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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

The Renewables Advisory Board (RAB) was set up in 2003 to advise the Government on
renewable energy issues. Itis made up of people from a wide range of backgrounds
including government, industry and academia.

The recent Energy White Paper has given RAB a key role in helping the government drive
forward progress in the marine energy sector.

The development of wave and tidal-current energy technology appears to be taking longer
and costing more than was envisaged a few years ago. This is highlighted by the fact that
no technology has yet met the Marine Renewables Deployment Fund’s entry criterion that

requires technologies to have completed a minimum of 3-months continuous operation at

full scale.

RAB’s Marine Energy Sub-group is working to better understand the underlying reasons for
this slower than expected progress. AEA Energy and Environment has created a
questionnaire to be sent out to marine energy device developers via the British Wind
Energy Association. They commissioned Databuild to develop this questionnaire, to
analyse the results and report on the findings.

The key objectives of the research were to understand:

e Why has progress been so disappointing?

e The technical, engineering & project management issues that have contributed to
the slow progress. What has proved technically harder to do?

e To what extent have developers benefited from the results of academic research
carried out by the university sector?

e What issues have there been with any funding sources used, clearly identifying
which funder each identified issue refers to?

1.2 Methodology

RAB emailed the questionnaire to contacts within 27 organisations working in the Marine
Renewable Energy Sector. Of these 27 RAB identified 9 organisations as being of particular
interest because of the length of time they had been operating in the sector.

Respondents were instructed to send their replies to Databuild. Details of the 27
organisations were forwarded to Databuild who followed up the email with telephone calls
over a 7 day period to those organisations who did not complete and return the
questionnaire by email.

In total 12 of the 27 organisations responded in one form or another. 7 of these 12 were
from the group of 9 identified as being of particular interest. Where the answers from
these 7 organisations differed from the other respondents this has been noted in the
report.
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6 organisations returned the questionnaire via email. Databuild conducted supplementary
interviews with 3 of these respondents in order to clarify and expand on points raised in
the returned questionnaire. The other two were not available during the data collection
period.

In addition to these 3 supplementary interviews, Databuild conducted 6 full interviews with
respondents who did not have the time or were not willing to fill in the emailed
questionnaire.

Of the 14 organisations who did not respond:

e Databuild managed to speak to the correct respondent in 3 cases, all 3 promised
to return the email questionnaire, but they were not returned within the data
collection period and subsequent telephone calls were not answered.

e 2 organisations could not be reached by telephone, despite numerous attempts.

e 2 organisations could be reached by telephone but the correct respondent was not
available for comment during the data collection period.

e The remainder were not contacted by telephone as most resource was placed on
those that had been identified as being of particular interest.

1.2.1 Questionnaire

The questionnaire contained 16 questions, a combination of both open and closed
questions. A copy of the questionnaire is attached in the appendices.

1.2.2 Reporting

The report presents the views and perceptions of the developers who responded to the
survey, this does not however imply that these perceptions are factually correct.

1.3 Summary

More than half of the respondents have found that operating in the marine environment
and establishing commercial viability have been more challenging than originally
anticipated. Their perceived problems cover 4 main areas:

e Technical problems

e Funding

e Knowledge and resources

e Practical issues that increase costs and slow down the development

A number of the issues raised by developers appear to be factually incorrect, such as that
if a device fails then the government will want any funding originally given out to be
returned and that the government has set unrealistic expectations of the sector. Itis
important that these perceived inaccuracies are corrected.
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Some developers are struggling to get funding from the public sector because of a lack of
understanding of what the funders are looking for (section 2.2.1). The developers that
have been in the sector for a number of years have a better understanding of what funders
are looking for as they have gone through the process a humber of times.

Both of these issues suggest that there needs to be more communication between the
government and the developers on both what they are expecting from the sector but also
clearer information and guidelines on funding streams.

As well as having difficulty with public sector funding, developers have also found it
challenging to get private investors on board (2.2.2). There is a general feeling among
developers that private investors lack the confidence in marine renewables and therefore
find it difficult to convince private developers to invest, when the benefits are often
achieved a number of years after the investment.

In addition to the difficulties in raising funding for the developments, developers have had
difficulty in estimating the amount of funding needed. Nine out of the twelve developers
felt that they had underestimated the amount of money they would need, five of these felt
they had significantly underestimated (section 2). The difficulty in estimating the amount
of funding required obviously also impacts on the ability to plan where to get the funding
from.

A number of developers mentioned the difficulty of predicting problems that will occur
throughout the stages of development (section 2.3). Until the developers are at the stage
where they are ready to go out to sea and test the device, they do not know what will
happen. It has therefore been difficult for the developers to set realistic expectations of
where they expect to be.

One further area that developers are also finding difficulty is recruiting staff with
appropriate skills (section 2.3.2). They face competition from the oil and gas industries
that can pay much higher salaries. Developers could therefore benefit from help on how to
attract new people to their organisation.
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Respondents were asked about their development’s current position and what stage they
had expected to be at by now when they first started the development. Overall, 6 out of
the 12 respondents are where they thought they would be, the remaining 6 are further
behind than they had hoped (there does not appear to be any difference between the
length of time the developer has been involved in the device and whether they are on
schedule or not). The following table shows where organisations currently are and where

they expected to be:

Stage reached Current | Originally
position expected
Initial desk-based investigation
Relatively simple calculations of costs and power output using simple
formulae or rules of thumb, to assess design options
Numerical modelling & detailed costing
Further assessment of design options at a more detailed level than
above, involving the production of detailed designs of individual options,
optimisation using numerical modelling and costing based on suppliers'
quotes
1 1
Small-scale physical model testing
Validation of numerical model using small scale physical models
(typically 1/100 to 1/25 scale) and refinement of the numerical model
in the light of the results 1
Intermediate-scale physical model testing
Further validation of humerical model using intermediate scale physical
models (typically 1/25 to 1/10 scale), with further refinement of the
numerical model 2
Large scale physical model testing
Physical model, typically of 1/4 scale or above, tested in large scale
laboratory facilities such as NaREC's 1
Scale prototype at sea
Reduced scale device, typically 1/4 to 1/2 scale, not necessarily with
the full functionality of a production device, operated for a limited
period in a narrow range of sea conditions possibly in a sheltered
location
2 5
Full-scale prototype
Full-scale device, not necessarily with the full functionality of a
production device, operated for a limited period in a narrow range of
sea conditions 2 2
Demonstration
Fully functional full-scale production model generating electricity for an
extended period (3 months to 1 year) in a wide range of sea conditions,
ideally grid connected 3! 42

Table 1: Stages reached®

! Although three developers responded that their devices are at the demonstration stage
they have not demonstrated their device for three months continuously.

2 Two of these developers had expected to be beyond the demonstration phase.

3 Some of the developers are working on a number of stages concurrently; where this is
the case the furthest stage reached has been included in the table.
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Respondents were asked about whether they had found particular aspects of the
development more or less challenging than originally expected. The following chart shows
their responses:

10
9 .
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Figure 1: Aspects more or less challenging than originally anticipated

Figure 1 shows that all aspects have proved to be more challenging then originally
expected. The areas where this has been a particular problem are obtaining funding,
where 6 respondents said it was much more challenging, and establishing commercial
viability, where 4 respondents said it was much more challenging. There does not appear
to be a relationship between how challenging they have found the aspects and their stage
in the development.

All respondents encountered problems during the development of the device. These
problems can be grouped into the following areas:

e Technological problems

¢ Difficulty with funding (both public and private)

e Alack of knowledge and resources

e Practical issues that lead to an increase in costs or a slower progression

This report now focuses on each of these areas. It should be noted that these problems

are not mutually exclusive and that one problem can be the cause of another, where this is
the case this is illustrated with examples.
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2.1 Technical issues

There are a number of technical issues that developers are concerned with. As discussed
in section 2.3.1, many of their concerns on the technical areas are because so little has
been done in this area which makes the process slower and more difficult to predict
potential problems. There is more for developers to think about than the actual technical
design but also the practicalities of working within the marine environment and whether
the device will work in practice.

One particular area that developers are concerned about is the deployment of the devices.
Developers see it as a potentially hugely expensive and difficult task “It is a really big and
expensive problem - taking a prototype and bolting it to the sea bed.” Three developers
mentioned the fact that there are very few test centres and so until you take the device
out to sea they do not really know what is going to happen "There are limited test
facilities, there are none really in the UK and those that do exist do not really replicate the
real environment. The only place to test is in the open sea but this environment cannot be
controlled and that is expensive and risky. * [Although, EMEC in Orkney and NaREC in
Blyth have been set up specifically to do this, some developers still feel that these do not
sufficiently replicate the real environment]. None of these three organisations were out of
the nine organisations recognised as particularly important. The developers felt that the
current test centres do not do everything they want them to do for tidal devices, they had
not however been to EMEC or NaREC for themselves.

Other technical issues that have caused particular problems include mooring, electrical
connectors and hydraulics.

2.2 Funding

All developers have reported problems with funding. Nine developers had underestimated
the amount of funds they would need with 5 underestimating significantly. Normally this is
because costs were higher than expected - this is dealt with later in the report.

2.2.1 Public sector funding

The main issues with public sector funding are:
e The application process
e The stop start nature of the funding

Many respondents felt that current application processes for BERR (formerly DTI) funding
do not allow them to explain fully their ideas. They felt that the current application form
was far too short and did not ask the right questions “we are looking at forms at the
moment for more funding and half of the questions relate to things such as ‘what is the
UK'’s chance of developing technology like this?” and general waffly stuff [therefore not
issues relating to the project itself].” Respondents felt that they were not given the
opportunity to go into detail about the technology and therefore were not able to
adequately justify the reasons why they should be awarded a grant "with application forms
for DTI you are limited to how many words you can use, when we get comments from
assessors they are querying things we would have had chance to address if we were given
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the opportunity in the form. You only get the comments once the decision has been made
and so it is too late to try and clarify.”

Respondents felt that there should be more guidance on what to focus on in the
application; others felt that it would be useful if there was an opportunity for them to
make a face to face presentation to justify the investment. Indeed, where organisations
had been applying for public funding from BERR for a long time they felt that the process
had become easier as they were now starting to receive funding but this was only after
failed attempts and learning from experience.

The length of the application process was also cited as a problem. The majority of
developers stated that the private sector investment required to really make a device
viable is difficult to procure without public sector backing (the reasons for this are
examined in more detail in section 2.2.2) however public sector funding can take up to a
year to attain during which time no work of any consequence can be done " if you had an
idea today you would look at the websites and find out when the next call for proposals
was, if you were lucky you will not have just missed one. So it could be a few months
before a deadline, once it had been submitted there would be a month or two of review
then you would be asked to produce a detailed plan. So between the original idea and
getting a contract you would be very lucky if it was under a year.”

One of the other problems with public sector funding, is the perceived “stop, start” nature
of the funding. There are two main issues with this; firstly the funding is awarded in
rounds and so can only be applied for at certain times and secondly the funding is often
awarded in small amounts as it is spread across a number of developers. This means that
when developers receive the funding they are able to start working on the development
but know that they will need to receive more funding in order to continue. The long
periods between funding windows and the perceived onerous nature of the application
process inevitably means that there are periods during which funding runs out.
Organisations find that they spend so much time sustaining the business through these
periods that they cannot focus on the technology itself. Some organisations find that they
have to diversify into other more profitable areas to see the business through these
periods however this change in focus only delays work on the marine renewable
technology the organisation was set up to develop in the first place.

Three developers identified a gap between technology innovation funding and the funding
given by MRDF. They feel that the process needs to be more flexible as there is currently
insufficient support available to fund the three months testing that is required to become
eligible for the MRDF. The reasons for this expense are discussed later on.

Many developers whose applications had been rejected by BERR did not understand why
their application had been rejected. Some had received funding from other bodies such as
the Carbon Trust but then been rejected by BERR. They could not understand why one
public body could see merit in their idea whilst another could not, even though the two
funding streams had the same objectives. There was a feeling that because there are
different people on the panels with different levels of knowledge and experience the
process for all types of government funding can be very subjective depending on who is on
the panel.
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Many developers thought that the Scottish Executive funding had a more thorough
application process and was more flexible than the BERR schemes “This gap in public
funding was bridged by the Scottish Executive when it introduced the WATES scheme. This
scheme was designed with reference to the needs and stage of development of the
industry. Whilst it recognised the need to fund array deployment, it also offered a degree
of flexibility which enabled developers to secure funds in line with their stage of
development. ™

Some comments on particular funding streams include the following:

“The academics have taken over a lot of the public funding and they are not commercially
focussed. The Carbon Trust love funding consultant studies but we don’t want to do these;
we want to do our own work. So the way the public finance is targeted does not fit in with
what the developers really want.”

“"Carbon Trust application process is very onerous, and has the highest transaction costs of
any available funding. It is capped at £250,000, but the application process is more
resource-intensive by far than Technology Innovation or other public funding applications
for millions of pounds. The Carbon Trust’s evaluation criteria and application processes
would benefit from a review.”

"DTI is the worst process. Carbon Trust is OK. Scottish Executive and Enterprise is right up
there as being excellent. The whole DTI process made it extremely difficult for us to
convince them to give us any money. Everyone else says it is a great project yet the DTI
says it is rubbish. It comes back to comparing with others who do not tell the truth and the
DTI’s unwillingness or inability to distinguish the fiction from the fact.”

2.2.2 Private sector funding

9 of the developers had managed to obtain funding from private investors, for example
energy suppliers, however all of these mentioned there were many difficulties in obtaining
this costing them time and money and, in turn, delaying the development. These issues
are discussed below.

Developers believe that private investors lack confidence in marine renewables.
Respondents reported that private investors like to see backing from the government,
whether this be in terms of public funding or approval of an idea before they will consider
putting any money into a development; this gives a certain level of endorsement of the
idea. The risk for investors is too high if a developer cannot guarantee their revenue
stream; however, even if public funding is achieved it is often on too small a scale and
over too short a time period to assuage these misgivings. Also, the terms and conditions
the public sector puts on the funding it does give out only confirms to the private sector, in
its opinion, that the government is not confident in the marine renewable sector as a
whole.

e “Ifyou are lucky enough to get a grant the amount of caveats the government
puts in in terms of clawback does not increase the appetite of investors. Investors
and ourselves put our own money in and we take that risk but the government
wants its money back if [the device] fails.” [1t should be noted that this is not the
case and where a device fails the government does not ask for the money back]

e "We keep tight control of intellectual property. The problem with funding streams,
is that for some reason they want to force partnerships and dilute intellectual
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property however the key thing to securing investment from venture capitalists is
full control of intellectual property.”

Another issue that developers see as being unattractive to private investors is the
potentially long lead time between investing and commercialisation and seeing a return on
their investment. The investors are often interested in a shorter rate of return and it
therefore makes it very difficult for developers to make the investment look attractive.
This is particularly true of those organisations at an early stage of development. "We have
spent a lot of time raising money but at this stage but we have a long way to go before we
are commercial. If we are successful in this round [of funding] then we then have to
provide matching funds. We have worked on this... but we are 5 years from making
money...and this is too long for many private investors.”

Private investors also want to see that there is going to be a market for the development,
if they can’t see a market they are not interested. Some respondents referred to other
European countries, such as Portugal, Spain and Denmark where the governments have
facilitated the growth of feeder markets which makes the sector attractive to investors. An
initial market built on cheap energy tariffs creates an environment for growth. Some
respondents felt that the government should be creating the conditions for private
investment that would allow the market to grow rather than trying to manage the sector
through grants and requiring that developers give up their intellectual property -
something they will never do. Developers did not feel that the renewables obligation went
far enough as there is no guarantee of how long it will be in place for or how much it is
worth.
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2.3 Knowledge and resources

Developers feel there are two main problems with regards to knowledge and resources:
e The general lack of information on marine renewables because it is a new sector
o Difficulty in recruiting staff with the skills they need

2.3.1 Lack of information

One of the main problems that developers are facing is that there is generally a lack of
knowledge of marine renewable energy thereby making it very difficult to anticipate
problems before they occur. Although this is inevitable in research and development,
developers feel that although it is acknowledged as a new sector there is a general over-
expectation within the industry and that developers and the government do not know what
problems to expect and therefore, there is an assumption that the developments will occur
more quickly than is possible. The lack of information available leads to this over-
expectation. To some extent, because the organisations involved in marine energy device
development are so focussed and driven they may not be able to see that the information
that is available can actually be of use to them.

The main problem is the uncertainty about what will happen when the devices are tested
at sea and other practicalities. This uncertainty comes from three areas:

e Unrealistic expectations set by government and other developers [Government has
not set any expectations however, developers obviously feel that there are
expectations of them]

¢ Unforeseen problems occurring and slowing down the development

e The lack of skills and experience to be able to predict some of the potential
problems.

There are people that think they have the answers but until anyone actually goes out to
sea no one can predict what is going to happen, and so the developers feel to some extent
it is just theoretical, "I am going to the European wave and tidal energy conference. I bet
there is not a single wave energy expert there who has deployed or done any serious
marine operations at sea. The problem is that the sector is populated by experts who are
not experts. They know about calculating waves, wave tank testing but they do not have
the first clue about what we really have to do- take 1000 tonnes of steel, attach it to the
sea bed in a very hostile environment where even the off shore oil and gas sector would
struggle. Over expectation and lack of knowledge is a big issue. You don’t know what you
don't know, people have good ideas but until they get to the stage where we are they
don’t know what problems they will face.”

11 out of the 12 developers had used academic research for their development. Whilst a
couple of developers mentioned looking at academic research such as the Supergen
project, many of the developers have commissioned or are working together with
universities on a consultancy basis. The developers had used universities on areas such as
mathematical modelling, design work and looking at the marine environment. The
developers have essentially used the universities as an extra resource as and when they
need some external expertise.

10
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The following table shows how useful developers found the academic research:
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Figure 2: Usefulness of working with universities

Figure 2 shows that generally where developers have used information from universities
(usually working together with the university) they have found the information useful.
Fewer developers felt that it was easy to find relevant academic research. Where
developers worked closely in a collaborative manner with the universities and had had
previous experience of working with them they found the experience more useful. Where
they worked less closely and contracted parts of the work to the universities the
relationship worked less well. This was because the developer knew a lot more about the
device than the university and therefore the amount of time and effort the developer had
to put in with the university the developer may as well have done the work themselves.
Those that found working with the universities extremely useful for one aspect generally
found the other aspects equally useful.

Where developers have mentioned looking at secondary academic research such as
Supergen, they have not found it particularly useful “we are in touch with it [Supergen]
and what is going on there. It is a bit hit and miss, bits of results come up on the academic
side but it is patchy and there is not much to get stuck in to. In terms of stated goals it
appears to be doing what we want but in terms of published papers it is very thin.”

11
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Developers were asked what impact easier access to academic research would have had
on the development; the following table shows the results of this:
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Figure 3: Impact of easier access to academic research

Three developers rated the impact of easier access to academic research at 4 or 5 for
three of the aspects. These developers have all been involved in device development for
a number of years and so were the early pioneers of developments, there would have been
less information around at this time. The main areas where easier access to academic
research would have an impact are on the effectiveness of the development, an increase in
confidence in the development and improved access to funding. The developers felt that
by being able to cite academic research on the proposals for funding, the funders would
look more favourably on the proposal giving them a better chance of receiving funding.

There is very little information sharing among device developers. Developers feel that
there is a role for co-operation among developers on generic issues such as grid
connection, environmental issues and safe working environments. 7 developers felt that it
would be good to have more co-operation but they also mentioned they are not willing to
share their information with others as this will comprise their intellectual property. Some
developers felt uneasy about using consultants as they felt that they can be commissioned
by other people as well so it could be a conflict of interest. One developer mentioned
consolidation and felt that this would be accomplished by the organisations with greatest
commercial strength.

2.3.2 Finding skilled people

Four respondents found that it was difficult to recruit people into the industry. People with
the right skills, such as general engineering and more specific skills such as mathematical
modelling, often work in the oil and gas industry as they can get better paid jobs than in
the marine renewable sector. This problem has two impacts; firstly it slows down the
development of the device if it is difficult to recruit the individuals with the necessary skills

12
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and secondly there is a financial impact if the developers have to pay more than first
expected. It is thought, however, that more and more people want to work in the marine
industry so it is possible that candidates are not attracted to the individual companies
rather than the sector itself. If the developers present themselves in the right way and
have the necessary HR procedures in place, such as a clear career progression and training
opportunities they may be more successful in finding the right people for the job.

A few developers have taken on PhD or final year students. This has enabled the
organisation to do research which they may not otherwise have been able to otherwise
afford. The students also have access to university facilities which are often better than
the facilities that they would normally have access to. Mathematical modelling is one area
that many respondents commented on, one respondent stated that access to university
facilities allowed him to carry out complex calculations that would just not have been
possible to do on the desktops his organisation works with.

A lot of relationships with universities are built on personal contacts. One respondent
stated that the personal nature of this relationship is important as it makes the
relationship viable. Universities generally want to be able to publish research under their
own name as it is on this basis that they secure funding and rankings in University league
tables. However in order for them to do this, developers would have to forfeit their
intellectual property. One developer who had a personal relationship with the university
they contracted stated that "“if you [the developer] do get involved anything you generate
or we generate you have to ask us prior consent [for in order to use].” If the respondent
had approached a university he didn’t know it “"would have been more difficult to get
compliance with these terms and conditions”.

Some respondents, especially those moving beyond the theoretical research and into more
specific technical issues, questioned the usefulness of academic research. The industry
and technology are new and so, one respondent argues, there is no research of
consequence being done until it is commissioned by a developer [In fact, marine energy
research began in 1974]. However, because it had not been done before the Universities
could not contribute anything. The developers themselves have an understanding of the
device they are developing whereas the Universities do not. "We said do a resource
assessment in a certain area. They said what do you want measured? I was going to them
but they didn’t know how the machine works. If I tell them what to measure I may as well
commission a survey vessel and do it myself, why should I pay them to do it?”

2.4 Practicalities

As mentioned in section 2.2, developers said that they have encountered problems with
being able to continually fund their development. They identified a lack of continuity in the
funding process, arguing that follow-on funding should be awarded as soon as an
organisation has reached a certain milestone, whereas currently once the milestone has
been reached it is only then that they can start applying for the funding. Some of the
organisations appear to be very entrepreneurial and so if funding runs out for one idea,
they look for another idea and follow that. This means that the organisation can survive
as a commercial enterprise however, the momentum is lost with the marine renewable
energy device the organisation originally intended to develop which does not help the
marine renewable industry. This shows that these more entrepreneurial companies will
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find better ways to spend their money (mentioned by 5 developers) rather than ploughing

money into a development that has come to a standstill. It is therefore important in terms
of developing the sector that these developers can focus on the device rather than looking

for other more viable opportunities.

Other organisations focus solely on marine renewable and so problems with funding
seriously inhibit the activities of the business. One respondent stated that "gaps in funding
have affected continuity [and that there have been periods when] not much has been
happening. I think we would have something in the sea by now if we had had continuous
funding. This would then have given us entry to the marine renewable development fun.”

One practical problem which was mentioned by three respondents (who had been involved
in device development for differing amounts of time) was the cost and availability of sea
going vessels to hire to go out to sea. The majority of vessels are taken up by the oil and
gas industry that book them up to a year in advance and can pay much more for them
than any of the marine renewable energy developers could afford. One respondent stated
that "you are coming in as a small company with a limited budget unable to guarantee or
put down a financial bond against the vessel. You can’t access the vessels and if you could
you couldn’t afford them.”

Four developers mentioned that there is much more environmental legislation that
developers have to comply with than there used to be. This takes up developers’ time
prolonging the duration of the development. Concerns on the basis of environmental
grounds require developers to carry out extra surveys and data collection. The submission
for formal consent process overall costs a lot more money than many respondents had
anticipated or budgeted for. One respondent stated that "consenting is always a problem
as it has not been done before...the reality is wherever we go we are up against it. The
consents we have have taken 2 years. We go through the wringer with the
environmentalists and have had to do so many surveys and data collection that our costs
have doubled to £2.3 million.”

Some respondents feel that this is an area where more co-operation could be useful so

that surveys and adhering to standards do not lead to a duplication of effort by all
developers.
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3 What help do developers want?

Respondents were asked what help they would have liked to overcome the challenges they
have come up against. This section looks at some of their suggestions.

3.1 Funding
There were a number of suggestions for improving funding:

e Account for newer technologies — there is now a wide range of technologies
approaching commercialisation than there were a few years ago. Eligibility criteria
for R&D grants should be flexible enough to cater for new technologies.

e The overall objectives and design of the MRDF are extremely welcome, and will
work very well in the future. The support offered by the Scottish Executive’s
WATES fund offered a bridge for many companies and accelerated their progress
towards becoming eligible for MRDF funding. It would be reasonable to consider
allocating a small proportion of the existing MRDF funds to overcome remaining
barriers and accelerate uptake of full MRDF array funding.

¢ A more planned route to commercialisation — one single programme that can be
applied to from the start, for example you can be given a certain amount to prove
it's a worthy idea, once you've done that you will get a further amount and so on.
This will show developers that as long as they can show that their device is
working and viable and they continue to meet milestones they will get a certain
amount of public funding which will also give more confidence to the private
investors.

e Improved application process for BERR funding - longer forms and/or a face to
face process.

3.2 Knowledge and resources

Many respondents felt that it would be useful to have more academic research. However
there is a feeling that although there is now a focus on academic funding for research the
universities are not commercially focussed. Therefore, it takes a long time for anything to
be published and when it is it does not go into enough depth. It would also be helpful for
the newer developers to have access to some of the more general information on the
marine environment but a lot of this information has been collected by some of the more
established companies and is covered by their intellectual property and therefore can’t be
released.

No developers thought there was a lot of information available and no one felt there was
particularly difficulty in finding information. There is however, a wealth of information out
there and so it is likely that the developers are unaware of this information and don’t know
where to look for it. It would be helpful if there was a central information point that held
all of the relevant research.

Another suggestion was for BERR to support generic research such as looking into grid
connection which has currently been funded by the private sector. There was a concern
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among a couple of developers that the BERR makes its own mind up about what the
developers want (ie not funding the research into grid connection) and that there is not
enough consultation. Developing a working group to consult developers on generic issues
would help the sector to share more information yet if it was funded with public money
then there would not be an issue with intellectual property.
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