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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objectives of this 5 month study were to map, delimit
vegetation communities, and compile flora and fauna records for
the 135> ha natural area in southeast London known as Meadowlily
Woods. A topographic map (scale 1:2000, contour interval 1 m)
was produced for the area. Three general categories of
vegetation communities were rtecognized: wupland second growth,
upland old-growth, and bottomland or floodplain stands. 18 stand
types were described.

351 species of wvascular plants with southern and northern
affinities were recorded in 80 families. 10 species were
uncommon in Middlesex County. An additional 9 species were rare
in Ontario and Canada. This is the only known site in Canada for
the wood poppy ( Stylophorum diphyllum ).

110 bird species were recorded, over half displayed some
breeding evidence. 7 forest interior specialists were recorded
which are sensitive to woodlot size and composition including
the wuncommon Pileated Woodpecker and Scarlet Tanager. 16 forest
interior =~ edge, 32 forest edge - field, and 8 riparian
specialists were recorded. The study area is used by a range of
migrants and visitors for feeding, loafing, or as a stop-over
site.

The 12 species of mammals recorded are common in Middlesex
County, and breed and over-winter in the study area.

An abundance of herptile species which require water or wet
open floodplain areas were observed. As well, 4 species which
require moist forest interior habitats were observed: American
toad, wood frog, northern brown snake, red-backed salamander.

The Meadowlily area provides the habitat requirements to
support a diverse butterfly fauna including: larval host plants,
adult nectar sources, flight and courtship arenas. The giant
swallowtail and hickory hairstreak are uncommon species recorded
from the study area.

Meadowlily Woods contains a large number of plants and
animals which are uncommon in southwestern Ontario. The presence
of these uncommon species of wildlife is due to the large blocks
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of mature woodland coupled with an abundance of edge and second
growth stands, which provide the required habitats for a number
of species.

Species which require the habitat found within the forest
interior are most sensitive to reductions in the size and
composition of the wooded areas. Disturbances to the forest
canopy caused by trails and clearings would cause changes in the
composition of wildlife populations. Changes which reduce the
second-growth  woods and old fields would also reduce the
survival chances of these woodland species, by decreasing the
buffering effects of the edge on the woodlands, and decreasing
the availability of foraging habitat for species that live in
the woods but use these outside areas.

Meadowlily Woods must be viewed as an integral whole,
comprising diverse but inter-related habitats of closed canopy
mature woodland, second growth woodland, and old fields in the
process of regeneration. It is this combination of different
‘habitats in large enough units to provide adequate resources for
viable populations of wildlife species, that makes Meadowlily
Woods a wvaluable area



INTRODUCTION

A number of studies have recognized that the Meadowlily
area 1is ecologically significant (Anon. 1975, Hilts 1977,
Walters 1979, Hilts and Cook 1982).

In the London Valley Lands Study the Meadowlily area was
described as having an unusual combination of man-made and
natural environments including pockets of residential
development, open dry grasslands, mixed woodlots, natural
open wet grasslands, as well as stands of willows and poplars
(Anon. 1975).

The London Ecological Site Survey (L.E.S5.S.) reported on
two woodlots in the area (Hilts 1%77). "Thames - Meadowlily",
a 9.2 ha woodlot between Highway 126 and Meadowlily Road, was
not found to possess any outstanding, or rare ecological
features (Hilts 1977). '"Thames Valley SE" covered a portiom
of the woodland east of Meadowlily Road, south of the South
Thames River. This area was described as one of the four best
preserved natural areas in London. The area studied was not
only one of London's seven largest sites, but also the most
diverse in terms of tree communities (Hilts 1977).

An area called Meadowlily Woods, which was roughly
equivalent . to Thames Valley SE in the L.E.S.S. report, was
described in a survey of natural areas in Middlesex County.
The area was stated to provide good bird nesting habitat
(Hilts and Cook 1982). Due to the presence of rare and unique
plant species, as well as tree associations of high quality

' or uniqueness, both studies rated the woodlot in the

Meadowlily area as ecologically significant.

In 1985 the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority
evaluated wetlands located at the east edge of Meadowlily
Woods. Two small patches totaling 4.7 ha were described, and
although the surrounding area was reported to contain a
diversity of habitats, the wetland itself was not found to be
regionally significant (Class 7).

Very few local mnaturalists visited this area prior to



its description in the L.E.S.S. report (Walters 1979). Hilts
(1977) and Walters (1979) recommended that further field work
was required. This study began in May 1987 to map, inventory,
and analyze vegetation communities 1in the Meadowlily area.
Information £from this study was to act as a basis for further
field studies or wvisits by naturalists and professional
biologists or ecologists, as well as to assist in management

and planning decisions in adjacent areas.
The goals of the study were:

(i) to produce a topographic map of the area at a suitable
scale for use as a navigation tool and for comparisons

between vegetation communities and relief

{ii) to describe and map the plant communities found in the

area

(iii) to compile existing information on the natural history
of the study area and prepare inventories of flora and fauna
observed during field work.



STUDY AREA

The Meadowlily area has been delimited by a number of
researchers. Although boundaries vary from study to study, the
area in the vicinity of Meadowlily Road in southeast London has
been generally wused. The boundary of the City of London roughly
bissects this site. The area inside the City of London bounded
by Highway 126, Commissioners Road, the South Thames River, as
well as lots 10, 11, and 12 in BF concession in Westminster
Township enclose all the natural areas in the Meadowlily area
(225 ha) (Figure 1),

This tract of land was examined to assess what constituted
the ecological boundaries of the natural area. Woodlots, scrub,
and old fields were included in the study (135 ha), urban lots
and active agricultural fields were excluded (90 ha}.



CITY OF LONDON

Figure 1. Location of the study area in relation to the
City of London boundaries (scale 1:135,000).



PHYSIOGRAPHY AND SOQOILS

The physiography of the Meadowlily area is a result of the
Wisconsin glacier which covered southern Ontario approximately
23,000 years ago (Hilts 1977). As this ice sheet retreated it
split 1into the northern Huron lobe, and the southern Erie lobe.
These lobes created several moraines at their edges as they
retreated. The Ingersoll Moraine is a 30 m high ridge between
London and Woodstock composed of wunsorted glacial materials
(Chapman and Putnam 1966). This ridge 1lies at the southern
boundary of the Meadowlily study area. The soils of this ridge
are Huron <c¢lay soils composed of brown clay loam and silt loam
underlying reddish brown and grey stoney clay loam (Figure 2B).
Pebbles found in this zone are predominantly pale brown or
brownish grey chert limestone (Anon 1951, Chapman and Putnam
1966).

The meltwater from the retreating ice mass followed several
channels, or spillways, two of which converged near London. At
this time a small lake formed east of London (glacial Lake
London). The Meadowlily study area lies on what once was the
south shore of this lake. The lake shoreline is indistinct but
believed to be approximately 277 m above mean sea level. Further
separation of the Huron and Erie ice lobes especially in the
southwest caused this lake to drain 1leaving a flat plain
{(Chapman and Putnam 1966). The soils in this area (Guelph and
London loams) are brown gravelly loam over reddish brown or grey
stoney loam (Figure 2B} (Anon 1951).

The glacial spillway continued to flow through this area
cutting a deep trough into the old lake bottom. The channel was
quite wide in places and cut 20 to 30 m to bedrock. The South
Thames River flows here and has cut a smaller channel {Chapman
and Putnam 1966). The soils in this area (Burford gravelly loam)
are brown gravelly loam over reddish brown and grey stratified
gravel and sand (Figure 2B) {Anon 1951).

The study area is comprised of much dissected north-facing
terraces. The Thames River forms the northern boundary of the
area and at this point is between 238 and 239 m above mean sea
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Figure 2.
A North - south topographic cross section through
the Meadowlily study . area (horizontal scale 1:5600,
vertical axis enlarged 4 times).
B Distribution of so0il types in the Meadowlily
and surrounding area (scale 1:33,000).



