
APPENDIX A
REPORT TO MANAGING DIRECTOR

A2 BEAN AND EBBSFLEET JUNCTION IMPROVEMENTS: 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE

1. Summary

1.1 Highways England is carrying out a consultation on options for the A2 Bean 
and Ebbsfleet junction improvements.  The proposed response is set out in the 
report.

2. RECOMMENDATION

2.1 That the response as set out in the report be submitted as the Council’s formal 
response to the consultation.

3. Dartford Borough Council Response:

A2 Bean and Ebbsfleet junction improvements Statutory Public 
Consultation 2018.

Overview

3.1 The Council has identified significant growth in the Borough over the Local 
Plan period and beyond 2026. The A2 Bean and Ebbsfleet junction 
improvements have long been identified to meet the needs of this growth 
and are included within the Strategic Transport Programme to provide the 
strategic road improvements to support the additional development. The 
Borough Council therefore support the principle of the junction 
improvements. However, given the complexities of the junctions and their 
close inter-relationship with the strategic and local road network in and 
around Dartford and the close proximity of sensitive receptors the Council 
seeks more information in order to understand the impact of the proposed 
schemes.

3.2 The Council is therefore disappointed to note that despite the lengthy 
discussions with Highways England with regard to the improvements of 
these junctions and the Council’s comments at previous consultation 
stages there is still no further detailed assessment of the proposed 
schemes, particularly in terms of traffic modelling and capacity of the 
junctions, air quality impacts and noise impacts. Since these issues are 
fundamental to the Council’s consideration of the proposals, the 
Council’s feels that it is unable to appropriately respond to the 
current statutory consultation.

3.3 The Council is further concerned that the late submission of this detailed 
information with the application for the Development Consent Order does 
not provide adequate time for the Council to properly consider the issues 
and respond and is contrary to the aims of the NSIP process which seeks 
to encourage the discussion and consultation on details of the schemes 
prior to submission. 
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3.4 The Council notes that the Preliminary Environmental Information Report 
(PEIR) has been issued without any discussion with the Council’s 
Environmental Health officers with regard to noise and air quality 
assessment assumptions. The Council acknowledges that there is a 
meeting arranged now to take place soon but would have hoped that such 
technical input would be sought prior to the PEIR preparation.

3.5 The Council expressed concerns in 2017 that the transport modeling work 
and full assessment of the junction proposals had not been made 
available as part of the consultation. 

3.6 It appears that the assumptions made are based on traffic flowing freely 
and take no account of the frequent incidences on the network or the 
seasonal higher traffic levels associated with Bluewater shopping centre. 
The Council is concerned therefore that there is no resilience allowed for 
in the proposals and without the traffic modelling information is unable to 
consider the impact or take advice from the local highway authority, Kent 
County Council, with regard to this matter.

3.7 Incidences on the strategic road network around Dartford, both the A2 and 
the M25/A282 are not uncommon and can take hours to clear; causing 
significant impact in terms of queuing traffic across the area impacting on 
air quality and the quality of life of residents, employees and visitors to the 
Borough. The Council, together with the County Council, is now seeking 
that developers of large schemes assess the impacts of these incidences 
on the network and consider that Highways England should also be 
carrying out such sensitivity tests in order to demonstrate there is 
adequate resilience in the improvements proposed.

3.8 The Council notes that Kent County Council, as local highways authority, 
also raise significant concerns about the lack of information submitted and 
considers that the junction footprint proposed is likely to be too small to 
accommodate the forecast traffic flows. This raises significant concerns 
for the Council, particularly given the high level of planned and future 
growth in the area, and the Borough Council would support the County 
Council’s aspiration that the junctions are future-proofed in order to ensure 
that the substantial costs for the improvements can have greater benefit 
over a longer period.

3.9 It is concerning for the Council to note that KCC do not consider that the 
junctions are large enough to allow for an appropriate responsive method 
of signal control in order to respond to a change in traffic conditions in the 
local area. This would be something that the Borough Council would 
expect the improvement scheme to deliver. 

3.10 In addition, the Technical Appraisal Report acknowledges that the 
operation of the Bean and Ebbsfleet junctions are affected by the capacity 
of the A2 mainline but that the study’s remit does not cover this. The 
Council considers that the junction proposals should not be considered 
separately from the A2 mainline capacity but that the junction proposals 
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should allow for widening of the A2 in order to provide additional capacity. 
The proposed option of retaining the existing Bean Road bridge does not 
allow for this future widening.

3.11 The following comments are some details which can be raised now prior 
to the assessment information being submitted and have been set out in 
a way which addresses the topics and questions in the consultation 
questionnaire. I also provide further detail on the subjects covered in the 
PEIR, although the Council will refer to the technical advice provided by 
KCC in relation to heritage matters and biodiversity as the Borough 
Council has a service level agreement with KCC to provide such technical 
advice and does not wish to duplicate comments on such matters. 

3.12 In addition, as the County Council are also the statutory authority with 
regard to sustainable urban drainage, public rights of way and highways 
as well as the planning authority for minerals and waste the Council will 
defer to the technical advice provided by KCC officers on such matters 
and will provide no more detailed comments on these matters at this time.

Bean Junction

3.13 The Council is keen to bring forward the delivery of improvements at Bean 
junction as soon as possible.  However, it does have some concerns that 
the design has been limited by budget constraints rather than taking a 
more holistic far-reaching view which would allow for an optimum option 
which builds in additional capacity and allows for widening of the A2. The 
Council would not wish to see the delivery of these junction improvements 
to be delayed any further than the end of 2022.

3.14 The Council must express extreme disappointment that the proposed 
scheme at Bean junction results in the loss of the homes of Dartford 
residents. However, the creation of a worsened environment for these 
residents should the properties have been retained could not be 
supported by the Council. The Council insists full and proper consideration 
is given to the needs of occupants and that every possible support, 
financial and otherwise is provided to mitigate their loss.

3.15 The Council would like to understand further the impact of the proposed 
option on Hope Cottages due to the increase in traffic using the junction 
and the proximity of the proposed works, even though this has improved 
since the consultation proposal in 2017. The Council still has concerns 
that this is likely to result in a worsened environment for these residents 
which should be mitigated. 

3.16 The Council is also extremely concerned that the proposal will result in 
the loss of the Horse Sanctuary and would insist upon working with 
Highways England to provide a replacement site which is suitable for the 
operator of the site in terms of accessibility and proximity.

3.17 It appears that the construction compound is proposed on the informal 
parking area which serves the commuter coach stops at the junction, 
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(located on the link road between the northern roundabout and Watling 
Street A296). The Council would request that consideration is given to the 
displacement of this car parking and the impacts of this and consider how 
else it might be accommodated.

3.18 With regard to the question within the consultation about the slip road from 
the B255 to A296 being kept open, the Council has some concerns about 
whether this matter was clear in the consultation. Council officers have 
talked to several people, professionals and residents, who were under the 
misapprehension, having seen the consultation information, that the slip 
road to the A2 along Watling Street was to be closed and responded to 
the consultation in the basis of this misapprehension.

3.19 The Council feels that it is unable to comment on whether the B255 to 
A296 slip should remain open or not without seeing the traffic modelling 
and the assessed impact on the local road network. However, the Council 
would point out that use of the A296 slip to the A2, by traffic from the north 
has a knock-on effect of queuing back and affecting the A296 to the west 
where it then impacts on the local road network. The retention of the ability 
to turn left off of the B255 onto the A296 is likely to be a more attractive 
option for traffic travelling east as it is a shorter route than the new slip 
and is not impacted by a large signal controlled junction. It is therefore still 
likely to result in regular queue backs as drivers chose this route and this 
will continue to have an impact on the local road network. The Council 
would query whether the slip from the B255 could be designed to allow 
westwards traffic movements only, allowing access to the hospital and 
Dartford from here but not access to the A2. 

Ebbsfleet junction

3.20 The Council would reiterate its concerns that the limited increase in the 
size of the roundabouts at the junction does not allow for additional 
queuing capacity should this become necessary as development comes 
forward in the area, particularly as the exact nature of development at 
Ebbsfleet is still unknown.

3.21 The westbound on-slip is shown to be widened but it is not clear whether 
the one-way southbound link to Park Corner Road is retained, it appears 
from the plans to be closed. More clarity with regard to this is requested 
as this is a historic link between Swanscombe and Southfleet and links 
the two communities. Certainly this is a key link to be considered for non-
motorised users and was lost as a result of the previous junction 
improvements.

3.22 The Council has no comments to make on the options for the eastbound 
slip roads without seeing the traffic modelling but is likely to defer to KCC 
as highways authority with regard to their views on this.
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Pedestrian and cycling routes

3.23 The Council would encourage the provision of cycling and pedestrian 
infrastructure at the junctions, allowing for direct, safe and segregated 
routes for pedestrians and cyclists and safe crossing points.The north-
south footpaths and cycleways at Bean junction are currently poor quality, 
narrow, are not very direct and involve vertical changes. The 
pedestrian/cycle links north-south at Ebbsfleet junction are also very 
limited. The Council would urge that the opportunity is taken as part of 
these junction improvements to ensure improved connections between 
the urban and rural areas either side of the A2 which has divided these 
communities as it has grown.  Sufficient width on the bridges should be 
provided to facilitate segregated cycleways and footways.

3.24 The Council note that Highways England are asking respondents to let 
them know the routes that they take when cycling or walking over the 
junctions. The Council consider that the response to this question is likely 
to be fairly low given the poor quality and lack of safety for pedestrians 
and cyclists using the junctions at present, The Council would request 
therefore that HE do not allow a low response to this part of the 
consultation to influence the quality of the pedestrian and cycle routes 
provided in the final scheme. For instance, the Bean junction separates 
the village Bean from the urban area of Dartford, just to the north, as well 
as the Bluewater shopping centre, Greenhithe church etc. But in addition 
a new community with additional schools and community facilities is 
coming forward in Eastern Quarry just to the north of the junction. The 
new residents are likely to wish to use the junction to access the 
countryside and the Country Parks to the south and the residents of Bean 
are likely to wish to use the new facilities with Eastern Quarry. The 
Borough Council’s Core Strategy is based on delivering sustainably 
located development which will encourage modal shift and non-car modes 
of transport. Improvements to the Bean and Ebbsfleet junctions allowing 
for clear, direct and safe pedestrian and cycle routes which assist in 
delivering this objective.

Comments on the PEIR chapters

These comments are limited due to the lack of assessment and modelling 
carried out.

Air quality:
 
3.25 Bean interchange has been declared as an AQMA due to exceedances of 

the annual mean nitrogen dioxide objective. The AQMA encompasses the 
properties at Ightham Cottages, which are to be lost to the scheme. 
Properties to the South of the junction (Hope Cottages) are also exposed 
to high levels of pollution although monitoring of the existing situation has 
indicated levels to be slightly below objective level.

3.26 The assessment has predicted that levels of NO2 will be reduced at the 
nearest receptor at Hope Cottages due to a decrease in traffic flows on 
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these roads, however the consultation document states the traffic using 
the junction is predicted to increase by up to 60% by 2037. London Bound 
traffic leaving Bluewater and traffic travelling from the East accessing 
Bluewater will still all pass these properties.

3.27 The Council is concerned that the model used hasn’t fully assessed the 
impact of the proposed junction improvements at peak times when there 
is congestion. 

3.28 Dartford Borough Council currently has an air quality monitor located at 
Ightham Cottages, which is located on land that will be lost as part of the 
development. It is important that this monitor is replaced in order to 
monitor the effectiveness of the scheme. Should the predictions of the 
assessment not transpire and an AQMA is created to the south of the 
junction then provisions should be made to mitigate this. 

3.29 The Council also has concerns that the assumptions made for air quality 
use 2014 transport surveys and consider this baseline should be updated.

 The Assessment should consider impacts on the new dwellings 
identified in the adopted Local Plan, most of which have been granted 
planning permission and many of which are under construction or have 
been occupied. Many of these houses granted planning permission will 
be occupied by scheme completion and so may require mitigation.

  It is not only major incidences which impact on air quality in the Borough. 
Due to the inter-connectivity of the strategic and local road network in 
the area and the close proximity of the M25, tunnel approach road 
(A282) and the A2, any incident can have a major and wider impact on 
the network. Recent analysis for Highways England by WSP has shown 
that incidents at the Dartford Tunnel and the approach road (A282) on 
average take an hour to clear.  However, the impacts are felt over a wide 
area and the greater the distance from the incident, the longer it takes 
for the ensuing tailback to clear.  Since these incidences are regular 
occurrences they can and do have a longer term impact on air quality 
and this should be considered fully as part of the assessment. The 
Council can assist with providing more background on the impacts of 
incidences on the AQMAs. 

 The existing junction at Bean is heavily affected by traffic accessing 
Bluewater Shopping Centre. This traffic is greater at certain times of the 
year for extended periods and this needs to be reflected in the air quality 
model.

 The existing continuous monitoring station is located on land that is to 
be lost as a result of the development. As part of the mitigation for the 
development the Council would require that this monitor is moved to the 
south of the junction prior to development to enable a baseline to be 
established in the area where residential receptors are to remain.

 The Council has concerns that the air quality impact at the residential 
receptors, Hope Cottages, will be increased to an unacceptable degree. 
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The Council considers that the assessment should address clearly the 
impact on these residential receptors and include mitigation for 
addressing these impacts.

Noise, dust and vibration

3.30 The Council notes that the method of noise assessment has previously 
raised concerns with regard to the impact assessment carried out on 
behalf of Highways England. Any acoustic assessment and calculation of 
attenuation afforded by noise mitigation measures such as acoustic bunds 
and fences should be calculated or assessed by suitable assessment 
methodologies. Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) as an 
assessment tool would be acceptable, however the Design Manual for 
Roads and Bridges (DMRB) has significant problems in the assumptions 
it makes for calculating attenuation for bunds etc. and so would not be 
suitable. (Other recognised standards and methods for attenuation 
calculations could also be used.)

3.31 The Assessment should consider impacts on the new dwellings identified 
in the adopted Local Plan, most of which have been granted planning 
permission and many of which are under construction or have been 
occupied. Many of these houses granted planning permission will be 
occupied by scheme completion and so may require mitigation. For 
instance, figure 5.3 of the dust assessment does not identify new 
dwellings, many of which are occupied, in the area to be potentially 
affected.

Biodiversity

3.32 The Council’s ecological advisor is Kent County Council and therefore the 
Borough Council supports the technical advice given by them as set out 
in the KCC response to the consultation.

3.33 The Council would seek to raise concerns over the loss of any Ancient 
Woodland as a result of the proposed works and would request that this 
impact is reduced or removed where feasible. 

Cultural Heritage

3.34 The Council’s archaeological and heritage advisor is Kent County Council 
and therefore the Borough Council supports the technical advice given by 
them as set out in the KCC response to the consultation.

People and Communities

Construction impact:

3.35 Given the proximity of this trunk road junction to other strategic junctions 
and the level of traffic that uses this junction at present the construction of 
the junction improvements are likely to cause significant impact over a 
wide area. The construction works need to be planned carefully and avoid 
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further congestion by coordinating with other proposed road 
improvements and other major developments coming forward.

Conclusion

3.36 The Council is keen that the delivery of improvements at Bean and 
Ebbsfleet junctions is urgently progressed, in order to meet the needs of 
the development coming forward.  However, it is considered that a more 
holistic view should be taken of the strategic road network allowing for an 
optimum solution which builds in additional capacity to allow for resilience.  

3.37 The Council considers that the junction proposals should not be 
considered separately from the A2 mainline capacity but that the junction 
proposals should allow for widening of the A2 in order to provide additional 
capacity. In addition, the proximity of the junctions to junction 2 of the M25 
and the A2(T) and the inter-relationship of all these junctions with 
junctions 1A and 1B of the M25 results in incidences or capacity issues 
on one part of the road network impacting on the other parts of the 
strategic network and the local road network. Given the complexity of this 
road network and the interdependencies and its lack of resilience to 
incidences, the improvement works should be considered holistically in 
order to reduce the frequency of incidences causing impact on the local 
road network and other parts of the strategic network both during 
construction but also at operational stages of the development.

3.38 Finally to confirm the Council does not consider that it can make a full 
response to this statutory consultation due to the lack of information which 
would allow the Council to consider and assess the impacts. The Council 
requests that once the assessments and modelling work has been 
completed that a further consultation period is carried out giving the 
opportunity for the Council and other authorities and technical advisors, 
as well as the wider public, to give a more meaningful response.

4. Relationship to the Corporate Plan

ED4 Ensure the delivery of timely transport infrastructure

5. Financial, legal, staffing and other implications and risk assessments

Financial Implications None

Legal Implications None 

Staffing Implications None 

Administrative Implications None 

Risk Assessment No uncertainties and/or constraints

6. Details of Exempt Information Category

Not applicable
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7. Appendices

None.
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