
HRE major work review template 
 
Proforma for SAF consideration 
 
Purpose – to document the results of the lens review undertaken for the identified structure and, 
based on this, offer recommendations for the proposed engineering solution for the structure. 

 
The Structure 
 
This section outlines the background to the structure and the issues identified with it. 

 
Structure name Asset ID NH Priority Rank 

Station Road Bridge, Southfleet, Kent END/709 P2 

 
Structure Type Grid Reference Date of last assessment Date of construction Date of decommission 

Bridge TQ614720 2007 (BD/21 fail) c1880 1976 

 
Brief description of structure 

Two span bridge comprising 6No. longitudinal girders.  Brick jack-arches span between the beams, with the 

exception being between the Southern 2 girders, which have precast concrete units instead of brick arches. 

The bridge carries the B262 Station Rd over the former Gravesend West Branch at mileage 25m 01ch, TQ 614 

720. 

The former track bed on either side of the bridge has been raised to around deck level, and heavily developed on 

either side in the immediate location of the structure.  Housing, offices, parking and a tennis court are sited in the 

immediate vicinity of the structure along the former track-bed, with the boundary of an operation railway sited circa 

25m to the immediate South of the structure (see aerial image). 

The original line was built in the 1880s to capture river traffic from Southend and Clacton via Gravesend Pier and 
thence by train to/from London via Farningham and Swanley.  By 1910 the Southend/Clacton – Gravesend river 
steamers had ceased as the railways on the north side of the Thames had extended to these towns and provided 
shorter, cheaper London journey times. The branch stayed open for local traffic to/from Farningham until 1953, 
when passenger services were withdrawn between Southfleet and Gravesend West. Freight hung on as there was 
a flow of coal to power the Northfleet Cement Works but this ceased in 1976 and the route between Southfleet and 
Gravesend West was closed.   
 

 
Identified issues with structure  

The road is subject to full loading (up to 40/44t) whilst the bridge has an assessed capacity of only 7.5t as a result 
of the deteriorated north edge girder. There has been dialogue between HRE and Kent County Council (KCC) in 
the past relating to installation of Trief (anti-mount) kerbs or barriers to prevent loading on the weak girder, but 
KCC have been unwilling to agree to these, or to permit a weight restriction. 
 
In addition, the condition of the northern girder bottom flanges is such that it may soon present a further problem 
relating to the support provided for the jack-arches. 
 
The main girders have a capacity of 18t.  There is potential scope for improvement based on reassessment of 
those girders, but whilst KCC have stated that they would look into reassessment on a number of occasions, they 
have not done so, and are now not looking at this as a way forward.  
 

 
 
 

  



Lens Review 
 
This section documents the results of the lens review undertaken for the identified structure 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
New operational rail 

Are there any identified linkages with English, Welsh or Scottish government new rail 
restoration programmes? 
 
There are no known RYR plans that might see anyone wanting to re-use this part of the old 
Gravesend West branch alignment for a railway.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage Rail 

Are there any identified linkages with heritage rail restoration programmes?  
 
Given that the route is now severed about ½ mile north east of the former Southfleet 
station by the dualled A2 and the High Speed 1 railway line, which forms a barrier, 
circumventing this would be extremely unlikely and costly. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Active Travel 

Does the structure have potential to be repurposed for active travel use?  
 

Sustrans report recommendation – “Does not appear to have any value for active travel 
purposes.” 
 

Structure has known possible future use within a 20 year time span - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Environment and 
Ecology 

Does the structure hold significant value in ecological terms?  
 

Part of Site of Special Scientific Interest – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Within a conservation area - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Within or near to a locally designated wildlife site - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Within or near to a local network recovery site - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Any priority habitats in the vicinity - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Any European Protected Species present - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Ecological survey outcomes –   
 

• The structure was assessed as having high potential to support roosting bats in the 
active season and potential for roosting bats during hibernation season however no 
bats confirmed roosting in the structure. Precautionary bat exclusion screen installed 
under ECoW supervision before hibernation period. 

• There is potential for reptiles to be on site. Vegetation clearance and the dismantling of 
any reptile hibernacula (including wood piles) conducted under ECoW supervision. All 
hibernacula were dismantled by the end of October before the amphibian 
overwintering and reptile hibernation period.  

• The vegetation surrounding the structure was identified as suitable to support breeding 
birds. All vegetation that was suitable to support breeding birds was cleared under 
ECoW supervision. A site visit prior to the start of works to check any vegetation that 
has grown back may be required. 

• Ebbsfleet Marches wildlife site located 0.8km north of site. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage 
 
 
 
 

Does the structure hold significant value in heritage terms?  
 

Structure has significant Engineering / Architectural / historic merit -  Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Listed – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Locally listed - Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Has the Historic Environment Record been consulted - Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Rapid Heritage Assessment conducted - Yes ☒ No ☐  

Rapid Heritage Assessment outcomes –  
 



 
 
 
 
  

 • Low/Negligible value.  

• The bridge is not recorded by the Kent HER as a non-designated heritage asset. 

• The setting of the bridge allows for a limited appreciation of its historical and functional 
interest as a former railway structure and is considered to make a small positive 
contribution to its value. 

• There are no designated heritage assets within the vicinity of the bridge. 
• The Romano-British town of Vagniacae at Springhead is located c.400m to the north 

and is a Scheduled Monument. Isolated findspots are also found to the south of the 
bridge on the HER. 

 



Other factors and considerations 
 
This section documents any additional factors or considerations that have been taken into account as 
part of the review for the identified structure 

 
Are there any other factors that affect the structure or the proposals for it? 

 
No 
 

 
Have transfer opportunities been considered? If yes, with who and why discounted 

 
Transfer of structure discussed with Kent County Council in 2015, but they did not wish to take ownership of the 
structure. 
 

Has the structure been offered to the local authority? Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Is there another suitable owner for the structure? Yes ☐ No ☒ 

 
Is the structure protected under any Local Planning policies? 

 
No 
 

 
Any significant Stakeholder comments  
Local Planning 
Authority 

Content with works being undertaken by permitted development – asked that we contact the 
Parish Council, which we did (see below).  
 

Local Highways 
Authority 

Initially discussed a joint infill scheme with the Highways Authority in 2015, they were in 
agreement in principle but needed to check available funds. 
Subsequent discussions with the Highways Authority have seen HRE/NH suggest the use of 
trief kerbs or barriers (to mitigate the weak edge beam issue), or weight restrictions – KCC 
were unwilling to opt for those options 
 

Sub-national 
Transport Body 
 

Not contacted 

Community Parish Council contacted – asked that we take account of the temporary effects of the HGV 
access to Prep World during the Traffic Management planning 
 

Other interested 
parties e.g. MP, 
Bat Group, local 
active travel 
groups, heritage 
groups etc 

Sustrans report recommendation – “Does not appear to have any value for active travel 
purposes.” 
 

 
  



Engineering Proposals 
 
Based on the review work conducted, this section documents proposals for engineering solutions for 
the structure and highlights the recommended solution by HRE Engineers  
 

Sustainable management considerations 

Structure forms a current transport link – as a road Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Structural deterioration issues Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Health, safety and/or environmental concerns Yes ☒ No ☐ 

 
Engineering 
options 

Pro’s Con’s Estimated 
cost of 
remedy 

Do Nothing No cost The weak edge beam, combined with 
KCC failing to impose weight 
restrictions, leaves a risk to the 
travelling public.  The structure passed 
BE4 in 2004, but with ongoing 
deterioration the issue will only get 
worse.   
 
LHA may argue that the low BD21 
capacity is as a result of girder 
deterioration, so DfT liability potentially 
not limited to the BE4 result. 

£0 

Reassessment Inexpensive Failed BD/21 assessment in 2007, and 
condition has continued to deteriorate 
since then. 
 
The condition/use of the structure is 
such that, at best, this would only allow 
for a delay before significant works 
were required 

<£50k* 

Weight 
restrictions 

Weight restrictions could be used 
to impose a mandatory limit below 
that of the current capacity, 
meaning that the structure would 
need minimal works. 
 
Inexpensive and relatively quick 

KCC unwilling to install weight 
restrictions. 
 
HRE do not have legal powers to install 
weight restrictions 
 
Weight limits frequently get 
ignored/abused, and there is little 
appetite within the police to enforce. 
 
The condition/use of the structure is 
such that weight restrictions would 
effectively only allow for a delay before 
significant works were required 

<£50k* 

High kerbs / 
barriers to prevent 
loading on the 
weak edge girder 

Inexpensive and relatively quick to 
install 

Does not address weak main beam 
issue. 
 
Installation difficulties due to numerous 
utilities within verges. 
 
KCC unwilling to install or allow 
barriers/kerbs. 
 
HRE do not have the legal powers to 
modify or install carriageway features 

<£50k* 

Infill structure Removes capacity issue 
 
Less expensive than 
strengthening 
 
Negligible future or whole life cost 
issues 

Removes future access beneath £165k 



Strengthening 
(traditional 
replating), blast-
cleaning and 
repainting girders 
plus brickwork 
repairs 

Re-plating the bottom flanges 
would potentially be an alternate 
approach to improving low span 
capacity. 

The jack arches between the girders 
leave the top surface inaccessible for 
rivet removal and new bolt installation 
without substantial dismantling.   
 
The structure would need to be 
propped throughout the works and the 
road likely closed to allow for temporary 
reduced capacity associated with 
works. 
 
Large capital costs, plus ongoing 
management/maintenance costs 

£250k* 

Strengthening 
(plate bonding) 
blast-cleaning and 
repainting girders 
plus brickwork 
repairs 

Re-plating the bottom flanges 
would potentially be alternate 
approach to improving low span 
capacity. 

The very poor condition of the bottom 
flanges and presence of so many rivets 
makes plate bonding broadly 
unsuitable. 
 
Plate bonding, historically, has a very 
patchy success rate due to issues 
associate with adequate preparation of, 
and uniform adhesion to, the substrate. 
 
This option does not address issues 
associated with loss of section to 
rivets/heads. 
 
Large capital costs, plus ongoing 
management/maintenance costs 

£200k* 

Additional 
permanent 
piers/props, blast-
cleaning and 
repainting girders 
plus brickwork 
repairs 

By reducing the span length, 
shear and bending effects will be 
reduced. 

The introduction of props within the 
span will cause ‘hogging’ effects within 
the girders which may require 
strengthening of the tops of the girders 
locally. 
 
The props/piers would require 
modification of the existing girders 
locally to allow fitting of bearing 
stiffeners. 
 
The structure would need to be 
propped throughout the works and the 
road closed to allow for temporary 
reduced capacity associated with 
works. 
 
Access for installation of the 
foundations and piers would require 
larger access opening up at the sides 
and would require a substantial amount 
of earth to be cleared out. 
 
Large capital costs, plus ongoing 
management/maintenance costs 

£250k* 

Replacement 
structure 

New structure capable of meeting 
modern loading requirements with 
a minimum design life of 120 
years 

The cost of the design, fabrication and 
installation of the new structure, plus 
temporary interruption/diversion of 
utilities, would be greater than any of 
the other options, by a substantial 
amount. 
 
The road closure duration would likely 
be the longest. 

£450k* 

*Prices are intended as rough estimates only 
 
 



 
Proposed remedy Rationale 

 
TBC after SAF discussion 
 

 

 
Responsible NH Engineer Matthew Irwin, CEng MICE 
Date of proforma completion 12/07/22 

 
Map and photos of site: 







 


