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Herpetofauna in Mt. Cheonggye Area

CHOI, Min Ho * Yoon Hak PARK

Korean Association for Conservation of Nature

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted on amphibians and reptiles in the area of Mt. Cheonggye from August
27, 2022 to November 02, 2022. The current ecological environment of Mt. Cheonggye is diagnosed
and measures to improve the habitat environment that was done to find out. The survey was
conducted by selecting 5 sites from Cheonggye-dong to Munwon-dong. As a result, We recorded 226
individuals from 7 species for amphibian and 26 individuals from 4 species for reptiles. The dominant
species was wrinkled frog(Glandirana rugosa), and the subdominant species was black-spotted pond
frog(Pelophylax nigromaculatus). McNaughton’s dominanace indices, Shannon-Weaver’s diversity
indices, Pileou’s evenness indices and Margalef’s spesies richness indices showed the range of 0.54~
0.94, 0.47~1.67, 0.26~0.93, 0.79~1.95 respectively. In this survey, there was no confirmation of
any Korean endemic species and invasive alien herpetofauna speices in Mt. Cheonggye. However, in
the previous survey, the habitat of the Boreal Digging frog(Kaloula borealis) was confirmed, so
continuous monitoring is required.
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Fig. 1. Study sites.
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Table 1. Location and size of the obsered area of Mt. Cheonggye amphibian and reptile, confirmed
species
Location(altitude) and
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1) AT (Dominance Index: DI)

7 2 AE R FEsE A4 F AA5E 71260 $HES 269t McNaughton, 1967).
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Table 2. Taxonomic classification of Amphibia and Reptilia confirmed around Mt. Cheonggye

Class Amphibians %A%} Class Reptilies ¥+57F
Order Caudata V)& Order Squamata ¥ &-(FH &)
Family Hynobiidae =33} Family Lacertidae 7% 3}
1. Hynobius leechii &=5% 1. Takydromus wolteri &34
Order Salientia §-7|& Family Colubridae 3}
Family Bufonidae 74 ¥1]3} 2. Oocatochus rufodorsatus A3
2. Bufo gargarizans 71 3. Rhapdophis lateralis 3 %-°]
Family Hylidae 371723} Family Viperidae A5 A}
3. Dryophytes japonicus 7] -] 4. Gloydius ussuriensis 25 A}

Family Ranidae 7] 7-2]3}
4. Rana coreana =117 2]
5. Rana uenoi T4/ 12
6. Pelophylax nigromaculatus 37112
7. Glandirana rugosa <7172
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Table 3. List of amphibian species confirmed in 5 study sites

77

Species name Number of individuals
Family
Scientific name Korean name St.1 St.2 St.3 St.4 St.5
Hynobiidae ~ Hynobius leechii S5y 1 - - 1 -
Bufonidae  Bufo gargarizans TN - - 1 - -
Hylidae ~ Dryophytes japonicus 771 -+%] 3 5 2 2 -
Rana coreana B A g - - . _ 11
Rana uenoi tesaed el - - - 3 -
Ranidae
Pelophylax A7) : 20 30 - b))
nigromaculatus
Glandirana rugosa 7172 4 7 5 100 9
8 32 38 106 42
Total
226
Table 4. List of reptile species confirmed in 5 study sites
Species name Number of individuals
Family
Scientific name Korean name St.1 St.2 St.3 St.4 St.5
Lacertidae  Takydromus wolteri ZAA W 2 7 2 4 -
Qocatochus rufodorsatus A2 - - 1 - 3
Colubridae
Rhapdophis lateralis F85F 2 - 3 1 -
Viperidae ~ Gloydius ussuriensis S| ARA} 1 - - - -
5 7 6 5 3
Total

26
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LS55 (H. leechii) AN TF-2(D. japonicus) S AN 2R coreana)

i

SN S ol(St. 4) SN2 A (St 4) Z AT, wolteri)

Fig. 2. Amphibian and reptile observed in Mt. Cheonggye.
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Table b. Cluster analysis of amphibian and reptile at the study sites

Species name Biotic index
No. Scientific name  Korean name Dominance index  Species diversity =~ Evenness index  Species richness
(DD) index (H’) (E) index (R)
1 H leechii &2 0.008
2 B gargarizans  T7H] 0.004
3 D. japonicus A2 0.048
4 R coreana = Al 2 0.044
5 R uenoi 228 0.012
6  P. nigromaculatus F7N T2 0.286 1.45 0.60 1.81
7 G. rugosa R 0.496
8 T wolteri =AW 0.060
9 O. rufodorsatus ~ F-AHA| 0.016
10 R lateralis T80 0.024
11 G ussuriensis S| ARA} 0.004
Table 6. Biotic indices at the study sites
Study sites
Biotic index
St.1 St.2 St.3 St.4 St.5
Dominance index (DI) 0.54 0.69 0.80 0.94 0.73
Species diversity index (H’) 1.67 1.22 1.14 0.47 1.20
Evenness index (E’) 0.93 0.88 0.59 0.26 0.86
Species richness index (R) 1.95 0.82 1.59 1.06 0.79
2 %
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