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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The European Commission's Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (RTD) 

has commissioned ICF International to assess the performance to-date of the 2015 

response to the Fast Track Innovation Pilot (FTI Pilot) programme. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the FTI pilot and to present 

findings and conclusions from the work. 

Purpose of the fast track to innovation (FTI) pilot programme 

The rationale for the FTI Pilot was the need for bottom-up, commercially driven, easily 

accessible grant support for RDI (Research, Development, Innovation, in particular 

support for scaling up successfully tested innovations) by high-potential growth 

businesses. The Pilot was designed to address: 

 the sub-optimal performance of European industry and SMEs in the level of 

investment in innovation and production of new products and services;  

 the relatively limited innovation outputs of industry that participated in FP7, and the 

need to attract new industry participants to EU Framework Programmes supporting 

Research, Technological Development and Innovation; and 

 the problems in accessing innovation finance which are consequential of the high 

level of risk that innovation projects are exposed to. 

The FTI Pilot was introduced in conformance with the H2020legal basis. The Pilot Work 

Programme runs for 2015 and 2016, with an allocated budget of €200 million for the 

two years. The FTI Pilot was introduced to offer a ‘bottom-up’ approach targeting 

business directly to help address the issues as outlined above, to attract high 

commercial and social potential participants, with a quicker appraisal and grant award 

for those with tested innovations but not yet fully scaled and launched on the market. 

This rationale has subsequently been discussed in the context of a proposal for a 

European Innovation Council (EIC), which would aim to encourage innovative 

businesses to develop and deploy disruptive and/or market-creating innovations. The 

use of FTI in this context has been referenced. 

Summary conclusions 

The FTI Pilot seeks to demonstrate the value of a ‘bottom-up’ approach to the 

promotion and subsequent application /commercialisation of innovative technologies 

leading to new products and processes; funding businesses directly rather than relying 

on the trickle down of results from funded research to the business community. In 

particular, the FTI seeks to accelerate the process of turning innovation into 

commercial value and related competitive advantage. In this way the FTI also captures 

some of the purpose behind the previous Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 

Programme (CIP) and the Seventh Framework Programme for Research and 

Technological Development (FP7) Programmes superseded by Horizon 2020(H2020). 
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Relevance 

The FTI is clearly highly relevant to the broad policy goals of H2020to promote 

innovation and its application. As a Pilot testing a new approach, especially in the 

context of the proposal for an EU Innovation Council and associated ideas, the lessons 

are of particular value both for the remainder of the current programme period, but 

also for FP9 in the post-2020 period. 

The interest in the FTI from businesses, relative to the allocated budget of €200 

million, is very high, with over 900 project applications over the first three cut-off dates 

of the call; with funding only available for 46 projects. Any continuation of the FTI 

would need to consider the need for additional funding, otherwise the very low chance 

of funding will deter potentially attractive projects. 

Whereas the FTI pilot call is open to all types of legal entities proposing innovations 

broadly related to any of the H2020 Societal Challenges and/or the specific objective 

Leadership in Enabling and Industrial Technologies, the evaluators that were most put 

to work in 2015 were those specialised in the domains of Information and 

Communication Technologies (ICT), Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing, and 

Advanced Manufacturing and Processing.  

In terms of actual proposals selected for funding, proposals that could be broadly 

related to Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing, Secure, Clean and Efficient 

Energy, or Smart, Green and Integrated Transport were particularly successful. It is 

however important to underline that the scope of projects supported under the FTI pilot 

so far is thematically very diverse, which constitutes proof of the relevance of a 

bottom-up programme supporting quick market uptake of innovation across the board.  

Effectiveness 

The legal basis of FTI is that set out for H2020 more generally, and that for H2020 

innovation actions more specifically. FTI is therefore delivered through a standard 

H2020 project call, using a variation of the standard proposal template and required to 

apply the legal framework that establishes the size of project (limited to €3 million of 

funding) and intervention rate, at a de facto rate of maximum 70 per cent for private 

sector organisations, and 100 per cent for public sector entities. It also requires the 

same partnership requirements (a minimum of three partners from three different 

Member States) as other innovation actions funded through H2020. Project applications 

are assessed using experts selected from the general pool of H2020experts managed 

by the Research Executive Agency (REA), but selected by the Executive Agency for 

Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (EASME). 

There is evidence that these requirements provide some limitation on the effectiveness 

of the FTI, especially in the partner requirements (which for near market ready projects 

are less relevant since they would have already been established).  

There are also potential weaknesses in the appraisal process especially the potential 

lack of commercial investment experience. The project appraisal process, although 

carried out diligently, has not yet fully established the definition and interpretation of 

criteria that ensure the highest quality of project. Consequently we find some evidence 

that  
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 projects are at relatively early stages in developing innovations which is likely to 

limit the ability to demonstrate the acceleration of innovation to market; 

 some projects might be offering limited ‘breakthrough’ innovation, with limited 

commercial risk and low levels of additionality associated with funding; and 

 inadequate levels of business planning of some projects. 

There is also some anecdotal evidence of the heavy use of bid writing contractors by 

project sponsors, which also has the potential to undermine confidence in the 

commercial ‘buy-in’ of projects to the commercialisation process. In this context due 

diligence is especially critical. 

The real test of effectiveness in terms of the commercial results achieved cannot be 

known yet. The maximum duration of projects is 36 months. However, against a target 

to reach full commercialisation within 3 years of project start, only 25 per cent of 

projects responding considered that they would achieve this target. This raises the 

concern that projects are selected which have relatively immature innovation 

development and/or which lack adequate preparation and planning for the 

commercialisation process. The strength of this concern should be tested in the 

planned ex post evaluation of the FTI pilot. 

The objective of attracting first time applicants to the FTI pilot has so far not been fully 

translated into the selection process – it is not a distinct selection criterion, and only a 

few national contact points advertise the programme specifically to new applicants. 

Efficiency 

A primary goal of the FTI was to reduce the time it takes to award grant decisions 

within six months of the application. After some learning and adjustments to the 

appraisal and award process for the first cut-off date, time to grant has been 

subsequently reduced throughout 2015 cut-off dates, even if clear challenges remain 

and the average time to grant for 2015 was at around eight calendar months (237 

days). 

The process of programme management is that used for all H2020programmes. As 

noted the main concern in this process is the reliance on the standard proposal 

template and use of experts appointed from a general pool of H2020experts, the 

question being whether sufficient competent expert evaluators in the domain of risk 

finance or investment are at hand to assess the 'bankability' of FTI proposals. As a 

result there must be potential to improve the quality of awarded projects. 

In terms of the additionality associated with the funded projects, the majority of 

projects considered when asked what would have happened in the absence said that 

they would have continued with the project, albeit at a smaller and/or slower scale. In 

25 per cent of cases the project would not have gone ahead. 

Coherence 

There is a small number of applicants for H2020funding – especially concentrated with 

those who have applied under the SME Instrument – who find it difficult to understand 

the differentiating features of the FTI. In practice, given the focus on piloting a bottom-
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up approach through FTI, in contrast to the fragmented approach of the SME 

instrument, the risk of overlap and policy incoherence is small. 

The focus of FTI on accelerating the commercial uptake of a number of innovations and 

the ability of larger firms to access the FTI pilot subject to confirming the additionality 

of funding, provides a distinguishing character within Horizon 2020. 

Were the FTI to expand to attract substantially larger projects (say over €5 million), 

these might be potentially better suited to funding through a financial instrument. The 

FTI, by focusing on smaller projects up to €3 million, could complement financial 

instruments directed at the same objectives.  

EU added-value 

EU added value derives principally from bringing to market innovations that would 

otherwise remain in the development phase for longer periods of time, and in some 

potential cases being overtaken by innovations by competitor regions. In this context 

the instrument is highly supportive of the agenda being discussed by the proposed 

European Innovation Council (EIC). 

The FTI as a Pilot has an intrinsic value from having successfully demonstrated the 

feasibility of, and demand for, a bottom-up approach to promoting innovation across a 

wide spectrum of technologies. 

Recommendations 

On the basis of the research carried in this study, we believe the FTI has shown itself to 

be a useful addition to the portfolio of instruments available to Horizon 2020, and 

would recommend continued support, assuming no change in the current 

H2020portfolio, despite some constraints imposed by the wider H2020legal base. 

Given the levels of demand, and confirmation that some of the concerns over the 

submission and appraisal of projects can be allayed, the present budget of €100 million 

per year could be increased by at least double, say €200 million per year over the 

remaining three years of the current programme period. Further support after this 

period would be contingent on the full evaluation of the pilot and further policy 

developments with respect to the EIC and the wider use of bottom-up approaches, for 

example by possible changes in the SME Instrument 

In this changed policy environment the merits of the FTI would rest more heavily on its 

ability to identify and support innovations capable of significant acceleration to market 

across the full spectrum of technologies, and irrespective of corporate size and 

partnerships, and continuing to focus on smaller projects.  

Were the FTI to continue we would recommend: 

 For technological innovation, clearer guidance on the use of Technology Readiness 

Level (TRL) classification (project sponsors are unused to the TRL system) and in 

recognition of the later ‘valley of death’ a particular focus on TRL 7/8. Moves away 

from the use of TRLs especially for non-technological innovations should be replaced 

with an explicit approach to assessing market readiness; 
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 A greater requirement (notwithstanding the page limit on the project application) for 

applicants to demonstrate a full business plan for reaching commercialisation within 

3 years of project start, including results from market research and some outline of 

the intended match funding in support of commercialisation; 

 A review of the competencies of experts selected for project appraisal to ensure that 

they adequately cover the commercial as well as technical aspects, and 

consideration of a specific call for experts with direct commercial experience;  

 Some further consideration of the risks and benefits of the inclusion of larger 

businesses which have the potential to introduce higher deadweight and whether 

additional information on the corporate context might be sought; investigate the 

pros and the cons of reducing the 70% funding rate for larger businesses during the 

the build-up to the successor programme to H2020; 

 Relaxing the partner requirement, to say minimum of two partners, representing at 

least two Member States and consider a more restrictive definition of partners to 

avoid delays when partners change1; 

 Softening the objective of increasing the number of first time Framework 

Programme participants. Their encouragement should be facilitated by the nature 

and risk of projects being funded; 

 Continuing the assessment of the application process to better fit industry needs 

(increasing the number of cut-off points within the open call; and changes in the 

project application template). 

                                                

1 This proposed change does imply a modification to the Horizon legal base, in particular EU Regulation 1290/2013, 

article 54. 
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SYNTHESE ANALYTIQUE 

La Direction Générale de la Recherche et de l'Innovation (DG RTD) a mandaté ICF 

International pour évaluer la performance à ce jour de la réponse en 2015 au 

programme pilote "Voie express pour l'innovation" [Fast Track to Innovation Pilot 

(pilote FTI)]. 

L'objectif du présent rapport consiste à fournir un aperçu du pilote FTI et de présenter 

les résultats et les conclusions des travaux. 

OBJECTIF DU PROGRAMME PILOTE FAST TRACK TO INNOVATION (FTI) 

Le pilote FTI a été motivé par le besoins d’aides à la RDI (Recherche, Développement, 

Innovation, en particulier un soutien pour étendre les innovations déjà testées avec 

succès) qui soient ascendantes (bottom-up), à but commercial et facilement 

accessibles pour des entreprises à fort potentiel de croissance. Le pilote a été conçu 

pour améliorer: 

 la performance infra-optimale de l'industrie européenne et des PMEs dans le niveau 

d'investissement en innovation et la production de nouveaux produits et services;  

 les résultats d'innovation relativement limités des secteurs qui ont participés au FP7 

et le besoin d'attirer de nouveaux participants industriels vers les programmes-

cadres européens soutenant la recherche, le développement technologique et 

l'innovation; et 

 les problèmes d’accès au financement de l’innovation résultant du niveau élevé de 

risque auquel les projets d'innovation sont exposés. 

Le pilote FTI a été introduit en conformité avec le cadre juridique Horizon 2020. Le 

programme de travail pilote s'étend sur les années 2015 et 2016 avec un budget alloué 

de 200 millions d'euros pour les deux années. Le pilote FTI a été introduit pour offrir 

une approche «ascendante» ciblant l'entreprise directement pour aider à aborder les 

problématiques susmentionnées, pour attirer des participants à fort potentiel 

commercial et social, avec un processus d'évaluation et d'octroi de subventions plus 

rapide pour ceux qui présentent des innovations testées mais pas encore entièrement 

étendues et commercialisées. 

Cette logique a ensuite été discutée dans le contexte d'une proposition pour un Conseil 

européen de l'innovation (European Innovation Council, EIC) qui viserait à encourager 

des entreprises innovantes à développer et déployer des innovations disruptives et 

révolutionnaires propices à la création de nouveaux marchés. L'utilisation de FTI dans 

ce contexte a été citée. 

RESUME DES CONCLUSIONS 

Le pilote FTI vise à démontrer la valeur d'une approche « ascendante » pour la 

promotion puis la mise en œuvre/la commercialisation de technologies innovantes 

débouchant sur de nouveaux produits et processus ; financer des entreprises 

directement plutôt que se fier aux retombées des résultats de la recherche financée au 

bénéfice des entreprises. En particulier, le FTI cherche à accélérer le processus de 

transformation de l'innovation en valeur commerciale et avantage concurrentiel 
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associé. De cette manière, le FTI remplit également une partie des objectifs des 

précédents programmes CIP et FP7, remplacés par Horizon 2020. 

Pertinence 

Le FTI est clairement très pertinent quant aux objectifs généraux d'H2020de 

promouvoir l'innovation et son application. En tant que pilote testant une nouvelle 

approche, en particulier dans le contexte de la proposition d'un Conseil européen de 

l'innovation et des idées associées, les leçons revêtent une importance particulière pour 

la durée restante du programme actuel, mais également pour FP9 dans la période 

d'après 2020. 

L'intérêt porté au FTI par les entreprises par rapport au budget alloué de 200 millions 

d'euros est très élevé, avec plus de 900 demandes de projet sur les trois premières 

échéances de l'appel; alors que des financements sont disponibles pour seulement 46 

projets. Toute poursuite du programme FTI devrait prendre en considération le besoin 

de financement supplémentaire, sans quoi les faibles perspectives de financement 

décourageront des projets potentiellement attrayants. 

Efficacité 

FTI repose sur le cadre juridique défini plus généralement pour H2020et plus 

spécifiquement pour les actions d'innovation Horizon 2020. FTI est par conséquent 

fourni à travers un appel de projets standard Horizon 2020, à l'aide d'une variation du 

modèle de proposition standard et est tenu d'appliquer le cadre juridique qui établit la 

taille du projet (limité à un financement de 3 millions d'euros) et le taux d'intervention 

de facto à un taux maximum de 70 pourcents pour les organisations du secteur privé et 

de 100 pourcents pour les entités du secteur public. Il requiert également les mêmes 

exigences de partenariat (un minimum de trois partenaires issus de trois états 

membres différents) au même titre que d'autres actions d'innovation financées par 

Horizon 2020. Les demandes de projet sont évaluées avec le concours d'experts choisis 

parmi le pool général d'experts H2020géré par l'Agence exécutive pour la recherche 

(REA), mais sélectionnés par l'Agence exécutive pour les petites et moyennes 

entreprises (EASME). 

Il est avéré que ces exigences limitent l'efficacité du FTI, en particulier les exigences en 

termes de partenariat (qui sont moins pertinentes pour les projets proches de la 

commercialisation car ils auraient déjà été établis). 

Il existe également des faiblesses potentielles dans le processus d'évaluation, en 

particulier l'absence potentielle d'expérience en matière d'investissement commercial. 

Le processus d'évaluation du projet, bien qu'il ait été mené avec diligence, n'a pas 

encore entièrement établi la définition et l'interprétation des critères qui garantissent la 

meilleure qualité du projet. Par conséquent, nous avons observé que  

 les projets se trouvent à des étapes relativement précoces du développement 

d'innovations, ce qui devrait limiter la capacité à démontrer l'accélération de la mise 

sur le marché des innovations ; 

 certains projets pourraient ne générer qu’une innovation «révolutionnaire» 

(breakthrough innovation) limitée avec un risque commercial limité et de faibles 

niveaux d'additionalité associés au financement; et 



 

12 
 

 certains projets affichent des niveaux de planification d'affaires (business planning) 

inadéquats. 

Il existe également certaines preuves anecdotiques du recours à des contractants 

rédacteurs d'offres par les sponsors du projet, ce qui peut également potentiellement 

saborder la confiance dans la faisabilité commerciale des projets. Dans ce contexte, la 

due diligence est particulièrement critique. 

Le véritable test d'efficacité relatif aux résultats commerciaux obtenus ne peut pas 

encore être connu. La durée maximum des projets s'élève à 36 mois. Toutefois, seuls 

25 pourcents des projets soumis ont considéré qu'ils atteindraient l'objectif d'une 

commercialisation intégrale dans un délai de 3 ans suivant le lancement du projet. Ceci 

pourrait indiquer que des projets sélectionnés affichent un processus de développement 

d'innovation immature et/ou manquent de la préparation et planification adéquates en 

vue du processus de commercialisation. L’ampleur de ce problème devrait être évaluée 

dans l'évaluation ex post planifiée du pilote FTI. 

L'objectif d'attirer les primo-demandeurs au pilote FTI ne s’est pas pour l'instant 

entièrement concrétisé dans le processus de sélection – ce n'est pas un critère de 

sélection distinct et seuls quelques rares points de contact nationaux ciblent 

spécifiquement les nouveaux demandeurs. 

Performance 

L'un des objectifs principaux du FTI a été de réduire le temps d'octroi des subventions 

à un délai de six mois suivant la demande. Après un certain temps d'apprentissage et 

des ajustements au processus d'évaluation et d'octroi pour la première date butoir, le 

délai d'octroi a ensuite été réduit pour toutes les dates butoir de 2015, même si des 

difficultés persistent et le temps moyen de la subvention pour 2015 s'élevait à près de 

huit mois civils (237 jours). 

Le processus de gestion du programme est celui utilisé pour tous les programmes 

Horizon 2020. Comme mentionné auparavant, la principale préoccupation dans ce 

processus est le recours au modèle de proposition standard et à des experts issus d’un 

pool général d'experts Horizon 2020, la question étant de savoir si un nombre suffisant 

d'évaluateurs experts dans le domaine du financement à risque ou de l'investissement 

à risque est disponible pour évaluer la faisabilité des propositions soumises au FTI. En 

conséquence, un potentiel existe pour améliorer la qualité des projets octroyés. 

En matière d'additionalité associée aux projets financés, en réponse à la question de 

savoir ce qui se serait passé en l'absence de financement, la majorité des coordinateurs 

de projets a répondu qu'ils auraient continué, toutefois à une échelle plus réduite et/ou 

plus lente. Dans 25 pourcents des cas, le projet n'aurait pas continué. 

Cohérence 

Il y a un petit nombre de candidats aux financements disponibles via H2020– 

particulièrement concentré sur ceux ayant soumis leur demande dans le cadre de 

l'instrument P.M.E. (SME instrument) – qui ont du mal à comprendre les éléments 

différenciateurs du FTI. En pratique, étant donnée l’ambition de piloter une approche 

ascendante par le FTI, contrairement à l'approche fragmentée de l'instrument P.M.E., le 

risque de chevauchement et d'incohérence est très faible. 
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L'emphase de FTI sur l'accélération de l'exploitation commerciale d'un certain nombre 

d'innovations et la capacité de sociétés plus grandes d'accéder au pilote FTI sous 

réserve de confirmation de l'additionalité du financement, fournit un caractère 

différenciateur au sein d'Horizon 2020. 

En cas d'extension du FTI pour attirer des projets d'une envergure nettement plus 

grande (disons supérieurs à 5 millions d'euros), ceux-ci seront potentiellement plus 

aptes à être financés par un instrument financier. Le FTI, en se concentrant sur des 

projets de moindre envergure allant jusqu'à 3 millions d'euros, pourrait compléter des 

instruments financiers visant les mêmes objectifs.  

Valeur ajoutée UE 

La valeur ajoutée UE est principalement dérivée de la commercialisation d'innovations 

qui sinon demeureraient en phase de développement plus longuement, et dans certains 

cas potentiels seraient dépassées par les innovations provenant de régions 

concurrentes. Dans ce contexte, l'instrument appuie très vigoureusement le 

programme discuté par le Conseil européen de l'innovation proposé. 

En tant que pilote, le FTI présente une valeur intrinsèque liée au fait qu'il a démontré 

avec succès la faisabilité et la nécessité d'une approche ascendante pour promouvoir 

l'innovation sur un vaste spectre de technologies. 

RECOMMANDATIONS 

Sur la base de la recherche réalisée dans le cadre de cette étude, nous pensons que le 

FTI s'est avéré un ajout utile au portefeuille d'instruments à la disposition d'H2020et 

nous sommes inclinés à recommander un soutien continu, dans l'hypothèse où le 

portefeuille actuel d'H2020reste en l'état, malgré certaines contraintes imposées par le 

cadre juridique plus vaste d'Horizon 2020. 

Etant donné les niveaux de demande et la confirmation que certaines des 

préoccupations sur la soumission et l'évaluation des projets peuvent être apaisées, le 

budget actuel de 100 millions d'euros par an pourrait être au moins doublé, 

potentiellement 200 millions d'euros par an sur les trois années restantes de la période 

de programme actuelle. La prolongation du soutien après cette période serait assujettie 

à l'évaluation intégrale du pilote et d'autres développements politiques, eu égard à 

l'EIC et au recours accru aux approches ascendantes, par exemple par des 

changements possibles au niveau de l'instrument P.M.E. 

Dans cet environnement politique changé, les mérites du FTI reposeraient davantage 

sur sa capacité à identifier et soutenir des innovations propices à l'accélération 

significative vers la commercialisation sur un vaste spectre de technologies, et sans 

tenir compte de la taille de l’entreprise et des partenariats, tout en continuant à se 

concentrer sur des projets de moindre envergure.  

En cas de reconduction du FTI, nos recommandations seraient les suivantes: 

 Pour l'innovation technologique, des instructions plus claires sur l'utilisation de la 

classification Technology Readiness Level (TRL) (les sponsors de projet ne sont pas 

familiarisés avec le système TRL) et ayant considération pour la «vallée de la mort» 

subséquente, une attention toute particulière à TRL 7/8. S'éloigner de l'utilisation de 
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TRLs en particulier pour les innovations non-technologiques pour les remplacer par 

l'approche explicite d'évaluation du potentiel de commercialisation ; 

 Exigence accrue (nonobstant la limite de pages sur la demande de projet) de 

soumission par les demandeurs d'un plan d'affaires complet pour parvenir à la 

commercialisation dans un délai de 3 ans suivant le lancement du projet, y compris 

les résultats des études de marché et les grandes lignes du financement jumelé en 

soutien de la commercialisation; 

 Examen des compétences d'experts sélectionnés pour l'évaluation du projet pour 

garantir qu'ils couvrent adéquatement à la fois les aspects commerciaux et 

techniques et étude d'un appel spécifique à experts dotés d'une expérience 

commerciale directe;  

 Examen approfondi des risques et avantages de l'inclusion d'entreprises de plus 

grande taille ayant le potentiel d'introduire un «effet d'aubaine» supérieur, et 

considération pour l’intérêt qu’il y aurait à rechercher des informations 

supplémentaires sur le contexte d'entreprise; 

 Assouplir l'exigence de partenariat, à un minimum de deux partenaires, représentant 

au moins deux états membres et envisager une définition plus restrictive des 

partenaires pour éviter des retards en cas de changement de partenaires;2 

 Estomper l'objectif d'accroître le nombre de primo-participants au programme-cadre. 

Leur encouragement devrait être facilité par la nature et le risque des projets 

financés; 

 Alignement du processus de candidature pour mieux répondre aux besoins de 

l'industrie avec l’augmentation des dates butoirs au sein de l'appel ouvert; et 

changements dans le formulaire de proposition de projet. 

                                                

2 Cette recommandation demanderait une modification a la base légale de Horizon 2020, notamment RÈGLEMENT 

(UE) No 1290/2013, article 54. 
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INTRODUCTION 

1 Objectives of the study 

The study aims at assessing the demand side for the FTI pilot (and the 

validity of its rationale) and to develop advice on whether the implem-

entation can be improved. 

Final recommendations are based on a performance assessment of the FTI 

Pilot scheme against the following criteria: 

 Relevance – is the rationale for intervention still valid. In particular are 

the market failures and barriers to commercialisation still operating and 

does the scheme meet industry needs; 

 Effectiveness – are the objectives of the scheme being met. In particular 

has the time to market been shortened;  has private sector investment 

been leveraged; have new participants who can create value from 

novelty been attracted to H2020; 

 Efficiency – what are the administration costs involved and are these 

justified by the actual / expected benefits from the scheme including 

reduced time to grant; 

 Coherence – does the scheme complement or conflict with other actions, 

in particular other collaborative research and innovation actions funded 

under H2020 (standard innovation actions and SME instrument phase 2) 

 EU added value – would identified impacts have occurred without EU 

action, how has EU action made a difference 

The assessment details: 

 The profiles of applicant consortia / successful consortia (types of 

partners, industry involvement, SMEs) – the extent to which applicants 

are first time applicants and proposals are based on new project ideas or 

resubmissions; 

 The interest and demand for the support provided under the FTI pilot: 

- Position of the FTI Pilot on the innovation lifecycle (with particular 

reference to Technology Readiness Levels) as measured against the 

needs of the targeted beneficiaries; 

 The scales of investment and leverage and the additionality given the 

extent to which this investment would not have happened or would have 

been delayed or reduced in the absence of the scheme – as reported by 

funded consortia; 
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 The coverage of the programme by country, Enabling and Industrial 

Technologies3 and Societal Challenges; 

 Expected commercial outcomes from the planned take-up of the 

innovation; 

 The management of the scheme with respect to costs and quality, and 

specifically the operation and speed of project appraisal and subsequent 

monitoring; 

 The eligibility of projects for other instruments such as broader H2020 

innovation actions and the H2020 SME instrument, and the advantages 

provided compared to these other schemes; 

 The availability of national innovation support schemes that might have 

otherwise been used; 

 The benefits resulting from the consortia collaborations required by the 

scheme, including the access of industry to H2020 funding 

1.1 The structure of this report 

The remainder of the document is structured as follows: 

 The second section provides an overview of the research approach; 

 The third section discusses the rationale for intervention, as well as 

stakeholder feedback on the relevance of the FTI pilot; 

 The fourth section reviews demand for funding and the projects funded 

under the first three cut off dates in 2015; 

 The fifth section provides feedback on programme implementation, 

specifically on the assessment criteria, selection process, effectiveness 

and efficiency of the implementation of the scheme, as well as its added 

value; 

 The sixth section of the report summarises results reported by survey 

responses and interviewees; 

 The seventh section presents conclusions and recommendations; 

 Written up case studies on FTI funded projects and the online survey 

questionnaire are presented in the annexes. 

                                                

3 In context of the Leadership in Enabling and Industrial Technologies programme of H2020.  
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RESEARCH APPROACH  

2 The online survey  

The online survey was designed to develop a profile of successful and 

unsuccessful FTI project coordinators as well as understand the nature and 

expected impacts of the projects. The issues that the survey explored 

corresponded to the research questions set out in the Terms of References 

for this study. For the purposes of the survey, project coordinators were 

treated as project ‘managers’ who were able to provide a comprehensive 

assessment of the expected achievements of the project, including the 

impacts on their own organisations as beneficiaries. 

2.1 Sample design and response rate 

The survey populations targeted were FTI coordinators of funded projects, 

as well as all unsuccessful applicants from EU Member States and countries 

associated to Horizon 20204. The overall survey population consisted of 46 

FTI project coordinators and 441 unsuccessful applicants who had passed 

the quality threshold but did not obtain funding. Unsuccessful applicants 

who had not passed the quality threshold in the proposal assessment were 

excluded. Table 1 provides a summary of outcomes and response rates. The 

28 successful FTI coordinators who completed the online survey 

represented 61 per cent of the total 46 successful projects. A much smaller 

proportion of unsuccessful applicants (17 per cent) responded to the 

survey, due to both the larger population (N=441) and most likely less 

inclination to respond due to them not being funded. A respective 4 (N=2) 

and 7 (N=32) per cent of successful and unsuccessful applicants partially 

completed the survey but did not submit their response. 

A caveat to the analysis survey data of successful FTI coordinators is that 

the accuracy of results depend on sample size: they decrease in small 

samples, especially when small samples from small populations are 

considered. Equally, with the relatively high no-reply rate for unsuccessful 

applicants there is an increased risk of non-response bias (i.e. that the 

answers of respondents differ from the potential answers of those who did 

not answer). 

                                                

4 As of 29 April 2016, the following non-EU countries are Associated to Horizon 2020: Iceland; 
Norway; Albania; Bosnia and Herzegovina; the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia; Montenegro; 
Serbia; Turkey; Israel; Moldova; Switzerland; Faroe Islands; Ukraine; Tunisia; and Georgia 
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Outcome 

FTI coordinators Unsuccessful FTI 

applicants 

n= % of all n= % of all 

Completed 28 61% 74 17% 

Partially complete 2 4% 32 7% 

No reply 18 39% 367 83% 

Total population 46 100% 441 100% 

 Summary of responses to online survey Table 1.

 

3 Interview programme 

ICF conducted interviews with programme managers in EASME as well as 

with relevant units of DG RTD and other DGs which are involved in 

developing the work programme for the FTI pilot. Furthermore, interviews 

with national stakeholders as well as with MEP Christian Ehler were 

conducted. 

Following onto the surveys, ICF conducted semi-structured telephone 

interviews with both FTI coordinators and unsuccessful applicants who 

indicated that they would be available for a discussion (Table 2 below). 

Stakeholder group 
Number of 

interviews 

Number of target 

interviews 

European Commission, EASME 10 10 

National stakeholders 2 2 

EIB/EIF 1 1 

MEP Christian Ehler 1 2 

FTI coordinators 8 10 

Coordinators of other H2020 
innovation actions 

6 10 

Unsuccessful applicants to FTI 12 12 

 Overview of semi-structured interviews conducted and planned Table 2.

 

4 Case studies 

The final report contains eight case studies covering individual FTI projects, 

based on  

 Semi-structured interviews with FTI coordinators; 
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 A review of project proposals and project progress reports. 

These case studies help in shedding light on the specific elements of the 

projects funded, in light of the main research questions outlined in section 1 

above. Write ups of all case studies are provided in Annex 1. 

5 Analysis of programme data 

In addition to the above, data from the European Commission’s CORDA 

database (Common Research data warehouse), was reviewed to allow the 

analysis of demand and funded activities presented in the section on 

demand for funding below. 
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RATIONALE FOR INTERVENTION 

6 Understanding of the context 

6.1 Europe suffers from a lack of investment in research and innovation 

The key driver and rationale for public support to research and innovation 

at the European level is Europe's structural innovation gap: compared to its 

global competitors, Europe's patenting performance is weak and it lags 

behind in developing new products, new processes and new services. To 

boost productivity and growth, it is critically important to 1) generate 

breakthrough technologies and 2) translate them into new products, 

processes and services. Europe has taken an early technological lead in 

many key technology areas, but in the face of growing competition its 

advantage is tenuous, and has not been translated into an innovative and 

competitive lead. 

The pace of scientific and technological change worldwide has further 

increased pressure on the competitiveness of the European economy. The 

European Union is still investing less in research and innovation, compared 

to main competitor regions such as the United States, South Korea or 

Japan5. 

6.2 Lack of risk finance impedes innovation 

Academic research suggests that there are two principle challenges, or 

‘valleys of death’, to overcome in the financing of innovative projects or 

firms: 

 A lack of seed and early-stage risk-finance for innovative new firms and 

start-ups; 

 A lack of finance in the commercialisation and large-scale roll-out of new 

products and services – this is typically set between pre-commercial and 

sometimes government supported basic research and commercial, profit-

maximising activities67 

A number of issues characterise the European market for risk finance:8  

                                                

5 See http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/GB.XPD.RSDV.GD.ZS.  

6 A valley of Death in the innovation sequence: An economic Investigation, Phoenix Center for 
Advanced legal & Economic Public Policy Studies 

7 House of Commons, Science and Technology Committee (2013), Bridging the valley of death: 
improving the commercialisation of research. Eight report of session 2012-13. 

8 European Investment Fund (EIF) (2014,2015,2016) European Small Business Finance Outlook , 
http://www.eif.org/news_centre/research/  

http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/GB.XPD.RSDV.GD.ZS
http://www.eif.org/news_centre/research/
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 In comparison with the US, Europe continues to have a much less 

diversified financing structure, and historically, much higher dependence 

on banks;  

 Bank lending has contracted significantly since the financial crisis; 

 Credit standards overall and the costs of riskier bank loans have 

increased as well; 

 Alternative risk capital markets in the EU are underdeveloped compared 

to competitor regions such as the US; 

 Whilst increases in business angel activity are encouraging, venture 

capital investment in EU has not recovered from the crisis; 

 The market for SME securitised assets is also underdeveloped in Europe, 

with current legislation perceived to be preventing an expansion of 

usage; and 

Lack of adequate finance is particularly problematic in capital intensive 

demonstration and pre-commercial phases, where private investors and 

financial institutions might still be reluctant to provide support.  

Research suggests that such restricted access to external financing results 

in underinvestment in innovation and decelerate the growth of innovative 

companies9, reducing economic growth and competitiveness of the EU. 

Overall, there is lack of a responsible equity risk culture as compared to the 

United States and other competitors. 

A timely and targeted European policy is needed in particular for replicating 

and deploying technologies that have become stuck in the so-called ‘Valleys 

of Death’ both before and during the early commercialisation phase (see 

Figure 1).  

                                                

9 Carpenter, R. E., Petersen, B. C. (2002a). Is the growth of small firms constrained by internal 
finance? The Review of Economics and Statistics 84: 298–309. 
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 Figure 1. The two “valleys of death” and financing options to cross them 

Source: ICF - based on an original diagram by Bloomberg New Energy Finance 

An improvement in the adoption of innovative technologies in certain 

Member States where markets remain nascent is also an important factor 

for the EU28 overall. As illustrated in Figure 1, a number of potential 

financing sources are appropriate for developers of innovative technologies 

at various stages of the life of an innovation, from initial idea through to 

early market deployment.  

However, there are substantial barriers which inhibit the financing of 

research and innovation. These barriers can be loosely grouped under three 

themes which are summarised in Table 3 and briefly described below. 

They can affect stakeholders that are engaged directly or indirectly in 

research and innovation investments. Some are internal barriers (i.e. acting 

within a project or company), while some barriers are external (i.e. wider 

framework conditions acting on project developers or investors). 
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Financial barriers  Skills, knowledge and 
information barriers  

Technology barriers 

High initial costs 

Scale of investment 
needed is sometimes 
beyond the usual range 

for business angels / 
venture capitalists 

Heavy dependence on 
bank intermediaries 

Under-developed 
corporate bonds, equity 

and securitisation 

markets 

Basel III rules have 
created greater risk 
aversion  

Lower returns on 
investment 

Future returns from R&I 

hard to capture 

Asymmetry of information 
between investees and 
investors which changes 
perceptions of risks 

Lack of financial 
knowledge on side of 
investees, such as start-
ups and SMEs 

In start-ups and spin-outs, 
uncertainty of exit 

prospects 

Lack of specific skills 
among investors, 
investees and potential 
clients 

Inability of institutional 
investors to assess project 
risks properly 

Lack of track record and 
collateral for young 
businesses 

Technology unproven at 
commercial scale, so 
significant risk of technical 
failure 

Nascent or disconnected 
supply chains prevent key 
technologies coming to 
market 

Implementation risk for 
end users who favour 

incumbent (proven) 

technologies 

 Summary of barriers to investment in research and innovation  Table 3.

Source: ICF own analysis 

7 Innovation and risks of innovation failure 

In large parts, innovation is a matter of identifying and controlling 

commercial and technical risks that could lead to innovation and potentially 

business failures.10 For smaller businesses, controlling risks associated with 

innovation takes a more important role than for larger companies, who 

should be able to offset additional expenditures and would be expected to 

have more formal innovation strategies for resourcing and planning 

investment in innovation.11  

The FTI seeks to target the significant risks faced by businesses, especially 

but not exclusively smaller businesses, associated with the ‘second valley of 

death’ when seeking to demonstrate and commercialise new products and 

processes. 

                                                

10 See e.g. results of Community Innovation Survey 2012, or Murro, P. (2013), The determinants of 
innovation. What is the role of risk? 

11 See https://hbr.org/2015/06/you-need-an-innovation-strategy; for a discussion on the importance 
of an innovation strategy / business plan. 

https://hbr.org/2015/06/you-need-an-innovation-strategy
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Academic research and policy intervention has been focused on 

incentivising firms to take risks, or to reduce financial risks in the stages 

before market introduction of innovations.12 Risks may be particularly acute 

for innovating SMEs, which often do not have access to sufficient internal or 

external finance at acceptable terms to cover or reduce such risks.13 This 

risk may, especially for smaller businesses, reflect the lack of an innovation 

strategy, which defines clearly how investment in innovation will support 

the current or planned future business model. It may also be exacerbated 

by the inability of businesses to access and participate in relevant 

knowledge networks14 that might help to provide key technological and/or 

commercial information. 

The principal financial risks faced by innovative firms, especially when 

acting alone rather than in collaboration, are augmented by the current 

issues of the European market for risk finance, and its core 

characteristics15: 

 In comparison with the US, Europe continues to have a much less 

diversified financing structure, and historically, much higher dependence 

on banks; 

 Bank lending has contracted significantly since the financial crisis 

 Credit standards overall and the costs of riskier bank loans have 

increased as well 

 Alternative risk capital markets in the EU are underdeveloped compared 

to competitor regions such as the US  

- Whilst increases in business angel activity are encouraging, venture 

capital investment in EU has not recovered from the crisis; 

- The market for SME securitised assets is also underdeveloped in 

Europe, with current legislation perceived to be preventing an 

expansion of usage 

 Overall, there is lack of a responsible equity risk culture as compared to 

the United States and other competitors 

                                                

12 For some empirical research on how the riskiness of innovations and market uncertainty influence 
firm decisions see, e.g. Caggese, A (2012), Entrepreneurial risk, investment, and innovation, Journal 
of Financial Economics 106 (2012) 287–307. 

13 On SMEs access to risk finance, see for instance European Investment Fund (2016) SME finance 
outlook. 

14 See for example: OECD on policies for innovation:  https://www.oecd.org/sti/45302349.pdf 

15 European Investment Fund (EIF) (2014,2015,2016) European Small Business Finance Outlook , 
http://www.eif.org/news_centre/research/   

https://www.oecd.org/sti/45302349.pdf
http://www.eif.org/news_centre/research/
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Research suggests that such restricted access to external financing results 

in underinvestment in innovation and decelerate the growth of innovative 

companies16, reducing economic growth and competitiveness of the EU. 

The FTI pilot aims to ‘give the development of innovations the last push 

needed before their introduction to the market’. Whilst commercial and 

technical risk is not explicitly mentioned as a rationale for intervention in 

the FTI pilot work programme, it is an implicit impediment of both speed 

and occurrence of particularly later TRL innovation and is effectively 

addressed in principle through the financial support, the encouragement of 

collaboration and the requirement for formal business planning, which is a 

relevant objective to many R&D collaborative projects, including those 

supported previously under FP7 or Horizon 2020.  

There are of course, further possible motivations for firms to seek FTI 

funding beyond reducing risks. Mere innovation strategy considerations 

could play a role, for instance in cases were an innovation or developed 

solution does not have a ‘home’ in the applicant firm, and resources are 

needed to understand how the innovation fits within existing business 

models, technical and manufacturing/delivery capacity. Furthermore, 

winning EU funding is often seen as a ‘quality label’ or as part of a 

corporate innovation strategy. Finally, being a cross-border funding 

programme, the FTI pilot also provides specific support to deepen cross-

border partnerships with partner firms. 

8 Innovation support in previous EU programmes 

Previous EU research and development programmes (e.g. FP7) were not 

directed to supporting innovation, albeit some finance support for 

innovation was introduced through the risk sharing finance mechanism17. 

Innovation support was previously offered through the Competitiveness and 

Innovation Programme (CIP)18. 

As a result the FP7 funding programme was considered by many 

commercial participants as a “funder of last resort” because of its 

administrative burden.19 Furthermore, the long-time taken to receive a 

grant was considered by many R&D performing firms to be an impediment 

and not suitable for support of fast moving fields like advanced materials 

and ICT. 

FP7 improved the share of Small and Medium Enterprises (SME) and more 

generally, industry participation throughout its lifetime. Industry 

                                                

16 See e.g. Carpenter, R. E., & Petersen, B. C. (2002). Capital market imperfections, high‐tech 
investment, and new equity financing. The Economic Journal, 112(477), F54-F72. 

17 RSFF: https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm?pg=rsff 

18 CIP: http://ec.europa.eu/cip/.  

19 Interim evaluation of the ICT research in the 7th Framework Programme Catalysing European 
Competitiveness in a Globalising World, June 2010. 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/index_en.cfm?pg=rsff
http://ec.europa.eu/cip/
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involvement through Joint Technology Initiatives leveraged substantial 

impacts, but research suggests that there were some limitations to the 

scale and scope of innovation outputs produced by industry and SMEs 

participating in EU framework programmes, reflecting its formal 

objectives.20  

To make the framework programme more attractive to business 

participants, previous programme evaluations in the LEIT areas have tasked 

the Commission with developing a more streamlined, simplified and 

coherent approach to programme implementation.  

In response to the criticism concerning previous programme management 

and the continuing financing gaps for specific groups of European 

businesses, the EU put in place a variety of instruments to raise investment 

levels in R&D overall, and to enable a larger number of innovations to reach 

the market more quickly. 

The current framework programme H2020is the first to bring together 

support for research and innovation activities under one heading. In 

Horizon 2020, instruments and accompanying innovation support measures 

were introduced in particular to give a boost to high-growth potential firms, 

often SMEs or young firms (using financial instruments under InnovFin – EU 

Finance for Innovators, and the SME instrument), and the market uptake / 

exploitation of innovation (e.g. Fast Track to Innovation Pilot, Common 

Exploitation Booster). 

The European Parliament, which exerted a substantial influence on the 

design of the new framework programme H2020(2014-2020), also 

highlighted a number of challenges that needed addressing in order to 

make the first EU Framework Programme that covered explicitly both 

Research and Innovation more relevant to industry and fast-paced 

technology areas than the previous Framework Programmes, which covered 

Research and Technological Development.  

These challenges were in particular to: 

 Improve responsiveness to technical change – making the framework 

programme more responsive to fast-emerging, market-driven 

technological domains which could benefit from innovation support (for 

examples areas of advanced manufacturing, IT). FP7 was found to have 

been too slow in responding to market needs. It often took a 

considerable amount of time to introduce a specific funding topic/agree 

on the design of individual calls for proposals; 

                                                

20 Industry participation in FP7 fell to 25%, down from 31% in FP6. Therefore industry made a more 
limited contribution to FP7 than FP6 overall. Whilst industry stakeholders and SME have stated that 
their participation in FP7 helped in accessing new knowledge and transnational R&D networks, the 
extent to which this led to innovation outputs has been inhibited by barriers around administrative 
burden and a ‘perception of insufficient flexibility in work programmes’. See e.g. European 
Commission (2015), Ex post evaluation of the Seventh EU Framework Programme. 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/fp7_final_evaluation_expert_group_report.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/fp7_final_evaluation_expert_group_report.pdf
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 Focus on commercial and societal impact – MEPs were of the view that 

the new framework programme needed a stronger focus on commercial 

and societal impact, rather than just technological development;  

 Give more weight to market potential – the closer projects are to the 

market the more topics should be driven by market interest. This would 

require the European Commission and other implementing bodies to 

assess the quality and relevance of proposals in terms of a wide range of 

market contexts, which would create tensions with the strategic focus on 

broad societal challenges to be addressed by innovation. Therefore a 

bottom up instrument was proposed based on explicit assessment of 

market potential; 

 Reduce time-to-grant – it was felt by stakeholders that the time-to-grant 

was too long in FP7 to fund time-critical, market relevant projects. It was 

however recognised that time-to-grant might be difficult to reduce 

drastically across the new framework programme, but that a drastic 

reduction in time-to grant could be a feature of a specific instrument 

directed to funding small, focussed activities, looking to undertake pre-

commercial testing and demonstration.   

This group of challenges were to be addressed by the FTI programme. 

Since the introduction of the FTI, wider discussions have taken place, 

relating to a European Innovation Council, amounting into a selection 

procedure for a high level taskforce designed to advise and encourage 

support for innovative businesses aiming to develop and deploy disruptive 

and/or market-creating innovation. First reflections on the changes needed 

within the FP programme were discussed at a first workshop following an 

EIC call for ideas.21 Some of the ideas gathered are relevant for decisions 

on the future of the FTI. 

9 The Fast Track to Innovation Pilot 

9.1 Policy rationale for a Fast Track to Innovation Pilot 22 

The rationale for the FTI Pilot was the need for a bottom-up, commercially 

driven, easily accessible grant support for R&D (and specifically support for 

scaling up innovations) by high potential growth businesses. The Pilot would 

help to address: 

 the sub-optimal performance of European industry and SMEs in the level 

of investment in R&D and production of new products and services23;  

                                                

21 See 
https://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/pdf/workshop/eic_workshop_summary_report_final.pdf#view=fit&
pagemode=none  

22 http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-
techweb/pdf/h2020_16_12/Ehler_Fast%20Track%20to%20Innovation%20Implementation%20Challe
nge.pdf  

https://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/pdf/workshop/eic_workshop_summary_report_final.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
https://ec.europa.eu/research/eic/pdf/workshop/eic_workshop_summary_report_final.pdf#view=fit&pagemode=none
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-techweb/pdf/h2020_16_12/Ehler_Fast%20Track%20to%20Innovation%20Implementation%20Challenge.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-techweb/pdf/h2020_16_12/Ehler_Fast%20Track%20to%20Innovation%20Implementation%20Challenge.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/sme-techweb/pdf/h2020_16_12/Ehler_Fast%20Track%20to%20Innovation%20Implementation%20Challenge.pdf
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 the relatively limited innovation outputs of industry that participated in 

FP7, and the need to attract new industry participants, even though this 

was not a major challenge highlighted in the ex post evaluation of FP724; 

and  

 the problems in accessing R&D finance which are consequential of the 

high level of risk that innovation projects are exposed to. 

The FTI Pilot was introduced with the H2020 Work Programme 2014-2015, 

and runs across 2015 and 2016. The FTI Pilot was introduced as a 

complementary measure to help address these issues as outlined above, to 

attract high commercial and social potential participants, with a quicker 

appraisal and grant award for those with tested innovations but not yet fully 

scaled and launched on the market. 

Scope and objective of the FTI Pilot 

The H2020 FTI Pilot responds to the need to support ‘close to the market’ 

pre-commercial innovation activity in fields related to developing leadership 

in enabling and industrial technologies (LEITs)25 and / or H2020 ‘societal 

challenges’26 For technological (process / product / service) innovations in 

these fields the FTI Pilot seeks to: 

 reduce time from idea to market, 

 stimulate the participation of first-time applicants to EU research and 

innovation funding, and 

 increase private sector investment in research and innovation, 

by providing grant assistance to address financial constraints and 

encouraging broader research collaborations that might address certain 

managerial or skills constraints as well as financial and technological risks. 

                                                                                                                             

23 See for instance: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/R_%26_D_expenditure or OECD (2015), Science, Technology and Industry 
Scoreboard 2015, http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/science-and-
technology/oecd-science-technology-and-industry-scoreboard-2015_sti_scoreboard-2015-en   

24 See summary of the FP7 evaluation: http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-146_en.htm  

25 LEITs include: Key Enabling Technologies (KETs), ICT and Space as areas of key industrial 
competences determining Europe’s global competitiveness. KETs include: nanotechnologies, 
advanced-materials, advanced manufacturing and processing and biotechnology. See 
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/h2020-sections.  

26 H2020Societal challenges are: Health, demographic change and wellbeing; Food security, 
sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and maritime and inland water research, and the 
Bioeconomy; Secure, clean and efficient energy;  Smart, green and integrated transport;  Climate 
action, environment, resource efficiency and raw materials;  Europe in a changing world - inclusive, 
innovative and reflective societies;  Secure societies - protecting freedom and security of Europe and 
its citizens. Also see http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/h2020-sections  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/R_%26_D_expenditure
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/R_%26_D_expenditure
http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/science-and-technology/oecd-science-technology-and-industry-scoreboard-2015_sti_scoreboard-2015-en
http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/science-and-technology/oecd-science-technology-and-industry-scoreboard-2015_sti_scoreboard-2015-en
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-146_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/h2020-sections
http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/h2020-sections


 

29 
 

In so doing it delivers benefits by bringing forward the successful 

commercialisation of innovation, and enabling commercialisation of 

innovations that would otherwise have failed; contributing EU added value. 

The basic intervention logic of the programme is summarised in Figure 2 

 

 Figure 2. FTI Pilot intervention logic 

Source: ICF own description 

Expected impact from FTI Pilot27 

The FTI Pilot is aiming to achieve the following results: 

 Faster development, commercial take-up and/or deployment of 

sustainable innovative solutions (products, processes, services, business 

models etc.) in enabling industrial technologies and/or for tackling 

societal challenges, by reducing financial and/or technical risks of 

industrial development projects; 

 Reduce time to initial market take-up no later than 3 years after the 

beginning of the FTI project. In very well-justified cases linked to the 

specific characteristics of a particular innovation field or industry sector, 

the time to initial market take-up could be longer;  

 Enhance competitiveness and growth of business partners in the 

consortium, measured in terms of turnover and job creation;  

                                                

27 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-
fast-track_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
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 Leverage additional private investment into research and/or innovation; 

 Address transnational value-chains and/or EU-wide or global markets;  

 Nurture trans-disciplinary and cross-sector approaches; and 

 Attract further industry participation in H2020, including SMEs and 

industry first-time applicants to H2020. 

Structure and main features 

The Executive Agency for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (EASME) is 

responsible for the management of the FTI Pilot (2015-2016), which has 

been implemented through a permanently open call for proposals from 

consortia, with three cut-off dates per year, until a final submission date, 

fixed on the 25th of October 2016. The FTI supports the execution of 

‘Innovation Action’, which means that it provides for funding of up to 70 per 

cent of eligible costs for profit-making entities and up to 100 per cent for 

not-for-profit entities: proposals submitted in response to the call should 

incorporate business plans and originate from consortia comprising between 

three and five legal entities established in at least three different EU 

Member States or countries associated to H2020.  

Actions funded under the scheme are to be ‘business-driven’ because they 

are intended to give promising innovation ideas the last push towards 

market entry. The support extends to projects undertaking innovation from 

the demonstration stage through to market uptake and it targets “relatively 

mature new technologies, concepts, processes and business models that 

need a last development step to reach the market and achieve wider 

deployment”.28 Technological innovations are required to demonstrate a 

Technology Readiness Level (TRL) of at least 6.29  

The substantial industry involvement required by the FTI should ensure 

market take-up within three years from the start of the project. This 

industry involvement implies either the allocation of at least 60 per cent of 

the budget to industry participants in the consortium, or the presence of a 

minimum number of two industry participants in a consortium of three or 

four partners, or of three industry participants in a consortium of five 

partners. 

The pilot has been allocated a budget of €200 million for 2015-2016 and 

was expected to contribute typically between €1 million and €2 million per 

project – with provision for funding up to €3 million. See Section 4 for a 

description of the projects funded under the first three cut off dates. 

                                                

28 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-
fast-track_en.pdf  

29 TRL classification: Annex G, H2020 General Annexes: TRL 6 – technology demonstrated in relevant 
environment (industrially relevant environment in the case of key enabling technologies) 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
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10 Relevance of FTI pilot and feedback on rationale for 

intervention 

10.1 Assessment of the intervention logic 

This section presents a summary of stakeholder feedback supported by a 

review of the FTI project portfolio. 

Most interviewees felt that the FTI 2014-15 work programme30 set out 

clearly the rationale and main objectives of the funding instrument, and 

that it addressed a well-defined set of market failures and related barriers 

to commercialisation. 

A number of observations and perceptions were raised by stakeholders, 

which suggests that the implementation of the programme is not fully in 

line with the intervention logic put forward or that the restrictions imposed 

on the FTI by the need for compliance with the general H2020 legal base 

are not clear to stakeholders. Issues raises are summarised below: 

 Choice of the funding instrument - Stakeholders suggested that using 

grant funding and an intervention rate of 70 per cent runs the risk of 

high deadweight, with riskier projects being crowded out. Soft loans 

were also suggested as an alternative. However, the funding instrument 

is defined by the general H2020legal base, which cannot be changed in 

this programme period. 

 Recognition of risk - Risk and uncertainty are key factors that inhibit 

investment in innovation, with financial risks more pronounced at the 

later stage TRLs when some of the technological uncertainties have been 

removed. Since the case for financial support through FTI is in 

substantial part a response to this financial risk it was unclear to some 

stakeholders, particularly project coordinators, how risks of proposals 

were defined and assessed. However, project appraisals do provide 

applicants in the Evaluation Summary Reports a description of the 

"weaknesses" detected in their proposals, which are actually in most 

cases important risks. 

 Avoidance of risk - There is some evidence from the project portfolio 

review and the case study work that FTI has funded projects where the 

products are already very close to a scaled up production and market 

entrance – i.e. most risks have been overcome already, and public 

intervention might not be warranted if the purpose is to only mitigate 

certain investment risks. Some EC officers commented that projects put 

forward are not particularly risky – and this might not correspond with 

the objectives set out by the work programme, which aims to give 

projects stuck in the second valley of death ‘the last push towards the 

                                                

30 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/main/h2020-wp1415-
fast-track_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/main/h2020-wp1415-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/main/h2020-wp1415-fast-track_en.pdf
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market’ – this was highlighted in particular for FTI projects where large 

multinational companies are beneficiaries. 

 Definition of target beneficiaries - Some stakeholders, particularly 

from the EC, suggested that the intended target groups need to be more 

clearly defined and ‘enforced’ to better reflect market failure, and 

especially the lack of finance for smaller, innovative SMEs as outlined in 

section 6.1 above. Currently, a considerable proportion of FTI funding 

goes to larger companies31. Other consultees suggested however, that 

even in large companies R&D departments can be cash poor or fail to 

access external finance at appropriate conditions.  

 Attracting first time industry applicants – Stakeholders from the EC 

and the national level contested whether this objective was given 

sufficient weight in programme implementation. A review of programme 

applicants suggests that there is a relatively large proportion of 

experienced FP7 and/or H2020 participants. It was also suggested that a 

focus on first-time applicants might compromise proposals from more 

established applicants which are superior in quality and potential impact. 

 Measurement of policy benefits – FTI is implemented across 

Thematic Areas. Some EC officers suggested this prevented an 

understanding of the policy benefit; and that the FTI programme should 

be made available in individual thematic areas to enable returns to be 

more visible. Such an approach would however, defeat the original 

purpose of having a 'fully bottom-up' funding instrument, as envisaged in 

the H2020legal base as contained in REGULATION (EU) No 1290/2013, 

article 54.  

 Restriction of policy benefits - Suggestions for broadening the scope 

of the instrument were made by interviewees from the national level and 

dropping the requirement to focus on societal challenges and LEIT. This, 

however, would also run contrary to the H2020legal base.32 

 Distinguishing FTI more clearly from other programmes - There is 

some confusion in stakeholder perception between the targeting of the 

FTI Pilot and other H2020 instruments, such as the innovation actions 

and the SME instrument (open to SMEs only). A focus on funding higher 

TRL and related risks, and the acceleration of commercialisation of near 

market innovation would help to distinguish the FTI.   

10.2 Motivations for submitting proposals in response to the FTI pilot call 

As part of the survey of successful FTI projects the coordinators were asked 

to rate the main factors, in terms of their importance, behind their 

                                                

31 Current statistics suggest that around 45% of all funding allocated under the FTI pilot call goes to 
SMEs, and 30% of funding goes to companies that do not fall under the EU definition of an SME, as 
captured in the EU recommendation 2003/361. 

32 CF REGULATION (EU) No 1290/2013, article 54  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32003H0361&locale=en
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application to the pilot scheme (see Figure 3). In line with the main of 

objectives of FTI 100 per cent of respondents cited accelerated 

commercialisation and market introduction as quite to very important for 

their application. Demonstrating project activities was ranked second in 

terms of importance (with 64 per cent choosing “Very important”), followed 

by a need to mitigate financial risk (54 per cent).  

 

 Figure 3. Factors in terms of their importance’s for applying to the FTI pilot 

Source: ICF survey FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

Business plan validation received the lowest rating on the basis of very 

/quite importance.  

Unsuccessful applicants’ motivations were also examined and compared 

(Figure 4). Similar to the successful applicants, the accelerated 

commercialisation and market introduction was cited as most important 

with 97 per cent rating it as quite- to very important. Proportionately, 

unsuccessful applicants were more likely to see access to research funding 

(with 80 per cent of respondents) as a quite- to very important reason 

behind their FTI application, suggestive that relatively less advanced 

technological readiness may have been a factor in their lack of success. The 

funding rate and the need to address financial risk were also accorded less 

importance, suggestive that unsuccessful projects had greater difficulties 

demonstrating additionality.  



 

34 
 

 

 Figure 4. Factors in terms of their importance’s for unsuccessful applicants applying to the 

Fast Track to Innovation pilot 

Source: ICF survey; FTI unsuccessful applicant survey data; base: 74  
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DEMAND FOR FUNDING AND FUNDED PROJECTS 

11 Overview 

11.1 The FTI Pilot projected to fund 46 innovative projects with €98.7 

million under the 2015 cut-off dates 

A total of 902 proposals were submitted, including 3,878 applicants.33 Of 

these, a total of 46 proposals were successful, and a total of 204 applicants 

were selected. More specifically: 

 For the first cut-off date (i.e. 29 April 2015) 268 applications were 

received and 16 projects with 69 beneficiary organisations were selected 

for EU funding, totalling €35.6 million34. 

 For the second cut-off date (i.e. 1st September 2015) 231applications 

were submitted and 15 projects with 67 beneficiary organisations were 

awarded EU funding amounting to €32.7 million35.  

 For the third cut-off date(i.e. 1st December 2015), 403 applications were 

submitted and 15 projects with 68 beneficiary organisations were 

awarded EU funding amounting to €30.4 million36 

Figure 5 presents an overview of applicants by country, which gives an 

approximation of gross demand for FTI funding. It demonstrates that Italy, 

Spain, Germany and the UK represented the largest demand out of all 36 

countries from which applications were received. 

                                                

33 A total of 19 applicant entries were ignored from the analysis, because the proposals that they 
were partners too were either inadmissible or withdrawn by the proposal coordinators (these 
proposal numbers were: 691396, 699613, 700944 and 720380). 

34 https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/news/commission-speeds-access-market-16-innovative-projects-
36-million  

35 https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/news/eu-gives-327-million-bring-innovative-ideas-market-quicker  

36 ICF CORDA analysis. 

https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/news/commission-speeds-access-market-16-innovative-projects-36-million
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/news/commission-speeds-access-market-16-innovative-projects-36-million
https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/news/eu-gives-327-million-bring-innovative-ideas-market-quicker
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 Figure 5. FTI applicants by country (2015 cut off dates) 

 
Source: ICF Corda analysis, Figure shows applicant countries with more than 5 applicants. Albania, 

Montenegro, United States, South Africa, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Taiwan had less than 5 
applicants each and are not represented on the graph. 

An initial review of the 46 projects awarded grant support to date shows the 

following: 

 On average €2.1 million in EU funding per project has been awarded 

over the course of the first two cut-off dates. 

 Most consortia comprise between four and five partners leading to a total 

of 204 coordinators and partners across 19 EU Member States and three 

H2020 associated countries (Norway, Turkey, Israel). 

 Most FTI project participants come from Germany (29 participants), 

Netherlands (29), the UK (28), Spain (26) and Italy (24), followed by 

France (17) and Belgium (10 participants). 

Figure 6 presents a breakdown of the participants of funded FTI pilot 

projects under the three cut-off dates in 2015, broken down by country.  
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 Figure 6. Participants in funded FTI pilot projects - three cut-off dates under the 2015 FTI 

Pilot call for proposals (H2020-FTIPILOT-2015-1) 

Source: ICF Corda analysis. 

Eleven out of 46 projects are coordinated by beneficiaries from the 

Netherlands (based on the country of establishment of the coordinator) 

followed by Spain (7), Italy (6), UK (5), Germany (4) and France, Israel, 

Slovenia, Turkey leading 2 project each. Austria, Belgium, Finland, Croatia 

and Ireland are providing one project coordinator each. Figure 7 provides a 

breakdown of the FTI project coordinators by country.  

It is noticeable that the Netherlands are particularly prominent in project 

participations and number of project coordinators, relative to the number of 

applications submitted. One possible reason for this are the specific 

awareness raising campaigns and events that the Dutch National Contact 

Point organised (see section 23 below). 
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 Figure 7. FTI coordinators by country (all 46 projects funded under the 2015 cut off dates) 

Source: ICF Corda analysis. 
 

12 Demand and success rates 

12.1 Meeting quality thresholds 

Overall, during the FTI Pilot cut-off dates in 2015 success rate by proposals 

was 5.1 per cent and success rate by applicants was 5.3 per cent. Table 4 

provides more information on success rates for proposals and applicants. 

The overview shows that 20 per cent of all proposals were above the quality 

threshold of 12/15, but only 5 per cent of all proposals received funding. 78 

per cent of proposals were scored below the quality threshold, and around 1 

per cent (8 proposals out of 901 overall) were ineligible. 

Proposal status Number of proposals 

(% of proposals) 

Number of applicants 

(% of applicants) 

Successful 46 (5%) 204 (5%) 

NO_MONEY 135 (15%) 590 (15%) 

Rejected 706 (78%) 3,034 (78%) 

Ineligible 8 (1%) 28 (1%) 

Inadmissible 4 (<1%) 13 (<1%) 

Withdrawn 2 (<1%) 9 (<1%) 

TOTAL 902 (100%) 3,878 (100%) 

 Proposals and applicants status Table 4.

Source: ICF CORDA analysis. 
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In the rest of this analysis, success rates will always refer to the proportion 

of proposals (or the proportion of applicants) that were assessed as 

“successful”, i.e. listed on the main list for each cut off date. 

12.2 Demand for and participation in the FTI pilot programme by calls 

As shown in Table 5, there were many more proposals and applicants at the 

last cut-off date in 2015 under the FTI pilot call than at the first two. 

However, the number of projects and participants selected remained 

roughly the same after evaluation and ranking. This resulted in success 

rates by proposals and by applicants ranging between 6 and 7 per cent 

after the first two cut-off dates, and falling to less than 4 per cent at the 

last cut-off date.   

Cut-off 
date Number of 

evaluated 
proposals 

Proportion 
of 

successful 
proposals 

Number of 
projects 

Number of 
applicants 

considere
d 

Proportion 
of 

successful  
applicants 

Number of 
participants 

29 Apr 
2015 

265 5.9% 16 1,149 6.0% 69 

01 Sept 
2015 

229 6.6% 15 995 6.7% 67 

01 Dec 

2015 

394 3.7% 15 1,734 3.9% 68 

TOTAL 888 5.1% 46 3,878 5.2% 204 

 Overview of demand for and participation in FTI by cut-off date37 Table 5.

Source: ICF CORDA analysis. 

Successful applicants requested around €98.7 million from the European 

Commission in grant funding. The requested amount by successful 

applicants was €483,899 on average. 

As shown in Table 6, the average amount of funding requested by 

successful applicants was at its highest at the last cut-off date in 2015. The 

average amount of EC funding requested per participant was slightly higher 

at the first cut-off date compared to the last two cut-off dates.  

Average overall project size was €2.8 million in 2015, with an average EU 

funding of €2.1 million per funded project. 

                                                

37 NB: the number of participants is not equal to the proportion of successful applicants, because 
some projects included more or fewer participants than suggested in the proposals. 
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Cut-off 
date Participants, 

total project 
costs € 

Participant 
Requested 

EC 
contribution 

€ 

Requested 
grant per 

participant   
€ 

All 
applicants 
Requested 

EC 
Contribution 

€ 

All 
applicants, 

total Project  
Costs € 

29-Apr-
15 

47,450,109 35,571,701 515,532 142,342,058 186,029,593 

01-Sep-
15 

43,103,423 32,692,102 487,942 150,579,682 193,563,075 

01-Dec-
15 

41,004,531 30,451,646 447,818 141,057,240 185,051,125 

TOTAL 131,558,062 98,715,449 483,764 433,978,980 564,643,793 

 Overview of funding requested by applicants in 2015 Table 6.

This shows that for 2015, the annual budget of €100 million was projected 

to be used almost completely with a small €1.28 million of projected 

underspending, although not all grant agreements had been concluded at 

the time of data extraction from CORDA.  

12.3 Demand for and participation in the FTI pilot programme by country 

As presented in Table 7, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Italy, 

Germany, Spain and France were the countries that had the entities 

requesting most funding (both by applicants and by project). However, the 

largest amounts requested per applicant or per participant were found in 

Finland, Israel and Norway. For example, Israeli applicants requested 

€998,200 (compared to €472,897 on average).  

Country 
Participants, 
total project 

costs           
€ 

Participants, 
requested 

EC 
contribution 

€ 

Requested 
EC 

contribution 
per 

participant 
€ 

Applicants, 
Requested 

EC 
Contribution 

€ 

Applicants, 
total Project 

Costs           
€ 

Austria 3,234,639 2,351,285 587,821 8,500,206 11,452,260 

Belgium 4,501,733 3,165,837 316,584 21,190,598 27,614,940 

The Czech 

Republic 

1,132,163 792,514 396,257 4,717,256 6,488,938 

Germany 15,289,835 11,731,942 404,550 64,110,841 84,733,589 

Denmark 1,009,655 1,009,655 504,828 2,019,882 2,690,251 

Greece 2,112,133 1,694,068 338,814 9,997,557 12,546,405 

Spain 13,652,695 10,530,224 405,009 53,831,661 69,703,853 

Finland 1,502,500 1,051,750 1,051,750 2,338,438 3,340,625 

France 9,483,930 6,792,801 399,577 36,809,616 48,772,054 
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Country 
Participants, 
total project 

costs           
€ 

Participants, 
requested 

EC 
contribution 

€ 

Requested 
EC 

contribution 
per 

participant 
€ 

Applicants, 
Requested 

EC 
Contribution 

€ 

Applicants, 
total Project 

Costs           
€ 

Croatia 425,600 297,920 297,920 - - 

Hungary 605,313 423,719 423,719 2,019,882 2,690,251 

Ireland 1,606,505 1,124,554 562,277 3,359,041 4,527,880 

Israel 2,852,000 1,996,400 998,200 4,774,175 6,212,304 

Italy 16,349,986 12,259,516 510,813 53,617,142 68,351,615 

The 

Netherlands 

26,556,289 18,719,044 645,484 67,662,173 90,366,709 

Norway 686,454 686,453 686,453 2,620,786 3,079,660 

Poland 126,004 88,203 88,203 2,409,117 2,828,495 

Portugal 574,418 402,092 201,046 3,251,269 4,348,305 

Romania 109,750 76,825 76,825 1,364,244 1,948,920 

Sweden 4,739,660 3,512,762 585,460 15,188,658 19,578,494 

Slovenia 3,817,625 2,672,338 668,084 8,119,740 10,645,700 

Slovakia 605,000 423,500 211,750 3,687,810 4,768,300 

Turkey 2,560,719 1,792,503 448,126 8,011,197 10,059,380 

The United 
Kingdom 

18,023,460 15,119,546 539,984 54,377,692 67,894,865 

TOTAL 131,558,062 98,715,449 483,899 433,978,980 564,643,793 

 Overview of funding requested by country of applicants / participants Table 7.

Source: ICF CORDA analysis. NB: the total amount requested do not match the sum of the amounts 
requested presented in this table, as it excludes countries for which there were no participants.  

The study team compared success rates under the FTI pilot programme to 

that under the SME instrument phase 1&2, to see whether the country 

profile of typically successful applicants are similar. Figure 8 presents this 

analysis. It can be seen that there are strong differences. 

The comparison shows similar success rates for Germany, Belgium and 

France – whilst the Netherlands, Slovenia, Slovakia, Romania Croatia and 

Czech Republic seem to perform better in the FTI pilot than in the SME 

instrument. Some of these countries however have a very low number of 

overall applications – hence this pattern might change substantially once 

the two year pilot has been completed. The Netherlands stands out, with a 

significantly higher success rate in the FTI Pilot than in the SME instrument 

(14 per cent compared to 6 per cent). Estonia had above average success 

rates in the SME instrument, however so far did not win a single 

participation in the FTI pilot. 
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 Figure 8. Success rates in SME instrument and FTI pilot  

Source: ICF CORDA analysis. Graph is sorted by success rate in FTI pilot. 

 

13 Size of firms supported by FTI pilot 

Whilst the FTI pilot does not specifically support SME, it caters to their 

needs by filling financing gaps at the cusp to commercialisation. Risks are 

specifically present for innovating SMEs, which often do not have access to 

sufficient internal or external finance at acceptable terms to cover reduce 

such risks.38  

This is reflected in the size of companies supported by the programme. 69 

per cent of all supported firms are small firms with up to 200 employees, 

and around 34 per cent of funded companies are small firms with up to 50 

Full Time Employees (FTE). Around 10 percent of all funded firms are larger 

companies above 1,000 FTE. Figure 9 presents a breakdown of supported 

firms by employment bands. 

                                                

38 On SMEs access to risk finance, see for instance European Investment Fund (2016) SME finance 
outlook. 

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

N
L

SK B
E

FR U
K

D
E

H
R SE SI ES

A
ll 

co
u

n
tr

ie
s

C
Z IT EL A
T

D
K P
T IE R
O

H
U FI

N
O P
L

B
G C
Y EE LT LU LV M
T

SME instrument success rate FTI pilot success rate



 

43 
 

 

 Figure 9. Employment bands of firms supported by FTI pilot 

Source: ICF analysis 

 

14 Type of industries supported 

A breakdown by NACE codes helps to understand what the main areas of 

commercial activity of funded firms are. Figure 10 shows that Architectural 

and Engineering services (NACE M71) was the most prominent activity, with 

15.1 per cent of all funded companies active in this area. It is followed by 

Manufacture of machinery and equipment (NACE C28, 9.1 per cent) and 

Scientific research and development (NACE M72, 9.1 per cent). Manufacture 

of computer, electronic and optical products (NACE C26, 8.6 per cent) and 

Computer programming, consultancy and related activities (NACE J62, 6.6 

per cent) complete the top five activities represented by FTI funded 

companies. Figure 10 presents an overview of all activities which represent 

more than 1 per cent of FTI funded companies, listed by their NACE code. 
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 Figure 10. NACE codes of firms funded by FTI 

Source: ICF analysis 

 

15 First time applicants and participants 

In addition to not specially targeting SMEs, the FTI Pilot scheme is 

differentiated from other, related funding mechanisms by its focus on first-

time applicants/participants39 with no experience of EU research funding. 

The underlying intention for this objective is, according to stakeholders, to 

attract projects different from usual FP projects. Part of this is manifested in 

the work programme’s emphasis on first time applicants. 

From the CORDA data provided it is noticeable however that the FTI pilot 

has a significantly higher proportion of applicants who have previously 

participated in FP7 than the SME instrument. Around 40 per cent of 

applicants indicated that they had previously participated in FP7. However, 

a caveat is that a large number of applicants to the SME instrument call are 

single SMEs and as such did not require established networks or contacts to 

                                                

39 ‘First-time industry applicant’ describes a legal entity that is a private, for-profit organisation that 
has obtained a PIC (Participant Identification Code) for the first time, meaning that such legal entity 
is for the first time registered in the Beneficiary Register during the preparation of the proposal. 
First-time industry participants follow a similar definition. 

15.13%9.21%

9.21%

8.55%

6.58%

5.26%

5.26%

4.61%

3.95%

3.29%

3.29%
1.97%

1.97%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

1.32%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16%

Architectural and engineering activities; technical…

Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c

Scientific research and development

Manufacture of computer, electronic and optical…

Computer programming, consultancy and related…

Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products

Other manufacturing

Manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-…

Activities of head offices; management…

Manufacture of electrical equipment

Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except…

Manufacture of rubber and plastic products

Other professional, scientific and technical activities

Waste collection, treatment and disposal…

Manufacture of other transport equipment

 Advertising and market research

Office administrative, office support and other…

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

Wholesale trade, except of motor vehicles and…

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply

Civil engineering

% of all funded firms



 

45 
 

submit a proposal. Putting together a successful consortium requires 

operational experience to effectively facilitate and deliver projects with 

external organisations, explaining, at least in part, the lower level of first-

time applicants. 

 

 Figure 11. First time industry participants in Horizon 2020, all innovation actions and SME 

instrument 

Source: ICF CORDA analysis 

As regards project participants in FTI Pilot projects, it is amongst the 

H2020activities with the highest share of new industry participants (Figure 

11). When compared with the SME instrument as well as other innovation 

actions funded across Horizon 2020, only innovation actions in Societal 

Challenge 5 have a higher share of new industry participants. 41 per cent of 

FTI participants are first time industry participants according to this data.  

This analysis covers previous participation in FP7 only, and a large 

proportion of FTI coordinators who responded to the survey indicated they 

had applied for other funding programmes before (although not necessarily 

EU programmes, see section 17 below). 

16 Interdisciplinarity of funded projects 

The FTI pilot, as a bottom-up funding scheme, has no defined topic and as 

such encourages proposals with interdisciplinary or cross-sectoral 

backdrops. The projects do however, have to be related to a field under the 

specific objective "Leadership in enabling and industrial technologies" 

and/or to any of the "Societal challenges" of Horizon 2020.   

As illustrated by Figure 12, the most common industrial focus of projects 

funded in 2015 was secure, clean and efficient energy (24 per cent) – 

considering only 11 per cent of FTI applications in 2015 related to this area, 
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the high success rate is likely indicative of interdisciplinary projects with a 

strong focus on solving societal challenges. Equally, both health (17 per 

cent) and integrated transport (15 per cent) projects were proportionality 

overrepresented compared to the sectoral composition of all 2015 

applications (a respective 14 and 9 per cent). 

A fifth of all proposals in 2015 were ICT innovations, however only 11 per 

cent translated into FTI funding. The next highest concentration of proposed 

projects related to advanced manufacturing and processing, but again, only 

11 per cent of these projects managed to secure funding. A caveat to the 

apparent poor success rates for the ICT and advanced manufacturing areas 

is that they are uniquely cross-cutting in that they are more likely – 

compared to the other industrial sectors – to form aspects of innovations in 

different topic areas. 

 

 Figure 12. FTI proposals and funded projects, by evaluation panel 

Source: ICF Corda analysis 

A review of project proposals indicated that slightly more than half of 

funded projects clearly exhibited interdisciplinary character (24 out of 46), 

whilst the other half (22 out of 26) did not clearly indicate interdisciplinary 

elements of the planned activities. 

It is not proper to tie final conclusions to these numbers however. The 

interdisciplinary character of projects, and the thematic domains that were 

predominantly served with the FTI pilot will need revisiting in the context of 

the final assessment of the FTI pilot, once figures for 2016 can be included. 
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The majority of successful FTI applicants report to have never applied for 

public funding for their innovation or a similar innovation before (57 per 

cent). 

Out of 12 respondents (43 per cent of all respondents) that had previously 

applied for public funding for their innovation, 7 (or 25 per cent of all 

respondents) had applied for funding through the EU’s Research and 

Development framework programme. Five coordinators (18 per cent) 

indicated that they had applied for a national R&D programme and one 

coordinator had attempted to secure funding through the Eureka Eurostars 

programme. 

Of those FTI coordinators who had sourced other funding streams for their 

innovation, four-fifths (10 out of 12 respondents) had successfully secured 

funding. 

First insights from the case study work suggested that projects had typically 

been in development for a while, and several financing options had been 

considered. Two of the eight FTI projects investigated as case studies were 

previously submitted to the SME instrument but rejected, whilst others had 

never been submitted to any public funding programme but were 

considered too risky to use their own resources. The blue boxes below 

presents some first highlights from the case study work regarding pathways 

to FTI participation. 

Box 1 Case study SCODEV 

The partnership was built on a previous application to the H2020 SME instrument, 

which passed the threshold but did not receive funding. The coordinator 
reassembled the consortium for an application to the FTI pilot, which was 
successful. The FTI programme was chosen as it had a focus on close to market, 
industrial development and suited the international nature of the planned 
development across three countries. 

One of the three consortium partners, Jakob Eschbach, was a first time industry 

applicant to EU funding programmes. 

 

Box 2 Case study SCODEV 

1. The technology to apply foil until the hull of ships had already been proven at a 

smaller scale, and the industrial robot necessary had been developed. The 
coordinator was keen on developing the application for larger surfaces, such as 
large passenger ships.  

 
2. The company’s headquarter was hesitant to fund this activity, given the 

technical risks and the scale of investment needed. The FTI programme was a 

perfect fit, as it allowed to support a collaborative effort between international 
partners to demonstrate and pilot the technology for larger applications. 
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18 Participants and nature of partnerships funded 

Per intervention logic set out above, the FTI pilot is set out to fund a high 

proportion of industry participants. Figure 13 shows that the FTI pilot so far 

funded a larger proportion of industry participants than all innovation 

actions under H2020, and has funded a larger proportion of SME.40 

 

 Figure 13. Participants by organisation type, FTI Pilot and Innovation actions across H2020 

Source: ICF analysis of CORDA data 

Furthermore, it can be seen that the FTI pilot has supported a significantly 

larger proportion of industry coordinators than innovation actions across 

H2020 (87 compared to 51 per cent). In addition, a larger proportion of FTI 

coordinators are SMEs, compared to coordinators of innovation actions. This 

is an interesting observation, given coordinator roles generally indicate a 

strong involvement in project activities. By implication it can therefore be 

assumed that the FTI pilot portrays a stronger involvement of industry and 

SME in particular, when compared to other innovation actions under 

Horizon 2020. 

A more detailed analysis of technical proposals of funded projects suggest 

that out of 46 projects funded under cut-off dates in 2015, industry 

participants lead the innovation activities in 44 projects – compared to two 

                                                

40 A caveat are that SME data in CORDA are self-declared and are collected separate to the private-
commercial status of organisations – the category PRC therefore includes SMEs. 
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projects where key activities such as technology demonstration and product 

development are led by a research and technology organisation.41 

 

 Figure 14. Coordinators by organisation type, FTI pilot and Innovation Actions across H2020 

Source: ICF analysis of CORDA data 

The above analysis suggests that both in terms of overall participation, but 

in particular as regards coordination roles, the FTI pilot has involved a 

substantially larger proportion of industry. A similar picture is presented 

when looking at EU budget allocation to industry. 

                                                

41 An expected characteristic of FTI, given the focus on strong industry involvement at the level of 
the Work Programme – see eligibility and admissibility conditions at 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/main/h2020-wp1415-fast-
track_en.pdf   

51%

28%

18%

2% 1%

24%

87%

9%
4%

0% 0%

59%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

PRC REC HES PUB OTH SME

Coordinators - H2020 Innovation Actions Coordinators - FTI pilot

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/main/h2020-wp1415-fast-track_en.pdf
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 Figure 15. EU budget allocation, FTI pilot and Innovation Actions across H2020 

Source: ICF analysis of CORDA data 

In 2015, the FTI pilot led to the decision to allocate 78 per cent of all EU 

funding to industry overall. Forty-five per cent was set to go to SMEs, 

compared to a respective 55 and 21 per cent  allocated in EU funding across 

all innovation actions for which funding was awarded to date. 

A further analysis suggests that the amount of EU funding allocated to 

validated SMEs in the FTI pilot is almost exactly on par with the second 

phase of the SME instrument. However, whilst this suggests similar levels of 

engagement with SMEs in the first phase, SME instrument phase 2 had an 

average EU contribution per project of €1.7 million during the 2014 and 

2015 calls. Considering that this amount under the SME Instrument phase 2 

is often awarded to single beneficiaries– funding for individual SMEs can 

potentially be higher through the SME instrument than in FTI projects. 

Research from project case studies suggest that while larger companies 

play a role in many FTI consortia, in particular to serve as first users or 

facilitate market access, they are seldom in the driving seat. SME and 

midcaps coordinate and lead FTI projects in the majority of cases. 

19 Technology coverage (LEIT/ Societal Challenges) 

This section gives a first overview of the different technology areas covered, 

disaggregated by societal challenges and LEIT areas (Leadership in Enabling 

and Industrial Technologies).42  

                                                

42 LEIT supports the EU’s Industrial policy goals and the Key Enabling Technologies (KETs) strategy, 
aiming to improve Europe’s industrial competence and global competitiveness. . Actions under LEIT 
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In terms of demand for FTI funding, Information and Communication 

Technologies, Advanced Manufacturing and processing and Health, 

demographic change and wellbeing were the three areas that saw the 

largest number of proposals (Figure 16). 

 

 Figure 16. Breakdown of FTI pilot proposals by thematic area 

 

The portfolio of funded projects looks significantly different. Smart,Green 

and Integrated Transport, Secure, clean and efficient energy and Health, 

Demographic Change and Wellbeing are the three areas were the most 

projects were funded so far. This might indicate a focus on ‘deep’ 

technology in areas where R&D is often capital intensive and 

commercialisation typically takes longer than in areas of software.43 Whilst 

software and ICT is often a component of such projects, individual projects 

focussing in software require drastically lower investments and can offer 

very attractive, short term commercialisation opportunities to investors. 

A further assumption that should be tested further as part of the ex post 

evaluation is whether the large number of proposals in the area of 

Information and Communication Technologies failed to present significant 

financial risks – this seems possible given the wide availability of Venture 

                                                                                                                             

look to strengthen industrial research and innovation capacities, public-private partnerships, and help 
to address societal challenges. The FTI pilot call has no given topic and cuts across all Societal 
Challenges and LEITs in Horizon 2020.The disaggregation presented here is based on individual 
evaluation summary reports from EASME, which disaggregate proposals submitted for each cut-off 
date by thematic panel, as well as an analysis of funded projects by the study team. 

43 Deep tech describes areas where research and development is based on a new scientific discovery, 
and often capital and labour intensive, for instance long demonstration and testing procedures 
(Health and biotechnology) or large physical demonstrators (energy technology). 
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Capital for this area of innovation.44 A review based on technical project 

proposals submitted for FTI funding seems to indeed confirm this 

assumption, however more detailed investigation would be necessary to 

ascertain the extent to which proposals in the area of ICT carry less risk 

and are confronted with less significant barriers in the close to market stage 

of development. 

 

 Figure 17. FTI pilot, thematic area of funded projects 

 

The breakdown of EU funding allocated confirms the picture presented above. 
Smart, Green and Integrated Transport, secure, clean and efficient energy and 
advanced materials are the three areas which received the largest amount of EU 
funding so far. 

                                                

44 See e.g. EVCA (2016), Annualised data on equity finance in Europe, 
http://www.investeurope.eu/research/activity-data/annual-activity-statistics/  

http://www.investeurope.eu/research/activity-data/annual-activity-statistics/
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 Figure 18. FTI funded projects, EU funding allocated by thematic area 

 

20 Commercial opportunity 

As part of the survey, successful FTI applicants were asked about when 

they expected their innovation’s commercialisation activities to begin (see 

Figure 19). A third of respondents believed that commercialisation would 

begin prior to the end of the project, whereas in 29 per cent of the projects, 

commercialisation had already started. A small proportion (11 per cent) 

stated that commercialisation would begin within two years of the project 

end. 

The information that commercialisation activities have already started in 29 

per cent of the projects suggests that the extent to which grant funding is 

appropriate for these projects, or whether alternative models such as soft 

loans might be more suitable, should be further investigated. A review of 

technical project proposals and interviews with coordinators suggest that in 

most cases, the survey responses corroborate statements in the project 

proposals and coordinator interviews. As regards expected level of 

commercialisation, 25 per cent of respondents stated that their project will 

have reached full commercialisation by project end, and 29 per cent 

indicated that their project will have reached early commercialisation 

(compare Figure 32 further below).  
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However this has to be interpreted carefully, given most projects tend to 

judge their market and commercialisation prospects very positively. An ex 

post assessment of outcomes should provide further certainty in this area. 

 

 Figure 19. Expected start of commercialisation activities 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 12  

21 Target markets and market risks 

Based on our review of the successful proposals, all FTI projects had clearly 

identified their future markets and customers, and the majority (89 per 

cent) had clearly explained the future product that they would be 

marketing. Similarly, most proposals (80 per cent) set out the consortium’s 

competitive position, describing both the risks of competition and those 

companies potentially able to develop similar technology/products. Only 9 

per cent of proposals did not adequately set out how they expect to garner 

competitive advantage, limiting their description to commercial 

opportunities without describing market risks. 

Key to commercialisation is a clear understanding of target markets, as well 

as associated market risks and feasibility of mitigating these risks. A review 

of technical proposals suggests that an understanding of market access 

channels, such as first users and main channels, is often only foreseen as 

part of the project activities and not outlined in detail in the technical 

project proposals. Given the programme aims to support close-to-market 

activities with (implicitly) a good chance of successful commercialisation, 

future evaluation rounds should pay attention to aspects such as: 

 The extent to which specific end user markets and associated market 

access barriers (regulation, approval and accreditation procedures, 

product costs) are understood and addressed; 
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 The extent to which market access channels and overall replication 

potential are described and understood; 

 The extent to which potential end users or pilot customers are involved 

in the project, or other channels to market replication have already been 

negotiated. 

In case the pilot is continued, further emphasis should be put in the 

proposal template on specifying the specific entry barriers and remedies / 

market access strategies to overcome these barriers, such as identifying 

‘pilot’ customers and choice of ‘first entry’ markets or use cases. Other 

market risks for innovation projects might include consideration of typical 

‘first-mover’ risks, such as potential for technology shifts or shifts in 

customer preference or ‘free-riding’ effects of second entrants. 

PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION 

This section provides a first overview of feedback on the current mode and 

mechanisms of programme implementation. Section 22 describes general 

feedback on programme implementation from interviews and case study 

work. 

Sections 23 to 29 then provide further insight into individual aspects of 

programme implementation. 

22 General feedback on programme implementation 

Stemming from stakeholder interviews, and follow up conversations with 

FTI coordinators and unsuccessful applicants, the following general 

observations about the FTI pilot programme implementation were made: 

 Market-driven R&D activities are often very expensive, due to the need 

to extensively test and interact with users and customers. Some 

stakeholders believe this could merit future FTI applicants to be allowed 

higher grant amounts. However, costs clearly differ between technology 

areas – a change to the principal ceiling would have to be accompanied 

with a more detailed assessment of risks and expected commercial 

benefits to enable value for money – another option might be to allow 

exemptions, as has been done with the SME instrument which allows 

higher amounts for the healthcare sector. 

 The partner requirements are considered by some project coordinators to 

be too restrictive. The requirement of 3-5 partners was believed by some 

project coordinators to be a constructed objective to keep the 

programme different from the SME instrument. Furthermore, in some 

technology areas this restricts involvement of larger groups of end-users 

(in cases where the innovation is targeting a B2B market) 

 There seems to be some confusion with other instruments in view of 

some stakeholders – it should be further discussed whether this is a 
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problem and whether the specifics of the FTI pilot need to be more 

clearly developed (see Section 17 above) – a further comment provided 

highlighted a potential confusion with projects funded under the 

Eurostars programme, which are also market-oriented innovation 

projects but have a specific focus on R&D performing SME-driven 

actions.45  

 In terms of the funded project portfolio, stakeholders were of the view 

that the FTI funds some projects which were not risky at all – i.e. the 

technology is already developed and tested at a large-scale, and access 

to the market has been developed. In these cases, it seems questionable 

whether a public grant is the right form of support and corresponds with 

applicable state aid rules, and whether a loan instrument or conventional 

bank loan would not be more suited to the project 

 The intervention rate of 70 per cent is perceived to be very high for close 

to market activities, and might disincentivise companies with high 

risk/high reward projects to step forward.46 National level programmes 

using grant funding, for example the German KMU Innovativ, fund close 

to market activities with an intervention rate of 35-50 per cent47 - an 

alternative option might be to transform the FTI programme into a 

revolving fund – provided that it has a longer-term future. This would 

involve some form of soft innovation credits as provided in Dutch 

programmes – which takes the form of a subsidy if failure, a loan 

otherwise48. However, the EU is not bound by state aid rules in the same 

way a national innovation support programme and therefore are free to 

propose higher intervention rates in order to address specific risks; 

 Stakeholders also advised that whilst there has been certain success in 

advertising the programme to newcomers (first-time industry 

applicants), it was not always clear what the rationale behind this is – 

                                                

45 The Eurostars Programme is a joint programme between EUREKA and the European Commission 
with its support specifically dedicated to research-performing SMEs. Similar to the FTI pilot, it 
focusses on international consortia mainly consisting of commercial firms, and supports rapid 
commercialisation of new products, processes and services. Differently to FTI, a minimum consortium 
of 2 organisations is permitted and applicants from outside the EU and H2020 are able to join, with 
funding coming from national governments and being topped up by the EU budget. The size of the 
EU budget top-up depends on the exact credits extended by national governments.  

46 The 70 per cent intervention rate is the same across H2020 and represents an attempt by the 
European Commission to simplify the programme. Additionally, in a recent survey of experienced 
participants (i.e. those that had participated more than once in EU-research funded projects) 78 per 
cent of respondents perceived the funding rate positively. It has to be noted however that the survey 
of experienced participants did not disaggregate by type of respondents, and this specific views of 
industry which might differ on this point cannot be ascertained (see: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-
survey_final-report_en.pd)  

47 https://www.bmbf.de/de/kmu-innovativ-561.html  

48 Innovation credit programme, part of the SME+ Innovation fund, see: 
http://www.answersforbusiness.nl/subsidy/sme-innovation-fund ;  An evaluation of the programme 
in 2013 found that net effect in monetary terms we find that the programme led on average to an 
increase €1.22 in total R&D wages and a €1.82 increase in total R&D expenditure per each Euro 
already invested, see: www.ape.nl/include/downloadFile.asp?id=332  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-survey_final-report_en.pd
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-survey_final-report_en.pd
https://www.bmbf.de/de/kmu-innovativ-561.html
http://www.answersforbusiness.nl/subsidy/sme-innovation-fund
http://www.ape.nl/include/downloadFile.asp?id=332
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and sometimes this was difficult to argue for – however companies who 

use the EU framework programmes as a business model should be 

monitored and potentially excluded in view of some stakeholders. 

In light of this stakeholder feedback, the study team has reviewed the legal 

basis and boundary conditions for the implementation of the programme, to 

ascertain the extent to which boundary conditions are justified. This is 

presented in the box below. 

 

Box 3 Review of boundary conditions  

Reduced time to market is based on a clear intervention rationale, assuming that 
the decreased time to market would improve the competitive position of European 

firms. Based on the evidence collected as part of this study, it is unclear how 
‘urgency’ of innovation projects and the extent to which these are time-critical is 
being assessed as part of the evaluation process. 

A focus of the participation of industry and SME is understood to increase chances of 

economic and commercial impacts, however the rationale for public intervention in 
supporting industry which are not classified as SME (mid to large caps) is not clearly 
set out in the legal basis of the programme. 

Furthermore, the programme conditions set out a focus on first-time applicants to 
Horizon 2020. The principal rationale of this boundary condition is well understood 
and clearly set out in the programme documentation, however does not seem to 

have been implemented. 

A specific focus on leveraging industry investment in research and development 
seems pertinent, however the evaluation procedure might need to be adapted to 

focus on this aspect more – as a number of proposals have not clearly set out the 
additional investment they expect. 

As regards the eligibility criteria, there are some unclear aspects on the side of 
project coordinators and unsuccessful applicants. Particularly the mandatory number 

of participants (minimum 3, maximum 5) seems unnecessary if the focus is on the 
points above. 

 

23 Awareness of the programme 

The demand analysis above suggests that national contact points and other 

national stakeholders tasked with supporting firms in applying for EU 

funding took very different approaches to advertising the programme – as 

well as differences in baseline demand. Interviews with national contact 

points in the Netherlands and in Italy suggest that the programme was 

specifically advertised. 

For example, the Netherlands’ Enterprise Agency organised three meetings 

on FTI in the first 6-8 months of the programme, aimed at business and 

focussing particularly on developing their business case. During the 

organisation of these info sessions, specific attention was paid to working 

with networks and channels to reach out beyond the usual suspects. The 3 

sessions were organised in different locations. The presentations were tailor 
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made for FTI (describing key elements of the programme – compared to 

others including innovation actions). 

Box 4 Case study - TTMJ 

When development of the TTMJ project was started, the coordinator Trevista was 
looking for financing aid. Apart from looking at classic finance options, they also 

submitted a request to the Italian R&D agency Centuria49 to identify potential 
funding sources. Centuria advised the FTI pilot, as this was a bottom up instrument 
funding demonstration and commercialisation activities. 

 

Box 5 Case study - eSHARK 

The coordinator hired a consultancy firm for bid writing and to identify the most 
suitable funding instrument. It was clear from the outset of the project that it would 

be a collaborative, international effort. 
 
The consultant advised to apply for the FTI programme, as it funded international 
projects close to the market, with a suitable budget ceiling. 

 

24 Satisfaction with programme implementation 

Overall satisfaction with the programme was high amongst stakeholders 

interviewed. The online surveys furthermore inquired about the satisfaction 

with specific elements of the programme implementation, the results of 

which are presented in Figure 20 below. 

This suggests that the time-to-payment, time-to-grant and the grant 

preparation process were aspects where the smallest number of 

respondents were either satisfied or very satisfied. Time-to-payment and 

the grant preparation phase were the two aspects of the programme where 

the highest number of respondents indicated that they were dissatisfied (11 

and 7 per cent respectively). 

                                                

49 http://www.centuria-agenzia.it/ [accessed 25th October 2016]. 

http://www.centuria-agenzia.it/
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 Figure 20. level of satisfaction with various aspects of programme implementation 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 27  

As regards the overall interaction with EASME staff, project coordinators 

were by and large satisfied. Both the speed of response and the usefulness 

of feedback and guidance provided were perceived as satisfactory or very 

satisfactory by survey respondents (72 and 74 per cent of respondents 

respectively). 

 

 Figure 21. level of satisfaction concerning the quality of interaction with EASME Staff 
regarding the following aspects 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  
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25 Selection criteria and appraisal process 

Submitted proposals for grant support were assessed against three 

criteria50: 

 Impact 

- The extent to which the outputs of the project will contribute to 

each of the expected impacts laid down in the Work Programme. 

 

- Any substantial impacts that would enhance innovation capacity, 

create new market opportunities, strengthen competitiveness and 

growth of companies, address issues related to climate change or 

the environment, or bring other important benefits for society. 

 Excellence 

- Clarity and pertinence of the objectives. 

 

- Soundness of the concept, and credibility of the proposed 

methodology. 

 

- The extent to which the proposed work is beyond the state of the 

art, and demonstrates innovation potential (e.g. ground-breaking 

objectives, novel concepts and approaches, new products, services 

or business and organisational models). 

 Quality and efficiency of implementation 

- Quality and effectiveness of the work plan, including extent to 

which the resources assigned to work packages are in line with 

their objectives and deliverables;  

 

- Appropriateness of the management structures and procedures, 

including risk and innovation management. 

 

- Complementarity of the participants and extent to which the 

consortium as whole brings together the necessary expertise.  

 

- Appropriateness of the allocation of tasks, ensuring that all 

participants have a valid role and adequate resources in the project 

to fulfil that role. 

The maximum score for each criterion was 5/5. However, a minimum 

threshold of 4/5 has been set for the Impact criterion (which has also been 

                                                

50 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016_2017/annexes/h2020-
wp1617-annex-h-esacrit_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016_2017/annexes/h2020-wp1617-annex-h-esacrit_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016_2017/annexes/h2020-wp1617-annex-h-esacrit_en.pdf
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given a higher weighting), while for the other criteria, the minimum 

threshold has been set at 3/5, as for other Innovation Actions. 

Further criteria for differentiation have been set for proposals with the same 

score51. The following factors were to be considered in the following order: 

 Value of impact criterion; 

 Size of budget allocated to SMEs; 

 Number of first-time industry applicants; 

 Number of industry participants; and, 

 Gender balance of consortium staff performing the proposed action. 

Under the FTI Pilot, successful projects are set to receive funding within a 

period of six months. Following each intermediary deadline (or cut-off) of 

the call, the processes of proposal evaluation and grant preparation 

respectively were each envisaged to take about three months." 

The duration of funded projects cannot exceed 36 months with the average 

implementation time expected to be in between 12 and 24 months which 

implies up to a maximum of two reporting periods52. 

Evaluators were selected from the overall expert pool of H2020 based on 

their experience and knowledge in the areas of the call for proposals 

(including project management, innovation, exploitation, dissemination and 

communication). Special attention was also given to balance in terms of 

geographical diversity, gender and private-public sector split. Across the 

three cut-off dates in 2015, the majority of experts recruited came from the 

private sector, whilst a much smaller proportion was recruited from the 

academic sector. 

Each proposal was then independently assessed by at least four experts, 

following guidance provided on the main assessment criteria. After 

individual examinations were concluded, a consensus report was developed. 

EASME then was responsible for producing an evaluation summary report 

on the basis of the consensus report, which was shared with applicants.  

25.1 General feedback on evaluation process by stakeholders 

Stakeholders made a number of comments on the evaluation process 

overall. Whilst FTI project coordinators felt the process was in general 

                                                

51 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-
fast-track_en.pdf  

52 Based on the reporting requirements under H2020, eligible costs and project deliverables should 
be carried out every 18 months during the period of the project implementation.  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
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satisfactory, there are some concerns that the current process does not 

clearly reflect programme objectives. 

 The choice of the evaluators is very important and a selection more 

aligned to the programme objectives was recommended by stakeholders 

–  

- There is an impression that the pool does largely miss experts from 

fields relevant to assess the finance structure and market prospects 

of proposals – therefore it is critical to revise the recruitment process 

to include expertise in finance, investment banking and 

marketing/product development to ensure value for money and a 

high quality of assessment. 

- Evaluators also need to be chosen for their ability assess TRLs 6-9 – 

the survey responses from FTI coordinators and first set of 

interviews suggest that a proportion of funded projects will not reach 

TRL 9 or start commercialisation within 3 years of project end; 

- The group of experts for each proposal should have complementary 

skills (e.g. covering technical knowledge, finance, industrial 

development, marketing and product development) – currently this 

complementarity is reflected by categorising experts into three broad 

categories (innovation, finance and business). 

 Regarding the evaluation criteria, it was not clear to many stakeholders 

what the relevance of dissemination and communication activities is in 

this programme. This is also reflected in the current proposal template, 

which does not clearly match the business approach of the FTI pilot. It 

includes sections on exploitation, dissemination and communication 

which are terms from the overall EU framework programme, but 

generally not understood to be a core part of presenting financial risks, 

investment needs, a business model and business plan (which the 

proposal should focus on) 

 Stakeholders also consider the remote nature of the current evaluation 

process to be a weakness. Face-to-face consensus meetings would 

provide substantial added value in a programme such as this, which 

addresses a very complex set of issues that are different from the 

‘standard’ assessment criteria. Stakeholders felt that currently the 

rapporteur would only calculate the average of the individual 

assessments, and there is no chance for further deliberation. In reality 

however, EASME, which implements the scheme, facilitates a consensus 

phase, during which experts interact online to come to a final 

appreciation of a given proposal. 

 A further suggestion was that short interviews with shortlisted proposals 

above the quality threshold could be conducted to gauge the investment 

needs, business potential and prospective commercial benefits. This can 

be considered, but a number of caveats with respect to the inclusion of 

an interview phase should be observed, notably that almost all of the 
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coordinators surveyed for the FTI interim assessment were satisfied to 

very satisfied both with the quality of the feedback and the evaluation 

process. Additionally, arranging interviews between consortia members 

may increase the time-to-grant, which needs to be limited to six months 

according to the EU Regulation establishing the H2020 Rules for 

Participation (article 54). 

 Special attention should be devoted to resubmissions when preparing 

evaluation summary reports. Inconsistent feedback on subsequent bids 

can be a source of frustration, and the assessment process might lose its 

credibility. One option suggested by stakeholders would be for the 

evaluators to remain the same (at least 2-3 of them) than for the 

original submission.  However this might render the second and 

subsequent evaluations biased, and of course it comes as well with 

additional resource requirements on the part of the Agency. 

Whilst ICF had access to a hands on demonstration of the expert 

management system used by EASME, no detailed profiles of the experts 

used for evaluation of project proposals in FTI 2015 could be made 

available to the study team. Therefore no detailed assessment of 

stakeholder observations reported above was possible. However some 

general points are worth noting: 

 EASME currently does not have means to specifically select experts for 

use in the FTI pilot, experts are selected from a global pool managed by 

the Research Executive Agency (REA) and refreshed via calls for 

application through the H2020participant portal; 

 During self-registration, experts usually assign themselves to a selection 

of ‘specialist fields’, which include fields such as project finance, risk 

analysis, investment readiness and business plan.  

 EASME staff then select the pool of experts to be used based on the 

expert profiles submitted by experts, and REA validates that the selected 

experts do not have any conflict of interest and prepares contracts; 

 For the FTI cut-off dates in 2015, 467 experts were selected in total, out 

of which: 

- 191, or 41 per cent, were assigned as experts in innovation; 

- 140, or 31 per cent, were assigned as experts in finance; and 

- 136, or 29 per cent, were assigned as experts in business 

 A sample of two expert profiles assigned to the finance subgroup was 

reviewed by the study team, and whilst both experts exhibit expertise in 

finance, both experts were not directly working in the finance or 

investment sector – full expert profiles were not made available, 

therefore the observations and stakeholder views set out above could not 

be tested for the whole pool of evaluators used; 
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 The current process does not allow EASME to select experts specifically 

for FTI, but necessitates that selection is done through a list of 

predefined keywords which are more geared towards the general 

programme objectives of H2020– this limits somewhat EASME’s options 

for expert selection, and a more tailored expert recruitment would help. 

25.2 Capacity to apply the selection criteria 

Overall, stakeholders felt that the extent to which the current selection 

criteria clearly correspond with the project objectives, and the capacity with 

which these criteria can be assessed by the current pool of experts, are 

unclear at best. 

The programme, in the view of stakeholders, needs a clearer overall 

approach to assessing financial risk and commercial potential of proposal. 

The involvement of a specific pool of experts with experience in finance and 

marketing/product development is therefore essential. Furthermore, the 

proposal template as well as guidance provided to experts should be 

developed to reflect actual content and requirements of a typical business 

model and business plan. The final report will develop suggestions for 

revised assessment criteria and the proposal template. 

26 Effectiveness of programme implementation 

Assessing the effectiveness of programme implementation is largely 

determined by the extent to which the programme implementation 

manages to meet overall programme objectives, as well as operational 

targets. 

This report has suggested a number of issues to be further investigated 

with regards to the overall effectiveness of the programme (see sections 

below). These relate particular to whether the programme funds the type of 

projects and type of companies it was set out to fund. 

As regards operational effectiveness, the main target set is for the time-to-

grant not to exceed 6 months. In 2015, around 80 per cent of proposals 

had a longer time-to-grant than 6 months, whilst the average time to grant 

just below 8 months.  According to interviewees, cases where the time to 

grant is above 6 months seem to relate mostly to the grant preparation 

phase, during which changes to the consortia are allowed and during which 

consortia themselves negotiate a consortium agreement. Furthermore, 

there seem to be significant delays in the financial viability check and 

nomination of a legal representative (LEAR). 

27 Costs of the programme 

The costs incurring at EASME of running the programme can be estimated 

from the EASME annual activity report 2015, and the preceding work 

programme. Using the projections from EASME’s 2015 work programme, 



 

65 
 

and the incurred human resources costs as reported in EASME’s annual 

activity report 2015, the study team estimates the overall costs of 

managing the programme to have been around € 685,508 in 2015. Table 8 

provides a breakdown of these costs. 

 

 Contractual 
Agent 

Temporary 
Agent Total 

FTE 6.24 1.56 7.80 

Remunerations  €224,727.27  €166,840.68  €391,567.95  

Allowances €65,672.73  €41,511.86  €107,184.59  

Other Staff costs €23,151.30  €5,787.83  €28,939.13  

Overheads (infrastructure and 
operating expenditure) 

€126,246.96  €31,561.74 €157,808.70  

 Programme management costs (EASME) Table 8.

 

To correctly estimate the total costs of programme management in 2015, it 

is necessary to consider in addition staff efforts incurred in DG Research 

and Innovation (DG RTD) directly related to overseeing EASME’s activity in 

relation to the FTI pilot. 

The concrete tasks of DG RTD staff consisted in: 

 Preparing call implementation, including the organisation and aftermath 

of a kick-off information event preceding the launch of the call 

 Monitoring call implementation 

 Briefings on policy and implementation for senior Commission officials 

 Managing relationships with European Parliament, Programme 

Committees and other stakeholders 

 Managing evaluation of the call implementation and further policy 

development 

 Managing relationships with the implementing agency, EASME, and other 

services contributing to the FTI pilot budget 

The Steering Group has indicated that this effort amounted to 3 FTE in 2015 

and has advised that no average cost estimate can be provided for these 

activities. 

Additional costs for setting up the programme might have been incurred in 

DG RTD and EASME, however these are difficult to estimate. The study 

team believes that following the above, the overall costs of implementing 

the FTI pilot in 2015 are likely to be above €685,000 in 2015. 
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28 Efficiency of programme implementation 

The programme management costs are estimated to have been above 

€685,000 in 2015. Given a certain learning effect and implicit start-up 

costs, the study team assumed that annual costs in 2016 and for a possible 

extension would be slightly lower than this estimate.  

Efficiency of programme implementation can be investigated in a variety of 

ways. 

 Do current and expected project achievements justify programme costs? 

 Is the quality of project proposals sufficient to meet programme 

objectives? 

 Does the programme achieve the ‘six-months-to-grant target’ and how 

frequently? 

 Would different types of intervention mechanisms be more effective and 

require less resources (i.e. would alternative interventions be more 

efficient)? 

Section 12.1 above shows that 15 percent of all proposals submitted in 

2015 passed the quality threshold, but were not funded (135 proposals out 

of 897 submitted in total). 46 out of 181 proposals which met the quality 

threshold were funded – or 25.4 per cent of all high quality proposals 

submitted. This suggests that to increase programme efficiency, actions 

could be taken to increase the number of high quality proposals. Although 

there are four times the number of high quality proposals submitted than 

are funded; selecting from a larger pool of projects should improve results 

and hence efficiency. 

Compared to a target time to grant of 182.5 days (6 calendar months), for 

the April 2015 cut-off date, the average time to grant was 265 days. There 

was substantial variation, with the maximum time to grant for a project 

funded under this cut-off at 504 days, and the minimum time to grant at 

189 days. EASME advised that preparations and processing of the first 

tranche proposals in 2015, was part of an essential learning process 

allowing EASME staff to familiarise themselves with the process, which is 

why they over-ran against their initial target. 

For the September 2015 cut-off date, the performance of the assessment 

and evaluation process clearly improved. The average time to grant stood 

at 228 days, whilst the maximum and minimum time to grant stood at 425 

and 140 days, respectively. For the December 2015 cut-off date, the 

average time to grant decreased further to 216 days, with the maximum 

time to grant at 298 days and the minimum at 146 days. Overall time to 

grant average therefore was 237 days for all cut off dates in 2015, 

substantially above the desired 6 months. 
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It is noticeably that there is a substantial amount of time which passes 

between average time to inform (date on which funding decision is 

communicated to selected projects) and the signature of the grant 

agreement. Compared to the average time to grant of 237 days, the 

average time to inform in 2015 was 96 days – suggesting that grant 

preparation took 141 days, or roughly 4.5 calendar months on average. 

Main reasons cited by EASME for the substantial amount of time which 

passed, on average, between communicating a funding decision and signing 

a grant agreement included 

 Delays on financial viability checks, in particular in receiving necessary 

documentation from beneficiary organisations; 

 Delays in appointing legal representatives for first time participants53, in 

particular in receiving necessary documentation from beneficiary 

organisations; 

 Ethics screenings which were required for a number of FTI pilot projects; 

 Replacement of consortium partners/beneficiaries. 

As a result, time to grant should be monitored closely for 2016 cut off 

dates. It is however not clear how this inefficiency has translated into the 

quality of the projects. There is no evidence that high quality projects would 

not have come to fruition had the time to grant been shorter. However, the 

risk of being outcompeted becomes larger the longer the time to grant. 

Whilst project coordinators generally indicated that they welcomed the 

faster time-to-grant compared to other public funding programmes they 

had used in the past, most of them found it difficult to directly link the 

faster time-to-grant to possible impacts. However, one recurring point was 

that faster time-to-grant should allow firms to gain first mover advantages 

with their innovation. The extent to which this materialises will have to be 

investigated as part of the formal ex post evaluation in 2017, when first 

project results will be available. 

29 Additionality 

To examine effectiveness and relevance, we have investigated whether the 

funded projects would. 

 Have taken place without FTI support, i.e. with own funds only and 

would reduce EU added value; 

  

                                                

53 LEAR – Legal Entity Appointed Representative 
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 Have been funded under alternative public programmes or by private 

finance alone. 

These two questions were investigated through the coordinator survey 

covering successful and unsuccessful projects and an assessment of 

technical proposals of projects funded.  

The analysis is also informed by a qualitative comparative assessment with 

other EU programmes, the availability of Member State programmes and 

the deadweight effects of the programme. It should nevertheless be stated 

that given the timing of conducting the present study, the conclusions for 

this chapter in particular may be premature and should be revisited in-

depth at the occasion of the ex post programme evaluation. 

29.1 Successful projects 

FTI coordinators were asked what would have happened in absence of FTI 

funding. The results are presented in Figure 23. The most often cited 

foregone result in case of no FTI funding would have been implementation 

of the project at a smaller scale (61 per cent) and slower implementation of 

the project (57 per cent). In only 25 per cent of cases would the project not 

have proceeded in some form. 

 

 Figure 22. What would have happened in absence of FTI funding? 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28 

FTI coordinators were also asked about the type of funding that would have 

been used in the absence of FTI funding. Responses to this question are 

presented in Figure 23 below. Thirty-six per cent of respondents indicated 

that they would have used additional private funds for their project, 

25%

29%

39%

57%

61%

The project would not have been implemented

The project would have been implemented by a single partner
organisation, rather than in a collaborative manner

The project would have been implemented with less partners from
different countries

The project would have been implemented more slowly

The project would have been implemented but at a smaller scale
(with less substantial results and benefits)
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indicating that the projects funded would have used private finance instead 

of EU grants and most frequently would have been implemented anyway. 

 

 Figure 23. What has / would have happened to the financing of your project in the absence of 

funding from FTI PILOT, project coordinators 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28 

FTI coordinators were also asked what the most likely public funding source 

would have been, had they used other public funding instead of the FTI 

pilot (Figure 25). Eighty-two per cent indicated that a national programme 

would have been used, whilst 64 per cent believe that the H2020 SME 

instrument would have been the most appropriate alternative. Eighteen per 

cent of respondents indicated that the EUREKA Eurostars programme would 

have been used, and another 18 per cent indicated that the H2020 

Leadership in Enabling and Industrial Technologies pillar would have been 

most appropriate. Only 9 per cent felt that the collaborative projects under 

H2020 Societal Challenges would have been the most appropriate 

alternative public funding source. 

14%

25% 25%

36%

We would have utilised other
public funding

No alternative funds would have
been utilised

We would have utilised both
additional public and private

funding

We would have utilised
additional private funding
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 Figure 24. Please specify which other public funding source(s) you would have utilised: 

(Please tick all that apply) 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28 

A further question was asked of FTI coordinators to understand the type of 

public funding they would have used in absence of FTI funding. This 

question was only answered by 17 out of 28 respondents. Eight 

respondents suggested they would have used public grants, whilst 9 

respondents suggested they would have used alternative instruments such 

as loans or tax credits. 

 

 Figure 25. Please specify the nature of the public funding you would have utilised: (please tick 
all that apply) 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 17 

The analysis suggests some need for clarification regarding the added value 

of the programme. However, interviews with FTI project coordinators 

support the tentative view that a majority of projects would not have been 

9%

18%

18%

64%

82%

Horizon 2020 funding under the Societal Challenges pillar

Horizon 2020 funding under the pillar ‘Leadership in 
Enabling and Industrial Technologies’

The EU’s Eureka Eurostars programme 

Horizon 2020 SME instrument

A national R&D programme in your country

1

2

2

4

8

Other

Subsidised loan

Loan guarantee

Tax credit / deduction

Grant (non-refundable)
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implemented in a similar fashion without FTI funding. Interviewees offered 

a wide range of views, some of which are presented in the blue box below. 

Box 6 Added value of FTI funding, views of project coordinators 

“Whilst there are contacts with private investors, they are waiting for early stage 
testing and validation results. Without FTI funding it would have not been possible 

[to test prototypes], as the main partners are focussed on manufacturing and less 
on research and development.” 

“Real-scale testing of our technology is very expensive, and it would have not been 
possible to fund this through internal funds. FTI helped to provide match funding 
for this. […] I am not clear what alternatives could have been used.” 

“FTI is an excellent funding tool which really helps companies in close to market 
development – when you have completed R&D there is still a lot of costs to 

complete final stages before global launch. […] Whilst we would have continued 
with our activities without FTI support, it helped building essential networks and 
collaborations and helps us collect additional evidence needed for market 
introduction of our product.” 

“Initially people at [our headquarters] were reluctant and a bit negative [about the 
project]. [Our partner] will start commercial activities related to the project this 
year. This would have been possible without EU project, but EU project might have 

given it further push. Also, [our headquarters] is now interested in providing 
additional €1.5 million to build a manufacturing unit.” 

“We first applied for funding under the SME instrument, managed to get past the 
threshold but weren’t funded. The EU funding consultants we work with then 
suggested to apply for the FTI pilot, and [this application] was successful.” 

 

29.2 Unsuccessful projects  

Unsuccessful applicants were asked in an online survey what had happened 

to the proposed project in absence of FTI funding. The analysis of responses 

is presented in Figure 26 below. Thirty-nine per cent reported that the 

project is not being implemented, whilst 61 per cent of projects are being 

implemented in some shape or form in the absence of FTI funding. This 

tends to corroborate findings from above, which suggest that the projects 

funded do not have the level of financial risks that correspond with 

programme objectives.  

Acceleration of market commercialisation is the clearest foregone result 

from not receiving FTI funding, with 42 per cent of all respondents 

indicating that the project is being implement with delay. 
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 Figure 26. What has happened to the proposed FTI project in the absence of funding from the 

FTI programme? 

Source: ICF FTI unsuccessful applicants survey data; base: 72 

Smaller firms up to 200 employees were more likely to continue the project 

after an unsuccessful application for FTI funding than larger firms above 

500 employees (70 per cent of smaller firms and 25 per cent of larger firms 

respectively). Forty-three per cent of smaller firms indicated they have 

implemented the project more slowly, 38 per cent indicated they implement 

the project at a smaller scale, 19 per cent indicated they implement the 

project with less international partners, and 17 per cent indicated they are 

implementing the project on their own without partner organisations.54 

Unsuccessful applicants were also asked how they have funded the project 

in the absence of FTI funding. Again, the results seem to suggest that the 

level of financial risk of prospective FTI projects is lower than would have 

been expected and may be a reason for rejection. 

Sixty-nine per cent of respondents indicate that they have used no 

alternative external funds. Only 19 per cent of respondents indicated that 

they have used additional private funding (Figure 27 below). 

                                                

54 More than one option could be chosen, so the total does not equal 70%. 

1%

18%

22%

39%

39%

42%

The project is being implemented unchanged

The project is being implemented by a single
partner organisation, rather than in a

collaborative manner

The project is being implemented with less
partners from different countries

The project is being implemented but at a smaller
scale (with less substantial results and benefits)

The project is not being implemented

The project is being implemented more
slowly/with delay



 

73 
 

 

 Figure 27. How have you financed your project in the absence of funding from FTI PILOT?  

Source: ICF FTI unsuccessful applicants survey data; base: 68 

As illustrated by the contingency table below (see Table 9), none of the 

projects which have received additional funding have been abandoned and 

a significant proportion (60 per cent) of projects which received additional 

funding are either being implemented more slowly (25 per cent or at a 

smaller scale (35 per cent). As regards projects which have received no 

alternative funding, 35 per cent of these have been abandoned – whilst 75 

per cent of these projects have been continued in some shape or form 

(Table 9 below). 

4%

7%

19%

69%

We have used other public funding

We have used both additional public and private
funding

We have used additional private funding

No alternative external funds have been used
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  No alternative 
external 

funds have 

been used 

Have used 
additional 
funding in 

some form Overall % 

The project is being 
implemented unchanged  

0% 3% 1% 

The project is being 
implemented more slowly/with 
delay  

28% 25% 27% 

The project is being 
implemented by a single 
partner organisation, rather 

than in a collaborative manner  

12% 13% 12% 

The project is being 
implemented with less 
partners from different 

countries  

7% 25% 14% 

The project is being 
implemented but at a smaller 
scale (with less substantial 

results and benefits)  

19% 35% 25% 

The project is not being 
implemented  

35% 0% 22% 

Colum Total  100% 100% 100% 

 Contingency table – use of additional funding and project implementation in absence of Table 9.

FTI  

Source: ICF FTI unsuccessful applicants survey data; base: 68 

As concerns possible differences in use of additional funds between larger 

firms and smaller firms, the survey analysis suggests that 48 per cent of 

firms with up to 200 employees have used additional external funds, 

compared to 75 per cent of larger firms with 1,000 employees or more. 29 

per cent of smaller firms used additional private funding, 13 per cent used a 

combination of public and private funding and 6 per cent used alternative 

public funding. 50 per cent of larger firms used additional private funding, 

and 13 percent used public funding as well as a combination of public 

funding and private funding, respectively. 

These results seem to corroborate the findings from the unsuccessful 

applicants survey, suggesting that only 25 per cent of projects would not 

have been implemented in the absence of FTI funding. 

It should be said of course that the sample of proposals under investigation 

are those which were above the quality threshold, i.e. excellent proposals. 

So it may not be all too much of a surprise that these respondents are 

determined to execute their project without.  
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Smaller firms were more likely to not implement the project at all in the 

absence of FTI funding. 13 per cent of all survey respondents from firms 

with up to 200 employees answered this way. For large firms above 1,000 

employees, only 9 per cent indicated that the project would not have been 

implemented at all. For smaller firms, the most frequent impact of no FTI 

funding would have been smaller scale (31 per cent), slower 

implementation (26 per cent) and less international partners (18 per cent). 

For larger firms, slower implementation (32 per cent), smaller scale (27 per 

cent) and implementation without partners (18 per cent) were the three 

most cited impacts in case of no FTI funding. 

In summary, the evidence tends to be inconclusive as to the added value 

from the programme due to the level of additionality. The majority of 

projects for which survey responses were collected, and the majority of 

projects investigated through the case studies advise they would have 

suffered from the lack of FTI funding, either from substantial changes in 

size, scope and schedule or would not have been implemented in the 

absence of FTI funding. However, there is also a sizeable proportion of 

funded projects which could have been funded through other public 

programmes (between 14 and 39 per cent of projects). A substantial 

number of unsuccessful projects had progressed albeit at slower rates 

although these projects may have been rejected because they didn’t have 

the necessary risk profile. 

RESULTS 

30 Expected results 

Expected results and impacts of the FTI pilot include55: 

 The reduction of financial / technical risks, such as 

- Need for external/internal finance 

- Disconnected supply chains 

- Testing new business models 

 Achievement of higher technology readiness levels 

 Leverage of additional private investment; 

 Innovation impacts, i.e. what specific barriers to commercialisation the 

project helped to overcome; and 

 Commercial impacts 

                                                

55 See FTI work programme and section 9 above. 
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This section provides an overview of the actual results as reported in the 

online survey of FTI coordinators, and informed by interviews with FTI 

coordinators and consultations with Commission Services. It should be 

noted however that none of the FTI pilot projects so far have finished, 

which makes conclusions difficult and at best speculative. 

31 The reduction in financial and technical risks 

Key risks in bringing new products/processes to market include the need for 

external and internal finance, disconnected supply chains, the introduction 

of new business models and the burden in financial resources. 

31.1 The need for external finance 

Recent research has suggested that Europe’s persistent deficiency in private 

R&D spending compared to the United States can be partly explained by a 

high sensitivity of young European innovator firms to the costs of external 

finance, compared to US firms at similar stage.56  

Our analysis in Section 29 above suggests that FTI provided, at least for a 

significant number of projects, the external finance that projects would not 

have otherwise secured. However, survey responses also suggest that there 

was a quarter of funded projects which would have been implemented 

without change, in the absence of FTI funding.  

Sixty nine per cent of unsuccessful project proposals were implemented 

without further external finance. However, most of these projects 

underwent substantial changes in scope, scale and partnership, suggesting 

that there is indeed a lack of external finance and support for these 

activities. Sixty percent of unsuccessful projects progressed in some form. 

Overall, the study team concludes that in the majority of cases the FTI 

provided crucial external funding.  

31.2 The need for internal finance 

FTI coordinators were also asked whether or not their innovation had 

already induced, or will induce, further internal investment either in their 

specific organisation or one of their consortium partners. The investment 

excludes the match funding required by the FTI programme for 

commercialisation activities. 

A large proportion of respondents (41 per cent) were unsure as to whether 

the innovation had induced any further internal investment57, partly 
                                                

56 Cincera, M, J. Ravet & R. Veugelers, 2015, R&D financing constraints of younger aged leading 
innovators in the EU and the US. 

57 Internal investment are financed through companies’ operating activities, as opposed to borrowing 
money from a bank or through means such as issuing equity or debt. Usually companies use retained 
earnings or other own funds to support research and development activities through internal 
investments. 
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because of the early stages of most projects. A third of projects (30 per 

cent) however, had received further investment following their involvement 

in FTI. All of the projects already in receipt of FTI that had induced 

investment had TRLs of 6 or above at the time of their proposal. Twenty-

nine per cent of FTI projects had not yet garnered further internal 

investment, but either expected to before the end of the project or within 

two years of it finishing. Only 4 per cent of respondents expected no 

internal investment as a result of their participation the FTI Pilot. 

 

 Figure 28. Extent to which FTI funded innovations has already induced, or will it induce, 

further internal investment  

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 27  

31.3 Disconnected supply chains 

Nascent or disconnected supply chains prevent key technologies coming to 

market. Supply chains that are not engaging innovators may mean that the 

development of key components are not aligned with the needs of novel 

technologies and products.  

Coordinators of funded FTI projects were asked how they would classify 

their project innovation in terms of its potential impact on existing supply 

chains (see Figure 30). Just under half of respondents (46 per cent) 

believed that their innovation significantly modifies the supply chain links 

and business models. Sustaining existing supply chain links and business 

models was the next most common effect, cited by over a third of 

respondents (36 per cent). Only 7 per cent of coordinators felt that their 

innovation completely disrupts / replaces supply chain links and business 

models. 
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 Figure 29. FTI project innovations in terms of their potential impact on existing supply chains? 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

31.4 New business models 

One further objective of the FTI pilot is to test new business models. The 

majority of respondents (68 per cent) to the survey expected that their 

innovation would significantly modify business models. Close to a fifth (18 

per cent) said that it would completely disrupt / replace competitor’s 

business models. Only 4 per cent expected the innovation to sustain 

existing business model. Therefore the survey responses suggest that the 

funded projects helped funded firms to substantially alter or introduce new 

business models. 

 

 Figure 30. FTI project innovations in terms of their potential impact on existing business 
models of competitors 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28 
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32 Technology Readiness Levels and time-to-market 

The FTI pilot aims to support projects undertaking innovation from the 

demonstration stage through to market uptake and it targets “relatively 

mature new technologies, concepts, processes and business models that 

need a last development step to reach the market and achieve wider 

deployment”58. In essence, proposals that involve technological innovations 

were required to demonstrate a Technology Readiness Level (TRL)59 of at 

least 6 and at most 8 (pre-commercial stage). Similar levels of maturity are 

required for non-technological innovations. Thus, the main focus of the 

scheme is to take mature ideas to the market within a period of three years 

supporting a wide spectrum of activities from validation and piloting to 

testing and EU quality labelling. 

Survey responses suggest that the acceleration of market 

introduction/commercial take-up of innovations was the most important 

factor when deciding to apply for FTI funding - across all applicants. 

However at the same time, project coordinators as well as unsuccessful 

applicants attributed considered reduction of technical risk a relatively 

important factor – however it was not within the top five factors influencing 

the application. This suggests that projects proposed, in line with the call’s 

technical requirements, were indeed mostly supporting mature technologies 

which needed the last ‘push’ towards commercialisation but also include a 

proportion which were not ‘close to market’. 

Figure 31 indicates the reported TRL of successful FTI projects at the time 

of their proposal submission. Whilst just under two-thirds (61 per cent) of 

the projects were within the scope of the FTI-targeted technological 

maturity levels (i.e. TRL 6 to 9), 36 per cent indicated levels of between 

TRL 5 and TRL 2. However, all funded projects had indicated a TRL of 6 or 

higher, in order to meet eligibility requirements. This was endorsed through 

the project appraisal process. 

This would lead to the view that the survey responses do not represent a 

fair assessment of projects. Interviews with project sponsors do suggest a 

limited awareness and capacity to accurately define and assess their TRL 

levels. It is however of some concern that around 17 per cent (those 

indicated below TRL 5 in survey responses) considered their projects so 

technologically underdeveloped and indicates a need for careful project 

appraisal of the TRLs presented in project applications.   

                                                

58 http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-
fast-track_en.pdf  

59 'Technology Readiness Levels' as understood under H2020 have been defined in General Annex G. 
to the H2020 Work Programme 2014-2015. See 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-
annex-g-trl_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2016_2017/main/h2020-wp1617-fast-track_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-g-trl_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/wp/2014_2015/annexes/h2020-wp1415-annex-g-trl_en.pdf


 

80 
 

 

 Figure 31. Technology Readiness Level at the time of the call for proposal 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

Respondents were also asked what the expected market-readiness of their 

innovation – following the FTI intervention – would be (see Figure 32). This 

served to test the extent to which project coordinators believe their projects 

could meet the overarching programme objective of reducing time to initial 

market take-up no later than 3 years after the beginning of the FTI project. 

 

 Figure 32. Market-readiness of innovations by the end of their project 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

Close to a third of project coordinators (29 per cent) believed their 

innovation would be complete and qualified through test and demonstration 

in addition to commercialisation having started. More than half of 
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respondents choosing this option had a TRL of 5 or less, suggesting a very 

large development step, (although this may simply reflect the difficulties of 

establishing the initial TRL status). A further 29 per cent indicated that early 

commercialisation will have started by the end of the project. 

A further review of technical project proposals and case studies has 

attempted to investigate the authenticity of these survey responses further, 

extracts of which are presented in the boxes below. It suggests that 

expectations as to the speed of progress, and the extent to which FTI 

funding has helped in this regard, vary from project to project but appears 

very ambitious in some cases. 

Box 7 Case study insights – speeding up time to market 

SCODEV  – stated TRL at the start of the project: 6 

The coordinator advised that without the FTI funding, the prototype development 
would not have been possible. It is expected that the project will finish in February 
2018 – at that moment product would be ready to enter the market within six 
months. Marketing and sales activities would begin after the EASA certificate has 
been obtained – this is expected during the second half of 2017. 

eSHARK – stated TRL at the start of the project: 5 

The objective of the project is to reach TRL 9 at project end, however currently it is 
more likely to be at TRL 8. The consortium is currently looking for a pilot user who 
would be willing to apply the newly developed foil to a large container or cruise 
ship. The FTI funding certainly enabled the technology to be tested and 
demonstrated faster than anticipated, but the application to a full ship (and market 
introduction) is currently beyond the scope of the project. 

EVA – stated TRL at the start of the project: 6 

The FTI requirement of involving companies in at least 3 EU MS added to the 
development through increased expertise, but also helped them expand and 
diversify their distributor network using partners’ local contacts. Whilst the FTI 
funding will help with speeding up time-critical issues such as the physical 
development of the device, the most important benefit is derived through 

partnership with the hospital and medical school. This allows the coordinator to 
focus on the device’s development and delegate the expensive and time-
consuming pre-clinical and controlled clinical trials. 

 

Thirty-five per cent of projects which had a TRL of 6 or higher (as assessed 

by coordinators in the survey, N=17) expected their project’s innovation to 

be available to customers by the end of the project. Of those projects 

indicating a TRL below 6 (n=8), one (or 12.5 per cent) indicated that the 

innovation would be available to customers by the end of the project. Four 

coordinators (or 50 percent) indicated that the innovation early 

commercialisation would have started by the end of the project  

33 Wider market take up and replication potential 

Part of the FTI’s rationale for providing public funding to innovation projects 

is the potential for wider innovation take-up. Such ‘spill over effects’ do not 
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offer direct benefits to innovating firms, but potentially offer wider 

economic and social impacts.  

Responses from the FTI coordinator survey indicate that the majority of the 

current project portfolio aim at own use of the innovation outcomes. Spill 

over effects and potential wider replication would therefore only be possible 

through the respective market leaderships and first mover positions taken 

by funded projects and firms.60 This finding makes the commercial viability 

of individual projects ever more important. 

FTI coordinators were asked to identify which organisation(s) would be 

commercialising the outcomes of their innovation project (see Figure 33). 

Almost all respondents (82 per cent) indicated that the coordinator 

organisation would be responsible for selling the final innovation. Less than 

half of the survey (42 per cent) stated that other consortium members 

would, as a minimum, be involved with the commercialisation, whereas a 

tenth (11 per cent) will or have created an ad hoc business specifically for 

the purposes of managing the commercial output. A tenth also indicated 

that future customers outside the consortium would commercialise the 

results of the project, either through licence, enterprise or a rights 

purchase.  

The implied potential for immediate wider take-up of innovations is 

therefore limited, with 11 per cent of all coordinators indicated that the 

innovation would be commercialised outside of the project consortium. 

                                                

60 Depending on degree to which technology can be kept secret and / or appropriated by competitors 
in the mid-term to long-term perspective, spillovers at individual firm and industry level will occur. 
This may differ across industries and level to which IP is protectable. There is a large body of 
literature discussing framework conditions necessary for spillovers to occur, and the effects on 
industry wide and firm level R&D activities. An introduction the concept can be found in Griliches, Z 
(1991), The Search for R&D Spillovers. NBER Working paper 3768. There is a vast body of recent 
empirical literature, e.g. Cappelli, R, Czarnitzki, D, Kraft, K (2014) Sources of spillovers for imitation 
and innovation. Research Policy Volume 43, Issue 1, 115-120.  
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 Figure 33. Which organisation will commercialise the outcomes of your innovation project? 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28 

 

34 Leverage of additional private investment 

As a key rationale behind the FTI intervention, respondents were asked 

whether or not since starting the project their innovation had received 

further external investment (see Figure 34). A third (32 per cent) were 

either in receipt of or had plans for external investment in place. However, 

a third of FTI coordinators (29 per cent) also indicated that there had been 

no external investment in their innovation and did not expect any in the 

future. It should be underlined however that at the moment of answering 

the survey, most projects had barely taken off, if at all; answers to the 

same question may be significantly different once most of the 2015 actions 

are close to conclusion. 
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 Figure 34. Since the start of the project, has your innovation project induced further external 

investment? 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

The survey asked respondents whose project was already in receipt of 

external investment or were in the planning stage to specify the source(s) 

of funding. The following funding sources are in ascending order of most to 

least used source: 

 Venture Capital firm (N=4, 44%) 

 End user of the innovation (N=4, 44%) 

 Business Angels (N=3, 33%) 

 Other  (N=3, 33%) 

 Public sector grants (N=2, 22%) 

 Technology supplier (N=1, 11%) 

 Private equity firm (N=1, 11%) 

 Crowdfunding (1, 11%) 

Follow-up interviews with FTI coordinators suggest that the process of 

leveraging further investment is difficult. Most often, investors will wait on 

the technology to be successfully demonstrated at a large / commercial 

scale. The box below presents some first insights. 
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Box 8 Case study - TTMJ 

The successful commercialisation depends on a successful technology 
demonstrator. As this project focussed on a new type of underground excavating 
for large scale construction sites, the costs of developing the proof included the 
development of a guiding machine and the movement of large-scale construction 
equipment. This makes the final demonstration activities very expensive. 

The FTI pilot has helped to bridge this risk, and Trevista will now match the EU 
funding with a further 1.8 million EUR in investment. Further funding is being 
considered for the full scale roll out of the innovation, however no commitments 
will be made before the technology has successfully been demonstrated. 

 

35 Specific barriers to commercialisation that FTI helped to 

overcome 

Most project coordinators thought of barriers to be mainly financial issues. 

In addition, most project proposals made reference to overcoming barriers 

regarding the necessary scale and scope of demonstration and validation 

activities. This is corroborated by interviews with project coordinators, who 

generally refer to the need for demonstration and validation before 

additional investments from internal or external funds can be secured. The 

FTI pilot played a crucial role in enabling such demonstration and validation 

activities. Several project proposals of funded projects also indicated the 

limiting effects of high capital cost on the availability of suitable equipment, 

particularly to smaller firms.  

Around half of the proposals (47 per cent) did describe some plans to 

leverage further private investment to be undertaken by participating 

companies. The majority of proposals (83 per cent) also detailed other 

sources of funding that ranged from, internal investment, credit 

arrangements/ investment by contract manufacturers to other sources of 

EU or national funding. In a quarter of projects which indicated detailed 

capital requirements – as apparent from the project proposals– market 

introduction of the innovation required in excess of €3 million capital 

investment and therefore implied that substantial additional resources 

would be invested beyond EU funding.  

A first analysis of technical project descriptions and insights from 

stakeholder interviews suggest that financial risks were insufficiently 

described in technical proposals to allow a detailed assessment and 

compares risks with expected commercial opportunity. Interviews with 

project coordinators helped to understand the financial risks of individual 

projects in more detail. In a number of projects, the financial risk was 

linked to the scale of capital requirements, which could not be financed 

through existing internal funds or alternative external financing. 

Furthermore, a number of project coordinators indicated that FTI funding 

enabled them to scale up demonstration and validation activities, 

substantially reducing risks for future investors and rendering the project 

more attractive for additional private finance. As per section 33 above, 

commercialisation activities are predicted to take place mostly within the 

funded consortia, suggested significant potential to scale up operations of 
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funded firms but potentially implying less opportunity for wider market take 

up in the short run. 

Further analysis of project proposals suggest that 22 out of 46 projects 

describe clearly the origins of project finance and describe a mix of internal 

and external finance. The remaining 24 out of 46 projects either fail to 

describe the project finance or are entirely funded in-house. This can be 

interpreted either as a failure to attract external finance whilst it is needed, 

or as a lack of requiring external finance and therefore no use of external 

finance is being made. If the first assumption holds true, this would imply 

less market uptake potential than projects which have succeeded in raising 

other finance such as additional grants, venture capital investments, pre-

financing from end users and others. In the second case, the fact that no 

external finance has been described in the project proposals would not 

allow any conclusions on the ‘investability’ of projects. 

In most cases project proposals do not include information on the scale and 

type of financial risks that the project attempts to overcome, i.e. in terms of 

total investment needs towards market introduction, or the specific terms 

and conditions which render available risk finance unattractive. 

The level of technical risk described in the project proposals was 

characterised as high in approximately two-thirds (61 per cent) of 

proposals, whereas 15 per cent had a medium to low level. The information 

presented in the project proposals is therefore conflicting with implied 

importance of technical risks in survey responses. There, relative to other 

motivations to apply technical risks were the second least important reason. 

These mixed results regarding technical risks do not allow a clear 

interpretation, but suggest that whilst some projects expose significant 

‘distance to market’, others indeed have overcome most technical risks and 

are ‘close to market’ activities. 

Furthermore, a large effect of FTI support is attributed to the creation and 

strengthening of international, collaborative development projects. A 

number of project coordinators interviewed specifically highlighted that 

without FTI support, they would not have been able to access specific 

expertise abroad which is necessary to ensure commercialisation of their 

project. 

There was less awareness of more specific barriers to commercialisation 

beyond the above, likely the result of projects being at an early stage, but 

also a potential indication of funded projects being further away from 

market entry and commercialisation than intended by the FTI work 

programme and programme rationale. There was also some concern 

amongst project coordinators interviewed as to the commercial 

confidentiality of their specific commercialisation plans, and the associated 

understanding of specific barriers to commercialisation.  

There might thus be potential to review the proposal template and 

evaluation guidance to put stronger focus on an assessment of specific 

financing gaps and risks that the projects are trying to overcome. 
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A number of implied barriers can also be deducted from survey responses. 

In the survey of project coordinators, 100 per cent of respondents cited 

support for accelerated commercialisation and market introduction as quite 

to very important for their application for FTI funding. Demonstrating 

project activities was ranked second in terms of importance (with 64 per 

cent choosing “Very important”), followed by the need to mitigate financial 

risk (54 per cent).  

36 Innovation impacts  

36.1 Category of innovation  

Successful FTI coordinators were asked to select an innovation category 

which best described the importance of their project. More than two thirds 

(68 per cent) stated that product innovation was the category best 

describing their innovation, whereas a respective 21 and 11 per cent chose 

process and services. No respondents felt that organisational innovation 

was the category best describing their innovation (Figure 35). 

 

 Figure 35. Type of innovation introduced by successful FTI project 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

36.2 Novelty of innovation  

Figure 36 indicates that the majority of successful FTI projects’ innovations 

(89 per cent) are considered by project coordinators to be new to the world. 

Almost half (43 per cent) of innovations are considered to be new to the 

sector, whilst a quarter (25 per cent) are considered to be new to the 

individual company involved in the project. New to the EU (but not the 

world) was chosen by fewest respondents (11 per cent).  
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 Figure 36. Type of innovation introduced by successful FTI project, by extent of novelty (tick 

all that apply) 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

Respondents to the FTI coordinator survey were also asked to rate the 

novelty of their innovations in respect of whether it was an incremental, 

substantial or a radical modification to existing technologies / products. 

Ninety-six per cent of respondents stated that their innovation was of 

substantial or radical novelty, whereas only 4 per cent coordinated a project 

with incremental improvements.  

The above raises a number of concerns. First, there is a low proportion of 

projects which are considered new to the sector, but at the same time are 

considered a world novelty. It is not quite clear how these responses align, 

and it might imply that there is either limited visibility of potential markets 

beyond the current sector, or a larger proportion of projects which are 

incremental improvements over current market standards, rather than the 

suggested large proportion of radical innovations. 

Given that most FTI projects are in the early stages or first half of their 

implementation, it is recommended to review the realised innovation 

impacts as part of the ex post evaluation planned for 2017. This could in 

particular review: 

 No. of patent applications submitted as a result of FTI, 

 No of trademark applications submitted as a result of FTI, 

11%

21%

89%

25%

43%

New to the EU (but not the World)

New to the geographical market into which you are
supplying products

New to the world

-------------------------------------------------

New to your company / organisation

New to your sector
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 Specific first mover advantages materialised as a result of FTI, 

 Whether innovation were introduced to market as anticipated, and within 

time frame envisaged, 

 The consistency between reportedly limited disruption to supply chains 

and business models (suggestive of incremental innovation), with 

assertions that the innovations represent radical rather than incremental 

change.  

37 Commercial impacts 

The analysis in sections 32 to 36 above suggested that FTI coordinators 

expect significant commercial impact to occur from their innovation, should 

the project be successful. This is confirmed by project responses of 

coordinators, who in most cases expect commercial benefits from the 

innovation project (Figure 37 below). 

 

 Figure 37. Does your consortium expect in the future commercial benefits from the results of 

your innovation project? (Please tick all that apply) 

Source: ICF FTI coordinator survey data; base: 28  

Interviews with FTI project coordinators largely validated these claims, 

however there is substantial uncertainty.  

First, commercial impacts hinge on successful market introduction, which is 

in turn dependent on a successful demonstration and validation phase 

which in many cases is still underway in FTI projects, although market 

assessments would be expected to be based on the assumed achievement 

of successful demonstration. 
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Second, the level of detail as regards projected commercial impacts varies 

between projects. In some cases, project coordinators were not able to 

provide estimates of commercial impacts or referred to this information as 

being confidential in nature. 

Third, the level of detail as regards market entry strategies and the level of 

understanding of entry barriers vary significantly in proposals for successful 

projects. This suggests that there is a degree of uncertainty as to whether 

potential markets were assessed robustly and in sufficient detail. 

Overall, projects supported under the FTI pilot estimate large potential 

commercial impacts should the demonstration and validation of the planned 

innovation be successful.  

First insights from FTI coordinators on the expected impacts of their 

projects is presented in the boxes below. 

Box 9 Case study - SCODEV 

The project coordinator was very optimistic about the commercialisation of the 
device. No specific challenges to commercialising the device, or the manufacturing 
readiness of the supply chain to deliver components of the device, were 
mentioned. A market assessment based on the number of existing airtankers and 
existing airplanes which could be equipped with the SCODEV device has been 
undertaken – sales channels remain to be identified. 

Depending on the fleet available to potential customers, two business propositions 

seem possible. First, equipping conventional fleets with SCODEV. The second 
proposition, on which most of the market assessment seems to be based, is that 

potential customers would replace existing Canadair fleets with multipurpose 
conventional fleets equipped with the SCODEV device.  

Based on an estimate of around 1,200 airplanes around the world which could be 
retrofitted with the SCODEV device, a 5 year sales projection is set at 600 units, 
with 55 units in the first year of sales and 125 in the fifth year. The revenue 

projection along these sales targets amounts to €665 million. 

Further details of the value proposition, end-user buying process and buying 
factors will need to be developed as part of an additional €1.3 million investment. 
On the manufacturing side, further investment will be needed at the Sonaca site 
which is currently set up to produce aircraft slabs. No detailed assessment of 
additional investment needs has been made so far. 

 

Box 10 Case study - NEOBALLAST 

A new company will be created that will manage the innovation. This will create 
jobs in relation to marketing and commercial aspects of the innovation. There will 
also be supply chain jobs created for consortium members such as the 
construction and machinery specialists, for both of whom, a new line of business 
has evolved from their involvement in the project. 

The FTI funding is not critical to the innovation as other funding instruments would 
likely have been available. However, it is unlikely other sources of funding would 
have permitted the consortiums SMEs to play such a big role in the production of 
the innovation, given its stage of development. 
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Box 11 Case Study - AutopilotDX 

The project coordinator suggested that there are a number of possible impacts, 
none of which have materialised yet due to the project having only just started. 
First, it is expected that direct sales of the ImmunoXpert™ test will generate sales 
income to the project coordinators in around two years’ time. Second, the project 

will help to boost market introduction with additional clinical evidence and 
references, as well as specific cost data to develop a competitive reimbursement 
model. The FTI project will be particularly helpful in this sense as it has helped 
putting all activities within one framework – however, many of these activities 
would have been conducted in the absence of FTI funding, although not to the 
same scale, and probably with a smaller impact  

Growth projections for the coordinating firm are included in the technical proposal, 

and not repeated here in detail for confidentiality reasons.  

The leading clinicians involved in the project aim to improve patient care by 
adopting new technologies in a cost effective manner. The FTI grant is considered 
to help position the participating medical centres as innovative leaders that are at 
the forefront of fighting antibiotic resistance. The project will also enable them to 
recruit further staff to run clinical pilots.  

 

Box 12 Case study - SurgAssist 

As a direct impact of the innovation’s funding, the coordinator organisation will 
create eight additional FTE roles effectively doubling the organisation’s size. The 

funding also significantly impacts their ability to leverage additional internal 
investment. FTI reduces the “sense of risk for shareholders [management 
partners] tremendously” and has resulted in additional funding being directed 

toward innovation activities. 
 

Box 13 Case study - TTMJ 

The project coordinator expects additional revenue of about €45 million two years 
after the project has ended, should it be concluded successfully. It is planned that 
four to five additional departments will be created, resulting in a 10 per cent 

market share increase. 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This section presents conclusions and recommendations in relation to the 

rationale and operation of the programme (meeting requirements set out in 

the Terms of References). In developing these conclusions and 

recommendations we have taken into account the early stages of most FTI 

funded projects. Recommendations mostly focus on programme 

implementation and ways to improve ‘targeting’ of the intervention, rather 

than a review of observed results and impacts. Such a review should form 

part of the formal programme evaluation planned for 2017. 
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38 Conclusions 

38.1 Relevance of the programme 

The programme rationale as set out in the work programme and the 

regulation establishing Horizon 2020, is to a large extent well understood 

by stakeholders at European and national level.  

The key elements of the FTI programme have been very well received by 

applicants and beneficiaries. The focus of FTI in seeking to accelerate 

commercialisation and market introduction through demonstration and 

validation activities and the need to mitigate financial risks were important 

motives for applicants to FTI funding  

Section 10 presents a detailed review of the programme’s intervention logic 

and highlights the main feedback received from stakeholders. In particular, 

the following points can be concluded: 

Addressing financial risk 

 Risk is a key element in decisions to invest in innovation (see section 7 

above), and financial risks are especially high at later stages in the 

process of research, development and commercialisation (as described in 

late stage TRLs) reflecting the costs of piloting and scaling-up 

demonstration prior to full commercialisation. However, although implicit 

in the recognised market failures and offer of grant funding at a 

relatively high intervention rate of up to 70 per cent for private-for-profit 

entities, the recognition of risk is not fully specified in the FTI work 

programme, which limits guidance on the need for and approach to the 

appraisal of financial / commercial risks. In some cases this could lead to 

projects with too much risk and a high chance of failing to complete the 

commercialisation process or funding projects with very limited risks and 

high deadweight. Both outcomes would reduce impact and the added 

value of the programme. 

Financing larger businesses 

 Amongst stakeholders from EU and national policy makers, there is a 

belief that public intervention should be based on a market failure, and 

the lack of finance particularly for small, innovative SMEs is considered 

such a failure as outlined in section 6.1 above. Currently a considerable 

proportion of the funding goes to larger companies.61 The work 

programme does not target SMEs as a group for specific attention and 

the implicit rationale for funding close to market activities of midcaps 

and larger companies was unclear to some stakeholders, whilst others 

                                                

61 CORDA statistics suggest that around 45% of all funding allocated under the FTI pilot call in 2015 
goes to SMEs, and 33% of funding goes to companies that do not meet the EU’s SME definition. The 
remaining budget was allocated to organisations where it was not indicated whether they conform 
with the SME definition, or which were not private commercial companies. 
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suggested that even in large companies R&D departments can be cash 

poor and seek external funding to speed up their projects. The rationale 

for supporting larger businesses or for not targeting SMEs exclusively 

could be better explained, including reference to the encouragement of 

an open innovation approach (a policy priority for the current 

Commissioner for Research, Innovation and Science) where entities large 

and small are stimulated to work together.  

Attracting new applicants to Horizon 2020 

 Attracting first time industry applicants is an objective of the 

programme. Stakeholders contested whether this objective was clearly 

set out and incentivised in programme implementation. Some queried 

the relevance of the objective, and that it could be achieved by the 

nature of the projects funded. However, an initial review of programme 

applicants suggests that there is a relatively large proportion of 

experienced FP7 and/or H2020 participants. 

38.2 Effectiveness of programme implementation 

For 2015, the programme was expected to absorb 98.7 per cent of the 

allocated budget of €100 million, funding 46 projects and leveraging a 

further €32.8 million in project finance. 

Stakeholders and beneficiaries were overall satisfied with the effectiveness 

of programme implementation. At the same time, survey responses and the 

programme data analysis indicated that there is scope to improve time-to-

payment, time-to-grant and the grant preparation process further. 

There are however also some aspects of programme implementation which 

have been raised as a result of the consultations held:  

 The proposal template clearly outlines requirements to present possible 

impacts and benefits of proposed projects. However, it does not set out 

in sufficient detail the need to specify the specific barriers or risks 

(especially the financial and commercial risk) that projects are trying to 

overcome. This elaboration could increase the extent to which 

programme funds are targeted at projects which have substantial 

barriers, increasing effectiveness; 

 The proposal template is generally well received by stakeholders and 

beneficiaries. Project coordinators and unsuccessful applicants both 

indicated it was well structured. However, some elements were 

highlighted as being not particularly relevant to the FTI programme 

objectives or unclear. These included specific elements covering 

dissemination and communication activities, which in the view of 

applicants are not a priority for a commercial innovation project. This in 

turn raises the question of how far the replication of projects is 

considered important for the EU added value of the programme and 

hence something to be promoted; 
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 However, feedback from the national level seems to indicate that the 

template used as the basis of proposals is not well suited to businesses - 

companies are not encouraged to write their proposals as if they were 

applying for a bank loan; 

 Some comments were also received from project coordinators regarding 

the common model grant agreement used across different H2020 calls 

which forms the basis of grant contracts between beneficiaries and the 

European Commission. In particular the section on joint liability is 

perceived to be problematic and was difficult to accept for some 

beneficiaries; 

 The pool of experts currently available for EASME to select from is 

managed centrally by REA. Experts apply through the European 

Commission’s participant portal, and their selection follows generic 

quality criteria set to meet objectives of the overall H2020lines of work. 

Whilst the technical and scientific qualification of experts in this overall 

population is of good standard, the FTI pilot by the nature of its 

objectives needs to include a wider set of expertise, including risk 

finance and business planning, practical experience of entrepreneurship 

and potentially pilot users or customers. The project appraisal process 

will be compromised by the absence of sufficient expertise in assessing 

the financial and commercial risks and benefits.62  

 The potential to achieve EU added value might be compromised by 

funding projects that have yet to reach the stage of pre-commercial 

testing and demonstration. There are a number of projects where 

coordinators consider themselves to be at lower levels of technology 

readiness than might be expected. Funding lower TRL projects is likely to 

reduce the pace at which the programme achieves commercialisation and 

risks greater overlaps with other funding programmes targeted at lower 

TRLs. There is an argument, based on the risks that the required 

commercialisation within three years of the project start cannot be 

achieved and, given high levels of demand, to raise the TRL requirement 

for applicants to TRL 7 – system prototype demonstration in an 

operational environment.  

 Linked to the above, further consideration could also be made as regards 

the weighting of individual evaluation criteria, where the impact criterion, 

if more strongly focussed on ‘investability’ of the project, could be 

weighted even stronger than currently to ensure that high risk/high 

reward proposals are being selected.  

Finally, we note that the evidence collected suggests that project 

coordinators expect substantial achievements to be realised as a result of 

                                                

62 This also reflects feedback from recent workshops around the EIC, where it was suggested that 
,ore evaluators with a business, 'experienced investor' or 'seasoned entrepreneur' profile should be 
used as well as possibly end-users (consumers in B2C model, businesses if B2B). 
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their participation in the FTI pilot. The take up and type of funded projects 

is presented in detail in the section on demand for funding above.  

38.3 Efficiency of the programme 

Sections 27 and 28 above reviewed the overall costs and efficiency of the 

FTI pilot in 2015. We conclude on the basis of the consultations that: 

 The overall costs of programme implementation are justified by the 

nature of the programme given its size and need for an expanded 

appraisal process; 

 Delays in grant preparation could be further reduced, and time-to-grant 

further minimised, by incentivising applicants to prepare all necessary 

documentation for financial viability checks and validation at proposal 

stage. For new participants, necessary documentation could be 

requested when such organisations register on the European 

Commission’s participant portal. Furthermore, NCPs could be advised to 

raise awareness of the advantages of submitting documentation for 

viability checks and validation early;  

 The intervention rate of up to 70 per cent for private-for-profit entities is 

a reflection of the general H2020 legal provisions, but is high for close to 

market activities. Other similar EU programmes such as the eco-

innovation programme uses a rate of 50 per cent63. National level 

programmes using grant funding, for example the German KMU 

Innovativ fund directed to close to market activities has an intervention 

rate of 35-50 per cent64. The higher rate is likely to be contributing to 

levels of deadweight. 

38.4 Coherence 

Overall the FTI pilot is considered to complement other research and 

innovation actions funded under Horizon 2020. It clearly caters to industry 

driven, close to market and precommercial activities. There is however the 

potential for potential applicants to be confused with other instruments, 

including the SME instrument, EUREKA Eurostars and possibly the 

H2020financial instruments implemented by the European Investment Fund 

– these are all activities which fund industrial innovation projects. Some 

work to better define and communicate the specific features and purpose of 

FTI compared to other programmes would help to reduce confusion. 

                                                

63 The 70 per cent intervention rate is the same across H2020 and represents an attempt by the 
European Commission to simplify the programme. Additionally, in a recent survey of experienced 
participants (i.e. those that had participated more than once in EU-research funded projects) 78 per 
cent of respondents perceived the funding rate positively. It has to be noted however that the survey 
of experienced participants did not disaggregate by type of respondents, and the specific views of 
industry which might differ on this point cannot be ascertained (see: 
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-
survey_final-report_en.pd) / 

64 https://www.bmbf.de/de/kmu-innovativ-561.html  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-survey_final-report_en.pd
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/events/survey/h2020_simplification-survey_final-report_en.pd
https://www.bmbf.de/de/kmu-innovativ-561.html
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38.5 EU added value 

Project coordinators and stakeholders considered that the programme 

presents clear EU added value, in that it funds international consortia and 

cross-border cooperation to accelerate their commercialisation of new 

innovations. In some cases, project coordinators were able to name 

comparable national programmes, but referred to the international 

consortia that the FTI funds as clear added value.  Furthermore, project 

coordinators commended the function of the FTI programme in building new 

networks and collaborations – for instance the AutopilotDX project is 

trialling a new in vitro test across five countries, an activity which will 

enable much broader market access than would have been possible with 

any other support programme. 

A clearer view on the EU added value of the programme might be reached 

by mapping existing grant funding and risk finance instruments in a 

selection of markets / member states and against TRLs. This would ensure 

that the programme is geared towards projects which cannot access bank 

finance or other, similar grant programmes; and which face the significant 

barriers associated with pre-commercial testing and demonstration. 

39 Recommendations for the future operation of the programme 

As concluded above the FTI pilot offers added value vis-à-vis similar EU and 

national programmes, but would benefit from some further clarity about the 

target beneficiaries and rationale to enable greater added value. Some 

changes to programme implementation could also improve the effectiveness 

and efficiency of the programme.  

39.1 Design and targeting of the programme 

Involvement of midcaps and larger companies 

Although the programme is funding relatively modest projects, and the 

work programme seems to underline an interest in supporting SMEs, a 

considerable proportion of the funding goes to larger companies65. Some EC 

interviewees thought that larger companies would have the financial 

leverage to finance ~€2 million collaborative innovation projects, if the 

commercial benefits justified it. This perceived risk of deadweight requires 

particular attention in the project appraisal process, to confirm that projects 

led by large companies represent marginal investment cases with 

substantial policy benefits.  

                                                

65 FTI saw between 22% and 46% of participations accounted by large firms (assuming firms not 
flagged as SMEs are large firms), and 17% of all firms supported were firms with more than 1,000 
employees. In H2020 overall, more than a quarter of participants (27 per cent) were large private 
firms.  
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Distance to market readiness 

The work programme mandates that projects should be within three years 

of market entrance. This requires the appraisal process to be capable of 

excluding: projects that are “too close to market”, in the sense that 

businesses have already established their own or external funding and do 

not need government support to achieve commercialisation; or projects 

where the technological and commercial development required is such that 

it is unlikely to achieve market readiness in this period. 

This appraisal requirement is therefore somewhat more challenging than in 

top-down approaches, especially the need for commercial assessment. It is 

a moot point whether the current pool of experts managed by EASME has 

sufficient competence. This concern might be allayed by using a specific call 

for experts issued by EASME. The same concern was raised in the EIC call 

for ideas workshop. 

Soft loans or grant funding 

Grant funding is seen to be counterintuitive by some stakeholders in the 

European Commission and at national level, because they consider grant 

funding at high intervention rates may result in companies putting projects 

forward which they had every intention of funding themselves (with an 

increased risk of deadweight and moral hazard66). 

Instead, consideration could be given to changing the current grant funding 

to a financial instrument (such as a soft loan scheme where the loan is 

repayable once a given level of performance has been achieved. In the 

event the project fails then the loan is non-repayable. This could be 

extended into a revolving fund loan67). The size of the loan could be based 

on the scale of the project and an associated assessment of risks/benefits.  

Whilst this is currently difficult to implement in light of the legal basis set by 

Horizon 2020’s regulatory framework, it might improve the appraisal and 

selection of high risk/high reward activities, as well as improving the 

efficiency of the programme. However, one concern might be that the 

number and average size of project (up to €3 million) could be too small to 

justify the costs of establishing and operating a new loan fund. Increasing 

the size of project might help support the use of financial instrument, but 

could reduce the focus on smaller projects where there is clearly demand. 

On balance we conclude that whilst the FTI is constrained by the broader 

H2020 requirements, grant funding supported by the necessary due 

                                                

66 The prospect that a company with reduced exposure to commercial risks of an innovation may 
behave differently compared to a firm that would bear the entire consequences of its actions. 

67 Innovation credit programme, part of the SME+ Innovation fund, see: 
http://www.answersforbusiness.nl/subsidy/sme-innovation-fund ;  An evaluation of the programme 
in 2013 found that net effect in monetary terms we find that the programme led on average to a  
increase €1.22 in total R&D wages and a €1.82 increase in total R&D expenditure per each Euro 
already invested, see: www.ape.nl/include/downloadFile.asp?id=332  

http://www.answersforbusiness.nl/subsidy/sme-innovation-fund
http://www.ape.nl/include/downloadFile.asp?id=332
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diligence is the most appropriate delivery mechanism against the current 

programme objectives.  

Funding rate of private-for-profit entities 

The funding rate of 70 per cent is relatively high compared to other 

innovation schemes which fund innovation with particular view towards fast 

commercialisation – for instance the German KMU Innovativ (focussing on 

SMEs) offers 50 per cent to SMEs and 40 per cent to midcaps and larger 

companies. The EASME CIP Eco-innovation Initiative had an intervention 

rate of 50 per cent. 

The study team understands that funding rates are set by the H2020 legal 

base. But in using the higher rate it is important that project risks and 

returns are suitably commensurate, and additionality fully assessed. 

A move to a soft loans programme would remove the need to establish an 

intervention rate: with funding of each project made on its individual 

merits. 

Partner requirements 

The FTI partner requirement reflects the legal base of the Pilot as an 

‘Innovation Action’ which mandates specific partner requirements, in the 

interest of promoting collaborative innovation partnerships. 

Interviewees suggested that the requirement for three partners from three 

countries might be too restrictive. A comparison was drawn with the SME 

instrument, where no such requirement exists, however this is an exception 

among funding instruments, the SME instrument is mostly directed at single 

companies and is a company-centric support measure. 

To the extent that the focus of the Pilot shifts to higher levels of TRL7-8 in 

order to speed up time to market entry, then arguably the need for 

collaborative innovation partnerships is reduced. 

It seems unclear to project coordinators and unsuccessful applicants why 

the specific partner requirements for the FTI pilot were taken over from the 

standard innovation actions in Horizon 2020. EU added value, which 

mandates the inclusion of partners from more than one country, is not a 

priority to most firms interviewed.  

Another rationale is that the international partnership is needed to justify 

EU added value. However, EU added value should be based on the market 

exploitation / replication potential of the project at the EU scale, captured in 

post-project monitoring. 

In the event it is possible to change the standard requirement, a simpler 

requirement would be for a cross-border collaboration. This would 

safeguard EU added value and enhance that derived from the exploitation 

of the innovation.  
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To reduce the impact of changes in partners on the selection and award 

process (see 7.2.2.2) partner definition could be limited to those with an 

equity share in the project, and associate partners providing research / 

technology/ or user validation roles as ‘third party’. This would also help 

reducing time delays between informing beneficiaries of a funding decision 

and signing a grant agreement, and might help meeting the 6 months time 

to grant objective in the future. 

Attraction of first time applicants  

Our preliminary analysis suggests that the objective of attracting first time 

applicants to the FTI pilot has so far been not fully translated into the 

selection process – it is not a distinct selection criterion, and only few 

national contact points advertise the programme specifically to new 

applicants. 

Some interviewees also questioned whether focusing on first time 

applicants had a clear rationale and stressed that projects need to be 

chosen based on their quality and the need for public support, given the 

programme objectives. 

The objective appears to be based on the expectation that new participants 

would bring additional innovation and entrepreneurship. However, since this 

is implicit in the FTI and the projects selected, there seems little 

requirement for this to remain a specific objective in its own right.   

Improve stakeholder perceptions of the distinguishing features of FTI 

compared with other instruments, such as the SME instrument, EUREKA 

Eurostars 

Feedback from online surveys as well as stakeholder interviews suggest 

that project coordinators are confused between the different features of the 

different programmes (especially the SME instrument) or seem to consider 

the two programmes as potential substitutes, reflected in a substantial 

number of FTI proposals based on proposals initially submitted in response 

to the SME instrument call, phase 2. Therefore clearer guidance is needed 

on the: 

 Distinctive features vis-à-vis the SME instrument; 

 Potential complementarity of the two programmes, and how it can be 

assured; 

 Relative position of the SME instrument and the FTI pilot on the 

innovation lifecycle. 
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39.2 Programme implementation 

Suitability of evaluators and assessing risk 

Establishing the riskiness of projects is an intrinsic requirement for public 

intervention at higher TRL; however it is unclear how exactly risk is defined 

and assessed as part of the FTI pilot and there appears to be no detailed 

guidance on how to assess risks.  

There might therefore be scope to expand the evaluator guidance to ensure 

effective assessments of technical and financial risks separately and 

combine scores on risks to the total score of the consensus report. 

There are also limitations to how EASME can use the current expert 

management system of the executive agencies to select experts suitable for 

the specific requirements of the FTI pilot. Experts are picked from the 

‘global’ pool of available expert profiles, and are identified through keyword 

searcher. A more targeted recruitment of experts with specific knowledge in 

risk finance, investment and business plan development would ensure that 

the technical and scientific expertise of thematic experts is complemented 

with latest knowledge on risk finance products and financial markets which 

might provide substitute funding for FTI applicants.  

One idea could be to put in place a credit risk committee (appointed on 

revolving basis from a larger pool of project finance experts, or alternatively 

the whole process could be contracted out to a suitable commercial 

innovation funder), that screens the technically most interesting proposals 

(as advised from the technical expert) and recommends whether to fund 

and how far. The risk committee would study the business plan and related 

financing proposal (including IP protection / exploitation plans). 

This would also have the advantage of strengthening the additionality 

assessment. 

The main evaluators panel (currently 4 technical experts per project), needs 

to be reviewed to ensure that they are suited to assess high TRL projects 

and understand the different requirements of FTI vis-à-vis standard 

collaborative research projects at lower TRLs. As an example – there seem 

to be some a normal innovation action grants such as the REACH project, 

which has been selected for funding even though the spin off selected for 

funding was not operational yet. 

A practical way of recruiting a specific pool of experts (either as additional 

EASME experts or as a separate FTI panel) would be for EASME to issue a 

call for expressions of interest, aiming specifically at the finance and 

investment community in Europe. 

Decreasing time to grant further 

Under FTI, like under any collaborative research and innovation actions, the 

grant preparation phase can be time consuming – the desired 6 month time 
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to grant has not been met on average for the projects funded under the 

2015 cut off dates. The main reported difficulties are due to changes in the 

consortia after selection for funding, as well as delays in collecting 

necessary documentation for financial viability and appointments of legal 

representatives. Furthermore, there was a subset of projects which required 

an ethics screening. 

New consortium partners often change substantially the offer and validating 

new partners can be very time consuming due to requirements for financial 

viability checks and appointment of legal representatives. To streamline the 

process, beyond the application of the general no-negotiation principle68 

any changes to the project consortium should lead to the project being 

removed from the main list of funded projects. This would mean that any 

change in the consortium before signature of grant would result in 

cancellation of the grant preparation process, and the proposal would have 

to be resubmitted.  

This principle would be less damaging to the project pipeline if the need for 

partners was relaxed (see above). If a focus on equity partners were 

introduced, changes in equity partners would mandate a new application. 

Changes in ‘third party’ partners would not necessitate a new application, 

as such changes would not be deemed critical to the project. 

As regards delays in financial viability checks and appointment of legal 

representatives, interested organisations should be encouraged to prepare 

necessary documentation at proposal submission stage – and EASME should 

provide guidance on how to do so. 

Turn FTI into a standing call with more frequent cut off dates 

Interviewees suggested that the number of cut off dates per year might 

need adjustment. 

An alternative could be to have a standing call, which is open for the whole 

duration of a biannual work programme. This would have a couple of 

advantages: 

 Referrals and identification of technical experts would not be subject to 

timetables; 

 A standing credit committee could sit on a rolling basis (e.g. monthly), in 

addition to a panel of technical evaluators 

A possible risk would be that the first projects rather than the best projects 

are funded – however experience from the FTI pilot might be helpful in how 

                                                

68 The exit of a partner however, is seen as a "force majeure"; in order not to penalise the whole 
consortium, coordinators get the right to propose a different division of work and/or a different 
partner (the change should be approved by the Authorising Officer in the EC though) and do not need 
to resubmit. 
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budget spent should be organised - .e.g. budget tranches for each 6 month 

period. It could also lead to higher administration costs for the Executive 

Agency. 

Whilst a rolling call like this is currently not possible under the H2020legal 

base, an alternative might be to increase the number of cut off dates per 

year.69 

Application process should be aligned more strongly to the needs of 

businesses 

Efforts should be made to adjust the application process and the templates 

used to better match the needs of the intended target group of the FTI 

programme. This is related particularly to the current requirements of the 

proposal template which are a reflection of the overall H2020 objectives. 

Furthermore, the template should be adjusted to better enable an 

evaluation of both project risks/barriers, market access strategies and 

potential benefits and impacts – as it is the combination of these two 

elements which should determine funding decisions for close to market 

activities, with excellence of the innovation proposed being a prerequisite. 

                                                

69 The EU Financial Regulation – Rules of Application – oblige the EC to maintain cut-off dates and 
examine the content of applications only after the time limit set for submitting them has expired in 
order to maintain the confidentiality of proposals.  
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ANNEX: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES 

Survey of project coordinators - Fast Track to Innovation pilot 

Introduction 

The European Commission, has commissioned ICF Consulting Services Ltd 

(ICF) to carry out an assessment of the first projects funded under the Fast 

Track to Innovation Pilot. 

At the initiative of the European Parliament, the Fast Track to Innovation 

Pilot (hereinafter “FTI PILOT”) was introduced under H2020– the EU 

Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2014-2020) – as an 

instrument to speed up the time from idea to market and to increase the 

participation of industry . It was designed to stimulate private sector 

investment and promote research and innovation with a focus on value 

creation and market uptake of innovation, and was allocated a budget of 

EUR 200 million for a first two years of implementation. 

As part of this study, we are interested in surveying coordinators of FTI 

pilot projects funded under the first three cut-off dates in order to gather as 

much evidence as possible on the project activities, the innovative capacity 

of beneficiaries, the added value and relevance of the FTI pilot as well as 

the expected impact of projects funded. We expect project coordinators to 

be able to provide the perspective of the whole consortium, e.g. on income 

generation, thanks to the information contained in the project’s business 

plan. 

Please find here an accreditation letter by the European Commission, 

confirming the authenticity of the survey. 

How can you help 

We would therefore greatly appreciate your participation in the following 

survey. The survey is mainly multiple-choice for ease of completion and 

should take no longer than 30 minutes to complete. 

The survey can be accessed via the unique link provided. Your progress are 

automatically saved as you move to a new survey page and you can return 

to the survey at any time if you are unable to complete the survey in a 

single sitting.  

We kindly request that you submit your survey response by no later than 

23rd June 2016. 

Additional notes to the survey 

 The survey can be submitted electronically. Alternatively, if more 

convenient for you, we are also happy to send you a Word or PDF 

//widgixeu-library.s3.amazonaws.com/library/90005905/FTIstudy_ECendorsement.pdf
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version of the questionnaire which you can return by e-mail to 

fti.survey@icfi.com. 

 The information provided by you will only be used for research purposes. 

Any personal data provided (including name and contact details) will not 

be shared with the European Commission. 

 As stated above, the deadline for submission is 23rd June 2016. 

 If you have any queries about the survey or the study, please contact 

the ICF survey team at: fti.survey@icfi.com. 

 We appreciate the time taken to provide this input and thank you for 

your contribution to our study. 
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Section 1: Consortium 

1) We have been provided the following information about your 

organisation and the FTI project you are coordinating. Please review and 

correct where needed. 

Your name: _________________________________________________ 

Name of your organisation: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Email address:  

___________________________________________________________ 

Project ID: 

 _________________________________________________ 

Acronym of your project: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Partner organisations: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Invite Variable "custom3" 

2) At the time of your application to the FTI pilot call, how long had your 

organisation been in operation? 

( ) Less than 2 years 

( ) 2 to 5 years 

( ) 6 to 10 years 

( ) 11 to 25 years 

( ) More than 25 years 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Invite Variable "custom3" 

 

3) At the time of your application to the FTI pilot call, how long had each of 

the consortium partners been in operation? 

[ ] Less than 2 years (Please indicate the name(s) of the partner(s) 

concerned): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] 2 to 5 years (Please indicate the name(s) of the partner(s) concerned): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] 6 to 10 years (Please indicate the name(s) of the partner(s) 

concerned):  

___________________________________________________________ 
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[ ] 11 to 25 years (Please indicate the name(s) of the partner(s) 

concerned): 

 

[ ] More than 25 years (Please indicate the name(s) of the partner(s) 

concerned): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] I do not know (please provide any useful information you may recall): 

_________________________________________________ 

 

Section 2: Motivation to apply 

4) Please rate each of the following factors in terms of their importance as 

motives for your application to the Fast Track to Innovation pilot. 

 Not 

important 

Of little 

importance 

Moderately 

important 

Quite 

important 

Very 

important 

The bottom up nature 
of the FTI pilot 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The fast time-to-grant 
of the FTI pilot 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The funding rate of 
70% 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The focus on first time 
industry applicants 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To access research 

funding 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To conduct 
demonstration/piloting 
activities 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To accelerate the 
market 
introduction/commerci
al take-up of our 
innovation 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To reduce financial risk 
associated with your 
innovation 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To reduce technical 
risks associated with 
your innovation 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

To validate the 

business plan of your 
innovation 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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Section 2: Your current FTI pilot project 

The aim of this section is to better understand the nature and sectoral focus of the 

innovation in your FTI project, as well as the origins of the innovation and the 

extent to which it will be protected against unauthorised replication. 

DEFINING THE INNOVATION 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists. 

5) What type of innovation is introduced by your project? 

 

Please classify your innovation project using the most appropriate headings in the 

following. Choose the main category (or categories) which best represent your 

innovation and then answer the questions about the specific type of innovation.  

[ ] Product (New or significantly improved product with respect to its 

capabilities, user friendliness, components or sub-systems that has not 

been previously used in a particular sector) 

[ ] Process (New or significantly improved production process, distribution 

method, or support activity that has not been previously used in a business 

or a particular sector) 

[ ] Service (New or significantly improved service with respect to its 

capabilities, user friendliness, components or sub-systems that has not 

been previously used in a business or a particular sector) 

[ ] Organisational innovation (A new organisational method in business 

practices (including knowledge management), workplace organisation or 

external relations that has not been previously used in a business or a 

particular sector) 

6) Which is the most important innovation category in your project? 

( ) Product 

( ) Process 

( ) Service 

( ) Organisational innovation 

7) At the time of the call for proposal, what stage in its technological 
development had the project reached? 

( ) TRL 1 – basic principles observed 

( ) TRL 2 – technology concept formulated 

( ) TRL 3 – experimental proof of concept 

( ) TRL 4 – technology validated in lab 

( ) TRL 5 – technology validated in relevant environment (industrially 

relevant environment in the case of key enabling technologies) 
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( ) TRL 6 – technology demonstrated in relevant environment (industrially 

relevant environment in the case of key enabling technologies) 

( ) TRL 7 – system prototype demonstration in operational environment 

( ) TRL 8 – system complete and qualified 

( ) TRL 9 – actual system proven in operational environment (competitive 

manufacturing in the case of key enabling technologies; or in space) 

( ) Other - Please specify: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Section 2: Your current FTI pilot project 

ORIGINS OF THE INNOVATION AND OF THE CONSORTIUM 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists. 

8) Who was the originator of the primary / main innovation in your 
project? 

( ) The Project partners were the initial and primary developers of this 

innovation 

( ) The Project partners were one of several initial developers of this 

innovation 

( ) The Project partners have modified the innovation from another prior 

concept 

( ) The innovation was developed by a public sector organisation outside 

the consortium 

( ) The innovation was developed by a private sector organisation outside 

the consortium 

( ) Don't know 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Who was the originator of the primary / 

main innovation in your project?" #8 is one of the following answers ("The 

Project partners were the initial and primary developers of this 

innovation","The Project partners were one of several initial developers of 

this innovation","The Project partners have modified the innovation from 

another prior concept","The innovation was developed by a public sector 

organisation outside the consortium","The innovation was developed by a 

private sector organisation outside the consortium") 

9) Please specify which organisation developed the innovation: 

___________________________________________________________________ 
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10) Which sentence best describes the origin of the consortium? 

( ) (Most of) the consortium members have already collaborated together 

previously 

( ) We specifically reached out to new partners with specific / 

complementary skill sets to set up this project 

( ) We specifically reached out to new partners to meet the FTI eligibility 

criteria 

 

Section 2: Your current FTI pilot project 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE INNOVATION 

11) Is the innovation in your project...? (please tick all that apply) 

[ ] New to the world 

[ ] New to the EU (but not the World) 

[ ] New to your sector 

[ ] New to the geographical market into which you are supplying products 

[ ] New to your company / organisation 

[ ] Don't know 

12) How would you classify the innovation in your project in terms of its 

novelty? 

( ) Incremental improvement 

( ) Substantial modification to existing technologies / products 

( ) Radical novelty 

( ) Don't know 

13) How would you classify the innovation in your project in terms of its 
potential impact on existing supply chains? 

( ) The innovation sustains existing supply chain links and business models 

( ) The innovation significantly modifies supply chain links and business 

models 

( ) The innovation completely disrupts / replaces supply chain links and 

business models 

( ) Don't know 
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14) How would you classify the innovation in your project in terms of its 
potential impact on existing business models of competitors? 

( ) The innovation sustains existing business models 

( ) The innovation significantly modifies business models 

( ) The innovation completely disrupts / replaces business models 

( ) Don't know 

 

Section 3: Previous support 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists. 

15) Have you ever applied for public funding for this innovation or a similar 
innovation project apart from your current FTI pilot grant? 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Have you ever applied for public funding 

for this innovation or a similar innovation project apart from your current 

FTI pilot grant?" #15 is one of the following answers ("Yes") 

16) Please indicate below which source(s) of public funding you applied 

for: (Please tick all that apply) 

[ ] The EU’s Research and Development framework programme (FP6, FP7 

or Horizon 2020) 

[ ] The EU’s Eureka Eurostars programme (for SMEs active in R&D) 

[ ] A national R&D programme in your country 

[ ] Other public financing 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists. Hidden unless: Question "Have you ever 

applied for public funding for this innovation or a similar innovation project 

apart from your current FTI pilot grant?" #15 is one of the following 

answers ("Yes") 

17) Has your previous application been successful? 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 
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Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Has your previous application been successful?" 

#17 is one of the following answers ("Yes") 

18) Please specify the amount of funding received: (in € million) 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

EXPECTED NON-MONETARY BENEFITS AND POTENTIAL DRAWBACKS 

19) To what extent do you expect the FTI pilot project to provide 

the following non-monetary benefits to your organisation? 

 
Applies 

fully 

Applies 

partly 

Does not 

apply 

Too early to 

assess 

It will improve our capacity 
to generate new IP 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our capacity 

to engage in knowledge 
transfer with research 
institutes  

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will increase our capacity 

to learn from consortium 
partners 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will increase our capacity 
to source skills from 
consortium partners 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our capacity 
to secure IP protection for 
other innovations 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our ability 
to test and validate 
processes or products 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our capacity 
to demonstrate future 
innovations 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our capacity 
to sell to markets within 

the EU 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our capacity 
to sell to markets outside 

the EU 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will improve our access 
to finance 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

It will encourage us to 

participate in further 
collaborative innovation 
projects 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Other: ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Other:" is one of the following answers 

("Applies fully","Applies partly","Does not apply","Too early to assess") 
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 20) If you selected 'Other', please specify: 

____________________________________________  

21) To what extent do you expect the FTI pilot project to have some 

drawbacks for your organisation? 

 

 Applies 
fully 

Applies 
partly 

Does not 
apply 

Too early to 
assess 

The costs of coordination and 
monitoring of the project will 
be very high compared to the 
benefits 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The projects requires 
knowledge disclosure and 
involves the risk of 
opportunistic behaviour by 

the partners 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

UTILISATION OF THE INNOVATION 

22) How are you intending to utilise the innovation resulting from the FTI 

project assuming the demonstration is successful?  (Please tick all that 

apply or which best fits your situation) 

[ ] Used internally in our organisation (own use) 

[ ] Used among other partners in the FTI project consortium 

[ ] Disseminated at no cost to users outside the consortium 

[ ] The product/process/service is sold directly to other users 

[ ] The product/process/service is licensed (for further commercial 

exploitation) 

[ ] The innovation has been exploited through a new joint 

venture/partnership 

[ ] Other - Please specify: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

23) Is the planned outcome of your project standardised (available for 

users without major modifications)? 

 Yes No 

Standardised Product (New or significantly improved product, 

which will be available for users without major modification) 

( )  ( )  

Standardised Process (New or significantly improved 
production process, distribution method, or support activity, 
which will be available for users without major modification) 

( )  ( )  
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Section 4: Expected benefits 

MARKET READINESS OF YOUR INNOVATION 

24) What will be the market-readiness of your innovation by the end of the 

project?  

Please refer to the Technology readiness levels (TRL) as described in 

General Annex G of the H2020Work Programme 

( ) Model or prototype innovation demonstrated in an operational or 

relevant industrial or commercial environment 

( ) Innovation completed and qualified through test and demonstration, 

early commercialisation has started 

( ) Innovation proven through successful implementation / customer 

satisfaction, the innovation is ready to be disseminated on a large scale 

( ) Innovation available to customers 

( ) Other - Please specify: 

___________________________________________________________ 

( ) Don't know 

COMMERCIALISATION OF THE INNOVATION 

25) When will commercialisation activities start? 

( ) Activities have already started 

( ) We anticipate they will start by the end of the project 

( ) We anticipate they will start immediately after the project ends 

( ) We anticipate they will start within 2 years from the end of the project 

( ) Other - Please specify: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

 

26) Which organisation will commercialise (sell) the outcomes of your 

innovation project? (Please tick all that apply) 

[ ] Our own organisation 

[ ] Other consortium partners 

[ ] New business venture (e.g. a special purpose vehicle) 

[ ] Future customer outside the current consortium (enterprise, licensee or 

purchaser of solution) 

[ ] Other 

  

http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/wp/2016_2017/annexes/h2020-wp1617-annex-g-trl_en.pdf
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Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Which organisation will commercialise 
(sell) the outcomes of your innovation project? (Please tick all that apply)" 

#26 is one of the following answers ("Other consortium partners","New 
business venture (e.g. a special purpose vehicle)","Future customer 
outside the current consortium (enterprise, licensee or purchaser of 
solution)","Other") 

27) Please specify the name of the organisation which will commercialise 

(sell) the outcomes of your project: 

_________________________________________________ 

 

 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

ADDITIONAL INVESTMENT  

  

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

28) Has your innovation project already induced, or will it induce, further 

internal investment (in your organisation or your consortium partners), 

beyond the match funding required by the FTI programme, e.g. for 

commercialisation activities (i.e. support to initiate and / or scale up sales) 

? (Please complete all that apply) 

Note that internal investment only includes existing consortium partners’ 

balance sheet and/or from consortium partners’ shareholder base 

[ ] Yes a certain amount has already been invested (please specify € 

million): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] Not yet but it is planned to invest before the end of the project (please 

specify € million excluding current investment already made): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] Not yet but it is planned to invest within 2 years after the end of the 

project (please specify € million excluding investment already made and 

investment): _________________________________________________ 

[ ] None planned 

[ ] Don't know 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

29) Since the start of the project, has your innovation project induced 

further external investment? 

( ) Yes (please specify € million): 

___________________________________________________________ 

( ) Not yet but external investment is planned (please specify € million): 
___________________________________________________________ 
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( ) No and none is planned 

( ) Don't know 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Since the start of the project, has your 
innovation project induced further external investment?" #29 is one of the 

following answers ("Yes (please specify € million)","Not yet but external 
investment is planned (please specify € million)") 

30) If external financing has been raised, or is planned to be raised, to help 

deploy the innovation into the market, from which source(s) was this 

money sourced? (Please tick all that apply) 

 

 
Has been 

raised 

Planned to 

be raised 
Not applicable 

Friends/Family  [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Technology supplier [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

End user of the innovation [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Bank [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Business Angels [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Venture Capital firm [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Private equity firm [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Crowdfunding [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Public sector grants [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Other [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Don't know [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Other" is one of the following answers 
("Has been raised","Planned to be raised") 

31) Please specify what other external financing has been raised, or is 

planned to be raised: 

___________________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Has your innovation project already 
induced, or will it induce, further internal investment (in your organisation 

or your consortium partners), beyond the match funding required by the 
FTI programme, e.g. for commercialisation activities (i.e. support to initiate 
and / or scale up sales) ? (Please complete all that apply) 
Note that internal investment only includes existing consortium partners’ 
balance sheet and/or from consortium partners’ shareholder base" #28 is 
one of the following answers ("Yes a certain amount has already been 
invested (please specify € million)") 
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32) Please confirm which source has provided the most external finance to 

date: 

( ) Friends/Family 

( ) Technology supplier 

( ) End user of the innovation 

( ) Bank 

( ) Business Angels 

( ) Venture Capital firm 

( ) Private equity firm 

( ) Crowdfunding 

( ) Public sector grants 

( ) Other 

( ) Don't know 

 

 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

COMMERCIAL OUTCOMES 

The aim of this section is to better understand the economic impacts that apply, 

both in terms of the income and cost savings to the project partners and the wider 

market impacts. 

33) Does your consortium expect in the future commercial benefits from 

the results of your innovation project? (Please tick all that apply) 
 

 Your organisation Project partners 

Yes, from the direct use of 
the innovation in own 
business 

[ ] [ ] 

Yes, from sale / licensing 
of product 

[ ] [ ] 

Yes, from sale / licensing 
of the intellectual property 
(IP) 

[ ] [ ] 

No, only reimbursement 

for our / their participation 
in the project 

[ ] [ ] 

Other [ ] [ ] 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Other"  

  



 

117 
 

34) Please specify what other commercial benefits your consortium expects 

in the future from the results of your innovation project 

___________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________  

 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

COST SAVINGS TO PROJECT PARTNERS  

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

35) Are there costs savings that are / will be attributable to the project 

from deployment of the innovation for the project consortium? 

( ) Yes 

( ) No, not applicable 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Are there costs savings that are / will be 

attributable to the project from deployment of the innovation for the 
project consortium?" #35 is one of the following answers ("Yes") 

36) Please estimate total cost savings by year. If you don’t know the 

figures for your partners, please contact them. If an estimation is not 

possible, please leave blank 

Until end of project: Total annual cost savings (€ million): 

___________________________________________________________ 

Until end of project: Savings as % of total annual costs: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Two years after end of the project: Total annual cost savings (€ 

million): 

___________________________________________________________ 

Two years after end of the project: Savings as % of total annual costs: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Are there costs savings that are / will be 
attributable to the project from deployment of the innovation for the 
project consortium?" #35 is one of the following answers ("Yes") 
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37) Please estimate the proportion of total cost savings that will be 

achieved in business units located within the EU (in percentages). 

  

% of total cost savings achieved in business units located within the EU: 

At end of project: 

___________________________________________________________ 

2 years after end of project: 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Section 4: Expected benefits 

INCOME TO PROJECT PARTNERS  

The following questions ask you to please estimate the additional revenues (if any) 

that the innovation generates or will generate for the consortium (i.e. your 

organisation and your partners). 

 

Note: revenues should cover sales of products/processes/services as well as any 

revenues from selling or licensing IP. 

 

Please provide revenues for the following time periods (in € million). If possible 

please try to provide ‘net sales’ figures, i.e. revenue minus refunds, reductions and 

discounts. Please also try to estimate the share of sales from customers within the 

EU; and outside of the EU. 

 

 If a particular estimation is not possible, please leave blank. 

38) Please estimate the additional revenues (if any) that the innovation 

generates or will generate for the consortium (i.e. your organisation and 

your partners)? 

 

Estimated additional annual revenues at the end of project: 

In € million:: ________________________________________________ 

Of which: Within the EU (%):: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Of which: to countries outside of the EU (%):: 

___________________________________________________________ 

39) Please estimate the additional revenues (if any) that the innovation 

generates or will generate for the consortium (i.e. your organisation and 

your partners)? 

 

Estimated additional annual revenues 2 years after the end of project: 

In € million:: ________________________________________________ 

Of which: Within the EU (%):: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Of which: to countries outside of EU (%):: 

___________________________________________________________ 
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40) If you have any additional comments, please feel free to make them 

below: 

___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Section 5: Significance of FTI programme 

41) What would have happened to your project in the absence of funding 

from FTI PILOT? (Please tick all that apply) 

 

Scale of the project: 

[ ] The project would have been implemented unchanged 

[ ] The project would have been implemented more slowly 

[ ] The project would have been implemented by a single partner 

organisation, rather than in a collaborative manner 

[ ] The project would have been implemented with less partners from 

different countries 

[ ] The project would have been implemented but at a smaller scale (with 

less substantial results and benefits) 

[ ] The project would not have been implemented 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

42) What would have happened to the financing of your project in the 

absence of funding from FTI PILOT? (Please tick the most likely outcome) 

 

Financing of the project: 

( ) No alternative funds would have been utilised 

( ) We would have utilised other public funding 

( ) We would have utilised additional private funding 

( ) We would have utilised both additional public and private funding 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "What would have happened to the 

financing of your project in the absence of funding from FTI PILOT? (Please 
tick the most likely outcome) 

 
Financing of the project:" #42 is one of the following answers ("We would 
have utilised other public funding","We would have utilised both additional 
public and private funding") 



 

120 
 

 

43) Please specify which other public funding source(s) you would have 

utilised: (Please tick all that apply) 

 

[ ] H2020funding under the Societal Challenges pillar 

[ ] H2020funding under the pillar ‘Leadership in Enabling and Industrial 

Technologies’ 

[ ] H2020SME instrument 

[ ] The EU’s Eureka Eurostars programme (for SMEs active in R&D) 

[ ] A national R&D programme in your country 

[ ] Other (please specify): 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "What would have happened to the 
financing of your project in the absence of funding from FTI PILOT? (Please 

tick the most likely outcome) 
 
Financing of the project:" #42 is one of the following answers ("We would 
have utilised other public funding","We would have utilised both additional 
public and private funding") 

 

44) Please specify the nature of the public funding you would have utilised: 

(please tick all that apply) 

[ ] Grant (non-refundable) 

[ ] Subsidised loan 

[ ] Loan guarantee 

[ ] Tax credit / deduction 

[ ] Other (please specify): 

___________________________________________________________ 

[ ] Don’t know 

 

Section 6: Programme implementation 

45) Please rate your level of satisfaction with: 

  Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

The 
proposal 
evaluation 

process 

 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The 
evaluation 

 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 
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  Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

feedback 
(Evaluation 
Summary 
Report) 

The grant 
preparation 
phase 

 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Time to 

grant 

 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Time to 
payment 

 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

46) Please rate your level of satisfaction concerning the quality of 

interaction with EASME Staff regarding the following aspects: 

 Very 
dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 
satisfied 

Speed of 
response 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

Usefulness 
of feedback 

and 
guidance 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

 

47) Would you submit again under the FTI pilot call in the future? 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Would you submit again under the FTI pilot 

call in the future? 
 " #47 is one of the following answers ("No") 

48) Please explain why you would not submit again under the FTI pilot call: 

___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________ 

___________________________________________________________  

___________________________________________________________  
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Interview availability 

49) Finally, would you be available for a follow-up phone call with the study 

team? 

( ) Yes. Please specify the number at which we should reach you (including 

your international country code):: 

___________________________________________________________ 

( ) No 

Thank You! 

Thank you for taking our survey. Your response is very important to us. 
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Survey of unsuccessful applicants - Fast Track to Innovation pilot 

Introduction 

The European Commission, has commissioned ICF Consulting Services Ltd 

(ICF) to carry out an assessment of the first projects funded under the Fast 

Track to Innovation Pilot. 

At the initiative of the European Parliament, the Fast Track to Innovation 

Pilot (hereinafter “FTI PILOT”) was introduced under H2020– the EU 

Framework Programme for Research and Innovation (2014-2020) – as an 

instrument to speed up the time from idea to market and to increase the 

participation of industry . It was designed to stimulate private sector 

investment and promote research and innovation with a focus on value 

creation and market uptake of innovation, and was allocated a budget of 

EUR 200 million for a first two years of implementation. 

As part of this study, we are interested in surveying applicants of 

unsuccessful proposals to the FTI pilot programme in order to gather as 

much evidence as possible on what has happened in absence of funding 

through the FTI pilot programme. 

Please find here an accreditation letter by the European Commission, 

confirming the authenticity of the survey. 

How can you help 

We would therefore greatly appreciate your participation in the following 

survey. The survey is mainly multiple-choice for ease of completion and 

should take no longer than 30 minutes to complete. 

The survey can be accessed via the unique link provided. Your progress are 

automatically saved as you move to a new survey page and you can return 

to the survey at any time if you are unable to complete the survey in a 

single sitting.  

We kindly request that you submit your survey response by no later than 

23rd June 2016. 

Additional notes to the survey 

 The survey can be submitted electronically. Alternatively, if more 

convenient for you, we are also happy to send you a Word or PDF 

version of the questionnaire which you can return by e-mail to 

fti.survey@icfi.com. 

 The information provided by you will only be used for research purposes. 

Any personal data provided (including name and contact details) will not 

be shared with the European Commission. 

 As stated above, the deadline for submission is 23rd June 2016. 

//widgixeu-library.s3.amazonaws.com/library/90005905/FTIstudy_ECendorsement.pdf
mailto:fti.survey@icfi.com
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 If you have any queries about the survey or the study, please contact 

the ICF survey team at: fti.survey@icfi.com. 

We appreciate the time taken to provide this input and thank you for your 

contribution to our study. 

  

mailto:fti.survey@icfi.com
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Section 1: Consortium 

1) We have been provided the following information about your 

organisation and the FTI proposal you were involved in. Please review and 

correct where needed. 

Your name: _________________________________________________ 

Name of your organisation: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Email address: 

_________________________________________________ 

Project ID: 

_____________________________________________________ 

Acronym of your proposal: 

___________________________________________________________ 

Partner organisations: 

____________________________________________  

 

2) What would have been the nature of your input into the project? (Please 

tick all that apply to the coordinator and also tick those that apply to other 

project partners and those that are not applicable to your project) 

 

Innovation & finance 

 
Coordinator 

Other 
partners 

Not 

applicable 

to project 

Providing the largest amount of 
funding to match the FTI PILOT 

contribution  

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Generating IP internally for use 
in the project 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Sourcing IP externally for use 
in the project 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Conducting applied research in 

support of the project 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Conducting product 
development in support of the 
project 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  
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3) What would have been the nature of your input into the project? (Please 

tick all that apply to the coordinator and also tick those that apply to other 

project partners and those that are not applicable to your project) 

 

Commercialisation & exploitation 

 
Coordinator 

Other 

partners 

Not 
applicable 
to project 

Conducting verification and 
demonstration activities 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Providing site(s) for 

demonstrating the innovation 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Providing site(s) for exploiting 
the innovation 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Manufacturing the innovation [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Responsible for the on-going 
exploitation / market diffusion 

of the innovation 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Passing on responsibility for 

exploitation to third parties 

[ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

Other [ ]  [ ]  [ ]  

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Other" is one of the following answers 

("Coordinator","Other partners") 

4) Other, please specify: 

____________________________________________________________  
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Section 2: Motivation to apply 

5) Please rate each of the following factors in terms of their importance as 

motives for your application to the Fast Track to Innovation pilot. 

 

 
Not important Of little 

importance 
Moderately 
important 

Quite 
important 

Very 
important 

The bottom up 
nature of the 
FTI pilot 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

The fast time-
to-grant of the 

FTI pilot 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

The funding 
rate of 70% 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

The focus on 
first time 
industry 
applicants 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

To access 
research 

funding 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

To conduct 

demonstration
/piloting 
activities 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

To accelerate 

the market 
introduction/co
mmercial take-
up of our 
innovation 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

To reduce 
financial risk 
associated 
with your 
innovation 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

To reduce 
technical risks 
associated 
with your 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 
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Not important Of little 
importance 

Moderately 
important 

Quite 
important 

Very 
important 

innovation 

To validate the 
business plan 
of your 
innovation 

(  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) (  ) 

 

Section 3: Significance of FTI programme 

6) What has happened to the proposed FTI project in the absence of 

funding from the FTI programme? (Please tick all that apply) 

 

Scale of the project: 

[ ] The project is being implemented unchanged 

[ ] The project is being implemented more slowly/with delay 

[ ] The project is being implemented by a single partner organisation, 

rather than in a collaborative manner 

[ ] The project is being implemented with less partners from different 

countries 

[ ] The project is being implemented but at a smaller scale (with less 

substantial results and benefits) 

[ ] The project is not being implemented 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

 

7) How have you financed your project in the absence of funding from FTI 

PILOT? (Please tick the most likely outcome) 

 

Financing of the project: 

( ) No alternative external funds have been used 

( ) We have used other public funding 

( ) We have used additional private funding 

( ) We have used both additional public and private funding 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "How have you financed your project in the 

absence of funding from FTI PILOT? (Please tick the most likely outcome) 
 
Financing of the project:" #7 is one of the following answers ("We have 
used other public funding","We have used both additional public and 
private funding") 
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8) Please specify which other public funding source you have used: 

[ ] H2020funding under the Societal Challenges pillar 

[ ] H2020funding under the pillar ‘Leadership in Enabling and Industrial 

Technologies’ 

[ ] H2020SME instrument 

[ ] The EU’s Eureka Eurostars programme (for SMEs active in R&D) 

[ ] A national R&D programme in your country 

[ ] Other (please specify): 

___________________________________________________________ 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "How have you financed your project in the 

absence of funding from FTI PILOT? (Please tick the most likely outcome) 

 
Financing of the project:" #7 is one of the following answers ("We have 
used other public funding","We have used both additional public and 
private funding") 

9) Please specify the nature of the public funding you have used: (Please 

tick all that apply) 

[ ] Grant (non-refundable) 

[ ] Subsidised loan 

[ ] Loan guarantee 

[ ] Tax credit / deduction 

[ ] Other: 

______________________________________________________ 

[ ] Don’t know 
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Section 4: Programme implementation 

10) Please rate your level of satisfaction with: 

 
Very 

dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very 

satisfied 

The proposal 

evaluation 
process 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

The 
evaluation 
feedback 

(Evaluation 

Summary 
Report) 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 

 

Logic: Show/hide trigger exists.  

11) Would you submit again under the FTI pilot call in the future? 

( ) Yes 

( ) No 

 

Logic: Hidden unless: Question "Would you submit again under the FTI pilot 

call in the future? 
 " #11 is one of the following answers ("No") 

12) Please explain why you would not submit again under the FTI pilot call: 

___________________________________________________________  

 

Interview availability 

13) Finally, would you be available for a follow-up phone call with the study 

team? 

( ) Yes. Please specify the number at which we should reach you (including 

international country code): 

___________________________________________________________ 

( ) No 

 

Thank you for taking our survey. Your response is very important to us. 



 

 
 

How to obtain EU publications 

Free publications: 

• one copy: 
via EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu); 
 

• more than one copy or posters/maps: 
from the European Union’s representations (http://ec.europa.eu/represent_en.htm);  
from the delegations in non-EU countries (http://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/index_en.htm);  
by contacting the Europe Direct service (http://europa.eu/europedirect/index_en.htm) or 
calling 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (freephone number from anywhere in the EU) (*). 
 
(*) The information given is free, as are most calls (though some operators, phone boxes or hotels may charge you). 
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The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the 2015 response 

to the Fast Track Innovation Pilot (FTI Pilot) programme and to present 

findings and conclusions from the work. 

The report found that the FTI is clearly highly relevant to the broad policy 

goals of H2020to promote innovation and its application. The report 

presents an overview of demand for funding, as well as the nature of 

projects funded. It suggests that given the focus on piloting a bottom-up 

approach through FTI, the risk of overlap and policy incoherence within 

H2020is small were the pilot to continue. The report concludes that the FTI 

pilot should be continued beyond its current lifetime, given weaknesses 

identified in the selection and appraisal process can be alleviated. 

Furthermore, the report concludes that the time-to-grant of FTI projects 

has been reduced throughout the 2015 cut-off dates, but was overall above 

the envisaged six months.  
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