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Executive summary

This deliverable presents the activities carried out under Work Package 6 (WP6)
related to the preparation and submission of project proposals to the IF during the
second reporting period. It summarises the proposals submitted, the support provided
and the main lessons learned.

Three projects progressed to intensive |F proposal preparation under WPG:
EnerOcean, Tidetec and Kitemill, covering floating offshore wind, ocean energy and
airborne wind energy/clean-tech manufacturing, respectively. All three were submitted
to the IF. EnerOcean's application was reworked following its previous submission,
Tidetec progressed from the advanced pre-submission stage reached during the
previous period to a completed submission based on an updated project configuration,
and Kitemill underwent a full proposal-development process leading to submission.

In parallel, Esteyco, Holvi, Oceans of Energy, Greene Enterprise and Kvasir
Technologies received different levels of proposal-readiness support. Their
assessment and bilateral follow-up identified remaining maturity gaps related to
investment configuration, financial and operational readiness, implementation
arrangements and supporting evidence. These projects did not progress to submission
and received recommendations for further maturation.

The methodology covered planning and project-readiness assessment, proposal
drafting, internal review, pre-evaluation and final submission. The lessons consolidated
under T6.5 derive directly from the preparation of the three submitted proposals,
bilateral exchanges with promoters, internal pre-evaluations, go/no-go decisions and
available evaluation and project-development feedback.

Key lessons include the importance of early maturity validation, robust GHG and
financial assessment, strong partnerships, credible risk mitigation and systematic use
of evaluation feedback. These lessons strengthen the REALIZE approach to preparing
investment-ready IF applications.



1. Introduction

Work Package 6 (WPG6) is dedicated to the second period of IF proposal-
preparation support, covering the progression of selected projects from planning
and detailed preparation through proposal development, pre-evaluation and,
where sufficiently mature, final submission. WP6 builds directly on the
methodology and lessons learnt under WP5 and incorporates the updated
requirements of the subsequent IF call. It is coordinated by E-F with technical
support from 1-Tech.

Task 6.1 — Planning of Proposals (M16—-M24):

E-F and 1-Tech coordinated the planning of the proposals and updated the
templates, working methodology and documentation requirements on the basis
of the lessons learnt during WP5 and the requirements of the new IF call. The
planning process included the identification of project-specific priorities, internal
milestones, information needs and maturity gaps to be addressed before
progressing towards detailed preparation.

Task 6.2 — Detailed Preparation of Proposals (M16-M27):

This task focused on the detailed preparation of the projects progressing
towards the IF, including the development and consolidation of the technical,
financial and operational information required under the applicable evaluation
criteria. Support covered, where relevant, GHG emission avoidance
calculations, cost-efficiency analysis, business and financial information,
feasibility and implementation aspects, and supporting documentation.

Task 6.3 — Proposal Writing (M16-M27):

E-F and 1-Tech provided structured proposal-preparation support based on the
information and evidence supplied by the project promoters. The process
involved continuous bilateral exchanges, iterative drafting and review of the



application material, clarification of outstanding information and coordination of
the documentation required for submission.

Task 6.4 — Pre-evaluation, Quality Check and Cross-Editing of Individual
Proposals (M16—-M27):

The proposals progressing through preparation were subject to internal quality
review and pre-evaluation. E-F and 1-Tech cross-reviewed the relevant
proposal material to assess consistency with the IF requirements, identify
remaining weaknesses and support the final refinement of the applications
before submission or, where appropriate, determine that further project
maturation was required.

Task 6.5 — Lessons Learnt from the Batch of Proposals (M28):
The experience generated during the second proposal-preparation period was
consolidated under T6.5 on the basis of the evidence produced throughout
Tasks 6.1-6.4. This included the preparation and submission of the EnerOcean,
Tidetec and Kitemill proposals, the internal pre-evaluation and cross-review
exercises, the bilateral meetings and iterative exchanges with the project
promoters, the go/no-go decisions taken at different stages of preparation, and
the evaluation or project-development feedback available for the supported
projects. These inputs were reviewed comparatively to identify recurring
technical, financial and operational maturity issues and to derive practical
recommendations for future IF proposal preparation.

During WP6, EnerOcean, Tidetec and Kitemill progressed through the proposal-
preparation process to final submission during the second period. EnerOcean's
application was reworked following its previous submission and incorporated
relevant evaluation and project-development feedback; Tidetec progressed with
an updated project configuration and completed a new proposal; and Kitemill
underwent a full proposal-development process leading to submission.



In parallel, other project opportunities received different levels of proposal-
readiness support depending on their maturity and progression through the
assessment process. This work contributed to clarifying project configurations,
identifying remaining technical, financial and operational gaps, and determining
whether progression towards submission was appropriate within the timeframe
of the call. These projects and their respective outcomes are briefly summarised
in Section 2.

This Deliverable D6.1 summarizes the activities, results, and lessons learned
from the second period of implementation of WP6.



2. |IF proposal submission

The REALIZE project is dedicated to fostering the deployment of innovative renewable
energy technologies by dismantling existing barriers to their market integration. Work
Package 6 (WP6) was specifically designed to facilitate this by offering targeted
consulting and advisory services for the European Union's Innovation Fund (IF). The
IF stands as a cornerstone of the EU's commitment to climate neutrality by 2050,
representing one of the world's largest funding mechanisms for the demonstration of
ground-breaking low-carbon technologies. It aims to accelerate the market entry of
industrial solutions that contribute to Europe's decarbonisation efforts.

The IF operates under the stewardship of the European Climate, Infrastructure and
Environment Executive Agency (CINEA) and is financed through revenues generated
from the auctioning of emission allowances within the EU Emissions Trading System
(EU ETS). Its primary objective is to support projects that are sufficiently mature to
demonstrate innovative technologies at a commercial or near-commercial scale,
thereby mitigating the inherent risks associated with first-of-a-kind projects and paving
the way for their broader adoption. Financial support from the Fund can cover up to
60% of the additional costs linked to the innovation and the quantifiable avoidance of
greenhouse gas emissions.

A key feature of the IF is its structured approach to project size and maturity. The Pilot
topic, relevant to EnerOcean and Tidetec, is designed for highly innovative projects
targeting deep decarbonisation and requires a minimum capital expenditure of €2.5
million. WP6 also supported a project submitted under the Cleantech Manufacturing
topic, reflecting the different IF categories applicable to the projects supported during
the period. These categories are designed to de-risk innovative technologies and
business models and support their progression towards larger-scale deployment.
Projects are rigorously evaluated against criteria encompassing their greenhouse gas
emission avoidance potential, degree of innovation, overall project maturity,
replicability, and cost efficiency. This stringent assessment necessitates the
submission of comprehensive and robust proposals that meticulously address
technical feasibility alongside detailed operational, financial, and regulatory
considerations.



The main activities performed within WP6 to support the IF proposal submission
process included:

Initial project assessment: A thorough review of the technical concept,
Technology Readiness Level (TRL), market potential, and preliminary business
case for selected projects.

Gap analysis: ldentifying critical information, data, or strategic elements that
were either missing or required further development to ensure a competitive IF
proposal.

Technical and financial modelling support: Providing assistance in refining
technical specifications, estimating project costs, and developing robust
financial projections that met IF requirements.

GHG emission reduction calculation: Guiding project teams on appropriate
methodologies for accurately quantifying their project's greenhouse gas
emission reduction potential, a fundamental criterion for IF evaluation.

Innovation assessment: Supporting the articulation of the project's unique
innovative aspects and its broader contribution to decarbonisation pathways.

Consortium building advice: Offering recommendations on how to identify,
engage, and formalise partnerships with essential stakeholders required for
successful project implementation.

Regulatory and permitting pathway analysis: Conducting initial assessments
of potential regulatory hurdles and the necessary permitting requirements,
outlining a preliminary strategy for their navigation.

Proposal writing and review: Engaging in iterative drafting, comprehensive
review, and meticulous refinement of all sections of the IF application form,
ensuring clarity, coherence, and strict adherence to the Innovation Fund's
guidelines.

Strategic repositioning: Advising project teams on necessary adjustments to
their project scope, scale, or underlying business model to enhance
competitiveness and ensure optimal alignment with |IF criteria, particularly for
specific calls like the Pilots Call.

The consulting methodology adopted throughout WP6 remained highly collaborative,
characterised by regular bilateral meetings, document exchanges and continuous
feedback loops with the project teams. The overarching goal extended beyond
application completion; it aimed to strengthen the overall investment project, address

10



weaknesses identified during DD and improve its readiness for deployment, financing
and market integration.

The methodology was applied during the second period to EnerOcean, Tidetec and
Kitemill, all of which progressed to final IF submission. EnerOcean's proposal was
reworked following its previous application, incorporating relevant evaluation and
project-development feedback before resubmission. Tidetec progressed with an
updated project configuration and a renewed proposal-preparation process leading to
submission. Kitemill underwent the complete proposal-development process, including
detailed preparation, drafting, coordination and internal review, and subsequently
submitted its application.

In parallel with the three submitted proposals, Esteyco, Holvi, Oceans of Energy,
Greene Enterprise and Kvasir Technologies received different levels of proposal-
readiness support following the assessment activities carried out within REALIZE. This
support included bilateral exchanges with the promoters, review of the proposed
investment configuration and IF positioning, identification of remaining maturity gaps
and recommendations on the actions required before progressing towards a
competitive submission.

These projects did not ultimately progress to submission during the period because the
conditions required to advance towards full proposal preparation were not fully met or
confirmed at the time of assessment. Depending on the specific case, this reflected a
combination of project-specific maturity considerations and the eligibility, participation
and procedural conditions applicable to candidate promoters under the original
REALIZE CSA call and the corresponding grant implementation framework.
Progression towards proposal preparation therefore depended not only on project
readiness, but also on compliance with the applicable CSA eligibility framework
governing access to support within REALIZE.

The support provided nevertheless identified aspects requiring further development,
clarification or consolidation before a potential future submission could be considered,
including elements related to project configuration, technical and operational
readiness, investment maturity and positioning under the relevant Innovation Fund
topic. The projects therefore remained at different stages of readiness assessment,
with recommendations provided to support their potential further development towards
future funding opportunities.
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3. Enerocean

EnerOcean, a pioneering project in offshore wind technology, was a key beneficiary of
the consulting services provided under WP6. The company is developing the W2Power
concept, an innovative floating offshore wind solution based on two wind turbines
installed on a single floating platform. The twin-turbine configuration is intended to
increase the power generated per floating unit while reducing structural material
requirements and potentially lowering the LCOE compared with conventional single-
turbine floating solutions.

The starting point for WP6 was the Primavera Pilot Phase proposal previously
submitted to the IF. Although the previous application was not selected for funding, it
provided a mature basis for a new submission and generated detailed evaluation
feedback that could be incorporated into the further development of the project. In
addition, EnerOcean benefited from PDA provided by the EIB, which supported further
refinement of several technical, financial and operational aspects of the investment
project. The objective under WP6 was therefore not to develop a new project concept
from the beginning, but to systematically rework and strengthen the previous
application for resubmission.

During the second proposal-preparation period, 1-Tech and E-F supported EnerOcean
in reviewing the previous application, addressing the identified weaknesses and
integrating the recommendations emerging from both the previous IF evaluation and
the PDA process. Particular attention was given to technical feasibility and risk
mitigation, financial maturity, implementation planning, industrial and financial
commitments, cost efficiency, GHG emission avoidance and the supporting evidence
required under the IF evaluation criteria.

This iterative process resulted in a substantially strengthened Primavera Pilot Phase
application. The revised proposal was submitted under the IF25 Pilots topic on 23 April
2026. The submitted application is identified as SEP-211328980 under call
INNOVFUND-2025-NZT and concerns the deployment of the W2Power technology at
Granadilla de Abona in the Canary Islands, Spain.
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Deeper Analysis of Enerocean's Trajectory

The EnerOcean trajectory illustrates the value of an iterative proposal-development
process in which the outcome of a previous application is used as the starting point for
a more mature resubmission. During WP6, the work focused on translating the
feedback received from the previous IF evaluation and the subsequent project-
development activities into concrete improvements to the investment project and its
supporting proposal documentation.

The Primavera Pilot Phase is centred on the full-scale demonstration of W2Power,
EnerOcean's floating offshore wind technology based on a twin-turbine configuration.
The technology had already undergone several stages of modelling, testing and
technical validation before the WP6 preparation process. The objective of the new
proposal was therefore not to demonstrate the underlying concept from an early stage,
but to advance towards full-scale demonstration in an operational environment and
further validate the technical, operational and commercial pathway towards future
deployment.

Compared with the previous submission, the proposal-development work placed
greater emphasis on the evidence required to demonstrate that the project was
sufficiently mature and credible as an investment case. The technical documentation,
project implementation approach, risk analysis, financial case and supporting evidence
were reviewed and strengthened, while the project narrative was refined to respond
more directly to the applicable IF evaluation criteria.

The proposal also benefited from the additional perspective provided through the EIB
Project Development Assistance process. This external input complemented the
REALIZE proposal-preparation activities and helped the project promoter further refine
several aspects of the technical, financial and implementation case. The combination
of previous evaluation feedback, PDA recommendations and the WP6 preparation
process provided a clear basis for the resubmission strategy.

Addressing Financial Maturity Gaps: Financial maturity remained an important
component of the resubmission process. The previous proposal had highlighted the
need to strengthen the credibility of the financing strategy and demonstrate more
clearly how the project could progress towards financial close. During WP6, the
financial narrative and supporting documentation were therefore reviewed in greater
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detail, with particular attention to the consistency between project costs, expected
revenues, financing needs, available support and the overall implementation schedule.

The proposal-development process also sought to strengthen the presentation of the
project's industrial and financial backing and the pathway towards securing the
resources required for implementation. Rather than treating the financial model as an
isolated annex, the preparation process emphasised consistency between the financial
assumptions, technical configuration, implementation strategy and overall project risks.
This reinforced one of the lessons already identified during WP5: a technically
innovative project must also demonstrate a credible and sufficiently mature financing
pathway.

Navigating Operational Maturity Gaps: Operational maturity was similarly addressed
through the further development of the implementation plan and supporting project
documentation. For floating offshore wind projects, the transition from technology
development to a concrete demonstration project requires the coordination of multiple
elements, including site preparation, permitting, engineering, supply-chain
arrangements, installation activities, grid connection and operation.

The WP6 preparation process therefore focused on ensuring that these elements were
presented as part of a coherent implementation pathway, supported by appropriate
responsibilities, milestones and risk-mitigation measures. Particular attention was
given to demonstrating that the project could progress from the current development
stage towards construction, deployment and operation within a realistic schedule.

The proposal also provided an opportunity to clarify the relationship between the Pilot
project and the longer-term commercialisation pathway of W2Power. The
demonstration was positioned not as an isolated technical exercise, but as a step
towards wider replication and future commercial deployment of the technology. This
required the proposal to explain how the experience generated through the Pilot could
support subsequent projects, industrialisation and broader market uptake.

The Role of Feedback and Strategic Refinement: The EnerOcean case demonstrates
the value of systematically incorporating feedback from previous funding applications
into subsequent proposal development. The previous IF evaluation did not result in
funding, but it provided a clear basis for identifying areas requiring further evidence
and refinement.

14



Under WPG6, these observations were incorporated into a structured resubmission
process covering technical maturity, financial readiness, implementation planning, risk
management and the overall consistency of the investment case. The resulting
application therefore represented an evolution of the previous proposal rather than a
simple resubmission of the same material.

This experience also confirms the importance of maintaining continuity between DD,
proposal preparation and pre-evaluation. The work undertaken during WP6 enabled
EnerOcean to progressively address identified weaknesses, strengthen the supporting
evidence and complete a revised proposal for submission to the IF. The final proposal
was submitted during the second implementation period, completing the full WP6 cycle
from reassessment and proposal refinement through internal review and final
submission.
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4. Tidetec

Tidetec, a Norwegian technology company active in ocean energy, was another key
beneficiary of the consulting services provided under WP6. The company is developing
an innovative bidirectional turbine technology for two-way hydropower, allowing the
same turbine to operate both in pumping and electricity-generation modes in opposite
directions. This concept, referred to as “reversible hydropower”, has potential
applications in tidal barrages and lagoons as well as in marine low-head pumped-hydro
energy storage. Compared with conventional pump-turbine solutions, the technology
is designed to achieve higher efficiency while simplifying the equipment required for
combined generation and storage.

Tidetec's initial strategic objective was to prepare an IF Pilot proposal demonstrating
its technology at pre-commercial scale. The project concept focused on the use of the
company's modular “Tidal-in-a-box” solution, which is particularly suited to smaller-
scale demonstrations and can potentially be integrated into existing coastal or port
infrastructure with comparatively limited civil works. The initial DD performed under
WP3 considered the technology and project concept sufficiently promising to progress
towards proposal preparation, although it also identified a very tight preparation
schedule and the need to further consolidate several site-specific and implementation
aspects.

During the subsequent WP$S proposal-preparation process, the project concept was
developed in substantially greater detail. This included the refinement of the technical
configuration, assessment of the expected generation and storage modes, preparation
of GHG emission avoidance calculations, development of cost-efficiency and financial
assumptions, review of technical and operational maturity, and preparation of the
information required to address the IF evaluation criteria. However, the more detailed
analysis also revealed that some of the assumptions underlying the initially considered
demonstration configuration could not be sufficiently substantiated. In particular, the
characteristics of the proposed demonstration site had a significant impact on the
expected performance of the system and consequently on the overall economic and
operational case.
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As a result, the proposal was not submitted during the previous preparation period and
the project was retained for further development. During WP6, Tidetec substantially
revised the Pilot configuration, including the identification of a more suitable dual-basin
configuration within the Port of Le Havre, further technical modelling and refinement of
the financial and operational case. The revised project also benefited from
strengthened engagement with the Port, providing additional support for the proposed
demonstration. These developments enabled the project to address several of the
limitations identified during the previous pre-evaluation and to progress through a
renewed proposal-preparation process.

Following the iterative preparation, review and pre-evaluation carried out under WP6,
Tidetec completed and submitted its IF Pilot proposal on 23 April 2026. The submitted
application, therefore represents the outcome of a two-stage development trajectory:
an initial preparation phase that identified material project-readiness gaps, followed by
further maturation and a revised proposal that progressed to final submission.

Deeper Analysis of Tidetec's Trajectory

The Tidetec project's journey through the Innovation Fund proposal preparation
process provides a complementary case to Enerocean. While the technology showed
a strong degree of innovation and a credible technological development pathway, the
detailed assessment demonstrated that the maturity of the underlying technology does
not necessarily imply an equivalent maturity of the specific demonstration project. In
the Tidetec case, the feasibility and competitiveness of the proposed Pilot depended
particularly strongly on the demonstration configuration and its interaction with site-
specific conditions.

The core technological innovation is Tidetec's turnable turbine, designed to enable both
pumping and electricity generation using the same equipment in opposite directions.
The concept seeks to overcome one of the limitations of conventional low-head
pumped-hydro and tidal-range systems, where pumping and generation may require
equipment that is less efficient when operated reversibly or separate components
optimised for different operating modes. According to Tidetec, its solution can provide
significant efficiency improvements compared with conventional pump-turbine
configurations while maintaining a comparatively simple system architecture.
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For larger applications, the turbine can be integrated into concrete structures forming
part of tidal barrages, lagoons or similar hydraulic infrastructure. Tidetec has developed
different turbine sizes to address a range of potential market applications, from small
modular units to larger multi-MW configurations. Medium and large units are intended
for integration into dams or similar civil structures, whereas the smaller modular “Tidal-
in-a-box” concept offers a more flexible approach for Pilot-scale testing and initial
commercial applications.

The “Tidal-in-a-box” configuration was therefore considered particularly relevant for the
Innovation Fund Pilot. The concept can potentially be installed within existing ports,
docks, water basins or similar infrastructure, reducing the need to construct an entirely
new tidal-energy facility. This provides an opportunity to demonstrate not only tidal-
range electricity production but also low-head seawater pumped-hydro storage. The
modular approach is also intended to facilitate testing of the principal mechanical
systems, including the turbine, bearings, sealing systems and turning mechanism, as
well as the different pumping and generation operating schemes.

The planned Pilot nevertheless represented an important scale-up relative to the
largest prototypes previously built and tested. The technology had reached TRL6
following successive development and validation activities, including work carried out
through the Horizon 2020 FIBREGY project. Tidetec's development programme has
also included finite-element and computational-fluid-dynamics analyses, collaboration
with specialised industrial partners for the turbine and generator systems, and
feasibility studies for different tidal-energy applications. The company had also
received a Seal of Excellence for an EIC Accelerator proposal, providing additional
recognition of the innovation potential of the technology.

Tidetec's technological development has been accompanied by an intellectual-
property strategy covering the principal elements of the reversible-hydropower
concept. Several patent families protect aspects including the turnable turbine
arrangement, the turbine-housing configuration, and associated sealing and locking
solutions. The Pilot was intended to provide the next major validation step, moving from
the existing TRL6 basis towards an integrated pre-commercial system and ultimately
supporting progression towards TRL8 and subsequent commercial deployment.
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A particularly attractive characteristic of the technology is the possibility of combining
tidal generation with energy storage. Tidal energy is highly predictable but remains
linked to the natural tidal cycle. By incorporating pumping into the operating strategy,
the system can potentially modify the hydraulic head between water bodies and
subsequently recover this stored hydraulic energy through electricity generation. This
offers an opportunity to increase operational flexibility and to complement intermittent
renewable technologies such as wind and solar.

The preparation of the Innovation Fund proposal therefore required the GHG emission
avoidance assessment to consider both renewable electricity generation and stored,
dispatchable electricity. This introduced an additional complexity into the calculation
because the resulting GHG performance depends on the relative contribution of these
two operating modes. During the detailed preparation process, greater attention was
therefore given to establishing credible assumptions regarding the expected proportion
of energy generated directly from tidal resources and the proportion associated with
energy storage.

The project also presented a potentially broad pathway towards replication. Tidetec's
technology could be applied across different tidal-energy configurations and at different
scales, including small modular projects, tidal barriers and lagoons, and marine
pumped-hydro storage applications. Existing coastal and port infrastructure represents
a potentially relevant early market, as unused or underutilised water basins may
provide opportunities for renewable-energy generation and storage without requiring
the construction of completely new infrastructure.

Several stakeholder categories could benefit from such applications. Operators and
utilities could benefit from increased flexibility and renewable-energy production; ports
could potentially valorise underused water infrastructure while addressing growing
electricity demand; public authorities could integrate renewable-energy production with
certain flood-protection functions; and project developers could use Pilot-scale
demonstrations to progressively de-risk the technology prior to larger infrastructure
investments. This broad range of potential applications supported a positive
assessment of the technology's long-term replicability.
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Nevertheless, the proposal-preparation process highlighted important differences
between the replicability of a technology and the feasibility of an individual
demonstration project. The concept may be technically applicable across multiple
locations, but each potential installation must still provide suitable hydraulic conditions,
sufficient expected energy output, appropriate infrastructure, and an implementation
framework capable of supporting an economically credible project. This lesson directly
informed the subsequent revision of the Tidetec Pilot and the selection of a more
suitable configuration for the proposal ultimately submitted during WP6.

Addressing Financial Maturity Gaps: Tidetec had developed a business model
covering different applications of tidal generation and marine energy storage, together
with internal tools for assessing the performance and economics of potential projects.
During the earlier preparation phase, however, the financial case remained closely
dependent on the technical characteristics of the selected demonstration configuration.
During WP, the revised configuration allowed the technical and financial assumptions
to be further consolidated and translated into an updated project-specific financial
case. The proposal preparation also further developed the expected financing pathway
and the relationship between project costs, energy output and the economic case of
the Pilot.

Navigating Operational Maturity Gaps: Operational maturity had also emerged as
an important challenge during the previous preparation period. Although Tidetec had
substantial technological know-how and experience with feasibility studies and
technology development, the IF required the technology to be translated into a fully
structured implementation project. The subsequent WP6 work therefore placed
particular emphasis on strengthening the demonstration configuration, implementation
planning and supporting arrangements. The revised Le Havre concept and
engagement with the Port provided a more credible basis for demonstrating how the
Pilot could be implemented and operated in a real-world environment.

The Importance of Site-Specific Validation: The Tidetec case particularly
highlighted the importance of confirming the suitability of the demonstration
configuration before finalising an IF proposal. The expected performance of tidal and
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marine pumped-hydro technologies is inherently linked to local hydraulic and
infrastructure conditions. The decision not to submit the previous configuration
enabled Tidetec and the REALIZE team to further investigate these conditions and
develop a revised dual-basin concept with improved operating flexibility. This additional
maturation was instrumental in establishing a sufficiently credible basis for the
subsequent submission.

The Role of the Pre-evaluation Process: The Tidetec trajectory demonstrates the
value of treating pre-evaluation as part of a continuous project-development process.
The earlier no-go decision was not the end of the proposal effort; rather, it identified
the specific technical, site-related, financial and operational issues that required further
work. During WPG6, these findings were used to guide the revision of the Pilot concept
and the preparation of the new application. Following this additional maturation and
internal review, the project progressed to final submission on 23 April 2026.

The Tidetec case therefore provides a clear example of how an evidence-based
decision to postpone submission can ultimately strengthen a subsequent application.
The progression from advanced pre-submission work under WP5 to a completed IF
submission under WP6 illustrates the importance of maintaining continuity between
DD, project maturation, proposal preparation and pre-evaluation.
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5. Kitemill

Kitemill, a Norwegian clean-tech company active in Airborne Wind Energy (AWE), was
another project promoter supported through the proposal-preparation activities carried
out under WP6. The company is developing an innovative renewable-energy
technology in which an autonomous rigid-wing aircraft, connected to a ground-based
generation system by a tether, exploits stronger and more consistent wind resources
at higher altitudes. The concept offers a fundamentally different approach to
conventional wind-energy generation, with the potential to reduce material
requirements, simplify logistics and enable renewable-energy deployment in locations
where conventional wind turbines may face technical or economic constraints.

Kitemill's strategic objective under REALIZE was to prepare the FJORD project for
submission to the IF. In contrast to the Pilot projects prepared for EnerOcean and
Tidetec, FJORD was developed under the Cleantech Manufacturing topic and focused
on establishing the manufacturing capability required for the commercial deployment
of Kitemill's AWE systems. The project therefore combined the maturation of an
emerging renewable-energy technology with the development of the industrial capacity
needed for its wider market uptake.

The proposal built on a substantial previous R&l trajectory. Kitemill had progressively
developed its technology through successive prototype generations, flight-testing
campaigns and EU-supported innovation projects. This provided the technological
basis for moving from R&l and demonstration activities towards a more industrialised
manufacturing and commercialisation phase. The previous development pathway was
particularly relevant to REALIZE, as it provided a clear example of the transition from
Horizon-supported technology development towards |F-supported industrial
deployment.

During WPG6, the project underwent a full proposal-development process covering
planning, detailed preparation, drafting, review and pre-evaluation. The work included
refinement of the manufacturing concept, assessment of the underlying technology and
industrialisation pathway, development of the GHG emission avoidance case,
consolidation of technical, financial and operational maturity, and preparation of the
information required to address the applicable IF evaluation criteria.
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The assessment concluded that the FJORD project presented a strong overall IF
profile, combining a high degree of technological innovation with a credible pathway
towards industrialisation and replication. No fundamental obstacle was identified that
would prevent the project from progressing towards submission, although, as with the
other supported projects, several elements required iterative clarification and
strengthening during the proposal-preparation process.

Following the preparation and internal review undertaken through WP6, Kitemill
completed and submitted the FJORD proposal to the IF on 23 April 2026 under the
Cleantech Manufacturing topic.

Deeper Analysis of Kitemill's Trajectory

The Kitemill trajectory provides a different perspective from the EnerOcean and
Tidetec cases. Rather than focusing primarily on the demonstration of a single large
renewable-energy installation, FJORD addressed the transition from a technologically
mature AWE concept towards the manufacturing capacity required for wider
commercial deployment.

The core innovation is based on Kitemill's autonomous AWE system. During electricity
generation, the tethered aircraft follows controlled flight trajectories that generate
tension in the tether and drive a ground-based generator. The system subsequently
retracts the aircraft using only a fraction of the energy generated during the production
phase, allowing the generation cycle to be repeated.

This approach seeks to access stronger and more persistent wind resources at higher
altitudes while avoiding many of the material-intensive elements associated with
conventional wind turbines, such as large towers and foundations. The resulting
system is comparatively lightweight and modular and can potentially be transported
and deployed using substantially simpler logistics than conventional utility-scale wind
technology.

The technology has been progressively developed through several generations of
prototypes and extensive testing activities. Previous work demonstrated autonomous
operation, electricity generation and progressively more advanced flight-control
capabilities. The proposal-development work under WP6 therefore focused not only on
the maturity of the AWE technology itself, but also on whether the corresponding
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manufacturing concept presented a sufficiently robust pathway towards industrial-scale
production and commercialisation.

The FJORD project was conceived as the next step in this progression. Its objective
was to establish a dedicated manufacturing capability integrating the principal activities
required to produce, assemble, test and prepare Kitemill systems for deployment. The
proposal therefore had to demonstrate that the transition from prototype-based
production towards repeatable industrial manufacturing was technically feasible,
appropriately planned and supported by a credible production and supply-chain
strategy.

Technical feasibility had already been supported through previous prototype
development, flight testing, technology roadmaps and third-party technical
assessment. During WP6, these elements were consolidated into a project-specific
manufacturing and implementation case. Particular attention was given to the
manufacturing process, equipment requirements, factory organisation, production
ramp-up and the risks associated with moving from the existing development
environment towards a larger industrial operation.

The proposal also required a specific approach to GHG emission avoidance. Unlike a
conventional renewable-energy generation project, FJORD concerned the
manufacturing of components that would subsequently be incorporated into
renewable-energy systems deployed at different sites. The assessment therefore
required the expected climate impact of the manufactured systems to be translated into
the methodology applicable to a clean-tech manufacturing project. This represented
one of the more complex elements of the proposal and required close consistency
between the manufacturing assumptions, expected deployment of the technology and
the resulting GHG impact.

The project nevertheless presented a strong environmental rationale. The
comparatively low material intensity of AWE systems represents an important potential
advantage, particularly in relation to the use of structural materials and the
infrastructure required for conventional wind generation. The lightweight and modular
nature of the systems also supports transportability and the possibility of deployment
across a broad range of geographical settings.
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The FJORD project consequently presented significant replication potential. Rather
than relying on a highly site-specific infrastructure configuration, its manufacturing
model is based on modular products, specialised but replicable manufacturing
processes and a supply chain that can draw on existing European industrial
capabilities. The project was therefore positioned not only as an individual
manufacturing investment, but also as an enabling step towards the development of a
wider European AWE industry.

Addressing Financial Maturity

Financial maturity formed an important part of the proposal-development work. Moving
from technology development towards industrial manufacturing requires a substantially
different financing structure, including the capacity to support production equipment,
factory development, supply-chain expansion and the gradual ramp-up of commercial
activities.

Kitemill had already developed a business plan and financial model covering the
commercial development of its technology. During WP6, these elements were
reviewed and further structured around the specific FJORD investment project, with
particular attention to the consistency between the manufacturing ramp-up, market
development, investment needs, revenues and the overall financing strategy.

The proposal also had to demonstrate that the company could mobilise the financing
and partnerships required to complement IF support. Accordingly, the preparation
process placed emphasis on documenting the financing pathway, existing stakeholder
engagement and the steps required to progress towards financial close, while
maintaining consistency with the proposed implementation schedule.

Navigating Operational and Manufacturing Maturity

Operational maturity for FJORD differed from that of the Pilot projects because the key
challenge was not the construction and operation of a single demonstration asset, but
the establishment and ramp-up of a manufacturing facility.

The WP6 preparation process therefore considered the organisation of manufacturing
activities, equipment and infrastructure requirements, production sequencing, quality
assurance, supply-chain arrangements and the progressive increase in manufacturing
capacity. The project also had to demonstrate how previous experience with prototype
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production and operation could be translated into a repeatable industrial process
suitable for commercial deployment.

A further consideration was the relationship between in-house activities and
specialised external suppliers. The manufacturing strategy relied on a combination of
internal integration and European industrial partners for selected components and
processes. This approach provided a pathway for scaling production while limiting the
need to internalise every manufacturing step within the project itself.

The proposal-preparation process also reinforced the importance of regulatory and
operational considerations associated with the future deployment of AWE systems.
Although FJORD itself focused on manufacturing, the credibility of the investment
remained linked to the ability of the manufactured systems to progress towards
commercial deployment. The proposal therefore needed to demonstrate a credible
relationship between technology maturation, manufacturing scale-up, future
deployment and market development.

The Role of Industrialisation and Replicability

The Kitemill case particularly illustrates that the transition from R&l to market
deployment does not necessarily require another technology-demonstration project.
Once sufficient technological maturity has been achieved, a critical barrier may instead
be the ability to manufacture the technology at the scale, quality and cost required for
commercial uptake.

FJORD was therefore structured around industrialisation as the central de-risking step.
The proposed manufacturing investment sought to transform the production of AWE
systems from a development-oriented activity into a more standardised and scalable
industrial process, providing the capacity required for broader market introduction.

This approach also supported the project's replicability case. AWE systems are
designed to be modular and comparatively lightweight, enabling manufacturing and
deployment models that can potentially be reproduced across different markets. The
European supply-chain orientation of the project further supported its contribution to
EU industrial competitiveness and the development of a new renewable-energy
technology segment.
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The Role of the Proposal-Preparation Process

The Kitemill case demonstrates the value of connecting technical readiness
assessment directly with industrial and proposal development. The project entered
WP6 with a strong technological foundation, but the preparation of a competitive IF
Manufacturing proposal required this technology story to be translated into a concrete
investment project covering manufacturing, financing, implementation, supply chain,
market development and climate impact.

The iterative exchanges between Kitemill and 1-Tech supported the progressive
refinement of these elements and their integration into a coherent application. Internal
review and pre-evaluation were used to identify outstanding weaknesses, strengthen
the substantiation of the evaluation criteria and ensure consistency across the different
parts of the proposal.

Following this complete preparation process, FJORD progressed to final submission
on 23 April 2026. Its trajectory therefore represents a successful extension of the
REALIZE approach from renewable-energy demonstration projects to the industrial
manufacturing capacity required to bring an innovative renewable-energy technology
towards wider commercial deployment.
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6. Lessons learnt and recommendations

The lessons presented in this section are the consolidated output of T6.5 and derive
directly from the proposal-preparation activities carried out throughout WP6. The
evidence base included the preparation and final submission of three IF proposals—
EnerOcean, Tidetec and Kitemill—together with the corresponding planning, detailed
preparation, drafting, internal review and pre-evaluation activities. It also incorporated
the bilateral meetings and iterative exchanges held with the project promoters, the
assessment of unresolved maturity gaps, the go/no-go decisions taken during the
preparation process and the feedback available from previous evaluations and project-
development activities.

These activities provided three complementary project trajectories from which common
lessons could be extracted. EnerOcean demonstrated how previous IF evaluation and
PDA feedback could be translated into a strengthened resubmission; Tidetec showed
how an earlier no-go decision and subsequent maturation could support a more robust
later submission; and Kitemill provided evidence on the requirements for translating a
mature renewable-energy technology into an industrial manufacturing investment. The
lessons below were therefore derived from the comparative review of these concrete
preparation experiences rather than from a generic assessment of IF requirements.

Key Lessons Learned:

1. Operational maturity gaps: A recurring challenge identified was the significant
gap in operational maturity among early-stage demonstration projects. This
encompasses:

o Site readiness and permitting complexities: Even where the
technological concept is well developed, project feasibility can remain
strongly dependent on the suitability of the selected site, applicable
permitting procedures and infrastructure conditions. The Tidetec
experience particularly demonstrated that site-specific assumptions must
be validated sufficiently early, as changes in the demonstration
configuration can directly affect expected performance, financial viability
and the overall competitiveness of the proposal.

o Absence of critical partners: IF proposals need to demonstrate a
credible pathway from the current project status to construction,
deployment and operation. This requires realistic implementation
schedules, clearly defined responsibilities and sufficiently mature supply,
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construction, grid, off-take and other relevant arrangements.
EnerOcean's resubmission confirmed the value of strengthening these
implementation elements following previous evaluation feedback, while
Tidetec demonstrated how further project maturation can substantially
improve the credibility of a subsequent application.

Transition from technology maturity to industrial maturity: The
Kitemill case showed that this requirement also applies to manufacturing
projects. A technologically mature product is not sufficient in itself; the
proposal must also demonstrate that the corresponding manufacturing
processes, supply chain, production ramp-up and industrial organisation
can be implemented at the proposed scale. The maturity of the
manufacturing investment must therefore be assessed separately from
the maturity of the technology being produced.

Scale-up must be adequately substantiated: Moving from prototype
or demonstration activities towards pre-commercial deployment or
manufacturing introduces new risks that cannot simply be extrapolated
from previous technological achievements. Appropriate feasibility
studies, engineering work, modelling, risk analysis and implementation
planning are required to justify the proposed scale-up.

2. Financial maturity gaps: Significant attention was required across the three
proposals to ensure that the financial case was consistent with the proposed
technical and operational configuration.

o

Credible financing pathways and stakeholder support: IF support
generally forms only part of the overall financing package. Applicants
therefore need to provide a credible pathway towards securing the
remaining resources and demonstrate appropriate engagement with
industrial partners, investors, lenders or other relevant financing actors.
EnerOcean's resubmission particularly showed the value of
strengthening the evidence of industrial and financial support in response
to weaknesses identified during the previous evaluation.

Project-specific business models: A promising technology or general
commercial strategy must be translated into a robust business case for
the specific investment project being proposed. Tidetec demonstrated
the close relationship between technical performance, site conditions and
the resulting financial case, while Kitemill illustrated the need to connect
manufacturing capacity, production ramp-up, market development and
financing assumptions within a single coherent investment model.
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3.

Consistency between technical, financial and GHG assumptions:
Changes in project configuration can affect expected output, revenues,
costs and GHG emission avoidance simultaneously. These elements
therefore need to be developed together rather than as separate
proposal components. Internal consistency across the technical
description, financial model and GHG calculations is fundamental to the
credibility of the application.

Iterative preparation and strategic adaptation significantly strengthen
proposals: WP6 confirmed the importance of treating proposal preparation as
an iterative project-development process rather than simply an exercise in
drafting application forms

o

Systematic use of previous feedback: The EnerOcean experience
showed that previous IF evaluation feedback can provide a valuable
basis for a stronger resubmission. Where weaknesses are clearly
identified and translated into concrete improvements to the technical,
financial and operational case, a resubmitted proposal can represent a
substantially more mature investment project rather than a repetition of
the previous application.

Evidence-based go or no-go decisions remain valuable: The Tidetec
trajectory confirmed the lesson already identified during WP5 that
postponing a submission can be appropriate where critical assumptions
cannot yet be sufficiently substantiated. In this case, the earlier decision
not to submit created the opportunity to revise the project configuration,
address the principal feasibility constraints and subsequently progress to
a complete IF submission during WPG.

The applicable IF category must shape proposal development: The
Kitemill case highlighted the importance of adapting the proposal-
development methodology to the specific IF topic. Manufacturing projects
require a different emphasis from Pilot projects, particularly regarding
production capacity, manufacturing maturity, supply-chain strategy,
industrial scale-up and the relationship between manufactured products
and the resulting GHG impact. The REALIZE methodology therefore
needs to remain sufficiently flexible to reflect the characteristics of the
applicable IF category.

Pre-evaluation should be used as a genuine quality-control
mechanism: Internal review and cross-editing were most effective when
used not only to improve wording, but also to identify weaknesses in the
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underlying investment case, inconsistencies between proposal sections
and evidence that still required strengthening before submission.

4. Replicability and commercialisation need to be demonstrated through a
credible pathway: All three projects confirmed that IF proposals need to go
beyond demonstrating that a technology works. They must also explain how the
supported investment contributes to wider deployment, market uptake and EU
industrial competitiveness.

o For demonstration projects, this means explaining how the Pilot or first
deployment will support subsequent commercial projects and reduce the
risks associated with future replication.

o For manufacturing projects, the emphasis moves towards scalable
production, supply-chain development and the ability to manufacture
sufficient volumes to enable wider technology deployment.

o In both cases, the replication pathway must be consistent with the
proposed business model, market assumptions and implementation
strategy.

Recommendations for future projects

Based on the insights gained from WP5, the following recommendations are put forth
for future projects seeking funding from the EU Innovation Fund:

1. Validate the complete investment project at an early stage: Technical
readiness should be assessed together with site conditions, implementation
requirements, permitting, infrastructure, scale-up and other project-specific
factors. Where performance is highly dependent on local conditions, the
suitability of the proposed implementation site should be confirmed before
substantial proposal preparation is undertaken.

2. Develop technical and financial maturity in parallel: The business model,
financial model, project configuration and GHG calculations should be
developed as an integrated package. Changes in one area should be
systematically reflected across the other parts of the proposal to avoid
inconsistencies and ensure that the overall investment case remains credible.

3. Engage key stakeholders sufficiently early: Project promoters should
actively engage the industrial, financial, regulatory and commercial actors
needed for implementation. Letters of support, MoUs and, where possible, more
advanced commitments can substantially reinforce the evidence of project
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maturity, but these should form part of a wider and credible implementation
strategy.

4. Use previous evaluations and pre-evaluations as project-development
tools: Feedback should be converted into specific corrective actions rather than
addressed only through revised wording. The EnerOcean and Tidetec
experiences demonstrate that iterative development between calls can
substantially improve project readiness and provide a stronger basis for
subsequent submission.

5. Adapt the preparation approach to the relevant IF category: Pilot,
manufacturing and other IF topics impose different requirements on the
underlying investment project. Proposal planning should therefore identify from
the outset the specific evidence needed for the applicable category and
organise the technical, financial and operational work accordingly.

6. Maintain realistic go or no-go decision points: Proposal preparation should
include clear internal checkpoints at which the overall competitiveness and
maturity of the project are reassessed. Where fundamental weaknesses cannot
be resolved within the available timeframe, further maturation may provide
greater value than proceeding with an insufficiently substantiated proposal.

The activities undertaken within WP6 provided direct support to three projects that
progressed to final IF submission while also strengthening the REALIZE
methodology for proposal preparation. EnerOcean demonstrated the value of
structured resubmission and systematic use of previous feedback; Tidetec
demonstrated the value of continued project maturation following an earlier no-go
decision; and Kitemill demonstrated how the REALIZE approach can be applied to
the transition from technology development towards industrial manufacturing and
commercial deployment.

Together, the evidence consolidated under T6.5 confirms that successful IF
proposal preparation depends on continuous interaction between project
development, DD, financial structuring, proposal writing, bilateral coordination and
pre-evaluation. The lessons generated through the three submitted proposals, the
associated review and feedback cycles and the go/no-go decision points therefore
provide a practical basis for supporting future innovative renewable-energy projects
in progressing from R&l results towards investment-ready and commercially
deployable solutions.
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