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East West Rail Non-Statutory Consultation November 2024

Response from Rail Freight Group (RFG)

234rdth January 2025

Introduction

1. Rail Freight Group (RFG) is pleased to respond to the above Non-Statutory Consultation. This response is not confidential.
2. [bookmark: _Hlk160010122]RFG is the representative body for rail freight in the UK, and we campaign for a greater use of rail freight, to deliver environmental and economic benefits for the UK. We have over 130 member companies including train operators, end customers, ports and terminal operators, suppliers including locomotive and wagon companies and support services.

Summary

3. RFG supports the construction of this new railway as a strategic addition to the national rail network. We welcome the request by the UK Government to include provision for freight traffic and the measures outlined by the East West Rail Company (EWR Co.) in response to this within the consultation documents. We welcome the fact that EWR Co. are engaging with Network Rail and with freight operators in developing their proposals. No part of this response is intended to conflict with individual responses from our members.

4. RFG supports full electrification of this new railway. Discontinuous electrification does not offer sufficient benefits for freight to operate efficiently, sustainably or ensure that line capacity is exploited to meet future demand for both freight and passenger services.




Specific responses to questions in the consultation form 

Oxford to Bletchley route section

5. We support the closure of London Road level crossing at Bicester but have no view on questions 5a or 5b

6. We support the inclusion of two westbound freight loops east of Islip and at Middle Claydon. We note the comment in the Technical Report that an Eastbound loop will be available at Claydon and further note that ten miles east of this there is a further loop available at Newton Longville. We assume both will be available for freight.

Fenny Stratford to Kempston route section

7. RFG supports the consolidated Stations Option (Concept 2). This would benefit overall capacity of the route to meet future growth for both freight and passenger services.

8. We have no view on the location of Ridgemont Station

9. We have no view on the location of Ridgmont Station

10. RFG supports the removal of level crossings wherever possible along the Marston Vale line. Where these have to be retained, we support the upgrading of these crossings to enable the maximise possible line speed and frequency of rail traffic.

11. We welcome the proposal to double the track between Bletchley and Fenny Stratford and the provision of passing loops for both eastbound and westbound traffic along the Marston Vale Line. Little information is given in the Technical Report concerning the configuration of the loops at each of the potential locations. We trust that consideration is given to ensuring they are of sufficient length (800m+) and turnouts will be designed to enable entrance and exit at the best possible approach speeds. We accept that the provision of an east to north curve between the Marson Vale and West Coast Main Lines at Bletchley, and accompanying six tracking between Bletchley and Milton Keynes, currently lies outside the remit given to EWR Co. but welcome the fact that these are referenced in the consultation material.

Bedford

12. RFG supports the upgrade of the line at Bedford St. Johns from single to double track which will improve capacity on this section. We further support the construction of two new tracks alongside the four-track Midland Main Line north of Bedford in order to avoid conflicting moves though trust that, for operational reasons, south facing connections between the two lines would be available (e.g. Cambridge to Radlett and Wellingborough to Oxford).

Clapham Green to Colesden

13. RFG supports the provision of twin passing loops, 1.3Km in length. We hope this is to allow good entry/exit speeds with turnouts to match.
14. 


Roxton to east of St Neots route section

15. RFG is happy to support option 1c for the alignment at Tempsford which looks like the emerging preference for this section. The technical report makes reference to the potential benefit to freight services achieved through fewer changes to vertical alignment which is welcomed.

16. We particularly welcome the provision of a ‘rail logistics hub’ to permit the delivery of construction materials for the new railway via the East Coast Main Line. We note that at this stage the provision of housing in this area is to be determined by the emerging local plan but should the area be identified for significant housing development, the delivery of associated construction materials by rail could offer a longer- term use for this hub.

Croxton to Toft Route Section

17. RFG welcomes the provision of passing loops west of Cambourne. Again these 1.3Km loops could provide good entry/exit speeds with associated turnouts from the main line. We have a marginal preference for tunnel option 3 at Cambourne which has more generous gradients compared with option 2 preferred by the EWR Co. though this is not a significant issue.

Comberton to Shelford route section

18. RFG welcomes the proposal to close the level crossing at Harston but has no preference between the option presented for diverting local traffic

19. We offer no view on the provision of an additional footbridge between Newton and Harston

20. RFG supports the closure of Hauxton road level crossing but has no view on the provision of an additional footbridge in this location

21. RFG supports option 4c for the provision of an ‘off line’ grade separated junction permitting the new railway to remain ‘at grade’. We particularly welcome the inclusion of both east and west bound passing loops in the junction design and trust that these will offer similar train length capability and entry/exit speeds as referenced elsewhere.



Cambridge Route Section

22. RFG support the provision of a four-track railway between Shepreth Branch Junction and Cambridge to achieve sufficient capacity for the proposed range of services through the area including for freight. We have no preference for the choice between options, provided freight operation is not compromised, and note the emerging preference for option 3 to the west of the West Anglia Main Line.

We note the proposal to relocate 2 reception sidings, currently devoted to freight traffic, to an alternative location. We are aware that discussions are taking place between EWR Co. and relevant freight operators to arrive at a satisfactory solution to locate these as close as possible to the existing facility.

We note the proposal to provide a turnback for passenger rolling stock on the Newmarket line in the Cherry Hinton area. We note the statement in the technical report that this would support wider aspirations to increase rail capacity to the east of Cambridge. We would contest that this would make any contribution to freight capacity unless the provision of double track along this previously double track formation is extended significantly further east as far as Six Mile Bottom. We accept that this is beyond the current remit given to EWR Co. but would urge that the company engage with the Cambridge and Peterborough Combined Authority and with Network Rail whose strategic advice in their Suffolk Corridor Study identifies the need for re-doubling the line towards Newmarket to provide sufficient capacity to develop both freight and passenger markets.

Route-wide matters

23. The Rail Freight Group welcomes the altered status of the objectives for East West Rail Company now that the route will become part of Great British Railways estate upon completion. We welcome the progress made in recognising the wider strategic value of this addition to the national network, including for the movement of freight by rail in line with the government target to grow this by 75% by 2050 in the interests of decarbonisation. To that end our members were concerned to note the somewhat lukewarm tone of the Our approach to freight document that accompanied the consultation. In particular the reference to only 2 additional freight paths between Oxford and Bletchley being available in the first instance. As this route is to be part of the national network, it will be a matter for freight operators to negotiate with Network Rail and its successors.



To achieve a fully decarbonized railwaythis however, requires investment in electrification. We therefore support the option for full electrification of this route in anticipation of further such schemes on connecting routes. To this end we ask that sufficient power supply for freight traffic is delivered as part of the East West project even if full electrification follows later. We see no value in making a virtue of discontinuous electrification from a landscape perspective.

We ask for the route to support W12 and RA10 capability throughout.

We look forward to investments in capacity beyond the immediate remit of the EWR Co., such as the proposals for an additional connection at Bletchley with the West Coast Main Line and enhancements at both Ely and Haughley junctions, and ask that the overall approach to delivering East West Rail provides for future growth.

The Rail Freight Group looks forward to working with the East West Rail Co. as it progresses the project through the Development Consent Order process towards a successful outcome of a new railway.
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Philip Smart
Assistant Policy Manager
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