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1. Introduction

The River Alt Restoration Project has created a new park in Liverpool, now called Alt MeRdows.
project had four main objectives:

Create new, meandering wait channels with margins and banks

Increase flora/fauna range/diversity of the river coord by altering the morphology
Additional enhancement of linear, waterside, greenspace

Create educational and recreationgdmortunities for the community.

el SN

In 2013 The Mersey Forest produced@&reen InfrastructurdGl)Baseline Repoffor the project, on
behalf of the Cass Foundation. The report set out@eontext of the River Alt Restoration Project
for the baseline andhe proposeddesign casesonsideringhe A types(what is present ands
distribution), functions(what the Glis doing and whergneeds(whatthe GIneedsto be doingand
where) and an economic valuatior{quantifying the benefitghat the Glprovides). It contained a
sunmmary andrecommerdationsto supportand amendhe proposed design
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There were some minor amendments to the proposed design for the site and what was actually built
(for example seeFigurel and Figure2). However, this latest report does not update any of the
mapping or quantitative Gunctionalityassessments undertaken for the baseline report. This is
because the amendments to the Gl were fairly minor, and would be unlikely to make a major
dffSNBEy OS G2 GKS YILlA |yR NBadzZ G§a LINBdazsy i SRERIFNI K
taken a more qualitative approach to understanding how the different GI functions were
incorporated into the park, and whether or not these met identifrezkds(section 2) This took the

form of an interview and site visit with Helen Rawlinson, the project manager for the Cass
Foundation, on %7 April 2015. In addition, we have adjusted the economic valuation undertaken for
the baseline report so that it tees intoaccount any amendments to the desiggection3). We

conclude with a summary and recommendatiossdtion 4) This report is intended as a resource to
inspire the functionalitypbased design of future projects, inform ongoing maintenance of the Alt
Meadows Park, and provide a framework for similar assessments in the future.
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2. Assessment o6reen Infrastructured !-Builté Cdzy OO A2yl f A

2.1 Overviewof the assessment
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met identified needs, we undertook an interview and site visit with Helen Rawlinson, the project
managerfor the Cass Foundation, off April 2015 Taking each of the 28 functions considered in

the baseline Gl report in turn, the interview and site visit considered:

1 Whatwas done on site to ensure that this function is performed?
1 Does this reflect the iddtified spatial distribution of the need for the function (refer to maps)?
1 Does planned management ensure that this function will continue to be provided?

In line with the four objectives of the River Alt Restoration Project (see section 1), the maiorignc
O2yaARSNBR (KNRddzZAK (KS RSaAday 2F GKS arAidGS NBfI GS
g SN AHp2 NSNS D2 yPER | YOS KEY A4 FNIIAEOdEE [Ny BB A 2 RA FSN
GAtREATSQ YR WKEOABY (0 PR8I B N @ BEFOSHNISIINIRBIOND/I (1 A
LJdzoZ AWDNBE Sy ,UINS DEK § RO S frFoiista dndseelevariuBetions

OWI 0O0SaaArofsS 4l GSNI ad2NI 3SQs WAYlFI OO0OSaayamst S g (S
WO2NNRARR2NJ T2NJ At Rt thefnipping uyidertakeK fordhe Balsefine SudvdNd ¢ A £ RE A
showed that the design resulted in an increase in functionality on site. For two of these functions
(WINBSyYy GNI @St NP dz)tBelngpiggRugyebidl @ NdsreaseAirefuyfctiadaity siaO Q
result of the design, however the interview demonstrated that this is not really case and that the

guality of the provision of these functions has greatly increased. For antitte of these functions

WIias K3 i W O arfy RdzNUf XB@chHligee in fikktionality was detected by the mapping, but

this is largely due to the inherent difficulties in mapping these functions; the interview,

demonstrated that these functions have beeonsideredn the desig and delivery of the project.

There werefour other waterrelated functions that were arguably less of a consideration in the
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as a result of the broad brush mapping approaches used rather than actual losses in functionality on

site.

The remaining 3 functionswere not really a consideration of the dgs.In some cases they were
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designed to be publicly accessible (@gsuchVNB ONBF GA 2y LINAGF 1SQ | YR WNBC
NB & (i NIveddinat 2plidatle. In some cases, whilst functionalitgs been povidedto some

extentas a byproduct of the design, it may have been possible to build in a greater level of

functionality if this had been considered earlier or through future management optagsfor
WoA2FdzSta LINPRAzOGAZ2Y QX WOINb2y ad2NI 3ISQs WSGI LR
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2.2 Individual functions

In the subsections below we set out a discussion of each function in turn (presented alphabetically),
drawing on information presented in the baseline assessniienparticular the mapping of

AYRAQDGARdAzZEE FdzyOlA2zya LINBASYUiSR APHIEASOYR2YT o®YiS(@
section 4.3) as well as from the interview and site visit.



2.2.1 Accessible water storage
A key objective bthe River Alt Restoration Projestl & réa?e néwOmeandering water channels

with margins and banks® | & térdef@t&dfundions were an inherent part of the design of the
site from the outset.
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was increased on sit&yith less than 1% of the green infrastruotuperforming this function in the

baseline case, increasing to 10% for the design &&lkdst this water channel was not designed in

order for the water to bausedfor human consumption, it has the potential to be used in this way in

the future subject b abstraction licenceS here is an optionif neededto extract up to 20,000 litres

a day from the river without having to apply for an abstraction licefités watercould be usedt

the discretion of Lancashire Wildlife Trust (who are maintainingstted, for example, in a dry

summer to irrigate some of the plants (e.g. plug plants) and trees.
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towards meeting the mapped need for the functi@ffigure3), with an increase from less than 1% of

the onsite need being met in the baseline case to 7% in the design\84sist these figures sound

low, it would never be realistic for 100% of the need to be met for this functismeedvas

mapped in a broadbrush manner for the whole of flood zone 2.
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remains unmet, as well as other provision of thariction (i.e. in an area which was not identified as needing the
function). The need here was mapped as being in areas falling within flood zone 2.

2.2.2 Aesthetic

A key objective of the River Alt Restoration Project thesfenhancement of linear, watside,
greenspacé @ | 3\ YALAIPKmebtHetidiukdEion Wasan inherent part of the design of the
site from the outset.

The mapping of where the aesthetic function is provided is very crude, in that all€dnged to
provide this function(andall nonGI as not providing it)Thereforeit suggested that there was no
improvement in this function as a result of the improved desigalso suggested that the design
resulted ina reduction in the proportion of the ogite need that is met for thikinction, from 97%

in the baseline case to 88% in the design c@isese figures are misleading due to the crude
mapping offunction provisionand the fact that there is only a very small area mapped as needing
this function Figured). As such, they should be disregarded.
























































































































