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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 
 
INQUIRY INTO CONSTRUCTION AND PROCUREMENT IN FERRY VESSELS IN 
SCOTLAND  
 
SUBMISSION FROM ANONYMOUS 
 

 

1. What are your views on the conclusions and recommendations of the 

programme review board with respect to delivering the most effective delivery 

programme for the completion of the two vessels, MV Glen Sannox (vessel 

801) and vessel 802? 

  

This review was deficient and not fit for purpose. 

  

It is my view that a review of this nature must ensure it is robust and considers all 

possible options in detail. It should be produced by person/persons with sufficient 

objectivity to ensure this can be achieved. 

  

1 – The report is compiled by the Turnaround Director at FMEL. Already this review 

sets off on the wrong foot – Mr Hair by definition works for FMEL and ultimately, the 

Scottish Government. As a result, it is not unfair to assume that his personal or 

deemed objective views may very likely be biased in a particular direction. By that I 

mean –in my view, it would be hard for Mr Hair to recommend a course of action that 

the Government does not wish because it is politically disadvantageous for them. 

 

2 – The scope is unreasonably restricted- again, this does create a very distinct bias 

towards a particular outcome. For example, the Exec Summary states “this report 

does not cover other considerations, such as through life costs….”. Having listened 

to three evidence sessions at the point of this submission, this is a fundamental error 

which in my mind, removes any credibility from the report. It’s making an assumption 

from the outset that there is only a narrow problem statement, when the reality is this 

is a very wide issue that needs to be looked at in the round. 

 

3 – There are no options set out – I would have expected a full options analysis to be 

presented with regard to what should happen next. At a High Level these should be 

• Fix Forward with current intended design 

• Review and alter design to achieve tighter cost controls and quicker delivery 

(for example, by not commissioning the LNG) 

• Scrap both vessels 

• Complete one and scrap the other. 

  

These options should have been considered in full, to provide Ministers, Parliament, 

the general public and the Committee assurances that the best option had been 

chosen. As things stand, no real consideration has been given to any other option. It 
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may well be that the evidence would have pointed to the current proposal, however I 

suspect that in reality, one of the other options would offer quicker deliver and 

significantly better value for the tax payer.  

 

4 – In removing reference to ‘through life costs’, then the government is not being 

provided the full picture. Given that these ferries were ordered by CMAL – and the 

yard is owned by the government on whose behalf CMAL placed the order, then the 

fact that this report does not provide a full options report, or include the reality of 

capital and through life costs relating to LNG and berth upgrades, then I would 

suggest this report isn’t worth the paper it’s written on. It dodges all the important 

issues. The issues being uncovered by the Committee through hearings lend 

credibility to that opinion – and in light of that, I suggest a full public enquiry is 

needed. 

  

To answer the question succinctly – the conclusion cannot be deemed credible as no 

other options have been seriously considered or evidenced and therefore this report 

tells the government what it wants to hear. This may be beneficial in the short term 

but means that problems are being stored for the future. 

  

  

2. What has been the impact of the repeated delays to completion of the 

contract to construct two hybrid ferries on the specific routes and island 

communities awaiting delivery and entry into service of these two vessels? 

  

  

3. What actions can be taken, in particular with respect to improved 

contract management processes, to ensure future contracts of this type are 

delivered a) on time; and b) on budget? 

  

It is clear that there is disagreement on 

• Whether these vessels were prototype or not 

• What ‘Design and Build’ meant in this context. 

  

The action to be taken therefore is to ensure that tenders and contract awarding and 

finalisation is not rushed. Evidence to committee has, in my view, shown that CMAL 

and the Government have behaved recklessly in awarding the contract. Should 

those involved in this mess at senior levels be retained in their posts then the same 

mistakes will be repeated. A clear out of dead wood and those who have failed is 

required. 

  

The evidence of Jim McColl demonstrated that the government rushed through the 

whole process and did not undertake the right level of due diligence. 
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4. What key challenges need to be addressed in procuring new vessels to 

support Scotland’s ferry network and how might these be overcome? 

  

CMAL should be disbanded. It’s an arms length quango that, in my view, adds no 

value to the procurement process – this has been demonstrated beyond doubt 

  

5. How might the experience of the procurement and fulfilment of the 

current hybrid ferries contract inform the development of an updated Ferries 

Plan? 

  

As per evidence from Alf Baird and Roy Pederson, no-one currently working at 

senior levels in CMAL should, in my view, be permitted involvement in any future 

procurement work or Ferries Plans. Similarly, the government need to ask searching 

questions on how they have proven so inept at procuring ferries. The evidence is 

absolutely clear in this regard. 

  

6. What are the likely implications of the Scottish Government’s decision 

to take Ferguson Marine Engineering Ltd. into public ownership for the 

fulfilment of the current contract and the award of future contracts for the 

construction of new ferries? 

  

Given the evidence we have heard, I personally would not consider any bids from 

Fergusons should I require ships to be built. The demonstrable government 

mismanagement of CMAL and this whole process is a disgrace to Scottish business 

and politics. Now that the same government have oversight of Fergusons as well as 

CMAL – I would have no faith in being able to trust the board of company. The lack 

of transparency, the politic manipulation, the dishonest dealings (announcing the 

winning bidder without having agree the bid), the lack of support to a failing business 

– or another perspective on the same – the political intent to use the shipyard as a 

tool to deliver its own objective – all come together to suggest that the current 

Scottish Government are not honest partners and would be a big risk. Jim McColl 

entered into the contract in good faith – to support shipbuilding and deliver ferries for 

Scotland. In my opinion, the way he was treated is abysmal and Scotland should be 

hanging it’s head in shame. 

  

7. What impact is the United Kingdom’s departure from the European 

Union likely to have on the future award of new ferry construction contracts, in 

particular as regards ongoing compliance with applicable rules on state aid 

and competitive tendering? 

 


