Consultation Project sponsors
Status of the project
Technological development of the project at the time of application
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2.At the time of the call for proposal, what stage in its technological
development had the project reached?
TRL 5: Proof of validity: early demonstration and validation in a relevant environment
TRL 6: Proof of reliability: technology model or prototype available, having undergone
realistic integration and testing with other elements
TRL 7: Proof of scalability: system prototype either near or at the scale of the planned
operational system
TRL 8: Proof of quality: full-scale technology demonstration in working / operational
environment
TRL 9: Technology deployed: technology completed and ready for deployment
although not necessarily yet commercially viable in the market
TRL 10: Diffusion: technology enters the diffusion and full commercialisation stage
Other

3.Were the technology categories used under NER 300 useful in helping you to define your project?
Yes, the categorisation was helpful
No, the categorisation was not detailed enough
No, the categorisation was too detailed
No, the categorisation was not suited for my project

4.Would it have made any difference to your application had the categories been replaced with headings based on Technology Readiness Levels?
Yes
No

5.Do you consider that the risks of the project were adequately reflected through the eligibility criteria specified in the calls for proposals (e.g. technology category, capacity threshold, date of entry into operation, innovative character, etc.)?
Yes
No

If no, what risks associated with your project do you feel have not been sufficiently taken into account in reaching a decision as to whether to fund your project (multiple answers possible):
Market policy and regulatory risks
Environmental and social risks
Financial risks
Completion / Construction risks
Operational risks
Other
Status of the project
Financial planning of the project at the time of application

6.At the time of the call for proposal, had you already prepared an initial business plan (including provisional costs and finance requirements)?
Yes
No

7.Had agreements in principle been reached to finance your project?
Yes
No
Partially

8.Please can you provide an estimate of the total expenditure (in euro) on
A] Developing and submitting the NER 300 application? in €
B] Project development since the NER 300 award decision? in €
What percentage of the total amount (listed in A and B above) do you estimate has been spent on seeking co-finance (public and private)? in %

Status of the project
Current status of the project
9.In order to establish precisely your project’s current status, please could you tick which stage ‘gate’ best describes your project:
Feasibility stage
Undertaking FEED study
Trying to reach Final Investment Decision
Final Investment Decision reached
Construction phase
Commissioning phase
Operational phase
Project abandoned / withdrawn from NER 300
Other

10.Approximately how many full-time equivalent (FTE) employees are currently working on the development of the project across all project partners (two part time jobs are assumed to be equal to one FTE)?

Additionality of the programme
11.If you had not been successful under the NER 300 programme, would you have taken the project forward?
Yes - at the planned scale of investment and project design
Yes - at the planned scale of investment and project design but outside the EU
Yes - but at a smaller scale of investment (including possible changes in design)
No - we would have abandoned the project
Other
dure at MS and EU level
Timescales of calls and selections:
12.After the publication of the call for proposals do you consider that you received sufficient time to prepare your submission?
Yes
No

13.After the submission of your proposal do you consider that the time spent on the following steps was appropriate:

	
	too short
	appropriate
	timing too long


	Eligibility check and national approval process by the national contact points
	
	
	

	EIB due diligence process
	
	
	

	Award decision process by the European Commission
	
	
	



Selection procedure at MS and EU level
Assessment of supporting documentation:
14.Did the calls for proposals and the accompanying documents clearly set out the information you needed to submit in order to apply for the NER 300? Please rate the clarity of the following documents:


	
	very clear
	reasonably clear
	unclear
	not applicable

	First call for proposals’ application forms
	
	
	
	

	Second call for proposals’ application forms
	
	
	
	





15.Did you receive sufficient guidance from your national contact point on how to apply to the NER 300 programme?
Yes
No
15.aPlease explain your views:

16.Please rate the usefulness of the following guidance documents:
very useful
reasonably
useful not useful
Frequently asked questions
Procedures manual for the technical due diligence
Procedures manual for the financial due diligence
Additional guidance on reference plants

Performance of the selection procedure and due diligence process of NER 300:
17.Overall, do you consider that the selection process was a good use of your time and organised efficiently - recognising the need to ensure value for money of public spending?
Very efficient
Efficient
Not very efficient
Very inefficient
17.Which stages are most in need of improvements:


	
	fine as it is

	some modifications required
	radical changes required

	Submission process
	
	
	

	Eligibility assessment by Member States
	
	
	

	Eligibility assessment by the Commission
	
	
	

	Financial and technical due diligence by the EIB
	
	
	

	Ranking, including competitiveness check
	
	
	

	Confirmation of support
	
	
	




de
components of the NER 300 programme
Relevant costs:
18.In developing your application through the NER 300 programme, did you face any difficulties in undertaking the following:

	
	Yes
	no

	In defining a conventional technology for comparison
	
	

	In estimating the additional investment costs
	
	

	In estimating the additional operational costs / benefits
	
	

	In defining the discount rates
	
	





19.The NER 300 has precise rules with regard to the definition of the relevant costs under the programme. Do you consider that the current approach adequately captures the extra costs incurred because of the implementation of innovative low-carbon technologies ?
Yes
No
19.aIf no, please indicate to which components of the relevant costs formula you would make changes to (multiple answers possible):
The use of a conventional technology for comparison
The definition of costs covered
The definition of revenues covered
The use of discounting
The period of 5/10 years used
Other

Performance related funding:
20.The financing from the NER 300 programme is conditional on the actual performance of projects. Projects are allowed to perform 25% below the expectations set out in the proposal. If they go below this threshold they receive less funding. Do you consider this threshold to be appropriate given the risk associated with your project?
Yes
NoReview of components of the NER 300 programme
Knowledge Sharing:
21.Did you find the knowledge sharing templates relevant for your project?
Yes
No
21.aIf no, please indicate which components of the template were not relevant:

22.Did you find the knowledge sharing templates easy to complete?
Yes
No

23.In your views does the knowledge sharing component of the NER 300 programme deliver a tangible added value?
Yes
No
23.aPlease provide a short explanation of your views:

programme
Annual reporting:
24.Did you find the annual reporting template relevant for your project?
Yes
No

25.Did you find the annual reporting template easy to complete?
Yes
No

Project development post award
26.After award of the grant does the NER 300 programme allow sufficient time for the state aid approval process (48 months from award decision)?
Yes
No
Not applicable

27.Does the NER 300 programme allow you sufficient time for the permitting process (48 months from award decision)?
Yes
No

28.Does the NER 300 programme allow you sufficient time for reaching final investment decision (48 months from award decision)?
Yes
No
28.a
If no please indicate how much time you would need to complete this step:
28.b
Which obstacles are you facing in going through this step?

29.Does the NER 300 programme allow you sufficient time for your project to become operational (6 years from award decision)?
Yes
No

29.aIf no please indicate how much time you would need to complete this step:

29.bWhich obstacles are you facing in going through this step?


30.Does your project benefit from any upfront funding?
Yes
No
30.cIf no, what is the main reason for this?
We did not request upfront funding because we do not need it
We did not request upfront funding because the conditions were too strict for us
We requested upfront funding but we did not receive the guarantee from our
Member States
Other
development post award
31.Do you consider that the project categories used by the NER 300 programme are restrictive for the development of your project post award?
Yes
No
31.a
Please explain your views:

32.Post award, did you receive sufficient guidance from your national contact point on the following elements:

	
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Achieving State aid approval
	
	
	

	Going through the permitting process
	
	
	

	Reaching final investment decisions
	
	
	

	Signing legal binding instruments
	
	
	

	Notifying changes in your project to the European Commission
	
	
	

	Submitting annual reports
	
	
	

	Submitting payment requests
	
	
	




Areas of improvement
33.If grant funding had not been made available for NER 300, which type of government support, from the list below, do you think may have been the most effective in attracting additional private co-funding? (multiple answers possible)

Equity investment
Loan
Performance guarantee
Mezzanine finance
Mixed instrument blending different facilities
Don’t know
None of the above - only grant funding would work for our project
Other


34.In your views which modalities should NER 300 have improved?
(multiple answers possible)
Technical assistance to support proposal preparation (new)
Possibilities to receive upfront funding linked to specific milestones in the project
development (e.g. for FEED studies, construction) (new)
Funding linked to project performance (as now)
Defined technology categories (as now)
A technology-neutral approach (new)
Higher percentage funding as projects move towards large-scale demonstration due to elevated risks (new)
Other


35.Based on your experience, are there any areas, other than those mentioned above, in which you feel NER 300 programme could be improved?


36.Would you be willing to be contacted again in relation to this study?
Yes
No


