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 Written evidence from techUK (DEF0024)
 
1. About techUK & Summary of Submission  
1.1 techUK is the trade association which brings together people, companies and organisations to realise the positive outcomes that digital technology can achieve. We create a network for innovation and collaboration across business, Government and stakeholders to provide a better future for people, society, the economy and the planet. techUK represents over 1100 member companies working across the UK technology sector.  
1.2 techUK welcomes the opportunity to provide written evidence to the House of Lords’ Industry and Regulators Committee inquiry into the relationship between the Government and the defence industry. This submission is based on inputs received from techUK’s member companies with interests in Defence and Security, ranging from multinational technology companies, prime manufacturers, consultancies, scaleups and SMEs. The authors have also reflected on the recommendations made to the Ministry of Defence (MOD) in techUK’s Strategic Defence Review (SDR) and Defence Industry Strategy (DIS) reviews, and evidence presented to the House of Commons Defence Select Committee on the impact of the delay to the Defence Investment Plan (DIP) in March 2026. 
1.3 Overlaying all the evidence below is the damage that the delay to the publication of the DIP had on both industry and the reputation of the MOD as a reliable partner and customer. In some cases, the delay had a purdah-like effect on spend and contracting, holding up programmes already out in the marketplace. But in other cases, the view of some techUK members is that it became an excuse for the absence of decision-making and decision-makers, particularly around what should have been routine contract renewals at the end of the previous financial year for maintaining existing digital capabilities. The impact of the DIP delay therefore makes it harder to properly assess the level of progress made in delivering the practical change the SDR recommended. 
2. What cultural and practical changes are needed for the Government and industry to bring about this new partnership and ensure that defence capability is fit for purpose? What progress has the Government made in implementing the Strategic Defence Review’s recommendations to bring about this new partnership, and how much further does it need to go? 
2.1  There are two fundamental and ongoing challenges that techUK members identify as barriers to the creation of the new partnership between Government and industry: ongoing structural reorganisation and commercial capacity. 
2.2 While members recognise that the hugely ambitious Defence Reform programme was introduced with the clear (and best) intention of addressing past failings across the procurement process, reorganisation has taken too long, and it is now negatively impacting on contracting and delivery. techUK understands that some of the new Portfolios remain without the necessary leadership and members report that the absence of decision-makers has a material impact on commercial decisions.  
2.3 Secondly, there remains a significant lack of suitably resourced commercial staff working within Defence to service both existing and new contracts. In our submission to the SDR we raised the concerns of members around capacity, and a survey of techUK members in May 2026 again highlighted the absence of necessary commercial officers as affecting the ability of the MOD to get contracts onto paper. 
2.4 To achieve the ambitions of the SDR, the MOD must now urgently bring the period of reform to a close, accepting the not-perfect-but-good-enough attitude it intends to take towards acquisition and procurement, and look at how the £500mn modernisation fund announced in the DIP can drive the adoption of new technologies to assist in contracting processes. 
3. How do defence procurement processes and contracts need to change to adapt at pace to new technologies and requirements, such as drone and antidrone capabilities, and what progress has the Government made in moving towards its new segmented procurement model? 
3.1 techUK members welcome the introduction of post-competition commercial marketplaces such as the Neutral Vendor framework for Innovation (NVfI) (albeit launched prior to SDR publication) as a vehicle for procuring products off-the-shelf (COTS) while acknowledging that such a model does not suit all types of requirements. 
3.2 The frustration remains though that there has been too great a focus on process at the huge expense of necessary capacity. There remains the challenge of the MOD being regarded as a dependable partner and customer by industry. In our submissions to the SDR and DIS we raised the concerns of members around commercial knowledge and understanding, including a critical lack of parity and experience across both technical and contracting and administration teams when dealing with complex issues such as the proliferation and use of frameworks. This causes serious delays and prevents the desired flexibility and agility from being achieved. 
3.3 The delayed publication of the DIP and the lack of visibility on the implementation of Defence Reform means that it is hard to really assess the impact that the MOD’s new operating model is having on acquisition and procurement. To the best of our knowledge, we have yet to see the new capability portfolio-focused options and commissioning process run from a MSHQ generated problem statement through to the letting of a contract. An area where there does appear to have been success is in the field of counter-drone capabilities, utilising the NVfI route to market as announced by the MOD in July 2026. techUK members would suggest though that while a successful outcome of the neutral vendor framework model, what this demonstrates is the broader lesson around good acquisition practice: the alignment of political prioritisation, end-user requirement, commercial capacity, and industrial capability. 
4. What progress has been made in establishing UK Defence Innovation and allowing greater freedom in the procurement of innovative and dual-use technologies for Defence? To what extent does the Government need to accept a greater level of risk in its procurement of new technologies and innovative capabilities, and what would this involve? 
4.1 techUK strongly welcomed the creation of UK Defence Innovation (UKDI). Members have long argued that the previous innovation landscape spread across Frontline Commands and delivery agencies was too fragmented, meaning inefficient use of limited resources and the risk of duplicated efforts. And it is certainly positive to note that in the past six months UKDI is fulfilling its intended function of providing a single front door for J-Hub, DASA and Dstl innovation challenges. Members would now like to see UKDI look at streamlining tendering processes learning the lessons from the US’s Defense Innovation Unit’s Commercial Solutions Openings for instance that are designed specifically to reduce the burden on SMEs. 
4.2 More effective management of risk within the MOD should start with acknowledgement of widely accepted principles of good project management: suitably qualified programme managers, supported by but not subordinate to the functions, with the freedom to deliver the desired outcomes as they see fit, with clear responsibility for delivery. When risk is calculated, the danger of doing nothing is never considered and therefore the least risky option is to say no. The MOD must establish within the rapid conclusion of Defence Reform clear lines of authority and accountability, incentivising those responsible to say yes and that a decision to say no is not consequence free.  
4.3 techUK members argue that the MOD must also be prepared to ‘fail quicker’, in cases where programmes have continued to receive funding long after the point at which it was clear they were not viable. More regular independent reviews would help address this issue. 
5. What barriers do smaller businesses face in interacting with the Ministry of Defence’s procurement processes, including when they are part of the supply chain for a larger, prime contractor? How should these barriers be addressed? 
5.1 A critical barrier to small businesses is cultural. We strongly welcome the creation of the Defence Office for Small Business Growth (DOSBG), but at present techUK members do not believe the team – as dedicated and committed as they are – have been granted the resources required to deliver on their mission, principally the SME spend target. techUK would like to see the DOSBG recognised as a key resource within MOD, for all commercial teams going out to market, helping them to understand how best to engage and contract to the SME community, as well as a resource for new businesses entering the defence space. 
5.2 techUK stated in its DIS submission that there is now an urgent need to produce the revised SME Action Plan that has been under review since before Summer 2024, and this remains outstanding. The SME Action Plan requires quantifiable, timebound KPIs, with demonstrable buy-in from the whole Defence enterprise. This means that Action Plan commitments match directly with contracting requirements on all suppliers responsible for subcontracting to SMEs. 
5.3 Companies sitting within the mid-tier express frustration that due to the gap in contract management capacity, the MOD is increasingly looking to manage fewer but larger contracts than it did before. This has meant that those mid-tier companies who would have previously been direct suppliers to the MOD and now subcontracted through larger contract holders, having a negative effect on their ability to scale. 
6. How can the Government and industry ensure that defence-related industry activities are secure and reliable, even in the face of malign activity and disruption, such as cyber-attacks? What action should the Government take in this area, particularly as more SMEs and non-traditional companies become defence suppliers? 
6.1 techUK members of all sizes report the need for far greater clarity and cohesion around the MOD’s expectations for cyber security within its supply chain. Since the announcement that all industry partners must achieve Level 0 Defence Cyber Certification (DCC) by the end of 2026, there remain concerns about the implementation of the requirements by MOD commercial teams, and the financial and administrative burden it is placing on members. Companies report variation in assessor interpretation of wording, and a lack of sufficient capacity within the MOD to deal with queries. 
6.2 The MOD must look to codify the informal guidance currently available to industry, with tighter and more consistent language control. The focus for suppliers should be on achieving security and resilience-focused outcomes. 
7. To what extent does the UK defence industry have the capacity to meet the expected increase in defence spending? What are the main limitations to UKbased companies providing the necessary capacity, and how should these be addressed? 
7.1 The uncertainty of the past year caused by the DIP delay has forced companies into making extremely difficult choices regarding investment and staffing. techUK members share stories where subcontracted SMEs have suffered because of contracts being delayed, furloughed or cancelled completely. Given this the MOD must accept that it cannot now expect to just turn the tap back on without cost. As one techUK member states ‘building resilience back into the system will require recognition that it comes at an additional cost, and that this cost must be factored into procurement decisions’. 
7.2 While techUK strongly welcomes the commitment to providing greater demand signals to industry, these must be accompanied by signposted routes to market leading to funded programmes of record. The best thing the MOD can do to ensure that industry has the necessary capacity in place, is to provide the stability of longterm, multi-year contracts that allow for the necessary investment and resource management.
8. To what extent are there constraints in supply chains to providing the necessary capacity, particularly where those supply chains are based outside the UK? Is further Government action needed to provide greater stability in access to necessary supply chain inputs? 
8.1 The uncertainty experienced by industry caused by the delay to the DIP and wider Defence Reform has had a considerable impact on the ability of companies to manage their supply chains. 
8.2 One techUK member reported to us in the Spring that ‘there are certain critical components that are now subject to daily price increases that are being swallowed by certain industries which is driving ever greater cost into programmes that are held up, as well as the increasing the scarcity of those components. This only adds to schedule uncertainty in terms of forecast delivery dates’. 
8.3  Another member told us that a further risk to the MOD is equipment supplier quotes going out of validity, becoming more expensive on renewal as prices rise because of the war in the Middle East and shortages of some critical minerals. The company is seeing some prices ‘being hiked significantly’, forcing them to ask the MOD to allow them to increase the project cost. This is not always possible, and they will be faced with some difficult decisions around ‘taking it on the chin’. 
8.4 The MOD needs to provide industry with clarity on demand and rebuild the confidence that it lost during the delay. While demand signals have significant broad, long-term value, nothing provides the clarity and certainty like a contract allowing a company to invest in confidence.  
9. Does industry have the capacity to provide a sufficient level of consumables, such as munitions and drones, over a sustained period in the event of war? What level of ‘always on’ capacity is needed to support this and what support should the Government provide? 
9.1 The ability for industry to provide ‘always on’ capacity ultimately relies on the MOD providing companies with the contracts that allow them the long-term security to invest in both skills and materials, as stated at 8.4, and attract investment allowing them to scale as required.  
9.2 In the case of the examples mentioned in the question, this may be including looking at products in terms of components required such as motors, and focusing investment that facilitates stockpiling where appropriate. 
10. What lessons can the UK learn from how the relationship between the defence industry and the Government is managed in other jurisdictions? 
10.1 The countries that techUK members recognise as demonstrating good practice include the United States and Germany. Beyond simply the scale of spending, the policies of the US Department of War for example actively encourage the participation of SMEs in the defence ecosystem, allowing them to compete with traditional suppliers and scale as appropriate. This is in stark contrast to the lack of confidence that smaller techUK members feel the MOD has in SMEs’ ability to deliver.  
10.2 Fundamentally though, members see success where governments create functioning marketplaces, matching the demand with clear routes to market, and the capital to spend and invest. 
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