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LID Criteria



¾ In response to requests from our members to 

provide guidance on what constitutes LID, 

especially in absence of clear and hard 

òdesignó targets

¾To overcome perceived òGreenwashingó 

attempts

¾Desire to use a rating system to compare sites 

and projects

¾Unease that LEED criteria may be insufficient 

for watershed protection in Alberta



¾Evolutionary process, incorporating 

feed-back from our members and users;

¾Background document and examples of 

implementation to be generated

¾Consider becoming involved as part of 

the LID Criteria Committee



¾Environmental;

¾Economic; and

¾Social Aspects

Source: Tom Young ïUrban Observations



1. Objectives

2. Strategies

3. Policy Tools

4. Technology /

Implementation 

Tools

¾No adverse impacts on 

receiving waterbodies

¾Control pollutant loadings

¾Land Use Bylaws

Watershed Plans

Master Drainage Plans

¾Conduct pollutant loading 

and removal computation

Implement all applicable 

source control practices 



5. Maximum Number of Points

6. Relevant Number  of Points or Checkbox

7. Comments

The ranking system is intended to be pro -active in 

that it will include aspects that are currently not yet 

covered by e.g. provincial guidelines

The comments are evolving into the Background 

Document that is to provide rationale of the Strategy 

and the Technology / Implementation Tools and how 

the site should be scored





Score = 0 out of maximum of 100 points if no storm 

ponds or other measures are in place

Score = 10 out of 100 if street sweeping program is in 
place

Score = 33 out 100 if street
sweeping program and storm
ponds are in place. Storm
pond retains 85% of TSS
particles that are 75 microns
or greater.



Storm ponds do not necessarily retain finer sediments, 
dissolved nutrients, chlorides, while heavy metals, etc. 
may be remobilized during the winter months. In 
addition, may result in thermal contamination.

Score = 80 out of 100 if Source Control Practices are 
widely implemented, in conjunction with pesticide / 
herbicide bylaw

Score = 100 out of 100 if use of de-icing compounds is 
minimized and storm pond is isolated during the winter 
months



¾Letõs return to the potential tools:
ÅConduct pollutant loading and removal computation

ÅImplement end -of-pipe treatment (wet ponds / 

constructed wetlands,

oil/grit separators)

ÅImplement all applicable

source control practices 

ÅDemonstrate a treatment

train approach



¾ Conduct water balance computations

¾ Implement end -of-pipe practices (wet ponds / 

constructed wetlands)

¾ Implement all applicable source control practices 

(including planning, structural and landscaping 

practices)
 Suitability Index Duration Curve

for Average Riffle Velocity during Spawning and Incubation for White Sucker

Riffle at Confluence Park
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¾ Compare extent of riparian area
¾ Avoid channelization and straightening of streams.
¾ Maintain vegetation within prescribed distances of 

water bodies.
¾ Daylight creeks that were buried as part of past 

development
¾ Do not allow untreated, concentrated runoff  to enter 

natural, riparian areas; streams; wetlands and lakes
¾ Do not locate stormwater management

facilities in riparian areas
¾ Discourage new development using

floodproofing within floodplain


