
From: [Redacted] 
Sent: 01 October 2022 12:54 
To: Minister for Transport <MinisterFT@gov.scot> 
Cc: [Redacted] Gilruth J (Jenny), MSP <Jenny.Gilruth.msp@parliament.scot>; Minto J (Jenni), MSP 
<Jenni.Minto.MSP@Parliament.scot>; Kate Forbes <kate.forbes.msp@parliament.scot>; Deputy First 
Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Covid Recovery <DFMCSCR@gov.scot>; First Minister 
<firstminister@gov.scot>; Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and Islands <CabSecRAI@gov.scot>; 
Cabinet Secretary for Net Zero, Energy and Transport <CabSecNetZET@gov.scot> 
Subject: The next ferry tendering error 
 
Dear Minister 
 
In light of the evidence presented in Disclosure last week, the warnings in my email below are even 
more valid. Not only was the 801/2 procurement deeply flawed, so was the process for the Islay 
vessel selection.  
There is very rightly going to be a lot more public attention given to CMAL’s ferry procurement 
process. It is essential that the small vessel procurement program is open, fair, and achieves the best 
outcome for taxpayer, operator and islanders. At the moment, there is very good reason to believe it 
will not. 
 
We must not let CMAL run a similarly flawed process for the SVRP procurement and come up with 
yet another ferry fiasco. 
 
With best regards 
 
[Redacted] 
 

 
Mull & Iona Ferry Committee 

www.mullandionaferrycommittee.org 

[Redacted] 
 
From: [Redacted] 
Sent: 19 September 2022 17:36 
To: MinisterFT@gov.scot 
Cc: [Redacted] Gilruth J (Jenny), MSP <Jenny.Gilruth.msp@parliament.scot>; Minto J (Jenni), MSP 
<Jenni.Minto.MSP@Parliament.scot> 
Subject: Small Vessel Replacement Program tendering flaws. 
 
Dear Minister 
 
I am writing in response to the public presentation recently given by CMAL in relation to the Small 
Vessel Replacement Programme. As you might recall from our recent meeting on Mull, we identified 
CMAL’s new ferry design selection process as being responsible for poor design outcomes. In the 
case of the new Islay ferries, we have explained at some length how two vessels have now been 
procured that fail to meet the explicit design criteria set out by Transport Scotland; deliver far from 
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optimal results for islanders, and at far greater cost to taxpayers than otherwise could have been 
necessary. That ‘process’ was compounded by the incredible decision by CMAL to discredit cheaper 
and more productive catamaran alternatives by commissioning a catamaran design of their own 
from their retained naval architects who had never designed such a vessel before. So blatantly poor 
was that effort that it was kept secret from users for twelve months, until the Information 
Commissioner intervened. 
 
Although CMAL’s behaviour in relation to the Islay procurement was incompetent (and I would 
argue malfeasant), even if the behaviour of individuals in the organisation had been better, the 
process they work to would still have delivered a sub-optimal outcome. 
CMAL claim their process is competitive and delivers best value because they issue a public tender 
for naval architecture services. The chosen designer then works up a design to match CMAL’s brief. 
Whilst this might be a valid process for the selection of the best-value designer, it is not a competent 
way of finding the best design. Once a designer is chosen, there is no opportunity for a competition 
of designs. No opportunity for different solutions to the same problem to be assessed against one-
another. In the commercial world, there is stiff competition between specialist vessel designers – 
some have optimised their 200m monohull designs; others are best known for high-speed wave 
piercers; some for bi-directional Norwegian-style ferries; others for medium-speed catamarans. For 
the routes and ports of the West coast of Scotland, only some of those vessel types would be 
appropriate; but one thing is certain – there are more solutions out there than the very narrow, 
blinkered choices that CMAL favour. They appear to stick with the same solutions - in the case of the 
major ferries that means monohulls; hoistable mezzanines; liveaboard crewing; and maximising 
vessel size over vessel count. There are many alternatives that are excluded from the process 
because CMAL choice generalist ferry designers who will follow their lead. It is akin to hiring a car 
designer to work up a family vehicle, and ending up with a diesel saloon because that’s what you 
have always driven … when if instead you had visited a few car showrooms you might have found 
that an electric van or a hybrid 4x4 might have fitted your use-case better and would have been a 
more well-developed design; more reliable; proven by serial production and therefore cheaper to 
buy and run. But you insist on the diesel saloon because you know best, and that’s what you’ve 
always driven. In the end, you can claim to have the best value bespoke diesel saloon available, but 
everyone else is driving around in cheaper, more reliable, greener and more capable vehicles.  
So it is with CMAL – you might remember Kevin Hobb’s response to our critique of their vessel 
choice for Islay when compared with the designs developed for the Norwegian Lofoten islands 
(which have a very similar service requirement to Islay). ‘They are apples and pears’ said Mr Hobbs. 
Yes, they are indeed apples and pears – because the Norwegians tasted all the fruit on offer and 
found that the pears were ripest and sweetest. Mr Hobbs steadfastly continues to chew on a bitter 
cooking apple. 
 
Having watched the SVRP presentation, I can see that the same process is being followed again, and 
will almost certainly end with the same disappointing and expensive outcome. CMAL have chosen 
their preferred naval architects (the same people who designed the Islay vessels and the Loch 
Seaforth before that), satisfying the requirement to be ‘competitive’. The box has been ticked. But 
yet again, the design options have been restricted to monohulls of a very particular style;  copies of 
the vessels they will be replacing, but with the addition of massive battery packs. During the 
presentation, the question was asked (via the highly moderated and limited online chat) whether 
catamarans had been considered. The response came back that “catamarans have been excluded 
because they cannot operate to concrete slips as is required”. This is absolutely and demonstrably 
incorrect. Thanks to our close knowledge of proven catamaran designs gleaned through our time 
attempting to persuade CMAL to consider one in 2020/21, we know that multiple catamaran vehicle 
ferries of the required size have been operating to concrete slips since at least the early 1990’s. 
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I have taken some time to clarify whether catamarans would be suitable as small vessels for CalMac 
routes, by speaking with the foremost designer of such vessels, Sea Transport Solutions (ie the 
market-leading specialist of these vessel types). They confirm that they have designed several such 
vessels, and would be very happy to offer variants of those proven designs to CMAL. However, CMAL 
have already closed off this design avenue. I detailed the operating criteria to STS, and they have 
responded affirmatively to all of them – they can meet and exceed all of the operational and design 
criteria. Below is a table summarising the attributes of CMAL’s designs versus STS catamarans: 
 

 CMAL outline design STS proven designs 

Maximum over-all length of 
50m 

YES YES 

Minimum service speed of 9 
knots 

YES YES – actually can exceed this 
and operate at 14 knots with 
comparable or lower power 
requirement, due to more 
efficient hull design 

Able to work to existing 
concrete slips with a gradient of 
1:8 

YES YES 

Certified for operation on Euro 
B classified routes 

YES YES 

Able to use zero-emission 
battery-electric propulsion, with 
sufficient deadweight for the 
anticipated battery weight (30 
tonnes) 

YES YES 

Car capacities of 15 and 25 PCU YES YES – can actually exceed these 
capacities due to wider beam of 
design if required. 

Meet existing timetables YES YES  - can actually improve 
timetables on many routes due 
to higher service speed, 
offering a more frequent 
service.  

Clear drive-through with height 
clearance for the largest HGVs 
and wide accessible car lanes 

YES YES 

Maximised deadweight 
capacities 

YES YES 

Double-ended, bi-directional 
with bow and stern ramps 

YES YES 

Capable of carrying dangerous 
goods 

YES YES 

Sufficient passenger 
accommodation  

YES YES 

Accessibility YES – but car deck space 
compromised by placing 
passenger space at car 
deck level. Possibly 
insufficient space for a 

YES – but due to wider beam of 
vessel, greater opportunity for 
the placement of a passenger 
lift, and therefore the 
opportunity to raise the 



passenger lift that might 
allow the passenger space 
to be raised, and therefore 
for more car deck space to 
be made available 

passenger space and release 
more car deck space, should it 
be required.  

Crew facilities YES YES 

Stores and workshop YES YES 

Ability to operate on shallow 
Berneray – Leverburgh route 

NO – special design variant 
required for this route 

YES – catamarans naturally 
shallow-drafted and therefore a 
special design variant is not 
required. This not only saves on 
design and build cost, but offers 
far greater operational 
flexibility and resilience.  

Can operate to all slips in scope 
without modification 

NO – some ports will need 
to be dredged in order to 
accommodate the deeper 
draught of these vessels 
compared to their 
predecessors 

YES – again, due to their 
naturally shallow draught, no 
dredging is required, therefore 
offering significant capital cost 
savings.  

Commonality of bridge layout 
and systems 

YES YES 

Other design advantages 

Greater sea-keeping abilities 
than the landing-craft style 
vessel proposed, that exceed 
the base Euro B requirement 
and offer greater weather 
resilience.  

Greater survivability in the 
event of damage, due to multi-
hull arrangement in 
combination with proprietary 
foam technologies recently 
developed in partnership with 
Strathclyde University. 
Empirically safer designs.  

Able to be constructed in any 
yard, including Ferguson’s.  

Thanks to higher service speed 
and enhanced sea-keeping, 
catamarans of this type could 
be operated on new routes – 
both longer and more exposed 
than currently. This gives great 
opportunities for service 
enhancement without high 
capital cost – The possibility of 
inter-island services between 
Mull and Coll and Tiree has 
already been discussed with 
Richard Hadfield at TS, for 



possible consideration in the 
Islands Connectivity Plan. Other 
opportunities may also exist, if 
CalMac are given such capable 
and versatile vessels. 

 
I should say that I am not a salesman for STS! (as has been uncharitably suggested in the past by 
some CMAL management). I am conveying the benefit of our knowledge, having had the opportunity 
to learn a great deal on the topic in recent years. I do not claim to have any exclusive knowledge of 
all options, but I do know rather more about medium-speed catamarans than CMAL appear to. It is 
somewhat astonishing that they have discounted them on such ignorant grounds, and appear not to 
be aware of the advantages above. The negation of the need for a special Leverborough-Berneray 
design; the negation of the need for dredging; the greater efficiency of the hull; the better sea-
keeping; the enhanced safety; the higher speeds and the timetable improvements are at the very 
least worthy of fair and robust assessment. 
 
So I am not writing to you to ask that catamarans be chosen in place of CMAL’s intended monohull 
landing-craft. What I am demonstrating however, is that other options exist that may well deliver 
better outcomes for operator, user and taxpayer, and that those options have been excluded from 
contention by CMAL by a poor procurement process and incomplete knowledge. I realise that it is 
not in your authority to instruct CMAL to pursue one particular design route over another. However, 
what is in your authority – infact I am sure you would take that further and say it is your 
responsibility – is to ensure that the procurement process is open, fair, truly competitive and is 
designed to deliver the best outcome. What I am sure you can see from the above is that the process 
as currently proceeding has a low probability of delivering the best outcome – for taxpayers, users or 
the operator. I hope you can also see that there is strong evidence that this same process has 
produced poor outcomes very recently, and this should further reduce your confidence in the 
process that CMAL are following (as well as the poor behaviour that reinforces it).  
 
Three of these small vessels will be operating routes to and between Mull and Iona, so the decisions 
made here are of direct relevance to us. But I also write as a taxpayer as well as on behalf of users. 
What is planned here will inevitably deliver very poor-value vessels. Unless better design and buying 
decisions are made, we simply will not be able to afford the pace of vessel replacement that is 
urgently needed. I can well imagine the challenge of arguing for larger and larger budgets for ferry 
construction. Continuing on the current path is simply unaffordable and undeliverable. Here is an 
opportunity to get better value for money. It cannot be missed. Allowing the procurement process 
to continue on its current path in the knowledge that viable and competitive alternatives have been 
excluded would be a dereliction of duty. 
 
What is needed is an instruction to CMAL that they open up the design competition, and allow other 
solutions to be objectively judged alongside the CMAL/naValue designs. That would enable not just 
STS to propose their designs, but any other naval architect. STS may not have the optimum solution 
– but it is clear that their solution is better than the one currently being pursued.  
 
Thank you for your attention once again. I hope this has proven a worthwhile email. 
 
With best regards 
 
[Redacted] 
 
(I attach a PDF from STS that they have provided to me) 



 
 

 
Mull & Iona Ferry Committee 

www.mullandionaferrycommittee.org 

[Redacted] 
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