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11th Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 

 
Tuesday 27 May 2008 

 
The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1 to consider the following 
agenda items:   

1. Budget process 2009-2010 - appointment of adviser: The Committee will 
consider whether to seek approval for the appointment of a budget adviser.  

2. Petitions: The Committee will consider the following petitions— 

PE894 on the provision of rail services between Inverness, Thurso and 
Wick; 

PE1035 on the on the Dunoon to Gourock ferry service. 

3. Work programme: The Committee will consider its work programme. 

4. Annual report: The Committee will consider a draft annual report for the 
parliamentary year from 9 May 2007 to 8 May 2008. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 
 

Budget Adviser 2009-10 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper invites the Committee to consider whether to appoint an adviser 

for its scrutiny of the 2009-10 budget, and what the specification for the post 
should be.  

 
2. If the Committee agrees in principle to appoint an adviser, it will seek the 

approval of the Parliamentary Bureau for the appointment. Following Bureau 
approval, a further paper will be put before the Committee which will include 
a list of candidates and relevant background information. The Committee 
will be invited to agree candidates in order of preference, and following this 
the clerks will approach the preferred candidate to accept the offer.   

 
3. It is hoped that the appointment process could be completed before the 

Summer Recess, allowing the successful candidate to be in post in 
September for the start of the budget process. 

 
Timetable for scrutiny of 2009-10 budget 
 
4. It is understood that the Scottish Government will publish the Draft Budget 

in early September. Subject committees, including this committee, will then 
be required to report on the budget proposals to the Finance Committee by 
mid-November. 

 
Specification for the adviser 
 
5. Members have previously noted the potential difficulty in identifying an 

adviser with the knowledge and experience to cover all aspects of the 
Committee’s remit. During its scrutiny of last year’s budget, the Committee 
focused primarily on the transport budget and appointed Dr Iain Docherty of 
the School of Business and Management, University of Glasgow, as its 
budget adviser. The agreed specification for the post is attached as an 
Annex to this paper. 

 
6. Members may wish to consider what the focus of their budget scrutiny 

should be this year.  
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Transport budget 
7. The total transport spending in last year’s budget was approximately £1.8 

billion. In last year’s budget report, the Committee focused on the following 
major issues—  

 
• Budget stability and continuity in transport project implementation; 
• Regional Transport Partnerships 
• Concessionary travel scheme 
• Air route development fund 
• ‘Softer’ measures and interventions to tackle climate change 

 
Climate Change budget 
8. In comparison to transport, the specific budget allocated to climate change 

measures is small: for example, approximately £15 million a year for a new 
Climate Challenge Fund.  

 
9. However, climate change clearly has wider budgetary implications than 

certain specific budget lines. In this context, the Minister for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth told the Parliament in January this year— 

 
‘Members will also be interested in a new initiative that I am working to 
have in place by 2009-10. It is a carbon assessment tool that can be 
applied across all Government spending in Scotland. Taking account of 
carbon impacts is already part of the best-value duty and it is an auditable 
requirement in the public sector, but the new carbon assessment tool will 
be applied to all Government spending in Scotland.  

 
Unfortunately, such an assessment was not available to us for the present 
budget but, in future, as a result of the move that we are making, the 
Government and committees of the Parliament will be in an even better 
position to judge the carbon impact of spending on transport, housing, 
health and enterprise. Let me be clear: the measure will put Scotland at 
the cutting edge. The shadow cost of carbon will be incorporated in the 
relevant impact assessments. The tool will capture in monetary terms the 
damage costs of the climate change that is caused by each additional 
tonne of greenhouse gas that is emitted and it will allow us to take 
decisions on that basis.’1

 
10. As part of its future budget scrutiny, the Committee may wish to consider 

the format and effectiveness of the proposed new carbon assessment tool. 
The Committee may wish to consider how it would like to work with other 
subject committees which may wish to comment on the specific carbon 
assessment of their particular budget lines. 

 

                                                 
1 Official Report, 23 January 2008 
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11. A further factor influencing scrutiny of the climate change budget is that the 
Climate Change Bill is due to be introduced at the end of this year. The Bill’s 
Financial Memorandum is likely to contain a discussion of the financial 
implications of the Bill, and this may have implications for the Scottish 
Government’s budget for climate change. However, it should be noted that 
the Climate Change Bill is only due to be introduced after subject 
committees report to the Finance Committee on the annual budget. The 
budgetary implications of the Climate Change Bill may therefore only 
become apparent during next year’s budget process. 

 
Recommendation 
 
12. A detailed paper inviting the Committee to consider its approach to the 

budget will be brought forward in September. This paper invites the 
Committee to consider whether to appoint an adviser and, if so, what 
element of the Committee’s remit the budget adviser should cover. 

 
13. It is suggested that the Committee should appoint either an adviser for the 

transport budget or for the climate change budget. Procedurally it would be 
possible for the Committee to seek Bureau approval to appoint two budget 
advisers, but this may be unwieldy and there is no guarantee that Bureau 
would endorse this proposal. If the Committee agrees to appoint a budget 
adviser to cover one element of its remit, this would not preclude the 
Committee from taking evidence and reporting on the other elements of its 
remit during the budget process. 

 
14. The specification for last year’s budget adviser is attached at the Annex to 

this paper. The Committee is invited to agree a specification for this year’s 
budget adviser, which could be based on the previous specification, with 
such modifications as members consider appropriate. The Committee is 
invited to agree to delegate to the Convener and Clerks the responsibility for 
finalising the specification. 

 
Action 

 
15. The Committee is invited to consider: 
 

• Whether to appoint an adviser for the budget process 2009-10 
• What element(s) of its remit the budget adviser should cover 
• What the specification for the adviser should be 

 
Steve Farrell 

Clerk to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
Tel. 0131 348 5211 

email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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ANNEX: Budget adviser specification for last year’s budget process 
 
 

Specification for Appointment 
 

Background 

The Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee is required to 
consider the elements of the Scottish Government’s budget for 2008/09 which 
are within its remit, and report to the Finance Committee. 

The Committee agreed on 11 September 2004 to seek an adviser to assist its 
consideration of the sections of the Scottish Government’s budget which relate to 
road and rail transportation issues. Terms of reference for the post are attached 
below. 
 
The Committee will be required to report to the Finance Committee by the end of 
December 2007.  The Committee’s adviser will be required to provide input as 
part of the Committee’s consideration of the budget during the period before that 
deadline.  
 
Adviser duties 
 
The Adviser will: 
 
 Assist in setting out a framework for gathering evidence; 
 Assist in the identification of relevant witnesses; 
 Assist in preparation of draft lines of questioning for witnesses; 
 If necessary, brief the Committee on particular aspects of the budget as it 

relates to road and rail transportation issues; 
 Sift the evidence gathered; 
 Analyse the findings; 
 Assist in the drafting of the Committee’s response to the Finance Committee 

by an agreed deadline; 
 Provide specialist expertise to clarify any ad hoc enquiries from the 

Convener and other Committee members during the course of the budget 
scrutiny; 

 Meet with Clerking and SPICe staff, in Edinburgh, to discuss progress; and 
 Liaise with the standing adviser to the Finance Committee as appropriate. 
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Person specification 
 
The Adviser must: 
 
 have extensive experience in government finance in Scotland as it relates to 

road and rail transportation issues and have knowledge and understanding 
of the relevant policy issues. He or she should understand the construction 
of the budget within the Scottish Government, and also the principles behind 
the allocation of funding for transport projects in terms of both capital and 
operating costs. 

 
 be able to demonstrate credibility in the subject area. It is preferable that, if 

an academic, he or she should be recently published in the field. 
 
 have proven analytical and interpretative skills and the ability to deal with 

evidence from a wide range of sources. 
 
 have good communication skills and the ability to present and disseminate 

data in an accessible style. An ability to deal accurately with follow-up 
queries and offer clarification and explanation is essential 

 
 be able to demonstrate that he or she has the time to undertake the work 

 
 be able to maintain absolute confidentiality about the matters under 

consideration or which come before them. 
 
As an expert in the field, he or she may have had an involvement with the main 
agencies involved in developing or managing major transport projects.  However, 
the adviser should not currently be wholly involved with the Scottish Government 
or associated agency or be set to gain from any project which may be the subject 
of Scottish Government funding via the 2008/09 budget.  The successful 
candidate will be required to declare interests, pecuniary or otherwise, in 
advance of commencing employment. 

Time commitment 
 

It is estimated that the role and workload of the adviser should be completed within 
15 days. The Adviser will be required to attend Committee meetings on Tuesday 
afternoons and meet with Clerking and SPICe staff in Edinburgh as appropriate. 
 
Reporting arrangements 
 
The adviser will report to the Committee through the Clerk. 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE 

 
PETITION PE894 

 
Introduction 
 
1. This note asks the Committee to consider for the fourth time the following 

petition which was lodged on 24 October 2005: 
 

Petition by The Association of Caithness Community Councils calling 
for the Scottish Parliament to consider investment in infrastructure, 
rolling stock and timetabling as part of a strategic root and branch 
review of the provision of rail services between Inverness, Thurso and 
Wick, with unrestricted thinking on how best to shorten journey times 
and ensure the continuing future of the railway to these destinations. 
Thought should also be given to ensuring that the existing communities 
of the ‘Lairg loop’ are provided for. 

 
Petition PE 894 
 
2. The petition has been open for a number of years and a substantial 

amount of material has been gathered by the Committee and the previous 
PPC throughout their consideration of the petition.  

 
3. The Committee considered this petition most recently on Tuesday 18 

March 2008, and the Committee was updated on the progress of the 
petition and recent action on the petition. For further background 
information see paper TIC/S3/08/6/5. 

 
Action taken by the Committee 
 
4. At the meeting on 18 March 2008, the Committee considered a response 

from the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change which 
stated that the Minister had concluded that the Dornoch rail link should not 
be progressed further at this stage due to its significant cost and the 
Government’s view that the proposal reprents poor value for money.  

 
5. The Committee agreed to write again to the Minister to raise concerns 

regarding the methodology used to calculate the benefit to cost ratio for a 
new rail link. Members also questioned whether the full social and 
socioeconomic benefits of the Dornoch rail link project to the north of 
Scotland had been included in the calculation of the project’s benefit to 
cost ratio. 

 
Response from the Scottish Government 
 
6. The Scottish Government has now responded to the Committee. This 

response is attached as an Annex to this paper and states: 
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“The benefit cost ratio (BCR) considers only national economic 
impacts, and not local impacts. A full STAG based study would 
have included an Economic Activity and Location Impacts 
assessment. Since this was not carried out, these more local 
benefits are not known, but it is important to stress that these 
would not in any event effect the BCR for the project. 
Environmental impacts could have been included, but again, a 
preliminary estimate suggests that they would be too small to 
affect the BCR significantly. 
 
…The project has high capital costs because of the requirement 
to build a railway bridge over the Dornoch Firth and in 
straightforward cost benefit terms it will always be difficult to 
produce an acceptable return on the investment.” 

 
7. The response further states: 
 

”I wish to reassure the committee that we are considering, and 
will continue to consider, ways to improve transport connections 
and journey times in our more northern communities and I would 
like to reiterate the point made in my previous letter that the 
STPR will report this summer. This will allow us to consider a 
potential portfolio of land based transport investments to be 
delivered between 2012 and 2022 that will most effectively 
contribute towards the Government's overall Purpose to promote 
sustainable economic growth.  

 
As the minutes of the committee hearing show that you and your 
members are interested in the whole question of transport 
appraisal methodology, I would be delighted to ask my officials 
in Transport Scotland to prepare a short informal briefing for you 
covering the STAG, guidance, which is just being updated. 
Please let me know if you would find this useful.” 

 
Recommendation 
 
8. The Committee is invited to : 
 

• Note the Scottish Government’s response;  
• Consider if it wishes to receive an informal briefing on the 

STAG guidance; 
• Agree what action, if any, the Committee wishes to take in 

relation to the petition.  
 

 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Communities Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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ANNEXE A 
 
PUBLIC PETITION (PE894): RAILWAY INFRASTRUCTURE & SERVICES 
BETWEEN INVERNESS, THURSO AND WICK 
 
 
Dear Minister 
 
Consideration of Petition PE894 – Provision of Rail Services to 
Inverness, Thurso and Wick 
 
As you may be aware, the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee considered this petition at its meeting on 18 March 2008. An 
extract from the Official Report from the meeting is attached for your 
information. [not reproduced] 
 
At the meeting the Committee considered your letter of 29 February 2008 
which explained that you had concluded that the Dornoch rail link should not 
be progressed further at this stage due to its significant cost and poor value 
for money. Your letter cited the Room for Growth Study published by 
Highlands and Islands Enterprise in June 2006 which suggested that the cost 
of building such a line would be in excess of £73 million and assessed the 
benefit to cost ratio as, at best, 0.20. 
 
At the meeting some members of the Committee raised questions about the 
methodology used by the consultants to calculate the benefit to cost ratio of a 
new rail link. It was suggested, for example, that only one option for the rail 
link had been considered by the consultants, and that other options which 
took a different approach to the retention of the ‘Lairg loop’ section of the line 
might result in a different cost to benefit ratio.  
 
A second question raised at the meeting was whether the full social and 
socioeconomic benefits of the Dornoch rail link project to the north of Scotland 
(including Orkney, the Caithness economy and Dounraey) had been included 
in the calculation of the project’s benefit to cost ratio.  
 
A final issue highlighted at the meeting was whether the benefit to cost ratio 
cited in the Room for Growth Study remains accurate, in light of claims that 
the benefit to cost ratio of some other rail projects, such as the Borders Rail 
scheme, has been revised upwards in the period following their initial 
approval. 
 
I would be grateful if you could respond to these points by 2 May 2008 to 
inform the Committee’s next consideration of this petition.  
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Patrick Harvie MSP
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Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change  
Stewart Stevenson MSP  
T: 0845 774 1741  
E: scottish.ministers@scotland.gsi.gov.uk  

Patrick Harvie MSP Convener  
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee Room T3.40  
Scottish Parliament Edinburgh EH991SP  

Dear Patrick           
    30 April 2008  

Thank you for your letter of 27 March 2008 subsequent to the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee's consideration of Petition PE894, 
Provision of Rail Services to Inverness, Thurso and Wick.  

You have raised a number of interesting points -both on the specifics of the original 
study and some wider questions on appropriate transport appraisal - that I shall seek to 
answer as succinctly as I can without a full treatise on economic appraisal.  

The decision to assess only one of the three options was not made by Transport 
Scotland or the Scottish Government. However, although it is possible that further 
consideration of these alternatives may have produced a different benefit cost ratio 
(BCR), analysis would suggest that it is unlikely that the BCR would change 
significantly.  

The second question you raise is about the appraisal methodology and wider social 
and socioeconomic benefits. Our Scottish Transport Appraisal Guidance (STAG) 
takes a wide ranging approach to appraising transport projects, testing the options 
against environment, safety, accessibility and integration criteria and not solely 
focused on cost benefit ratios.  

The BCR considers only national economic impacts, and not local impacts. A full 
STAG based study would have included an Economic Activity and Location Impacts 
assessment. Since this was not carried out, these more local benefits are not known, 
but it is important to stress that these would not in any event effect the BCR for the 
project. Environmental impacts could have been included, but again, a preliminary 
estimate suggests that they would be too small to affect the BCR significantly.  

The BCR was calculated using the standard rail industry modelling tool (MOIRA) and 
is therefore consistent with other appraisals of rail projects within the Highland Room 
for Growth Study. The project has high capital costs because of the requirement to 
build a railway bridge over the Dornoch Firth and in straightforward cost benefit 
terms it will always be difficult to produce an acceptable return on the investment. 

Your final question was whether the BCR in the Room for Growth Study remains 
accurate in the light of the recently announced improvement in the BCR of the 
Borders Railway. BCRs are calculated on the basis of information known at the time 
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and as detailed design is developed one might expect BCRs to change to reflect 
greater certainty in the project. The Dornoch line BCR was calculated at an early 
feasibility stage. Of course, if more detailed design were carried out, the BCR could 
either increase or decrease but in view of the substantial capital cost of the project any 
revision is likely to be small. Indeed, I understand that the cost estimates of the 
Dornoch line have now increased substantially and as a result the BCR is likely to 
decrease rather than increase.  

However, I wish to reassure the committee that we are considering, and will continue 
to consider, ways to improve transport connections and journey times in our more 
northern communities and I would like to reiterate the point made in my previous 
letter that the STPR will report this summer. This will allow us to consider a potential 
portfolio of land based transport investments to be delivered between 2012 and 2022 
that will most effectively contribute towards the Government's overall Purpose to 
promote sustainable economic growth.  

As the minutes of the committee hearing show that you and your members are 
interested in the whole question of transport appraisal methodology, I would be 
delighted to ask my officials in Transport Scotland to prepare a short informal briefing 
for you covering the STAG, guidance, which is just being updated. Please let me 
know if you would find this useful.  

I hope you find this helpful. 

 
STEWART STEVENSON  
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

COMMITTEEE 
 

PETITION PE1035 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The Committee is invited to consider for the first time the following petition 

which was lodged on 18 January 2007: 
 

Petition by John Rose calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the 
Scottish Executive to withdraw direct and indirect financial support for 
Calmac on the Dunoon to Gourock ferry service and to ensure full 
transparency in relation to government subsidy of ferry services. 
 

2. The Public Petitions Committee (PPC) agreed on 15 January 2008 to refer 
the petition to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee for further consideration, suggesting that it might wish to 
consider it as part of its inquiry into Ferry Services in Scotland.  

 
Consideration of the petition by the PPC 
 
3. The petition was first considered by the PPC on 4 September 20071 and 

considered again at its meeting on 15 January 20082.  The PPC agreed 
the following actions:  

 
• 4 September 2007:  The Public Petitions Committee agreed to seek 

views on the petition from the Scottish Executive, Western Ferries 
(Clyde) Ltd, Caledonian MacBrayne Hebridean and Clyde Ferries, 
the Firth of Clyde Forum, Inverclyde Council and Argyll and Bute 
Council; Following receipt of responses from these organisations, 
the PPC sought a written submission from the petitioner.  

• 15 January 2008:  The PPC agreed to seek a response from the 
Scottish Government to the detailed points made by the petitioner in 
his written submission and on how it proposes to take forward 
consideration of ferry service provision between Gourock and 
Dunoon. The PPC also agreed to refer the petition and the written 
submissions received, to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee; 

 
4. Copies of all correspondence relating to the PPC’s consideration of the 

petition are available on request from the Clerk.  
 
 
Written submission from the petitioner 

                                                 
1 Public Petitions Committee, Official Report, 4 September 2007
2 Public Petitions Committee, Official Report, 15 January 2008

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/petitions/or-07/pu07-0301.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/petitions/or-08/pu08-0101.htm
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5. A copy of the written submission from the petitioner to the PPC is attached 
at Annex A.  This document provides further information on the reasons 
behind the petitioner’s concerns, as well as his comments on the 
submissions made by other parties consulted by the PPC on the petition.   
In the petitioner’s opinion, the following issues require investigation: 
• the failure of the Scottish Government’s tendering exercise on the 

Gourock-Dunoon route to attract bid proposals and the cost of that 
exercise ;  

• the payment of subsidy in respect of the carriage of vehicles; 
• the high cost of the subsidy to the taxpayer; 
• the lack of detailed information about the levels of subsidy paid; and 
• the lack of accurate information on the numbers of foot passengers 

continuing their journey by train. 
 
Recent action on the petition 
 
Scottish Executive response 
6. At its meeting on 15 January 2008, as well as referring the petition to the 

TICC Committee, the PPC also agreed to write to the Scottish Government 
seeking a further written response to the issues raise by the petitioner and 
other parties who asked to provide comments on the petition.  A copy of 
the Scottish Government’s response is attached at Annex B. The 
response indicates that: 
• no proposals were received from the operators invited to tender to 

operate the Gourock-Dunoon service by the closing date of 15 
November 2006, with the operators indicating that they did not think it 
was possible to run the service without subsidy; 

• the subsidy paid for the passenger element of the existing Gourock-
Dunoon service was £2.381m in 2006-07 and that the operator’s 
accounts are fully audited and published on an annual basis, with 
copies laid before the Scottish Parliament. 

• although operator’s accounts have not previously shown costs and 
revenue figures on a route by route basis, this position was to have 
changed by the end of the 2007-08 financial year; 

• no subsidy is paid in respect of the carriage of vehicles, including 
commercial vehicles; 

• the Scottish Government remains committed to delivering the best 
possible outcome for the communities served by the Gourock-Dunoon 
service which complies with EU law and state aid rules; 

• Ministers are currently examining available options for the future of the 
route with a view to making an announcement as soon as possible. 

 
European Commission investigation 
 
7. As the Committee is aware, the European Commission announced on 14 

April 2008 that it is to conduct an investigation into complaints about the 
Scottish Government’s payment of subsidies to CalMac and Northlink for 
ferry services in Scotland.  Some of the specific complaints which 

 2
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prompted this investigation were in respect of the subsidy paid to CalMac 
in relation to the Gourock-Dunoon route.  

 
8. The Commission has said that it requires additional information to check 

that the mechanism used in recent years to pay subsidies does not fall foul 
of EU rules on state aid and that, in particular, that there has been no 
overcompensation or undue distortion of fair competition. It is understood 
that the outcome of the investigation will not be known until early 2009 at 
the earliest. 

 
9. The Scottish Government has not given any indication publicly as to 

whether the Commission’s investigation will have implications for the 
timing of its announcement on its proposals for the future of the route. 

 
Recommendation 
 
10. The petition was referred to the Committee by the PPC with the suggestion 

that it might be considered as part of the inquiry into ferry services in 
Scotland.  However, whilst the Committee has heard reference on several 
occasions during the course of the inquiry to the complex issues 
surrounding the Gourock-Dunoon service, it has not taken detailed 
evidence with a view to making detailed recommendations on how these 
might be resolved.  

 
11. The Committee is invited to consider whether it wishes to take any 

further action in relation to this petition, taking into account the views of 
the petitioner; the indication from the Scottish Government that Ministers 
are currently examining available options for the route with a view to 
making an announcement as soon as possible; and the ongoing 
investigation by the European Commission into the payment of subsidies 
by the Scottish Government in relation to ferry services.  

 
12.  If it considers further action is merited, a possible option could be to write 

to the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change, 
requesting: 
• an indicative timetable for the Scottish Government’s announcement of 

its plans for the Gourock-Dunoon service, and  
• an indication as to whether the EC investigation is likely to impact on 

the timing of the announcement. 
 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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ANNEX A 
 

PE1035  
 

PETITIONER’S RESPONSE TO WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS TO THE PUBLIC 
PETITIONS COMMITTEE 

 
Submitted on 16 & 27 November 2007  

 
 
A. PREAMBLE 
 
The rules of the petition restrict the number of words used in it. It therefore cannot 
cover much detail. Also submitted with the petition was correspondence between the 
petitioner and the Scottish Executive (now Scottish Government) only part of which 
was relative to the Calmac Dunoon/Gourock route.  
 
In this response I propose to elaborate on the reasons for the original petition, on the 
extent of possible misuse of taxpayer’s money in supporting Calmac on the route 
from Gourock to Dunoon, as well as the unnecessary and inappropriate construction 
of a new terminal and breakwater at Dunoon. I also propose to suggest questions 
that may be asked of the Scottish Government with regards to the subsidy paid for 
foot passengers.  
This response will also reply to the submissions made by the parties requested to do 
so by the Public Petitions Committee. 
 
Finally, Appendices will be added giving Historical and Technical Information that 
may help to clarify some of the matters raised by the submissions.  A brief note will 
also be attached to give the experience that the principal petitioner has in these 
matters. 
 
B. REASONS FOR THE ORIGINAL PETITION 
 
Calmac has consistently lost money on this route, which has been funded by the 
taxpayers, but only since 1982 has the amount of this loss been known. It is not a 
“Lifeline Route” to an island or isolated community. There is the more frequent, 
regular and better service provided by Western Ferries.  It operates over an 
extended daily period, makes a profit, pays shareholders dividends and finances its 
own capital requirements. Dunoon and Cowal have as good a road connection and a 
shorter one to the west of Scotland and the Central Belt than any of the other similar 
sized towns in Argyll. 
 
This petition would not be necessary had the Scottish Government been 
successful in finding a contractor after offering this route to tender. Such a 
contractor would presumably not have been subsidised and would have paid 
unsubsidised harbour dues sufficient to cover operating costs, maintenance 
and financing of the new terminal.   
 
The tender was expensive to prepare adding further costs against this route.  
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C. THE TRUE COST TO TAXPAYERS OF MAINTAINING THIS DUPLICATE ROUTE  
 
C.1 The operating losses attributed to this route during the last 5 years according 
to Calmac’s own figures are £10,605,000 i.e. approximately £2,000,000 per annum. 
This sum does not necessarily represent the full cost to the taxpayer. It will be well 
under the full amount if the same accounting policy were to be adopted as is used by 
commercial shipping companies. 
 
C.2 The capital costs of the vessels in commercially run companies are normally 
written off between 7 and 10 years. This allows for capital reserves to be built up in 
the second 10 years of the vessel’s life to replace the vessel when it comes to the 
end of its economical life. It is not clear what Calmac’s policy is. Where does the 
capital come from for these new vessels?  If Calmac does not adopt such a policy 
and new vessels must be financed from further taxpayer’s funds then a proportion of 
these should be added to the stated losses. 
 
C.3 The older vessels were given substantial grants from public funds. This meant 
that the sum to be depreciated (C.2. above) bore no relation to the actual cost of the 
vessel. As grants come from the government then ultimately the taxpayer provides 
them and these should be taken into account when evaluating the total cost to the 
taxpayer. 
 
C.4 Where ferries are operated to a dedicated or preferred berth as is the case 
with Calmac at Dunoon and Gourock, the port operator (Argyll and Bute Council) 
should expect to finance the capital and operating cost out of the dues collected on 
vessels and the vehicles and passengers they carry.  If the income for each of these 
two ferry berths is less than the expenditure for running costs, maintenance, 
insurance, capital financing  and other costs, then this deficit should be added to the 
total cost  of this route to the taxpayer. 
 
C.5 The Monopolies Commission of 1982 investigated this route and determined 
that subsidy could only be given for the foot passengers on the Calmac service to 
the rail link. The amount of this subsidy at that time was reported to be £800,000.  
The Scottish Government, which provides this subsidy, should be asked how much it 
is and on what basis it is paid. This should then be added to the total cost to the 
taxpayer.  
 
C.6 It is known that Calmac has been giving substantial discounts to some 
hauliers that are so high they cannot achieve anything other than inflate their losses. 
In normal commercial practice this could not be justified, nor do they have the right to 
use tax-payer’s money to this end. The loss of revenue due to excessive discounting 
should be taken into account when evaluating the total cost to the taxpayer. 
 
To determine the total cost to the taxpayer the amounts of C.2, C.3, C.4, C.5 
and C.6 must be added to C.1. This information should be available from The 
Scottish Government, Argyll and Bute Council and Calmac. “Full 
transparency” will not be achieved until this is provided.   
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D. SUBSIDY GIVEN BY THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT FOR FOOT PASSENGERS 
CONTINUING THEIR JOURNEY BY TRAIN 
 
An annual subsidy may only be provided for the carriage of foot passengers. This 
resulted from the 1982 Monopolies Report. It was to encourage passengers to use 
rail services from the station at Gourock Pier. A number of questions arise from this 
which should be asked of the Scottish Government and Calmac. 
 
D.1 Mr Graham Laidlaw, Head of Maritime State Aid has replied to my latest letter 
on the 22nd August a copy of which is attached. In it he states that the number of 
passengers using this route in 2005 was 624,000. I assume these are single fares 
though this is not stated. He also states that “the Scottish Executive have no figures 
as to how many of these continue by train.” 
 
D.2 It is essential that this figure is broken down into at least the categories given 
below before it is possible to understand how many of these passengers qualify for 
the grant.  I suggest that the following categories be considered and am surprised 
that tickets are allowed to be issued by Calmac without determining whether the 
traveller is continuing by train. Of the 624,000 passengers the following would not be 
eligible and should be deducted from the total: 
 
D.2.1 All drivers of vehicles, i.e. cars, vans, commercial vehicles, buses, coaches, 
cycles and motor cycles.  
D.2.2 All passengers carried in cars, vans, commercial vehicles, buses, coaches, 
and motor cycles. 
D.2.3 All passengers continuing their journey on foot, by bus, taxi or cars that meet 
them. 
 
E. CONCLUSION. 
 
It is possible that the real cost to the taxpayer for this route is much greater 
than the declared loss by Calmac. It is also possible that the number of 
passengers continuing by train is only a small proportion of the total carried.   
 
UNTIL THE FULL COSTS TO THE TAXPAYER ARE DETERMINED (Para. C) AND 
THE ACTUAL NUMBER OF PASSENGERS WHO CONTINUE BY TRAIN IS 
KNOWN (Para. D), THEN IT SEEMS INAPPPROPRIATE THAT THIS ROUTE 
SHOULD HAVE BEEN PUT OUT TO TENDER AND THAT THE NEW ROLL-ON 
ROLL-OFF BERTH AND BREAKWATER AT DUNOON SHOULD HAVE BEEN 
BUILT. 
 
THE MINISTER HAS STATED PUBLICLY AFTER APPROVING THE TRAMS FOR 
EDINBURGH AND REJECTING THE RAIL LINK TO THE AIRPORT THAT HE 
EXPECTS VALUE FOR MONEY IN TRANSPORT POLICY. THIS IS CERTAINLY 
NOT VALUE FOR MONEY ESPECIALLY WHEN THERE ARE MANY LESS 
COSTLY WAYS THAT THE TRAIN PASSENGER COULD BE SUBSIDISED. 
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COMMENTS ON WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS PRESENTED IN RESPONSE TO 
PETITION PE1035 

 
1. WESTERN FERRIES. 
1.1 Western Ferries state that they would welcome an opportunity to tender for a 
passenger only service provided that the tender is on the basis of a “level playing 
field” 
 
1.2 They cite Highlands and Islands Airports Limited's (HIAL) annual accounts 
and report as an example of transparency adopted by a company owned by 
“Scottish Ministers”. It is surprising to find that the Scottish Government (formerly 
Scottish Executive) adopts double standards when it comes to David MacBrayne Ltd 
(the apparent parent company of all the ferry services) and its subsidiaries. 
 
1.3 I was not aware that “the subsidisation of Calmac’s vehicle service exceeds 
the terms of Calmac’s Undertaking, it contradicts internal guide lines issued by the 
Scottish Office and contravenes European legislation and regulations”.  I also did not 
know that the “European Commission had already issued a pre-infraction letter, 
relating to the Scottish Government’s failure to bring Calmac’s funding arrangement 
into line with European State Aids and Maritime Regulations”. If these statements 
are correct then this matter is far more serious than misuse use of tax-payer’s 
money. 
 
2. CALMAC. 
2.1 Calmac states that their ferry links with the train service at Gourock. A train 
passenger must arrive at Dunoon pier by car, bus or on foot. In all cases the 
passenger is exposed to the weather from the set down point to the waiting room. At 
the new ro-ro berth the walk may be longer and in windy conditions there is a good 
chance of being exposed to spray thrown up from the vertical walls of the new berth 
and breakwater. The time from the set down point to the vessel sailing will be not 
less than 10 minutes though the more prudent may require longer. There is then a 
23 minute crossing plus another 5 minutes to moor the vessel and deploy the 
gangway. Then foot passengers must walk about 150 meters while exposed to the 
elements before boarding the train.  The total time from set down in Dunoon to 
boarding the train is therefore about 40 minutes. 
 
2.2 One alternative would be that the service be run by 2 small high speed 
passenger catamarans which could use the old Dunoon pier. The journey time would 
be reduced and they might arrive at a berth adjacent to the train platform as did the 
old Railway Steamers. If tickets issued for this service were train tickets and included 
the rail journey it would guarantee the subsidy was paid correctly. Such a service 
could appropriately be undertaken under the auspices of the rail operator. The two 
vessels could serve Kilcreggan, Blairmore, Dunoon and Gourock on counter 
directional circuits so providing an inter-community service as well as making rail 
travel available to new communities.  Many cities adopt this approach, a particular 
example of integrated, boat, bus and train is used in Brisbane, Australia where 
“Citycats” add a valuable arm to the public transport system.   

 



TICC/S3/08/11/3 
 

 
2.3 A second alternative would be for train passengers to arrive at a “park and 
ride” point away from the ferry terminal by public transport, car or on foot. A shuttle 
bus would pick them up and take them to the Western Ferries’ Hunters Quay 
terminal where they would remain on the bus and be driven on board and driven off 
at Mc Inroy’s Point. The Shuttle bus would then take about 5 minutes to arrive near 
the platform at Gourock Station. The total time from set down to boarding the train is 
unlikely to be more than 30 minutes. Passengers need not be exposed to the 
weather at all if this shuttle is well managed. 
 
 2.4 Surely the sole purpose of the subsidy is to make rail travel available, then it 
should be the responsibility of the rail authority to franchise such a service as an 
extension to the rail line in the manner that these routes were originally operated. 
The subsidy would then be on the rail tickets. 
 
2.5. Calmac state they do not have a subsidy for vehicular traffic yet they make an 
annual loss of at least £2.45 million in 2005-2006. This loss is paid for by the 
Scottish Government. Is this not a subsidy by another name? 
 
2.6 Calmac states that they provide this route at the behest of the Scottish 
Government.  The Scottish Government must therefore account for this apparent 
misuse of tax-payer’s money. 
 
2.7 Calmac makes comments which are taken out of context from the 
correspondence attached to the petition and which are not relevant to this route. 
Calmac’s final paragraph does not agree with my understanding of the situation in 
1982. (See Appendix 1 - Historical Notes) 
 
2.8 Calmac's Para: 2.2 is not correct. See Para. 2.1 and 2.3 above. 
Calmac's Para 2.3:  We have been told by the Scottish Government that there has 
been no analysis of the destinations or points of origin of foot passengers so that the 
“town centre to town centre” is only hearsay. 
 
Calmac's Para 3:  If there is such transparency then there will be no difficulty in them 
providing the information asked for in Clause C of the Petitioner’s Response.  
 
3. ARGYLL AND BUTE COUNCIL 
Using Councillor Dick Walsh’s numbering. 
1. Road Access limitations are the same for Campbeltown, Lochgilphead and 
Oban. If the “Rest and be Thankful” pass is closed all these towns have the 
alternative of the Western Ferries extended, more frequent, shorter service. 
 
2. I was not aware that Western Ferries had received a grant of £400,000 from 
HIE. Such a grant is available to any enterprise in the region. It represents a small 
percentage of a capital works undertaken and cannot be compared with the annual 
deficit grant of Calmac and the 100% funding for capital projects provided through 
various sources of tax-payer’s money. 
 
Trials may have shown that “Western Ferries' vessels achieved a satisfactory 
coupling,” however one successful coupling doesn’t guarantee a successful marriage 
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nor a reliable service.  Western Ferries, Orkney Island Ferries, Shetland Ferries and 
the great majority of Scandinavian Ferries that use this type of Linkspan (one which 
is supported by the ferry), would not be able to reliably use the Linkspan at the 
Dunoon Terminal. Furthermore the new Linkspan does not comply with the 
recommendations currently being prepared for the new British Standard or the 
current Lloyds Rules for Linkspans.  
 
3. This is hardly a subject for Argyll and Bute Council and is taken out of context 
from the attached correspondence. However I clearly state that, on this route, a 
single ferry operator will never be in a monopoly position as there is always an 
alternative road access.  
 
7.(a) The community must be disappointed that there was no response to the 
tender, but they are correct in their view that the route is a commercially viable one 
as is shown by the performance of Western Ferries, who have expanded to meet the 
communities' demands.  
 
7.(b) Again this is taken out of context and is hardly a matter for Argyll and Bute. So 
far, two areas have been put out to tender: the Northern Isles and the Clyde.  About 
15 major ferry companies showed interest in the Northern Isles. The tender 
conditions were such that only 3 finally bid. One was non- complying. The second 
was the incumbent P&O Ferries and the third was Calmac in another guise, but still 
part of David MacBrayne. They were awarded the contract and failed within 3 years. 
They were then, under a new name, given a renegotiated contract under more 
favourable conditions. The taxpayer footed the bill. 
 
On the Dunoon / Gourock route the tender drew no interest once the terms were 
known to possible tenderers.   
This is not a high success rate and though no doubt the tenders were rigorous the 
rigour appears to have been misdirected and does not augur well for the future 
tenders.  
 
General Comments: 
The great majority of modern ferry terminals in Europe have been moved from city 
centres to the periphery of their conurbation. This avoids town centre congestion 
when the ferry is in port.   
 
Most of the traffic that Councillor Walsh describes uses Western Ferries, though 
some, given special discounts, may use Calmac. Councillor Walsh appears not to be 
taking into account that the McInroy’s Point to Hunters Quay service takes 83% of 
the vehicular traffic and approximately 68% of the passengers.  
 
If it comes into use, time will show that the new terminal will be subjected to spray 
thrown up from its strong but vertically faced breakwater built at right angles to the 
longest fetch. It will also be subject to reflected waves in N. to NE.ly winds, making it 
difficult to moor the vessels. A reliable service will not be possible if used by ferries 
that support the linkspan. (See Appendix 2) 
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Dunoon and Cowal’s accessibility significantly improved when Western Ferries 
started a half hourly extended service with a frequency and capacity that required no 
prior reservation.   
 
At that time Calmac, in winter, had four sailings per day, and as bookings were 
required many days in advance, most residents, of which I was one, used the road 
even though it was greatly inferior to the present route. In summer, frequency, 
though better than four per day, coupled with slow turn round and the need to book 
well in advance dissuaded locals from using the service.  
 
This route now carries the highest number of vehicles and passengers than any 
other in Scotland. 
 
4. SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT (formerly SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE) 
2nd page Para. 2:  Both ferry companies carry passengers, why should one get a 
subsidy for passengers and the other not? The reason stated is that Calmac’s 
passengers continue by train, however the Scottish Executive have never 
undertaken an analysis of how passengers continue their journey. (See attached 
letter 22nd August 2007 “Question 13 Para.1”) 
 
2nd page Para 3:  The time of 75 minutes could be further reduced if either of the 
alternatives described in 2.2 and 2.3 were adopted. 
 
Penultimate Paragraph:  Why has it taken 25 years for a Government owned and 
financed company to be forced into presenting transparent accounts when this is a 
legal requirement for all public companies? What is commercially sensitive about all 
the routes where David McBrayne Ltd and its subsidiaries have a monopoly? As 
taxpayers, we surely have a right to know exactly where our money is being spent, at 
least to the standard used by HIAL. 

 
5. INVERCLYDE COUNCIL 
I understand that, as with Argyll & Bute, The Inverclyde Council would like to 
encourage inter-community connections and especially those that link to the train. 
 
However until we know the full cost of the Calmac service and the destination of the 
passengers, especially from Dunoon town centre to Gourock town centre, we have 
no idea of the demand. 
 
I also believe that the best way to deal with the foot passengers who either continue 
by train or go no further than each town centre is by small fast catamaran taking 
passengers only and linking such places as Kilcreggan, Gourock, Dunoon and 
Blairmore as described in my response to Calmac.  Such services are adopted all 
over the world, not only Brisbane (just one example) but also San Francisco, 
Vancouver and Sydney, all cities with similar conditions. 
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APPENDIX No. 1 
HISTORICAL NOTE 

 
When Western Ferries were about to start the Dunoon/Gourock service a meeting 
was held by the Dunoon Town Council to explore the possibility of both WF and 
Calmac using the proposed new ro-ro side loading facilities to be built into the 
existing timber pier. Western Ferries argued that side loading was obsolete and that 
drive through was the only acceptable method.   
 
The result was that Western Ferries developed their own terminal at Hunters Quay.  
Calmac reduced their fares by over a half to match Western Ferries. Due to greatly 
increased frequency, reasonable fares, no reservations and plenty of capacity the 
volume of traffic increased so that very few travellers chose the road alternative. The 
market was there, but Calmac had not exploited it. 
 
 Calmac was at that time nationalised and part of the STG (Scottish Transport 
Group) which also ran the buses. One such bus terminated at McInroy's Point (WF 
Terminal), but it was scheduled to leave 2 minutes before the ferry arrived. Even 
when the ferry was early, the bus drew out before foot passengers had walked 
ashore. 
 
In 1982 Calmac started aggressively undercutting WF who took the matter to the 
Monopolies Commission. For the first time Calmac had been forced to show route 
losses on one route. These showed very substantial losses that grew annually. 
Formerly these had been lumped in with the general losses for the combined 
shipping services of Calmac. 
 
The result was that the Monopolies Commission ruled that subsidy could only be 
paid for foot passengers who were expected to continue by rail. Shortly after this 
ruling Calmac started offering a free crossing for a car provided there were at least 
four passengers. Such an offer is “predatory pricing” and this matter was taken up 
with George Younger MP, the then Secretary of State who ensured that this practice 
was stopped. 
 
Since then it appears that the reason for the subsidy has been conveniently forgotten 
and no one has any idea of how foot passengers continue their journey or from 
where they originate. 
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APPENDIX No. 2 
THE PETITIONER’S EXPERIENCE IN THESE MATTERS 

 
The petitioner has been involved in the design of ferry ports and the establishment of 
ferry services since 1968. 
 
These include more than 70 linkspans worldwide and include the invention of both 
the submerged tank and integral tank linkspans now most generally in use in major 
ports. Some are in the areas of the highest tidal ranges and are therefore the longest 
in the world and others in very exposed berths  
 
His experience also includes the design of more than thirty ferry berths ranging from   
Scotland, UK, Continental Europe, Africa, the Far East and Australia.  
 
He has been responsible for setting up a number of ferry services around the world 
and therefore has ferry operational management experience. 
 
His last project before retirement was as prime consultant for the design and 
implementation of the roll-on roll-off transport system for the world’s largest aircraft, 
the Airbus A380. This included two major ro-ro vessels, three specialist river craft, a 
floating transfer station and six ro-ro berths. 
 
He was a member of Lloyds Register of Shipping’s technical committee set up to 
write Lloyds Rules and Regulations for the Design of Linkspans. 
 
He is the author of numerous papers on Linkspans, ferry port design and ferry 
operation.  
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ANNEX B 
 

PE1035  
 

Written submission from the petitioner to the Public Petitions Committee – 
response from the Scottish Government 

 
Submitted on 22 February 2008 

 
Dear Mr Cochrane 
 
CONSIDERATION OF PETITION PE1035 
 
Thank you for your letter of 16 January 2008 seeking our views on the further points 
raised by Mr John Rose in relation to Public Petition PE1035.  I note that it is your 
intention to refer this petition to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee, to allow them to consider it as part of their ongoing inquiry into ferries. 
 
I note that Public Petition PE1035 was considered further by the Committee on 15 
January 2008.  The petition calls for the Scottish Parliament: 
 

a) to urge the Scottish Executive to withdraw direct and indirect financial support 
for CalMac on the Gourock-Dunoon ferry service and 

 
b) to ensure full transparency in relation to Government subsidy of ferry services. 

 
I further note that following its initial consideration of the petition last August, the 
Committee sought views from the Scottish Government and a number of the other 
key stakeholders involved. The Scottish Government’s 22 October 2007 response 
and the written responses from the other key stakeholders were made available on 
the Committee’s website. 
 
As requested, I have provided at Annex A, a detailed response to the further points 
Mr Rose has raised.  I have focussed on Mr Rose’s general comments and on his 
comments which relate to The Scottish Government’s 22 October submission.  I 
have however also commented briefly, where appropriate, on Mr Rose’s comments 
in relation to the submissions presented by other stakeholders.  I have also as 
requested, provided at Annex B, a response to the issues discussed by the 
Committee at its 15 January 2008 meeting. 
 
I trust the above information will assist the Petitions Committee and the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee in their consideration of this issue. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
RICHARD LYALL 
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PUBLIC PETITIONS COMMITTEE – CONSIDERATION OF PETITION 
PE1035 (MR JOHN ROSE IN RELATION TO THE GOUROCK-DUNOON 
FERRY SERVICE) 
 
This Annex provides the Petitions Committee with a detailed response to 
the points Mr Rose has raised in his further response in relation to 
Petition PE1035.  We have not included the original text of the points 
raised but have included in each of our comments a cross reference to 
the specific point in Mr Rose’s further response that we are addressing. 
 
B: Reasons for Original Petition 
 
The Scottish Government’s 22 October 2007 response confirmed that 
European law allows subsidy to be used in situations where a required service 
is not being provided on a commercial basis.  It is difficult to argue that the 
Western Ferries service is not able to satisfy the market for vehicle traffic but 
the Gourock Pier to Dunoon Pier service, currently provided by Cowal Ferries 
Ltd offers distinctive benefits to foot passengers given the ferry/rail 
interchange at Gourock and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The 
existing Cowal Ferries Ltd service is therefore based on a passenger-only 
subsidy, with the vehicle service expected to operate without subsidy. The 
timetable for this subsidised service is restricted to avoid disproportionately 
affecting traffic on the competing unsubsidised Western Ferries service. 
 
The previous administration announced in December 2004 that it 
planned to seek operators willing to run a passenger and vehicle service 
between Gourock Pier and Dunoon Pier on a commercial basis (i.e. 
without any subsidy).  A successful operator would have been expected 
to pay commercial rates for access to the ports and harbours.  The 
announcement noted that, if an operator willing to run the service on 
this basis came forward, the Executive would stop the payment of 
subsidy to the Caledonian MacBrayne service.   
 
Expressions of interest in this opportunity were invited via an advertisement in 
the Official Journal of the European Union and other procurement outlets in 
September 2005.  Formal 'invitations to tender' were issued to three potential 
operators in July 2006.  No proposals were received by the closing date of 13 
November 2006, with operators indicating that they did not think it possible to 
run the specified service without subsidy. 
 
C: True Cost to Taxpayer of Maintaining this Duplicate Route (Point C1 
of Mr Rose’s response) 
 
Point C1 
 
The Scottish Government confirms that subsidy paid for the passenger 
element of the existing Gourock-Dunoon service was £2.381m in 2006-07.  
The accounts of the subsidised operator on the Gourock – Dunoon ferry 
service are fully audited and published on an annual basis.  Copies of these 
annual accounts are laid before the Scottish Parliament. 
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Point C2 
 
Caledonian MacBrayne Ltd was restructured in 2006 which involved 
separating the company into a vessel and shore asset owning company, 
Caledonian Maritime Assets Ltd (CMAL), and a ferry operating company, 
CalMac Ferries Ltd, which is now a subsidiary of David MacBrayne Ltd, a 
holding company established as part of the restructuring process.  
CMAL would lease vessels to the CHFS operator, and as owners of some 
of the piers and harbours used in the delivery of CHFS (including 
Gourock) would make them available, for the payment of a fee, to the 
operators of the tendered services.  The Scottish Government provide 
loans to CMAL for the purchase of the new vessels and CMAL repay 
these loans from monies generated by the leasing charges paid by the 
operator.  CMAL’s accounts are fully audited and published on an annual 
basis.  Copies of these accounts are also laid before the Scottish 
Parliament. 
 
Point C3 
 
As noted above under Point C2, Cowal Ferries Ltd was established with effect 
from 1 April 2007 to ensure total accounting transparency in the operation of 
the route and , as current provider of the subsidised route pay commercial 
leasing charges for the use of the vessels providing the service. 
 
Point C4 
 
As noted under Point C2 above, where CMAL own the piers and harbours 
used in the delivery of ferry services, it makes them available, for the payment 
of a fee, to the operators of the services. 
 
Point C5 
 
The Gourock Pier to Dunoon Pier service, as currently provided by Cowal 
Ferries Ltd offers distinctive benefits to foot passengers given the ferry/rail 
interchange at Gourock and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The 
existing Cowal Ferries Ltd service is therefore based on a passenger-only 
subsidy, with the vehicle service expected to operate without subsidy. The 
timetable for this subsidised service is restricted to avoid disproportionately 
affecting traffic on the competing unsubsidised Western Ferries Ltd service. 
 
CalMac Ferries Ltd published accounts reveal the total cost of the subsidy 
paid by the Scottish Government to cover Cowal Ferries Ltd loss on this route, 
at £2.381 million in 2006-07. 
 
Point C6 
 
Subsidy is paid by The Scottish Government to Cowal Ferries Ltd in 
respect of the passengers on this route. The carriage of all vehicles, 
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including commercial vehicles is part of the ‘out of undertaking’ services 
on the route and does not therefore receive subsidy. 
 
CalMac Ferries Ltd and the Scottish Government’s published accounts reveal 
all of the financial support provided in relation to the Clyde and Hebrides ferry 
services, including Gourock – Dunoon.  Prior to April 2006 the costs and 
revenue figures were not shown on a route by route basis, e.g. they did not 
show separately the costs and revenue associated with the provision of the 
Gourock-Dunoon service.  The published accounts for Caledonian MacBrayne 
Ltd i.e. prior to restructuring, for 2005-06 did show for the first time subsidy 
requirements on a route by route basis.  However, this position will change at 
the end of this financial year (2007-08), when the audited accounts of Cowal 
Ferries Ltd will be published and laid before the Scottish Parliament. 
 
The Scottish Government considers that this level of information provides 
sufficient transparency. 
 
D:  Subsidy given by the Scottish Government for foot passengers 
continuing their journey by train 
 
The Scottish Government pay subsidy for this route in respect of all foot 
passengers carried.  No account is taken of the numbers using the train 
for their onward journey.   
 
Point D1 
 
The Scottish Government can confirm that the 624,000 passengers carried on 
the route in 2005 were indeed ‘single fare’ passengers.  These figures are 
published in The Scottish Government Scottish Transport Statistics.  We can 
also confirm that the Scottish Government has no record of the number of 
ferry passengers who also use the train as part of their journey. 
 
Point D2 – D2.3 
 
Justification for paying subsidy on this route is based on the distinctive 
benefits offered to foot passengers given the ferry/rail interchange at 
Gourock and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The Scottish 
Government pay subsidy to Cowal Ferries Ltd in respect of all 
passengers carried on the route and do not accept the view expressed 
that subsidy should only be paid where passengers are using the train 
as part of their journey. 
 
E: Conclusion 
 
As noted above, The Scottish Government and the subsidised Gourock-
Dunooon operator’s accounts are fully audited, made available publicly and 
laid before the Scottish Parliament.  These accounts set out the total subsidy 
made available to the subsidised Gourock-Dunoon operator for providing a 
service on this route. 
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The commitment by the previous administration to fund the new linkspan at 
Dunoon was intended to keep open the possibility of a vehicle service 
operating from Dunoon Pier to Gourock Pier, in line with the policy position at 
that time. 
 
The previous administration took the view that it would be disingenuous to 
claim that a vehicle service was a possibility for the future if the necessary 
shore infrastructure was not in place.  However, it was recognised that the 
future use of the new linkspan would depend on the nature of the service that 
emerged from a tendering process. 
 
The Commercial tender taken forward by the previous administration allowed 
tenderers to propose using either the old linkspan at Dunoon or the newly 
constructed linkspan at Dunoon.  However, the tender highlighted the 
condition of the existing linkspan and indicated that preference would be given 
to an operator bringing forward proposals to use the new linkspan. 
 
Comments on Written Submissions Presented in Response to Petition 
PE1035 
 
Western Ferries Comments 
 
The Scottish Government is aware of the need to ensure that any plans 
to continue to subsidise the service are compliant with European law 
and State aid rules. 
 
CalMac Ferries Ltd - Comments 
 
As noted above, the Scottish Government confirm that the main rationale for 
supporting a town centre to town centre ferry service is based on the 
distinctive benefits to foot passengers using the Gourock pier to Dunoon pier 
service, given the ferry/rail interchange at Gourock and the ferry/bus 
interchange at Dunoon.  We note the petitioner’s views about the practicalities 
involved for passengers using the train as part of their journey.   
 
Scottish Ministers are currently considering the issues involved further and will 
make an announcement shortly about the way forward. 
 
As noted above the rationale for supporting this service is based on the 
integrated transport benefits.  Subsidy is paid by the Scottish Government in 
respect of all foot passengers on this route. 
 
The Scottish Government confirm that subsidy paid for the passenger element 
of the existing Cowal Ferries Ltd service on the route was £2.381 million in 
2006-07 and the accounts for the operators of the Gourock-Dunoon service 
are fully audited and published on an annual basis.  The company operates 
the vehicle service without subsidy. 
 
Recent Caledonian MacBrayne Ltd, now CalMac Ferries Ltd, annual accounts 
have included information on losses on a route by route basis.  The company 
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does not publish more detailed information on costs and revenues on the 
grounds that release of such information would be likely to prejudice 
substantially its commercial interests. 
 
Cowal Ferries Ltd began trading on 1 April 2007, as part of the restructuring of 
the former Caledonian MacBrayne Ltd, and has, since that date, operated the 
Gourock-Dunoon ferry service.  The company will publish its annual accounts 
from 2007-2008 in full compliance with company law requirements. 
 
CalMac Ferries Ltd, CMAL and the Scottish Government’s published accounts 
reveal all of the financial support provided in relation to the Gourock – Dunoon 
ferry service.  The Scottish Government considers that this level of information 
provides sufficient transparency. 
 
Argyll & Bute Council – Comments 
 
The Scottish Government remains committed to delivering the best possible 
outcome for the local communities.  We are keen to identify a solution for the 
Gourock-Dunoon route that would go as far as possible towards meeting local 
aspirations while ensuring compliance with EU law and State aid rules. 
 
It would be for Western Ferries to enter into discussions with Argyll & Bute 
Council about the use of Dunoon pier and harbour. 
 
If there was to be an abuse by any operator of a monopoly position, 
competition law would provide redress. 
 
The petitioner comments on previous ferry service tendering exercises.  The 
Scottish Government cannot comment on work undertaken by the previous 
administration.  The previous administration took the view that tendering of 
ferry services was required to bring the subsidy arrangements into line with 
European law and State aid rules.  The Scottish Government completed the 
tendering of the Clyde and Hebrides Ferry Services because this offered the 
quickest way of putting a formal contract in place for the provision of these 
services. 
 
The petitioner indicates that moving ferry terminals out of the city centres, in 
this context removing the CalMac service, would avoid congestion.  The 
Scottish Government would note that the rationale for supporting a town 
centre to town centre route is the distinctive benefits it offers in terms of 
integrated transport links that operate from the town centre. 
 
The Scottish Government is aware of Western Ferries percentage share of 
the market. However, given the distinctive integrated transport benefits, the 
Scottish Government’s view is that it is necessary to continue subsidising a 
town centre to town centre service. 
 
The current timetable restrictions (in terms of frequency and length of 
operating day) on Cowal Ferries’ Gourock Pier to Dunoon Pier service had 
been put in place in the early 1980s to reduce the potential for the subsidised 
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service to harm the commercial interests of the unsubsidised operator.  These 
principles have remained in place since. 
 
Scottish Government 
 
The Scottish Government’s 22 October response confirmed the position 
that European law allows subsidy to be used in situations where a 
required service is not being provided on a commercial basis.  It is 
difficult to argue that the Western Ferries service is not able to satisfy 
the market for vehicle traffic but the Gourock Pier to Dunoon Pier 
service, currently provided by Cowal Ferries Ltd offers distinctive 
benefits to foot passengers given the ferry/rail interchange at Gourock 
and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The existing Cowal Ferries Ltd 
service is therefore based on a passenger-only subsidy, with the vehicle 
service expected to operate without subsidy. The timetable for this 
subsidised service is restricted to avoid disproportionately affecting 
traffic on the competing unsubsidised Western Ferries service. 
 
The Scottish Government’s objective remains to try and devise a 
framework for this service that both meets local aspirations and is 
consistent with European law and State aid rules.  Scottish Ministers are 
currently examining the options that are available for route and will 
make an announcement on its plans for the service as soon as possible.  
In the meantime, and until alternative arrangements can be put in place, 
Cowal Ferries Ltd will continue to provide a passenger and vehicle 
service on the route. 
 
It is correct for the petitioner to conclude that The Scottish Government has 
not undertaken an analysis of how passengers continue their journey.  The 
Scottish Government’s current policy position remains to subsidise all foot 
passengers on the route, regarless on how they continue their journey. 
 
Current Position 
 
The Minister for Transport took the opportunity on 14 January 2008 to visit 
Gourock and Dunoon.  He met with and listened to the views of local key 
stakeholders about future plans for the service.  The Scottish Government 
remains committed to delivering the best possible outcome which complies 
with EU law and State aid rules for the local communities. 
 
Scottish Ministers are currently examining further the options that are 
available for the route, and an announcement on future plans for the service 
will be made as soon as possible. 
 
David MacBrayne Ltd and their associated subsidiaries publish their Annual 
Reports and Consolidated Financial Statements. Recent annual accounts 
have included information on losses on a route by route basis.  The company 
does not publish more detailed information on costs and revenues on the 
grounds that release of such information would be likely to prejudice 
substantially its commercial interests. 

 



TICC/S3/08/11/3 
 

 
Cowal Ferries Ltd began trading on 1 April this year, as part of the 
restructuring of the former Caledonian MacBrayne Ltd, and has, since that 
date, operated the Gourock-Dunoon ferry service.  The company will publish 
its annual accounts from 2007-2008 in full compliance with company law 
requirements. 
 
Inverclyde Council 
 
The petitioner indicates that we do not know the full cost of the town centre to 
town centre service. The total subsidy paid by The Scottish Government to 
Cowal Ferries Ltd, in respect of a passenger only service on this route, was 
£2.381 million in 2006-07. 
 
 
 
 
Scottish Government 
Transport Directorate 
22 February 2008 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE  

 
Work Programme  

 
27 May 2008 

 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper invites the Committee to review and update its current work 

programme.  Principally, it makes suggestions for taking forward a 
previously discussed piece of work on the rail services serving Scotland 
and for the continuation of the programme of awareness-raising in 
advance of the introduction of the Scottish Government's proposed 
Climate Change Bill.  It also proposes making a formal bid for a Chamber 
debate on the report of the Committee’s inquiry into Ferry Services in 
Scotland. 

 
2. A copy of the Committee’s current published work programme is attached 

for information at Annex A. 
 
Rail services serving Scotland 
 
3. The Committee discussed on 15 January 2008 the possibility of 

undertaking a piece of work on rail services serving Scotland.  However, 
there was no broad agreement reached on the specific issues which might 
be addressed.  It is proposed that the Committee should further consider 
what the focus of this piece of work might be, with a view to taking it   
forward, commencing in September 2008. 

 
4. There are a wide range of issues which could potentially be addressed in 

this area, however, it is suggested that the Committee might wish to 
consider one of the following options: 
 quality, availability and procurement of rolling stock, especially the 

Intercity Express Programme; or 
 Central Scotland electrification and how this could be done cheaply and 

effectively ; or 
• the development of rail links to the rest of the UK, including the potential 

for high speed rail links; options for improving rail links from Scotland to 
Europe. 

 
5. If members agree to proceed with one of these options or an alternative 

proposal, the clerks and SPICe colleagues will develop detailed proposals 
and identify suggested witnesses for consideration by the Committee. 

 
Climate Change 
 
6. On January 29 2008, the Scottish Government published a consultation 

which set out proposals for a Scottish Climate Change Bill and sought 
views on options for a Bill. The consultation closed on April 23 2008.  It is 
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proposed that the Committee should consider inviting the Minister at an 
early stage to report on the outcomes from the consultation on climate 
change and to update the Committee on the development of the Scottish 
Government’s policy on this issue as it prepares to introduce its Climate 
Change Bill. 

  
7. The Committee began a programme of awareness-raising and information 

gathering on climate change by undertaking successful visits to London 
and Brussels in February 2008, meeting with MPs, MEPs, local authorities, 
NGOs, etc. 

 
8. It is suggested that the next stage in this programme should be to engage 

with stakeholder groups to obtain their views on the appropriateness of the 
proposed mandatory targets for the reduction of carbon emissions and to 
gain an insight into the challenges that they anticipate in meeting these 
targets. These discussions could also provide an opportunity to hear about 
examples of existing best practice in addressing climate change across the 
various sectors.  It is proposed that these sessions would take place in 
autumn 2008, prior to the introduction of the Climate Change Bill towards 
the end of the year 

 
9. Engagement could be in the form of a series of informal discussions 

bringing together groups of representatives from the following stakeholder 
groups: 
• local authorities 
• the transport sector 
• business interests 
• community groups  
• environmental and other NGOs 

 
10. Again, if members are minded to proceed with these events, detailed 

proposals will be developed by the clerks and SPICe colleagues. 
  
11. It is further suggested that opportunities should be identified for Committee 

members to participate in other events held in the Parliament which may 
be promoted by NGOs and other stakeholder groups in the lead up to the 
introduction of the proposed bill.  There may also be capacity for members 
to participate in climate change events proposed as part of the Scottish 
Parliament’s Festival of Politics which is scheduled to take place in August 
2008.  

 
Ferry Services in Scotland 
 
12. It is anticipated that the Committee would wish to bid for a Committee slot 

in the Chamber following the forthcoming summer recess to allow a debate 
on the report of its inquiry into Ferry Services in Scotland.  The Committee 
is invited to consider whether it wishes to make a formal bid for 
Parliamentary time to hold such a debate.  
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Conclusion 
 
13. The Committee is invited to discuss the issues raised above and reach a 

view on how it wishes to proceed in relation to: 
• a proposed inquiry into aspects of rail services serving Scotland; 
• the proposal to seek an update from the Minister on the development 

of the Scottish Government’s climate change policy; 
• the proposed series of stakeholder briefings on climate change ;  
• making a bid for a Chamber debate on the report of its inquiry into 

Ferry Services in Scotland 
 
14. The committee is also asked to agree that its current work programme be 

updated to reflect the decisions taken, refreshed to reflect the current 
status of each existing item, and published on the Committee’s web page. 

 
.  

 
 

Steve Farrell 
Clerk to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 

Tel. 0131 348 5211 
email: steve.farrell@scottish.parliament.uk 
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TRANSPORT, INFRASTRUCTURE AND CLIMATE CHANGE COMMITTEE  
 

Work Programme  
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
1. At its meeting on 18 September 2007, the Transport, Infrastructure and 

Climate Committee agreed the following initial work programme.  This 
document has been updated to reflect the ongoing work of the 
Committee. 

 
LEGISLATION  
 
Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill 
 
2. The Scottish Government introduced the Abolition of Bridge Tolls 

(Scotland) Bill on 3 September 2007. The Bill proposes the abolition of 
tolls on the Forth and Tay Road Bridges. The Parliamentary Bureau 
referred the Bill to the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change 
Committee for consideration at Stage 1. The Committee issued a call for 
evidence and took oral evidence in September and October 2007. The 
Committee published its Stage 1 Report on 7 November 2007 and the 
majority of the Committee recommended that the general principles of 
the Bill be agreed to.1 

 
3. The Committee considered the Bill at Stage 2 at its meeting on 4 

December 2007 where the Bill was agreed to. The Bill was passed by 
the Parliament on 20 December 2007. 
 

Climate Change Bill 
 
4. On 21 June 2007, the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable 

Growth announced the Scottish Government's intention to introduce a 
Scottish climate change Bill, which will set mandatory targets for 
emissions reductions.  The First Minister, when announcing the Scottish 
Government’s Programme for Government on 4 September 2007, 
indicated that there would be a consultation on the proposed bill.   

 
5. It is anticipated that the Bill will be introduced towards the end of 2008. In 

advance of this, the Committee has agreed to develop a programme of 
awareness-raising and information gathering. This will involve monitoring 
the UK Climate Change Bill and activity at EU level including a fact 
finding visit to counterpart committees at Westminster and Brussels in 
February 2008.    

                                                 
1 Patrick Harvie dissented. 
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6. The UK Climate Change Bill was introduced in the House of Lords on 14 

November 2007 and a legislative consent memorandum in relation to the 
Bill was lodged on 15 November 2007. The Committee issued a call for 
evidence on the LCM and considered the memorandum at its meeting on 
4 December 2007 where it took evidence from Stewart Stevenson, 
Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change.   

 
7. The Committee reported on the LCM noting that the Bill set a statutory 

framework for actions which will be taken to address climate change, but 
many of the specific measures will be developed in future years. The 
Committee recommended that the Scottish Government engages with 
the UK Government on an ongoing basis to ensure that Scottish interests 
are represented as the policy develops. The Committee drew to the 
attention of Parliament the written and oral evidence received by the 
Committee and the issues highlighted by members of the Committee.  

 
8. The memorandum was debated in Parliament on 20 December 2007 and 

the following motion was agreed to:   
“That the Parliament endorses the principle of introducing for the 
United Kingdom as a whole statutory targets and a related framework 
for action to mitigate climate change by reducing carbon dioxide 
emissions as set out in the Climate Change Bill, introduced in the 
House of Lords on 14 November 2007, and agrees that the provisions 
in the Bill which fall within the legislative competence of the Scottish 
Parliament should be considered by the UK Parliament.” 

 
Glasgow Commonwealth Games Bill 
 
9. The Bill was introduced on 9 November 2007 and was referred to the 

Local Government and Communities as lead committee for scrutiny at 
Stage 1. This Committee agreed to maintain a watching brief on the Bill 
and members received copies of written evidence received by the lead 
Committee in relation to its call for evidence on the Bill.  

 
Flooding bill 
 
10. It is expected that a flooding bill will be introduced by the Scottish 

Government in 2008.  This is likely to have implications for water and 
drainage infrastructure in Scotland.  The Committee has agreed to 
consider whether there may be an opportunity for it to contribute to the 
scrutiny of the proposed legislation.  It will also consider how it might 
engage with the Rural Affairs and Environment inquiry into flooding and 
flood management.    

 
INQUIRIES 
 
11. The Committee agreed to conduct an inquiry into ferry services in 

Scotland. The Committee’s inquiry will include a call for evidence, 
external meetings in areas directly affected by ferries and a series of 
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Reporter visits where members will have the opportunity to meet with 
members of the public, business and tourism interests, ferry operators 
and workers and other interested parties. It will focus on a number of 
issues including ferry routes, frequency and timetables, capacity and 
integration with other transport services. It is expected that the inquiry 
will be completed in June 2008 which will enable the Committee’s 
findings to feed in to the Scottish Government’s review of lifeline ferry 
services due to be completed in 2010. 

 
TRANSPORT ISSUES 
 
Replacement Forth Crossing 
 
12. On 20 August 2007 the Scottish Government announced a series of 

exhibitions on proposals for a replacement Forth crossing. Two final 
options had been shortlisted: a bridge or a tunnel to the west of the 
existing Forth Road Bridge. Ministers considered feedback from the 
public alongside technical details and announced on 20 December its 
choice was a cable-stayed bridge. 

 
13. Given the significance of this project, the Committee has agreed to 

closely monitor its development and to identify appropriate opportunities 
to engage with Ministers and relevant stakeholder organisations.  

 
14. At its meeting on 20 November, the Committee considered PE1064 

calling on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Executive to reconsider its 
decision to replace the Forth Road Bridge and await pending studies on 
the feasibility if repairing the bridge. The Committee agreed to write to 
FETA on issues raised during discussion and further agreed to consider 
the issues raised in the petition during future discussions on the 
replacement Forth crossing.  

 
Other key transport projects 
 
15. There are a wide range of major transport projects in Scotland which are 

either under construction, authorised but awaiting construction; or at an 
earlier stage of development.  These include: 

 
• Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route 
• Airdrie-Bathgate Rail Link 
• Edinburgh Airport Rail Link (EARL) 
• Edinburgh Trams  
• Edinburgh Waverley Station improvements 
• Glasgow Airport Rail Link (GARL) 
• M74 extension 
• Stirling-Alloa-Kincardine Railway 
• Upper Forth Crossing 
• Waverley Railway 
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16. The Committee has agreed to monitor progress in relation to these 
projects and to engage with Ministers and relevant stakeholders as 
appropriate.  

 
Road Equivalent Tariff for ferries 

17. On 13 August 2007, the Scottish Government announced a study to 
establish the most effective and sustainable structure for a Road 
Equivalent Tariff (RET) pilot scheme for setting ferry fares. The study will 
include a pilot scheme on one or more of the routes between the 
mainland and the Western Isles. The Committee recognises that this 
initiative is relevant to its inquiry into ferry services in Scotland and will 
therefore maintain a close interest as it is taken forward. 

 
Strategic transport review 
 
18. Transport Scotland is undertaking a major Strategic Transport Projects 

Review (STPR) which is looking at the options for the development of 
Scotland’s strategic transport network over the period 2012 to 2022.  The 
review will be completed in 2008 and will recommend a programme of 
capital works to be carried out over the 10 years from 2012.  In addition 
the STPR will suggest policies for furthering the Scottish Government’s 
transport goals as set out in the National Transport Strategy.  

 
19. The Committee has agreed to monitor progress in relation to the STPR 

and will consider taking evidence on its completion. 
 
Road safety 
 
20. On 12 June 2007, the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 

Change, Stewart Stevenson MSP, announced the creation of an expert 
panel to advise on and inform a new 10 year strategy on road safety for 
Scotland.  The Scottish Government announced the remit and 
membership of this panel on 31 August 2007. The Committee has 
agreed to monitor developments in relation to this exercise.  
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Air Discount Scheme 
 
21. The Air Discount Scheme offers permanent residents of some islands off 

the north and west coasts of Scotland, a 40% discount on air fares on 
eligible routes to Aberdeen, Edinburgh, Glasgow and Inverness. The 
Scottish Government is shortly to appoint consultants to investigate the 
effectiveness of the scheme, with a view to reviewing whether to 
continue its operation. An announcement by the Scottish Government on 
continuation of the scheme was expected before the end of 2007 but this 
is still awaited. 

22. The Committee requested an update from Ministers on this issue and will 
continue to monitor developments. 

INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES 
 
Scottish Water 
 
23. The Committee has responsibility for scrutinising the activities of Scottish 

Water as these relate to the provision and maintenance of water and 
drainage infrastructure.  

24. In November 2007, the Committee took evidence from Scottish Water 
and Scottish Water Business stream on the Annual Accounts 2005/06. 
Following the evidence session, the Committee wrote to Scottish Water 
seeking clarification on a number of issues. It is expected that the 
Committee will consider the response and take evidence from the Water 
Industry Commission for Scotland early in 2008. 

INational Planning Framework 

 
25. The next National Planning Framework for Scotland will be presented to 

the Parliament in 2008.  This document will seek to identify key strategic 
infrastructure needs and will include a long-term vision of Scotland’s 
infrastructure requirements.  Following its submission, the Parliament will 
have a statutory 60 days to consider and comment on the document. 

26. The Committee intends to liaise with other relevant Committees and 
participate fully in the Parliamentary scrutiny of the National Planning 
Framework. 

OTHER ISSUES 
 
Budget process 
 
27. Subject committees, including the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 

Change Committee, are required to scrutinise the Scottish Government’s 
Draft Budget annually and report to the Finance Committee.  
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28. The Committee appointed an adviser to assist in its scrutiny of the Draft 
Scottish Budget 2008/09.  At its meeting on 27 November 2007, the 
Committee took evidence from a range of organisations with an interest 
in the transport budget and then took evidence from the Cabinet 
Secretary at its meeting on 4 December 2007.  The Committee will report 
to the Finance Committee in January 2008. 

 
Subordinate legislation scrutiny 
 
29. The Committee will continue to scrutinise subordinate legislation referred 

to it for consideration 
 
Public Petitions 
 
30. The Committee will also allow time for consideration of any public 

petitions formally referred to it. It is for the Committee to decide on what, 
if any, action to take in relation to public petitions, such as undertaking 
committee inquiries or examining them as part of wider committee 
reviews or scrutiny of legislation. 

 
31. To date the Committee has considered two petitions PE894 on the 

Dornoch Rail Link and PE1064 on the replacement Forth crossing both 
of which remain open. 

 
 

Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee  
December 2007 
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Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee 
 

Draft Annual Report 2007– 08 
 
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows— 
 

Introduction 

1. This report covers the work of the Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change Committee during the parliamentary year 9 May 2007 to 8 May 2008. 

2. During the year, the Committee’s work programme included a major inquiry 
into ferry services in Scotland and scrutiny of the first Bill introduced in the new 
parliamentary session, the Abolition of Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. 

Inquiries and reports 

Ferry services in Scotland 
3. In November 2007, the Committee launched an inquiry into ferry services in 
Scotland. The Committee issued a call for views on issues including:  

• ferry routes; 

• frequency and timetabling of services; 

• capacity; 

• integration with other transport modes; 

• competition.  

4. The Committee received over 400 responses to its call for views and online 
survey. During the period of this report the Committee held 5 evidence sessions 
including external meetings in Oban and Shetland. The Committee plans to hold a 
further 2 evidence sessions and expects to report at the end of June 2008, in time 
to feed into the Government’s planned review of ferry services in Scotland. 

Budget process 
5. Although the timescale for the budget scrutiny process was compressed this 
year, the Committee took evidence from a number of key stakeholders and from 
the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth on the 2008-09 
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transport budget. The Committee also received written evidence from Regional 
Transport Partnerships (RTPs), COSLA, the Freight Transport Association and the 
Scottish Association for Public Transport. In its report to the Finance Committee, 
the majority1 of the Committee welcomed the Government’s commitment to 
proceed with the set of major transport projects inherited from the previous 
administration with the exception of the Edinburgh Airport Rail Link scheme for 
which a revised scheme has been proposed. 

6. The Committee heard from several witnesses who raised concerns about the 
future funding of RTPs and the removal of a dedicated budget line from 
Government to finance the capital projects of RTPs. The Committee 
recommended that the Scottish Government reflect on how the new arrangements 
will work in practice and, in advance of the publication of the next Scottish budget, 
provide a statement to the Committee on how each RTP has been funded and 
delivered on its objectives in the last year.   

7. In its report on the budget, the Committee noted its regret that the 
Government had been unable to identify the total amount of investment directed to 
projects that will reduce Scotland’s greenhouse gas emissions in the budget 
documentation. It recommended that subsequent budgets be presented with the 
fullest possible details of how expenditure across all portfolios will contribute to the 
reduction of emissions. 

Other evidence sessions 

8. The Committee held a number of other evidence sessions. These included 
hearing from Scottish Water and the Water Industry Commission for Scotland on 
their annual reports. The Committee also took evidence from the Minister for 
Transport, Infrastructure and Climate Change on a number of issues ranging from 
the Scottish Government’s priorities for transport, the extension of the First 
ScotRail franchise and the consultation on the planned climate change bill.  

9. In its work programme, the Committee also agreed to monitor closely the 
development of the replacement Forth crossing and took evidence from the 
Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth on the Government’s 
choice of a cable-stayed bridge.  

Legislation 

10. The Committee undertook Stage 1 and Stage 2 scrutiny of the Abolition of 
Bridge Tolls (Scotland) Bill. The primary objective of the Bill was the removal of the 
remaining tolls from the Forth and Tay road bridges.  

11. The Committee issued a call for evidence on the Bill and heard from a 
number of witnesses during its Stage 1 scrutiny. Among the issues considered by 
the Committee were the impact of removing the bridge tolls on the environment 
and on traffic movements and congestion on the bridges. The Committee also 
considered the Government’s key argument on equity for the people of Fife. 

                                            
1 Patrick Harvie dissented 
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12. The Committee recommended that the Scottish Government should explain 
the steps that it intends to take to decrease emissions across Scotland taking into 
account the increases likely to result from the removal of tolls. 

13. The majority2 of the Committee agreed that the equity argument was a 
persuasive one and the continuation of tolls on the Forth and Tay Bridges was no 
longer justified. 

Subordinate legislation 

14. The Committee considered 18 Scottish statutory instruments, 5 of which 
were subject to affirmative procedure. No motions to annul were lodged in respect 
of the negative instruments and the Committee recommended that the Parliament 
approve all of the affirmative instruments. 

UK Legislation 

15. The UK Climate Change Bill was introduced in the House of Lords in 
November 2007 and a legislative consent memorandum (LCM) was lodged and 
referred to the Committee. The Committee issued a call for evidence on the LCM 
and took evidence from the Minister for Transport, Infrastructure and Climate 
Change. In reporting to the Parliament, the Committee recommended that the 
Scottish Government should engage with the UK Government on an ongoing basis 
to ensure that Scottish interests are represented as the policy develops.  

Petitions 

16. Three petitions were referred to the Committee over the course of the 
parliamentary year: PE894 on the provision of rail services between Inverness, 
Thurso and Wick, PE1035 on the Dunoon to Gourock ferry service and PE1064 on 
the replacement Forth crossing. It was agreed that, in light of the decision by the 
Scottish Government to proceed with a replacement Forth crossing, that PE1064 
should be closed. PE894 and PE1035 remain open.   

Innovation 

17. As part of its ferry services in Scotland inquiry, the Committee held 2 external 
meetings in Oban and Shetland. The Committee also undertook fact-finding visits 
to Mallaig, Gourock and Dunoon, and Arran and held video conferences with 
Tiree, Barra/Uist and Lewis. As ferries are a vital national transport link, the 
Committee felt it was important to hear the views of ferry users across Scotland 
and allow members of the public to see first hand the Committee’s inquiry in 
action. 

18. The Committee also produced a leaflet in both English and Gaelic publicising 
its call for views, which was distributed to ferry users via ferry operators and 
partner libraries throughout Scotland. An online survey was also developed to 
provide an alternative method by which members of the public could feed their 
views into the Committee’s inquiry. 

                                            
2 Patrick Harvie dissented 
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Equalities 

19. The Committee ensured that all of its work takes into account equalities 
issues. In the course of its inquiry into ferry services in Scotland, the Committee 
took evidence from Mobility and Access Committee for Scotland (MACS) and the 
issues raised at that meeting informed future evidence sessions. The Committee 
also questioned witnesses on equalities issues during its scrutiny of the transport 
budget. 

20. In March 2008, the Committee wrote to the Minister for Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change, the Secretary of State for Transport, MACS 
and various rail organisations following a joint approach to the Committee made by 
Royal Blind, Forfarshire Society for the Blind and the Scottish National Federation 
for the Welfare for the Blind regarding the accessibility of buttons on the toilets of 
rail rolling stock. Responses received indicated that from July 2008, a European- 
wide standard for train accessibility will require door controls to be positioned in a 
consistent manner.  

Meetings 

21. During the parliamentary year, the Committee met 23 times. Of these 
meetings, 2 were wholly in private and 8 were partly in private. The majority of the 
items taken in private were to consider draft reports. 

22. One committee meeting was held in Oban and another meeting was held in 
Shetland; all others were held in Edinburgh. 
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	Subsidy is paid by The Scottish Government to Cowal Ferries Ltd in respect of the passengers on this route. The carriage of all vehicles, including commercial vehicles is part of the ‘out of undertaking’ services on the route and does not therefore receive subsidy. 
	The Scottish Government pay subsidy for this route in respect of all foot passengers carried.  No account is taken of the numbers using the train for their onward journey.   
	Justification for paying subsidy on this route is based on the distinctive benefits offered to foot passengers given the ferry/rail interchange at Gourock and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The Scottish Government pay subsidy to Cowal Ferries Ltd in respect of all passengers carried on the route and do not accept the view expressed that subsidy should only be paid where passengers are using the train as part of their journey. 
	The Scottish Government is aware of the need to ensure that any plans to continue to subsidise the service are compliant with European law and State aid rules. 
	The Scottish Government’s 22 October response confirmed the position that European law allows subsidy to be used in situations where a required service is not being provided on a commercial basis.  It is difficult to argue that the Western Ferries service is not able to satisfy the market for vehicle traffic but the Gourock Pier to Dunoon Pier service, currently provided by Cowal Ferries Ltd offers distinctive benefits to foot passengers given the ferry/rail interchange at Gourock and the ferry/bus interchange at Dunoon.  The existing Cowal Ferries Ltd service is therefore based on a passenger-only subsidy, with the vehicle service expected to operate without subsidy. The timetable for this subsidised service is restricted to avoid disproportionately affecting traffic on the competing unsubsidised Western Ferries service. 
	The Scottish Government’s objective remains to try and devise a framework for this service that both meets local aspirations and is consistent with European law and State aid rules.  Scottish Ministers are currently examining the options that are available for route and will make an announcement on its plans for the service as soon as possible.  In the meantime, and until alternative arrangements can be put in place, Cowal Ferries Ltd will continue to provide a passenger and vehicle service on the route. 

	TIC.S3.08.11.4- Work Programme.pdf
	TIC.S3.08.11.5 - Draft Annual Report 2007-08.pdf

