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Abstract: Green roofs are used in urban areas to mitigate the adverse effects of stormwater.
Through numerical modeling, this study evaluates the impacts of design parameters on green roof
hydrological performance under different rainfall characteristics. A calibrated model is run with
long-term precipitation data series for three locations (Hong Kong, China; Beltsville, MD, USA; and
Sidney, NY, USA). The results show that the amount of peak runoff reduction increases with the
duration of the storm return period in Beltsville and Sidney; while the trend is opposite in Hong
Kong. Percentage peak reduction generally shows a decreasing trend with the storm return period
in three locations. For average runoff reduction, the amount of reduction increases with the storm
return period, whereas the percentage reduction presents an opposite trend in all three locations.
The actual values vary between the three locations due to differences in rainfall characteristics.
Both peak and average runoff reduction increase with green roof thickness, but in practice, it is not
cost effective or feasible to increase the thickness beyond a certain threshold. The hydraulic
conductivity can then be optimized for peak runoff reduction and it is found to increase with the
return period. However, hydraulic conductivity has a minimal effect on average runoff reduction.
Overall, this paper studies green roof hydrological performance in response to different rainfall
characteristics and provides recommendations on green roof designs related to soil thickness and
hydraulic conductivity.
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1. Introduction

Urbanization renders surfaces less permeable and reduces vegetation. It often has undesirable
hydrological consequences, such as increased surface runoff (i.e., flood risk), reduced infiltration
and changes in base flow (i.e., environmental flow) [1,2]. Recently, interest has increased worldwide
in implementing small-scale hydrological controls within a catchment area to replicate
pre-development hydrological regimes. Examples of such controls include green roofs, bioretention
swales, rain gardens and porous pavements.

The main components of a green roof are a vegetation layer, a substrate layer, a storage layer
and a drainage system. The vegetation layer may host various types of vegetation, and the substrate
layer is designed to provide the plants with nutrients, water and air [3-5]. The storage layer acts as a
water reservoir, retaining a certain amount of water; excess water can be removed through the
drainage system [3-5]. Based on the thickness of the substrate layer, green roofs can generally be
categorized as either extensive green roofs (<150 mm) or intensive green roofs (>150 mm) [3-5].
Green roofs retain and slowly release water over prolonged periods and can therefore minimize
peak flow during storm events and restore environmental flow during dry periods [6-8]. Mentens et
al. [9] concluded that extensive roof greening on just 10% of Brussels’ buildings would reduce runoff
by 54% at the building level and 2.7% at the city level. Green roofs also have other benefits, such as
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mitigating the urban heat island effect, providing thermal insulation for buildings, enhancing
buildings’ aesthetic value and providing new wildlife habitats [10,11].

However, the hydrological performance of green roofs in stormwater mitigation is affected by a
number of factors, such as rainfall duration and intensity, percentage of green roof coverage, type
and depth of soil medium, duration of preceding dry period and slope of structure installed
[8,9,12,13]. Scholz-Barth [14] examined the influence of soil thickness on water retention, and found
that 25 cm, 62.5 cm and 100 cm of soil substrate over 50 cm of gravel bed retained around 58%, 67%
and 71% of the water, respectively. Villarreal and Bengtsson [15] studied the effects of rainfall
intensity and slope on green roof performance and concluded that a steeper slope and higher rainfall
intensity decrease retention rate. Rainfall is one of the most influential factors. Carter and
Rasmussen [16] investigated the influence of rainfall intensity on retention, which they found to be
highly dependent on total rainfall depth. The smaller the rainfall event, the greater the retention:
88% for a small storm (<25.4 mm); more than 54% for a medium storm (25.4-76.2 mm); and 48% for a
large storm (>76.2 mm).

Although numerous research studies have evaluated the hydrological performance of green
roofs, many have been based on field experiments. The results of field experiments cover only the
periods monitored, and thus may not capture large and extreme storm events. For example,
Gregoire and Clausen [17] examined the effects of green roofs on runoff and water quality using
weekly individual samples of runoff and precipitation collected at the University of Connecticut,
Storrs, US. Teemusk and Mander [18] focused on the effects of short-term events on the runoff
quantity and quality of green roofs in Estonia. In addition, the results of field studies tend to depend
on aspects of their experimental settings, particularly rainfall conditions, and most green roof
studies have been performed in temperate regions, with 66% conducted in the US and the EU [19].
Although some studies have assessed green roof performance in the long term, and have thus
covered some rare events, it is vital to gain a comprehensive understanding of more extreme events
and to compare the effects of certain design parameters during these events [20]. Also, despite the
suggestion made by Simmons et al. [21] that green roofing might prove beneficial in locations with
subtropical climates, few studies have been performed on the stormwater management performance
of green roofs in subtropical and tropical regions [13,21]. Finally, studies have tended to focus on
only one or two aspects of the impact of green roof designs, making it difficult to aggregate their
findings. Berndtsson [8] pointed out that the exact values of runoff reduction cannot be compared
across studies due to differences in study conditions (e.g., weather, number of events, green roof
design and study duration). These differences may even result in contradictory findings.

The objective of this study is to assess the general hydrological performance of a green roof
under various rainfall conditions and using different green roof design parameters. The findings are
obtained using numerical modeling, an emerging approach to the study of green roofs. For example,
Yang and Wang [22] quantified the sensitivity of green roof models to parameter uncertainty and
demonstrated the different thermal and hydrological behaviors of green roofs. Sun et al. [23] used a
heat and water transport model to simulate the hygrothermal dynamics of green roofs and found
that incoming solar radiation and medium layer moisture influenced green roof performance.
Numerical modeling allows for the consistent comparison of green roof hydrological performance
across scenarios, because only the parameters of interest are varied and this variation is systematic.
In addition, numerical models are not restricted to particular study locations (e.g., references [24—
26]). This study also examines the peak and average runoff reduction during large and extreme
storm events, and the results offer important insights into the design of green roofs for stormwater
quantity control.

2. Materials and Methods

First, a green roof numerical model is developed and the data for model calibration and
verification are shown in Table 1. To examine hydrological performance under different rainfall
conditions, the calibrated model is run first with long-term precipitation data series from three cities
(Hong Kong, China; Beltsville, MD, USA; and Sidney, NY, USA). Hong Kong is selected for its high
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rainfall, while Beltsville and Sidney are characterized by relatively moderate precipitation. Then, the
design parameters of soil hydraulic conductivity and thickness are varied in all three locations to
study their influence on green roof hydrological performance. Finally, the precipitation data and
simulated green roof runoff data are statistically analyzed to compare green roof performance
during storms with different return periods and under different design scenarios. Green roof
hydrological performance during a particular event varies with antecedent conditions (e.g., the
initial moisture content of the soil layer). Therefore, although large storms are the focus of the study,
simulations are performed over long periods rather than simply during design storms to avoid
misleading assumptions about antecedent conditions.

2.1. Hydrological Model

The green roof numerical model is developed using Storm Water Management Model (SWMM
5.1.010) provided by the United States Environmental Protection Agency. SWMM has been widely
used in stormwater-related planning, design and analysis, and can simulate the hydrological
performance of various types of low impact development (LID) practices, including green roofs [27].
It accounts for various hydrological processes such as precipitation, interception, infiltration,
evapotranspiration, overland flow, capture and retention of rainfall and runoff via various LID
practices. The green roof model developed in this study consists of three layers (surface layer, soil
layer and drainage mat), and the conceptual model of a green roof in SWMM is shown in Figure 1.
Dynamic wave routing is used to solve the one-dimensional Saint-Venant equation for flow routing
within conduits; the Green-Ampt method is used to simulate infiltration; and Manning’s formula
and a water balance equation are used to simulate surface runoff. The water balance within each
layer and the exchange of water between layers are also computed during the simulation [27].
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Figure 1. Conceptual model of green roof in SWMM. Modified from Chui et al. [28].

2.2. Data Calibration

The numerical green roof model is calibrated and verified using experimental data from Wong
and Jim [29]. The experimental green roof is located on the roof of the New Wing of The University
of Hong Kong’s Main Library. Its area is 1.1 m? with a slope of 2° towards a drainage pipe. It
consists of a 40 mm sandy loam soil layer and a 40 mm rockwool storage layer with a water capacity
of 16 and 32 L/m?, respectively. The runoff from the green roof during a rainfall event on 28th March
2013 is used to calibrate the numerical model, while the data from rainfall event on 17th April 2013 is
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used to verify the model. Based on Wong and Jim [29], rainfall intensity data is measured in 10-min
and 5-min intervals respectively for the events for data calibration and verification. The green roof
parameters are shown in Table 1. For realism and to ensure numerical stability, the simulated
rooftop is 11 m long and 10 m wide, with a catchment area of 110 m?, 100 times larger than that of the
experimental green roof. As the entire rooftop is assumed to be green roofed, coverage is 100%. The
simulated rooftop is assumed not to receive runoff from the surrounding area. To compare the
simulated green roof runoff with the measured runoff, the linear regression coefficient (R*)and the

Nash-Sutcliffe simulation efficiency coefficient (£, ) are computed. It should be noted that the

objective of this study is not to reproduce the exact hydrological response of a particular green roof
in a particular location. The calibration simply facilitates the selection of a consistent set of
parameters for the long-term simulations and an initial set of parameters for use in the sensitivity
analysis.

Table 1. Parameters of the calibrated green roof model.

Layer Parameter Value
Berm height (mm) 14
Vegetation (volume fraction) 02
Surface

Surface roughness (Manning’s n) 0.1
Surface slope (%) 21

Thickness (mm) 401

Porosity (volume fraction) 0.41
Field capacity (volume fraction) 0.2
Soil Wilting point (volume fraction) 0.1
Conductivity (mm/h) 15
Conductivity slope 10

Suction head (mm) 87.5

Thickness (mm) 401

Drainage mat Void fraction 081
Roughness (Manning’s n) 0.1

! Values directly extracted from Wong and Jim [29]. Other parameter values obtained through model
calibration. 2 This is the fraction of storage volume above the surface that is filled with vegetation.
Normally, it can be ignored, but may be as high as 0.1 to 0.2 for very dense vegetative growth [27]. It
is ignored in this research as thickness and conductivity are the main factors to be studied.

2.3. Simulation Scenarios

The first set of simulations are conducted using precipitation data series from three locations
with different rainfall conditions (Hong Kong, China; Beltsville, MD, USA; and Sidney, NY, USA).
The precipitation data for Hong Kong (1985-2013) are obtained from the Hong Kong Observatory’s
[30], and the data for Beltsville (1972-2012) and Sidney (1972-2013) are obtained from NOAA’s
National Centres for Environmental Information [31]. Precipitation is measured at 15 minute
intervals. The evapotranspiration data for Hong Kong are monthly average data drawn from
Jayawardena [32], and those for Beltsville and Sidney are annual average data extracted from
Sanford and Selnick [33]. Evapotranspiration in Hong Kong is assumed to be constant within each
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month, and that in Beltsville and Sidney is assumed to be constant over each year. These
simplifications are expected to have minimal effects on the calculation of runoff reduction during the
extreme events of interest in this study. The general climatic characteristics of the three cities are
shown as Table 2.

Table 2. General climatic characteristics of Hong Kong, Beltsville and Sidney.

. ) Annual average Annual average
City Climate - e
precipitation (mm) evapotranspiration (mm)
HongKong . umid 2350 1123
subtropical
Humi
Beltsville umid 1020 655
subtropical
Sidney Humid 940 555
subtropical

First, the precipitation and evapotranspiration data for the three locations are used as model
inputs to simulate the green roof runoff response using the green roof parameters listed in Table 1.
Next, the green roof parameters, namely soil hydraulic conductivity and thickness, are varied. Soil
hydraulic conductivity affects the water infiltration, as well as the percolation through and drainage
from the green roof. Whilst low hydraulic conductivity tends to limit infiltration, a green roof with
low hydraulic conductivity retains water for longer. High hydraulic conductivity increases not only
infiltration but water drainage. Soil thickness affects both the capacity and the duration of water
retention in a green roof. Each parameter is varied as follows:

1. Soil hydraulic conductivity increases from 15 mm/h to 50, 100 and 150 mm/h.
2. Soil thickness increases from 40 mm to 150, 300 and 450 mm.

The above values of soil hydraulic conductivity and thickness are based on green roof
guidelines (e.g., references [3,4]). Most researchers have recommended using relatively large
conductivity values, but the calibrated value obtained here is only 15 mm/h. Therefore, the values
examined (50, 100 and 150 mm/h) are larger than but still fairly close to 15 mm/h. Thickness is
selected to optimize stormwater quantity control. Given the large volume of rainfall in subtropical
Hong Kong, green roofs installed to mitigate stormwater here are likely to be thicker than green
roofs installed for other purposes and/or in temperate regions. The overall goal of this study is to
examine the generic effects of precipitation, soil hydraulic conductivity and thickness on the general
hydrological performance of a green roof. The findings can be compared consistently across
scenarios because only one factor is varied each time.

2.4. Frequency Analysis

To compare green roof performance across scenarios, both the precipitation data and the green
roof simulated runoff data are analyzed in relation to their return periods. The peak and total
precipitation for each event are obtained from the original precipitation data, and the peak and total
runoff for each event are extracted from the modeling results. Then, the annual peak and average
precipitation/runoff can be calculated based on the values for all of the storm events. Finally, the
annual peak and average precipitation/runoff are log transformed and analyzed to relate their
magnitude to their frequency of occurrence using a Pearson type III distribution. As this analytical
technique allows for extrapolation to return periods beyond the data series duration, it is used
extensively in flood analysis. The general equation for the log-Pearson type III distribution is as
follows:

log xTr = lOg 'xi + O-Kf (]-;"CY) (1)

where x,, is the annual peak or average precipitation/runoff at different occurrence frequencies; x;,

is the annual peak or average precipitation/runoff from the time series data; logx, is the average
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value of logx,; o is the standard deviation of logx,; and K (7,C,) is the frequency factor that

relates to the occurrence frequency (I,) and skew coefficient (C,). The average and standard

deviation values of log x, can be calculated as follows:

ilogxi
lngl. _ =1 (2)
n
n 2
log x, —log x,
. ;( og x, ogx,) 3)
n—1

where 7 is the number of entries.
Then, the skew coefficient can be calculated as follows:

 (logx —Togx )
- n;( og X, ogx;) @
’ (n—l)(n—Z)O'

After that, K,(7,,C,) can be obtained for different return periods from the frequency factor table
according to C,, and the peak or average precipitation/runoff response to occurrence frequency (i.e.,

return period) can be finally determined via the log-Pearson type III distribution (Equation (1)).
3. Results

3.1. Model Calibration and Verification

Overall, the simulated runoff in the calibrated model matches the observed runoff (Figure 2a),
with R*and E, values of 0.95 and 0.94, respectively. The model accurately simulates peak runoff,

which is important for this study. However, it does not accurately capture the end of the recession
limb, perhaps because the simulated catchment area is 100 times larger than the experimental one,
delaying the final small drainage to the outlet.

The verification of green roof runoff is presented as Figure 2b. The model can also accurately
capture the whole trend and the peak runoff, but with a time delay. Again, the much larger
simulated area (i.e., 100 times larger than the experimental one) could cause the delay of drainage to
the outlet during the simulation, which however in fact is more realistic. The measured runoff data
for verification is extracted manually from a figure of Wong and Jim [29]. Due to the limited number

of points and the extracted values could differ from the actual values, R> and E, values are not

S

computed.
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Figure 2. Simulated and measured values of green roof runoff during model (a) calibration and (b)
verification.

3.2. Green Roof Runoff Reductions in Different Locations

This section presents the hydrological responses, particularly runoff reduction, of the green roof
for the three locations and storms with different return periods. Green roof runoff is defined here as
a combination of the surface runoff of the green roof and the discharge from the bottom of the green
roof (i.e., water that has drained through the green roof).

3.2.1. Precipitation and Runoff Characteristics

Peak precipitation in Hong Kong is greater than that in Beltsville and Sidney for return periods
smaller than 5 years (Figure 3a). However, beyond the return period of 5 years, peak precipitation in
Beltsville increases dramatically, exceeding that in the other two locations. However, the annual
average precipitation in Beltsville is consistently much lower than that in Hong Kong, and even falls
below that in Sidney for return periods exceeding 10 years (Figure 3b). Hong Kong’s smaller peak
precipitation but larger annual average precipitation suggest that its rainfall events are
longer-lasting and of larger volumes; the opposite is true in Beltsville.

The trends of peak and average runoff closely follow those of precipitation. The difference
between precipitation and runoff for both peak and average values increases with the return period,
with the exception of Hong Kong’s peak values, which are small across all return periods. There is
some simulated surface runoff during very large storms, but green roofs should be designed not to
generate surface runoff in practice. This, therefore, supports the choice of higher soil hydraulic
conductivity for the simulations that examine the generic effect of conductivity.
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Figure 3. Precipitation (P) and green roof runoff (R) in storms with different return periods. Figure
3(a) and (b) show the peak and average values, respectively. HK, B and S stand for Hong Kong,
Beltsville and Sidney, respectively.

3.2.2. Amount and Percentage of Runoff Reduction

1. Peak Runoff

The amount of peak runoff reduction in different locations is shown in Figure 4a. The reduction
in Beltsville and Sidney shows an upward trend, whereas that in Hong Kong shows a downward

trend.

Due to the differences in storm characteristics in different studies, peak runoff reduction is often
reported in the form of percentage. Accordingly, numerous previous studies have concluded that
green roofs better mitigate peak runoff during smaller storms (e.g., references [16,34]). Similar
observations have been presented for Beltsville and Hong Kong, where the percentage of peak
runoff reduction has been shown to decrease with the return period (Figure 4b). In Sidney, the
relatively modest peak and average rainfall intensity result in higher and more stable percentages of
peak runoff reduction for different return periods (around 45%-55%).
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Figure 4. Annual peak runoff reduction during storms with different return periods, given in terms

of (a) amount and (b) percentage.

2. Average Runoff

The amount and percentage of average runoff reduction in different locations are shown in
Figure 5. The amount of annual average runoff reduction in all three locations increases dramatically
with a return period of only a few years. However, for return periods exceeding a few years, the
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values are relatively stable. This trend is similar to that for annual average precipitation, shown in
Figure 3b.

The percentage of annual average runoff reduction generally decreases with an increase in the
return period, and this decrease is relatively steep as the return period increases to a few years. With
longer return periods, both the annual precipitation and the amount treated by the green roof
become more stable, giving relatively stable percentages of annual average runoff reduction.

Generally, the annual average reduction amount is lowest in Beltsville, but the annual average
reduction percentage is lowest in Hong Kong. The results for the three locations differ clearly, due to
their distinct rainfall characteristics. However, the differences in the average values (Figure 5) are
smaller than those in the peak values (Figure 4).

450
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Figure 5. Annual average runoff reduction during storms with different return periods, given in
terms of (a) amount and (b) percentage.

3.3. Runoff Reduction in Different Green Roof Designs

3.3.1. Peak Runoff

The effects of green roof soil thickness and hydraulic conductivity on peak runoff in different
locations are illustrated in Figure 6. As expected, peak runoff decreases with an increase in thickness
(Figure 6a). However, the difference in performance between the thicknesses of 150 mm and 300 mm
is much larger than that between 300 mm and 450 mm, especially in Beltsville and Sidney.

As shown in Figure 6b, peak runoff increases as conductivity increases, as the conductivity
values examined are relatively high compared with the values for rainfall intensity. When
conductivity is relatively low, the opposite trend is likely to arise, because water cannot effectively
infiltrate the system and immediately becomes surface runoff [28]. The results of additional
simulations performed with lower conductivity values (i.e., 25, 50 and 75 mm/h) confirm that peak
runoff decreases as conductivity increases. However, if conductivity is too high, water drains
through the system without being retained, again becoming runoff straight away.
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Figure 6. Peak runoff of various green roofs differing in (a) soil thickness (T) and (b) soil hydraulic
conductivity (K). The conductivity in (a) is 100 mm/h, and the thickness in (b) is 300 mm.

3.3.2. Average Runoff

Increasing thickness results in a higher annual average runoff reduction, as expected (Figure
7a). However, this effect is significantly smaller than the effect of thickness on annual peak runoff

reduction (Figure 6a). Changes in conductivity only minimally affect annual average runoff (Figure
7b).
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Figure 7. Average runoff of various green roofs differing in (a) soil thickness (T) and (b) soil
hydraulic conductivity (K). The conductivity in (a) is 100 mm/h, and the thickness in (b) is 300 mm.

4. Discussion
4.1. Green Roof Runoff Reductions in Different Locations

4.1.1. Peak Runoff

For amount reduction, the reason behind the increasing trend in Beltsville and Sidney, but the
decreasing trend in Hong Kong is the different rainfall characteristics. Rainfall events in Hong Kong
last for longer and have larger volumes, and the increase in peak precipitation with the return period
is less significant. For example, a 1-year storm event in Hong Kong can last for approximately 36 h
and generate a total rainfall depth of 204 mm, whereas equivalent storm events last for only 0.5 h
and 12 h in Beltsville and Sidney, with depths of 10 mm and 37.5 mm, respectively. At a green roof
thickness of 40 mm, which is fairly thin, little water capacity remains when precipitation reaches its
peak. In Hong Kong, therefore, the amount of peak runoff reduction is relatively low, and decreases
with an increase in return period. As rainfall events in Beltsville and Sidney occur on a smaller scale
and last for less time, the simulated green roof has sufficient capacity to hold rainwater even at peak
precipitation. Especially when return periods are small, the green roof is not fully utilized and the
amount of peak runoff reduction increases significantly with the return period.

For percentage reduction, the downward trend in Hong Kong and Beltsville is because green
roof lacks the capacity to handle peak precipitation at high return periods. In Hong Kong, although
peak precipitation is lower than that in Beltsville at high return periods, the total volume and
duration of each rainfall event are greater, as previously discussed before. During peak
precipitation, the green roof may fill up. Thus, the percentage of peak runoff reduction is almost
always lowest in Hong Kong in the three locations, and decreases further with the return period.
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Compared with the results of previous monitoring studies, the percentage reduction reported here is
generally lower, primarily because this study covers more extreme rainfall events and simulates a
thinner green roof. Stovin et al. [35] observed peak reductions ranging from 20% to 100%, with both
a mean and a median of 59%, over a 2.5 year monitoring period in Sheffield, UK, because peak
rainfall intensity in this area is only 7-50 mm/h. In contrast, Wong and Jim [29] investigated four
green roof systems in Hong Kong from July 2012 to April 2013, and found the average peak runoff
reduction to range between 40% and 60%, similar to the percentage reduction values observed
during the 1 year design storm in this study. In Sidney, the higher and more stable percentages of
peak runoff reduction for different return periods is due to the relatively modest peak and average
rainfall intensity. The runoff reduction around 45-55% from 2 to 50 return year is consistent with the
values reported by Carter and Rasmussen [16] in Athens, Georgia: 48% and 54% for medium-sized
(25.4-76.2 mm) and large (>76.2 mm) rainfall events, respectively.

4.1.2. Average Runoff

The trend for amount of average runoff reduction can again be explained by the limited
capacity of the green roof. As a small amount of precipitation does not exhaust green roof capacity,
the annual average reduction amount increases significantly as precipitation increases. However,
when precipitation increases such that it exceeds green roof capacity, the annual average reduction
amount remains relatively stable. Due to differences in the cities’ rainfall characteristics, the annual
average precipitation beyond which the reduction amount remains stable varies (2022 mm/y for a 2
year return period in Hong Kong, 1012 mm/y for a 2 year return period in Beltsville and 1178 mm/y
for a 5 year return period in Sidney). However, the reduction amount is similar at the critical values
(346 mm/y, 282 mm/y and 353 mm/y in Hong Kong, Beltsville and Sidney, respectively).

4.2. Runoff Reduction Effected by Different Green Roof Designs

4.2.1. Peak Runoff

The changes of green roof runoff in different thickness and conductivity indicate that thickness
highly influences runoff reduction. However, it is not cost-effective to increase the thickness beyond
a certain threshold, and other parameters such as conductivity should be optimized instead. Runoff
reduction is optimized at a critical conductivity value, which is positively correlated with rainfall
intensity. This phenomenon is partly illustrated by the peak runoffs in Hong Kong and Beltsville
(shown in Figure 6b). When the rainfall intensity is relatively low (i.e. return period below 25 years),
runoff reductions increase as conductivity decreases. However, When the return period is very long
(e.g., 50 years) and rainfall intensity is high, decreasing conductivity from 100 to 50 mm/h in Hong
Kong or from 150 to 50 mm/h in Beltsville produces almost the same amount of runoff reduction. In
fact, if the return period is even longer (i.e., over 50 years), lower conductivity may cause less runoff
reduction.

4.2.2. Average Runoff

The minimal effect of conductivity on annual average runoff is because conductivity primarily
affects infiltration and water retention during peak runoff. Most of the water retained by the green
roof during the event gradually drains through the system until the soil water content reaches the
field water capacity. Therefore, conductivity influences primarily the duration of drainage, not the
ultimate water retention amount or the average runoff.

5. Conclusions

This study assesses the hydrological performance of green roofs under various rainfall
conditions and for diverse green roof designs. It provides the peak and average runoff reduction in
terms of both amount and percentage for a wide range of storm return periods in three locations. In
general, the amount of peak and average runoff reduction increases and the percentage of peak and
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average runoff reduction decreases with the increased duration of the return period, as expected.
The abnormal downward trend observed in the amount of peak runoff reduction in Hong Kong
suggests that green roofs with thicker soil layers are advisable in locations with relatively high and
long-lasting precipitation. The actual values of peak and average reduction vary across the three
locations. They also differ between storms with similar peak values/return periods due to diversity
in rainfall characteristics (e.g., temporal patterns and total rainfall volume). However, the differences
between the three locations are smaller for average runoff reduction than for peak runoff reduction.

Overall, this study demonstrates the general differences in green roof stormwater mitigation
performance between three locations and different green roof designs. Both peak and average runoff
reduction increases with green roof soil thickness. However, even though thickness highly
influences the runoff reduction, it is not cost-effective or feasible to increase the thickness beyond a
certain threshold. Other parameters such as conductivity should be optimized instead. An optimal
hydraulic conductivity for peak runoff reduction is found to increase with the return period.
However, conductivity has a minimal effect on average runoff reduction. There are some limitations
of this study (e.g., the assumption of constant evapotranspiration data within each month for Hong
Kong and yearly constant for Sydney and Beltsville) which future studies could improve on.
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