
DELEGATION OF URGENT AND ROUTINE MATTERS 

STANDING ORDER 38 

Report relating to the proposed A2 Bean and Ebbsfleet junction improvements 

Background 

The proposed improvement to the A2 Bean and Ebbsfleet junctions have long been 
identified as being necessary to support the level of development growth identified in 
Dartford Borough and Gravesham. As strategic junction improvements they have been 
included in the Strategic Transport Programme (STIP). 

Traffic forecasting undertaken by Highways England has forecast traffic flows to increase at 
Bean junction in 2041 by 50% and by 170%-200% at Ebbsfleet junction.  Highways England 
has acknowledged that work needs to be carried out at both junctions and is seeking to bring 
forward the junction as a single scheme. 

The project is currently at Highways England Project Options Stage 1: Option Identification. 
Highways England is carrying out public consultation following which they will make a 
recommendation for the Preferred Option. 

Consultation and programme 

The applicants have held 5 public consultation events in Bean and Ebbsfleet and have 
deposited brochures at libraries and public venues in the area. The Highways England 
website has details of the scheme and an email with the website details was sent to the 
Borough Council and other stakeholders inviting comment.  

The schemes are likely to be designated as Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects 
(NSIP) and will therefore be subject to examination by a Planning Inspector and a decision 
by the Secretary of State. However, this stage of public consultation is not part of the formal 
NSIP consultation and is the Highways England Stage 1 Options consultation in order that 
they can take into comments from stakeholders before a preferred option is announced. 

The indicative project schedule is: 

Stage 1 Options public consultation – ends 1st March 2017 

Preferred route/option announcement – Autumn 2017 

Submission of Development Consent Order (NSIP application) – Summer 2018 

Development Consent Order granted – Early 2020 

Commence construction – Spring 2020 

Improvements fully open to traffic – end of 2022 

APPENDIX A



The Proposal and submitted documents 

The consultation seeks comments on only 1 option: a combined project of Option 5 at Bean 
and Option 1 B at Ebbsfleet. Although the assessment documents published as part of the 
consultation do assess other options for Bean they are discounted as not viable. 

In summary the proposal is as follows (Plans attached at Appendix A): 

Bean Junction Option 5: retains the existing junction layout but with the existing roundabouts 
enlarged and converted to full traffic signal control. A new bridge over the A2 for southbound 
traffic is provided to the east of the existing Bean Road Overbridge, which is retained for 
northbound traffic. An additional slip road is provided from the Ightham Cottages roundabout 
connecting directly to the A2 carriageway. The existing A2 eastbound slip road along Watling 
Street is maintained. The B255 southbound (St Clements Way)  merge onto Watling Street 
is closed so traffic travelling south on St Clements Way will get onto the A2 via  the new 
eastbound slip. Local traffic travelling east along Watling Street will still be able to travel 
directly onto the A2 but will not have to merge with traffic coming off St Clements Way.  

Ebbsfleet junction Option 1b: Retains the existing junction layout but with the existing 
roundabouts enlarged to provide for full traffic signal control. Access is provided onto the 
Station Quarter South and Ebbsfleet Green developments. The existing eastbound and 
westbound off slips are maintained. The east bound on-slip is widened to two lanes and 
separated from the one-way link to the Pepper Hill junctions. The westbound on-slip is 
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. 

The other options assessed in the submission are summarised below to provide context for 
Highways England choice of Option 5.  These do not include the loss of Ightham Cottages. 

Bean Option 3: Replaces the existing double roundabout layout with a single large traffic 
signal controlled gyratory with two structures crossing the A2, the existing Bean Road 
Overbridge and a new bridge crossing located to the west, directly behind Hope Cottages. 
The only slip road onto the A2 eastbound is the existing one along Watling Street which is 
widened. It would result in the loss of 3 of the properties at Hope Cottages and reduce the 
rear gardens of a further three. The proposal had a significant impact on the historic 
environment and biodiversity.  There was no separation of southbound traffic from St 
Clements Way. The cost of the scheme was also very high and exceeds budget.  

It is considered that this option would mix local traffic along Watling Street with the traffic 
merging from the south and north, as it does currently, which could at times of incidences 
continue to create tail backs along Watling Street and also back up from the Eastern Quarry 
southern exit (Washmills), once this route is built out for traffic from the development. The 
congestion along Watling St would be greater than the tail backs which currently occur, 
given the projected increase in traffic.  This option would create a worsened environment for 
both Hope Cottages and Ightham Cottages.   

Bean Option 4b: Provides a redesigned dumbbell arrangement comprising two new 
roundabouts located either side of the A2. A new bridge crossing the A2 is provided on the 
new link road (again directly to the rear of Hope Cottages) and the existing Bean Road 
Overbridge is demolished.  This option includes a new eastbound on-slip to the A2. 



This option would have an impact on Ancient Woodland and has a high cost which exceeds 
the scheme budget.  

It is considered that this option would be likely to result in a worsened environment for both 
Hope Cottages and Ightham Cottages. 

The road schemes are not fully designed at the moment and therefore the detailed impacts 
of the design are not known at present. 

An Environmental Assessment Report (EAR) has been made available as part of the 
consultation which starts to consider the impacts and proposed mitigation for the junction 
options. Since the scheme has not yet been subject to detailed design not all impacts can be 
assessed fully. The EAR assesses all three options in order to understand the impacts of the 
options. 

Comments 

The limited transport assessment/modelling figures, which officers have seen prior to this 
consultation, show that the proposed Options 5 and 1b will accommodate the traffic 
anticipated to arise at the modelled year of 2041. Highways England has modelled all the 
identified development within the Core Strategy (and that of neighbouring Boroughs) and 
has applied a standard growth factor to development beyond 2026. However, as this is such 
a long time horizon, it is not clear whether this growth factor will accommodate increased 
growth that might come forward in the area as part of the new Local Plan, beyond that 
identified. On the other hand, some of the trip rates assumed by Highways England are high 
and do not reflect the high density commercial development with low parking provision which 
is proposed to be brought forward in the area.  As these factors may balance each other out, 
the assessment is considered to be robust. 

The traffic modelling data, however, has not been made available as part of this consultation 
exercise. Although anticipated flows through the junctions are provided, there is no detail on 
the queues that could result at the junctions. Bean Option 5 and Ebbsfleet Option 1b 
appears to provide sufficient capacity to meet the needs of the development coming forward 
in the area and the existing traffic.  But without the details of queueing on the proposed 
junction KCC highways advises it is difficult to determine, whether the proposed junction 
improvements will provide sufficient capacity to deal with the anticipated growth without 
retaining queues. It is also worth noting that not all the growth proposed in the Dartford area 
will result in trips onto the A2.  One of the key objectives of the Local Plan is to enable 
sustainable growth where peak trips are by means other than the car and housing is located 
with access to local facilities.  

The combined Option Bean 5 and Ebbsfleet 1b is considered to be best option of those put 
forward for consideration by Highways England and improves the conflict with local 
eastbound traffic along Watling Street and eastbound traffic travelling from the north. The 
EAR demonstrates that they have the least impact on the natural and historic environment 
which technical advisors have confirmed.   

It is extremely concerning that the proposal would result in the loss of Ightham Cottages and 
the Horse Sanctuary. The open aspect to the rear (west) of the cottages Hope Cottages is 
retained but the junction will result in a high level of traffic in close proximity to these 



dwellings still. The alternative schemes, showing the retention of Ightham Cottages, results 
in a very poor environment for these residents as the road would be closer and a new road 
would also run directly to the west of Hope Cottages. Option 3 also results in the loss of 
some of these cottages. Given the proximity of both groups of houses it is inevitable that 
there will be some impact on the properties. The alternative options do not result in the loss 
of as many homes but it is considered that they would result in a very poor and unhealthy 
living environment.  It is questionable whether they would be acceptable living environments,   
The Council is most concerned that the extent of the impact on the Horse Sanctuary is 
unclear at present which Highways England has acknowledged. Once more detail is known 
we would require that officers can work with them to mitigate the impact of the proposed 
change and assisting with finding a site for an alternative facility.  

Option 5 has the potential to provide a more direct pedestrian and cycle connection between 
Bean and Greenhithe than the other options, which supports the Local Plan objectives of 
encouraging non car transport modes. 

The consultation at this stage is not seeking a detailed technical input from the Council and 
its technical advisors and indeed the full information behind the Environmental Assessment 
Report and the transport modelling has not been submitted for our consideration.  

It is therefore difficult at this stage for the Council to provide detailed comments on the 
options or the impacts, as the assessment results are not available to enable proper 
consideration by the Council or their advisors of the detailed impact and the mitigation 
needed. The response on the consultation is an opportunity therefore to confirm the 
Council’s support and encouragement for the proposed junction improvements and to draw 
Highways England’s attention to areas where the Council consider that more clarity will need 
to be provided when the application is submitted.  

The suggested response from the Council is set out in the attached paper which reproduces 
the questions asked by Highways England. 

Conclusion 

Bean Option 5 and Ebbsfleet Option 1b appear to provide sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of the development coming forward in the area and the existing traffic, but the 
resilience of this junction at times of incidences or peak Bluewater trips is not clear. The 
design has also sought to minimise land take and impact as far as possible. The bringing 
forward of these junctions as one project is welcomed in order to ensure that these are both 
delivered within the same timescale.  However, further detail is needed to understand the full 
impact of the proposal and ensure adequate and appropriate mitigation.  

Recommendations: 

1) That Highways England are advised of the Council’s support for Bean Option 5 and 
Ebbsfleet Option 1b.  

2) Urge Highways England to bring forward the junction improvements as quickly as 
possible. 

3) That the formal comments as attached are submitted to Highways England. 
  



Dartford Borough response to Highways England questions: 

1. How concerned are you about the current issues: 
 

Ease of turning onto/off the A2 at Bean junction Very concerned 

Journey times travelling around Bean junction Very concerned 

Ease of turning onto/off the A2 at Ebbsfleet junction Concerned 

Journey times travelling around Ebbsfleet junction Concerned 

Provision of footpaths, cycleways and crossings at Bean and Ebbsfleet junctions 

 Very Concerned 

Road safety at the junctions Very concerned 

Air quality around the junctions Very concerned 

Bean Junction 

2. How often do you use the Bean junction 
N/A 

 
3a To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Bean Junction proposal will 
achieve the following objectives? 

Support the economic and housing growth proposed for the north Kent area  

 Strongly Agree 

Improve the capacity of the Bean junction and minimise the impact on the A2  

 Neither Agree or Disagree 

Improve journey times at the Bean junction  Neither Agree or Disagree 

Improve road safety at the Bean junction  Agree 

Minimise impact on the environment at the Bean junction  Agree 

Provide value for money Strongly Agree 

3b Please provide details to illustrate your answers 

The Borough 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 need to support the additional 
development. 

The Council has some concerns that the transport modeling work and full assessment of the 
junction proposals has not been made available as part of the consultation. No details have 
been made available with regard to queue lengths at the proposed junction. 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 should allow for widening of the A2 in 
order to provide additional capacity. The proposed Option 5 by retaining the existing Bean 
Road bridge does not allow for this future widening. 

The Council also has concern that the limited increase in the size of the roundabouts at the 
junction does not allow for additional queuing capacity should this become necessary, either 
in the future, from peak events at Bluewater or as a result of incidences on the wider 
strategic network. 

The Council acknowledges and supports the fact that Bean Option 5 has been designed to 
minimise landtake and therefore impact on the SSSI, Ancient Woodlands and Ancient 
Monuments and that the option has sought to minimize impacts on the environment 
generally. However there is still potential for considerable impact and more assessment and 
information is needed to understand the extent of this impact and agree appropriate 
mitigation. 

The environmental issues still need to be considered in detail: 

Air quality:  

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.  

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 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. 

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.  

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.  

Air quality and noise should consider impacts on the new dwellings identified in the Local 
Plan, most of which have been granted planning permission and are being delivered as part 
of the new Ebbsfleet Garden City. Many of these houses will be occupied by scheme 
completion and so may require mitigation. 



Archaeology: 

Intrusive investigation will be required prior to detailed design at both junctions.  

Bean Option 5 would appear to have least impact on the Scheduled Monument Darenth 
Wood enclosure and on these grounds would be preferable to the other options. It will be 
important however that care is taken during the design stage to ensure that the setting is not 
adversely affected and if possible enhanced. Visual assessments should be carried out 
before the design is finalised. The advice of Historic England should be sought in terms of 
the impact on designated assets and mitigation required. The EAR contains a number of 
inaccuracies (see question 10 for further comments) which should be corrected in a more 
detailed desk based assessment for the next stage of design. For example there is no 
‘causeway enclosure’ within Darenth Wood and 577 should in fact be located on the Thames 
coast to the north. The statement in Section 9.9.1 of the EAR (Cumulative Effects) that as 
much of the development is occurring in previously developed land ‘survival of 
archaeological remains is unlikely’ is misleading as archaeological remains may well survive 
within and immediately adjacent to previously developed areas (see Ebbsfleet comments). It 
is also likely that presently unknown archaeological remains will be survive within the area of 
proposed development which will require further desk based assessment and probably field 
evaluation 

Ecology 

The submitted information provides limited information about the habitats which will be 
impacted by the proposed development. The Council will seek further specific species 
surveys to be carried out and submitted, this should not be limited to dormice or reptiles as 
suggested. An ecological survey should highlight the likelihood of protected /notable species 
being present. 

4a Overall to what extent do you agree with the proposed option for Bean 
Junction 

Agree 

4b Please provide details to illustrate your answers 

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 Options put forward have 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. 

The Council is extremely disappointed that Option 5 would result in the loss of the homes of 
Dartford residents. But the creation of a worsened environment for these residents should 
the properties have been retained could not be supported by the Council. The Council will 
insist 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. 

The Council would like to understand further the impact of the proposed option on Hope 
Cottages as the increase in traffic using the junction and the proximity of the junction to 



these cottages is likely to result in a poorer environment for these residents, which should be 
mitigated. The Council would also like to understand the landtake that may impact on these 
properties. As Highways England is aware the Council is the owners of numbers 1, 5, 10, 11, 
13 and15 Hope Cottages. 

The Council is also extremely concerned that the proposal appears to 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. 

5. Are there any local issues that you feel we should be aware of in developing 
our proposals around the Bean junction? Please provide details to illustrate your 
answers: 

Construction impact: 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 further congestion by 
coordinating with other proposed road improvements e.g. St Clements Way junction and 
other major developments coming forward. 

Reducing the period of construction, as suggested in the consultation, would be welcomed 
by the Council. 

Non-motorised users: The north-south footpaths and cycleways at Bean junction are 
currently poor quality, narrow, are not very direct and involve vertical changes. The Council 
would urge that the opportunity is taken as part of these junction improvements to ensure 
improved connections between Bean and Greenhithe in the north.  Sufficient width on the 
bridges should be provided to facilitate segregated cycleways and footways. 

The loss of the homes of Dartford residents is a key local issue which the Council is 
extremely concerned about. The Council will insist 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. 

The Council is also extremely concerned that the proposal appears to 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. 

Ebbsfleet junction 

6. How often do you use the Ebbsfleet junction 

N/A 
 

7a To what extent do you agree or disagree that the Ebbsfleet Junction proposal 
will achieve the following objectives? 

Support the economic and housing growth proposed for the north Kent area  

 Strongly Agree 



Improve the capacity of the Ebbsfleet junction and minimise the impact on the A2  

 Neither Agree nor Disagree 

Improve journey times at the Ebbsfleet junction  Neither Agree nor Disagree 

Improve road safety at the Ebbsfleet junction  Agree 

Minimise impact on the environment at the Ebbsfleet junction  Agree 

Provide value for money Strongly Agree 

7b Please provide details to illustrate your answers 

The Borough 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 with the Strategic Transport 
Programme to provide the strategic road improvements need to support the additional 
development. 

The Council has some concerns that the transport modeling work and full assessment of the 
junction proposals has not been made available as part of the consultation. No details have 
been made available with regard to queue lengths at the proposed junction. 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 also the junction proposals should allow for widening of the A2 
in order to provide additional capacity. 

The Council also has 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. 

The Council acknowledges that the option has sought to minimize impacts on the 
environment generally. However there is potential for considerable impact from the junction, 
particularly on archaeology and more assessment and information is needed to understand 
the extent of this impact and agree appropriate mitigation. 

The environmental issues still need to be considered in detail: 

Archaeology: 

Intrusive investigation will be required prior to detailed design at both junctions.  

Ebbsfleet Option 1B has avoided the Scheduled Monuments of ‘Springhead Roman site’ and 
Neolithic sites near the River Ebbsfleet which is to be welcomed, but the EAR has not 
properly assessed the known undesignated heritage assets particularly in the area of 
Springhead, has not considered their significance and has not indicated how significant 
heritage assets such as Roman temple TQ 76 SW 1384 (which was preserved during works 
for HS1) could be preserved as part of the proposed scheme. This is disappointing as this 
matter was specifically raised during the Cultural Heritage workshop. A detailed desk-based 



assessment should be carried out for this area as soon as possible to ensure that 
undesignated assets are considered in detail and the scheme should be designed to allow 
preservation in situ of any significant undesignated archaeological assets, which under the 
NPPF should be treated as if they were designated. In carrying out the detailed desk-based 
assessment further information should be obtained from the Kent Historic Environment 
Record as it has been updated since information was last requested. The EAR has also not 
considered the likelihood of archaeological remains of Lower and Upper Palaeolithic and 
early Mesolithic date being present in the development area. It is suggested that the desk 
based assessment includes a contribution from a Palaeolithic and Quaternary geology 
specialist(s) as significant remains have been found in the areas adjacent to the proposed 
scheme. KCC Heritage can provide further advice regarding what would be expected. The 
further work should also include a more detailed assessment of historic landscape – the 
EAR has not assessed industrial heritage landscapes or the archaeological aspects of time 
depth have not been considered. 

Air quality and noise should consider impacts on the new dwellings identified in the Local 
Plan, most of which have been granted planning permission and are being delivered as part 
of the new Ebbsfleet Garden City. Many of these houses will be occupied by scheme 
completion and so may require mitigation. 

Ecology 

The submitted information provides limited information about the habitats which will be 
impacted by the proposed development. The Council will seek further specific species 
surveys to be carried out and submitted. This should not be limited to dormice or reptiles as 
suggested. An ecological survey should highlight the likelihood of protected /notable species 
being present. 

8a Overall to what extent do you agree with the proposed option for Ebbsfleet 
Junction 

Agree 

8b Please provide details to illustrate your answers 

The Council is keen to urgently bring forward the delivery of improvements at Ebbsfleet 
junction in order to meet the needs of the development coming forward.  However, it 
considers that a more holistic view should be taken of the strategic road network which 
would allow for an optimum option which builds in additional capacity and also allows for 
widening of the A2. 

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.  

Archaeology; 

The Council is concerned that little acknowledgement has been made of the heritage assets 
(a Roman villa) under the eastbound on slip at Ebbsfleet and to the north of the A2 which 
were recorded as part of the last improvement works to this junction undertaken in 



connection with CTRL. The Council do not agree that this impact is minor adverse.  The 
Council would suggest that further discussion is undertaken with KCC heritage and Historic 
England. 

9. Are there any local issues that you feel we should be aware of in developing 
our proposals around the Ebbsfleet junction? Please provide details to illustrate your 
answers: 

Construction impact: 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 further congestion by 
coordinating with other proposed road improvements e.g. St Clements Way junction and 
other major developments coming forward. 

Reducing the period of construction, as suggested in the consultation, would be welcomed 
by the Council. 

Non-motorised users: The north south and east-west pedestrian and cycle routes should be 
maintained and enhanced around this junction ensuring the new communities and existing 
communities have ease of access to the countryside to the south and the rural communities 
to the south have access to the new facilities, including schools coming forward in Ebbsfleet. 

Archaeology; 

The Council is concerned that little acknowledgement has been made of the heritage assets 
(a Roman villa) under the eastbound on slip at Ebbsfleet and to the north of the A2 which 
were recorded as part of the last improvement works to this junction undertaken in 
connection with CTRL. The Council do not agree that this impact is minor adverse.  The 
Council would suggest that further discussion is undertaken with KCC heritage and Historic 
England. 

Ecology 

The preferred option has been designed to avoid areas of Ancient Woodland and SSSI and 
the Council support this, however, the preferred option may result in direct loss of Ebbsfleet 
marshes, Northfleet Local Wildlife Site (LWS) habitat and should be avoided where possible 
through detailed design and mitigated against where necessary. 

There are also concerns that the operational and construction phase of the proposed 
development may negatively impact the LWS. We would seek to ensure that detailed design 
demonstrates full assessment of the impacts of the development on the designated sites. 

10. Do you have any further comments about this Bean and Ebbsfleet junction 
improvements scheme? 

The Environmental Assessment Report does not refer in most of the sections to the Borough 
Council’s adopted Core Strategy. Since this was adopted in 2011, is up-to-date, continues to 
be relevant and has been discussed with HE, this is disappointing.  



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 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 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 interdependancies 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 both during 
construction but also operational stages of the development. 

The construction works at the Bean and Ebbsfleet junctions are likely to result in more traffic 
using junction 2 to access parts of Dartford Borough off the A2.  The Council requests that 
these impacts are considered in the detailed assessment of the preferred option. 

Ecology: 

The submitted information provides limited information about the habitats which will be 
impacted by the proposed development. The Council requests that further specific species 
surveys are carried out and submitted. This should not be limited to dormice or reptiles as 
suggested. An ecological survey should highlight the likelihood of protected /notable species 
being present. 

The Council would expect the detailed design to demonstrate that the required mitigation 
can be incorporated into the site and where possible any landscaping associated with the 
works or adjacent habitats can be utilized as mitigation areas.  Where possible, mitigation 
should not impact on dormice or reptiles that have already been impacted upon by the 
adjacent developments to Ebbsfleet junction.  

The Council would seek to ensure that any landscaping provided as part of the development 
is designed to enhance the area for species/habitats recorded during the ecological surveys 
beyond that required by the mitigation in order to ensure enhancement of biodiversity.  Such 
landscape areas should also be managed for wildlife, where appropriate, once development 
has been completed and we would seek that a management scheme for landscape and 
biodiversity is required as a part of the DCO. 

Heritage 

Council support the retention of the grade II listed bridge over the A2 in the current Option. 

The following detailed comments provided to the Council by KCC Heritage, as their 
archaeological advisors should be taken into account: 

i) 9.1.3 – the study area is too small – at least 1km would be appropriate for 
wider context. 

ii) 9.2.2 – the Kent HER has been updated and further information should be 
requested. 



iii) 9.3.2 – the study area includes the Ebbsfleet Elephant site which is of 
international significance. The site has been largely excavated but other 
significant remains survive in the area. 

iv) The assessment in 9.3 Baseline conditions is not sufficiently detailed and is 
not based on up to date HER information. 

v) 9.3.5 – ‘findspots’ have not always been completely removed/excavated. 
vi) 9.3.7 – Palaeolithic remains have not been properly assessed in this 

section – a Palaeolithic specialist should be used for any further 
assessment.  

vii) 9.3.8 There is no ‘causeway enclosure’ known in Darenth Wood. The 
record correctly listed in appendix 9.1 relates to a causeway which should 
actually be located on the Thames foreshore. 

viii) 9.3.9 – The undated heritage assets relating to Springhead religious focus 
have not been properly assessed. In particular Roman temple TQ 76 SW 
1384 preserved as part of the HS1 work has not been specifically included 
in the assessment. 

ix) 9.3.13 – post-medieval heritage assets have not been thoroughly assessed 
and some assets have not been included e.g. the clay slurry pumping 
network. 

x) 9.3.15 – Contrary to this paragraph, the historic landscape in this area has 
huge time depth – at least 425,000 years. Historic landscape character 
needs to be assessed in more detail particularly in terms of industrial 
landscapes and the time depth provided by buried archaeological remains.  

xi) 9.6.5 & 9.6.7 – a more detailed desk-based assessment should be carried 
out before the design for either junction is developed further. 

xii) 9.7.1 – Historic England’s views on the impacts on the setting of the 
designated assets should be sought. In terms of Springhead the local 
community’s ambition to make the remains of the designated temples 
accessible in the long term should not be impeded by the proposals. 

xiii) 9.7.15 – 9.7.17 – the impact on the known heritage resource in this area 
has not been properly assessed. In particular the Roman temple which was 
preserved during HS1 works has not been identified and the impact of the 
proposed scheme on it has not been assessed. The scheme should aim to 
preserve in situ this asset which may be of equivalent significance to the 
designated remains. Archaeological remains would also be expected in the 
area of the enlarged eastern roundabout.  

xiv) 9.7.18 – impact on the historic landscape could well be higher than 
negligible when assessed in more detail. 

xv) 9.8 – residual significance of effects will need to be reassessed following 
more detailed desk based assessment. 

xvi) 9.9 – Disagree with the statement in 9.9.1 – archaeological remains are 
known to survive within and adjacent to development in this area – 
particularly the A2 slip roads and Southfleet Road. 

xvii) 9.10 – up to date HER information needs to be obtained and a more 
detailed assessment carried out including a Palaeolithic specialist 








