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6th June 2022 
 
By Email 
 
Mr Andrew Haines 
Chief Executive 
Network Rail 
1 Eversholt Street  
London  
NW1 2DN 
 
 
Dear Mr Haines 
 
Re. Network Rail’s East West Main Line Strategic Statement, March 2022 
 
I am writing to you as Chair of Great Shelford Parish Council (GSPC).  Great Shelford takes a very close 
interest in the East West Rail (EWR) project because it is currently due to run through our village on the 
Shepreth Branch Line, joining the West Anglia Main Line at Shepreth Branch Junction (SBJ) and entering 
Cambridge from the south.   
 
Our purpose in writing this letter is to open a direct and meaningful dialogue with Network Rail, something 
we have not found easy to do with East West Rail Company Limited (EWR Co).  We highlight below some 
issues with current EWR proposals relating to the Central Section which we consider are most important at 
this time, together with some new ones raised by your March 2022 Strategic Statement.  
 
By way of background, many members of our community live within earshot or direct line of sight of both 
railway lines.  Starting with the 2019 EWR consultation document, all publicly proposed routes for EWR 
have come through Great Shelford and SBJ.  EWR’s Central Section, as currently proposed, will impact our 
village and its residents in a very significant way, both in construction and in operation. 
 
Significance of your Strategic Statement 
In many ways, GSPC welcomes this publication.  We believe it represents a realistic and serious attempt to 
show how a new East West Main Line (EWML) would benefit the wider railway network and some aspects 
of UK PLC.   
 
EWR Co has a limited remit (a passenger line between Oxford and Cambridge only) and as a result it has 
been unwilling to address many of the EWR-related questions we have.  This has led to frustrating 
conversations with EWR Co in which our questions have received unsatisfactory or incomplete answers, or 
simply no answer at all.  
 
Nevertheless, your Strategic Statement on EWML raises some important further questions for us.  If our 
interpretation of it is correct, it leads to some very uncomfortable, potentially unacceptable, conclusions 
for Great Shelford.  Our questions are rooted in the scope of your report, which we see as limited solely to 
the efficient functioning of the railway network.  Critically the report does not discuss the broader context  
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in which the railway will exist, most especially the impact on the lives of the people living beside or near to 
the proposed railway, its impact on our community and the wider environmental impact, including on the 
greenbelt.  Nor does it mention the project’s interaction with a number of other transport infrastructure 
projects that are planned for Great Shelford on a similar timescale.  Further, your Strategic Statement does 
not seek to analyse EWR Co’s chosen approach to Cambridge which we think is deeply flawed. 
 
Business Case 
We note that EWR Co has not published a business case for EWR for some years and that, when it did, the 
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) was well below HM Treasury’s threshold for funding a project of this scale.    
 
Given that the currently stated primary purpose of EWR is as a passenger line, attracting passengers must 
be of highest priority, which you acknowledge with your analysis of Generalised Journey Times (GJTs).  
However, we take issue with the comparison between journey times between two different railway 
stations.  Most journeys do not begin and end at railway stations, meaning the conclusions are inherently 
skewed in favour of rail travel. 
 
For example, the centre of Great Shelford is only 4.2 miles or 12 minutes by car from Cambridge Railway 
Station, but this can easily increase to 30 minutes during the morning rush hour (data from Google Maps), 
plus there is the time, difficulty and expense of parking in the station car park.  
 
Whichever method a passenger uses to arrive at the station, taking an optimistic estimate, they will need to 
allow at least 5 minutes after arriving at Cambridge Station to buy a ticket and walk to the platform before 
catching a train. 
 
Looking at the data presented in Figure 8 of the Strategic Statement (page 40), one can expect the journey 
time to Milton Keynes to be on the order of 40-50 minutes quicker by road than by EWR, significantly 
longer than the 13 minutes shown.  If this pattern is repeated for every station listed in Figure 8, then the 
private car remains by far the quickest choice.  It is also worth noting that the times shown in the Strategic 
Statement for places east of Milton Keynes also take no account of the 10 minutes road travel 
improvement expected from the Black Cat to Caxton Gibbet A428 improvement project.   
 
In addition, the private car will still confer other advantages: it is highly likely to remain significantly 
cheaper and it offers greater convenience and flexibility. 
 
In summary, we cannot see how your analysis shows that EWR will become competitive with the private 
car for the journeys analysed.  Therefore, it is hard to see how EWR can achieve an acceptable BCR. 
 
Freight 
It has been clear to us from the outset that one of the main potential benefits of EWR to the UK as a whole 
would be the increased capacity for freight transport from Felixstowe and Harwich to the West Midlands 
and other important locations within the UK.  Despite this, EWR Co has refused to address detailed 
questions on this topic, frequently claiming that this was out of scope and that it was focusing on building a 
passenger line. 
 
Our residents are understandably deeply concerned about the effect of noise and vibrations arising from 
the increased number of freight trains, which the Strategic Statement estimates at up to 50 trains per day, 
especially if they run at night.  However, your Strategic Statement implicitly raises further important 
questions regarding track layout. 
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EWR Co’s 2021 non-statutory consultation envisaged up to 4 trains per hour per direction in and out of 
Cambridge.  On this basis, EWR Co concluded that it did not need to add any capacity to the Shepreth 
Branch Line between the envisaged grade-separated junction at Harston and SBJ.   
 
Where then is the capacity to add up to 25 freight trains per day per direction on the Shepreth Branch Line?  
In our view, this significantly raises the possibility that the physical infrastructure of the Shepreth Branch 
Line will need to change, with 4-tracking from Harston to Great Shelford. 
 
This is of critical concern to us, because 4-tracking of this line will inevitably lead to: 
• Destruction of a large number of houses and other properties in Great Shelford.  Some of the 

properties that are likely to be affected would be those in the oldest part of our village that have been 
in existence since the 15th Century and are Grade II Listed.  EWR Co’s own interactive environmental 
map provides details of potentially impacted properties. 

• Replacement of the road bridge over the railway on the A1301.  This is a critical and heavily congested 
route into Cambridge and disruption during demolition and reconstruction would be enormous.   

• Destruction of more greenbelt in our parish, which is critically depended upon for both recreational 
and agricultural use.  GSPC recently approved a position statement, which emphasises our opposition 
to any further destruction of the greenbelt, as a result of consultation with residents. 
 

Shepreth Branch Junction 
Your discussion in Section 6.7 of the Strategic Statement regarding track layout on the approach to 
Cambridge raises the probability that SBJ will need to become a grade-separated junction. 
 
The option of a grade separated junction on a viaduct (likely to be the cheapest option) causes us 
significant concerns.   
• As noted above, a large number of our residents live within sight and sound of SBJ.  A [1km long] 

viaduct, rising up to [10m] would significantly increase this number and also magnify the existing rail 
noise and air pollution impact on already affected residents. 

• It will require further erosion of the Green Belt, which we oppose. 
• The viaduct could be located in a very sensitive ecological area thus massively impacting on the views 

Great Shelford enjoys across the Hobson's Brook valley, in which you will find several sources of 
endangered Chalk Streams. 

• The railway could impact on a Scheduled Monument. 
• There may not be enough space for a viaduct without significant remodelling of the road network, 

particularly if a gradient shallower than 1:80 is required for freight trains, for example 1:120.   
 

GSPC has already been assured by both Simon Blanchflower (former CEO of EWR Co) and our MP, Anthony 
Browne, that a grade-separated junction will not be part of the final design for EWR.  Can you please 
explain the obvious contradiction between those assurances and the analysis in your report? 
 
It is also worth noting here that the Strategic Statement omits any mention of the plans to reopen the 
Haverhill to Cambridge line, which joined the West Anglia Main Line south of SBJ.  Have you considered this 
in your analysis? 
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The Northern Approach to Cambridge 
GSPC’s policy calls for EWR Co to undertake a full, formal consultation on a northern approach to 
Cambridge.  We believe that there could be significant benefits to EWR were it to follow this route, not 
least as a result of the 30,000+ houses that are due to be built in this approximate area over the next 20-30 
years, generating a significantly greater number of potential passengers for EWR.  We are aware that EWR 
Co addressed this topic in a limited fashion in Appendix F of its consultation document last year, but we are 
also aware that many people and organisations have cast serious doubt on the findings and conclusions of 
that work.  We call on Network Rail to look at this route option for EWML with an open mind and in the 
same level of detail as it has examined the southern approach, especially given the Strategic Statement’s 
emphasis on the importance of freight.   
 
Next steps 
As intimated at the beginning of this letter, we would like to use publication of your Strategic Statement as 
a catalyst for a dialogue between us.  The potential impact of EWR’s Central Section on our village, in both 
construction and operation, is causing considerable anxiety.  We wish to engage in a serious discussion with 
you in order to aid our understanding of the project and these possible impacts. 
 
In addition to EWR, there are other challenges in our village related to the railway that we would also like 
to discuss.  For example, the two level crossings in the village on the West Anglia Main Line and the possible 
reopening of the Haverhill to Cambridge line.   
 
We hope that you would welcome engagement on the above topics of interest to yourselves and ourselves 
in the near future. 
 
I look forward to receiving your reply. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Malcolm Watson 
Chair, Great Shelford Parish Council 
 


