OREF Comments on Towards 2035 Industrial Strategy

Online questionnaire submitted online.

Sector methodology

1. How should the UK government identify the most important subsectors for
delivering our objectives?

The Orkney Renewable Energy Forum (OREF) would strongly recommend that
Government seek input from industry professionals in a systematic manner. Whilst time
consuming, the risk is that policy is set from the perspective of SW1 and fails to
recognise that there are differences across the country and that there is knowledge
outside the M25. Using Orkney as a case in point: we have already decarbonised our
electricity (since 2013), have a high uptake of EVs and heat pumps, have no mains gas
and have suffered a terrible roll out of smart meters. Government runs the risk of setting
inappropriate targets by not appreciating the differences. It is only by asking that you
will find out.

OREF would also strongly urge that near term targets should be set in the longer context
of 2045. Whilst 2030 is important, it is almost too near to be affected by government
action. This is especially the case where R&l is concerned and an excessive focus on
2030 delivery must not prejudice the R&l we need to do now to get past 2030.

2. How should the UK government account for emerging sectors and technologies
for which conventional data sources are less appropriate?

Applying Business as Usual strictures to market driven solutions will only result in slight
changes. It will fail to deliver on the opportunities of R&l. Innovations will need to
interface with the real world and this can be managed once they are ready, however at
present R&l is being held back by lack of vision of the regulatory authorities.

Citing Orkney as a case in point: the failure for adequate grid upgrades to be accepted
and planned for nearly 2 decades has held back R&l in the county. A new connection is
now being built, but late and too small and with no capacity set aside for innovation. As
a result the new cable will fill with wind and there may be no opportunity for tidal energy
to use the cable. The failure of ofgem to be able to account for anticipatory or strategic
need is due to a failure of government to issue instruction to them. The failure of
government is due to a historic obsession with the market driving planning.
Unsurprisingly therefore the facilities needed for innovative technologies have not been
provided.

The answer therefore is to ensure that there is the means for the UK to set aside
capacity on networks to ensure R&I has the capacity to develop. Naturally if not needed



then this space should be available to others, however R&l needs something of a
‘golden ticket’ to call for what it needs to ensure the programme’s progress is not
impeded.

3. How should the UK government incorporate foundational sectors and value
chains into this analysis?

OREF is pleased that Clean Energy Industries are one of the 8 growth driving sectors.
MORE

Previous governments have failed to do so and the UK has directly suffered as a result.
Fortunately progress was made in the development of technologies after the UK failed
to capitalise onits early leads and as a result there has been deployment of foreign
technology in the UK that led to lower energy bills that would otherwise been the case if
we had not deployed Danish and German wind turbines and Chinese solar panels.
However the failure of the UK to support British industry in the past meant that the full
value chain of these deployments was not seen in the UK and significant capital was
exported overseas.

EMEC is drawing attention to this as the UK faces the same choices now when it comes
to future technology waves.

The UK has a lead in tidal stream and in wave energy. It can either decide to retain and
defend that lead and in doing so build an export market or it can stand idly by and then
bemoan the loss of a lucrative industry to other international players and end up
importing technology from overseas at a later date.

The choice as to which course is presently in front of us and fortunately the UK has the
technology, intellect, home market and local support to take the former route. EMEC
firmly believes that the UK should set stretching targets for the deployment of tidal
stream and wave energy now and then marshal the UK’s resources to drive the industry
forward.

The UK should develop the means to recognise the societal benefits of indigenous
production and deployment whilst in parallel better recognising the strategic
advantages of domestic manufacturing and of developing the next energy source to be
deployed in UK territorial waters.

Sectors

4. What are the most important subsectors and technologies that the UK
government should focus on and why?



OREF has members involved in the marine energy industries from both the point of view
of the supply chain, but also of device and project developers. This in part is driven by
our collective experience of the strong tides and large waves and OREF welcomes
recent government support for tidal energy through the CfD ring fence.

Orkney is well connected to other island communities and is well aware of the scale of
the opportunity that their geographical features provide in terms of energy. OREF would
strongly argue that marine energy presents not just a UK opportunity, but also a
significant opportunity for export... if handled correctly.

Whilst there have been academic studies that show the value of marine energy to the
national economy, OREF can attest to the jobs created and sales made based on the
experience so far. OREF strongly contends that this is just the tip of the iceberg and that
marine energy represents a significant and profitable sector in which the UK presently
has a lead and one we can retain. We would commend this as a sector worthy of
support.

5. What are the UK’s strengths and capabilities in these sub sectors?

See 4.

6. What are the key enablers and barriers to growth in these sub sectors and how
could the UK government address them?

The lack of present grid capacity is the most prominent barrier at present although the
support for R&l in the UK has been and remains weak and half hearted. This has been
especially noticeable in the energy sector which has been characterised by a series of
decisions ‘informed’ by latent interests.

OREF would point out that wind was actively opposed by previous governments due to
the incumbent generators dismissive attitudes when it is now the cheapest form of
generation. It withdrew support for PV research and was dismissive of the potential. PV
now represents a valid choice for energy conscious householders and it will clearly
become the roofing material of choice in due course. Government pushed the ‘dash for
gas’ at a time when the UK’s gas fields were already at peak production, but without any
attempt to capture ‘waste’ heat. The UK presently seems determined to continue to
back nuclear when it has been shown to suffer from constantly increasing costs and
has yet to come up with a waste disposal solution. There is also a risk that incumbent
gas interests will seek to push government towards the supply of hydrogen to domestic
properties based on the risk of the stranding of the gas distribution assets.



What government has never prioritised is energy efficiency. This needs to change as the
easiest MWh to handle is the one not needed due to efficiency. Energy waste is a direct
cost and it represents a ridiculous waste of revenue; money that could be deployed in
investing in the economy and services.

Clean Energy is a valid and essential programme topic, but it must be matched by a
comparable drive for energy efficiency.

Business Environment

7. What are the most significant barriers to investment? Do they vary across the
growth-driving sectors? What evidence can you share to illustrate this?

Culturally the UK seems unwilling to have the confidence in its own abilities to invest at
home. This permeates all sectors and is evident in a myriad of ways such as:

e Local Authority pensions seem to be orientated away from investing in
businesses in their own community.

e R&l supporting organisations such as UKRI fail to engage UK based companies in
R&l due to funding rules which fail to adequately support the activity.

e Lack of public investment in infrastructure which is left to private investors, most
of whom seem to be from overseas.

e Alack of a sovereign wealth fund.

e Ageneral view that the public sector should be the investor of last resort rather
than the cheerleader.

Regrettably these issues are deep rooted and will take years to address. However OREF
urges Government to be brave and to lead by example. There are good signs in that the
setting up of Great British Energy and National Wealth Fund show intent, however it will
be necessary to ensure that there is to be a widespread attack on the sources of inertia
wherever they are found.

OREF is also aware that there are calls for a Sectoral Plan for Marine Energy with targets
for both wave and tidal energy. OREF strongly supports this sort of initiative as a way to
attract attention to the sector, but also to provide a platform form government to provide
the necessary support and crowd in investment.

Business Environment - People and Skills

8. Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to people
and skills (including issues such as delivery of employment support, careers,
and skills provision), what UK government policy solutions could best address
these?



There are two sides to this:

Firstly there is a latent lack of electrical engineering capability in the UK. This is a
historic shortcoming and will only be addressed by more effective education policies to
drive STEM subjects and then the means to stop the brain drain into more ephemeral
areas such as finance through pay and status. (i.e. Engineer to become a protected
term)

Secondly there is a burgeoning, but largely pointless sector developing, that is serving
the increasing needs of the regulatory process. The time to achieve consent for a tidal
scheme is over 7 years and the grid connection for the scheme likely to be longer and
this is driven by an accretion of small hurdles that slow progress. This ‘administrative
friction’ builds up over time and seems to consume effort, time and therefore
competent people in overcoming it. As a result less gets deployed and valuable effortis
diverted into pointless tasks.

If saving the planet form excessive heating is to be an objective taken seriously then the
deployment of the technology to deliver the change must be prioritised. The barriers
erected to progress need to be removed unless they can be justified and the resulting
‘freed up effort’ can be used to drive deployment.

9. What more could be done to achieve a step change in employer investment in
training in the growth-driving sectors?

No comment ?

A sectoral plan for tidal and wave energy will help give employers the confidence to put
people through training that will benefit the sector. By being able to see the market,
industry will be able to gear up to deliver its needs. At present those needs are not
visible to those we need to attract into the space.

Naturally the means to fund and support training must be in place and this will range
from the re-skilling of members of the existing workforce through to developing the
uptake of STEM subjects in junior schools and maintaining that interest throughout
school careers.

Itis also worth pointing out that until the UK takes the Just Transition seriously and
actively turns its back on oil and gas then the pull of this sunset industry will always be a
competitive force for employees that renewables will have to overcome. They pay more
and have higher profile than renewables and seem to have better access to
government. As a result, the pollution they are causing is being tackled with less vigour
than the country and the planet needs and the movement of labour to renewables is
therefore slowed. Government owns its behaviour towards the oil and gas sector and



needs to decide if it is going to take the future of the planet and this sector of British
industry seriously.

Business Environment - Innovation

10. Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to RDI and
technology adoption and diffusion, what UK government policy solutions could
best address these?

There are several:

The creation of the ring fence for tidal energy has been a successful government
intervention to generate interest in the sector and resulted in direct investment.

The revisiting of the strategic imperatives by UKRI seems to be long overdue. Work done
some years ago (EINA) failed to recognise the potential importance of marine energy
and in EMEC’s opinion was deeply flawed both in its execution, but also its intent. Since
then there has been little engagement with the sector. It is presently unclear to EMEC
the means by which the priorities of UKRI are established. The direction of UKRI should
be checked to ensure itis in service of the 8 growth driving sectors.

There is a fundamental flaw in the logic of funding which leads to the persistently poor
performance of the UK in terms of R&D. This has been driven in the past by concerns
over the levels of state intervention and has been something of a sacred cow; a cow that
now needs slaughtering.

In essence the mantra has been that charities and the public sector can be 100%
funded to engage in R&D. For those organisations that are in the private sector they
receive less and the bigger the organisation the less money should be provided. The
logic of this is that R&D money should not go into private profits and the larger the
organisation the deeper their pockets and the less they need public support.

Unfortunately this mind-set leads results in poor engagement by the larger companies
and so fails to mobilise their industrial muscle to drive R&D. The present philosophy
fails to recognise that anybody engaging in R&D needs to want to do it and if a large
major is faced with the offer of 25% funding for R&D they will tend to not see the 25%
they will get but the 75% they need to provide. The question will always be ‘can | get
more money by investing the 75% in something else?’ If so then they will do that in
preference to receiving the 25%.

The present system is not a sufficiently attractive proposition to bring the industrial
muscle to the task. This is why the UK’s performance is so poor. At the moment we fully
fund those with few resources and demand those most able to make a difference pay
for a ticket at the table. This needs to change.



The alternative will be more expensive but will result in more active participants with
greater capacity and competence and as a result R&l rates will increase.

To deal with the concerns that this is just a means to fund big business, the nature of
teh contract with Government should be changed. In the event that public funding is put
into R&I, Government should retain a stake in any IP created. This interest should be as
a silent partner and a position that should not affect the conduct of the business,
however it should be a means to recover value for the public purse in the event of the
results being profitable.

Fully funded R&l is already undertaken in the defence sector and should be expanded to
other strategic activities. EMEC would strongly argue that the creation of a sustainable
energy system should fall into that category.

11. What are the barriers to R&D commercialisation that the UK government should
be considering?

A sectoral plan for marine energy will inevitably involve the delivery of commercial
products. The absence of such a planis an impediment that Government should
address urgently and co-create with the sector.

The changes predicted to the grid to enable general decarbonisation will be significant,
however tehre is a danger that the fact that tidal and wave energy are behind offshore
wind in the development cycle means that there is a risk there is no space for its
generation. If this is the case, then the opportunities provided by especially tidal energy
to provide system benefits through the diversity of its generation profile will not be
realised and the UK will be impoverished as a result.

Itis likely that tidal will eventually find its way onto the network, however this will be
though far from optimal routes, will see the UK’s leadership jeopardised and the export
opportunities will be taken by others. The alternative is to ensure a small amount of grid
the new build capacity is hypothecated to tidal energy in appropriate areas. In doing so
this will ensure that the grid does not became a rate limiting step and this will allow the
system, local and export benefits to be realised. It should be noted that this approach is
much less expensive than building capacity specifically for marine energy or indeed
expanding the network at a later date by retrofitting. Such marginal additional
investments in the extra-over cost of additional capacity during other builds will
represent a strategic investment for the industry.

Business Environment - Data

12. How can the UK government best use data to support the delivery of the
Industrial Strategy?



No reply.

13. What challenges or barriers to sharing or accessing data could the UK
government remove to help improve business operations and decision making?

No reply.
Business Environment - Infrastructure

14. Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to planning,
infrastructure, and transport, what UK government policy solutions could best
address these in addition to existing reforms? How can this best support regional
growth?

15. How can investment into infrastructure support the Industrial Strategy? What
can the UK government do to better support this and facilitate co-investment?
How does this differ across infrastructure classes?

Business Environment - Energy

16. What are the barriers to competitive industrial activity and increased
electrification, beyond those set out in response to the UK government’s recent
Call for Evidence on industrial electrification?

The grid is simply not configured to make the most of the renewables we are about to
harness. Furthermore the approval process for construction is ponderous and also
unfair on those who will need to endure both its construction, but possibly live with the
blight that may accompany it in the long-term. A more engaging approach based on the
value of the product harvested should be introduced (as opposed to a flat rate per MW
installed).

17.What examples of international best practice to support businesses on energy,
for example Purchase Power Agreements, would you recommend to increase
investment and growth?

Government should seek to procure energy from innovative technologies directly. By
paying a premium for green energy based on the technology government could
effectively direct funds into those technologies that it wishes to support. OREF would
strongly argue that this should be the case for tidal and wave energy among others.

Business Environment - Competition



18. Where you identified barriers in response to Question 7 which relate to
competition, what evidence can you share to illustrate their impact and what
solutions could best address them?

No answer

19. How can regulatory and competition institutions best drive market dynamism to
boost economic activity and growth?

No answer

Business Environment - Regulation

20. Do you have suggestions on where regulation can be reformed or introduced to
encourage growth and innovation, including addressing any barriers you
identified in Question 77?

OREF believes that the means by which R&l is enabled in the UK is fundamentally
flawed and based on a distorted premise of the optimal relationship between the
business and government.

In short; Government has the capacity to take the long view and drive behaviours
beyond immediate market needs whereas business needs to focus on shareholder
value in the immediate term. R&l is therefore likely to be outside of businesses general
time horizon unless.

In addition there seems to be a suspicion within the public sector that business is just
out to fleece government and rather than seeing money directed to R&l as an
investment in our industrial future it is seem as some sort of tax dodge.

This results in support for R&l being given almost begrudgingly and only when hard
fought for by business. This is pointlessly inefficient and OREF would strongly urge that
this the understanding of the role of R&l funding be re-examined and preferably
reconsidered.

Several OREF members were involved in the BEIS funded (through UKRI) ReFLEX
project. This exposed us to the shortcomings of the finance available to support R&l.
Throught having a number of organisations of different size come together to try and
deliver the project the illogicality of the funding process was exposed.

In effect small organisations with little firepower (not for profits, Local Authority,
Charities) were fully funded, but those with industrial might were only % funded. SMEs
came in the middle. The problem was the amount of unfunded activity and so the
industrial organisations had to pay to participate in R&l work. Whilst on the face of it this



seems reasonable in that the expectation (in government) seemed to be that they were
big enough to make a success of theses innovations. However from the perspective of
the industrials they had to justify why investing their 34 of the cost of the project made
sense. They saw this 75% as a drain on their resources and consequently were less than
committed to the project. As a result the project struggled.

To overcome this Government should look to commission R&D and fund it 100% as it
does in the defence sector (Defence Accellerator). This would change the attitude of the
industrials and drive innovation forward. The quid-pro-quo should be that the state
should be entitled to some sort of royalty on the value of the innovation.

Business Environment - Crowding in Investment

21.What are the main factors that influence businesses’ investment decisions? Do
these differ for the growth-driving sectors and based on the nature of the
investment (e.g. buildings, machinery & equipment, vehicles, software, RDI,
workforce skills) and types of firms (large, small, domestic, international, across
different regions)?

Yes they will be different, but there will be areas of commonality such as clear and
unwavering Government support.

OREF would offer a suggestion as to how this should be applied and would urge a move
away from headline grabbing ‘world firsts’ to one of solid, dull and unrelenting support.
OREF would

Business Environment - Mobilising Capital

22.What are the main barriers faced by companies who are seeking finance to scale
up in the UK or by investors who are seeking to deploy capital, and do those
barriers vary for the growth-driving sectors? How can addressing these barriers
enable more global players in the UK?

Barriers. The lack of constancy of government targets is a significant barrier, especially
when the track record of focus on them is poor. Always setting a headline grabbing
target needs to be avoided since these are often missed or softened at a later date.
Showing the progressive and inexorable rise of target based expectation over time is
better than flashy headline grabbing targets. Government intransigence in the face of
business pressure is sometimes needed and is better regarded than an over ambitious
target borne out of frustration that is then fought and watered down over time.

OREF would cite housing standards as a case in point where previous governments
were in hoc to the volume housebuilders and so failed to introduce good standards of
insulation and design over many years. The recent changes to planning law is welcome,
but late and still insipid because of the narrative set by the housebuilders about this
costing too much. (In fact the major proportion of the cost is due to inflated land prices



and an intergenerational conditioned approach towards socially separated housing. The
lack of vision of good quality housing with a greater sense of community brought about
by better design (big flats rather than poky rabbit hutch separate boxes) leads to sub-
optimal building practices and excessive profits for land speculators.)

More?

23.The UK government currently seeks to support growth through a range of
financial instruments including grants, loans, guarantees and equity. Are there
additional instruments of which you have experience in other jurisdictions,
which could encourage strategic investment?

Additional financial instruments? Yes there is a lot to do here.

a. Deploy present grants better. UKRI’s processes for supporting innovation are far
from optimal. Improvements to make would include:

1) Areturn to monthly payment of claims, as accommodated during COVID,
rather than the present quarterly in arrears. At present this means small
innovators are bankrolling the UK’s innovation cash-flow.

2) Provide up-front pre-finance to enable awarded businesses to quickly scale
up and mobilise upon notification of award of the grant.

3) Properly engage industrial majors in R&D by 100% funding such activities. At
present charities and not-for profits can be 100% funded, but this declines
with SMEs to 40% and reduces further to 25% with large companies. The
effect is that large companies only reluctantly engage since they need to fund
the 75% contribution they are to make. If we want to mobilise the UK’s
industrial muscle this needs to change. The additional cost of this measure
should be met thought the Government taking a sleeping partner role in the
ownership of the project; an ownership that should see value returned to the
state if an innovation leads to a profitable product.

b. Governmentto assume some risks rather than expect the insurance market to
take them on for innovative projects or, as happens at present, the insurers load
the premiums and so consume an excessive proportion of the support. As an
example: it is understood that £40 of the value of the CfD awarded to some tidal
projects is consumed by insurance costs.

c. Reintroduce the Feed in Tariff or similar as a simple result based incentive for the
delivery of pioneering renewable energy projects. The present CfD is claimed to
be effective at helping to deliver large scale renewables onto the grid. It has not
been a success at delivering smaller scale and innovative projects and a simpler
mechanism is needed (and existed until emasculated by Amber Rudd). Note



there should be no shame in reverting to a previous system that worked which is
a variation on the answer given in 29 below.

d. Procure projects rather than just grant aid them. Use Government’s buying power
to drive its engagement in innovation. Government should be a willing, active and
enthusiastic participant in innovation, not just a rather reluctant and confused
bystander with a spread-bet on the outcome. The process used by Wave Energy
Scotland of procured competition seems to have been successful in supporting
innovators and should be further developed.

e. Extend the ‘Export Credit Guarantee’ approach to the internal market. At present
companies are encouraged to export to new overseas markets by the provision of
government underwriting the transaction. In the event of a foreigh company
defaulting then the UK Government steps in to ensure no loss to the British
exporter. A similar approach could be adopted for businesses seeking to
diversify into new internal markets such as renewables. As an example: a UK oil
and gas supply company should be encouraged to engage with renewables
through government underwriting of transactions so making the renewable
activities of lower risk than the traditional sunset industries they are used to. This
encourages diversification and would reduce the burden of proof that is paid for
by renewables companies at present.

f. Grid liabilities for the infrastructure needed to drive innovation need to be
reformed and removed. At present there is not enough grid in areas where there
are tides to enable the demonstration of the technology at scale. The tidal
resource is at known locations and there are multiple technical solutions
competing to demonstrate their performance and cost reduction. Once
energised the grid becomes part of the regulated asset base of the network
operator and rental costs for use are taken from the generator. However before
energisation that same generator is also liable for the full economic cost of the
grid upgrade. This is unaffordable and a direct disincentive to innovators. This
pre-energisation liability needs to be removed.

24. International partnerships can have merit, however care should be taken not to drive
internationalism too early in development of a market as this can be a distraction. A
strong export performance is always based upon a strong home market. There is a
governmental tendency to try and push exporters to go out too early and skip the home
market step. Policy makers are asked to look at the history of technical export and note
that without a product having been thoroughly developed and perfected at home, the
risk of expensive and company crippling failure overseas is huge. Fortunately in the case
of some renewables, particularly wave and tidal energy, the UK has both the technology,
but also the market. Getting the kit, the people and the processes built up at home
before going overseas is essential.



26 Place. There is a general tendency within the document to conflate ‘place’ with
‘cities’. Although admirable in its intent to change the London-centric view of policy it is
important to realise that some ‘places’ are also no in cities. In the case of marine
renewables such as tidal stream and wave the energy is, but definition, at the periphery
of the nation. In the case of tidal there is to be a significant cluster of activity and that
will be in and around Orkney. This is therefore a ‘place/cluster’ to come and it will
require many of the supporting features that cities may demand for their growth such as
accommodation and transport. However the biggest single rate limiting step will be the
provision or otherwise of the means to export the harvested energy i.e. the grid and/or
pipelines.

27 Public and Private interventions. Tidal stream energy is already being held back by
lack of grid. In the case of Orkney the small expansion of grid that is underway has taken
nearly 20 years to agree to start and it will take 5 further years to deliver. To a large extent
this is due to the lack of vision of the network operator and the inertia within ofgem
which favours certainty over opportunity.

Orkney and the areas around the Pentland Firth are demonstrably where the tides are
and should be prioritised as areas to which grid infrastructure should be delivered
ahead of proven need.

28 How accelerate growth. OREF has long argued that the drive for green growth will not
be uniform and some areas will be ready and able to move faster than others. The
Industrial Strategy provides the opportunity to single out those areas that have specific
advantages of geography and drive them to move early and quickly. A triplet has been
developed which captures this in that we need:

Recognition that Orkney has special features that enable it to play an early partin
getting to Net Zero

A Mandate is needed to empower us to move early and aggressively.

Flexibility is needed by Government in such matters as regulation to enable some
shortcuts to be taken where existing strictures require challenge.

29 Link to devolved government? This links to the following section on Partnerships,
specifically the 3™ bullet point (pg 51) which talks about creating mechanisms to learn
from areas and other countries. OREF would strongly support this approach and offers
itself as a vehicle for engagement with the local community and renewables generally.
Such an approach would be welcome and long overdue as much of the recent
behaviour by government has centred on being ‘world leading and the first’ when being
an ‘fast follower’ changes the narrative dramatically. Rather than always having to be
different there are some areas where being among the best though creatively stealing



others’ policies and approaches will get to the common objective faster and cheaper.
The plea here is not just to consult on policies, but to co-create them with
knowledgeable communities and those with international experience and be willing to
adopt measures that have worked elsewhere.

The approach set out from pages 51-53 is welcomed and OREF would specifically offer
itself to host regional visits or indeed the secondment of civil servants to the county to
engender the sort of understanding that will hep deliver progressive change.

One matter that should be addressed however concerns the means by which regional
engagement can be enabled among the SME community. Whilst TEAMS gives a degree
of access there is no substitute for physical gathering on occasions over an extended
period to build up trust and relationships. The costs of such travel should on occasions
be paid for by government along with contributions to overhead. This is especially
important for SMEs where the removal of a member of staff to contribute to the greater
good is unlikely to be routinely affordable. Organisations such as the Royal Academy of
Engineering and Royal Society pay expenses for policy gatherings, so should
government.

To specifically answer the questions:
30. Industrial Strategy Council best support govt? Be informed.

31. How interact with non-government? Be empowered to widely engage across the
country and across sectors and over time through a variety of media including webinars,
but especially through visiting businesses. This may seem expensive, but it is not as
expensive as failing to make this work!

32. How improve the interfaces? This will take time and will only happen if this remains
a demonstrable priority for government. It will need to have personable and capable
people operating in a sufficiently engaging and transparent manner and it will need to
be able to show its working through extensive documentation of the discussions that
take place. If this is just a bunch of grey men in suits it will fail. It needs to be diverse,
colourful, passionate and competent. Most of all it needs to be seen as driven,
approachable and constantly active.



