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Abstract Procedure Results & Discussion Ongoing Research
Recent studies on green roof effluent have indicated that For this study, a GR was compared to several Using boxplot groupings, a relative comparison of data A mass export analysis is currently being conducted to
extensive green roofs are a source of phosphorus and vegetated sites which are common contributors to from the GR versus other sampling sites was performed determine the portion of fertilizer applied to the green
occasionally a source of nitrogen as compared to nutrient loading in waterways and to SCMs which are for each nutrient parameter. Comparisons for TN and roof that is taken up by the plants as compared to the
conventional roofing systems?. In this study, green roof designed for pollutant retention. The two-phase TKP are provided in Figures 3-6. portion that is washed off during higher-volume storms.
outflow quality was compared to runoff quality from other comparison study is summarized in Table 1. — ) A preliminary graph is provided in Figure 7.
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