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Feedback on the review criteria from professionals

	General project features (not graded)

	Comments

	Overview
Project name and location
Type
Date of ES
Competent authority
	   P7: Will your choice of EIAs be restricted to particular countries? Although not really a criterion (and therefore probably not gradeable) it might be useful to include reference to any legislative or policy sources - cited within the EIA – that have influenced the decision to address climate issues or approaches to mitigation. I would anticipate that these are likely to vary from country to country so your choice of geographies could affect how climate issues and mitigation play out in different jurisdictions
How were you proposing to select your ‘small number’ of EIAs? The types of project that you choose may well influence the extent to which their EIAs will (or should) consider and address climate issues, so it might be good to consider some criteria which would help you to select projects. I think that some or all of the following selection criteria might be useful:
· Project lifetime (long-lived infrastructure projects in particular should be playing close attention to climate issues)
· Carbon intensity (projects such as large power stations, or various kinds of heavy industry or materials processing, are likely to be carbon intensive and so top of the list for GHG mitigation measures)
· Location in climate-vulnerable parts of the world (some parts of the world are more at risk from a changing climate than others, and that should inform EIA)



	Project details
Brief description
Stage
Timing: application date and decision date
	

	The environment
Nature of area
Key issues scoped in
	

	Note: Each review criteria will be graded A-F according to the Lee and Colley grading.
	P8: The criteria you have adapted your project from are now fairly dated; not that this invalidates what you are doing but make sure you research and incorporate the most recent publications and dialogue regarding the subject.




	1. Adequate consideration:

	Comments

	1.1 Are the key climate change issues of the development identified? If so, what are they?
	P5: Perhaps be more specific – do you mean impacts? Or mitigation measures/adaptation measures? Or policy considerations? Just need to be clearer what you mean…
P2: What about hidden impacts of climate change such as those considered by ecosystem services? How do we know if flood resilience is being appropriately assessed? Are carbon storage and sequestration opportunities assessed. The list can go on, erosion risk (coastal and inland), pollination, biodiversity, cultural (socio-economics). All affected by climate change but perhaps not considered fully in EIA (or SEA) at the present time.
P4: What are the key climate change issues?  
You could list a set of issues here and then score presence / absence or count the number of times they are mentioned with definite grades assigned to numbers.  E.g. if you have 8 issues, A = 7 or 8, B = 6, etc…   This will help remove subjectivity in your scoring
P1: You need to determine if they have missed anything obvious – how is that scoped? What constitutes a climate related impact? You also need to determine whether risks are being accounted for elsewhere in the planning process (or even the planning application).  Some of the issues might not be covered in the EIA. 
IM: Regarding ‘climate risks’, it is possible to consider two aspects of mitigation under this heading: 
1.The resilience of the project itself to a changing climate. The climate resilience of the project may be enhanced by mitigation measures, which might be identified within EIA
2. The additional effect of a changing climate baseline on the project’s impact on its receiving environment.For this aspect of climate, mitigation measures will be identified for each environmental issue (eg air quality, ecology etc) and these mitigation measures should take account of climate change to ensure that they remain valid over the project lifetime
 Are you focusing on point 1? That seems most likely to me.
 It may be that you are concentrating on UK projects so my comments may have gone a little away from your geographical focus!

	1.2 How and why have they been identified as significant? 
	P5: They may have been identified in 1.1. but not necessarily identified as “significant”. I’ll be surprised if you find many climate change impacts coming out as significant from a project – this is because climate change impacts are always so hard to pin down and affect people over large geographical areas and over large timescales…
P4: What do you mean by significant?  
Would it be right to give a low score to an EIA that does not identify an issue as significant if it is not relevant for that particular project???

	1.3 Are these described as capable of being avoided/reduced/remediated/unavoidable?
	P4: Again, how will you score an EIA if an issue is not relevant or not significant (and therefore doesn’t need to be mitigated, etc.)  

	1.4 Are a variety of climate change mitigations/adaptations explored? If so what are these?
	P4: Consider how to remove subjectivity here – what do you mean by a variety?  If they mention 1 or 2 mitigation measures, is this enough?  What grade would you give it?  
If you can set criteria for scoring before you do the review, it will remove your subjectivity.  It will be OK if none of the EIAs score an A – maybe we’re just not considering CC enough… 
Again, consider how you will score if an issue is not relevant.  And consider how this will affect your overall review.  If you deliberately pick EIAs that ‘should’ consider CC, is this skewing your data??? 
P1: You need to be careful to ensure that climate related mitigation isn’t hidden or not explicit. E.g. EA requires greenfield runoff rates to manage runoff. This is fundamental to flood risk in the catchment as a cumulative issue and climate variation needs to be considered as a part of calculating runoff rates.  However these are defined by EA methodologies, and take into account a margin for climate change. So there is some inbuild “climate ready” mitigation measures but this is not well captured and not easily analysed. 
Additionally, you need a way if systematically evaluating mitigation measures. Maybe use an assessment matrix with issue type on one axis (carbon reduction/management, adaptation measures (with respect to impacts on 3rd parties), resilience measures (in terms of the measure being able to withstand extreme events) – You could probably subdivide to cover broad risks associated with climate to have a systematic checklist of potential issues to test against. On the other axis you might want to systematically list all mitigation measures to see if they are attributable to the other categories? 

	1.5 Is a justification given for the chosen mitigations/adaptation?
	P4: Is this just yes / no?  How will you grade this?  

	1.6 Is the need for climate change mitigations/adaptation explored at various stages: 
Project design
Pre-submission discussions
Post-submission negotiations
Construction
Operation
Decommissioning phases
1.6.1 If so, what is explored?
	P2: Project design typically has several iterations subject to provision of information from the various specialist disciplines. It would be worth assessing whether climate change is accounted for within each design iteration.
P4: So you have 6 categories here.  Can you assign a grade based on the number of categories for which CC is discussed?  The more you can set out the review criteria up front, the less subjectivity there is.   
Will you grade 1.6.1, or is this just for information?  If you are going to grade it, how will you decide what is good and what is not?  


	1.7  Is the mitigation/adaptation:
- Incorporated into the project design 
- Considered (but not adopted)
- Put forward as an option or recommendation for consideration during the decision making process
	P5: I’d be surprised (and a bit disappointed) if you found many of these in your study. We always worked on the basis that mitigation had to be committed to, or else it wouldn’t be able to be counted as reducing the impact in any way.
P2: Mitigation and enhancement are two separate items. Mitigation is what is required to reduce impacts (usually implemented by planning condition etc). However, if a measure is only considered and not adopted it is usually because the specialist has provided recommendations for enhancements which go beyond legal and/or planning policy requirements.
Perhaps good to see application of the mitigation hierarchy tree here and categorising against to match up with what you have already suggested. The key is to design your mitigation measure to incorporate the enhancement.





	2. Degree of clarity of mitigation/adaptations

	Comments

	2.1 How detailed is the description of what the measure is
2.1.1  How detailed is the description of how it will avoid, reduce or remedy the significant effect
	P1: Need to be clear how you are defining Mitigation. Terms reflect very different principles in EIA and Climate Change spheres. 
EIA – Something done to avoid/reduce/eliminate or compensate for loss/damage caused by the development
Climate Change – General Carbon management measures.
Could also be applied to adaptation measures (i.e. making your development resilient to climate change) which is neither a nor b!
P4: Can you be clearer about what level of detail you are looking for and how you will score it?  
e.g. are there specific actions, are actions assigned to organisations to deliver, are there targets to achieve, are there deadlines, is there a monitoring mechanism to check if mitigation is in place / working??
P3: My main query is whether there’s a need / benefit to reflect the difference between “in built” climate change mitigation vs climate change mitigation measures developed as a result of the EIA process.  For example, all new buildings are required to comply with the latest (2013) Building Regulations, Part L of which requires operational CO2 emissions to be 40% below 2006 Building Regulations standards which are themselves an improvement on 2002 Building Regs.  You may be aware that current plans are for new dwellings to be “zero carbon” from 2016 and new non-domestic buildings to be “zero carbon” from 2019.   So these mitigation measures are “in built” to new development projects and will be secured through the Building Regulations compliance process whether or not EIA is required (i.e. even for schemes that are not deemed to require EIA on the basis of having no potential for significant adverse environmental impact).  Another example could be the construction of a wind farm that itself represents a form of climate change mitigation.


	2.2 What level of mitigation/adaptations is it:
· Alternatives
· Physical design measures
· Project management
· Deferred mitigation
	P4: How will you score these?  Each of these alternatives are not necessarily ‘better’ than the others.  E.g. physical design measures may not be used if they are not appropriate.  

	2.3 Where in the mitigation hierarchy does it fall?
· Avoidance
· Minimisation
· Abatement
· Repair
· Compensation
	P4: Again, although there is a hierarchy, it doesn’t necessarily mean that if avoidance is not used that the project is not as ‘good’ as it could be.  Avoidance may not be appropriate…

	2.4 Where in the project phase does it take place?
· Construction
· Commissioning
· Operation
· Decommissioning 
· Restoration 
	P4: Again, need to consider how you will score these.  Mitigation during operation may not be appropriate.  It may work best during decommissioning.  There is no ‘best’ phase for CC mitigation to take place.

	2.5 Is the effectiveness/benefits of the chosen mitigation/adaptation stated? 
2.5.1 Where the effectiveness or the success of the mitigation/adaptations is uncertain is this made clear and is data introduced to justify their acceptance? 
	P4: Particularly for CC mitigation, effectiveness is very difficult to predict accurately – there is a great deal of uncertainty around both predictions of CC and mitigation of effects.  There may be no data to justify to use of something that is uncertain, other than it is the best approach for the project / site in question.  Where there is uncertainty, monitoring and adaptation of measures should be in place to take account of the uncertainty, not necessarily a justification of the mitigation.  On-going adaptive management is key to CC adaptation / mitigation

	2.6 Is there indication of the significance of any residual or unmitigated impacts remaining after mitigation/adaptation?
2.6.1 Are these mitigated?
	P3: Would it be helpful to differentiate the mitigation to that which is developed as a result of the EIA process?  A good example from an EIA I’ve worked on is where extensive peat excavation is required for the construction of a new gas pipeline in Ireland.  Without appropriate management, the excavated peat would dry and the carbon it contains oxidised and lost to the atmosphere as CO2, with adverse climate change impacts.  To mitigate this, and to deliver wider benefits including ecological and landscape restoration, however, the excavated peat was transferred to an old peat cutting site and laid down so that it continued to deliver its ecological and carbon sink functions.
 
Obviously one shouldn’t over-complicate but I’d have thought it may be helpful to differentiate between these two types of mitigation, not least to help secure those mitigation measures that are not “in built” or secured by Building Regs or other mechanisms to ensure they are delivered as part of the project (e.g. through planning conditions).


	2.7 Is there any potential for this mitigation/adaptation to cause conflict between the benefits of the mitigation/adaptation and their adverse impacts.
	

	2.8 Is there an indication of any gaps in the required data and a means of dealing with this in the assessment?
	P4: just because there are gaps in data, doesn’t mean this is bad / wrong.  Think about how you will score this.  How would you score an EIA that acknowledged there are gaps and puts in place a monitoring and management system versus an EIA that shows there are no gaps in knowledge?  Are they equally good???



	3. Commitment to mitigation/adaptation

	Comments

	3.1 Is there evidence of commitment to implementing the mitigation/adaptation?
	P2: Seems very much like an audit process. Very difficult to assess commitment beyond that of planning conditions and provision of letters confirming discharge of conditions. How will you get this information? Perhaps refer to CEEQUAL assessment manual.
P4: Think about what you would want to see here and how you would score it – specific tasks for specific organisations, budget set aside, built into ongoing monitoring or existing programmes?? Which is better??  

	3.2 Is there evidence of a mechanism to be followed to ensure that adequate mitigation/adaptation would be delivered?
	

	3.3 Is it detailed how the mitigation/adaptation measures will be implemented and will function over the necessary time span?
	P4: How will you score a project that has short term mitigation that takes place during construction versus longer term mitigation that takes place over the life of the structure / project.  You need to be clear about time scales you are going to look at.  The EIAs may use specific definitions of short, medium and long term.  These are probably not going to be the same as, for example SMP timescales of short (20 years), medium (50 years) and long term (100 years)

	3.4 Are monitoring arrangements proposed to check the mitigation/adaptation is functioning properly?
	



 

