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Establishment of Ecological Space for the
Connection of Green Corridor’
A Case Study of Ecobridge in Pundang, Songnam City
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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to investigate the Ecobridge district which connects green corridor from
Central park to Pulkoksan and to establish of ecological space through analysis of avifauna
community. plant community structure. In the results of analysis of avifauna, 3 species 23
individuals(Pica pica. Parus major, Passer montanus) in Ecobridge district, 5 species 37
individuals(Pica pica, Parus major, Passer montanus, Oriolus chinensis, Hirundo rustica) in Central
park forest. There were 15 species 72 individuals in Pulkoksan. The plant community structure were
classified of three types. As divided types were artificial forest{(Pinus rigida, P. koraiensis, etc.),
natural forest(Quercus mongolica, @. serrata. . acutissima, @. spp.) and semi-natural forest, which
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have shown the successional trends from the artificial forest to Quercus spp. community. The
Ecobridge district was used as the space for the passers-by owing to its the simple vegetation. Species
diversity was appeared that there was the order of Ecobridge district—Central park forest——Pulkoksan
forest. Similarity index was calculated 20~23% between Ecobridge district and Central park,
Pulkoksan forest. Therefore the highest species diversity and multistratum vegetation structure of
Pulkoksan were the most suitable for the establishment to ecological space in the district.

KEY WORDS : GREEN CORRIDOR, ECOLOGICAL SPACE, MULTISTRATUM VEGETATION STRUCTURE

M E

AEe st wE T AFHYse} oy
HAE & ZABAE A AP, =& A7
8 o8 FAFLY F87F 2A Frhgel we}
=22 AE ZFAHAG. aeln AAEEE n3] ¥
= FEEE RE felvet 2AEAY 4 Ak
BxAe AAZ dHAA AHAE A MY
HEAIA gk AeiAle] @9 WAo] ol uhe)
HERA W AFAE Z1EAAQ BRI A ) A
HYn A2 A A HEAR o7Al7l 2

ZA W 2 ol S E MAXNAT 2 B3 VE,
EARZE 59 AdwA 7w, 713gsie 7% 8,
AA7R3 T 2o 234 7% 58 /3 AohEE
A71edT4, 1993). ofATE MM AF % HE
715l A2 BEAIRE ZHA oY FAA A
g3 4 e F4H 2 HAHE AT 2 ¥ ol
Holg FFAFH, dREY oHYzFe HHAFE
FAsled U g A0, ¢ ol 2 FAE
oA e g AFYA NN F23 ALE dn
olyult ABeiE FEFH(EE, 1992). =z
A A EL o FEY MAX AF L olFEER
Wel A 71eg A3 A 42 dHEH e B
 =AAAR Folgloh, Eeld Zx 3o AdF e =4
FRo ANt FAg Y&ate okEF - HEFE
< Hulg Bgsta, Ho|gFH ¥ o|FERY G
3e AHA FREA AN A& o AECYA
£ 93 FAH ZAUA ol T ot

19659 YEL Tl ZE) A TA] EAIAH0] 23
¥ F 789 A A S gesto HA7F TN
StRE D HAHF AEAZAAL A3 SR HAH] AF
T Azt AD9E Xt FEEA gdn 5249
=5 ddste AgHozg A EAHEE &Y
ot 71 ExER| 9} SRl e =R ele] AAL FI oY F
B9 o] 5 ERE ZAsF o, FARANE 2EH
A 2o gE2izsz FUUdd S fxskn, ol %
Bo My E gRatqrt Sde A B T4
Aol HHF BAZHL B2 FTAE9 A

irJ

M2z st AtE 84 F 2EAFE Y F
SANAEE sk ATHA AT, 1993).

B Ao elvedM Hie AuHE2E 2
A3 At A T2 AgA 22T AR de 59T
3} Eqate] Fdoll 2AE Ecobridgexl el o]
Qe 27|AA AT NEHY FFe AH(E
e AV 222 93d AE delg vu o
g9 HE A 5 5& o] BEEo| o) BIE
2 zAstnA kel A, 1995). 13y e
&l A EAsA] gE wEEe AUy
gHde] ¥AHA AfFro 2 FAgs ] YUERE

SN AL &R Batw 9ok @ebA EcobridgeX] 9

T % V| EAEY A EAE S Yl oM EZFEE
A AELZTLRZEMNE 53l Ecobridgerl ol 4
fHoz AAHg dihg At 3%t

ZAR ME W ZALLY

M gAl &Ry Agde A TITY
Ecobridge. 8342 Figure 13 o] &4t
gk FAFYE FHo] olFELRZ ¥
o AAgta Yom MEo Bie] BEW FHo
A=A BFko] A @} Ecobridger 92 71&4
o Yeir oz Aeld ez olAAY AYEH9
REe Ao A AGFUES] o|FFNe
2 olgsm Ut} o] AFL FUFTHUIN B3t A
o2 AZdsloAe YHEZEN HAHe] 480m, &
50~75me ol29 FIFUE Az Y2 AHF A
ne BZAZ AL E 2y A9 ezwet S
(473 2)2 A= Q. FUdTd AHEH
Ecobridge#| ¥, £34t 2o g Usern, A Ag
9] oM EFERA, AETHTZEY, U 2 &

AEA S ) makch

ofl 02 A0 H

W e o

E

1. OMEREZYEN

MERFZYENS A A (BLH F. 1987)



26 27 - ol AA

1=

bﬁngg?g City

N 8
= INAN g =
fgicn>/\o &\v g-?"r_/
‘ )

Z)

g Q\S;{f:,’ 77

. s
SN 2\ //‘/'))2
Figure 1. The location map of the survey area
in Central park, Ecobridge and
Pulkoksan, Songnam
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Table 1. The result of avifauna of Jun. and Aug. in survey area

Korean o I D I D I D
Scientific Name
Name Central Park Ecobridge Pulkoksan
LI Parus major 11 29.75 13 56.48 21 29.22
LR Oriolus chinensis 5 13.51 - - 3 4.16
742 Pica pica 6 16.21 9 39.10 7 9.70
Ay Hirundo rustica 5 13.51 - - 6 8.32
2 Passer monktanus 10 27.02 1 4.42 - -
ZFulg Egretta intermedia - - - - 20  27.70
& gr}7-8 Dendrocopos kizuki - - - - 2 2.80
HE A Hirundo rustica - - - - 2 2.80
B 327 Cuculus canorus - - - - 1 1.40
= FE ol A) Emberiza elegans - - - - 4 5.50
o] %] Garrulus glandarius - - - - 1 1.40
2 Al Otus scops - - - - 1 1.40
= ggn]A) Motacilla cinerea - - - - 1 1.40
R Phoenicurus auroreus - - - - 1 1.40
AHEA Phylloscopus occipitalis - - - - 1 1.40
| Parus varius - - - - 1 1.40
Number of individual 37 100.00 23  100.00 72 100.00

* 1t Individual, D: Dominance
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Table 2. The values of various diversity indicies in Central park. Ecobridge and Pulkoksan, Séngnam

Site Shannon(H") Evenness(J') Dominance(D) H'max
Central park 0.5860 0.8454 0.1546 1.0986
Ecobridge 0.5661 0.5153 0.4847 0.6931
Pulkoksan 1.7530 0.7978 0.2022 2.1000

* Shannon’s diversity index uses logarithms to base 10
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Table 3. Importance value of tree species by the stratum in Central park

Species Name C U S M

Pinus rigida 61.35 15.02 0.12 35.70
P. densiflora 2.21 - - 1.11
Castanea crenata 0.69 10.10 1.92 4.03
Quercus acutissima 24.52 3.23 7.98 14.67
Q. dentata 1.04 1.12 5.59 1.83
Q. aliena 8.27 24.15 12,73 14.31
Q. mongolica 1.46 8.32 19.72 6.79
Q. serrata - 1.19 4.60 1.16
Sorbus alnifolia - 3.78 1.51 1.51
Prunus sargentii - 0.25 0.49 0.17
Robinia pseudoacacia 0.47 16.89 8.11 7.22
Albizzia julibrissin - 0.21 - 0.07
Alnus hirsuta - 1.11 - 0.37
Styrax japonica - 3.75 2.12 1.60
Carpinus laxiflora - 0.62 - 0.21
Zanthoxylum piperitum - - 0.45 0.08
Corylus heterophylla - 0.82 0.71 0.39
C. sieboldiana - - 0.15 0.03
Lindera obtusiloba - - 0.40 0.07
Symplocos chinensis for. pilosa - - 0.38 0.06
Euonymus alatus for. striatus - - 2.46 0.41
Cocculus trilobus - - 0.53 0.09
Rosa multiflora - - 0.31 0.05
Rhus trichocarpa - 1.06 9.09 1.87
Ampelopsis brevipedunculata var. heterophylla - - 0.69 0.12
Lespedeza cyrtobotrya - - 4.24 0.71
L. maximowiczii - - 0.18 0.03
Rhododendron mucronulatum - 8.39 11.80 4.76
R. schlippenbachii - - 1.14 0.19
Rhus chinensis - - 0.85 0.14
Smilax china - - 0.12 0.02

* C: Canopy layer importance value U: Understory layer importance value
S: Shrub layer importance value. M: Mean importance value
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Table 4. Importance value of tree species by the stratum in Ecobridge

Species Name U S M

Pinus densiflora 51.02 - - 38.27
P. strobus 4.75 - - 3.56
P. koralensis 2.40 - - 1.80
Abies holophylla 0.58 - - 0.44
Quercus acutissima 12.35 - - 9.26
Q. aliena 5.91 - - 4.43
Q. mongolica 3.84 - - 2.88
Sorbus alnifolia 6.97 - - 5.23
Zelkova serrata 1.18 - - 0.89
Cornus controversa 1.33 - - 1.00
Magnolia kobus 0.54 - - 0.41
Prunus sargentii 1.68 - - 1.26
Malus spp. 0.50 - - 0.38
Acer palmatum 1.41 - - 1.06
A. buergerianum 0.47 - - 0.35
Aesculus turbinata 0.69 - - 0.52
Betula platyphylla var. japonica 1.66 - - 1.25
Lespedeza maximowiczii - 1.27 0.32
Rhododendron mucronulatum - 13.26 3.56
R. yedoense var. poukhanense - 45.64 11.41
Buxus microphylla var. koreana - 4.61 1.15
Chionanthus retusus 0.23 - - 0.17
Lindera obtusiloba 1.78 - - 1.34
Cornus officinalis 0.38 - - 0.29
Sasa purpurascens - 16.93 4.23
Euonymus alatus for. striatus - 18.29 4.57

* C: Canopy layer importance value, U: Understory layer importance value
S: Shrub layer importance value, M: Mean importance value
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Table 5. Importance value of tree species by the stratum in Pulkoksan

Species Name u S M

Pinus rigida 0.15 - 0.05
Juniperus rigida 5.36 1.87 2.10
Populus X albaglandulosa 0.53 - 0.18
Betula davurica - - 5.60
Alnus hirsuta 1.18 - 0.75
Castanea crenata 14.32 13.91 5.02 12.63
Quercus acutissima 16.59 5.86 2.02 10.59
®. aliena 1.09 2.33 1.75
@. mongolica 28.11 12.73 6.46 19.38
Q. serrata 24.75 25.94 16.44 23.76
Robinia pseudoacacia 0.41 1.71 0.42
Sorbus alnifolia 2.22 543 2.02
Acer ginnala - 0.09 0.02
A. pseudo-sieboldianum 0.43 - 0.14
Styrax japonica 0.85 1.60 0.55
Corylus heterophylla 0.26 10.14 1.78
C. sieboldiana -~ 0.55 0.09
Lindera obtusiloba 1.12 8.07 1.72
Lespedeza crytobotrya - 0.10 0.02
Indigofera kirilowi - 0.76 0.13
Pueraria thunbergiana - 0.25 0.04
Rhus trichocarpa 4.54 9.73 3.14
FEuonymus oxyphylius - 0.36 0.06
E. alatus for. striatus - 0.74 0.12
Elaeagnus umbellata 0.13 - 0.04
Symplocos chinensis for. pilosa 0.13 1.51 0.30
Cocculus trilobus - 0.19 0.03
Viburnum erosum - 0.11 0.02
Lonicera maackii 0.13 - 0.04

* C: Canopy layer importance value, U: Understory layer importance value
S: Shrub layer importance value, M: Mean importance value.
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Table 6. Values of various diversity indices for each site in Central park

Site Shannon(H") Evenness(J’) Dominance (D) H'max
1 0.8307 0.7977 0.2023 1.0414
2 0.9782 0.8535 0.1465 1.1461
3 0.9472 0.9096 0.0904 1.0414
4 0.7574 0.7273 0.2727 1.0414
5 0.4270 0.6109 0.3891 0.6990
6 0.9081 0.9081 0.0919 1.0000
7 0.9080 0.8719 0.1281 1.0414
8 0.9137 0.8467 0.1533 1.0792
9 0.7598 0.7598 0.2402 1.0000

10 1.0172 0.9426 0.0574 1.0792
11 0.8649 0.8306 0.1694 1.0414
12 0.8691 0.7583 0.2417 1.1461
13 1.0099 0.8811 0.1189 1.1461
14 0.8684 0.8684 0.1316 1.0000

SFAA = 22 14.3%, 24.8%, 16.6%2 F-FFol
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Table 7. Values of various diversity indices for each site in Ecobridge

Site Shannon(H") Evenness(J") Dominance(D) H'max
1 0.5761 0.8242 0.1758 0.6990
2 0.3583 0.7509 0.2491 0.4771
3 0.4630 0.9704 0.0296 0.4771
4 0.5503 0.7873 0.2127 0.6990
5 0.4944 0.8212 0.1788 0.6021
6 - - .

7 0.7341 0.9434 0.0566 0.7782
8 0.4504 0.7482 0.2518 0.6021
9 0.6179 0.8840 0.1160 0.6990
10 0.3897 0.8168 0.1832 0.4771
11 0.6250 0.8467 0.1533 0.06450
12 0.6470 0.9256 0.0744 0.6990
13 0.3607 0.7560 0.2440 0.4771
14 0.5467 0.9081 0.0919 0.6021
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Table 8. Values of various diversity indices for each site in Pulkoksan

Site Shannon(H") Evenness(J’) Dominance (D) H'max
1 0.8221 0.7721 0.2279 1.0500
2 0.8145 0.7547 0.2453 1.0792
3 0.9041 0.8116 0.1884 1.1139
4 0.9750 0.8097 0.1903 1.2041
5 1.0799 0.8777 0.1223 1.2304
6 0.8682 0.8337 0.1663 1.0414
7 0.9727 0.8487 0.1513 1.1461
8 0.9841 0.8834 0.1166 1.1139
9 0.7844 0.7532 0.2468 1.0414
10 0.9190 0.8250 0.1750 1.1139
11 0.9000 0.7853 0.2147 1.1461
12 0.9396 0.8435 0.1565 1.1139
13 0.9451 0.8757 0.1243 1.0792
14 0.8958 0.8301 0.1699 1.0792
Aol A A o] &l 23t Htol]l 23t A} s} F2 AAAELHL BT 2L oA 9 ¥4
a2 Yole g #eyict o] gFH},
Ecobridgexde Fd4d=(H )= 0.3583~
0.73412 W& ghg BYt olu%s 2 23] ¥ 4. FALEXTEY
AEA ¢da AvF-ep Fg %"—4 wESgoz FAH
FH R FrEd 52 oY= ols ¥ M & 9 3Y A Ecobridgexs, £34F A4 Al |
24387 4% thEHd ﬂ‘g?—’ﬁﬂ a7-9. A Ao FAIZAFE v, B3 27 4T F4EH
U (H'max)E 0.4771~0.77828 & & Rixn Ecobridge®] & 7t = 22.77”/, EcobridgeXl 93 &
FE UE 4-5F02 2T 68 AUT 1F0Z 4 BNL 2020%2 R FARASE Bgon 397
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1.0414~1.23042 439 4+, EcobridgeAI 92
= S 291 £ 105 ~16F 22 Ecobridge
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HEzade Al 75e H8er] dade Fodws}

Buell et al.(1966)° 28l FAL= A7} AR 2F
oA 20% Pl @Y We MR o)A FHol:,
80% °l4d W= M2 T34 FHole Rusde
o, ¥ 9323 EcobridgeX ¥ 42, B34
A THE 20~23%9 FALE RS Bol MZ oA
Q! Al S-S & F U} ol AA F(1991)ql 2
i OE?OM FALE XVt Mol AGY JHT 2L
& A, W #3L @A Yehdohs 2ae} gol b

A TOT‘ = A48 Yehd F3e 717) Aol gt
Al UA5S & F U

EcobridgeAl9 & F4¥Y, B34 48y 274
o] o]AAE Bl AL AEFIFEEN A M2 v}

Table 9. Similarity indices between the each
survey sites

Site Central park Ecobridge
Ecobridge 22.77
Pulkoksan 35.68 20.22




2% 4dE B YUFTN 2A4AY 33

1o rfu
El
-
ofy
o
kI
do

=
S,
Ecobridgex 9 & nE 23 o]z zigt

A

lo
o

N
ox
L
2

5. EcobridgeX|2| MENX ZZtT M A&

2 A 93¢ 2 Ecobridgexl®zl B3
Ab Aol AP oRYEFERY AETHTRE
A Ecobridge® 99| i & &g A sl

bW FFot A By TREN A
o ol g2 FuUdrs Bt 122y Ecobridge
NG 4] ¥ Ao vlg Fridmrsl vy, 2 A
Aol Furiekyd FTAE A8 FHdde A gFate
ol FEF o|BFERE 9§ AU TA ] $A4A H
oo} & Aojr},

B2AE o] RolR Al A1) A AAge s
TEEaHen A g oloixe AARAGE A
U 271t huy Fol 8 ol x AUy} A
Zo] olnEE [EZM AEE YAstd FUFH
29} 23 Heo|7t dofvtm Ut B AFoidA A&
A A 742 fdog FEY £ Jud, F ATH.
B, AP e R vE £ Ut olelgk by
ﬂ%i@?i%ﬁé B3t ezl Al kAl §EA

o] &0 @ 5 U= AHA
*"3‘3%1 ”0} %%‘%’“ 13 BE4ae ddse
A 2AHS Al AlEtaal st

E_Ah,]_ 101--7

(1) EcobridgeX|H2| HjA|EHE

4T 48 Ecobridge® ¥, B34t g o g o]
olAl & =R &l glol Ecobridge#l s wjA el &vt
T U2 F3EG Bo] AA3dn = FyFH
A%, gujuE, AduR Fx AAA UAAd,
EcobridgeX1 9 m 539059 A7 2E 71E&L4E
Tel 5X&F A &g oA FEY o|FERENY
oln] A=A, thal v 3"“’“’4 Ry=
AGEAEe olF 3 FAE 9T AAF

63/\45]01 °1";"ib}
ure 29 2ol AN G AR AAR o2 of
2 BEE2E FolE £ gl H¥olen, BA
gujR-o} 4 —’Fﬂ‘%-rﬂ A= 2le Foz

23, BEFo] 245 YA fct @A, WH

%—Ei’ﬂ«] F4& 82 2& Ecobridgex 98 2%
5211 34t Aol iR E2]] FUF ez
o} Qe AAYE Edsiodol grh o7]|M A}
28 e FOUEI ¥ B 48 S uig
o2 g YA WiAIIEE TGS E gokd Ao}

ol ol N
L ol
o{)»uq {o of r{o

218 R
RS orlo do

Kl

bl
[}
=

{2) EcobridgeX|{o| MEN® Z2txXN
B AFgdx e oz R ET R4, ’i]%?ﬂ B
53 $439 4, Ecobridgex 9, s
Furdd g vlm, BA90 B2 —’5
W B4tk C‘r""q NPFZE 751%0101
Y-Ecobridge® 9 -4t 4y 9 %7‘]—-‘??@@%
EcobridgeA 99 Y& 2A4tE Al A8t}
%. 7]’”%30] B4l A E A ey

A =A% e gYs Frhd

r3~
o

°*;

(3%

o oFI to
ool 3R Ao e

ohx ofy

;&.‘Jd&‘

o@
3l
o

PN B4 O > ol Gk 2 10 o
o

oFAZFFRAN HETFHTZEN ARE FH

H3-g wf EcobridgeA & 42 B4 A9
AT ze 2 Frdxgs Jehidn oz
FE2Y RN A Ecobridge 3 7&E4tdzlel A
& Fatol & Ve A& EcobridgeX| 9 9] T4 3
Fz7F & 88108 &ALt ole "°L3'-%
A At ey PR dAAC] dAEHAE 4“]
3t Aolth, AETEF e X ek ?}”“ A
dol #38H vkl 2FFugAe] FaAAE T4
gl AFH 3 (Roth, 1976: Blondel & Cuvillier,
19779k Zol B A T3 A AP o)
FMERFE ¥ FUIAHE JehUdY. a8y
EcobridgeX¥& #9727} @t W& Frjokyd
< Vel c}. =8 EcobridgeX1 g o) juAe] 3
TUT AP, ol AT AL EE]S T
Aepd S dsAlgiE A9z Aesn AU
mei B dFoA e AE5GET ¢ e Al
o7 M A ARt R glo] o 22 HA
Z270& 182 3ta gt

AR, FE2TA3 B340 39 9@ Ecobridge
A V&Y FATAT B Ao A ZolA%
AEZT o] ol Mo Fez ZAzn Ue dH
ol A FHle] o] FFoznt ol &5 D YUE
EcobridgeA| ol B34t AYP4F S =ddtd 71&
OGP e ATz A ZALE A A EA T

A, o EE] 1%%§§ A7te] ol & A3

siof g BeH D e NS - BEE - BWe §
AMEE BUGEN WA BATFEE AB A Holok

et

AN ol g A HOR BPEn 2
& A Aoz WrolR 4 Aok B @
Be 2 ol gol A dolvhe $UEH
Q1kel o] B EeobridgeXI (1), AAFE 95



#7855 2] 10(1) 1996

34

BT SHQIoS

O]

1uadues snunid T O

sNQoy snew M "ads “snoeny) ~ [a%%)
20jisniqo espul 7 I o EIRL/IS EAOYR7 H @
wnueipjogaIs-opesd oy T ek 'ads snjepy | GH@
22iuoce! BI0ydoS Ol | sSiauuos snwoy T QO®
SNSNjad SIUBLOIL) eJEDITSND SINE] [©)

HPIOGRIS SNjEYY EljALo0y S3Iqy
SIBUIDJO SNWIT) | & 2ioyISudp Snuid | ey
SI03S VINAS SI0MS | 08NS

RIO[JISUDD SRULY

Figure 2. Existing plan in Ecobridge planting area
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Figure 4. Diagrams of edge forest establishment
in Ecobridge
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