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5. Panel evaluation and ranking

The next phase consists of an evaluation and ranking conducted by an Independent
Evaluation Panel (IEF). The IEP meet at the Eureka Secretariat in Brussels to discuss the
strengths and weaknesses of your application against set criteria and the other applications.

The IEP is formed of a chairperson and internationally-recognised experts in their field.

Each project application is given a score out of 200 for the three main criteria, giving a
@" maximum total score of 600. If an application scores less than 120 points in one criterion or
less than 402 points overall, it will be rejected. If your application is successful in this stage, it

eurostars will be placed on the ranking list.
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Primary Technology Name

Cut-off 11: Number of projects submitted per technological area

Technology For Protecting Man And The Environment
Other Industrial Technologies

Measurements And Standards

Industrial Manufacturing, Material And Transport
Energy Technology

Electronics, It And Telecoms Technalogy 142

Chemistry, Physical And Exact Sciences
Biological Sciences [ Technologies

Agrofood Technology

Agriculture And Marine Resources
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Experiencias IEP EUR

Excellence (Innovation and R&D)

STAR

SCORE
Above 150 130-150 120-130 BELOW 120
SUB-CRITERION Above 75 65-75 6065 BELOY 60
HIGH DEGREE:
BREAKTHROLIGH; MODERATE DEGREE: Lo
T e et e BEYOND THE STATE-OF -THE-ART: AECVE AVERACE: L TO MODERATE: e
TECHNOLOGY LEAP INCREMENTAL INCREMENTAL '
NOT FEASIELE
HIGH LEVEL,
SIGMIFICANT:
: : MODERATE: LIMITED:
New Knowledge Creation MPOSSIELE TOREFPLICATE; ' ' MO CREATION
MPCRsBLE IO REFLCATE OIFFICLILT TO FEFLICATE EASY TOREPLICATE
TECHNOLOGY
Technical Challenges HIGH LEVEL MODERATE LEVEL L LEVEL MO CHALLENGES
STROMNG: AEE‘E;;E'E-_E; AFPROPRIATE: INSLIFFICIENTLY DESCRIEED:
T . COMNVINCING: S NOT FULLY CONYINCING: NOT PRESENTED:
CLEARLY DEMONSTRATELD: ASLNABLE. LACKING SOME DETAILS: LINCLEAR;
SOUND AND ACHEVABLE ONLY SUPERFICIALLY OLTLINED UNREALISTIC
INSLIFFICIENTLY PRESENTED,
_ \WELL DESCRIBED:; SUFFICIENTLY DESCRIBELD: NOT IDENTIFIED:;
Risks E&fﬁfﬁ;ggﬂggﬁ DETAILEL: LACKIMG SOME DETAILS: VAGLE:
ADORESSED NOT FULLY ADDRESSED POOR:
LACKING IMPORTANT DETAILS
AFPROPFIATE: .
o COMVINCINGLY PRESENTED: WELL | suFFICENTLY DESCRIEED! INSUFFICIENTL' PRESENTED:
Mitigation Plan DESCRIBEDVPRESENTED, VAGLE;
CLEARL'Y DEFINED ] PRESENTEL: i
L ACKING SOME DETAILS
SLFFICIENTLY DEFINEL:
COMVINCING: - APPROPRIATE: NOT PRESENT.
P Sirastion STROMNG: ey MNEEDS FURTHER: UNREALISTIC STRATESY:
ALREALNY C'WHED: cEasonae o | EXPLANATIONLUSTIFICATION, WEAK:
CLEAR STRATECY NOT FLLLY CONVINCING NOT APPLICABLE/PATENTABLE

OthersiSuggestions

Integration of existing technologies; Applicability to other fields!ldomains;
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Impact (Market and commercialization)

@
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SCORE
Above 150 130-150 120-130 BELOW 120
SUB-CRITERION
Above 75 5575 50-65 BELOW 60
SMALL:
Market size GI'_-EF?S‘; MEDIUM NATIONAL: NICHE
SATURATED
T CNLY PARTIBLLY ADDRESSELD: MSUFFICIENTLY ADDRESSED:
Market and FULLY ADDRESSED: ADDFESSED: ONLY SUPERFICIALLY OUTLINED: LACKING IMPORTANT DETAILS:
competitor analysis|  HIGHLY COMVINCING SUFFICIENT DETAILS NOT COMPLETE: POORLY DESCRIBED:
LACKING DETAILS UNEEALISTIC
FULL;Ei?gﬁllpéqNG: PROMISING: AMBITIOUS; anxgﬁénggg%mLs-
Expected market ' _ REASONAELE: NOT FULLY DEMONSTRATED: : '
STROMNG MARKET PEESENCE: UNREALISTIC:
e PN, WwELL DEFINED: LACKS SOME DETAILS:; R T,
oMLy DermEn | ALFEADY PRESENT IN THE MARKET FE' EIG PLAYERS il
BARRIERS TOMARKET REASOMAELE; _ INSUFFICIENTLY DE SCRIBED;
NOT FULLY COMWINCING: NOT PRESENTED:
CONVINCINGLY ADDRESSED; | SUFFICIENTLY ELABORATED; :
Market entry LACKING SOME DETAILS: EARRIERS TOMARKET MOT
CLEARLY DEMONSTRATED: WELL DEFINEL _ :
strategy EBARRIERS TO MARKET IDENTIFIED: ADDRESSED:
STRONG BARRIERI TOMARKET DESCRIBED |~ ) o o pERFICIALLY OUTLINED UMCLEAF:
AND NOT FULLY ADDRESSED: '
: UNREALISTIC
CLEARLY PRESENTED: WELL DESCRIEED: MOT FULLY COMWINCING: S
B FULLY COMYINCING: CLEAR: SUFFICIENTLY DESCRIBED: NSLFFICENTL FEESENTED:
T STRONG: DETAILED: LACKING SOME DETAILS e Eae '
SUSTAMNAELE ACHIEVABLE
Commerciafisation | CONVMNCNGLY PRESENTED; [ WELL DESCRIBE/PRESENTED: SUFFICIENTL'Y DESCRIBED! NSLFFICIER Y PRESENTED:
N CLEARLY DEFIMEL: REASOMAELE: PRESENTEL: vyt
REALISTIC TIME TOMARKET | APRROPFIATE TIME TO MARKET LACKING SOME DETAILS METO AN
COMNVINCING: SUFEEESSE-E&EE-NED; NOT PEESENT:
Business model STROMNG: coOD: DS FLURTHER UNREALISTIC STRATESY:
{including, for CLEAR STRATEGY: PROPEF: EXPLANA TS e ATIN WEAK;
example, ROI) FEALISTIC: FEASCONAELE STRATEGY T RUL L SO NOT CONVINCING
BREAKTHREOUGH

Others

Growing market; Begulatar barriers;
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Quality and efficiency of the implementation (BASIC ASSESSMENT)
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SCORE
H 130-150 120-130
Sl AL Above 75 6575 60-65 BELOW 60
VERY UNBALARCEL:;
Balance WELL Bl ANCED EuaLANCED NOT BALANCED LACKING SOME KEY
COMPETEMCIES
GOOD A0DED YALUE
Added ¥alue HIGH ADDED vALUE aMD|  AND SYMERGT; ORLY FARTIAL; MO ADDED ¥ALLE;
CLEAR STMERGY FOTENTIAL FARTIALLY OYERLAPFING OVERLAFFING
COMPLEMENTARY
IGH LEVEL SOME EXFERTISE MISSINGIIGHT
. . ; EE EEMEFICIAL: KEY EXFPERTISE MISSING;
Technological Capacity HIGHLY QUALIFIED GOOO LEYEL INYOLYMENT OF KEY PLAYERS URCLEAR:
MISSING
STRONG: CONYINCING:
CLEARLY 5000
Managerial Capacity DEMONSTRATED; HIGH : SUFFICIENT INSUFFICIENT; NOT PRESENTED
EVEL, COMPETEMT
HIGHLY EXFERIENCED
WELL
DESCRIEECVPRESENTE
COMYINCING; o; SUFFICIEMTLY I e TED:
Methodology and Planning EXCELLEMT; CLEAFLY DETAILED:; DESCRIEECVPRESENTED; o
DEFINED COMTAINS ALL LACKING SOME DETAILS ;
ELLGa A LACKING IMPORTANT DETAILS
IMFORRAATION
COMYINCINGLY DESCFIIE!EEI;:.’II:—I'-FIESENTE SUFF'CEQE'S-EEFE'.EH'BED“ IMSUFFICIENTLY PRESENTED:
Milestones and deliverables FRESEMTELD; o CEFINED: ' YAGLUE;
CLEARLY DEFINED e ASOLAELE APPEOPEINTE RIS SING:
SUFFICIEMTLY DEFIMED; TOTALLY UNEALANCED:
SLIGHLTY UNEALANCED; UMREALISTIC:
o CORYIRCING; NEED FURTHER: ROIT IR LIME WITH THE PROJECT
LR Fé'b“;g';ﬂfg:‘g::;g"m“m"ﬁ WELL STRUCTURED, H?EiI_S%TJCAIEEII:II_:E EXPLAMATIONAUSTIFICATION; GOALS AMD ACTIVITIES;
) FULLY JUSTIFIED: SLIGHTLY WERBK;
OWERESTIMATECHUNDERESTIMATE | OVERESTIMATED/UNDERESTIM
o TED
SOLID;
: WEAK;
HIGH; SUFFICIENT: :
o . P FRESEMTED: ' DOUETFLL;
Financial Commitment CLEAR; AFFROPFIATE MOT FULLY DEMOMNSTRATED COMCERMIMG:
£ ORIVINCIMG: MOT FRESEMTED
FILLY DERMONSTARTED

OtherslSuggestions
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Revision de las solicitudes en las que habia una declaracion de
viabilidad financiera.

Sesion Plenaria del |IEP Los miembros del IEP revisaron todas las puntuaciones y

comentarios para cada una de las aplicaciones restantes.

La sesion concluyé con un analisis de las solicitudes que
habian sido clasificadas por debajo del umbral de calidad

| D00 commestaowgges | porel IEP, pero habian recibido revisiones positivas de los tres

1444280 Overly optimistic evaluation. expertos para los tres criterios.
1264392 Overly optimistic evaluation.
s :‘“";‘f;‘""ig“ scores But the expert did not recommend for funding. El grupo estuvo de acuerdo en que las puntuaciones estaban
7957 00 optimistc. specialy since the expert does not recommend funding. justificadas y confirmo la decision de calificar esas solicitudes
1216350 Brief statements and high marks. por debajo del umbral de calidad.
4448 Owerly optimistic ratings.
Leet Gives excessively top marks and not helpful comments. El Presidente y el IEP revisaron la lista consolidada de
7474 Expert favours funding in spite of insufficient presentation and consideration of very high risks. e .
o . R o calificaciones.
1527059 Expert favours funding in spite of insufficient presentation and consideration of very high risks.
1264364 Excessively optimistic marks.

En general, los miembros del IEP estuvieron satisfechos con
la calidad de los expertos, lo que implica que la selecciéon se
@* realiza de manera adecuada; algunos expertos no hicieron un

buen trabajo. -
eurostars
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G. Conclusions of the IEP Session

In this manner, the assessment of 254 applications that passed the first evaluation step was concluded, and the
individual ratings and ranking positions were endorsed by the Chairman and all IEP members.

Abowve quality threshold

Below quality threshold 96 38% 29%
Overseeing body 71 22%
325 100.0 %o 100.0 %
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EUROSTARS-2 "J
Independent Evaluation Panel

Ranking List - Cut-Off 11 eurostars " g Higher

4
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Quality and
efficiency of the
L il or)

158

159

160

252

253

113497

113321

113388

113248

113549

113546

113559

113561

113268

188

183

179

169

126

119

119

110

114.8

Very well composed, balanced and complementary consortium, with
183 180 551 Above high-level expert knowledge. A breakthrough solution for well defined
large markets. Highly innovative project

Wery well balanced consortium. Significant market. Commercialisation
175 175 533 Above  plans are well defined. High degree of innovation with progress
beyond state-of-the-art.

Capabilities of partners are well described and well balanced. Market
167 179 525 Above access strategy and related risks are well addressed. Convincing
potential to the market is foreseen. Innovation level is very high.

Well balanced consortium. Time to market is reasonable.
174 179 522 Above  Commercialisation strategy is convincingly demonstrated. Degree of
innovation is high. Technical approach is sound.

Competent complementary consortium with proven experience. Open
questions related to cost planning. Product with competitive

124 152 402 Above  advantages for unconvincingly described market. Envisioned product
is highly innovative and could present clear improvement compared
to cumrent state-of-the-art.

Highly complementary synergistic consortium with strong track

record. Professional project planning. Market seems very profitable
174 177 470 Below and large for envisioned revolutionary product. Revolutionary product.
Financial rules of the national agency prevents one of the partners
from securing their role in the project.

Experienced, complementary and synergistic consortium. Large
market size. Clear value proposition. High level of innovation. New
knowledge will be generated. There are concems regarding the
financial capacity of DE partner to undertake its role in the project.

130 135 424 Below

Consortium with limited added value through cooperation. Sufficient
managerial capacity. The market size is small. Competitive
advantage is unclear. Moderate innovation. Technical feasibility is
unconvincing.

105 105 320 Below

Unbalanced consortium missing some key expertise. Worldwide
niche market. Barriers seem to be underestimated. Low level of

100 105 3198 Below  innovation. Technical feasibility is unr,onvincing. There are some
concems regarding the financial capacity of one of the partners to
undertake its role in the project

11
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The consortium is complementary and qualified

Market entry strategy has been well described

The product demonstrates an disruptive
Improvement over their own existing
solution.

4
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EUROSTARS-2
Independent Evaluation Panel
Evaluation Consensus Report eurostars®

Cut-0ff 2 Aim Higher

Ranking position: 11 where position 1 is the highest
YOUR PROPOS

acronym

Quality and efficiency 171 | (200 - threshold set at 120 points (60 %)

of the implementation
The consortium is complementary and qualified. Project plan is clear and well defined. The
Comments project budget and cost breakdown is well structuredfjustified. Further arangements in the
division of management duties and ownership may be obtained during negotiation.
Expected subcontractor costs are specified and justified.
Result Above threshold

Impact 172 | 1200 - threshold set at 120 points (80 %)

Realistically guantified market size. The praduct has high potential on 3 global scale. The

Comments potential competitors are identified. Market entry strategy has been well described.
Projected revenwss seem to be realistic considering already signed contracts with end
UsErs.

Result Above threshold

Excellence 150 | {200 - threshold set at 120 points (60 %)

The produect demonstrates an incremental improvement aver their own existing solution. It
Comments = potentialty delfvers a cost effective, value-added product to the market. The risks have
been clearly identified and properly discussed with sufficient detail

Result Above threshold
|
Total Score 493 | /800 - threshold set at 402 points (87 %)
Result Above threshold
Overall result Above threshold

12
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IEP Briefing Report [ESULEHGIEN Aim Higher

EUROSTARS

1#*IEF | Anacabe Table M=, Felicity Lee

2* IEW

Technology area

Participant Organisation Name

Tipes: F= RED SIIE, & = SUE, [ = p= comoany, [ = Unik, K = Res instiice

@*
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<

= Paisesy Costes
Socios
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IEP Briefing Report [RSUMNGIEN Aim Higher
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EUROSTARS

Technology area | Industrial Manufacturing, Material And Transpor Market area

Participant Organisation Name FY Country Org. Type

1* IEP Anacabe Table Mr. Enrico Tricanico
ZIEP Desimpelagre Session 11
MEDICAL f HEALTH RELATED

Role EUR contribution
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Ingredientes

¢ Idea Idgté:‘a

100

* Well balanced consortium
* Degree of Innovation
* New Product

Talento > Consorcio

¢ SUSta|nab|||ty Mercades ® ) Innovacion
* Market Entry Strategy
 Talent Sostenibilidad ~roducto

eurostars Y siempre....PERSEVERANCIA! E



* Pensar en todo el proceso desde una buena
IDEA y bien armada hasta el MERCADO mas
global.

* Nunca Solos. “Juntos llegamos mas lejos”.
» Siendo pequenos, pensad a lo grande!
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e EASY STEPS

on the road to Eurostars



nerea.anacabe@tecnalia.com
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