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The Connecticut Grasslands Working Group 
 

The Connecticut Grasslands Working Group was formed in 2001 in response to the 
planned multi-use development of Rentschler Field in East Hartford, a key grassland area 
in the state. At the request of the Connecticut General Assembly’s Joint Standing 
Committee on the Environment, Audubon Connecticut convened and led a working 
group of representatives from eight of the state’s conservation organizations, two 
universities, and State and Federal agencies to assess the status of grassland birds and 
grassland habitat throughout the state, investigate the reasons for the decline of this 
habitat, and create a statewide strategy for conserving and enhancing it.  The specific 
questions raised by the Environment Committee are listed in their letter included as 
Appendix I.   
 
The organizations that make up the Working Group unanimously conclude that 
Connecticut’s grassland birds are in peril and require immediate intervention to 
prevent their further decline.  Ongoing development at two of the state’s most important 
grassland habitats, Rentschler Field in East Hartford and Bradley International Airport in 
Windsor Locks, underscores the urgency of the situation.  The Working Group is ready 
to assist, but State coordination and leadership are required to meet the challenge. 

 
          April 11, 2003 
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Protecting Connecticut’s Grassland Heritage 
 

A Report of the Connecticut Grasslands Working Group 
 
 

Executive Summary 
 

In 2001, the planned development of Rentschler Field in East Hartford, a key grassland area in 
Connecticut, sparked concern about the status of grassland birds across the state.  At the request of the 
General Assembly’s Joint Standing Committee on the Environment, Audubon Connecticut coordinated 
representatives from the state’s conservation organizations, universities, and State and Federal agencies to 
assess the status of grassland birds and grassland habitat throughout the state, investigate the reasons for 
the decline of this habitat and create a statewide strategy for conserving and enhancing it.  

 
The Connecticut Grasslands Working Group has gathered and examined historical information on 

grasslands in the state, data on current grassland acreage and available facts about the abundance of 
grassland bird species remaining in Connecticut and their habitat needs.  As part of the Working Group’s 
efforts, the Connecticut Ornithological Association initiated a county-based habitat use assessment for 
grassland birds.  In addition, the Group surveyed and analyzed existing programs and resources that could 
be utilized for the protection of grasslands and grassland-dependent bird species.  

 
Key findings include: 

·  Grasslands have been part of the natural landscape in Connecticut since at least the last 
ice age. 

·  Grassland habitats have declined in Connecticut from more than 9% of the state’s land 
area in pre-colonial times to less than 2% today.   The vast majority of these grasslands 
do not support nesting grassland birds due to early mowing schedules.   

·  Less than 7% of the remaining grasslands (4,278 acres) or less than 0.14% of the state’s 
land area is actually managed as grassland habitat. 

·  Nearly 60% of those managed grasslands are at risk from development pressures, 
resulting in less than 0.1% of the area of Connecticut, or less than 2000 acres, being 
permanently protected and actively managed as grassland habitat. 

·  Grassland habitats support a wide range of specialized species of birds and other wildlife.  
·  Nine species of grassland birds are native breeders in Connecticut, all of which are listed 

by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) as threatened, 
endangered or of special concern.   

·  At least two species of grassland-nesting birds have become extirpated as breeders in the 
state in the last century.   

·  Connecticut also hosts four birds of prey whose primary habitat is in grasslands. These 
species also appear to be in serious decline, and each is listed as threatened, endangered 
or of special concern in Connecticut. 
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The report concludes that grasslands, though part of the Connecticut landscape since the last ice 
age, are today the state’s most endangered habitat.  The DEP’s Wildlife Division has long recognized the 
need to protect grassland habitat, but has been hampered by a lack of both funding and coordinated 
planning.  Coordinated leadership and a comprehensive statewide plan are desperately needed.  
 

Key recommendations provided in the report include: 
 

·  Giving priority to existing grasslands or lands that can be restored to grassland under State 
land acquisition programs.  

 
·  Establishing a 5,000-acre network of natural grasslands in blocks of at least 500 acres. 
 
·  Establishing programs to work with farmers and other private landowners to ensure a network 

of an additional 3,500 acres of managed late-harvested hayfields in blocks of at least 25 acres 
each.   

 
·  Continuing state bond funding for the state’s three land acquisition programs to provide 

the financial resources necessary to advance the protection of key grassland areas and other 
critical habitats across the state. 

 
·  Developing a coordinated statewide plan and strategy to conserve grasslands within one year. 
 
While the situation for grassland birds and other grassland-dependent wildlife in Connecticut is 

dire, there are opportunities for recovery.  Protection efforts must begin soon, while existing populations 
contain sufficient numbers of individuals to discover these new grassland areas. The members of the 
Connecticut Grasslands Working Group, both as a group and as individuals, stand ready to assist the state 
in establishing a coordinated and sustained effort to protect our vanishing grassland heritage.  
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Connecticut’s Grassland Heritage 
 
Introduction 
 

Although grasslands have long been a part of the natural landscape in the northeastern 
United States, today they are among the rarest and most threatened habitat types in Connecticut.  
Grasslands support a wide range of specialized species of birds and other wildlife that depend on 
them for completion of their life cycle.  Opportunities remain to protect and restore the 
threatened and endangered species that depend on our state’s grasslands, but swift action is 
needed to initiate recovery and define a long-term plan that will ensure success. 

 
This report addresses the following issues for grassland birds in Connecticut:   

·  Current status of grassland birds; 
·  Habitat needs and other requirements of grassland birds necessary to maintain viable 

populations; 
·  Identification of resources available to manage and protect grassland birds; 
·  Recommendations for protecting grassland birds and their habitat; and 
·  An assessment of whether the populations of grassland birds in the state can be 

protected and enhanced within currently existing programs and budgets, or whether 
additional programs and resources are necessary.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Greater Prairie-Chicken (Heath Hen) A Cautionary Tale 
 

 Copyright © Bob Savannah, United States Geological Survey 
The Heath Hen (Tympanuchus cupido cupido), a subspecies of the Greater Prairie Chicken was once 
widespread throughout New England but became extinct in the early 1930s. It disappeared much 
earlier in Connecticut, but was still found nesting as recently as the mid-19th century (Zeranski and 
Baptist, 1990). Heath Hens required extensive prairie or savanna-type habitats such as pitch 
pine/scrub oak/grassland barrens. Unregulated harvest and habitat loss ultimately led to their 
extinction. The evolution of the Heath Hen as a distinct subspecies of grassland nesting bird unique to 
the northeastern United States is very strong evidence that grassland habitat was a natural feature of 
the landscape long before the onset of large-scale habitat manipulation by humans. That the Heath 
Hen occurred in Connecticut at all is strong evidence that a significant amount of grassland habitat 
was present in the state prior to settlement by Europeans. The decline and ultimate extinction of this 
subspecies is also a grim reminder of the possible fate awaiting Connecticut’s grassland birds if their 
habitat continues to disappear rapidly from the state.  Today, birds such as the Grasshopper Sparrow 
and the Upland Sandpiper, which represent a barometer of grassland habitat health, are hovering on 
the brink of extirpation in Connecticut. It is not too late, but we must act now to protect these and the 
other remaining species of birds that depend upon Connecticut’s endangered grasslands for their 
survival. 
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Historical Grasslands in Connecticut 
 

Grasslands have been a part of the natural landscape of Connecticut since at least the last 
ice age.  The Wildlife Management Institute estimates that more than 9% of the Northeast in pre-
colonial times consisted of heathland, barrens, savanna or other grassland habitat (Helinski, 
2001).  This translates to about 280,000 acres of grassland historically present in Connecticut.  
Further evidence for the past existence of large tracts of grasslands in the state comes from the 
animals and plants native to the area.  Several distinct subspecies of grassland birds and plants 
have arisen in the region, strongly suggesting that suitable habitat must have been present for 
thousands of years.  These include the Heath Hen, a unique subspecies of grouse that was found 
only in the Northeast prior to its extinction (Zeranski and Baptist, 1990), and other unique 
subspecies of more widely distributed grassland birds, such as Grasshopper Sparrow 
(Ammodramus savannarum pratensis) and Henslow’s Sparrow (Ammodramus henslowii 
susurrans).  Additionally, unique native grassland plant species such as Northern Blazing Star 
(Liatris borealis) and New England Aster (Aster novae-angliae) attest to the historical presence 
of grasslands in our area (Mehrhoff, 1997).   
 

Grasslands are defined as natural or managed upland communities where the dominant 
plant species are members of the grass family.  Grasslands are identified by their predominant 
plant type: warm season grasses are primarily native varieties whose active growing phase 
occurs during the summer; cool season grasses are generally introduced European varieties that 
grow during the cooler months of spring and fall.  Some species of grassland birds prefer native, 
warm season grassland habitat where dense clumps of vegetation are interspersed with patches of 
open ground that can be used for foraging and dust bathing.  Other species have adapted well to 
cool season habitats.  It is therefore important to provide both types of grassland habitat to suit 
the needs of different sets of grassland dependent bird species.  Grassland communities are 
generally transitory, requiring either natural or managed disturbances to prevent succession from 
grassland to shrub to forest habitat.  Many natural disturbance factors that prevented succession 
in the past, such as flooding, beaver activity, or natural fires, have been controlled or greatly 
reduced; today proper management is required to maintain grasslands in Connecticut.   
 
 Historically, Connecticut’s natural grassland occurred because of at least three 
environmental processes: 
 
1. Sizeable rivers flowing through an open environment tend to flood annually, leading either to 

a specialized riverine woodland of elm and a few other species, or to a grassland.  Which of 
these habitats forms depends on factors such as soil type and duration of flooding. 

 
2. Landscape engineering conducted by colonies of beaver can have a significant effect.  

Beavers dam streams in order to create ponds in which to build winter lodges.  The resultant 
flooding, combined with the beaver’s logging activities, kills and removes trees, thereby 
opening up patches of forest.  Eventually, the beaver dams break or the ponds fill in with silt, 
leaving open pieces of land that then become small grasslands.  The influence of beavers is 
often underestimated.  One survey of the Detroit, Michigan area prior to European settlement 
estimated that 20% of the land had been modified by the activities of beavers (Askins, 2000).   
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3. Large deposits of sand and gravel were left 15,000 years ago by the retreat of the continental 

glacier that covered most of the Northeast.  These outwash deposits are sometimes more than 
a hundred feet deep, especially where they filled depressions in the landscape.  Such deposits 
are often very “droughty” for plants, and provide an environment similar to that of more arid 
regions where prairie grasslands occur.  Little Bluestem (Andropogon scoparius), a knee-
high grass common to the western prairies, dominated some of these sandy outwash plains in 
Connecticut.  Only Pitch Pine (Pinus rigida), Black Oak (Quercus velutina), and a few other 
species managed to grow on the margins.  Frequent fires helped maintain the grass 
community and prevented most tree growth.  Locally called sand plains, barrens, or 
“deserts,” these areas are generally too dry to farm and persisted into the 20th Century.  
Development associated with the post-World War II economic boom, however, has now 
eliminated most of them. 

 
In addition to these natural disturbance factors, Native Americans practiced large-scale 

habitat management through the use of fire.  This was in order to facilitate travel, improve the 
habitat for hunted game species and clear land for agricultural purposes (Askins, 2000).  These 
activities, together with the low-intensity agricultural practices of Native Americans, provided 
appropriate habitat for grassland birds and other wildlife.   
 
Grassland Birds: Species at Risk  
 

Connecticut’s Relevance in the Larger Scheme of Things  
 

Connecticut and the Northeast support significant populations of grassland birds. Though 
many of these species are at the edge of their ranges in New England, there is strong evidence 
suggesting that Connecticut’s grassland birds play a role in the persistence of these species 
nationwide. 

 First, the region has historically contained far more grassland habitat than is often 
recognized, as indicated both by the historical record and the long-term presence of native 
grassland species (Askins, 2000, Mehrhoff, 1997).   

Second, for some species such as Bobolinks there is evidence that a large percentage of 
the overall population nests in the northeast (primarily in the St. Lawrence River Valley) 
(Rosenberg, 2000).   

Third, research has found that endangered species often persist especially well at the 
edges of their range, suggesting that such populations may be critical for species conservation 
(Channell and Lomolino, 2000).  This is in part because populations at the edge of a species 
range can be expected to contain genetic variation that makes them disproportionately capable of 
adapting to change.  Such adaptability could mean that surviving members of these declining 
species may be better able to take advantage of opportunities for recovery such as newly 
available habitat.   

Fourth, it is estimated that as much as 99% of the historical native tallgrass prairies of the 
Midwest have been destroyed (Whitney, 1994).  This is the habitat where grassland-nesting 
species undoubtedly had their greatest densities prior to European settlement.  Most of the 
tallgrass prairie is now corn or soybean cropland that is unsuitable for most grassland nesting 
species.  With the severe loss of natural habitat that has occurred, it is advisable to try to manage 
for grassland species wherever they occur on managed habitats.   
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Finally, protection anywhere within the range of species that are undergoing dramatic 
declines throughout their entire ranges can be critically important in preventing range-wide 
extinction. 

 
 Status of Grassland Birds in Connecticut 
 
 Nine species of grassland birds are native breeders in Connecticut: Upland Sandpiper, 
Horned Lark , Sedge Wren, Vesper Sparrow, Savannah Sparrow, Grasshopper Sparrow, 
Henslow’s Sparrow, Bobolink, and Eastern Meadowlark.  All are listed by the Connecticut 
Department of Environmental Protection as threatened, endangered or of special concern, and at 
least two have been extirpated as breeders in the state in the last century (see Table 1).   
 
 Determining the current status of grassland birds in Connecticut is complicated by the 
fact that populations have declined so much that it is difficult to determine abundance trends for 
most species with existing data, i.e., not enough individuals are recorded to determine trends 
with statistical significance.  None of the long-term monitoring schemes in use are designed 
specifically with these species in mind. Tracking their population is difficult, without surveys 
that specifically monitor sites where these birds remain.  The fact that grassland species have 
declined to this point, however, is significant and is a sign that these birds are in trouble, 
especially when considered in light of the significant declines in the acreage of grassland habitat.   

 
 Eastern Meadowlarks are the one species for which there are sufficient data from the U.S. 
Geological Survey’s Breeding Bird Survey to determine abundance trends.  This species has 
declined at an annual rate of 11% in Connecticut from 1966 to 2000 (P=0.001).  The declining 
trend accelerated from 9% each year from 1966 to 1980 to 14% each year from 1980 to 2000 
(Sauer et al., 2001).  Observations by the ornithological community indicate that grassland 
species continue to decline steadily in Connecticut; regional and national data also reflect 
widespread declining trends.  

 
 In addition to these nine species of native breeders, Connecticut hosts four birds of prey 
whose primary habitat is in grasslands: Northern Harrier , American Kestrel, Barn Owl and 
Short-eared Owl.  Statistically significant population trends are difficult to detect in raptors 
even where they are abundant, but these species also appear to be in serious decline.  Each is 
listed as threatened, endangered or of special concern in Connecticut.  
 

This report will focus mainly on the group of thirteen non-extinct species listed in     
Table 1 that are specialized users of grassland habitats.  In addition to these birds, however, 
there is a second group of species that use grasslands for nesting, protective cover or foraging, 
but which are not entirely dependent upon this habitat type.  These species (see Appendix II) are 
noted to emphasize the fact that increasing grassland habitat will benefit many more species of 
birds than the thirteen species that are the main focus of this report. 

                                                           
1 This relates to the statistical significance of the data with which the trends were determined.  P=0.00 indicates that 
there is a 0 % chance that the trends are a result of random probability. 



    

 6 

Table 1.  Grassland Specialists: Connecticut bird species that require grasslands as a 
primary habitat.  
Species Nesting Status Official Conservation 

Status 
Upland Sandpiper  
Bartramia longicauda 
 

Currently breeds State Endangered 

Horned Lark  
Eremophila alpestris 

Currently breeds  State Endangered 

Sedge Wren  
Cistothorus platensis 

Occasional nesting 
attempts 

State Endangered 

Vesper Sparrow  
Pooecetes gramineus  
 

Small nesting 
population recently 
discovered in Eastern 
CT 

State Endangered  

Savannah Sparrow  
Passerculus sandwichensis 
 

Currently breeds  State Special Concern 

Grasshopper Sparrow  
Ammodramus savannarum 
 

Currently breeds  State Endangered 

Henslow’s Sparrow  
Ammodramus henslowii * 

Extirpated since 
1950’s 

State Special Concern  

Bobolink  
Dolichonyx oryzivorus 
 

Currently breeds  State Special Concern 

Eastern Meadowlark  
Sturnella magna 
 

Currently breeds  State Special Concern 

Northern Harrier  
Circus cyaneus 
 

Recently began 
nesting again; only 
one nesting site in CT  

State Endangered 

American Kestrel  
Falco sparverius 
 

Currently breeds State Threatened 

Barn Owl  
Tyto alba 
 

Currently breeds  State Endangered 

Short-eared Owl  
Asio flammeus * 
 

Extirpated since early 
20th Century 

State Threatened  
(wintering populations) 

Greater Prairie-Chicken (Heath Hen) 
Tympanuchus cupido cupido ** 

Extirpated since 19th 
Century, extinct since 
1930’s  

Not Listed  

*   Extirpated as a nesting species in Connecticut.   **  Extinct.  
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2001 Habitat Use Assessment for Connecticut Grassland Bird Species 
 

As part of the Working Group’s efforts, about 40 members of the Connecticut 
Ornithological Association (COA) conducted a statewide assessment of grassland bird habitat 
use.  Fieldwork was done by members of the COA to remedy the paucity of information on the 
current status of grassland birds in the state.  During June and July 2001, COA members reported 
occurrences of American Kestrel, Upland Sandpiper, Horned Lark , Bobolink, Savannah 
Sparrow, Grasshopper Sparrow, Vesper Sparrow and Eastern Meadowlark.  
 

Because there was a broad base of volunteers, the study protocol needed to be simple and 
flexible.  Participants were asked: 

·  to look for the above species in their home towns and, in some cases, one or more 
neighboring towns,   

·  to record the species they found, the numbers of individuals and any evidence of 
breeding, and 

·  to provide brief habitat descriptions and precise locations.   
Participants chose particular sites to visit based on their local knowledge.  No specified 

number of visits per site was required.   
 
The findings of this survey are summarized below.  
 
Fairfield County — This heavily suburbanized county appears to have the least amount of 
grassland habitat in the state.  Most of the remaining habitat is in public areas such as Sikorsky 
Airport in Stratford where Savannah Sparrow and possibly Horned Lark breed, at Fairfield Hills 
State Hospital in Newtown, and the Granskog property in Redding where Bobolinks were found.   
 
New Haven County — There is little appropriate habitat remaining.  Parts of Southbury, 
especially the area including the Southbury Training School farms, support Bobolinks, Savannah 
Sparrows and Eastern Meadowlarks.  Some sections of eastern Wallingford have potential, but 
did not receive enough survey coverage to confirm the presence of particular species.   
 
Litchfield County  — This largely rural area holds some of the state’s best grassland habitat 
contained in both working farms and country estates.  In sharp contrast to its more heavily 
populated neighbors to the south, grassland birds occupy at least some habitat in all of the towns 
forming Litchfield County’s southern border.  Bobolinks are especially well distributed, with 
colonies in appropriate habitat throughout the county.  Savannah Sparrows were widespread, and 
Eastern Meadowlarks were well scattered among the larger open tracts.  A few confirmed and 
possible pairs of nesting American Kestrels also were found. 
  
Hartford County  — Although lacking habitat in its heavily populated core, Hartford County 
occupies a key position in the well-being of the state’s grassland breeding birds.  Bradley 
International Airport is a well-known population center for several species, including Upland 
Sandpiper.  Most of the state’s known breeding sites for Grasshopper Sparrows are in this 
county’s portion of the upper Connecticut River drainage.  The more lightly populated 
northwestern part of the county is heavily forested, but scattered farms and more extensive 
farmland in the Connecticut River Valley support Bobolinks, Savannah Sparrows and Eastern 



    

 8 

Meadowlarks.  Access could not be gained to Rentschler Field for this study, but Upland 
Sandpiper, Grasshopper Sparrow, and several other grassland species are known to have bred 
there in recent years (Jones and Schofer, 2000). 
 
Middlesex County — Middlesex County clings to some farm habitat, mainly in the Durham 
area.  American Kestrel, Bobolink, Savannah Sparrow and Eastern Meadowlark were all found 
in small numbers, but the habitat has shrunk well below that found in the northern tier counties. 
 
Tolland County — Tolland County holds one confirmed Grasshopper Sparrow site, and some of 
the most extensive farmland in the state.  Its sparse population is reflected in a small and 
scattered group of birders, resulting in coverage that was disproportionately low in relation to the 
value of this area to grassland birds.  The core species — Bobolink, Savannah Sparrow and 
Eastern Meadowlark — maintain a solid presence. 
 
Windham County — Windham County’s situation closely mirrors that of Tolland.  There is a 
confirmed Grasshopper Sparrow location and a good amount of farmland supporting American 
Kestrel, Bobolink, Savannah Sparrow and Eastern Meadowlark.  Some vigorous survey work 
turned in an especially heartening number of meadowlarks. 
 
New London County — New London County was surveyed less than any other county. In the 
southern tier, Savannah Sparrows were found at the Groton-New London Airport and Eastern 
Meadowlarks at a golf course in North Stonington.  Good potential habitat exists in the towns 
bordering Tolland and Windham counties and merits further survey efforts. 
 
Other Wildlife Dependent Upon Grasslands 
 

Many of Connecticut’s butterfly and moth species also depend on grasslands.  According 
to the Connecticut Butterfly Association, the larvae of over twenty-five species of Connecticut 
butterflies feed exclusively on certain types of grasses. They include some species either listed as 
rare by the Connecticut Butterfly Association or of special concern by the Connecticut DEP.  
The diversity of grasses that can be present in grassland tracts is critical to maintaining these 
species’ populations.  A large number of moth larvae also rely on grasses as food sources and 
will therefore benefit from grassland protection.  Not only do grasslands provide larvae with 
food, but adult butterflies and moths also take advantage of the rich abundance of nectar sources 
available to them in these habitats.  A wide variety of wildflowers provide valuable energy to the 
adults throughout the spring, summer and fall. 

 
Many other wildlife species that live in open habitats in the Northeast have also declined 

over the past 30 years.  Species such as the Eastern Cottontail Rabbit were plentiful on farmland 
in the 1960s, but now seem to be declining across their range in the Northeast. 
 
Factors Contributing To the Decline of Grassland Bird Populations 
 

Today there is less grassland habitat in Connecticut than at any other time in history, 
threatening further species loss and reducing Connecticut’s biodiversity.  The abandonment of 
agricultural lands in the 20th Century, more intensive use of existing farmlands, and increasing 
rates of urbanization and reforestation have taken a toll on grassland habitats and the species that 
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depend upon them.  This problem is not localized. The U. S. Geological Survey’s Breeding Bird 
Survey reported in the 1990’s that continental declines of grassland birds have been steeper, 
more consistent and more geographically widespread than those of any other ecological 
group of birds (Sauer et al., 2001). 
   

Due to the low density of remaining grassland birds in Connecticut, statistically 
meaningful trends specific to the state are not available.  Data from the core of their breeding 
range, however, illustrate the rate at which these species are disappearing.  For example, in 
Illinois, populations of grassland birds declined 75% to 95% within the 25-year period that ended 
in 1984, and these sharp declines are continuing.  Similar declines are apparent when the entire 
Breeding Bird Survey database is analyzed.  In the past 25 years, Bobolinks have declined by 
38% throughout their ranges and Grasshopper Sparrows by 69% (Jones and Vickery, 1997a). 

 
 The major decline in grassland breeding birds is not surprising given the dramatic decline 
of grassland habitat in Connecticut.  It is estimated that in pre-colonial times approximately 9% 
of the state was grassland habitat, including beaver meadows and river flood plains (Helinski, 
2001).  In addition, sandy coastal grassland plains supported populations of the now extinct 
Heath Hen.  Later, at the height of northeastern agricultural activity between 1750 and 1850, 
there were hundreds of thousands of acres in grassy pastures and in field grains, as well as the 
remaining natural grasslands.  Small family farms, carved out of an otherwise forested landscape, 
provided abundant and diverse wildlife habitat.  Small farmers also practiced rotational cropping, 
resulting in idle acres dominated by dense herbaceous vegetation attractive to grassland species.  

 
 The economics of agriculture have changed, however, and small, diversified farming has 
given way to more intensive agriculture and land development.  The number of farms in the 
Northeast has declined by more than 50 percent since 1950, and according to the National 
Agricultural Statistics Data Base, less than 20% of the Northeast (Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island and 
Vermont) currently consists of farmland.  The Wildlife Management Institute has estimated 
that natural grasslands have declined by 99% in the Northeast - far more than wetlands, 
which have received much greater attention.   
 
  The continuing decline in agriculture is such that Connecticut, along with the rest of 
New England, is now more wooded than in pre-colonial times.  Most farms have either grown up 
to woodland habitat or have been developed.  Table 2 shows the figures for acreage of habitat in 
hayfield according to the National Agricultural Statistics Service.  The vast majority of 
remaining grassland habitat in Connecticut is agricultural hayfield.  However, the acreage of the 
state’s lands that are in hayfields has declined from nearly 400,000 acres in 1909 to about 61,000 
acres today.  This significant decline has had a dramatic effect on populations of grassland birds 
in the state.  The loss is further aggravated by modern agricultural practices that favor more 
frequent and earlier harvesting of hay.  This early harvesting prevents birds from successfully 
raising their young by destroying both nests and nestlings. 
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Estimates of Remaining Grassland in Connecticut 
 

There are an estimated 65,278 acres of grassland remaining in the state, including 
agricultural hayfields.  This constitutes only about 2% of the state’s land area.  Furthermore, less 
than 7% of that total, or 4,278 acres, is actually managed for grassland habitat, and nearly 60% 
of those lands, Rentschler Field and Bradley International Airport, are at risk of loss to 
development.  Specifically, at Rentschler Field the landowner has plans to develop the remaining 
acreage for a multiple use development.  At Bradley International Airport, the planned expansion 
of cargo facilities, as well as possible changes in management practices due to FAA regulations 
threaten the grassland. 

 
The result is that although 4,278 acres are managed today, more than half will eventually 

be developed, so less than 2,000 acres will remain protected and managed for grassland habitat.  
As a result, less than one-tenth of one percent (< 0.1%) of the area of Connecticut, or less 
than 2,000 acres, is permanently protected and actively managed for grassland habitat 
(Table 3). 
 
Table 2. Estimated area of declining grassland and hayfield habitat in Connecticut over 
time. 
Total land area of Connecticut 3,100,800 Acres 

(4,845 square miles) 
Percentage of land area 

Pre-Colonial grasslands 
     

291,000 acres (454 square 
miles) * 

9.4% 

Hayfields, 1909  387,000 acres ** 12.4% 
Hayfields, 1939 278,000 acres ** 9% 
Hayfields, 1969 90,000 acres** 2.9% 
Hayfields, 1999 61,000 acres**# 1.97% 
* Wildlife Management Institute 
** National Agricultural Statistics Service 
#  Very little of this land is suitable for grassland birds due to early mowing schedules, which do not allow for 
successful nesting of grassland birds  
 
Table 3. Connecticut’s total current natural and managed grassland habitat. 
 
Grassland type Location Acreage 

 
Managed large natural grassland habitat   
 Rentschler Field, East Hartford 300  
 Bradley International Airport, 

Windsor Locks 
2,000  

 Windham Airport, Windham 
  

280  
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Table 3. Continued 
Grassland type Location Acreage 
Total managed natural grassland habitat  2,580  

 
 
DEP managed grassland sites (including 
managed hayfields) 

  

 Barn Island Wildlife Management 
Area, Stonington  

40 

 Bartlett Brook Wildlife Management 
Area, Lebanon 

8 

 Bear Hill Wildlife Management Area, 
Lebanon 

17 

 Department of Corrections Property, 
Enfield/Somers 

200 

 Flaherty Field Trial Area, East 
Windsor  

400* 

 Goshen Wildlife Management Area, 
Goshen  

150 

 Haley Farm State Park, Groton 40 
 Harkness Memorial State Park, 

Waterford 
40 

 Higganum Meadows/Clarkhurst 
Wildlife Management Area, Haddam
  

80 

 Mansfield Hollow Flood Control 
Area, Mansfield  

10 

 Pachaug State Forest, Voluntown 25 
 Pease Brook Wildlife Management 

Area, Bozrah  
10 

 Robbins Swamp Wildlife 
Management Area, Canaan   

25 

 Shenipsit State Forest, Stafford 12 
   Topsmead State Forest, Litchfield 46 
Total DEP managed grasslands    1103 
 
Grasslands managed by others (including 
managed hayfields) 

  

 Northwest Park, Windsor 
Managed by the Town of Windsor 

50 

 The Nature Conservancy Properties, 
scattered locations 

<500 

 The Connecticut Audubon Society, 
Bafflin Sanctuary, Pomfret 

205 

 Audubon Connecticut, Bent of the 
River Audubon Center, Southbury 

40 

Total grasslands managed by others  795 
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Table 3 continued 
Grassland type Location Acreage 
Total of Connecticut’s natural and 
managed grassland bird habitat 
 

 4,278 acres 

Total hayfields  61,000 acres# 
 

Total of Connecticut’s grassland habitat 
including agricultural hayfields 
 

 65,278 acres# 

 
#  An unknown, but large, percentage of this acreage is unsuitable for grassland birds due to early mowing 
schedules, which do not allow for successful nesting by grassland birds.  
 
*  This land is available for field trials in late nesting season, which may not be entirely compatible with grassland 
birds’ productivity. 
 
Note: This list does not include the new grassland bird management area currently under development on 
Department of Corrections Property in Enfield/Somers.  When completed, this site will add approximately 200 acres 
to the above total.  Also excluded from this list are many Department of Transportation (DOT) airports, including 
Groton New London Airport and Sikorsky Memorial Airport where management is limited by airport size and 
operations. 
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Habitat Requirements of Specialist Grassland Birds 
 
Some Points About Grassland Habitat 
 

In much of New England, grasslands are an early successional habitat, which means that 
they must be periodically disturbed by flood, fire, or cutting, in order to prevent the development 
of shrubland and eventually woodland.  Consequently, much of the best grassland habitat in the 
state is found on the fringes of airfields, where there is intensive management to control forest 
re-growth, and in the Connecticut River floodplain where natural disturbances continue to occur.  
Most of the natural processes that maintained grasslands in the past, such as beaver activity, 
flooding and periodic fires, have been reduced or controlled by humans.  Any effort to protect 
grassland birds, therefore, must include funds for both the acquisition and restoration of 
actual and potential grasslands and the active land management of those areas so that they 
become and/or remain grasslands. 

 
 Different species of grassland birds use different types of grassland habitat.  For example: 
Bobolinks use hayfields; Grasshopper Sparrows and Upland Sandpipers occupy habitat that 
mimics native warm season grassland (i.e., a matrix of clump-forming grasses interspersed with 
patches of open ground); Horned Larks breed in sparsely vegetated areas; Vesper Sparrows 
utilize habitats in which small shrubs are interspersed through the grassland; and Sedge Wrens 
and Henslow’s Sparrows require lush dense and often moist grassland habitats.  Furthermore, the 
size and location of each parcel must be factored in when determining the overall amount of 
grassland required to support Connecticut’s grassland birds.  Grassland-nesting birds, like forest 
nesters, can have lower nesting success in smaller habitat fragments (Johnson and Temple 1990, 
Winter and Faaborg 1999).  Consequently, protection of a few large habitat parcels is likely to 
be far more effective than protection of an equivalent area subdivided into many small 
patches. 
 
Survey of Habitat Requirements of Grassland Species 
 

The results of an extensive survey of the habitat requirements of grassland species in 
Connecticut are presented in Appendix III.  The range of specific grassland habitat requirements 
and vegetation types preferred by different grassland species underscores the necessity for large 
grassland areas that offer a mix of early succession habitats at varying stages.  This mixture is 
necessary in order to sustain a full complement of grassland species present on any one property. 
 

The minimum habitat area requirement for a given species can be defined in two ways. 
First, it can be identified as the point where the species reaches a 50% incidence on a single, 
habitat-specific point count census (after Vickery et al. 1994).  That is to say that the species is 
found 50% of the time in habitat patches of the given size.  Though the species might occur on 
smaller tracts, the given area is considered the minimum amount of appropriate habitat in which 
the species would have a 50% chance of being found.  Minimum habitat requirement can also be 
defined as minimum breeding area, the smallest area of suitable habitat in which the species is 
known to have bred. Both figures are presented in Appendix III.  Minimum area requirements 
should be considered approximations for several reasons.  For example, factors such as food 
availability, vegetation characteristics and features of the surrounding landscape all might 
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influence minimum area requirements, causing regional variation.  Additionally, little is known 
about the effects of habitat area on productivity or breeding density for many species.  Finally, 
the location of a site relative to other habitat patches might also affect minimum area 
requirements.  

 
Territory size is the amount of habitat used by each pair, and is smaller than the minimum 

area requirement due in part to the semi-colonial nature of many grassland species.  Territory 
size can also be quite variable within many species, depending on habitat quality.  
 
Grassland Working Group’s Recommended Acreage Goals for Natural Managed 
Grasslands in Connecticut  
 

For species that depend on large natural or managed grasslands (i.e., sites planted with 
native, warm season grasses and managed through periodic burning or mowing and ranging in 
size from 30-acres minimum for smallest occupied habitat for Grasshopper Sparrow to 500 acres 
for 50% incidence for Upland Sandpiper), at least five occupied sites are needed for adequate 
species protection.  Management at these sites should be on a rotated basis to ensure the greatest 
variety of successional grassland stage; i.e., managing a portion of the field each year, so that the 
entire grassland will not be managed in the same year (Johnson, 1997, Comins, 2001).  This 
number (five) of nest sites is needed in order to protect populations against unforeseen disasters, 
allow for dispersion of grassland birds across the state and provide opportunities for visitation 
and environmental education.  Given that there is only a 50% probability of birds actually 
occurring in sites of the minimum size, ten such sites would be necessary to ensure five nesting 
locations.   

 
Three species of grassland birds require natural or naturally managed grasslands, as 

opposed to hayfield habitat (Table 4).  There is overlap between the habitat needs of these three 
species. Therefore, providing for the species with the most stringent requirements, the Upland 
Sandpiper, would also meet the requirements for the other two species.  Ten sites of at least 500 
acres in size are recommended to ensure 5 populations of each species, for a total of 5,000 
acres of managed natural grassland habitat.  Further analysis of the Northeastern U.S. 
metapopulation of Upland Sandpiper and the size and number of grasslands in New York and 
Massachusetts in relation to Connecticut’s situation could further refine this number.  

 
Table 4. Summarized area requirements for species that require natural grassland 
habitats. 
 
Species 50% incidence (acres) # of sites Combined acreage 
Upland Sandpiper 500 10 5,000 
Vesper Sparrow 50 10 500 
Grasshopper Sparrow 250 10 2,500 

 
To alleviate pressures on grassland birds from inevitable development at the two large 

existing warm season grassland areas, and in consideration of recent historical nesting areas, 
at least two of the large warm season grassland tracts should be located as close as possible to 
Bradley International Airport and Rentschler Field in the Connecticut River Valley.  
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Acquisition and restoration work at these two sites should be completed as soon as possible so 
that adequate grassland habitat is available prior to the start of development work at existing 
grasslands.  Note, it can take several years for warm season grasses to become established after a 
restoration project occurs.     

 
Grassland Working Group’s Recommended Acreage Goals for Hayfield Habitat in 
Connecticut  
 

Grassland birds that use hayfields have different requirements than species that rely 
primarily on native warm-season grasslands.  They are attracted to thicker, more luxurious, and 
often wetter grassland types than the three species listed in Table 4.  These species often use 
smaller plots of grasslands, with 25 acres as the 50% incidence level (Table 5).  

  
Hayfields are obviously used primarily for farming, so hayfields managed to allow 

grassland birds to successfully rear young are necessary for recovery and maintenance of current 
population levels.  Since hayfields are much more widespread than natural grasslands, there are 
currently much larger populations of these species than of those species listed in Table 4.  
Hayfield-nesting grassland birds are nonetheless declining both within the state and regionally 
(Sauer et al., 2001).  

 
Bobolinks and Eastern Meadowlarks each were confirmed as nesting in approximately 65 

locations by the 1982-86 Connecticut Breeding Bird Atlas Project.  Savannah Sparrows were 
confirmed as nesting at 13 locations (Bevier 1994). Using the area of land needed for a 50% 
chance of attracting nesting birds of each species, the needed acreage required for these species 
to return to and maintain population levels of the 1980s are shown below.  These calculations 
assumed the need to protect double the number of occupied sites found in the 1980s because of 
the 50% occupancy rate of sites of this size.  To maintain this population level, 3,250 acres of 
managed hayfield grassland habitat are recommended, or in round numbers 3,500 acres.  This 
acreage of hayfields must be managed to allow for successful nesting, which means 
postponing haying until August or late July.  Mowing earlier will destroy eggs or kill young 
before they fledge.   
 
Table 5. Summarized area requirements for species that use hayfield habitats. 
 
Species 50% incidence (acres) Number of sites Combined acreage 
Eastern Meadowlark 25 130 3,250 
Bobolink 25 130 3,250 
Savannah Sparrow  25 26 650 
 
Between the 5,000 acres of natural or naturally managed large parcels of grassland habitats 
and the 3,250 acres of late harvested hayfield habitat, we recommend protection, restoration 
and management of 8,250 acres, or in round numbers 8,500 acres of total grassland in 
Connecticut.   
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The following table summarizes the target grassland bird species, the acreage required by each 
species to achieve recovery goals, and the estimated acreage deficit for each habitat type.  
 
Table 6. Summary of estimated habitat acreage needs by grassland type. 
 
Grassland 
Type 

Primary target 
species/ # of 
potential locations 

Acreage 
recom-
mended 

Number 
of 
locations 

Minimum  
acreage 

Current  
acreage 

Acreage 
deficit 

Natural 
grasslands 

Upland Sandpiper/5 
Vesper Sparrow/5 
Grasshopper 
Sparrow/5 

5,000 10 500 2,580* 2,420 

Managed 
hayfields 

Bobolink/65 
Savannah Sparrow/65 
Eastern 
Meadowlark/65 

3,500 130 25 1,698 1,802 

Total  
grassland 
bird 
habitat 

 8,500 NA NA 4,278* 4,222 

*  Including 2,300 acres at Bradley International Airport and Rentschler Field, which are under development 
pressure.   
 
 
Partners In Flight Recommended Acreage Goals for Grasslands in Connecticut 

 
Partners in Flight (PIF) is a cooperative effort involving partnerships among federal, state 

and local government agencies, philanthropic foundations, professional organizations, 
conservation groups, industry, the academic community, and private individuals.  PIF works 
toward the recovery and conservation of land birds in North and South America through 
development of conservation plans for individual physiographic areas of the Americas.  
Connecticut lies mostly within PIF Physiographic Area 9, Southern New England.  The total area 
of this physiographic area is 4,425,100 ha = 10,934,422 acres.  Connecticut comprises 3,100,800 
acres, or roughly 28.3% of the total area.  The plan recommends the following as the objective 
for grassland habitat in Area 9:  “Objective:  Roughly 10,000 ha of grassland habitat is needed to 
support entire habitat-species suite (e.g. 15,000 pairs of Bobolinks; all known sites for Upland 
Sandpiper and Henslow’s Sparrow need strict protection and management) (Dettmers and 
Rosenberg, 2000). ” 
 

Using this recommendation, one can calculate that 2,830 ha (10,000 ha X 0.283) or 
approximately 7,000 acres of grassland should be protected in Connecticut (including both 
naturally managed and hayfield habitat).  This figure differs slightly from our recommended 
goals because it was derived from a regional perspective and did not take into account each 
individual state’s recent historical nesting populations.  The similarity of these two 
independently derived estimates, however, adds credence to their validity. 
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Current Status and Recovery Recommendations for Individual Grassland Bird Species 
  

Since habitat is the primary limiting factor for grassland birds in Connecticut, the prime 
focus of any conservation plan for these birds should be conservation and restoration of 
grassland habitat.  Achieving the acreage goals set forth in this report will likely achieve the 
desired population goals for all target species, and benefit the entire grassland suite of species.  
Some associated species, such as American Kestrel and Barn Owl may need to have additional 
issues addressed to achieve their conservation goals (e.g., providing nest boxes to increase the 
availability of suitable nest sites). Once habitat goals are achieved, additional measures should be 
implemented to foster recovery of any such species.  Appendix IV summarizes species 
information including the current and historical status of Connecticut-nesting grassland birds, 
and recommendations specific to each species.   
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Resources Currently Available for Grassland Protection: 
 
A Question of Means 
 

The following section outlines existing programs and resources available to support the 
protection of grassland habitat and grassland-dependent bird species.  All of the programs 
described in this report require technical resources to analyze and develop programs, and prepare 
applications for funds and grants.  Additionally, resources are needed to provide the required 
substantial matching funds from the State for many of these programs, and ongoing funds for 
active management (e.g. burning, cutting) to maintain sites as grasslands.  Connecticut has 
historically under-funded its DEP compared to most other states, and ranks 48th in the nation 
in per-capita spending on non-game wildlife programs (International Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies, 1998).  As a result, there are only two non-game biologists in the DEP, with a 
total annual budget including staffing of under $250,000.  Given this situation, and the great 
difficulty in matching extremely modest federal Wildlife Conservation and Restoration Program 
(WCRP) funds in 2001 and 2002, it is clear that the populations of grassland birds in the 
state cannot be protected and enhanced within currently existing programs and budgets.  
Additional programs and funding are needed.  

 
It will require a coordinated effort and sustained leadership, to ensure that Connecticut 

reaps the full benefit of these available resources.  
 
State Programs Conducted by DEP Related to the Protection of Grassland Birds and Their 
Habitat  
 

Although grassland birds have been a concern of the DEP Wildlife Division for more than a 
decade, and there have been generous State programs available for the acquisition of lands for 
open space, the State of Connecticut currently has no official program with significant funding 
for acquiring or managing land specifically for grassland species.  The Wildlife Division's 
principal conservation activities related to grassland birds have been limited to: 

 
·  Implementing Federal programs to bring grassland initiatives to private landowners 
·  Working with the State Department of Transportation (DOT) on the management of 

airport grasslands 
·  Conducting population surveys of grassland birds (see Appendix V) 
·  Habitat restoration  

 
Habitat restoration has also been limited and is accomplished through a variety of funding 

sources including federal aid, the Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program, the Wildlife 
Conservation and Restoration Program, CT DEP Forestry Cutting agreements, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service programs, and DEP Wildlife Donations.  Under the current federal aid 
agreement, the DEP Wildlife Division will enhance at least 75 acres of early successional habitat 
annually and maintain an additional 200 acres of early successional habitat annually.  The CT 
DEP also has 7 projects under the Federal Conservation Reserve Program, which range from 4 to 
24 acres of state land.  From 1988-2002, the DEP has completed field enhancement projects on a 
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total of 881 acres totaling $397,507.  See Appendix VI for a list of DEP activities related to 
grassland birds in Connecticut.  
 
Federal Programs Under the Farm Bill Related to Grassland Habitat Management 

 
The menu of conservation programs offered from the existing Farm Bill 2002-2008 has 

an annual budget of over $2 billion.  Most of these programs have significant potential to affect 
fish and wildlife habitat.  All the programs listed offer habitat opportunities, but each requires 
close involvement by wildlife managers to realize their maximum potential.  Because of lack of 
staffing, the DEP Wildlife Division does not have the resources to adequately take advantage of 
these programs.  U.S. Department of Agriculture Farm Bill programs that have been used by the 
DEP Wildlife Division Habitat Management Program are listed in Appendix VII. 
 
Other Federal Programs Related to Protecting Grassland Birds and Their Habitat 
 

Appendix VIII identifies other federal programs and resources that could be used to 
restore, manage, acquire or otherwise conserve grassland habitat, including the $100 million 
Cooperative Conservation Initiative that could be used to promote land-use and conservation 
efforts by private landowners in concert with state and federal agencies.  

 
Private and Non-Governmental Programs Related to the Protection of Grassland Birds 
and Their Habitat 
 

A number of private, nonprofit organizations offer programs, grants, training, 
scholarships and technical assistance for grassland acquisition or management.  Possibilities for 
corporate partnerships also exist.  Some of these potential resources are outlined in Appendix IX. 
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Recommendations 
 
Moving Toward a Comprehensive Plan for Grassland Recovery 
  
 Based upon the evidence presented in this report, the Connecticut Grasslands Working 
Group offers the following recommendations for protecting grasslands and those species that 
depend upon grasslands for their survival.  It must be noted, however, that success is unlikely 
without a plan for prioritizing and implementing these recommendations. State leadership in 
developing such a plan is critical if efforts to protect these imperiled species are to succeed. 
 
Land Acquisition and Management 

 
·  Give priority to existing grasslands and lands that can be restored to grassland under 

State land acquisition programs (Recreation and Natural Heritage Trust Program, 
Municipal and Watershed Grants Program, Farmland Preservation Program).  

 
·  Establish a 5,000-acre network of natural grasslands in blocks of at least 500 acres. 

There is an immediate need to replace the grassland habitat that will be lost by the 
planned development of Rentschler Field and inevitable expansion of cargo facilities 
at Bradley International Airport.  Habitat to replace grassland at these two locations 
should be located in the upper Connecticut River Valley. 

 
·  Continuing state bond funding for the state’s three land acquisition programs to 

provide the financial resources necessary to advance the protection of key grassland 
areas and other critical habitats across the state. 

 
·  Coordinate and establish programs to work with farmers and other private landowners 

to ensure a network of 3,500 acres of managed late-harvested hayfields in blocks of at 
least 25 acres, allowing successful nesting of species that will use hayfield habitat.   

 
·  Take full advantage of existing programs that can subsidize the late mowing of 

hayfields on private property and investigate the feasibility of new subsidy programs 
that can compensate farmers for the economic impact of late mowing.  

 
·  Support the DEP Wildlife Division’s efforts to investigate and solicit additional 

funding sources for the management and restoration of grassland habitats, including 
from the USDA and the USFWS, as well as additional sources outlined in this report.  
This charge could be fulfilled through partnership with an advisory committee. 

 
·  Charge the DEP to report to the Environment Committee of the General Assembly, 

within one year, with a recommended plan and specific programs to progress toward 
the target acreage.  The plan should be developed in cooperation with the stakeholder 
groups such as those represented on the Connecticut Grassland Working Group.  
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Research 
 

·  Encourage and support GIS based analysis to identify existing grassland habitats and 
areas in which habitat management for grassland species would be most effective and 
appropriate. 

 
·  Initiate research that would improve the efficiency with which grassland bird 

conservation can be accomplished, including:  
a) A study of nest timing in Connecticut’s grassland birds, such as Bobolink and 

Savannah Sparrow.  More precise information on egg laying and fledging dates 
are needed so that conservationists can work with farmers to develop mowing 
regimes that would be both economically feasible and advantageous to the 
birds.  Currently no funding exists to support such a study. 

b) Grassland bird surveys conducted earlier in the season to provide a clearer 
picture of the status of Upland Sandpiper and Horned Lark. 

c) Continuation of the COA’s 2001-grassland bird habitat use assessment, with an 
emphasis on areas inadequately covered in 2001, to better document the status 
of Connecticut’s breeding grassland species. 

 
·  Initiate monitoring to ensure that implementation of the goals outlined in this report 

are resulting in desired population targets for grassland birds.   
 
 
Mitigation 
 

·  Continue the precedent set by the mitigation efforts for the University of Connecticut 
football stadium at Rentschler Field, by maintaining a 3:1 ratio of new grassland to 
grassland lost for any State-funded projects, or projects that require permits from the 
State, that destroy or degrade habitat for State-listed grassland species.  

 
 
Enhance DEP’s Wildlife Programs 
 

·  Establish a Grasslands Advisory Committee, which will serve as a vehicle for 
cooperation between federal, state, municipal, non-profit and private entities for 
grassland conservation projects.  The committee should be made up of representatives 
of the Connecticut DEP, USFWS, the USDA, universities and non-governmental 
organizations.   

 
·  Establish a financial incentives program (similar to NRCS WHIP or others) through 

the Connecticut DEP Wildlife Division to assist landowners in management efforts to 
improve grassland and other early successional habitats. 

 
 
·  Provide additional staff at the DEP to coordinate grassland habitat management 

efforts.  While this report has provided an overview of the programs available for 
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grassland bird habitat management, coordination of these programs, detailed analysis 
of the applicability of such programs, and the application process for funds is a time-
consuming venture.  Therefore, it is necessary to fund and staff a new full-time 
Grassland Bird Specialist at the DEP Wildlife Division, or a full-time statewide 
ornithologist who could devote a significant amount of time to grassland birds, as 
soon as possible.  The mission of the new staff person would be to develop specific 
programs, resources and timetables to achieve the acreage objectives.  The monies 
required for this position could be used as state-required matching funds for federal 
grant programs such as Federal State Wildlife Grants money, the Conservation and 
Restoration Act (CARA) and Wildlife Conservation and Restoration Program 
(WCRP).   

 
·  Provide funding to the DEP to support surveys (including aerial mapping), and to 

supplement the position with specialized expertise as needed.   
 

·  Acquire necessary equipment for grassland restoration and creation, including a 
seeder capable of planting warm-season grasses. 

 
Education 
 

·  Encourage support and funding for a potential new graduate level Wildlife Intern 
Science and Extension (WISE) training program in Natural Resources and 
Cooperative Extension at the Land Grant University (University of Connecticut), to 
prepare pre-professionals for assisting land managers (private individuals, 
organizations, sportsmen's groups, agencies, municipalities, others) in creating and 
managing grassland habitats and species.  This position could be tied to the existing 
B.S./M.S. Degree Program in Biodiversity and Conservation Biology at the 
University through the Department of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology Natural 
Resources.  

 
·  Establish a network of grassland habitat management demonstration sites on public 

and private lands, with funding to help develop and maintain the sites, and evaluate 
results. 

 
·  Establish grants in support of grassland wildlife research, education and service 

projects. 
 

·  Encourage U.S. FWS Refuges, CTDEP Wildlife and Forestry Divisions, 
municipalities, land trusts and other land managers to feature and publicize 
conservation of grassland species on their lands. 

 
·  Develop grassland conservation education packets for use in primary and secondary 

school programs including 4-H, Vocational Agriculture and Natural Resources, 
Envirothon, Project WILD and others; consider adopting a grassland bird logo as 
representative of grassland conservation efforts. 
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·  Contribute informational items about grassland habitats to periodic electronic and/or 
paper copy newsletters. 

 
·  Foster public awareness and support for grassland birds and other grassland wildlife 

conservation efforts through distributing promotional materials to the media, existing 
education programs (e.g. Coverts Project, Master Wildlife Conservationist, Land 
Trust Service Bureau, Farm Bureau, others), agencies, non-government organizations, 
sportsmen's groups, land trusts, vocational high schools, community colleges and 
others. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
 
Protecting a Part of Connecticut’s Heritage 
 

Grasslands have been a historical part of Connecticut’s landscape for thousands of years. 
They are home to a number of specialized bird species that depend upon grasslands for their 
survival. Grasslands habitat and grasslands birds are in serious decline in Connecticut and 
throughout New England. All thirteen resident grassland nesting species are already listed as 
threatened, endangered or of special concern by the state. Grassland habitat is being lost at an 
alarming rate; it is Connecticut’s most endangered habitat.   
 

Protecting the state’s grassland heritage must be included as a priority for existing land 
acquisition programs. Efforts to preserve the state’s grasslands require protection of large blocks 
of land, as well as sufficient funding to manage these parcels so they do not develop into mature 
forest habitat.  An analysis of the specific habitat requirements of grassland-dependent species 
indicates that preservation efforts should focus on two targets: 5,000 acres of managed grassland 
in public or not-for-profit ownership; and 3,500 acres of privately-owned grasslands, managed as 
late-harvested hayfields.  Grassland protection will also benefit the numerous other bird species 
that utilize grasslands as a secondary habitat, as well as other wildlife species that inhabit 
grasslands (butterflies, moths, small mammals).  

 
While the DEP’s Wildlife Division has long recognized the need to protect grassland 

habitat, they have been hampered by a lack of both funding and coordinated planning. Existing 
programs and resources will have to be expanded in order to protect sufficient habitat to sustain 
Connecticut’s grassland nesting birds. A number of federal and private resources exist to support 
grassland protection. What is needed is coordinated leadership and a comprehensive state-wide 
plan. 
 
Opportunity for Recovery 
 
 While the situation for grassland birds and other grassland-dependent wildlife in 
Connecticut is dire, there are opportunities for recovery.  The biology of many grassland species 
makes them especially amenable to restoration and mitigation efforts.  The often-transitory 
nature of naturally occurring early successional habitat has resulted in many grassland species 
having the adaptive ability to discover and use newly created patches of appropriate habitat if 
they become available.  Nonetheless, protection efforts must commence soon, while existing 
populations are still at levels where there are sufficient numbers of individuals to discover these 
new grassland areas.     
 
 
Partners in Preservation 
 

The members of the Connecticut Grasslands Working Group, both as a group and as 
individuals, stand ready to assist the state in establishing a coordinated and sustained effort to 
protect our vanishing grassland heritage.   
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 Appendix II. Grassland Generalists: Connecticut bird species that utilize 
grasslands as a secondary habitat.  
 
Many species of birds utilize grasslands as secondary habitats, including several generalist 
species that will use many habitat types.  Some of these bird species will utilize grasslands as 
nesting habitat, whereas others use grassland habitats for cover or as foraging areas.  
 
Blackbirds and Orioles:  
 

Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), Common Grackle (Quiscalus 
quiscula),Brown-headed Cowbird (Molothrus ater), Orchard Oriole (Icterus 
spurius), Baltimore Oriole (Icterus galbula) 
 

Cardinals and Allies  Northern Cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), Indigo Bunting (Passerina cyanea),  
 

Finches 
 

Common Redpoll* (Carduelis flammea), Pine Siskin* (Carduelis pinus), 
American Goldfinch (Carduelis tristis) 
 

Hawks Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),Rough-legged Hawk* (Buteo lagopus) 
 

Goatsuckers 
 

Common Nighthawk (Chordeiles minor) 

Jays and Crows 
 

American Crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) 

New World  Sparrows  
 

Eastern Towhee (Pipilo erythophthalmus), American Tree Sparrow* (Spizella 
arborea), Chipping Sparrow (Spizella passerina), Clay-colored Sparrow* 
(Spizella pallida), Field Sparrow (Spizella pusilla), Song Sparrow (Melospiza 
melodia), Lapland Longspur* (Calcarius lapponicus), Snow Bunting* 
(Plectrophenax nivalis), Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis), White-throated 
Sparrow (Zonotrichia albicollis), White-crowned Sparrow* (Zonotrichia 
leucophrys) 
 

Old World Sparrows  House Sparrow (Passer domesticus) @ 
 

Owls Great Horned Owl (Bubo virginianus), Snowy Owl* (Nyctea scandiaca) 
 

Pigeons and Doves 
 

Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura), Rock Dove@ (Columba livia) 

Pipits American Pipit* (Anthus rubescens) 
 

Swallows 
 

Purple Martin (Progne subis), Tree Swallow (Tachycineta bicolor), 
Northern Rough-winged Swallow (Stelgidopteryx serripennis), Bank 
Swallow (Riparia riparia), Cliff Swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), 
Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica ) 
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Appendix II Continued 
Shorebirds  American Golden-Plover* (Pluvialis dominica), Killdeer (Charadrius 

vociferus), Spotted Sandpiper (Tringa macularia), Buff-breasted 
Sandpiper* (Tryngites subruficollis), American Woodcock (Scolopax 
minor) 
 

Shrikes 
 

Northern Shrike* (Lanius excubitor) 

Starlings European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) @ 
Swifts Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica)  

 
Thrashers 
 

Northern Mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Brown Thrasher (Toxostoma rufum) 
 

Thrushes  Eastern Bluebird (Sialia sialis), American Robin (Turdus migratorius) 
 

Tyrant Flycatchers Eastern Phoebe (Sayornis phoebe), Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus tyrannus) 
 

Upland game birds Ring-necked Pheasant@ (Phasianus colchicus), Wild Turkey (Meleagris 
gallopavo), Northern Bobwhite* (Colinus virginianus) 
 

Vultures 
 

Turkey Vulture (Cathartes aura), Black Vulture (Coragyps atratus) 

Waterfowl �  Snow Goose* (Chen caerulescens), Canada Goose (Branta canadensis), Green-
winged Teal (Anas crecca), American Black Duck (Anas rubipres), Mallard (Anas 
platyrhynchos), Northern Pintail* (Anas acuta), Blue-winged Teal (Anas discors), 
Northern Shoveler* (Anas clypeata) 
 

Wood-Warblers 
 

Yellow Warbler (Dendroica petechia), Palm Warbler* (Dendroica palmarum), 
Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas) 

 
* non-nesting species 
�  Primarily wet or flooded grasslands, but some Anas waterfowl will nest in grasslands in proximity to wetlands, 
watercourses or water bodies.   
@ Introduced species.   
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Appendix III.  Area and habitat requirements of Connecticut’s grassland birds.  
 
Species 50% Incidence * Minimum Area Territory Size  Vegetation Type Grassland Type 
Source 
publications 

(Vickery et al, 1994, 
unless otherwise 
noted) 

(Jones and Vickery, 
1997, unless 
otherwise noted.) 

(Jones and Vickery, 
1997, unless 
otherwise noted.) 

(Jones and Vickery, 1997, 
unless otherwise noted.) 

(Jones and Vickery, 1997, unless 
otherwise noted.) 

Upland 
Sandpiper 

200 ha (500 acres) 50 ha (125 acres) 8-12 ha (20-30 
acres) 

Mixture of short and tall (ht: 
24”) grass interspersed with 
patches of bare ground and 
some tall singing perches; 
avoids fields with uniform 
grass and legumes and dense 
litter layer.   

Upland meadow/pasture, old 
field, sandplain grassland (e.g. 
pastures, old hayfields, dry 
meadows, airfields, blueberry 
barrens, and extensive mixed 
agricultural areas).   
 

Horned Lark NA Horned Larks were 
found in patches 
<10 ha (25 acres) in 
Illinois (Herkert, 
1991).  
 
 

0.3-1.5 ha (0.75-3.7 
acres), with one 
reported instance of  
0.008 ha (0.02 
acres) (Dinkins et 
al., 2001). 

Sparse grass-dominated 
cover with sandy well-
drained soils.  Short bunch 
grasses with patches of bare 
ground (Gale, 1994a). 

Open areas with sparse 
vegetation cover and patches of 
bare ground.  Particularly, fallow 
agricultural fields, large 
expanses of open grasslands, 
airports, and relatively 
undisturbed coastal grasslands, 
barrier beaches and dunes. 
Exceptionally intolerant of 
disturbance in the nesting 
season (Gale, 1994a). 

Sedge Wren NA Native and restored 
prairies and tame 
grasslands; area was 
not as important as 
vegetation structure 
in predicting 
occurrence; present 
on tallgrass prairie 
patches <10 ha (25 
acres) (Dechant et 
al., 2001b). 
 

NA Tall dense grassland 
vegetation including big 
bluestem (Andropogon 
gerardii), indiangrass 
(Sorghastrum nutans). 
Suitable habitat also may be 
provided by areas dominated 
by reed canary grass 
(Phalaris arundinacea) and 
switchgrass (Panicum 
virgatum), if wet-prairie or 
sedge-meadow habitats are 
not available. Rushes 
(Juncus), sedges, and cattails  
 (Dechant et al., 2001b). 

Areas of tall, dense planted 
cover; in tallgrass prairie with 
areas of tall cover; wet-prairie 
and sedge-meadow habitats.   
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Appendix III. Continued.  
Species 50 % Incidence * Minimum Area Territory Size  Vegetation Type Grassland Type 
Vesper 
Sparrow 

20 ha (50 acres) 
 

In Illinois, 
encountered on 
small (<10 ha(25 
acre) sites (Dechant 
et al., 2001c). 

0.3-8.2 ha (0.7 – 20 
acres) (Dechant et 
al., 2001c). 

Sparse grassland vegetation 
intermixed with suitable 
singing perches (Dechant et 
al., 2001c). 

Dry, open areas with short, 
sparse and patchy vegetation 
(Dechant et al., 2001c). In New 
Jersey, uses grassy patches at 
edges of agricultural fields.  
 

Savannah 
Sparrow 

10 ha (25 acres) 8-16 ha (20-40 
acres) 

0.4-0.8 ha (1-2 
acres) 

Dense ground vegetation 
with mixture of short and tall 
grasses (ht: 1-25”) in moist 
habitat with thick layer of 
dead grass, scattered 
saplings, shrubs and forbs 
(ht: 1-10’); use fields of all 
ages from alfalfa to grass.  

Upland meadow/pasture, old 
field, sandplain grasslands, salt 
meadow (e.g., cultivated fields, 
hayfields, pastures, successional 
fields, blueberry barrens, coastal 
grasslands, airports). 

Grasshopper 
Sparrow 

100 ha (250 acres) 12 ha (30 acres) 0.8-1.6 ha (2-4 
acres) 

Short bunch grasses (ht: 4-
14”) with minimal litter and 
grass cover, patches of bare 
ground, scattered tall forbs 
(ht: 8-25”) with scattered, 
low, lightly wooded 
vegetation (ht: 1-8’) for song 
perches.  (e.g. tall herbaceous 
vegetation such as common 
mullein (Verbascum thapsus 
L), curled dock (Rumex 
crispus) or low growing 
shrubs such as lowbush 
blueberry (Vaccinium 
angustifolium) or sweetfern 
(Comptonia  peregrina)); 
favors well-drained upland 
sites; absent from fields with 
>35% shrubs.  

Upland meadow/pasture, old 
field, sandplain grassland (e.g. 
pastures, old hayfields, dry 
meadows, airfields, blueberry 
barrens, extensive mixed 
agricultural areas, cultivated 
grasslands, capped landfills). 
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Appendix III. Continued.  
Species 50% Incidence * Minimum Area  Territory Size  Vegetation Type Grassland Type 
Henslow’s 
Sparrow 

55 ha (135 acres) 
(Herkert, 1991) 

NA 0.3-0.8 ha (0.75-2 
acres) 

Tall, dense grassy vegetation 
with scattered, tall forbs, and 
residual dead vegetation. 

Grassy meadows, wet meadows, 
grassy edges of wetlands, and 
shrub-sprinkled, grassy uplands. 

Bobolink 10-30 ha (25- 75 
acres); densities 
decline if <30 ha (75 
acres) (Martin and 
Gavin, 1995) 
 

2-4 ha (5-10 acres) 0.4-2.4 ha (1-6 
acres) 

Mixed grass (ht: 8-12”), old 
hayfields > 8 years old with 
relatively sparse ground 
cover, usually in lowlands 
with moist soil; prefer mosaic 
of grasses, sedges and 
scattered broad-leaved forbs 
with <25% shrub cover; use 
shrubs, posts, small trees as 
song perches.  

Upland meadow/pasture, wet 
meadow, old field (e.g., old 
hayfields, reclaimed grasslands, 
capped landfills). 

Eastern 
Meadowlark 

<10 ha (25 acres); 
area from Herkert 
(1991), did not 
reach 50% incidence 
in Vickery study;  

6-8 ha (15-20 acres) 2.4-3.2 ha (6-8 
acres) 

Sparse to dense grass-
dominated cover (ht:10-20”), 
preferably in low-lying areas 
with damp soils, thick layer 
of dead grass, scattered 
shrubs (ht:1-8’), and tall 
forbs (ht:1-15”) for song 
perches; prefer mixed grass 
fields to alfalfa.   

Upland meadow/pasture, old 
fields (e.g., hayfields, croplands, 
reclaimed grasslands and capped 
landfills, airports, shrubby 
overgrown fields). 

Northern 
Harrier 

NA Uncommon in 
blocks of contiguous 
grassland <100 ha 
(250 acres) in North 
Dakota (Dechant et 
al., 1998). 

Varies (MacWhirter 
and Bildstein, 
1996). 

Nests on ground in dense 
vegetation at edges of 
extensive open areas 
(Dechant et al., 1998). 

Open wetlands, including 
marshy meadows; wet, lightly 
grazed pastures; freshwater and 
brackish marshes; upland 
prairies and mesic grasslands 
(MacWhirter and Bildstein, 
1996). 

American 
Kestrel 

NA NA 111-207 ha (275-
512 acres) in MI and 
WY (Weidensaul, 
2000). 

Any area with suitable 
nesting cavities, adjacent to 
open areas with suitable 
perches for hunting  
(Weidensaul, 2000). 

For nesting requires nest boxes 
or natural cavities at edges of 
extensive grassland or open 
agricultural areas.  Grasslands or 
shrubland at the edge of forest or 
open country. Agricultural areas, 
airports, large parks, power line 
rights of way (Weidensaul, 
2000). 
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Appendix III. Continued.  
Species 50% Incidence * Minimum Area  Territory Size  Vegetation Type Grassland Type 
Barn Owl NA NA NA Varies, but requires open 

areas for hunting.   
For nesting requires nest boxes, 
abandoned buildings, natural 
cavities or other enclosed shelter 
at the edges of extensive 
grasslands, wastelands, 
agricultural lands, or other open 
areas.  Has nested in urban 
situations, where it feeds on the 
local rat population. 

Short-eared 
Owl 

NA Seldom observed in 
habitat blocks <100 
ha (250 acres) in 
North Dakota 
Conservation 
Reserve Program 
fields. 
 
In the northeastern 
United States, 
breeding territory 
size generally 
decreased with 
increasing vole 
densities 
(Dechant et al., 
2001a). 

NA NA 
 
  
 

Requires large, open grassland 
or wetland areas, such as native 
prairie, hayland, retired 
cropland, small-grain stubble, 
shrubsteppe, and wet-meadow 
zones of wetlands (Dechant et 
al., 2001a). 

NA = no information available 
* The point where the species reaches a 50% incidence on a single, habitat-specific point count census (after Vickery et al. 1994). That is to say that the species is 
found 50% of the time in habitat patches of the given size.  Though the species might occur on smaller tracts, the given area is considered the minimum amount 
of appropriate habitat in which the species would have a 50% chance of being found. 
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Appendix IV.  Current Status and Recovery Recommendations for Individual 
Grassland Bird Species 
 

Upland Sandpiper 
Few nesting species of birds are as close to extirpation in Connecticut 
as the state endangered Upland Sandpiper.  Today it nests at only two 
locations, Bradley International Airport and Rentschler Field, both 
under threat of development.  This species requires more than 200-
500 acres for nesting, and will be lost as a breeding species unless 
large areas of grassland habitat are created or restored.  Land 
acquisition and management in perpetuity is the key to the recovery 
of this species.  Where possible, airport properties should be 
managed for Upland Sandpipers.  Any attempts to manage for 
Upland Sandpipers would be most effective on grasslands greater 
than 200 acres, and have a greater chance of success on grasslands 

larger than 500 acres. 
 
 
Efforts on behalf of this species would also benefit a wide range of grassland-nesting bird 
species.  An ultimate goal of 5 nesting locations would likely ensure the continued presence of 
this species as a nesting bird in Connecticut.   

 
Horned Lark 
This species has declined in Connecticut since the 1960s.  
Today it is quite rare as a nesting species and is listed as 
endangered in Connecticut.  It nests at Bradley International 
Airport and Rentschler Field, and occasionally in the coastal 
zone.  This species will also breed in agricultural environments 
and coastal dune habitats.  Programs that encourage fallow 

agricultural lands, such as the Conservation Reserve Program, 
could be successful in increasing or stabilizing Horned Lark                  
populations.    

 
Efforts should be made to search for additional nesting areas and attempts should be made to 
manage for this species in these areas.  Additionally, efforts should be made to identify, restore, 
and manage disturbance from off-road vehicles at open sandplain areas in the Connecticut River 
Valley since this habitat type generally provides good nesting areas.  Efforts to control human 
disturbance at historical coastal-dune nesting areas may benefit this species.  Seven managed 
nesting locations should be sufficient to allow this species to remain at 1980s population levels.   

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division 

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division Division 
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Sedge Wren  
Historically this species occurred primary at the upper edge of tidal marshes in Connecticut in 
Juncus and switchgrass habitats, which were more prone to filling than the wetter areas of 
marshes.  Because of the loss of these habitats and grassland habitats in general, Sedge Wrens 
are now very close to being extirpated from Connecticut as a breeding species, but there have 
been documented nesting attempts in recent years.  Any existing nesting areas should be 
identified.  Attempts to protect such areas and manage habitat for this species on those lands 
should be encouraged. Attempts for recovery should focus on grasslands at the upland edges of 
wetland areas, or grasslands with associated wet areas. The Connecticut River floodplain, the 
northwest corner of the state, and upland borders of salt marshes are areas where management 
efforts would have the highest probability of success, due to proximity to historic nesting areas 
and considering the habitats that are used by this species in other areas of the Northeast. 
 

Vesper Sparrow  
Was thought to be extirpated from Connecticut, but there 
have been sporadic nesting attempts by this species in 
recent years.  Nesting was documented in the late 1990s 
and not again until 2002.  Habitat loss is probably the most 
significant factor contributing to the decline of this species 
in Connecticut and the Northeast.  It benefited from 
agricultural land clearing associated with European 
settlement, and has suffered with the loss of farmland and 
changes in agricultural practices on existing farmlands.  It 
is listed as endangered in Connecticut, and may be 
extirpated.   

 
This species will tolerate, and may even prefer, some shrubby vegetation intermixed with grassy 
habitat.  This underscores the usefulness of large grassland habitats that can be managed in a 
mosaic of various early successional stages, thus allowing habitat for the very early successional 
grassland species such as Horned Lark and Grasshopper Sparrow and later successional 
grassland species such as Henslow’s Sparrow and Vesper Sparrow.  
 
Management of areas of grasslands at the edges of agricultural land, in the coastal zone, or 
embedded within very large grassland complexes would be the most successful efforts for any 
recovery attempt.  In the Connecticut River Valley in Massachusetts, Vesper Sparrows nest 
along the edges of potato fields and sometimes tobacco fields, as well as in the weedy areas 
around barns or field edges.  Efforts should be undertaken to survey some of those habitat types 

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division Division 

George M. Sutton 
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in Connecticut to determine if any Vesper Sparrows may still breed in the state, as the discovery 
of additional breeding locations might mitigate against the need to manage specifically for this 
species.    
 
Savannah 
Sparrow 
Savannah 
Sparrows are 
tolerant of a 
wider range of 
grassland types 
and sizes than 
most of the 
other grassland specialist species, and are one of the more common grassland nesting bird 
species in Connecticut.  This is only relative however, as they are uncommon nesters at best.  
Because this species is more of a grassland habitat generalist than any of the other grassland 
nesting species found in the state, any efforts to increase or manage for grassland habitat will 
benefit this species.  Existing nesting locations should continue to be fully documented and 
protection and management of such areas encouraged.  Management efforts for Savannah 
Sparrows should include delaying mowing until at least the end of July to prevent nest 
destruction. 
 

Grasshopper Sparrow  
This species has suffered dramatic declines in the last century.  It 
was considered a locally abundant nester in the late 1800s, and a 
common nester into the 1930s, but has since declined steadily. It is 
now on the brink of extirpation from Connecticut, and is found 
nesting only at a handful of sites.  Loss of open farmland to 
succession or development has contributed to the dramatic 
declines.  Due to this species’ requirements for large areas, it may 
be lost as a nesting species unless specific conservation efforts are 
made.  The two largest nesting populations remaining in 
Connecticut, Bradley International Airport and Rentschler Field, 
are both under development pressure.  The smaller peripheral 
populations at other locations in Connecticut are far less likely to 
remain if the large populations no longer provide immigrants to 
populate the smaller patches of habitat.  Grasshopper Sparrows are 
listed as endangered by the State of Connecticut.   

 
Although Grasshopper Sparrows are among the most endangered of all of Connecticut’s birds,  
recent observations showing this species ability to colonize newly created habitat are 
encouraging.  Acquisition and management of patches of potential grassland habitat greater than 
100 acres would benefit population recovery attempts, particularly if such attempts are made in 
the proximity of historic populations, or in areas with dry soil conditions.  Plantings of native, 
warm-season grasses in grassland habitats would be most effective in restoration efforts for 
Grasshopper Sparrows, as these types of grasses facilitate the optimal conditions for this species’ 

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division Division 
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 40 

nesting.  Where possible, airport properties, and large, capped landfills should be managed for 
this and other grassland nesting bird species.  Any efforts at population recovery for Grasshopper 
Sparrows would benefit a wide range of grassland-nesting bird species.   
 
 
          Henslow’s Sparrow 

Populations of this species have declined significantly in 
Connecticut and the rest of the Northeast.  It has been extirpated as a nesting species in the state 
since at least the 1960s.  Habitat requirements include tall, dense grassy vegetation with scattered 
tall forbs and residual dead vegetation.  Suitable sites include abandoned fields, ungrazed or 
lightly grazed pasture, fallow hayfields, grassy swales in open rolling farmland, wet meadows, 
and infrequently mowed fields, grassy meadows, grassy edges of wetlands, and shrub-sprinkled,  
grassy uplands.  Henslow’s Sparrow is found more often in patches of           
grassland habitat larger than 100 acres.   
 
Recovery in Connecticut is unlikely, due to the long distance from any current nesting areas and 
the dramatic population declines of the eastern subspecies in recent years.  Large grasslands 
managed with a mosaic of grassland subtypes have the best chance to attract this species.  Any 
nesting attempts or occurrences of this species in Connecticut should be fully documented. 
 
 
 
 

Bobolink 
The Bobolink is perhaps the most common grassland nesting 
species in the state, and is listed as a species of special concern in 
Connecticut.  It is declining and there are concerns about breeding 
productivity of the remaining nesting birds.  The status of this 
species throughout eastern North America is also uncertain 
because of region-wide population declines.  Hayfields are the 
primary nesting habitat for Bobolinks.  Modern haying techniques 
rarely allow for successful nesting by Bobolinks because early 
harvests tend to destroy nests and prevent successful fledging of 
nestlings.  Efforts should concentrate on maintaining current 
population levels, enhancing breeding productivity, and ensuring 
that enough acreage of late-harvested hayfields are provided.  

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division 

George M. Sutton 
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Educational programs should be made available to local land trusts 
and other land protection groups to make them aware of the 
aesthetic and conservation benefits a nesting colony of Bobolinks 
can bring to a parcel of open space.  Education would also be 
necessary to inform these groups of effective practices for 
management of Bobolinks, and programs that would help pay the 
costs of mowing such locations would be  beneficial.   

 
Eastern Meadowlark 
Population declines of this species in Connecticut have been dramatic, and 
it is now rare as a nesting species.  Breeding Bird Survey data indicate that 
this species declined by 11% annually between 1966 and 2000 – one of the 
highest rates of decline of any bird species in Connecticut.  Any of the 
programs suggested for the recovery of Bobolinks would also benefit 
Eastern Meadowlarks.  Land managers at areas managing habitats for 
Eastern Meadowlarks should encourage visitors to stay on mowed paths 
and to keep their dogs on leashes during the nesting season, since Eastern  
Meadowlarks are particularly susceptible to human disturbance.   

 
 
 
Northern Harrier 
This species became extirpated from the state in the 1960s 
and did not nest again in Connecticut until the 1990s, when 
one pair nested on land adjacent to the Stratford-Great 
Meadows Marsh.  It is not strictly a grassland-nesting 
species, but greatly benefits from large grassland habitats.  
Known breeding habitats include open wetlands, including 
marshy meadows; wet, lightly grazed pastures; old fields;  
freshwater and brackish marshes; dry uplands, including,  
upland prairies, moderately moist grasslands, drained marshlands, 
and croplands.  Primary nesting habitats in New England include upland edges of salt marshes, 
large grasslands and freshwater marshlands.  It is listed as an endangered species by the State of 
Connecticut. If large grassland habitats are restored and upland edges of wetlands protected, 
Connecticut could provide additional habitat for birds from populations in eastern Massachusetts 
as the habitat occupied by those populations becomes saturated.     
 
Known existing breeding locations in Connecticut should be protected and managed for this 
species.  Additionally, potential nesting habitats such as large grasslands and upland edges of salt 
marshes or other large wetlands should be a high priority for acquisition and restoration.  A goal 
of six nesting pairs of Northern Harriers may give this species a cushion from the risk of again 
becoming extirpated from Connecticut.  

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division Division 
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American Kestrel 
Between the 1980s and 2001 the nesting population of this 
species has declined dramatically in Connecticut.  The 
Connecticut Breeding Bird Atlas (1982-86) lists 78 confirmed 
nesting locations and 101 probable locations.  Grassland bird 
surveys conducted by the Connecticut Ornithological 
Association in the summer of 2001 found only 10 suspected 
nesting locations.  Kestrels require cavities (either natural or 
nest boxes) positioned at the edges of extensive grasslands, 
agricultural areas, or other open habitats.  Connecticut lists it as 
threatened.  Nest box programs should be instituted in suitable 
grassland habitat and agricultural areas, 
 especially those where kestrels have been seen during the 
 breeding season in recent years.  A recovery goal of 128 nesting pairs of kestrels would restore 
the population to 1980s levels.  This estimate assumes that ~50% of the probable nesting 
locations recorded during the Breeding Bird Atlas Project were actually occupied by nesting 
birds, and that there was only one pair at each site where breeding was confirmed. 

 
       Barn Owl 

This species is not strictly a grassland-nesting species, but 
certainly benefits from the presence of large grasslands and 
other open areas.  It requires nest boxes, abandoned buildings, 
natural cavities or other enclosed shelter at the edges of 
extensive grasslands, wastelands, agricultural lands, or other 
open areas.  Barn Owls are listed as endangered by the State 
of Connecticut and would benefit from the continuation and 
expansion of current nesting box programs, the creation of 
more grassland habitat, and farmland preservation.   
 
 

Short-eared Owl  
It is unlikely that this former breeder will return to 
Connecticut as a nesting species.  Additional grassland 
habitat would benefit wintering or migrating birds.  Efforts 
should concentrate on protecting wintering populations and 
reducing disturbance at key winter roosting areas.  
Management methods that leave standing vegetation over 
the winter should be encouraged for large grasslands or 
areas with a mosaic of agriculture and hayfields.   

© Paul J. Fusco, Connecticut 
DEP Wildlife Division Division 
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Appendix V.  Locations of Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection Grassland Point Count Surveys  
 
 
Eastern Connecticut 
 

 

Site Name      Town 
Hurd State Park/ Clarkhurst Wildlife Management Area East Hampton 
Flaherty Field Trial Area East Windsor 
Haley Farm State Park    Groton 
Rose Hill Wildlife Management Area  Ledyard 
Quinebaug Wildlife Management Area  Plainfield 
Barn Island Wildlife Management Area  Stonington 
Belding Wildlife Management Area   Vernon 
Pachaug State Forest     Voluntown 
Harkness State Park Waterford 
Windham Airport  Windham 
 
Western Connecticut 
 

 

Site Name     Town 
Bloomfield FCA     Bloomfield 
Robbins Swamp Wildlife Management Area  Canaan 
Hollenbeck Preserve*     Canaan 
Stanley Works Management Area   Cornwall 
Osborndale State Park     Derby 
Hoyden’s Hill Open Space*    Fairfield 
Shade Swamp Wildlife Management Area ** Farmington 
Goshen Wildlife Management Area   Goshen 
Roraback Wildlife Management Area  Harwinton 
Topsmead State Forest    Litchfield 
Naugatuck State Forest    Naugatuck 
Sunny Valley Preserve*    New Milford 
Dudley Property/Granskog Property*   Redding 
Skiff Mountain Coop Management Area  Sharon 
Bent of the River Audubon Center*   Southbury 
Devil’s Den Preserve*    Weston 
Bradley International Airport    Windsor Locks 
 
* Property not in state ownership 
** Due to changes in land management practices, this area is not currently surveyed for grassland birds 
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Appendix VI.  State programs conducted by DEP related to the protection of 
grassland birds and their habitat. 
 

·  In the early 1990s, DEP staff participated in the development of regional grassland bird and 
habitat conservation initiatives. 

 
·  In 1991, the Partners in Flight (PIF) bird conservation initiative and the Northeast PIF 

Working Group were established. DEP wildlife biologists helped to create a Northeast 
Grassland Bird Working Group within the PIF program to help focus attention on regional 
grassland bird conservation issues. 

 
·  In 1997, the DEP Wildlife Division participated in a regional effort to conduct formal point-

count surveys of grassland bird populations throughout the region.  This survey program has 
continued annually, primarily on state lands, using both DEP staff and volunteers.  

 
·  Since the early 1990s, the Wildlife Division has been working with the Connecticut 

Department of Transportation (DOT) to monitor and manage grassland bird populations at 
airports statewide.  Wildlife biologists have worked with DOT staff to develop mowing 
schedules that protect the birds during their nesting season.  In addition, they have worked 
together to develop reseeding programs that improve existing habitat at airports where 
possible and as permitted by FAA regulations. 

 
·  The DEP Wildlife Division’s habitat unit has worked closely with the U.S. Department of 

Agriculture and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to bring grassland management initiatives 
to private landowners.  This assistance ranges from preparing formal Environmental Review 
Team Reports detailing grassland management options to assisting private landowners in 
participating in federal habitat conservation initiatives aimed at early successional habitats to 
providing technical assistance to farmers for altering mowing schedules or converting 
existing habitats to native warm-season grasses.  

 
·  Over the past four years, the DEP Wildlife Division increasingly participated in the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program (WHIP) to aid in 
management of early successional habitats on both state and private lands.  The DEP Wildlife 
Division currently manages 860 acres of state land used by grassland birds.  Over half of this 
land, however, is at one site that is used for the sport of field trials, which generally 
commence during the nesting season and can create a major disturbance to breeding 
grassland birds.  Much of the remaining land is subdivided into parcels too small to be able to 
support viable populations of grassland birds.  There are also about 1,500 acres of state lands 
in agricultural agreements. Only a proportion of these can be managed for grassland birds 
either because of their size or specific agreements with farmers. 

 
·  The Endangered Species/Wildlife Income Tax Check-Off Fund, administered through the 

Department of Environmental Protection Bureau of Financial and Support Services 79 Elm 
Street Hartford, CT 06106 can be used to fund projects that will benefit state-listed species of 
grassland birds.   
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Appendix VII.  Federal programs under the USDA 2002 Farm Bill related to 
grassland habitat management  (note, please contact USDA for latest 
information) 
 
Grasslands Reserve Program (GRP) is co-administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service and Farm 
Service Agency.  Grasslands are protected and restored through easements or rental agreements, of which both may 
additionally include restoration agreements that cover 75 % - 90 % of restoration costs.  Eligible lands are parcels 
generally greater than 40 acres, lands historically dominated by grasses or shrubs, and lands with potential habitat 
value for animal or plant populations of ecological significance if the land is restored to natural grassland or 
shrubland.  In FY-2003, 52 applicants requested $2,766,279 in funds. 
 
Conservation of Private Grazing Land, managed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, offers technical 
assistance for better grazing land management and opportunities for wildlife habitat management. 
 
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), administered by the Farm Service Agency, encourages farmers to convert 
highly erodible croplands or other environmentally sensitive lands to vegetation cover, such as, tame or native 
grasses, wildlife plantings, trees, filter strips, or riparian buffers.  Farmers receive an annual rental payment for the 
term of the multi-year contract.  As of 2003, there are a total of 26 CRP contracts covering 318 acres throughout 
Connecticut.   
 
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), administered by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, provides technical, educational and financial assistance to eligible farmers and ranchers to address soil, 
water, and related natural resource concerns on their lands in an environmentally beneficial and cost-effective 
manner.  Through FY-2002, 109 contracts have been awarded throughout Connecticut totaling $3,796,140.  In FY-
2003, 130 applicants requested $3.5 million in funding.   
 
Resource Conservation and Development Program (RC&D), administered and coordinated by the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service, this program facilitates the capabilities of an RC&D area - that is locally defined 
and directed by a council of private and public sector sponsors - to plan, to develop and to carry out programs for 
resource conservation and development.   
 
Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) , administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, is a 
landowner incentives program generally based on a 75 % cost-share during a contract period of 5 – 15 years or 
more.  The program’s goals are to maintain, restore, or enhance habitats for native animals and plants.  Priorities are 
given to early successional habitats, habitats of under-represented (rare) organisms, and habitats that are considered 
threatened or imperiled.  Through FY-2002, 149 contracts were awarded $1,184,810 in funds.  In FY-2003, 69 
applicants requested $600,000. 
 
Conservation Security Program (CSP), administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service, rewards 
conservation efforts that maintain good land stewardship by addressing specific natural resource concerns.  
Payments are determined by three levels of conservation treatment achieved through cost-shares for (1) 
implementing, (2) maintaining, and (3) improving upon conservation practices.  This program complements other 
2002 Farm Bill programs and excludes lands already enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program, the Grasslands 
Reserve Program, and the Wetlands Reserve Program.  The program is expected to be funded in FY-2004 - 2007.   
 
Agricultural Management Assistance (AMA), administered by the by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, safeguards against and mitigates for any agricultural financial risks associated with farming by offering 
farmers incentive payments for product diversification, transitioning to organic farming, integrated pest 
management, and resource conservation issues specifically related to water management, water quality and soil 
erosion.  Through FY-2002, 17 contracts were awarded $156,900 in funds.  FY-2003 was not funded, though 33 
applicants requested $500,000.   
 
Wetland Reserve Program (WRP) is administered by the Natural Resources Conservation Service.  Wetlands and 
associated uplands (including grasslands) are protected and restored through easements or separate cost-share 
restoration agreements that cover up to 75 % costs.  Eligible lands include wetlands previously drained or 
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conditioned by agriculture, as well as certain other lands, such as riparian lands or uplands, that contribute 
significantly to wetland function and values or that contribute as a buffer.   
 
Farm and Ranch-lands Protection Program (FRPP), administered by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service provides matching funds to help purchase developments rights to keep productive farmland in agricultural 
uses.  Working through existing programs, USDA joins with state, tribal, or local governments to acquire 
conservation easements or other interests from landowners.  USDA provides up to 50 % of the fair market easement 
value.  Through FY-2002, $4.7 million in FRPP funds have been awarded to purchase easements on approximately 
2,821 acres of farmland.  In FY-2003, partners in Connecticut requested $8,832,575 in FRPP funds.   
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Appendix VIII.  Additional Federal programs related  to the protection of 
grassland birds or their habitat.  (Note, please contact agencies for latest 
information) 
 

·  State Wildlife Grants (SWG) Program, The SWG program is designed to assist States by providing 
federal funds for the development and implementation of programs that benefit wildlife and their habitat, 
focusing on species with the greatest conservation need.  Both planning and implementation of programs 
are permitted.  For planning-related grant activities, states must provide a minimum 25 percent match and a 
50 percent minimum match for all other types of eligible activities. 

 
·  Conservation Technical Assistance (CTA).  The purpose of the program is to assist land-users, 

communities, units of state and local government, and Federal agencies in planning and implementing 
conservation systems. The purpose of the conservation systems are to reduce erosion, improve soil and 
water quality, improve and conserve wetlands, enhance fish and wildlife habitat, improve air quality, 
improve pasture and range condition, reduce upstream flooding, and improve woodlands. 

 
·  Conservation Plant Material Centers.  The purpose of the program is to provide native plants that can 

help solve natural resource problems.  Beneficial uses for which plant material may be developed include 
biomass production, carbon sequestration, erosion reduction, wetland restoration, water quality 
improvement, stream bank and riparian area protection, coastal dune stabilization, and other special 
conservation treatment needs.  Scientists at the Plant Materials Centers seek out plants that show promise 
for meeting an identified conservation need and test their performance.  After species are proven to be 
useful, they are released to the private sector for commercial production.  The work at the 26 centers is 
carried out cooperatively with state and Federal agencies, commercial businesses, and seed and nursery 
associations.  

 
·  The Grazing Lands Technology Institute (GLTI) provides technical assistance to the Natural Resources 

Conservation Service (NRCS) and other appropriate customers in the acquisition, development, 
coordination, and transfer of technology that meets the needs of grazing land resources, landowners and 
managers, and the public.  

 
·  The Army Corps of Engineers can perform habitat restoration and management on Army Corps 

properties (and has agreed to do so at Mansfield Hollow State Park).  
 

·  The Silvio O. Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
can acquire grassland bird habitat in the Connecticut River drainage, subject to the availability of funds.  
The Service can consider lands not identified in its original Environmental Impact Statement, following 
additional environmental review (e.g. project-specific environmental assessment).  

 
·  The Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) can acquire lands within the coastal zone 

that might be appropriate for grassland bird habitat.  The Refuge also has equipment that can be loaned to 
landowners and land managers for use in grassland restoration and management projects.  

 
·  The Silvio O. Conte, and Stewart B. McKinney National Wildlife Refuges, and the USFWS 

Connecticut River Long Island Sound Ecosystem Project can award challenge grants, subject to the 
availability of funds, which historically have been in the area of $5,000-10,000 each.  Partners for Fish 
and Wildlife  is a voluntary program, administered through the USFWS, which provides funding and 
expertise to private landowners with an interest in improving wildlife habitat on their property.  The 
assistance that the USFWS offers to private landowners may take the form of informal advice on the design 
and location of potential restoration projects, or it may consist of designing and funding restoration projects 
under a voluntary cooperative agreement with the landowner.  Under the cooperative agreements, the 
landowner agrees to maintain the restoration project as specified in the agreement for a minimum of 10 
years.  Restoration projects may include, but are not limited to: 

·  Planting native grasslands and other vegetation; 
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·  Planting native trees and shrubs in formerly forested wetlands and other habitats; 
·  Prescribed burning as a method of removing exotic species and to restore natural habitat; 
·  Implementation of disturbance regimes necessary for the survival of certain species; and, 
·  Removal of exotic plants and animals that compete with native fish and wildlife and alter their 

natural habitats. 
 

·  Cooperative Conservation Initiative (CCI) is a $100 million dollar program to promote land-use and 
protection efforts by private landowners in concert with government.  Funds would be administered by 
individual states, the USFWS, the National Park Service, and the Bureau of Land Management.  Some of these 
projects could include grassland restoration and/or management.  
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Appendix IX.  Private and non-governmental programs related to the 
protection of grassland birds or their habitat.   (Note, please contact agencies 
for latest information) 
 
Several private and non-governmental programs and organizations can assist with grassland conservation.   
 
·  Audubon Connecticut, an operating unit of the National Audubon Society, performs grassland habitat 

management on its lands, and can offer expertise and assistance to private landowners. 
  
·  The Connecticut Audubon Society performs grassland habitat management on its lands, and can offer 

expertise and assistance to private landowners. 
 
·  The Connecticut Ornithological Association can provide volunteers for monitoring of grassland birds. 
 
·  The Coverts Project is a woodland wildlife management program for private landowners, administered by the 

University of Connecticut Cooperative Extension Forestry program.  At the core of the program are tools to 
assist private woodland owners in managing their land for wildlife and to reach out to others in their 
community.  Through this program, landowners agree to create and implement wildlife management plans on 
their lands and to contact other landowners in their communities. 

 
·  Ducks Unlimited and The Connecticut Waterfowl Association may be willing to contribute to grassland 

habitat projects, as some waterfowl benefit from grassland habitats. 
 
·  The Connecticut Farmland Trust, an organization that works to stop the loss of productive farmland and to 

promote farming practices that lead to a healthy environment, may be interested in partnering with 
environmental organizations to protect farmland habitat. 

 
·  The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) awards challenge grants, and grassland habitat 

restoration projects are appropriate.  Grants will fund up to $100,000, with at least a 1:1 match requirement.  
Other NFWF programs that may benefit grassland birds include: 

 
·  Budweiser Conservation Scholarship Program, Anheuser-Busch and the National Fish and Wildlife 

Foundation seek applications from students for an annual scholarship program.  This competitive program 
supports projects that promote innovative studies that seek to respond to today’s most pressing 
conservation issues.  

 
·  Five-Star Restoration Challenge Grant Program, which provides modest financial assistance on a 

competitive basis to support community-based wetland, riparian and coastal habitat restoration projects that 
build diverse partnerships and foster local natural resource stewardship through education, outreach and 
training activities. 

 
·  Migratory Bird Conservancy (MBC) , the first ever habitat conservation fund created and supported by 

birding businesses and their customers.  Because the MBC offers an excellent opportunity for birders and 
birding businesses to contribute to the goals and objectives of Partners in Flight, the Foundation is 
matching all contributions to the MBC and is administering a grant program to fund priority habitat 
conservation projects for the conservation of Neotropical migratory birds (including some grassland 
species).   

 
·  Rich Guadagno Memorial Conservation Fund.  The fund is for a variety of conservation projects, such 

as scholarships to support outstanding students with an avid interest in wildlife biology and special 
conservation projects that support wildlife and habitat protection.  

 
·  NRCS and NACD Partnership: Challenge Grants for Conservation, the NFWF, in partnership with the 

Natural Resources Conservation Service and the National Association of Conservation Districts, announced 
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an opportunity for challenge grants.  The primary goal is to support model projects that positively engage 
private landowners, primarily farmers and ranchers, in the conservation and enhancement of wildlife and 
natural resources on their land.  

 
·  Partnership with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will foster cooperation on projects of mutual 

interest, such as fish and wildlife habitat restoration, non-structural flood control opportunities, wetlands 
restoration, and endangered species protection. 

 
·  The Nature Conservancy performs grassland habitat management on its lands. 
 
·  Partners In Flight has recommendations on grassland conservation in their conservation plans covering 

Connecticut. 
 
·  Private businesses (including airports and corporations) might be persuaded that managing for grassland 

bird habitat rather than manicured field or lawn could result in considerable savings on grounds maintenance. 
 
·  Private Fish and Game Clubs.  Many game species, such as American Woodcock and Ring-necked Pheasant 

benefit from grassland habitat management.  Several private fish and game clubs are major landowners in 
Connecticut and are concerned about the loss of early successional habitat and its effect on such game species.  
Some fish and game clubs practice early successional habitat management on their properties, including 
grassland management.   

 
·  Woodcock: An Early Succession Working Group.   This is a new cooperative effort in conservation to help 

focus, develop, educate, research, support and promote a statewide strategy for halting and reversing the decline 
in American woodcock and associated early successional wildlife.  
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Appendix X.  Agencies and organizations specializing in agricultural land 
management issues in Connecticut. 
 
 
Federal 
Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 
Connecticut State Office 
344 Merrow Road, Suite A (Rte. 195) 
Tolland, CT 06084-3917 
Phone: (860) 871-4011 
http://www.ct.nrcs.usda.gov/ 
 
 

 
Landowner Incentive Program 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
Division of Federal Aid, 4401 N. 
Fairfax Drive, Room 140 
Arlington, VA, 22203 
Phone # (703) 358-2156 
 

 
Private Stewardship Grants 
Program 
Service, Branch of Recovery and State 
Grants 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 420 
Arlington, VA 22203   
Phone (703) 358-2061 

Division of Migratory Bird 
Management 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
4401 N. Fairfax Drive 
Arlington, VA  22203 
Phone (703)358-1931  
Fax (702)358-2217 
Jennifer_A_Wheeler@fws.gov 
 

Division of Migratory Bird 
Management Regional Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
300 Westgate Center Drive 
Hadley, MA 01035-9589 
Phone (413) 253-8567 
Randy_Dettmers@fws.gov 
 

The North American Wetlands 
Conservation Act Small Grant  
Division of Bird Habitat Conservation 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
4401 North Fairfax Drive 
Mailstop MBSP 4075 
Arlington, Virginia 22203 
 

 The Neotropical Migratory Bird 
Conservation Act  
Division of Bird Habitat Conservation 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
MAIL STOP MBSP - 4075 
4401 North Fairfax Drive 
Arlington, Virginia USA 22203 
Contact: Doug Ryan (703)358-1784 or 
Doug_Ryan@fws.gov 

Webless Migratory Game Bird 
Research Grants Contact for 
availability 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service  
PO Box 25486 DFC 755  
Denver, CO 80225-0486 
Contact: David D. Dolton Phone(303)275-
2388  
Fax (303)275-2384  
David_Dolton@fws.gov 

State 
Connecticut Department of 
Agriculture 
State Office Building 
165 Capitol Avenue 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Phone: (860) 566-4667 
E-mail: ctdeptag@po.state.ct.us 
Information Specialist: (860) 566-6094 
 

 
UCONN Cooperative Extension 
System 
College of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources 
Box U-66, 1376 Storrs Road 
Storrs, CT 06269-4066 
http://www.canr.uconn.edu/ces/index.html 

 Connecticut DEP Wildlife Division 
Habitat Restoration Unit 
Eastern District Area Headquarters  
209 Hebron Road  
Marlborough, CT 06447 
(860) 295-9523 

Non-Governmental 
Organizations 
Audubon Connecticut 
185 East Flat Hill Road 
Southbury, CT 06488 
Phone (203)264-5098 
 

Connecticut Audubon Society, Inc. 
118 Oak Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Phone: (860) 527-8737 

Massachusetts Audubon Society 
208 South Great Road 
Lincoln, MA 01773 
Phone: (617) 259-9500 

 
 
 

Connecticut Farmland Trust 
509 Wethersfield Ave. 
Hartford, CT 06105 
Phone (860) 296-9325 
Fax (860) 296-8326 
info@ctfarmland.org 
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Appendix XI. Connecticut Grassland Working Group Members 
 

Name Organization Name Organization 
Robert Askins, Ph.D. 
 

Connecticut 
College 
 

Lise Hanners, Ph.D. 
 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

Michelle Babione 
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

Frank Haviland Hartford Audubon 
Society 
 

Nels Barrett Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

Curt Johnson Connecticut Fund for 
the Environment 
 

Milan Bull Connecticut 
Audubon 
Society 
 

Andrea Jones Massachusetts 
Audubon Society 

Roland Clement Connecticut 
Botanical 
Society 
 

Stephen Oresman Connecticut 
Ornithological 
Association 

Patrick Comins Audubon 
Connecticut 
 

Patty Pendergast Connecticut 
Ornithological 
Association 
 

Andrew Dasinger United 
Technologies 
Corporation 
 

Dave Provencher Connecticut 
Ornithological 
Association 

Jenny Dickson Connecticut 
Department of 
Environmental Protection 
 

Andy Rzeznikiewicz Connecticut Audubon 
Society 
 

Chris Elphick, Ph.D. 
 

University of Connecticut Mark Szantyr 
 

Connecticut 
Ornithological Assn. 
 

Eileen Fielding Connecticut 
Audubon Society 

David Wagner University of 
Connecticut 
 

Greg Hanisek Connecticut 
Ornithological Association 
 

Dana Young Connecticut Fund for 
the Environment 

 Ex. Officio members    
Tom Baptist Audubon 

Connecticut 
 

Dan Niven, Ph.D. National Audubon 
Society 

Beth Goettel U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
 

Margaret Rubega, 
Ph.D. 

University of 
Connecticut 

Carolyn Hughes Audubon 
Connecticut 
 

Jeff Wells, Ph.D. National Audubon 
Society 

Bill Kolodnicki U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Sara Williams U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

 ����������������������������������������    
Dave Gumbart The Nature 

Conservancy 
Geoffrey Krukar Connecticut 

DEP 
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