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Abstract; SWMM was used to simulate the rainwater sewer operation of low impact development
(LID) mode and traditional development mode under different return periods in Menhu District of Shenz-
hen Guangming New District. The impact of LID technology on the running status of the stormwater sewer
was analyzed from water depth of the sewer, node overflows, runoff volume, peak flow and runoff coeffi-
cient respectively. The results showed that, compared with the traditional development mode, the maxi-
mum depth of each node and peak flow under LID mode were reduced by 0.20 —0.95 m and 62.7% -
67.5% respectively. In addition, peak latency was up to 11 min after using LID technology. No overflow

occurred at the pipe network nodes under 1 — 10 years return periods. Moreover, the reduction rate of
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outlet runoff volume was 39.3% —50.5% , and the runoff coefficient was controlled within 0. 5.
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Fig.3  Runoff curve of study area under different return
periods
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Tab.4 Runoff coefficient of study area under different
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