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ABSTRACT

It is common in foreign countries to make a compensative plan for environmental destruc-
tion which is caused by development action even in where development is permitted. But, in
Korea, environmental plan was regarded as just meeting the legal standard of green area in
site development. This study focused on the case of university project, LG village plan, is to
evaluate the environment of the site using Hemeroby and suggested restoration plan in com-
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pensation for the destructive. The site was a huge development area of apartment located in
Suwon. First of all, we evaluated the site using Hemeroby and compared this with LG village
plan. Then, we made a compensative plan for the environmental destruction which was not
compensated in LG village plan. The results were as follows; 8-/a-euhemeroby of the Site was
80.1% before the development and, after the development , 8-/a-euhemeroby of the site dropped
to 43.7% and meta-hemeroby increased from 56.3% to 17%. Therefore, we could accept the
buildings of LG village development plan and suggested a compensative plan with which we
could raise f-/a-euhemeroby like restoring the river, greening parking-lots and rooftops, reveg-

etating cut slope.
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Figure 1. Hemeroby of the site before develop-
ment of LG village (the numbers are
for the plan to restore the river)
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Figure 2. Hemeroby of the site after develop-
ment LG village

Table 1. Comparison the land-use before development and after development

Land-use Area(m?) Percentage*(%)
Before the development Field 55,919.8 34.7
Forest field 39,804.6 24.7
Rice field 33,358.5 20.7
Building and paving area 27,3958 17.0
River 4,673.4 2.9
After the development Building and paving area 90,78.5 56.3
Green area 52,696.7 32.7
Unpaved area 17,243.3 10.7
Waterside 483.5 0.3

appropriate area
total area (161,152m?)

* o,
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Table 2. Plan to restore the destructed area

Subjects to ) Destructed . .
Kind of destruction Compensation plan Restored area Difference*

preserve area
River Loss of river ecosystem 4,189.9m?® to restore the river 2,040.0m? -2,149.9m*

and scenic landscape

by covering the river
Green and Loss of the function 52,696.7m® to green the parking lot  33,918.2m*> +11,166.3m*
unpaved of green area and to green the rooftop 13,115.7m?
area ecosystem to green the cutting soil area 4,728.0m*

to green the road through 12,101.1m?

changing circulation

* Difference = Restored area - Destructed area

Bl reta-hemeroby 15.4%
o-euhemeroby  83.0%
ES B-euhemercby 1.6%

Figure 3. Hemeroby destribution to compen-
sative
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Figure 4. Compensative plan for restoration

t FIAA iR AASIEE AEFOoEH o
T2 F9 =Y A FES AT =@
A8 AUA g1 BAgddA &8ss 2
=22 ggdatd st=rgdd 247t fidt. 3t=0)
222 g FuRA, FALE Av Qo]
A Bgo] oldm fFo] At walM FdHoz
=@ @ E4ste Aol BEsitin Azdc.
ARBALGE FASRE 98 A5 BHAA
249 2 AQALL 55 A4S S/

£ ere AAl 8kl

L rlO ﬂ]lm rl['

-

Pt
50—y

(2) RAFERE U F4 535

LGHEA] Mgt 4550 34 59 A48
2 A3 meta-hemeroby SF°] 7181528 o
hemeroby®l £712 98 BAA gl dasivin
BAE . o8 M QA =EAEE
Haded, AdFANY =3l e JE IZES
o] 43814 i AAHoE F2lF ANERS o] 438



258 L

5 2e Az 2d30 2 AvH vt 2Yad
4558 dade 025 THE A + 3
£ AegT,

ft

(3) SHHZS B3 £2 58 U HEW =8

FAERE TRARHE Z7HAI BAO B
sne) 712 =A% WA 5 FAAPoz
A. %489 AN QoI @A e e
228 o7 dth mepy SHUAl hed 8
£22 52z Sdsdt.

TP Lo R 448 AER APA %
%318 93k o] Ael B 42T F U 3,

Azol 491, HAAANE B Ak A, o] @
o B3, A% 4o, g AES 2%
2 4 2k A2 A95d AAYE A

[ —
olg & 8l

FUA(1996) FUA A A=,

FZ(1996) LGRAA WA E,

Blume, H.P. & H. Sukopp(1976) Oekologische
Bedeutung anthropogener Bodenveraen-
derungen, Schr. R. Vegetationskunde 10: 75-
91.

Bornkamm, R.(1980) Hemerobie und Landschaft-
splanung, Landschaft u. Stadt 12(2): 49-55.

257 7 A2 A 12(3) 1998

Dierschke, H.(1994) Pflanzensoziologie: Grund-
lagen und Methoden Stuttgart. 682pp.

Jalas, J.(1953) Hemerokorit ja hemerobit.
Luonnon Tutkija 57: 12-16.

Jalas, J.(1955) Hemerobe und hemerochore
Pflanzenarten. Ein terminologischer Reform-
versuch. Acta Soc. Fauna Flora Fenn. 72(11): 1-
15.

Kollwitz, R. & M. Marsson(1902) Grundzuege
fuer die biologische Beurteilung des Wassers
nach seiner Flora und Fauna. Mitt. Kgl.
Pruefanst. Wasserversorgung Abwasserbe-sei-
tigung Berlin 1: 33-72.

Kowarik, 1.(1988) Zum menschlichen Einfluss auf
Flora und Vegetation. Theoretische Konzepte
und Quantifizierungsansatz am Beispiel von
Berlin, Berlin.

Kunick, W.(1982) Zonierung des Stadtgebietes
von Berlin(West)-Ergebnisse floristischer
Untersuchungen, Landschaftsentwick. u.
Umweltforsch. 14: 164.

Sukopp, H.(1969) Der Einfluss des Menschen auf
die Vegetation. Vegetatio. 17: 360-371.

Sukopp, H.(1972) Wandel von Flora und Vegeta-
tion in Mitteleuropa unter dem Einfluss des
Menschen. Ber. Landwirtsch. 50: 112-130.



