H|H 2 3t
=

23t X2 “—;- S etS x|t 2l
5 elR = AT

Deduction of Best Design Factor of Riparian Buffer Zone for Reduction

IlI[O 10
22

2

of Non-Point Pollutants

@gﬂ‘-ﬂm’““@g”f"' ogﬁatnﬁg UI**"*

Sung Won Kim- Song ChoiSang Jun Jung-Hyo Seop Woo-Jong Min Oh

...........................................................................................................

8 A

F7 “FETA G NALARAY FEFY FUL AAS] A% GFF PHE FAN wHHo)n
AA A Wy e Tkt Ao AaBgreln], FAo] BFE FUFE AN £EE AATE F
AAN B FELFETY, B AU Agsted B Aolck 2 oA FAAFAY A3} ¥
Ao A B AFE FulA obF FAHA Ytk £ AT FHe FATFAS] AFTHL wolE
Ae 22 1 o &t dotold HEeHEBA g A FAAL £ A AAA R
A2 298 A% FugEAde £243 /&AL FEREYS FEAE FRAFAY 24 7)Y
S st Aok B dFoAE J& suaEAe] 21 2% 2 AFELEA AuTE R Ve
N2zl AASEA o@Ra Agase 49 2 Y, FASFAY 22 74 §9 ATE FPs] 5
wozAg 24 A AA Zg A £ A A +d Zl‘-’fl" #R5A AFoz G e 3]
= g WA AAsgon, e Zd, AHE, THAY, Adagize Fei(HzA ) 5 79
oz TR, AL, dold BES AHAsA Fdsol tHff_ 2982 AAEES EE3F 3, o] oF
sl FuaEAdel A A Beg 499 F 9E, 20 53 2 AAUAE B2 & UES soich
A0 ¢ SHASAH, HF Y, LA, 51 F
1.4 8

nAAdold Yoadol EX MEARE /A Ay 2 ZA=EuS $4A ws
o} go] BEAD WEARE Ed HPLEEAL YN E 4 EE NHE /HEIGY. 2
FABRARAY] ‘BN VEFERAL 07 HAo] WAY FAZTYANE, TEZHAHL,
Su AN EE AAAANAE FEAE 9 TAA, ARRAAL F3 o7l F7HE FA,
e EXdARNARD o] g o] AFHETY. 53], o] MR A FFE FP Al TIHE
W, 3 HE 2 EQ Aoz Qg RHEAN AL T o3HY 2F FaEd A
oA EALA vHoddel o3 FHoF Go) g & Fow dyAn Ut
% BREn 1 E< LU FALE g FAe FE s, $RET 5 L
A9 240z BAH gy W Fe A HALALANM FEHE LEELZR Udsto] A

«  ZMeLES|SD SAIE MG MARME-mail 1 2ksw213@naver.com
= Eo|&s|ietm st HE] MAATY
wex HAFBIRZANT|SHPE HTFH

ooex LRMSITAMI|ISATH M7y .
»»xxx2ZE0(corresponding author)-Z3|tistn #4.3&58HF W=

- 1788 -



2.1. 494
A4 AP e Q3282 ZoAY, 2UAG, 2NEXY, A, gzAdoqg Yo £
st 7 JEd g sl oRe Z oF 20 m, 3+HWY do] oF 15 mE ZAHNeH, 4F Al
ok 50 ton TE.E A5 HFigure. 1 #a1).

Fig. 1. The Field Formation
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siglen, s £2E KN OL AR KHoPOs At
Abgate] FEE 9do® 2o AR FYFY FEE SS 80. 9 mg/L, T-N 11.7~
36.1 mg/L, T-P 8.8~13.5 mg/L, TOC 9.1~9.9 mg/L °l% + %T"r 10~13 ton/hr& &}
Ak, AlE AFHE A Az AARNEANFE) L LysimeterE 0] 839 1 -..3 135 1 L &89
gl o AEE AHAL A543 AL FWsie] ARG T e wE AL ol

2459
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NTEU)

2.3. 49 44

Yol A2E AFHE FTo gz st EAEAY. B AP Ao
A9 7} wol JF FE9 AL Jon ChromatographZ® 0] -&38la #4] 9
& Table 19 L}E}Lﬂ"i‘:}

Table 1. Analysis and Method

Item Analysis Method Item Analysis Method

Vacuum Filtration(Glass Fib
ss acuum PEIAtonrass FREC | Nog-N LC.(Metrohm, 792 Basic IC)
Filters, GF/C)

Ultraviolet Spectrophotometric

Ascorbic Acid Method(SHIMADZU,

T-N Screening Method T-P
Uv-1601PC)
(SHIMADZU, UV-1601PC)
NHs-N I.C.(Metrohm, 792 Basic IC) POs-P LC.(Metrohm, 792 Basic IC)
. TOC meter (Shimadzu, TOC
NO2-N I.C.(Metrohm, 792 Basic IC) TOC
5000A)

3.4% 2% % 1%

3.1. %o Qol] e QB AALEY FBEA
FRAEAN] Zol dolo] ME 0ABA AN EEF FRHVARL 44F 22 o] Fig,
35 Table 200 UHUAL, Y dunts WYY AXE FAGA A8, 2357 A

AEEL 4T Zo oy REFFS Aste FUFol WE AZE 24F AAEZER
e
11 m AN ZAAe A¢ edReF AALEL SS 83.6%, T-N 57.7%, T-P 60.6%,

TOC 59%= L}E}x&rﬁ, ZJEHZ]QH 9= SS 64.2%, T-N 55.1%, T-P 53.4%, TOC 59%°] %A
on, MWEXFL SS 65%, T-N 56.8%, T-P 53.3%, TOC 56.9%% UEton, EA L SS
49.8%, T-N 56.3%, T-P 53.2%, TOC 60.9%°] 2.1, cHZXl@‘«l 49+ SS, T-N, T-P, TOC
vz} 48.5%, 57.2%, 57.3%, 65.8% % VEFITE. 5709 T2 R A o] ZdolJf dojA4E 24
Ba3d AALEo FolAe A2E Vet SS, T-N, T- PA AA&LL 242}t 83.6%, 57.7%,
60.6%% AUA DA 7+ A Yelgon, ols 2EHQ Ad AXxgo] /M w7 WEL
2 A8 "t TOCY A-%dle dEA A AAEZEC] 65.8%5 7H4 =/ vEdT

Ztzko] AnA Aol A BE ol ARwAR Uewon), FBAFRY FFE 094922 v}
woh SSo] A@aAA A I, 2, AE, T, dE N 7] &7]= [ HE 5.8, 4.5,
7, 3.7, 4.28 Jelgor AWE AGojA 7177t M EAAT AA&ZE] IY FIFalA
7V =A Jebske
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5702 FrholA BF SS9 AAFEL £ dols} dojdEE SSY AMAZE] FHA Fok
A Aoz vehgdou o 9 T-N, T-P, TOCY ZA$ole SS9 Afrus AAgEE] £9
Zdolo wel EHoz FIhstATh
%é: G 260 :’feo /
fx i ix —
' ° s Lon;?h (m) 8 % ¢ Lsnu‘l‘; {m} ° o ¢ ° Len;toh {m) * ®
Mix (Grass + Pusay willow) Natural
%60 g§eo . !_,/
e
EZ" gm = :
° O S S b »
Fig. 3. Removal Efficiency Follow Width by Five Case
Table 2. Correlation between Width and Removal Efficiency
SS T-N T-P TOC
G y=5.8x+19 y=0.6x+51 y=0.9x+50 y=0.8x+50
rass (R?=0.9855) (R?=0.9569) (R*=0.9012) (R?=0.9826)
Reed y=4.5x+15 y=0.6x+48 y=0.4x+49 y=1.0x+47
ce (R?=0.9993) (R?=0.9948) (R%=0.9506) (R?=0.9427)
Pussy y=7.0x-12 y=0.7x+48 y=0.3x+50 y=0.7x+49
Willow (R?=0.9455) (R%*=0.9252) (R?=0.9432) (R%=0.8108)
Mi y=3.7x+ 12 y=0.5x+51 y=0.2x+51 y=0.9x+50
lx (R?=0.961) (R?=0.9398) (R*=0.9374) (R?=0.9058)
Natural y=4.2x-0.42 y=0.7x+ 50 y=0.6x+51 y=1.8x+45
atura (R®=0.9794) (R?=0.9832) (R?=0.977) (R?=0.9015)
* (x : Width (m), y : Removal Efficiency (%), Total Measurement : 4, n : 471)
3.2. 4AEHL o] &3 FHAFAUY T = AP
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Ao e APAE 2T ool R AMAstm Ju WEEQ mFo] dojut oz U3

AEEo] GE 47 AolA urh Uz Ao ol AAsn Yo} 7% TOC 237}
2 dolur] WEem ArHd

3. gz A A s Zo dole B =R AAF HAFE Fo ZHold wE
0AEA AAZLY ABAANEL o] gt A @ F vk FHAFTAYY 24 A SS,
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AL AoF AtgdTh
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