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Abstract; Through real-time monitoring rainfall runoff data in traditional development area and low
impact development (LID) area in Xiushan County,a pilot area of sponge city construction in Chongqing
City, the runoff reduction effect of LID area was analyzed under different rainfall intensities. After LID
construction, the permeability and rainwater retention capacity of underlying surface increased. Compared
with the traditional development mode, the reduction rates of total runoff and peak runoff were 80. 4%
and 56. 0% respectively under the condition of moderate rain. The rainfall storage capacity of LID
facilities was limited, and the reduction effect of the total runoff and peak runoff under different rainfall
conditions was different. The runoff reduction effect from high to low was: moderate rain (80.4% and
56.0% ), heavy rain (69.4% and 64.4% ), and rainstorm (56.1% and 60.8% ). With the increase
of rainfall intensity, the lag effect of runoff generation time and peak occurrence time in the LID area
weakened, and there was no significant difference between the LID area and traditional development area
under the condition of rainstorm. Whether and how much runoff was generated in LID area was mainly
determined by rainfall intensity, but it had little to do with rainfall volume. When the rainfall intensity
was higher than 0.2 mm/min, there would be runoff. In addition, the higher the rainfall intensity, the
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more the runoff.
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