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ANNEX A TRANSPORT

Sand and Gravel Option 1 Sand and Gravel Option 2 Sand and Gravel Option 3

ACCESSIBILITY &
INFRASTRUCTURE

Soft sand option

Access is largely better to existing areas
of working which have had infrastructure
improvements than to proposed new
areas of working. The Highways Agency
notes that Option 3 would require
infrastructure and facilities to be
developed which may be difficult to justify
and potentially problematic. A number of
the sites are small in option 3 and are
located in areas difficult to access by
HGV.

PROXIMITY TO
MARKETS

0 0

The Clanfield/Bampton area is further from markets in
central and south Oxfordshire than other areas.The
Warborough/Shillingford/Benson area is closer to the
central axis of demand but access is poor due to the Dispersed pattern of working may reduce
constraints posed by the River Thames. The Cholsey mineral miles although distance from
area is close to Didcot. Good proximity from the areas to markets varies; some closer than
eastern part of Radley area to S Oxford. others.

SAFETY OF ROAD
USERS

0

Dispersed pattern of working may reduce
the impact of traffic on some communities,
but increase it for others.

POTENTIAL TO
USE RIVER/RAIL

Crushed rock option

Few issues with road
safety for other users.

Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very positive impact

The option is likely to have a positive impact

No significant effect/no clear link

The option is likely to have a negative effect

The option is likely to have a very negative effect
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ANNEX B: OPTION AREAS AND FLOOD ZONES

Crushed Rock Areas

Fluvial flood zones (ha)

Total area of

nominations 1 2 | 3atcc 3a 3b
South of Burford
CR-02 37.7 37.7 0 0 0 0
CR-07 25.7 25.7 0 0 0 0
CR-10 12.39 12.39 0 0 0 0
75.79 75.79 0 0 0 0
E of R Cherwell/N of Bicester
No nominations
Hatford
CR-06 13.57 13.57 0 0 0 0
CR-11 12.91 12.91 0 0 0 0
26.48 26.48 0 0 0 0
Soft Sand Areas Fluvial flood zones (ha)
1 2 | 3atcc 3a 3b
Hatford/Shellingford
SS-03 42.23 41.01 0 0 1.22 0
SS-07 38.79 38.79 0 0 0 0
SS-08 42.85 42.85 0 0 0 0
SS-09 126.8 126.8 0 0 0 0
SS-12 18.78 18.78 0 0 0 0
269.45 268.23 0 0 1.22 0
Tubney/Hinton Waldrist/Marcham
SS-01 26.66 25.67 0.08 0 0 0.91
SS-04 27.72 27.72 0 0 0 0
SS-05 31.24 31.24 0 0 0 0
SS-10 48.01 47.95 0.01 0 0 0.05
SS-11 74.66 71.75 0.59 0 0 2.31
208.29 204.33 0.68 0 0 3.27
Duns Tew
SS-06 5.94 5.94 0 0 0 0
5.94 5.94 0 0 0 0
Sand and gravel areas Fluvial flood zones (ha)
1 2 | 3atcc 3a 3b
Lower Windrush Valley
SG-14 44.36 0 2.13 0 0 42.23
SG-18 13.6 0 0 0 0 13.6
SG-21 45.4 44.22 0 0.95 0.23 0
SG-22 14.6 12.45 0 0 0.35 1.79
SG-23 25.2 18.79 0 0 4.49 1.92
SG-24 31.8 24.26 0.51 0.7 5.02 1.3
SG-27 52.3 45.19 0 0 2.56 4.55
SG-28 13.8 11.45 0 0 0.53 1.79
SG-30 54 51.28 0 2.69 0 0
SG-32 24.4 24.4 0 0 0 0
SG-34 23.2 8.19 0 2.9 8.3 3.8
SG-36 33.68 33.68 0 0 0 0
SG-39 166.05 11.76 0 13.82 7.95| 132.52
SG-50 379.3 0 0 11.7 2.2 365.4
921.69 285.67 2.64 32.76 31.63 568.9
Eynsham/Cassington/Yarnton
SG-04 7 1.69 0 5.1 0 0.2
SG-05 9.3 0 0 0 0 9.3
SG-08 2154 145.61 0 1.29 0 68.49
SG-16 32.8 2.59 0 11.7 0.99 17.5
SG-20 170.9 2.03 0 4.01 0.99 | 163.89
SG-20a 77.96 0 0 0 0 77.96
SG-20b 39.94 0 3.71 0 0 36.23
553.28 151.92 3.711 221 1.98 | 373.57
Radley
SG-41 49.21 12.69 0.84 1.869 1.67 32.13
SG-41a 94.31 57.72 12.07 1.89 1.89 20.75
SG-42 87 22.88 15.57 8.53 5.92 34.1
231 93.29 28.48 | 12.289 9.48 86.98
Sutton Courtenay
SG-06 10.53 0 0 0 0 10.53
SG-19 34.74 0 1.01 2.81 4.2 26.72
SG-52 49.11 2.79 0.16 0 0.14 46.02
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SG-53 26.4 26.4 0 0 0 0
SG-56 8.23 0.4 7.613 0 0.16 0.06
SG-62 24.07 15.36 3.63 0 0 5.08
155.1 44.55 | 12.413 2.81 4.5 88.4
Clanfield/Bampton
SG-15 240.8 89.8 0 27.3 0.7 123
SG-38 446.4 174.54 0 58.03 1.34 | 212.49
SG-54a/b 799.8 101.46 46.23 0 0| 652.11
SG-55a/b 1343.9 191.9 0 243.3 0 908.7
SG-58 128.9 112.01 0 10.18 0 6.7
SG-58a 194.8 129.15 0 10.13 0 55.52
TOTAL 3154.6 798.86 46.23 | 348.94 2.04 | 1958.52
Warborough/Benson/Shillingford
SG-03 4.08 0 0.061 0.07 0.21 3.74
SG-09 167 86.51 32.23 0 0 48.26
SG-13 2204 108.66 87.49 0 0 24.24
SG-48 254 .1 131.64 18.63 0 0] 103.83
SG-49 544.21 533 10.41 0 0 0.8
SG-59 65.95 27.83 2.7 0 0 35.42
1255.73 887.64 | 151.521 0.07 0.21 216.29
Sutton/Stanton Harcourt
SG-29 142.9 49.3 9.57 1.14 0 82.88
SG-31 185.5 0 0 3.38 1.12 181.04
328.43 49.3 9.57 4.52 112 | 263.92
Cholsey
SG-33 67 51.19 14.07 0 0 1.74
SG-46 43.08 43.08 0 0 0 0
SG-57 12.4 7.86 1.99 0 0 2.54
SG-60 15.02 1.33 4.04 3.98 1.69 3.98
137.5 103.46 20.1 3.98 1.69 8.26
Clifton Hampden/Wittenham
SG-17 143.7 29.03 51.59 8.91 4.31 49.86
SG-44 509.4 166.78 133.4 37.37 46.51 125.34
SG-45 248.99 140.9 46.77 0 0.9 60.42
902.09 336.71 231.76 46.28 51.72 | 235.62
Finmere
No nominations
Caversham
SG-11 64.08 0 1.67 3.72 0 58.69
SG-12 51.19 0 1.23 0 4.35 45.61
115.27 0 29 3.72 4.35 104.3
Faringdon
SG-01 19.07 19.07 0 0 0 0
SG-02 14.72 14.72 0 0 0 0
33.79 33.79 0 0 0 0
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ANNEX C WATER ENVIRONMENT

Sand and Gravel Option 1

Impact on flood
zones

Ground water flows

Surface water
flows

Table 1 shows the symbols used when
completing the matrices.

Sand and Gravel Option 2

Sand and Gravel Option 3

)

Soft sand option

Crushed rock option

No specific comments on the impacts of
the new areas identified on ground water.

The Environment Agency
prefers a dispersed pattern
of working to disperse the
impacts on ground water
flows.

No comments on the
soft sand option and
groundwater

No comments on the
crushed rock option
and groundwater.

)

0]

0]

The Environment Agency
prefers a dispersed pattern
of working to disperse the
impacts on surface water
flows.

No comments on the
soft sand option and
groundwater

No comments on the
soft sand option and
groundwater

Symbol
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Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very positive
impact

The option is likely to have a positive
impact

No significant effect/no clear link

The option is likely to have a negative
effect

The option is likely to have a very
negative effect
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ANNEX D BIODIVERSITY

Sand and Gravel Option 1 Sand and Gravel Option 2 Sand and Gravel Option 3 Soft sand option Crushed rock option
Impact on
national
environmental
designations (6] 0 O

Option 3 identifies all the areas in
option 1 and option 2, with the
addition of Finmere, Caversham
No impacts of the new areas included | and Faringdon. These areas do
in this option have been identified. not have potential impacts on
There are few SSSlIs and no SACs in | environmentally designated

the new working areas. areas.

The areas included in the
crushed rock option are
unlikely to have an impact on
sites designated for their
national environmental
importance.

LANDSCAPE

Impact on
national
landscape
designations

Option 3 identifies all the areas in
option 1 and option 2, with the
addition of Finmere, Caversham
and Faringdon. These areas do
not have potential impacts on
sites designated for their national
landscape importance, although
potentially the Caversham area The soft sand option is unlikely to have any
could have an impact on the impact on sites designated for their national
setting of the Chilterns AONB. landscape importance.

The existing working areas are not in
close proximity to sites designated for
their national landscape importance.

AGRICULTURE

Best and most
versatile
agricultural land 0]

GIOCT0610R070.doc



The existing areas of working are mostly
on grades 2, 3 and 4 agricultural land

RESTORATION

Potential for
restoration for
habitat creation

Table 1 shows the symbols used when
completing the matrices.

GI5

No impacts on BMV land identified

No impacts on BMV land
identified

Restoration is planned at the site level rather
than at the strategic option level.

Restoration is planned at the
site level rather than at the
strategic option level.

Symbol
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Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very
positive impact

The option is likely to have a positive
impact

No significant effect/no clear link

The option is likely to have a negative
effect

The option is likely to have a very
negative effect




ANNEX E ARCHAEOLOGY

Sand and Gravel Option 1 Sand and Gravel Option 2

)

Scheduled
Ancient
Monuments

The Lower Windrush Valley, Radley and
Sutton Courtenay each contains
approximately three Scheduled Ancient
Monuments and some other areas that
are potentially of national importance,
which should not be considered for
extraction. EH notes that this is
particularly the case south of Hardwick.
However, these constraints should not
preclude other parts of this area being
considered for future extraction. In the
Eynsham/Cassington/Yarnton area, there
is a remnant of an Iron Age Fort. EH
recommends that further assessment of
this area be undertaken before it is
included in the strategy. No specific
constraints in the Radley area. EH notes
the presence of extensive crop marks in
the Sutton Courtenay area.

National Parks
and Gardens

Crop mark
complexes

There are some cropmarks and others
may be beneath the alluvium.
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Table 1 shows the symbols used when
completing the matrices.
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Sand and Gravel Option 3

Soft sand option

Crushed rock option

)

O]

The area south and east
of Faringdon and the
Tubney/Marcham/Hinton
Waldrist area both have
one SAM, which should
not be considered for
extraction but do not
preclude development in
other parts of these
areas. There are no
specific sites of national
importance in the Duns
Tew area.

The area east of the River
Cherwell/North of Bicester
contains 4 SAMs and
some other areas that are
of potentially national
importance. The area
south and east of
Faringdon contains one
SAM. These constraints
should nor preclude
development in other
parts of these areas.
There are no sites of
national importance south
of Burford.

As Options 1 & 2. Other
archaeological sites may be
present under the alluvium.

Symbol Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very
positive impact

The option is likely to have a
positive impact

The option is likely to have a
negative effect

The option is likely to have a very
negative effect
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ANNEX F SAFEGUARDING

Sand and Gravel Option 1

Impact on MOD
airfields

The MOD prefers Option 1 for
sand and gravel. However,
further clarification is required
regarding proposed restoration.
It proposes that in option 1,
OCC should concentrate on the
areas identified to the centre
and east of the option area. All
areas fall within safeguarding
zones but this does not
reclude development.

Impact on civil
airfields

Table 1 shows the symbols
used when completing the
matrices.

Sand and Gravel Option 2

Sand and Gravel Option 3

Soft sand option

Crushed rock option

)

)

The MOD does not
have any concerns
about the soft sand

The MOD does not
have any concerns
about the crushed

option. rock option.
(0] O
No comment No comment No comment No comment

Symbol

Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very
positive impact

The option is likely to have a
positive impact

No significant effect/no clear link

GIOCT0610R070.doc

The option is likely to have a
negative effect

+
0

The option is likely to have a very
negative effect
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ANNEX G IMPACT ON COMMUNITIES

Sand and Gravel

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Soft sand option Crushed rock option
Cumulative
impact of
development - - ©) ©) O

Some areas of the Lower Windrush Valley
and villages in the Sutton Courtenay area
have experienced working for many years; the
SA notes the cumulative impact of impacts on
local communities especially with regard to
traffic and amenity issues.

New areas of working will impact on communities
which have not previously experienced mineral
working, although in the SA, these are judged to be
less significant than for communities which have
experienced many years of working. The
cumulative impact of

Dispersing working will spread the
effects on communities more widely,
lessening it for some areas but
increasing it for others.

Continued working in the
existing areas could result in
cumulative effects over time
on the local communities
including on landscape and
local amenity — noise, air,
dust and traffic impacts.

Continued working in the existing areas could

result in cumulative effects over time on the local

communities including on landscape and local
amenity — noise, air, dust and traffic
impacts.However, it is envisaged that there will
be no significant increa

Local
economy O O 6] 0 O
The SA notes that this
option allows the current
pattern of extraction of two
The SA notes that there could be some| |different quality sands to be
The SA notes that there could be some positive|positive economic benefits in terms of| |continued which has a
economic benefits in terms of providing|providing employment in the new areas| |positive economic benefit.
Potential economic benefits of continuing employment in the new areas of working. There is|of working. There is also potential to] |Continued extraction may
existing working is likely to be marginal as also potential to create recreational facilities which|create recreational facilities which could| |also provide a limited| |No benefits or disbenefits of continuing the
many areas have already been restored for |could enhance local tourism. However, locallenhance local tourism. However, local| [amount of local| [current pattern of extraction on the local
recreational use. residents are concer residents are concer employment. economy are identified.
O - O O O
There are a number of crop mark complexes in the
Warborough/Shillingford , Clanfield/Bampton area |As Options 1 & 2. Other archaeological
Crop mark There are some cropmarks and others may |which may be indicative of significant sites. Others |sites may be present under the
complexes be beneath the alluvium. may survive beneath alluvium. alluvium.

Table 1 shows the symbols used when
completing the matrices.

Symbol

Likely impact of option on criteria

The option is likely to have a very positive impact

The option is likely to have a positive impact

No significant effect/no clear link

The option is likely to have a negative effect

+
0

The option is likely to have a very negative effect
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