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ABSTRACT  
Climate change has led governments to adopt mission-oriented policies targeting net- 
zero greenhouse gas emissions. Heavy industry accounts for almost one-sixth of 
global emissions, making industrial decarbonisation central to this agenda. Though 
emissions impacts are global, decarbonisation unfolds locally. Yet how place-based 
micro-missions – small-scale experimental initiatives targeting concrete, localised 
challenges – are orchestrated in practice remains poorly understood. Examining 
Shoreham Port, an English industrial cluster in West Sussex, we show how local actors 
coordinate multi-scalar governance through spatially embedded micro-missions, 
demonstrating that their coordinated orchestration is essential for place-based 
industrial transformation, advancing mission-oriented innovation theory by 
establishing orchestration as a constitutive governance capacity and clarifying how 
grand challenges can be effectively addressed in local contexts.
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1. Introduction

The urgency to meet net-zero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, as enshrined in the 2015 Paris Climate 
Agreement, has led many governments to respond with mission-driven innovation policies to tackle 
grand challenges (GCs) (Mazzucato, 2018b). GCs are characterised by their resistance to simple solutions 
and require coordinated, multi-actor efforts and system-building strategies that bridge global ambitions 
with local realities (Ferraro et al., 2015; George et al., 2016, 2024; Howard-Grenville et al., 2014). Such pol
icies deliver targeted investments in energy, transport and resource-efficient manufacturing (Mazzucato, 
2018a; Wanzenböck et al., 2020), and have considerably reshaped the range, scope and direction of regional 
industrial policies (Bailey et al., 2025) – particularly in the UK (McCann et al., 2023).

Given that heavy industry accounts for almost one-sixth of total global GHGs (International Energy 
Agency (IEA), 2025), industrial decarbonisation policies are being rolled out across advanced economies 
worldwide (World Economic Forum (WEF), 2024). This approach is considered indispensable to sustainabil
ity transitions (Bailey, 2024), industrial renewal (Baumgartinger-Seiringer et al., 2022), and especially impor
tant when coupled with place-based industrial policies (Bailey et al., 2026; Baranova, 2023; Beer et al., 2020; 
Gansauer, 2025). The alignment of broader climate goals with targeted local initiatives is what connects GCs to 
mission-driven policies within local contexts (Hassink et al., 2019; Pontikakis et al., 2022).

Yet the regional implications of mission-led policies remain underexplored, with limited understanding 
of how local actors can align place-based strategies with national missions (Bailey, 2024; Bailey et al., 2023). 
The concept of micro-missions offers a promising new research direction (Uyarra et al., 2025). Micro-mis
sions are experimental initiatives that translate broader mission-oriented goals into context-specific inter
ventions at the local level, created to address ‘specific place-based issues at subnational scales’ whilst 
contributing toward ‘multi-scalar challenges and larger regional and national goals’ (Henderson et al., 
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2024b, pp. 1–2). They have three distinguishing characteristics: they engage local actors – firms, municipa
lities and research institutions – possessing contextual knowledge about regional capabilities, infrastructure 
and constraints; they operate through an experimentation logic, setting interim goals that enable adaptive 
learning and systematic comparison of alternative pathways; and they embed within existing regional devel
opment trajectories, aligning global climate imperatives with place-specific economic and social priorities 
(Bugge et al., 2022; Henderson et al., 2024a).

Micro-missions offer a practical pathway for addressing GCs, particularly in industrial decarbonisation, 
which demands a coordinated response to a multi-dimensional challenge (Hayward et al., 2024; Ritala, 
2024). This approach builds on emerging scholarship on missions (Hekkert et al., 2020), ecosystem theories 
(Thomas & Ritala, 2022) and place-based strategies targeting GCs (Froy et al., 2022; Kythreotis et al., 2020; 
McCann et al., 2023), whilst advancing sustainability transitions scholarship by revealing how global 
environmental imperatives can be operationalised via territorially embedded governance arrangements 
(Fuenfschilling et al., 2019).

The UK was the first major economy to commit to achieving net-zero emissions by 2050 (Herman et al., 
2025a; Sovacool et al., 2024b). To understand how this is coordinated in practice, we investigate Shoreham 
Port’s decarbonisation mission, contributing to four key debates. First, by showing how specific actors 
actively shape, coordinate and sustain place-based micro-missions, we extend research on local intermedi
aries in low-carbon transitions (Bailey et al., 2026; Gibbs & Jensen, 2022; Johnstone et al., 2020; Kivimaa 
et al., 2019). Second, by unpacking how institutional legacies, heterogeneous stakeholder landscapes, and 
organisational boundaries condition micro-mission design and implementation, we contribute to debates 
on regional mission-driven strategies (Brown, 2021; Bugge et al., 2022; Henderson et al., 2024b). Third, 
by demonstrating how micro-missions generate positive spillovers through strategic coordination, bot
tom-up engagement and multi-actor collaboration, we advance multi-scalar governance research (Atienza 
et al., 2025; Sunley et al., 2022, 2023; Uyarra et al., 2016). Finally, we empirically show how place-based 
industrial strategies operationalised through coordinated micro-missions can overcome spatial and organ
isational constraints whilst delivering actionable net-zero pathways – demonstrating how smaller industrial 
clusters can pursue ambitious climate goals without undermining economic viability, with transferable 
insights for industrial regions more broadly. Collectively, these contributions advance regional studies 
on place-based missions and industrial policy (Baumgartinger-Seiringer et al., 2022; Beer et al., 2023; Car
valho & Vale, 2018; Flanagan et al., 2023; Isaksen, 2015).

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 discusses our conceptual and theoretical approaches. Section 3 
examines UK policy and Shoreham Port’s approach. Section 4 presents the findings. Section 5 discusses 
implications. Section 6 concludes.

2. Conceptual approaches and theoretical background

This section develops the conceptual foundation for our analysis by situating micro-missions within 
broader debates on GCs, mission-oriented policies and the spatial dimensions of industrial decarbonisation.

2.1. Aligning local missions with grand challenges

2.1.1. Grand challenges (GCs)
GCs represent complex, systemic problems – such as climate change, environmental degradation or achiev
ing the United Nations’ Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) – that resist straightforward solutions (Fas
tenrath et al., 2023; Ferraro et al., 2015; George et al., 2024; Tödtling et al., 2022). Due to their scale and 
complexity, GCs cannot be addressed by single organisations, sectors or policy instruments alone, but 
instead demand collective problem-solving (Hekkert et al., 2020; Mazzucato, 2016). Mission-oriented pol
icies are developed in response to GCs, drawing inspiration from transformative missions like the Apollo 
Moon landing (Mazzucato et al., 2024).

2.1.2. Mission-oriented policies and the role of place
To translate broader GCs into practical solutions, mission-oriented innovation policies break down over
arching challenges into clear, targeted missions with specific goals and timeframes (Mazzucato & 
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McPherson, 2018), drawing together a ‘network of agents and set of institutions that contribute to the devel
opment and diffusion of innovative solutions [to pursue] a societal mission’ (Hekkert et al., 2020, p. 77). For 
instance, the GC of environmental sustainability might be translated into specific green missions directing 
investments in energy transition, low-carbon transport or resource-efficient manufacturing (Mazzucato 
et al., 2024). By setting ambitious goals that shape long-term strategies, these policies help mobilise diverse 
constellations of actors and foster cross-sector experimentation and bottom-up project portfolios 
(Fuenfschilling et al., 2019). Nevertheless, places have fundamentally different capacities to achieve missions 
due to variation in regional knowledge, industrial, organisational and socio-cultural contexts (Beer et al., 
2020; Foray, 2018). Mission-oriented policies must therefore account for the spatial embeddedness of inno
vation and production systems – a place-sensitive rather than ‘place-blind’ policy approach (Coenen & 
Morgan, 2020, p. 6) – recognising that ‘societal challenges require place-specific instead of one-size-fits- 
all solutions’ (Walker, 2024, p. 3). Overlooking spatial dimensions risks creating ‘space-blind missions 
[that generate] unrealistic expectations that regions can act like mini nation-states in terms of industrial 
policy’ (Flanagan et al., 2023, p. 1006). Integrating mission-driven policies with GCs therefore requires 
not only reflecting on place-specific conditions but also building governance capacity and coordination pro
cesses to orchestrate multi-actor collaboration across scales (Brown, 2021; Brownlow & Budd, 2024; Fren
ken, 2017; Gansauer, 2025). These considerations are particularly salient in industrial decarbonisation, 
where pre-existing infrastructure and large sunk costs are territorially anchored.

2.1.3. Micro-missions
Despite growing policy attention on GCs and mission-oriented innovation, prevailing approaches remain 
fundamentally ill-suited to local domains (Brown, 2021). This limitation stems from two interconnected 
features of contemporary mission design. First, missions targeting GCs are typically framed as technological 
challenges (Mazzucato et al., 2020), overlooking the social, political, and spatial dimensions that shape tran
sition pathways (Foray, 2018). Such technological framing creates a reductive understanding of sustainabil
ity challenges, abstracting them from the place-specific contexts in which they must ultimately be addressed. 
Shifting beyond technology-focused views of regional industrial policy opens new scope for intervention by 
foregrounding local demand, capacities and markets (Flanagan et al., 2023).

Second, missions have been predominantly conceptualised at the national level, with the Apollo Moon
shot programme serving as the dominant paradigm (Mazzucato & Semieniuk, 2018). This national-scale 
orientation institutionalises top-down approaches that privilege large-scale technology-push solutions 
over locally responsive strategies (McCann & Soete, 2020). Together, these features produce a mission para
digm that systematically excludes the local knowledge and spatial specificities proven more effective for 
place-based sustainability transitions (Baranova, 2023; Walker, 2024). Addressing the climate emergency 
demands a fundamentally different approach that prioritises bottom-up, decentralised strategies (Brett 
et al., 2023; Hargadon, 2010).

Rather than a single technological moonshot, demand-driven solutions can be adapted to and cultivated 
within local contexts (Mowery et al., 2010). Such missions can coexist simultaneously across diverse place- 
based configurations (Fastenrath et al., 2023), and may need to be orchestrated at sub-national scales – 
broadly in line with the notion of ‘local experiments’ from the sustainability transitions literature (Coenen 
& Morgan, 2020). The novelty of micro-missions lies in their role as small-scale, place-based initiatives that 
translate broader mission-oriented goals into context-specific interventions (Henderson et al., 2024a, 
2024b).

Whereas GC-focused missions set ambitious goals at national or supranational scales, micro-missions 
focus on solving concrete, geographically bounded problems, such as decarbonising a specific industrial 
cluster with hydrogen energy and storage infrastructure (Hine et al., 2024). Three features distinguish 
micro-missions from conventional mission-oriented approaches. First, they are developed through bot
tom-up engagement with local actors who possess contextual knowledge about regional capabilities, infra
structure and constraints (Bugge et al., 2022; Tödtling et al., 2022). Second, they operate through an 
experimentation logic, setting interim goals that allow for adaptive learning and systematic comparison 
across alternative pathways rather than predetermined technological solutions (Doganova & Karnøe, 
2015). Third, they embed mission-oriented objectives within existing regional development trajectories, 
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aligning global climate imperatives with place-specific economic and social priorities (Uyarra et al., 2025) 
(Figure 1 and Table 1).

Beyond these three features, micro-missions link local innovation efforts to broader systemic shifts through 
the accumulation of ‘small wins’ that collectively generate ‘seeds of transformative change’ (Termeer & Metze, 
2019b). Rather than expecting rapid or comprehensive solutions, this logic embraces incremental progress and 
maintains flexibility for ongoing experimentation (Davies et al., 2009; Hanna et al., 2022; Iammarino, 2005). 
Translating this potential into practice, however, requires coordinating complex relationships and mobilising 
key intermediaries (Johnstone et al., 2020; Kivimaa, 2014), as discussed further below.

2.2. Place-based orchestration of industrial clusters

Orchestration involves building legitimacy, managing tensions, resolving conflicts, and coordinating 
complementary capabilities across actor networks, typically led by a focal organisation (Paquin & 
Howard-Grenville, 2013; Weller & Beer, 2023). Orchestrators establish governing frameworks, 
foster innovation, and coordinate projects toward clearly defined goals (Ansell et al., 2017; Davies 
et al., 2023; Roehrich et al., 2023). These roles become particularly demanding in multi-scalar governance 
contexts (Jacobides et al., 2018; Labory & Bianchi, 2021), where orchestrators must simultaneously secure 
local stakeholder buy-in, maintain coherence with national policy frameworks, and translate between 
global climate imperatives and site-specific operational constraints (Johnstone et al., 2020; Kivimaa 
et al., 2019).

Orchestration challenges become particularly acute within industrial clusters, which are geographically 
concentrated networks of interconnected firms, suppliers and institutions within specific sectors (Porter, 

Figure 1. A nested hierarchy of innovation governance: from grand challenges addressed through national system-build
ing, to mission-oriented policies steering sectoral directionality, to locally led micro-missions seeding transformative change 
from the bottom up.
Source: Authors.

Table 1.  Comparison table of grand challenges, mission-oriented policies and micro-missions.

Category Definition Key features Challenges

Policy and 
governance 
implications Sample references

Grand 
challenges 
(GCs)

Complex systemic 
problems requiring 
multi-sectoral 
coordination

Multi-actor 
collaboration 
embedded in 
institutional 
contexts

Operationalisation 
difficulties. Multilevel 
coordination 
challenges

Requires regional 
embedding to 
avoid 
misalignment

Ferraro et al. (2015); 
George et al. (2016); 
Howard-Grenville et al. 
(2014)

Mission- 
oriented 
policies

Goal-directed 
transformation 
coordinating actors 
toward missions

Structured initiatives 
mobilising 
innovation for 
systemic change

Risks overlooking 
regional differences. 
Requires coordination

Emphasises place- 
based adaptation 
aligned with 
regional capacities

Mazzucato and 
McPherson (2018); 
Coenen and Morgan 
(2020); Flanagan et al. 
(2023); Brown (2021)

Micro- 
missions

Place-based 
interventions 
aligning global 
ambitions locally

Experimental 
solutions tailored 
to regional 
capacities

Scaling challenges. 
Balancing flexibility 
with coherence

Bridges policy 
objectives and 
regional adaptation

McCann et al. (2023); 
Davies et al. (2023); 
Doganova and Karnøe 
(2015); Fastenrath et al. 
(2023); Brown (2021)
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2000). Decarbonising such clusters is especially complex because their shared infrastructure, co-located 
supply chains, and sectoral interdependencies mean that no single firm can transition in isolation (Bække
lund, 2021; Trippl et al., 2020). Coordinating this collective transition is further complicated by long time 
horizons: since industrial infrastructure typically operates for at least 20 years, investment decisions made 
today fundamentally shape progress toward 2050 net-zero targets (Balland et al., 2016; Cooper & Hawkes, 
2024; Sovacool et al., 2024b). This may create path-dependent effects that extend well beyond initial 
implementation (Baranova, 2023; Bataille et al., 2018; Beer et al., 2023). Orchestrating diverse actors across 
different scales and timescales under these conditions is therefore especially demanding, requiring simul
taneous attention to the structural, spatial, and temporal dimensions of industrial decarbonisation (Davies 
et al., 2025; Herman & Sovacool, 2024; Sovacool et al., 2024a).

2.3. Industrial decarbonisation in clusters and regions

As discussed, addressing the GC of climate change has spurred the emergence of mission-driven indus
trial policies designed to achieve transformative economic and environmental change (Ansari et al., 2013; 
Baranova, 2023; Ritala, 2024). The mission to achieve net-zero GHGs signifies a radical shift in industrial 
policy – one that emphasises rapid decarbonisation alongside careful integration of policy mixes (Lock
wood et al., 2025; Sovacool et al., 2026), departing from incremental environmental gains toward inte
grated, mission-driven strategies for transformative change inside industrial clusters (Herman et al., 
2025b, 2025c).

Achieving net-zero involves reimagining not only environmental strategies but also the underlying 
economic and social structures of regional systems (McCann & Soete, 2020). This often gives rise to 
competing imaginaries, where contestation occurs between incumbent interests and ‘less powerful 
local actors clinging to their regional imaginary against sociotechnical imaginaries imposed top-down 
by powerful institutions’ (Hine et al., 2024, p. 5). Such contestation shapes whether stakeholders accept 
or resist decarbonisation pathways and technologies (Beer et al., 2020; Sovacool et al., 2018). Place- 
based intermediaries – referred to as ‘place-based leaders’ (Grillitsch & Sotarauta, 2020) and ‘systematic 
intermediaries’ (Kivimaa et al., 2019) – coordinate multi-stakeholder networks and bridge scales to 
advance mission-oriented goals in territorial contexts (Flanagan et al., 2023), constructing and sustain
ing local imaginaries that align local needs with broader decarbonisation (Eckersley et al., 2023; Geels 
et al., 2023).

Local missions are typically better positioned than national missions to leverage such intermediaries 
(Gibbs & Jensen, 2022), emerging from arrangements between regional governments, firms, and investors 
(Reypens et al., 2021). Nevertheless, local intermediaries must navigate complex policy landscapes and the 
layered, sometimes competing jurisdictions of local, regional, and national governance (Jakobsen et al., 
2022; Steen & Hansen, 2018; Uyarra et al., 2016). These challenges are especially pronounced where indus
trial decarbonisation depends on place-sensitive policy mixes: locally tailored combinations of instruments 
and incentives needed to steer firms toward green reorientation within specific industrial and institutional 
contexts (Deutz & Gibbs, 2008; Sjøtun & Njøs, 2019; Trippl et al., 2020).

Intermediaries are embedded in institutional fields that shape their agency and constraints (Zietsma 
et al., 2017), and their capacity to construct place-based imaginaries depends on the structural conditions 
within which they operate (Davies et al., 2025; Devine-Wright, 2022). The role of intermediaries as part 
of micro-missions, however, remains poorly understood (Bush et al., 2017). Decarbonisation pathways 
unfold across multi-scalar systems demanding flexibility in response to regulatory shifts, technological 
uncertainties and institutional constraints (MacKinnon et al., 2019; Vosman et al., 2023), with transform
ation possibilities shaped by dynamics beyond the local level (Barnes et al., 2024; Binz et al., 2016; Breul 
et al., 2021), while local expertise remains decisive in overcoming structural and technological barriers 
(Breschi & Lissoni, 2009; Cortinovis & Van Oort, 2019). Understanding how intermediaries navigate 
these multi-scalar dynamics is therefore fundamental to assessing how micro-missions can function effec
tively within existing governance structures (Geels et al., 2023; Lai & Devine-Wright, 2024; Skidmore, 
2024; Sovacool et al., 2024b). This is particularly evident where national frameworks and local implemen
tation generate tensions, as illustrated by the UK’s evolving mission-driven industrial policy landscape, to 
which we now turn.
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3. Mission-driven industrial policy in the UK: the case of Shoreham Port

Industrial clusters in the UK present a compelling context for studying mission-driven industrial decarbo
nisation. Early mission-oriented policy was largely nationally coordinated: the 2017 Industrial Strategy 
focused on fuel switching and low-carbon technologies for legacy industrial operations (Department for 
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS), 2022a, 2022b; Tomlinson & Branston, 2018), with priori
ties subsequently shifting toward ‘levelling up’ and post-Brexit growth agendas (Garvey, 2020; Sunley et al., 
2022).

Over time, however, policy has moved toward more targeted, place-based missions, including the Indus
trial Energy Transformation Fund, the Industrial Decarbonisation Programme (BEIS, 2024; Climate 
Change Committee (CCC), 2024), the Clean Maritime Demonstration Competition, and maritime and 
manufacturing initiatives such as the British Industry Supercharger (Department for Business & Trade 
(DBT), 2024). This shift reflects a growing recognition that nationally coordinated missions often generate 
tensions with local implementation, and that place-sensitive approaches may be more effective (DBT, 2025). 
As the Skidmore Report argues: 

Local action is key to delivering net-zero in the cheapest and most effective way possible.  …  Taking a more 
locally led, place-based approach can deliver a net-zero transition with more local support, better tailoring to 
local needs, and bring economic and social benefits.

(Skidmore, 2024, pp. 184, 193, 196)

These missions aim to attract investment, foster innovation, and create employment across regional con
texts (Baranova, 2023; Ogwumike et al., 2024; Rattle et al., 2024) (Figure 2).

3.1. Shoreham Port’s decarbonisation mission

Shoreham Port represents a distinctive case of industrial decarbonisation in action. Established in 1760, this 
centuries-old maritime hub in West Sussex currently handles 2 million tonnes of cargo annually – including 
timber, steel, aggregates and petroleum – serving as a critical economic hub for Sussex and the South East. 
Unlike major industrial clusters, Shoreham sits adjacent to the urban populations of Brighton & Hove, 
creating a unique context where industrial operations must balance decarbonisation with community proxi
mity (Figure 3). As a Trust Port, it operates as a self-governing entity that reinvests all profits into port 
development. This institutional structure, combined with its strategic role, positioned Shoreham to recently 
secure public funding through UK Research & Innovation (UKRI) and the Department for Energy Security 
and Net Zero’s (DESNZ) Local Industrial Decarbonisation Plan (LIDP) (DESNZ, 2024). Its net-zero by 
2040 plan was developed in collaboration with Adur and Worthing councils, Brighton & Hove City Council, 
Barrett Steel Ltd, Cemex UK, Local Fuels Ltd, Ricardo UK and the University of Sussex.

3.2. Data collection

A mixed-methods approach was employed to address our main research question: How are place-based 
micro-missions orchestrated to meet GCs such as decarbonisation and climate change? Our primary source 

Figure 2.  Monetary benefits of place-based approaches in the UK.
Source: Adapted from PwC/Innovate UK (2022).
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of data was 45 semi-structured interviews, which occurred from January to June 2024, and centred on plan
ning, technologies, orchestration, implementation, challenges and regulatory complexity (see Appendix A1 
in the supplemental data online). We drew on a range of constituents, including representatives from local 
and national government, non-governmental organisations (NGOs) as well as industry (small, medium and 
large enterprises). We focused on sampling and snowball techniques to add depth and relevance, while 
theoretical frameworks guided data coding and analysis (Baumgartinger-Seiringer et al., 2022; Glaser & 
Strauss, 2017). To anonymise respondents, each was coded as R1–R45. To ensure reliability across stake
holder groups while allowing flexibility to address context-specific themes (Kallio et al., 2016), we used a 
semi-structured interview guide (see Appendix A2 online). Ethics approval was granted by the University 
of Sussex Social Sciences and Arts C-REC board (reference ER/BS289/6).

Two surveys complemented the interviews: one targeting the 14 industrial tenants, and the other sur
veying 72 smaller tenants at the port. These surveys captured perspectives of actors directly engaged with 
or impacted by the port’s transition. Twelve monthly site visits occurred at the port during 2024, with 
additional site visits to the Port of Poole and Newhaven Port. Finally, we conducted document analysis 
on 32 policy reviews and industry publications (see Appendix A3 online). This triangulated approach is 
consistent with best practices in regional innovation systems research (Balland et al., 2015), and offers 
insights into strategic planning, operational challenges and the broader implications for place-based 
industrial decarbonisation.

3.3. Data analysis

We employed abductive thematic analysis, iterating between empirical data and theoretical 
frameworks to generate insights from emergent patterns (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Timmermans & Tav
ory, 2012). Thematic coding identified stakeholder coordination challenges and policy interactions (Beer 
et al., 2023; Coenen et al., 2021; Eckersley et al., 2023). Initial coding suggested Shoreham Port Author
ity’s (SPA) orchestration role was primarily administrative – convening stakeholders and securing 
funding.

Deeper analysis revealed active orchestration wherein SPA coordinated and shaped micro-mission legiti
macy, functioning as a conduit between local firms and policymakers (R17, R21). Triangulation across 
interviews, policy documents and industry reports identified how SPA performed this orchestration role. 

Figure 3.  Shoreham Port industrial cluster partners.
Source: Shoreham Port Authority (SPA) (2024).
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Drawing on its Trust Port credibility, SPA secured funding and advocated for micro-missions within 
national structures, bridging local and centralised governance (R21, R24). Simultaneously, SPA successfully 
steered through competing institutional logics, balancing private-sector cost concerns, regulatory con
straints and community environmental priorities (R12, R19).

4. Findings: orchestrating industrial decarbonisation at Shoreham Port

This section details our findings from the interviews along three dimensions: multi-scalar orchestration; 
micro-missions in action; and challenges and structural barriers.

4.1. Multi-scalar orchestration: place-based decarbonisation

Shoreham Port’s decarbonisation mission illustrates orchestration in place-based transitions, where a lead 
actor coordinates public, private and third-sector efforts to advance shared objectives. SPA plays a central 
role as ‘the glue holding everything together’ (R17). SPA’s orchestration operates across three scales: upward 
(securing UKRI and DESNZ funding), horizontal (coordinating local tenants and stakeholders) and down
ward (translating national net-zero targets into site-specific interventions).

Working alongside local authorities, NGOs, and industry partners, SPA harmonises technical expertise, 
regulatory processes and local priorities with national net-zero targets. SPA’s long-standing role as port 
operator enables mediation between regulatory, commercial and sustainability priorities (R23) – aligning 
diverse stakeholder interests, shaping local governance frameworks, and ensuring industrial decarbonisa
tion remains strategic, feasible and place-sensitive (R21). Rather than top-down mandates, this involves 
coordination across multiple public and private stakeholders (R5), leveraging political influence and 
engagement with local communities (R4, R9).

Operating as both orchestrator and change agent, SPA bridges investment flows, industrial tenants and 
community stakeholders to advance projects such as onshore wind expansion and energy storage (R21). It 
has become ‘a positive force within the local political infrastructure, capable of driving large-scale projects’ 
(R23), operating at the ‘frontline’ of the net-zero transition to facilitate place-based adaptation of national 
policy (R10). Strong local buy-in has followed, with respondents emphasising the practical and theoretical 
advantages of structuring decarbonisation locally and the key role of local leadership in advancing net-zero 
ambitions (R30, R43). Relationships with the Greater South East Net Zero Hub and Energy Systems Cata
pult have proven instrumental in bridging public, private and research-sector initiatives (R37).

Yet this orchestration confronts significant structural constraints. Addressing GCs at the local scale 
demands more than technical capacity; it requires agency to construct place-based responses and strategic 
planning to sustain them (Thomas & Ritala, 2022). At Shoreham, the spatial concentration of port oper
ations created favourable conditions for exactly this: shared infrastructure, co-located supply chains, and 
established relationships among firms reduced coordination costs and enabled SPA to broker collective 
action that dispersed actors could not have achieved independently (R7, R25).

This brokering role, however, exposed a fundamental tension. Local actors possessed the contextual 
knowledge needed to identify feasible interventions yet lacked authority over the national funding architec
tures and regulatory frameworks that ultimately determined what was possible (R12, R21). SPA’s Trust Port 
status provided an unusual capacity to operate across both levels simultaneously, securing national funding 
whilst maintaining local legitimacy. Yet even this privileged position could not fully resolve the persistent 
misalignments between centralised policy design and local implementation realities.

What emerged was a distinctly adaptive form of orchestration, less about imposing solutions than culti
vating conditions for collective problem-solving. SPA facilitated deliberation around onshore wind expan
sion, hydrogen feasibility studies, and electrification infrastructure (R23), whilst actively building shared 
frameworks of ownership and trust. As one respondent put it, effective engagement means ‘taking it to 
the people.  …  It’s got to have an openness to it to cultivate co-creation’ (R16). This also meant ‘sharing 
information and infrastructure, such as electricity connections, [which] adds weight to local engagement’ 
(R19). Legitimacy was constructed through practical collaboration rather than formal governance 
arrangements.
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4.2. Micro-missions in action: translating global targets into local interventions

Micro-missions function as scale-bridging mechanisms, translating global climate imperatives into place- 
based interventions whilst maintaining coherence with national policy frameworks. Shoreham’s decarboni
sation trajectory demonstrates how micro-missions operationalise multi-scalar orchestration: its coal-dri
ven industrial past created legacies of GHGs and air quality issues (R2), and through targeted micro- 
missions developed with local firms and intermediaries, SPA has purposely leveraged existing industrial 
assets to realign processes with national climate goals whilst addressing place-specific environmental and 
economic priorities. Two distinct phases embody different logics of intervention. Early deployments 
such as solar arrays (2520 kWp), onshore wind turbines (4 MW), and electric marine heat pumps estab
lished renewable energy infrastructure and operational credibility (Table 2). Collectively removing nearly 
1100 t CO2 annually, these investments created the technical foundation and stakeholder confidence necess
ary for more ambitious interventions, demonstrating SPA’s capacity to deliver on commitments and build
ing the trust essential for subsequent experimental initiatives.

Current and emerging micro-missions represent fundamentally different interventions, characterised by 
experimentation, multi-scalar value propositions and adaptive learning (Table 3). The £1 million Berth Zero 
project, with £750,000 in public funding (Department for Transport – DfT) and £250,000 from SPA, 
demonstrates how micro-missions create multiple value streams: commercial viability for operators, com
munity environmental benefits, and policy demonstration for national frameworks (R4). By providing elec
tric shore power for fishing vessels, it eliminates diesel dependence and reduces local air pollution, affecting 
surrounding residential communities, while advancing national objectives around maritime decarbonisa
tion. This dual value proposition illustrates how effective micro-missions bridge scales rather than operating 
at a single governance level. Cemex UK’s shore power installation further exemplifies the experimentation 
logic distinguishing micro-missions from conventional projects (R22). Funded through the Clean Maritime 
Decarbonisation Competition Round 4, it integrates renewable generation with storage in dynamic energy 
management systems (R21). The 250 kW system simulates 1.5 MW discharge capacity for aggregate vessels, 
testing grid integration, operational logistics and business models before committing major capital.

Sequential development has proven effective throughout. Early wind and solar deployments built oper
ational experience essential for planning the 6 MW expansion; hydrogen feasibility studies informed infra
structure siting; Berth Zero’s demonstrated feasibility enabled Cemex UK’s commercial scaling. Each 
micro-mission reshapes stakeholder expectations, builds technical capabilities, and creates foundations 
for subsequent interventions, reflecting an additive logic in which projects build upon rather than duplicate 
prior efforts. The pipeline of nine potential micro-missions reveals how accumulated experience, LIDP 
funding, and established stakeholder networks create conditions for continued transformation: battery sto
rage near demand centres; grid upgrades creating autonomous microgrids; HGV charging infrastructure; 
hydrotreated vegetable oil (HVO) fuelling points; green hydrogen feasibility studies; onshore wind expan
sion adding 6 MW; solar expansion adding 1400 kWp (R12, R21).

Established relationships with the Greater South East Net Zero Hub and Energy Systems Catapult provide 
the technical expertise and policy connections needed to navigate regulatory frameworks and access funding 
mechanisms. The progression from early low-carbon projects to more ambitious recent interventions reflects 
iterative, place-based adaptation rather than wholesale transformation (R19), balancing ambition with oper
ational feasibility. What makes this effective is the capacity to integrate local priorities – air quality, oper
ational continuity, economic viability – with broader imperatives around emissions reduction and it is 
cultivated through sustained bottom-up engagement that transforms abstract climate targets into context- 
sensitive solutions delivering tangible community benefits (R43). As one respondent put it, such 

Table 2.  Current decarbonisation initiatives at Shoreham Port.
Activity Measure Impact

Solar array 2520 kWp 820 t CO2 offset per year
Onshore turbines 4 MW 160 t CO2 offset per year
Electric vehicles/fleet Deployed January 2021 6.4 t CO2 removed per year
Gas-to-liquids (GTL) fuel 280,000 litres used 37.5 t CO2 removed per year
Sea bins 438 million litres displaced/year 2.8 t of debris removed per year
Marine-source heat pump Deployed March 2021 70 t CO2 removed per year

Source: Shoreham Port Authority (SPA).
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collaboration becomes ‘a kind of DNA, or the central backbone of the [decarbonisation] journey’ (R38). Yet 
well-designed micro-missions and capable orchestration are necessary but not sufficient conditions for suc
cess. Structural barriers systematically constrain even promising place-based initiatives, and it is to these ten
sions that the following section turns.

4.3. Challenges, structural barriers and enabling conditions

While Shoreham’s micro-missions demonstrate how place-based orchestration can translate global climate 
imperatives, implementation exposes persistent tensions between local capabilities and structural con
straints. These tensions raise a fundamental question: what structural barriers systematically undermine 
place-based approaches to GCs, and under what conditions can orchestration overcome them? Answering 
this requires moving beyond what micro-missions achieve to examine what constrains and enables them, 
the focus of this section.

The first challenge emerges from definitional ambiguity. Even establishing what constitutes ‘port emis
sions’ sparked disputes among diverse tenants, each with distinct emissions profiles and competing 
interpretations of responsibility (R10, R23). Regulatory frameworks compound this ambiguity: shipping 
emissions cross boundaries that governance structures fail to recognise, leaving offshore operations in 
classification limbo (R19). Without shared emissions measurement protocols, stakeholders talk past each 
other. As one respondent observed, ‘sharing information and infrastructure, such as electricity connections, 
adds weight to local engagement’ (R19) – yet establishing such frameworks requires orchestration capacity 
many clusters lack (R2, R9).

Operational constraints impose additional barriers. Heavy machinery electrification illustrates the chal
lenge: cranes and forklifts demand continuous power under high functionality requirements, resisting 
straightforward technological substitution (R2, R39). Micro-missions in industrial clusters must therefore 
balance decarbonisation ambitions against operational viability – a tension Shoreham navigates through 
incremental experimentation (R18, R24, R43). Berth Zero demonstrated feasibility under real conditions, 
building confidence for commercial scaling through Cemex UK’s project (R2, R4, R12). This ‘small wins’ 
approach embeds innovation within ongoing operations rather than disrupting them, creating pathways 
where wholesale transformation would trigger resistance.

Yet the most significant barriers stem from funding architecture mismatches. Traditional models 
designed for incremental improvements struggle to accommodate industrial decarbonisation’s scale and 
complexity (Gudde et al., 2021). Short project cycles clash with infrastructure requiring multi-decade plan
ning horizons – particularly acute for port installations that must operate for 20 or more years (R12, R21, 
R39). Capital-intensive industrial projects such as hydrogen production and port electrification face struc
tural barriers to scaling (Walker, 2024), requiring integration of diverse private sector contributions across 
spatial, institutional, and sectoral boundaries (R3, R7, R8). Traditional financing models, in short, cannot 
accommodate the scale and risk profiles of first-of-a-kind industrial decarbonisation projects.

Orchestration can translate mission frameworks into context-sensitive strategies, enabling targeted inter
ventions that align local capabilities with national objectives. As one respondent observed, ‘there are clear 
advantages to taking a place-based approach – by concentrating efforts geographically, you can reduce costs 

Table 3.  Shoreham Port’s industrial decarbonisation micro-missions.
Micro-mission Status Project details

Battery storage Potential Installations near high-demand areas and renewable sources
Berth zero Current Electric shore power for fishing vessels replacing diesel. £750,000 Department for Transport (DfT) 

grant, £250,000 Shoreham Port Authority’s (SPA) contribution
Grid upgrade Potential Microgrid integrating renewables to reduce grid reliance and costs
Heavy goods vehicle (HGV) zero Potential Electric vehicle (EV) charging for HGVs, focused on SPA’s fleet
Hydrotreated vegetable oil (HVO) 

fuelling point
Potential Shared facility. Supply secured, land allocated

Hydrogen production Potential Green hydrogen feasibility completed. Locations analysed
Onshore wind expansion Potential Current: 4 MW (two turbines). Expansion: 6 MW (six turbines)
Shorepower at commercial berths Current Cemex UK: 250 kW supply, simulating 1.5 MW discharge
Solar photovoltaic expansion Potential Current: 2520 kWp. Expansion: 1400 kWp at transit sheds

Source: Shoreham Port Local Industrial Decarbonisation Plan (LIDP).
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and create focused networks of innovation’ (R25). Yet these capacities repeatedly encounter a deeper struc
tural problem: industrial decarbonisation demands governance frameworks capable of aligning actors, 
resources, and time horizons across scales, while current architectures neither support the orchestration 
work required nor the experimental orientation on which place-based missions depend.

Navigating these misalignments falls to local actors, who must improvise innovative financing mechan
isms and multi-scalar coordination that existing institutions are poorly equipped to deliver. Effective micro- 
missions in response to GCs therefore require more than capable orchestrators, but rather depend on 
reconfiguring the funding architectures, regulatory frameworks, and governance structures within which 
orchestration takes place. Without this, even well-designed place-based initiatives risk stalling not from 
lack of ambition or local capacity, but from structural conditions that were never designed to support them.

5. Discussion: implications for industrial decarbonisation missions

Shoreham Port demonstrates that effective industrial decarbonisation depends on orchestrating micro-mis
sions under structural constraints that systematically undermine both coordination and experimentation. 
Table 4 synthesises five mechanisms explaining how place-based actors navigate these tensions, revealing 
critical capacities most industrial clusters lack.

First, there is sequential intervention logic (category 1). Berth Zero’s demonstrated feasibility enabled 
Cemex UK’s commercial scaling, which in turn built the confidence and institutional momentum needed 
to pursue hydrogen feasibility studies and 6 MW wind expansion. Rather than deploying multiple technol
ogies simultaneously, each intervention reshaped expectations and established the foundations for the next 
– an additive logic in which early wins generate the credibility and learning that make subsequent 

Table 4.  Mechanisms, challenges and implications for industrial decarbonisation micro-missions.

Category Mechanism Shoreham evidence Key challenge Policy implication
Supporting 
references

(1) Sequential 
intervention 
logic

Small wins generate 
momentum through 
additive staging, not 
parallel deployment

Berth Zero (R2, R4, R12) 
enabled Cemex UK scaling 
(R22), building confidence 
for hydrogen and 6 MW 
wind expansion

Prevailing frameworks 
emphasise portfolio 
approaches deploying 
technologies 
simultaneously

Mission design should 
incorporate explicit 
sequencing 
strategies staging 
interventions to 
build cumulative 
momentum

Termeer and 
Dewulf (2019a); 
Termeer and 
Metze (2019b); 
Wanzenböck 
et al. (2020)

(2) Temporal 
architecture

Funding cycles (two to 
three years) 
misaligned with 
infrastructure life 
cycles (≥ 20 years) and 
net-zero horizons 
(2050)

The Local Industrial 
Decarbonisation Plan 
(LIDP) enabled planning 
but not industrial-scale 
implementation (R12, R21, 
R39)

Traditional financing 
designed for 
incremental 
improvements cannot 
accommodate 
transformative 
infrastructure 
timescales

Require financing 
architectures 
explicitly aligning 
investment horizons 
with infrastructure 
life cycles

Labory and Bianchi 
(2021); Di Vaio 
et al. (2018); 
Pultar and Ferrier 
(2022)

(3) Multiple value 
propositions

Dual benefits construct 
enabling coalitions, 
not merely 
supplement 
decarbonisation

Shore power addressed 
emissions, air quality, 
operational costs, grid 
integration 
simultaneously (R2, R12) – 
aligning vessel operators, 
communities, 
policymakers

Single-objective 
interventions fail 
where actors bear 
costs unequally

Mission design must 
actively construct 
multiple value 
streams addressing 
diverse stakeholder 
priorities

Lai and Devine- 
Wright (2024); 
Ogwumike et al. 
(2024); Sunley 
et al. (2023)

(4) Orchestration 
capacity

Intermediaries 
coordinate across 
scales – constitutive, 
not derivative 
function

Shoreham Port Authority 
(SPA) mediated industrial 
costs, community 
expectations and 
regulatory requirements 
across three governance 
scales (R17, R21, R23)

Most clusters lack 
institutional 
positioning for 
simultaneous upward 
engagement and 
downward legitimacy

Recognise 
orchestration as 
specialised 
governance work 
requiring dedicated 
institutional support 
and resources

Grillitsch and 
Sotarauta (2020); 
Henderson et al. 
(2024a, 2024b); 
Roehrich et al. 
(2023)

(5) Multi-scalar 
coherence

Scaling requires 
building orchestration 
capacity across diverse 
contexts, not 
replicating pilots

National frameworks 
designed for uniform 
rollout clashed with place- 
specific implementation 
contexts (R12, R25)

Different clusters face 
distinct infrastructure, 
regulatory, 
stakeholder 
configurations 
shaping feasible 
pathways

Establish governance 
infrastructure 
coordinating 
portfolios whilst 
facilitating 
systematic cross-site 
learning

Trippl et al. (2020); 
Uyarra et al. 
(2025); Skidmore 
(2024)
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transitions possible (Termeer & Dewulf, 2019a; Termeer & Metze, 2019b). This has implications for how 
mission frameworks are designed. Portfolio approaches that emphasise technology deployment (Wanzen
böck et al., 2020) may nevertheless underestimate the importance of sequencing in contexts where trust, 
infrastructure and investment confidence must be built incrementally. Effective industrial decarbonisation, 
this case suggests, requires explicit staging strategies that allow cumulative transformation to unfold at a 
pace local governance structures can sustain.

The second mechanism is temporal architecture alignment (category 2). A persistent tension at Shore
ham involved the incommensurability of overlapping timescales: funding schemes such as the Clean 
Maritime Competition operate on two- to three-year cycles, port infrastructure operates for 20 or 
more years, and net-zero targets extend to 2050. Traditional financing models cannot accommodate 
this mismatch because they were designed for incremental improvements within stable systems (Labory 
& Bianchi, 2021), rather than the transformative infrastructure investments required for industrial dec
arbonisation. Short funding cycles force local actors to pursue fragmented, project-by-project approaches 
that undermine the long-term sequencing logic on which effective micro-missions depend. What is 
needed, therefore, is not simply more funding but financing architectures that align investment horizons 
with infrastructure life cycles – a governance challenge as much as a resource allocation one (Di Vaio 
et al., 2018; Pultar & Ferrier, 2022).

Third, there are multiple value propositions (category 3). Micro-missions are not merely analytical 
constructs; they function as de facto industrial policy instruments, channelling public finance, shap
ing private investment expectations, and restructuring the institutional relationships through which 
decarbonisation pathways become viable. Berth Zero operated simultaneously as a demand-side sig
nal to grid operators, a legitimation device for subsequent commercial investment, and a coordi
nation mechanism aggregating stakeholder interests that conventional sectoral instruments address 
in isolation. By tackling emissions, air quality, operational costs, and grid integration within a single 
intervention, Berth Zero constructed coalitions that a single-objective approach could not have 
assembled. The multi-scalar value proposition is therefore not merely a co-benefit of good mission 
design (Lai & Devine-Wright, 2024; Ogwumike et al., 2024); it is a condition of political and oper
ational feasibility. Assuming that environmental imperatives alone suffice to mobilise diverse stake
holders underestimates the degree to which missions must actively construct the coalitions that 
sustain them.

Orchestration as a constitutive capacity is a fourth mechanism (category 4). SPA’s ability to mediate sim
ultaneously between industrial costs, community expectations, and regulatory requirements – operating 
across three governance scales – was not merely incidental. Shoreham’s status as a Trust Port provided 
an unusual institutional position: the capacity for upward engagement to secure national funding whilst 
maintaining downward legitimacy with local stakeholders, a combination most industrial clusters lack 
(Grillitsch & Sotarauta, 2020; Henderson et al., 2024b; Roehrich et al., 2023). Recognising orchestration 
as an industrial policy capability, rather than a managerial by-product of mission design, has direct impli
cations for how governments allocate resources and design institutions. Funding intermediary organisa
tions, Trust Ports, and regional energy hubs to perform sustained multi-stakeholder coordination is itself 
a form of industrial policy, one that existing frameworks systematically underprovide relative to direct tech
nology subsidies.

Finally, there is multi-scalar coherence for scaling (category 5). Where pilot-to-adoption transitions 
stalled at Shoreham, the obstacle was rarely technical inadequacy but rather governance misalignment. 
National frameworks designed for uniform rollout repeatedly clashed with place-specific contexts shaped 
by distinct infrastructure configurations, regulatory environments and stakeholder landscapes. Scaling 
micro-missions therefore requires orchestration capacity enabling contextual adaptation whilst maintain
ing strategic coherence across governance levels (Trippl et al., 2020). Rather than identifying and repli
cating ‘winning’ technologies, effective scaling means coordinating portfolios of diverse micro-missions 
that can each respond to the particularities of place (Cowling & Brown, 2025).

Rather than treating missions as goal-specification problems solved through target-setting and technol
ogy selection, the Shoreham case suggests they are fundamentally coordination problems requiring layered 
institutional design: financing instruments aligned with infrastructure life cycles, intermediary organisa
tions with sustained cross-scalar mandates, and staging strategies that allow cumulative capability-building 

12 K. S. HERMAN ET AL.



rather than isolated deployment. Policy architecture that lacks these features may generate ambitious targets 
but underwhelming delivery in practice.

In light of these mechanisms, five priorities emerge. First, investment in intermediary capacities beyond 
project funding is required. The Greater South East Net Zero Hub and Energy Systems Catapult proved 
essential for translating national goals into actionable local strategies (R37), enabling the kind of sustained 
multi-stakeholder coordination individual actors alone rarely can provide.

Second, ongoing experimentation should be prioritised over premature commitment to single pathways. 
BerthZero’s £1 million demonstration proved feasibility before Cemex UK’s commercial scaling (R22), with 
solutions varying by context in ways that uniform national rollout frequently overlooks (R2, R4, R12).

Third, workforce development must be aligned with infrastructure timescales. Training programmes 
require three to five years whilst funding operates on two- to three-year cycles, creating systematic skills 
shortages (R21, R25). Long-term policy commitment is needed to signal sustained demand to educational 
institutions.

Fourth, financing should be staged to match asset life cycles. Although LIDP funding supported plan
ning, industrial-scale implementation requires 20 or more year horizons. Funding should enable iterative 
capability-building across multiple rounds as learning accumulates, rather than operating through discrete 
project cycles.

Fifth, governance infrastructure should be established to coordinate portfolios of diverse micro-missions 
whilst facilitating systematic cross-site learning. Policy should enable comparative analysis informing both 
local implementation and national strategy – in particular to maintain place-based adaptation whilst achiev
ing systemic impact (Skidmore, 2024).

Taken together, these mechanisms advance mission-oriented policy by highlighting that success depends 
on orchestration capacities and governance architectures most industrial clusters lack. Effective industrial 
decarbonisation requires institutional innovation alongside technological transformation, building place- 
based capacity to coordinate experimentation under structural constraints that existing institutions struggle 
to accommodate.

6. Conclusions: locally embedded problem framing and solutions

Mission-led industrial policy has emerged as a central instrument for addressing the GC of decarbonisation, 
yet how such missions are operationalised in the places where emissions are produced remains poorly 
understood (Bailey et al., 2025). This study shows how micro-missions at Shoreham Port translate this pol
icy ambition into locally coordinated action, revealing orchestration as the constitutive governance capacity 
underpinning place-based industrial transformation. Shoreham Port demonstrates that addressing climate 
imperatives locally requires orchestrated integration of three interdependent mechanisms: place-based 
intermediaries constructing governance conditions, micro-missions enabling experimentation, and collec
tive problem-solving that builds momentum over time. Treating these as separate implementation tracks 
misses how their purposeful integration creates transformative potential. Shoreham’s progression shows 
this integration in practice.

What makes micro-missions theoretically interesting is that they are ongoing, emergent, and shaped by 
the contexts in which they unfold (Henderson et al., 2024a). But this also means that they are difficult to 
study. Unlike national missions, which can be evaluated against predetermined targets and timelines, 
micro-missions generate their own criteria of success as they proceed (Uyarra et al., 2025). The goalposts 
move, not because of poor planning, but because each intervention reshapes what actors believe is possible, 
who is willing to collaborate, and what the next problem worth solving actually is. This iterative quality dis
tinguishes micro-missions from conventional policy instruments, and demands analytical frameworks 
capable of capturing process and emergence rather than simply inputs and outputs (Henderson et al., 
2024b).

The paper’s first theoretical contribution is to show that contextual embeddedness is not a background 
condition for micro-missions but their operative mechanism. The capacity to translate global imperatives 
into locally actionable interventions depends on intimate knowledge of place: its industrial legacies, insti
tutional architectures, stakeholder landscapes, and particular frictions that make coordination difficult 
(McCann et al., 2025). This knowledge cannot be imported from elsewhere or specified in advance by 

REGIONAL STUDIES 13



national frameworks. It is produced through sustained presence, accumulated trust, and the willingness to 
let local problems rather than national targets define the terms of engagement. In this sense, micro-missions 
represent a genuinely different epistemology of policy, one that begins with place rather than arriving at it 
(Trippl & Tödtling, 2025).

The second contribution concerns the generative role of sequencing. The additive logic through which 
early interventions reshape expectations and create foundations for subsequent ones has not been adequately 
theorised in existing mission scholarship, which has tended to privilege portfolio breadth over temporal depth 
(Priebe & Herberg, 2024). What the Shoreham case reveals is that momentum is not simply a product of 
resources or political will. It is manufactured, incrementally, through the careful staging of interventions 
that build credibility. The implication for missions is that scaling is not achieved by replicating successful 
interventions uniformly across sites, but by building the orchestration capacity that allows each place to con
struct its own additive sequence. In turn, this helps to produce a portfolio of diverse micro-missions that are 
individually place-specific but still remain consistent with national frameworks and goals.

The third contribution is to reframe orchestration as constitutive rather than merely facilitative. In the 
facilitative view, orchestration speeds up missions that could, in principle, proceed without it. In the con
stitutive view, by contrast, the mission only exists because of the particular work of coordination, legitima
tion, and coalition-building that orchestrators perform. This reframes how both scholars and policymakers 
should think about the governance of place-based industrial change: not as a problem of aligning willing 
actors behind clear objectives, but as a problem of producing the conditions under which actors become 
willing and objectives become shared.

These contributions carry a broader implication for how GCs are understood. The dominant paradigm 
treats them as problems in search of solutions, defined at the global or national level and delivered through 
institutional and technological mechanisms to local contexts that receive them (Bours et al., 2022). What 
micro-missions suggest is something more unsettling: that for challenges as spatially and socially complex 
as industrial decarbonisation, the problem and the solution must be co-produced at the local level, simul
taneously and iteratively, by actors who are themselves transformed by the process.

Governments investing in industrial decarbonisation cannot treat place-based delivery as an implemen
tation detail to be resolved after national targets are set. Effective micro-mission systems require dedicated 
intermediary organisations with sustained cross-scalar mandates, financing architectures aligned with infra
structure life cycles rather than short funding cycles, and explicit staging strategies that allow cumulative 
capability-building to precede scaled deployment. These are not refinements to existing instruments; 
they are preconditions for mission success that current frameworks systematically underprovide. Important 
questions remain: how do experimental projects transition to widespread adoption, and what differentiates 
sustained orchestration from dissipating momentum? How do governance structures enable effective 
orchestration in the absence of unified institutional authorities, and what distinguishes publicly controlled 
from privately fragmented clusters?

The relationship between orchestration capacity and workforce development also warrants investigation, 
since skills development both enables and constrains transition pathways in ways that existing frameworks 
rarely capture (Hearne et al., 2025; Sjøtun & Njøs, 2019). And as regional imaginaries increasingly contest 
top-down sociotechnical visions (Lai & Devine-Wright, 2024), understanding how competing narratives 
are reconciled, suppressed or transformed becomes central to any adequate account of place-based industrial 
change. Net-zero will not be delivered by national strategy alone. Industrial decarbonisation is, at heart, a local 
challenge: it unfolds in places with particular infrastructures, institutional histories and stakeholder configur
ations that no uniform framework can adequately specify in advance. What Shoreham demonstrates is that 
place-based implementation is not merely a delivery mechanism for missions designed elsewhere; it is the site 
at which missions become real, where abstractions are converted into coordinated action, and where the gov
ernance capacities on which systemic transformation depends are built. Recognising this demands a funda
mental reorientation of mission policy: from target-setting at the centre to capacity-building at the place.
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