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Abstract: This study aims to classify the biotope types and evaluate its functions for acquiring the basic
information which can support the landscape ecological management of the urban forest in the case of the three
parks in Daegu metropolitan city and then to analyze vegetation landscape patterns. The biotope classification
was mostly divided into 5 to 6 biotope type groups in the high units and 15 to 20 biotope types belong to them
and then could know that the more big the park size, the more diverse and large the biotope types and its
average area. The biotope grade over the three parks was dominating low rank grade (1 to 3 grade) 72.7% that
forest organism is inadequate as live, and high grade (7 to 9 grade) did not appear entirely. Most in Biotope
function estimation were appeared less than the middle rank grade and biotope area is bigger, those grade rises
and temperature could know that is fallen. Vegetation landscape patterns was very simple because only two
kinds of Robinia pseudo-acacia and Quercus acutissima is appeared as the dominated landscape elements in all
of the three parks. And also because average area of those elements is generally lha or so, there was much
problems in consecutiveness of functional role as forest ecosystem component. Conclusively, Ecological
landscape management need to improve Biotope diversity and functionality, and it secures ecological minimal
area and space linkage.

Key words : biotope types, biotope function, vegetation landscape pattern, ecological landscape management
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Figure 1. Process to classify and evaluate the biotope types in the

Temperature distribution map

I
| Temperature by biotope grades |

study. SIA spatial information analysis, FS field survey.
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Figure 2. A criteria and indicator to grade the biotope function of the urban forests.
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Table 1. The distribution area and ratio by the biotope grades in the three parks. (Unit : ha)
Grades  Non-biotope Low Middle High
Parks 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9
Area 19.8 2.8 21.2 244 15.5 10.8 6.8
Beomeo ]
Ratio 19.6 2.7 20.9 241 15.3 10.7 6.7
I . Area 8.2 5.7 0.3 9.7 7.8 49 8.1 None
MLEL Ratio 18.4 12.8 06 217 17.4 1.1 18.1
Chi Area 43 12.2 79 5.0 0.5 0.3 0.0
Imsal - Ratio 14.1 404 26.3 16.6 17 1.0 0.0
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Table 2. The distribution area and ratio by the biotope

function grades in the three parks.

(Unit : ha)

Grades

Biotope function grades

Parks Very high Very low
1 3 4 5
B Area 634 181 198
comeo  patio 626 178 196
Janei Area N 19.9 15.8 13.9
88 Ratio one 335 353 312

. Area 3.8 18.1 8.3
Chimsan ]

Ratio 124 60.1 275
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Figure 3. Spatial distribution map of the biotope types and its temperature in the three parks.

Table 3. The configuration of forest landscape elements identified from the forest biotop map of the three parks.

Beomeo Janggi Chimsan
landscape element types Num- Mean Patch Num- Mean Patch Number Mean Patch
P P I(Ahr;:)a ber of size of density (}:;)a ber of size of density /(\}fZ)a of size of density
patches patches (/100ha) patches patches (/100ha) patches patches (/100ha)
Natural vegetation elements
Pinus densiflora community(4 types) 8 15 1.4 1875 1.9 3 06 1579 03 2 02 666.7
Quercus acuissima community 20 18 28 90 74 6 12 8L1 14 7 02 5000
(4 types)
Quercus variabilis community 24 2 1.2 833 - - - - - - - -
Celtis sinensis community - - - - - - - - 02 2 0.1 1000.0
Other community (on rock outcrop) 02 1 0.2 - - - - - - - - -
Subtotal 30.6 36 14 1176 2.3 9 09 9.8 1.9 11 0.2 5789
Artificial vegetation elements
Robiniapseudo-acacia community 36 19 43 48 142 13 L1 915 152 6 25 395
(3 types)

Pinus rigida community(3 types) 8.4 9 25 1071 1.2 1 1.2 83.3 - - - -
Pinus thunbergii community(4 types) 0.8 2 0.8 250.0 6.1 6 1.0 984 0.6 1 06 1667
Others : 7 communities 32 6 05 1875 - - - - 62 12 0.5 1935
Subtotal 51.3 36 20 1484 72 20 1.1 93.0 220 19 1.2 1332
Others 19.8 21 0.9 110.0 139 17 08 1223 69 25 03 3623

Total 101.7 93 1.1 914 447 46 1.0 1029 30.6 55 0.6 179.7
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