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RAIL FREIGHT GROUP 

WRITTEN SUBMISSION 

 

1.  Introduction & summary 
 
The proposed NPF3 laid before Parliament on 14th January lists six planned 
National Developments within the category of ‘A Connected Place’. Three of 
these are port-related, but none is focused on rail freight. 
 
Given the scale of rail freight involvement in Scotland’s export trade (and the 
expanding domestic intermodal business, in which ports have little or no 
involvement) it is unacceptable that this crucial sector of Scotland’s trade 
infrastructure is entirely absent from the Scottish Government’s strategic 
programme of National Developments. 
 
The ‘Grangemouth Investment Zone’ and ‘Freight Handling Capacity on the 
Forth’ National Developments include rail as a class of development, 
recognising its important role in the long term implementation of those 
projects – but, from a strategic Scottish perspective, rail freight should not be 
seen simply as an adjunct to shipping. To illustrate this point, while the port of 
Grangemouth handles around 150,000 containers annually, the combined 
throughput of the four hub railheads at Coatbridge (Freightliner), 
Grangemouth (WH Malcolm) and Mossend (EuroCentral and PD Stirling) is 
similar.  

These railheads provide regular train services to Britain’s five main Deep Sea 
ports, to domestic transport hubs in England and to regional railheads in 
Scotland such as Aberdeen and Inverness. 

Both sea and rail (unlike road haulage) are critically dependent on terminal 
facilities in order to provide access to their route infrastructure – and it is 
illogical for one such mode (sea) to feature prominently in the list of 
geographically-specific National Developments while the other (rail) has none. 
 
The Rail Freight Group (RFG) – which represents users and suppliers of rail 
freight throughout Britain – argues that rail freight’s role should be encouraged 
and expanded, for economic and environmental reasons, by the inclusion of a 
National Development to enhance the ‘strategic freight connectivity of 
Scotland’s inter-urban rail network’, originally submitted by RFG to the NPF3 
Team in December 2012. 
 
2.  RFG’s review of the draft NPF3 
 
RFG wrote to the NPF3 Team on 11th June 2013, expressing its concern at 
the failure of the draft NPF3 to acknowledge (i) the important role of rail freight 
in Scotland’s strategic infrastructure and (ii) the scope for it to contribute even 
more to national development in the future. It noted that: 

‘Across the 11 pages covering transport – in ‘A Connected Place’ – 
there is no explicit reference to rail freight, but sea freight features very 
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prominently. The absence of rail freight is particularly striking in that it 
would contribute to meeting all five of the Scottish Government’s stated 
transport-related NPF3 objectives, viz: 

 decarbonising transport and reducing the need to travel 

 links within and between cities and their regions 

 links to support economic investment 

 rural links, including lifeline routes 

 international connections.’ 

Following a meeting with the NPF3 Team, RFG – on behalf of the rail 
industry’s Scottish Freight Joint Board – submitted a detailed letter on 23rd 
July 2013 incorporating:  
 

 review of the Scottish Government’s (SG) spatial strategy as set out in 
Section 1 of the Main Issues Report 

 examination of the details of the SG analysis of the Rail Freight 
Group’s National Development proposal in the draft NPF3 Full Analysis 
Table 

 assessment of specific constraints at key rail freight terminals across 
Scotland. 

With respect to spatial strategy, RFG noted that the Government’s overall 
vision for spatial development comprises four key priorities: A Low Carbon 
Place; A Natural Place to Invest; A Successful, Sustainable Place, and A 
Connected Place, and that: 

‘We believe that rail freight – with its energy efficiency and low carbon 
emissions compared to road haulage, its gentler impact on the 
environment, its resilience in the face of climate change and oil price 
trends, and its ability to serve inter-regional, national and international 
markets for key economic sectors – is strongly supportive of all four 
priority areas.’  

We highlighted also the importance attached in the draft NPF3 to ‘Areas of 
Co-ordinated Action’ – Orkney, Pentland Firth and North Caithness; Moray 
Firth; Aberdeen and the North East; Firth of Forth; Clyde; and South West – 
and that these have a close fit with the thrust of the RFG National 
Development Proposal for enhancing the ‘strategic connectivity of Scotland’s 
inter-urban rail network’. 

RFG also reviewed the NPF3 Team’s scoring analysis of the one 
‘mandatory’ criterion and the eight ‘optional criteria’ for National Development 
status in the Rail Freight Group’s earlier National Development proposal. We 
agreed with the NPF3 Team analysis which concluded that the RFG proposal 
has a good fit with the mandatory criterion (‘more than regional significance’), 
but concluded – for reasons explained in our letter of 23rd July – that it had 
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undervalued rail freight in four of the seven ‘optional’ criteria relevant to rail 
freight, namely: emissions reduction, skills and employment, international 
links, and environmental quality. 

Finally – again reported in its letter of 23rd July to the NPF3 Team – RFG 
undertook an assessment of specific constraints at key rail terminals. 
This concluded that there were a range of existing and potential constraints at 
key rail freight terminals across Scotland – some within the rail industry 
footprint, but others where planning issues could arise beyond rail boundaries 
– in Aberdeen (two terminals), Coatbridge and Mossend. Our assessment 
also pointed towards the need to identify and develop suitable new terminal 
sites to complete the strategic inter-urban network – thereby helping to meet 
the Scottish Government’s modal switch and spatial strategy objectives – 
including locations such as Dundee, Girvan, Lochaber, Lothian and Stranraer 
/ Loch Ryan. 

3.  A revised rail freight National Development proposal 

RFG’s 23rd July letter urged the NPF3 Team to award National Development 
designation to a simplified proposal to enhance ‘the strategic freight 
connectivity of the inter-urban rail network’ through: 

i. Enhancement of route and train capacity and capability to secure cost-
effective rail freight operations inter-connecting Scotland’s six mainland 
regions – in particular the six Areas of Co-ordinated Action – and the 
three Anglo-Scottish routes (East Coast Main Line, West Coast Main 
Line and Glasgow-Kilmarnock-Dumfries-Carlisle).  

ii. Identification and development of suitable new terminal sites to 
complete the strategic inter-urban network, in areas currently 
inadequately served and in the Areas of Co-ordinated Action. 

iii. Optimisation of rail/road access and handling/storage capability at key 
rail terminals in Scotland’s six mainland regions (in particular the six 
Areas of Co-ordinated Action) – and at a potential new Central 
Scotland hub optimally located for rail and road access, space for 
storage and ancillary activities etc. 

4.  The proposed NPF3 laid before Parliament 

Following publication of the proposed NPF3 laid before Parliament on 14th 
January, RFG wrote to the NPF3 Team welcoming the inclusion of a new 
statement (Paragraph 5.18) on rail freight which states: 

‘Rail freight networks will become increasingly important as our export 
potential grows. There are a number of important interchanges in the 
Central Belt, including Grangemouth, Coatbridge and Mossend.’ 

We expressed concern, however, that still none of the six National 
Developments focuses on rail freight, whereas three do focus on sea freight. 
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We believe that this is illogical, inconsistent and unfair treatment of two 
competing modes of transport. 

The NPF3 Team has now passed us its revised scoring (against mandatory 
and optional criteria) for the rail freight National Development proposal in light 
of the information we provided in our 23rd July 2013 letter. The total score for 
the rail freight proposal is now 17 points, the same score as two of the 
planned port-related National Developments (Grangemouth Investment Zone, 
and Growth of Aberdeen Harbour). We therefore consider that there is a 
prima facie case for re-evaluation of the rail freight proposal against the three 
port-related developments, but we understand from the NPF3 team that no 
such re-evaluation has been undertaken. 
 
Both sea and rail freight (unlike road haulage) are critically dependent on 
terminal facilities in order to provide access to their route infrastructure – and 
it is illogical for one mode (sea) to feature prominently in the list of 
geographically-specific National Developments while the other (rail freight) 
has none. 

Scottish Representative 
Rail Freight Group 
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