From: Dominic Woodfield < Date: 29 March 2017 10:14:22 BST
To < Subject: 15/00837/OUT - Gavray Drive West - Further Environmental Information from applicant
Dear Matthew

I have just noted the recent additions to the on-line planning file comprising a representation from David Lowe (Warwickshire ecologist who I believe is standing in for CDCs own ecologist Charlotte Watkins whilst she is on maternity leave) and two print-outs of the Warwickshire biodiversity offsetting metric, presenting output calculations (presumably originating from the developer) for Gavray Drive East and Gavray Drive West respectively. 

The submission of this information raises a number of technical matters on which I intend to respond in due course, as I suspect other consultees (cc'd in) might also be minded to do. In the first instance however, I need to raise the issue of due publicity and consultation, as the appearance of these documents on the on-line file without any advertisement makes it at best unclear what the Council's intentions are on this front. 

I make the following points on the procedural matter that is raised:

1)  15/00837/OUT is EIA development, and therefore the EIA Regs apply. 

2)   There can be no doubt that the outputs from the biodiversity offsetting calculator are 'Further Environmental Information' (FEI) under the Regs. 

3)  They thus fall to be duly publicised and consulted upon. It is plain that this has not happened to date.

The Council has previously got into difficulties over adherence to due EIA procedure on this site. To ensure this does not happen again, could you reassure me that this FEI will now be duly advertised and formally consulted upon in the normal manner? 

To avoid wasted time, I also make the following points:

I have a great deal of familiarity with the biodiversity offsetting system and the use of such calculators. Whilst they can play a useful role as a tool to assist in the assessment of net biodiversity loss or gain, they are rarely, if ever, the beginning and end of the answer. They are very poor, for example, at factoring-in indirect effects (particularly salient in this case, given anticipated recreational and disturbance pressures on any retained habitats) and they cannot properly account for effects on species (including in this instance protected species, and species with other legal obligations). They are also, as with all simplified 'tools' of this nature, something of a "box of tricks", with the outputs easily influenced by seemingly innocuous tweaks to input parameters. In other words, they can be tailored in the hands of the unscrupulous to "give the answer you want to hear". 

In this context, it is not enough to present information merely as a "computer says no" (or in this instance "yes") output. In accordance with the EIA Regs and the attendant requirements for accessibility and transparency, whatever is sent out to consultation needs to give full chapter and verse on the input parameters, the assumptions that have been made, the application (or otherwise) of upscaling factors (e.g. to account for delivery risk) and other relevant considerations for putting the calculator outputs into the appropriate context. What has recently been uploaded to the on-line file does not do this.

Once due publicity and consultation procedures are entered into, and once in receipt of the contextual information mentioned above, I intend to comment on the technical matters this FEI raises, and thence on the observations of Mr Lowe. 

Best regards

 _____________________

Dominic Woodfield CEcol CEnv MCIEEM
Director
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