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July 16 th , 2013:   òPeavine Swamp ð patch 2ó.  Site completely under water this year due to increased beaver 

activity and precipitation. 
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Introduction:  

The 2013 field season was the third consecutive season that Invasive Plant Control, Inc. 

(IPC) served as the Terrestrial Response Team for the Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program 

(APIPP).  Paul Rischmiller functioned as the crew leader once again.  April Senften and 

Rhiannon Kerr also returned as crew members.  John Crowe filled out the crew as the sole new 

member.  IPC operated as APIPPõs Terrestrial Response Team from June 24th through September 

20th.  The crew worked for a shorter period of time than the previous two seasons because two 

trucks with two crew members were used in order to maximize efficiency.  The management 

successes achieved during the 2011 and 2012 field seasons also resulted in fewer days needed to 

accomplish priority tasks.  Those twelve weeks of work are the basis of this report which 

utili zes data analysis, pictures and figures to provide insight on the various activities and roles 

the crew performed.  Paul Rischmiller completed this report with input from the crew members.  

All pictures used in this report were taken by Paul Rischmiller.   

 

Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program:  

 APIPP is a cooperative effort initiated in 1998 among citizens and organizations of the 

Adirondacks.  Their mission is to protect the Adirondack region from the negative impacts of 

nonnative invasive species (http://www.adkinvasives.com).  Given this was the third 

consecutive season for IPC serving as APIPPõs Terrestrial Response Team, and there was only 

one new member on the 2013 crew, little time was spent discussing APIPP, its history, and its 

role in the Adirondacks as opposed to previous years.  They spent only the first day teaching 

John, along with refreshing the rest of the crew, about the Weed Information Management 

System or WIMS.  They also scouted some of the other historic infested sites like the Cherrie 

Patch and Ray Brook wetlands that first day.  The second day was spent doing native plant 

training with Dan Spada, Ray Curran and Brendan Quirion.  Afterwards the focus for the 

Response Team was predominately management.  Due to it being a shorter field season, the 

intentions were to get the team off conducting management immediately.  Consistent with the 

previous two field seasons, the Response Teamõs most important duty was to document invasive 

plant distributions, implement integrated plant management strategies, and track treatment 

success.  After two years of management, the stage was set for the Response Team to build upon 

their success and continue to conserve the natural resources of this region.     

 

Lodging:  
 Once again, IPC resided at the Ausable Acres in Jay for the entire summer.  The 

continuity of staying in one place was advantageous for the crew.  Lana Gokey of Adirondack 

Reality once again was the realtor who provided IPC with the rental cabin.  The cabin supplied 

all the necessities required by the crew as far as a full kitchen, internet, and television.  IPC 

recommends utilizing Lana and the same rental cabin for any future work with APIPP and in the 

Adirondacks. 

 

http://www.adkinvasives.com/
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Data Limitations :   

 It is important to note that some errors in the data used in this report may have occurred 

upon collection.  Mistakes sometimes occurred for a variety of reasons when recording data; 

therefore, it is important to take this into consideration when drawing conclusions from the 

data and data analysis.  Some of the reasons for the possible errors include, but are not limited 

to: GPS inaccuracy and inconsistencies, estimation and rounding, or human error.  The GPS 

would not always measure sub-meter accuracy.  Sometimes, one would be standing inside the 

occurrence, however, the GPS indicator would show fifteen feet outside the occurrence.  Other 

times, one could be standing still and yet the GPS would be moving around the area as if 

someone was taking steps in different directions.  The Trimble Geo XH that was rented for the 

summer was technically more accurate than the Trimbleõs APIPP owns, however it required 

more satellites to obtain this higher accuracy.  The Adirondack region however, does not supply 

enough satellites consistently to support such requirements.  Consequently, this Trimble 

became more of an obstacle than an asset to the data collection.  Many man hours were lost 

waiting for this GPS to locate the data collector.  Man hours and actual data were physically lost 

when this Trimbleõs battery, which did not have a car charger, died near the end of the day and 

deleted data.  Despite these challenges, lost data was recollected and entered correctly. The 

errors that did occur in data collection over the summer represent an extremely small subset of 

the total data and do not play a significant role in the trends and figures described in this report. 

In addition to these technological errors, some rounding took place in the recording of 

data especially when it came to time and chemical usage.  Most instances of rounding were 

minute and immeasurable.  For example, Brendan instructed the team that the minimum value 

to be placed in the time section for any data taken was .25 hours, even though many times it 

would take far less than that to perform the necessary task.  Hence, the team entered data in 

increments of quarter hours, and this also occurred in the daily log recorded by the crew leader, 

where the majority of the data analysis in this report is based.  A similar approach was taken for 

chemical totals.  Sometimes a site contained a very small number of plants and would take a 

minute amount of herbicide to treat; however, the team wouldnõt record anything less than two 

ounces for stem injection and four ounces for foliar spraying.   

Another inaccuracy involves the treatment assessments.  The treatment assessments 

were typically hand traced over the assessment polygons taken, which would occasionally 

provide a larger treatment polygon than was actually treated.  Therefore, the actual number of 

acres treated is most likely smaller than what will be displayed using strictly the WIMS system.   

Consequently, when these small errors are extrapolated over numerous instances, it can 

lead to slightly imprecise summaries and assumptions.  These inaccuracies shouldnõt change the 

dynamics of the report or data analysis but need to be stated and kept in mind when considering 

the data presented throughout this report.   
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The Response Teamõs daily responsibilities included documenting invasive plants, 

executing integrated plant management, and educating the public.  The team performed these 

tasks every work day throughout the region.  

 

Typical Work Day:  

 The Response Team consistently worked four ten hour days leaving the cabin at 7:00 

a.m. and returning after 5:30 pm every week.  The rain-free working weather was not nearly as 

consistent as the previous two summers.  Approximately, six working days were affected by rain 

and therefore Brendan and the team had to come up with contingency plans that were of lower 

priority.  Drive time was once again considered part of the crewõs 40 hour work week.   

 New to this field season, IPC supplied the Response Team with two work trucks in 

order to split the crew in groups of two so they could maximize efficiency while treating the 

widely scattered sites throughout the six million acre park.  For various reasons, like when 

managing larger sites, the team all worked out of Paulõs truck and did not always use both 

trucks.  On days that they did split, April and Paul both documented all of their different 

activities with a daily log.  It is through the compilation of these daily logs that the majority of 

the data in this report is based.  Each crew member averaged 3.35 hours traveling per day, 0.96 

hours doing logistics, 0.79 hours surveying, 0.31 hours performing education/outreach, and 4.60 

hours performing management.  The figure below better depicts this information.  (Additional 

descriptions about each of these categories are described in the Project Timeline section, 

specifically page 31). 

 

 
 

Two Trucks, Two Crews : 

 Based on the recommendations last year by the crew leader and APIPPõs terrestrial 

invasive species project coordinator, this season Invasive Plant Control supplied two trucks for 

the Response Team to utilize throughout the field season.  This was done because man hours 
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were lost overall to data collection last year; not only due to a malfunctioning GPS unit but 

because of the comprehensive amount of data that must be collected for each site, no matter the 

size of the site.  After the 2011 field season, the observed management successes in 2012 resulted 

in a significant reduction in the overall management hours needed per site.  It was believed that 

two people could easily survey and manage the majority of the sites quickly and efficiently by 

themselves in 2013.  By doing this, the other two people of the crew who typically performed the 

management would not be sitting idle.  Instead, these two people would be elsewhere in another 

vehicle completing a different section of the park.  In order to counteract the added expense of 

having two trucks, the field season was shortened.   

 

Setting Priorities :  

 APIPP has an effective cost/benefit analysis of invasive plant management.  They 

understand that it is not feasible to try to manage all invasive plants in the Adirondack region 

with limited funding, the expansive scale at which they work, and the wide distribution of 

invasives.  Therefore, APIPP recognizes and takes action upon the species that most threaten the 

regionõs biodiversity and priority habitats.  These species were the ones the Response Team 

dedicated their efforts towards.  The majority of time was focused on common reed grass 

(hereafter referred to as Phragmites) and Japanese knotweed.  Although it was still managed, 

purple loosestrife was not controlled to the same extent as the aforementioned species.  

Additional species controlled this year included yellow iris and black swallow-wort .  Other 

invasives surveyed and occasionally managed included Oriental bittersweet and Japanese 

barberry.  Still other invasives that the crew identified frequently but typically did not manage 

due to their frequency and time/funding restrictions included but are not limited to: garlic 

mustard, common and smooth buckthorn, bush honeysuckles, autumn olive, wild chervil, white 

sweet-clover, common mullein, spotted knapweed, crown vetch, wild parsnip, and bull and 

Canada thistle.   

 

Occurrences, Assessments and Treatment Assessments:  

For the third consecutive season, the Response Team understood the importance of 

documenting invasive plant distribution and percent cover/infested acreage trends within  the 

Adirondack region.  This information can validate the spread potential of invasive plants and 

subsequent detrimental effect on the regionõs priority habitats.  Illustrating both of these is an 

important objective for APIPP to accurately show how an invasive spreads rapidly from year to 

year and overwhelms critical and vulnerable habitats.  This can be highly influential in 

communicating the problem of invasive species with the public and decision makers.  Equally as 

important, APIPP can document invasive plant regression from the region as the management of 

these invasives progresses.  APIPP accomplishes this through data collection via a GPS unit.  The 

Response Team, once again, relied upon the Trimble Geo XT and the rented Trimble Geo XH 

more than any other piece of equipment this summer.   

 The Trimble uses the Weed Information Management System (WIMS), which is the 

medium used to transfer the Trimbleõs data onto the more universally used Geographical 
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Information System (GIS).  The WIMS system was effective to use because of the variety and 

extent of information that can be inputted while documenting an invasiveõs location.  Examples 

of these data fields include the phenology of the plant, density of the invasive, habitat type, 

surrounding disturbances (like mowing, flooding, grazing, etc.), goal for the site, etc.  It was 

advantageous to have three returning crew members as they were all already familiar with the 

intricacies of the WIMS system.  John also became a valuable asset of the team as he quickly 

learned everything WIMS had to offer.  He even expanded upon all the things the Response 

Team was used to doing with ArcMap by providing his previously gained knowledge of the 

software.  This season all four members of the team inputted data into WIMS.  This was done 

because everyone was familiar and comfortable with handling the GPS and because the crew 

split into two teams.  Therefore this gave equal opportunities for every member to enter data 

instead of only one person continuously performing the management.  This was beneficial in day 

to day morale; however, data collection concerns are justifiable since consistency in the data 

collection is vital when entering in information about an occurrence, assessment, or treatment 

assessment.  It  is difficult to find an occurrence within the database when the names are not 

consistently worded, as the occurrences are arranged alphabetically and the WIMS system lacks 

a more useful way to distinguish between the many occurrences.  The most minor of details like 

a comma or not fully typing out a word can displace an occurrence from its similar counterparts 

and make it nearly impossible to locate.  Therefore, with four different people entering the data 

inconsistencies most likely exist.     

The most important aspect needed to clarify the Response Teamõs surveying and data 

collection efforts relates to the differences and correlations between occurrences, assessments 

and treatment assessments.  The description below details the data collection process using 

these three mapping features. 

When the Response Team observed a targeted invasive species, an occurrence was 

recorded in the Trimble, unless an occurrence already existed for the specific location or if the 

invasive was located inside the borders of a hamlet or village or was on private property.  In 

those cases, the team would perform education and outreach if they were sure they had not 

already been to this particular residence (this is further described in the Education & Outreach 

section starting on page 26).  The team never trespassed onto private property in order to map 

or manage any existing invasive plant infestation. Upon entering the new occurrence, the 

Response Team would then complete an assessment of the infestation.  An assessment is a 

polygon that is made around the stand of the invasive to document the size, density, percent 

cover, and other notable attributes.  Photos were also taken to not only better locate the site but 

also monitor its transformation back to native habitat.  If a site was treated the previous year, 

and this year possessed no plants of the previous invasive, the team made an assessment with 

two points in the same spot as close to the occurrence point as possible.  They then recorded 

that no plants were observed in the notes section of this assessment.   

If a priority site was located along the right-of-way or the team possessed the proper 

permits and paperwork for a site located on forest preserve land or private property, they would 

manage the site.  After they managed the site, they completed a treatment assessment.  A 
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treatment assessment is similar to an assessment but instead of attributes detailing the invasive, 

the attributes detail the management that was performed.  Some of these data fields include time 

needed to complete management, what method of management occurred, chemical name and 

totals, etc.  For a treatment assessment, the team hand traced the assessment they completed for 

this occurrence instead of walking around the site once more.  This saved time, especially since 

many of the sites were extremely small.  It also increased the teamõs efficiency by reducing the 

amount of time the other crew members had to wait in order for the data collection to be 

completed.  Conversely, the time saved came at the cost of the already mentioned inaccuracies 

surrounding the manually drawn treatment assessment polygons, as often times they would be a 

little larger than what was actually managed.  This method was further challenging because at 

some sites there were multiple assessments from past years making it difficult to definitively 

identify the most recently completed assessment.   

With the use of the Trimble, the Response Team acquired documentation of the invasive 

species in the Adirondacks.  Appendices I, II, III, IV show the influx of data provided by the 

Response Team and APIPP over the last three seasons.   

 

Integrated Plant Management:  

In any Integrated Plant Management (IPM) plan, one should attempt to treat each 

specific plant at the optimal time of year to obtain the best control.  This is the approach that 

IPC and APIPP employed every field season.  Since the Response Team started at the last week 

of June as opposed to May or the beginning of June, they were not involved in garlic mustard 

management at the state campgrounds this year.  They were also not needed to cut down dozens 

of Phragmites sites because the crew had not performed many initial treatments of large 

Phragmites sites in 2012.  In fact, only four sites were cut down this field season as opposed to 

52 sites in 2012.  With minimal cutting needed, the crew was able to immediately begin 

herbicide treatments (additional information on the summerõs timeline can be found starting on 

page 30).   

The majority of the summer the team drove along priority roadways to conduct surveys 

and treatments.  They were authorized to treat any of the invasives on the target list that were 

located in the right-of-way unless they were inside a hamlet or town.  The right-of-way was 

defined as fifty feet from either side of the yellow line separating the roadway.  If a site was 

located outside of this boundary and not inside a hamlet or town, the team would only survey 

the invasive making an occurrence and assessment.  This distinction between right-of-way, state 

land or private land was the crew leaderõs (and when split into separate crews Aprilõs) 

responsibility.  The goal was to ensure that the proper permissions and permitting documents 

were received before any management activities occurred.   

As discussed, the teamõs main focus along these roadways was Phragmites and Japanese 

knotweed and occasionally black and pale swallow-worts, purple loosestrife, and Oriental 

bittersweet.  Throughout the twelve weeks, they managed several other invasive plants but only 

if they were located within proximity to an occurrence of the target species.  The crew did not 

typically manage species that were locally or regionally widespread such as Japanese barberry, 
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bush honeysuckle, multiflora rose, wild chervil, white sweet-clover, common mullein, spotted 

knapweed, crown vetch, wild parsnip, and bull and Canada thistle.  Brendan advised the crew 

leader to decide which methods would work best for the team to manage each individual species 

as well as each site they came across.   

 When working together out of one truck, Paul, April and Rhiannon initially 

demonstrated to John the system the team employed last year when approaching each site.  

Typically, once an invasive was located, the crew leader determined the best place to park along 

the roadway for both safety and ease of access to the site.  The crew leader took his camera and 

placed orange traffic cones and the òInvasive Species Management Crew Aheadó sign out behind 

the truck.  Simultaneously, Rhiannon or John typically began the occurrence and assessment 

with the Trimble.  April or the other crew member not doing the data collection placed the other 

sign along the opposing traffic lane.  The other team member prepared the equipment and 

herbicide the team would use for the site.  After the crew leader set up the sign, he took 

photographs to document the site and determined the best method for management.  April and 

John or Rhiannon then treated the site, and, if it was a larger site, Paul and the data collector 

assisted after they completed the necessary documentation.  All four members only worked 

together for these smaller right-of-way sites at the very beginning of the treatment season.  After 

which, the same routine was done but with only two people.  When the Response Team split 

into two groups it was always Rhiannon working with Paul and John working with April.   

It was advantageous to have three members of the crew return for the field season.  

Although it didnõt happen for every single site, Paul, April and Rhiannon were able to remember 

the majority of the sites by the name of the occurrence or by familiar landmarks.  This saved time 

in locating precisely where some of these minute occurrences were.  Having April back for a 

third consecutive season made it easier on the crew leader to allow the team to split up into two 

trucks and work at different areas of the park.  She was already familiar with all of the 

procedures the Response Team routinely performed and it was easy for the crew leader to trust 

her judgment and work ethic. 

Whether together or split, every site the Response Team came across would be treated 

individually and separately from anything they had previously done.  Each invasive species 

dictated a different method for treatment and it was up to the crew leader and the team to 

determine the most efficient way for the four or two of them to treat each species and each site.  

The vast majority of the sites had been previously treated therefore requiring either no re-

treatment or a very minimal foliar spray.  In the majority of the sites that required a second 

treatment, the Response Team would also foliar spray any other undesirable species that were 

now growing in these newly disturbed sites.  Therefore, the team not only treated the initial 

invasive species at the site but also the undesirable ones, which were mainly less ecologically 

destructive species like wild parsnip, white sweet-clover, bull thistle, etc.  More detail is 

provided in the subsequent pages about each of the main species treated this summer.     
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Equipment and Herbicides  

IPC supplied two extended cab Ford F-150 pickup trucks which were used to transport 

the crew, their equipment and their 35 gallon nurse tank filled with water.  The backpack 

sprayers used for foliar spraying were Shindaiwa SP518 and Jacto CD400.  Normal garden snips 

were necessary for yellow iris and Phragmites stem injection.  Stihl FS 90 and 110 were the brush 

cutters used for the cutting of Phragmites.  APIPP supplied the Trimble Geo XT GPS, JK 

Injection Systems Injector Guns with standard, shortened and cavity needles, and the 

herbicides.  IPC and APIPP also rented a Trimble Geo XH GPS for the summer.  The Response 

Team applied the following glyphosate based herbicides: Aquamaster, Accord XRT II and 

Roundup Pro Concentrate.  Only one triclopyr based herbicide was used this year in Garlon 4 

Ultra.  Imazapyr was implemented in Japanese knotweed foliar spraying.  The particular 

product of imazapyr was Aresenal Powerline.  Activator 90, Chem Surf 90, and Blazon Blue were 

the primary adjuvants used by the team.   

 

 July 1 7th , 2013:   John completing the data collection at one of the Cranberry Lake sites.  


