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MN NWAC Risk  
Assessment Worksheet (04-2011) 

Common Name Latin Name 
Birdsfoot Trefoil Lotus corniculatus L. 

Reviewer  Affiliation/Organization Date (mm/dd/yyyy) 
Roger Becker University of Minnesota 09/18/15 

 
Box Question Answer Outcome 
1 Is the plant species or genotype non-native? Yes. Cited as native to Europe, UK (Tanner and 

Grange 2013), western Eurasia and North Africa 
(Mimura et al. 2013) 

Go to box 3 

3 Is the plant species, or a related species, 
documented as being a problem elsewhere? 

Qualified yes.  Stated as “recognized, at least in the 
United States and northern Japan, as an invasive 
plant that competes with endemic species” (Mimura 
et al. 2013) but no supporting papers cited. Stated as 
such by 49% of respondents in a MnDNR risk 
survey (Van Riper, 2015). Not listed in the recent 
WiDNR Invasive species rule – NR 40.  Most 
references on competition, invasiveness referred to 
weeds or crops interfering with the success of 
birdsfoot trefoil. Two of 801 citations for birdsfoot 
trefoil discussed invasion as a problem, no 
supportive data however.  Most references discuss 
beneficial uses.  Invasive language occurs in popular 
press articles, also listed in References. 

Go to Box 6 

6 Does the plant species have the capacity to 
establish and survive in Minnesota? 

  

 A.  Is the plant, or a close relative, currently 
established in Minnesota? 

Yes. Earliest University of Minnesota Herbarium 
record in Norman County July 29, 1955. Eighty-six 
records on file. 

Go to Box 7 

 B.  Has the plant become established in areas 
having a climate and growing conditions similar 
to those found in Minnesota? 

  

7 Does the plant species have the potential to 
reproduce and spread in Minnesota? 

  

 A.  Does the plant reproduce by 
asexual/vegetative means? 

No. Go to 7C 



 2 

Box Question Answer Outcome 
 B.  Are the asexual propagules effectively 

dispersed to new areas? 
  

 C.  Does the plant produce large amounts of 
viable, cold-hardy seeds? 

Yes. Go to 7F 

 D.  If this species produces low numbers of 
viable seeds, does it have a high level of 
seed/seedling vigor or do the seeds remain 
viable for an extended period? 

  

 E.  Is this species self-fertile?   
 F.  Are sexual propagules – viable seeds – 

effectively dispersed to new areas? 
Yes, through mechanical, animals, soil and water 
movement. Not wind-dispersed. 

Go to 7I 

 G.  Can the species hybridize with native 
species (or other introduced species) and 
produce viable seed and fertile offspring in the 
absence of human intervention? 

  

 H.  If the species is a woody (trees, shrubs, and 
woody vines) is the juvenile period less than or 
equal to 5 years for tree species or 3 years for 
shrubs and vines? 

  

 I.  Do natural controls exist, species native to 
Minnesota, that are documented to effectively 
prevent the spread of the plant in question? 

No.  Go to Box 8 

8 Does the plant species pose significant human 
or livestock concerns or has the potential to 
significantly harm agricultural production, 
native ecosystems, or managed landscapes? 

  

 A.  Does the plant have toxic qualities, or other 
detrimental qualities, that pose a significant risk 
to livestock, wildlife, or people? 

No. Not highly toxic, but in special circumstances, 
can be for non-ruminants via nitro glycoside 
metabolites (Majak 2001) when ingested in large 
quantities. Not toxic in ruminants, nor deer. High 
value forage in livestock grazing systems – one of 
the few grazing system legumes that does not cause 
bloat in ruminants (Hall 1987, Undersander et. al. 
1993) 

Go to 8B 
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Box Question Answer Outcome 
 B.  Does, or could, the plant cause significant 

financial losses associated with decreased 
yields, reduced crop quality, or increased 
production costs? 

No, quite the opposite. Go to 8C 

 C.  Can the plant aggressively displace native 
species through competition (including 
allelopathic effects)? 

Yes, numerous popular press references to invasion 
and displacement. Most relevant is MnDNR risk 
survey (Van Riper, 2015) where 49% of respondents 
stated was a problem though responses on invasion 
and displacement mixed. 
 
No.  Did not find any referenced research 
documenting displacement. 

Go to Box 9 
 
 
 
 
 
Go to 8D  
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘No’ is the better 
answer. Either route 
ends up in Box 9 
regardless of answer 
chosen here. 
 

 D.  Can the plant hybridize with native species 
resulting in a modified gene pool and potentially 
negative impacts on native populations? 

No. Go to 8E 

 E.  Does the plant have the potential to change 
native ecosystems (adds a vegetative layer, 
affects ground or surface water levels, etc.)? 

No (?) Go to Box 9 

 F.  Does the plant have the potential to introduce 
or harbor another pest or serve as an alternate 
host? 

  

9 Does the plant species have clearly defined 
benefits that outweigh associated negative 
impacts? 
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Box Question Answer Outcome 
 A.  Is the plant currently being used or produced 

and/or sold in Minnesota or native to 
Minnesota?  

Yes.  
Albert Lea Seeds sold approx. 1000 to 2000 lbs in 
2014.  Down from recent high of 8000 lbs.  Seed 
cost too high for most uses now.  Because of lower 
demand, little grown for seed in MN now, most 
grown in Canada. Seed 6-8 lb/A and runs $6.70 to 
$8.00 /lb, or $40 to $64/A to seed. Sold as ‘Varity 
not stated” (VNS) seed. (Personal communication 
Sept. 4, 2015) 
 

Go to 9B 

 B.  Is the plant an introduced species and can its 
spread be effectively and easily prevented or 
controlled, or its negative impacts minimized 
through carefully designed and executed 
management practices? 

No. Spread can not be easily prevented. 
 
Yes.  Can be prevented or negative impacts 
through management. 

Go to 9C 
 
Yes- Go to Box 11 
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘Yes’ is the better 
answer. 

 C.  Is the plant native to Minnesota? No. Go to 9D 
 D.  Is a non-invasive, alternative plant material 

commercially available that could serve the 
same purpose as the plant of concern? 

No. Best alternatives Ladino/white clover - bloat 
issues which have killed livestock, prussic acid 
poisoning, can also be invasive. Kura clover very 
difficult to establish, bloat.  Red clover, moderate 
bloat concerns. 

Go to 9E 

 E.  Does the plant benefit Minnesota to a greater 
extent than the negative impacts identified at 
Box #8? 

Yes. No valid analysis available so default to “Yes”. 
 
No. From natural areas view regarding birdsfoot 
trefoil, would answer “No”. 

Go to Box 11 
 
Go to Box 10 
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘No’ is the better 
answer. 
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Box Question Answer Outcome 
10 Should the plant species be enforced as a 

noxious weed to prevent introduction &/or 
dispersal; designate as prohibited or restricted? 

  

 A.  Is the plant currently established in 
Minnesota? 

Yes Go to 10B 
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘No’ is the better 
answer in Box 9E. 

 B.  Does the plant pose a serious human health 
threat? 

No Go to 10C 
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘No’ is the better 
answer in Box 9E. 

 C.  Can the plant be reliably eradicated (entire 
plant) or controlled (top growth only to prevent 
pollen dispersal and seed production as 
appropriate) on a statewide basis using existing 
practices and available resources? 

No.  Generally considered less invasive / 
problematic than crown vetch (Van Riper, 2015) 
(but more problematic in SW Mn). 
 
Yes – herbicide use (Van Riper, 2015) though 
may be setting up a disturbance cycle. 
 
 

List as restricted 
noxious weed. 
 
 
List as prohibited 
noxious weed 
 
Bolded text denotes an 
alternate route that 
could be followed if 
NWAC determines the 
‘No’ is the better 
answer in Box 9E.  Yes 
or No outcomes here 
both are a result of 
choosing ‘No’ in Box 
9E. 



 6 

Box Question Answer Outcome 
11 Should the plant species be allowed in 

Minnesota via a species-specific management 
plan; designate as specially regulated? 

No similar replacements exist for grazing systems. 
Could be used under specific management plan 
language. Consider use derived from comment from 
MnDNR survey respondent, sums up fit in grazing 
systems.  

‘As a Grazing Specialist we typically work with 
introduced species in pasture. It works well for us in 
sites with low pH or poorly drained soils as a forage 
source. We would not introduce it near high quality 
or even mediocre native plant communities. Smooth 
Bromegrass and Kentucky Bluegrass may be more 
invasive than birdsfoot in those communities.” 
(Anonymous, Van Riper, 2015) 

 

Do not list.  Educate to 
continue to allow use for 
agronomic grazing 
systems under specific 
management plan 
recommendations. Do 
not intentionally seed in 
fields adjacent to native 
prairie management 
areas. Do not include 
trefoil in wildlife/deer 
seed mixes. 

    
Final 
Results of 
Risk 
Assessment 

Should the plant species be allowed in 
Minnesota via a species-specific management 
plan; designate as specially regulated? 

No similar replacements exist for grazing systems. 
Could be used under specific management plan 
language. Consider use derived from comment from 
MnDNR survey respondent, sums up fit in grazing 
systems.  

Do not list.  Educate to 
continue to allow use for 
agronomic grazing 
systems under specific 
management plan 
recommendations: Do 
not intentionally seed in 
fields adjacent to native 
prairie management 
areas. Do not include 
trefoil in wildlife/deer 
seed mixes. 

 Review Entity Comments Outcome 
 NWAC Listing Subcommittee  Unanimous agreement to recommend to the full 

NWAC membership not to regulate. 
Do not list. 

 NWAC Full-group  Voted 9 in favor and 2 opposed. NO REGULATORY 
ACTION.  DO NOT 
LIST. 
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Box Question Answer Outcome 
 MDA Commissioner    
 FILE #  

Birds_Foot_Trefoil_2015_MDARA00055BFT 
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Invasive Listing Sources - from Google search, non-journal data: 
• Eric Ulaszek, U.S. Forest Service, Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie, Illinois 
• Faith Campbell, 1998 
• Great Lakes Early Detection Network 
• Hoffman, R. & K. Kearns, Eds. 1997. Wisconsin manual of control recommendations for ecologically invasive plants. Wisconsin Dept. 

Natural Resources, Bureau of Endangered Resources. Madison, Wisconsin. 102pp. 
• Jil M. Swearingen, Survey of invasive plants occurring on National Park Service lands, 2000-2007 
• John Randall, The Nature Conservancy, Survey of TNC Preserves, 1995. 
• Mid-Atlantic Exotic Pest Plant Council, 2005 

http://extension.psu.edu/plants/crops/forages/species/birdsfoot-trefoil
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/invasives/terrestrialplants/herbaceous/birdsfoottrefoil.html
http://extension.missouri.edu/p/G4640
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http://search.bellmuseum.umn.edu/?_method=get&utf8=%E2%98%83&search%5B1%5D%5Bfield%5D=taxon_fullname&search%5B1%5D%5Boperator%5D=eq&search%5B1%5D%5Bvalue%5D=Lotus+corniculatus+&search%5B2%5D%5Bfield%5D=&search%5B2%5D%5Boperator%5D=contains&search%5B2%5D%5Bvalue%5D=&search%5B3%5D%5Bfield%5D=&search%5B3%5D%5Boperator%5D=contains&search%5B3%5D%5Bvalue%5D=
http://search.bellmuseum.umn.edu/?_method=get&utf8=%E2%98%83&search%5B1%5D%5Bfield%5D=taxon_fullname&search%5B1%5D%5Boperator%5D=eq&search%5B1%5D%5Bvalue%5D=Lotus+corniculatus+&search%5B2%5D%5Bfield%5D=&search%5B2%5D%5Boperator%5D=contains&search%5B2%5D%5Bvalue%5D=&search%5B3%5D%5Bfield%5D=&search%5B3%5D%5Boperator%5D=contains&search%5B3%5D%5Bvalue%5D=
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/forage/pubs/birdsfoot.pdf
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=92
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=93
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=158
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=139
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=139
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=103
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=133
http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=109
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• Missouri Department of Conservation, 
• Native Plant Society of Oregon, 2008 
• Nonnative Invasive Species in Southern Forest and Grassland Ecosystems 
• Pacific Northwest Exotic Pest Plant Council, 1998 
• Tennessee Exotic Pest Plant Council 
• WeedUS - Database of Plants Invading Natural Areas in the United States 
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http://www.invasive.org/species/list.cfm?id=76
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EDDMapS. 2015. Early Detection & Distribution Mapping System. The University of Georgia - Center for Invasive Species and Ecosystem 
Health. Available online at http://www.eddmaps.org/; last accessed August 4, 
2015. http://www.eddmaps.org/distribution/uscounty.cfm?sub=5949  Accessed 08/04/15. 
 

http://www.eddmaps.org/distribution/uscounty.cfm?sub=5949

