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Mr T Mason                                                                                                                           12th March 2009

Transport Policy and Monitoring

C/o Hertfordshire County Council

County Hall

Pegs Lane

Hertford

SG13 8DN

Dear Mr Mason,

I am pleased to respond to the EAST WEST RAIL CENTRAL SECTION OPERATING CASE DISCUSSION PAPER on behalf of the Bedford to Bletchley Rail Users’ Association.

I will begin by answering your specific questions on the letter accompanying the discussion document.

1. The preferred route for the missing link is option 2B.

2.  We reject the option 1c for the following reasons:


i)
This option, along with options 1a and 1b fail to serve the town of Bedford which 



we view as an essential transport hub of any effective East-West Rail Link.

ii) Option 1c involves major new build which is certain to prove not only prohibitively expensive but potentially controversial at several key points, which will inevitably

further delay work to implement the long needed East-West rail link.

iii) Option 1c involves a link to the Midland Main Line south of Bedford on a section already

being worked to full capacity. This fact is born out by both First Capital Connect and East Midlands Trains which have stated they are unable to provide additional services because of a lack of train paths.

3. The least preferred option of this association is option 1A.

We reject this option because in addition to our objections above it fails to serve Norwich and Ipswich which we consider essential components of any effective East-West rail link.

4. We believe options 1A, 1B and 1C are not practical for the reasons stated above in ‘2’.

We would also advise you of the opposition to the proposal, contained within all five or the options given, of reducing the stopping service between Bletchley and Bedford to a two-hourly interval service. This proposal flies in the face of current levels of usage in the peak periods and in the early successes of the Marston Vale Community Rail Partnership which has a remit to build up use of the very service your proposals would cut by 50%. Any such proposal will meet with vigorous opposition by this association. Our proposal would be to retain an hourly-interval service which could be speeded up by sensible use of the recently upgraded track, signals and crossings and by introduction of ‘request stops’ at a number of the quieter stations. The current signalling allows for sufficient levels of train paths to accommodate all of the options given and include an hourly stopping service.

You ask for ‘additional comments’ and these are included in the attached paper.

Regards

Richard Crane (Chairman)

23 Hatfield Crescent, Bedford,MK41 9RA

Tel. 01234 351771;
Fax: 01234 214790;
Mobile: 0771 897 1919     

 E-mail: DickLCrane@aol.com
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS TO THE EAST WEST RAIL CENTRAL SECTION OPERATING CASE DISCUSSION PAPER

1.
We note that the Option 1C, claimed to have the best business case, fails to address the opportunities for freight trains on the East-West rail link.

2.
We doubt the option of Stansted Airport as an eastern terminating point would have the same potential for rail passenger development as Ipswich and Norwich.

3.
We consider the options !A – 1C fail to address the significant housing development planned for the Bletchley – Bedford, Marston Vale section of the route and stopping points in the through east-west services should be reviewed nearer to start-up of the services. This development also presents opportunity for GROWTH, not reduction in the stopping service along the Marston Vale route.

4.
We consider projected spur lines to be extremely expensive for dubious benefit. Modern diesel trains can easily reverse at such points as Hitchin, not only reducing prohibitively expensive spur lines but also adding additional traffic opportunities.

5.
We doubt the benefit of including Stevenage in the proposed service options. This town is already served by extensive commuter and main line services and the time cost for inclusion in East-West services is, we consider, unnecessary.

6.
We totally reject any proposal to reconstruct a Bedford station on the site of the old St. Johns station. This station was closed in May 1984 with no objection from any rail user! It is hopelessly sited for both the town of Bedford and the major rail links provided at Midland Station. East-West services should serve Bedford Midland Station with a reversal to gain access to the east via the site of the old St. Johns. (The old station originally had three tracks which mean there is ample space to ease the curve from the present St. Johns station site through the old station site to the east. We also propose that the track section to/from Midland station be doubled. The present plans for rebuilding of Bedford Midland station includes a new bay for the Marston Vale Service which would provide for reversals of services with no impact on other rail activity.

7.
We propose that the track between Bow Brickhill and Bletchley should be returned to fully signalled, double track to reduce delays of conflicting movements over the present, single track section.

8.
Any proposal to accommodate the former Bedford to Hitchin route would appear to be unrealistic as housing now covers the rail route south of Bedford and south of Shefford.
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