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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to identify the type of community benefits and relative focus
of green infrastructure techniques, such as bio swales, rain gardens, porous pavers, curb
cuts, and green roofs. The American Society of Landscape Architects used and analyzed 447
cases. The many suggested benefits included the improvement of property values,
preservation of ecological values, community revitalization, educational activities, and
management of rainwater and water. The relative focus of community benefits was different
for each type of green infrastructure. Bio swales focused on the improvement of built
environments, rain gardens connected aesthetic benefits, porous pavers focused community
revitalization and mitigating disasters, curb cuts connected the improvement of the
pedestrian environment, and green roofs suggested providing open space.
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Figure 1. Example of Green Infrastru-cture Case
Study Report by ASLA

source: asla.org/stormwater

Curb cut

Green roof
Figure 2. Type of Green Infrastructure
source: asla.org/stormwater
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Table 1. Community Beneft of Green  lable 2. Community Benefits in Type of
oo
Infrastructure in 447's cases and weight Green Infrastructure (unit: %)
Total Type of Community | Bio | Rain [Porous|Curb|Green
Type of Community Benefit number Weight Benefit swale garden  paver | cut | roof
. Improvement of
(ratio) Built_Environment > 48 36 133148
Improvement of Built o -
) Adjustment of
Environment 153 G%) | 2045 JUSTMENt OF 1 04 | 06 | 09 |08 06
- - - . microclimate
Adjustment of microclimate 21 (1%) 149 Improvement of
Improvement of pedestrian | o, 6% | 1613 pedestrian 44 | 40 | 55 |89 36
environment ) environment
Preserving ecc;logmal value | 284 (9%) 11.02 PfeserVIr;glue;ObglCd 90 | 89 66 | 671103
Management of water qualit
e oo 1) 333 10 | 04 Management of
Aesthetic effect 244 (8%) | 12.82 Water;_g“a!:i and | 103 87 | 94 )95 79
i in water
Use of educatr'lon and | 351 1% | 892 Aesthetic effect | 7.0 | 77 | 75 | 75 61
researc 0
Use of education
Providing open space 221 (7%) 14.16 and research 101} 111 | 102 | 89 | 121
Reducing costs of Providing open
73 | 56 45 1781 91
infrastructure's installation and| 102 (3%) 30.68 space
operation Reducing costs of
Mitigating disaster 75 (%) | 4172 infrastructure’s | o 1o | 56 | 14| 42
- installation and
Increasing land propér‘FX 330 (11%) 9.48 operation
Improvement of accessibility | /o | 4509 Mitigating disaster | 16 | 14 | 21 [17[ 12
to green space ' Increasing land
Improving local business | 190 (6%) | 1647 property 1031 85 | 94 |75 97
. o Improvement of
[o)
C\;)rlnmur:clty r§V|tal|zat|tor|1 341 (11%) 218 accessibility to green| 2.4 2.2 26 |33 12
development model | 216 7% | 1440 soace
Improving local
Total 3129 business 44 | 63 72 |42 67
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3 2e AATR e, AR, I Value of
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e AFE Aefent. 3 2o} %9 <jv)= 8 etc. 93 | 115 | 115 | 92| 7.3
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Type of Community Benefit | Bio swale Rain garden Porous paver | Curb cut Green roof
Improvement of Buit 116 095 074 068 099
Environment
Adjustment of microclimate 0.55 0.90 127 1.25 0.90
Improvement of pedestrian 071 0,65 0,89 144 0.59
environment
Preserving ecological value 0.99 0.98 0.73 0.74 114
Manag.ement of water quality 096 081 088 0.89 074
and rain water
Aesthetic effect 0.89 0.98 0.96 0.96 0.78
Use of education and 090 099 091 079 108
research
Providing open space 1.04 0.80 0.63 1.10 129
Reducing costs of
infrastructure's installation 0.56 0.49 0.78 043 130
and operation
Mitigating disaster 0.69 0.59 0.89 0.70 0.51
Increasing land property 0.97 0.80 0.89 0.71 0.92
Improvement of accessibility 101 094 108 141 051
to green space
Improving local business 0.72 1.03 119 0.69 110
Community revitalization 0.77 1.00 0.98 1.00 0.89
Value of environmental 111 093 083 121 079
development model
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Figure 3. Comparison of Relative Importance in Type of Green Infrastructure's Community Benefit
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