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Abstract: Low impact development (LID) is a storm management philosophy. This paper aims at
choosing the LID for urban storm management by comparing the efficiency in the south urban district
in the Taiyuan Basin. Firstly, we set up a 1D–2D model to simulate the hydrological and hydraulic
process of the area. Then the efficiency of different LID scenarios was analyzed by ratio of surcharging
pipeline, percentage of ponding road, external outflow, infiltration, surface runoff, facility storage,
and LID area ratio. It was found that the continuous porous pavement and rain garden are beneficial
for use in residential and commercial settings in urban areas, and the rain garden performs more
effectively and efficiently than the continuous porous pavement. The area occupied by LID might
be under 20% of the impervious building area, because the LID performance was not improved
significantly with the LID area when the ratio exceeded 20%. The LIDs could be more useful for small
return periods and short duration storms, and could not replace conventional runoff management
practices and drainage systems.

Keywords: urban storm water management; low impact development; PCSWMM; rain garden;
continuous porous pavement

1. Introduction

Urban flooding caused by storm water has been widely recognized as one of the main scientific
issues that needs to be addressed with priority [1], and poses significant threats for flooding in urban
areas. Among 672 cities in mainland China, there are 643 cities with flood control tasks, but only 177
cities have reached national flood control standards, accounting for only 27.6% [2].

Climate changes and urbanization are two of the most influential drivers that challenge the current
and future urban flood management strategies [3,4]. Climate change creates large impacts on water
cycles and patterns of precipitation extremes, and changes the surface runoff and the frequency and
magnitude of floods [5–9]. In China, the annual amount and frequency of rainstorms have increased
significantly, though the intensity of rainstorms remained unchanged [7]. Urbanization increases
impervious surfaces, makes great land use changes, and has a great impact on hydrology in a watershed
surrounding a city [9–11]. Impermeable pavements and buildings of urban built-up areas reduce
the pervious area and reduce storm water infiltration. There is no place to store storm water or to
delay floods, because the depressions, lakes, and reservoirs are gradually filled or destroyed artificially.
The drainage infrastructure also affects urban flooding. For example, the logged water cannot be
drained out of the system in time, due to the low-level drainage standards, poor drainage capacity,
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aged drainage facilities, and intricate drainage pipe networks with unreasonable settings [12]. The
topography can aggravate urban flooding. If the urban district is located in a basin, the steep land
slope could speed up the production of runoff and conflux, and urban flooding might be more serious
than the urban district in the plain [13].

The drainage infrastructure construction lags behind the increasing urban area, composed by
impervious surfaces, in the fast urbanization in Taiyuan, the provincial capital of Shanxi province.
Thus, as a result, Taiyuan has suffered from urban floods for years. The most concerning issue is to
reduce urban flooding in urban areas. The drainage systems in the urban area are redesigned and
planned in Taiyuan. Besides the conventional drainage systems, an ideal way to control urban flooding
is by use of some management techniques. Storm water management, such as best management
practices (BMPs) [14], low impact development (LID) [15], green infrastructures (GIs) [16], sustainable
urban drainage system (SUDS) [17], and water sensitive urban design (WSUD) [18], have considered
ecology, water quality, and flood detention. LID is an environmentally friendly development approach
with minimal impacts on hydrologic regime and water quality. LID is intended to eliminate or reduce
these problems through an alternate, comprehensive approach to storm water management, including
retention and storage of rainfall. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, many metropolises in
China began to implement the LID conception [19,20]. Since 2010, the storm water management or
sponge city were promoted by the government, many laws and guidelines have been enacted [21–23],
and theory, technology, law, and management systems were combined to manage the storm water.
These management techniques not only focus on the policies and theories, but they also employ
some LID facilities, such as rain gardens, green roofs, permeable pavements, vegetative swales, and
bio-retention cells.

Computer modeling is the most effective tool for the design and optimization of sewer systems [24],
and is commonly employed to assess urban flood and storm water management [25–27]. Bosley [28]
gives an in-depth review of the common models. A lot of studies use computer models to analyze
the hydrological process in LID controls [29]. Bai et al. [2] evaluated the effect of four different
types of LID scenarios. Wang et al. [27] assessed hydrological effects of bioretention cells for urban
storm water runoff. Cipolla et al. [30] conducted a long-term hydrological simulation experiment of
green roofs through SWMM; the results confirmed that green roofs function well in restoring natural
water. Zheng et al. [31] provided an improved understanding on effectiveness of LID infiltration for
groundwater supplementation in an urbanized area. Liu et al. [32] assessed the impacts of BMPs
and LID practices on storm runoff with an enhanced rainfall-runoff model. With budget being a
major limiting factor in storm water management projects, the optimal selection and placement of
LID controls is necessary in order to achieve the maximum runoff/peak flow reductions at minimum
cost. In order to properly evaluate and compare LID scenarios, optimization tools are employed to
decide selection factors, such as sizes, number of controls, locations, and combinations of controls.
Bai et al. [33] provide a guide to optimize LID layouts. Mao et al. [34] assessed the ecological benefits
of aggregate LID-BMPs through modelling. Helmi et al. [35] developed a modeling tool to allocate
LID practices in a cost-optimized method. Most of the studies mainly focus on the hydrological
process in LID controls; the hydraulic process, such as the drainage pipe network, is often neglected or
generalized. The study area usually is a simple flat urban block; complex study cases with rivers, low
hills, and flat plains have been seldom addressed in the literature as yet.

In this study, we focus on choosing the LID co-working with the drainage system to relieve urban
flooding in the south urban district of Taiyuan, which is located in a piedmont basin. We try to find the
proper LID scenarios and the LID scales. A 1D–2D model, which could simulate the hydrological and
hydraulic process of the area, is set up to analyze different LID scenarios. Then indexes are selected
and used to assess different LID scenarios. The efficiency of LID is discussed and the LID scale is
evaluated. Finally, the performance of the selected LID is analyzed. This work might be useful for
flood prevention, city programming, and LID development of the Taiyuan city or other similar cases.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Site

The study area is the south urban district of the city of Taiyuan, which lies in the Taiyuan Basin
(Figure 1), with mean annual precipitation of about 456 mm. The south part of this area is about
241 km2 and has the lowest elevation, and the west of it is mountain area. The Fen River flows across
the area, from the north to the south, and the Fengyu River (including the Kaihua River), Mingxian
River, and Mafang River flow from the west to the east and converge together in the area [36]. The study
area is experiencing urbanization. The whole area will become an urban area, about 65% of which
may be covered by roads and modern buildings, by 2020 (Table 1). The whole study area could be
taken as a completed drainage system, so we suppose that all the water that gets into or out of the
area is conveyed by the rivers, channels, and pipelines [37]. As the biggest water body in the area, the
Jinyang Lake could store 24 million m3 of water. The two small ponds located in the area could store
238 thousand m3 of water [37]. Both the lake and the ponds could be used to decrease the flood and be
taken as the artificial sights in the area. Several big parks and parking lots are designed and assembled
as contiguous green land to increase the rainfall infiltration and reduce the surface runoff.
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Figure 1. The location of the study area.

Table 1. Land use percent and the comprehensive runoff coefficient (CRC) of the study area.

Land Use Percent of the Study Area Empirical CRC Simulated CRC

Building 56% 0.85~0.95 0.94
Green land (including park,

embankment, and grass land) 12% 0.10~0.20 0.11

Historical protection area (HPA) 11% 0.35~0.40 0.37
Road 9% 0.85~0.95 0.95

Farmland 9% 0.10~0.20 0.17
Water area 3% 1.00 1.00

2.2. Model Settings

PCSWMM, version 7.1.2480 (Computational Hydraulics International, Guelph, ON, Canada) [38],
an advanced modeling software for EPA SWMM 5, was used to assess the performance of LIDs in this
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study. PCSWMM has been widely used for analysis, planning, and design of various LID practices,
storm water, wastewater, watershed, and water distribution systems.

We built the model of the area on the basis of the planning [37]. We setup a 1D–2D model to
simulate the runoff and drainage in the urban district located in the plain in the south of the Taiyuan
Basin. The 1D conduit represents the branch rivers, the pipelines under the ground, or the irrigation
channels. The 2D meshes were used to model the broad roads, the Fen River channel.

A hydrologic water balance is the equivalence between precipitation or other inputs, and the
outflow of water through runoff, evapotranspiration, groundwater recharge, and stream flow. In the
study, the inflow components of the water balance include rainfall and the external inflow, the outflow
include evaporation loss, infiltration loss, external outflow.

2.2.1. Inflow

Rainfall is an important inflow of the study area. The heavy rainfall in July 2012 and July 2016
caused serious urban waterlog in the Taiyuan city. The observed rainfall series of the two rainfall
events were used to calibrate and validate the model (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Rainfall series in (a) July 2012 and (b) July 2016.

The Chicago hydrograph model was adopted for the rainfall simulation and used to analyze
the different LID scenarios. The storm events were based on the relationship of rainstorm
intensity–duration–frequency in Taiyuan city, as shown in Equation (1) [39].

i =
12.40(1 + 0.95lgP)

(t + 12.01)0.826 , (1)
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where P is the return period (year), t is the rainfall duration (min), and i is the rainfall intensity
(mm/min). The time-to-peak ratio r is set at 0.348.

We chose the rainfall durations of 15, 60, 120, and 180 min of different return periods as examples,
the design hyetographs are shown in Figure 3.
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Because we wanted to model the urban district located in the plain in the south of the Taiyuan
Basin, the inflow of the Fen River flowing across the area was the external inflow that we had to take
account of. The Fen Reservoir I (the capacity is 700 million m3), the Fen Reservoir II (the capacity is
130 million m3), and the flood storage area (the capacity is 10.5 million m3) are located upstream of
the Fen River, out of the study area. The two reservoirs and the flood storage area could control the
100-year flood, and give a flow at 8 m3/s as the external inflow of the study area [40].

2.2.2. Outflow

Evaporation is an important outflow for long-term modelling or water resources evaluation.
In this study, we focused on the runoff and drainage during a short storm process, so the evaporation
was neglected.

The Horton’s equation [41] was employed to describe the infiltration. This method is based on
empirical observations showing that infiltration decreases exponentially, from an initial maximum rate
to some minimum rate, over the course of a long rainfall event. Input parameters required by this
method include the maximum and minimum infiltration rates, a decay coefficient that describes how
fast the rate decreases over time, and the time it takes fully saturated soil to completely dry (used to
compute the recovery of infiltration rate during dry periods).

External outflow is the amount of water flowing out of the study area though the rivers, channels,
and pipelines. The surface runoff was modelled by the 2D meshes connected by the conduits, which
could be taken as special channels, so we took the overland outflow as the outflow from these
special channels.

2.2.3. Subcatchment

The study area was divided into 3342 subcatchments. The area of the subcatchments was calculated
by GIS (geographic information system) geometry. The slope of subcatchments was calculated by the
DEM (digital elevation model). The percent of impervious area of each subcatchment was obtained
from the planning of the Taiyuan City [36].
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2.2.4. Flow Process

Channels and pipelines were modelled by 1D conduits. Surface runoff of broad roads and
farmland were modelled by the 2D meshes connected by the 1D conduits (Figure 4). Wide rivers were
modelled by both 1D conduits and 2D meshes. 1D conduits with irregular transects were used to
model the river channel and 2D meshes were used to represent flooding. This method assumes that
the water elevation in the 1D channel will not be accounted for by the 2D mesh until the water has
hit the elevation of the bank station and flooding occurs [42]. The 1D conduits and 2D meshes were
directly connected by orifices, which is represented as a link connecting two nodes. The flow in both
the 1D conduits and the 2D meshes were calculated by 1D Saint-Venant equations.
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2.2.5. Model Calibration and Validation

The parameter values were calibrated and validated by the comprehensive runoff coefficient (CRC)
method [2]. At first, the initial parameter values were obtained from the sponge city guidance [21] and
the city planning [36,37], then these parameters were input into the model, and the simulated CRC
was obtained. If the simulated CRC met the requirement range of corresponding empirical CRC [21]
(Table 1), then the final parameters were obtained, otherwise the input parameters were modified until
the simulated CRC fell in the range of the corresponding CRC. The simulated CRCs all satisfied the
requirement range of the empirical CRC (Table 1). The final parameters are shown in Tables 2–4.

Table 2. The Horton equation parameters of different land use.

Land Use Max. Infiltration
(mm/h)

Min. Infiltration
(mm/h)

Decay Coefficient
(1/h)

Drying Time
(day)

Building 10 4 4 7
Green land 12 6 4 7

HPA 10 4 4 7
Road 10 4 4 7

Farmland 12 6 4 7



www.manaraa.com

Water 2019, 11, 2583 7 of 18

Table 3. The Manning’s roughness coefficient of conduits.

Conduits Manning’s Roughness Coefficient

Fen River 0.03
Fengyu River 0.03
Kaihua River 0.03

Mingxian River 0.03
Mafang River 0.03

Channels 0.02
1D Pipelines 0.014
2D Conduits 0.011

Table 4. Parameters of the 1D–2D model.

Parameters Building Greenland HPA Road Farmland

Percent of impervious area (%) 90 2~12 15 95 1
Manning’s n for impervious area 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011 0.011

Manning’s n for pervious area 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.06
Depth of depression storage on

impervious area (mm) 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05

Depth of depression storage on
pervious area (mm) 2 2 2 1 6

2.3. Low-Impact Development Facilities

The buildings of the study area contribute most of the impervious area, which might lead to more
overland runoff. The most important way to increase the pervious area and the rainfall storage is to
reduce the overland runoff. The study area is zoned for commercial and residential purposes, so the
LID should act as an important urban landscape. Because the continuous porous pavement and rain
garden are beneficial for use in both residential and commercial settings [43], they were selected for the
urban area.

Continuous porous pavement systems (CPPs) are excavated areas filled with gravel and paved
over with porous concrete or asphalt mix (Figure 5a) [44]. Normally all rainfall will immediately pass
through the pavement into the gravel storage layer below, where it can infiltrate at natural rates into
the site’s native soil. The technical specification for pavement of water permeable brick [45] gives the
parameters of the continuous porous pavement (Table 5).

Table 5. Parameters of the continuous porous pavement.

Layer Parameter Value

Surface layer Manning’s n 0.1
Slope 1.0

Pavement layer

Thickness (mm) 100.0
Void ratio 0.2

Impervious surface 0.0
Permeability (mm/h) 100.0

Storage layer
Thickness (mm) 100.0

Void ratio 0.75
Seepage rate (mm/h) 20.0
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A rain garden (RG), also called a storm water garden [46], is a designed depression storage
or a planted hole that allows rainwater runoff from impervious urban areas, like roofs, driveways,
walkways, parking lots, and compacted lawn areas, the opportunity to be absorbed (Figure 5b).
The Rain garden is similar to a bioretention cell with vegetated surface storage and an engineered soil
layer without an underlying drainage layer [44]. The technical code for rainwater collection, storage,
and utilization [47] gives the parameters of the rain garden (Table 6).

Table 6. Parameters of the rain garden.

Layer Parameter Value

Surface layer

Berm height (mm) 150.0
Vegetation volume 0.05

Manning’s n 0.16
Slope 1.0

Soil layer

Thickness (mm) 500.0
Porosity 0.3

Field capacity 0.2
Wilting point 0.1

Conductivity (mm/h) 20.0
Conductivity slope 10.0
Suction head (mm) 3.5
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2.4. Performance Metrics Calculation

The ratio of surcharging pipeline, percentage of ponding road, external outflow, infiltration,
surface runoff, facility storage, and LID area ratio were used to compare the pervious pavement and
rain garden for urban storm management in the south of Taiyuan Basin. Firstly, efficiency is discussed
with these indexes, then the scale of LID is evaluated.

2.4.1. Indexes

The ratio of surcharging pipeline is defined as a percentage of surcharging pipeline to the
total pipelines.

RSP = LSP/LTP × 100%, (2)

where RSP is the ratio of surcharging pipeline, LSP is the length of the surcharging pipelines, and LTP is
the total length of pipeline.

According to the city planning [36], if the depth of ponding water in a place exceeds 0.15 m, the
place is a ponding area. If the depth exceeds 0.5 m, a waterlogging disaster happens.

The percentage of ponding road is calculated in the same way:

RPR = APR/ATR × 100%, (3)

where RPR is the percentage of the ponding road, APR is the area of the ponding road, and ATR is the
total area of road.

The external outflow is the sum of the water flowing out of the study area though the rivers,
channels, and pipelines. The infiltration is calculated by the Horton’s equation. The surface runoff is
modelled by the 2D meshes connected with pipelines, channels, and rivers, and flow out the study
area through these conduits. The facility storage is composed of the storage of depression, lakes, and
the LID.

LID area ratio means the area occupied by the LIDs with respect to the total area of the building area.

RLID = ALID/AB × 100%, (4)

where RLID is the LID area ratio, ALID is the LID area, and AB is the total area of building.

2.4.2. Comparing the Efficiency of the Two Kinds of LIDs

The waterlog caused by storm water is the main concerning issue for the Taiyuan city. In this
paper, we focus on the efficiency of storm water quantity reduction. The building area is intended for
residential and commercial use. LIDs could reduce the land area for constructing buildings that might
be negative for economy purpose. If the land area covered by the two kinds of LID are the same, the
LID that could deal with more storm water is more efficient.

To estimate the efficiency of the pervious pavement and rain garden, we made the assumption that
the building area only uses one kind of LID in each scenario. The model was run with the design storms
of duration of 180 min and a return period (P) of 10 years. The rainfall duration and the return period
were recommended in the special planning for the sponge city of Taiyuan [37]. The LID-occupied area
increases from 5% to 30%. The indexes mentioned above are used to estimate the efficiency of the two
kinds of LID.

2.4.3. Evaluating the Scale of LIDs

The city planning of the study area shows the pervious area could be 40% [36], so we took 40% as
the maximum ratio of the area occupied by LIDs. The design storm had a duration of 180 min and a
return period (P) of 10 years. The LID-occupied area increases from 5% to 40%. The indexes mentioned
above were used to evaluate the scale of the LID.
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3. Results and Discussion

3.1. The Efficiency of the Two Kinds of LID

When the LID area increases, the ratio of surcharging pipeline decreases (Figure 6). The rain
garden performs more efficiently than the continuous porous pavement. Taking the storms of duration
of 180 min and return period (P) of 10 years as an example, when the LID area ratio is 10%, the
continuous porous pavement could reduce the ratio of surcharging pipeline to 40%, and the rain
garden could reduce it to 22%. If it needs to reduce the ratio of surcharging pipeline to 30%, the LID
area ratio of the rain garden is 8%, but the continuous porous pavement is 17%.
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Figure 6. The ratio of surcharging pipeline of different LID scenarios with different LID area ratios.

When the LID area increases, the non-ponding area increases, and the ponding area decreases
(Figure 7). The rain garden performs more efficiently than the continuous porous pavement. Taking
the storms of duration of 180 min and return period (P) of 10 years as an example, when the LID area
ratio is 10%, the continuous porous pavement could reduce the ratio of the road area whereby the
depth of ponding water in a place exceeds 0.5 m to 3%, and the rain garden could reduce it to 2%. If it
needs to reduce the ratio to 2%, the LID area ratio of the rain garden is 10%, but the continuous porous
pavement is 25%.Water 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 18 
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Figure 7. The percentage of ponding road of different LID scenarios with different LID area ratios.

When the LID area increases, the external outflow decreases (Figure 8). The rain garden performs
more efficiently than the continuous porous pavement. Taking the storms of duration of 180 min and
return period (P) of 10 years as an example, when the LID area ratio is 10%, the continuous porous
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pavement could reduce external outflow to 2.7 million m3, and the rain garden could reduce it to
1.8 million m3. If it needs to reduce the external outflow to 2 million m3, the LID area ratio of the rain
garden is 8%, but the continuous porous pavement is 23%.
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Figure 8. The external outflow, facility storage, infiltration, and surface runoff of different LID scenarios
with different LID area ratios.

When the LID area increases, the surface runoff decreases (Figure 8). The rain garden performs
more efficiently than the continuous porous pavement. Taking the storms of duration of 180 min
and return period (P) of 10 years as an example, when the LID area ratio is 10%, the continuous
porous pavement could reduce surface runoff to 10 million m3, and the rain garden could reduce it
to 8 million m3. If it needs to reduce the surface runoff to 8 million m3, the LID area ratio of the rain
garden is 10%, but the continuous porous pavement is 25%.

When the LID area increases, the infiltration increases and the continuous porous pavement
performs more efficiently than the rain garden (Figure 8). But the rain garden could store more water
than the continuous porous pavement (Figure 8).

According to the effect and efficiency of the two kinds of LID, the rain garden performs better than
the continuous porous pavement, thus the rain garden could be used as the main LID of the study area.
But this finding is different from the literature [33], which found the permeable pavement to provide
higher reduction rates of runoff than the rain garden. In the literature [33], the permeable pavement
had a berm height of 25 mm, thickness of pavement layer of 60 mm, and thickness of storage layer
of 250 mm. With the berm height, the permeable pavement could intercept more runoff, the thinner
pavement layer and thicker storage layer are better for infiltration. The vegetation volume fraction
of literature [33] was 0.1; the vegetation could occupy more volume that might be used to intercept
runoff. Therefore, it could be the structures of the permeable pavement and rain garden that cause the
different results.

3.2. The Scale of Rain Garden

The LID area of the rain garden was evaluated. If the LID area is between 5% and 15%, the
rain garden has good performance on reducing the surcharging pipelines. However, when the LID
area ratio exceeds 15%, increasing LID area is not much help for reducing the surcharging pipelines
(Figure 9).

With the increase of the LID area, the rain garden could reduce more ponding area, external
outflow, and surface flow, and increase more storage and infiltration. But if the LID area ratio exceeds
20%, all these performances of the rain garden tend to stabilize (Figures 10 and 11). It is suggested that
the maximum LID area ratio of the rain garden be 20%. At that ratio, the storm water control could be
effective and efficient, and more precious land could be used for residential and commercial purposes.
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Figure 9. The ratio of the surcharging pipeline of the rain garden with different LID area ratios.
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Figure 10. The percentage of ponding road of the rain garden with different LID area ratios.
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Figure 11. The external outflow, facility storage, infiltration, and surface runoff of the rain garden with
different LID area ratios.

Figures 9–11 show that the rain garden might have an optimum area ratio. The optimum area
ratio might relate to the maximum water processed by the rain garden and the total rainfall needed to
be treated. The building area is about 133 km2. Without the rain garden, the runoff needed to be treated
from the building area is about 6.58 million m3. When the LID area ratio of the rain garden is 20%,
the maximum water processed by the rain garden approaches the runoff needed to be treated. Thus,
when the LID area ratio exceeds 20%, the performances of the rain garden tend to stabilize. A few
researches show that the LID area ratio is about 50% [48,49]. In the cities with wetter climates, the ratio
could increase with the rainfall needed to be treated. The ratio could reach 50% of the impervious
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area in Xi’an city [48], whose mean annual precipitation is about 719 mm. The drainage system could
reduce the water treated by the LIDs, so the capacity of the drainage system also affects the LID area
ratio. Changzhou city, with a mean annual precipitation of about 1150 mm, is located in eastern
China. With a better drainage system, the proportion of maximum LID area of the Changzhou city
approximates 50% [48]. The ratio of 20% is just suitable for the south of Taiyuan in the city planning
scenarios. For different cities, the LID area ratio should be analyzed on the basis of corresponding
climate and city planning.

3.3. Performance of Rain Garden

To analyze the performance of the rain garden, we made the assumption that the LID area ratio
was 20%. The model was run with the heavy rainfall in July 2016 (Figure 2b), which caused the most
serious damage to the city in the recent decades. We compared the rain garden scenario with the no
LID scenario. The indexes mentioned above were used to evaluate the performance of the rain garden.

Without LID, the ratio of surcharging pipeline is 37.75%. When the rain garden is applied, the
ratio of surcharging pipeline decreases to 11.81%. Both scenarios have the same pipeline system, so it
means less water gets into the pipelines. It could be proofed by the variation of the external outflow,
surface flow, infiltration, and storage.

With help of the rain garden, the ponding road, the external outflow, and the surface flow decrease,
and the infiltration and storage increase (Figures 12 and 13). The ponding roads decrease about 3%.
The rain garden could store the rainfall, it reduces the water that gets into the pipeline, and it also leads
to the reduction of runoff and external outflow. As the duration increases, the stored water infiltrates
into the soil, so the infiltration increases more than the stored water.Water 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 14 of 18 
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Figure 12. The variation of the percentage of ponding road of the rain garden.
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Figure 13. The variation of the external outflow, surface runoff, infiltration, and facility storage of the
rain garden.
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The model is also run with the design storms of durations 15, 60, 120, and 180 min and return
periods (Ps) 1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, and 100 years. When the rain garden is applied, the ratio of surcharging
pipeline, the ponding area, the external outflow, and the surface flow decrease, and the infiltration and
storage increase (Figures 14–16). The rainfall with small return period and short duration could cause
less surface runoff. The rain garden could gather and store the surface runoff, then infiltrate them into
the soil. Because most of the runoff is stored, the external flow and infiltration are relatively small and
their variation are not apparent. The external flow curves/infiltration with small return period and
short duration are close. The bigger the return period is, the more the rainfall is. But the rain garden
could not process all the rainfall of the big return period, so all the curves in these figures show a
trend of being stable as the return period increases. As the rainfall duration increases, the curves in
Figures 14–16 get closer to each other. It means the rain garden could not process the rainfall with long
duration. Similarly, other researches [27,50] found a similar result. Wang et al. [27] found that there is
an obvious decrease in effectiveness under longer return period (e.g., 100 years) events compared to
the simulated runoff reduction for 1 year, 1 h storms. The research of Wang et al. [50] also shows that
when the intensity of climate increased, LIDs were not very helpful. It should be noticed that the LIDs
are very much ineffective for less frequent, heavier, and longer duration storms, and the LIDs could
not replace conventional runoff management practices and drainage systems.Water 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW 15 of 18 
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Figure 14. The variation of the ratio of the surcharging pipeline of the rain garden in different
return periods.
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Figure 15. The variation of the percentage of ponding road of the rain garden in different return periods.
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Figure 16. The variation of the external outflow, surface runoff, infiltration, and facility storage of the
rain garden in different return periods.

4. Conclusions

This paper focus on choosing the best LID for urban storm management by comparing the
efficiency in the south urban district in the Taiyuan Basin. Firstly, we simulate the hydrological and
hydraulic process of the area using a 1D–2D model. Then the effect and efficiency of different LID
scenarios are analyzed by the indexes, such as ratio of surcharging pipeline, percentage of ponding
road, external outflow, infiltration, surface runoff, facility storage, and LID area ratio. We conclude this
work as below:

1. The continuous porous pavement scenario could increase more infiltration than the rain garden,
but the rain garden could be more effective at reducing surcharging pipeline, ponding road,
external outflow, and surface flow, especially at increasing facility storage.

2. With the same LID area and design storm, the rain garden could mitigate the pipeline surcharging
and road ponding more efficiently than the continuous porous pavement.

3. When the LID area of the rain garden is between 15% and 20%, the rain garden has good
performance on reducing the surcharging pipelines.

4. It is worth noticing that the LIDs are very much ineffective for less frequent, heavier, and longer
duration storms, and the LIDs could not replace conventional runoff management practices and
drainage systems.

5. We focused on the city flood control of the LID facilities in this paper, so we have not discussed
the efficiency related to the environmental function and cost-effectiveness. These issues should
be further studied, if they are of concern—nonpoint source pollution reduction, water quality
improvement, and cost-effectiveness.
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