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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Long-time Livingston County resident Owen Lutz bequeathed his farm to the County
with the stipulation that it become the County’s first park. Additionally, he emphasized
that the natural areas of his farm be managed to insure their long-term preservation
and that active farming continue on his property. Consistent with Owen Lutz’s wishes,
the Park and Open Space Advisory Committee of the Livingston County Board of
Commissioners (the Committee) commissioned an ecological assessment of the Lutz
County Park property as a first step in long-term planning for the park. This
assessment focused on seven areas identified by the Committee.
The ecological assessment was conducted from July 2005 through May 2006. The
assessment established that Lutz County Park contains an outstanding array of
habitats and resources, ranging from agro-ecosystems to natural communities of high
ecological integrity. During the inventory a total of 170 species of plants and 60
species of animals were documented. Six plant communities were identified on the
property:

• Wetland plant communities

 emergent marsh (cattail marsh)
 southern wet meadow (wet, grassy areas)
 southern shrub-carr (thickets)
 southern swamp (swamp)
• Terrestrial plant communities
 dry-mesic southern forest (oak-hardwood forest)
 old field
Based on a Floristic Quality Assessment and interpretive guidelines established by the
Michigan Department of Natural Resources for such assessments, the biodiversity of
Lutz County Park was found to be significant at a state-wide level. In addition to the
significance of the resources in the park itself, the park has added significance due its
proximity or contiguity with other high quality natural areas, such as the Oak Grove
State Game Area and the South Branch of the Shiawassee River.
Given the current state of the natural resources of the park and those resources
represented by the farmstead and on-going and potential agricultural activities, we are
providing the following list of recommendations for stewardship of the park. The
County should:
1. Create a site-specific geographic information system (GIS) for the park.
2. Initiate an invasive species control program.
3. Establish a long-term ecological monitoring program for the park.
4. Establish cooperative agreements with neighboring landowners to maintain
adjoining natural areas intact.
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5. Discontinue pasturing of cattle in Area A.
6. Conduct additional inventorying of the biological resources on the site.
7. Establish deer exclosures in Area B to determine the level, if any, of deer browsing
on wildflowers.
8. Work with current and future agricultural lease holders to promote sound ecological
practices in the park.
9. Develop and implement a restoration plan for a North American prairie in Area D.
10. Establish a trail system throughout the natural areas to afford the public
opportunity to access these remarkable areas.
11. Develop interpretive materials for nature trails.
12. Continue agriculture lease of portions of the park to help fund public programs,
maintain the park, and comply with Mr. Lutz’s wishes, with an emphasis on
recruiting farmers that are also interested in educating the public about agricultural
life.
13. Establish demonstration gardens around the farmstead which focus on antique
varieties of plants, or simply focus on specific plant groups.
14. Provide essential amenities to visitors to both the natural areas and the farmstead,
including restrooms facilities, adequate parking, picnic areas and drinking water.
15. Establish a “Friends of Livingston County Parks” not-for-profit organization to
garner public support, funding and a ready volunteer pool.
16. Assemble a committee to conduct a feasibility study of potential farm-related
programs and use of the farmstead as an educational center.
17. Not pursue use of the remaining inventory of the Christmas Tree Farm for an ongoing operation.
18. Establish a small-scale, demonstration tree farm to the north of the existing conifer
collection that could serve as the basis of a new Christmas tree farm.
19. Allow the existing inventory of Christmas trees to develop naturally into a mature
conifer stand.
Each of the above recommendations is more fully discussed in the report, including
the primary rationale for their being proposed.
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INTRODUCTION
Livingston County has been the fastest growing County in the State of Michigan for
over a decade. As population increases and development occurs in an area, various
aspects that contribute to the quality of life of that area are affected; some aspects are
affected positively, while others may be affected negatively. For example, as the local
tax base increases, community services, roads, and infrastructure tend to improve. At
the same time other aspects, such as available open space, agricultural activities and
natural resources may suffer. Indeed, an area’s cultural and natural heritage may be
severely diminished and entire ways of life vanish.
The preservation of our cultural and natural heritage is an important goal for a variety
of reasons. Preservation of natural areas provides opportunities for viewing wildlife,
protects habitats which support and maintain our state’s biodiversity, provides
educational opportunities, as well as providing a host of other active and passive
recreational activities. However, most importantly, natural areas allow people, from an
ever increasingly urban population, to connect with nature, to experience it “hands-on,”
and gain an understanding of nature and the relationship of humans to the natural
world; a relationship that is critical to the future of humankind.
So too, as our nation’s population becomes ever more urban, the connection between
the food we see on our tables and how that comes to be there becomes less
understood. In the year 2000, less than 2% of our nation’s workforce was employed in
agriculture, down from 41% in 1900. The decrease in the portion of our population
involved in agriculture can also be seen in Livingston County, with total farm acreage
in the County decreasing by nearly 30% from 1985 to 1990 (Livingston County 2006) ,
and down an additional 8% from 1990 to 2006 (Livingston County Department of
Planning 2006). With the decrease in the proportion of the population involved in
agriculture, we lose a sense of our culture. However, in the case of Livingston County,
there still is a very substantial amount of natural resources that can be preserved, and
agriculture is still an important economic activity. Indeed, the largest land use
categories in the County are agricultural (1/3 of County) and open space (also about
1/3 of County) (Livingston County’s High Quality Natural Areas - 2003).
Owen Lutz, long-time Livingston County resident, recognized these trends and
opportunity, and believed enough in the importance of maintaining a connection
between the residents of our communities and their natural and cultural heritage to do
something tangible about it. Mr. Lutz bequeathed his farm to the County with the
stipulation that it become the County’s first park. Additionally, he emphasized that the
natural areas of his farm be managed to insure their long-term preservation and that
active farming continue on his property. Consistent with Owen Lutz’s wishes, the Park
and Open Space Advisory Committee of the Livingston County Board of
Commissioners (the Committee) commissioned an ecological assessment of the Lutz
County Park property as a first step in long-term planning for the park.
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The Lutz property is located on Cohoctah Road, west of Latson Road and south of
Lovejoy Road in Section 5 of Deerfield Township. The property consists of
approximately 300 acres and contains a variety of habitats, ranging from agricultural
fields to conifer plantations to wetlands. Within the park, seven areas have been
identified by the Committee as being of particular ecological interest (Figure 1). This
report presents a baseline inventory of the flora and fauna of these areas and
recommendations as to the ecological stewardship of the property.
In addition to the ecological evaluation, an evaluation of the conifer plantation near the
farmstead was also conducted. The purpose of the evaluation was to assess the
commercial viability of the conifer stand as a Christmas tree operation.

METHODOLOGY
Plant Inventory and Floristic Quality Assessment
Weatherbee’s followed an approach that relied on field reconnaissance to develop
inventory lists of those plant and animal species occurring on the site. The plant
species were used to determine the natural plant communities present, as defined by
Michigan Natural Features Inventory (MNFI)(2003) on the site. Because different plant
species bloom at different times of the growing season, and because positive
identification of many plant species is based on characteristics of the flowers, the field
reconnaissance for plants was conducted at three different times: mid-summer and fall
of 2005, and spring of 2006 to insure as complete an inventory as allowed.
In addition to defining the natural communities on the property, the plant inventory was
also used to assess the relative ecological integrity of the specific areas of interest, via
a Floristic Quality Assessment (Herman, et al. 2001). A Floristic Quality Assessment
is a relatively objective means of assessing the quality of the vegetation of a particular
property, or making comparisons among various sites with respect to vegetation. The
method itself is described in detail in Herman, et al. (2001). Basically, an FQA is an
inventory of the plant species that occur on a site, typically compiled during a meander
reconnaissance (i.e. walkover) of the site in question, as for the Lutz property. From
this inventory, a list of species is tabulated and various descriptive statistics are
produced (e.g. total number of species found, number of native species found, etc.),
and a Floristic Quality Index is calculated based on the “coefficient of conservatism” for
each of the species.
A “coefficient of conservatism” is a value ranging from 0 – 10 that has been assigned
to each plant species native to Michigan. This coefficient of conservatism represents
“an estimated probability that a plant is likely to occur in a landscape relatively
unaltered from what is believed to be a pre-settlement condition.” In other words,
plants with a low numerical rating can be found in a wide range of habitats and areas
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Figure 1. Key to Areas of Ecological Interest at Lutz Property.
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of disturbance, while those with a high number are “almost always restricted to a presettlement remnant, i.e. a high quality natural area” (Herman, et al., 2001). From the
list of plant species found on the site, and their associated coefficient of conservatism
(“C” value), a Floristic Quality Index is calculated.

Animal Inventory
In addition to the floristics recorded for the site, surveys of animal species and suitable
habitat were made for mammals, birds, amphibians and reptiles.
Mammals. Concurrent with the plant species inventory of the park, Weatherbee’s
surveyed the mammals at the site. The survey relied on reliable reports and direct
observation of mammals and their sign, such as, tracks, scat, nests, burrows, etc.
Thus, search of specific structures, such as fallen logs, hollow trees and muddy areas
was conducted during all of the plant reconnaissance efforts. Additionally, a focused
reconnaissance of mammal tracks was also conducted in December 2005, after a
fresh snowfall.
Birds. Birds of the park were assessed using listening stations in each of the areas of
interest. This assessment was conducted in May 2006, when singing males were
presumed to be at their peak abundance. Bird sign (e.g. feathers, nests, tracks, etc.)
was also noted during the plant and mammal inventories.
Amphibians and Reptiles. Frogs and toads were inventoried at the park using
methods based on the Michigan Frog and Toad Survey procedures. Because different
species of amphibians and reptiles are active in different parts of the day and seasons,
sampling was conducted during times when amphibians and reptiles are active. As in
the case of birds and mammals, anecdotal observations concerning amphibians and
reptiles were also recorded during all of the field visits.

Christmas Tree Farm Assessment
In addition to the inventory of flora and fauna, A baseline inventory of the conifer
plantation, listing the varieties of conifers present and the number of individuals of
each variety was conducted by Lou Waldock of Waldock Tree Farm of Livingston
County. From this inventory, Mr. Waldock developed recommendations and opinions
as to the commercial viability of the plantation and indicated what management
techniques may be required in support of such an operation. Additionally, Waldock’s
has provided comments on the general considerations of the management of a
Christmas tree plantation.
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FINDINGS AND SIGNIFICANCE
General Ecological Findings
The Lutz County Park contains an outstanding array of habitats and resources,
ranging from agro-ecosystems to created open ponds to natural communities of high
ecological integrity. A total of 6 plant communities, containing 170 plant species, 130
of these being native to Michigan, were identified on the property and direct evidence
of 60 animal species was noted during the inventory efforts. The high diversity of
habitats was due to the substantial amount of topographic relief, resulting in a range of
hydrologic regimes (open water to dry hillside) and microhabitats, as well as due to the
range of human disturbance in terms of both degree of disturbance and time since
disturbance.
The plant communities found on Lutz County Park (terms in parentheses indicate a
sense of the terminology commonly applied to such areas) were:

• Wetland plant communities





emergent marsh (cattail marsh)
southern wet meadow (wet, grassy areas)
southern shrub-carr (thickets)
southern swamp (swamp)

• Terrestrial plant communities



dry-mesic southern forest (oak-hardwood forest)
old field

Five of the communities (all of the wetland communities and the dry-mesic southern
forest) listed above, are considered “natural communities” by the MNFI. A fifth
community, variously referred to as “old-field” or “meadow”, was also found. This
community is not recognized by the MNFI as a “natural community”, because it is
usually dominated by non-native plant species, as is the case with Lutz County Park.
Of the five natural communities, all but emergent marsh is considered “uncommon” by
the MNFI (2003). The distribution of these habitats across the seven areas of interest,
along with other floristic information for each of the seven areas is presented in Table
1. Technical descriptions of the plant communities, based on Michigan Natural
Community Types (MNFI 2003) are presented in Appendix A.
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Table 1. Summary of Plant Survey Findings.

Area of
Interest

Acreage

Areas
Combined

77

A

4

B

34

C

6

D

13

E

11

F

4

G

5

Total
Species
Count

Native
Species
Count

Floristic
Quality
Index

170

130

42.63

40

36

20.83

66

63

32.25

57

41

19.68

67

43

18.91

67

54

23.41

Dry-Mesic Southern Forest

32

27

17.51

Dry-Mesic Southern Forest

53

48

24.39

Community Classification(s)

Dry-Mesic Forest and
Southern Swamp
Dry-Mesic Southern Forest,
Southern Swamp, Southern
Shrub-carr, and Emergent
Marsh
Conifer Plantation and
Emergent Marsh
Old-field and
Southern Wet Meadow
Dry-Mesic Southern Forest
and second-growth scrub

Overall, Lutz County Park scored 42.63 for the Floristic Quality Index (FQI)(Table 1).
FQIs calculated for the seven areas of interest ranged from a low of 17.51 for Area F,
an area of Dry-mesic Southern Forest, to a high of 32.25 for Area B, which also
contained Dry-mesic Southern Forest, but also included Emergent Marsh, Southern
Shrub-carr, and Southern Swamp (Table 1). Detailed lists of the plant species found
in each area are presented in Appendix A.
The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (Herman, et al. 2001) provides the
following guidance with respect to interpreting FQIs: “Most of the remaining
undeveloped land registers floristic quality indices (FQI) of less than 20 and has
minimal significance from a natural quality perspective. Areas with a FQI higher than
35 possess sufficient conservatism and richness that they are floristically important
from a statewide perspective. Areas registering in the 50s and higher are extremely
rare and represent a significant component of Michigan’s native biodiversity and
natural landscapes.” Though the FQA method is considered relatively insensitive to
differences in area surveyed, it is Weatherbee’s experience that calculated FQIs are,
in fact, quite sensitive to the size of the area surveyed, with larger tracts tending to
score higher with respect to FQIs. Thus, when evaluating the overall significance of
the vegetation on the Lutz Property, the best indicator would be the values for the total
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property. As can be seen from the Table 1, overall the Lutz Property scores very high
with respect to its FQI (42.63), placing it in the category of state wide significance.
These communities and the plant species comprising them provide a wide range of
resources for wildlife.
Evidence of wildlife, including amphibians, birds, and mammals, was evident across
the sites. Table 2 presents a complete list of the fauna, based on direct observation,
calls, or sign, noted during the reconnaissance. We do not try to present the species
as occurring in particular areas, as many of the smaller species occur in most of the
areas, and larger and mobile animals range between individual areas. The animals
represented birds, mammals, amphibians and insects and included trophic levels
ranging from herbivores to top level predators. We would note in particular that whitetailed deer sign, in the form of hoof prints, scat and buck rubs, was quite common.
Table 2. Animal Species Documented On Lutz County Park.
Common Name

Scientific Name

MAMMALS
chipmunk, eastern
coyote
deer, white-tailed
fox, gray
mouse, white-footed
opossum
rabbit, eastern cotton-tail
raccoon
skunk, striped
squirrel, fox
squirrel, gray
squirrel, red
vole, meadow
woodchuck

Tamias striatus
Canis latrans
Odocoileus virginianus
Urocyon cinereoargenteus
Peromyscus leucopus
Didelphis marsupialis
Sylvilagus floridanus
Procyon lotor
Mephitis mephitis
Sciurus niger
Sciurus carolinensis
Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
Microtus pennsylvanicus
Marmota monax

BIRDS
Blackbird, Red-winged
Bobolink
Cardinal, Northern
Catbird, Gray
Chickadee, Black-capped
Crane, Sandhill
Crow, American
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Table 2. Animal Species Documented On Lutz County Park.
Common Name
Dove, Mourning
Goose, Canada
Hawk, Red-tailed
Hawk, Broad-winged
Heron, Great Blue
Jay, Blue
Killdeer
Kingbird, Eastern
Mallard
Nuthatch, Red-breasted
Ovenbird
Pewee, Eastern WoodPhoebe, Eastern
Redpoll, Common
Robin, American
Sparrow, Field
Sparrow, Song
Starling, European
Swallow, Barn
Thrush, Wood
Towhee, Rufous-sided
Turkey
Vireo, Red-eyed
Vulture, Turkey
Warbler, Yellow
Woodpecker, Downy
Woodpecker, Red-bellied

Scientific Name
Zenaidura macroura
Branta candensis
Buteo jamaicensis
Buteo platypterus
Ardea herodias
Cyanocitta cristata
Charadrius vociferus
Tyrannus tyrannus
Anas platyrhynchos
Sitta canadensis
Seiurus aurocapillus
Contopus virens
Sayornis phoebe
Carduelis flammeo
Turdus migratorius
Spizella pusila
Melospiza melodia
Sturnus vulgaris
Hirundo rustica
Hylocichla mustelina
Pipilo erythrophthalmus
Meleagris gallopavo
Vireo olivaceous
Cathartes aura
Dendroica petechia
Picoides pubescens
Melanerpes carolinus

AMPHIBIANS
frog, gray tree
frog, green
frog, western chorus
frog, wood
northern spring peeper
salamander, red-backed
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Table 2. Animal Species Documented On Lutz County Park.
Common Name

Scientific Name

INSECTS
swallowtail, spicebush
swallowtail, eastern tiger
butterfly, European cabbage
skippers (butterflies)
butterfly, monarch
sulphurs (butterflies)

Papilio troilus
Papilio glaucus
Pieris rapae
Hesperiidae (family)
Danaus plexippus
Pieridae (family)

One of the outstanding findings during the inventory was the number of frogs observed
in the wetland area in the northwest portion of the park, connected with Area B. At the
time of the observation, literally thousands of wood frogs and western chorus frogs
were “chorusing”. The substantial number of species and individuals of amphibians
found on the site is particularly significant, because amphibians are considered
sensitive to environmental degradation. The large number of individuals and variety of
species speaks well of ecological health of the property.
Though not the target of focused inventorying, we have included a handful of insects
on the above table as observed anecdotally. However, we hasten to point out that this
is a mere fraction of the insect species present on the site, and we include them
because they are particularly colorful and would be of interest to park visitors.
While Table 2 provides an impressive list of species, there is a group that is
conspicuous by its absence, namely reptiles. Despite concerted effort to locate
snakes during the reconnaissance effort, no snakes were found. The lack of snakes
could be an indicator that populations of snakes on the property are low, that
conditions were not conducive to finding them, or that by chance they simply were not
found. However, we have no firm explanation for not finding reptiles on the property
and feel certain that searches in the future will document them.
Similarly, no threatened, endangered or special concern plant or animal species was
found on Lutz County Park. However, habitat appropriate for the eastern massasauga
rattlesnake (Sistrurus catenatus catenatus), a special concern species, was found.
The habitat of this species, Michigan’s only venomous snake, is described as swamps
and marshlands, though it is known to move to upland fields and woodlands in
summer, likely in search of food (mice and voles). Thus, while this species has not
been reported from the park, the park does contain sites of suitable habitat for this
species and it quite likely occurs in the area. It should be pointed out that this species
is normally shy and retiring and avoids contact with humans.
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Clearly, Lutz County Park supports a wealth of plant and animal species. But what are
the factors contributing to this wealth? Perhaps the most significant aspect of the park
is lack of habitat fragmentation when the overall landscape-level setting of the Lutz
property is considered. While the agricultural activities on the site have resulted in
reduction of habitat, the distribution of the remaining habitat, especially with respect to
neighboring properties is significant. It is well established that habitat fragmentation is
associated with decreased species diversity. That is, a one-acre area of continuous
(i.e. unfragmented) habitat will support more species than one acre of habitat
comprised of a number of fragments, all other things being equal. The greater the
degree of fragmentation, the fewer the species (plant and animal) the site is likely to
support. Evidence of this principal is clear from Table 1: the greater the area
considered, the greater the number of species found.
With respect to the setting of Lutz County Park, it is important from a habitat
fragmentation standpoint, that most of the natural areas are actually part of larger
natural areas extending off-site (Areas E, F & G), or adjoin other types of natural areas
off-site (Areas B, C, & D). Additionally, the adjoining areas are continuous with other
natural areas such as the wetlands along the South Branch of the Shiawassee River or
parts of the Oak Grove State Area, thereby greatly expanding the effective size of the
natural areas actually on Lutz County Park.
Secondly, the mosaic nature of the plant communities provides a variety of habitats
and complementary resources for wildlife. For example, during the reconnaissance,
evidence of fox was found in Area C, which is actually a combination of wetland and
upland areas. While fox require well-drained soils for their dens, wetlands provide a
ready source of water and will support a greater abundance of prey items than will
forest. Similarly, the deciduous forest of Area B provides: winter cover from predators
for hawks and other species, nesting structure and food for squirrels and canopy
nesting birds; the conifer plantations provide winter shelter and perching sites for nonmigratory birds, and may be especially good habitat for owls; the shrub communities
provide food in the form of fruits or nuts, and nesting areas for small birds and winter
browse for deer. The wetlands provide habitat for amphibians, such as the western
chorus frogs and spring-peepers that were heard during the reconnaissance. The
frogs, in turn, can provide food for the great blue herons that were observed as well as
for raccoons and opossum. The voles that were found to occupy the open fields are
one of the primary prey items for snakes, predatory mammals, and hawks and owls,
and is probably one of the main reasons for the use of a dead tree by the southeast
corner of the conifer plantation in Area C as a hunting station by a red-tailed hawk
(observed during the reconnaissance). Thus, the combination of uplands, wetlands,
forests, shrubs, and open areas provide a wide array of resources for wildlife use
throughout the site.
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Area-Specific Findings
Area A
This area, though containing a fairly diverse set of plant species given the size of the
area, has been heavily damaged by cattle. The area contains a mixture of dry-mesic
southern forest and southern swamp, with a number of species that are considered to
be indicators of fairly high-quality wetlands: buttonbush, riverbank wild-rye and swamp
white oak. However, the wetland portion of this area has been particularly damaged
by cattle. Also, due to changes in accessibility of this area during our efforts, the plant
species list for this area should be considered incomplete as we were able to visit this
site only once during the inventory. This area was not identified as a priority natural
area in the Livingston County’s High Quality Natural Areas report (Livingston County
2003).

Area B
This large, wooded area in the northwest portion of the property scores very high by
itself with respect to the FQI (32.25), nearly attaining the level of state-wide
significance in its own right. Commensurate with its FQI, it has been identified as a
Priority I natural area by the Livingston County Department of Planning (Livingston
County 2003). It is an excellent example of dry-mesic southern forest, with wet
depressions occupied by southern swamp. The exact management regime of this
area over the past is not known for certain. However, it is our opinion that this area
has been subject to little disturbance from agricultural practices and may have been
used only for selected timbering (i.e. a working woodlot). The high proportion of native
species is particularly noteworthy (63 of the 66 species found in this area are native to
Michigan). Many of the woodlands in southeast Michigan have been significantly
degraded due to invasion by a variety of non-native species such as honeysuckle,
autumn olive, and garlic mustard. None of these species were found within the Area
B. As will be mentioned later again, it is highly recommended that monitoring of this
area for invasive species be implemented and removal plans formulated in advance to
maintain the high ecological integrity of this area. As noted in the discussion above
regarding those factors contributing to the high FQI, this area is bordered on the west
by an extensive wetland area, appearing to extend to the South Branch of the
Shiawassee River. While this area scores well on a number of metrics, we would
point out that the spring wildflower flora was somewhat sparse. In particular we noted
a lack of trillium, finding only a few individuals of showy trillium (Trillium grandiflorum).
We speculate that the paucity of this species, and possibly other wildflowers that were
conspicuous by their absence or low numbers, may be due to deer browsing.
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Area C
This area contains two very different habitats, both of which were established by Owen
Lutz. One portion of the area consists of a long-established conifer plantation and the
other of a dug pond. These areas are aesthetically quite pleasing and will have high
value to many visitors of the park if made accessible. However, they are of relatively
low ecological integrity from a native plant community perspective. As can be seen
from Table 1, the FQI for the area is only 19.68, a value considered typical for vacant
land in Michigan. Additionally, the area has a fairly high percentage of non-native
species (41 out of 57 species, or 28%, compared to 4% for Area B). Nevertheless,
because of the complementarity of resources provided by this combination of upland
and wetland communities, plus winter food and cover provided by the conifer
plantation, this area is important from a wildlife standpoint. Indeed, this area showed
the greatest amount of use during the winter as indicated by the number of mammal
tracks in the area. This area is part of the same 648-acre Priority I natural area that
includes Area B (Livingston County 2003).

Area D
This area has locally been referred to as “prairie”, but the majority of plant material
consists of European pasture grasses, rather than North American prairie species.
Thus, while it superficially resembles native prairie, it is more appropriately classified
as old field, or non-native meadow. The summary statistics for this area bear out this
contention. Despite its size (13 acres) it actually contained one more plant species
than Area B (34 acres), but of these species a full 36% were non-native. This area is
also being invaded by the non-native shrub autumn olive, which will rapidly change its
character if not controlled (and act as seed source for invasion of Area B). That said,
like Area C, the value of this area lies in the resources it provides. It was the only area
in which small mammal activity was found to be widespread, with runways for voles
being common. Voles, commonly referred to as “field mice” are one of the main prey
items for an extremely wide variety of predators, including: hawks, owls, snakes,
shrews, foxes, and coyotes. This habitat can also provide suitable habitat for a variety
of animal species, in addition to voles, originally found in native North American
grasslands, such as the bobolinks and field sparrows observed there. This may not be
all that surprising when one considers that the term “prairie” is of French origin and
translates into English as “meadow”. The combination of open grassland and
adjoining wetland, as found in Area C, is the prime habitat combination for the eastern
massasauga rattlesnake, though this species was not found there during this
inventory. As discussed later in the section on recommendations, this area is also the
prime candidate area in the park for re-establishment of native prairie. This area is
also part of the 648-acre Priority I natural area identified by Livingston County (2003).
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Area E
This upland area really includes two quite different areas. The southern-most portion
of the area consists of dry-mesic southern forest and is quite similar to Area B, though
of much smaller extent. The northern portion of the area consists of second-growth
scrub, with a great deal of prickly ash, making most of that portion of the area
unavailable except to the most determined of individuals. This suggests that the
northern portion of the area was fairly recently used for intensive agricultural purposes,
most likely as pasture or haying, and allowed to undergo succession. An aerial
photograph of this area from 1955 appears to bear this out, indicating a primarily
grassy area with some trees and shrubs being established. Due primarily to the
characteristics of the prickly ash-dominated portion, this area scores rather low (23.41)
on the FQI. However, as with other areas, this area gains importance due to the fact it
is also part of the 648-acre Priority I natural area identified by Livingston County
(2003).

Area F
Though it scores relatively low on the FQI, this area exhibits fairly good ecological
integrity, though non-native and scrubby species appear to gaining a substantial
foothold in the area. The size and configuration of this area is the main contributor to
this situation; the area is a narrow rectangle, extending into pasture land.
Consequently, it has a rather high edge to interior ratio resulting in substantial “edge
effects”. Such conditions favor the establishment of “weedy” species, such as prickly
ash and various raspberry-related species, which are fairly common in this forested
area. However, like Area G (discussed next), this area is part of a larger forest and
wetland complex, which appears to extend to the Oak Grove State Game Area;
increasing the ecological value of this area as part of a larger non-fragmented habitat.
This area has been identified as a Priority II natural area by Livingston County (2003).

Area G
This area is a tiny gem. It is part of the complex described for Area F, but does not
have configuration issue associated with Area F. That is, it is not a narrow peninsula
extending into pastureland, but is continuous with a larger, forested area extending to
the east. The area has a low percentage (10%) of non-native species and welldeveloped stands of spring wildflowers. However, two non-native species, Norway
maple and glossy buckthorn could pose serious problems if not addressed. This area
has been identified as a Priority II natural area by Livingston County (2003).
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Christmas Tree Farm
For a number of years, Mr. Lutz ran a Christmas tree operation on the farm. The
remaining inventory from that operation is to north and west of the farmstead. The
following observations are summarized from a memorandum and report (Appendix C)
prepared in November 2005, addressing the Christmas Tree Farm located on the
property. Review of the remaining inventory indicated that the following species
remain on the site: blue spruce, Norway spruce, white spruce, Serbian spruce, Scotch
pine, white pine, Austrian pine, Douglas fir, balsam fire, concolor fir and Fraser fir.
Various varieties, or strains, of these species were also found. Little in the way of
insect problems was found, but due to the lack of maintenance over the last number of
years, many of the trees cannot be brought back to a saleable state, and many are
simply too large to be made for sale. It was also observed that the trees were not
planted in rows, complicating potential maintenance of the area.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Ecological Stewardship
The Lutz County Park represents a remarkable opportunity to provide a meaningful
and enjoyable experience for park visitors, while at the same time incorporating sound
ecological stewardship from the very inception of a park system. As clearly
demonstrated in the Findings section of this report, Lutz County Park encompasses
areas of high ecological value in their own right. Four of the seven areas of interest
identified by the Park and Open Space Advisory Committee are Priority I Natural
Areas. Two of the remaining areas of interest are Priority II Natural Areas themselves.
Based on Floristic Quality Index for the site and guidelines by the MDNR, the Lutz
County Park represents an area of state-wide significance with respect to Michigan’s
biodiversity. However, the resources represented by Lutz County Park become even
more important when placed in the context of the landscape in which they occur.
Four of the areas of interest are actually part of a larger 648-acre Priority I Natural
Area. Additionally, all of the areas of interest but one, are contiguous with natural
areas off-site, many of which are contiguous themselves with the Oak Grove State
Game Area. Consequently, the preservation, enhancement, and restoration of
portions of Lutz County Park play an important role in the natural resource base of a
significant portion of Livingston County. The following recommendations are made
with the intention of providing sound stewardship of this park not only with respect to
itself, but also with respect to larger context in which it is located.
We recommend that the County:
1. Create a site-specific geographic information system (GIS) for the park. The
information collected in this inventory and assessment can provide a sound base to
which information can be added and refined. The information provided herein
should be incorporated to a site-specific GIS database which can serve as a
management tool in terms of operational tracking, monitoring, and assessing
success of the stewardship efforts.
2. Initiate invasive species control program. Many of the areas of interest are
remarkably free of non-native, invasive species. Consequently, a comprehensive
invasive species control program should be established. This program should
include:
a. Regular monitoring of Areas A, B, E, F & G, for the establishment of invasive
species
b. Removal of the autumn olive in Area D
c. Removal of the glossy buckthorn in Area G
d. Monitor for species not present, but which are almost certain to arrive, such as
garlic mustard
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Implementation of this recommendation is ideal for volunteer involvement. There
are a number of groups with competent laypersons that can reliably identify the
common invasive species and have good knowledge regarding control. These
groups include the Sierra Club, Audubon Society, and Land Conservancies, or a
group of volunteers specifically focused on Lutz County Park could be established.
This approach reduces costs to the County and at the same time further involves
Livingston County citizens in their community.
3. Establish a long-term ecological monitoring program. As noted in the Findings
section, a number of the areas (Areas D & E) are successional in nature. That is,
they represent plant communities that are changing over time. This change can be
toward more natural plant communities, or it can mean the establishment of
invasive species. Area D is an example of the latter, with autumn olive appearing
to be on the increase. Establishment of a monitoring system, such as photo
monitoring, can provide much information for little cost with regards to the direction
that the areas may be changing. Thus, monitoring points should be established at
critical points on the property to monitor changes.
4. Establish cooperative agreements with neighboring landowners to maintain their
natural areas intact. As noted in various places in this report, the areas of interest
on the park property itself do not exist in isolation, but are part of a larger ecological
landscape. Preservation of the park areas will be dependent on successful
preservation of adjoining areas.
5. Discontinue pasturing of cattle in Area A. This area, which could be easily fencedoff, is clearly being degraded by cattle trampling.
In terms of priority, the above recommendations should be considered for immediate
development as they are critical to the long-term preservation of the ecological
features contributing to the high quality of the park. The following recommendations
should be considered enhancements to the park, adjuncts to the recommendations
above, or recommendations for restoration of ecosystems.
6. Conduct additional inventorying. The inventory reported on herein constitutes a
fairly detailed effort. However, there is little question that the inventory is
incomplete. Additional time and effort will certainly identify additional species in
every group that was inventoried; even with respect to plants, the group most
thoroughly inventoried (field reconnaissance time periods did not cover late spring
and early summer, when such groups as sedges are most prevalent and
identifiable). Thus, we recommend that an effort to further inventory the property be
undertaken. Again, this is an excellent opportunity for volunteer participation, using
such groups as the Audubon Society (who regularly conduct bird counts across the
country) and the local Michigan Odonata Survey (who survey dragonflies and their
relatives), which can focus on birds and select groups of insects.
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7. Establish deer exclosures in Area B to determine the level, if any, of deer browsing
on wildflowers. As noted in the Findings section, spring wildflowers seem to be
under-represented relative to expected levels in Area B. The lack of spring
wildflowers in woodlots in southeast Michigan is frequently the result of white-tailed
deer populations reaching or exceeding their carrying capacity. The Metro Parks
have exclosures quite successfully to demonstrate the detrimental effect of high
deer populations on the flora of the area. This information could be used to
support controlled harvest of deer if they are, in fact, having an undue affect on
wildflower populations. Design and construction of such exclosures could be the
basis of an Eagle Scout Service Project, with subsequent monitoring being an ongoing service project for one of the over 30 Scout Troops and Venture Crews in
Livingston County.
8. Work with current and future agricultural lease holders to promote sound ecological
practices in the park. With the exception of the clear degradation of Area A,
current agricultural activities on the property do not appear to be having inordinate
adverse affects on the ecology of the property. Indeed, certain activities appear to
be conducive to wildlife. For example, sandhill cranes were frequently seen
feeding in the park and were always located in the hayfields east of Areas C & D.
So too, all of the insects listed in Table 2, were apparently attracted to the legumes
in those fields. Cooperative agreements regarding pesticide use and maintenance
of buffer areas around high-quality ecological areas could be established.
9. Develop and implement a restoration plan for a North American prairie in Area D.
Maps of the pre-settlement vegetation of the site indicate that the vast majority of
the site consisted of oak-savannah (a mixture of widely-space oaks with a ground
cover of prairie grasses and wildflowers) before settlement of the areas by
Europeans. Because oak-savannahs typically occupied soils conducive to farming,
virtually all of the oak-savannah community in the State of Michigan has been lost.
As the soils of the park generally appear not to have been significantly altered, it is
quite likely that a savannah system could once again be established in this area. It
is becoming well established that use of prescribed burns in former prairie and
savannah areas can result in a substantial release from the seed bank of species
long dormant.
Consequently, a restoration effort could begin simply with
prescribed burns in the area, followed by monitoring of the response of the
vegetation. The activities associated with such a restoration effort would be very
amenable to educational activities for schools in the County and visitors to the park
in general.
Farmstead, Visitor Amenities and Use
Clearly, Owen Lutz donated his farm with the intent of enjoyment and education of the
public with respect to nature and farming. To not provide recreational opportunities to
the public is contrary to the very concept of a public park. Consequently, the following
recommendations are made with the goals of Owen Lutz in mind with respect to use of
the property by the public.
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10. Establish a trail system throughout the natural areas to afford the public
opportunity to access these remarkable areas. A rudimentary trail system exists in
portions of the property, which could be enhanced and expanded; and an almost
infinite number of configurations could be accommodated in the park. However,
there are certain key areas that a hiking and interpretive nature trail should pass
through. These areas and their primary attraction are:
a. Area B – High quality oak-hardwood woods, with vernal swamps and lookout
over wetland area in northwest corner of property
b. Area C – Pond with benches for resting; conifer plantation provides shade and
aesthetics
c. Area D – Meadow area (future oak-savannah)
Access to these areas could be provided through a number of ways, such as, from
a trailhead at the farmstead with a trail passing through Area E; limited parking
near or at Area D, limited parking at or near Area C.
11. Develop interpretive materials for nature trails. For the public to fully (or minimally)
appreciate the resources of the park, it will be necessary to develop interpretive
materials such as brochure/walking map, kiosks, or signage along the trail.
Unfortunately, with a public less and less familiar with the outdoors, lack of such
materials virtually assures a lack of appreciation of the true nature of the natural
features.
12. Continue agriculture lease of portions of the park to help fund public programs,
maintain the park, and comply with Mr. Lutz’s wishes, with an emphasis on
recruiting farmers that are also interested in educating the public about agricultural
life (one of the current lease holders already conducts educational programs in
conjunction with his other farming activities).
13. Establish demonstration gardens around the farmstead which focus on antique
varieties of plants, or simply focus on specific plant groups. There are many
gardening and plant societies that may be interested in conducting activities and
maintaining demonstration gardens, such as the Hosta Society, Rose Society, Iris
Society, Antique Vegetable Society, Master Gardeners, etc. Additionally, local
garden clubs may take on foundation plantings as a service project.
14. Provide essential amenities to visitors to both the natural areas and the farmstead,
including restrooms facilities, adequate parking, picnic areas and drinking water.
15. Establish a “Friends of Livingston County Parks” not-for-profit organization to
garner public support, funding and a ready volunteer pool.
16. Assemble a committee to conduct a feasibility study of potential farm-related
programs and use of the farmstead as an educational center.
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Christmas Tree Farm
17. Not pursue use of the remaining inventory of the Christmas Tree Farm for an ongoing operation. Evaluation of the existing Christmas Tree Farm indicates that it
the remaining inventory does not represent a viable opportunity for continuing the
Christmas Tree Farm.
18. Establish a small-scale, demonstration tree farm to the north of the existing conifer
collection, which may serve as the basis of a future Christmas tree farm. Such an
operation could make use of various not-for-profit organizations such as, the Boy
Scouts, the Girl Scouts, or 4-H clubs.
19. Allow the existing inventory of Christmas trees to develop naturally into a mature
conifer stand. This option would provide significant wildlife habitat, especially in
winter for many species of wildlife (e.g. squirrels, hawks, owls, and many other
year-round resident birds).

CONCLUSION
The Lutz County Park represents a very significant set of resources for Livingston
County. Through the foresight and on-the-ground efforts of Owen Lutz, Livingston
County has acquired as its first park a property with natural features of such quality as
to be important on a state-wide basis and representing a significant resource with
respect to biodiversity. Additionally, the site represents an on-going view into the
importance of agriculture in the present day, as well as a glimpse of the past.
The opportunities this site provides are almost limitless, but sound stewardship from
ecological and agricultural perspectives are an imperative for realization of the longterm values of the property. As Livingston County becomes evermore urban, parks
like Lutz County Park will become increasingly important to the quality of life of the
area. It is, indeed, fortunate that the Park and Open Space Advisory Committee, as
well as one of the County’s past citizens, have had the foresight to insure the
preservation of this example of nature and agricultural life while there is still the
opportunity to steward it for future generations.
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APPENDIX A
COMMUNITY DESCRIPTIONS
Emergent Marsh. This wetland community typically occupies areas containing shallow
water throughout much, if not all, of the year. Consequently, it is typically found along
the shores of lakes, ponds and streams. It is characterized by narrow- and broadleaved herbaceous plant species, as well as floating-leaved species, that have a
portion of their above ground parts sticking out of the water, hence the term
“emergent” marsh. Some of the plant species typical of these marshes are familiar to
most people, such as cattail (Typha) and lily pads (Nuphar and Nymphaea). Other
dominant plant species of these marshes include: water plantain (Alisma plantagoaquatica), sedges (Carex), spikerushes (Eleocharis), manna grass (Glyceria), rice-cut
grass (Leersia), buckwheat (Polygonum), pickerelweed (Pontederia), arrowhead
(Sagittaria) and bulrush (Scirpus). This community is not considered rare or imperiled
in Michigan (MNFI 2003).
Southern Wet Meadow. This community is a sedge and grass dominated wetland,
located primarily south of the transition zone. It is typically found on muck soils, in
stream valleys, along lake margins, and in depressions and channels in glacial
outwash. Plant species characteristic of this community include: Canada blue joint
grass (Calamagrostis canadensis), various sedges (Carex stricta, C. aquatilis, C.
lanuginos, C. lacustris), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea), spikerush
(Eleocharis), rushes (Juncus), cattail (Typha), Joe-Pye weed (Eupatorium maculatum)
and boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum). This community is considered uncommon in
the state (MNFI 2003).
Southern Shrub-Carr. This shrub-dominated community is successionally intermediate
between wet meadow/fen and swamp forest; and though considered successional, it
can be persistent at a site for a very long time (multiple decades). The sites it
occupies tend to be characterized by fluctuating water levels and poor drainage
conditions; the former condition may contribute to its persistence at a site.
Consequently, Southern Shrub-Carr is typically found next to streams, rivers and
lakes, all of which occur in glacial outwash, ice contact topography, or course-textured
end moraines. Soils at sites supporting Southern Shrub-Carr are typically shallowly
inundated to saturated mucks; neutral to slightly alkaline. Typical shrub species
include: gray dogwood (Cornus foemina), red-osier dogwood (C. stolonifera), silky
dogwood (C. amomum), various willows (Salix), elderberry (Sambucus canadensis),
and Michigan holly (Ilex verticillata). The herb layer of Southern Shrub-Carr is quite
variable with respect to species composition.
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Southern Swamp. This deciduous-forest, wetland community occurs south of the
transition zone. It is typically found on pH-neutral to acid, loam, silt loam, and sandy
loam soils (site soils frequently include a clay layer) in depressions and channels of
ground moraines, on glacial lake plains, and in depressions of glacial outwash,
especially near moraines.
Typical plant species include: silver maple (Acer
saccharinum), red maple (Acer rubrum), red ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), black ash
(F. nigra), American elm (Ulmus americana), swamp white oak (Quercus bicolor), pin
oak (Q. palustris), and black gum (Nyssa sylvatica). This community is considered
uncommon in the state (MNFI 2003).
Dry-Mesic Southern Forest. This upland community is typically dominated by white
and black oak. Other tree species frequently found in this community type include:
wild-black cherry (Prunus serotina); shag-bark and pignut hickories (Carya ovata and
C. glabra); and red maple (Acer rubrum), occurring on the moister, lower sections of
slopes. This forest type tends to occur on dry-mesic sites in the southern half of the
Michigan lower peninsula on glacial outwash, on kettle-kame topography, and on
coarse-textured end and ground moraines. Most dry-mesic southern forests have at
least some shrubs in the understory. The shrub species vary from native species
(such as witch hazel (Hamamelis virginiana) to non-native, invasive honeysuckles
(primarily Lonicera tartarica). This community is considered uncommon in the state
(MNFI 2003).
Old-field. While this community is not recognized and described in the Michigan
Natural Community Types, it is nevertheless a widespread community throughout
Michigan, though primarily of anthropogenic origins. As implied by the name, this
community is found in areas that have been disturbed, usually by plowing or pasturing,
and subsequently abandoned. The dominant plant species are highly variable and
dependent on the agricultural history of the specific site. Thus, areas that were
formerly plowed may be dominated by both native and non-native weedy species such
as common ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia) and foxtail grasses (Setaria spp.).
Areas that were used for pasturing are likely to be dominated by the forage grasses
planted at the site; frequently, these are brome grasses (Bromus spp.) or fescues
(Festuca spp.). The community is considered successional in that it will over time be
replaced by a different community, but may be the dominant plant community on a site
for many decades.
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Appendix B
Plants Lists
For each species listed, the following information is presented: scientific name,
common name, coefficient of conservatism, and wetland indicator status. The
“coefficient of conservatism” is a value ranging from 0 – 10 that has been assigned to
each plant species native to Michigan. This coefficient of conservatism represents “an
estimated probability that a plant is likely to occur in a landscape relatively unaltered
from what is believed to be a presettlement condition.” In other words, plants with a
low numerical rating can be found in a wide range of habitats, while those with a high
number are “almost always restricted to a presettlement remnant, i.e. a high quality
natural area.” (Herman, et al. (2001)).
Herman, et al. (2001) also present the wetland indicator status for each plant species
native to, or naturalized in, Michigan. Species assigned a wetland indicator status of:
•
•
•
•
•

OBL (Obligate Wetland) almost always occur in wetlands under natural conditions
(more than 99% probability);
FACW (Facultative Wetland) plants usually occur in wetlands, but occasionally are
found in non-wetlands (67% - 99% probability);
FAC (Facultative) plants are equally likely to occur in wetlands or non wetlands
(34% - 66% probability);
FACU (Facultative Upland) plants occasionally occur in wetlands, but usually occur
in non-wetlands (estimated 1% - 33% probability); and
UPL (Upland) plants almost never occur in wetlands under natural conditions (less
than 1% probability).
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Table B-1. Plant species found in Area A, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I.
– Wetland Indicator Status)

Scientific Name
Acer negundo
Acer rubrum
Alisma plantago-aquatica
ARCTIUM MINUS
Aster lateriflorus
Bidens frondosus
BROMUS INERMIS
Carya ovata
Cephalanthus occidentalis
Cornus foemina
Crataegus mollis
DACTYLIS GLOMERATA
Dioscorea villosa
Dryopteris carthusiana
Elymus riparius
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Geum canadense
Juglans nigra
Menispermum canadense
Parthenocissus
quinquefolia
Phryma leptostachya
Pilea pumila
Polygonum virginianum
Populus tremuloides
Prunus serotina
Quercus bicolor
Quercus macrocarpa
Quercus rubra
Ribes cynosbati
Rosa palustris
Rubus occidentalis
Rubus strigosus
Salix nigra
Scutellaria lateriflora
Sium suave
SOLANUM DULCAMARA
Toxicodendron radicans
Ulmus americana
Virgulus novae-angliae
Vitis riparia
Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name

C

W.I.

0
1
1
*
2
1

FACWFAC
OBL
UPL
FACWFACW

box elder
red maple
water-plantain
common burdock
side-flowering aster
common beggar-ticks
Hungarian brome; smooth
brome
shellbark or shagbark hickory
buttonbush
gray dogwood
hawthorn; thornapple
orchard grass
wild yam
spinulose woodfern
riverbank wild-rye
red ash
white avens
black walnut
moonseed

*

UPL

5
7
1
2
*
4
5
8
2
1
5
5

FACU
OBL
FACWFACWFACU
FACFACWFACW
FACW
FAC
FACU
FAC

Virginia creeper

5

FAC-

lopseed
clearweed
jumpseed
quaking aspen
wild black cherry
swamp white oak
bur oak
red oak
prickly or wild gooseberry
swamp rose
black raspberry
wild red raspberry
black willow
mad-dog skullcap
water-parsnip
bittersweet nightshade
poison-ivy
white or American elm
New England aster
riverbank grape

4
5
4
1
2
8
5
5
4
5
1
2
5
5
5
*
2
1
3
3

UPL
FACW
FAC
FAC
FACU
FACW+
FACFACU
UPL
OBL
UPL
FACW[OBL]
OBL
OBL
FAC
FAC+
FACWFACW
FACW-
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Table B-1. Plant species found in Area A, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I.
– Wetland Indicator Status)

Scientific Name

Common Name

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =
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3.47
36
40
6.00
20.83

C

W.I.
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Table B-2. Plant species found in Area B, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Acer rubrum
Acer saccharinum
Acer saccharum
Agrimonia gryposepala
Amelanchier laevis
Amphicarpaea bracteata
Anemone quinquefolia
Arisaema triphyllum
Athyrium filix-femina
Carex intumescens
Carex pensylvanica
Carex vulpinoidea
Carya cordiformis
Carya glabra
Carya ovata
Cinna arundinacea
Circaea lutetiana
Cornus foemina
Corylus americana
Dentaria laciniata
Desmodium nudiflorum
Dioscorea villosa
Dryopteris carthusiana
Elymus riparius
Elymus virginicus
Erigeron strigosus
Erythronium americanum
Euonymus obovata
Fragaria virginiana
Fraxinus americana
Galium aparine
Geranium maculatum
Geum canadense
Hamamelis virginiana
Hepatica americana
Juglans nigra
Ostrya virginiana
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Podophyllum peltatum
Polygonum virginianum
Prenanthes alba
PRUNELLA VULGARIS
Prunus serotina
Prunus virginiana
Quercus alba

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name
red maple
silver maple
sugar maple; hard maple
tall agrimony
smooth shadbush
hog-peanut
wood anemone
Jack-in-the-pulpit; Indian-turnip
lady fern
sedge
sedge
sedge
bitternut hickory
pignut hickory
shellbark or shagbark hickory
wood reedgrass
enchanter's-nightshade
gray dogwood
hazelnut
cut-leaved toothwort
naked tick-trefoil
wild yam
spinulose woodfern
riverbank wild-rye
Virginia wild-rye
daisy fleabane
yellow trout lily
running strawberry bush
wild strawberry
white ash
annual bedstraw
wild geranium
white avens
witch-hazel
round-lobed hepatica
black walnut
ironwood; hop hornbeam
Virginia creeper
may apple; mandrake
jumpseed
white lettuce; rattlesnake-root
lawn prunella
wild black cherry
choke cherry
white oak

C

W.I.

1
2
5
2
4
5
5
5
4
3
4
1
5
5
5
7
2
1
5
5
7
4
5
8
4
4
5
5
2
5
0
4
1
5
6
5
5
5
3
4
5
*
2
2
5

FAC
FACW
FACU
FACU+
UPL
FAC
FAC
FACWFAC
FACW+
UPL
OBL
FAC
FACU
FACU
FACW
FACU
FACWFACUFACU
UPL
FACFACWFACW
FACWFACUPL
UPL
FACFACU
FACU
FACU
FAC
FACU
UPL
FACU
FACUFACFACU
FAC
FACU
FAC
FACU
FACFACU
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Table B-2. Plant species found in Area B, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Quercus bicolor
Quercus macrocarpa
Quercus rubra
Quercus velutina
Ribes cynosbati
ROBINIA PSEUDOACACIA
Rubus allegheniensis
Rubus occidentalis
Smilacina stellata
Solidago altissima
TARAXACUM OFFICINALE
Thalictrum dioicum
Thelypteris noveboracensis
Tilia americana
Toxicodendron radicans
Trillium grandiflorum
Ulmus rubra
Viburnum acerifolium
Viburnum dentatum
Viburnum rafinesquianum
Viola sororia

Common Name
swamp white oak
bur oak
red oak
black oak
prickly or wild gooseberry
black locust
common blackberry
black raspberry
starry false Solomon-seal
tall goldenrod
common dandelion
early meadow-rue
New York fern
linden; basswood
poison-ivy
common trillium
red or slippery elm
maple-leaved arrow-wood
smooth arrow-wood
downy arrow-wood
common blue violet

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

4.06
63
66
7.94
32.25

C

W.I.

8
5
5
6
4
*
1
1
5
1
*
6
5
5
2
5
2
6
6
5
1

FACW+
FACFACU
UPL
UPL
FACUFACU+
UPL
FACFACU
FACU
FACU+
FAC+
FACU
FAC+
UPL
FAC
UPL
FACWUPL
FAC-
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Table B-3. Plant species found in Area C, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Acer rubrum
Acer saccharinum
Acer saccharum
Ambrosia artemisiifolia
ARCTIUM MINUS
Arisaema triphyllum
Aster ericoides
Aster lateriflorus
BETULA PENDULA
Carya cordiformis
Circaea lutetiana
CIRSIUM VULGARE
Dryopteris intermedia
ELAEAGNUS UMBELLATA
Erechtites hieracifolia
Fraxinus americana
Galium triflorum
Geum canadense
Hackelia virginiana
Heracleum maximum
LEONURUS CARDIACA
MENTHA PIPERITA
Muhlenbergia sylvatica
NEPETA CATARIA
Osmorhiza claytonii
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Phalaris arundinacea
PICEA ABIES
Pinus resinosa
Pinus strobus
PINUS SYLVESTRIS
PLANTAGO MAJOR
Polygonum virginianum
Populus deltoides
Populus tremuloides
POTENTILLA RECTA
PRUNUS AVIUM
Prunus serotina
Quercus rubra
Quercus velutina
Ribes cynosbati
ROBINIA PSEUDOACACIA
ROSA MULTIFLORA
Rubus occidentalis
Rubus strigosus
Scirpus atrovirens

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name
red maple
silver maple
sugar maple; hard maple
common ragweed
common burdock
Jack-in-the-pulpit; Indian-turnip
heath aster
side-flowering aster
European white birch
bitternut hickory
enchanter's-nightshade
bull-thistle
glandular or evergreen woodfern
autumn-olive
fireweed
white ash
fragrant bedstraw
white avens
stickseed; beggar's lice
cow-parsnip
motherwort
peppermint
woodland satin grass
catnip
hairy sweet-cicely
Virginia creeper
reed canary grass
norway spruce
red pine
white pine
Scots or Scotch pine
common plantain
jumpseed
cottonwood
quaking aspen
rough-fruited cinquefoil
sweet cherry
wild black cherry
red oak
black oak
prickly or wild gooseberry
black locust
Japanese or multiflora rose
black raspberry
wild red raspberry
bulrush

C

W.I.

1
2
5
0
*
5
3
2
*
5
2
*
5
*
2
5
4
1
1
3
*
*
8
*
4
5
0
*
6
3
*
*
4
1
1
*
*
2
5
6
4
*
*
1
2
3

FAC
FACW
FACU
FACU
UPL
FACWFACUFACW[FACW+]
FAC
FACU
FACUFAC
[FACU]
FACU
FACU
FACU+
FAC
FACFACW
[UPL]
OBL
FACW
FACFACUFACFACW+
UPL
FACU
FACU
UPL
FAC+
FAC
FAC+
FAC
UPL
[UPL]
FACU
FACU
UPL
UPL
FACUFACU
UPL
FACWOBL
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Table B-3. Plant species found in Area C, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
SETARIA FABERI
Smilax rotundifolia
Solanum ptycanthum
Solidago altissima
Solidago gigantea
TARAXACUM OFFICINALE
Thuja occidentalis
Toxicodendron radicans
Ulmus americana
Verbena urticifolia
Vitis riparia

Common Name
giant foxtail
common green-brier
black nightshade
tall goldenrod
late goldenrod
common dandelion
arbor vitae
poison-ivy
white or American elm
white vervain
riverbank grape

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

3.07
41
57
6.40
19.68

C

W.I.

*
6
1
1
3
*
4
2
1
4
3

FACU+
FAC
[UPL]
FACU
FACW
FACU
FACW
FAC+
FACWFAC+
FACW-
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Table B-4. Plant species found in Area D, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Achillea millefolium
AGROSTIS GIGANTEA
Ambrosia artemisiifolia
Anaphalis margaritacea
Apios americana
Arabis glabra
ARCTIUM MINUS
Asclepias incarnata
Asclepias syriaca
Aster firmus
Aster pilosus
Aster puniceus
BROMUS INERMIS
Carex stricta
CENTAUREA MACULOSA
CIRSIUM ARVENSE
CIRSIUM VULGARE
Cornus alternifolia
Cornus foemina
DACTYLIS GLOMERATA
DAUCUS CAROTA
ELAEAGNUS UMBELLATA
Erigeron strigosus
Eupatorium maculatum
Euthamia graminifolia
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Geum canadense
HYPERICUM PERFORATUM
Hypericum punctatum
Juglans nigra
Lemna minor
LEONURUS CARDIACA
LOTUS CORNICULATA
Onoclea sensibilis
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Phalaris arundinacea
PHLEUM PRATENSE
PLANTAGO LANCEOLATA
PLANTAGO MAJOR
POA PRATENSIS
Populus deltoides
POTENTILLA RECTA
Quercus alba
Quercus rubra
Ribes cynosbati
ROSA MULTIFLORA

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name
yarrow
redtop
common ragweed
pearly everlasting
groundnut; Indian-potato
tower mustard
common burdock
swamp milkweed
common milkweed
smooth swamp aster
hairy aster
swamp aster
Hungarian brome; smooth brome
sedge
spotted knapweed
Canadian-thistle
bull-thistle
alternate-leaved dogwood
gray dogwood
orchard grass
wild carrot; Queen-Anne's-lace
autumn-olive
daisy fleabane
Joe-pye weed
grass-leaved goldenrod
red ash
white avens
common St. John's-wort
spotted St. John's-wort
black walnut
small duckweed
motherwort
birdfoot trefoil
sensitive fern
Virginia creeper
reed canary grass
timothy
English plantain; ribgrass
common plantain
Kentucky bluegrass
cottonwood
rough-fruited cinquefoil
white oak
red oak
prickly or wild gooseberry
Japanese or multiflora rose

C

W.I.

1
*
0
3
3
3
*
6
1
4
1
5
*
4
*
*
*
5
1
*
*
*
4
4
3
2
1
*
4
5
5
*
*
2
5
0
*
*
*
*
1
*
5
5
4
*

FACU
[FAC]
FACU
[UPL]
FACW
UPL
UPL
OBL
UPL
OBL
FACU+
OBL
UPL
OBL
UPL
FACU
FACUUPL
FACWFACU
UPL
[FACU]
FACOBL
FACWFACW
FAC
UPL
FAC+
FACU
OBL
[UPL]
FACFACW
FACFACW+
FACU
FAC
FAC+
FACFAC+
UPL
FACU
FACU
UPL
FACU
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Table B-4. Plant species found in Area D, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Rubus allegheniensis
Rubus flagellaris
Rubus occidentalis
SALIX FRAGILIS
Scirpus atrovirens
Smilacina stellata
SOLANUM DULCAMARA
Solidago altissima
Solidago gigantea
Solidago juncea
Solidago rugosa
SONCHUS ARVENSIS
TARAXACUM OFFICINALE
Toxicodendron radicans
TRIFOLIUM PRATENSE
Typha latifolia
Ulmus rubra
VERBASCUM THAPSUS
Verbena urticifolia
Viburnum lentago
Vitis riparia

Common Name
common blackberry
northern dewberry
black raspberry
crack willow
bulrush
starry false Solomon-seal
bittersweet nightshade
tall goldenrod
late goldenrod
early goldenrod
rough goldenrod
perennial sow thistle
common dandelion
poison-ivy
red clover
broad-leaved cat-tail
red or slippery elm
common mullein
white vervain
nannyberry; sheepberry
riverbank grape

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

2.88
43
67
6.56
18.91

C

W.I.

1
1
1
*
3
5
*
1
3
3
3
*
*
2
*
1
2
*
4
4
3

FACU+
FACUUPL
FAC+
OBL
FACFAC
FACU
FACW
UPL
FAC+
FACFACU
FAC+
FACU+
OBL
FAC
UPL
FAC+
FAC+
FACW-
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Table B-5. Plant species found in Area E, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Acer negundo
Acer rubrum
Achillea millefolium
Agrimonia gryposepala
Anemone quinquefolia
Arisaema triphyllum
Aster ericoides
Aster firmus
Aster lateriflorus
Aster pilosus
BROMUS INERMIS
Carex grayi
Carex pensylvanica
Carpinus caroliniana
Carya ovata
CIRSIUM ARVENSE
Cornus foemina
Crataegus mollis
DACTYLIS GLOMERATA
DAUCUS CAROTA
Dioscorea villosa
DIPSACUS FULLONUM
Dryopteris carthusiana
Dryopteris intermedia
ELAEAGNUS UMBELLATA
Euthamia graminifolia
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Geranium maculatum
Geum canadense
Helianthus divaricatus
HYPERICUM PERFORATUM
Juglans nigra
Juniperus virginiana
Liriodendron tulipifera
LONICERA MAACKII
Lysimachia ciliata
MALUS PUMILA
Monarda fistulosa
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Phalaris arundinacea
PHLEUM PRATENSE
PICEA ABIES
Podophyllum peltatum
Polygonum virginianum
Populus deltoides
POTENTILLA RECTA

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name
box elder
red maple
yarrow
tall agrimony
wood anemone
Jack-in-the-pulpit; Indian-turnip
heath aster
smooth swamp aster
side-flowering aster
hairy aster
Hungarian brome; smooth brome
sedge
sedge
hornbeam; blue-beech
shellbark or shagbark hickory
Canadian-thistle
gray dogwood
hawthorn; thornapple
orchard grass
wild carrot; Queen-Anne's-lace
wild yam
common teasel
spinulose woodfern
glandular or evergreen woodfern
autumn-olive
grass-leaved goldenrod
red ash
wild geranium
white avens
woodland sunflower
common St. John's-wort
black walnut
red-cedar
tulip tree
Amur honeysuckle
fringed loosestrife
apple
wild bergamot
Virginia creeper
reed canary grass
timothy
Norway spruce
may apple; mandrake
jumpseed
cottonwood
rough-fruited cinquefoil

C

W.I.

0
1
1
2
5
5
3
4
2
1
*
6
4
6
5
*
1
2
*
*
4
*
5
5
*
3
2
4
1
5
*
5
3
9
*
4
*
2
5
0
*
*
3
4
1
*

FACWFAC
FACU
FACU+
FAC
FACWFACUOBL
FACWFACU+
UPL
FACW+
UPL
FAC
FACU
FACU
FACWFACWFACU
UPL
FAC[UPL]
FACWFAC
[FACU]
FACWFACW
FACU
FAC
UPL
UPL
FACU
FACU
FACU+
UPL
FACW
[UPL]
FACU
FACFACW+
FACU
UPL
FACU
FAC
FAC+
UPL
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Table B-5. Plant species found in Area E, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Potentilla simplex
Prunus serotina
Prunus virginiana
Quercus alba
Quercus macrocarpa
Quercus rubra
Ranunculus abortivus
Rhus glabra
Ribes cynosbati
Rubus allegheniensis
Rubus occidentalis
SOLANUM DULCAMARA
Solidago altissima
Thalictrum dioicum
Tilia americana
Toxicodendron radicans
Ulmus americana
Veronicastrum virginicum
Viola sororia
Vitis riparia
Zanthoxylum americanum

Common Name
old-field or common cinquefoil
wild black cherry
choke cherry
white oak
bur oak
red oak
small-flowered buttercup
smooth sumac
prickly or wild gooseberry
common blackberry
black raspberry
bittersweet nightshade
tall goldenrod
early meadow-rue
linden; basswood
poison-ivy
white or American elm
Culver's root
common blue violet
riverbank grape
prickly-ash

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

3.19
54
67
7.35
23.41

C

W.I.

2
2
2
5
5
5
0
2
4
1
1
*
1
6
5
2
1
8
1
3
3

FACUFACU
FACFACU
FACFACU
FACWUPL
UPL
FACU+
UPL
FAC
FACU
FACU+
FACU
FAC+
FACWFAC
FACFACWUPL
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TableB-6. Plant species found in Area F, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Acer rubrum
Acer saccharum
ALLIARIA PETIOLATA
Amelanchier laevis
Arisaema triphyllum
Aster lateriflorus
BERBERIS VULGARIS
BROMUS INERMIS
Carya glabra
Carya ovata
Corylus americana
Crataegus mollis
Fraxinus americana
Geum canadense
Hystrix patula
MARRUBIUM VULGARE
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Polygonum virginianum
Potentilla simplex
Prunus serotina
Quercus alba
Quercus rubra
Quercus velutina
Ribes cynosbati
ROSA MULTIFLORA
Rubus allegheniensis
Rubus occidentalis
Toxicodendron radicans
Ulmus americana
Ulmus rubra
Vitis riparia
Zanthoxylum americanum

Common Name
red maple
sugar maple; hard maple
garlic mustard
smooth shadbush
Jack-in-the-pulpit; Indian-turnip
side-flowering aster
common barberry
Hungarian brome; smooth brome
pignut hickory
shellbark or shagbark hickory
hazelnut
hawthorn; thornapple
white ash
white avens
bottlebrush grass
horehound
Virginia creeper
jumpseed
old-field or common cinquefoil
wild black cherry
white oak
red oak
black oak
prickly or wild gooseberry
Japanese or multiflora rose
common blackberry
black raspberry
poison-ivy
white or American elm
red or slippery elm
riverbank grape
prickly-ash

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

3.37
27
32
5.20
17.51

C

W.I.

1
5
*
4
5
2
*
*
5
5
5
2
5
1
5
*
5
4
2
2
5
5
6
4
*
1
1
2
1
2
3
3

FAC
FACU
FAC
UPL
FACWFACWFACU
UPL
FACU
FACU
FACUFACWFACU
FAC
UPL
FAC
FACFAC
FACUFACU
FACU
FACU
UPL
UPL
FACU
FACU+
UPL
FAC+
FACWFAC
FACWUPL
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TableB-7. Plant species found in Area G, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
ACER PLATANOIDES
Acer rubrum
Acer saccharum
Amelanchier laevis
Arisaema triphyllum
Aster lateriflorus
BROMUS INERMIS
Carpinus caroliniana
Carya ovata
CHENOPODIUM ALBUM
Circaea lutetiana
Cornus foemina
Crataegus mollis
Carex echinata
Carex grayi
Carex pensylvanica
Erythronium americanum
Fagus grandifolia
Fraxinus americana
Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Geum canadense
Glyceria striata
Hackelia virginiana
Lysimachia ciliata
Ostrya virginiana
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Pilea pumila
Podophyllum peltatum
Polygonum virginianum
Prenanthes alba
Prunus serotina
Prunus virginiana
Quercus alba
Quercus macrocarpa
Quercus rubra
Quercus velutina
Ranunculus abortivus
RHAMNUS FRANGULA
Ribes cynosbati
ROSA MULTIFLORA
Rubus occidentalis
Rubus strigosus
Solidago altissima
Solidago caesia
Solidago canadensis
Solidago gigantea

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

Common Name
Norway maple
red maple
sugar maple; hard maple
smooth shadbush
Jack-in-the-pulpit; Indian-turnip
side-flowering aster
Hungarian brome; smooth brome
hornbeam; blue-beech
shellbark or shagbark hickory
lamb's quarters; "pigweed"
enchanter's-nightshade
gray dogwood
hawthorn; thornapple
sedge
sedge
sedge
yellow trout lily
American beech
white ash
red ash
white avens
fowl manna grass
stickseed; beggar's lice
fringed loosestrife
ironwood; hop hornbeam
Virginia creeper
clearweed
may apple; mandrake
jumpseed
white lettuce; rattlesnake-root
wild black cherry
choke cherry
white oak
bur oak
red oak
black oak
small-flowered buttercup
glossy buckthorn
prickly or wild gooseberry
Japanese or multiflora rose
black raspberry
wild red raspberry
tall goldenrod
blue-stemmed goldenrod
Canada goldenrod
late goldenrod

C

W.I.

*
1
5
4
5
2
*
6
5
*
2
1
2
6
6
4
5
6
5
2
1
4
1
4
5
5
5
3
4
5
2
2
5
5
5
6
0
*
4
*
1
2
1
7
1
3

UPL
FAC
FACU
UPL
FACWFACWUPL
FAC
FACU
FACFACU
FACWFACWOBL
FACW+
UPL
UPL
FACU
FACU
FACW
FAC
OBL
FACFACW
FACUFACFACW
FACU
FAC
FACU
FACU
FACFACU
FACFACU
UPL
FACWFAC+
UPL
FACU
UPL
FACWFACU
FACU
FACU
FACW
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TableB-7. Plant species found in Area G, Lutz County Park.
(Capitalized scientific names indicate non-natives; C – Coefficient of Conservatism; W. I. – Wetland Indicator
Status)

Scientific Name
Tilia americana
Toxicodendron radicans
Ulmus rubra
Viburnum opulus americanum
Viola sororia
Vitis riparia
Zanthoxylum americanum

Common Name
linden; basswood
poison-ivy
red or slippery elm
highbush cranberry
common blue violet
riverbank grape
prickly-ash

Floristic Quality Assessment
Mean Value of Index of
Conservatism =
Native Species Count =
Total Species Count =
Square Root of Native
Species Count =
Floristic Quality Index =

Weatherbee's Botanical
Surveys

3.52
48
53
6.93
24.39

C

W.I.

5
2
2
5
1
3
3

FACU
FAC+
FAC
FACW
FACFACWUPL
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