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1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To set out the Council’s proposed response to the consultation issued by Highways 
England (HE) on options for improvements to M42 Junction 6. 

2. Decision(s) Recommended 

2.1 Cabinet is recommended to agree :- 

 the Council’s proposed response, as set out in sections 3.5 – 3.10 of this report, to 
the M42 Junction 6 proposed improvements by Highways England (HE) 



 that the Council support, in principle, Option 1 subject to HE supporting the 
enhancements suggested in the report in sections 3.7 – 3.9 of this report 

 

3. Background 

 

3.1 Scheme Development 

 
3.1.1   In 2013, the Council proposed two new junctions on the M42 at locations north and 

south of the existing M42 junction 6 (M42J6) as part of its proposals for managing 
the proposed growth in the area around the new HS2 Interchange Station, as 
identified through the M42 Economic Gateway Study. 

 
3.1.2   Following agreements secured by the Council as part of the HS2 Hybrid Bill process, 

HE then carried out a study in 2014 which identified alternative options which 
included an appraisal of a number of options, traffic modelling and engagement with 
key stakeholders. The study resulted in the emerging option for further development 
by HE in their Road Investment Strategy 2014 (RIS 1) as a “comprehensive upgrade 
of the M42 junction near Birmingham Airport, allowing better movement of traffic on 
and off the A45, supporting access to the airport and preparing capacity for the new 
HS2 station.” 

 
3.1.3  This was followed by HE’s Delivery Plan (2015-2020), which included M42 J6, and 

committed to “developing the options in more detail and preparing the scheme for 
public consultation in 2016, this will take into account planned station developments 
linked to High Speed 2. We anticipate being able to recommend a preferred route in 
early 2017. We are planning to start construction in 2020.” 

 
3.1.4 Initial work identified that the benefits associated with the two junction (north and 

south) option proved to be outweighed by disadvantages associated with the northern 
junction in terms of land-take and motorway safety issues, as it was in close proximity 
to the M42 interchange with the M6.This approach could not therefore be taken any 
further. 

 
3.1.5 A large number of potential other options have been developed by HE. These are 

detailed in HE’s M42 J6 Consultation  Brochure V5 on pages 13 – 17 and the web 
page link is detailed in section 9.2 below. To help prioritise these options, an early 
Stakeholder engagement exercise was undertaken by HE. The exercise was carried 
out to determine the options to progress to public consultation which considered the 
impact on: 

 

 Safety 

 Environment 

 Stakeholder Consultation 

 Buildability 

 Traffic Benefits 

 Highways Design/Geometry 

 Cost 
 
3.1.6   The assessment by HE concluded that 3 options for the proposed Southern Junction 

should be subject to a more detailed appraisal. HE also advises that free flow links at 
the existing M42 J6 could be introduced into the proposed options, which could 



increase benefits subject to further traffic modelling. These options are summarised 
with advantages and disadvantages in Appendix 1 and also in HE’s M42 J6 
Consultation  Brochure V5 on pages 6 – 13. 

 
3.2  Scheme Objectives 
 

3.2.1  HE advise that improving M42 junction 6 will: 
 
Promote safe and reliable operation of the wider corridor 

 The scheme will improve the safety of the network by providing further 

resilience and capacity, reducing driver stress and enabling safer access to 

and from the motorway. 

Increase capacity of the junction 
 The scheme will improve traffic flow by removing a significant amount of 

vehicles from the roundabout at junction 6. 

Improve access to key businesses 
 Junction 6 is the gateway to an expanding Birmingham Airport, the National 

Exhibition Centre, Birmingham Business Park and other key businesses in the 

area. In addition to this planned growth, there is also the proposed HS2 

station, expected to be operational by 2026. The improvements to junction 6 

will support access to these key businesses. 

Support future economic growth 
  Current congestion and journey time reliability issues on the M42 and at 

junction 6 are significant constraints to future investment and economic 

growth. An improvement to the junction will encourage continued investment 

in the regional economy and support new corporate, commercial and 

residential development opportunities. 

 
3.3 Delivery timeline 
 
3.3.1  HE’s proposed delivery timeline is detailed below :- 
 

 Public Consultation Events Dec 2016- Jan 2017 

 Ongoing stakeholder engagement  -Jan-Apr 2017 

 Preferred Route Announcement  -Spring 2017 

 Preliminary Design/ Statutory Consultation Spring 2017 - Spring 2018 

 Development Consent Order (DCO) Formal Application - Spring 2018 

 DCO end of Examination -  Spring 2019 

 Government  Decision to Proceed  - Winter 2019 

 Start of Works - Early 2020 

 Open to Traffic  - 2023 
 
 
3.4 Proposed Response to the Consultation 
 
3.4.1 Following an on-going dialogue with HE, officers have considered all the options 

along with initial feedback from key stakeholders as set out in 3.11.  The proposed 
response below sets out the views on the outline options proposed by Highways 
England from a Highway and Local Authority point of view.  Officers have asked to 



discuss some detailed enhancements and technical questions about the proposed HE 
scheme, which HE has welcomed. 

 
3.4.2 HE has confirmed that all options could remove or reduce 5 out of 8 of the key route   

movements from M42 J6. i.e :- 
 

1. M42 N - A45 W including Airport  - via new southern junction 
2. A45 W - M42 S    - via free running slip road near National     

                                                         Motorcycle Museum 
3. A45 E -  M42 N     - via free running Lane near NEC 
4. A45 E -  M42 S                              - via new southern junction 
5. M42 S - A45 W    - via new southern junction 

 
 
3.5 Option 1 -Link to the west of Bickenhill 
 
3.5.1 This option would provide a new 2.4 kilometre dual carriageway link between the 

Clock Interchange and an “all movements” junction allowing north and south access to 
the M42 north of Solihull Road. The Clock Interchange would be improved to 
accommodate the additional flows of traffic and a free flow link would be provided to 
give improved access to Birmingham Airport and a link would be provided to A45 west. 

 
3.5.2 The new dual carriageway would be to the west of Bickenhill and would generally be 

below ground level crossing underneath the B4438 (Catherine de Barnes Lane), near 
Bickenhill and towards the M42. The alignment would tie closely into the existing local 
road corridor to minimise effect on the green belt. 

 
3.5.3 Connection onto the local roads could be designed to minimise long distance traffic   

use of local roads whilst enabling access to the Clock Interchange. 
 
3.5.4 This option would follow Catherine de Barnes Lane, in order not to add a new route 

through the area.  This option might have the least effect on Bickenhill and HE has 
confirmed that its location would allow better mitigation to be agreed during the 
preliminary design phase.  

 
3.5.5 For Option 1, HE is proposing  an access onto Catherine de Barnes Lane in order to 

prevent ‘rat running’ with “access on” northbound to the new dual carriageway and 
“access off” southbound. They would sever the road connection to / from Catherine 
de Barnes Lane at the Clock Interchange. It might be necessary to add a new 
roundabout onto the lane, south of the new roads alignment. This seems a sensible 
suggestion and would remove another access at the Clock Interchange. 

 
3.5.6 Option 1 would provide the benefit of a direct connection into Birmingham Airport from 

the proposed southern junction on the M42 and does not bisect Bickenhill Village. HE 
also advises that the estimate for the scheme is within its funding envelope from 
RIS1.  

 
3.5.7 Your officers support Option 1 subject to HE supporting the suggested enhancements 

covered later in this report in sections 3.7 – 3.9 
 
3.5.8 It does not however cater for some of the potential increased growth in the area – 

Options 1 and 2 have similar impacts on the Green Belt with Option 3 having the least 
impact on the Green Belt . 

 
 



Options 2 & 3 
 
3.5.9 HE confirmed that they propose these options for 2 reasons: 
 

1) To maintain the road corridor closer to the existing motorway corridor, in order to 
minimise the effect on the greenbelt. 
 

2) To avoid Bickenhill Village being on an ‘Island’ in the middle of a major road network 
triangle and the proposals leave the majority of the Village to the West of the dual 
carriageway. However, this would leave part of Church Lane within this network. The 
proposed dual carriageway would pass under Church Lane and has a roundabout to 
connect to Catherine de Barnes Lane (north of the village) to enable villagers from 
Bickenhill and Catherine de Barnes to access Clock Interchange. HE also wants to 
avoid rat running. 

 
Option 2 -Link to the east of Bickenhill 
 
3.5.10 This option would provide a new 2.3 kilometre dual carriageway link between the 

Clock Interchange and an “all movements” junction allowing north and south access 
to the M42 north of Solihull Road. The Clock Interchange would be improved to 
accommodate the additional flows of traffic and a link would be provided to improve 
access to Birmingham Airport and A45 west. 

 
3.5.11 The new dual carriageway would be to the east of Bickenhill and pass beneath 

Church Lane before returning to existing levels north of Shadowbrook Lane. The 
alignment would minimise the effect on the green belt as it is closer to the existing 
M42 corridor through the area. 

 
3.5.12 Connection onto the local roads would be via a new roundabout north of Bickenhill. 

This roundabout would be at the existing ground level with link roads to the Clock 
Interchange, Catherine de Barnes Lane and Airport Way. 

 
3.5.13 Options 1 and 2 have similar impacts on the Green Belt with Option 3 having the 

least impact on the Green Belt .  HE also advise that the estimate for the scheme is 
within their funding from RIS1. It does not however cater for some of the increased 
growth in the area and does bisect Bickenhill Village. 

 
Option 3  - Link to the east of Bickenhill 
 
3.5.14 This option would provide a new 1.6 kilometre dual carriageway link between the 

Clock Interchange and a “restricted movements” junction with the M42 north of 
Shadowbrook Lane. This junction would only enable traffic to join the M42 
southbound or exit the M42 northbound using free flow links. The Clock Interchange 
would be improved to accommodate the additional flows of traffic and a link would be 
provided to improve access to Birmingham Airport and A45 west. 

 
3.5.15 The new dual carriageway would be to the east of Bickenhill and pass beneath 

Church Lane before rising on an embankment to cross the M42 on a large bridge. 
The alignment would minimise the effect on the green belt as it is closer to the 
existing M42 corridor through the area. 

 
3.5.16 Connection onto the local roads would be via a new roundabout north of Bickenhill. 

This roundabout would be at the existing ground level with link roads to the Clock 
Interchange, Catherine de Barnes Lane and Airport Way. It has the least impact on 
the Green Belt than the other options.  HE also advise that the estimate for the 



scheme is within their funding from RIS1. It does not however cater for some of the 
increased growth in the area and does bisect Bickenhill Village. The proposed 
southern junction would also need significant modification to support any future 
development. 

 
3.6  Southern Junction 
 
3.6.1   Cabinet may be aware that the Council is in receipt of an application for a Motorway 

Service Area (MSA) to the south of M42 junction 6, in addition to a second 
application for an MSA at Junction 4. It is understood that the southern junction in 
options 1 and 2 could accommodate the options for an MSA in this area. If there is 
not a MSA in this area then HE may not need 4 arms at the southern junction and 
HE would need to consider the need for the north facing slips further in order to 
identify an economic benefit. Officers consider that their inclusion would give more 
resilience to the network. 

 
3.6.2 The southern junction in Option 3, would not be able to include north facing slip roads, 

and would need significant re-work in order to accommodate an MSA in this location. 
As such, Option 3 does not seem to offer as much flexibility as options 1 and 2. 

 
3.7  Clock Interchange 
 
3.7.1   HE have acknowledged that connecting a new link from the motorway to Clock 

Interchange will require significant works to Clock Interchange, the A45 and access 
to the M42 Junction 6, in order to ensure the safe and efficient use of the network. 
The extent of this work will need to be identified in the preliminary design. Officers 
will work closely with HE to discuss these preliminary designs. 

 
3.7.2 It is recommended that HE consider a free running lane on to the A45 W – either at 

the Clock interchange or a free running lane through the former Clock Public House 
land. HE is requested to look at this in the preliminary design. 

 
3.7.3 It may also be beneficial for A45E traffic and traffic leaving the Airport to access the 

new dual carriageway in a more efficient way by increasing the lanes over the 
roundabout of Clock Interchange etc. It is requested that HE look at this in their 
preliminary design. 

 
3.8  A45 Eastbound 
 
3.8.1 Officers are concerned over the access to A45 Eastbound free running link near the 

NEC as there are 3 key routes already merging and diverging in this area (A45 E, 
traffic exiting the Airport & Clock Interchange). HE is requested to consider moving 
the existing gas governor (see Appendix 1) on the A45 E during the preliminary 
design phase, as this would provide an increase in road width at this pinch-point 
location. The free running lane may only be suitable for traffic from the Clock 
Interchange to M42 North as traffic from the other 2 key routes may not be able to 
access the link safely.  

 
3.9 Optional Free Flow Links at existing M42J6 
 
3.9.1 HE proposes some optional links on 3 corners of the existing junction :- 
 

 North West corner (alongside the NEC); 

 North East corner (on to NEC Eastway); 



 South East corner (alongside the National Motorcycle Museum – NMM). 

3.9.2 These free flow links could effectively remove traffic from the circulatory by providing 
dedicated left turn links at these 3 corners and could increase benefits and reduce 
future congestion. Further traffic modelling is required to determine the benefits of 
each link. 

 
3.9.3 It is recommended that HE be advised that the Free Flow Link at the NMM needs to 

have either an alternative access for the NMM or be signal controlled as traffic leaving 
the NMM can have a significant impact on the junction. 

 
3.9.4 The NMM has been consulted by the Council.  They have responded to say that they 

are reviewing the Highways England proposals with their planning and transport 
consultants and will provide a detailed response, however, their initial view is that 
they have serious concerns about the proposals impacting on the operation of the 
National Motorcycle Museum. 

 
3.9.5 Officers note that it may also be difficult to sign the lanes on the gantry  for the Free 

Flow Link on the North Eastern corner. At the existing Northbound off slip, officers 
have observed that there is only 1 right lane from M42 N for Coventry and this could 
be improved with 2 lanes for right turners. 

 
3.10 Additional comments 
 
3.10.1 The Council seeks assurance that HE will follow the mitigation hierarchy approach 

(avoid/mitigate/compensate) in ensuring that any adverse environmental impacts 
resulting from the proposed extension to the strategic road network will be minimal. 
For example, a no net loss approach in biodiversity value of the Local Wildlife Sites 
affected by the construction and operational works. 

 
3.10.2 Cabinet may be aware that Coventry and Warwickshire have been leading work to 

look at the potential for the phased development of a link between the A46 Stoneleigh 
junction and either the A45 or A452 in the Borough. Whilst the initial phase is well into 
the planning stage, the proposal for a phase that would extend the link into Solihull 
Borough is only exploratory. Despite the uncertainty at this time it is nevertheless 
recommended that HE be asked to note and consider any broad implications that this 
exploratory work may have on the proposed improvements to junction 6. 

 
3.11 Stakeholder comments 
 
3.11.1 Urban Growth Company (UGC) - HE has held discussions with the UGC on the 3 

main options. The UGC considers the current options on consultation as a ‘phase 1’ 
solution, as further connectivity and capacity may be required in the future as a 
further ‘phase 2’ if development/demand continue to grow strongly. Of the present 
options, the UGC favours Option 1 as this offers the most flexibility for the future. Any 
further phases that the UGC may wish to promote in the future would most likely have 
to come forward as either a private development or through future RIS planning. 

 
3.11.2 NEC - The NEC supports the principle of the southern junction but would welcome 

discussions with HE on how the proposals could be enhanced. The NEC considers 
improvements to the existing Junction 6 to be an essential part of the scheme, not a 
‘possible further enhancement’. 

 



4. Evaluation of Alternative Option(s)  

4.1 This is dealt with in section 3 above. 

5. Reasons for Recommending Preferred Option 

5.1 HE has provided a comparison of the options on Pg 11 of its M42 J6 Consultation  
Brochure V5 - in summary :- 

5.2 All options provide medium value for money 

5.3 Option 1 provides the greater benefit for resilience for future growth - Option 3 
provides limited resilience due to limited movements at southern junction. Options 2 
and 3 do not provide a free flow link to the airport. For options 1 and 2, the all 
movements southern junction maximises resilience which improves reliability. 

5.4 Option 1 provides free flow links to the Airport and Clock Interchange - the other 
options require roundabouts to make connections. 

5.5 Option 1 has more impact on Catherine de Barnes Lane as accesses are designed 
to minimise the potential for "rat running". All options will make local access to Clock 
Interchange more difficult. 

5.6 All options will require mitigation to reduce visual impacts. Option 1 will generally be 
in cutting to the west of Bickenhill. Options 2 and 3 will pass underneath Church 
Lane and require street lighting north of Bickenhill. Option 3 will have a large 
embankment and structure over the M42 to the east of Bickenhill. 

5.7 Option 1 and 2 would result in the permanent loss of ancient woodland. All options 
involve fragmentation of field patterns around the new link road, increased traffic 
movements and lighting within the landscape surrounding Bickenhill. A mitigation 
strategy will be developed by HE in collaboration with ecology consultants. 

5.8 In summary, Option 1 is also preferred by your Officers with the above 
enhancements as it :- 

 provides the greater benefit for resilience for future growth 

 provides free flow links to the Airport and Clock Interchange 

 is supported, as we understand from HE through their consultation, by the 
residents of Bickenhill Village and does not bisect the Village 

6. Scrutiny 

6.1 These consultation proposals have not been reviewed by any Scrutiny Board at this 
stage. 

7. Implications 

7.1 Delivery of the Council’s Priorities 

The options/proposals in this report will contribute to the delivery of the following 
Council Priority: 

 Managed Growth in the area of UK-Central at the HS2 Interchange Station and 
Hub 

7.2 Policy/Strategy Implications 

This major project is identified as a key scheme in the Council’s UK-Central 
infrastructure programme. 



7.3 Meeting the duty to involve   

HE have consulted with local stakeholders and views where received are included in 
the report. 

7.4 Financial Implications 

There are no financial implications as a direct result of this report as this is a HE 
sponsored major project.  
 

7.5 Legal implications 

HE will need to acquire extensive land in the Green Belt to carry out the scheme and 
will also require a Development Consent Order. 

7.6 Risk Implications 

There is a risk that if this scheme does not proceed then there will be a significant 
increase in traffic congestion in this area. 

7.7 Statutory Equality Duty 

There are no implications under the Equality Act 2010 relating to this major project. 

7.8 Carbon Management/Environmental 

Once complete, this scheme will reduce traffic congestion in this area and have a 
positive effect on carbon management and the environment. However, the scheme 
does require the acquisition of rural green belt areas of land. Environmental surveys 
and studies will be carried out by the HE and mitigation measures will be completed. 

7.9 Partner Organisations 
HE have consulted with local stakeholders at Birmingham Airport, the NEC, Resort 
World and JLR and will continue this dialogue throughout all stages of the scheme. 

7.10 Safeguarding/Corporate Parenting Implications 
No direct implications. 

7.11 Customer Impact 
The major scheme will provide significant benefits to customers and operators of 
Birmingham Airport, the NEC, Resort World, JLR and other businesses in the South 
Birmingham area.  

7.12 Other implications 
None 

8. List of Appendices Referred to 

8.1 Appendix 1 – HE Options 

9. Background Papers Used to Compile this Report 

9.1 HE’s M42 J6 Stakeholder Presentation October 2016  

9.2 HE M42 J6 Consultation  Brochure V5 – Copy available in the Member’s Room and 
also available via below link:  

https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/m42-junction-
6/supporting_documents/S160498%20M42%20J6%20Consultation%20%20Brochur
e%20V5.pdf 

10. List of Other Relevant Documents 

10.1  
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