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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

General 

Highways England (formally Highways Agency) intends to improve the three existing, at-
grade junctions on the A38 at Derby, namely the: 

• A38/A5111 Kingsway roundabout 

• A38/A52 Markeaton roundabout 

• A38/A61 Little Eaton roundabout 

As part of the scheme development, Highways England held a non-statutory consultation 
exercise to:  

• Raise awareness and understanding of the need and rationale for the 
proposed junction improvements. 

• Obtain objective feedback to enable the scheme design to be refined and 
developed prior to statutory consultation in advance of Development Consent 
Order (DCO) application planned for 2017. 

Scheme Proposals 

The scheme, as shown at consultation, involves the following key elements:  

• Lowering the A38 to pass under the existing junctions, with construction of 
associated overbridges and slip roads for the local road network, at Kingsway 
and Markeaton junctions. 

• Construction of the A38 on a new embankment to the south and east of the 
existing junction at Little Eaton, with construction of associated overbridges 
and slip roads for the local road network. 

• Widening the A38 to 3 lanes in both directions between the Kingsway junction 
and Kedleston Road. Speed limit increased to 50mph along the same 
extents. 

• Closure of local accesses to the A38 at Brackensdale Avenue, Raleigh Street 
and Enfield Road. 

• Closure of existing A38 accesses to Esso petrol station and McDonald’s. 
Provision of new access on the A52.  

• Closure of the existing access from Ford Lane onto the A38. 

The scheme constitutes two separate Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) 
under Section 14 of the Planning Act (as amended by the Highways and Railways 
(Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project) Order 2013 and others) (“PA 2008”) as it 
comprises of the alteration to a highway where the speed limit for any class of vehicle is 
expected to be 50mph or greater, the area of development exceeds 12.5 hectares (ha) and 
the Secretary of State is the highway authority. 

This report sets out how Highways England has carried out the non-statutory consultation, 
the responses received and examines responses to the issues raised along with next steps 
for the scheme development. 
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Non-Statutory consultation 

Prior to making an application to the Planning Inspectorate, consultation must be undertaken 
in accordance with the requirements of the Planning Act 2008 and associated guidance. 
Although this current consultation is not part of the statutory process, Highways England 
has, as far as practicable, based the consultation process on the statutory requirements. 

Highways England’s best practice is to hold a non-statutory consultation at the early phases 
in scheme development, to ensure that public views are incorporated into the scheme design 
at an early stage. 

The consultation period was from 2 February 2015 to 13 March 2015. The main exhibition 
event was held at the University of Derby on Friday 6 February 2015 and Saturday 7 
February 2015. Supplementary exhibitions were held at Breadsall Memorial Hall, Little Eaton 
Village Hall and Mackworth Youth and Community Centre. The events were publicised 
through a combination of leaflet drops, formal letters and press releases as well as through 
the Highways England website, local community groups and large local employers. 

Display boards were erected and consultation questionnaires were placed in local libraries 
and at the Derby City Council offices. 

Overall consultation responses and results  

The exhibitions were attended by approximately 1200 visitors. In total 739 responses were 
received comprising 699 questionnaires and 40 letters. 41% of questionnaires were received 
online via the project’s Survey Monkey pages. 

Overall, 81% of consultees agreed with the need for improvements to the junctions, 17% 
disagreed and 2% did not provide a response.  

Of the 17% that disagreed, the main reason cited was that the recent improvement works as 
part of the Pinch Point scheme were sufficient. The Pinch Point scheme was delivered as a 
short term solution to the congestion experienced at the Markeaton and Little Eaton 
junctions.  

Kingsway Junction specific consultation responses and results  

70% of responses were supportive of the Kingsway option, 11% disagreed with the 
proposed preferred option and the remaining 19% indicated no preference.  

Mickleover and Darley Abbey are the most receptive to the need for the proposed 
improvements at Kingsway Junction, with 100% and 85% of respondents agreeing 
respectively. With Mackworth, Markeaton and Littleover being the least receptive for the 
need for improvements, with 66%, 67% and 80% agreeing respectively.  

The main concerns raised by those opposed to the preferred Kingsway option were the 
closure of existing local access routes onto the A38 and safety concerns regarding the 
proposed dumbbell roundabout arrangement.   

Overall 30% of respondents had no preference to which local access route was chosen, 
27% preferred option K2, which was to provide an access route via Kingsway Park Close, 
27% preferred K3, which was to provide no local access, 12% preferred K1, which was to 
provide an access route through Greenwich Drive South, with the remaining 4% preferring a 
combined K1 and K2 solution.  It should be noted that a combined K1 and K2 solution was 
not an option offered to the public. 
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Markeaton Junction specific consultation responses and results  

Overall 67% of consultees agreed with the proposed Markeaton junction layout, 14% 
disagreed with the proposal and 19% had no preference to the junction layout. 

Mickleover, Darley Abbey and Littleover are the most receptive to the need for proposed 
improvements at Markeaton, with 92%, 85% and 83% of respondents agreeing respectively 
with the need for improvements. With Derby Centre, Markeaton (inc Queensway) and 
Mackworth being the least receptive for the need for improvements, with 43%, 38% and 27% 
disagreeing respectively. 

The main concerns raised by those opposed to the preferred Markeaton option were: 

• The recent Pinch Point improvement scheme sufficiently dealt with the 
congestion issues. 

• The impact to local residents and business, this primarily focused around the 
closure of existing local access routes onto the A38. 

• The highway alignment impacting on residential properties. 

As a result of the proposed works the existing footbridge that crosses the A38 north of 
Markeaton junction needs to be demolished. Overall 49% of respondents were in favour of 
providing a new footbridge, 30% had no preference and 21% felt that there was no need to 
replace the pedestrian footbridge. 

Little Eaton Junction specific consultation responses and results  

Overall 63% agreed with the proposed Little Eaton junction layout, 28% disagreed with the 
proposal and 9% had no preference to the junction layout. 

Mickleover, Little Eaton, Darley Abbey and Allestree were the most receptive to the need for 
proposed improvements at Little Eaton, with 100%, 93%, 85% and 78% of respondents 
agreeing respectively with the need for improvements. Breadsall was the least receptive for 
the need for improvements, with 88% disagreeing with the preferred option.  

Of the 28% of respondents who rejected the proposed Little Eaton option the main concerns 
raised were the loss of greenbelt land and the highway alignment effects on the Breadsall 
community, including  visual, air and noise impacts. 

It should be noted that following the supplementary exhibition in Breadsall on 26 February, 
Breadsall Parish Council arranged a community meeting. As a result of the meeting, the 
community has formed the Breadsall A38 Action Group. Highways England has engaged 
with the Action Group to understand the aims and concerns of the group while providing 
information on the consultation process and the junction proposals.  

As a result of the proposed works the existing access from Ford Lane onto the A38 is to be 
closed. Overall 38% of respondents indicated their preference for providing an access road 
onto the B6179 to mitigate the closure of Ford Lane access, 36% had no preference and 
26% felt that there is no need to provide a new local access route.   
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Consultation responses outside current scope  

During the consultation period, Highways England also received a number of comments that 
were deemed to be outside the current scope of the scheme. As the majority of these 
comments relate to matters on the local road network, the comments have been provided to 
the local highway authorities, Derby City Council and Derbyshire County Council.  

Comments with regards to non-motorised users (NMU) have been used to develop an 
outline design for NMU facilities including crossing points, footways, footpaths, bridleways 
and cycle routes. Relevant consultees will be invited to comment on the proposals.  

Alternative Options 

We received lots of feedback and some respondees gave further ideas on possible options 
for Highways England to consider. For the purpose of this report and other communications 
these ideas are referred to as 'alternative options'.  

All alternative scheme options have been examined and assessed. The assessment 
methodology is summarised below: 

• All alternative options examined using an Initial Assessment framework based 
upon scheme objectives, deliverability and feasibility. 

• Alternatives scoring above a minimum pass mark in each section of the Initial 
Assessment framework will be subject to a more detailed assessment and 
production of an Alternative Options Report. 

The alternative options which passed the Initial Assessment and are to be further assessed 
are: 

• Little Eaton - Option 2, as previously published during 2003 public 
consultation process. 

• Little Eaton - Option 3A, as proposed by Breadsall Parish Council. 

• Little Eaton – Southern Sweep Option as proposed by Cllr. Abey Stevenson.  

• Kingsway - alternative eastern roundabout layout as proposed by Consultee 
J. 

Additionally, an assessment will be carried out to compare Kingsway local access options K1 
and K2. This will also take account of the consultation feedback and will enable the preferred 
arrangement to be identified.  

Conclusions and next steps 

The following paragraphs summarise the project team’s actions in response to the 
consultation feedback and alternative options’ assessment.  

Kingsway junction: 

• Alternative options assessment to be undertaken for local access options K1 
and K2 to determine the preferred arrangement. 

• Alternative options assessment to be undertaken for Consultee J’s proposal 
for an alternative eastern roundabout layout. 
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Markeaton junction: 

• Following the Initial Assessment of alternative options, no viable alternatives 
were identified. Consequently, the design will be progressed in accordance 
with the layout published in the consultation.  

• The design will include the provision of a replacement footbridge to 
Markeaton Park. 

• Design options will be developed for the proposed junction/access from the 
A52 for Markeaton Park, McDonalds and the Esso station. This shall be 
developed in consultation with the operators of each site and Derby City 
Council. 

Little Eaton junction: 

• Before design progresses it is important to fully consider the alternative 
options proposed, particularly in respect of the concerns raised by the 
community in Breadsall.  

• Consequently, alternative options assessments will be conducted for the 
following layouts which passed the Initial Assessment:  

- Option 2, as previously published in 2003 

- “Option 3A”, as proposed by Breadsall Parish Council 

- “Southern Sweep Option”, as proposed by Cllr Abey Stevenson and 
supported by the Breadsall A38 Action Group 

• Due to the mixed consultation results, the link road from Ford Lane to the 
B6179 will not form part of the scheme design at this time. Following 
completion of the new traffic model in late 2015, the arrangement will be 
reviewed to determine the impact of closing the access road and the relative 
monetary benefits and disbenefits associated with the provision of a new link.  

Engagement with statutory consultees will continue, as appropriate, throughout the 
development of the scheme.  

Having sought initial views and ideas on our proposals through this non-statutory 
consultation, we have now got to a stage where we understand implications and this has led 
to extra assessment being required prior to formal announcement at the end of this year. 
Following this, statutory consultation will be undertaken prior to Development Consent Order 
(DCO) application.  
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INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose and Structure of the Consultation Report 

1.1.1 The purpose of the Consultation Report is firstly, to capture the early development of 
the scheme and the decision-making processes in place and secondly, to provide a 
detailed account of the consultation undertaken by Highways England1 on the 
scheme to-date and summarise the feedback received.  Although the recent 
consultation was not intended to satisfy the requirements of the Planning Act 2008, 
Highways England has, as far as practicable, based the consultation process on the 
statutory requirements 

1.1.2 This Consultation Report is structured as follows: 

• Section 1 provides an introduction to the scheme and a brief background to 
its development. This section also provides an outline of the scheme 
proposals. 

• Section 2 sets out the consultation strategy and defines the boundary of the 
Consultation Area.  

• Sections 3 to 7 details the consultation undertaken and presents an analysis 
of the consultation responses. 

• Section 8 details Highways England’s responses to the key issues raised by 
consultees. 

• Section 9 details responses received that were outside the current scope of 
works.  

• Section 10 details the alternative options received within the consultation 
responses; and the initial assessment of these options. 

• Section 11 summarises the key issues and outcomes and gives an outline of 
the next steps following completion of the consultation report. 

1.2 Introduction to the Scheme 

1.2.1 The A38 is the strategic route from Birmingham to Derby and through to the M1 at 
Junction 28.  It carries significant volumes of north-south long distance traffic. Where 
the A38 passes through Derby, significant volumes of traffic making local journeys 
cross, join and leave the A38 which disrupts, and is disrupted by, the strategic traffic. 
This results in congestion and delay at the three at-grade roundabout junctions, to 
the west and north of Derby City Centre. A location plan showing the position of the 
junctions is shown in Figure 1.1. The three junctions are:  

• A38/A5111 Kingsway roundabout 

• A38/A52 Markeaton roundabout 

• A38/A61 Little Eaton roundabout 

 

                                                      
1 From April 2015 Highways Agency became Highways England. Highways England is the new 

government owned company responsible for modernising, maintaining and operating England’s 
motorways and major A roads. 
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1.3.4 The Road Based Study was independently reviewed early in 2003 and a number of 
operational and design limitations were identified with the preferred options for the 
grade separation of the three junctions. Recommendations were made for further 
development of the scheme, in particular at Little Eaton.  

1.3.5 Further preliminary design work was undertaken and a supplementary public 
consultation on the revised options for the Little Eaton junction was undertaken in 
October 2003.  

1.3.6 Following a cost challenge workshop, the scheme was put on the list of regionally 
important schemes for the Regional Transport Board (RTB), to decide on the priority 
of the scheme. Pending a decision by the RTB, worked was stopped in April 2005 
and the scheme remitted.  

1.3.7 In January 2007 work commenced to prepare the required information to facilitate a 
decision by the Secretary of State to include the A38 Derby Junctions in the Major 
Schemes Programme.  

1.3.8 The scheme was put on hold in 2008 following a funding review. In January 2014, 
Highways England commissioned a review of the scheme prior to it being re-
commenced. The review highlighted that stakeholder engagement would be key to 
the successful delivery of the scheme.  The Scheme was re-commenced in July 
2014.  

1.4 Previous Consultations  

1.4.1 To date, the following consultation has been undertaken for the Scheme:  

1.4.2 As part of the RBS, a Project Management Group (PMG) was set up in order to 
consult with key stakeholders. This included Freight Transport Association, 
Government Office for East Midlands, Highways England, Derby City Council, 
Derbyshire County Council, Transport 2000, East Midlands Transport Activists, 
Round Table, Faber Maunsell, DfT, East Midlands Development Agency, East 
Midlands Local Government Association and Arriva Fox County.  

1.4.3 Following on from the set-up of the PMG, consultation with residents and businesses 
within the local area was undertaken. In June 2001 Newsletter No.1 (31,000 copies) 
was hand delivered to local areas of Derby which had been identified as being 
impacted by the proposed scheme. The newsletter gave details of reply to postal 
address, telephone hotline, e-mail address and website.  

1.4.4 A Wider Reference Group (WRG) was set up in 2001 as part of the consultation 
strategy which included key people and organisations. The group members were 
advised by Derby City Council and added to the PMG.  

1.4.5 In October 2001, a further newsletter (No.2) and pre-public exhibition questionnaire 
(35,000 copies) was distributed in the Derby Trader newspaper and hand delivered to 
the same premises as Newsletter No.1 in order to communicate the latest 
developments on the scheme.   An advert was placed in the local press (Derby 
Express) advising where further copies of the leaflet could be obtained.  

1.4.6 In November 2001, a public exhibition, presentation and question and answer 
session was held.  
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1.4.7 In March 2002, Highways England issued a press release and Newsletter No. 3.  
Copies (39,500) of which  were distributed in the Derby Express and hand delivered 
to premises fronting the A38, local schools, council offices, colleges and the 
University of Derby. The second WRG meeting coincided with release of newsletter 
No 3.  

1.4.8 In June 2002 a presentation and question and answer session was held to provide an 
update to the elected members of Derby City Council and Derbyshire County Council 
on the scheme.  

1.4.9 In July 2002, two Highways England press releases and Newsletter No. 4. (74,500 
copies) were distributed in the Derby Express and Derby Trader and hand delivered  
to  premises   fronting   the A38, local schools, council offices, colleges, university, 
local shops and parish councils.  WRG meeting No. 3 was held prior to a public 
exhibition where all materials publicising the exhibition being made available to the 
members of the WRG.  

1.4.10 The RBS was submitted and was followed by a press release in April 2003 by the 
Department for Transport (DfT) announcing the Secretary of State (SoS) approval in 
principle for the scheme.  

1.4.11 The PMG and WRG were disbanded following the completion of the RBS.  

1.4.12 Between October and December 2003, a press release and radio interview by 
Highways England and a Supplementary Public Consultation on the revised options 
at Little Eaton were undertaken.  2,000 leaflets and questionnaires were hand 
delivered and posted to parties directly affected, including statutory consultees and 
other interested parties.  The report on the revised options for Little Eaton, together 
with layout plans and leaflets were deposited at the District, City and County Council 
Offices. A two day public exhibition was held in Little Eaton during this period.  

1.4.13 Issues identified by the local residents during the Little Eaton consultation were taken 
into account and a preferred option designed. After the consultation exercise the 
junction options report (D0KHXCC/PM/005) was produced and published in March 
2004 which recommended the preferred option. It should be noted that the current 
preferred Little Eaton option presented at the public consultation was a slightly 
altered version of the preferred option given in the junction options report 
(D0KHXCC/PM/005); details of the current preferred option are given in section 1.9.  

1.4.14 The approach to the recent non-statutory consultation, held in February and March 
2015, as part of the scheme options development phase, is described in section 2 of 
this report.  

1.5 Scheme Proposals 

1.5.1 The scheme involves upgrading the following three existing junctions:  

• A38/A5111 Kingsway junction; 

• A38/A52 Markeaton junction; and  

• A38/A61 Little Eaton junction. 
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1.6 A38/A5111 Kingsway junction 

1.6.1 Views were sought on the following proposals as shown in Figure 1.2:  

• A38 being lowered to pass underneath the existing roundabout, in a new 
underpass. 

• Construction of two new roundabouts (dumbbell arrangement) and a new 
bridge at existing ground level to carry the traffic across the lowered A38. 

• Existing A38 carriageways to be generally converted into the junction slip 
roads. 

• A38 widened to three lanes in each direction between the Kingsway junction 
and Kedleston Road. 

• Speed limit increase from 40mph to 50mph. 

• The closure of existing access road onto the existing A38, and subsequent 
options for local access: 

- Option K1 – access via Greenwich Drive South  

- Option K2 – access via Kingsway Park Close 

- Option K3 – no replacement of existing local accesses 

 
Figure 1.2: A38/A5111 Kingsway Junction Consultation Proposals 
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1.7 A38/A52 Markeaton junction 

1.7.1 Views were sought on the following proposals as shown in Figure 1.3:  

• A38 lowered to pass underneath the existing roundabout, in a new 
underpass. 

• Construction of two new bridges to carry the A52 and roundabout traffic 
across the lowered A38. 

• Increased speed limit from 40mph to 50mph. 

• A38 widened to three lanes in each direction between the Kingsway junction 
and Kedleston Road. 

• Construction of new slip roads to permit all turning movements at the junction. 

• Access to Esso petrol station and McDonald’s being modified (access on A38 
will be closed and revised access to be provided on A52). 

• The existing pedestrian footbridge over the A38 Queensway is to be 
demolished to accommodate the widened A38; views were sought on 
whether the footbridge should be replaced.  

 

 
Figure 1.3: A38/A52 Markeaton Junction Consultation Proposals 
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1.8 A38/A61 Little Eaton junction 

1.8.1 Views were sought on the following proposals as shown in Figure 1.4:  

• A38 to be realigned to the south and east of the existing roundabout on an 
embankment. 

• The existing roundabout will be extended to the south and new slip roads 
constructed. 

• Construction of two new bridges to carry the A38 traffic over the roundabout. 

• The A38 will remain a two lane dual carriageway. 

• New bridge over the railway for the southbound carriageway. Existing Railway 
Bridge retained for the northbound carriageway. 

• The existing national speed limit on the A38 will be retained. 

• The closure of existing Ford Lane access road onto the existing A38, and 
subsequent options for local access:  

- Option L1 – existing Ford Lane junction to A38 closed. 

- Option L2 – existing Ford Lane junction closed and new one-way local 
access from Ford Lane to B6179. 

 

 
Figure 1.4: A38/A61 Little Eaton Junction Consultation Proposals 
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2. APPROACH TO CONSULTATION 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This section sets out Highways England’s overall approach to its consultation activity.  

2.1.2 The consultation was undertaken in accordance with the Public Consultation Strategy 
(Document reference 47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-004).  

2.1.3 Highways England’s best practice is to hold a non-statutory consultation at the early 
phases in scheme development. This is to ensure that public views are incorporated 
into the scheme design at an early stage, as well as actively engaging and making 
the public aware of the scheme during its early development. Where required, as is 
the case with this scheme, this is then followed with a statutory consultation.  

2.1.4 The aims of the non-statutory public consultation were to:  

• Raise awareness and understanding of the need and rationale for the 
proposed junction improvements. 

• Obtain objective feedback to enable the scheme design to be refined and 
developed prior to statutory consultation in advance of the Development 
Consent Order (DCO) application planned for 2017. 

2.1.5 This would be achieved by: 

• Presenting a suitable level of information on the scheme to cascade factual 
information to the attendees, ensuring that they are not misinformed about the 
scheme.  

• Setting out the background to the scheme as a whole, covering information 
such as: 

- The need for the junction improvements. 

- The conclusions of our work to date to establish our preferred option.  
• Providing information relating to engineering, environment, community and 

property issues previously identified and our proposals for avoiding, 
minimising or mitigating these issues. 

2.1.6 The proposed highway improvements are classed as Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) under the Planning Act 2008. As such, Highways 
England will be required to make an application for a DCO to construct the Scheme. 
As far as practicable, Highways England has based the consultation approach on the 
current guidance associated with the Planning Act. This includes: 

• Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG), ‘Planning Act 
2008: Guidance on the pre-application process.’ January 2013. 

• The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Two: ‘Working together on nationally 
significant infrastructure projects (Version 2)’. April 2013. 

• The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Eight: ‘How to get involved in the 
planning process.’ April 2012. 

• The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Eleven: ‘Working with public bodies in 
the infrastructure planning process.’ (Version 3). April 2012.  
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• The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Fourteen: ‘Compiling the consultation 
report (Version 2)’. April 2012. 

• The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note Sixteen: ‘The developer’s pre-
application consultation, publicity and notification duties.’ (Version 1). April 
2012.  

2.1.7 The consultation period was from 2 February 2015 to 13 March 2015. 

2.2 Consultation Area 

2.2.1 DCLG guidance requires project promoters to determine, as an initial task the area 
within which it should consult.  Furthermore, Section 47 of the Planning Act 2008 
requires promoters to consult people living ‘in the vicinity of the land’.  

2.2.2 In defining a consultation boundary, the Act recognises that the term ‘vicinity’ will vary 
depending on the size and impact of the project on local people and that consultation 
for long, linear schemes for example, will necessarily be different from that for a new 
power station. 

2.2.3 Highways England’s consultation strategy identified different methods for promoting 
the consultation among different stakeholder groups including travelling public using 
the strategic road network and local communities:  

• Letters were sent to all Section 42 prescribed consultees. 

• Advertising leaflets were delivered to all residents and businesses within a 
defined consultation boundary.  

• The Highways England website, press releases and announcements using 
social media were used to promote the consultation and exhibitions among 
the wider public and consultees. 

2.2.4 The boundary of the consultation area is shown in brown on the plan contained in 
Appendix A.  

2.2.5 Whilst a key focus of the consultation activity has been on those living within the 
consultation boundary, this has nonetheless been set within a wider programme of 
public and stakeholder engagement, as described elsewhere in this report.  
 

2.3 Who Was Consulted? 

2.3.1 The consultation strategy was based on a two stage process: 

• Stakeholder Engagement: Consultation with identified key stakeholders, 
including relevant local authorities and the local community within a defined 
consultation area. 

• Formal Consultation: Formal consultation with the local community and 
relevant prescribed statutory consultees, including technical and regulatory 
organisations, relevant statutory undertakers, and local authorities, and those 
persons with an interest in the land required for the proposed development.  

2.3.2 For ease of reference this report will use the same strands of consultees 
classification as outlined in the Planning Act 2008.  
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2.3.3 The strands of consultees are: 

• Section 42 which includes: 

- Prescribed Consultees: this refers to statutory bodies as prescribed in 
in Regulation 3 of the Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed 
Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009, including for example the 
relevant Health Board, Fire and Rescue Authorities, Environment 
Agency, Natural England, etc. The full list of the prescribed bodies 
consulted with can be found in Appendix B.  

- Local Authorities: Whose land the proposed scheme falls within, as well 
as their neighbouring authorities. The host local authorities for the 
scheme are Derby City Council (DCiC) and Derbyshire County Council 
(DCC). The full list of the local authorities consulted is included in 
Appendix B. 

- Land Interests: Landowners, lessees, tenants, occupiers and those with 
an interest in the land, this includes those who land would be subjected to 
compulsory acquisition as part of the DCO and those whose land may be 
affected by the development.  

• Section 48 publication requirements were not appropriate to a non-statutory 
consultation. 

2.3.4 Note: members of communities identified as being outside the immediate vicinity of 
the junctions and respondents who fall outside the strands given above have been 
included in “Other Consultees” strand. Although this is not strictly in accordance with 
Planning Inspectorate guidance, given the urban nature of the junction locations, the 
purpose was to enable trends and differences to be identified between responses 
from local communities and wider consultees. 

2.3.5 A combined consultation was undertaken, in which the same materials and 
timescales for comments were used across the strands.  

2.4 Consultation materials   

2.4.1 The consultation materials consisted of:  

• A consultation brochure, including a questionnaire 

• Consultation event boards 

• Consultation un-manned boards 

• Scheme layout plans 

• Scheme photomontages 

• 3D visualisation video 

2.4.2 Further detail on each of the consultation materials is provided below.  
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2.5 Consultation brochure and questionnaire  

2.5.1 The consultation brochure is contained in Appendix C. This set out: 

• The background of the Project 

• The purpose and aims of the consultation 

• Details of the three improvement areas 

• The questionnaire  

• Contact details and details on receiving consultation materials in another 
format e.g. braille  

2.5.2 The questionnaire included in the consultation leaflet allowed respondents to provide 
comments on each improvement area and the scheme in general. A copy of this can 
be found in Appendix D. Respondents were able to return the questionnaire by 
freepost, hand it in at the consultation events, or complete the questionnaire online 
via a link on the scheme webpage. A telephone number and email address were 
provided to enable any queries about the consultation to be answered. 

2.6 Consultation event boards 

2.6.1 The consultation event boards were used at all the consultations outlined in section 
2.11 and 2.12. Table 2.1 outlines the content of the consultation event boards 

Board No Board Title Details 

01 Welcome  

02  Introduction to the 
scheme 

Outlines scheme proposals and explains 
the purpose of the consultation. 

03 Recent Improvements  

Explains recent improvements and how 
the proposed scheme fits into the recent 
improvements. This is shown via a 
timeline covering the period from 2001. 

04 Kingsway: Preferred 
Option 

Outlines the proposals for the preferred 
Kingsway junction, highlighting the 
potential benefits and issues of the option. 

05 Access options: 
Mackworth 

Outlines the reason for closing local 
access roads, and outlines potential 
access routes for local residents.  

06 Kingsway: Options 
previously considered  

Outlines the previous proposals 
considered for the Kingsway junction, 
explaining why the options were not 
progressed.  

07 Markeaton: Preferred 
Option 

Outlines the proposals for the preferred 
Markeaton junction, highlighting the 
potential benefits and issues of the option. 

08 Markeaton: Options 
previously considered  

Outlines the previous proposals 
considered for Markeaton junction, 
explaining why the options were not 
progressed. 
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Board No Board Title Details 

09 Little Eaton: Preferred 
Option 

Outlines the proposals for the preferred 
Little Eaton junction, highlighting the 
potential benefits and issues of the option. 

10 Access options: Ford 
Lane 

Outlines the reason for closing local 
access roads and outlines potential 
access routes for local residents.  

11 Little Eaton: Options 
previously considered  

Outlines the previous proposals 
considered for the Little Eaton junction, 
explaining why the options were not 
progressed. 

12 Environmental 
considerations  

Outlines environmental activity which is 
set to be carried out for the scheme 

13 

Scheme timeline – what 
work is currently 
happening, Planning Act 
and what happens next  

Outlines what work is currently underway 
and timeline of future activities under the 
Planning Act 2008. 

14 Project contacts 

Indicating project website page, project 
email address and Highways England 
Customer Contact Centre telephone 
number. 

Table 2.1: Summary of Consultation Boards 

2.7 Un-manned Consultation boards 

2.7.1 Un-manned boards were prepared as a ‘cut down version’ of the exhibition display 
boards. Details of locations of these are given in Table 2.2. In addition to the boards, 
questionnaires, booklets and contact cards were left for the consultees to take away.  

2.7.2 Not all consultees would want to take a brochure and would refer to the information 
available on the internet. The contact cards provided links to the consultation 
resources on the Highways England website and contact details of the Highways 
England project team, as listed at the back of the consultation brochures.  

Location 
Dates 

From To 
Allestree Library 24 February 13 March 

Derby Central Library 12 February 23 February 

Mackworth Library 2 March 13 March 

Mickleover Library 17 February 28 February 

Table 2.2: Summary of unmanned library exhibitions 
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2.8 Scheme layout plans 

2.8.1 The scheme layout plans were in the format of engineering A0 plans and were 
displayed at the consultation exhibitions. They enabled consultees to explore the 
proposals in more detail. The layout plans supplemented the consultation leaflet, 
consultation brochure and exhibition boards. The plans were available to view and 
discuss at the consultation events, and were issued to consultees upon request.  The 
scheme layout plans are contained in Appendix E. 

2.9 Scheme photomontages 

2.9.1 Photomontages were displayed at the exhibitions to show consultees how the 
scheme may look after completion and to understand the potential visual impacts of 
the scheme.  The photomontages, which are included as Appendix F, were also 
provided to consultees upon request.  

2.10 3D visualisation video 

2.10.1 A 3D flyover video was displayed at the consultation events. It allowed consultees to 
see what the scheme is expected to look like, helping individuals to better interpret 
the scheme proposals. The 3D visualisation was available on the Highways England 
YouTube website and accessible via the scheme webpage. The visualisation was 
also provided to the Derby Telegraph, who provided a link on their website and 
Facebook page.  

2.11 Consultation activities  

2.11.1 Consultation with the local and wider community was carried out in accordance with 
the proposals set out in the Public Consultation Strategy. The distribution area is 
shown in Appendix A. This included: 

• The main consultation event held at the University of Derby Enterprise 
Centre was on Thursday 5 February 2015 (18:00-20:00), Friday 6 February 
2015 (10:00-20:00) and Saturday 7 February 2015 (09:00-16:00). The 
Thursday session was dedicated to VIPs, and invitations were sent to local 
MPs, MEPs and councillors. A dedicated press session was also allocated for 
the Friday morning (10:00-12:00). The exhibition was then opened to the 
public for the remainder of the consultation event.  

• The event displayed the consultation boards and was attended by the project 
team to respond to questions. A 3D video of the scheme was displayed and 
both consultation brochures and questionnaires were available.  

• The scheme website was uploaded with all consultation materials including 
the brochure, display boards and a link to the 3D video. The website address 
was advertised in the consultation leaflets, letters to Section 42 consultees, 
press releases, consultation brochures, exhibition display boards, social 
media announcements and via contact cards. The questionnaire was 
available at the scheme website via a link to the scheme’s Survey Monkey 
page. These materials were also readily available on www.gov.uk.   

• The consultation leaflet was distributed advertising the consultation period 
to around 5,000 residents and businesses in Little Eaton, Breadsall, Allestree, 
Mackworth and New Zealand, advertising the consultation period and 
exhibition.  The distribution area is shown in Appendix A. 

http://www.gov.uk/
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• Community facilities and local employers also received materials 
promoting the consultation and the exhibitions. This included leaflets, 
electronic presentations and display boards. Table 2.3 gives the locations and 
details what materials were used at the community facilities and for local 
employers. 

• Meetings with local residents, businesses and groups were held to discuss 
any concerns about the proposed scheme. Several meetings took place 
during the consultation period.   

 

Organisation / 
Location 

Contact 
Cards 

A5 
Leaflet 

A4 
Leaflet 

Electronic 
Correspondence 

Derbyshire County 
Council 

50 100 5  

Derby City Council  50 200 5 Emailed poster for Intranet 
and PowerPoint 
presentation for the AV 
screens. 

Information was posted on 
Your City Your Say 
website. 

Neighbourhood 
Boards 

 50 5  

Rolls-Royce 50 50 5 Emailed leaflet for Intranet. 

Toyota Manufacturing 
Company 

50 50 5 Emailed leaflet for Intranet 

Bombardier 50 50 5 Emailed leaflet for Intranet 

Derby Hospitals NHS 
Foundation Trust 

50 100 5 Emailed leaflet for Intranet 

Co-operative Stores 
and Post Office, Little 
Eaton  

 100 4  

Derby Garden Centre   1  

Little Eaton Village 
Hall 

  8  

Breadsall Village 
Store and Community 
Notice Board 

 20 1  

McDonalds   1  

Darley Abbey Hall 50 50 5  

Starbucks   1  

Table 2.3: Consultation Materials Used at Community Facilities and Local Employers 
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2.12 Supplementary Consultations  

2.12.1 Following requests from Breadsall and Little Eaton Parish Councils and Chris 
Williamson MP, the following supplementary consultations were held: 

• Breadsall Memorial Hall on Thursday 26 February 2015 (15:00-20:00) 

• Little Eaton Village Hall on Monday 2 March 2015 (14:30-19:30) 

• Mackworth Youth and Community Centre on Thursday 26 March 2015 
(16:00-20:00) 

2.12.2 The exhibition at Mackworth was held after the formal consultation period due to the 
timing of the request from Chris Williamson MP. However, as the consultation was 
non-statutory and the objective was to obtain comprehensive feedback to assist the 
further development of the scheme it was agreed that all results and feedback 
obtained would be included in the feedback analysis.  

2.12.3 Promotion of these events was coordinated with the local Parish Councils and 
community groups. For Little Eaton and Mackworth, Highways England provided 
leaflets which were distributed in the local communities. For the Breadsall event, the 
Parish Council produced and distributed advertising leaflets. It should be noted that 
these leaflets were not agreed with Highways England.  

2.12.4 The scheme webpage was also updated with details of the supplementary 
consultations. The leaflets used to promote the supplementary events are contained 
in Appendix G. 

2.13 Section 42 consultations with prescribed consultees 

2.13.1 A consultation letter was issued to all Section 42 consultees. A copy is contained in 
Appendix H.  

2.13.2 Highways England has set up a project Steering Group involving Derby City Council 
and Derbyshire County Council. The aim of the group is to provide a formal forum for 
consultation on all project-related matters; to obtain strategic input to the scheme 
development; and to enable the coordination of all day-to-day liaisons between the 
project team and the authorities. The Steering Group met on 15 December 2015 and 
on 17 February 2015, during the consultation period. 

2.13.3 Highways England met with Breadsall Parish Council and Little Eaton Parish Council 
in advance of the consultation period to brief them on the proposals and understand 
any concerns. These meetings were held on 29 January 2015 and 3 February 2015 
respectively.  

2.14 Section 48 consultations – Duty to Publicise  

2.14.1 As this consultation was non-statutory, a public notice in the local press was not 
required. The consultation events were publicised through a combination of leaflet 
drops, formal letters and press releases as well as through the Highways England 
website, local community groups and large local employers. The leaflets used are 
contained in Appendix G.  

2.14.2 The press releases gave a general overview of the scheme, the dates for the 
consultation period and details of the consultation event. The consultation event was 
also publicised by Highways England’s communications team on the regional Twitter 
feed and Facebook page. 
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2.14.3 The press release was picked up by a number of media outlets.  A summary of the 
project media coverage is contained in Appendix I. 

2.15 Non-Statutory Engagement  

2.15.1 Section 1.4 of this report outlines the previous consultations undertaken for the 
scheme. As a result of these earlier activities, a number of stakeholders and 
consultees in the local area were already aware of Highways England’s intentions to 
improve the junctions. 

2.15.2 The project team has undertaken, and is continuing to carry out, ongoing 
engagement with statutory and non-statutory consultees as part of the development 
of the scheme. 

2.15.3 Liaison with stakeholders, such as Environment Agency, Derbyshire Wildlife Trust, 
Eurogarages and other affected landowners and businesses, has occurred on an 
ongoing basis (before, during and after the consultation period). 

2.15.4 Engagement with stakeholders is expected to continue following the consultation 
period, with a particular focus on discussing the issues, concerns and queries raised. 
This will help inform the refinements to the designs and assessment of the options 
identified by consultees. Examples include meetings with McDonald’s and 
Eurogarages to facilitate outline design of the new access junction on the A52; 
meetings with the Parish Councils in Breadsall and Little Eaton with regards to further 
developing the design of the Little Eaton junction; and continued meetings of the 
Steering Group. 

2.16 Exhibition Attendance and Effectiveness 

2.16.1 Attendance of the exhibitions was counted using a counting clicker, which was 
operated by the exhibition greeter. Table 2.4 shows the number of people who 
attended each exhibition. Attendees were also asked to register via the attendance 
log, however not all attendees registered their attendance. As a result the data given 
in Table 2.4 is based on the counting clicker. 

Exhibition  Number of attendees 

Public Consultation – University of Derby Exhibition 
Centre 660 

Supplementary consultation - Breadsall  182 
Supplementary consultation – Little Eaton  153 
Supplementary consultation - Mackworth  150 
Overall 1145 

Table 2.4: Number of Attendees per Exhibition 

2.16.2 The objectives of the non-statutory consultation were to promote the scheme within 
the local community and among road users and to obtain feedback which can be 
used to support the further development of the scheme. Through the large numbers 
of attendees at consultation events and the high number of responses received, the 
consultation can be considered successful.  
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3. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - GENERAL 

3.1 Overview 

3.1.1 A total of 739 responses were received as a result of the consultation. These 
comprised 699 completed or partially completed questionnaires and 40 letters or 
emails. These were primarily from Section 47 consultees from the local or wider 
communities. Where prescribed consultees or land owners have completed 
questionnaires, these have been extracted and analysed along with other Section 42 
consultee responses. 

3.1.2 The majority of comments were received by questionnaire with 41% (289) of the 
questionnaires being completed online using Survey Monkey, and 59% (410) being 
completed using paper questionnaires. Table 3.1 shows the number of responses 
received by ward boundaries, it should be noted this was based on the address 
details given on the respondents questionnaire. If no postcode or address was given 
then the response has been included in ‘Other Areas’. ‘Other Areas’ also cover 
consultees from outside the immediate vicinity of the junction locations. Table 3.2 
shows the number of responses received by strand of consultee.   

3.1.3 Of the 699 questionnaires, 694 included some degree of demographic information, 
which provided an understanding of the respondents that had been consulted. All 44 
letters received provided some degree of demographic information.  

3.1.4 It should be noted that all percentages quoted have been rounded to the nearest 
whole number.   

Area 
Number of 

questionnaires 
received 

Percentage 

Allestree 108 15% 
Breadsall 137 20% 
Darley Abbey 27 4% 
Derby Centre 15 2% 
Kingsway 51 7% 
Little Eaton 93 13% 
Littleover 22 3% 
Mackworth 70 10% 
Markeaton (inc Queensway) 33 5% 
Mickleover 13 2% 
Other Areas 130 19% 
Overall 699 100% 

Table 3.1: Questionnaires Received by Area 

Consultee Strand Count Percentage 

Section 42  60 8% 
Section 47 (Local community) 549 74% 
Other consultees 130 18% 
Overall 739 100% 

Table 3.2: Comments Received by Consultation Strand 
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3.1.5 Highways England received 32 responses outside the consultation period, with the 
latest responses being received on 8 April 2015. Some of these replies will have 
been in response to the exhibition held at Mackworth (see paragraph 2.12.2). 
Although these responses were received outside the consultation period, the 
responses have been included in the analysis contained in this report. These were 
included since the objective of the consultation was to obtain as much public 
feedback as possible to assist the development of the A38 improvement scheme. 
Consequently, not including the responses would be in conflict with the consultation 
objectives.  

3.1.6 The majority of questionnaires received were from the over 65 years old 
demographic (36%), with the age ranges of 55-64 and 45-54 being 19% and 17% of 
responses respectively. Only 20% of questionnaires were received from people in the 
age range 16-44 years old. A breakdown is given in Figure 3.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Age Range of All Responses Received 

3.1.7 In terms of road use, questionnaire respondents demonstrated that a major use of 
the road was for residential (34%, 459 responses) and leisure (36%, 484 responses) 
purposes as presented in Figure 3.2. It should be noted that the total counts for the 
reason of travel differs from the total number of respondents, this is due to 
respondents selecting more than one option, all of which have been considered and 
included within the count.   
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Figure 3.2: Reasons for Travel 

3.1.8 Figure 3.3 shows that the majority of respondents use the A38 by car (69%, 623 
responses), with the next most popular methods being non-motorised methods of 
travel, cycling (12%, 106 responses) and walking (11%, 100 responses). It should be 
noted that a majority of respondents were local to the proposed scheme, which may 
have skewed the data towards personal/family/recreational travel as opposed to 
commercial uses, where the A38 carries approximately 10% of heavy good vehicles 
(HGVs) on an average day.  It should be noted that the total counts for the method of 
travel on the A38 differs from the total number of respondents. This is due to 
respondents selecting more than one option, all of which have been considered and 
included within the count.   

 
Figure 3.3: Method of Travel 
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3.1.9 The following sub-sections provide a summary of the issues and comments raised by 
respondents. The analysis of comments and issues raised involved: 

• The logging of all comments in a database on an area by area basis.  

• Categorisation of each comment into one or several issues (e.g. noise, 
congestion, access, etc.). This exercise was conducted with care to ensure 
that no comments were taken out of context. To safeguard against this risk, 
comments were considered in their entirety, with the possibility of several 
issues being raised within one comment. Where applicable, comments were 
also considered in relation to other comments made by the same respondent.   

• A count of the number of time each issue was raised as well as the 
percentage of each issue compared to the total number of comments raised. 
It should be noted that where a particular respondent used the questionnaire 
to mark ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘no preference’ or support a local access route, but did not 
make any further comments, this response has been used to assess the 
overall percentage of agreement with the proposals only.  

3.1.10 Figure 3.4 shows the profile of responses received over time during the consultation 
period. In particular, there was an influx of responses received following the 
community meeting held in Breadsall by the Parish Council and Pauline Latham MP. 
The purpose of the meeting was to enable the organisers to gauge the public opinion 
within Breadsall in relation to the scheme proposals. Highways England was not 
invited and did not attend the event. 
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Figure 3.4: Breakdown of consultation responses over time 

3.2 Specific feedback 

3.2.1 Sections 4 to 7 provide a summary of key feedback received. Highways England 
response to these comments are contained in Section 8.  

3.2.2 Comments within sections 4 to 7 have been grouped by consultee strand and by 
geographical area to clarify where any specific issues or considerations may apply. A 
schedule of all questionnaire responses received is contained in Appendix J along 
with copies of the letters received by Highways England. 
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3.2.3 Feedback has been considered separately for the following four groups of questions, 
which aligns itself with the approach taken with the consultation materials:  

• Overall scheme (see Section 4) 

• A38/A5111 Kingsway Junction (see Section 5) 

• A38/A52 Markeaton Junction (see Section 6) 

• A38/A61 Little Eaton Junction (see Section 7) 

3.2.4 Section 9 provides a summary of comments not specific to a particular element of the 
scheme. These include: 

• Comments made in relation to Question 18 ‘Please use this space to provide 
any further comments or suggestions in relation to the proposals’. 

• Comments received in other formats (e.g. letters or emails) that could not be 
assigned to the group of questions outlined above. 

• Comments referring to matters which are currently outside the scope of the 
scheme. These include suggestions for improvements on adjacent routes, 
typically managed by local authorities. 

3.3 Comments considered being beyond the scope of the consultation 

3.3.1 As stated in the Planning Act 2008, applicants are advised to make it clear what is 
being consulted on; what is being settled and why; and what remains to be decided. 
Section 1 of this report set out the background to the scheme prior to the informal 
consultation period.  

3.3.2 The press release explained that the purpose of the informal consultation was to 
present the current proposals and to gain the views of the public to help develop the 
scheme; this was also stated with the consultation leaflets.  

3.3.3 All comments received during the consultation period were considered, however 
some suggestions were not fully assessed as they were beyond the scope of the 
consultation and the scheme. These included comments relating to the recent Pinch 
Point improvements carried out at the Little Eaton and Markeaton junctions and 
proposed improvement to other local routes, such as the A52. Whilst Highways 
England was unable to respond in depth to comments relating to the local road 
network, details have been provided to the relevant councils. A schedule of the 
matters raised is contained in Appendix K.   

3.4 Themes 

3.4.1 The consultation feedback has been examined for general themes through the use of 
word clouds or “wordles”. These visual representations depict the significance of 
keywords with font size or colour. The format is useful for quickly illustrating the most 
prominent themes to determine their relative importance.  

3.4.2 The word clouds are contained in Appendix L. 

3.5 Survey Monkey 

3.5.1 During the consultation period Highways England were made aware of an issue with 
the online questionnaire regarding the Kingsway access options. For Question 9 - Do 
you have any preference where the local access is? The K3 option (to provide no 



A38 Derby Junctions  Highways England 
Report on Public Consultation 
 

47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-009 27 Revision 6 
January 2016  Status F 

new link route) and no preference responses were combined, meaning respondents 
could not clearly indicate if they had no preference or were in favour of not providing 
a new link. As a number of responses had already been received Highways England 
was not able to update the online questionnaire during the consultation period.  

3.5.2 Where respondents have clearly indicated that they intended to give a response of no 
preference or K3, the answers have been manually updated within the schedule of 
responses contained in Appendix J. The analysis of consultation feedback has been 
undertaken using the updated schedule.  

3.6 Leaflet Distribution  

3.6.1 In order to publicise the event, an A5-sized promotional leaflet was distributed to 
householders living close to the proposals. The general distribution area is shown in 
Appendix A. Further details are contained in Appendix M.  

3.6.2 Deliveries were undertaken on Monday 26th January and Tuesday 27th January 
2015.  
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4. CONSULTATION RESPONSES - OVERALL SCHEME 

4.1 General 

4.1.1 Overall the comments were supportive of the scheme proposals. This reflected in the 
comments on the questionnaire question ‘Do you agree with the need for 
improvements at these junctions?’ As shown in Figure 4.1, of the 699 respondents 
567 (81%) agreed for the need to improve the existing junctions.  

 

Figure 4.1: Do you agree with the need for improvements? 

4.1.2 Many respondents provided positive comments noting the increased safety the 
proposed improvements would provide. Typical comments include: 

Ease traffic flow through Derby.  

This is the only bottleneck between Birmingham and South Normanton, 
caused by roundabouts.   

Improve air quality in immediate and surrounding areas by reducing pollution 
caused by stop-start traffic.   

Decrease journey times, and associated costs.   

Improve road safety in residential areas, particularly around the school 
entrance, by closing junctions.   

Provide more direct access to industrial traffic, reducing its need to use 
residential streets. 

Better flow of traffic. 

It should have been done years ago.  

4.1.3 Many positive comments were received in relation to the scheme greatly reducing 
congestion and improving user’s safety.  

4.1.4 Potential concerns included the disruption and benefits of the Pinch Point 
improvement works. Tables 4.1 and 4.2 outline the range of benefits and issues 
raised by respondents. The tables show the total count of all references to a 
particular issue. It should be noted that the total counts raised differs from the total 
number of respondents, as each respondent may have one or more issue or benefit. 
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Furthermore, responses with no written responses have not been included within the 
count.  

Benefit Count % 

Ease Congestion 142 76% 

Improve Safety 19 10% 

Long Overdue 14 7% 

Local/Through Traffic Conflict 6 3% 

Reduce Commuting Time 2 1% 

Improve Economy 2 1% 

Benefit Derby 1 1% 

Easier Access for Locals 1 1% 

Total 187 100% 

Table 4.1: Overall Benefits Categorisation 

Issue Count % 

Pinch Point Scheme Recently Completed 60 54% 

Junctions have already improved following 
Pinch Point Scheme 12 11% 

Focus on improving public transport 9 8% 

Impact on Local Residents 8 7% 

Increase in Pollution 8 7% 

Money Should Be Spent Elsewhere 6 5% 

Greenbelt Land 4 4% 

Waste of Money 4 4% 

Affect House Prices 1 1% 

Total 112 100% 

Table 4.2: Overall Issues Categorisation 

4.2 Section 42 consultees  

4.2.1 The majority of Section 42 responses were in relation to specific junctions and will 
therefore be further discussed in the subsequent sections of this report.  

4.2.2 National Grid provided relevant instructions and advice to be considered during 
preliminary and detailed design of the scheme, advising on low and medium pressure 
gas transmission, which is located within close proximity to the scheme. 

4.2.3 Natural England and The Coal Authority had no comments, observations or 
objections to the preferred proposed scheme.   

4.2.4 One respondent questioned the value of the scheme, citing that increased traffic 
during construction and a high construction cost would negate any benefits from the 
scheme. 
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4.2.5 Some respondents with land interests questioned the timing of the proposed scheme, 
citing delays that occurred as a result of the Pinch Point improvement schemes and 
noting that the benefits of the recent improvement schemes have yet to be quantified.  

4.3 Section 47 consultees  

4.3.1 Overall the comments from Section 47 consultees were positive. This was reflected 
in the responses shown in Figure 4.2 to the questionnaire question ‘Do you agree 
with the need for improvements at these junctions?’ with 79% of the local 
communities agreeing for the need to improve the existing junctions and 19% 
disagreeing with the need to improve the junctions.   

 
Figure 4.2: Do you agree with the need for improvements? (Section 47 consultees) 

4.3.2 Little Eaton and Darley Abbey are the most receptive to the need for improvements, 
with 96% of respondents agreeing with the need for improvements, with Allestree 
giving the most positive responses 93 (87% of the residents of Allestree agree with 
the need for improvements). With Breadsall, Derby Centre, Mackworth and 
Markeaton being the least receptive for the need for improvements, with 36%, 40%, 
28% and 28% disagreeing respectively. This is shown on Figure 4.3 and Table 4.3. It 
should be noted that the “no preference” responses have not been counted; this is 
due to the low number responses (2) received. 
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Figure 4.3: Graph showing breakdown number of responses to Q2 “Do you agree 
with the need for improvements?” (Section 47 consultees) 

Area Yes No No of 
responses 

Allestree 87% 13% 107 

Breadsall 64% 36% 129 

Darley Abbey 96% 4% 27 

Derby Centre 60% 40% 15 

Kingsway 85% 15% 52 

Little Eaton 96% 4% 90 

Littleover 90% 10% 21 

Mackworth 72% 28% 69 

Markeaton (inc Queensway) 72% 28% 32 

Mickleover 93% 7% 14 

Table 4.3: Breakdown showing percentages of responses to Q2 “Do you agree with 
the need for improvements”? (Section 47)  

4.3.3 The majority of concerns raised by the Breadsall community were focused around the 
previously completed Pinch Point scheme and the cost of the proposed junctions:  

Work on the Little Eaton Island has just been completed after months of 
disruption and, although it was to be an interim solution to the traffic 
congestion in this area, it appears, to all the people I have been in 
conversation with, to be working very well and to have solved the problem.  I 
think work could be carried out in other areas on the roads into Derby which 
would be more beneficial. 

We are happy with the recent improvements. The flyover will certainly be a 
very bad move for Breadsall. 

A waste of taxpayers’ money, given the cuts in public funding on central 
services and national debt. 
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The congestion is acceptable, money should be spent elsewhere whether it is 
on the highways or other departments. 

4.3.4 Other respondents cited increased air, noise and visual pollution as major concerns 
as well as suggesting improving public transportation and promoting non-motorised 
methods of transportation instead of carrying out the proposed works: 

Noise Pollution, damaging the green belt, Air pollution, Damage wild life 
habitat, Light pollution - Damage to village environment. 

Pollution visual & noise. Not necessary to make major alterations. 

I think that the money would be better spent educating people, making the 
public transport more reliable and much cheaper, and making cycling a more 
attractive means of travel for folk. It would help if kids went to local schools 
and parents given more flexibility so they don't need to clog up the roads first 
thing in the morning. Encourage children to walk to school too. It's a short-
term resolution. 

Would not need any further improvements in long term if government got 
serious about improving public transport. 

4.3.5 From the consultation feedback received, discussions with residents and meetings 
with the Parish Council, it is clear that the community in Breadsall would prefer a 
junction layout which takes the A38 further away from the village than the consulted 
proposal. 

4.4 Other consultees  

4.4.1 It should be noted that the majority of other consultees’ responses were in relation to 
specific junctions and will therefore be further discussed in subsequent sections of 
this report.  
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5. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A5111 KINGSWAY 
JUNCTION 

5.1 General 

5.1.1 Of the 739 responses received, Highways England received 625 responses in 
relation to Kingsway junction. Overall the comments were positive towards the 
Kingsway junction proposals. This is reflected in the questionnaire feedback, as 
shown in Figure 5.1 where 70% agreed with the proposed junction, 11% disagreed 
with the proposed and 19% had no preference to the junction layout. It should be 
noted that 89% of the respondents who have no preference to the junction are from 
communities and areas furthest away from the Kingsway Junction, e.g. Little Eaton, 
Breadsall, Allestree and ‘other areas’. 

 
Figure 5.1: Overall response to Q7 (Kingsway junction) “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” 

5.1.2 Tables 5.1 and 5.2 outline the range of benefits and issues raised by respondents. 
The tables show the total count of all references to a particular issue. It should be 
noted that the total counts raised differs from the total number of respondents, as 
each respondent may have one or more issue or benefit. Furthermore, responses 
with no written responses have not been included within the count.  
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Benefit Tally % 

Reduce Congestion 171 73% 

Current Situation is Poor 16 7% 

Improved Safety 10 4% 

Least Impact On Environment 10 4% 

Something Needed To Be Done 8 3% 

Essential For The Future 5 2% 

Less Pollution 5 2% 

Least Visual Impact 5 2% 

Reduces Rat Runs 3 1% 

Better Access to City 2 1% 

Total 235 100% 

Table 5.1: Kingsway junction – Benefits categorisation 

Issue Tally % 

Removal of Local Access Roads 18 20% 

Safety 16 18% 

Improve Access to Retail Park  7 8% 

Noise Pollution 6 7% 

Increased Congestion on Local Roads 6 7% 

Too Close to Residents Houses 6 7% 

Roundabout Design 5 6% 

Recent Works Are Adequate 4 4% 

Loss of Public Open Space 3 3% 

Light Pollution 3 3% 

Threat To Local Wildlife 3 3% 

Costs Too Much 3 3% 

Improved Access to Royal Derby Hospital is Needed 3 3% 

Flyover Preferred 3 3% 

No Consideration for Cyclist/Pedestrians 3 3% 

Total 89 100% 

Table 5.2: Kingsway junction – Issues categorisation 

5.1.3 The majority of concerns with regards to the Kingsway Junction are focused around 
local access options and safety, in which the proposed design speed is the issue. 
The main benefit that the respondents had for the proposals were the reduction in 
congestion currently experienced.  
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5.1.4 Highways England received 578 responses with regards to local access at Kingsway 
Junction. As shown in Figure 5.2, overall 30% had no preference to which local 
access route was chosen, 27% preferred option K2 (which was to provide an access 
route via Kingsway Park close), 27% preferred K3 (which was to provide no local 
access for local residence), 12% preferred K1 (which was to provide an access route 
through Greenwich Drive South), with the remaining 4% preferring a combined K1 
and K2 solution.  It should be noted that a combined K1 and K2 solution was not 
offered to the public as an option.  The local communities furthest away from the 
proposed junction, such as Little Eaton, Breadsall, Allestree and ‘other areas’, formed 
86% of the no preference responses. 

 
Figure 5.2: Overall response to Q9 regarding local access arrangements at Kingsway 
Junction 

5.1.5 Highways England also received a number of alternative designs for Kingsway 
Junction. The alternative designs are outlined in Section 10 of the report.  

5.2 Section 42 consultees 

5.2.1 English Heritage confirmed that there is minimal historic environmental impact for the 
proposals outlined for the Kingsway Junction.  

5.2.2 The Derby Almshouse Charity questioned the need to close off the local access road 
of Enfield Road.   

5.2.3 Respondents with land interests also questioned the need to close several existing 
access routes.  

5.3 Section 47 consultees 

5.3.1 As noted in paragraph 5.1.1 the majority of section 47 responses of no preferences 
were received from areas furthest away from the proposed junction, i.e. Breadsall, 
Little Eaton and Allestree. As a result, the graph below shows the responses from the 
communities within the immediate vicinity of the junction (i.e. Mackworth, Kingsway, 
Darley Abbey, Mickleover, Littleover, Markeaton and Derby Centre). These results 
shown in Figure 5.3 indicate that these communities are very receptive to the 
proposed junction, with 82% agreeing with the proposed junction, 15% disagreeing 
and 3% having no preference.  
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Figure 5.3: Responses to Q7 (Kingsway junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

5.3.2 Mickleover and Darley Abbey are the most receptive to the proposed preferred 
solution at Kingsway Junction, with 100% and 85% of respondents agreeing 
respectively. With Mackworth, Markeaton and Littleover being the least receptive for 
the proposed preferred solution at Kingsway Junction with 30%, 23% and 20% 
disagreeing respectively. This is shown in Table 5.3.  

Area Yes No No 
Preference 

Allestree 75% 9% 16% 

Breadsall 38% 9% 53% 

Darley Abbey 85% 15% 0% 

Derby Centre 57% 14% 29% 

Kingsway 80% 13% 7% 

Little Eaton 76% 4% 20% 

Littleover 80% 20% 0% 

Mackworth 66% 30% 5% 

Markeaton (Inc Queensway) 67% 23% 10% 

Mickleover 100% 0% 0% 

Table 5.3: Breakdown of responses to Q7 (Kingsway junction) “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees) 

5.3.3 The majority of concerns raised by the Mackworth community were focused around 
the closure of the local access routes and the traffic being closer to local residents:  

Removing two existing accesses to Mackworth - Enfield & Brackensdale - 
leaving only access from A52. Removal of trees/boundary Greenwich Drive 
North/A38.  

Junctions Brackensdale & Raleigh Street need to have existing slip roads.  
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Reducing access/egress into Mackworth estate from 4 to 2 is ridiculous. 
Making residents zig-zag through the estate for 1.7miles is unfair on residents 
of those streets. Increasing to 50mph makes far more noise. 

Don’t agree with adding a slip road onto a Residential street that is already 
busy and a bus route. 

It brings traffic much too close to the houses on Greenwich Drive South. 

5.3.4 Other respondents cited having a dumbbell junction, comprising two roundabouts and 
a single overbridge, as a major concern as well as suggesting improving access to 
the Kingsway Retail Park and safety predominantly around traffic speed: 

The only aspect I don't agree with is the two roundabouts / one bridge option. 
It would be easier for LGV drivers to manoeuvre round one large roundabout 
than two small roundabouts.    I took some photos of the area today and saw 
an articulated lorry come down Kingsway Park Close (KPC) and reverse into 
one of the premises. That vehicle would have come from the A38. 

Not sure about the double roundabout. Sometimes these could still cause a 
'grid-lock'  

Provision needs to be provided to: a) Provide additional access to the 
Kingsway retail park. B) An express busway needs to be provided using the 
old rail track bed into the Friargate area of derby. C) Provide access to the 
new 700 house development being built on the Kingsway hospital site. 

It's not really necessary.  A bit of traffic restriction is a good thing in that it 
keeps traffic flows down.  I don't really want the A38 to be a major trunk road.    
A lot of local traffic issues (queuing on the A38 for the retail park) could be 
fixed by improving the retail park access - particularly by banning right turns 
into the Curry’s car park, as people waiting to turn right then hold up traffic on 
the access road and then right down to the A38. 

Speed limit at side of park currently 40mph you are going to almost double 
this to 70.  This is a residential area. 

5.3.5 With regards to the outlook of the local communities within the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed junction to the local access options, 49% of respondents preferred 
option K2 (access via Kingsway Park Close); 18% preferred option K3 (to provide no 
local access); 7% preferred option K1 (access through Greenwich Drive South); and 
15% preferred a combined K1 and K2 solution. These results are shown in Figure 
5.4. 
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Figure 5.4: Chart showing the breakdown of responses to Q9 regarding local access 
arrangements (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

5.3.6 As shown in Figure 5.5, communities located furthest away from the junction, were 
predominantly in favour of no preference or the K3 option, which is to provide no local 
access.   

 
Figure 5.5: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q9 regarding local access 
arrangements at Kingsway (Section 47 consultees)  

5.4 Other consultees  

5.4.1 Overall the comments were supportive of the scheme proposals. This was reflected 
in the comments on the questionnaire in response to the question ‘Do you agree with 
the need for improvements at these junctions?’ 84% of the other consultees agreed 
for the need to improve the existing junctions, 6% disagreed with the need to improve 
the junctions and 10% gave no preference (see Figure 5.6). 
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Figure 5.6: Responses to Q7 (Kingsway junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Other consultees) 

5.4.2 It should be noted that all but 1 of the 115 respondents were residents from areas 
outside the vicinity of the proposed scheme.  

5.4.3 Overall there were 7 residents from areas outside the vicinity of the proposed 
scheme, who disagreed for the need of improvements. Of those eleven responses 
only three provided comments, which are given below: 

Mostly agree, but not totally. At the Kingsway junction, on the roundabout to 
the east of the A38, do not allow local traffic. Then all traffic heading 
southbound towards these roundabout only needs to turn left towards the 
retail park.  Then, all traffic from the retail park direction towards the A38 
shouldn't have any need to give way because there should be no traffic.  In 
fact, this shouldn't be a roundabout at all but the slip road southbound from 
the A38 should just continue onto the Kingsway road (A5111) and in the 
opposite direction, left lane for southbound and right lane for northbound A38 
traffic.  Northbound A38 traffic exiting at this junction could merge on the 
Kingsway road towards the retail park roundabout. There isn't very much of 
this type of traffic anyway. So in short, keep the small roundabout on the west 
of the A38 but change the east roundabout to be a merging slip road from the 
A38 north and south onto Kingsway and then a 2 lane system for heading 
north or south from Kingsway back onto the A38. 

Would prefer to see a standard roundabout giving access to the A38 rather 
than the dumbbell design which may cause more delays particularly for traffic 
from Kingsway joining to go north on A38 i.e. continuing clockwise round 
Derby ring road. 

Recent works & lights have made traffic move better at this island. 
 

5.4.4 Figure 5.7 shows that 44% of other consultees prefer no local access being provided 
at the Kingsway junction, 23% favouring the K2 option, 12% preferring K1, 2% in 
favour of a combined K1/K2 solution, with the remaining 19% either selecting no 
preference or not answering.   
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Figure 5.7: Chart showing the breakdown of responses to Q9 regarding local access 
arrangements (Other consultees) 

5.4.5 The Derbyshire and Peak District Campaign for Better Transport questioned the need 
to provide grade separation at the Kingsway Junction and raised a concern of the 
preferred options ability to incorporate the previously proposed ‘Mickmack’ busway.  
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6. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A52 MARKEATON 
JUNCTION  

6.1 General 

6.1.1 Of the 739 responses received, Highways England received 615 responses in 
relation to Markeaton junction. Overall the comments were positive towards the 
Markeaton junction proposals. This is reflected in the questionnaire feedback, shown 
in Figure 6.1, where 67% agreed with the proposed junction, 14% disagreed with the 
proposal and 19% had no preference to the junction layout. It should be noted that 
81% of the respondents who have no preference to the junction are from 
communities and areas furthest away from the proposed Markeaton junction, e.g. 
Little Eaton, Breadsall, Allestree and areas classed as ‘other areas’. 

 

Figure 6.1: Overall response to Q11 (Markeaton junction) “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” 

6.1.2 Tables 6.1 and 6.2 outline the range of benefits and issues raised by respondents. 
The tables show the total count of all references to a particular issue. It should be 
noted that the total counts raised differs from the total number of respondents, as 
each respondent may have one or more issue or benefit. Furthermore, responses 
with no written responses have not been included within the count.  
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Benefit Tally % 

Reduce Congestion 120 39% 

Local/Through Traffic Separation Needed 41 13% 

Improved Safety 33 11% 

Least Visual Impact 31 10% 

Least Impact On Environment 22 7% 

Current Situation is Poor 20 6% 

Something Needed To Be Done 11 4% 

Minimal Green Belt Used 11 4% 

Least Local Impact 11 4% 

Better Access to City 8 3% 

Less Pollution 3 1% 

Total 311 100% 

Table 6.1: Markeaton junction – Benefits categorisation 

Issue Tally % 

Recent Works Are Adequate 19 20% 

No Consideration of Local Residents/Business 18 19% 

Parkland Should Be Used And Houses Retained 14 14% 

Safety Issues 10 10% 

Increased Pollution 10 10% 

Should Be A Flyover 10 10% 

More Congestion 6 6% 

No Consideration For Cyclists/Pedestrians 4 4% 

Costs Too Much 3 3% 

Proposed Speed Limit Too High 3 3% 

Total 97 100% 

Table 6.2: Markeaton junction – Issues categorisation 

6.1.3 The majority of concerns with regards to the preferred Markeaton junction are 
focused around the impact on local business and residents, the need to purchase 
properties that are within the scheme footprint and the recent completion of the Pinch 
Point improvement works. The main benefit that the respondents had for the 
proposals was the reduction in congestion currently being experienced. 

6.1.4 Highways England received 578 responses with regards to replacing the pedestrian 
footbridge to Markeaton Park. The existing footbridge needs to be demolished to 
accommodate the widened A38 carriageway. Overall 49% were in favour of providing 
a new footbridge, 30% had no preference and 21% felt that there no was no need to 
replace the pedestrian footbridge (see Figure 6.2). 
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Figure 6.2: Overall response to Q13 regarding provision of a replacement footbridge 

6.1.5 It should be noted that no alternative junction designs were received during the 
consultation period for Markeaton junction alone. The alternative designs for the 
overall scheme are outlined in Section 10 of the report. 

6.2 Section 42 consultees 

6.2.1 English Heritage were unclear on whether the lodge house at Markeaton Park would 
be demolished as part of the scheme. It was also recommended that surveys should 
be undertaken to determine the significance of heritage assets here, to feed into the 
impact assessment process. 

6.2.2 A local business has formally objected the scheme on the basis of the consultation 
information not demonstrating how access would be maintained to their site.  

6.2.3 The trusts running a local retirement and sheltered house has disagreed with the 
proposed junction, due to the potential disruption to its residents.  

6.3 Section 47 consultees 

6.3.1 As noted in paragraph 6.1.1 the majority of “no preference” responses were received 
from areas furthest away from the proposed junction (i.e. Breadsall, Little Eaton and 
Allestree). As a result, Figure 6.3 shows how the communities within the immediate 
vicinity of the junction, i.e. Mackworth, Kingsway, Darley Abbey, Mickleover, 
Littleover, Markeaton and Derby Centre responded. These results show that 
communities within immediate vicinity of the junction are very receptive to the 
proposed junction, with 70% agreeing with the proposed junction, 22% disagreeing 
and 8% having no preference.  
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Figure 6.3: Responses to Q11 (Markeaton junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

6.3.2 Mickleover, Darley Abbey and Littleover are the most receptive to the proposed 
preferred solution at Markeaton Junction with 92%, 85% and 83% of respondents 
agreeing respectively with the need for improvements. With Derby Centre, Markeaton 
(inc Queensway) and Mackworth being the least receptive for the to the proposed 
preferred solution at Markeaton Junction, with 43%, 38% and 27% disagreeing 
respectively. This is shown in Figures 6.4 and Table 6.3.  

Area Yes No No 
Preference 

Allestree 78% 9% 13% 

Breadsall 35% 8% 57% 

Darley Abbey 85% 15% 0% 

Derby Centre 57% 43% 0% 

Kingsway 68% 13% 19% 

Little Eaton 79% 4% 17% 

Littleover 83% 17% 0% 

Mackworth 66% 27% 8% 

Markeaton (inc Queensway) 59% 38% 3% 

Mickleover 92% 0% 8% 

Table 6.3: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q11 “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees) 
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Figure 6.4: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q11 “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees) 

6.3.3 The majority of concerns raised by the Derby Centre, Markeaton (inc Queensway) 
and Mackworth communities were focused on the improvements made by the recent 
pinch point scheme negating the need for the proposed works and the impact on 
local businesses and residents:  

The disruption of creating the new junction will go on for many months just 
after a long period of disruption which has created adequate improvement. 

Demolition of houses in Queensway & Ashbourne Road is unacceptable just 
for a free flow of traffic on A38. Closure at access via Enfield Road and 
Brackensdale Road will bring higher volumes of traffic at Prince Charles 
Avenue and A52 where access at the moment is suicidal & will the hand 
make when all the new housing estates are build. 

Recent improvements have solved any issues. The impact on local health & 
wellbeing would be too great.  

It will cut off the estate, increase my daily journey times significantly, and 
reduce exits from the estate by 50%, forcing traffic along a narrow residential 
street. The project will affect my property. 

6.3.4 Other respondents raised concerns around the need to demolish several properties 
within the footprint of the scheme, increased pollution and questioned the design of 
the scheme, primarily around safety and the underpass solution itself: 

Possibly take a bigger portion of the park instead of taking the houses on 
Queensway to make the improvements.  

Alien nightmare scenario, hideous. Disagree with loss of Queensway houses, 
proximity & impact on Royal school for Deaf (vibration, noise of years of 
construction work), and on Markeaton park (during & after construction). 
Disagree on need to increase speed limit.  

A flyover at Markeaton would be cheaper and quicker to build.  I appreciate 
an underpass is less visually detrimental to the parkland nearby but frankly if 
it saves half a billion it’s worth it. 
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6.3.5 With regards to the provision of a replacement footbridge, the local communities 
within the immediate vicinity of the proposed junction responded as follows: 56% in 
favour of providing a new footbridge; 25% against providing a new footbridge; and 
19% had no preference. These results are shown in Figure 6.5.  

 

Figure 6.5: Responses to Q13 regarding provision of a replacement footbridge 
(Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

6.3.6 As shown in Figure 6.6 communities located furthest away from the junction had 
predominantly no preference as to whether a replacement footbridge should be 
provided.  The proportion preferring that a footbridge be provided was significantly 
higher than those not wanting a replacement, particularly in Allestree. 

 
Figure 6.6: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q13 regarding provision of a 
replacement footbridge (Section 47 consultees) 

N
o.

 o
f R

es
po

ns
es

 

Area 



A38 Derby Junctions  Highways England 
Report on Public Consultation 
 

47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-009 47 Revision 6 
January 2016  Status F 

6.4 Other consultees 

6.4.1 Overall the comments were positive. This reflected in the comments on the 
questionnaire question ‘Do you agree with the need for improvements at these 
junctions?’ 74% of the other consultees agreed with the need to improve the existing 
junctions, with 13% disagreeing with the need to improve the junctions and  13% 
gave no preference (see Figure 6.7). 

 

6.4.2 Figure 6.7: Responses to Q11 (Markeaton junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Other consultees) 

6.4.3 Overall there were 14 residents from areas outside the vicinity of the proposed 
scheme who questioned why the preferred option isn’t a flyover and the need to 
demolish properties:  

Wouldn’t putting the A38 across the roundabout on a flyover make more 
sense? And mean less excavation at this location? 

The proposal involves demolishing a lot of houses.  Why can the road not be 
moved into the park?  New trees could be planted, and if required, additional 
land could be made available at the western side of the park. 

6.4.4 Figure 6.8 shows that 29% of other consultees have no preference in providing a new 
pedestrian footbridge; with 20% preferring not to provide the new pedestrian 
footbridge and 51% in favour of providing a new pedestrian footbridge.  
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Figure 6.8: Responses to Q13 regarding provision of a replacement footbridge (Other 
consultees) 

6.4.5 The Derbyshire and Peak District Campaign for Better Transport were in general 
supportive of the Markeaton proposal and considered an underpass to be the 
recommended option. They would also like to see “a comprehensive scheme to 
safely deal with” traffic at McDonald’s, Esso petrol station and Markeaton Park.  They 
also consider that any “works required as a consequence of the main A38 scheme 
should be funded as part of it” such as potential improvements to the A52 / Prince 
Charles Avenue junction.  

6.4.6 The Derbyshire and Peak District Campaign for Better Transport were in favour of 
providing a replacement footbridge.  
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7. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A61 LITTLE EATON 
JUNCTION 

7.1 General 

7.1.1 Of the 739 responses received, Highways England received 645 responses relating 
to Little Eaton junction. Overall the comments were positive towards the Little Eaton 
junction proposals. This is reflected in the questionnaire feedback, where 63% 
agreed with the proposed junction, 28% disagreed with the proposed junction and 9% 
had no preference to the junction layout. It should be noted that 67% of the 
respondents that disagreed with the proposed preferred solution were from the 
Breadsall community.  The results are shown in Figure 7.1.   

 

Figure 7.1: Overall response to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do you agree with the 
proposed preferred option in this area?” 

7.1.2 Tables 7.1 and 7.2 outline the range of benefits and issues raised by respondents. 
The tables show the total count of all references to a particular issue. It should be 
noted that the total counts raised differs from the total number of respondents, as 
each respondent may have one or more issue or benefit. Furthermore, responses 
with no written responses have not been included within the count.  

7.1.3 The majority of concerns with regards to the preferred Little Eaton Junction were 
predominately focused around how the proposed alignment affects the local 
residents of Breadsall and uses Greenbelt land, as well as raising concerns of noise 
pollution as a result of the proposed route being a fly over. With the core perceived 
benefit being the reduction in congestion the proposed solution could deliver.   
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Benefit Tally % 

Improve Traffic Flow 40 41% 

Preferred Option is a Good Solution 19 20% 

Reduce Congestion 13 13% 

Improve Safety 7 7% 

Long Overdue 5 5% 

Safer 2 2% 

Improve Access to Little Eaton 2 2% 

Necessary to Relieve Congestion 2 2% 

Better Aesthetics 2 2% 

Make Commute Easier and Safer 1 1% 

Current Junction at Little Eaton Dangerous 1 1% 

Good Idea 1 1% 

Least Impact on Existing Infrastructure 1 1% 

Improve Journey Times 1 1% 

Total 97 100% 

Table 7.1: Little Eaton junction – Benefits categorisation 

Issue Tally % 

Highway Alignment  53 24% 

Loss of Greenbelt Land 51 23% 

Noise Pollution 42 19% 

Visual Impact 14 6% 

Air Pollution 10 4% 

Light Pollution 10 4% 

Ford Lane Used as a Rat-Run 10 4% 

Recent Improvements have Worked 10 4% 

Option 3 Unsafe 9 4% 

Increased Flood Risk 5 2% 

Affect Property Prices 4 2% 

Pinch Point Scheme Recently Completed 3 1% 

No New Link 1 0% 

Current Junction at Little Eaton Dangerous 1 0% 

Cost 1 0% 

Total 224 100% 

Table 7.2: Little Eaton junction – Issues categorisation 
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7.1.4 Highways England received 620 responses with regards to the local access route at 
Little Eaton Junction as a result of the closure of Ford Lane due to safety reasons. 
Overall 37% of respondents preferred option L2 which was to provide a new access 
road from the A38 onto the B6179, 37% had no preference and 26% felt that there is 
no need to provide a new local access route as a result of closing the Ford Lane 
access.  The results are shown in Figure 7.2. 

 

Figure 7.2: Overall response to Q17 regarding provision of a replacement link from 
Ford Lane 

7.1.5 Highways England also received a number of alternative designs for Little Eaton 
Junction. The alternative designs are outlined in section 10 of the report.  

7.2 Section 42 consultees 

7.2.1 Little Eaton Parish Council support the proposed preferred option, as ‘overall it will 
impact on fewer local residential properties and fewer local businesses’ and the 
separating of local B6179 traffic and A38 traffic. Although supportive of the scheme 
the Parish Council raised concerns about noise pollution, local traffic issues during 
construction and access to the Little Eaton roundabout during construction.  

7.2.2 Derbyshire County Council felt that as the preferred option is an evolution of the 
previously consulted option (2003), which Derbyshire County Council previously 
supported and recommended, there were no objections to the proposed junction 
presented at the recent consultation.  

7.2.3 Pauline Latham (MP for Mid Derbyshire) consulted with various members of her 
constituency and raised concerns around noise and light pollution and the loss of 
greenbelt land. Attention was also drawn to an alternative option, which is outlined in 
more depth in Section 10.   

7.2.4 Natural England highlighted that the impacts on the Derwent Valley Mills World 
Heritage Site and non-designated archaeology and preserved remains associated 
with the floodplain should be fully assessed within the environmental impact 
assessment.  
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7.2.5 Following the exhibition in Breadsall on 26 February, Breadsall Parish Council 
arranged a community meeting. As a result of the meeting, the community has 
formed the Breadsall A38 Action Group. Highways England has engaged in 
correspondence with the Action Group to understand the aims and concerns of the 
group while providing information on the consultation process and the junction 
proposals.  

7.2.6 Due to restrictions on consultation activities during the General Election, an initial 
meeting with the Action Group was held on 9 June 2015.  

7.3 Section 47 consultees 

7.3.1 Unlike the previous junctions, there were few responses for no preference. As a 
result, the Section 47 consultee analysis will be two-fold: (i) analysing all section 47 
responses and (ii) analysing section 47 responses that are in immediate vicinity of 
the junction.  

7.3.2 Figure 7.3 shows that 60% of all the section 47 consultees agree with the proposed 
junction; 31% disagree with the proposal; and 9% have no preference. It should be 
noted that 69% of those who disagree with the preferred junction were from the 
Breadsall community.  

 

Figure 7.3: Response to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (all Section 47 consultees) 

7.3.3 Figure 7.4 shows the responses from section 47 consultees who are in the immediate 
vicinity of the proposed junction, i.e. Breadsall, Allestree and Little Eaton. Overall the 
communities within the immediate vicinity are in favour of the preferred option, with 
54% agreeing with the proposed preferred option, 43% disagreeing and 3% having 
no preference. It should be noted that of the communities within the immediate 
vicinity of the junction 84% of the respondents who disagreed with the proposal were 
from the Breadsall community.   
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Figure 7.4: Response to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

7.3.4 Mickleover, Little Eaton, Darley Abbey and Allestree were the most receptive to the 
need for improvements, with 100%, 93%, 85% and 78% of respondents agreeing 
respectively with the need for improvements. Breadsall, Derby Centre and Markeaton 
(inc Queensway) were the least receptive to the need for improvements, with 88%, 
25% and 24% disagreeing respectively. These results are shown in Figure 7.5 and 
Table 7.3.  

Area Yes No No 
Preference 

Allestree 78% 17% 5% 

Breadsall 8% 88% 4% 

Darley Abbey 85% 15% 0% 

Derby Centre 67% 25% 8% 

Kingsway 70% 5% 25% 

Little Eaton 93% 6% 1% 

Littleover 79% 21% 0% 

Mackworth 60% 10% 31% 

Markeaton (Inc Queensway) 55% 24% 21% 

Mickleover 100% 0% 0% 

Table 7.3: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do 
you agree with the proposed preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees) 
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Figure 7.5: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do 
you agree with the proposed preferred option in this area?” (Section 47 consultees) 

7.3.5 The majority of concerns raised by the Breadsall community were focused around the 
alignment of the route, noise pollution and the use of greenbelt land:  

Leave Ford Lane as it is. The preferred option is taking a considerable 
amount of greenbelt and it will encroach on properties in the village. More 
noise and pollution will result. Over the last few years flooding in the village 
has increased and this work could affect the flood plain. 

This proposal takes Green belt land when brown field land is available, bend 
too tight, pollution, noise etc. will be far greater for Breadsall village. 

Proposed road is too close to Breadsall scheme should be relocated to cover 
land taken up by Mobile Home Park / Starbucks / garden centre overflow car 
park. 

As a local resident in a Breadsall I am concerned about the negative impact 
locally on noise levels, light from highway lighting, impact on wildlife and air 
quality. 

7.3.6 Other respondents raised concerns regarding air and lighting pollution, the need for 
works following the recent improvement works, the safety of the proposed preferred 
junction and potential rat running should the local ford lane access be constructed: 

Increased light, noise & impact on flooding, wildly/environment. Greenbelt 
land being taken. 

Recent works & lights have made traffic move better at this island. 

The bend in the A38 is too tight and will be dangerous. The routes in options 
1 & 2 are much better. Use this route with Island as in option 3. 

7.3.7 Figure 7.6 shows that whilst the majority of the section 47 consultees would prefer a 
local access route at Little Eaton junction, the results were mixed. 38% of 
respondents were in favour; 36% had no preference; and 26% preferred not to 
provide a local access route.  
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Figure 7.6: Responses to Q17 regarding provision of a replacement link from Ford 
Lane (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

7.3.8 As shown in Figure 7.7 communities located furthest away from the junction had 
predominantly no preference as to whether a replacement link from Ford Lane should 
be provided.  The proportion preferring a link be provided was significantly higher in 
communities closest to the junction, particularly Allestree. 

 

Figure 7.7: Geographical breakdown of responses to Q17 regarding provision of a 
replacement link from Ford Lane (Section 47 consultees) 

7.3.9 Figure 7.8, shows how the communities within immediate vicinity to the proposed 
Little Eaton junction (i.e. Breadsall, Little Eaton and Allestree) have responded to 
question 17 regarding access from Ford Lane. The results are again mixed, showing 
that the 44% favour providing a local access route; 31% favour not providing a local 
access route; and 25% have no preference. 67% of the respondents who had no 
preference to the local access route being from Breadsall.  
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Figure 7.8: Response to Q17 regarding provision of a replacement link from Ford 
Lane (Section 47 consultees from immediate vicinity) 

7.4 Other consultees 

7.4.1 Overall the comments were supportive of the scheme proposals. This reflected in the 
comments on the questionnaire question ‘Do you agree with the need for 
improvements at these junctions?’ 79% of the other consultees agreed with the need 
to improve the existing junctions, with 10% disagreeing with the need to improve the 
junctions and with 11% giving no preference.  Results are shown in Figure 7.9. 

 

 

Figure 7.9: Response to Q15 (Little Eaton junction) “Do you agree with the proposed 
preferred option in this area?” (Other consultees) 

7.4.2 It should be noted that all but 1 of the 130 respondents were residents from areas 
outside the vicinity of the proposed scheme.  
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7.4.3 Overall there were 11 residents from areas outside the vicinity of the proposed 
scheme, who questioned the need for further improvements following the recent 
Pinch Point works, the design of the preferred route and closure of the Ford Lane 
access route: 

The corner on the A38 appears quite sharp.  Surely this is not in accordance 
with modern standards for high speed roads, and may lead to accidents.  
Elsewhere on the network, sharp corners appear to be being removed, and 
this could be done easily here by moving the mobile homes to a new site in 
the locality. 

Recent works & lights have made traffic move better at this island 

Closing Ford Lane will cause extra traffic problems with access & egress on 
Derwent Ave & A6 

7.4.4 Figure 7.10 shows that 41% of other consultees have no preference to the provision 
of a new link route; with 23% preferring not to provide the new link route; and 36% in 
favour of providing a new link route.  

 
Figure 7.10: Responses to Q17 regarding provision of a replacement link from Ford 
Lane (Other consultees) 

7.4.5 The Derbyshire and Peak District Campaign for Better Transport suggested an 
alternative option with the A61 flying over the existing A38. The assessment of this 
option is described in Section 10.  The Derbyshire and Peak District Campaign for 
Better Transport also suggested a cycle route between the Ford Lane estate and the 
proposed roundabout junction.  
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8. HIGHWAYS ENGLAND RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION 
FEEDBACK 

8.1 General 

8.1.1 As described in Sections 3 to 7, a number of matters have been raised during the 
consultation period. Tables 8.1 to 8.4 show Highways England’s responses to the key 
issues identified. Where consultees have contacted Highways England either by 
letter, email to the A38 project email address, or through Highways England’s 
Information Line, personal responses have been sent to the consultees. 

Matters relating to the overall scheme 

Issue Highways England Response 

Why the scheme 
is being proposed 
following the 
recent 
improvement 
works? 

The Pinch Point scheme was delivered as a short term solution to the 
congestion experienced at the Markeaton and Little Eaton junctions. 
These interim schemes were not intended to provide long-term relief 
from existing traffic congestion. Traffic congestion is expected to 
continue to build at these busy junctions. As such, it has been 
identified that major junction improvements on the A38 are still 
required.  

Scheme benefits Although the scheme is undergoing an updated economic assessment, 
preliminary figures show that the proposed scheme is likely to have a 
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) which, in terms of the Department for 
Transport’s Value for Money (VfM) guidance falls within the category of 
Very High VfM. The BCR takes into account scheme costs during the 
design and construction stages, benefits due to the improved traffic 
flows and impacts during and after construction works. 

Pedestrian and 
cyclist facilities 

This consultation was carried out to gain feedback on route and 
junction options. The scheme will incorporate features to maintain and, 
where possible, improve pedestrian and cyclist routes, but these 
details are yet to be confirmed.  The feedback received at consultation 
on pedestrian and cycling matters will be used to inform design of 
these facilities.  

Air quality Air quality is currently being monitored along the A38 scheme corridor. 
Initial assessments will be undertaken in 2016 to quantify how the 
scheme will affect local air quality. This assessment will be further 
developed in further design stages.   

Noise levels The project team will assess the impact of the scheme on local noise 
levels when new traffic data for the proposed scheme has been 
generated.  Noise monitoring was conducted during summer 2015 to 
support the noise assessments. Our noise specialists will then define 
applicable noise mitigation measures for any locations where traffic 
noise level is to increase as a result of the scheme implementation.  
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Matters relating to the overall scheme 

Issue Highways England Response 

Ecological impact A range of ecology surveys are being undertaken since the start of 
2015. Thereafter we will be able to assess the impact of the scheme 
on wildlife and define any ecological mitigation measures required. 
This may include measures to safeguard wildlife during scheme 
construction or permanent translocation or re-homing of wildlife, where 
necessary. 

Street lighting The provision of street lighting on the A38 is yet to be confirmed. For 
the purposes of initial design, it has been assumed that the A38 will be 
fully lit using modern, LED lighting units. Detailed lighting assessments 
will be undertaken at various stages throughout the scheme and the 
provision of lighting is to be confirmed in future consultation events. 

Is there funding 
available for the 
scheme? 

A38 Derby Junctions Scheme was identified in the Government’s Road 
Investment Strategy (RIS) and Delivery Plan.   

Safety Safety of all road users and road workers is paramount to Highways 
England and this is supported through their design processes. The 
designs will be subjected to Road Safety Audits at key stages of the 
scheme development. In addition, the scheme aims to improve safety 
for all road users through separating the A38 through-traffic from traffic 
using the local road network, thereby reducing potential vehicle 
conflicts, and by improving provision for pedestrians and cyclists. 

Impact on 
residents during 
construction 

Highways England is aware that construction of the scheme will be 
disruptive to road users and residents. We are currently examining 
different options to construct the junctions so we can understand the 
impacts and look at ways to mitigate these issues.  We will also 
engage with Derby City and Derbyshire County councils to agree on 
our construction strategy. 

Where possible, we will avoid the use of night-time operations in 
residential areas, but we are aware that this may not always be 
feasible. We anticipate including details of the proposed construction 
strategy in future consultations. During construction our contractor will 
work closely with local communities to coordinate works activities and 
ensure people are kept informed of likely disruption.  

Traffic problems 
during 
construction 

With regards to impacts on local roads during construction, Highways 
England will work with the local highway authorities and police to 
identify potential diversion routes and areas where vehicle restrictions 
could apply, to restrict through traffic on unsuitable routes.  
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Matters relating to the overall scheme 

Issue Highways England Response 

Why does it take 
so long to get to 
construction? 

The scheme is classed as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 
(NSIP) under the Planning Act 2008. As such, we are required to make 
an application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) to obtain 
permission to construct the scheme.  This requires the project to 
prepare a detailed application and undertake extensive consultation. 
The application will be made to the Planning Inspectorate who will 
examine the application and make a recommendation to the Secretary 
of State for Transport on whether or not the project should go ahead.  

We currently intend to make our DCO application in early 2018.  

Construction can only commence once a Development Consent Order 
has been approved.  Further information is available from the National 
Infrastructure Planning website at: 

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/application-
process/the-process/ 

Impact on local 
businesses 
during 
construction 

Highways England will work with local businesses and authorities to 
ensure that impacts to local trade and businesses are minimised during 
construction and operation.    

Table 8.1: Highways England responses to matters raised in relation to the overall scheme 

Matters relating to A38/A5111 Kingsway junction 

Issue Highways England Response 

Why are the local 
accesses 
between 
Kingsway and 
Markeaton being 
closed? 

The existing local road accesses at Brackensdale Avenue, Raleigh 
Street and Enfield Road will need to be closed as part of the proposed 
scheme. Keeping these local accesses open would create an unsafe 
arrangement whereby the accesses will be junctions on the slip roads, 
which creates a risk of collisions between vehicles on the slip roads 
leaving/joining the A38 and vehicles turning out of side roads. 

We aim to mitigate the impact of closing the existing local access 
routes by providing alternatives at either Greenwich Drive South or 
Kingsway Park Close. Although these arrangements may slightly 
increase journey times onto the A38, the improvement of mainline 
traffic flow on the A38 will minimise any overall impact on journey 
times.  

Can access be 
improved to/from 
Kingsway Retail 
Park? 

Highways England does not manage these roads. Comments relating 
to matters on the local road network have been provided to the local 
highway authorities; Derby City Council and Derbyshire County 
Council.   

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/application-process/the-process/
http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/application-process/the-process/
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Matters relating to A38/A5111 Kingsway junction 

Issue Highways England Response 

Will the local 
access 
arrangements 
increase rat-
running in 
Mackworth? 

By providing a new local access route, with Greenwich Drive South or 
Kingsway Park Close, we do not anticipate any significant increase in 
traffic on the local roads. We will conduct an in-depth analysis of the 
impact that the proposed scheme will have on local roads following the 
completion of the traffic model. This will enable us to work with the City 
Council to address any potential ‘rat-running’ onto local roads.  

Would prefer to 
see a standard 
roundabout rather 
than the dumbbell 
design which may 
cause more 
delays 

Highways England needs to balance the costs of the additional 
infrastructure associated with a “standard” roundabout junction with the 
expected traffic flows to ensure the proposals are cost-effective. The 
proposed dumbbell roundabout was determined during a value 
management exercise to manage the costs of the junction, without 
compromising its performance and safety. Initial traffic assessments 
have shown that a single overbridge will provide adequate capacity for 
the traffic using the Kingsway junction.  

We are currently updating the traffic forecasts following the completion 
of the Pinch Point improvements at Little Eaton and Markeaton 
junctions. We will use these forecasts to ensure that the proposed 
design will operate satisfactorily. In the event that the traffic 
assessments indicate problems will be experienced at the junction, we 
will review the dumbbell arrangement. 

Furthermore, during the consultation period Highways England 
received various alternative junction options for the Kingsway junction, 
including a conventional roundabout option. All of which have been 
reviewed and assessed, refer to section 10 for outputs. 

Why is the speed 
limit between 
Kingsway and 
Markeaton not 
70mph 

Due to the urban environment and alignment limitations it is not 
possible to safely upgrade the route to a 70mph route without 
significant additional landtake and adverse impacts to local 
communities. The proposed scheme will increase the speed limit from 
the existing 40mph to 50mph thereby reducing journey times.  

Table 8.2: Highways England responses to matters raised in relation to A38/A5111 
Kingsway junction 
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Matters relating to A38/A52 Markeaton junction 

Issue Highways England Response 

Why do the 
proposals require 
demolishing 
houses on 
Queensway? 

Moving the proposed alignment to avoid the properties on Queensway 
would result in the removal of McDonald’s and the Esso filling station. It 
would also encroach onto Markeaton Park. This option was previously 
consulted in 2002, with the current preferred route being most favoured 
by members of the public.  

The park is classified as Public Open Space, defined in the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990. As such, any development affecting the 
park land is required to provide suitable replacement land and is likely 
to face objections. Given the current development plans around Derby, 
it is anticipated that locating replacement land is likely to be 
problematic.   

Why do the 
proposals not 
include a fly-over 
option? 

The original proposals for a flyover option at Markeaton were rejected 
by the Secretary of State for Environment and the Minister of Transport 
following public inquiry in 1978. The environmental impact of a fly-over 
solution is considered to be unnecessarily high. An underpass will help 
screen the road from the surrounding area and is therefore considered 
more appropriate. 

Will the 
improvements 
affect the lodge 
house at 
Markeaton Park? 

The current preferred Markeaton option will not encroach on the lodge 
house although the improvements to the access/ exit for the park will 
require alterations. It is currently anticipated that the existing park 
boundary wall will be reconstructed on a new alignment. 

What are the 
planned 
arrangements for 
access/exit for 
McDonald’s and 
Esso? 

Highways England is currently reviewing potential options with regards 
to providing access to McDonald’s, Esso and Markeaton Park from the 
A52. Highways England is liaising with McDonald’s and the Esso 
station operators, Eurogarages, to ensure that if feasible, a new 
access can be provided. We will also consult with Derby City Council to 
ensure the access arrangements for the park are suitable. 

Why are the local 
accesses 
between 
Kingsway and 
Markeaton being 
closed? 

Refer to table 8.2 for response.   

Why do you have 
to demolish the 
existing 
Markeaton 
Footbridge and 
what will the 
safety standard 
be 

As a result of having to extend the carriageway, the existing Markeaton 
footbridge would need to be demolished. The replacement footbridge 
will be designed to the relevant safety standards with suitable access 
for non-motorised users.  
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Table 8.3: Highways England responses to matters raised in relation to A38/A52 Markeaton 
junction 

Matters relating to A38/A61 Little Eaton junction 

Issue Highways England Response 

Why do the 
proposals build 
on green belt? 

The existing A38 is built on Green Belt land, therefore any 
improvement works would require the scheme to build on Green Belt 
land.  

Highways England understands the importance of preserving Green 
Belt land and we will endeavour to ensure we keep Green Belt land 
development to a minimum. The National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) considers some development, including local transport 
infrastructure, to be appropriate, providing they preserve the openness 
of the Green Belt.  

Why does Ford 
Lane need to be 
closed? 

The existing local road accesses at Ford Lane will need to be closed 
as part of the proposed scheme. Keeping this local access open would 
create an unsafe arrangement whereby the accesses will be junctions 
on the slip roads, which creates a risk of collisions between vehicles on 
the slip roads leaving/joining the A38 and vehicles turning out of side 
roads. 

We have proposed an alternative local access route connecting Ford 
Lane to the B6179, for which we have solicited views during the public 
consultation. Highways England recognises that closing Ford Lane 
would increase journey times for residents of the estate but have to 
consider overall road user safety. 

Detailed traffic forecasts are currently being developed. These will 
enable us to examine the impacts on journey times and, if necessary, 
consider improvements to the Ford Lane and/or Derwent Avenue 
junctions with the A6.  

Table 8.4: Highways England responses to matters raised in relation to A38/A61 Little Eaton 
junction 
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9. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK – OTHER MATTERS 

9.1 General 

9.1.1 During the consultation, Highways England received 102 comments referring to 
matters which are currently outside the scope of the scheme. These include 
suggestions for improvements on adjacent routes, typically managed by local 
authorities. Figure 9.1 presents an indication of the comments received.  

 
Figure 9.1: Breakdown of consultation responses outside the current scope of the 
scheme  

9.1.2 A schedule of the responses received that are deemed to be outside the current 
scope of the scheme is contained in Appendix K. As the majority of these comments 
relate to matters on the local road network, the schedule has been provided to the 
local highway authorities, Derby City Council and Derbyshire County Council, who 
manage these roads.  

9.1.3 During the writing of the report Derbyshire County Council provided a response to 
comments received that were outside the current scope of the scheme: 

9.1.4 “Derbyshire is a large area and has a distributed settlement and employment pattern. 
Although the majority of the Derbyshire’s population is concentrated in our city and 
urban centres and numerous market towns, however; many residents live in sparsely 
populated rural communities where access to public transport networks is sometimes 
limited. Derbyshire County Council  recognise also that many of its residents can 
travel considerable distances to access employment, and some communities have 
seen much of the local employment they once relied upon decline or move 
elsewhere. In the longer term housing and employment ambitions for the wider 
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economy will create additional demands for travel putting further strain on our already 
stretched public transport network with congested roads and inevitably some of these 
will be on radial routes into key conurbations,  the A61 between Abbey Hill and the 
Pentagon Island into Derby being one such obvious example. 

9.1.5 The County Council accept however that tackling road congestion will require a 
joined up approach between the upper tier authorities and the support co-operation of 
districts and boroughs. Derbyshire’s approach to improving public transport networks 
and the capacity of local roads needs to be fully integrated with our ambitions for 
increasing skills and employment across the county and aligned to land use planning. 

9.1.6 In the longer term Derbyshire County Council with Derby Council through its 
proposals for a Combined Authority for Derbyshire will develop and deliver a joint 
Local Transport Plan (LTP) for Derbyshire. Through the joint LTP, both local Highway 
Authorities will seek to combine the two existing Integrated Transport Capital Grants 
into one shared funding resource. This should hopefully enable us to better address 
some of the more strategic cross boundary issues, the A61 between the A38 (Abbey 
Hill and Pentagon island being one such obvious example. Obviously as a Combined 
Authority, we would seek to work with the Department of Transport to agree more 
certainty over longer term develop and deliver a joint Local Transport Plan for 
Derbyshire”  
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10. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 

10.1 General 

10.1.1 We received lots of feedback and some respondees gave further ideas on possible 
options for Highways England to consider. For the purpose of this report and other 
communications these ideas are referred to as 'alternative options'.  

10.2 Assessment Methodology 

10.2.1 All alternative scheme options have been examined and assessed. The assessment 
methodology is described in Appendix N and summarised below: 

• All alternative options to be examined using an Initial Assessment framework 
based upon scheme objectives, deliverability and feasibility. 

• Alternatives scoring above a minimum pass mark in each section of the Initial 
Assessment framework will be subject to a more detailed assessment and 
production of an Alternative Options Report. 

10.3 Details of Alternative Options 

10.3.1 Table 10.1 provides a summary of the alternative options which were received during 
the consultation period and included in the Initial Assessment. Further details of each 
of the alternative options are given in the Appendices indicated in the Table. Where 
necessary, sketch plans have been developed to further develop our understanding 
of the consultees’ proposals and to facilitate the assessment. 

10.3.2 Additionally, as a result of concerns raised by the community in Breadsall that the 
decision to not progress previous options for Little Eaton junction had not been 
adequately communicated, the assessment also considered the following previously 
published options.  

• Little Eaton Option 1 

• Little Eaton Option 2 

10.3.3 In some instances, variations of the alternative options were identified by the project 
team during the Initial Assessment. These were also considered as further options in 
addition to those identified by the consultees. 

10.3.4 It should be noted that, with regards to Councillor Stevenson’s alternative option, 
Highways England wrote to the consultee to confirm the project team understands his 
proposals. A copy of the letter is contained in Appendix O. Highways England has 
since met Councillor Stevenson in conjunction with the Breadsall A38 Action Group 
(9 June 2015). Prior to the meeting, Highways England was provided with a plan 
developed by both the action group and the Councillor showing the option in more 
detail. This plan is contained in Appendix P. 
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Consultee 
Junction Option 

Summary of Alternative Option Appendix 
Reference Overall 

Scheme Kingsway Markeaton Little 
Eaton 

Consultee A     

Kingsway and Markeaton: Tunnel 
from south of Kingsway to north 
of Markeaton 

Little Eaton: A61 fly-over A38 with 
roundabout to north of existing 
junction. 

Appendix Q 

Cllr. Abey Stevenson - 
“Southern Sweep Option”     

A38 alignment retained across 
the existing roundabout and 
extended across the floodplain to 
the south of the existing route. 

Appendix P 

Mrs Pauline Latham MP– 
“Option 3A”     

Similar to the current preferred 
Little Eaton option but 
carriageway realigned to closely 
follow the existing A38 corridor. 

Appendix R 

Mrs Pauline Latham MP – 
“Option 4”     Similar to “Option 3A” but using a 

shallower radius for the main line. Appendix R 

Consultee P     

Overall: New trunk road from 
A38/A50 Toyota junction to north 
of Little Eaton. 

Kingsway: local accesses to be 
kept open by provision of parallel 
service roads. 

Appendix S 
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Consultee 
Junction Option 

Summary of Alternative Option Appendix 
Reference Overall 

Scheme Kingsway Markeaton Little 
Eaton 

Campaign for Better Transport     

Kingsway: Slip road links to the 
existing local accesses. 

Little Eaton: A61 flyover. 

Appendix T 

Consultee B     
A single large roundabout in place 
of the proposed double 
roundabout. 

Appendix U 

Consultee J     Alternative road layout in lieu of 
the proposed eastern roundabout. Appendix V 

Table 10.1: Summary of the Alternative Options Received and Assessed. 
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10.4 Outcome of Initial Assessment 

10.4.1 The outcome of the Initial Assessment is contained in Appendix W. This shows the 
scoring for each of the alternative options, or variations developed by the project 
team.  

10.4.2 Each of the scoring metrics is supported by a detailed assessment sheet. These are 
also contained in Appendix W.  

10.4.3 The alternative options which passed the Initial Assessment and are to be further 
assessed are: 

• Little Eaton - Option 2, as previously published. 

• Little Eaton - Option 3A, as proposed by Breadsall Parish Council. 

• Little Eaton – Southern Sweep Option as proposed by Cllr. Abey Stevenson.  

• Kingsway - alternative eastern roundabout layout as proposed by Consultee 
J. 

10.4.4 Additionally, an assessment will be carried out to compare Kingsway local access 
options K1 and K2. This will also take account of the consultation feedback and will 
enable the preferred arrangement to be identified.  

10.5 Outcome of Options Assessment  

10.5.1 Options Assessments were carried out to compare the alternatives identified in 
section 10.4 to the junction layouts proposed in the consultation.  

10.5.2 The options were developed using 1:2500 scale layout plans to indicate the 
approximate dimensions of the embankments, cuttings and the locations of principal 
structures. From the layout plans, the advantages, disadvantages and constraints 
associated with the options were identified in terms of engineering, environment, 
traffic and economic matters. The findings were used to evaluate and compare the 
options on a qualitative basis.  

10.5.3 At Little Eaton junction, the Options Assessment showed that while the layout 
presented at the consultation did not rank highest in all aspects of the assessment, it 
did perform better in overall terms than the layouts proposed by consultees. 

10.5.4 Similarly, at Kingsway junction, the layout presented at consultation performed better 
than the alternative option proposed by the consultee. In addition, the Options 
Assessment recommended that local access option K2 (via Kingsway Park Close) 
was progressed in preference to option K1 (via Greenwich Drive South).  

10.5.5 Consequently, Highways England will continue to develop the designs for the junction 
layouts presented at consultation, in preference to those proposed as alternative 
options. However, it is recognised that in some aspects of the assessment, the 
alternative options had less impact. As such, Highways England will look to identify 
appropriate mitigation measures to be incorporated into the final designs.   
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11. CONCLUSIONS 

11.1 General 

11.1.1 Highways England held a non-statutory consultation to seek views and ideas on the 
scheme proposals. The feedback received from the consultation has been used to 
inform the development of design and assessment in order to make a formal 
announcement later in 2016.  

11.1.2 The consultation results show that the scheme has a high level of support both in 
principle and with regards to the specific design proposals for each junction. 81% of 
consultees support the need for improvements to the junctions. 70%, 67% and 63% 
of consultees agree with the proposals for Kingsway, Markeaton and Little Eaton 
junctions respectively.   

11.2 Junction Layouts 

11.2.1 A number of alternative options were presented to the project team, which have been 
examined using the Initial Assessment framework described in Section 10 and the 
subsequent, more detailed Options Assessment.  The following paragraphs 
summarise the outcome  of the consultation feedback and alternative options’ 
assessment. 

11.2.2 Kingsway junction: 

• As recommended by the Options Assessment, the overall design will be 
progressed in accordance with the layout published in the consultation; 

• Local access will be via options K2;  

11.2.3 Markeaton junction: 

• Following the Initial Assessment of alternative options, no viable alternatives 
were identified. Consequently, the design will be progressed in accordance 
with the layout published in the consultation.  

• The design will include the provision of a replacement footbridge to 
Markeaton Park. 

• Design options will be developed for the proposed junction/access from the 
A52 for Markeaton Park, McDonald’s and the Esso station. This shall be 
developed in consultation with the operators of each site and Derby City 
Council. 

11.2.4 Little Eaton junction: 

• As recommended by the Options Assessment, the overall design will be 
progressed in accordance with the layout published in the consultation; 

• Due to the mixed consultation results, the link road from Ford Lane to the 
B6179 will not form part of the scheme design at this time. Following 
completion of the updated traffic model, the arrangement will be reviewed to 
determine the impact of closing the access road and the relative monetary 
benefits and disbenefits associated with the provision of a new link.  
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12. APPENDICES 
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Appendix A 

Plan showing distribution area for the advertising leaflets 
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Appendix C 

Consultation brochure 
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The A38 Derby Junctions Consultation Documents are available on the GOV.UK 
website via the following link: 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/a38-derby-junctions-improvements 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/a38-derby-junctions-improvements
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Appendix D 

Consultation questionnaire 
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The A38 Derby Junctions Consultation Documents are available on the GOV.UK 
website via the following link: 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/a38-derby-junctions-improvements 
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Appendix E 

Scheme layout plans 
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Appendix F 

Photomontages 
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Appendix G 

Leaflets used to advertise the consultation  
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Appendix H 

Example of Section 42 letter 
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Appendix I  

Summary of media coverage 

 





https://www.gov.uk/government/news/unique-chance-for-public-to-have-say-on-220-million-improvements-to-derbys-busiest-junctions
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/public-exhibition-to-showcase-220-million-improvements-to-a38-junctions-in-derby


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Derby-Kingsway-traffic-situation-farce-sorted/story-25906200-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Derby-business-owner-Paul-Harris-Don-t-let-A38/story-25923397-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/A38-islands-dug-make-Derby-flyover-underpass/story-25921114-detail/story.html




http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/A38-flyover-underpasses-come-soon-Mid-Derbyshire/story-25925622-detail/story.html
http://www.derby.gov.uk/whats-happening-in-derby/news/a38-proposals/


http://www.investinuk.net/news/unique-chance-public-have-say-%C2%A3220-million-improvements-derby%E2%80%99s-busiest-junctions
http://www.fleetdirectory.co.uk/news/a38-derby-junctions-update-30115/


http://presszoom.com/story_184580.html


http://www.roadtraffic-technology.com/news/newspublic-consultations-to-begin-to-improve-three-junctions-in-derby-uk-4497315
http://derbycyclinggroup.org.uk/blog/2015/02/proposal-for-flyovers-on-derby-a38-please-provide-your-comments/
http://derbycyclinggroup.org.uk/blog/2015/02/proposal-for-flyovers-on-derby-a38-please-provide-your-comments/


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Artist-s-impression-planned-changes-Derby-s/story-25928924-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Jill-Gallone-use-superfast-broadband-Derby-s/story-25940294-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Spondon-bypass-A38-cash-claim-villagers/story-25944226-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Pauline-Latham-Drivers-environment-benefit-long/story-25947909-detail/story.html


http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-derbyshire-31024195
http://www.sixstreetsderby.org.uk/apps/forums/topics/show/13125962-a38-underpasses-flyovers?page=last


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Plans-Markeaton-flyover-ruin-life-91-year-old/story-25974206-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Amazing-video-220m-A38-islands-look-like/story-25986197-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Amazing-video-220m-A38-islands-look-like/story-25986197-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/New-A38-flyover-scheme-make-country-billion/story-25989977-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Compulsory-purchase-Yes-says-Derby-resident-home/story-25998784-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/A38-islands-dug-make-Derby-flyover-underpass/story-25921114-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Free-flowing-traffic-key-city-s-success/story-25984566-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/New-A38-flyover-scheme-make-country-billion/story-25989977-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Flyover-plan-help-ease-traffic-woes-major-route/story-25984609-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/New-A38-flyover-scheme-make-country-billion/story-25989977-detail/story.html


http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b0511hcg


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Awful-lot-A38-cash-spent-nil-progress-ndash/story-25996281-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Compulsory-purchase-Yes-says-Derby-resident-home/story-25998784-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Parts-Markeaton-Park-lost-220m-Derby-A38-road/story-26018377-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Mackworth-residents-fears-A38-plans/story-26026042-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Derby-s-traffic-planners-learned-lessons/story-26041758-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Flyovers-solution-Derby-s-traffic-woes-ndash/story-26055203-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Derbyshire-village-s-fears-A38-flyover-proposals/story-26066360-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Breadsall-villagers-claim-A38-flyover-wrong/story-26091959-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Mid-Derbyshire-MP-Pauline-Latham-vows-fight/story-26107971-detail/story.html


http://issuu.com/derbyshireguardian/docs/dg_26


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Fear-A38-scheme-create-traffic-problems-Allestree/story-26138319-detail/story.html


http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p02k4gnq#auto


http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/p02k4g1p#auto


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Public-consultation-major-A38-road-scheme-plans/story-26167713-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Hundreds-say-plans-Derby-s-A38-islands/story-26169628-detail/story.html


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/A38-work-years-ago/story-26169592-detail/story.html
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-derbyshire-31881149


http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/Wrong-option-chosen-A38-changes-remember-ndash/story-26196373-detail/story.html
http://www.derbytelegraph.co.uk/suffer-rat-runs-Allestree-ndash-reader-s-letter/story-26183524-detail/story.html










http://goo.gl/vgGo4F
https://twitter.com/HAnews_emids/status/565490431744811008
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Appendix J 

Consultation responses received 

 











































































A38 Derby Junctions  Highways England 
Report on Public Consultation 
 

47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-009  Revision 6 
January 2016  Status F 

 

 

Appendix K 

Schedule of comments received beyond the scope of the scheme 

 

 





























A38 Derby Junctions  Highways England 
Report on Public Consultation 
 

47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-009  Revision 6 
January 2016  Status F 

 

 

Appendix M 

Public Consultation Leaflet Distribution  
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1. Little Eaton 
1.1 Figure 1 below shows the area where leaflets were distributed in Little Eaton.  

 

Figure 1 - Little Eaton – Distribution Area 

1.2 Table 1 shows the streets within this area. Except for that part of Duffield Road that 
lies outside of the area indicated in Figure 1, all houses on these streets received a 
leaflet. 

Little Eaton 
  
ALFRETON ROAD 
BERMUDA AVENUE 
THE TOWN 
STATION ROAD 
NEW INN LANE 
DUFFIELD ROAD (Part of) 
CAMP WOOD CLOSE 
BROOKS HOLLOW 
Mobile home park 
Table 1 – Little Eaton streets 
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2. Allestree (Ford Lane) 
2.1 Figure 2 below shows the area where leaflets were distributed in Allestree.  

 

Figure 2 - Allestree (Ford Lane) Distribution Area 

2.2 Table 2 shows the streets within this area. All houses on these streets received a 
leaflet. 

Allestree (Ford Lane)  
  
ASHBERRY COURT 
DERWENT AVENUE 
LAMBOURN DRIVE 
LAMBOURN COURT 
FOUNTAINS CLOSE 
GEMA CLOSE 
HOME FARM DRIVE 
WOODSIDE DRIVE 
PORTWAY CLOSE 
FARNBOROUGH GARDENS 
SPENBECK DRIVE 
ROCKINGHAM CLOSE 
DERWENT CLOSE 
PADLEY CLOSE 
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Allestree (Ford Lane)  
FROGGATT CLOSE 
RUSHUP CLOSE 
MEDWAY DRIVE 
SEVERNVALE CLOSE 
WAVENEY CLOSE 
WHARFEDALE CLOSE 
WINDRUSH CLOSE 
CUCKMERE CLOSE 
FORD LANE 
EATON AVENUE 
EATON CLOSE 
CHESTER AVENUE 

Table 2 – Allestree streets 

3. Breadsall 
3.1 Figure 3 below shows the area where leaflets were distributed in Breadsall.  

 

Figure 3 - Breadsall Distribution Area 
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3.2 Table 3 shows the streets within this area. Except for that part of Brookside Road 
that lies outside of the area indicated in Figure 3, all houses on these streets 
received a leaflet. 

Breadsall 
  
MOOR ROAD 
ASH TREE CLOSE 
MOORWAY 
CHURCH LANE 
RECTORY LANE 
ORCHARD CLOSE 
CROFT LANE 
BEECH CROFT 
BROOKSIDE ROAD (Part of) 
BROOKFIELDS DRIVE 
PALL MALL 
NEW HOUSE ON BROOKFIELDS 
DR. 

Table 3 – Breadsall streets 
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4. Mackworth  
4.1 Figure 4 below shows the area where leaflets were distributed in Mackworth.  

 

Figure 4 -Mackworth Distribution Area 

4.2 Table 4 shows the streets within this area. All houses on these streets received a 
leaflet. 

Mackworth 
  
ASHBOURNE ROAD 
BRENTFORD DRIVE 
BECKENHAM WAY 
WIMPOLE GARDENS 
FENCHURCH WALK 
KENSAL RISE 
CHEYNE WALK 
CRICKLEWOOD ROAD 
ENFIELD ROAD 
RAVENSCOURT ROAD 
RANELAGH GARDENS 
HARRINGAY GARDENS 
GREENWICH DRIVE NORTH 
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Mackworth 
HANWELL WAY 
PIMLICO 
HENDON WAY 
WALTHAMSTOW DRIVE 
FINSBURY AVENUE 
HOUNSLOW ROAD 
DORKING ROAD 
STREATHAM ROAD 
TWICKENHAM DRIVE 
CHINGFORD COURT 
LEYTONSTONE DRIVE 
COLLINGHAM GARDENS 
ILFORD ROAD 
CARNABY CLOSE 
GREENWICH DRIVE SOUTH 
PECKHAM GARDENS 
OSTERLEY GREEN 
NORWOOD CLOSE 
FULHAM ROAD 
GREENLAND AVENUE 
LILAC AVENUE 
LABURNUM GROVE 
HUMBLETON DRIVE 
WOBURN PLACE 
SOUTHWARK CLOSE 
KEW GARDENS 
BRACKENSDALE AVENUE 

Table 4 – Mackworth streets  
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5. New Zealand 
5.1 Figure 5 below shows the area where leaflets were distributed in New Zealand.  

 

New Zealand – Distribution Area 

5.2 Table 5 shows the streets within this area. Unless indicated in the table below, all 
houses on these streets received a leaflet. It is noted that Queensway and the four 
semi-detached on Ashbourne Road (facing Markeaton Roundabout) did not receive 
leaflets as they have received one via post.  

New Zealand 
  
LYTTELTON STREET 
RALEIGH STREET 
SEYMOUR CLOSE 
CHEVIOT STREET (Part of) 
NEW ZEALAND SQUARE 
WALLACE STREET 
ASHLEY STREET 
RAGLAN AVENUE 
MACKENZIE STREET 
WESTLEIGH AVENUE 
RADBOURNE STREET (Part of) 
THURCROFT CLOSE 
WINDMILL HILL LANE 
COOPER STREET 
BASS STREET 
SUTTON CLOSE 
NAPIER STREET 
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New Zealand 
SELWYN STREET 
COBDEN STREET 
HEYWORTH STREET 
HAWKE STREET 
SLACK LANE (Part of) 
MORLEY STREET 
STANLET STREET (Part of) 

Table 5 – New Zealand streets  
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Public Consultation Assessment Methodology 

1. Introduction 
1.1 The purpose of this Technical Note is to outline the methodologies for: 

(i) Assessment of the consultation feedback results; and 

(ii) Assessment of the alternative design options received from the public through 
the consultation process. 

1.2 The published period for the non-statutory public consultation was from 5th February 
2015 to 13th March 2015. 

1.3 The assessment process for consultation feedback and alternative options is shown 
in the flow chart contained in Figure 1. 

 
2. Assessment of the Consultation Feedback 
2.1 All responses to the public consultation will be scheduled and analysed. Responses 

will be grouped into the following strands, as recommended by Planning Inspectorate 
Advice Note 14: Compiling the consultation report1. 

• Prescribed consultees (Planning Act 2008, sections 42, 43 & 44) 

• Community consultees (Planning Act 2008, section 47) 

• Responses to statutory publicity (Planning Act 2008, section 48). 

2.2 The project team recognise that different consultation groups will have different 
interests in the scheme. For example, users of the strategic road network are likely to 
be interested in the overall scheme; while local residents are more likely to be 
concerned with impacts at specific junction locations. Consequently, the analysis will 
examine the responses for each of the questions overall to determine the high level 
trends. Where returned questionnaires include post code or location data, the 
responses will be further examined to determine any local trends or concerns. The 
high-level and local-level assessments will be compared on a qualitative basis. 

2.3 Given that the analysis of the consultation responses will not be undertaken on a 
simple numerical basis, the application of weightings to different groups of consultees 
is not appropriate. 

2.4 Subsequently, where there is conflict between high-level and local-level assessments 
or between the responses from different local areas, we will look into whether the 
concerns raised can be mitigated. Further dialogue with interested parties may be 
necessary to understand the reasons for opposition to the proposals and to develop 
suitable mitigation measures. 

2.5 The public consultation results will feed into the assessment of alternative options 
described in the sections below. 

Report on Public Consultation 

2.6 The assessment of the responses received from public consultation will be reported 
in the Report on Public Consultation. The purpose of the report is to explain the 

 
 

 

1             http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/Advice-note-14v2.pdf 

http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/Advice-note-14v2.pdf
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nature of the choices offered to the public, the manner in which it was presented and 
to summarise results. 

2.7 The Report on Public Consultation will also take account of the guidance provided in 
the Planning Inspectorate Advice Note 14. In particular, the Inspectorate’s guidance 
on the summary of responses. 

2.8 The report will also take account of any correspondence or dialogue which has taken 
place with statutory consultees and other interested parties. 

 
3. Assessment of Alternative Options 
3.1 All alternative scheme options, identified from a review of the consultation feedback, 

will be considered under a two-stage assessment process comprising: 

(i) an Initial Assessment as described in Section 4; and 

(ii) all options passing the Initial Assessment will be subject to a more detailed 
assessment as described in Section 5. 

3.2 In the event that a large number of alternative options pass the Initial Assessment, 
the need for an Intermediate Assessment will be considered. The purpose of the 
Intermediate Assessment will be to reduce the number of alternative options to 
identify the better performing ones. If an Intermediate Assessment is required, this 
Technical Note will be updated accordingly. 

 
4. Initial Assessment 
4.1 The Initial Assessment is intended as a preliminary examination of each alternative 

option. It will be carried out based on the information provided by the consultee. No 
design work will be undertaken as part of the Initial Assessment. Quantitative 
measures will be used where possible. Where information is not available, for 
example cost estimates of each option, qualitative measures will be used. 

4.2 In some instances, variations of the alternative options may be identified by the 
project team during the Initial Assessment. These shall be considered as further 
options in addition to those identified by the consultees. 

4.3 Initial assessment of the alternative options will follow the Department for Transport’s 
web-based Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG) - The Transport Appraisal 
Process2. The assessment will be against the following criteria: 

• Scheme objectives; 

• Deliverability; and 

• Feasibility. 

4.4 Options must achieve a baseline score against each of these criteria in order to pass 
the Initial Assessment. The scoring criteria are contained in Figure 2. 

4.5 The Initial Assessment will include the options published for the public consultation to 
form a baseline. Alternative options identified by the public will be compared to the 
relevant baselined published option, combination of options or the whole scheme, as 
appropriate. 

 

2              

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/370529/webta
g-tag- transport-appraisal-process.pdf 

http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/370529/webtag-tag-
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/370529/webtag-tag-
http://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/370529/webtag-tag-
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Scheme Objectives 
 

4.6 The full list of the objectives for the scheme, as defined in the Client Scheme 
Requirements, is contained in Table 2. 

4.7 For the purpose of the Initial Assessment, the scheme objectives can be defined in 3 
categories: 

• Objectives which the scheme MUST achieve and will be influenced by the 
option chosen(e.g. reduction of congestion); 

• Objectives which the scheme MUST achieve but are independent of the 
option chosen (e.g. provision of watercourse pollution prevention measures); 
and 

• Objectives which are likely to be achieved by the overall scheme and are 
independent of the option chosen (e.g. facilitate regional growth). 

4.8 The purpose is to focus the Initial Assessment on the objectives which the scheme 
must achieve and which will be influenced by the option chosen and whose success, 
in turn, would be affected by chosen design option. 

4.9 The objectives which will not influence the selection of options are likely to be scored 
equally for all alternative options and hence would be likely to skew the results 
towards an average score for all options. Removing these objectives from the initial 
assessment process will increase the clarity of differentiation between all alternative 
options. 

4.10 The outcome of this review is detailed in Table 1 showing the scheme objectives to 
be used for the Initial Assessment. 

 
Table 1: Scheme Objectives to be used for Initial Assessment 

 

Category Detailed Transport Objective 

Economy To reduce congestion and increase reliability of journey 
times on the strategic corridor 

 To minimise traffic disruption due to construction works 
and incidents 

 To achieve optimum whole life costs taking into account 
future maintenance and operation, and disruption to 
users 

Environment To minimise impacts on both the natural and built 
environment, including designated landscape/biodiversity 
features 

 To seek to mitigate impacts on air quality and noise 

Society To improve the safety for all road users 
 To seek to reduce severance by maintaining or providing 

appropriate facilities for crossing, and travelling along the 
route for non-motorised users 

Public Accounts To be affordable and represent High Value for Money 
according to DfT's appraisal criteria 
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Deliverability 

4.11 The initial assessment of the options’ deliverability relates to: 

• Are there any significant risks associated with this option which may affect 
delivery? 

• What level of stakeholder/public support/challenge is expected for this 
option? 

• Are there any significant third party issues associated with the option? 

• Are there any political issues associated with this option e.g. conflict with 
regional policies and strategies or local priorities? 

• Are there any planning/legal issues associated with this option? 

• Does the option impact the overall project deliverability (e.g. if the option is for 
one of the junctions only, how does it affect the project as a whole)? 

Feasibility 

4.12 The initial assessment of the options’ feasibility relates to: 

• Is the option technically sound? 

• Does it conform to design standards? Are any Departures needed which are 
unlikely to be approved? 

• Can the option be safely and effectively built? 

• Is the option likely to be effective? 

• Does the option impact the overall project feasibility (e.g. if the option is for 
one of the junctions only, how does it affect the project as a whole)? 

 
5. Alternative Options Report 
5.1 All alternative options which pass the Initial Assessment will be further assessed and 

an Alternative Options Report compiled. 

5.2 Alternative Options Report(s) will be based upon DfT’s WebTAG guidance3 and will 
typically contain the following: 

(i) Description of the Alternative Option 

(ii) Assessment of the Environmental Impacts 

(iii) Engineering and Buildability Assessment (including operation and 
maintenance matters) 

(iv) Land-take Assessment 

(v) Cost Estimates 

(vi) Traffic and Economics Assessment 

(vii) Consultation 

(viii) Overall Assessment 

5.3 The overall assessment of the alternative options will compare the findings of the 
individual assessments described above for the Alternative Option to the scheme 

 

3        https://www.gov.uk/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag 

http://www.gov.uk/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag
http://www.gov.uk/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag
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proposals published at the consultation. The assessment framework will be based 
upon the WebTAG Appraisal Summary Table4. 

5.4 Where available, quantitative data will be used to inform and substantiate the options 
assessment. Where, given the level of design and assessment on the current 
scheme options, such information is not available or would necessitate significant 
work, qualitative assessments will be used. Where qualitative assessments have 
been used, they will be clearly stated within the relevant sections of the Alternative 
Options Report(s). 

 
6. Next Steps 
6.1 The Report on Public Consultation will be published and the initial assessment of the 

alternative options will be completed by July 2015. The outcomes of the consultation 
feedback and the initial assessment of alternative options will inform further dialogue 
with interested parties. 

6.2 The timescales for completion of the Alternative Options Report(s) is yet to be 
confirmed and will be subject to the number of alternative options that pass the Initial 
Assessment. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

4          https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-appraisal-tables 

http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-appraisal-tables
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-appraisal-tables
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Figure 1: Consultation Review & Alternatives Options Assessment Process 
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Appendix O 

Highways England letter to Councillor Abey Stevenson 
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Appendix P 

Plan provided by Councillor Abey Stevenson and the Breadsall A38 Action Group 
(June 2015) 
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Appendix R 

Plan provided by Pauline Latham MP 
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Appendix T 

Plan provided by the Campaign for Better Transport 
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Appendix W 

Outcome of the Initial Assessment of alternative options 

 

 










































	A38 Derby Junctions
	Report on Public Consultation
	January 2016
	A38 Derby Junctions
	47071319-URS-02-PCF-PM-009
	January 2016
	Contents
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1
	Alternative Options 4

	1. INTRODUCTION 6
	1.1 Purpose and Structure of the Consultation Report 6
	1.2 Introduction to the Scheme 6
	1.3 Scheme History 7
	1.4 Previous Consultations 8
	1.5 Scheme Proposals 9
	1.6 A38/A5111 Kingsway junction 10
	1.7 A38/A52 Markeaton junction 11
	1.8 A38/A61 Little Eaton junction 12

	2. APPROACH TO CONSULTATION 13
	2.1 Introduction 13
	2.2 Consultation Area 14
	2.3 Who Was Consulted? 14
	2.4 Consultation materials 15
	2.5 Consultation brochure and questionnaire 16
	2.6 Consultation event boards 16
	2.7 Un-manned Consultation boards 17
	2.8 Scheme layout plans 18
	2.9 Scheme photomontages 18
	2.10 3D visualisation video 18
	2.11 Consultation activities 18
	2.12 Supplementary Consultations 20
	2.13 Section 42 consultations with prescribed consultees 20
	2.14 Section 48 consultations – Duty to Publicise 20
	2.15 Non-Statutory Engagement 21
	2.16 Exhibition Attendance and Effectiveness 21

	3. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - GENERAL 22
	3.1 Overview 22
	3.2 Specific feedback 25
	3.3 Comments considered being beyond the scope of the consultation 26
	3.4 Themes 26
	3.5 Survey Monkey 26
	3.6 Leaflet Distribution 27

	4. CONSULTATION RESPONSES - OVERALL SCHEME 28
	4.1 General 28
	4.2 Section 42 consultees 29
	4.3 Section 47 consultees 30
	4.4 Other consultees 32

	5. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A5111 KINGSWAY JUNCTION 33
	5.1 General 33
	5.2 Section 42 consultees 35
	5.3 Section 47 consultees 35
	5.4 Other consultees 38

	6. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A52 MARKEATON JUNCTION 41
	6.1 General 41
	6.2 Section 42 consultees 43
	6.3 Section 47 consultees 43
	6.4 Other consultees 47

	7. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A61 LITTLE EATON JUNCTION 49
	7.1 General 49
	7.2 Section 42 consultees 51
	7.3 Section 47 consultees 52
	7.4 Other consultees 56

	8. HIGHWAYS ENGLAND RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION FEEDBACK 58
	8.1 General 58

	9. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK – OTHER MATTERS 64
	9.1 General 64

	10. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS 66
	10.1 General 66
	10.2 Assessment Methodology 66
	10.3 Details of Alternative Options 66
	10.4 Outcome of Initial Assessment 69

	11. CONCLUSIONS 70
	11.1 General 70
	11.2 Stakeholder Engagement 71

	12. APPENDICES 72
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
	Alternative Options

	INTRODUCTION
	1.1 Purpose and Structure of the Consultation Report
	1.2 Introduction to the Scheme
	1.3 Scheme History
	1.4 Previous Consultations
	1.5 Scheme Proposals
	1.6 A38/A5111 Kingsway junction
	1.7 A38/A52 Markeaton junction
	1.8 A38/A61 Little Eaton junction

	2.  APPROACH TO CONSULTATION
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 Consultation Area
	2.3 Who Was Consulted?
	2.4 Consultation materials
	2.5  Consultation brochure and questionnaire
	2.6 Consultation event boards
	2.7 Un-manned Consultation boards
	2.8 Scheme layout plans
	2.9 Scheme photomontages
	2.10 3D visualisation video
	2.11 Consultation activities
	2.12 Supplementary Consultations
	2.13 Section 42 consultations with prescribed consultees
	2.14 Section 48 consultations – Duty to Publicise
	2.15 Non-Statutory Engagement
	2.16 Exhibition Attendance and Effectiveness

	3. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - GENERAL
	3.1 Overview
	3.2 Specific feedback
	3.3 Comments considered being beyond the scope of the consultation
	3.4 Themes
	3.5 Survey Monkey
	3.6 Leaflet Distribution

	4.  CONSULTATION RESPONSES - OVERALL SCHEME
	4.1 General
	4.2 Section 42 consultees
	4.3 Section 47 consultees
	4.4 Other consultees

	5.  CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A5111 KINGSWAY JUNCTION
	5.1 General
	5.2 Section 42 consultees
	5.3 Section 47 consultees
	5.4 Other consultees

	6.  CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A52 MARKEATON JUNCTION
	6.1 General
	6.2 Section 42 consultees
	6.3 Section 47 consultees
	6.4  Other consultees

	7.  CONSULTATION FEEDBACK - A38/A61 LITTLE EATON JUNCTION
	7.1 General
	7.2 Section 42 consultees
	7.3 Section 47 consultees
	7.4 Other consultees

	8.  HIGHWAYS ENGLAND RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
	8.1 General

	9.  CONSULTATION FEEDBACK – OTHER MATTERS
	9.1 General

	10.  ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS
	10.1 General
	10.2 Assessment Methodology
	10.3 Details of Alternative Options
	10.4 Outcome of Initial Assessment
	10.5 Outcome of Options Assessment

	11.  CONCLUSIONS
	11.1 General
	11.2 Junction Layouts
	11.3 Stakeholder Engagement

	12.  APPENDICES
	1.  Little Eaton
	2. Allestree (Ford Lane)
	3. Breadsall
	4.  Mackworth
	5. New Zealand
	App B section 42 2.pdf
	A38 Derby Junctions: List of Section 42 Consultees
	Note: The list includes affected landowners/businesses.
	Statutory Undertakers
	Landowners and Businesses


	App H A38 stst consultee letter v3  150119.pdf
	A38 JUNCTIONS IMPROVEMENTS

	App K Summary of non-scheme issues 2.pdf
	Non-Scheme Comments (2)

	App N Assessment Methodology (extracts).pdf
	Public Consultation Assessment Methodology
	2. Assessment of the Consultation Feedback
	3. Assessment of Alternative Options
	4. Initial Assessment
	5. Alternative Options Report
	6. Next Steps

	Blank Page



