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Chairman Hoffman and members of the committee, I am Chad Bontrager, deputy secretary of the Kansas 

Department of Agriculture. KDA has responsibility for administering the Kansas noxious weed law. Noxious 

weeds are one of the greatest threats to the Kansas environment. They displace native plant species, interfere 

with the production of agricultural crops, increase erosion, destroy wildlife habitat and decrease property 

values. 

 

This information covers the proposed changes made to that law by HB 2246. 

 

HB 2246 targets three areas for improvements in the Kansas noxious weed law. First and foremost, the 

bill creates the state noxious weed advisory committee and places the state noxious weed list in 

regulation.  

 Weeds will be added to or removed from the noxious weed list upon recommendation of the advisory 

committee to the Secretary of Agriculture and promulgation of regulations by the Secretary.  

 There are currently 12 weeds on the noxious weed list in statute. This list will expire on July 1, 2018, in 

order to give us time to work those weeds into regulation and not have a gap in coverage.  

 The advisory committee will consist of 13 members appointed by the Secretary. The committee will 

represent landowners, weed scientists, county weed directors and herbicide businesses that will provide 

science-based recommendations on the control of noxious weeds.  

 By establishing a committee of individuals who have an extensive and working knowledge of the 

management of weeds, their expertise will guide and advise the Secretary, providing an improved 

response to potentially noxious weeds in terms of eradication or control. This advisory committee will 

also provide for a thorough, scientific and objective evaluation of weeds under consideration. 

 

Second, HB 2246 makes changes to the Kansas noxious weed law that streamline the administration of 

the law by KDA and county weed departments.  

 The bill gives counties the ability to more effectively manage the money for the noxious weed program 

through their general fund, if they so choose, and allows for money to be carried over from year to year 

for noxious weed control activities.   

 County commissioners, weed directors and KDA are more fully incorporated into the requirements for 

weed management activities and reporting so that all parties can be more knowledgeable of the 

processes.  



 
 

 
 

 HB 2246 will also allow counties to either collect up to 50 percent of the cost of treatment from a 

landowner or negotiate a payment plan and return money to the noxious weed capital outlay fund in a 

more timely manner. 

 Counties are given the ability to have county-specific noxious weeds if they so choose. HB 2246 

clarifies that counties are responsible for the control of all noxious weeds within the county border 

unless that responsibility has been taken on by a city or township.  

 The bill clarifies the records retention process for counties and KDA. HB 2246 gives landowners added 

protection and improves compliance with the noxious weed law by increasing the penalty for violations 

to $200 per day with a $2,500 cap. 

 

Third, HB 2246 updates the noxious weed law in order to accommodate the changes outlined above as 

well as address outdated and unused provisions.  

 The option for a declaration of sericea lespedeza disaster area is removed along with the requirement for 

conducting research on sericea lespedeza control.   

 The outdated reference to the division of noxious weeds is removed.  

 The requirement that KDA pay a quarter of the county weed directors’ salaries is removed. 

 The section of the noxious weed law requiring weed supervisors to file a surety bond is removed.  

 County commissioners will no longer be required to submit an annual report.  

 Notification requirements are updated to allow for the use of websites and electronic mail. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in support of HB 2246 and the proposed changes to the Kansas noxious 

weed law. These changes are important to improving the eradication and control of noxious weeds in Kansas.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak with you today. I will stand for questions at the appropriate time.  

 

 



 

 
 

Detailed Explanation of HB 2246 
 
This document will walk through HB 2246 and identify and explain all of the proposed changes to the 
noxious weed law. HB 2246 targets three areas in making improvements in the Kansas noxious 
weed law. First and foremost, the bill creates the state noxious weed advisory committee and places 
the state noxious weed list in regulation. Second, HB 2246 makes changes to the noxious weed law 
that streamlines the administration of the law by Kansas Department of Agriculture and county weed 
departments. Finally, the bill updates and cleans up the law in order to accommodate the changes 
proposed as well as address outdated and unused provisions. In this document each area of 
explanation will be covered in the order it appears in the bill and is color-coded to match with its 
corresponding improvement target area. Those changes dealing with the advisory committee and 
putting the weed list in regulation will be in purple. Those dealing with streamlining the administration 
of the law will be in green and those dealing with updating the law will be in red. 
 
1. New Section 1 groups all the definitions and moves them to the beginning of the law. 
2. New Section 2 gives the Secretary of Agriculture the ability to make an emergency declaration of 
noxious weeds 
for an 18-month period of time. 
3. New Section 3 outlines the creation of the state noxious weed advisory committee and delineates 
its authority and responsibilities. 
4. New Section 4 pulls all of the references to unlawful acts throughout the law and concentrates 
them in this new section. 
5. New Section 5 requires that certified weed free forage products be used on any state lands in the 
state. 
6. Section 6(a) is changed to accommodate the advisory committee recommendation to the Secretary 
and the Secretary’s issuance of regulation regarding noxious weeds. 
7. Section 6(b) calls for the existing noxious weed list in statute to expire July 1, 2018, in order to 
move the list to regulation and give time for the committee to be formed and regulations to be issued. 
8. Section 6(c) gives county commissioners the authority to declare county noxious weeds and spells 
out the parameters of such a declaration. 
9. Section 7(b) is changed to expire July 1, 2018, when the advisory committee and the Secretary will 
assume responsibility for determining if multiflora rose or bull thistle are to become noxious weeds. 
10. Section 8 is adjusted to remove the reference to sericea lespedeza disaster areas. Sericea 
lespedeza is currently listed as a noxious weed. 
11. Section 9(a) is added to clarify that counties have responsibility for noxious weed control in the 
entire county unless cities or townships take on that responsibility. This is the current practice being 
followed, but this will clarify the statute. 
12. Section 9(c) removes the outdated reference to the division of noxious weeds, etc. 
13. Section 9(d) removes the outdated reference to KDA paying a portion of county weed directors’ 
salaries. It also adds language that allows counties to operate through the general fund. 
14. Section 9(e) removes the responsibility for providing an annual report from county commissioners. 



 
 

 
 

15. Section 10 removes a vague reference to the required management plan which was addressed in 
Section 9(e). 
16. Section 11 removes the weed supervisor survey requirements which were addressed in Section 
9(e). 
17. Section 11(a) allows counties to use the general fund or levy a tax for noxious weed control and 
also spells out that carryover money shall be used for noxious weed work in the following year. This is 
current practice, but the changes bring clarity in the statute. 
18. Section 11(b) is new and pertains to records retention requirements. 
19. Section 12(c) removes a definition that was relocated to New Section 1. 
20. Section 12(d) removes language that was addressed in Section 14(b) and (c). 
21. Section 13 removes the limitation that counties can only collect the equivalent of 5 percent of 
assessed valuation per year of a debt incurred during voluntary transactions. This section also adds 
language that allows for managing the program through the county general fund. 
22. Section 14(a) restricts where counties can use chemicals and equipment to control weeds other 
than those that have been declared noxious. 
23. Section 14(b) and (c) spell out how counties can go about selling chemicals to landowners and 
gives the added flexibility of using the general fund if they so choose. Both (b) and (c) allow  
counties to charge 100 percent of their cost if they have levied a tax or appropriated a budget 
equivalent to 1.5 mills for the noxious weed program either in a dedicated fund or through the general 
fund. 
24. Section 14(f) is new and requires that all money collected by counties for the sale of chemicals 
be used for noxious weed eradication whether through a dedicated fund or through the general fund. 
25. Section 15 increases the penalties for violation of the law. 
26. Section 17(a) removes a definition already defined in New Section 1. 
27. Section 17(b) removes the requirement that KDA send a copy of the general notice to the county 
weed directors. The flexibility to manage money through the general fund is also added in this 
section. 
28. Section 17(e) removes the requirements for legal notice from statute and adds that the Secretary 
shall promulgate rules and regulations defining legal notice. 
29. Section 17(f) allows electronic means to be used by weed supervisors to contact owners prior to 
issuing a legal notice. 
30. Section 18 adds the flexibility for money management through the general fund and allows  
counties to either collect up to 50 percent of the cost of involuntary weed control per year via tax rolls 
or enter into a payment plan with the landowner. 
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