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ABSTRACT

To date, widely accepted standards of practice have not emerged for conducting and evaluating

ecosystem-based urban drainage design projects. Nevertheless, consistent application of design
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criteria is an important first step toward the development of standards of practice. Well-defined
multi-purposed design criteria are to provide the clarity of design goals and to allow the design team
to define the risks associated with design options. For example, multiple-purposed urban drainage
design criteria of the options considered for the street right-of-way area should include key
considerations such as drainage goals, pedestrian and emergency vehicle safety and access,
bio-logical goals, maintenance goals, and financial goal. The paper is a case study of examining the
drainage design criteria of the street right-of-way areas of the City of Seattle and their actual
implementations. The City of Seattle has ended up implementing several design options to best meet
the criteria set froth. The case study has clearly illustrated that well-defined drainage design criteria
are crucial to their actual and successful implementations. However, not all design criteria can be
satisfied by a single option or design considering the unique circumstances of each area. Hence, it is
up to the design team to adapt each design option to the local circumstances.

(Keywords : ecosystem, urban drainage, design criteria)
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