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Title (see also CamBedRailRoad’s website at http://www.cambedrailroad.org/ or by
‘Googling’” “CBRR”)



Topics and Presenters

Topics

1. Logic for CBRR's solution re Existing and Approved
Settlements

Enhancing effect of GC Local Plan submissions
Phasing of construction and interface with CAM Metro

14+ arguments for entering Cambridge at Cambridge
North

5. Suggest strategy for cooperative action
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Here are the topics we’ll cover.



EWR’s Non-statutory Consultation Options & CBRR Route

\EWR Co’s Options A-E. e
HE’s new A428 Expressway, dualled. CamBed
CBRR’s Route multi-modal with new A428. RailRoad

AR T e i < T
i Iy

B CBRR Route
& multi-modal with

Options B& E
will be in this area

W OptionsA,caD % I A AN
will be in this area gl

3 : ; Existing dual camriageway
s New dual carriageway

mmmmmms  CBRA proposed rai route

This is the shambles offered by EWR in 2018; compared with the logical route of CBRR
which is based on population density, as we’ll demonstrate. The National Infrastructure
Commission recommended to Government that the Railway and the Road should be in

the same transport corridor. From Bedford to Cambridge, CBRR’s route (black) tries to
match the revised A428 (orange) as closely as possible.
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Options B &E
will be in this area

“Zooming into the last map east of Croxton, we see CBRR’s route &, by 2020, EWR’s
blob of Planning Blight for Option E, now with existing NR tracks shown dotted in white.
At the yellow arrow, note the large radius curve we’re proposing at Coldham’s Common
for the quiet and quick passage of freight to/from Felixstowe, avoiding the current
sharp bend, 20mph speed limit and intrusively noisy ‘flange squeal’”
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The National Infrastructure Commission also recommended to Government that the
Railway should meet the needs of the population along the route. We have therefore
based our route on their distribution. In solid blue, you can see the Existing
Settlements, with the areas of the circles being proportional to the population at the
last Census. In dotted red, you can see those Settlements already Approved by SCDC.
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In 2018, CBRR proposed a route which benefits as many as possible, with new stations
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at St Neots South, Cambourne North and Northstowe.
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And here they are, together.
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This year, the Greater Cambridge Local Plan was published for consultation and
included all the Developments submitted for consideration (which we’ve added, dotted

in orange here).
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The benefits of CBRR’s Route become even more apparent.
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On this slide, we have added two additional putative New Towns (dotted in green): one
at Bassingbourn, with 30,000 houses, and one at Tempsford with 50,000 houses. The
Tempsford one results in a New Town with a bigger population than Cambridge! EWR
Co’s Route choices were predicated on these two developments, a fact conveniently
not revealed — but never denied — during the so-called Consultation process.
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Their Chairman has publicly stated EWR’s dependence for funding on the increase of

Land Value as a result of switching from Agricultural to Housing use.
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Northern Approach

EWR left the door OPEN for an approach to Cambridge North,
even after announcing Route E as their Preferred Route.

Our Barry Johnson, who devised the details of CBRR’s route, has
collated 14 arguments why North Cambridge is technically
feasible (and often superior): see CBRR’s website.

There are many other positive factors which apply.
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East West Rail - Central Section

Northern Approach: 14 Arguments
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We list below a summary of our developed views as to why Route Dption B not only could but
should approach Cambridge from the north
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Northern Approach: 14 Arguments: page 2
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CBRR Route & CAM
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On a parallel subject, here’s the coloured Tube Map for the Mayor’s proposed
Cambridge Autonomous Metro (CAM) scheme, with EWR now added, using Option E’s
route to Cambridge South (in dotted black), with no further stations on it.
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CBRR Route & CAM
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By contrast, you can see that CBRR’s Route (in solid black) can take the place of one
whole arm of the CAM proposal, all the way from St Neots. The main twin track can be
built in heavy rail immediately, from Cambridge North to Cambourne, but, if
appropriate, used by light rail cars, mobilising £0.4 bn of Treasury money already
earmarked for CAM Metro (but withheld until the squabbling is settled.)
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This could then become Phase 1 of CAM.
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Phase 2 would be to add a station at Northstowe (if it hasn’t been built already) and
one at St Neots South.
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Phase 3 would see the line extended to Bedford, to meet the EWR line from Bletchley
(which Arup have just been commissioned to design). It would put light rail loops round
the back of the stations, allowing fast trains through. Heavy & Light Rail can use the
central tracks, while Light Rail have exclusive use of the loops. (CAM cars could be more

cheaply ‘stabled’ at Little Barford than in Cambridge.) [Overruns/crossovers not shown.]”
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Plan A

Strategy

* Plan A = actively promote CBRR’s route,

for development by EWR Co

East West Rail - Central Section
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Plan B

East West Rail - Central Section _ T G ambBed |
| Footer RailRoad |

Strategy

Plan A = actively promote CBRR’s route,
for development by EWR Co
Plan B = press EWR to determine the “least worst”

route for Option E
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Thank you.
Questions?

Options B & E
will be in this area

Thank you. Any questions?
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Thank you.
Questions?

| OptionsB&E
will be in this area

Plan A = “No!” to Option E

Plan A = “No!” to Option E
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