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Abstract; Rainfall interception of tree canopy has a direct effect on runoff generation, but it re-
ceives little attention in the practices and studies of sponge city construction or urban stormwater manage-
ment in China. Eight species of typical garden arbors were selected as test samples, namely Populus to-
mentosa, Ginkgo biloba, Sabina chinensis, Sophora japonica, Sophora pendula, Cedrus deodara, Prunus
cerasifera and Midget crabapple, and the experiment was carried out in the Xicheng Campus of Beijing U-
niversity of Civil Engineering and Architecture, where the effects of different tree canopy on rainwater
capture in 16 rainfall events were analyzed, and the relationship between tree canopy interception and

runoff volume was calculated and discussed. Results could be concluded as follows: (1) under the same
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rainfall condition, the rainfall interception rate of two coniferous trees Sabina chinensis and
Cedrus deodara was relatively high, and the interception rates of 8 species of tree canopy declined with
the increase of rainfall; (2) The total interception volumes of Sophora japonica, Cedrus deodara, and
Ginkgo biloba were obviously higher than other five species of trees in 16 rainfall events, and interception
volume of a single tree was mainly decided by tree crown area and rainfall; 3) The regional runoff reduc-
tion rate was negatively associated with the rainfall. Under the same tree species composition and land
surface condition of the research area, the reduction rate of tree canopy interception in 16 rain events was
4% of the total area runoff. According to the research results, runoff volume could be decreased by rea-

sonable tree species collocation and modestly increase of canopy coverage. Rainfall interception of tree

canopy should be considered in the construction of sponge city, and the effect of tree canopy should also
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be considered in the related design calculation.
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Tab. 1 Statistical result of rainfall interception monitoring data
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Fig.1 Relationship between precipitation/tree species

and canopy interception rate
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Fig.2  Relationship between canopy interception and
precipitation
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Fig.3  Relationship between canopy interception rate and
precipitation
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Fig.4 Relationship between precipitation and capture

ratio of runoff volume in different tree canopy cover rates
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