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Abstract: This paper explores the spatial impact of green infrastructure (GI) location on the resilience
of urban drainage systems by the application of exploratory spatial data analysis (ESDA). A frame-
work that integrates resilience assessment, location sensitivity analysis and ESDA is presented and
applied to an urban catchment in the United Kingdom. Three types of GI, namely a bioretention
cell, permeable pavement, and green roof, are evaluated separately and simultaneously. Resilience is
assessed using stress-strain tests, which measure the system performance based on the magnitude
and duration of sewer flooding and combined sewer overflows. Based on the results of a location
sensitivity analysis, ESDA is applied to determine if there is spatial autocorrelation, spatial clusters,
and spatial outliers. Results show a stronger spatial dependency using sewer flooding indicators.
Different GI measures present differences in spatial autocorrelation and spatial cluster results, high-
lighting the differences in their underlying mechanisms. The finding of conflicting spatial clusters
indicates that there are trade-offs in the placement of GI in certain locations. The proposed framework
can be used as a tool for GI spatial planning, helping in the development of a systematic approach
for resilience-performance orientated GI design and planning.

Keywords: CSO; exploratory spatial data analysis; green infrastructure; resilience; resilience cluster;
sewer system; urban flooding

1. Introduction

The need to build resilience into urban drainage systems is increasingly recognised
as vital, as systems need to adapt and recover from failure in face of deeply uncertain
threats [1]. There is increasing pressure not just to plan for sustainability, but also to
increase resilience [2]. A major strategy to enhance the resilience of urban drainage systems
is the implementation and expansion of green infrastructure (GI) [3,4]. GI is on-site nature-
based stormwater management measures that contribute to reversing hydrological and
water quality impacts of urbanisation [5]. They are a promising alternative to traditional
stormwater practices, as they not only increase the flexibility and diversity of the urban
drainage systems but also bring multiple functions and benefits, such as water quality
improvements, flood risk reduction, increased biodiversity, improved air quality and
reduction of urban heat island effect [6–9]. GI has been promoted by government agencies
and organisations, and adopted in various countries [10,11].

Despite their growing popularity, there are still various challenges associated with
the application of GI [10]. Although they are suggested to have some resilient properties,
they may or may not deliver resilience, depending on the systems’ framing or indicators
used [2,7]. Previous research has demonstrated that GI can contribute to resilience [12],
although this contribution may be small and not always guaranteed [7]. Additionally, GI
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interventions may result in trade-offs between different indicators, with the improvement
in one indicator leading to the reduction in another [3,7]. There is a need for a systematic
approach to understanding the key drivers of resilience performance and, in particular,
a systematic exploration of the complex relationship between resilience performance
impacts of GI.

Understanding the spatial impact of GI is key to develop their design and placement
strategies. In literature, various frameworks have been developed for the implementation
of GI based on various catchment characteristics and performance indicators. These
include, for example, the regret-based approach [8], adaptation pathways [13] and real
options [14]. However, only a few frameworks specifically link GI locations in the network
to their impact on the performance of the sewer system [3,15–18]. Although there is some
evidence suggesting spatial dependency of GI and their performance on the urban drainage
system [12,17], there is a lack of understanding of the impacts of underlying spatial patterns
of GI on the enhancement of resilience. This paper targets this gap through the application
of spatial analysis methods.

Exploratory spatial data analysis (ESDA), often described as a subset of exploratory
data analysis (EDA), is a collection of techniques that analyse spatial data to reveal spa-
tial autocorrelation and heterogeneity [19]. More specifically, it allows description and
visualisation of spatial distributions, identification of atypical locations or spatial outliers,
and discovery of spatial patterns. It can help generate hypotheses for spatial regimes or
other forms of spatial heterogeneity [19,20]. Originally applied in economic and social
sciences [20–22], it has been extensively used in several other fields such as geography and
environmental sciences [23–26].

This paper proposes the application of ESDA to understand the impact of GI location
on resilience enhancement in urban drainage systems. Despite the multiple benefits of
the GI, this study is centred on water quantity and water quality, through the study of the
resilience to sewer flooding and combined sewer overflows (CSOs). The main questions
to be answered are: (i) if there is spatial autocorrelation between the locations of GI in
the system and its impact on resilience, and is such a relationship detected, (ii) if there
are spatial clusters and spatial outliers of high and low resilience impact, and (iii) how
these spatial relationships and spatial heterogeneities vary when using different types of
GI and resilience indicators. Addressing these questions can help in the development of a
resilience-performance orientated GI design and planning, as well as provide a systematic
approach to revealing the link between resilient properties and resilience performance
in urban drainage systems. To answer these questions, a framework that incorporates
resilience assessment, location sensitivity analysis and exploratory spatial data analysis
is presented. To test the competence and practical value of the proposed framework, a
case study in the United Kingdom (UK) is used. The structure of this paper is as follows:
the framework used is presented in Section 2, the results of the analysis are presented
in Section 3, the implications of the findings are discussed in Section 4, along with the
limitations and future research, and finally, the findings are summarised in Section 5, along
with some concluding remarks.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Overview

The proposed framework, illustrated in Figure 1, consists of four key elements: the GI
types and modelling approaches, the resilience assessment, the location sensitivity analysis,
and the exploratory spatial data analysis. The framework was implemented using Python
and a combination of different open access packages. The hydrologic-hydraulic simulations
were performed using the US EPA Stormwater Management Model (SWMM) [27], and the
Python interface PySWMM [28]. All the spatial analysis methods used in the ESDA were
performed using PySAL [29].
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Figure 1. Proposed analysis framework for the application of exploratory spatial data analysis to assess the relationship
between green infrastructure (GI) location and resilience enhancement. (a) GI types and modelling approach. (b) Resilience
assessment using Global Resilience Analysis (GRA) (Adapted from [2]). (c) Location Sensitivity Analysis. (d) Exploratory
Spatial Data Analysis.



Water 2021, 13, 1789 4 of 21

2.2. GI Types and Modelling Approaches

The impact of three types of GI were studied: bioretention cells, green roofs, and
permeable pavements. These were selected as they are commonly used in practical appli-
cations, as well as in literature [30]. The interventions selected could be implemented in
different parts of the catchment, namely, by retrofitting them in existing urban areas or in
new developments. Their selection attempts to capture strategies that affect different urban
area types (i.e., roofs, streets, pervious areas). Additionally, the differences in their func-
tionality provide a wide scope on how different mechanisms interact with the performance
of urban drainage systems [27,31]. Bioretention cells provide storage, infiltration and
evaporation from direct rainfall and runoff captured from surrounding areas; green roofs
convey rainfall off the roofs, also allowing evapotranspiration; and permeable pavements
capture and convey rainfall to a storage zone and the native soil below [31].

There are two different approaches to simulate GI impacts within a subcatchment
in the SWMM: either by incorporating the GI as a part of an existing subcatchment or
by creating a new subcatchment composed only by the GI practice [27]. In this study,
the first option is used, and the extent of the GI is determined by the different land uses
in the subcatchment (Figure 1a). The maximum spatial extent for bioretention cells is
capped by the pervious area available in each subcatchment. Similarly, for green roofs,
the maximum spatial extent is delimited by the building area in the subcatchment. For
permeable pavements, the maximum spatial extent is the total area of streets, pedestrian
paths, and car parks in the subcatchment. The implementation of GI at the maximum
spatial extent is unlikely to be met in practice, due to various limitations such as ownership
of the land, building types, and characteristics of the catchment itself (i.e., soil types and
groundwater level). However, this approach represents the best possible case at each
subcatchment and serves as a benchmark to compare their effectiveness in the different
locations in the catchment.

GI types selected in this study are represented using a unit processes-based approach,
each containing a combination of different media, storage, and drainage layers [27]. The
design variables that affect the performance of the GI include properties of the media
(soil and gravel), the vertical depth of the media layers, the hydraulic capacity of any
underdrain system used, and the surface area of the unit itself [31]. The parameter values
used are typical values found in the literature [30,32,33] and are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of GI characteristics. Typical values for all the parameters are based on the literature [30,32,33].

Layer Parameter Green Roof Permeable Pavement Bio-Retention Cell

Surface

Berm height (mm) 50 0 150
Vegetation fraction (%) 0.5 0 0.1

Roughness (Manning’s n) 0.4 0.012 0.1
Surface slope (%) 0 1 1

Pavement

Thickness (mm) - 150 -
Void ratio (volume fraction) - 0.15 -
Fraction Imperviousness (%) - 0 -

Permeability (mm/h) - 500 -
Clogging factor - 0 -

Soil

Thickness (mm) 150 - 600
Porosity (volume fraction) 0.45 - 0.5

Field capacity (volume fraction) 0.2 - 0.2
Wilting point (volume fraction) 0.1 - 0.1

Conductivity (mm/h) 650 - 250
Conductivity slope (-) 5 - 12.5

Suction head (mm) 49.5 - 50
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Table 1. Cont.

Layer Parameter Green Roof Permeable Pavement Bio-Retention Cell

Storage
Height (mm) - 300 150
Void ratio (-) - 0.4 0.75

Seepage factor (mm/h) - 7.0 7

Drain

Coefficient (mm/h) - 0.5 0.5
Exponent (-) - 0.5 0.5

Offset height (mm) - 100 150
Delay (days) - 0 0

Drain Mat
Thickness (mm) 75 - -

Void ration (volume fraction) 0.75 - -
Roughness (Manning’s n) 0.1 - -

2.3. Resilience Assessment

In this study, resilience is defined as “the degree to which the system minimises
the level of service failure magnitude and duration over its design life when subject
to exceptional conditions” [2,7,34]. Therefore, the components of resilience are failure
duration and failure magnitude, if they are unknown, resilience cannot be calculated [7].
In addition, under this definition, knowing the probability of the event causing the failure
is not required [2,7,34].

The global resilience analysis (GRA) methodology is used for the resilience assess-
ment [1,2,34], as illustrated in Figure 1b. This methodology was selected as it provides
a performance-based and quantitative measurement of resilience, considering the effects
of a wide range of potential system failure types and magnitudes without the need for
scenario development or the need to identify the root of all failures, in accordance with
the resilience definition used [2]. GRA calculates the system’s performance as a function
of system failure magnitude, enabling the generation of response curves or “stress-strain”
curves. These represent the performance under a range of stress magnitudes, where the
“stress” is a measure of the load on the system and the “strain” is a measure of its impact
on the system [2,34].

In this study, stress is modelled as an increase of the return period in the design
rainfall event considered, which corresponds to an increase in the rainfall depth. A total
of nine rainfall events are considered with different return periods (1 in 2-years, 1 in
5-years, 1 in 10-years, 1 in 30-years, 1 in 50-years, 1 in 100-years, 1 in 200-years, 1 in
1000-years and 1 in 10,000-years). The duration of the storms is the same across all the
return periods, and it is determined by the critical storm duration for the system studied.
Although this does not capture every possible rainfall event, it does represent a wide range
of possibilities, including extreme events as necessary for the assessment of resilience. This
includes the highly unlikely events of 1 in 1000-years storm and 1 in 10,000-years storms,
whose magnitude are obtained based on extrapolation and fitting of the depth-duration-
frequency models [35].

Under each rainfall, the resulting strain or loss of system functionality is quantified.
A basic approach for the quantification of the effects of GI on water quantity and water
quality in the system is by evaluating the reduction of sewer flooding (water quantity
impacts) and the reduction of CSOs (water quality impacts). Thus, the system’s level of
service loss is measured through the magnitude and duration of sewer flooding and CSOs
(Table 2). The sewer flooding magnitude and duration are computed for every node. To
derive the metric for the system, the nodes’ values are summed to account for the failure
magnitude and averaged for the failure duration. In the case of the CSO, the magnitude
and duration are obtained from the outfall nodes in the system studied, and similarly to
sewer flooding indicators, these are summed or averaged to obtain the whole network
metric value.
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Table 2. Level of service loss measures.

Level of Service Loss Metric Description Calculation Notations

Sewer flooding Failure Magnitude The total flood volume in the system Summation of flood volume
at the flooded nodes SF_M

Failure Duration
Time taken between the occurrence
of flooding to the recovery of normal

performance

Average of the duration of the
flooding at the flooded nodes SF_D

CSO (combined
sewer overflows)

Failure Magnitude The total CSO volume in the system Summation of CSO volume at
the outfall nodes CSO_M

Failure Duration
Time taken between the occurrence
of CSO to the recovery of normal

performance

Average of the duration of the
CSO at the outfall nodes CSO_D

An example of the resulting stress-strain curve obtained for different GI interventions
is shown in Figure 2a. The area under each response curve provides a performance-based
indicator of resilience to the corresponding system failure mode [36]. In this study, this is
the area under the return period versus the system’s level of service loss (Figure 2b). The
area is calculated using the trapezium rule, using a pre-defined function in Python. This
does not intend to be an accurate representation of the absolute resilience of the system,
but rather a proxy for comparing the effect of different GI types and their locations on the
system’s failures, when subject to the same conditions.

Figure 2. (a) Exemplification of response curve results or “stress-strain” curve: sewer flooding magnitude using different
types of interventions. (b) Calculation of resilience metric and the net change in resilience based on the areas under the
stress-strain response curve obtained. SF_M refers to sewer flood magnitude.

A higher resilience is represented by a smaller area under the response curve, as it
indicates a lower level of service failure over a range of conditions [36]. To compare the
impact of different interventions the net change in resilience is calculated using

Net changeindicator, j = 100 ×
(Resindicator , 0 − Resindicator, j

Resindicator, 0

)
(1)

where Resindicator , 0 corresponds to the baseline where no GI was installed in the system,
and Resindicator, j corresponds to the area under the curve for an intervention j. A positive
net change implies that there is a positive impact on resilience, therefore a resilience
enhancement. Similarly, a negative net change implies that the intervention caused a
decrease in resilience.
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2.4. Location Sensitivity Analysis

One simple approach to sensitivity analysis is the one-factor-at-a-time method, where
only one model parameter is modified, the variation in the resulting modelling output is
analysed. Such is the approach used in the GIS-based application of sensitivity analysis for
sewer models [37], where the change in the system performance caused by the variation of
a single parameter is spatially referenced at the location where the change has happened.
This approach was previously used in literature to understand the sensitivity to the location
in the effect of GI in the urban drainage system performance [17].

In this case, this technique is applied to determine the sensitivity to the location of
GI in their impact on resilience (Figure 1c). The main steps in the implementation of the
location sensitivity analysis are as follow,

1. The system with no design or operational changes is used as the reference for system
performance. GRA is used to evaluate the baseline (or no-GI case) resilience for the
different indicators, and it is referred to as Resindicator, 0.

2. A single GI infrastructure with a consistent type is applied in each subcatchment
at a time and simulated for resilience assessment. The GI size is determined by the
maximum extent possible determined by the land use of the subcatchment.

3. Assessment of resilience using GRA considering the different metrics. The impact
of different GI types and their location in the system is reflected by a change in the
response curve shape.

4. The net change in the system’s resilience due to the placement of a GI in a subcatch-
ment is calculated using Equation (1).

Steps 1–4 are repeated for each subcatchment in the urban drainage system considered.
The result of this analysis shows the net resilience in each subcatchment due to the

installation of GI. This procedure is applied for each of the different level of service loss
indicators (SF_M, SF_D, CSO_M, and CSO_D), as well as for each type of GI separately.
Further, a combination of three types of GI is simultaneously applied to subcatchments,
referred to as “all GI” in the rest of the paper.

2.5. Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis

In this section, we briefly describe the ESDA methods used (Figure 1d). This follows
the methodology presented in [20].

2.5.1. Visualisation

To start the exploration of spatial data, an important aspect of ESDA is the visualisation
of the data in maps. A standard tool for appreciating the spatial distribution of the values
and detection of outliers is the choropleth map using a box classification. The box map is
the mapped version of the box plot, where the “extreme” values or outliers are defined
based on the interquartile range (IQR) [19,20]. It allows the separation of the range of
values into six categories: the four quartiles (<25%, 25–50%, 50–75%, >75%), as well as the
lower and upper outliers (Figure 3) [20]. The outliers are defined as values outside a cut-off
value, set at one and a half times the IQR.
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Figure 3. Exemplification of a boxplot based on a probability function of a normal population. This translates into the six
bins used for the classification of the data in the box map (lower outliers, <25%, 25–50%, 50–75%, >75% and upper outliers).
Q1: first quartile (lower or 25th empirical quartile). Q2: median of the data. Q4: third quartile (upper or 75th empirical
quartile). IRQ: interquartile range.

2.5.2. Global Spatial Autocorrelation

The phenomenon to which observations in spatial proximity present similar values
is named spatial autocorrelation or spatial association, and it is the spatial counterpart
to traditional autocorrelation [19]. There are two scales in the autocorrelation evaluation:
global and local. Global spatial autocorrelation determines if there is spatial clustering
in the values, meaning that the distribution of values in the space follows a pattern. A
positive spatial autocorrelation indicates that similar values are in a similar location, and a
negative spatial autocorrelation implies that similar values are further apart.

The Global Moran’s I statistics is used as a formal test of global spatial correlation
and clustering, by testing the null hypothesis of random location. A spatial weight matrix
W is for the incorporation of spatiality (Section 2.5.4), and the significance is based on
a comparison to a reference distribution obtained by randomly permuting the observed
values. Moran’s I is defined as below [38]

I =
N

∑i ∑j wij

∑i ∑j wij(xi − x)
(

xj − x
)

∑i(xi − x)2 (2)

where N is the number of observations (in this case the number of subcatchments), xi and
xj are the value of the indicator of interest at location i and j (in this case the different levels
of service loss indicators), x is the sample mean, and wij is the row-standardised values of
the spatial weights from the spatial weights matrix W. Moran’s I test values ranges between
0 (perfect dispersion or a random spatial pattern) and 1 (perfect clustering).

2.5.3. Local Spatial Autocorrelation

While Moran’s I test provides a measure of the overall clustering, it does not indicate
where the clusters and outliers are located. Local spatial autocorrelation determines if there
are specific parts of the space with an extraordinary concentration of similar/dissimilar
values, highlighting pockets of spatial instability. The Local Indicator of Spatial Association
(LISA) statistics, and local Moran’s I, are used for spatial cluster detection, by comparing
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the observed map with many randomly generated ones and evaluates how likely is to
obtain the observed association for each location. The formal representation of the statistic
is defined as below [39]

Ii =
(xi − x)

σ2 ∑
j

wij
(
xj − x

)
(3)

where xi and xj are the value of the indicator of interest at location i and j (in this study,
the net change in resilience in the different subcatchments), x is the sample mean, and wij

is the row-standardised value of spatial wights from the spatial weights matrix W. σ2 is the
variance of a given x.

The significance of the local Moran statistic is determined by generating reference
distribution using 999 random permutations. This number of permutations is the usual
practice, as it provides an acceptable balance between precision and processing times [39,40].
The nature of spatial autocorrelation can be categorised into four main groups: significant
local clusters high-high (HH) or low-low (LL), and local spatial outliers high-low (HL) or
low-high (LH), as explained below:

• High-high (HH): a high value of net change in resilience in a subcatchment, neigh-
bouring subcatchments have high values of net change in resilience.

• Low-high (LH): a low value of net change in resilience in a subcatchment, neighbour-
ing subcatchments have high values of net change in resilience.

• Low-low (LL): a low value of net change in resilience in a subcatchment, neighbouring
subcatchments have low values of net change in resilience.

• High-low (HL): a high value of net change in resilience, neighbouring subcatchments
have low values of net change in resilience.

The map showing the location of these categories is incorporated in the LISA cluster
maps, where the information about the significance of the local spatial pattern [20]. The
categories resulting in a spatial typology consist of the four categories mentioned (HH, LL,
LH and HL), with the addition of the non-significant locations (ns). These maps allow the
visualisation of the locations of the high and low net change in resilience, identifying areas
of high interest and exhibiting spatial heterogeneity [20].

2.5.4. Spatial Weights Matrix

Measuring spatial clustering requires a spatial weight matrix W, as a mean to represent
the spatial relationships and adjacencies [41]. There are many approaches to represent this
matrix. As it is difficult to choose a single best option, the robustness of the results was
tested using five different weight matrices,

• Queen contiguity: which reflects adjacency relationships as a binary indicator variable
denoting whether a subcatchment shares an edge or a vertex with another polygon.

• Rook contiguity: which considers the subcatchment neighbours only when they are
sharing an adjacent edge.

• K-nearest neighbours matrices (k = 4, 5, 6): the distances between a given subcatch-
ment and the rest of the set are ranked, and the neighbours are defined as the k closest
ones in the ranking [40].

Using these five different weight matrices allows the evaluation of the robustness
towards different definitions of neighbourhood (contiguity versus distance-based), but
also, the contemplation of how different k-neighbours (or distances bands) affect the
spatial interactions.

The spatial contiguity matrices were row-normalised, normalising the impact of each
neighbouring subcatchment and summing them to one.
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2.6. Case Study

The case study used is a satellite town of Exeter, located in the South West of England,
UK. The watershed consists of 220 sub-catchments with a total area of 73.3 ha, serving
approximately 4000 inhabitants. The combined sewer system consists of 487 conduit links
and junction nodes, 3 storage tanks, and one outfall node (Figure 4a). The dynamic wave
theory is used for flow routing computations and the modified Horton method is used to
simulate infiltration in pervious areas.

Figure 4. (a) Overview of the sewer network in the case study. Elevation data were obtained from [42]. (b) Land use
categories of the case study. Streets+ refers to streets, paths and parking areas. The data used were obtained from [43,44].
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The model parametrisation was based on GIS data and recommended values from
technical design guides, planning regulations and the literature [42–47]. In Figure 4b, the
distribution and categorisation of different land uses can be visualised.

Different design rainfall events needed for the GRA were generated according to the
FEH procedures [48], using a 50% summer profile. Various storm durations were simulated
(30 min to 24 h) for each return period, allowing the determination of the critical storm
duration. The critical storm duration chosen was 10 h for the catchment, determined by
the duration which caused the highest total volume of sewer flooding and flood duration
on average, when considering all the return periods.

3. Results
3.1. Visualisation

Figure 5 provides a summary of results obtained in the location sensitivity analysis
for each type of GI separately and the “all GI” case. As explained in Section 2.3, a positive
net change in resilience implies that the intervention increases resilience. Although the
results show that the impact of a single GI at a system level is small for most of the
locations, there is still a great variation presented in the results due to the placement of
GI in different subcatchments. In addition, there are locations that produce the opposite
effect, causing a decrease in resilience. This is the case for most of the locations and types
of GI when considering CSO as level of service loss (Figure 5c,d), highlighting trade-
offs on the benefits of GI placement in certain locations. These negative effects may be
attributed to the synchronization of peak flows due to GI overflow at an unfavourable
time, and the characteristics of the sewer system and catchment [7]. However, a conclusive
hypothesis on the mechanistic reasons behind this performance requires further spatial
and hydraulic-hydrological modelling, out of the scope of this paper.

To appreciate the spatial distribution and identify spatial outliers of high/low net
change in resilience, Figures 6 and 7 provide the box maps resulting from the analysis on
sensitivity to location for GI in the enhancement of resilience. The spatial outliers are the
most impactful locations and are of the highest interest in this analysis.

In Figure 6, where the level of service loss was measured using the sewer flooding
flows, it can be observed that the overall spatial pattern is consistent when comparing
different GI. The spatial patterns in the different maps are similar for both failure magnitude
and failure duration, however, the spatial outliers are more prominent and more abundant
in the case of bioretention cells and green roofs. Generally, the central subcatchments show
lower values in the net change of resilience, whereas the most peripheral subcatchments
show higher values.

In Figure 7, where the level of service loss was measured by the CSO, the spatial
pattern and outliers are not consistent through the different infrastructure measures. In
particular, the spatial pattern for failure magnitude in green roofs differs from the results of
bioretention cells and permeable pavements. In addition, when accounting for the failure
duration, both green roofs and permeable pavements show a significant number of upper
outliers, differing with the results obtained for the bioretention cell and “all GI”.
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Figure 5. Kernel density estimation plots of the results from the location sensitivity analysis. BC: bioretention cell. PP:
Permeable pavement. GR: Green roof. ALL: all the GI simultaneously in the subcatchment at maximum spatial extent.
(a) Net change in sewer flood magnitude. SF_M: sewer flood magnitude. (b) Net change in sewer flood duration. SF_D:
sewer flood duration. (c) Net change in CSO magnitude. CSO_M: combined sewer overflow magnitude. (d) Net change in
sewer flood duration. CSO_D: combined sewer overflow duration.
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Figure 6. Box map for the sensitivity to location of GI impact on resilience enhancement. Level of service loss measured:
sewer flooding. (a) Sewer flooding magnitude (SF_M). (b) Sewer flooding duration (SF_D).
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Figure 7. Box map for the sensitivity to location of GI impact on resilience enhancement. Level of service loss measured:
CSO. (a) CSO magnitude (CSO_M). (b) CSO duration (CSO_D).

3.2. Global Spatial Autocorrelation

The results for the Moran’s I test for spatial autocorrelation are given in Table 3, along
with the p-values based on permutation approaches. The spatial correlation is considered
significant if the p-value is less than 0.05.

There is a significant and positive spatial correlation across all the spatial weights
for the green roof when measuring SF_M and SF_D, and for the bioretention cell for the
SF_M and CSO_M. For the SF_D and CSO_D, this is also the case when all the GI are
simultaneously placed in the same subcatchment. In the case of the permeable pavement,
positive spatial autocorrelation across all the weights was only found for the SF_D.

There are various cases where there is a positive and significant spatial correlation,
but it is only for some of the spatial weights. In addition, these cases show a low Moran’s I.
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Table 3. Moran’s I and statistic for spatial autocorrelation in GI impact on resilience. The positive and significant spatial
autocorrelation are highlighted in yellow.

SF_M SF_D CSO_M CSO_D

GI Type Spatial Weights Moran’s I p-Value Moran’s I p-Value Moran’s I p-Value Moran’s I p-Value

Permeable Pavement

Queen Contiguity 0.015 0.354 0.110 0.020 −0.005 0.138 −0.011 0.430

Rook Contiguity 0.012 0.346 0.111 0.011 −0.047 0.169 −0.006 0.487

KNN–4 0.070 0.052 0.156 0.001 0.059 0.058 0.001 0.448

KNN–5 0.088 0.024 0.152 0.001 0.048 0.074 0.003 0.397

KNN–6 0.076 0.020 0.135 0.003 0.034 0.118 0.012 0.305

Bioretention Cell

Queen Contiguity 0.191 0.001 0.052 0.111 0.168 0.001 0.042 0.150

Rook Contiguity 0.181 0.004 0.052 0.114 0.172 0.001 0.043 0.145

KNN–4 0.200 0.002 0.087 0.022 0.199 0.001 0.039 0.146

KNN–5 0.210 0.001 0.040 0.126 0.175 0.001 0.044 0.096

KNN–6 0.215 0.001 0.041 0.086 0.160 0.001 0.043 0.087

Green Roof

Queen Contiguity 0.106 0.027 0.167 0.003 0.053 0.092 −0.060 0.122

Rook Contiguity 0.101 0.022 0.164 0.001 0.053 0.111 −0.070 0.092

KNN–4 0.170 0.002 0.193 0.001 0.107 0.006 −0.057 0.101

KNN–5 0.165 0.001 0.159 0.001 0.088 0.017 −0.045 0.138

KNN–6 0.167 0.001 0.135 0.001 0.059 0.033 −0.053 0.067

All GI

Queen Contiguity 0.015 0.289 0.110 0.012 −0.019 0.370 0.195 0.001

Rook Contiguity 0.012 0.325 0.111 0.018 −0.018 0.404 0.198 0.001

KNN–4 0.070 0.049 0.156 0.002 0.010 0.019 0.191 0.001

KNN–5 0.087 0.016 0.151 0.002 0.059 0.058 0.195 0.001

KNN–6 0.076 0.019 0.134 0.001 0.059 0.033 0.154 0.001

3.3. Local Spatial Autocorrelation

The previous analysis suggested non-randomness in the overall spatial pattern in
the net change of some of the different indicators used in the GRA. This section focuses
on where the spatial heterogeneity is placed, identifying spatial clusters and outliers.
Figures 8 and 9 present the LISA Cluster maps for the net change in resilience due to GI
placement. The results presented are using a k-nearest neighbours spatial weight matrix
(k = 5), and only the indicators with significant global autocorrelation across all the weights
considered were included.

In Figure 8a,b, the spatial pattern between the clusters obtained using a bioretention
cell and green roofs is similar for the SF_M. The HH clusters are generally located upstream
in the network, whereas the LL clusters are concentrated in the middle/low stream of
the sewer network. The area where the LL values are situated in the area where all the
ramifications of the sewer unite to flow towards the wastewater treatment plant and outfall
(Figure 4a). The location of these clusters might indicate that the placement of GI upper
stream on the network is generally more beneficial in the enhancement of resilience. There
are some similarities between the failure magnitude clusters (Figure 8a,b) and failure
duration (Figure 8c,e), however, the failure magnitude clusters seem more prominent
and abundant.

In Figure 8c,e, the overall pattern for permeable pavements, green roofs and all the GI
types simultaneously in the subcatchment for the SF_D is observed. There is a cluster of
low values in the south extreme of the catchment, as well as in some areas in the middle of
the catchment. These are conflicting clusters, as they were HH clusters for the SF_M, which
may indicate trade-offs in the impact of resilience when considering different indicators.
The HH clusters, which are the most interesting as they show areas of high resilience
enhancement, are relatively small and placed upstream.
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For CSO_M, only the bioretention cell shows a significant spatial correlation for the
failure magnitude. Figure 9a shows HH clusters in the south extreme of the catchment and
a LL cluster in the network’s outfall. The “all GI” was the only case where positive and
significant global autocorrelation was detected for the CSO_D, and the clusters identified
are shown in Figure 9b.

Figure 8. LISA cluster map for GI impacts in resilience enhancement. HH—High-high cluster. HL—High-low cluster.
LH—Low-high cluster. LL—low-low cluster. ns: statistically not significant. Level system failure: Sewer flooding. (a) LISA
cluster map for the bioretention cell using sewer flooding magnitude (SF_M) as the resilience indicator. (b) LISA cluster
map for the green roof using sewer flooding magnitude (SF_M) as the resilience indicator. (c) LISA cluster map for the
permeable pavement using sewer flooding duration (SF_D) as the resilience indicator. (d) LISA cluster map for the green
roof using sewer flooding duration (SF_D) as the resilience indicator. (e) LISA cluster map for “all GI” using sewer flooding
duration (SF_D) as the resilience indicator.
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Figure 9. LISA cluster map for GI impacts in resilience enhancement. HH—High-high cluster.
HL—High- low cluster. LH- Low-high cluster. LL—low-low cluster. ns: non-significant. Level system
failure measurement: CSO. (a) LISA cluster map for the bioretention cell using CSO magnitude
(CSO_M) as resilience indicator. (b) LISA cluster map for “all GI” using CSO duration (CSO_D) as
resilience indicator.

4. Discussion
4.1. GI location and Resilience Enhancement Spatial Relationships

The exploration of spatial patterns demonstrated the presence of significant spatial
clusters of high and low performance, as well as some spatial outliers, in the resilience
impact of GI. The inclusion of GI in the urban drainage systems seeks to enhance the
system’s resilient properties such as flexibility, redundancy, and diversity, but their effect
on resilience performance is not guaranteed and remains uncertain [1,2]. The applica-
tion of the analysis framework proposed, and the detection of the spatial autocorrelation,
spatial clusters and outliers helps establishing a spatial link between the resilient prop-
erties and resilience performance. This can be described and included in GI placement
design and policy development, helping in the operationalisation of resilience in urban
drainage systems.

The variations found in the spatial autocorrelations and spatial clusters detected
in the analysis provide interesting insights. It must be highlighted that the results here
presented are case-specific and not universal, however, they demonstrate the potential of
this framework.

Firstly, there is a contrast between the sewer flooding indicators and CSO indicators.
There is only positive and significant autocorrelation for the bioretention cell when consid-
ering CSO_M, and the “all GI” case for CSO_D. This implies that the location of GI in the
network impacts the reduction of sewer flooding, but not necessarily the CSO.

Secondly, the difference among the GI types could help understand how these interact
with the system’s resilience performance. The bioretention cells showed spatial autocorre-
lation for the magnitude but not duration, both for sewer flooding and CSO. Permeable
pavements only showed spatial autocorrelation for sewer flooding duration. Green roofs
showed a spatial relationship for sewer flooding indicators only. In the “all GI” case, global
autocorrelation was found only for the duration measurements. These results highlight
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differences in their underlying working mechanisms, as well as providing insights for
strategies in their placement in the catchment.

Thirdly, the LISA Cluster maps show some “conflicting” clusters, where subcatch-
ments are a part of HH clusters for some GI and indicators and a part of LL for other GI
types and indicators. This would indicate trade-offs in resilience enhancement, which
need to be further considered in the analysis. This highlights the complexity of resilience
enhancement. The “one-size-fits-all” approach to GI design and placement, may not be the
most effective strategy for improving resilience in the system.

Finally, there is a disparity in the location of the HH and LL clusters. For the SF_M,
HH clusters are located upstream in the network, whereas the LL clusters are concentrated
in the middle/low stream of the sewer network. The location of these clusters might
indicate that the placement of GI on peripheric areas of the network is generally more
beneficial in the enhancement of resilience in this catchment.

4.2. ESDA and Implications in Urban Planning

This paper demonstrates that spatial analysis could be used for urban planning, as a
first step to identify strategic areas where GI provides higher impacts on resilience. The
prioritisation of the areas for the installation of the GI could narrow the areas for the
implementation of these practices. The LISA Cluster maps could be used on their own, or
for example, as a valuable map layer in a GIS multi-criteria analysis.

Spatial dependence may reflect variations in a wide range of factors, including sewer
system characteristics and other topographical attributes of the subcatchment areas. We
argue that spatial patterns provide opportunities for a planner to have a deeper insight
and understanding of the characteristics of the catchment and can help bring a structured
way to understand the relationships in these complex systems. The progression towards
an ESDA framework is accordant with the expanding role of GIS-based approaches and
frameworks in GI placement and design.

Focusing on the detection of patterns can be seen as an instrument for reducing the
search space in urban planning, where trade-offs between indicators could be identified [20].
Additionally, this research provides a valuable reference basis for the GI implementation
path, and for scientifically formulating urban planning policies, based on effectively identi-
fying the link between resilient properties and resilience performance.

4.3. Limitations and Future Research

The application of the ESDA in this paper has various limitations. It must be high-
lighted that the specific results presented in this case study cannot be generalised, due to
the unique characteristics of each sewer system. However, this study represents the first ap-
proach to spatial considerations of resilience and their relationship with GI placement. This
could be used in other networks to enable a deeper understanding of spatial interactions
between GI and resilience impacts in the network.

The framework can be applied to sewer systems of any scale. However, the level
of detail could have an impact on the analysis results (i.e., resilience) of the green infras-
tructure effect. The integration of a greater level of detail at a subcatchment level could
bring a higher granularity in the spatial analysis. However, this would imply higher
simulation times.

Limitations in the GI modelling approach used could be used as a starting point
for exploration in future research. Other types of GI could be considered to enrich the
analysis. In addition, the urban form (i.e., land availability and land prices), soil information
and groundwater table could be integrated for a more realistic GI placement strategy in
the subcatchments.

GRA was chosen for the resilience assessment as it provides a performance-based,
quantitative measure of resilience. Further research could contemplate other types of
“stress” to the system, such as structural failure, base-flow characteristics, and groundwa-
ter table. This could be easily adapted to the criticalities of the sewer network studied.
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Furthermore, due to the multi-functional nature of GI, the analysis could include other
“strain” parameters, such as water quality parameters and ecology impacts.

ESDA, as its name indicates, is an exploratory technique, and the methods used are
indicative of possible hypotheses and relations [20]. Further spatial modelling is needed
to confirm these relationships [19,20]. Future research could include the incorporation of
spatial modelling using a greater variety of sewers to identify if certain characteristics of
the sewer system or topological structures in the catchment, lead to certain spatial patterns
in the impact of the GI in the system performance.

This study was performed using open-access programming language and packages,
which makes this method accessible to everyone with a basic computer. All the simulations
can be performed individually and independently, allowing the use of parallel computing,
and diminishing simulation times. Even though the SWMM was chosen as the modelling
platform, the authors would like to highlight that the methodology here presented could
be applied using any other hydraulic/hydrological model that evaluates urban drainage
performance (such as MUSIC or InfoWorks) with a combination of any other programming
language (such as MATLAB).

5. Conclusions

This paper proposed the application of spatial analytical methods for understanding
the relationship between GI location in the urban drainage systems and their impact on
resilience. Applied to an urban catchment in the UK, the findings illustrated the potential
of this framework to be used as a systematic approach to establishing the link between
resilient properties and resilience performance.

The application of the framework has found a positive and significant spatial correla-
tion between the GI location and resilience enhancement when considering sewer flooding
as the level of service loss measurement for the system. When considering CSO as level of
service loss, only the bioretention cell and the “all GI” case showed spatial autocorrelation
for the magnitude and duration, respectively.

Spatial clusters and spatial outliers were detected in the urban catchment. There
are significant differences between the different level of service loss measures chosen
for the assessment of resilience, however, the spatial patterns remain generally similar
when considering different GI using the same indicator. Conflicting clusters between the
different indicators indicate that there might be trade-offs in the placement of GI in certain
locations—while ameliorating an indicator, other indicators might be worsened.

The framework proposed could be used in urban planning as a starting point to
develop resilience-based infrastructure development plans and stormwater alleviation
schemes at an urban scale. Furthermore, the output of the framework is especially impor-
tant to highlight the clusters of high performance in the system.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.R., G.F. and D.B.; methodology, M.R., G.F. and D.B.;
analysis, M.R.; investigation, M.R.; resources, M.R., G.F. and D.B.; data curation, M.R.; writing—
original draft preparation, M.R., G.F. and D.B.; writing—review and editing, M.R., G.F., D.B. and Z.Y.;
visualization, M.R.; supervision, G.F., D.B., Z.Y. and K.S. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by QUEX Institute—a joint initiative of The University of
Queensland and the University of Exeter.

Data Availability Statement: The case study data are not publicly available due to privacy re-
strictions. The code used for the analysis is publicly available in the GitHub repository (https:
//github.com/mr60/ESDA_MBA, accessed on 19 May 2021).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

https://github.com/mr60/ESDA_MBA
https://github.com/mr60/ESDA_MBA


Water 2021, 13, 1789 20 of 21

References
1. Mugume, S.N.; Gomez, D.E.; Fu, G.; Farmani, R.; Butler, D. A Global Analysis Approach for Investigating Structural Resilience in

Urban Drainage Systems. Water Res. 2015, 81, 15–26. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Butler, D.; Ward, S.; Sweetapple, C.; Astaraie-Imani, M.; Diao, K.; Farmani, R.; Fu, G. Reliable, Resilient and Sustainable Water

Management: The Safe & SuRe Approach. Glob. Chall. 2017, 1, 63–77. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Meerow, S.; Newell, J.P. Spatial Planning for Multifunctional Green Infrastructure: Growing Resilience in Detroit. Landsc. Urban

Plan. 2017, 159, 62–75. [CrossRef]
4. Lennon, M.; Scott, M.; O’Neill, E. Urban Design and Adapting to Flood Risk: The Role of Green Infrastructure. J. Urban Des. 2014,

19, 745–758. [CrossRef]
5. Fletcher, T.D.; Shuster, W.; Hunt, W.F.; Ashley, R.; Butler, D.; Arthur, S.; Trowsdale, S.; Barraud, S.; Semadeni-Davies, A.; Bertrand-

Krajewski, J.L.; et al. SUDS, LID, BMPs, WSUD and More—The Evolution and Application of Terminology Surrounding Urban
Drainage. Urban Water J. 2015, 12, 525–542. [CrossRef]

6. Dhakal, K.P.; Chevalier, L.R. Managing Urban Stormwater for Urban Sustainability: Barriers and Policy Solutions for Green
Infrastructure Application. J. Environ. Manag. 2017, 203, 171–181. [CrossRef]

7. Sweetapple, C.; Fu, G.; Farmani, R.; Meng, F.; Ward, S.; Butler, D. Attribute-Based Intervention Development for Increasing
Resilience of Urban Drainage Systems. Water Sci. Technol. 2018, 77, 1757–1764. [CrossRef]

8. Casal-Campos, A.; Fu, G.; Butler, D.; Moore, A. An Integrated Environmental Assessment of Green and Gray Infrastructure
Strategies for Robust Decision Making. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2015, 49, 8307–8314. [CrossRef]

9. Casal-Campos, A.; Sadr, S.M.K.; Fu, G.; Butler, D. Reliable, Resilient and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems: An Analysis of
Robustness under Deep Uncertainty. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2018, 52, 9008–9021. [CrossRef]

10. Browder, G.; Ozment, S.; Rehberger Bescos, I.; Gartner, T.; Lange, G.-M. Integrating Green and Gray: Creating Next Generation
Infrastructure. WRI Publ. 2019. [CrossRef]

11. OFWAT. Resilience in the Round: Building Resilience for the Future; OFWAT: London, UK, 2017.
12. Wang, Y.; Meng, F.; Liu, H.; Zhang, C.; Fu, G. Assessing Catchment Scale Flood Resilience of Urban Areas Using a Grid Cell

Based Metric. Water Res. 2019, 163, 114852. [CrossRef]
13. Sadr, S.M.K.; Casal-Campos, A.; Fu, G.; Farmani, R.; Ward, S.; Butler, D. Strategic Planning of the Integrated Urban Wastewater

System Using Adaptation Pathways. Water Res. 2020, 182, 116013. [CrossRef]
14. Liu, H.; Wang, Y.; Zhang, C.; Chen, A.S.; Fu, G. Assessing Real Options in Urban Surface Water Flood Risk Management under

Climate Change. Nat. Hazards 2018, 94, 1–18. [CrossRef]
15. Bach, P.M.; Kuller, M.; McCarthy, D.T.; Deletic, A. A Spatial Planning-Support System for Generating Decentralised Urban

Stormwater Management Schemes. Sci. Total Environ. 2020, 726, 138282. [CrossRef]
16. Dawson, D.A.; Vercruysse, K.; Wright, N. A Spatial Framework to Explore Needs and Opportunities for Interoperable Urban

Flood Management. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 2020, 378. [CrossRef]
17. Zischg, J.; Zeisl, P.; Winkler, D.; Rauch, W.; Sitzenfrei, R. On the Sensitivity of Geospatial Low Impact Development Locations to

the Centralized Sewer Network. Water Sci. Technol. 2018, 77, 1851–1860. [CrossRef]
18. Liu, Y.; Cibin, R.; Bralts, V.F.; Chaubey, I.; Bowling, L.C.; Engel, B.A. Optimal Selection and Placement of BMPs and LID Practices

with a Rainfall-Runoff Model. Environ. Model. Softw. 2016, 80, 281–296. [CrossRef]
19. Fischer, M.M.; Getis, A. (Eds.) Handbook of Applied Spatial Analysis; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2010; Volume 102.

[CrossRef]
20. Anselin, L.; Sridharan, S.; Gholston, S. Using Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis to Leverage Social Indicator Databases: The

Discovery of Interesting Patterns. Soc. Indic. Res. 2007, 82, 287–309. [CrossRef]
21. Gallo, J.; Ertur, C. Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis of the Distribution of Regional per Capita GDP in Europe, 1980-1995. Pap.

Reg. Sci. 2005, 82, 175–201. [CrossRef]
22. Sridharan, S.; Tunstall, H.; Lawder, R.; Mitchell, R. An Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis Approach to Understanding the

Relationship between Deprivation and Mortality in Scotland. Soc. Sci. Med. 2007, 65, 1942–1952. [CrossRef]
23. Lee, S.-I. Spatial Association Measures for an ESDA-GIS Framework: Developments, Significance Tests, and Applications to

Spatio-Temporal Income Dynamics of U.S. Labor Market Areas, 1969–1999. Ph.D. Thesis, The Ohio State University, Columbus,
OH, USA, 2001.

24. Jing, N.; Cai, W. Analysis on the Spatial Distribution of Logistics Industry in the Developed East Coast Area in China. Ann. Reg.
Sci. 2010, 45, 331–350. [CrossRef]

25. Zhang, J.; Zhang, K.; Zhao, F. Research on the Regional Spatial Effects of Green Development and Environmental Governance in
China Based on a Spatial Autocorrelation Model. Struct. Chang. Econ. Dyn. 2020, 55, 1–11. [CrossRef]

26. Moura, A.C.M.; Fonseca, B.M. ESDA (Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis) of Vegetation Cover in Urban Areas-Recognition of
Vulnerabilities for the Management of Resources in Urban Green Infrastructure. Sustainability 2020, 12, 1933. [CrossRef]

27. Rossman, L.A. Storm Water Management Model User’s Manual Version 5.1; No. EPA/600/R-14/413b; United States Environmental
Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 2015.

28. McDonnell, B.; Ratliff, K.; Tryby, M.; Wu, J.; Mullapudi, A. PySWMM: The Python Interface to Stormwater Management Model
(SWMM). J. Open Source Softw. 2020, 5, 2292. [CrossRef]

29. Rey, S.J.; Anselin, L. PySAL: A Python Library of Spatial Analytical Methods. Rev. Reg. Stud. 2007, 37, 5–27. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2015.05.030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26024960
http://doi.org/10.1002/gch2.1010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31565260
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.10.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/13574809.2014.944113
http://doi.org/10.1080/1573062X.2014.916314
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.07.065
http://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2018.070
http://doi.org/10.1021/es506144f
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b01193
http://doi.org/10.46830/wrirpt.18.00028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2019.114852
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2020.116013
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-018-3349-1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.138282
http://doi.org/10.1098/rsta.2019.0205
http://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2018.060
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envsoft.2016.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-03647-7
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-006-9034-x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1435-5597.2003.tb00010.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.05.052
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00168-009-0307-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.strueco.2020.06.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12051933
http://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02292
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-03647-7_11


Water 2021, 13, 1789 21 of 21

30. Wang, M.; Sweetapple, C.; Fu, G.; Farmani, R.; Butler, D. A Framework to Support Decision Making in the Selection of Sustainable
Drainage System Design Alternatives. J. Environ. Manag. 2017, 201, 145–152. [CrossRef]

31. Rossman, L.A.; Huber, W.C. Storm Water Management Model Reference Manual Volume III—Water Quality. Environ. Prot. 2016,
3, 158.

32. Rossman, L.A.; Huber, W.C. Storm Water Management Model Reference Manual Volume I—Hydrology (Revised) (EPA/600/R-15/162A);
United States Environmental Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 2016; Volume I.

33. Wang, M.; Wang, Y.; Gao, X.; Sweetapple, C. Combination and Placement of Sustainable Drainage System Devices Based on
Zero-One Integer Programming and Schemes Sampling. J. Environ. Manag. 2019, 238, 59–63. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Diao, K.; Sweetapple, C.; Farmani, R.; Fu, G.; Ward, S.; Butler, D. Global Resilience Analysis of Water Distribution Systems. Water
Res. 2016, 106, 383–393. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Stewart, E.J.; Jones, D.A.; Svensson, C.; Morris, D.G.; Dempsey, P.; Dent, J.E.; Collier, C.G.; Anderson, C.W. Reservoir Safety—Long
Return Period Rainfall; Deparment for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs: London, UK, 2013; Volume 1.

36. Sweetapple, C.; Fu, G.; Farmani, R.; Butler, D. Exploring Wastewater System Performance under Future Threats: Does Enhancing
Resilience Increase Sustainability? Water Res. 2019, 149, 448–459. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Mair, M.; Sitzenfrei, R.; Kleidorfer, M.; Möderl, M.; Rauch, W. GIS-Based Applications of Sensitivity Analysis for Sewer Models.
Water Sci. Technol. 2012, 65, 1215–1222. [CrossRef]

38. Ord, J.K.; Getis, A. Local Spatial Autocorrelation Statistics: Distributional Issues and an Application. Geogr. Anal. 1995, 27,
286–306. [CrossRef]

39. Anselin, L. Local Indicators of Spatial Association—LISA. Geogr. Anal. 1995, 27, 93–115. [CrossRef]
40. Arribas-Bel, D. A Course on Geographic Data Science. J. Open Source Educ. 2019, 2, 42. [CrossRef]
41. Anselin, L.; Rey, S.J. Spatial Weights: Contiguity. In Modern Spatial Econometrics in Practice: A Guide to GeoDa, GeoDaSpace and

PySAL; Anselin, L., Rey, S.J., Eds.; GeoDA Press LLC: Chicago, IL, USA, 2014.
42. Environmental Agency. Lidar Composite Digital Terrain Model England 1m Resolution [ASC Geospatial Data]. Available online:

https://digimap.edina.ac.uk (accessed on 27 January 2021).
43. Centre for Ecology and Hydrology. Land Cover map of Great Britain (2019) [TIFF Geospatial Data]. Available online: https:

//digimap.edina.ac.uk (accessed on 7 January 2021).
44. EU Copernicus Programme (European Environment Agency). High Resolution Layer: Imperviousness Density (IMD). 2018. Avail-

able online: https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/high-resolution-layers/imperviousness/status-maps/imperviousness-
density-2018%0A (accessed on 1 February 2021).

45. Ordnance Survey (GB). OS MasterMap®Topography Layer. Available online: https://digimap.edina.ac.uk (accessed on
27 January 2021).

46. Bondarenko, M.; Kerr, D.; Sorichetta, A.; Tatem, A.J. Census/Projection-Disaggregated Gridded Population Datasets for
189 Countries in 2020 Using Built-Settlement Growth Model (BSGM) Outputs, doi:10.5258/SOTON/WP00684. Available
online: https://www.worldpop.org/geodata/ (accessed on 28 June 2021).

47. Woods Ballard, B.; Wilson, S.; Udale-Clarke, H.; Illman, S.; Scott, T.; Ashley, R.; Kellagher, R. The SUDS Manual; CIRIA: London,
UK, 2015.

48. Kjeldsen, T.R.; Stewart, E.J.; Packman, J.C.; Folwell, S.S.; Bayliss, A.C. Revitalisation of the FSR/FEH Rainfall Runoff Method; Centre
for Ecology & Hydrology: Wallingford, UK, 2005.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2017.06.034
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2019.02.129
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30844546
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2016.10.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27750127
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.11.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30472547
http://doi.org/10.2166/wst.2012.954
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1538-4632.1995.tb00912.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1538-4632.1995.tb00338.x
http://doi.org/10.21105/jose.00042
https://digimap.edina.ac.uk
https://digimap.edina.ac.uk
https://digimap.edina.ac.uk
https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/high-resolution-layers/imperviousness/status-maps/imperviousness-density-2018%0A
https://land.copernicus.eu/pan-european/high-resolution-layers/imperviousness/status-maps/imperviousness-density-2018%0A
https://digimap.edina.ac.uk
https://www.worldpop.org/geodata/

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Overview 
	GI Types and Modelling Approaches 
	Resilience Assessment 
	Location Sensitivity Analysis 
	Exploratory Spatial Data Analysis 
	Visualisation 
	Global Spatial Autocorrelation 
	Local Spatial Autocorrelation 
	Spatial Weights Matrix 

	Case Study 

	Results 
	Visualisation 
	Global Spatial Autocorrelation 
	Local Spatial Autocorrelation 

	Discussion 
	GI location and Resilience Enhancement Spatial Relationships 
	ESDA and Implications in Urban Planning 
	Limitations and Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	References

