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�
BFARe

is a voluntary cam
paign fighting for Bedford’s future as part of the O

xford to Cam
bridge 

East-W
est rail route. W

hilst generally supporting the principle of a railw
ay betw

een O
xford and 

Cam
bridge BFARe

considers the option E route selected by EW
RC

oand the current alignm
ent 

selection is based on a critically flaw
ed 2019 public consultation, a situation further aggravated by 

a lack of transparency from
 EW

RC
oin providing key inform

ation. 

�
BFARe

brings together 9 parishes through w
hich East W

est Rail potentially passes in Bedfordshire 
plus CPRE Bedfordshire.By contrast EW

RC
o’s

flaw
ed route selection consultation failed to 

com
m

unicate w
ith m

any affected people, m
issed key Parishes from

 the Prescribed Consultee List
and distorted the reporting of public response to suit an agenda agreed w

ith selected pressure 
groups and local authorities w

ith questionable public m
andate.  

�
Responding to a significant groundsw

ell of concern across the Bedford Borough, BFARe
aim

s to 
coordinate local opinion, challenge the preferred route betw

een Bedford and the East-Coast M
ain 

Line, and propose a realistic alternative w
hich fully m

eets the key objectives of all stakeholders.

�
BFARe seeks DfT

and EW
RC

osupport for reconsideration of current plans, and requests im
m

ediate 
fresh consultations aim

ed at back-checking past assum
ptions and identifying an optim

um
 route 

across Bedfordshire that w
ill enhance the w

hole EW
R Central Section; w

ill offer the m
axim

um
 

econom
ic and social benefit; and fully support G

overnm
ent aspirations for a low

 carbon econom
y, 

and the required regeneration and econom
ic grow

th across the O
xford-Cam

bridge Arc. 

W
hy BFARe?

❶



W
haƚs͛ Besƚ for Bedford͍

❷

�
A key centre in the O

xford-Cam
bridge Arc. 

�
Potential to take full advantage of :

Developm
ent along the 

A421 Corridor and in 
M

arston Vale

Historic Tow
n-

centre

Bedford 
Business Park

�
Historic Tow

n Centre.

�
Convenient connections to London and across the Arc.

�
Strategic Com

m
unications infrastructure.

�
U

nique transport location  benefitting from
 EW

R.

�
Attractive countryside and rural landscapes.

�
G

ood value housing plus readily available 
developm

ent land South of Bedford.

BFARe considers that East W
est Rail C

oselected Route E from
 5 routes after a 

consultation in 2019 that w
as flaw

ed and needs to be re-run to 
achieve the best outcom

e for Bedford and EW
R



O
ption E -Route Alignm

ents

❸

�
Devastation of rural landscape &

 quality 
agricultural land.

�
Longer route, w

ith steep gradients, tight 
curves and greater journey tim

es.
�

N
o supporting study on environm

ent, 
clim

ate change, air quality and pollution.

�
Significant difficulties in Clapham

 area 
w

ith highw
ays, Gt O

use river/flood plain, 
links from

 M
M

L, and difficult terrain.
�

Com
plex civil engineering.

Results in -



Im
pact of O

ption E
on U

rban Bedford
�

EW
RC’s 6-track M

M
L proposal causes

devastation of tightly-knit com
m

unities.
�

Com
pulsory purchase involving up to 100 hom

es.
�

Disruption of existing M
M

L including:
•

Flyover from
 existing M

M
L over the A6 highw

ay.
•

Additional tracks added to existing M
M

L.
•

Lengthy viaduct in the Clapham
 area.

•
Replacem

ent and extension of existing bridges.
•

Rem
odelling/replacem

ent of Bedford M
idland Station.

•
Great O

use flood plain com
prom

ises construction &
 civil w

orks. 

�
Hugely expensive relocation of Tham

eslink carriage sidings to an unknow
n location.

�
Further overloading of access roads &

 parking at Bedford M
idland deters passengers. 

�
M

ajor track upgrade &
 station rebuild in St John’s area of Bedford.

�
All trains (including Freight) routed through urban Bedford –

noise, pollution, vibration 
&

 AQ
M

A concerns especially in absence of electrification.
❹

Bedford Developm
ent



Im
pact of O

ption E 
on Rural Areas
�

Devastation to rural countryside and high-grade
agricultural land being sacrificed for investm

ent in 
urban developm

ent and a sm
all GVA uplift.

�
Difficult topography in N

orth Bedfordshire requires significant 
civil engineering including long viaducts, deep cuttings and high em

bankm
ents.

�
Low

 priority given to key Governm
ent policy on ‘Clim

ate Change’ and ‘Carbon Zero’ targets.

�
Absence of an outline construction m

anagem
ent plan for each alignm

ent; m
any local access roads unsuitable 

and already congested.

�
O

ption E plans are costly, disruptive, and scar heritage landscapes contrary to stated Bedford Borough Council, 
EW

RC, and Governm
ent environm

ental, sustainability, decarbonization and biodiversity policies.

�
N

oise, vibration and pollution issues associated w
ith construction and future operation 

(particularly in absence of electrification).

�
Track gradient issues relating to Freight operations w

ith concerns about com
pliance w

ith best practice; uncertain
provision of suitable freight train ‘w

aiting/passing’ zones and future opportunities for inter-m
odal transfer sites. 

�
N

o environm
ental/sustainability studies undertaken and concerns on protection of heritage sites and ancient 

w
oodland; stopping-up or diversion of num

erous w
ell-used, historic, public rights-of-w

ay.

�
Location of East W

est Rail / East Coast M
ainline interchange station betw

een Sandy and St N
eots is likely to 

dictate alignm
ent w

ithin declared O
ption E corridor, w

ith indeterm
inate im

pact on local com
m

unities and 
landscape in N

orth Bedfordshire.

�
EW

R Corridor issues prejudicing outcom
e of future discussions on developm

ent options under Local Plan.

❺



An Alternative O
ption for Bedford

�
BFARe investigation of alternative  route w

hich 
avoids severe problem

s of ‘O
ption E’ in Bedford 

and across north Bedfordshire, and
satisfies

m
any

localobjections.

�
Alternative route m

atches up to all proposed 
routes through St N

eots or Tem
psford

station and 
onw

ard  to Cam
bourne &

 Cam
bridge 

(exam
ple is EW

R ‘O
ption B’Ϳ. 

W
estw

ard line is Bedford/Bletchley EW
R upgrade.

�
Gives EW

R access to Bedford M
idland tow

n-centre 
station, and for M

M
L and Tham

eslink interchanges 
from

 east and w
est.

�
Gives option for flexible scheduling to fully m

eet 
passenger dem

and, w
ith som

e fast EW
R services to 

call at Bedford Parkw
ay as alternative to Bedford 

M
idland. 

�
Builds on early w

ork by N
etw

ork Rail 6.

�
Direct E-W

 route for freight avoiding urban centre 
w

ith option to divert to M
M

L for northern 
destinations.

6  Concept study by N
etw

ork Rail; East-W
est-Rail Central Section –

Phase 2e Report –
30 Sept 2018

Bedford 
M

idland

Bedford 
Parkw

ay

W
ixam

s

Thameslink
Midland 
Mainline

To: St N
eots, 

Cam
bourne 

Cam
bridge &

 
East Coast

To: M
K (Bletchley), 

O
xford, Aylesbury &

 
South/W

est

Central Section 

To:  Corby and 
M

idlands

B   E  D  F  O
  R  D

South Bedford 
Developm

ent

඾

St Johns

Bedford’s ϰ-station H
ub



�
O

ffers fastest, low
est cost, low

 risk route option for Bedford.

�
Ensures EW

R access from
 east and w

est to Bedford M
idland as 

destination &
 interchange. 

�
Avoids adding to existing congestion in tow

n.

�
Fully m

eets adopted Local Plan objectives, including planned houses 
&

 jobs grow
th south of Bedford. 

�
Avoids 100 property CPO

/dem
olitions in tow

n and devastation of 
rural com

m
unities.

�
Protectsplanned

developm
entofW

ixam
scom

m
unity

and
station.

�
Avoids m

ajor construction and environm
ental problem

s north of 
M

idland station and across rural north Bedfordshire.

�
Supports Bedford Tow

n Centre regeneration.

�
Readily connects into EW

RC
o’s

O
ption B route in A421 corridor.

�
The best approach for a low

 carbon, sustainable Bedford w
ith 

least dam
age to the environm

ent.

�
Diverts anticipated EW

R freight aw
ay from

 Bedford avoiding extra 
noise, pollution, and risk to health/w

ellbeing.

The ͞3-W
aǇs͟ O

pƚion for Bedford ʹ
Strategic Benefits

඿

Bedford 
M

idland 

W
ixam

s
Bedford 

South

EW
R

T’Link/M
M

L

͞In Θ
 O

ut͟ 
O

ption for EW
R

Bedford St Johns

‘4-station’ hub for Bedford is 
an asset unique in the Arc.



The ͞ϯ-W
aǇs͟ O

ption for  Bedford -Engineering O
utline

A

ව

“3-W
ays” junction south of Bedford links 

to route from
 O

xford, and eastw
ard to 

Tem
psford/St.N

eotsand onw
ards to 

Cam
bourne and Cam

bridge.

O
ption B show

n but exact alignm
ent to be 

agreed w
ith all stakeholders.

Representative route from
 Bedford tow

ards A428 

A

BFARe
route 

approxim
ately 

5km
 shorter than O

ption E



The ͞ϯ-W
aǇs͟ O

ption for Bedford
-Stations and Linkages

ශ

Elstow
Landfill

EW
R Bridge over A421

(road in cutting)

Bedford South
(at Kem

pston 
Hardw

ick)

W
ixam

s

South of Bedford Corridor
Follow

s Route B to Tem
psford

&
 onw

ard to Cam
bourne , Cam

bridge

Tham
eslink/M

M
L

EW
R

Bedford M
idland

St Johns



Schedules &
 

Journey Tim
es 

BEDFORD MIDLAND

To/From Oxford

3-W
ays Junction

6 
mins

4 m
ins

28 m
ins

29 m
ins

28 m
ins

4 m
ins

O
PTIO

N
 E

RO
U

TE E 
N

R C3
(32 m

in)

RO
U

TE B 
N

R A3
(29 m

in)

Services 
via BM
(32+6 m

in)

29 m
ins

RO
U

TE B 
N

R A3
(29 m

in)

Bedford to 
Cam

bridge 
shuttle

1 train per hour in each direction

4 trains per hour in each direction
* Located at 
Kem

pston-Hardw
ick

Term
inus

EW
R Station Stop

Bedford to 
Bletchley 
shuttle

O
ption E com

pared to BFARe  Alternative O
ption

Turnaround
༗

4 m
ins

28 m
ins



Com
paring BFARe Solution w

ith O
ption E  (Prim

ary Criteria)

༘
ϱ͘  FƌŽm

 ͞EaƐƚ W
eƐƚ Rail BedfŽƌd ƚŽ Cam

bƌidge ʹ
Preferred Route O

ption Report Chapter 5 ʹ
Approach to Evaluating Route O

ptions w
ithin the Preferred Route Corridor 

FACTO
R

O
PTIO

N
 E

“3-W
ays”

Com
m

ent
Transport U

ser Benefits
Includes passenger satisfaction w

ith end-to-end journey 
experience and benefit of fastest journey tim

es. 
Congested routes &

 Car-Parks im
portant in addition to 

station quality &
 on-tim

e, frequent and com
fortable trains.

Station convenient for w
orkplace or to have good ‘first-m

ile-last 
m

ile’ transport links. Train scheduling m
atched to passenger need.

Supporting the Delivery of 
N

ew
 Hom

es
Assessm

ent of land &
 potential for hom

es to be served by EW
R.

South Bedford has m
ore potential than tow

n centre or rural areas 
north of Bedford w

hich lack road infrastructure.
Convenient access required to station –

by car, cycle, w
alking or 

bus/tram

Support Econom
ic Grow

th
BFARe solution supports BBC and Arc econom

ic objectives. 
O

ption E assum
es grow

th in unscheduled areas. South of Bedford 
has significant  business developm

ent opportunities. W
illingness to 

com
m

ute w
ill be im

portant to support productivity increases. O
nly 

m
arginal option differences in w

hat is very low
 G

VA benefit.

Capital &
 O

perating Costs 
and O

verall
O

ption E involves expensive engineering to m
odify Bedford 

M
idland  station area and M

M
L, and to traverse difficult 

countryside. O
n route to ECM

L  “3-W
ays”route has easier terrain  

south of A421 and less dem
anding engineering challenges.

Affordability Environm
ental 

Im
pacts and O

pportunities
“3-W

ays”option is less com
plex, low

er risk and potentially low
er 

cost. Track is approx. 5 km
 shorter than O

ption E (from
 Bedford S) 

Costs not updated from
 2019 despite significant changes –

need 
urgent clarification. 
S of Bedford Route has less environm

ental im
pact than O

ption E 
through tow

n centre and across N
 Beds rural countryside, and 

avoids m
ultiple CPO

 and urban dem
olitions, w

ith low
er pollution 

and  noise levels than for O
ption E. 

11/25
18/25

Assessm
ent Score

5



Com
paring BFARe Solution w

ith O
ption E  (Secondary Criteria) 

༙

FACTO
R

O
ption E

“3-W
ays”

Com
m

ents
Short-distance passenger services and 
connectivity to support com

m
uting into key 

em
ploym

ent hubs (current &
 Future)

S of Bedford stations easily accessible w
ith 

short journey tim
e. Bedford M

idland access 
and car park congested. 

Rail passenger connectivity to existing 
m

ainlines
Both options give access to M

M
L.  “3-W

ays” 
gives faster access to ECM

L and W
CM

L

Long Distance Passenger Services
Bedford M

idland rem
ains an im

portant 
interchange for both options.

Satisfying existing &
 future  freight dem

and 
(as anticipated by freight industry) w

here 
affordable

Problem
s w

ith freight through tow
n centre. 

“3-W
ays” option gives access from

 East Coast 
ports and fast services. E &

 W
 access to M

M
L

Railw
ay perform

ance and alignm
ent w

ith 
w

ider rail strategy and infrastructure.
Assessed against EW

RC criteria and “ The Rail 
Sustainable Developm

ent Principles” 7 

Safety risk (construction &
 operation)

Additional track and civil w
orks north of 

Bedford M
idland.  G

radient risks for freight in 
O

ption E.

Consistency w
ith plans for location of 

settlem
ents

Housing &
 business developm

ent in S Bedford 
close to EW

R. N
 Beds housing developm

ent is 
speculative, difficult to access stations and  
lacks suitable roads for construction and 
operations. 

ϲ͘  FƌŽm
 ͞EaƐƚ W

eƐƚ Rail BedfŽƌd ƚŽ Cam
bƌidge ʹ

Preferred Route O
ption Report Chapter 5 ʹ

Approach to Evaluating Route O
ptions w

ithin the Preferred Route Corridor 

7
DfT

/RSSB  advisory 
2016-05-rail-sustainable-developm

ent-principles.pdf (dft.gov.uk

Assessm
ent Score

20/35
30/35

6



�
Route E selected is longer, has m

ore steep gradients, has tighter curves and longer journey tim
es and w

ill 
cost m

ore to construct w
ith m

uch greater harm
 to the environm

ent and to local com
m

unities. This is all 
contrary to  the assurances provided by EW

RC
oand conflicts w

ith policy set by the Governm
ent for EW

R and 
m

ore generally for developm
ent of the O

xford-Cam
bridge Arc.

�
Contrary to public expectation, EW

RC
ofailed to com

m
unicate the earlier studies 1recom

m
ending a south of 

Bedford option via Sandy, and then m
anipulated cost inform

ation to favourroutes supported by selected 
pressure groups &

 local authorities w
ho had very narrow

 agendas. EW
RC

ofailed to share this critical data in 
2019 and only did so at the start of the 2021 consultation w

hen a route option had already been selected; 
they have failed to justify how

 O
ption E w

as elevated to being the Preferred O
ption.  

�
Key issues w

ere also ignored. Routes w
ere evaluated w

ith insufficient consideration (or public consultation) 
on issues such as freight operations, sustainability, environm

ental dam
age, or on Governm

ent priorities for 
decarbonization and clim

ate change. Significant engineering issues w
ere underrated w

ith a potentially 
serious im

pact on local com
m

unities and on construction costs, w
ith a heightened risk of significant cost 

escalation and future project delays.

�
BFARe considers that know

ledge of these shortcom
ings and the resulting m

ajor im
pact on local com

m
unities 

w
as concealed in a cynical attem

ptto
frustrate form

al challenge.
༚

1  N
etw

ork Rail –
M

arch 2017 –
w

w
w

.netw
ork.co.uk/w

p-content/uploads/2017/03/East-W
est-Central-central-section.pdf

H
eadline Challenges



༛

Challenge to EW
RC

o
༃

“It delivers the best value for the taxpayer, 
returning the m

ost benefit for every pound spent͟ 2

�
EW

RC
oassurances regarding econom

ic benefitand the headline preference for O
ption E are 

unconvincing.
Published analysis has show

n the m
ost favourable

GVA uplift 3in Bedford Borough from
 EW

R is < 1.5%
 

and w
ithin that figure the advantage of a tow

n centre station over one in South Bedford, is m
arginal.

�
At a late stage of the 2019 non-statutory consultation Bedford Borough Council (BBC) com

m
issioned a 

report to dem
onstrate the econom

ic advantage of O
ption E over alternative routes and to provide 

support to the option through Bedford M
idland Station

w
hich they cham

pioned to m
eet local politically-

driven aspirations. This w
as subm

itted after the closing deadline for the consultation. N
o account w

as 
taken of econom

ic or social costs to rural and urban com
m

unities.

�
The reports from

 EW
RC

oprepared for the M
arch –

June 2021 consultation show
 that the m

easures (and 
therefore the cost savings) proposed in the BBC subm

ission have largely been ignored. Furtherm
ore, 

m
any significant and potentially expensive m

easures have been added including track and bridge 
m

odifications; challenging new
 viaducts; com

pulsory purchases involving up to 100 hom
es; plus, very 

com
plex and environm

entally and socially unacceptable civil engineering across north Bedfordshire. 
EW

RC
oand BBC have also failed to perform

  traffic congestion, air quality, or noise pollution studies for 
the tow

n centre; this risks future costs to ensure regulatory com
pliance and to safeguard the door-to-

door passenger journey experience.

�
Despite requests to EW

RC
o, no updated cost estim

ates have been provided for the w
hole of the 

Bedford-Cam
bridge corridor and therefore there is a high risk of future cost escalation.

ECWR.BFARe2   Announcem
ent by Secretary of State for Transport and East W

est Rail Com
pany –

30 January 2020 
3   BBC report uplift in G

ross Value Added (G
VA) from

 EW
R is £57m

 per annum
 in total Borough G

VA of £3900m
 (2017 Data)

O
PTIO

N
 E



͞It w
as the m

ost popular option w
ith people w

ho 
reƐponded ƚo oƵr conƐƵlƚaƚion͟

2

�
EW

RC
ostatem

ent regarding the popularity of O
ption E

being routed through the centre of 
Bedford is  dubious. The data applies to allresponses received on allaspects of O

ption E 
from

 across the entire region -and nationally. 

�
EW

RC
ohave been unable to say how

 m
any responses cam

e from
 the Bedford area and 

their published data has been distorted by grouping together all the results despite the 
issues and m

otivations being local and understandably, quite different.  BFARe have  
requested that responses to the current consultation be identified by locality post-codes.

�
Published results w

ere also distorted by block subm
issions from

 w
ell-organised single-issue 

environm
ental groups. These distortions further reduced local confidence in EW

RC
o

analysis and recom
m

endations. It cannot be accepted as a fair statem
ent, as the upsurge 

of protest by local residentsand organisations has dem
onstrated. 

�
Key com

m
unities around Bedford w

ere not included on the Prescribed Consultee list.

EWRCo.

༜

BFARe

Challenge to EW
RC

o
༄

O
PTIO

N
 E

2   Announcem
ent by Secretary of State for Transport and East W

est Rail Com
pany –

30 January 2020 



Challenge to EW
RC

o
༅

͞Iƚ ǁ
oƵld deliǀer ƚhe beƐƚ opporƚƵniƚieƐ for ƚhe 

enǀironm
enƚ͟

2

�
The headline EW

RC
ostatem

ent on overall environm
ental benefitof the Preferred O

ption 
lacks any supporting data or any adequate local environm

ental study.

�
Intuitively, the devastation of large areas of rural countryside and high-grade agricultural land 
across north Bedfordshire; the recently announced extent of dem

olitions of people’s hom
es 

necessary; and the very extensive civil engineering w
ork required for O

ption E, com
pares 

unfavourably
w

ith route options south of the tow
n in the A421 route-corridor w

hich is 
already a favoured

location for redevelopm
ent. 

�
Concerns also exist on the im

pact of increased pollution in an area w
hich already has 

m
arginal air quality (AQ

M
-5 Bedford), particularly if freight operations are sanctioned 

w
ithout electrification of the line;future

concernson
clim

ate change and
carbon em

issions.

�
BFARe

also supports proper attention being given to subm
issions from

 respected am
enity 

societies such as CPRE w
ho have argued strongly against O

ption E on sustainability and 
environm

ental grounds. 

EWRCo.

༝

BFARe

O
PTIO

N
 E

2   Announcem
ent by Secretary of State for Transport and East W

est Rail Com
pany –

30 January 2020 



Sum
m

ary

༞

�
͞3-W

ays͟ O
ption is the BFARe preferred route solution for Bedford

�
“3-W

ays” O
ption:

•
Avoids devastation of rural com

m
unities &

 CPO
 /dem

olitions in Bedford.
•

Supports planned housing &
 business grow

th and econom
ic developm

ent of Arc.
•

Alternative EW
R stations help avoid congestion at Bedford M

idland station.
•

Provides full access to Bedford M
idland for tow

n centre and M
M

L interchange.
•

M
eets all stakeholders’ prim

ary objectives.
•

Excellent access east &
 w

est on EW
R w

ith junction into Bedford M
idland.

•
E-W

 freight operation avoids tow
n centre but can take m

ainline route north if required.
•

Provides low
 carbon, sustainable solution w

ith low
 journey tim

es, low
 risk at low

est cost.
•

Gives shortest journey tim
es on direct route.

•
N

ew
“3-W

ays” junction links through A421 corridor (Route B) to ECM
L interchange.

�
‘4-station hub’ gives Bedford unique access to EW

R and com
m

unication across Arc.

�
“3-W

ays” O
ption gives the best outcom

e against EW
RC

oroute evaluation criteria, 
and DfT/RSSB ‘Rail Sustainable Developm

ent Principles’.


