


 

 

However, it is not correct to state that the Natural England guidance endorses the use of the Warwickshire Metric 

over the use of Metric 3.0. It doesn’t. Furthermore, there are two factors that further lean towards Metric 3.0 being 

the more appropriate system for use in this case. The first is that the scheme has changed; by Ecology Solutions’ own 

admission they have had to recalculate the BNG score due to the change in redline to omit some 6ha from the 

application site (not a small or non-material change – indeed we note that the Council has rightly decided to re-

consult due to the magnitude of this change). The second is that the Environment Bill has now passed into law and 

become the Environment Act 2021. Metric 3.0 is specified by Natural England as the system intended to be used to 

measure performance against the mandatory net gain provisions in the Act. These matters did not have any bearing 

on the appeal decision referred to, and therefore that is of limited assistance in this case.  

Bioscan agree that professional judgment is important in interpreting metric inputs and outputs, albeit that there is 

a suite of guidance now available to steer judgments towards a more standardised form. To that end, we propose 

that Ecology Solutions, Bioscan and Charlotte Watkins of CDC meet on the site and attempt to reach a common 

ground position on the classification, distinctiveness and condition of the key habitats driving the BNG calculation 

and representing the key areas of dispute.  

Open Mosaic Habitat Creation   

We observe that no small amount of artifice has been employed by Ecology Solutions in responding to our criticisms 

relating to the heavy reliance in their BNG calculations on creation of high distinctiveness ‘priority’ representations 

of open mosaic habitat (OMH). We note, for example, that rather than explore the consequences for the calculation 

of a more conservative score for what is proposed to be created in the future, they have elected to instead test the 

consequences of raising the score attributed to the small representations of ephemeral/short perennial habitat that 

are already extant on the site to a level equivalent to high distinctiveness OMH. This is either disingenuous or there 

is a failure to appreciate the range in quality of habitats from ‘priority’ OMH through to habitat types better described 

as ‘ephemeral/short perennial’ which, quite rightly, score much more modestly in the metric. By Ecology Solutions’ 

reasoning, mossy growths colonising neglected tarmac qualify as the priority habitat type. This is nonsense. However, 

rather than enter into a lengthy and esoteric technical debate, we suggest again that this matter could be most easily 

resolved by a technical meeting on site between ourselves, Ecology Solutions and CDC, prior to determination, to 

reach an agreed position on what the baseline habitats are and what their distinctiveness and condition is, by 

reference to the standard guidance, and what the prospects for future high distinctiveness OMH are by reference to 

matters such as soils. This is likely to be the most expeditious way of arriving at a BNG calculation that is sufficiently 

robust for confidence to be had in testing the scheme against the appropriate policy controls under ESD10 and the 

NPPF.  

We have also spoken to Buglife about the suggestion that they habitually advise that car-parks can provide a means 

to deliver high distinctiveness OMH, as we were very surprised by this assertion. Their response was there have been 

examples of where they have advised someone designing a car park that an unsurfaced approach can provide some 

opportunities for wildlife and is better than hardstanding, but they have strongly refuted that they have or would 

ever class it as compatible with high distinctiveness OMH. They have also confirmed that they would never suggest 

that grasscrete/geotex contributes to a habitat mosaic referable to ‘priority’ or high distinctiveness OMH – merely 

that it is a landscaping approach that is a better option for invertebrates than a standard hard-surfaced car par park. 

It would therefore appear that Buglife are being misquoted here.  

Loss of Priority Calcareous Grassland habitat 

As we stated in our previous submission, the proposed losses of high distinctiveness calcareous grassland habitat 

due to the development are flagged as unacceptable in planning policy terms not just by Metric 3.0 but also in the 

applicant’s own submitted calculations using the Warwickshire calculator, by the error message in red that reads 






