lands is delivered through at least two programs.  There are 

7,835 acres of certified forests under The Forest Stewardship Council in Connecticut (FSC).  The 

American Tree Farm System, which is affiliated with the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, has 160 

tree farms as participants in the certification process.   

 

Conclusion:  Currently, almost 60% of Connecticut is forested, highly impressive based on the 

dense population of residents in the state.  Connecticut has a strong commitment to protecting 

open space, much of it forestland, as evidenced by the various programs available.  In order to 

meet the goals set forth in Connecticut General Statutes section 23-8, and also to ensure that 

sufficient forestland is protected to maintain all of the functions and benefits that our forests 

provide, Connecticut will have to maintain an aggressive course of action in land conservation.  

This may involve increasing efforts to assist in private lands forestland protection, and 

advocating for more financial allocations for open space land acquisitions.  It would also be 

beneficial to make the Protected Open Space Mapping project a priority.   

 

Indicator 16. Employment and wages in forest-related sectors  

 

Introduction: Sustainable forest management requires an economic infrastructure for the 

production of end-use products from timber.   

 

16.1 Wood-related products manufacturing employees 

According to 2007 Economic Census, Connecticut employs 1,789 wood product manufacturing 

employees (EC).  Independent loggers are not included in this estimate.   

 

16.2 State forestry employees 
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The Connecticut DEP Division of Forestry includes 21 permanent employees as of the 

submission of this report (June 18, 2010).  This includes 1 State Forester/Director, 3 Program 

Specialists (Program Leads for Forest Protection/Fire, State Lands, and Private & Municipal 

Lands/Forest Practices Act),  1 Forest Planner/Federal Aid Coordinator, 1 Urban Forester, 2 Fire 

Control Officers, 1 Forest Protection Forester, 2 Enforcement Foresters, 6 State Lands Foresters, 

3 Service Foresters, and 1 Secretary.  Seasonal employees currently total 7.   

  

This number is significantly down from just over a decade ago when the total number of 

permanent employees totaled 31, and the Division had 13 seasonals to assist (NASF 1998, 

12). Since that time, the closure of the State Nursery and numerous retirements without refills 

has led to a 33% reduction in staffing. 

  

Although the Division is has taken measures to try and creatively make up staff deficiencies with 

more efficient program delivery, there have been programming/service cutbacks. Significant 

concern exists within the Division regarding the future of the Forestry Division.  Approximately 

50% of the Division staff is at or within five years eligibility of retirement, including all of the 

service foresters.  Concerted efforts need to continue by the Agency to seek higher legislative 

appropriations.  In addition, a priority of developing and nurturing outside of the agency support 

has to be made so that constituency groups can provide support for staffing and programming 

improvements.  Another priority has to be to improve interdivisional program cross training to 

prepare for future division staff reductions due to retirements.  

 

The University of Connecticut also has two employees that work on forestry programs; both 

work under the Cooperative Extension System. 

 

16.3  USDA Forest Service Employees 

There are various regional USDA Forest Service Employees who work closely with the DEP 

Division of Forestry and associated partners through federally run programs.  These programs 

include, but are not limited to Fire Management, Cooperative Forestry, Conservation Education, 

Forest Health Protection, Forest Legacy, and Urban and Community Forestry.   None of the 

associated USDA Forest Service employees are based in Connecticut. 

 

16.4 Wood-related products manufacturing payroll and wages 

According to the 2007 Economic Census information for Connecticut, the annual payroll was 

$60.7 million dollars for wood product manufacturing, and $242.5 million dollars for paper 

manufacturing. Due to the small number of establishments (5) related to wood office furniture 

manufacturing within the state, value could not be disclosed in the Economic Census for this 

category, and therefore this information is not being reported in the total value mentioned above.  

Also, as of 2002, the Census Bureau no longer collects value data for logging, so this 

information is not included above (US CB).  

 

16.5 State Forestry salaries 

According to the State Forestry Statistics put out by the National Association of State Foresters, 

in 2006, the last year that this information was reported, a estimated total of $3,187,400.00 was 

spent on Connecticut Forestry Programs including implementation of the Fire Program, 

Cooperative Forestry/Landowner Assistance Programs, Forest Products Utilization and 

Marketing, Urban Forestry, Forest Health, and Watershed/Water Quality Protection/BMPs. 

(NASF 2006, 8) 
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Conclusion: Connecticut’s working forests sustain a number of industries and employ almost 

2,000 citizens. Support of these industries by DEP Division of Forestry programs needs 

continued and increasing levels of funding to support Division infrastructure.  . \ 

 

Summary    

Wood materials play an important role in both providing substantial products and contributing to 

Connecticut‘s economy.  The balance of production versus consumption that exists in the state 

could influence new wood related markets evolving in the state and the region.  In addition, 

Connecticut‘s forests play a significant role is fulfilling the recreation needs of its citizens.  A 

solid infrastructure of recreational facilities abounds in Connecticut, but as recreational pressures 

increase, multi-use concerns will become more prevalent and need to be monitored closely for 

impacts on the environment.  Many of the forestry programs administered in the state are either 

fully funded by or supplemented by federal sources.  Connecticut has a strong commitment to 

protecting open space, of which much is forestland, as evidenced by the various programs 

available.  To ensure that sufficient forestland is protected to maintain all of the functions and 

benefits that our forests provide, Connecticut will have to maintain an aggressive course of 

action in land conservation.  Connecticut‘s working forests sustain a number of industries and 

employ almost 2,000 citizens. Wood products manufacturing is significant within the state, and 

expected to grow as uses for wood such as bioenergy increase.   

The DEP Division of Forestry will need continued and increasing levels of funding to support 

the growing infrastructure of these industries and ensure sustainable forestry practices. 
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Criterion 7:  Legal, Institutional, and Economic Framework for Forest 

Conservation and Sustainable Management  
 

Importance: Throughout history, the values of society and the social, legal, economic and 

environmental conditions of the day have all had a profound effect on the decisions made 

regarding forest conservation and sustainable management. Taken together, these decisions trace 

a course that has shown itself, time and again, to be positive and pro-active.  These decisions 

have sought to reinforce professionalism and educated choices; and are reflective of the values 

that individuals and society at large place in the land and in the forest, as well as in those trees 

that grow outside of the forest but contribute to the quality of life in the state.  Not all decisions 

have worked out well.  For example, some communities, in an effort to slow growth, have 

enacted zoning ordinances to require larger lot sizes. This has the unintended effect of 

fragmenting more forest land than if lots were clustered closer together. However, the actions of 

the past have laid a firm foundation for the actions of today, and planning for the actions of the 

future. 

 

Indicator 17.  Forest management standards/guidelines 

 

Introduction:  The roots of forest conservation and management in Connecticut go back at least 

115 years.  A tradition of forest conservation, paired with an emphasis on training and ability, 

help define the current approach to forest management in the state today. 

 

The following is a brief summary of the institutional and legal history of forestry in Connecticut: 

 1895 – The Connecticut Forest and Park Association is founded 

 1901 – The Connecticut General Assembly allocates funding for the first State Forest.  Also, 

the first State Forester is appointed. 

 1901 – The original Tree Warden Law is passed.  This law permitted towns to appoint a tree 

warden at the town‘s discretion. 

 1903 – The first State Forest is created. 

 1913 – Creation of the 10 Mill Law, the state‘s first law that provided tax benefits to those 

landowners who maintained their land as forest. 

 1919 – The original Arborist Law (―Tree Expert Law‖) is passed.  This law requires those 

who advertise or contract themselves out as tree experts to be licensed by the state, and 

establishes the Tree Protection Examining Board to set standards and review the 

qualifications of those seeking this license. 

 1922 – The Connecticut Tree Protective Association is formed as an educational association 

to help prepare those seeking the ―tree expert‖ license and also as a means of maintaining the 

qualifications of those licensed.  

 1929 – The Tree Warden Law is revised to require each municipality to appoint a tree 

warden, who would then have ―care and control‖ of all public trees. 

 1963 – ―PA 490‖, the state statute that established a current use tax policy to aid in the 

conservation of forest, farm and open space land.  Owners of 25 acres or more of forested 

land could file for a greatly reduced property tax liability.  This law replaced the previous 10 

Mill Law.   

 1971 – The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection is established.  

Responsibility for the State Forests is placed within DEP Forestry. 

 1972 – Inland Wetland Statutes are passed. 
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 1986 – The original Forest Practices Act is passed.  This law established the voluntary 

certification of forest practitioners be certified by the State of Connecticut if they are to 

participate in a commercial forest practice.  Three levels of certification are established: 

Forester, Supervising Forest Products Harvester and Forest Products Harvester.  The law also 

allows for the establishment of regulations related to forest practices, and established the 

Forest Practices Advisory Board.  This law was replaced by the current Statue in 1991.  

 1989 – The Connecticut Urban Forest Council is formed.  This Council is charged with a 

leadership role in the developing urban forestry program in the state. 

 1991 – The Tree Wardens Association of Connecticut is formed.  As one part of its mission, 

this educational association seeks to add a clear definition of the skills and qualifications of 

what a tree warden should be to the existing requirement that a tree warden be appointed by 

each municipality. 

 2004 – The current version of the Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource Plan is released.  

Among its particulars, this plan calls for the establishment of a Connecticut Forestlands 

Council.  Also, the plan has led to the holding of an annual Forest Forum for all parties with 

an interest in forests, forest conservation and forestry. 

17.1.  Types of forest management standards/guidelines 

There are four basic types of standards associated with forest management in Connecticut.  

Legally mandated standards are those that are required by state statute, and include among them 

the licensing required for commercial arboriculture and the certification needed to legally 

conduct commercial forest practices.  Professional standards are associated with those who do 

forest management, and may or may not be legally mandated.  Performance standards pertain to 

the quality of the work being done more so than to the qualifications of the individual doing the 

work.  Finally, there are those standards driven by public will that are statements of the public‘s 

desire for policy positions relative to forest management.  This last category would include the 

state‘s policy goal, stated in CGS 23-8, of holding 21% of the land area of the state as open 

space. 

 

17.2.  Voluntary and mandatory standards/guidelines 

Unless the requirement is simply for the purpose of registering participants, the establishment of 

a licensing or certification requirement automatically brings about standards associated with 

those requirements.  In Connecticut, there are two such requirements closely associated with 

forest management.   

 

Certification of Forest Practitioners  

The first of these is the certification required of all who would conduct commercial forest 

practices.  If an individual in their activities will reach certain specific thresholds
8
, that individual 

must be certified.  There are 3 separate levels of certification, each with its own distinct 

responsibilities and limitations.  These three levels are: 

 forester 

 supervisory forest products harvester 

 forest products harvester 

                                                             
8 a commercial forest practice is defined as any forest practice performed by a person other than the property owner, 

either for remuneration or when such a practice will yield wood products in excess of 50 cords, 150 tons or 25,000 

board feet in any twelve-month period. 
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In order to qualify in as a certified forest practitioner, an individual must pass a rigorous exam 

offered by the Department of Environmental Protection Division of Forestry.  This examination 

is based on industry accepted standards regarding knowledge needed and practices acceptable in 

the field.  Some of this is drawn from widely-used college texts and is considered common 

knowledge of those in professional practice.  Other details are drawn from specific documents 

such as Best Management Practices (BMP‘s).  All efforts are made to be clear to individuals 

what is required of them to qualify for certification. 

 

In addition, all certified individuals are required to demonstrate that they are maintaining their 

knowledge of advances in the field through the submission of Continuing Education Credits 

(CEUs). 

 

Arborist License 

In a similar manner, those who wish to practice commercial arboriculture in Connecticut must be 

licensed by the state.  To do so, a person must pass a written examination administered by the 

DEP, and also pass an oral examination before the Tree Protection Examining Board.  These 

examinations test the candidate‘s knowledge of trees and tree care, general arboricultural 

practices, the specifics of diseases, insects, tree conditions and their treatments, and also their 

knowledge of pesticides relevant to arboriculture.   

 

For the most part, the arborist exam is based on general tree knowledge, the understanding of 

practices in general use in the field, and such specific standards as those adopted through the 

American National Standards Institute (ANSI) process.  Continuing education credits are also 

required of those who wish to retain their arborist license. 

 

Other certifications 

Beyond what is specifically required to allow them to work legally in Connecticut, many 

professionals aspire to additional demonstrations of professional competence and qualification.  

For example, while the requirements of professional certification through the Society of 

American Foresters or the International Society of Arborists hold no legal sway in Connecticut, 

many individuals seek to augment their credentials through such programs.  In turn, the existence 

of such programs do influence the professional standards associated with the legally mandated 

licensing and certification programs. 

 

Professionals may also turn to independent associations in circumstances where there are no 

strict legal requirements, but in which there is a perceived need for established qualifications.  A 

good example of this is the program of certification that is offered by the Tree Wardens 

Association of Connecticut.  Through the Tree Wardens Association, individuals who wish to be 

certified as a tree warden may do so by demonstrating certain specific qualifications.  In turn, the 

individual may show a municipality that is a potential employer this qualification.  The 

expectation is that many cities and towns will realize the practical and legal benefits of having an 

individual qualified as tree warden in that city or town. 

 

The Northeast Master Logger Certification (MLC) Program offers third-party independent 

certification of logging companies‘ harvesting practices. The certification system is built around 

standards that have been cross-referenced to all of the world‘s major green certification systems. 

The content of the master logger program is based on a common vision for the rural communities 

and forest resources of the Northeast. These eight goals guide Master Loggers in their work: 
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Document Harvest Planning, Protect Water Quality, Maintain Soil Productivity, Sustain Forest 

Ecosystems, Manage Forest Aesthetics, Ensure Workplace Safety, Demonstrate Continuous 

Improvement, and Ensure Business Viability. There are detailed harvest responsibilities with 

explicit performance standards under each goal (Master Logger Certification ).Five companies 

that possess Master Logger Certification have staffs that are certified to operate in Connecticut.   

 

DEP encourages responsible and careful harvesting of wood, and the DOF has an employee that 

serves on the MLC Certification Board.  The DOF expects to continue participation with this 

program   The DOF State Lands Program has directly benefited by having contracts with master 

loggers. Their work is above average and routinely requires less monitoring hence saving time 

and effort.  

 

There are no legal requirements for landowners to manage their forestlands to any specific 

standards, or for property owners to care for their trees in accord with any specific requirements.  

Individual property owners who wish to enroll in such voluntary programs as the Forest 

Foundation‘s American Tree Farm System or any of the other various third-party certification 

programs are welcome to do so; however, they do not receive any specific benefits from such 

participation apart from what they gain from the program itself.  Even under the ―PA 490‖ 

current use tax program, landowners are only required to keep their land as forestland; there is no 

requirement that they undertake any forest management activities in order to receive the 

reduction in property taxes. 

 

Associations such as the Connecticut Forest and Park Association play a key role in informing 

their members and the public at large about the status of forests and forest management in the 

state.  CFPA‘s support of legislative initiatives is often critical.  Organizations such as these help 

maintain an informed perspective regarding how forests are managed in the state and where 

additional resources or changes might be necessary. 

 

Other Training Opportunities 

 

The Land Use Academy, a program out of the University of Connecticut Center for Land Use 

Education and Research ―provides practical education for local land use decision makers in 

Connecticut. The program focuses on the fundamental knowledge and skills needed to serve 

effectively on a local land use commission. In addition to core training, the Land Use Academy 

offers additional workshops on pertinent Land Use Planning Topics as part of the Municipal 

Initiative.  The Land Use Academy is recognized as the state‘s official certification program in 

basic land use education for local commissioners. The Connecticut Land Use Academy is 

supported by the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management (OPM) Office of Responsible 

Growth, with funds provided by the Connecticut General Assembly (CLEAR).‖ 

 

The Coverts Project is a special educational program of the University of Connecticut 

Cooperative Extension System and the Ruffed Grouse Society. ―Since 1983, The Coverts Project 

has been reaching out to Connecticut‘s individual woodland owners and teaching them how 

sound management practices can make wildlife healthier, more diverse, and more abundant 

(COVERT).‖ 

 

The Meskwaka Tree Project is a training and outreach program for urban and community 

forestry citizen volunteers. As a component of the University of Connecticut Cooperative 

file://depnb100/Shared/Forestry/Assessment/(http:/www.masterloggercertification.com/)
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Extension System Urban and Community Forestry program, the Meskwaka Tree Project 

―provides training, resource materials and support to selected volunteer community leaders, 

innovators and activists so they may develop new or enhance existing programs and 

organizations (MESK)‖  

 

Project Learning Tree (PLT) ―is an award-winning environmental education program designed 

for teachers and other educators, parents, and community leaders working with youth from 

preschool through grade 12.  Project Learning Tree.  The Connecticut Forest & Park Association 

(CFPA EP) offers hands-on professional development workshops for teachers and other 

educators on forests and related natural resources topics.  The PLT curricula helps students 

learn how to think, not what to think, about the environment.  PLT materials are aligned with 

state and national education standards in science, social studies, language arts, math, and other 

subjects; and the curriculum is broad-based: topics cover the total environment and are local, 

national, and global in scope (CFPA EP).‖ 

 

Many of Connecticut‘s Environmental Partners outside of State Agencies also provide 

educational opportunities and demonstration forests modeling sound forest management 

activities.  Two of the best known examples include the John R. Camp Outdoor Classroom and 

Demonstration Forest at the Connecticut Forest and Park Association Headquarters in 

Middlefield, as well as the Yale Myers Forest, of Yale University which is located in 

Ashford/Eastford/Union, and provides five unique demonstration areas that serve to illustrate 

forest management to groups of professionals, students and the public. 

 

17.3.  Monitoring of standards/guidelines 

Poor performance by a professional in the field can lead to legal ramifications.  However, in the 

case of forest practices, this is most likely to occur through civil action at the local level.  

Connecticut is a strong ―home rule‖ state.  Municipal Inland Wetland Commissions often have 

broad authority over practices that are deemed harmful to inland wetlands and other 

environmental features, and so these municipalities are often effective in advancing improved 

forest practices throughout the state.   

 

The Forest Practices Act does give the state the ability to establish regulations governing 

standards for forest practices, but to date, the state has not established these specific field 

standards.  At the state level, an individual who performs forest practices without proper 

certification may be subject severe penalties.   

 

Conclusion:  Connecticut has a solid base of standards and guidelines supporting urban and 

rural forest sustainability. 

 

Indicator 18. Forest-related planning, assessment, policy, and law 

 

Introduction: Laws addressing forest management place boundaries on permissible activities to 

protect soil and water quality as well as the forest itself. Forest-related planning and assessment 

are tools through which policy recommendations are made. Solid legal and planning frameworks 

are necessary to ensure sustainable forest management. In addition, site-specific planning is 

necessary to promote proper management at the stand and parcel levels. 

  

http://www.plt.org/
http://www.ctwoodlands.org/correlations
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18.1. State Forest planning 

The State owns approximately 251,000 acres in its system of parks, forests, and wildlife 

management areas, which are all managed out of the Department of Environmental Protection.  

Of those 251,000 acres, approximately 170,000 of them are managed as state forests divided into 

32 State Forests across the state.  The Division of Forestry manages those State Forests. 

 

The DOF State Lands Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) guides the state lands program 

implementation, which includes the State Forests.  Within the SOP are criteria for state lands 

management plans.  These management plans created for the State Forests address not only 

timber related activities, but wildlife, fisheries, and recreation, as well as site infrastructure, 

threatened and endangered species, and other relevant concerns.  State Forest management plans 

contain input and are reviewed by the other natural resource divisions and programs within the 

agency including the Fisheries Division, the Wildlife Division, Inland Wetlands, Parks and 

Recreation, Law Enforcement, and the Natural Diversity Database.  These plans are approved by 

the Commissioner of DEP or their designee.  In addition plans are submitted to municipalities 

and partners for review.  The DOF State Lands SOP is currently being revised, and should be 

completed by the end of 2010. 

 

Ideally, all 32 State Forests would have management plans, and be considered actively managed.  

Currently, 23 State Forests (or about two-thirds) have DOF foresters assigned to manage them.  

This is a total area of about 80,000 acres.   Three of the largest forests are currently considered 

unmanaged, as there is no full time forester assigned to them.  Within the last five years there 

have been harvests on about 50% of the State Forests, including on so-called unmanaged forests 

that have residual active management plans.   

 

Figure 46 below shows the current status of DEP State Forest Management.  Note that while 

many of the areas in red do not have active management plans, there are expired plans on file, 

which just need to be updated.   
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Figure 46.  Status of DEP State Forest Management 

 
Source: William Hochholzer, DEP Forestry 

 

In order to be an effective leader in providing forestland management and guidelines, all state 

owned forestlands should be under management plans.   

 

Every harvest on state-owned lands has a forest operation plan associated with it.  These plans 

are written by the Connecticut Certified Forester assigned to the area.   These plans are reviewed 

by the other programs within DEP, including, inland wetland, fisheries, wildlife, operations, 

parks, natural diversity database, and the state forester.  Plans may be reviewed by other natural 

resource programs and by those involved in outdoor recreation such as CFPA.  All harvests are 

monitored, with best management practices (BMP‘s) implemented.  All harvest operations also 

have a follow up inventory done to verify the results of timber harvests.  DEP Foresters post 

educational signs during harvesting activities, as well as more permanent educational signs 

throughout the state forest system showcasing different forest management and timber harvesting 

activities. 

 

There are other programs within DEP that manage state owned forestlands, but they designated 

for other specific purposes, which may not include timber management.  These include State 

Parks and Wildlife Management Areas, each of which have their own procedures associated with 

their management. 

 

In order to showcase sound and sustainable forestry and habitat management techniques, 

educational facilities are located across the state.  The Sessions Woods Wildlife Management 

Area, located in Burlington, introduces visitors to wildlife and natural resource management 

through various educational programs, demonstration sites, self-guided hiking trails, and 

displays. The Goodwin Conservation Center, located in the James L. Goodwin State Forest in 
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Hampton, offers programs for the public, schools, educators, and those who use and impact 

Connecticut‘s forests, including landowners, foresters, loggers and municipal land use 

commissioners.   

 

18.2. Private nonindustry forest planning 

There is no requirement for private or municipal forestland owners to undertake any type of 

active management of their lands, even under those circumstances where a landowner claims a 

break in their property taxes due to keeping it as forest.  However, whenever an individual or 

organization voluntarily chooses to undertake a management activity on their lands, including 

the development of a management plan or the harvest of forest products
9
, the forest practitioner 

hired to undertake this management activity must be certified by the DOF.   

 

Currently, there are 126 certified foresters, 365 certified supervisory forest products harvesters 

and 58 certified forest products harvesters, including government employees.  Estimates of the 

percentage of private forestland under active management, as indicated either by a viable forest 

management plan or recent harvest, vary.  

 

The DEP Division of Forestry supports the efforts of those who seek to use the services of a 

certified forest practitioner, as well as those who seek to manage and properly care for trees that 

are outside of what is commonly known as forestland.  The DOF Private and Municipal Lands 

Program provides a variety of services to private owners of forestland, to those who manage non-

state owned public forestland, and to those who seek to care for their trees, including those 

individuals responsible for municipal tree programs.  The Private and Municipal Lands Program 

consists of two parts.  The service forestry program provides technical forestry assistance to 

private forest landowners.  The urban forestry program provides outreach to municipalities, non-

profits and private landowners on matters relating to trees not on forested land.  Both programs 

provide support and assistance to those who manage publicly-owned forestland, such as that 

owned by municipalities.   

 

Private Forestlands 

The service forestry program provides landowners (private and public) with sufficient, accurate, 

unbiased and state-of-the-art forestry expertise, while respecting and balancing landowner goals 

with fiscally and environmentally sound management practices. Such expertise is provided in 

one-on-one consultations and site visits and through education and outreach programs.   

 

 Often, the service forester‘s efforts are to get the landowner engaged, and to direct them towards 

the appropriate private professionals, while also informing them of the steps they should 

anticipate taking on the way towards their goals. 

 

In particular, the service foresters work with foresters and landowners in the preparation and 

implementation of Forest Stewardship Plans.  They also are responsible for approving Forest 

Stewardship Plans written by private foresters, and for operating an annual monitoring program 

that tracks implementation and performance.  The service foresters do this with the guidance and 

assistance of the State Forest Stewardship Committee and in collaboration with partners and 

stakeholders, for the purpose of helping landowners achieve their resource objectives in a 

sustainable manner.   

 

                                                             
9 conversion of forestland to non-forestland is exempted 
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Forest Stewardship Plans 

Forest Stewardship Plans are forest management guiding documents prepared for individual 

landowners for specific parcels of forest land. Generally, Forest Stewardship Plans embody 

several interrelated concepts and ideas, under a conceptual framework that: 

• Identifies forest values, benefits and services to be sustained or enhanced in place(s) under 

consideration. (Ownership Goals) 

• Specifies indicators and desired future status for forest values and benefits.  (Management 

Objectives) 

• Examines relationships between existing conditions, natural processes, and forest values. 

(Resource Inventory) 

• Considers whether human intervention can enhance identified forest values/benefits. (Actions 

to achieve a Desired Future Condition) 

• Manages forests and landscapes to maintain and enhance identified forest values and 

benefits. (Recommendations) 

• Monitors and evaluates indicators. 

 

Connecticut Tree Farm Program 

The service foresters and private consulting foresters encourage participation in the Connecticut 

Tree Farm Program, a part of the American Forest Foundation Tree Farm Program. Foresters and 

forestland owners in Connecticut have participated in this program for more than 50 years, 

providing recognition to forest landowners who exemplify sustainable forest management on 

their properties. Participation is voluntary, both by landowners and the professional forestry 

community.  However, active participation is a way for landowners to have regular contact with 

peers, receive professional forestry advice and hear of the accomplishments of other Tree 

Farmers from around the region and the country. Recently the Tree Farm Program has focused 

on Family Forest owners and on providing a means for small private land ownerships to be 

certified as sustainably managed forests.  Currently there are approximately 160 Certified Tree 

Farms in Connecticut.  Properties participating as Tree Farms are inspected by a certified tree 

farm inspector who monitors the property to assure that it is being managed according to 

National Tree Farm Standards (ATF).  

 

Urban Forestry 

The urban forestry program in Connecticut is structured to emphasize administration, leadership, 

outreach, support, collaboration and goal-sharing among interested partners.  At the center of this 

structure are the urban forestry coordinator in the DEP Division of Forestry, the volunteer 

coordinator affiliated with the University of Connecticut Cooperative Extension Program, and 

the Connecticut Urban Forest Council (CUFC), composed of many members representative of 

several groups engaged in urban forestry. 

 

The primary audience for the urban forestry effort includes municipalities, non-profit groups, 

individuals motivated to specific accomplishments in urban forestry, volunteer groups, and 

professionals from a variety of backgrounds, and average citizens.    

 

In recent years, the urban forestry program has tended to focus on building capacity within the 

state, upon which individual urban forestry efforts could be based.  Towards that end, the CUFC 

in its current five year plan (2006-2010) has identified the following goals for the state program: 
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Goal 1: Public Awareness: Education and Communication 

Continue developing public responsibility and government responsiveness by promoting an 

understanding of the social, economic and environmental values of trees, forests and related 

natural resources in communities. 

Goal 2: Outreach and Environmental Equity 

Expand program participation to better engage all community members in all aspects of 

urban forestry. 

Goal 3: Organizational Capacity 

Expand the capacity to address emerging issues and opportunities that support healthy, 

sustainable communities. 

Goal 4: Natural Resource Management and Policy 

Support research that monitors and integrates the biophysical, social and economic attributes 

of urban forestry. 

 

Success according to these goals has been measured largely in terms of the number of activities 

initiated or continued that were in support of these goals.  For example, inventories, local tree 

ordinances and volunteer hours have been considered as representative of progress towards 

achieving these goals, under the theory that these specific and measurable accomplishments 

would function towards the success of the more elusive and difficult to measure goals expressed 

by the Council. 

 

Recently, there has been an increased interest in viewing urban forestry in terms of more 

measurable biological accomplishments, such as increased tree canopy cover or analyses of 

street tree inventories that show improvements in the health and condition of elements of the 

urban forest.  Interest in viewing the urban forest in this fashion is sparked largely for two 

reasons.  The first is because of the expanded use of tools, including those associated with 

remote sensing, have greatly increased the ability of managers to develop these sorts of analyses. 

The second is a steadily increasing archive of previous inventories, analyses, efforts and 

accomplishments now provides both a baseline and a track record by which to more intelligently 

measure current conditions.   

 

The Connecticut program continues to both expand capacity at the local and the statewide levels 

by continuing to provide outreach and support and by getting more people involved with the 

goals and effort of the urban forestry program, and to provide measurable accomplishments in 

biological terms in ways that show advances with regards to the health, extent and condition of 

the urban forest.  In consonance with this latter effort, the urban forestry program has sought out 

opportunities for increased involvement with other programs in the state that seek similar goals 

regarding the urban and built environment, including programs that focus on clean air, clean 

water and social involvement. 

 

Community Accomplishments Reporting System (CARS) 

Connecticut participates in the Community Accomplishments Reporting System (CARS) for the 

USFS Urban and Community Forestry Program.  As used in Connecticut, CARS is a measure of 

the basic structural capacity of the municipalities throughout the state regarding urban forestry.  

CARS considers four criteria: 

 a management plan  

 a professional urban forestry staff  

 ordinances or established policies relative to urban forestry  
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 advocacy or advisory groups within the community   

 

Connecticut uses these measurements as a measuring stick for progress within individual 

communities.  It helps to identify and focus efforts in municipalities that are not active or that 

are early on in their progress.   

 

America the Beautiful Small Grants Program 

Among the key programs of the DOF regarding urban forestry is the small grants program 

generally known as the America the Beautiful grant program.  This grant program invites 

applications from municipalities and non-profits, in five categories.  The five categories are: 

 Inner City Urban Forestry 

 Municipal Urban Forest Planning and Maintenance 

 Management of Urban Forest Woodlands 

 Planting or Maintenance of Legacy Trees 

 Other, General Urban Forestry Projects 

  

For these grants, where tree planting is involved, specifications for planting must be included in 

the application, along with a detailed 5-year maintenance plan.  The use of specialized 

publications such as University of Connecticut Cooperative Extension Publication ―Tree 

Planting‖ or the USDA Forest Service pamphlet ―Planting Trees in Designed and Built 

Community Landscapes‖ are highly encouraged. 

 

The Tree City USA Program 

Connecticut also participates in The Tree City USA program.  This program, sponsored by the 

Arbor Day Foundation in cooperation with the USDA Forest Service and the National 

Association of State Foresters, provides direction, technical assistance, public attention, and 

national recognition for urban and community forestry programs across the nation.   

 

To qualify as a Tree City USA community, a town or city must meet four standards established 

by the National Arbor Day Foundation and the National Association of State Foresters. These 

standards are to ensure that each qualifying community has a viable tree management plan and 

an active program.  Tree City USA is designed such that no community would be excluded 

because of size.  The four standards for Tree City USA are: 

1. A Tree Board or Department 

2. A Tree Care Ordinance 

3. A Community Forestry Program with an annual budget of at least $2 per capita  

4. An Arbor Day Observance and Proclamation 

 

Currently in Connecticut there are seventeen communities that have been designated as Tree City 

USA‘s.   These communities are: New Haven, Bridgeport, Danbury, East Hartford, Fairfield, 

Groton, Middletown, Southbury, Stamford, Wethersfield, Hartford, Ridgefield, 

Brookfield, Monroe, Norwalk, Wilton and West Haven. 
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Partner Efforts in Non-industry Forest Planning 

There are many private non-industry forest planning efforts on a regional and local scale in 

Connecticut.  In addition to these local and regional efforts, multiple organizations that have 

targeted statewide forest protection priorities include the Connecticut Chapter of The Nature 

Conservancy, The Trust for Public Land and Audubon Connecticut.   

 

The Nature Conservancy 

The Nature Conservancy has developed priority forest areas, across the state, some of which are 

listed under our Multi-state priority areas (i.e. The Borderlands Project, the Berkshire Taconic 

Landscape, and the Quinebaug Highlands Project).   

 

The Trust for Public Land 

The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a national, nonprofit, land conservation organization that  

―conserves land for people to enjoy as parks, community gardens, historic sites, rural lands, and 

other natural places, ensuring livable communities for generations to come.‖  They work 

statewide, and work with many federal programs including the Forest Legacy Program.  Some of 

their initiatives include protecting and conserving Parks for People, Working Lands, Natural 

Lands, Heritage Lands, and Land & Water.  Just recently, TPL partnered with the DOF to protect 

over 700 acres on Skiff Mountain in northwest Connecticut. 

 

Audubon Connecticut 

The Important Bird Areas (IBA) under Audubon Connecticut are a significant planning and 

assessment effort.  The IBA Program is a global effort to identify and conserve areas that are 

vital to birds and other biodiversity.  IBAs are sites that provide essential habitat for one or more 

species of bird. IBAs include sites for breeding, wintering, and/or migrating birds. IBAs may be 

a few acres or thousands of acres, but usually they are discrete sites that stand out from the 

surrounding landscape. IBAs may include public or private lands, or both, and they may be 

protected or unprotected. Connecticut currently has 27 recognized IBAs (IBA)  

 

Since there are so few recognized forest IBAs, Audubon Connecticut has created a map noting 

the locations of Key Bird Habitats in Connecticut, which identifies primary forest blocks in 

Connecticut that are important to bird species. Additional data are needed on distribution and 

abundance of forest birds to refine the inventory of focal areas for bird conservation (see Figure 

below). 

  

http://www.tpl.org/
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Figure 47.  Audubon Key Bird Habitats in Connecticut (Source: Audubon Connecticut) 

 
Source: Audubon Connecticut 

 

18.3. National forest planning 
Not applicable in Connecticut. 

 

18.4. State forest assessments 

There are many ongoing forest-related planning and assessment efforts within Connecticut.  

Many revolve around conservation of forestland, as fragmentation and parcelization are major 

concerns. 

 

Conservation of Forestland 

 

Conservation and Development Policies Plan of Connecticut 2005–2010 

At the highest statewide level is the Conservation and Development Policies Plan of Connecticut 

2005–2010 (State C&D Plan) which contains six growth principles including: 

 Conserve and restore the natural environment, cultural and historical resources, and 

traditional rural lands and  

 Protect and ensure the integrity of environmental assets critical to public health and 

safety. 

 

The Green Plan: Guiding Land Acquisition and Protection in Connecticut 2007-2012 
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At the Department level, the DEP has developed “The Green Plan: Guiding Land Acquisition 

and Protection in Connecticut 2007-2012,” which is an update of the original Green Plan 

(2001). The updated plan:  

1. identifies the State‘s future open space goals;  

2. summarizes land acquisition and protection efforts to date;  

3. discusses threats and challenges to open space protection;  

4. identifies priorities for acquisition and protection; 

5. describes the programs and funding available; and  

6. outlines the process.  

 

This document is a strategic plan for land acquisition and protection for the State of Connecticut 

through 2012. As such, it provides general guidance for program managers, is a tool for those 

who want to work with the State in preserving land, and offers a basic overview for the public of 

the State‘s land acquisition and protection program. 

 

Landscape Stewardship Initiative 

In addition, the Department of Environmental Protection has a Landscape Stewardship Initiative.  

The goal of the Landscape Stewardship Initiative is to coordinate and focus the Department‘s 

many programs that influence land development to ensure that they are not having unintentional 

adverse effects. This Initiative enhances DEP‘s ability to assist municipalities, land trusts, 

landowners and others in making better informed land use decisions, resulting in better 

stewardship of our shared landscape. 

 

Other plans within DEP which address forests in some capacity, and are not mentioned 

elsewhere in this document include the Connecticut Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), the 

Connecticut Recreation Trails Plan, the Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan, and the Coastal and 

Estuarine Land Conservation Program Plan (CELCP).  All of these plans can be found on the 

DEP website at www.ct.gov . 

 

Forestland Protection 

Other planning efforts revolve around forestland protection.  Connecticut is a charter member of 

the Northeastern Forest Fire Protection Compact (NFFPC).  The NFFPC was formed after the 

disastrous fires in northern New England in 1947.  Created in 1949, this became the first fire 

compact authorized by the US Congress.  The purpose of the Compact was to promote effective 

prevention and control of forest fires in the northeastern region of the U.S. and adjacent areas of 

Canada.  Presently the Compact membership is made up of the 6 New England States, New 

York, the National Forests of New England (Green, White Mountain, Finger Lakes), New 

Brunswick, Quebec, Nova Scotia and Labrador/Newfoundland.  The Compact is administered by 

a Commission set up within the law. 

 

State Forest Assessments 

 

The Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource Plan (2004-2013) 

The Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource Plan (2004-2013) (CTFRP) has been the over-

arching guiding forestlands document for the past five years in Connecticut.  It was designed to 

serve as an overview for planning future activities within the forest community of Connecticut.  

The plan identifies issues as perceived by various stakeholders regarding the State‘s forestlands, 

and provides the basis for putting limited available state and federal funds, as well as 

http://www.ct.gov/
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participating groups‘ and individuals‘ time, to the best and most urgent uses through a series of 

action steps.  The basis for this current Assessment and Strategy resides in the information 

originally gathered during the compilation of the CTFRP.  The CTFRP is available online at 

www.ct.gov/dep/forestry . 

 

Connecticut Assessment of Need (AON) 

Completed in 1994, the Connecticut Assessment of Need (AON) was developed to document the 

need for Connecticut to be included in the Forest Legacy Program, through an evaluation of 

existing forests, forest uses, and the trends and forces causing conversion to non-forest uses. The 

AON  defined the Eligibility Criteria that was used in the identification of important forest areas 

that became the Western and Eastern Forest Legacy Areas (FLAs) in which Forest Legacy 

activities can occur; and determined through analysis what defines ―threatened‖ and 

―environmentally important forests;‖ and outlined the State‘s project evaluation and 

prioritization procedures. The AON was developed in consultation with State Forest Stewardship 

Committee (SFSC) and approved by the State lead agency. (FLG) 

 

The Connecticut Forest Legacy Program will be implemented according to the Connecticut 

Forest Legacy Program (FLP) AON, which was approved by the Secretary of Agriculture on 

October 26, 1994 and amended and approved by the Chief of the Forest Service on July 6, 2001. 

The AON includes the approved Eligibility Criteria for the Forest Legacy Areas (FLA); the 

Approved FLAs; specific goals and objectives to be accomplished by the Connecticut FLP; and 

the process by which the State Lead Agency will evaluate and prioritize projects to be considered 

for inclusion in the FLP.  A copy of the State Lead Agency designation letter, the AON, and the 

AON approval letter can be obtained by contacting the Forest Legacy Program Manager at the 

Connecticut DEP, Division of Forestry, 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106. 

 

Connecticut Wildlife Action Plan 

Connecticut‘s Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy 2005-2015 (the State‘s Wildlife 

Action Plan) identifies species of greatest conservation need and their affiliated habitats as well 

as priority research needs and conservation actions necessary to address problems facing these 

species and habitats. 

 

Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) 

The Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) is a planning document which 

assesses both the demand for and the supply of outdoor recreational facilities statewide.  Using 

the data and insights obtained through the preparation of the SCORP, both the state and its 

municipalities can more effectively provide and improve outdoor recreational opportunities for 

Connecticut‘s residents and visitors. (SCORP) 

 

Forest Inventory and Analysis 

Connecticut participates in the U.S Forest Service‘s Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) 

program. FIA utilizes a series of permanent plots located throughout the state to analyze and 

assess the forest resources.  FIA reports on status and trends in forest area and location; in the 

species, size, and health of trees; in total tree growth, mortality, and removals by harvest; in 

wood production and utilization rates by various products; and in forest land ownership. 

(http://fia.fs.fed.us/)   

 

Forest Health Surveys 

http://www.ct.gov/dep/forestry
http://fia.fs.fed.us/
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Forest Health Monitoring Plots includes annual surveying of forest health at 51 permanent plots 

as well as ¼ mile roadside surveys near each of the 51 permanent plots. 

 

Other current surveys conducted by the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station include 

performing gypsy moth egg mass surveys to delineate potential problem areas for the subsequent 

year, as well as conducting surveys for the presence of Asian longhorned beetle, Emerald ash 

borer, Phytophthora ramorum and Sirex woodwasp (Sirex noctilio) in Connecticut.   

 

The Forest Health Monitoring (FHM) Off-Plot Program supplements plot data with landscape 

level data on forest stressors. Annual Aerial Detection Surveys are conducted statewide to 

evaluate tree health and identify stress problems across the landscape. The surveys are carried 

out on State and private lands through the USFS Cooperative Forest Health Program and State 

Partners. All areas with defoliation, discoloration, dieback and decline, breakage, and mortality 

above thresholds will be delineated. In addition, all other areas that are detected will be mapped 

and, where possible, identified by damaging agent. Canopy damage is photographed during 

aerial surveys.  This information is used to predict next year‘s conditions. (Frament and Lilja)  

 

18.5.Forest laws and policies 

 

Forest Laws 

There are several laws in Connecticut supporting forestland preservation, forest protection, 

sustainable forestry practices, and tree protection and care.  Below is a summary of each. 

 

Forestland Preservation 

 

Public Act 490   

In 1963 the Connecticut General Assembly enacted Public Act 63-490, ―An Act Concerning the 

Taxation and Preservation of Farm, Forest, or Open Space‖.  Commonly referred to as simply 

―PA-490,‖ this act has become one of the most important laws in existence towards protecting an 

agricultural, forest and natural resource land base in Connecticut. 

 

With its roots in the 1913 Law ―An Act Concerning the Taxation of Woodland‖, Public Act 490 

states  ―(1) that it is in the public interest to encourage the preservation of farm land, forest land 

and open space land, and (2) that it is in the public interest to prevent the forced conversion of 

farm land, forest land and open space land to more intensive uses as the result of economic 

pressures caused by the assessment thereof for purposes of property taxation at values 

incompatible with their preservation as such farm land, forest land and open space land.‖   A 

landowner with twenty-five acres or more of forest land in Connecticut may file an application 

along with a ―Qualified Foresters Report‖ with their Assessor for classification as ―forest land‖.  

To receive the reduced property tax rates, the property must meet the standards for classification 

as forest land as defined in Section 12-107b of the Connecticut General Statutes. 

 

1913 Tax Law/10 Mill Law  

This law concerning the taxation of forested land was first passed in 1913 (Connecticut General 

Statues section 12-96 through 12-103) and subsequently amended several times to its present 

form (see Public Act 490 above).  The law is a functioning anachronism in that there remain 

approximately 75 landowners in Connecticut (+/-14,050 acres) with active classifications of their 

land under this law, but it is no longer possible for new land to qualify for classification under 



 

98 

 

this law.  The law requires a minimum of 25 acres and that the land, exclusive of the timber 

thereon, has a value of not more than $100 per acre.  Since there is no longer any forested land in 

Connecticut having a value anywhere near $100 per acre, the law remains valid, but no new land 

may be classified under it.  Land classified under this law is taxed, based on 100 percent of the 

true valuation as established by the assessors at the time of classification. That the valuation is 

frozen for a 50-year period, providing the land use does not change.  The Law then establishes a 

tax rate of no more than 10 mills.  At the end of the 50-year period, a revaluation is made and the 

land is again taxed at a rate not to exceed 10 mills for another 50 years.   

 

The 10-mill classification does not terminate upon sale or transfer of the land.  It is tied to the 

land and is not personal to the owner. The owner of the land must pay a yield tax to the town on 

any timber cut, with the exception that timber cut for domestic use is exempt from the yield tax.  

There is also a substantial penalty to be paid upon cancellation of the classification. Any use of 

forest land classified under the 10-mill law is permissible as long as the use does not cause a 

change in the basic character of the land as forest land.  Any conversion of the land from its 

growth, management and use as a forest is a change of use.  It should be noted that the 

classification of land under the 10-mill law is binding upon the entire tract of land and, when any 

portion of that tract must be removed from classification, the classification for the entire tract 

must be cancelled.  

 

Starting in 2011 through 2022, all 10 Mill properties will either be revalued to current true and 

actual value of the land and timber or complete the end the second fifty year period whereby the 

10 mill classification ends. There is considerable concern that properties scheduled for 

revaluation will see an extraordinary increase in annual property tax liability. Legislative efforts 

may take place to ease this dramatic change; hence avoiding unintended consequence of sale to 

owners who may not wish to keep the property forested, or timber cutting solely to cover 

increased annual tax expenses.  

 

Forestland Protection 

 

There are many fire statutes that govern the Department of Environmental Protection Division of 

Forestry, Forest Protection Unit.  Many date back to the 1930‘s and 1940‘s.  A number of them 

were updated in the mid-1990‘s. Many of these statutes are common between states and deal 

with powers and duties of Fire Control Personnel, compensation to fire departments and Fire 

Wardens, open burning, etc.  There are two overriding statutes that play a primary role in 

governing how and why the program functions. 

   

Section 23-35 mandates the State Forest Fire Warden (DEP Commissioner) to equip trained fire- 

fighting crews at major Department installations. These crews must be able to respond to 

requests for assistance for wildfire suppression from Connecticut fire departments, other states, 

and the US Forest Service. 

 

Section 23-36 defines the powers and duties of the State Forest Fire Warden. This statute allows 

the State to enter into agreements with the Federal Government, municipalities, fire departments, 

etc.  It also allows for the creation of a Fire Warden system and payment (reimbursement) 

opportunities for individuals and fire departments for wildfire suppression. 
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Sustainable Forestry Practices 

 

Forest Practices Act 

In 1991, the Connecticut legislature overwhelmingly approved Connecticut‘s first Forest 

Practices legislation known as the Forest Practices Act (Connecticut General Statutes 2365f-o).  

Made up of three main sections, the goal of the legislation was to protect and conserve 

Connecticut‘s forest resources by encouraging their wise and careful use.  Forest practices such 

as commercial timber harvesting for logs or firewood are key examples of operations that are 

covered by the law.   

 

Forest Practitioner Certification 

One important component of the Forest Practices Act is the requirement of forest practitioners to 

be certified by the Department of Environmental Protection prior to conducting any commercial 

forest practices in Connecticut.  Forest Practitioners (people who design, supervise or participate 

in forest practices such as timber harvesting for logs or firewood) must now be certified to 

conduct commercial forest practices within the State of Connecticut.  Certification is not required 

for harvesting trees for the purpose of converting forest land to another land use provided certain 

statutory requirements are achieved.    

 

Since 1996 regulations have required anyone who advertises, solicits, contracts or engages in 

commercial forest practices within Connecticut at any time to have the appropriate certificate 

issued in accordance with the law. Essentially, this means that if an operator advertises, solicits, 

contracts or engages in an activity which is undertaken in connection with the harvest of timber 

from a tract of forest land in excess of 50 cords, 150 tons or 25,000 board feet in any twelve 

month period, and the operator receives remuneration (income or goods and services in some 

form, including timber) for that work, certification is necessary. 

 

There are three levels of certification offered; Forester, Supervising Forest Products Harvester 

and Forest Products Harvester.   Each level has a specific description of what activities they are 

permitted to do under the law. Addition information on those specific activities each level of 

certification may perform in accordance to the law may be found on the DOF website at:  

www.ct.gov/dep/forestry.  

 

The regulations which govern Connecticut forest practitioner certification (Connecticut General 

Statutes 23-65i) require that all certified forest practitioners participate every two year (biennial) 

period for the life of their certification in a relevant program of professional education to 

improve or maintain professional forestry skills. 

 

Forest Practices Advisory Board 

The second main component of the Forest Practices Act established the Forest Practices 

Advisory Board (see description below under Important Forest Boards, Councils, 

Committees, & Associations) 

 

Regulations 

The third component of the Forest Practices Act allowed the Department to adopt regulations 

governing on the ground-forest-practices.  Although proposals have reached the public hearing 

process and discussions on their merit presently continue, regulations governing forest practices 

have not been adopted.  

http://www.ct.gov/dep/forestry
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Regulations were adopted in 2005 concerning the conduct of forest practitioners while 

conducting forest practices. These regulations resemble the Society of American Foresters 

ethical standards and those commonly found in other professional licensing standards. 

 

Municipalities may be authorized to govern some or all aspects of a forest practice through one 

of several state statutes.  The Forest Practices Act names twenty towns that may adopt 

regulations governing on the ground forest practices.  Those twenty towns, who had forestry 

regulations prior to the adoption of the Forest Practices Act, must submit the regulations to the 

DEP DOF for approval.   

 

Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act 

In 1972, the state legislature enacted the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act which provides 

for the municipal regulation of activities affecting the wetlands and watercourses of our state.  

Many, but not all, activities associated with farming and forestry in wetland and watercourses are 

permitted as-of right under the Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act, and therefore are not 

regulated activities.  The interpretation of permitted as-of-right provision for forestry activities 

has been the subject of considerable educational efforts by the DOF and Division of Inland 

Water Resources to assist all stakeholders in reaching a uniform understanding. 

 

Tree Protection and Care 

 

Tree Warden Law – CGS 23:58 and 23:59 

The Tree Warden Law was first established in 1901.  It requires each municipality to appoint a 

tree warden, who shall have ―care and control‖ of all public trees, including authority over tree 

removals.  Exceptions are trees alongside of state highways (these are the responsibility of the 

State Commissioner of Transportation) and, in municipalities where there is a Park Commission, 

public parks.   

 

The Tree Warden Law does not establish any basic qualifications for tree wardens.  However, 

the Tree Wardens Association of Connecticut has established a certification program for tree 

wardens that is gaining increasing recognition as a base-level qualification for municipalities to 

consider when they appoint a new tree warden. 

 

Figure 49 shows Certified Tree Wardens in Connecticut as of 2010.  Over one-third of all towns 

have at least one certified Tree Warden. 
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Figure 49: Number of Certified Tree Wardens by Town 

 
 

Arborist Law – CGS 23:65a-f 

The Arborist Law was first established in 1919.  It requires that anyone who practices 

commercial arboriculture in Connecticut be licensed by the State of Connecticut.  Exceptions 

include tree removal and arboriculture done for an employer on the employer‘s property.  Two 

Attorneys General have also issued opinions that tree work done for utility right of way also does 

not fall under the Arborist Law. 

 

The most significant outcome of the Arborist Law is that it allows very definite standards to be 

set as to what constitutes proper tree work.  The licensing process involves detailed testing of the 

individual applicants.  The tests involved in licensing are widely held to be thorough and 

difficult, and requiring that the individuals have extensive field knowledge as well as a good 

understanding of insects, diseases, tree biology, diagnosis and treatment. 

 

Currently, there are 940 licensed arborists in the state.  Those who hold the arborist license are 

very protective of its standards and its privileges.   

 

Other Tree Protection and Care Laws 

In addition to the Arborist Law, various pesticide laws and regulations apply to arborists, as the 

arborist license is also a supervisory pesticide license. 
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In addition, CGS 23:65 protects public trees from certain specific damages, and gives the tree 

warden the authority to act against such actions as vandalism or damage to public trees, shrubs 

and other objects in the public right of way.  This statute establishes the ―Guide to Plant 

Appraisal‖ as a reference to tree value and damage appraisal. 

 

A compilation of pertinent statues and regulations for arborists, foresters, tree wardens, and 

others involved with Connecticut‘s trees entitled ―Connecticut Tree Laws‖ was updated in 

February 2010, and is available from the Connecticut DEP, Division of Forestry.  This book has 

been widely distributed to appropriate audiences.  

 

Forest Policies 

 

Best Management Practices 
In the spring of 2007, the CT DEP published a field guide (Best Management Practices for Water 

Quality While Harvesting Forest Products) that will assist certified forest practitioners, private 

landowners and municipal officials towards a better understanding of the best management 

practices (BMPs) associated with the harvest of forest products.  BMPs for water quality are the 

minimum standards to be taken to ensure water quality.  This field guide is intended for certified 

forest practitioners, private landowners, and municipal officials to use while planning, executing, 

or monitoring commercial forest practices. The focus of the publication is to promote sound 

timber harvesting practices in Connecticut woodlands by strengthening planning efforts and 

fostering better communications between municipal officials, landowners, foresters, and loggers.   

 

CT DEP brochure “Agriculture, Forestry and Wetlands Protection in Connecticut”  

The Agriculture, Forestry and Wetlands Protection in CT brochure was devised by the CT DEP 

Division of Inland Water Resources in collaboration with the Division of Forestry with the 

purpose of educating municipal regulatory bodies, agricultural entities which includes forest 

practitioners,  and the general public on how state statutes and regulations impact agriculture and 

forest practices in and around wetlands and watercourses.  Since state statues authorize 

municipalities to adopt regulations governing certain activities in and around wetlands and 

watercourses this is a key guidance document for all stakeholders. 

 

Invasive Species 

Connecticut also has an active program geared towards reducing the impacts of invasive plants 

already found within the state and also working to prevent new invasions.  It is the policy of the 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection to discourage the planting of species that 

are non-native and invasive, so that the spread of these aggressive plants can be better controlled.  

Consistent with this policy, the Division of Forestry is not able to provide funding for the 

planting of those tree and shrub species which the Department has determined to be non-native, 

invasive plants. Included on the list of nonnative, invasive tree species compiled by CT DEP are 

the following: 

  

http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/water_inland/wetlands/agriculture_forestry_and_wetlands_protection_in_ct.pdf
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Figure 48: CT Invasive Tree Species 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Acer ginnala amur maple 

Acer platanoides Norway maple (including varieties) 

Acer pseudoplatanus sycamore maple 

Ailanthus altissima Tree-of-heaven 

Frangula alnus European buckthorn 

Paulownia tomentosa princess tree / empress tree 

Populus alba white poplar 

Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn 

Robinia pseudoacacia black locust 

 

In addition, there are several commonly planted shrubs on the invasive species list. Among the 

shrubs listed are Japanese barberry and several of the honeysuckles. A complete copy of this list 

is found in Appendix 10. 

 

Biomass Harvesting Guidelines 

In the past few years, several biomass plant proposals were introduced within Connecticut 

communities following a 2003 Connecticut renewable energy bill.   Reacting to the influx of 

proposals, the CT DEP Division of Forestry drafted a proposal to develop State specific Biomass 

Harvesting Guidelines, but was unable to obtain state funding for this project.  The urgency to 

pursue guidelines has subsided due to various factors including a delay in permit follow-through 

for several of the biomass plants proposed for Connecticut.   Currently, the Forest Guild 

Northeast Region Program is working with the University of Maine and other stakeholders to 

establish a model set of state-based guidelines for forest biomass harvesting. Based on the 

outcome and evaluation of applicability to Connecticut forest types Connecticut may utilize that 

data.   

 

DEP Municipal Inland Wetland Commissioners Training Program 

Each year the Wetlands Management Section of the Connecticut DEP provides extensive 

training, regulatory, and technical assistance to Connecticut‘s Municipal Inland Wetlands 

Agencies. Beginning in the mid 1990‘s the Division of Forestry has participated in this annual 

training with the purpose of educating municipal employees whose  regulatory responsibility 

may expose them to forest practices.  The level of training ranges from a one hour presentation 

on land use history, basic forest practices and an explanation of the Forest Practices Act, the law 

that governs forest practitioners, to an all day field training on an active logging operation.  DEP: 

Municipal IWC Training.  

 

Wildland Fire Fighting 

In relation to wildland fire fighting activities, the National Wildfire Coordinating Group 

(NWCG) is the body that develops standards for training, equipment and experience for national 

response.  Connecticut fire staff annually train DEP employees in wildland fire suppression and 

tactics that are used both locally and nationally. 

 

The DEP Division of Forestry Fire Program (housed in the Forest Protection Program) has a 

written Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) document that provides policy on all aspects of 

programming, suppression, training, safety, air operations, prescribed burning, National Incident 

http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2720&q=449872&depNav_GID=1907
http://www.ct.gov/dep/cwp/view.asp?a=2720&q=449872&depNav_GID=1907
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Management System (NIMS) compliance, incident management, etc.  It is the goal to provide a 

document that maintains high standards but allows for flexibility for fire managers when 

appropriate.  As is true for most states, full compliance with National Standards within the 

National Wildfire Coordinating Group (NWCG) is not fully attainable or desirable.  Fire 

activities within Connecticut receive direction and standards through the Fire SOP.  Any 

resources responding to a National mobilization are fully NWCG compliant.  

 

Timber Harvest Notification Form 

While not an official Connecticut DEP form or endorsed by the DEP, there is a relatively new 

voluntary ―Notification of Timber Harvest Form‖ that forest landowners or their agents who are 

planning a commercial timber harvest can submit to their town‘s Inland Wetlands Commission. 

This form, which is hoped will be widely adopted for use by towns across Connecticut, was 

developed over many months by an Ad-Hoc Subcommittee of the State Forest Practices 

Advisory Board.   It is hoped that this form will be widely accepted as the standard document 

municipalities rely on in reviewing proposed commercial forest practices activities.  It does not 

replace nor contradict the guidance given in the authoritative CT DEP brochure ―Agriculture, 

Forestry and Wetlands Protection in Connecticut.  For a copy of the form, please go to 

www.timproct.org .  

 

18.6. State forest advisory committees 

 

The Forest Practices Advisory Board 

The Forest Practices Advisory Board was established by State Statute (Connecticut General 

Statutes 23-65g) in 1991.  The Board is charged with three primary duties:  

 To periodically review applicable regulations concerning forest practices and the 

certification of forest practitioners and, as needed, issue recommendations to the 

Commissioner of Environmental Protection for changes to such regulations;  

 To periodically review the programs and policies of the department regarding forests, 

forest health and forest practices and issue recommendations to the commissioner for 

changes, as needed, to such programs and policies; and  

 To provide advice and guidance to the commissioner regarding the certification of 

technically proficient forest practitioners and the revocation or suspension of such 

certifications. 

The board consists of the State Forester or his designee and nine public members. 

 

State Forest Stewardship Committee 

The Connecticut Statewide Forest Stewardship Committee provides advice and guidance to the 

State Forester‘s office to administer the Forest Stewardship Program and the Forest Legacy 

Program. The Statewide Forest Stewardship Committee is comprised of individuals, 

organizational and agency representatives (government, NGO and private) and other 

stakeholders who have an interest in private lands forest management and public assistance for 

private forest landowners to accomplish forest stewardship planning. 

 

Rural Fire Council 

The Connecticut Rural Fire council was organized in 2003 with four basic objectives: 

 Identify Rural Fire Issues  

 Look at and review DEP Forestry/Fire programs and determine if those programs mesh 

with identified rural issues. 

http://www.timproct.org/
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 Make suggestions on Fire program changes  

 Provide for a more organized and direct conduit from the Fire program to the Fire Chiefs 

 

The Council is made up of representatives of the County Chiefs Organizations and generally 

meets twice per year.  The Council is active, interested in their function and have been very 

influential in their work.  DEP Fire programs are better and more responsive to the needs of the 

fire departments because of it. 

 

The Connecticut Urban Forest Council 

The Connecticut Urban Forest Council Inc. (CUFC) is a statewide organization composed of 

representatives from Connecticut environmental organizations, state agencies, universities, 

research institutions, corporations, professional communities and citizen tree groups. Its purpose 

is to provide advice, assistance, education, information and support to urban and community 

forestry professionals, associated professionals, municipal, state and corporate leaders, and 

volunteers. 

 

The Council Seeks To: 

 Increase the number and quality of urban and community forestry programs in 

Connecticut towns and cities.  

 Inform community decisions makers, legislators, and the public about the essential 

benefits derived from urban and community forestry.  

 Provide continuing education and make educational resources available to arborists, tree 

wardens, foresters, community tree volunteers, public work employees and others 

practicing urban and community forestry in Connecticut. 

 Develop policies designed to promote progressive and appropriate urban and community 

forestry programs and practices throughout the state.(CUFC) 

 

Connecticut Forestlands Council 

In existence since 2004, the Connecticut Forestlands Council was formed to oversee 

implementation of the Connecticut Statewide Forest Resource Plan.  The Council is comprised of 

11 individuals and representatives from various forest stakeholder organizations focused around 

eight forest topic areas with associated committees.  The Council is currently undergoing an 

organizational transformation to encourage more membership, and to refocus efforts.    

 

Tree Wardens Association   

The Tree Warden‘s Association of Connecticut, Inc. is a nonprofit organization dedicated to 

educating tree wardens and others about tree wardens roles and responsibilities (in the proper 

care and control of ornamental trees, shade trees, and shrubs for the purpose of assuring their 

continued preservation and natural beauty) through education and advocacy.   CT Tree Wardens 

Society.  

 

Connecticut Tree Protective Association 

CTPA is an educational association dedicated to advancing the care of Connecticut‘s trees.  

Currently, there are over 780 members, of whom approximately three-quarters are licensed 

arborists.  About two-thirds of the licensed arborists in Connecticut are CTPA members CTPA 

Home Page 

  

http://www.cttreewardens.org/
http://www.cttreewardens.org/
http://www.ctpa.org/
http://www.ctpa.org/
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The Connecticut Professional Timber Producers Association, Incorporated 

The Connecticut Professional Timber Producers Association, Inc., (TIMPRO), is a 501 c (6) 

non-profit trade organization representing the forest products industry in Connecticut. 

The Association represents all aspects of the forest products industry, including timber 

harvesters, truckers, foresters, sawmills and associated businesses.  TIMPRO‘s mission is to 

enhance the image and understanding of the forest products profession throughout the State of 

Connecticut through public outreach programs, education and a commitment to professionalism 

amongst its membership. CT Professional Timber Producers 

 

The Connecticut Forest & Park Association 

Formed in 1895, The Connecticut Forest & Park Association (CFPA) protects forests, parks, 

walking trails and open spaces for future generations by connecting people to the land. CFPA 

directly involves individuals and families, educators, community leaders and volunteers to 

enhance and defend Connecticut‘s rich natural heritage. CFPA is a private, non-profit 

organization that relies on members and supporters to carry out its mission. (CFPA)  

 

OTHER IMPORTANT PARTNERS 

 

The Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies and The Global Institute of 

Sustainable Forestry 

Since its founding in 1901, the Yale School of Forestry & Environmental Studies has served as a 

locus for research into local, regional and global environmental issues, and has been in the 

forefront of developing a science-based approach to forest management, and in training leaders 

world-wide. The Global Institute of Sustainable Forestry established in 2000 continues this 

tradition. Its mission is to integrate, strengthen and direct the School‘s forestry research, 

education and outreach to address the challenges of sustaining forests in the 21
st
 century and a 

globalized world. (YALE)   

 

The University of Connecticut (UCONN), College of Agriculture and Natural Resources 

(CANR)  

Established as the Storrs Agricultural School in 1881, the College of Agriculture and Natural 

Resources has been an important part of UCONN since its inception. As the state‘s land-grant 

institution, it fulfills the land grant mission of teaching, developing new knowledge through 

research and delivering that knowledge to Connecticut citizens through formal and informal 

outreach and service programs. UCONN contains several departments and units that play a large 

role in forestland topics including the Cooperative Extension System (CES), the Department of 

Natural Resources and the Environment, and the Center for Land Use and Education. (UCONN 

CANR) 

 

Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station (CAES) 

The Experiment Station, founded in 1875 as the first agricultural experiment station in the 

country, is chartered by the State‘s General Assembly as an independent agency governed by a 

board of control. Station staffers are state employees. They are not part of the Connecticut 

Department of Agriculture, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection, or the 

University of Connecticut, but they work with all three institutions, and the Cooperative 

Extension Service located at UCONN.  Station scientists make inquiries and conduct 

experiments regarding plant and their pests, insects, soil and water quality, food safety, and 

perform analyses for other State agencies (CAES).   

http://www.timproct.org/
http://www.ctwoodlands.org/
http://environment.yale.edu/
http://www.catalog.uconn.edu/canr.htm
http://www.catalog.uconn.edu/canr.htm
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Since 1993, the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station (CAES) has implemented the 

State‘s Cooperative Forest Health Program. The Experiment Station is the plant pest regulatory 

agency for Connecticut. The Forest Health Program provides states with federal funds to detect, 

monitor, and evaluate forest health conditions on state and private lands. The funding enables 

states to collect forest health data in a standardized manner so it is compatible with other states 

for regional reporting. Additional support is provided by McIntire-Stennis forestry funds. The 

Experiment Station is in a unique position that combines forest research, pest survey, outreach, 

and regulatory response in one agency (CAES). 

  

Conclusion:  Forest-related planning in Connecticut began approximately 100 years ago.  In 

that time, strong partnerships have formed between universities, non profits and other state and 

federal agencies.  It is through these partnerships that Connecticut has developed firm policy 

and regulations covering much of traditional and urban forestry programs working to protect 

the resources of the state. Periodic assessments help to guide policy and will be critical as forest 

fragmentation continues to occur.  There are opportunities to strengthen environmental 

regulations to better protect the resources that are crucial to healthy forest development.   

 

Summary:  Connecticut has a long history of forest planning.  Policies and regulations that have 

evolved over the past hundred years provide a solid foundation for the traditional and urban 

forestry programs in the state.  Partnerships between entities are strong, and there are many 

active and well respected forest associated organizations within the state.  

  


