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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

INQUIRY INTO CONSTRUCTION AND PROCUREMENT OF FERRY VESSELS IN 

SCOTLAND  

SUBMISSION FROM RENNIE H. CAMERON 

 

FERRY ENQUIRY RESPONSE – by email attachment to RECC ferries inquiry. 

 

NOTE: Appendix 6 in the Review Report is not referenced in the Index, and 

missing. However, all pages read consecutive and it is assumed it was omitted 

in error. 

Background: Some fifty-eight years, involved with ships, including serving my 

Apprenticeship at John G Kincaid Co Ltd, followed by an Engineer in the merchant 

navy and then seven years with Scott Lithgow, Cartsburn Yard, as Supervisor in the 

Production Planning and Control Department. I spent thirty years at both Board and 

in Management capacity in shipbuilding, ship repair and ship management 

operations working worldwide including two years in Indonesia building two dive 

support/cable lay vessels including co-ordination of design in Singapore. 

 

1. Views on Conclusions and Recommendations. 

 

In general, there is inadequate detail provided within the Report including a 

lack of Yard Layout and a General Arrangement Plan of the vessel(s). 

Similarly, the appearance and presentation of the Turn Around Director and 

Co, showed a poor understanding to demonstrate either the vessel 

description on construction and the detail of the Yard and material flow. When 

801 was in a suitable condition,  why was it not launched (or considered for 

launching) and fitted out at the berth allowing start up of 802 on the blocks on 

the berth? No experienced shipbuilding people appeared to have a decision in 

the matter. 

 

There are several areas which have, for some obscure reason, been 

redacted. This has not allowed a full investigation and could prevent 

reasonable judgement. Neither, would it appear these omissions were relative 

to any commercial nor confidential issues. 

 

The Reports provided by VATIS Limited (a reference document not in the 

Report, but necessary for understanding) are to some extent meaningless, 

due to lack of detail, and I express surprise that there was an (apparent) lack 

of photographs (which are necessary, in the normal course of events, to cross 

check progress). Neither in the VATIS Reports were there any notes of how 

overall ongoing progress was measured. How the recipients could judge on 
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this or find it useful, is difficult to comprehend. The time spent at the Yard, or 

allocated by the Government, was wholly and completely inadequate. 

 

In the Executive Summary (para 5) there is mention to the use of couplings on 

pipes. Although this stipulates a deviation from specification, it is unclear if the 

use of flanged piping was specified and, in any event, if an approach to CMAL 

had been made for a Variation (also known as Change Order). Similarly, will 

the use of flanges result in a weight increase/saving or if there is even space 

in install flanges (as pipes run side by side in many areas of an engine room)? 

No one has made this clear within the Report. To clarify, not all pipes are 

flanged on a ship. For avoidance of doubts, on steel pipes the flanges are 

attached by welding, have a face to face joint material and have four or six 

bolts (in general terms but not in high pressure and other specialist piping) 

 

The drydock time (Commissioning Hull 801) is excessive given that, as 

“normal”, work will be on propellers, thrusters, underwater fittings such as 

speed log, sea gratings, hull preparation and painting and all ship sides valves 

(including flap valves.  Again, drydocking is an art on its own and there should 

be clarity as to the work planned. For example, set blocks (maybe two days), 

dock vessel (0.5 days), wash down with fresh high pressure water (1 day), 

stage propellers and thrusters (2 days), remove sea gratings …..and so on. 

The “Makers” men should be booked for attendance and Spares Kits procured 

in advance. However, is this intended or inclusive of the new bow, indicated  

at the Inquiry. Surely, this should be clearly identified and has been omitted  

from the Report detail as there appears conflicting views on the reason. The 

drydock location must be identified and given the necessary drawings such as 

Docking Plan, General Arrangement,  Shell Expansion Plan and other such 

data which must be transmitted to the proposed dock. Depending on the 

location, there could be material cost impact. The Drydock Specification must 

be prepared, with the Drydock, the Paint Rep should attend and have a 

separate report produced (none of this is unusual). All third party activities 

should present a detailed and illustrated report. However, if the “new” bow is 

to be fitted at this time, the drawings must be made available and the 

fabrication started without delay, ready to interface to the hull. In my view a 

Diver Inspection should be conducted now,  to ensure no surprises arise, 

in/with  the current hull.  

 

I ask, what is the logic in not drydocking now, in order to establish if any 

damage was done at launch or by subsequent low tides. The cost of such 

inspection by divers is both necessary now, and negligible cost. 

 

In summary, it is my considered opinion that the LNG option (leaving 

only Marine Gas Oil) should be disposed of and related piping and 

equipment scrapped of sold. The Public Purse is not so deep as to 

continue with a Plan which does not even have the basic infrastructure 

in any reasonable form. The time is simply not right  to continue with 
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LNG. I question who has been used to formulate this detail and if 

Ferguson employees were involved given that the issues surrounding 

this debacle must be shared. 

 

2. Impact of the Delay(s). 

In simple terms, there is (I assume) considerable equipment delivered and, 

from reports, either installed onboard without the necessary protection from 

the elements or (perhaps) ongoing surrounding or overhead work. The basic 

and unbelievable lack of material control – or storage measures – will have 

resulted in damage to the materials, valves, panels, electric motors and other 

smaller but expensive items. From the schedule, it appears to be taking an 

inordinate amount of time to get this simple matter sorted. 

The impact of delays will have resulted in the loss of Warranties on 

machinery, and as seen, the increase in resulting overheads. More so, what 

warranty on the vessel(s) will Ferguson provide and will they pass the 

machinery warranties on. Likewise, what warranties remain, if any, on the 

cabling and junction boxes all related to installed electrical system. 

More to the point, is the damage done to the Yards reputation which, in my 

view, is irreversible. Whether this will result in no future for Yard, is yet to be 

seen. In reality, and emotion aside, Owners will not risk the kind of delay 

widely publicized. There was talk of “super yachts”; this is figment of 

imagination as this market is already cornered and, so,  a yard incapable of 

even a reasonable delivery would present an embarrassment to all. 

Irrespective of the military connections of VATIS, the Yard is not equipped in 

all regards to perform to the standard placed on contractors (and contractors 

of any tier)by MOD(N). 

In short as stated, the impact to Fergusons is terminal unless the Scottish 

Government/CMAL agree on some bizarre deal. I cannot comment on any 

other impact. 

I seriously question the position and attitude which has been reported of 

CMAL, who must share some of the burden in this investigation. Their 

overall role in vessel selection and contract award has to be scaled 

down. They may have an alternative view on their actions. 

 

3. Action on Management Processes 

 

It is assumed “contracts of this type” refer to the ongoing and/or future needs 

of CMAL. If the assertions made in the Report are correct, then this borders 

almost on negligence by a number of persons throughout the entire period 

thus 1. With the Government who must have visited the Yard, but certainly 

evaluated the bid. (That is the first port of call). 2. The award of the design has 

questions surrounding it and what was sought of these naval architects. How 

much Due Diligence was conducted and how many liaison visits – or was 
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there a representative Naval Architect stationed in the Yard. 3. Lack of basic 

processes and procedures for a yard that was operational…it doesn’t make 

sense 4. Changes in design which is not unusual and 5. The progress reports 

from VATIS were not what should be provided, when tracking a ship. 

Furthermore the visits by VATIS are on an inadequate duration to establish a 

clear picture and understanding of the true situation. The background of the 

Consultant is that of the Royal Navy where a totally different philosophy, 

technique and approach are concerned.  The Royal Navy (as an example) DO 

NOT use Class for approvals. It is a shocking inditement where Scottish 

Government Funds were being delivered. It questions the procurement 

funding process. 

 

a) Basic drawing control which, by association, includes the control of 

specifications must be addressed. 1. A small set up with each issued 

drawing and spec logged and more so, 2. the former drawings recalled. 

This is simply basic practice and furthermore must have formed part of the 

Yards ISO 9001? It is not difficult and, so, questions have to be raised as 

to the standards of people used in this task. Indeed including those 

persons used currently by the turnaround group!!  

b) Material Control for steelwork and piping and then an identical system set 

up for machinery. This again includes material and equipment certificates 

and perhaps where machinery is concerned, Manuals which should be 

passed to the Quality or Procurement department for onward passing to 

the vessel.  

 

I express surprise and shock that this process and action has not been 

diligently progressed, since takeover. 

 

To consider it is “improvement” may be extreme…. there does not appear 

to be! However, it begs the question as to whether the same people are in 

these positions and if so, the entire plan will not work. These very basic errors 

show and raise questions as to the selection of people and experience. There 

is no meaningful clarity on management personnel whatsoever. A separate 

team should be assigned for people selection. 

 

The use of Primavera was criticized by the Report – why? This software is 

used in many areas and shipyards worldwide. Why therefore only 

Fergusons have a problem? 

 

 

4. Key Challenges for Ferry Procurement 

The challenges facing the Government is the lack of attention paid to the 

“users”. Where possible it may be of use to have a few “multi purpose” 

vessels. Modern technology should be applied as opposed to “new” 

technology. There are no difficulties to overcome, it is applying basic learning 

and understanding of the facilities, of the traveller and the sea conditions 
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peculiar to the area. It seems that CMAL has sought to engineer a high class 

vessel for a simple route, without taking cognizance of those experiences 

obtained by others in their quest for a greener environment. The entire Board 

of CMAL must be questioned on these “challenges” and how they would 

handle the future – indeed if they would use “dual fuel” and why? So who 

dictated dual fuel? 

Ferries are relatively simple vessels, why complicate? Scotland is not Norway 

and comparisons to Norway are useful but cannot be taken as hard guide. 

The Experts presenting to the Committee were neither Naval Architects nor 

Engineers and therefore comments made are not engineering solutions. They 

are almost comments of those seeking higher authority. 

So, assuming CMal is allowed to progress to further ferry procurement (as 

opposed to CalMac) a serious audit must be conducted of their desires and 

ambitions and ensure any award is used with (to a degree) pioneering 

technology. 

In my view, I question whether Fergusons can “weather the storm” 

thereby reducing once again the opportunity for Scottish shipbuilding – 

unless some sort of joint venture can be reached with Cammel Laird for 

their drydock -or the hire of the Newark Yard. At the Drydock the cranes 

have gone and ability to lift blocks of pre-fabricated onto a centerline is 

another question. 

5. Development of Updated Ferrries Plan 

I can make no comment here as I am unaware of the Plan. However, a more 

pragmatic approach would be for Diesel Electric for certain route thereby 

satisfying a lower carbon footprint. Used in submarines for many years! 

6. Public Ownership and Future Construction 

I believe that there was no alternative, but to act and take Fergusons into public 

ownership. This was the right thing to do. However, such must be run a quasi-

private operation, or it will become bogged down in bureaucracy. Such action is 

next to impossible. With the way the investigation has been handled, and the 

use of a Royal Navy senior figure to oversee the payment process approval, 

Ferguson has no future. Future buyers will not take the commercial risk. The 

new management structure seems to be top heavy – almost knee jerk. They 

are not concentrating on the job in hand. It will simply not work. 

7. Departure from EU -v- Future Contracts. 

 

No input - I am not qualified to comment on this. 

 

Signed by email 

 

Rennie H. Cameron  


