
 

May 14th – Sept. 14th 2012 

  

Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program | Invasive Plant Control, Inc. 

INVASIVE 

PLANT 

CONTROL 

TERRESTRIAL RESPONSE 
TEAM’S FINAL REPORT 

 



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 2 

Table of Contents 
Acknowledgements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
 
Introduction, APIPP, Lodging, Errors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 - 5 
 
Typical Work Day, Target Plants, Trimble GPS, Integrated Plant Management, 

Equipment & Herbicides  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 6 - 11 
 
Common Reed Grass  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 12 - 15 
 
Japanese Knotweed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  pgs. 16 - 19 
 
Additional Invasive Plants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 20 – 25 
 
Long-term Monitoring  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 26 - 27 
 
Education and Outreach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  pgs. 28 - 32 
 
Project Timeline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 33 - 46 
 
Project Shortcomings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 47 - 49 
 
Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . pgs. 50 - 57 
 
Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  pgs. 58 – 60 
 
Appendices  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  pgs. 61 - 73 



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 
3 

Acknowledgements: 
Invasive Plant Control, Inc. and every crew member would like to extend their gratitude 

for another successful summer as the Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program’s Terrestrial 
Response Team.  Each person grew in their expertise of invasive species and their experience 
interacting and educating the public on invasive species.  It was rewarding to see the results of 
management efforts in this second year of the project.  Crew members also enjoyed experiencing 
the Adirondack region and beyond.  Thanks again for making Invasive Plant Control APIPP’s 
Terrestrial Response Team.   

The crew leader also extends extreme thanks and appreciation to the entire crew for 
such a successful summer and for their deep commitments to the work.  Recognition should also 
be directed to the contributors of the 2011 APIPP Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report as 
many parallels can be observed between these two reports.   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
© 2012 Invasive Plant Control, Inc.  All rights reserved. No part of this document may be 
reproduced or transmitted without prior permission from Invasive Plant Control, Inc.



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 4 

Introduction: 
The summer of 2012 was the second consecutive year in which the Adirondack Park 

Invasive Plant Program (APIPP) had funding to support a Terrestrial Response Team.  Identical 
to last year, Invasive Plant Control, Inc. (IPC) was the contracting company to fulfill this need.  
However, Paul Rischmiller served as the crew leader for the entire summer rather than having 
three crew leaders for different lengths of time as was the case last year.  The crew members 
were also consistent all summer with April Senften returning to help lead newcomers Kyle 
Thayer and Rhiannon Kerr.  The time period in which IPC functioned as APIPP’s Terrestrial 
Response Team in the Adirondack region started on May 14th, 2012 and ended on September 
14th, 2012.  The experiences of those four months are the basis of this report which utilizes 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.  Most 
pictures used in this report were taken by Paul Rischmiller.   
 
Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program: 
 The Adirondack Park Invasive Plant Program (APIPP) is a cooperative effort initiated in 
1998 among citizens and organizations of the Adirondacks.  The mission is to protect the 
Adirondack region from the negative impacts of nonnative invasive species 
(http://www.adkinvasives.com).  During  the crew’s orientation and training, APIPP’s Hilary 
Smith, Brendan Quirion , Meghan Johnstone, and Sarah Walsh reviewed the history of APIPP 
and the work completed in years past.  Since this was the second summer IPC served as the 
Response Team, and Paul Rischmiller and April Senften were returning crew members, APIPP 
and IPC also discussed opportunities to improve upon shortcomings from the previous year as 
well as to incorporate new ideas and events for this season.  The Response Team’s most 
important duty was to document invasive plant distributions, implement integrated plant 
management strategies, and track treatment success.  Efforts also included improved 
communication with the Department of Transportation (DOT) and public training sessions for 
invasive plant management.  The training also reinforced the significance of the Response 
Team’s work in conserving natural resources in the region.  This understanding set the stage for 
another successful summer for IPC as APIPP’s Terrestrial Response Team.   
 
Lodging: 
 IPC resided at the Ausable Acres in Jay for the entire summer, unlike last year when the 
crew moved among five different places.  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 next summer given no changes are made in what area of the park the Response 
Team will be based out of. 
 

 

http://www.adkinvasives.com/�
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Errors in Data:   
 Similar to last year, mistakes occurred for a variety of reasons when recording data; 
therefore, it is important to take these 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, estimation and rounding, or human error.  As with last year, the GPS would 
not always measure sub-meter accuracy.  Sometimes, one would clearly 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.  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 practically 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 
wouldn’t 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 scarcely 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 imprecise summaries and assumptions.  These inaccuracies shouldn’t 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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Typical Work Day, Plants, Trimble Use,  
Integrated Plant Management, Equipment & Herbicides  
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 The Response Team’s 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: 
 Similar to last year, the Response Team typically worked four ten hour days Monday 
through Thursday, leaving the cabin at 7:00 a.m. and returning after 5:30 pm.  Little to no rain 
and no other severe weather disrupted the work week.   

Drive time was considered part of the crew’s 40 hour work week; work sites were 
distributed across the region.  The crew leader maintained a daily log which recorded all of the 
different activities performed.  Each crew member averaged 3.41 hours traveling per day, 0.88 
hours doing logistics, 0.83 hours surveying, 0.51 hours  performing education/outreach, and 4.37 
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 34). 
 

 
 

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 abundance of invasives.  
Therefore, APIPP recognizes and takes action upon the species that most threaten the region’s 
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 it was last year.  Additional species 
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controlled this year included garlic mustard, yellow iris, and black swallow-wort.  Other 
invasives surveyed and occasionally managed included Oriental bittersweet, Japanese barberry 
and multiflora rose.  Still other invasives that the crew identified frequently but typically chose 
not to manage due to their frequency and time/funding restrictions included but are not limited 
to: common and smooth buckthorn, bush honeysuckle, 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: 

Similar to last year, the Response Team understood the importance of documenting 
invasive plant distribution and cover trends within the Adirondack region.  This information 
can validate the spread potential of invasive plants and subsequent detrimental effect on the 
region’s priority habitats.  Illustrating both of these is an important objective for APIPP to 
accurately show how an invasive spreads so quickly from year to year and overwhelms critical 
and vulnerable habitats.  This can be influential in communicating the problem with the public, 
decision makers, and funds.  Equally as important, APIPP should be able to document invasive 
plant regression from the region as treatment of invasives progresses.  The best way to 
accomplish this is through data collection via a GPS unit.  The Response Team, once again, 
relied upon the Trimble Geo XT more than any other piece of equipment this summer.   

With the Trimble comes the Weed Information Management System (WIMS), which is 
the medium used to transfer the Trimble’s data onto the more universally used Geographical 
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 invasive’s location.  Examples 
of these data fields include the phenology of the plant, density of the invasive, habitat type, 
surrounding disturbance (mowing, flooding, grazing), goal for the site, etc.  Conversely, learning 
the intricacies of the WIMS was troublesome at first for Rhiannon, who took over the 
responsibilities of being the primary data collector.  For the most part, Rhiannon and Paul were 
the only two who entered data into the Trimble for the Response Team.  Last year Brendan and 
Paul learned that consistency 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.    

The most important aspect in the Response Team’s surveying and data collection is the 
differences and the correlations between occurrences, assessments and treatment assessments.  
As a returning crew leader, Paul was able to use all of last year’s data collection as a template 
and expand upon it for what needed to be done this season.  The description below details the 
data collection process. 

When the Response Team observed a target invasive plant, an occurrence was recorded 
in the Trimble, unless an occurrence already existed for the specific location or if the invasive 
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was located inside the borders of a hamlet or town or was on private property.  In those cases, 
the team would perform education and outreach (this is  further described on page 28).  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, 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.   

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 
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  freely traced the assessment they completed 
for this occurrence instead of walking around the site once more.  This saved the team a lot of 
time, especially since many of the sites were extremely small.  It also increased the team’s 
efficiency by reducing the amount of time the other three 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 and III show the data provided by the Response 
Team over the last two 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 employed this year.  Since APIPP had an intern (Dan Dohman) to perform the garlic 
mustard hand pulling at the state campgrounds, which the Response Team had done last year, 
the team began the summer using brush cutters to cut down all of the dead standing Phragmites 
that was treated the prior season.  They also helped Dan hand pull garlic mustard at some of the 
larger and more heavily infested campgrounds.  Then they treated yellow iris for a few days 
longer than what was done last year.  This was followed by their traditional surveying and 
managing the region’s major highway corridors (additional information on the summer’s 
timeline can be found starting on page 33).    

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 
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located in the right-of-way unless they were inside a hamlet or town.  Similar to last year, 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 leader’s responsibility.  Overall, the goal was to 
ensure that the proper permissions and permitting documents were received before any 
management activities occurred.   

As discussed, the team’s main focus along these roadways was Phragmites and Japanese 
knotweed and occasionally garlic mustard, yellow iris, black and pale swallow-worts, purple 
loosestrife, and Oriental bittersweet.  Throughout the four months, they did manage 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, 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.   
 As returning crew members, Paul and April, demonstrated the system the team 
employed last year for 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 “Invasive 
Species Management Crew Ahead” sign out behind the truck.  Simultaneously, Rhiannon began 
the occurrence and assessment with the Trimble.  April and/or Kyle placed the other sign along 
the opposing traffic lane, while the other prepped the equipment the team used 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 Kyle then treated the site, and, if it was a larger site, 
Rhiannon and Paul assisted after they completed the necessary documentation.  However, since 
most of the sites had already been treated the previous season and the amount of regrowth was 
greatly diminished, the majority of the time April or Kyle completed the treatment much more 
quickly than Rhiannon could complete the necessary data collection.   

It was very advantageous to have two members of the crew return for a second field 
season.  Although it didn’t happen for every single site, Paul and April were able to remember 
the majority of the sites treated simply by the name of the occurrence or by familiar landmarks.  
This saved time in locating precisely where some of these minute occurrences were.  April was 
very instrumental in training Kyle and Rhiannon on the proper methods for herbicide mixing, 
treatments, and making sure the entire site was properly managed.   
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 team to determine the most efficient way for the four of them to 
treat each species and each site.  Many of the sites had been treated the previous summer 
therefore requiring either no re-treatment or a very minimal foliar spray.  Consequently, April 
and Kyle alternated performing these minor re-treatments.  In the majority of the sites that 
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required a second treatment, the Response Team would foliar spray all invasive species that 
were establishing in these disturbed sites, since invasive species thrive in disturbed areas.  
Therefore, the team not only treated the initial invasive species at the site but also the newly 
incoming ones, which were mainly less destructive species like wild parsnip, white sweet-
clover, bull thistle, etc.  More detail is provided below about each of the main species treated 
this summer.   

Equipment and Herbicides 
IPC supplied an extended cab Ford F-150 pickup used to transport the crew and their 

equipment and 35 gallon nurse tank filled with water.  The backpack sprayers used for foliar 
spraying were Shindaiwa SP518.  Normal garden snips were necessary for yellow iris and 
Phragmites stem injection.  APIPP supplied the Trimble Geo XT GPS, JK Injection Systems 
Injector Guns with standard, shortened and cavity needles, and the herbicides.  The Response 
Team applied the following glyphosate based herbicides: Aquamaster, Accord XRT II and 
Roundup Pro Max.  Only one triclopyr based herbicide was used this year in Garlon 4 Ultra.  
Cide-Kick II and Blazon Blue were the primary adjuvants used by the team.   
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   Common Reed Grass (Phragmites australis) 
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Phragmites australis (common reed grass) was the species that the Response Team dealt 
with the most throughout the course of the summer.  The team observed the best control results 
for this species compared to all of the species they managed last year.  Phragmites grew in 
diverse areas.  Similar to last year, the majority of the sites managed were located in drainage 
ditches along the right-of-way.  However, the team also observed Phragmites growing in dry 
sites.  Other times it grew along a drainage ditch and extended into the woods, sometimes far 
beyond the edge of the trees.  In one instance, the team managed Phragmites growing in water at 
least three feet deep.  The team visited sites 242 times for either surveying and/or management of 
Phragmites this summer.  Some of these sites were visited multiple times for the early season 
cutting and retreatment later in the season.  A select few also required multiple visits for their 
initial treatment.  Overall, these sites consumed 191.5 hours per person (766 total man hours) 
and covered 7.55 acres.   

 

 
As illustrated in the figures above:  the majority of the efforts in management of 

Phragmites were dedicated to using both stem injection and foliar spraying techniques.  With all 
three management methods combined, the Response Team managed 7.554 acres with a total of 
119.75 hours (479 total man hours).  This is in contrast to last year in which the crew managed 
only 5.615 acres in 144 hours (576).  Specifically, sites managed with only stem injection went 
from 0.05 acres and 35 hours (140) to 0.023 acres and 5 hours (20).  Only using a foliar treatment 
actually increased from 1.32 acres to 1.868 acres, however it took the Response Team almost 
exactly the same amount of time at 35 (140) and 35.25 (141) hours each year.  Lastly, 4.345 acres 
were treated with both methods taking 88 hours (352) this field season.  As depicted above, this 
season the crew managed more acres and spent less time doing so (5.663 ac and 79.5 {318}).  Out 
of all the sites managed last year, 38 of them did not have one Phragmites plant growing in them 
this season, representing a 33% elimination rate in one season of treatment.  It is estimated the 
Response Team observed 40% of the sites treated with a 1-10% recovery rate of Phragmites and 
25% of the sites with 11-30%.   
  The Response Team looked forward to building on the success from the first year of 
treatment.  During the beginning of the season, the team had the opportunity to view the 
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majority of the larger sites they had previously treated the past season.  The crew spent the first 
few weeks cutting down the dead vegetation on the larger sites that were treated.  The team 
used Stihl brush cutters to cut down the standing biomass as close to the ground as possible 
without damaging the blades or any other native plants that were beginning to grow.  This was 
done to help promote re-growth of native plants, in addition to aesthetic reasons.  The crew was 
pleased with the results that were achieved in just one year of treatment.  As previously 
mentioned, according to the crew leader’s records, 38 sites out of the 114 that were treated last 
season had no plants observed this field season.  In almost every site there were multiple native 
species returning.  Some of these include but are not limited to cattails, marsh St. John’s-wort, 
blue flag iris, multiple grasses, goldenrods, and ferns. 
   The crew was also pleased in the lack of non-target kill.  Some collateral damage did 
occur, but it was minimal in almost every site.  It was apparent that hardwood trees such as 
birches, maples, and elms were more negatively impacted than their conifer counterparts.  
Nevertheless, the extra time taken to perform stem injection around the trees did have an overall 
positive impact.  Another observation in previously treated sites was the effect mowing had on 
the team’s success.  Any site that had been previously mowed prior to management had a much 
higher probability of having living Phragmites compared to sites untouched by human efforts 
other than the team’s herbicide treatment.  Sometimes, if only a portion of a treated site had 
been cut and the rest had been unaffected by the mower, the section that was cut had more 
living, invasive plants returning compared to the rest of the site (See Appendices VIII and IX). 

Aquamaster, which contains 53.8% glyphosate as the active ingredient, was the only 
herbicide used on Phragmites throughout the summer.  Similar to last year, the Response Team 
performed their foliar spray with a 1.5% solution of Aquamaster and water.  Last year, the crew 
used 50% Aquamaster consistently for their stem injection treatments which yielded effective 
results.  On the contrary, they also performed experimental treatments on a few sites using 25% 
Aquamaster.  No distinction could be made between these sites and sites treated with 50% 
Aquamaster.  Consequently, with approval from Brendan, Paul decided to make the 25% 
solution the standard for the entire treatment season.  This was primarily done to reduce the 
non-target damage that did occur last year to some surrounding native vegetation and the 
overall amount of herbicide used.  Therefore, all sites treated for the first time this summer will 
serve as a focus group to compare the effectiveness of 25% versus 50% in stem injection. 

The team used the most efficient way to both accurately measure how much herbicide 
was being used for each stem injection treatment and also safely store the left over solution 
between treatments.  They did this by using Hudson Tek spray bottles which are typically used 
by IPC for cut/stump treatments and contain graduations on the side.  The team mixed their 
solution of 25% Aquamaster, 75% water and a drop of dye in these spray bottles, then measured 
how much was used from the bottle after each stem injection treatment.  Between treatments, 
the solution would be safely stored in this spray bottle.   

As previously mentioned, the team prevented as much non-target kill as possible while at 
the same time using the least amount of herbicide.  This entailed a combination of both a foliar 
application and stem injection.  Each site received a different approach depending on size, 
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thickness, and number of intermixed, native plants.  If the site was large and thick, the team cut 
spray lanes (usually perpendicular to the road) through the site about six to eight feet apart.  
During the cutting of those spray lanes, they attempted to snip every live piece of Phragmites 
just underneath a node and within a few inches of the ground, and then inject the remaining 
Phragmites with herbicide.  Stem injection was also used at a site when there were small to 
medium sized native bushes and trees (approximately 4 to 25 feet tall) intermingled with the 
Phragmites.  Typically, the team would stem inject all of the Phragmites within a three foot 
radius of these native plants.  This same three foot radius would commonly be applied to the 
perimeter of the site if there were many bushes and trees growing there.  The team used the 
cavity or shortened needles in the injector guns.  After the cutting was close to completion, one 
or two members of the crew started to foliar spray the remainder of the Phragmites the team had 
not cut. 

By observing and studying last year’s treatments, it appears that some translocation 
occurred between the Phragmites rhizomes and the roots of surrounding trees.  However, it is 
still believed, as a general guideline, stem injection around the tree is superior to foliar spraying.  
This is especially true when much of the foliage of that tree may be engulfed in Phragmites 
which can be almost as tall as the tree itself.   

Another observation from last season’s treatments was the number of sites that had no 
plants observed after only one year of treatment.  As previously mentioned, 38 sites out of the 114 
that were treated had no plants observed the next season (See Appendices X and XI).  Many of 
the sites also had only a few plants remaining this season, hence this number is expected to rise 
after another year of treatments.  This is encouraging news and indicates that Phragmites may 
be successfully managed in the Adirondack region and reinforces the importance of the 
Terrestrial Response Team approach.     
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Japanese Knotweed (Fallopia Japonica)  
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The treatments of Fallopia Japonica (Japanese knotweed) were not as successful as the 
Phragmites treatments.  This countered what the expectations of the Response Team were upon 
completion of their season last year since they expected that they were the most successful with 
this species.  Nevertheless, the majority of the sites the team located were on private property; 
however, the Team treated several new sites this season.  Some of the most notable ones 
occurred at the Moore Trail Inlet, Mount Arab trailhead, the Grasse River on Route 3, the Upper 
Works trailhead, Garnett Lake, multiple sites along Route 9N, and the Ausable River.  It was 
also encouraging to see the successful work the Regional Inlet Invasive Plant Program (RIIPP) 
had completed last year as many of the homes the Response Team visited for education and 
outreach in their area had their knotweed managed.  Nevertheless, the team still witnessed an 
overwhelming amount of knotweed on private property throughout the region.  Throughout the 
summer, the team visited 106 sites with a total acreage of 7.329 acres using 52.25 hours (209 
total man hours). 

 

 
Similar to Phragmites, the majority of the team’s efforts were dedicated to a combination 

of both stem injection and foliar spray for management techniques.  The team devoted 42 hours 
(168) to the 7.326 acres they treated.  This is compared to last season in which the team 
performed management on 3.744 acres with 27.5 hours (110).  No drastic differences can be made 
between the two years and the acres and hours used by strictly stem injection and foliar 
spraying.  The team only used 14.25 hours (57) to treat 1.96 acres with both management 
methods.  As demonstrated in the figures above, the Response Team spent twice that on time to 
treat just over 5 acres.  More detailed information is provided below about the reasoning behind 
this. 

As previously stated, treatments of Japanese knotweed did not appear as successful as 
the Phragmites treatments.  Some sites did, however, show positive results.  Appendices XII 
through XV show some before and after photographs of two of these sites.  The Response Team 
has many theories as to why this occurred.  Although the crew performed different strategies 
and treatment methods at a few different sites; overall, they produced the same results.  When it 
came to the differences between sites, there didn’t appear to be one distinct advantage over 
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another except when strictly comparing stem injection to foliar spraying, in which case stem 
injection is superior to foliar spraying.  Evidently, the percentage in foliar spraying was too low 
to effectively kill the plant.  Last year, the crew observed what they believed to be evidence the 
knotweed was dying from a 2% solution using Element 3A (44.4% triclopyr active ingredient); 
however, this year it appeared as though the leaves were simply dying off and the plant was not 
fully translocating the herbicide throughout the roots.  Weather could have also played a factor 
in the efficacy of some sites, as there were a number of rainy days last season.  Applicator error 
could also be responsible for some of the lack of effectiveness.  Another reason for the ineffective 
treatments was, undoubtedly, mowing or cutting.  Similar to Phragmites, it was apparent the 
difference in effectiveness between sites that had been previously mowed or cut down and sites 
that were untouched or minimally impacted by human interactions.  Overall, however, it is 
believed the hardiness of the plant, its survival ability, and capacity to grow in multiple habitats 
and soil types greatly influenced the team’s kill rate.  Appendices XVI, XVII, and XVII illustrate 
an example of how thick and large some of these sites were. 

The crew’s methods for treatment of the sites this year did not differ from last season.  
However, what changed was the herbicides and their percentages in addition to a larger 
emphasis on stem injection.  With stem injection, similar to last season, the crew used the 
shortened needle with the markers in their hands.  The team punctured a hole just below the 
second or third node from the ground.  Then, they inserted the needle just below that hole and 
made another one.  While inside that second hole, they injected the herbicide into the stem.  
This initial hole allowed the air that is normally trapped inside the knotweed stem to escape.  
Without it, the pressure can become too great inside the stem, and the herbicide will shoot back 
out after the needle is removed.  After treating the knotweed stem, the crew marked the stem 
just above the first hole in order to differentiate the treated stems from the untreated ones.   

Similar to Phragmites, the Response Team prevented as much non-target kill and used as 
little an amount of herbicide needed during treatments.  As mentioned, this year the team 
focused on stem injection, knowing this was the most effective method of treatment.  Therefore, 
as many stems as possible were stem injected in most sites.  The supplemental labeling for 
Accord XRT II, Aquamaster and Roundup Pro Max all suggested using undiluted 100% solution 
and 5 ml per stem (except Roundup Pro which advised 6 ml per stem since it has a smaller 
concentration of glyphosate).  Although, Paul and Brendan believed this was higher than what is 
necessary, the team primarily used that percentage.  Still, a few sites received 75% Accord XRT 
II or Aquamaster.  The majority of these sites were located on 9N.  A location to view the 
difference is the two sites near the Grasse River on Route 3.  The site located to the north of the 
road was treated with 100% Roundup Pro Max; whereas, the site located to the south of Route 3 
near the parking area and picnic table was treated with 75% Accord XRT II.   
After the stem injection, a foliar treatment followed.  This year, the team consistently used a 2% 
solution of Garlon 4 Ultra (60.45% triclopyr active ingredient) in contrast to the 1.5% of 
Element 3A (44.4% triclopyr) that was used last season.  Using a triclopyr herbicide for foliar 
treatments does not impact grasses, and typically many of the sites treated were located in the 
right-of-way.  It was also advantageous to use a triclopyr solution on larger sites to avoid 
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surpassing the allotted amount of glyphosate that can be applied to any given acre (seven quarts 
per acre for Roundup Pro Max and Accord XRT II, and eight quarts per acre for Aquamaster,).  
The crew foliar sprayed some knotweed with a 3% Aquamaster solution whenever the site was 
located close to water.  Therefore, these sites can be observed to view any differences between a 
triclopyr and glyphosate foliar spray.     
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Additional Invasive Plants  
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Garlic Mustard (Alliaria petiolata): 
 The Response Team did not focus as much on garlic mustard this year compared to last 
year.  This was because APIPP had a summer intern through the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Dan Dohman.  His main task was to manage invasive 
species in the state campgrounds throughout the Adirondacks.  Therefore, the Response Team 
was not needed to perform management of these campgrounds.  This was advantageous as it 
gave the team the opportunity to perform other tasks, like cutting  Phragmites.   
 The team did help Dan out with larger and more heavily infested campgrounds.  These 
consisted of Golden Beach, Cranberry Lake, Nicks Lake, 8th Lake, and Lake George Battleground 
campgrounds.  In total, the team spent 31.75 hours (127 total man hours) on garlic mustard.  
During the management of these campgrounds, Dan would accompany the Response Team in 
their truck to the campgrounds in order to save gas.  Once at the campground, the team walked 
with three people on one side of the road and two on the other side each carrying their own 
contractor garbage bag.  They walked from campsite to campsite pulling every second year garlic 
mustard plant, putting it in their bag and giving their totals for each individual campsite to Dan 
for record keeping.   

The Lake George Battleground Campground was managed with the help of five members 
of the Student Conservation Association (SCA).  This was a heavily infested campground and 
April believed it to actually have more garlic mustard this year as opposed to the previous year.  
Combined, they pulled 19 bags in one day in that small campground.  Consequently, a herbicide 
treatment may be necessary to more effectively manage such species (See Recommendations, 
page 55).   

Although it can appear intrusive walking around  campsites while people are present, it 
generally leads to many opportunities for education and outreach for the public about invasive 
species.  It was apparent that more people knew about invasive species, especially garlic 
mustard, in the campgrounds as opposed to other interactions the Response Team had on a 
more day to day basis.  This may be due to the fact that a good portion of campers return to the 
same campground year after year, and therefore have previously interacted with APIPP and the 
DEC during the hand pulling of this invasive species.  This also may be attributed to the DEC 
employees who work at the campground, as they may be raising awareness and educating 
people as they enter the campground.   
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Yellow Iris (Iris pseudacorus): 
More time was dedicated to the treatment of yellow iris this field season compared to the 

previous one.  The crew worked on two larger yellow iris sites: the Barton Mines Tailings Pond 
site and a private property site located in Elizabethtown called Wagner Pond.  The Barton 
Mines site was treated for the second consecutive year.  The Response Team spent a total of four 
days at the Barton Mines site and three days at the Wagner Pond site with a total of 47.5 hours 
(190 total man hours).   

The Barton Mines Tailings Pond appeared better this year after the initial treatment.  
Out of the six acres infested, only about one acre was treated last year.  This year, that acre had a 
minimal amount of yellow iris returning.  Therefore, the team worked on expanding that acre as 
far as they could over the course of the next four days.  They had help from Brendan for two of 
those days and a large group of SCA interns for one, which significantly improved the process of 
stem injecting this large site.  Similar to last year, the SCA interns teamed up with one member 
of the Response Team and Brendan.  The SCA interns cut the flower from the stems and placed 
them into a contractor garbage bag for proper disposal, leaving the majority of the stem onsite.  
They then cut the remainder of the plant at the base and left that vegetation lying on the ground.  
The Response Team followed closely behind injecting each hollow stem with herbicide.  The 
only disadvantage of this method was the possibility of the Response Team missing some of the 
plants that had been cut.  During the second to last day, it was evident they were not going to be 
able to stem inject the entire site.  Therefore, Brendan and Paul mixed up backpack sprayers 
with 2% Aquamaster and foliar sprayed as much of the site as they could.  This will serve as 
another experimental treatment for APIPP to monitor and determine how effective this type of 
treatment can be for future use, especially at larger sites like this one or other less ecologically 
significant areas like right-of-ways.  It is advised to return to this site next year to continue to 
treat the infestation and hopefully get into the very back corner of the site which has yet to be 
managed.  The Phragmites that is also located there has yet to be treated and could receive an 
appropriate treatment.   

The other site the Response Team dedicated a significant amount of time to was the 
Wagner Pond site located on private property near Elizabethtown.  This site has been on the 
radar for a few years now and Brendan was able to get an indemnity agreement from the owners 
of the pond.  Due to the fact that it was a little later in the season than the Barton Mines site, 
much of the flowers for the yellow and blue flag irises were already gone and replaced by seed 
pods.  Consequently, this made it difficult to conclusively determine whether a particular iris 
was yellow or the native blue flag.  For that reason, Paul made a conservative decision and 
instructed the Response Team to not treat anything that looked remotely close to blue flag iris 
in order to avoid any non-target kill.  Accordingly, the crew took their time and worked their 
way around the pond doing stem injection as their treatment.  And since it was private property, 
the Response Team respectfully bagged not only the flowers and seed pods, but all the biomass 
that was cut.  This added time and effort, but they believed this was proper etiquette since the 
Wagner’s allowed the team to perform this management.  They collected 14 contractor bags of 
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yellow iris plant material.  It is recommended to get to this site sooner next year than this year in 
order to more definitively distinguish between the yellow and the native blue flag iris.   
 
Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria): 

Purple loosestrife was not a focus of management this year.  One reason for this was that 
Dan Dohman was working with APIPP.  He dedicated a portion of his time hand pulling purple 
loosestrife along some of the highway corridors and campgrounds.  Therefore, the crew was not 
needed for those areas.  Another reason for placing less focus upon loosestrife was the lack of 
rain that occurred this summer.  The crew was focused on performing herbicide management, 
rather than on hand pulling loosestrife during rain days.  In addition, the Response Team was 
not involved the second time the SCA interns teamed up with APIPP to hand pull some of the 
major corridors of the region.   

The Response Team, however, did perform some management of purple loosestrife 
throughout the summer.  While driving in between sites of Phragmites and Japanese knotweed, 
the crew would pull plants if there were fewer than ten plants in the area.  This was typically 
done by either April and Kyle as they always sat on the passenger side of the truck making it 
safer and quicker for them to get out to perform these brief manual managements.  If there were 
more than ten plants, the crew would not stop.  Last year, it was more likely they foliar sprayed 
the majority of those plants, but because a bio-control option is available for purple loosestrife, 
Brendan and Paul agreed that the team’s time and effort was better utilized performing 
management of other species.  Due to the frequency of purple loosestrife along some of these 
major highway corridors, no data was collected for purple loosestrife, unless under unique 
circumstances.  On heavily infested roads, like Route 30 heading south from Tupper Lake and 
Route 3 heading east from Saranac Lake, the team did not inventory or manage loosestrife.   

Herbicide management was performed on two purple loosestrife sites which were 
located near the Panther Mountain trailhead and the elk farm on Route 3.  The previous season 
the elk farm site was treated  as an experimental treatment.  The crew foliar sprayed all of the 
larger purple loosestrife plants, which were sometimes in excess of six feet in height and three 
feet in diameter.  Last year they used 36 gallons of 1.5% Aquamaster treating the 1.5 acre site.  
This year the site looked both encouraging, yet potentially challenging.  All of the larger plants 
that were sprayed had been effectively killed and there appeared to be minimal damage to the 
surrounding native vegetation.  However, below them were now hundreds of smaller purple 
loosestrife plants (See Appendices XIX, XX and XXI).  The Response Team foliar sprayed these 
areas of loosestrife, this year spraying only 4.75 gallons.  This site should be monitored next 
summer to view the results of two treatments on an originally heavily infested area.    

Throughout the entire summer, the crew dedicated only one rain day to hand pulling 
loosestrife.  On July 26th, the team started at The Nature Conservancy office and worked west 
along Route 73 to Lake Placid, Route 86 to Saranac Lake, and Route 3 beyond Tupper Lake.  
This stretch of highway looked relatively clean in comparison to last year.  However, most of the 
other corridors appeared to be worse than the previous season, like previously mentioned 
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Routes 3 and 30.  APIPP should evaluate its position with purple loosestrife and explore 
different possibilities for management of this species (See Recommendations, page 55). 

 

Giant Hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum): 
On the 22nd of May, the Response Team drove down to Albany to attend a giant hogweed 

training.  This occurred at the DEC headquarters and was led by Naja Kraus who coordinates 
the NYSDEC Giant Hogweed Control Program.  This training gave the Response Team an 
understanding of giant hogweed and its dangers (More information provided in the Education 
and Outreach section starting on page 28). 

Although they were trained in the identification of the species, the entire team did not 
encounter or manage the species as a unit.  Paul was the only one who had the opportunity to 
manage this species when he worked with Brendan.  Together they treated  sites located near 
the Essex Ferry.  Since this was the second year of treatment, there were no large, mature plants.  
Therefore, they only foliar sprayed the hogweed with a 2% solution of Accord XRT II.  Because 
two of the sites were small, they did not need to wear the hazmat suits and protective clothing.  
However, the last site necessitated it as they had to walk through the hogweed in order to get to 
all of the plants.   

 
Black swallow-wort (Cynanchum louiseae): 
 Only one site was treated by the Response Team in the entire region this season.  This 
site was located in Elizabethtown along 9N.  Because this species is not established in the region 
but poses a significant threat if left to spread, the Response Team thoroughly treated this site.  
They walked the entire site at least twice in order to try and locate every single plant.  In the 
three hours they dedicated to the small 0.3528 acre site, they sprayed three gallons of 2% Garlon 
4 Ultra.  After only a few treatments, it was difficult to assess the amount of success with this 
plant so far.  The management can be deemed successful because the site has not gotten any 
bigger, there have not been any mature plants found at the site, and no other sites have been 
located nearby.  However, it will likely take multiple treatments before elimination occurs. 
 
Japanese Barberry (Berberis thunbergii): 
 Japanese barberry is not a species APIPP traditionally has on their target list.  This is due 
to two main factors: the frequency in which it appears in ornamental plantings throughout the 
region and because the seeds are eaten and distributed by birds.  Nevertheless, the Response 
Team did perform management at two different sites.  The first site was along the Tahawus 
Road near the Upper Works trailhead.  The Response Team regarded this as a significant area to 
be protected since the trail leads into the High Peaks.  The other area was an individual plant 
located near a bench overlooking Adirondack Lake.  They dedicated 2 hours (8) to the six sites 
that totaled less than a tenth of an acre all together.   
 A combination of both cut stump and foliar spraying was utilized for the management of 
this species.  A chainsaw was used to cut the larger, multi-stemmed shrubs as close to the 
ground as possible and the stems were then sprayed with a 25% solution of Aquamaster (See top 
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left picture of this section’s cover page).  The smaller plants were then foliar sprayed with the 
same herbicide and percentage used on Japanese knotweed (2% Garlon 4 Ultra).   
 
False Spirea (Sorbaria sorbifolia): 
 This plant was identified as a species on APIPP’s watch list this field season.  There is 
some concern that this non-native species may become invasive, therefore, the Response Team 
was responsible for performing some initial research and surveying to find out the distribution 
of the species throughout the region.  During the summer, the Response Team located quite a 
few occurrences of this species and almost all of them were located on private property.  Because 
they were on private property, the team did not perform extensive surveying to document the 
size of the infestations.  They made an occurrence for most of these sites.  They made this 
occurrence from the road rather than in the middle of the infestation to avoid trespassing and 
save time for managing the other species.  Overall, the Response Team made 15 new occurrences 
for this species.  False spirea does appear to be growing in an invasive manner throughout the 
region. 
  



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 26 

Long-term Monitoring   
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The Response Team participated in a new aspect of the program this field season - long-
term monitoring.  Multiple monitoring plots were previously established in several of the 
Phragmites infestations that were first to receive herbicide treatments on forest preserve in the 
park.  Brendan and Ray Curran have been surveying and inventorying these sites.  This year the 
Response Team was tasked with assisting the installation and monitoring of additional plots.  In 
July, Brendan and Ray taught the crew the process of establishing a new monitoring plot and 
performing the monitoring.   

Setting up a new monitoring plot is a simple procedure in which two plots are installed 
at a site.  One is randomly placed in the center of the infestation and the other near the fringe, or 
the leading edge of the infestation.  The plots are established by someone facing away from the 
site and tossing one of the stakes of rebar over his or her shoulder into the infestation.  This is 
done to prevent any bias that may occur when deciding upon the exact location of the plot.  
From this one stake, a compass is used to go in any cardinal direction for the next stake.  From 
there, a PVC square is utilized to place the other stakes into a one meter by one meter plot.  

Once the plot is established, a secondary or alternate species is selected.  This species is 
the one believed to be most likely to return to the site after the invasive species has been 
eliminated.  The total number of plants of both the primary invasive species and the native, 
alternative species are then counted inside the center plot and the fringe plot.  The maximum 
height of the invasive species is also recorded.  

The Response Team along with Brendan and Ray visited the monitoring plots of Lower 
and Upper Cherrie Patches and the Ray Brook site.  After locating the stakes for the monitoring 
plot, the team placed flagging tape around each piece of rebar and a nearby tree or stump in 
order to easily locate the plot for future monitoring efforts.  They also established a new 
monitoring plot in a stand of Japanese knotweed which was located along the Ausable River.  
This was APIPP’s first monitoring plot installed at an infestation of Japanese knotweed.   

After the day of training, the crew was prepared to establish as many new monitoring 
plots as they could in sites that were representative of natural areas.  The goal was to find 
infestations that were located in diverse habitats rather than having monitoring plots along 
right-of-ways.  Throughout the summer, the team established four new monitoring plots.  At 
some sites the team selected two native, alternative plants.  A variety of species were selected 
including common cattail, blue-flag iris, cinnamon fern, marsh horse-tail, goldenrod, trout lily, 
and tamarack.   

Long-term monitoring plots will provide data to evaluate whether APIPP is reaching its 
management goals of eliminating invasive plants at infested sites, reducing the number of source 
populations available to spread elsewhere, and encouraging native plant recovery.  Although the 
Response Team was not involved in long-term monitoring in its first season as APIPP’s 
Response Team, they were able to distinguish differences.  Each monitoring plot may not have 
had an abundance of native species returning inside the meter by meter plot; however, it was 
apparent many native species were slowly returning in the surrounding area, particularly in 
Lower Cherrie Patch, where signs of recovery were noticeable after only two years.   
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Education and Outreach  
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Education and outreach were an integral part of the Response Team’s responsibilities 
once again this summer.  Education and outreach is a vital aspect because without the support 
of the public it will be challenging to effectively eradicate any invasive species.  If a large 
infestation exists on private property, and it is never dealt with, it will only continue to spread 
its seeds, fruit, rhizomes, or fragments to the surrounding highways and natural habitats 
resulting in more infestations.  Raising awareness of invasive species is a very important 
function of APIPP and its partners and is crucial in the fight against invasives.   

Throughout the summer, the Response Team educated the public as much as they could 
about invasive species and the harm they cause.  They primarily did this in three different ways: 
one was through the work they performed along the region’s major highways; another was 
knocking on doors and speaking with residents or by leaving door hanger notification cards; 
and, through educational lectures and demonstrations on the management of invasive species.   

This year the Response Team had two road signs, one for each direction of traffic.  These 
signs stated “Invasive Plant Management Crew Ahead”.  They are effective in giving people 
driving by an idea of what the white pickup truck and four people wearing vests were doing on 
the side of the road.  Again this summer, the Response Team had excellent conversations with 
people interested in their work.  People would drive by, read the sign, and turn back around to 
talk.  Sometimes they were unfamiliar about the work and were just curious.  Other times, they 
had heard about invasive species but did not know any specific species, hence they stopped to 
get a firsthand look.  Many times people associated the team’s work with invasive animals such 
as the emerald ash borer, which became good opportunities to directly point out to them 
animals are not the only harmful invaders in the region.  On a few rare occasions, people were 
very knowledgeable and wanted as much information as the team could give them.  Throughout 
the summer, the team also heard many encouraging honks as they were working, letting them 
know the work being done was appreciated.  These signs were, once again, an  effective tool for 
raising awareness of the work the Response Team performed all summer.  In fact, the crew 
leader observed, on more than one occasion, people stopping in front of the sign, getting out and 
taking a picture of themselves with the sign.   
 Knocking on doors and distributing door hangers were not utilized as much this season 
as in the previous field season.  This was primarily because the Response Team was thorough 
when they passed through the hamlets and villages the previous season.  Last year, whenever the 
Response Team worked along a highway they were on the lookout for invasive species.  When 
some were located on private property, the team stopped and tried to speak with the property 
owner.  Initially, the idea was to do the same thing this season.  But, this quickly changed as the 
handful of doors the Response Team initially visited had already been visited the previous year.  
These interactions did not go very well as the people seemed irritated and almost offended with 
the team members.  Consequently, Paul decided to avoid knocking on any doors he or April 
remembered stopping at the previous year.  Conversely, if they observed an invasive species on 
private property and could not recall visiting the property last year, they stopped and spoke 
with the owner if possible. 
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Although it happened less frequently, the team still handed out 157 door hangers.  This 
number does not mean they spoke with 157 different people or stopped at 157 different houses.  
Some of these door hangers were distributed to people who stopped while the team was 
performing a treatment at a site.  However, the majority were handed out during house calls.  
Multiple times people wanted extra door hangers to distribute to their neighbors or other 
people they knew who had the invasive plant on their property.  And at least three times the 
people were so interested they wanted one of each species.  The majority of the doorhangers 
handed out were for Japanese knotweed (89), followed by Phragmites and purple loosestrife 
with 17 and 14 respectfully.  Yellow iris and bittersweet each had ten, barberry had seven, garlic 
mustard and wild parsnip with five each.  Last year the specific number of door hangers 
distributed by the Response Team was not recorded by the crew leader.   
 Of the houses and businesses in which the Response Team did visit, the majority of those 
conversations went well with the exception of a few people who either really liked their invasive 
plant for various reasons or were simply preoccupied and did not care about what the team had 
to say.  As indicated above, Japanese knotweed was the most common invasive plant detected 
on private property.  The majority of the people the Response Team spoke with knew it was a 
nuisance and difficult to eradicate from their properties.  Every one of these individuals was very 
interested in hearing what the team had to say, especially when it came to managing it.  Many 
wanted the team to treat the stand right away.  Others wanted to know if they could hire the 
team or anyone else to remove the plants.  Originally, all the Team could do was leave a door 
hanger and advise landowners on best management practices such as what herbicides they 
could use on the plants and to stop cutting it down and spreading the plant.  However, towards 
the end of the summer, APIPP developed a management guide for private property owners. 
 Sarah Walsh, APIPP’s summer educational intern, with input from Brendan and Paul 
developed this management guide.  It provided information about invasive species, integrated 
plant management, specific management options for each species, herbicides, herbicide do’s and 
don’ts, and recommended percentages of herbicide for each type of treatment.  The specific 
species covered by the guide included Japanese knotweed, common reed grass (Phragmites), 
purple loosestrife, garlic mustard, and yellow iris.  It was a great tool and helpful to reference 
when speaking to land owners about management.  Since it was not developed until over 
halfway through the Response Team’s time this summer, they only handed out five of these 
guides on their own.  However, many other people got them during the Response Team’s form of 
education – the educational lecture and demonstration days. 
 This summer was the first time APIPP provided educational presentations about 
management to the public.  Three separate times in three separate locations were allotted for the 
general public to attend these seminars.  Saranac Lake, North Creek, and Old Forge all hosted 
these educational opportunities.  Another presentation was given to a gardener’s club at the 
Wild Center in Tupper Lake.  Many people from the surrounding area came to watch and learn.  
After the first session at the Saranac Lake Town Hall, Sarah, Brendan, Paul, and the rest of the 
Response Team learned what worked well and what did not and improved future presentations.   
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Sarah, Paul and Brendan all had roles in the presentation.  Sarah gave a brief description 
about APIPP, its history, and the work that it does.  Then Paul presented integrated plant 
management, management options, and herbicides.  Brendan concluded the presentation by 
talking about specific plants and management options for those species.  They brought live plant 
samples to give people an up close look at the plants.  Paul helped by passing around the plants 
and modeling the equipment and management methods which Brendan was discussing.  The 
approach kept the presentation active and people engaged.  After the presentation, everyone was 
encouraged to meet at a nearby infestation of Japanese knotweed for a demonstration.  Here, 
Brendan and Paul demonstrated the proper personal protective equipment (PPE), way of mixing 
herbicide, and application methods.  They performed both the stem injection method and foliar 
spray.  Overall, these educational days were successful and should be made a cornerstone for 
APIPP’s educational forum every summer.    
 Working with the Student Conservation Association (SCA) interns were another form 
of education that occurred this field season.  This partnership provided another opportunity to 
educate people about invasive species, the harm they cause, and correct management 
techniques.  During their time working with APIPP and the Response Team, SCA saw herbicide 
treatments such as stem injection and foliar spraying as well as manual/mechanical management 
of garlic mustard.  Other management methods were discussed for other species managed 
throughout the region and around the country.  By training the SCA interns, they, in turn, can 
speak with their fellow SCA interns about the work they did and enlighten them about invasive 
species and the problems they cause.  They also can subsequently be on the lookout for these 
invasive species while they perform their work and recreate throughout the region. 
 The Response Team attended two training sessions this season: a training session 
located in Albany at the NYS-DEC headquarters detailing giant hogweed, and an aquatic 
invasive species identification training lead by APIPP’s Meghan Johnstone (See bottom left 
picture on cover page for this section).  The first training was led by the NYSDEC Giant 
Hogweed Control Program.  There, the Response Team was shown pictures of the invasive plant 
and its look-a-likes and the ways to differentiate between them.  They also became familiar with 
the damage this plant could do to a person.  Although the training provided a good opportunity 
to learn about hogweed, this day of education could have been better utilized for the Response 
Team since the plant is rare in the Adirondacks and all that was provided during the training 
were pictures for a description.  This same level of training could have been provided by Brendan 
or the crew leader in a shorter amount of time and saved resources from driving to and from 
Albany.   
 The second training the Response Team attended featured the aquatic invasive species in 
the Adirondacks.  This training was worthwhile, and everyone was engaged .  Although the 
Response Team members are considered experts when it comes to terrestrial invasive plant 
species, none of them would consider themselves an expert in aquatic invasives.  Consequently, 
the team was excited to improve their knowledge of aquatic invasive species and gain a better 
understanding of how to properly identify the aquatic invaders.  The talk given by Corey Laxson 
was instructive; it left the team members wanting extra time with him to learn more about 
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aquatic plants.  This experience was certainly beneficial and everyone recommended doing it 
again if possible.   

These educational and awareness raising activities should continue to be a big part of the 
Response Team’s mission and tasks during the summer.  Their outcomes are equally as valuable 
as their management efforts.  As discussed, if one large stand of Phragmites or Japanese 
knotweed or any other invasive plant is left unmanaged, it will continue to serve as a source for 
spread in the rest of the region, making it more difficult to contain and eliminate invasives.  The 
public can help achieve APIPP’s broader management goals.      
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Project Timeline  
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This section presents a timeline of the work performed by the Terrestrial Response Team 
from a month to month basis and provides  data analysis on the amount of hours spent doing 
each of their responsibilities.  The work was divided among five categories: travel, logistics, 
survey, education, and management.  Although a few of the team’s activities this summer could 
be classified in multiple categories, the crew leader defined them as such.  Travel is self 
explanatory.  Logistics involves activities like the team’s initial orientation and training days, 
filling up water whether at the office or at their residence, being at the office to obtain more 
herbicide, exchanging Trimble data and pictures, dropping off contractor bags filled with an 
invasive species, and occasionally time lost to a malfunctioning Trimble unit (however this time 
was more likely to classified as management).  The survey category involves any surveying 
and/or monitoring that took place whether it was off a roadside or on any trails and 
campgrounds.  Education entails all of the outreach the team did when they stopped by private 
properties that had invasive plants growing on their land and either hanging a door hanger or 
speaking with the residents.  It also includes the educational seminars given to the public and 
the two educational/training days the crew themselves participated in.  Management includes 
invasive plant management both chemical and mechanical, as well as the cutting of dead 
standing vegetation at sites and establishing monitoring plots at new sites.  The subsequent 
graphs indicate how many hours were spent by one person doing each of the categories.  They 
can be multiplied by four to get the total man hours spent. 
 
May Overview: 
 The 2012 field season began on May 14th this year as opposed to a June 4th start last year. 
Due to the unusually mild winter, spring came earlier than what is typical for the Adirondacks.  
Hence, it was a good decision to start sooner this season.  Orientation and training occurred for 
the first few days.  These days allowed the new crew members to learn about APIPP, the work 
the Response Team was going to be doing, and what was expected of them.  Rhiannon and Kyle 
were able to get an immediate look at the specific plants they were going to be managing, as well 
as the minute size of the sites in comparison to what they may have been more familiar with.  
They also got their first opportunity to run the Trimble and learn about the WIMS system.  
Although Kyle was fully capable of operating the GPS, Rhiannon became the primary data 
collector.  These initial few days were imperative to the project.  Training is definitely needed for 
using the Trimble and identification of the plants.  Most IPC employees are very familiar with 
the majority of the plants on the target list in the Adirondacks but the swallow-worts and 
purple loosestrife are ones they typically do not interact with.  It is always preferred to get an 
eye on the plants out in the field rather than simply looking at a picture in a book or online.   
 After the first few days of training, the Response Team had the opportunity to attend a 
meeting with Hilary and the rest of APIPP.  This meeting was a presentation to the Adirondack 
Park Agency (APA) giving an update about the work and successes that have been completed by 
APIPP.  The crew leader and the team thoroughly enjoyed attending this meeting as it gave them 
a better understanding about how the Adirondack Park is organized and run as a whole.  It 
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specifically shed some light into how the APA functions and what types of things APIPP must 
do in order to be as successful as they are.   
 Last season the team went directly from their week of training into the management of 
garlic mustard in most of the campgrounds inside the park.  As previously mentioned, this year 
APIPP had a DEC intern (Dan Dohman) to perform this management.  Therefore, the Response 
Team was able to return to the sites they had managed last year and cut down the dead standing 
Phragmites that was remaining.  They traveled to 36 sites and spent 42.75 hours (171 total man 
hours) doing this.  The major sites and corridors the team tackled were the Cherrie Patches, Ray 
Brook, Cascade Lakes, Lake Placid Golf Course, Routes 3, 30, 28, 28N, 8, and 10.  Returning to all 
of these sites right away in this second field season was extremely beneficial for a number of 
reasons: One it gave the new crew members a great understanding of the variety of sites the 
Adirondacks had to offer not just in size but ecosystems as well.  It also gave them their first 
view of the greater part of the region.  Two, cutting down the standing Phragmites made the 
sites appear much better from an aesthetic point of view, for which the Response Team received 
multiple compliments throughout the season.  Three, cutting down all the dead vegetation 
should benefit native plant recovery.  It also allowed the team to investigate the effectiveness of 
last season’s treatments on not only Phragmites but Japanese knotweed and one site of purple 
loosestrife.  They were then able to use those observations to determine what types of 
treatments appeared the most successful as opposed to others and subsequently implement 
those treatments and whatever changes were needed for the rest of the field season.   
 On May 22nd, at the NYS-DEC headquarters in Albany, the Response Team took part in a 
training about giant hogweed.  As previously mentioned in the education and outreach section, 
this training was effective in demonstrating the differences between hogweed and its look-a-like 
counterparts.  However, only pictures were displayed as opposed to having any actual 
specimens.Nevertheless, it is believed this training was not exactly worth the team’s time to 
learn about a species they did not regularly interact with (except for Paul).   
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 The figure above displays individual man hours used during the month of May, multiply 
by four to get overall man hours.  The team spent just as much time traveling during the first 
month as they did cutting dead Phragmites.  Those 21 hours of logistics consist mainly of the 
first few days of training.  One day of surveying occurred during the first week in which the 
Response Team along with Brendan and Dan Dohman surveyed the River Road and County 
Route 60 for the first time.  The educational day in Albany is those six education hours.  1953 
miles were traveled in the F-150 pickup truck this first month of the field season.   
 
June Overview: 
 The first week of June was spent cutting 27 sites of Phragmites.  Some of the roads 
treated during this time include Route 3, 30, 28, 28N, and 8.  The crew’s last day cutting was on 
Route 10 where the Response Team had not treated the previous season.  During the winter, 
Brendan surveyed and mapped many infestations that were located along the right-of-way and 
on state forest preserve land.  Because this road had not been previously treated, they performed 
a more experimental type of cutting.  This was considered experimental because the crew cut 
down entire stands of not only the dead standing vegetation from the previous season but also 
this year’s new growth.  At three larger sites located near reference marker #2205-1129, the team 
simply cut spray lanes through the infestation due to the sheer size of the sites and time 
restrictions.  The crew even worked an extra two hours in order to get those sites completed 
(See Appendix XXII).  Unfortunately, the team was unable to return to even get a view of these 
sites to determine what effects an early season cutting would have on a later season treatment.  
Paul was disappointed this wasn’t able to be fit into the season but since it was so far away from 
the core region of the park it wasn’t worth the drive time (approximately 2.25 hours one way).  
Consequently, that 12 hour day (48 total man hours) were wasted along this stretch of road.   
 Starting on June 11th, the Response Team teamed up with Dan Dohman to do some garlic 
mustard hand pulling at some of the bigger and more heavily infested campgrounds.  These 
included Cranberry Lake, Nicks Lake and 8th Lake Campgrounds.  According to reports and 
April’s recollection, all of these campgrounds appeared to have less garlic mustard than in 
previous seasons, especially since there were not many campsites that had over 150 plants.  As 
mentioned, many positive interactions with the public in these campgrounds occurred.  In 
campgrounds such as the ones listed above, the hand pulling appears to be decreasing the 
infestations of garlic mustard.  However, this does not seem to be the case in every campground. 
 On June 14th, Paul had the opportunity to accompany Brendan to perform giant hogweed 
management near the Essex Ferry while the other members of the crew went with Dan to do 
garlic mustard hand pulling.  Since this was another follow up treatment for these sites, there 
were no large mature plants.  Nevertheless, it was a good experience for the crew leader to see 
this unusual plant up close and add it to his list of invasive species managed.  David Schneider 
from WPTZ Channel 5 Plattsburgh joined Brendan and Paul at these sites to run a TV news 
story about this plant and the work APIPP does to manage it.  The news coverage is positive for 
education and awareness.  At that moment, the idea was for David to also run a story later in the 
season on the Terrestrial Response Team.  However, this was not able to happen.  Paul and 
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Brendan were disappointed this did not occur as it could have spread the word to a much 
broader audience about the great work the Response Team has been completing the last two 
seasons.    
 During the week of June 19th, the crew started their first management involving 
herbicides for the season when they arrived at the Barton Mines Tailings Pond.  Here they 
treated yellow iris for the second straight year with the help of Brendan for two of the four days 
the Response Team was there.  On Thursday of that week, the Response Team had their first 
opportunity to work with the Student Conservation Association (SCA) interns of the season.  
Because more time was spent at this site as opposed to last year, they were able to expand their 
treatment into the site.  It was discussed to return later in the season to perform management on 
the Phragmites and view the effectiveness of their treatment.  Nevertheless, this did not 
transpire.  This site ought to respond well to two years of treatment and should be managed 
again the following season.   
 The final week of June the Response Team performed three different activities.  On 
Monday of that week, they worked with Dan and 5 SCA members at the Lake George Battlefield 
Campground.  As mentioned, this campground, although quite small, had an overwhelming 
amount of garlic mustard yielding the team to discuss other management options for this 
campground in hopes of better success for their management (see Recommendations, page 55).   
 The next day, the Response Team attended APIPP’s aquatic invasive species training 
which was led by Meghan Johnstone with assistance from Sarah Walsh, Amy Ignatuk, and 
Corey Laxson.  Everyone did a great job presenting, and the training gave the Response Team a 
good understanding of some of the aquatic invasive species and their native look-a-likes.  
Although the team did not identify any aquatic invaders during their work throughout the 
summer, they were aware of them and did look in all of the water bodies while they worked in 
them. 
 The final week of June was spent performing an initial treatment of yellow iris on a 
private property site located in Elizabethtown.  This was positive in that  the team had daily 
interactions with neighbors about the work they were performing and the negative impacts not 
just on yellow iris but all of the invasive species in the park.  As formerly stated, this site was 
very time consuming and difficult for two reasons: one the vast majority of flowers were already 
gone, therefore it was difficult to identify yellow iris from native blue-flag iris.  Two, because the 
entire site was on private property, the team disposed of all the cut vegetation rather than just 
the reproductive matter.   
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 A significantly larger portion of hours were spent performing management this month as 
opposed to travel.  Survey, logistics, and education are all minimal which is expected.  By adding 
up all five categories, the team worked individually for 190 hours.  This is thirty more hours than 
the typical 40 hour work week which would yield 160 hours.  The Response Team worked these 
extra 50 hour work weeks in order to take time off later in the season.  3273 miles were put on 
by the Response Team in June.   
 
July Overview: 
 After returning from a week off over the Fourth of July, the Response Team completed 
the yellow iris site on the Wagner’s private property.  Because they did this in just over half a 
day and required something nearby to finish up their day, the team performed their first 
management of Japanese knotweed for the season.  This occurred on Route 9N at the 
intersection with Lord Rd.  As mentioned, this may not have been an ideal time of the season for 
treatment; however, it should serve as a good experiment to gauge the efficacy of such an early 
season treatment.   
 The next target for the Response Team was the stretch of road they had previously 
surveyed earlier in the season, County Route 60 and River Road.  This was the initial treatment 
for this stretch of road.  As a result, Kyle and Rhiannon obtained their first experience with a 
whole variety of Phragmites sites.  Some sites only required foliar spraying, some needed 
extensive stem injection around native trees, another needed spray lanes, and a few sites were 
completely managed by solely stem injection.  During the management of this loop, the Trimble 
started its finicky malfunctioning for the first time of the summer.  This caused a sizeable loss in 
efficiency and time, due to the need to return to already managed sites to perform the required 
data collection.  Nevertheless, it is believed that this whole stretch was managed quite 
successfully.  Many good education and outreach opportunities occurred during our surveying 
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and management.  One landowner in Newton Falls even volunteered to take multiple door 
hangers around to her neighbors, the community center, and post office.   
 During the management of this stretch of road, APIPP and the Response Team were 
involved in two ground-breaking education and outreach meetings with the public.  On July 
12th, Sarah Walsh (APIPP’s summer educational intern) set up the first Invasive Plant 
Management Training Day at the Saranac Lake Town Hall.  Many people who reside around the 
Saranac Lake area came to learn about invasive species and the types of management they could 
perform on whichever species they had on their land.  As with any initial demonstration there 
were certainly a few flaws, but these were quickly corrected.  Overall, however, it was a 
tremendous achievement.   
 The Wild Center in Tupper Lake was the destination for the other meeting the Response 
Team took part in.  On July 17th, Hilary, Brendan and the Response Team presented to a 
gardener’s club about the management techniques necessary to successfully eradicate invasive 
species from their property.  From the Response Team’s point of view, this demonstration was 
an improvement from the last one.  As the information and message was more concise and 
organized.  The members clearly knew about invasive species and were prepared with questions 
and specific examples.  Many conversations occurred after the demonstration during lunch that 
were quite engaging and successful.   
 Although the crew spent a significant amount of time hand pulling purple loosestrife 
along the major corridors, Phragmites and knotweed treatments were their focus throughout the 
rest of July.  The team performed an initial treatment at two important sites located near North 
Creek on Route 28N.  This site played an important role in the next invasive plant management 
training day which was held in North Creek (see page 40 for more).  Some of the major areas 
treated during the month of July by the Response Team include but are not limited to: Route 3, 
County Route 60, River Road, the Mount Arab trailhead, and Moore Trail parking lot.   

On July 25th, the Response Team met with Brendan and Ray Curran to learn about the 
monitoring plots that APIPP has established at some of the more important sites.  The crew 
learned about the process of constructing a new monitoring plot and then actually performing 
the monitoring.  This was a beneficial experience for the entire crew.  Inventorying and 
monitoring sites is an important and useful tool and is certainly a skill that can be transferred to 
multiple industries.  Throughout the course of the summer, the team established four new 
monitoring plots in the region.   
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 July’s hours were very similar to June with management accounting for the greater part 
of the Response Team’s time.  Travel came in second again with logistics, education and 
surveying being minimal.  It is important to note that despite taking the entire week off for the 
Fourth of July, the Response Team still worked 180 hours each.  This occurred because the 
Response Team again worked a couple of 50 hour work weeks in order to obtain two four day 
weekends in August.  Throughout the month, the Response Team recorded 35 sites of 
Phragmites visited and 2.118 acres treated.  They spent 63.25 hours (253) surveying and 
managing this species.  Japanese knotweed had only a few sites surveyed and managed in the 
month of July.  7.5 hours (30) were dedicated to yellow iris, while purple loosestrife received the 
minimum of 4.5 (18) hours.  During the month of July, the team drove 2,453 miles.   
 
August Overview: 

On the 1st and 21st of August, APIPP held two more management training sessions in 
North Creek and Old Forge.  The North Creek presentation was extraordinary.  The venue in 
which it was held was impressive and perfect for what APIPP and the Response Team required.  
Having the crew work close to the area before the actual day was extremely beneficial, as many 
of the attendees recognized the “Invasive Species Management Team Ahead” road sign from 
driving by.  The presentation in Old Forge also went very well.  As previously stated, these 
management training days were a success this summer and should continue to be a part of 
APIPP’s education and outreach platform.     

The team primarily performed management throughout the month.  They treated Route 
3, Route 56, Route 30 from Tupper Lake to Speculator, Route 28N from Long Lake to North 
Creek, the Blue Ridge Road, and Route 28.  In total, the Response Team visited 117 sites of 
Phragmites during the month.  The crew surveyed the Tahawus Road for the first time and 
treated 4 sites of Japanese barberry and one Japanese knotweed near the trailhead.  One large 
site of knotweed was located and surveyed but not treated as the property owner was not clear.   

57 

20 4.5 
12.5 

86 

0 

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 

70 

80 

90 

July Hours 

Travel Logistics Survey Education Management 



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 
41 

This year, the entire Route 3 from the western park boundary to the eastern park 
boundary was completed in only 8 days as opposed to 14 days last summer.  Next year, one 
would expect that to be much shorter as the crew treated six new sites along the road, set up 
monitoring plots at two sites and lost many hours to Trimble problems.  Treatments of the 
majority of the Phragmites sites  from the previous field season looked successful.  The efficiency 
rate can be placed at over 90% with the true number probably laying somewhere closer to 98%.  
The treated infestations of Japanese knotweed have not been as successful or as consistent, but 
many of these sites are located in right-of-way in which they have been consistently mowed.   

 

 
 

117 sites of Phragmites were recorded totaling 3.132 acres which took 47.25 hours (189 
total man hours).  This is in contrast to  2011 in which the Response Team recorded only 47 sites 
of 3.03 acres and 66.75 hours (267 total man hours).  The crew also recorded 50 sites of Japanese 
knotweed at 2.505 acres and 27.75 hours (111).  Japanese knotweed had only 20 sites in August, 
2011 with 1.151 acres and 15.75 hours (63).  A few purple loosestrife, Japanese barberry, Oriental 
bittersweet, and false spirea sites were also surveyed and/or managed.  The Response Team 
traveled 3,116 miles through the whole month.   
 
September Overview: 
 The Response Team was around for two weeks in September with the 14th being their 
official ending date.  During those two weeks they performed a lot of management.  They treated 
Route 86 and the historic sites such as Lower and Upper Cherrie Patches, and all of the Ray 
Brook sites.  They also performed some initial treatments on multiple sites along Route 9N from 
the intersection with Route 73 and Elizabethtown.  The combination of roads around the 
Wevertown area such as Routes 8, 9, and 28 were also surveyed and managed.  Their last day of 
work was spent along the Ausable River and Gulf Brook in Keene.  Here, they treated ten new 
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sites that morning before spending the rest of the day cleaning all of their equipment and truck 
for the season.   
 

 
  

The total number of sites for each species in the month of September recorded was 27 for 
Phragmites, 37 for Japanese knotweed, and only one of multiflora rose.  Their respective treated 
acreages were 2.305 of Phragmites, 4.555 of knotweed, and 0.001 for rose.  The Response Team 
dedicated 22.75 hours (91 total man hours) for Phragmites, 20 (80) for knotweed, and 0.25 (4) 
for rose.  874 miles were driven by the team in the month of September.   
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2012 Field Season: 
 The team visited 391 sites for either surveying and/or management and drove 11,681 miles.  
Note: some sites were visited multiple times, once for the early season cutting and again for 
management.  The following figure portrays the number of miles driven by month. 
 

 
 

As depicted in the figure below, management, whether mechanical or chemical, took up 
the majority of the crew’s time, followed by travel, then logistical, survey, and educational.   
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Comparisons with 2011: 
 

 
 
The 2012 Response Team worked more hours than the 2011 Response Team.  When 

adding the individual man hours up from each year, one obtains 731.25 hours worked per person 
in 2012 versus 673.25 in 2011.  Both of the years exceed the 640 hours that would be the standard 
for a 16 week, 40 hour work week schedule.  Nevertheless, the differences between years can be 
attributed to the thoroughness in data collection by the crew leader.  In 2011, Drew, Bobby and 
Paul generally rounded down and rarely counted a day as longer than ten hours.  This year, Paul 
collected detailed data.  Consequently, many of the days that were counted as ten hour days in 
2011, were now ten and a half hour days, or ten and a quarter hours.  Thus, doing this yielded a 
much greater overall number of hours than the previous year.  Given this inconsistency between 
the years, it makes it difficult to draw comparisons between the two years by looking at the 
overall number of hours.  Therefore, a better comparison can be made between the average hours 
spent doing each activity per day.  The figure on the following page illustrates this.     
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Each member of the crew averaged 3.41 hours traveling each day, 0.88 hours doing 

logistics, 0.83 hours surveying, 0.51 hours educating/outreach, and 4.37 hours performing 
management each day.  This is in contrast to last year’s averages of 3.82 hours traveling, 0.55 
hours doing logistics, 1.15 hours surveying, 0.18 hours educating/outreach, and 4.28 hours 
performing management.   

Overall these times are consistent between years.  Travel time decreased for a number of 
reasons but the two biggest ones consist of more accurate data collection taken by the crew 
leader throughout the entirety of the summer and far less initial treatments on large sites that 
required multiple days of work this summer.  Last year, the crew spent multiple hours traveling 
to and from these sites for a couple of days.  However, this year the follow up treatment of these 
same sites took at most a few hours rather than multiple days.  The invasive species management 
training days are responsible for the increase in educational hours spent this year.  Given 
management is about equal, the differences between logistics and surveying each day can also be 
attributed to more thorough data collection throughout the year and an overall lack of 
surveying.  This year, Paul was very specific with each activity the team was performing as 
opposed to last year in which many things were just lumped into management or surveying.  
Since there were not multiple rain days, or even rain afternoons, the crew did not survey new 
roads or new sites like last year.  In fact, the majority of the survey time was accredited to sites 
that had no plants observed after last year’s treatments.   It is also plausible that this survey 
number is lower due to the over estimation in time actually performing management.  As 
mentioned, each activity was recorded in no fewer than fifteen minute increments.  Therefore, 
when the team treated a site with only a few plants, it counted as fifteen minutes rather than 
seven.  Consequently, when many of these minuscule sites were managed consecutively, the over 
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estimation effected any surveying that was performed in between the management of these sites, 
yielding an overall number of hours spent surveying lower than the correct number.  

   

  



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 
47 

Project Shortcomings 
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The Response Team’s second season was extremely successful.  APIPP and the Response 
Team made great strides to improve their work and get as much done as they could in four 
months.  This section addresses what the major issues were that hampered the Response Team 
from being as effective as they should have or could have been.  The section following this one 
suggests ways to improve upon these, as well as other new ideas to further enhance the overall 
program. 

Trimble malfunctioning was one of the biggest contributors to any lack of success or 
inefficiencies the Response Team had this summer.  It is estimated through the entirety of the 
field season, the team lost over two complete work days by dealing with Trimble inconsistencies 
and problems.  That equates to over 80 hours of work time lost.  For unexplained reasons, the 
Trimble had an error occur that the team could not solve other than with a hard restart.  
Typically, upon its reboot, it froze at the “Loading Kernels...” or “Scanning discs…” stages.  It 
stayed like this until it was restarted again.  Sometimes this occurred four or five times in a row 
before it would fully function.  Other times the team had to let it sit for thirty minutes or longer 
and then try it again.  This was inefficient for the team because they either had to wait longer at 
a site than was needed, or, if they decided to continue on, they had to go out of their way back to 
sites in order to complete the data.  In addition to random errors, the battery life was poor for 
both Trimbles.  They needed to be on the charger as often as possible.  In fact, there were a few 
times in which the team had to stop their data recording in order to place the GPS back on the 
charger.  And, at one point in the season, the Trimble appeared to be overheating after being on 
for an entire day.  During one week near the end of the season, it would consistently shut off in 
the late afternoon after being on all day.  Nothing the Team did appeared to prevent this from 
happening, and, once it occurred, they were unable to use it.    

Man hours were also lost even when the Trimble was functioning correctly.  Because the 
sites were so small in the first place, and now that almost every one of them has had a treatment, 
they are extremely tiny.  Consequently, it took only a matter of seconds to treat the entire site, 
whereas it took much longer to complete all of the data collection.  Therefore, once again, two or 
three people may be idle for five to ten minutes while the data collector completes their duties.  
This does not seem like much, but overall it quickly adds up when the Response Team does over 
twenty of these sites in one day.  Other difficulties surrounding these small sites come with GPS 
inaccuracies.  Because there is not always sub-meter accuracy, it can be difficult to take a point 
near the actual occurrence.  On a few occasions, Rhiannon had to stand in the middle of the road 
in order to take her two points for the no plants observed assessment. 
 Although an improvement was made by the Response Team this season to better 
communicate their whereabouts and plans for managing right-of-ways to the Department of 
Transportation (DOT), more can still be done.  The DOT residency in Cranberry Lake is a good 
example of how far Brendan and APIPP have come in educating their partners.  In that area of 
the park, they are very aware of invasive species and stopped mowing any infestations located 
within their right-of-ways.  Phragmites along Interstate 87 was also treated for the first time by 
the DOT.  These are great initiatives that have begun, but more can still be done in collaboration 
with the DOT throughout the entire region.   
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 Not being able to meet up with David Schneider of Channel 5 News to do the second 
story detailing the Terrestrial Response Team was a disappointment to both Brendan and Paul.  
The scheduling and extended travel distances the Response Team was covering this summer 
just did not allow for it to occur.  This would have been a great opportunity to further reach 
people in not just the Adirondack Park but throughout the Champlain Valley and Vermont.  
Working with the media should be a priority for next season.  

The last shortcoming is the Response Team’s surveying efforts.  Similar to last summer, 
they were focused on Phragmites and Japanese knotweed, and so they could have missed other 
invasives on the target list.  Although many more occurrences were found this year by the 
Response Team than the previous one, bittersweet is most likely one of these species they could 
have missed.  It was rare that a team member other than the crew leader located this species, and 
by driving he was not always looking into the ditches and woods for invasive species.  
Additionally, both swallow-worts are very difficult plants to observe along a highway and were 
not located anywhere.  Therefore, to say the Response Team did complete surveys of each of the 
highways they drove is presumably an inaccurate statement. 
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Recommendations 
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v Returning Crew Members 
Although this is difficult to control, it certainly is worth noting the significance of having two 
members from the previous season return to the crew.  It was efficient as they were already 
familiar with all of the data collection, plants, management methods, and specific areas of the 
region and sites.  Having even just one returning member to the Response Team next season 
would influence and improve the efficiency and knowledge of the team.  Thus, this would be a 
great advantage to make happen once more.   
 
v   Location, Location, Location 
Throughout the summer the team lived in Jay, which is an ideal location for after work activities.  
In spite of this, from a purely work and travel efficiency standpoint, it would likely be better to 
base the crew further west, closer to Tupper Lake.  However, if a lot more emphasis and time is 
placed upon managing the Ausable River and other floodplains, this would be disadvantageous 
(See Page 56).  A possibility of moving the crew around the region on a month to month basis 
could also be beneficial.  For example, starting in Tupper Lake for the first month, then moving 
south towards Old Forge for a month, then onto the southeastern portion of the park like the 
Lake George or Schroon Lake area, and perhaps finishing up back in the High Peaks region.  The 
location of lodging for the crew should be examined and based upon any serious changes that 
may occur for the Response Team and their summer’s work. 
 
v   2 Trucks, 2 People Per Truck 
As mentioned, many man hours were lost overall to data collection; 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.  In this regard, two people can easily survey 
and manage the majority of the sites very quickly and efficiently by themselves.  By doing this, 
the two people who typically do the management would not be sitting idle.  Instead, these two 
people could be elsewhere in another vehicle completing a whole different section of road.  
Consequently, having two trucks with two people in each truck could certainly improve 
efficiency for the majority of the work that has to be completed.  When more man power is 
needed, the crews can team up and work together for that day or that specific site.  This would 
be the optimal method for managing the entire region and all of its road corridors next season.   

· Having two trucks would certainly increase the amount of mileage driven during the 
summer and gas expenses for the entire project.  An alternative to two 14 miles per gallon 
trucks should be considered, whether it be newer, more fuel efficient trucks or some 
other smaller vehicle that could still carry all of the necessary equipment.   
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v Compounding Trimble Data  
This season there were problems in the collection of the data due to there being so many 
assessments and treatment assessments in one small area.  It did not occur frequently; however, 
it is believed to happen more often as the data for these sites compounds in the years to come.  
Some alternative of either breaking up the data set by region or by years may be worth an 
examination to help prevent these problems.   

 
v Man Hours: Management over Data Collection  
 When it comes to dedicating as many man hours as possible strictly to management efforts, it 
would certainly save time if less thorough data collection would occur for these extremely tiny 
sites.  The importance of this data collection is recognized, however, it may be quicker to start 
collecting the data much more similar to how garlic mustard data is collected than doing all of 
the assessments and treatment assessments for minuscule sites.  Only doing two points for the 
assessments and counting the overall number of plants may be just as effective as making the 
entire assessment and treatment assessment.  This may not be the best idea for the third field 
season for the Terrestrial Response Team, but in the long run this should be examined and 
considered.   

 
v WIMS Adjustments  
There are three adjustments the Response Team recommends in WIMS in order to improve the 
speed at which data can be entered and the accuracy for that data collected.   

· Data Recorder: It would be helpful to delete the people in the data recorder section of 
WIMS who are no longer actively collecting data.  It was not overly troublesome this 
year, but if there are multiple new names for the crew next year, it will take more time to 
scan through and select one’s own name.  Even though this is mere seconds each time, 
when extrapolated over hundreds and hundreds of assessments and treatment 
assessments, this adds up.  

· New Distribution Category: In WIMS, there needs to be a new category added to the 
distribution list as sites that have been treated are no longer “isolated, satellite, 
monoculture, linear, or other.”  This year the team placed all of these sites under the 
“other” category.  Therefore, something along the lines of “Post Treatment” would be 
beneficial to add to the distribution.  

· Adding another Herbicide in Treatment Assessment:  Only on a few occasions did the 
crew use three different herbicides and percentages at a site, but in those cases they 
could only record two herbicides in WIMS.  Therefore, the third herbicide was noted in 
the notes section.  Adding another tab in WIMS would make this a possibility. 
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v Changes to Crew Leader’s Daily Log Spreadsheet 
After completing this summer’s work and data analysis, Paul concluded that more columns 
should be added to the spreadsheet he has developed over the course of two years to make the 
end of the year data analysis much easier.  These new columns should detail the primary area 
listed for the occurrence, number of acres for each assessment, if any necessary WIMS data 
changes need to be made, and a no plants observed column.  These columns should function the 
same way as the “No TA w/ T” column which identified no treatment assessments made at a site 
in which a treatment was performed.  Due to this column, it was easy to sift through the 
spreadsheet and locate which occurrences had management performed on them, but the team 
was not able to document this for various reasons.  Brendan and Paul were able to manually 
enter this information into WIMS during Paul’s final week in the office. 
 
v Survey Crew Indicators 
Because these sites are now tiny and there might be two fewer people in the truck, it would take 
more time to put up their “Invasive Plant Management Crew Ahead” road signs than it would to 
treat the site.  Perhaps something else could be better utilized on the trucks to indicate the type 
of work being accomplished along the highways and still keep the crew safe.  A yellow 
construction light located on top of the truck would help alert drivers better than simply having 
the hazard lights blinking.  Magnets like the APIPP truck or ones stating “Invasive Plant 
Management Crew On Board” could serve this purpose, especially if one was placed on the back 
of the truck.   
 
v Native Plant Training 
Adding the aquatics training was a good experience for the entire team this summer.  In 
addition, training for the native plants that are common for the area would also be beneficial, 
especially the right-of-way and wetland species.  This could help the Response Team identify 
species when establishing and inventorying species for the monitoring plots.  It would also help 
them professionally in the habitat restoration industry and give them more knowledge to pass 
along to the public when speaking to them about their work.   
 
v Invasive Plant Management Training Days 
The training days were excellent additions this year and should be continued.  Due to the great 
evolution of the training sessions through the summer, not much can be recommended to 
improve upon those last two sessions.  During their management and surveying through the 
summer, the Response Team identified other locations that could also use these presentations 
such as Cranberry Lake / Star Lake area (the team already received verbal permission from one 
member of the Cranberry Lake Volunteer Fire Department to hold the training there and 
perform management on the knotweed located around their building).  North Creek should be 
repeated since the venue there was well suited to the training.  Somewhere closer to Lake 
Champlain would also be beneficial like Warrensburg, Schroon Lake, or Lake George.  
Returning to Saranac Lake and Old Forge would also be worthwhile. 



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 54 

v Door Hangers => Promoting Training Days 
If locations and dates for the educational days are established earlier in the season, APIPP could 
go select these towns to deliver door hangers.  With these dates established, APIPP can promote 
their management presentations when speaking with the residents who have invasive plants in 
their yard.  APIPP could also make another flyer or door hanger describing the training session 
and the times and locations available.   

· Due to the Response Team not stopping at many of the properties this year, it is 
recommended for them to be revisited next season either early in the year before the 
educational days or during the management by the Response Team.  Although, if both of 
these efforts occurred they should be coordinated in such a way that no towns or 
hamlets are repeated.   This way APIPP and the Response Team do not waste valuable 
time and will not offend anyone by telling them the same thing a couple of months later. 

 
v Management Guide Solely for Knotweed 
Although there were only a handful of management guides handed out this summer by the 
Response Team, every one of those was for Japanese knotweed.  On one hand, it is beneficial to 
present as much information as possible to the public and educate them about other species 
detailed in the management guide.  On the other hand, one must also be cautious because if 
these other plants (especially the wetland species) and management methods are not 
emphasized during the conversation, someone may reference the entire guide half-heartedly, 
skipping all of the caution statements, and in the years to come incorrectly apply herbicide to a 
waterway or wetland.  Therefore, it may be better to construct a separate, shorter management 
guide with all of the same information except focusing strictly on Japanese knotweed.  This can 
be shortened to a single page front and back.  Consequently , APIPP would also save money in 
paper and ink as well.   
 
v Reaching as Many People as Possible 
Billboards are not permitted in the Adirondack Park; however, something smaller is currently 
being used in the region.  Signs such as “Don’t Sell Horace Nye” and “Don’t Litter” are common 
in many areas of the park (See cover page for this section).  A “Stop Invasive Species” sign with 
APIPP’s website on it would broaden the number of people reached, thus, further passing along 
the knowledge and awareness of invasive species.  The Channel Five news story with David 
Schneider would have also been beneficial.     
 
v JK Injection Systems Injector Guns 
Last summer went flawlessly when it comes to problems with the equipment being used.  
However, this second season did not go as well with the JK Injector guns.  From the onset of the 
season, a few of the guns leaked profusely.  And, because there are not many adjustments that 
can be made to the guns, there was no way of repairing the leak.  On top of the leakage, some of 
the ball bearings that were located at the end of the gun to hold the injection needles in place 
also fell out and were lost.  The crew leader contacted the maker of the guns several times 
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throughout the summer.  No one ever answered his calls.  He also e-mailed all three of their e-
mail accounts provided on the website and never got a response.  More attempts to contact 
them should be made in order to repair the guns already owned.  If, once again, no contact can be 
made, research should be done to look for a new company and new injector guns. 
 
v Purple Loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria) 
APIPP should consider options for a more effective purple loosestrife management effort.  In the 
few, heavily infested areas that were hand pulled last year by the team and the SCA members, 
there was no apparent improvement.  One example of this is the Tupper Lake Boat Launch.  
April and Paul did not see any noticeable improvement from all of the work they did.  With that 
being said, certain areas like Route 73 between Lake Placid and I-87 did not appear to be any 
worse from performing hand pulling.   On the other hand, Paul does not believe hand pulling the 
loosestrife seems to be working.   

· A combination effort of both herbicide and bio-control is recommended.  For right-of-
ways, the crew could spray the plants with the same herbicide and percentage they use 
for Phragmites.  Because these right-of-ways are so infested, it would be beneficial to not 
waste a lot of time recording assessments and treatment assessments for every one of 
these instances.  The team would be able to easily and quickly hit large sections of the 
major corridors.  Getting the DOT onboard to target these plants would be even more 
ideal.  For the more environmentally sensitive and heavily infested areas, bio-control 
should be used.  Opportunities for the Response Team to assist bio-control efforts could 
be explored. 
   

v Expanding the Regional Inlet Invasive Plant Program 
The Response Team saw great results from the work RIIPP completed in Inlet and the 
surrounding towns and hamlets.  It would be great to see this same work being completed in the 
Southeastern part of the region in towns like Warrensburg, Wevertown, Schroon Lake, etc.  
Perhaps it is just a matter of time before RIIPP can get there as it is known they drastically 
improved their management radius this past year.  Throughout the summer the crew leader did 
speak with a couple of people who are certified pesticide applicators that were looking for work 
later in the summer.  They work with BioConservation, which is a company that specializes in 
black fly management.  These applicators could be useful in this situation.   
 
v Garlic Mustard Herbicide Treatments 
As mentioned, some campgrounds have not had success from only a manual treatment of garlic 
mustard; consequently, switching to a more successful treatment method is encouraged.  Using 
a herbicide treatment for at least a couple of years should get these campgrounds into a more 
favorable situation for  manual control.  A fall treatment would most likely be the easiest to 
perform on the rosettes, or first year seedlings.  In this way, the campground would most likely 
be empty or closed down for the season, leaving less of a reason to upset any agency staff, or 
patrons camping inside, with the usage of herbicide.  Also, most other species should not be 
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affected by the herbicide as they will be senescing for the winter.  If management was to occur, 
the team recommends a foliar spray of a 1.5% solution of a glyphosate based herbicide like 
Aquamaster or Accord XRT II. 
 
v Oriental Bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus) 
Although no management was performed on this particular species, it needs to be addressed.  
More and more observations of Oriental bittersweet were found this year than last.  From the 
crew leader’s perspective this species should be targeted more aggressively by APIPP as it 
appears to be creeping into the region.  Once some of these infestations start to get larger, it can 
quickly spread along the road corridors and into much more ecologically important areas like 
rivers and stream banks.  This species can also be successfully treated in the fall with a cut 
stump application of larger vines of 25% glyphosate.  Foliar spray of 2% triclopyr should occur 
earlier in the season while the berries are visible. 
 
v False Spirea (Sorbaria sorbifolia) 
Further research and surveying is further recommended.  Once alerted of the species, the crew 
identified it growing in some very large and dense patches.  It appeared to be growing invasively.  
Furthering the surveying efforts to get more extensive data on the size of these patches is 
advised.   
 
v Continue Strides with DOT 
APIPP’s efforts and partnership with the Cranberry Lake DOT residency have paid off.  The 
Response Team was impressed with the DOT’s efforts to not mow the Japanese knotweed 
located in their right-of-ways along Route 3 and with all of the treatments the DOT themselves 
performed with their herbicide crews.  These actions further accentuate the need to continue 
reaching out and encouraging the other residencies in the region.  The residency around 
Warrensburg would be a great one to contact, as the Response Team suspects they have a 
contaminated fill pile based on their observations of Japanese knotweed along the right-of-ways.   
 
v Ausable River and other flooded areas EDRR 
Hurricane Irene and other flooding events drastically altered the river banks and surrounding 
floodplains.  As suspected last year, invasive species are quickly establishing themselves in these 
areas as it is widely known invasive species thrive in disturbed areas.  Early detection and rapid 
response is cheaper and more effective than dealing with an infestation after it has established 
itself.  Therefore, the Response Team emphasizes spending more time on the Ausable River and 
other associated waterways in order to treat these infestations before they get become 
unmanageable.   
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· If less emphasis is put upon hand pulling purple loosestrife, APIPP could use the second 
week with the SCA members to further survey some of these floodplains and water 
ways.  Since the Trimble’s are expensive, complicated, and typically in the field at all 
times, giving the SCA interns a handheld Garmin GPS unit would allow them to take 
points to better give the Response Team an idea of where the infestations are located.  
Then, the Response Team could fill out the obligatory WIMS information when they are 
there for the necessary management.  The SCA members could also hand pull and use a 
honeysuckle popper to manually remove any of the smaller shrubs like Japanese 
barberry, bush honeysuckle, buckthorn, autumn olive, etc. that are starting to grow at 
the same time of these surveying efforts.  These shrubs could be simply propped in the air 
upside down with their roots exposed.  This would save a lot of time and effort of 
disposing the biomass which is done with garlic mustard and purple loosestrife, and is 
not necessary.  
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Conclusion 
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      The crew was pleased with the successes that occurred this summer and made 
improvements over the previous field season.  Appendices I, II and III convey the influence in 
data from the work of the team over the course of the last few seasons.  Brendan identified and 
surveyed the majority of these new infestations, especially between years 2011 and 2012.   

The Adirondack region is a great place to spend a summer working.  There is an 
exceptional sense of community and pride for the area and its natural beauty.  And unlike other 
areas in the nation that also exuberate these same feelings, the Adirondacks have a definitive 
border establishing the Adirondack Park.  It takes a collective effort to support and maintain the 
park, unlike other areas managed by only one agency such as the National Park Service, 
Department of Natural Resources, Department of Transportation, county and city authorities, 
etc.   

APIPP has a fighting chance on the battle with invasive species.  Unlike many of the 
areas Invasive Plant Control works, the Adirondacks have not been completely overrun with 
invasives.  Typically, IPC comes onto a project where there are only a handful of sites that are 
completely infested with invasive species.  The IPC crew performs an expensive, labor intensive, 
initial treatment upon those sites; meanwhile, just a few feet outside the boundary is another 
large infestation commonly located on private property that never gets addressed.  It also 
frequently occurs where IPC conducts the initial treatment of a large site, but there will be no 
second year treatment of that site, largely due to limited resources.  The land managers allow the 
invasive to grow back to its overwhelming state.  They contract out these large projects to use 
up the money the government or private donors allotted to them in fear if they do not use the 
money, they will not get it the following year.  This is a poor Integrated Plant Management 
strategy when there are many other areas that could more effectively utilize those same funds. 

APIPP is also vastly superior in their focus on education.  This has been evident not only 
in the emphasis with the Response Team but in all aspects of APIPP.  The fight against invasive 
species cannot be won without the education and awareness of people.  Allowing just one stand 
to live on private property can be detrimental to the entire region.  Therefore, the help of 
everyone in the Adriondack region is required and APIPP realizes this and has made fantastic 
strides in their efforts.   

These are the reasons why APIPP stands head and shoulders above a lot of the clientele 
IPC has worked with.  Their IPM plan for invasive species actually makes sense.  With the 
proper funding, the Response Team can continue to perform these thorough, labor intensive, 
initial treatments for a few more years.  Then once all of the large stands of invasives are treated, 
it will become an issue of maintenance and surveying for new small occurrences.  When APIPP 
gets to this stage, they can either fund a small Terrestrial Response team composed of perhaps 
only two members or employ a small handful of interns to continue the work.  If by some chance 
a few large infestations are located, then APIPP can contract those out to a private company like 
IPC on an individual site by site basis.   

Hilary Smith continues to do a wonderful job of evolving and keeping APIPP in front of 
the pack.  APIPP absolutely deserves all the credit they have received throughout the invasive 
plant industry.  They are truly contributing to the way not only invasive species organizations 
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should be run but state and local government agencies as well.  Brendan Quirion has certainly 
influenced APIPP to the highest degree.  Once again this season, he did a fantastic job leading 
and coordinating the Response Team.  He was exceptionally instrumental in helping the team in 
every facet throughout the summer.  Brendan was always available and would go out of his way 
after normal working hours to make sure they had their needs met.  Although the Response 
Team did not work regularly with Meghan Johnstone, they had more than enough interactions 
with her to know she is a valuable member of their team and will keep on providing great 
insight and ideas in everything they do.  Sarah Walsh also did a tremendous job as APIPP’s first 
educational intern.  She was helpful in establishing many efforts this summer, especially the 
Invasive Plant Management educational sessions and the management guide.   

With Hilary, Brendan and Meghan at the helm, APIPP should continue to have a bright 
and successful future.  IPC looks forward to continuing this mutual relationship and teaming up 
to combat the war against invasive species in the Adirondack region for another season.     
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Appendix I:  APIPP surveying efforts as of 2009-2010.  

 
Source:  Brendan Quirion, GIS imaging.    
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Appendix II:  Surveying efforts as of October, 2011.  

  
Source:  Brendan Quirion, GIS imaging. 
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Appendix III:  Surveying efforts as of October, 2012.  

 
Source:  Brendan Quirion, GIS imaging. 
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Appendix IV:  “Wetland on private property ref. marker #7504-1407, patch 1”.  Aug. 2nd, 2011. 

 
 
Appendix V:  “Wetland on private property ref. marker #7504-1407, patch 1”.  Oct. 6th, 2011. 
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Appendix VI:  “Wetland on private property ref. marker #7504-1407, patch 1”.  May 31st, 2012. 

 
 
Appendix VII:  “Wetland on private property ref. marker #7504-1407, patch 1”.  May 31st, 2012.
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Appendix VIII:  “Eastbound ref. marker #2206-434”.  Aug. 29th, 2012. 

 
 
Appendix IX:  “Eastbound ref. marker #2206-434”.  Aug. 29th, 2012. 
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Appendix X:  “Near Utility Pole #432”.  Aug. 3rd, 2011. 

 
 
Appendix XI:  “Near Utility Pole #432”.  Aug. 15th, 2012. 
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Appendix XII:  “Near Residence 4225 – Hwy 28”.  Sept. 12th, 2011. 

 
 
Appendix XIII:  “Near Residence 4225 – Hwy 28”.  Aug. 28th, 2012. 
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Appendix XIV:  “Across from ref. marker #1710-1212…”.  Sept. 28th, 2011. 

 
 
Appendix XV:  “Across from ref. marker #1710-1212…”.  Sept. 11th, 2012. 
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Appendix XVI:  “Garnett Lake Bridge – Patch 1”.  Aug. 30th, 2012.  Rhiannon Kerr standing in 
the middle of a knotweed patch, making a new occurrence. 
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Appendix XVII:  “Garnett Lake Bridge – Patch 1”.  Aug. 30th, 2012.   

 
 
Appendix XVIII:  “Garnett Lake Bridge – Patch 1”.  Aug. 30th, 2012.   

 



Invasive Plant Control, Inc.                                      2012 Terrestrial Response Team’s Final Report 
 

 72 

Appendix XIX:  “Drainage ditch in front of Elk Farm ref. marker #7108-1081”.  Aug. 26th, 2011.   

 
 
Appendix XX:  “Drainage ditch in front of Elk Farm ref. marker #7108-1081”.  Aug. 16th, 2012.   
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Appendix XXI:  “Drainage ditch in front of Elk Farm ref. marker #7108-1081”.  Aug. 16th, 2012.   

 

Appendix XXII:  “Ref. marker #2205-1129 - patch 2”.  June 7th, 2012.   

 


