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Analysis on Appropriate Plants of Infiltration Swale for Road Runoff*
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Land & Housing Institute, Korea Land & Housing Corporation

ABSTRACT

This study is to find appropriate plant for infiltration swale (which is natural LID infrastructure)
and suggest basic research database for building infrastructure of LID facilities. Through the research
inside, it first selects the plant strong to flooding and salt tolerance. Also, the research built infiltration
swale along the road, planted those strong plants and monitored how well those plants adapted into
the environment. Particularly, it showered 72mm/hr-speed artificial shower, also with natural shower,
given that plants were vulnerable to flood because of influx of the rain. As a result of field applicability
monitoring, Pennisetum alopecuroides and Equisetum hyemale (which degrade the pollutant well and
adapt into rainy environment) are planting individually, or Juncus effisus var. decipiens, Liriope
platyphylla, Miscanthus sinensis Andersson, Euonymus japonica (which are strong to rainy environment)
and Pennisetum alopecuroides and Equisetum hyemale are mixed planting. The research should have
monitored the plant for more than one year to study them, but the research only lasted five months.
Therefore, it is hard to generalize. After all, through the long term research, it should pursue study
more on appropriate plant materials and database that can be the reference for infrastructure establishment

and maintenance.
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Table 1. Physiochemical property of soil per
experimental plot

Classification| pH | EC | CEC | T-N ?%I\;I
Phragmites | ¢ ¢4 | 008 | 1042 | 0.042 | 028
communis

Hemerocallis 6.97 | 0.18 975 |0.028 | 0.36
firlva

Juncus effusus|

L 6.11 | 0.11 | 11.16 | 0.013 {0.32
var. decipiens

Pennisetum | ¢ 1o | 13 | 959 | 0012|031
alopecuroides

Euvomymus | 5 99 | 007 | 989 | 0.011]0.19
japomca

Iris sanguinea| 596 | 0.08 | 9.84 |0.013|0.34
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Figure 4. The measurement value of rainfall

Iris

5.94 | 0.06 | 925 |0.043|0.23
pseudoacorus

Liriope

platyphylla 6.02 | 0.09 | 10.12 | 0.013 | 0.22

Miscanthus
sinensis 5.89 | 0.006 | 10.31 | 0.026 |0.18
Andersson

Equisetum

6.13 | 0.08 | 9.61 |0.0400.18
hyemale
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Table 2. The analysis result of micropollutants of soil 2HE, A, £3% o] diFer A v

per experimental plot

N Cd Pb Cr Cu Ni 7n : :
Classification Table 3. The Analysis of nitrogen and phosphorus
T—" (mglkg)| (mgkg) | (mg/kg) |(mgfke) | (mg/kg) | (mg/ke) content of vegetation per experimental plot
Phragnmies | 1y | 100 | MO | 00| 636 | 8037
communis detection |detection Ist. measure 2st. measure
Hemerocallis non- | non- (Aug. 5) ((December 5)
filva 030 detection|detection 1376 | 1080 | 71.32 Classification N P N P
Juncus effisus non- | non- Content | Content | Content | Content
var. decipiens 017 detection |detection o84 | 686 | 3 (%) (%) (%) (%)
- - : P -
Pemnisetum | | DO | DO |00 | 500 | 7898 hragmites | 50 | 013 | 052 | 01
alopecuroi-des detection|detection communis
Buonymus | g | mOm | mon g 0| s | gy Hemeroaallls | g 00 011 | 063 | 0.08
Japonica detection |detection firlva
, , non- non- Juncus effusus
Iris sanguinea | 0.23 detection| detection 1264 | 853 | 75.53 var. decipiens 0.77 0.21 0.85 0.11
Iris 023 | MO | MM | gae | 503 [gsep  Lemmsemm e | 017 | 099 | 005
pseudoaco-rus detection|detection alopecuroi-des
Liriope non- | non- Euonymus
- 0.13 detection| detection 844 | 478 | 75.13 Japonica 0.28 0.08 0.83 0.09
Miscanthus Iris sangui 089 | 014 | 177 | 0.10
) . jguinea | 0. . . )
sinensis 0.16 de?;‘t‘ion dei‘e"crt‘ion 61 | S8 | I -
Andersson s 134 | 019 | 168 | 0.12
Epuisetum o | non- pseudoaco-rus
021 . . 947 | 608 | 78.06 Liriope
lyenmle detection |detection 0.29 0.09 0.66 0.18
platyphylla
Miscanthus
3. &4 al o] st=at sinensis 0.35 0.08 0.28 0.11
- Andersson
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