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This study aims to provide various alternatives for decision-makers who have different
goals and design constraints. To satisfy multiple objectives, a Pareto of multiple objectives
(benefit and cost) was provided. Decision-makers can choose an option that reflects their
preferences, such as ecological benefits and low cost. decision-makers considering
minimum costs can choose low benefit and cost plans.
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We found that HC and EC contribute differently to improving ecological functions such as
connectivity and edge density. This suggests that a combination of various strategies and

——— istributi itigati technologies is important to enhance biodiversity.
1 Area (m?) Bencfits Cost the distribution pattern of the mitigation 9 P y
> .
an E U e e D Con (10%) measures differed | CONCLUSION
Py * The study suggests that in future urban
plan 7,260 270 110 0.156857 1776.17 590 - - - -
p—— o - — s | eircs — planning, it is crucial to consider the edge * The purpose of this study was to focus on the effectiveness of phased mitigation measures
plan , 159¢ : , - C e e . -
m— po o o o | 07005 | 9000 effect of the existing forest areas as the In minimizing ecological responses and cost caused by urban development. Our model can
S % plan , 1682 : o _ _ ] ] - .. ] .. ; ;
o5 oan | 5276 - 5 oase | 119700 — mitigation measures were installed support collaborative design by providing spatially explicit options that consider the

around the edges of these areas. balance between competing issues.

800 1000 1200 1600

1400 1800

This study was supported by a grant from the Korea Environment Industry & Technology Institute (KEITI) through The Decision Support System Development Project for Environmental Impact Assessment, funded by the Korea Ministry of Environment (MOE) (2021003360002)
This research was supported by the BK21 FOUR (Fostering Outstanding Universities for Research) funded by the Ministry of Education(MOE, Korea) and National Research Foundation of Korea(NRF)
This work is supported by Knowledge-based environmental service Program funded by Ministry of Environment.




