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Amended review criteria following comments from professionals

Section 1: General project features (not graded/scored) – taken from the NTS
	Overview
Project name and location: 
Type: 
Date of ES: 
Consultant(s)/companies involved: 

	Project details
Brief description: 
Stage: 
Timing: 

	The environment
Nature of area: 
Key issues scoped in:
· 

	Main documents




Section 2: Project and mitigation/adaptation descriptions (not graded/scored)

	1. Climate change impacts
	Mitigation/adaptation

	1.1 What [climate change] impacts or effects of/on the development are explicitly referenced to as a climate change impacts/effects?

	

	1.2 How [data, surveys…] have these issues been identified?

	

	1.3 Why are these issues relevant to the development? 
	

	1.4 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.

	








	2. Mitigation/adaptation details
	

	2.1 What climate change mitigations/adaptations are explored for these impacts/effects? 
(separate mitigation and adaptation)
	

	2.2 Is the mitigation/adaptation ‘in-built’ or a form of climate change mitigation/adaptation?
	

	2.3 Where in the mitigation hierarchy does it fall?
· Avoidance
· Minimisation
· Abatement
· Repair
· Compensation

	

	2.4  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 

	

	2.5 What level of mitigation/adaptation is it:
· Alternatives
· Physical design measures
· Project management
· Deferred mitigation

	

	2.6 Where in the project phase does it take place?
· Construction
· Commissioning
· Operation
· Decommissioning 
· Restoration 

	

	2.7 Has the mitigation/adaptation developed as a result of the EIA process?
	

	2.8 Is there an indication of any gaps or uncertainty in the required data?
	

	2.9 Is there a means of dealing with data gaps or uncertainty in the assessment?
	





Section 3: Mitigation evaluation
	3 Degree of clarity of mitigation/adaptation
	Scoring and justification

	3.1 Is a justification given for the need for mitigation/adaptation?
3.1.1 In the policy context 
i.e. climate change related policies at the global, national, regional and local level that have influenced the inclusion of climate change in the ES
3.1.2 In the development context 
i.e. the climate change effect(s) on the development or the project’s contribution toward climate change
3.1.3 Climate change context
i.e. the climate change science and predictions in which the mitigation/adaptation was established from. For example, future impacts and predictions or explanations of the potency of CO2 as a greenhouse gas.
Grading
A-Clearly justified with full evidence specific to the project
B-Good justification given (with some evidence?).
C-Partial justification not specific to the project (with limited evidence)
D-Incomplete justification. 
E-no justification given. Mitigation/adaptation is just stated with no rationale.
	













	3.2 Is a justification given for the chosen mitigation/adaptation? 
i.e. are explanations given for the choice of each specific mitigation.
Grading
A- Each mitigation/adaptation is clearly justified with full evidence where necessary.
B-Good justification given (with some evidence?).
C-Partial justification or a generic justification
D-Incomplete justification. 
E-no justification given. Mitigation/adaptation is just stated with no rationale.
	


	3.3 How detailed is the description of the mitigation/adaptation measure?
i.e. the level of detail describing each mitigation/adaptation measure. A high level of detail would include: specific actions required for the mitigation, timelines, targets and personnel or organisations involved.
Grading
A-Fully detailed, all the listed information is provided.
B-Detailed, with small or minor omissions; most of the information is given.
C-Some detail, some of the information is given to a level that is sufficient.
D-Little detail
E-No detail or additional information given.
	

	3.4 Is the effectiveness/benefits of the chosen mitigation/adaptation stated? Are they uncertain?
i.e. the level of justification given of the effectiveness or benefits of each mitigation/adaptation.
Grading
A-The effectiveness/benefits are clearly stated with evidence where necessary. Or the benefits are unknown and this is stated.
B-The benefits are explained.
C-Benefits are stated but not explained.
D-Little or inconsistent mention of the benefits
E-The benefits are not mentioned
	

	3.5 Is there evidence of commitment to implementing the mitigation/adaptation?
i.e. the level of evidence given showing commitment to the mitigation/adaptation such as: monitoring measures, timelines, budgets, specific tasks or organisations involved.
Grading
A-There is comprehensive evidence of commitment to mitigation/adaptation.
B-There is fairly strong evidence of commitment. Most of the information is given.
C-There is some evidence of commitment. Some information is given.
D-There is little information given with key omissions.
E-There is no evidence of commitment.
	

	3.6 Is there any evidence of measuring/monitoring the success of mitigation measures?
i.e. the level of evidence given for the measuring and monitoring of the mitigation/adaptation
Grading
A – there is detailed and comprehensive evidence of monitoring of the measures
B-There is significant evidence of monitoring
C- There is some evidence of monitoring initiatives
D-There is very little or inconsistent mention of monitoring
E-There is no mention of monitoring
	



Other questions
Is any internal documentation (planning conditions/letters) available supporting the provision of mitigation?

Notes:


