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Abstract: The benefits of ecosystem services provided by urban green systems have been
highlighted in research on spatial and landscape planning, and the need has emerged for
an integrated approach to urban green planning aiming at increasing climate mitigation
and urban resilience. Research indicates that plant selection and substrate management are
vital for optimizing the most important performance of green roofs, like building thermal
insulation, urban heat reduction, air quality improvement, and stormwater management. In
Mediterranean climates, it is essential to investigate sustainable management solutions for
green roofs like the growth potential of native, low-maintenance forbs adapted to thermal
and water stress on specific substrates. Medicinal species may be suitable, provided that
interactions with pollutants are controlled. This study evaluates the performance of Melissa
officinalis and Hypericum perforatum on experimental green roof modules under controlled
conditions, comparing chemical fertilization and three different treatments with biomass
from Trifolium repens used as green manure. The key metrics of fresh and dry biomass,
plant cover ratio, and chlorophyll content are measured. Results show significantly higher
values of cover and biomass for these two species treated with green manure in comparison
to chemical fertilization, with no significant differences in chlorophyll content, indicating
that T. repens is a useful source of green manure in green roof management. Overall, the
results are consistent with the research goals of suggesting sustainable solutions for green
roof management, since low-maintenance vegetation and green manure contribute to the
elimination of chemicals in urban green.

Keywords: green roofs; green manure; native plants; sustainable management; urban
environment; impact mitigation; nature-based solutions

1. Introduction
Cities in the world are facing growing challenges in relation to the increase of artificial-

ization that generates several critical issues affecting urban areas, in particular the urban
heat island effect, air pollution, high energy consumption, and reduced access to nature.
These critical issues are further exacerbated by climate change.

In this context, increasing importance is given to green infrastructures and nature-
based solutions for the contribution they can make to the resilience and improvement
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of the environmental quality of cities, through a wide range of provisioning, regulating,
supporting, and cultural ecosystem services [1,2].

In the field of green infrastructure, green roofs are recognized as having an important
role as a nature-based solution for improving urban sustainability, especially in intensely
artificialized and densely built areas, where the possibility of intervening with green areas
and green solutions on the ground is limited. The role of green roofs as a crucial component
of buildings in relation to NBS (Nature-Based Solutions) in urban areas has been recog-
nized by many authors. In particular, López-Silva et al. [3] maintained that all green roof
categories are suitable to reduce the ecological footprint of buildings; according to Ulubeyli
and Arslan [4], green roofs represent a passive technique to reduce the level of energy
requirement and improve the thermal-energy performance in buildings; Korniyenko [5]
emphasized that green roofs can act as an important component to create more sustain-
able, biopositive, and energy efficient buildings. In fact, there is evidence that green roofs
contribute to saving cooling and heating energy, controlling runoff and water pollution,
promoting biodiversity, and providing aesthetic and health benefits [6,7]. Moreover, the
vegetation of green roofs, if appropriately chosen among the various available species,
including perennial herbaceous and aromatic plants, can contribute to the mitigation of the
negative effects of urban air pollution [8].

The planning and design of green roofs faces various challenges and must adapt to
various contexts and characteristics, not only of the urban fabric, but also of the climate
and the environment.

One of the main challenges of the implementation of green roofs in urban areas that has
been recognized by many studies is their complex (and often expensive) maintenance [3–5,9–13].
Matos Silva et al. [11], in particular, argue that substrate and plants are amongst the system
components most affected by maintenance challenges in Mediterranean areas; moreover,
the same authors highlight the need for maintenance strategies adapted to the specific
challenges of the Mediterranean climate. For these reasons, a limited-maintenance sus-
tainable management, which may provide a good level of plant growth and ensure the
aforementioned benefits and, therefore, the provision of ecosystem services, is one of the
topics of greatest interest to scholars; it can also be useful for the diffusion of the green
roofs, which still struggle to spread in the real world.

In particular, several research works have addressed the topic of component design
optimization of green roof substrate layers with respect to their performance [12,14–16].
Even in cases where construction solutions and substrates that have already become
standard in the green roof industry sector are implemented, the development of cultivation
strategies with a low environmental impact is of great importance; they combine the choice
of plants well adapted to the local conditions, easy to root in the construction phase, with
a planting and management plan that provides a reduced input of chemical substances,
replaced by nature-based solutions. These strategies would be able to guarantee good levels
of aesthetic yield and growth, and, therefore, provide ecosystem services. In this respect,
several studies have investigated, in detail, the development of plants in low-maintenance
and unfertilized extensive green roofs [17].

The choice of the most suitable plants based on the type of green roof (extensive
or intensive, construction type, and substrate) and on its urban and climatic context is a
thriving area of research in many countries around the world [18,19]. Significant remarks
regarding the study of vegetation related to green roof performance have been made by
several authors, who enumerate the required features of plant species particularly suitable
for the conditions of urban green roofs: they stress the ability to survive with minimal
maintenance and minimal nutrients in the substrate, grow quickly, and reach good ground
coverage in a short time [5,13,20,21].
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A growing number of studies related to extensive green roofs and their beneficial
ecosystem services deal with the choice and performance of wild, native plant species and
of suitable plant mixtures (even not commonly used in green roofs) compared to industry-
standard plant species [22] to improve the resilience and sustainability of green roofs across
continents, spanning from temperate Atlantic climates [23] to continental climates [24]
and Mediterranean climates where drought and heat are challenging factors for green roof
design [25,26]. Indeed, while the use of extensive green roofs is increasing worldwide,
Mediterranean conditions complicate their design due to the long, dry summers with
intense solar radiation [27], and uniform, extensive vegetated roofs with a high dominance
of succulent species have limited value for plant biodiversity [17].

At the same time, with the aim of increasing the resilience of green roofs, several
studies have considered the benefits obtainable through the use of a combination of species
that mimic the synergies and interactions of natural communities, rather than monocultures,
showing that complementary planting mixtures can promote species interactions and
facilitation between species, increasing the number of plant species that can survive on
extensive green roofs [28], and that ecosystem services from green roofs can be improved
by planting certain life-form groups in combination, directly contributing to climate change
mitigation and adaptation strategies [29].

The use of plants to create multifunctional green roofs is a remarkably interesting
option. In this sense, the use of plants that combine an aesthetic and environmental value
with a medicinal interest is very promising and innovative [30].

Among these plants, we can mention St. John’s wort (Hypericum perforatum L.), with
its well-known antibacterial and antioxidant properties [31,32], and the common balm
(Melissa officinalis L.), a medicinal plant rich in biologically active compounds (flavonoids,
terpenoids, phenolic acids, tannins, and essential oils) which is used worldwide for its
therapeutic effects related to them [33] and for which recent studies have shown that
fertilization with organic manure can enhance growth and accumulation of citral, total
phenols, flavonoids, and the chemical composition of essential oil [34].

The use of clovers (genus Trifolium) in extensive green roofs has been studied by many
authors due to several ecophysiological traits peculiar to this genus, in particular the ability
to perform N fixation, the rapid growth, and the high resilience of some species in limiting
soil conditions and dry Mediterranean climates [19,35,36]. Trifolium repens has been reported
as one of the wild plants growing on green roofs in urban landscapes [37]. Other than
sharing the abovementioned traits of clovers’ genus, it is known for its phenolic compounds
and for anticholinesterase and antioxidant activities, as well as for anti-inflammatory, anti-
septic, analgesic, antirheumatic, and antimicrobial properties [38,39], with concentrations
of bioactive compounds that have been shown to depend on the growing conditions [40];
moreover, it is well known for its nitrogen fixation capacity, which has also been shown to
be modulated by the availability of sulfur in the substrate [41].

While the use of medicinal plants in urban green systems is regarded as innovative, it
is important to highlight that the cultivation of plants in urban environments is suitable
for food and medicinal purposes, provided that the cities in question are environmen-
tally friendly. Many authors have studied the topic of pollutants and medicinal plants,
highlighting the complex relationships among pollutant absorption, bioaccumulation, and
effects on plants’ metabolic profiles [42–44]. Although this experiment did not deal with
the study of this specific topic, their contrasting desirable abilities of removing pollutants
and producing useful metabolites imply that the risks and benefits of growing medicinal
plants in urban areas should be carefully evaluated.

Many studies have investigated the characteristics and effects of the various types
of substrate components that can be used in green roofs, since the substrate represents
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one of the most important elements, both for the correct growth and the physiological
performance of plants (providing them with water, nutrients, and physical support) and
for the thermal and hydraulic performance of the roof itself. In particular, studies have
shown that the addition of green waste compost to the substrate can remarkably increase
shoot and root growth, shoot nitrogen concentration and chlorophyll content, and decrease
the root:shoot ratio compared to bark [45]. The reduction of chemical fertilization is
evaluated in our research as the main positive output of the addition of green manure to
the green roof substrate. Reducing chemical fertilization has been specifically related to
the reduction of high nutrient levels in green roof runoff water by several authors [5,9,21].
Lopez-Silva et al. [3] also highlighted this relation and suggested the use of biostimulants
and biofertilizers to help with the reduction of chemicals; moreover, they cited other
authors [20,46,47] supporting their opinion that using native plants significantly reduces
maintenance needs and associated costs, since native vegetation is adapted to the local
climate and can better resist pest impacts, reducing the need for pesticide treatments.

This research originated from the abovementioned evidence, with the aim of exper-
imenting with the use of associations of plants of both ornamental and medicinal value
suitable for green roofs in southern European cities, in combination with cultivation strate-
gies capable of reducing the input of chemical fertilizers: the experimental test and results
presented in this paper suggest a possible answer to the complex and expensive mainte-
nance of green roofs that is one of the main challenges of their implementation in urban
areas, therefore increasing both their economic and environmental sustainability.

The aim of the experiment was to test the growth performance of novel, native, low-
maintenance forbs (Melissa officinalis, Hypericum perforatum)—with both ornamental and
medicinal values—grown on an experimental green roof, in substrates enriched with
different green manures made from T. repens biomass, in order to verify the possibility of
obtaining good levels of cover and biomass in the first stages of growth as an alternative to
chemical fertilization.

The specific goals of the research are as follows:

- Studying the growth performance of Melissa officinalis and Hypericum perforatum under
three different treatments with green manure made from white clover (T. repens) biomass.

- Studying the growth performance of M. officinalis and H. perforatum in the presence of
mowed T. repens previously grown on the same experimental substrate.

- Quantifying the growth performance of the two species through measurements of
biomass, cover ratio, and chlorophyll content.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Setting Up the Experimental Green Roof Structure

The experimental test was carried out from 21 March 2024 to 11 June 2024 in the
greenhouse of the Imola headquarters of the Department of Agricultural and Food Sciences
of the University of Bologna (lat 44◦20′14.6′′ N, long 11◦43′07.1′′ E). In particular, the test
was set up in a controlled environment by reproducing the structure of a green roof on
benches in the central span of the greenhouse.

Each bench was divided into eight plots (125 cm × 60 cm) by using an opaque,
waterproof polypropylene honeycomb panel. In each plot, a green roof covering was laid
out with the following structure (from bottom to top): protection and accumulation felt;
an accumulation, drainage, and aeration layer (2.5 cm); a filter sheet; a non-commercial
green roof substrate, designed for structural durability, with a high C/N ratio, compacted
(15 cm). Both the structure and the thickness values of layers used for this experimental
covering were chosen following the ones specifically required by the producer. In particular,
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15 cm is the value indicated by the producer to optimize the performance of the substrate,
specifically designed for extensive green roofs in Mediterranean climates.

Uniform, supplementary lighting was provided by using white-spectrum LED lamps
with dimmers (C-Led, Imola, Italy) placed above the bench. The supplementary lighting
period was set to 16 h per day, from 6:00 to 22:00, to keep a constant summer-like photope-
riod. After a series of preliminary measurements, the light intensity of the lamps was set to
14,400 lux, the average difference between the values of natural light intensity measured
inside and outside the greenhouse. This ensured a light intensity comparable to that found
in outdoor environments. The main environmental data were monitored throughout the
test by means of a data logger specifically designed for greenhouse experiments [48,49].

2.2. Plant Selection

The experiment was carried out using three species of plant with ornamental, aromatic,
and medicinal value (Figure 1):

• Hypericum perforatum L., St John’s wort (in tables and figures also H), as the tested species.
• Melissa officinalis L., lemon balm (in tables and figures also M), as the tested species.
• Trifolium repens L., white clover, cultivar Rivendel (in tables and figures also T), as the

green manure in three different treatments.
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Figure 1. The three species of plants used in the experiment. Hypericum perforatum (a), Melissa
officinalis (b), Trifolium repens (c), biomass from T. repens used as green manure (d).

All the species used in the experiment are either spontaneous or naturalized since
ancient times in Italy [50] and have interesting phytochemical profiles and pharmacological
properties [31,33,38]. H. perforatum and M. officinalis have been tested because they might
be suitable plants for a multi-purpose green roof, due to their ecophysiological traits and
pharmacological properties. Moreover, recent studies carried out in controlled conditions
on a green roof experimental substrate have shown that H. perforatum and M. officinalis
can respond well to chemical fertilization and to biostimulation in terms of growth, cover,
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and metabolite production, but they are more sensitive to a lack of nitrogen in the first
three months after seeding; on the contrary, Trifolium repens is able to reach full cover
in short times, even with no fertilization, but it can be sensitive to water stress during
the hot season. In fact, Trifolium repens is a nitrogen-fixing species, hence a pioneering,
fast-growing plant which might become a nuisance for green roof maintenance; however,
these features may be useful in the first steps of green roof management when following an
ecological approach [51,52]. On these premises, T. repens was chosen as green manure in this
experiment, specifically testing three different options that can be followed in managing a
green roof on which clover may have grown either as a weed or because sown on purpose.

1. The first option is letting the roots and cut stumps in place after mowing and removing
the clover growth.

2. The second option is letting the whole aboveground biomass (leaves, stems, and
flowers) in place, together with roots and cut stumps, after the mowing.

3. The third option is adding the aboveground biomass resulting from the mowing to a
fresh, new substrate instead of using chemical fertilization.

In order to replicate the conditions commonly found in green roof life cycle manage-
ment, the plants in the test were all grown starting from certified seeds purchased from
specialized producers (H. perforatum and M. officinalis: Franchi sementi, Italy; T. repens var.
Rivendel: Four sementi, Italy).

2.3. Preparation of Substrates

- In four of the eight plots of each bench, white clover (Trifolium repens) had been grown
on an identical green roof substrate as a control for a previous test, for about seven
months before the start of the experiment: in these plots, only water had been used
for growing the clover plants.

- The remaining four plots of each bench were cleaned and set up with the fresh
substrate (in nomenclature also S), with identical physical and chemical properties to
the older substrate used for growing the clover in the first four plots.

- In all four plots with the white clover and old substrate, the plants were cut at
ground level after about seven months of growth, simulating the mowing of the fully
grown vegetation that may be performed during green roof maintenance. The cut
aboveground fresh biomass (composed of leaves, flowers, and part of the stems—in
nomenclature also B) was weighed, then dried out for ten days by leaving it on the
substrate surface and turning it daily.

- The ground-level and belowground biomasses (roots) of the clover were let in place:
for this reason, they were not weighted.

- In each bench, after ten days of drying, all the cut biomass was collected, minced,
weighed, divided into equal parts, and scattered uniformly both on the surface of
two plots with clover roots and on the surface of the two plots with fresh substrate
(average weight per plot: 661.125 g; average weight per area unit: 796.5 g; average
plot area: 0.83 m2).

- In the remaining two plots with the fresh substrate, a mineral-based, slow-release
fertilizer (Slow Green®, Bottos, Italy, NPK 22.5.10 + 2MgO) was added following the
producer’s instructions: one single dose of 30–35 g/m2 (32.5 g/m2 on average) at the
start of the test, that is 27.0 g per plot, since the plot area was 0.83 m2.

2.4. Design of the Experiment

Two species were independently tested (H and M, see Section 2.2); for each species,
three treatments and one control test were performed, as follows (see Figure 2):

- Fresh substrate + slow-release fertilizer (control test; HCK, MCK).
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- Substrate + clover roots (MRO, HRO).
- Substrate + clover roots + dried aboveground biomass from the clover (MRB, HRB).
- Fresh substrate + dried aboveground biomass from the clover (MBN, HBN).
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Figure 2. Layout of the experimental green roof structure on three benches in the greenhouse (a).
Scheme of the experimental setting, with three treatments and one control test repeated on three
benches (b). See the abbreviations for the extended names of treatments.

2.5. Sowing of Plants

Before sowing the plots, their substrate was irrigated until percolation occurred, with
the use of an average quantity of water varying between 10 and 15 l per plot. On 21 March
2024, Hypericum perforatum (1 g of seeds) and Melissa officinalis (2 g of seeds) were sown on
the whole surface of each plot according to the instructions given by the producers. The
seeds were broadcasted by hand on the surface of the substrate; each species was sown
singularly (see Section 2.4).

After sowing, irrigation was performed by nebulization every 2 days for the first
15 days. After the first true leaves appeared on most of the seedlings, irrigation was
performed thoroughly with a water sprayer, starting from two times a week, then reducing
the frequency to once a week, until the end of the test.

2.6. Monitoring of Plant Cover

The evolution of plant cover for each treatment was monitored during the experiment
through image analysis. After about 50 days from sowing, when a minimum cover of at
least 5% was reached in all plots, photographs were taken from above each plot on 14, 20,
27 May and 11 June 2024 (hereinafter T1, T2, T3, and T4, respectively). The pictures were
straightened with the software RDF 4.0 (analytic method), pre-processed in Gimp 2.10 [53],
then analyzed using the software MatLab R2024a [54] to evaluate the degree of plant cover,
as explained below. The illustrative sequence of the procedure is reported in Figure 3.

A MATLAB script was developed for classifying the ground cover percentages of
different plant species through the application of image processing techniques. The script
classifies areas within an image by segmenting it into various classes, such as LAB color
space, superpixel segmentation, and K-means clustering. The input RGB image was
converted into the LAB color space using the “rgb2lab” function in order to boost the
segmentation and effectiveness of analysis based on color features.
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resulting boundaries (c), final output (d).

Subsequently, to ease subsequent image analysis, segmentation of the LAB image was
performed by using the “superpixels” algorithm that separate nearby pixels within images
into uniform, relatively homogeneous regions. This was achieved by the “boundarymask”
function, producing a label matrix as the output. For more advanced analysis on the
segmented regions, the label matrix was converted into a cell array of linear indices by
using the “label2idx” function that allows the calculation of the average color per superpixel
region; the mean values of the LAB channels in each superpixel were calculated and stored in
an array. Image segmentation into a required number of colors was then achieved by the K-
means clustering method based on the mean color values of the superpixels: the segmented
regions were classified into vegetation and ground categories. Finally, the percentage cover
for the clusters’ categories was calculated on a proportion of pixel measures.

This method provides several advantages with respect to the use of the LAB color
space, such as its ability to separate luminance from color information, making color-based
segmentation more accurate. Superpixel segmentation reduces computational complexity,
yielding a structured and perceptually meaningful organization for image analysis. The
approach of combining such techniques with K-means clustering further provides effective
classification of vegetation and ground regions, resulting in accurate quantification of
cover percentages. The technique proposes robust and reliable segmentation that is highly
important for its applications in agricultural and environmental monitoring.

2.7. Final Measurements

The test was concluded after about three months from sowing, on 11 June 2024. The
final measurements were taken for all the species and for all experimental plots. Even
though T. repens was technically the source of green manure and not a tested species, in fact,
its growth contributed to the final cover and biomass: for this reason, the measurements
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were taken also for this species. In particular, the following parameters were measured
(instruments in brackets):

- Physiological measurements:

# Chlorophyll content in SPAD units (MC-100 Chlorophyll Meter®, Apogee
Instruments, North Logan, UT, USA)

- Biomass measurements:

# Average fresh and dry weight of the plant biomass per unit area (Electronic
balance Goldenwall, max = 5000 g, d = 0.1 g)

Chlorophyll content measurements were performed for each treatment on 30 randomly
selected leaves for each species. Fresh and dry biomass was measured for each treatment
using the total aboveground parts of the plants, distinguishing each species; the dry biomass
was measured after keeping the samples at 70 ◦C until reaching a constant weight.

3. Results
The results of the monitoring of plant cover (Section 2.6) and of the final measurements

(Section 2.7) are presented, in particular:

- Plant cover (variation in the percentage cover of each plant species over time).
- Plant biomass (dry and fresh weight of each plant species per area of the plot unit).
- Chlorophyll content (SPAD units).

Moreover, two comparisons between some values measured at the final time of the
test are presented, specifically:

- Plant cover versus plant biomass.
- Plant water content versus plant dry biomass.

3.1. Plant Cover

Figure 4 shows the evolution of percentage cover of the three plant species as they
grew under each treatment over time; the pictures for percentage cover measurements
were taken on four different dates (see Section 2.6).

M. officinalis performed better when growing with clover roots (MRO, Figure 4a) than
with clover roots and biomass (MRB, Figure 4b); moreover, it performed better when
growing alone on the fresh substrate with clover biomass (MBN, Figure 4c) than with
low-release fertilizer (MCK, Figure 4d). Overall, M. officinalis responded with a positive
growth trend to all four treatments; in the fresh substrate with clover biomass, the final
cover was complete (Figure 4c). In co-cultivation (Figure 4a,b), M. officinalis showed a clear
trend toward reducing the area covered by clover, particularly at T1 and T2.

Compared with M. officinalis, H. perforatum showed a lower covering performance;
only in the substrate with clover roots the growth trends and cover percentage values of
the two species were comparable (HRO, Figure 4e). In Figure 4e, the cover percentage
values of H. perforatum were the highest, while the lowest percentages were in the control
(HCK, Figure 4h). In the other two treatments (Figure 4f,g), H. perforatum showed very
similar trends and cover values over time; in the treatment with clover roots and biomass
(HRB, Figure 4f), it did not seem to reduce or keep constant the area covered by clover as in
the substrate with clover roots (HRO, Figure 4e). Overall, in no treatments H. perforatum
managed to reach a 100% cover, neither alone nor coupled with T. repens.
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Figure 4. Variation in cover percentages (%) of the three plant species under each treatment over
time (T1, T2, T3, T4: times of measurements, see Section 2.6). Each chart shows the cover percentage
of plants and uncovered substrate surface (if present) at the four times of measurement, under the
specific treatment indicated in the subfigure title (a–h). S = substrate, H = H. perforatum, M = M.
officinalis, T = T. repens. For details about treatments, see Section 2.4 and abbreviations.
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T. repens, in addition to being the source of green manure, also contributed to the total
biomass and cover (see Section 2.7) and showed the most diverse trends and cover values
across treatments and over time. When growing with common balm (Figure 4a,b), it tended
to expand its covering at first (T1–T2), then its cover shrank as common balm’s cover
increased (T3–T4). The same trend was observed either with or without the addition of
dried biomass; the only differences occurred in relative cover values, since, in the treatment
with the biomass (MRB, Figure 4b), the cover percentage of T. repens was higher than that
of M. officinalis in all four measurements, while, in the treatment without the biomass
(MRO, Figure 4a), M. officinalis always showed higher values of cover. When growing
with H. perforatum, T. repens showed two contrasting trends. In the treatment without the
biomass (HRO, Figure 4e), it maintained a low cover percentage over time, with only a
slight increase followed by a decrease, and very similar values at T1 and at T4 (slightly less
than 10%). In the treatment with the added biomass (HRB, Figure 4f), it started with a cover
less than 5%, then this percentage showed a slow increase until the final T4 measurement,
with a sharp increase up to around 21%. This pattern follows that of H. perforatum in the
same treatment, but with definitely lower values.

Overall, the best cover results were shown by treatments involving the substrate with
the clover, either as roots or as roots plus aboveground biomass. For each species, the
highest uncovered percentages at T4 occurred when the fresh substrate with the fertilizer
was used (Figure 4d,h), while intermediate values at T4 were shown by H. perforatum in
treatments with substrates containing roots only (Figure 4f,g).

3.2. Plant Biomass

Figure 5 shows the fresh weight and the dry weight of the total aboveground biomass
of each plant species in all the treatments at the end of the test.
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Figure 5. Fresh weight (a) and dry weight (b) of the total aboveground biomass of each plant species
and treatment at the end of the test. See the abbreviations for the extended names of the treatments
and plants.

Overall, M. officinalis showed the highest values of fresh and dry weight for plants grown
on the new substrate (MBN and MCK). Interestingly, here, the highest value occurred when
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the biomass was added rather than the fertilizer. The opposite was true for the old substrate
with the clover roots: there, lower values were shown when biomass was added (MRB).

H. perforatum showed the lowest values of fresh weight and dry weight for plants
grown on the new substrate when the biomass and the fertilizer were added, separately
(HBN and HCK, respectively), with values slightly higher in HBN than in HCK. Higher
values were registered when H. perforatum was grown on substrates with clover: here, the
highest fresh weight value was measured where biomass was added (HRB), while the
highest dry weight value was shown in the treatment without the added biomass (HRO).

Fresh and dry biomass showed higher values in T. repens when grown with M. of-
ficinalis: both values were higher in treatments where aboveground biomass was added
(MRB). This was not the case when clover was grown associated with H. perforatum (HRO
and HRB): here, far lower biomass values were measured, with little difference between the
two fresh weights, while the dry weight showed lower values when aboveground biomass
was added (HRB) compared to when it was not (HRO).

3.3. Plant Cover vs. Plant Biomass at T4

In Figure 6, all the cover values at T4 are summarized to allow for a comparison between
plant cover and plant biomass (see Figure 5 in the previous section for plant biomass).
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Figure 6. Comparison of cover percentage of all plants at T4 (end of the test, see Section 2.6) grown
under treatments with chemical fertilization (a) and with green manure (b). Cover percentages:
S = substrate, H = H. perforatum, M = M. officinalis, T = T. repens. For more details, see the abbreviations.

Qualitatively, the same relative differences seen in the cover percentage were found as
corresponding relative differences in fresh biomass, both among different treatments and
among different plants inside each treatment. The same was true for dry biomass, apart
from the HRB and HRO treatments, where the latter showed slightly higher values than
the former. Since a linear relationship between surface plant cover and total aboveground
biomass has been demonstrated [55], the observed qualitative similarity at T4 suggests that
the two parameters support each other; however, a further experimental test involving
quantitative measurements and absolute cover should be conducted to test the validity of
the linear relationship in our specific case.

3.4. Water Content Versus Dry Biomass at T4

In Figure 7, the percentage ratio of dry biomass to water content is shown, calculated
for the total aboveground biomass of each plant species and treatment at the end of the test.
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Figure 7. Biomass and water content ratios of the total aboveground biomass of each plant species
grown under different treatments at the end of the test. See the abbreviations for the extended names
of treatments and plants.

Overall, the water content showed higher values in M. officinalis and lower values in H.
perforatum; comparing these two species, the lowest value was shown by H. perforatum grown
on the substrate with clover roots (HRO), and the highest value was shown by M. officinalis
in the same treatment (MRO). T. repens, when present, reached intermediate average values
relative to the other plants; however, its performance was less uniform among treatments,
since the highest water content was 86% in HRB, comparable to the highest value for M.
officinalis (MRO), and the lowest was 76%, comparable with the average value of H. perforatum.
Interestingly, the lowest water content values were in the HRO treatment for both T. repens
and H. perforatum: this coincides with the lowest cover percentage of T. repens, but with no
other corresponding low values for H. perforatum parameters.

3.5. Chlorophyll Content

Figure 8 shows the average chlorophyll content of all the plant species in each treat-
ment at the end of the test. The content is given in SPAD units and was calculated as the
average of 30 random measurements per species taken on the whole plot canopy, without
considering individual plants.

Overall, no species showed significant differences among treatments. M. officinalis
reached slightly higher values in treatments with the fresh substrate (MBN and MCK), but
with no difference between the treatment with the biomass and that with the fertilizer. The
chlorophyll content of H. perforatum showed the highest value in HRB and the lowest in
HRO, while the treatments with the fresh substrate produced intermediate values (HBN
and HCK), with a slight, non-significant difference between the two fertilizations. H.
perforatum reached higher overall values than those of M. officinalis as well as a wider
range of values, with significant differences between the HRB and the HRB treatments and
between the HCK and the MCK treatments, respectively.

The chlorophyll content values of T. repens were comparable in all the treatments
where it was present, slightly higher in the plots where clover biomass had been added
(MRB and HRB). T. repens was the only species showing significantly higher values than the
other two in all treatments, with by far the highest chlorophyll content in the whole test.
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Figure 8. Chlorophyll content of the different plant species in each treatment (M. officinalis and
T. repens (a), Hypericum perforatum and T. repens (b)) (SPAD units) at the end of the test. See the
abbreviations for the extended names of treatments and plants.

Interestingly, the chlorophyll content of plants in treatments with added clover biomass
was comparable to that of the plants treated with the chemical fertilizer or even higher, as in
HRB versus other H. perforatum treatments. Since chlorophyll content is related to nitrogen
nutrition [56–59], this implies that no significant differences in N intake were shown by M.
officinalis and H. perforatum at the end of the two treatments.

4. Discussion
The growth performance of Melissa officinalis and Hypericum perforatum on experimental

green roof substrates enriched with green manures made from T. repens biomass confirmed
the possibility of obtaining good levels of cover and biomass in the first stages of cultivation
by reducing the use of chemical fertilization. Overall, biomass, cover ratio, and chlorophyll
content measurements indicate that the species studied performed better when treated
with green manure than when treated with low-release fertilizer.

M. officinalis performed best in terms of fresh and dry biomass when grown on fresh
substrates, producing higher biomass in treatments with added clover biomass than in
treatments with the fertilizer. It showed also a good performance in cover rates when
grown with clover roots, with a trend that suggests the ability of this species to limit the
expansion of T. repens over time. H. perforatum showed lower overall values of biomass and
cover percentage; however, it performed better when growing on substrates with clover
roots, suggesting some positive effects of the green manure in those cases. While not as
good as M. officinalis in cover performance, it seems to be able to withstand the expansion
of T. repens over time.

The calculated water content showed no significant pattern correlated with the different
treatments. All values were higher than 65%, indicating a high potential for heat mitigation
performance in all species and treatments, since water content is a measurement of water
reserves in the plant and contributes to the total water balance following the equation:

B = (A − E) + W

where B is the water balance in the plant, A is the amount of water absorbed by the roots, E
is the liquid loss during evapotranspiration, and W is the water reserves in the plant [5].
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However, further studies testing the response to water stress and heat stress in terms of
evapotranspiration might better clarify which are the best species for use in Mediterranean
green roofs.

The chlorophyll content, measured in SPAD units, showed clear different ranges in
the three species, with the highest values in T. repens, the lowest in M. officinalis, and
intermediate values in H. perforatum; however, the absence of significant differences among
treatments for each single species indicates that the nitrogen intake was not affected by the
treatment. This may seem in contrast to the observed differences in cover percentages and
biomass: more specific studies can be conducted to explain this result.

Overall, the percentage cover results discussed above suggest that, in the first stages
of a green roof setting, sowing a fast growing, N-fixating plant like T. repens and then
mowing it and using the cut biomass as a green fertilizer might be a convenient alternative
to conventional fertilization. Adding biomass from mowed green roofs or from other green
urban areas may be a solution also for disposing of cut biomass by using it as fertilizer
and/or soil conditioner. In addition to its low release of nitrogen and enrichment in
moisture and organic matter, biomass from clovers like T. repens may also be a source of
microbiological enrichment of the substrate. Even in those cases where the presence of
white clover could be seen as a weed by those in charge of green roof maintenance activities
(due to its rapid growth, particularly in challenging edaphic and microclimatic conditions),
mowing it and using the derived biomass as green manure, as the results of this experiment
suggest, may be a far preferable and cheaper alternative to uprooting or to the use of
herbicides. Moreover, in those same cases, limiting the vigorous growth of white clover
can allow or enhance the first stage of development of other plants that, in later stages, can
withstand the clover’s competition while taking advantage of its nitrogen-fixating activity.
The comparable chlorophyll content of the plants treated by adding clover biomass and
the plants treated with chemical fertilizer further supports the use of T. repens as a valid
alternative to low-release chemical fertilization.

While the corresponding differences observed in percentage cover and total biomass
at T4 (Section 3.3) are only qualitative, they suggest some interesting remarks about the
efficacy of the two plant species with respect to green roof performance. Plant cover
on green roofs is involved in direct heat reduction through surface shading, while fresh
biomass is related to cooling through both physical properties (thermal mass and high
specific heat capacity of water) and physiological processes (evapotranspiration) of living
plants. Thus, the good cover percentages and the corresponding biomass values of the two
species confirm their potential value for cooling and heat reduction.

5. Conclusions
• The main evidence provided by this experimental test is that treatments with green

manure produced better performances than treatment with low-release fertilizer in
the tested plant species: this suggests that green manure can be profitable for green
roof management, both when the aim is to use a single, fast-growing species like the
white clover to obtain the highest biomass and when the aim is to use other species
like lemon balm or St. John’s wort coupled with white clover to obtain the highest
cover. The last option has the advantages of allowing a total cover in a shorter time
and of managing the growth of white clover that can be integrated into a green roof’s
vegetation in case it starts growing as a weed; this may happen in extensive green
roofs due to their specific conditions of substrate and microclimate.

• The above suggested management of white clover can be a model for dealing with
other weeds and makes a contribution to the elimination of chemicals in green urban
systems, both as fertilizers and as herbicides. It can also be applied to similar condi-
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tions in different countries with Mediterranean-like climates, as well as to analogous
conditions in different climates, since T. repens is a species which has a wide native
range and has been introduced in many countries. In countries where T. repens is either
absent or regarded as an invasive species, like in Australia, the management suggested
by the results of this test can be applied by replacing clover with local, native species
with corresponding ecomorphological traits.

• The same can be told for M. officinalis and H. perforatum: they can be used in regions
where they are spontaneous or naturalized, otherwise they can be replaced by other
species with similar traits. However, regarding all medicinal plant species, it is
important to highlight that the balance between risks and benefits of cultivating
these plants in urban areas should always be evaluated very carefully, due to their
contrasting properties of being both efficient bioaccumulators of pollutants and sources
of useful substances used for human consumption. In order to grow these plants
in safe conditions for human use, contamination from pollution sources should be
prevented, and proper techniques for monitoring environmental pollutants, testing
their presence inside the plants, and extracting and purifying the metabolites should
be adopted. Alternatively, medicinal plants should be grown in locations with no
significant presence of industrial enterprises or man-made pollution, and with a
minimal number of vehicles.

• The present experimental test deals with the first stage of vegetation development
in controlled, experimental green roof modules. Further studies can show what might
be the growth trends of the selected species over longer time periods (one or more full
growing seasons), as well their response to conditions different from those of a controlled
environment: this last point is essential to evaluate the feasibility and practicalities of the
suggested management model in full-scale urban green roof systems.
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db Dry biomass
wc Water content
H Hypericum perforatum
M Melissa officinalis
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MRO M. officinalis sown on substrate with T. repens roots
MRB M. officinalis sown on substrate with T. repens roots and aboveground biomass
MBN M. officinalis sown on new substrate with T. repens aboveground biomass
MCK M. officinalis sown on new substrate with low-release fertilizer
HRO H. perforatum sown on substrate with T. repens roots
HRB H. perforatum sown on substrate with T. repens roots and aboveground biomass
HBN H. perforatum sown on new substrate with T. repens aboveground biomass
HCK H. perforatum sown on new substrate with low-release fertilizer

References
1. Fang, X.; Li, J.; Ma, Q. Integrating green infrastructure, ecosystem services and nature-based solutions for urban sustainability: A

comprehensive literature review. Sustain. Cities Soc. 2023, 98, 104843. [CrossRef]
2. Jato-Espino, D.; Capra-Ribeiro, F.; Moscardó, V.; del Pino, L.E.B.; Mayor-Vitoria, F.; Gallardo, L.O.; Carracedo, P.; Dietrich, K.

A systematic review on the ecosystem services provided by green infrastructure. Urban For. Urban Green. 2023, 86, 127998.
[CrossRef]

3. López-Silva, D.V.; Sigala-Meza, E.; Bullock, S.H.; Hernández-Pérez, I.; Sauceda-Carvajal, D.; Zavala-Guillén, I.; Méndez-Alonzo,
R. Maintenance, operational costs, and plant performance in three extensive green roof designs from Northwest México. Urban
For. Urban Green. 2024, 101, 128521. [CrossRef]

4. Ulubeyli, S.; Arslan, V. Economic viability of extensive green roofs through scenario and sensitivity analyses: Clients’ perspective.
Energy Build. 2017, 139, 314–325. [CrossRef]

5. Korniyenko, S.V. Advantages, limitations and current trends in green roofs development. A review. AlfaBuild 2021, 20, 2002.
[CrossRef]

6. Mihalakakou, G.; Souliotis, M.; Papadaki, M.; Menounou, P.; Dimopoulos, P.; Kolokotsa, D.; Paravantis, J.A.; Tsangrassoulis, A.;
Panaras, G.; Giannakopoulos, E.; et al. Green roofs as a nature-based solution for improving urban sustainability: Progress and
perspectives. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2023, 180, 113306. [CrossRef]

7. Chabada, M.; Durica, P.; Juras, P. Experimental Analysis of the Influence of Seasonality on the Temperature Regime of Extensive
Roofs in Central Europe. Buildings 2024, 14, 812. [CrossRef]

8. Baraldi, R.; Neri, L.; Costa, F.; Facini, O.; Rapparini, F.; Carriero, G. Ecophysiological and micromorphological characterization of
green roof vegetation for urban mitigation. Urban For. Urban Green. 2019, 37, 24–32. [CrossRef]

9. Tabatabaee, S.; Mahdiyar, A.; Durdyev, S.; Mohandes, S.R.; Ismail, S. An assessment model of benefits, opportunities, costs, and
risks of green roof installation: A multi criteria decision making approach. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 238, 117956. [CrossRef]

10. Zhang, X.; Shen, L.; Tam, V.W.Y.; Lee, W.W.Y. Barriers to implement extensive green roof systems: A Hong Kong study. Renew.
Sustain. Energy Rev. 2012, 16, 314–319. [CrossRef]

11. Matos Silva, C.; Flores-Colen, I.; Coelho, A. Green roofs in Mediterranean areas—Survey and maintenance planning. Build.
Environ. 2015, 94 P1, 131–143. [CrossRef]

12. Nguyen, C.N.; Chau, H.W.; Muttil, N. Addition of Biochar to Green Roof Substrate to Enhance Plant Performance: A Long-Term
Field Study. Buildings 2024, 14, 2775. [CrossRef]

13. Dauda, I.; Alibaba, H.Z. Green roof benefits, opportunities and challenges. Int. J. Civ. Struct. Eng. Res. 2019, 7, 106–112. Available
online: https://www.researchpublish.com//upload/book/GREEN%20ROOF%20BENEFITS-8256.pdf (accessed on 3 February
2025).

14. Fei, Y.; Fu, D.; Xu, C.; Singh, R.P. Component design optimization of green roof substrate layer based on the assessment of
multifunctional performance. Environ. Res. 2023, 238, 117190. [CrossRef]

15. Savi, T.; Boldrin, D.; Marin, M.; Love, V.L.; Andri, S.; Tretiach, M.; Nardini, A. Does shallow substrate improve water status of
plants growing on green roofs? Testing the paradox in two sub-Mediterranean shrubs. Ecol. Eng. 2015, 84, 292–300. [CrossRef]

16. Tomasella, M.; De Nardi, E.; Petruzzellis, F.; Andri, S.; Castello, M.; Nardini, A. Green roof irrigation management based on
substrate water potential assures water saving without affecting plant physiological performance. Ecohydrology 2022, 15, e2428.
[CrossRef]

17. Emilsson, T. Vegetation development on extensive vegetated green roofs: Influence of substrate composition, establishment
method and species mix. Ecol. Eng. 2008, 33, 265–277. [CrossRef]

18. Seyedabadi, M.R.; Eicker, U.; Karimi, S. Plant selection for green roofs and their impact on carbon sequestration and the building
carbon footprint. Environ. Chall. 2021, 4, 100119. [CrossRef]

19. Leotta, L.; Toscano, S.; Romano, D. Which Plant Species for Green Roofs in the Mediterranean Environment? Plants 2023, 12, 3985.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2023.104843
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2023.127998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2024.128521
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2017.01.042
https://doi.org/10.57728/ALF.20.2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2023.113306
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings14030812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2018.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.117956
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2011.07.157
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2015.07.029
https://doi.org/10.3390/buildings14092775
https://www.researchpublish.com//upload/book/GREEN%20ROOF%20BENEFITS-8256.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2023.117190
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2015.09.036
https://doi.org/10.1002/eco.2428
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2008.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envc.2021.100119
https://doi.org/10.3390/plants12233985


Buildings 2025, 15, 640 18 of 19

20. Vijayaraghavan, K. Green roofs: A critical review on the role of components, benefits, limitations and trends. Renew. Sustain.
Energy Rev. 2016, 57, 740–752. [CrossRef]

21. Getter, K.L.; Rowe, D.B. The Role of Extensive Green Roofs in Sustainable Development. HortScience 2006, 41, 1276–1285.
[CrossRef]

22. Heim, A.; Appleby-Jones, S.; Lundholm, J. Green Roof Thermal and Stormwater Performance Comparisons Between Native
and Industry-Standard Plant Species [Internet]. Vol. 9, Cities and the Environment (CATE). 2016. Available online: https:
//digitalcommons.lmu.edu/cate/vol9/iss1/6 (accessed on 25 November 2024).

23. Schröder, R.; Kiehl, K. Extensive roof greening with native sandy dry grassland species: Effects of different greening methods on
vegetation development over four years. Ecol. Eng. 2020, 145, 105728. [CrossRef]

24. Sutton, R.K. Seeding Green Roofs with Native Grasses. Landscape Architecture Program: Faculty Scholarly and Creative Activity
[Internet]. 2013. Available online: https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/arch_land_facultyschol/21/ (accessed on 2 January 2025).

25. Van Mechelen, C.; Dutoit, T.; Hermy, M. Mediterranean open habitat vegetation offers great potential for extensive green roof
design. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 121, 81–91. [CrossRef]

26. Savi, T.; Dal Borgo, A.; Love, V.L.; Andri, S.; Tretiach, M.; Nardini, A. Drought versus heat: What’s the major constraint on
Mediterranean green roof plants? Sci. Total Environ. 2016, 566–567, 753–760. [CrossRef]

27. Esfahani, R.E.; Paço, T.A.; Martins, D.; Arsénio, P. Increasing the resistance of Mediterranean extensive green roofs by using
native plants from old roofs and walls. Ecol. Eng. 2022, 178, 106576. [CrossRef]

28. Heim, A.; Lundholm, J. Species interactions in green roof vegetation suggest complementary planting mixtures. Landsc. Urban
Plan. 2014, 130, 125–133. [CrossRef]

29. Lundholm, J.; MacIvor, J.S.; MacDougall, Z.; Ranalli, M. Plant species and functional group combinations affect green roof
ecosystem functions. PLoS ONE 2010, 5, e9677. [CrossRef]

30. Varela-Stasinopoulou, D.S.; Nektarios, P.A.; Ntoulas, N.; Trigas, P.; Roukounakis, G.I. Sustainable Growth of Medicinal and
Aromatic Mediterranean Plants Growing as Communities in Shallow Substrate Urban Green Roof Systems. Sustainability 2023, 15,
5940. [CrossRef]

31. Napoli, E.; Siracusa, L.; Ruberto, G.; Carrubba, A.; Lazzara, S.; Speciale, A.; Cimino, F.; Saija, A.; Cristani, M. Phytochemical
profiles, phototoxic and antioxidant properties of eleven Hypericum species—A comparative study. Phytochemistry 2018, 152,
162–173. [CrossRef]

32. Saddiqe, Z.; Naeem, I.; Maimoona, A. A review of the antibacterial activity of Hypericum perforatum L. J. Ethnopharmacol. 2010, 131,
511–521. [CrossRef]

33. Petrisor, G.; Motelica, L.; Craciun, L.N.; Oprea, O.C.; Ficai, D.; Ficai, A. Melissa officinalis: Composition, Pharmacological Effects
and Derived Release Systems—A Review. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2022, 23, 3591. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. de Assis, R.M.A.; Carneiro, J.J.; Medeiros, A.P.R.; de Carvalho, A.A.; da Cunha Honorato, A.; Carneiro, M.A.C.; Bertolucci, S.K.V.;
Pinto, J.E.B.P. Arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi and organic manure enhance growth and accumulation of citral, total phenols, and
flavonoids in Melissa officinalis L. Ind. Crops Prod. 2020, 158, 112981. [CrossRef]

35. Burdon, J.J. Trifolium Repens L. J. Ecology 1983, 71, 307–330. [CrossRef]
36. Rocha, B.; Paço, T.A.; Luz, A.C.; Palha, P.; Milliken, S.; Kotzen, B.; Branquinho, C.; Pinho, P.; de Carvalho, R.C. Are biocrusts and

xerophytic vegetation a viable green roof typology in a mediterranean climate? A comparison between differently vegetated
green roofs in water runoff and water quality. Water 2021, 13, 94. [CrossRef]

37. Madre, F.; Vergnes, A.; Machon, N.; Clergeau, P. Green roofs as habitats for wild plant species in urban landscapes: First insights
from a large-scale sampling. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 122, 100–107. [CrossRef]

38. Ahmad, S.; Zeb, A. Phytochemical profile and pharmacological properties of Trifolium repens. J. Basic Clin. Physiol. Pharmacol.
2021, 32, 20200015. [CrossRef]

39. Ahmad, S.; Zeb, A.; Ayaz, M.; Murkovic, M. Characterization of phenolic compounds using UPLC–HRMS and HPLC–DAD and
anti-cholinesterase and anti-oxidant activities of Trifolium repens L. leaves. Eur. Food Res. Technol. 2020, 246, 485–496. [CrossRef]

40. Mikhailov, A.L.; Timofeeva, O.A.; Ogorodnova, U.A.; Stepanov, N.S. Comparative Analysis of Biologically Active Substances in
Trifolium Pratense and Trifolium Repens Depending on the Growing Conditions [Internet]. J. Environ. Treat. Tech. 2019, 7, 874–877.

41. Varin, S.; Cliquet, J.B.; Personeni, E.; Avice, J.C.; Lemauviel-Lavenant, S. How does sulphur availability modify N acquisition of
white clover (Trifolium repens L.)? J. Exp. Bot. 2010, 61, 225–234. [CrossRef]

42. Wani, M.S.; Malik, N.A.; Wani, N.A.; Tantray, Y.R. Environmental pollutants and their remediation using medicinal and aromatic
plants. In Medicinal and Aromatic Plants: Healthcare and Industrial Applications; Springer Nature Switzerland AG: Cham, Switzerland,
2021; pp. 545–569.

43. D’yakova, N.A.; Samylina, I.A.; Slivkin, A.I.; Gaponov, S.P.; Myndra, A.A. Analysis of the Relationship Between the Accumulation
of Pollutants and Principal Groups of Biologically Active Substances in Medicinal Plant Raw Materials Using Knotweed
(Polygonum aviculare L.) and Broadleaf Plantain (Plantago major L.) Leaves as Examples. Pharm. Chem. J. 2015, 49, 384–387.
[CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.12.119
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.41.5.1276
https://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/cate/vol9/iss1/6
https://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/cate/vol9/iss1/6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2020.105728
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/arch_land_facultyschol/21/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.05.100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoleng.2022.106576
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0009677
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15075940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phytochem.2018.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jep.2010.07.034
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms23073591
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35408950
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2020.112981
https://doi.org/10.2307/2259979
https://doi.org/10.3390/w13010094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2013.11.012
https://doi.org/10.1515/jbcpp-2020-0015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00217-019-03416-8
https://doi.org/10.1093/jxb/erp303
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11094-015-1289-6


Buildings 2025, 15, 640 19 of 19

44. Asiminicesei, D.M.; Fertu, D.I.; Gavrilescu, M. Impact of Heavy Metal Pollution in the Environment on the Metabolic Profile of
Medicinal Plants and Their Therapeutic Potential. Plants 2024, 13, 913. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Young, T.; Cameron, D.D.; Sorrill, J.; Edwards, T.; Phoenix, G.K. Importance of different components of green roof substrate on
plant growth and physiological performance. Urban For. Urban Green. 2014, 13, 507–516. [CrossRef]

46. Manso, M.; Teotónio, I.; Silva, C.M.; Cruz, C.O. Green roof and green wall benefits and costs: A review of the quantitative
evidence. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2021, 135, 110111. [CrossRef]

47. Nagase, A.; Dunnett, N. Drought tolerance in different vegetation types for extensive green roofs: Effects of watering and
diversity. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2010, 97, 318–327. [CrossRef]

48. Barbaresi, A.; Agrusti, M.; Ceccarelli, M.; Bovo, M.; Tassinari, P.; Torreggiani, D. A method for the validation of measurements
collected by different monitoring systems applied to aquaculture processing plants. Biosyst. Eng. 2022, 223, 30–41. [CrossRef]

49. Barbaresi, A.; Bibbiani, C.; Bovo, M.; Benni, S.; Santolini, E.; Tassinari, P.; Agrusti, M.; Torreggiani, D. A Smart Monitoring System
for Self-sufficient Integrated Multi-Trophic AquaPonic. In Proceedings of the 2020 IEEE International Workshop on Metrology
for Agriculture and Forestry (MetroAgriFor) [Internet], Trento, Italy, 4–6 November 2020; IEEE: New York, NY, USA, 2020;
pp. 175–179. [CrossRef]

50. Pignatti, S.; Guarino, R.; La Rosa, M. Flora d’Italia, 2nd ed.; Edagricole—Edizioni Agricole di New Business Media: Bologna, Italy,
2017.

51. Carlisle, S.; Piana, M. Green Roof Plant Assemblage and Dynamics. In Green Roof Ecosystems Ecological Studies (Analysis and
Synthesis); Sutton, R.K., Ed.; Springer International Publishing Switzerland: Cham, Switzerland, 2015; Volume 223, pp. 285–310.

52. Del Tredici, P. Spontaneous urban vegetation: Reflections of change in a globalized world. Nat. Cult. 2010, 5, 299–315. [CrossRef]
53. GIMP Team. Gimp [Internet]. 2024. Available online: https://www.gimp.org/ (accessed on 4 November 2024).
54. MathWorks. MATLAB [Internet]; The MathWorks Inc.: Natick, MA, USA, 2024. Available online: https://www.mathworks.com

(accessed on 4 November 2024).
55. Röttgermann, M.; Steinlein, T.; Beyschlag, W.; Dietz, H. Linear relationships between aboveground biomass and plant cover in

low open herbaceous vegetation. J. Veg. Sci. 2000, 11, 145–148. [CrossRef]
56. Wood, C.W.; Reeves, D.W.; Himelrick, D.G. Relationships between chlorophyll meter readings and leaf chlorophyll concentration,

N status, and crop yield: A review. Proc. Agron. Soc. New Zealand 1993, 23, 1–9.
57. Mu, X.; Chen, Y. The physiological response of photosynthesis to nitrogen deficiency. Plant Physiol. Biochem. 2020, 158, 76–82.

[CrossRef]
58. Suhardi, H.A.; Faizal, A. Measurement of chlorophyll content to determine nutrition deficiency in plants: A systematic literature

review. In Proceedings of the 2017 International Conference on Information Technology Systems and Innovation (ICITSI)
[Internet], Bandung, Indonesia, 23–24 October 2017. [CrossRef]

59. Vibhute, A.; Patane, P. Chlorophyll and Nitrogen Estimation Techniques: A Review. Int. J. Eng. Res. Rev. 2014, 2, 33–41. Available
online: https://www.researchpublish.com//upload/book/Chlorophyll%20and%20Nitrogen-747.pdf (accessed on 4 December
2024).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/plants13060913
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38592933
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2020.110111
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2010.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biosystemseng.2021.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1109/MetroAgriFor50201.2020.9277639
https://doi.org/10.3167/nc.2010.050305
https://www.gimp.org/
https://www.mathworks.com
https://doi.org/10.2307/3236786
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.plaphy.2020.11.019
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICITSI.2017.8267976
https://www.researchpublish.com//upload/book/Chlorophyll%20and%20Nitrogen-747.pdf

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Setting Up the Experimental Green Roof Structure 
	Plant Selection 
	Preparation of Substrates 
	Design of the Experiment 
	Sowing of Plants 
	Monitoring of Plant Cover 
	Final Measurements 

	Results 
	Plant Cover 
	Plant Biomass 
	Plant Cover vs. Plant Biomass at T4 
	Water Content Versus Dry Biomass at T4 
	Chlorophyll Content 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

