From: [Redacted]

Sent: 03 January202317:24

To: Minister for Transport <MinisterFT@gov.scot>

Cc: ClIr. Uisdean Robertson <u.robertson@ cne-siar.gov.uk>; '[Redacted] Minto J (Jenni), MSP
<Jenni.Minto.MSP@ Parliament.scot>; GilruthJ (Jenny), MSP <Jenny.Gilruth.msp@ parliament.scot>;
First Minister <firstminister@gov.scot>; Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and Islands

<CabSecRAI@ gov.scot>; Cabinet Secretary for Net Zero, Energyand Transport

<CabSecNetZET @gov.scot>; Kate Forbes <kate.forbes.msp@parliament.scot>

Subject: Small Vessel Replacement Program

Dear Minister

| wrote to you in September of last year warning of the potentially poor outcome of the Small Vessel
Replacement Program, three of which are for routes to and between Mull and lona. Subsequently
we received a reply from a TS official which unfortunately failed to address any of the substantive
points in our email. In the hope of a more direct conversation around the details of the subject, |
(together with 2 other committee members) took up the invitation to have a meeting with CMAL’s
Director of Vessels, [Redacted].

| am afraid to saythat none of our concerns have been addressed. Infact, we came away with quite
the opposite view — it seems that CMAL are entrenchedin their position on this, and will not allow
any opportunity for alternative design options to be considered. They continue to assert that their
design process has delivered the optimum outcome. That no naval architects could possibly improve
upon the concept they have arrived at with NaValue.

| asked [Redacted] if he would accept proposals from other designers, to be judged objectively and
competitively alongside the concept they have worked up. He responded by repeating his
‘confidence in the process’; that all potential hull forms had been considered, and there was no need
to look at anything else.

| have previously writtento show how CMAL discredited catamarans inthe new Islay vessel
procurement, by commissioning a catamaran design from a naval architect who had no experience
of the type. It was such a deliberately poor and unviable designthat they sought to keep it from
public view for a whole year. We have also shown how CMAL’s options appraisal for Islay was
hopelessly flawed; deliberately misleading; and failed to meet the explicit objectives set.

In my letter to [Redacted] of 13t December | highlighted how ignorance within CalMac led to your
predecessor being further misled about the operational viability of catamarans.

In my letter of 14th December | responded to continuing mis-representation of the 2020 catamaran
opportunity on multiple fundamental points of fact. | again explained how your predecessor was
misled by CMAL regarding the commercial process of purchasing a second-hand vessel. Paul
Wheelhouse and Graeme Dey were also misled about the operational viability of the catamaran, as
well as being misled about the commercialrisk.

CMAL have a long history of denigrating and obstructing cheap-to-build, efficient catamarans. For
example - they have commissioned studies to prove that they induce sea-sickness, but failto
mention that the study considered high-speed 40 knot vessels, rather thanthe medium-speed
vessels suited to Hebridean waters. They even excluded a catamaranfrom the options appraisal that
ultimately led to 801 and 802, after publicly under-stating its carrying capacity by 68%.

This mis-representation and dogmatic decision making risks occurringagain with the Small Vessel
Replacement Program.
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We have taken the opportunity to discuss the details of the SVRP requirements with STS, designers
of the catamaranthat was refused by CMALin 2020. They have verified that they can meet all the
SVRP designrequirements, and out-perform the CMAL designs in several key aspects. | have
compiled a comparison table with their assistance, and STS have drawn up a concept design for a
40m catamaran. That toois attached.

To be clear —we are not claiming that the STS proposal is the best possible solution. But we can say
with great confidence that it better than the CMAL proposal. There may be other design options we
are unaware of that are superior — but unless thereis an open and competitive design selection
process, how will anyone know?

Here are the key advantages the STS catamaran offers:

o 44% faster service speedfor the same power requirement

e More easilyand cheaply adaptedto zero-emission battery-electric operation due to the
higher efficiency and lower power requirement

e More deck space — meaning not just more space between vehicles, but more vehicles can
be carried

e Ability to improve timetables on longer routes thanks to higher speed.

¢ No requirement for dredging at multiple ports, as is currently proposed by CMAL.

e Highersafety due tofoam-filled multi-hull design.

e Better seakeeping, making them more weather-resilient.

e Shallower draft, so a one-off ‘special’ is not required for the shallow Berneray-Leverburgh
route. This not only saves millions, but means all vessels would be completely
interoperable. Interoperabilityis a key requirement of CalMac’s.

e Asavingofaround £30 - £44 million forthe seven vessels (even for a European build)

The final two advantages should by themselves make the STS designs particularly attractive. The
savings figure may actually be much higher, once the final build price of the CMAL designs is known.
But not only is there an opportunity to save a lot of public money, but it could bring forwardthe
replacement of the Sound of Harris and Sound of Barra vessels. That would not only be to the huge
advantage of Western Isles communities but to CalMacalso, who would be provided with a fully
interchangeable small vesselfleet. (I have copied in [Redacted] and [Redacted] because of the
relevance to their parts of the network).

All of these advantages have been missed because there has been no competition of design. There
has only been a competitive tender to find a designer — and then from that point on, the design
options have been narrowed to the preferences of the client and the experience of one design
house.

The mistakes of 801/2 and the Islay procurement were made before you had opportunity to
intervene. In this instance, youstillhave time. We urge you please to look into this and ensure that
public money is being properly spent. Thereis a clear risk here of around £30-£44 million of public
money being wasted; of CalMac losing the opportunity for a more flexible and interoperable fleet; of
services being slower and less frequent than they could be ... and a lot more besides.

Given the complexity of the topic and its urgency, it would be helpful if we can please have a
meeting to discuss this at your earliest convenience. Three of the seven proposed vessels will be
operating routes to and between Mull and lona, soit is direct relevance to us as users. We are not



issuing a press release or publishing this issue on our website at this stage —I think direct discussion
with you on this topic would be more constructive in the short term.

| look forwardto hearing from you.
Best regards

[Redacted]

Mull & lona Ferry Committee
www.mullandionaferrycommittee.org

[Redacted]
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