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ABSTRACT

The Seonjeong royal tomb is one of many historic sites in and around Seoul city
and its natural environment and landscape have been damaged seriously by heavy
use. So conservation planning with an estimation of reasonable carrying capacity shall
be required in aspect of not only historic site conservation, but also urban forest and
nature park management.

Eight sites were sampled with clumped sampling method during July of 1986 and
five quadrats werc examined in each site. Environmental factors, actual vegetation,
and environmental impact grade were investigated in field and vegetational structure
was analyzed by estimation of importance value, species diversity, similarity index,
DBH class distribution, etc.

The result of this study can be summarized as follows.

1. Damage on soil and vegetation of middle and lower layer increased according to
amount of users’ impact.

2. Semi - natural vegetation covered 63% of the total arca(22.2 ha) and its major
species were Pinus densiflora, Quercus aliena, Q. mongolica, Sorbus alnifolia, etc.

Pinus densiflora was a dominant species in heavy impact area.
3. Environmental impact grade 3, 4 and 5 arca covered 51% of the seminatural

vegetation, Especially, the arca of impact grade 4 and 5 should b~ restored because
self— refair seemed to be impossible.

* 1986 £ 10H 13H #<3H Hwo.
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4. The semi-natural vegetation was classified with four plant communities; two P.

densiflora comm., Q. mongolica— P. densiflora

comm. and Q. aliena comm. One of

the P. densifolra comm. was destroyed scriously with no younger trees in middle and

lower layer by overuse impact and would be barcland soon. But Q. aliena comm. in

light impact area showed just completion of plant succession from P. densiflora comm.
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photo 1. Heavy impacted area in Seonjeong
royal tomb.
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Figure 1 Location of sampling sites at Seon-
Jjeong royal tomb.
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Table 1. Environmental factors of sampling sites
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Site  Altitude Upper Middle Lower Soil Humus
No. (m) Aspect H*! C* H C H C hardress  depth
(m) (%) (m) (%) (m) (%) (kg-cm™® (cm)
1 40 SW 8.0 90 3 5 0.3 1 4.5¢ 0
2 45 SwW 8.0 90 4 10 0.7 3 4.2 0.3
3 45 SW 6.0 50 4 60 1.0 20 3.4 1.0
4 40 SW 7.0 90 4 40 1.5 35 1.8 4.2
5 40 SW 8.0 90 4 20 1.5 50 1.2 4.8
6 45 S 8.0 90 4 25 1.5 40 1.7 3.6
7 40 NE 7.0 70 4 80 1.5 30 0.8 5.9
8 40 SwW 8.0 90 4 15 1.0 10 1.5 2.0
*1 : Height of vegetation
*2 . Coverage of Vegetation
Table 2. Soil character of sampling sites.
Site Water pH Organic Total Avalable CE.C. Exchangeable bases Base
Texture content H,0 matter N P,05 (me/ (me/100 g) saturation C/N
No. @ 15 (%) (%) (ppm) (100g) K* Na* Ca™ Mgt (%)
1 SL 7.0 4.5 0.942 0.072 23.48 8.14 0.24 0.12 0.94 0.17 18.06 7.52
2 L 16.2 4.5 1.799 0.128 13.34 10.12 0.22 0,12 0.95 0.31 15.81 8.08
3 L 20.9 4.4 1.841 0.142 12.31 12.10 0.25 0.11 0.8 0.13 10.83 7.45
4 L 18.9 4.3 2.355 0.126 26.80 11.66 0.40 0.16 0.91 0.33 15.44 10.74
5 L 15.4 4.3 2.270 0.156 16.79 11.66 0.25 0.12 0.87 0.32 13.88 8.36
6 L 16.2 4.3 3.769 0.212 16.07 12.54 0.26 0.08 1.00 0.39 13.80 10.22
7 L 15.7 4.3 3.340 0.206 22.64 11.66 0.25 0.08 0.59 0.37 11.06 9.32
8 L 16.1 4.4 0.343 0.108 13.51 9.90 0.24 0.09 0.94 0.06 13.43 1.8
Mean L 15.8 4.4 2.080 0.144 18.12 10.97 0.26 0.11 0.88 0.26 13.98 7.94
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Table 3. Mean importance value of each sampling site

(un II M ”H)
sepeies site 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Pimes densiflora 60.59 58.95 50.08 41.94 24.69 16.46 1.83 46.78
Quercus aliena 19.59 3.18 5.06 11.44 17.39 13.95 19.84 10.41
Quercus mongolica 3.7 8.90 11.70 16.12 1.72 21.26 8. 02 4. 00
Ouercus serrala 3.91 12.70 6. 41 9. 61 8.69 8.30  11.09
Ouercus aculissima 5.29 4.72 1.99 7.23 4.71 1.39 2.80 5.77
Quercus variabilis 2,00 3.83 4.10 1. 9¢
Quercus alieno-serraloides 0.53 . 40
Quercus urticaefolia 0.14 1.04 .25
(uercus dentata 0.42
Quercus dentato-mongolica 0.65
Surbus alnifolia 2.0 1.64 895 3.82 562 19.47 1.39
Robinia pseudoacacia 0.72 2.69 0. 38
MAlnus japonica 2.59 1.69 1.63
Alnus hirsuta 0.12
Castanea crenala R 1.29 4.16
Prunus serrulala var. spontanea 0.97 0.22 1.83 7.66 9.17 0.16
Pinus koraiensis 0.68 0.33 6.70
Albizzia julibrissin 3.81 0.45 1.26
Maackia amurensis 1.56 1.17 1.38 3.94
Styrax japonica 4.46  0.68 1.29 9. 86 0.29 0.12 2.31
Rhus tricocarpa 0.17 0.26 0.11 0.14 2.45
Svmplocos chinensis rar. pilosa 0.22 0.12 0.24 2.04 1.48 0.33
Rhododendron mucronulatum 0. 67 4.63 7.89 2.17 5.34 7.10 1.04
Rhododendron schlippenbachii 0.22 0.19
Parthenocissus tricuspidata 0. 35 0.70 0.14 0.12 0. 36
Fleagnus umbellata 0.13
Lindera obtusiloba 0.47 0.12 0.28
Lespedeza japonica var. intermediu 1.89 0.88 0.12 .18 0.43 0.49
Lespedeza cyrivbotrya .70 2.39 1.26 0.71 2.50 0.90 1.76
Securinega suffrulicosa 0.18
Menispermum  dauvicum 4.58 3.82 0.57 0.95 0.54
Smilax siebodii 1.37 .12 0.68 0.12
Celastius orbiculatus 0.16
Cocculus trilobus 0.41 0.14
Corvlus heterophylla 0.87
Pyrus pyrifolia 0.14 0.55
Rosa multiflora 2.12 0.16
Rubus crataegifolius 0.38
Fraxinus rhynchophylla 0.14
Zanthoxylum schinifolium 0.70 0.20 0.24 0. 66 0.16
Pueraria thunbergiana 1.39 0.16 0. 87 5.10 3.26 0.14 9.73
Sriinga dilatata 0.74
Viburnum sargentii 0.58
Viburnum erosum 1. 41
Kalopanax pictum 0. 66
Acer ginnala 0.17
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2 : Ground vegetation worn out away center of activity.
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4 : Bare mineral soil widespread. Tree roots exposed on

the surface.

5 : Soil erosion obious. Trees reduced in vigor or dead.

Figure 3. Impact rating class of Seonjeong royal
tomb.
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site.
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