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1. Introduction 

This document presents an anonymised report of the findings and conclusions of the 

Open Market Consultation (OMC) carried out within the framework of the project 

'PRocurEments of innoVativE, advaNced systems to support security in public 

Transport – Pre-Commercial Procurement’ (Prevent PCP).  

First of all, the Prevent PCP Consortium would like to thank all market operators that 

participated in the OMC activities and answered the questionnaire. We truly appreciate 

the time, effort and willingness to share your expertise and knowledge. 

Through this OMC, the Prevent PCP Consortium aimed to inform technology vendors 

regarding the upcoming Pre-Commercial Procurement (PCP) of research and 

development (R&D) services for the development of solutions for the automatic 

detection of unattended items in public transport infrastructures. It also had the 

purpose of understating the economic operators’ capabilities to satisfy the public 

buyers’ needs and obtaining market parties’ input on the viability of the procurement 

plans and conditions. 

As the PIN was published in the EU’s Official Journal (TED) on 8
th

 November 2021, the 

OMC started on 8
th

 January 2021, in order to respect a two month reserve period. It 

was organised in the form of a main event in Marseille, several informative webinars 

in different languages and an online questionnaire.  

The timetable for the OMC was set as follows: 

DATE & TIME ACTIVITIES & REQUIRED ACTIONS 

8 November 2021 
Publication of the Prior Information Notice on TED 

Services - 580937-2021 - TED Tenders Electronic Daily (europa.eu) 

8 November 2021 

Open registration to the Open Market Consultation required to 
participate in the activities/events. 
Complete and submit the EU Survey questionnaire: 
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/PREVENT-PCP 

10 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in English 

12 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in French 

13 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Polish 

14 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Portuguese 

17 January 2022 

12:00 

Deadline to register to the Open Market Consultation required to 
participate in activities/events (onsite event). 

https://ted.europa.eu/udl?uri=TED:NOTICE:580937-2021:TEXT:EN:HTML&src=0
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/PREVENT-PCPhttps:/ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/PREVENT-PCP
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19 January 2022 

08:00 

Deadline to register to the Open Market Consultation required to 
participate in activities/events (online event). 

19 January 2022 

13:30 – 17:30 
Main event in Marseille (FRANCE) 

20 January 2022 

09/00 – 13:30 
Main event in Marseille (FRANCE) 

25 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Spanish 

26 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Dutch 

27 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Greek 

28 January 2022 

9:30 – 12:00 
Informative webinar in Italian 

03 February 2022 

19:00 (CEST)  
Deadline for submission of required questionnaires  

15 February 2022 

  
Publication of the OMC Report on the project website and EU Survey 
link. 

28 February 2022 

  
Closure of the market consultation 

 

A Market Consultation document was also published to present the project and the 

rules and methodology of the OMC to potential participants. The document can be 

downloaded at the Prevent PCP website (link). 

The OMC was performed under the law of the lead procurer – KENTRO MELETON 

ASFALEIAS (KEMEA) - which is Greek law. 

After processing the questions and responses of all suppliers, this document is a 

means to process and communicate the results. In this context we treat all information 

provided by operators as commercially sensitive and we will therefore not 

communicate any supplier specific details. Only the general findings are summarised 

and communicated in this report. This anonymised report (excluding the confidential 

information) will be published on March 2022 via TED and the webpage of the project 

(www.prevent-pcp.eu).  

The contracting authorities involved in the PREVENT PCP project are not legally bound 

in any way by the outcome of the OMC. The OMC is also not part of any pre-

qualification or selection process. No advantage or disadvantage have been given to 

any supplier/group of suppliers to the detriment of others during the market 

https://prevent-pcp.eu/wp-content/uploads/Market-Consultation-Document-PREVENT-PCP-OMC.pdf
http://www.prevent-pcp.eu/
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consultation and the sub-sequent competitive procedure for the award of contracts 

procurement. 

 

2. Overview of the Prevent PCP project  

The PREVENT PCP project started on September 2021. It builds on the outcomes of 

the PREVENT Coordination Support Action (CSA) which allowed the Public Buyers to 

consolidate commonly agreed scenarios, covering the critical security issues down to 

a detailed identification of a set of innovation needs, both at process and technology 

levels, to ease coordination across the full chain of stakeholders, from transport 

operators to security forces and public authorities. Therefore, the need for innovative 

solutions stems from a longer collaboration and is driven by commonly identified 

internal needs to improve the quality and efficiency of pre-empting terrorist attacks. 

PREVENT PCP focuses on augmenting the security in public transport through the 

development of innovative solutions. The novel technologies should endow Public 

Transport Operators (PTOs) with solutions enhancing security situational awareness 

through:  

1) Timely automatic detection of potentially dangerous unattended items in Public 

Transport Infrastructure and in public areas in the vicinity;  

2) Identification and tracking of perpetrators; and  

3) Integration/interoperability of the technology in standard crisis management 

systems and VMS.  

 

 

 



 

6 

 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020        

research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 101020374 

 

 

 

3. Activities of the OMC 

The market consultation was organised in the form of: 

 One main event which took place in Marseille (FRANCE) on the 19th and 20th 

of January 2022. This event was conducted in English and broadcasted online. 

The results from the workshop organised during the OMC event are presented 

and analysed further in this document.  

 A series of informative webinars in eight different EU languages were 

celebrated from the 10th to the 27th of January 2022. 

 Two questionnaires were created and published for the purpose of the OMC, 

as deemed necessary within the scope of the project: the Registration and 

Profile form (participation to the OMC and Informative webinars), and the 

Request For Information questionnaire.  

The analysis of the input gathered through those activities are in section 4 of this 

document. 

The OMC also explored the possibility to engage Venture Capital funds in the PCP in 

order to increase the chances of commercialization of the developed solutions. 

 

3.1 OMC Event in Marseille 

The PREVENT PCP OMC main event took place in Marseille on 19th and 20th of January 

2022.  

In preparation of the event, the PREVENT PCP Consortium benchmarked Open Market 

Consultations from other PCPs. At that time, the sanitary context obliged these other 

projects to organize their OMC completely online. The goal of this benchmark was to 

take note of the online set up, especially with regard to the workshop organisation.  

The city of Marseille was chosen by the consortium during the last step of the project 

PREVENT CSA. Marseille is one of the cities selected to participate in the prototype 

testing. Indeed, one of the selected pilots will be tested in Marseille Saint-Charles, the 

city’s main train station, which is also the most central hub. Furthermore, it provided 

the opportunity to use Région Sud’s premises where important events can easily be 

hosted while respecting social distancing. Benefiting from free of charge facilities 

allowed the Prevent PCP Consortium to save money by avoiding costly expenses for 

hall rental. In addition, the city is easily accessible thanks to international transport 

infrastructures. 

The pandemic context was also to be considered. The interest of an OMC event lies 

in the networking opportunities it provides to participants. It then seemed important 

to hold a physical event. Still, the covid situation imposed the Prevent PCP Consortium 

to anticipate potential travers restrictions. Therefore, it seemed appropriate to give 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?app=desktop&v=J-0IrHt7x_U
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the possibility to follow and participate to the OMC either on-site or online. A hybrid 

event appeared as both the most realistic and optimal formula.  

In the framework of this event, the Prevent PCP Consortium organised a workshop 

session to exchange ideas and get feedback from the market. The results of this 

activity are described in section 4.1 below. 

The total number of registrations for the OMC main event was 91.  

The agenda of the event is attached to this report as Annex I. 

 

 

3.2 Informative webinars 

The Prevent PCP Consortium organized a series of webinars about the project in 

different languages: English, French, Italian, Spanish, Dutch, Polish and Greek. The 

meetings were held via Microsoft Teams from the 10th to the 27th of January 2022. 

The slides of the webinars can be found in the project’s website (www.prevent-pcp.eu) 

The recording of the webinars can be found via the following links:  

 Webinar in English, 10
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in French, 12
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Polish, 13
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Portuguese, 14
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Spanish, 25
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Dutch, 26
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Greek, 27
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 Webinar in Italian, 28
th

 January 2022 (link) 

 

A total number of 145 people registered for the webinar. 

The agenda of the event is attached to this report as Annex 2. 

 

3.3 Request For Information Questionnaire 

Market parties were also requested to fill out a Request For Information (RFI) 

questionnaire. It was published on the EU survey platform on 10
th

 January 2022 and 

the deadline to fill out the questionnaire was 3
rd

 February 2022. The questionnaire 

can be accessed via this link. 

http://www.prevent-pcp.eu/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-english/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-french/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-polish/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-portuguese/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-spanish/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-dutch/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-greek/
https://prevent-pcp.eu/news/prevent-pcp-information-webinar-in-italian/
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/PREVENT-PCP_RFI_Questionnaire
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The RFI questionnaire was part of the OMC of Prevent PCP. The goal of the survey was 

to provide the Prevent PCP Consortium feedback from the market about the main 

challenges of the project. The responses to the questionnaire could not contain any 

confidential information. The intention of the questionnaire was to explore the market 

‘as-is’, therefore there could not be no wrong or right answers. The answers provided 

will be used as input for our procurement strategy and conditions.  

The questionnaire consisted of 46 questions structured in 8 different parts covering 

the main aspects of the project: 

- The first part was about the general information of the answering organisation. 

The questions were the same as in the registration form, in case a respondent 

did not take part in the prior OMC activities. The goal was to have an idea of 

the respondent’s characteristics. Those who already answered the registration 

and profile form were redirected straight to the second part of the RFI 

questionnaire.  

- The second part of the form referred to ethics and privacy issues. Its purpose 

was to get a better view on the respondents’ understanding of privacy issues 

and GDPR legislations.  

- The third part focused on the state-of-the-art analysis made by the PREVENT 

PCP Consortium. The idea was to make sure that the market validated the 

analysis performed and the conclusions it has led to. 

- The section four was about the project set up and conditions. It included 

questions concerning issues such as human resources, finance investment and 

funding support, as well as the duration of the project and of its phases. The 

answers supported the Prevent PCP Consortium in deciding some calendar or 

financial evolutions for the PCP.  

- Part 5 included questions about the future of the project and the technologies 

and R&D needed but also questions to respondents on the concerns they may 

have on the project. Responding organisations were also asked to make 

recommendations on the evaluation criteria.  

- The sixth part covered the possibility of cooperation and creation of 

consortium between organisations to answer the PREVENT PCP challenge.  

- Part 7 targeted the specific issue of venture capital and the possibility of 

involving venture capital funds during the PCP. The main point here was to get 

a better understanding of the support expected (or not) by potential bidders 

on the matter.  

- Finally, the last section of the RFI form was about modalities of participation in 

the main OMC event.  

 

A total of 21 people answered the questionnaire. The results of the questionnaire are 

described in section 4.2 below. 

The Request For Information questionnaire is available as an Annex 3 to this 

document. 
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4. Summary of the results of the workshops 

4.1 Description of the Workshop 

The activity organised during the workshop session of the OMC event was an exercise 

called “Planning Poker” or “Scrum Poker”. The Planning Poker stems from Agile 

Software development. It is defined as a consensus-based, gamified technique for 

estimating challenges or difficulties ahead in a project planning.  

Participants were gathered in groups of 10 to 15, together with a minimum of 2 

moderators. Each “player” received a deck of cards (in our case: 1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 13 and 

20). Those cards were used to assess the level of difficulty of a series of tasks or 

situations told by the moderators. Once the situation was presented, each player 

individually evaluated how challenging the situation appeared.  

After a moment to reflect, the players revealed their choice at the same time. This 

simultaneity was a way to avoid bias. Firstly, because it prevented the establishment 

of a precedent (by the first participant to reveal his/her choice). Secondly, because it 

allowed to balance the most extreme point of views, which may seem more attractive 

to someone who’s mind is not really made, thanks to the variety of votes.  

Once the opinions were revealed, moderators had to initiate a conversation among 

players, based on the difference between their respective choices. The idea was to 

first ask the players with the most extreme point of view, those who separated from 

the crowd, before trying to temper those opinions with the choices that seemed more 

balanced. 

As the intensity of the conversation declined, moderators asked the participants to 

vote again. At this point, participants might have changed their vote, based on the 

arguments expressed during the discussion. In this way the conversation could start 

again.  

The same process was repeated several times, as long as the conversation was flowing 

and new arguments expressed. Repeating the process several times is important as it 

allowed participants to change their mind. Thus, the exercise, whose point was mainly 

to allow a collective reflection on the project’s main aspects, could reflect the 

evolution of the participants’ perception.  

The objective of the Scrum poker was to reach one of the two following situations:   

- Either the participants reach a consensus,  

- Either they agree on a disagreement but acknowledge that the others have hear 

their opinion.  

On the Prevent PCP workshop, 5 groups were created, one on site and four online. A 

set of 12 situations were drafted and presented to the participants in two alternative 

orders, so that all situations would be covered by at least one group. The conversation 

flowed smoothly, which was a clear sign of the enthusiasm of the participants.  

Following the workshops, a discussion was open with two objectives:  

- Sum up the main points expressed in the different groups (by the moderators),  
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- Gather the feeling from the participants on the exercise and allow them to 

express other point of views. During the collective time of restitution, 

moderators have summed up the main points discussed during the workshops 

(which will be described in the next section). It is interesting to observe that, 

for each group, moderators expressed the same conclusions: the conversation 

were rich and intense, very diverse points had been shared by the participants, 

but all groups have expressed similar concerns and observations.  

 

4.2 Situations presented to the participants  

A total of twelve situations were discussed during the workshop. Two alternative 

orders were prepared, so as to make sure all aspects would be covered in the limited 

duration of the workshop (approx. 2 hours). Still, some situations could not be 

covered as participants discussed intensively each of the options. We managed to 

cover seven out of the twelve questions.  

All the situations are listed below.  

i. The solution expected by Prevent PCP is based on 3 main innovations: The 

detection of unattended items, The association between items (luggage, 

bags…) and an owner, The tracking of the owner once the item is left 

unattended. Several products, already on the shelf, appears to address those 

challenges (although, not together). To what extend do those existing solution 

are already addressing Prevent PCP’s challenges? Do you consider those 

solutions satisfying enough?  

  

ii. Even though solution may partially address Prevent PCP challenges, there is 

still a gap to overcome. How difficult do you consider this gap (with the 

objective of fully addressing Prevent PCP challenge)?  

  

iii. Let’s figure the following situation: a man carrying a luggage is walking in a 

train station. He stops and talks to a woman for about a minute and then leave 

her with the luggage. Even though the woman doesn’t take the luggage, she 

doesn’t seem surprised. The train station is endowed with a surveillance 

system addressing the Prevent PCP challenges. The entire scene has been shot. 

To what extend would this situation be detected as an alert by the surveillance 

system? From a technical point of view, how difficult would it be to analyse 

correctly this situation? (we will consider this alert as a false positive for this 

exercise) 

  

iv. Throughout Europe, Privacy issues as well as GDPR meet various 

interpretations in national law. For instance, in some countries, experiments 

using video technologies and algorithms in public spaces is strictly framed 

whereas in other countries the regulations offer much more flexibility.To what 
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extend does it seem possible to commercialise the same product throughout 

Europe to address Prevent PCP challenges while overcoming those legal 

discrepancies? Would you need a support from the consortium to tackle this 

complexity? (then ask for concrete examples) 

  

v. Let’s figure the following situation: A woman is waiting in subway platform with 

a bag laid next to her feet. She suddenly walks to the vending machine located 

4 meters away from her bag (which she left) to get a snack. The order process 

takes the woman more than 45 seconds. The train station is endowed with a 

surveillance system addressing the Prevent PCP challenges. The entire scene 

has been shot. To what extend would this situation be analysed as a critical 

alert by the surveillance system? From a technical point of view, how difficult 

would it be to analyse correctly this situation? 

  

vi. [not discussed due to time limit] Let’s figure the following situation: A woman 

is waiting in subway platform with a bag laid next to her feet. She suddenly 

walks to the vending machine located 12 meters away from her bag (which she 

left) to get a snack. The order process takes the woman no more than 30 

seconds. The train station is endowed with a surveillance system addressing 

the Prevent PCP challenges. The entire scene has been shot. To what extend 

would this situation be analysed as a critical alert by the surveillance system? 

From a technical point of view, how difficult would it be to analyse correctly 

this situation? 

  

vii. [not discussed due to time limit] Having in mind the two previous situations: 

From a technical point of view, how difficult would it be analysed those 

situations differently? How much do you think those situations should be 

analysed differently? Would those situations be treated differently if a metro 

were to arrive while the woman is still ordering her snack? To what extend is 

it feasible to take into account such parameters?  

  

viii. [not discussed due to time limit] Let’s figure one last situation:  a man enters 

a station directly connected to a mall carrying in a bag the menu he just ordered 

from a nearby fast food. He eats his meal on a bench and puts the packaging 

back in the bag. He walks towards a waste bin equipped with a transparent 

plastic bag and put in it his large bag. He then leaves the station. The train 

station is endowed with a surveillance system addressing the Prevent PCP 

challenges. The entire scene has been shot. To what extend would this situation 

be analysed as a critical alert by the surveillance system? From a technical 

point of view, how difficult would it be to analyse correctly this situation? Would 

this situation be treated differently from the first situation, where a man run 

out of the station after leaving a shoe box in a waste bin? Should it?  
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ix. Once the tender procedure is completed and the bidders are selected, the 

solution shall be developed under a fixed calendar (announced in advance). 

Currently, this calendar is as follows (duration indicated include time for 

evaluation by the Prevent PCP Group): Solution design: 5 months; Prototype: 9 

months; Pilot tests: 6 months. Considering the challenges to take, to what 

extend do you consider this calendar as realistic?  

  

x. Once the tender procedure is completed and the bidders are selected, the 

Prevent PCP group will provide a financial support, compensating the R&D 

expenses incurred. The financial support will be announced in advance and 

differ from on phase to another. Currently, this financial support is as follows 

(duration indicated include time for evaluation by the Prevent PCP Group): 

Solution design: 150k€ x6 candidates; Prototype: 1M€ x4 candidates; Pilot 

tests: 2M€ x2 candidates. Considering the challenges to take, to what extend 

do you consider this financial support as realistic? (don’t forget that results 

obtained during the R&D process shall remain the property of the companies – 

therefore creating value for the competing companies) 

  

xi. According to Prevent PCP Public buyers group, a solution effectively addressing 

the challenges of Prevent PCP would meet an important demand from across 

Europe. Meanwhile, competing companies would have important costs to incur. 

To what extend a project such as Prevent PCP would allow you to attract 

venture capital from private investors? Does a backing from the Prevent PCP 

Group appears necessary to you on this matter?  

  

xii. [not discussed due to time limit] Let’s figure the following situation: A man sits 

on a bench next to a woman. He lays his bag next to his foot, closed to his 

neighbour. At some point, the man gets up and walks within the train station, 

his bag being left next to his neighbour. The two characters never spoke to 

each other. The train station is endowed with security cameras equipped with 

a surveillance system addressing the Prevent PCP challenges. The entire scene 

has been shot. To what extend would this situation go unnoticed? From a 

technical point of view, how difficult would it be to analyse correctly this 

situation? How challenging would it be for the surveillance system to detect the 

situation and raise the alarm?  

 

4.3 Input from the market 

This section presents a synthesis of the opinions expressed by participants during the 

workshops. These do not necessarily reflect the position of the Prevent PCP 
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Consortium and do not bind it for the upcoming stages of the project. Contributions 

are presented in pooled in section to provide more clarity.  

¤ The availability on the market of solutions addressing Prevent PCP need 

Some solutions are available on the market, but most participants agreed that item 

detection and association of an item to an owner are not properly working in 

operational environments. There is room for improvement, especially considering the 

use case of Prevent PCP (large spaces with an important crowd density). Participants 

acknowledged that the technology may exist but fails to meet the requirements.  

Most participants underlined that the tracking of individuals remains very challenging, 

especially considering GDPR and privacy regulations. Existing technologies not using 

biometric data are promising, even though they are not as efficient as those based on 

biometrics.  

Participants also pointed out how relative and subjective it is to consider that existing 

solutions could or could not address the Prevent PCP needs, as addressing a situation 

is rather contextual. Even though some item detection solutions are currently 

available on the market, it does not mean that they would be efficient in the context 

of transport infrastructures.  

Thus, what is to be considered is the use case for which a solution has been 

developed. For instance, a solution developed for areas with a low density of people 

(such as shopping malls or museums) would probably fail at addressing the Prevent 

PCP needs in a train station at peak hour. Beyond the density of a crowd, participants 

indicated that a solution which might have proven to be effective in a large room may 

still fail to deliver equivalent results in smaller spaces such as an underground subway 

corridor. The cameras’ field of view is an important parameter to consider from the 

first development steps.  

  

¤ The efficiency of existing solutions 

Participants mostly agreed upon the fact that, regarding the Prevent PCP challenges, 

item detection is the most advanced field (although the definition of an “unattended” 

item has to be clearly defined). On the opposite, tracking of individuals still appears 

as very challenging in an operational environment. The association of an item to a 

person would be in a middle position, but is not fully mature yet.  

Currently, no existing solution combines all the features expected by the Prevent PCP 

Consortium. Individually considered, the available solutions are not as effective as the 

Prevent PCP Consortium expects them to be. Some of them, described as “powerful” 

or “still in progress”, may reach a TRL level of 7 for some aspects of Prevent PCP. 

However, participants stressed that even solutions delivering interesting results have 

a very high level of false positive alerts.  

Participants insisted on the fact that the results achieved will mainly depend on the 

evaluation process: scenarios are expected to be detailed and precise. They will also 

rest on parameters such as the number and quality of cameras and the density of 

people.  
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Some participants indicated that a solution developed while taking into account the 

optical chain of sensors would achieve better results. Providing this information on 

the equipment of the pilot site would lead to a better solution design.  

When it comes to tracking individuals, especially in crowded areas, existing solutions 

are not really satisfying. In such context, participants pointed out that reaching an 

efficiency of 100% would not be realistic, especially considering the PCP’s limited 

duration. To avoid bias caused by peak hours, some participants advocated for a 

flexible evaluation methodology where the requirement levels take into account the 

density of the crowd.  

Some participants stated that a solution solely based on CCTV systems might be of a 

limited efficiency. The Lidar technology is not specifically mentioned by the Prevent 

PCP Consortium as a potential solution while it may prove itself very useful (even 

though it still needs some improvement).  

The possibility of using biometrics (with existing solutions or not) remained 

throughout all of the topics addressed, as some mentioned it would likely deliver 

better results. 

  

¤ The difficulty of overcoming the technological gap 

Reaching a TRL 8 within a 2-year period of time appeared very ambitious to the 

participants, especially considering the restrictions inherent to the GDPR. The nature 

of transport environment makes the Prevent PCP goals even more challenging, due to 

the crowd density.  

While mentioning the pilot sites, participants pointed out that the overlapping of 

cameras’ field of view would have a direct impact on the calculation capabilities 

required. Among the underlying challenges mentioned is the optimisation of 

calculation power.  

Some participants underlined that addressing Prevent PCP’s needs would require 

many different skills. They would consequently need to partner up with other 

companies to deliver such innovations. In addition, consortia would have to dedicate 

a lot of resources (staff resource in particular) to address such major challenges in a 

rather short period of time.  

Providing access to the pilot sites’ video feeds from the first step of the PCP would 

enhance the quality of the proposed solutions, almost all participants agreed. The use 

of footage can be an option to develop the solution at an early stage (with the proof 

of concept recently provided).   

In order to meet the project’s expectations, the definition of scenarios appeared very 

important. To that extend, participants urged the consortium to provide very detailed 

information on elements such as: which elements can be used to identify an 

individual, CCTV systems technical characteristics, the need to re-identify individuals 

once an alert is considered as closed or not, etc. Most participants also expressed the 

need of a concrete list of objects to be detected by the solution, prior to the solution 
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design. The main argument is that recognition through AI software requires training 

before prototyping.  

Similarly, the societal acceptance of the solution is a non-technological gap to 

overcome in the Prevent PCP use case.  

  

¤ The system’s ability to correctly analyse a situation 

In their vast majority, participants stressed out the importance of a human 

intervention to qualify the situation as an actual alert or a “false positive”. The system 

should not decide by itself if a situation is worrisome. Some participants pointed out 

that the frequency of alert resulting in false positive may tend security operators to 

reject the system.  

In addition, the evaluation by security operators would help training the models: 

cooperation with PTOs will be expected. To that extend, it would be necessary for the 

solution to include automatic and regular retraining systems. Updating the system is 

of critical importance. Participants agreed that real training implies working on real 

data. Thus, they would need to access PTOs’ staff and operational centres at an early 

stage.  

Participant did not foresee the emergence of a solution able to classify situations by 

itself in a near future. Such evolution would require the system to embed learning 

technologies. It would raise a legitimate question on whether or not it constitutes a 

desirable development. However, it is possible to design a configurable solution with 

different level of alerts (based on parameters such as distance, time, gap, etc.). 

Participants therefore asked for a clear description of the crisis management system.  

A consequence is that suppliers would need to exchange with experienced “labelling 

teams” among PTOs: an efficient solution would need to incorporate their knowledge 

to feature a system of “pre-classification”, prior to the operators’ intervention. If such 

exchange between suppliers and PTOs were not possible, the labelling would only be 

done by the suppliers. It would then not perfectly meet the users’ needs.  

The analysis of a scene history (i.e. what happened in the seconds before an alert) 

would be difficult to process for a software. A technology may fail to recognise which 

bags belong to two separate groups standing near each other. Factors such as 

distance, time, speed of people leaving were mentioned as easier parameters to 

feature in a software.  

  

¤ The various interpretation of GDPR in national law 

According to the participants, designing a specific solution for each national 

legislation is not economically sustainable, especially considering that regulation 

evolves. Therefore, they renewed their call for specific technical requirement defining 

common objectives for each phase, including on GDPR issues. Otherwise, the financial 

resources required to deliver a solution fitting each legislation would be beyond the 

capacities of Prevent PCP.  
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Some participants suggested that a way of bypassing the discrepancies would be to 

require a flexible solution design. Other contributions pointed out that flexible 

solutions would entail an extensive use of AI, while AI is still a technology field in its 

infancy. Such operational use of AI technology may not be ready in the duration of 

Prevent PCP.  

Still, some participants pointed out that in the field of innovation, alike supply creates 

demand, the advent of a new technology sets the need for legal framework evolutions. 

The success of Prevent PCP could be paradigm shifting. Accessing video flows from 

PTOs for experimentation purpose could be justified by public interest. To that 

extend, the restrictive regulation in some Member States concerned many 

participants.  

Regarding the need for support from the Prevent PCP Consortium, participants 

indicated that they are used to deal with GDPR issues. Therefore, an automatic legal 

support is not particularly required. Instead, those participants would better 

appreciate to have legal expenses considered as development costs and/or an “on 

demand” legal support. Still, participants expected the Prevent PCP Consortium to 

make sure they will be allowed to test their solution at the pilot stage.  

  

¤ The timescale realism 

Most participants saw the proposed calendar as tight, considering all the intermediate 

checks suppliers would have to go through. The project being extremely ambitious, 

many participants ask for a longer PCP. Fewer express a more optimistic approach 

while considering the exponential rate of innovation. Many participants indicated that 

a scalable calendar would allow to combine ambition and uncertainty.  

In regard to the three proposed phases, some participants considered that pilot tests 

are projected to last for a very short amount of time. Several opinions agreed upon 

the interest of having phases 2 and 3 of an equal length. They advocated for a shorter 

prototype phase and a subsequently longer pilot phase. By contrast, other participants 

expressed concerns about how short was the solution design phase (allowing to take 

into account the scenarios, the KPIs and the specific needs).  

Again, a clear definition of the expected achievement for each phase is expected from 

participants to provide a better opinion. In that way, some comments were made on 

the potential need for a fourth phase, dedicated to the deployment of the solution on 

the pilot sites (between phase 2 and phase 3). A clear description of the main steps 

is required.  

A common point of view on the third phase was to warn the Prevent PCP Consortium 

about the delay to receive a permit. This procedure should be anticipated as much as 

possible. A support from the Prevent PCP Consortium is expected on that matter.  

Finally, some participants clearly linked the access to video flow at an early stage, on 

the one hand, and the realism of the calendar, on the other hand.  
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¤ The financial support 

Many participants considered the financial support provided by the PCP as realistic, 

although the opinion was not unanimous. Based on their remarks on the calendar 

(which, considering the objectives, appears too short to many), some participants 

recommended to provide more funding to the awarded suppliers.  

That being said, remarks were made on the splitting of funding among the three 

phases. Participants acknowledged that solution design is critical. Therefore, 

providing additional funding prior the pilots appeared essential to foster the 

emergence of better solutions. With Phase 2 currently expected to last relatively long, 

a corresponding funding should be made available. Those remarks underlined that 

the first two phases will require a lot of time worked while results remain uncertain. 

Participants ask for a rebalancing of credits.  

On the other hand, many participants felt that too much funding was kept for Phase 

3. Furthermore, participants pointed out that once suppliers will be working on a 

solution they trust, it will be easier for them to find and dedicate resources to the 

pilots. Reversely, the first phases are expected to receive less funding while the 

outcome would appear more uncertain at the time.  

In addition, participants agreed that, if a calendar evolution was to be decided, it 

should be reflected by an evolution of the financial support scheme.  

  

¤ Attracting venture capital 

Participants stressed out that attracting venture capital can only be done with prior 

results: an interesting project is not enough. Therefore, asking the selection 

companies and consortia to work on venture capital from the beginning of the project 

may not be the best option and should rather be considered during Phase 3. Still, if 

promising solutions can stem from Prevent PCP, investors may be interested as many 

companies have tried to deliver the expected solution.  

Some participants mentioned that venture capital investors are usually more 

interested by IPRs and legal obligations on the technology use, instead of the entire 

solution. In contrast, the uncertainty of the legal framework across Europe may limit 

the interest of investors.  

On that matter, support from the Prevent PCP Consortium could provide some help. 

Considering the opinions previously mentioned, prior research should be managed 

by the Prevent PCP Consortium before the implication of selection companies and 

consortia.  

 

¤ Other considerations 

Participants stated that there is a distinction between full integration, partial 

integration and dedicated tools. The full interoperability is expected by the Prevent 



 

18 

 

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020        

research and innovation programme under grant agreement No 101020374 

 

 

PCP Group, but the terms of this interoperability must be clearly expressed, as the 

level of integration to deliver will shape the R&D activities.  

Even if PTOs will be the end users of the solution, participants wished that LEAs would 

receive enough information on the solutions.  

 

5. Summary of the results of the RFI questionnaire 

Part 2 - Ethics and Privacy 

The PREVENT PCP goal is to develop an innovative solution in security technology 

which will be able to answer to the common needs of a large economic market. Such 

an innovative solution has to be fully compatible with the different GDPR legislations, 

depending on the country. To do so, the interoperability of the technological solution 

with European legislations should be guaranteed.  

 

Figure 11: GDPR legislations 

Results presented in figure 11 show that the respondents are aware of the GDPR 

legislations differences and ready to adapt their solutions. 

 

Figure 12: Use of biometric data processing 

Most organizations are not using biometric data processing on their technologies but 

some of them indicated that it depends on the technology.  

Respondents were asked how to overcome the national differences regarding GDPR 

legislation considering PREVENT PCP’s main objectives. Their answers mainly 

mentioned to study and keep updating the current and future GDPR legislations 

applicable in each phase of the product design. They expected the PREVENT PCP 

Consortium to give clear specifications on the needs and interoperability requirement.  

Respondents also recommended organizing workshops in order to alert and work on 

the different GDPR legislations. Interventions from external parties such as auditors 
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on developments could also be relevant as well as a permanent communication with 

the involved national/local regulators.  

Finally, with the consent of the public, the design flexibility appeared as a priority. 

Indeed, the developed solution has to be adaptable for non-biometric and biometric 

features. The use of a system with authentication mechanisms to access confidential 

data or a restricted time access could also be a potential solution.  

 

 

Figure 13: Features that need data processing 

  

Figure 13 presents the different features already used by the respondents that need 

data processing. We clearly identify that the facial recognition is the most used to 

identify individuals.  

 

Part 3 – State of the art 

The project’s ambition is to deliver an operational system able to enhance and ease 

security operators’ intervention in terms of abandoned items and individuals tracking. 

The solution’s effectiveness shall be based on its interoperability with existing 

surveillance means and command systems. The aimed technology should be able to: 

- Detect and classify items in a video stream 

- Associate items to its owner(s) 

- Detect when an item is separated from its owner(s) 

- Automatically search the owner on all the CCTV cameras of a specified perimeter 

In order to guaranty the level of innovation of the PREVENT PCP project, the State-Of-

The-Art analysis identified the available technologies which could answer to its needs 

at three main levels, i.e. abandoned luggage identification, individuals tracking 

system and crisis management system. 
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When asked about the gaps and/or weaknesses to be outreached in order to address 

PREVENT PCP’s needs, most respondents agreed that the available technologies are 

not functioning in a real-life situation, especially considering crowd density. Indeed, 

they highlighted the lack of data sets of context and situation where solution should 

work. The cameras’ field of view also interferes in the information treatment. The 

main difficulty mentioned is the complexity of association between person and 

luggage. 

Participants also pointed out the importance of the integration between those 

technologies and the interoperability between different transport operators active in 

the same area. 

Some point of vigilance has been evocated such as the interest to define precisely the 

objects to detect and the scenes potentially dangerous to avoid false negative and 

positive alerts.  

 

Figure 14: Solutions answering to one or several of the main features needed for the 

project 

85% of respondents consider their technologies as able to provide solutions 

addressing to one or several of the PREVENT PCP challenge. In general, technologies 

developed by the respondents’ answers to the interoperability need with partial and 

full integration. Most of them are compatible with Genetec security centre, Milestone 

and equivalents systems.  

 

Figure 15: R&D (TRL 3-7) needed for the 3 mains PREVENT PCP challenges 
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As indicated in figure 15, most of respondents (85%) acknowledged that there is 

enough room for R&D in the field of PREVENT PCP challenge. Moreover, 70% of 

respondents agreed on the conclusions of the state-of-the-art analysis performed by 

PREVENT PCP.  

 

 

Figure 16: TRL of the solutions available in the market  

Figure 16 presents the TRL average identified by each participant about the 4 main 

challenges of the project. We can note that the TRL associated with challenge 1 and 2 

are relatively high. However respondents clearly indicated the proper functioning of 

those technologies in laboratory environment and not in the operational environment 

of transport infrastructures. 

 

Part 4- Set-up and conditions of the PREVENT- PCP 

PREVENT PCP will cover 3 phases of R&D for selected companies/consortia: 

- Phase 1/Solution design (expected duration: 5 months) 

- Phase 2/Prototype development (expected duration: 9 months) 

- Phase 3/Operational validation (expected duration: 6 months) 

According to the results in figure 17, 70% of respondents agreed on the duration and 

phases organization of the project.  
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Figure 17: methodology of phases and duration 

After informing about the organization of the project, respondents were asked to 

estimate the financial and human resources investment needed for PREVENT PCP 

project. The answers advanced R&D activities as well as human resources as the main 

expenditure item. Investments linked to the test and pilot were then mentioned. 

Finally, project management and material expenses received fewer votes.  

However, some respondents warned the Prevent PCP Consortium about the fact that 

it appeared too early to give an estimation at this stage.  

 

 

Figure 18: Performance of R&D services in EU Member States 

All participants pointed out the importance to perform 100% of the R&D in EU Member 

States. They mentioned the fact that PREVENT PCP is a European project which should 

promote European R&D services. In their opinion, this could also contribute to the 

social acceptance of the project.  

 

Part 5 – The future of the project  

Respondents were asked about the factors of success for a solution. The Prevent PCP 

Consortium had already identified criteria such as the level of detection, the 

proportion of false alarms, the cost avoided for the final user, the value for money 

and the user interface.  

Respondents have also mentioned the possibility to add other use cases (among 

others: behaviour detection, predictive analysis, possibility to interact with the 

unattended item’s owner, etc.). An evolutive solution corresponds to the market’s 

expectation.  
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The solution’s updates are described as extremely relevant. Suppliers stipulated that 

they should be able to control the processed data, which implies to have access to 

analytical servers. Accessing to video flows from Day 1 would also enhance the quality 

of the final solution. They recommend an open data system providing updates based 

on the integration of feedbacks (including from other deployment sites) and self-

learning algorithms (learning from real events in a supervised manner) 

Respondents pointed out that the Prevent PCP Consortium insists on item detection 

and tracking of individual, but usually lack of focus on the functionalities of the crisis 

management system. For instance, the level of automation or the requirement of an 

advanced rule editor for alarm generation leave the market with questions.  

In terms of additional features for the solution, respondents have many suggestions. 

Among them, it can be mentioned the precise localisation of objects for field 

operators, the installation of detection doors (to improve the items identification), the 

compatibility with GPU based solution, and the alert sent to first responder in case of 

an accident. Additional features may also be services. In that vein, a cooperation with 

PTOs prospective teams would allow the solution to evolve and stick to their activity, 

as well as the training of security operators. 

For individual recognition, biometrics are usually favoured. Infrared technologies are 

also remarked. Anonymization and homomorphic encryption can be key technologies 

to address this need without using biometric data, even though it does not seem 

mature enough.  

Contributions also stated that the solution effectiveness depends on the complexity 

of the problem to solve. It also depends on the robustness of the network 

infrastructure and the agility of the VMS.  

On the other hand, respondents were asked about the risks which could jeopardy the 

project. Some answers approached the project’s level of ambition: having too much 

ambition could be a risk for the project. An AI solution cannot be as efficient as a 

human eye, but it may reach a high performance for simple tasks.  

Respondents then suggested the project to prioritize its expectations: is the item 

detection more important than the tracking of individuals? The project’s ambition also 

relates to the variety of contexts, which is extremely challenging. To some extent, 

this concern sums up issues such as IPRs, business model, timing and available 

funding resumed in the chart below.  

Yet again, providing a clear description of the scenarios to explore appears as the 

best way get the project’s ambitious to be shared by the Prevent PCP Consortium and 

the Market.  
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Figure 19: Concerns about the project 

Many concerns related to the technical infrastructure in which the solution shall 

operate. The image quality and the level of bandwidth were mentioned. Answers 

stressed that AI is of no use with poor quality data. For instance, tracking of 

individuals is easier with vertical cameras, but also require homogeneity of camera.  

Respondents also asked for detailed description of the interoperability between PTOs’ 

and LEAs’ operating systems. Having too diverse scenarios may also threaten the 

suppliers’ ability to address the tender, especially if they need to work on centralized, 

decentralized and onboarded systems at the same time.  

Although GDPR is seen as an external factor, respondents expressed their expectation 

of having the Prevent PCP Consortium to provide them with a clear framework for the 

Phases 2 and 3 of the project.  

The acceptance of the solution also appeared as a potential threat. Legal pushback 

may occur if the Prevent PCP Consortium does not figure out how to collect 

passengers’ consent, especially considering that biometrics offers better results for 

tracking. The acceptance also affects security operators (important workload) and 

people who work within the infrastructure.  

A study should be performed on the equilibrium between the GDPR and the AI act 

(COM(2021) 206 final), currently discussed by European institutions. Finally, 

respondents were asking for accelerated certifications by authorities (and support 

from the Prevent PCP Consortium on that matter).  

Respondents were asked to suggest evaluation criteria. Few answers advocated for 

some evaluation criteria to remain secret for suppliers (still, in order to guarantee 

transparency, this should not be done). Finally, several respondents warned the 

Prevent PCP Consortium about criteria lacking scalability.  
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Figure 20: Relevant eveluation criteria  

An evaluation process suggested by several respondents, for phase 2 and 3, would 

consist in providing the same video to be processed simultaneously by each solution. 

An on-site testing with actors could allow a series of exercises. Parameters such as 

crowd density or quality of image could potentially be used as way for scaling up 

difficulty.   

Respondents also recommended that KPIs would reflect the security improvement 

provided by each solution, as the project’s ambition is to improve security situational 

awareness. The submission of a detailed schedule assessment simultaneously 

illustrating the accomplished verifications procedures done and the upcoming 

workload or a justified financial plan were also mentioned.  

When asked about other research areas the PREVENT PCP project should also focus 

on, most respondent recommend sticking to the project, as it is already very complex.  

  

Part 6 – Cooperation  

All respondents already collaborated with other organisations to carry out research 

and development activities. Out or the 21 answers received, only one respondent is 

considering the possibility of bidding on its own (without excluding cooperation).  

All respondents underlined that drafting a consortium agreement at the proposal 

stage is the most adequate way to mitigate the risks regarding issues such as 

intellectual property rights, secrecy, and legal or commercial threats. Consortium 

agreement should cover the protection of individual prior knowledge, the further 

exploitation of knowledge developed during the PCP or topics such as the right of 

sublicensing to third parties.  
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Some contributions also addressed legal issues, such as:  

- the responsibility of developers in the event of a mistake made by the solution,  

- the inappropriateness of research and development contracts for the 

development of mature technologies
1

 (especially during phase 3).  
 

Finally, respondents expect a clear definition of the Public Buyers’ royalty-free access 

right to data gathered during the project (as pointed out in other documents).  

  

Part 7 – Venture capital  

Respondents were questioned about the relevance of receiving support from the 

Prevent PCP Consortium in order to access venture capital funds. Most answers 

recognise that such support would be of higher interest at the development stage 

rather than when commercialising the solution.  

 

-  

Figure 21: Interest in Venture Capital support 

10% of the answers are not applicable, due to a confusion between VC funding an EU 

funding or because respondent indicated “do not know”. This tends to revalue 

upwards the level of respondents interested in receiving support from the Prevent PCP 

Consortium on that matter.  

                                                
1 Directive 2009/81/EC states that R&D does not include the making and qualification of pre-production 

prototype, tools and industrial engineering, industrial design or manufacture.  
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When asked more precisely about the type of support they would expect, many 

respondents indicated that VC would be at the development stage than at the 

commercialisation stage. All combined, those answers represent more than 35% of 

the received questionnaires. It is interesting to note that organisations expecting 

some support by VC are all SMEs (micro-enterprises: 25%, small enterprises: 60%, 

medium enterprises: 15%).  

 

 

Figure 22: Expected support from venture capital investors, by category 

A respondent remarked that Prevent PCP may lead to the creation of a spin-off 

company: if so, VC could be an option to consider. In addition, Large companies have 

been easier to reach: it can reasonably be expected that, due to dissemination 

activities, more SMEs will hear about the project and consider their participation to 

the tender procedure. Those results and additional arguments illustrate the relevance 

of exploring this type of funding. 

Two factors appear as relevant of explain the results, lack of knowledge on VC not 

being one of them.  

1. A common denominator for the respondents’ willingness or reluctance to 

access venture capital might be their current ability to easily access financial 

resources. Companies which already have R&D funding do not need additional 

ones at the moment, while those looking for external investors tend to be 

keener on the matter.  

2. Another key driver appears to be the level of demand addressed by the project: 

VC suits better niche applications. The results tend to show different 

perceptions of Prevent PCP among respondents. 
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One out of four respondents already received external investments from venture 

capital funds: this group was not inclined to be either more or less open to VC than 

the other. Others stated that they would not need VC funding for this project, either 

because they are an established research ecosystem run as a private organisation but 

under public stakeholders or SMEs backed by business angels. 

Finally, respondents did not consider the possibility of receiving VC as they have to 

compete in Prevent PCP, even though a third of them felt the option it could be an 

additional incentive to participate (this figure goes up to 60% among respondents 

interested in receiving a support on VC by the Prevent PCP Consortium). Exploring the 

possibility of providing support on that matter to selected companies and consortia 

during had been identified by the Prevent PCP Consortium as an action fostering the 

project’s chances of success. Those results validate this approach.  

 

6. Conclusions 

The valuable input from the market collected during the OMC and analysed in this 

document led the Prevent PCP Consortium to draw some conclusions for the project’s 

next steps. They can be summarised in four points: 

1. The market agreed that no solution is currently able to address the Prevent PCP 

needs to procure R&D services. The TRL level of the relevant technologies being 

considered as insufficiently high, stakeholders and Prevent PCP Consortium 

consider that there is both room for innovation and an existing demand for the 

expected solution. Therefore, as suggested by the State-of-the-Art analysis, a 

Pre-Commercial Procurement is the most appropriate procedure. Results being 

uncertain in such procedure, the Prevent PCP Consortium shall adopt a 

resolutely ambitious approach while providing support to the selected 

companies and consortia in all the project’s steps.  

2. If the Prevent PCP Consortium wants the Market to share this level of ambition, 

it is key that the tender documentation shall provide to all potential bidders 

the clarity they need to measure the level of involvement required. Among all 

the input gathered during the OMC, the demand for clear terms and provisions 

was the most notable.  

Technology suppliers asked for a clear definition of the objectives to reach at 

each PCP steps, from the tender procedure preparation to the end of phase 3. 

The demand for clarity concerns all the aspects of the PCP: the Prevent PCP 

goals, the technical description of each task to perform, the scenarios to 

explore and the evaluation methodology (from the selection of bidder to the 

third phase).  

The exchanges with the Market suggested the Prevent PCP Consortium to focus 

on the project goals: exploring a coherent set of scenarios appears as the best 

way to offer clear project conditions. The number of offers submitted to the 

tender is at stake. Offering a lucid and explicit description of each project steps 

is an unconditional condition for Prevent PCP’s success and credibility.  
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3. The OMC also revealed the importance of a constant interaction between the 

Prevent PCP Consortium and the selected companies on privacy law and GDPR 

issue. It is expected that the partners shall support technology developer to 

ensure the GDPR compliance of solutions developed under Prevent PCP.  

Most contributions reminded that, when it comes to video analytics, technology 

development in controlled conditions does not lead to successful innovations 

in an operational environment. Therefore, providing access to real video flows 

was presented as an essential condition for the development of efficient 

solutions.  

Contributions urged the Prevent PCP Consortium to create the conditions 

where R&D providers can use such data. In the same vein, it appeared to the 

market as a responsibility for the Prevent PCP Consortium to ensure the 

authorisation to deploy the solutions and the possibility of testing them on 

actual video feeds in the four pilot sites.  

4. Finally, the OMC contributors suggested the Prevent PCP Consortium to provide 

a flexible and scalable framework, reflecting the progress achieved all along 

the PCP. This is particularly important for an innovation project based on AI 

technologies, which is a field where developments and innovations do not 

follow a linear fashion. It is therefore highly relevant for the Prevent PCP 

Consortium to introduce flexibility in the procedure when designing the tender 

documents.  
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ANNEX 1: Agenda OMC Event in Marseille 

 

Day 1 – 19
th

 January 2022 

Open Market Consultation – Plenary session 

Hours Topic 

13:45 – 14:00 Participants’ registration 

14:00 – 14:10 

Official opening of the OMC event 

 

 D. Broggi (Région SUD) 

 Y. Bouali (Prevent PCP project coordinator - Engineering) 

 

14:10 – 15:10 

Plenary session - Opening panel discussion  

“Videosurveillance and security innovations” 

 

 X. Roche (SNCF)  

 M. Leoutre (European Commission, DG HOME) 

 

Questions and open discussion with the audience  

 

15:10 – 15:40 

Feedback from Previous PCP 

 

 Live interview from a public buyer and a selected company 

L. Verhaegen & K. Van Aert (WBL) and M. Schenk (RHDHV) 

(interview by C. Lecot – Région SUD) 

 

Questions and open discussion with the audience  

 

15:40 – 15:50 Break 

15:50 – 16:50 

Prevent PCP – project presentation, Prototype & Pilot sites 

 

 Project presentation and prototype phase by Y. Bouali 

(Engineering) 

 French pilot presentation by A. Raudin (SNCF) and E. Laurens 

Fonseca (RATP) 

 Portuguese pilot presentation, by A. Valente (Metro Lisboa) 

 Italian pilot presentation, by G. Gianquinto (AMT Genova) 

 Spanish pilot presentation, by R. Ortega (TMB Barcelona) 

 

Questions and open discussion with the audience 

 

16:50 – 17:20 

RFI questionnaire –  

 

 Presentation of the State-of-the-art analysis & the Commercial 

off the shelf study by B. Kozuch (Polish Platform for Homeland 

Security) and P. Kubiak (Moratex)  

 

Questions and open discussion with the audience 
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 Day 2 – 20
th

 January 2022 

Open Market Consultation – Workshop and networking 

session 

Hours Topic 

09:00 – 09:15 

Participants’ registration 

Formation of groups and presentation of the workshops 

 

09:15 – 12:00 
Workshops – Planning poker technique 

 

12:00 – 12:30 
Open debate and networking 
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ANNEX 2: Agenda Informative Webinars 

 

Duration Section 

5 mins 

Opening  

Welcoming words, disclaimer, agenda  

10 mins 

Quick project presentation 

Consortium, need expression, Prevent CSA  

Questions and answers 

20 mins 

What is a PCP?  

Presentation of innovation procurement – difference 

between PCP and PPI 

Questions and answers   

15 mins 

What are the goals of PREVENT PCP? 

Expectation from the Prevent PCP Group 

Questions and answers 

10 mins 

Presentation of the Users Observatory Group 

Questions and answers 

25 mins 

Concrete examples of the project’s interest & Main 

challenges 

Concrete situations where Prevent PCP is needed – main 

challenges and gaps for a successful project 

Question and answers   

10 mins 

Introduction of the RFI questionnaire  

Questions and answers 

Up to 30 mins 

“Open mic” 

Viewers may present their company and express a need 

for cooperation in 3-4 minutes 

Total duration: approx. 2 hours 
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ANNEX 3: PREVENT PCP – Request For Information Questionnaire 

This survey is part of the Open Market Consultation of PREVENT PCP. It should provide Prevent 
Group feedback from the market about the main challenges of the project. The market 

consultation document related to this questionnaire, can be found on the project’s website 

(https://prevent-pcp.eu/wp-content/uploads/Market-Consultation-Document-PREVENT-

PCP-OMC.pdf). 

  

This survey consists of several questions and should take around 30 to 45 minutes to complete. 

Respondents are invited to answer all the questions in this survey (one survey per company). 

The results will be considered when drafting the PREVENT PCP call for tender to design, 

prototype test and evaluate a security solution. 

  

All information provided during the Open Market Consultation and other background 

information will be anonymized, summarized and published online in English on the project 

website. 

  

Please note that taking part in this survey is not a prerequisite for the participation in PREVENT 

PCP call for tenders and does not give any advantage to any supplier. Although, the Open Market 

Consultation shall provide PREVENT PCP Group key information in order to shape the call for 

tenders adequately. Therefore, expressing your views on the project can only be useful, 

including for your organization. Only answers in English will be considered. 

  

Respondents will be able to book a bilateral meeting, once their questionnaire is completed. 

Meeting will be held in English only. Booking of available spots will take place on a first come 

first served basis and will be organised from January 20th to February 10th, for a duration à 30 

minutes. If needed, bilateral meetings will be organised in a harmonized way in order to ensure 

transparency and equal treatment: no additional information would be disclosed. The sole 

purpose of those meetings is to allow respondents to ask questions while protecting business 

confidentiality. 

  

Your personal data will be collected, processed, stored and used by PREVENT PCP Group only 

for the implementation of the PREVENT PCP project. Personal data will be treated as strictly 

confidential according to the General Data Protection Regulation (Regulation 2016/679 of the 

European Parliament and of the Council). You may exercise your right to access to personal data 

and the right to rectify such data by applying to (contact@prevent-pcp.eu). 

Part 1. General information about your organization 

1. Please provide the following information about your organization 

Company name 

Creation date 

Country 

Number of employees 
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Annual income 

Contact name and email address 

Website 

Have you already answered to the first questionnaire "Open Market Coonsultation Registration 

and Profile Form"? 

Yes  

No  
 

2. Please select the type of company that describes your organization: 

Public authority/ Public entity/ Public equivalent body 

Micro entreprise/ SME 

Large Company 

Academia/ Research institute 

Private research institute 

Not- for- profit organization 

Start-up/ Spin off 

Other (please specify) 

 

If you selected "Other" in the previous question: 

 

3. Please specify your organization's main activity (Developper, manufacturer, supplier, 

designer, other please specify): 

 

4. Describe the purpose of your company and, if applicable, the field(s) of R&D you are involved 

in: 

 

5. Your presence on the market is: 

Local 

Regional 

National 

European 

International 

Not applicable 
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6. Do you or your organization consider security and the related technologies as a core part of 

your work? 

Yes, it is a core part of our work 

No, it is not a core part of our work but we are interested in understanding innovation 

procurement (PCP/PPI) 

No, it is not a core part of our work but we are interested in the potential technologies 

developed 

 

7. Do you have relevant experience in researching, developing, buying or selling technologies 

related to transport security or anti-terrorist security? Please respond to the question by 

mentioning the average years of experience your company has in the corresponding. 

 

In addition, do you have relevant experience in any of those relevant fields . Please respond to 

the question by mentioning the average years of experience your company has in the 

corresponding boxes. 

 

 

8. Are you qualified in relevant research and development areas which are not listed in 

question 7? 

If so, please list them and mention the years of experience your company has: 

 

9. Do you have any background in crisis management in transport infrastructure (e.g. panic 

movement, suspect tracking, weapon detection, unattended items detection, etc.)? 
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Yes  

No 

No, but my organization researches or has an interest in technology applicable which 

meet this need 
 

If you answered "No, but my organization researches or has an interest in technology 

applicable which meet this need" in the previous question, please give examples and mention 

the average years of experience: 

 

10. Do you intend to attend the Open Market Consultation event to be held in Marseille on 

January 19th and 20th? 

Yes, on site 

Yes, online 

No 

Uncertain 

Not applicable 
 

11. Do you intend to attend the informational webinars to be held in January? 

In English on January 10th 

In French on January 12th 

In Polish on January 13th 

In Portuguese on January 14th 

In Spanish on January 25th 

In Dutch on January 26th 

In Greek on January 27th 

In Italian on January 28th 

Not applicable 

 

Part 2. Ethics and Privacy 

The PREVENT PCP goal is to develop an innovative solution in security technology which will 

be able to answer to the common needs of a large economic market. Such innovative solution 

has to be fully compatible with the different GDPR legislations (General Data Protection 

Regulation), depending on the country. To do so, we must guaranty the interoperability of the 

technological solution by respecting European and international legislations in one hand and 

image rights and the right to privacy in each country on the other hand. 

 

12.  Does your technology take into account the different GDPR legislations? 
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Yes  

No, but our technology can implement adaptations to such regulatory differences 

No  
 

13. How will you overcome the national differences regarding GDPR legislation considering 

PREVENT PCP’s main objectives? 

 

14.  Does your technology use biometric data processing? 

Yes  

No 

It is depending on the technology 
 

 

Part 3. State of the art 

The project’s ambition is to deliver an operational system able to enhance and ease security 

operators’ intervention in terms of abandoned items and individuals tracking. The solution’s 

effectiveness shall be based on its interoperability with existing surveillance means and 

command systems. 

The aimed technology should be able to: 

- Detect and classify items in a video stream 

- Associate items to its owner(s) 

- Detect when an item is separated from its owner(s) 

- Automatically search the owner on all the CCTV cameras of a specified perimeter 

In order to guaranty the level of innovation of the PREVENT PCP project, we need to identify 

the technologies available on the market which could answer to our needs at three main levels, 

i.e. abandoned luggage identification, individuals tracking system and crisis management 

system. 

 

15. What are the gaps and/or weaknesses to be outreached in order to address PREVENT PCP’s 
needs, i.e. to address the aforementioned 4 features altogether? 

 

16.  Is your company already able to provide solutions answering to one or several of the 4 

main features described above? 

Yes  

No 
 

17. Does the technology you develop and provide usually answers to the interoperability need 

with existing and standard VMS or supervision tools? Please, if possible, provide some 
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instances of implementation (especially which VMS and what type of integration - full or 

partial)? 

 

18.  Given the needs of PREVENT-PCP on augmenting the security in public transport through 

the development of innovative solutions, the novel technologies should endow Public 

Transport Operators (PTOs) with solutions enhancing security situational awareness 

through: 

- Timely automatic detection of potentially dangerous unattended items in Public Transport 

Infrastructure and in public areas in the vicinity; 

- Identification and tracking of perpetrators; and 

- Advanced crisis management system. 

Do you think that there is enough room for R&D (TRL 3-7) in this field? 

Yes  

No 

I do not know 
 

Please elaborate: 

 

19.  According to you, at which TRL are the solutions available in the market to target the 

functionalities required: 

 

 

20.  Do you agree with the conclusions of the state-of-the-art (SOTA) analysis performed by 

PREVENT-PCP? 

Yes  

No 

I do not know 
 

Please elaborate: 
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Part 4. Set-up and conditions of the PREVENT- PCP 

PREVENT PCP will cover 3 phases of R&D for selected companies/consortia: 

- Phase 1/Solution design (expected duration : 5 months) 

- Phase 2/Prototype development (expected duration : 9 months) 

- Phase 3/Operational validation (expected duration : 6 months) 

 

21. Would you fit within this methodology of phases and their respective duration? 

Yes  

No 

I do not know 
 

Please elaborate: 

 

22.  From a financial perspective, how would you evaluate the investment required to deliver 

the expected innovation? (in €) 

 

23. From a human resources perspective, how would the number of hours required to deliver 

the expected innovation? (in hours) 

24. Do you agree with the PREVENT-PCP setup that requests that 100% of R&D services should 

be performed 100% in the EU Member States or associated countries? 

Yes  

No 

I do not know 
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Please elaborate: 

 

Part 5. The future of the project 

25. What features/technologies do you think should be included in the PREVENT PCP 

solution? If you think some components are more essential than others, we kindly ask you to 

specify it. (Please list a maximum of 5 solutions in decreasing order of importance) 

 

26. According to you, what are the essential conditions for the PREVENT PCP technology to be 

economically successful on the market? (Please list a maximum of 3 conditions in decreasing 

order of importance) 

 

27. What concerns do you have about PREVENT PCP project? 

Infrastructural limitations 

Business model 

Cooperation 

Timing 

Legal constraints (GDPR legislation and data protection) 

Available funding 

Intellectual Property Rights 

Acceptance by the general public 

Other 

 

Please elaborate: 

 

28. Based on your experience, what are the potential market risks that could jeopardize the 

return on investment and business goals of suppliers? 

 

29. Which criteria do you consider will be relevant to evaluate the PREVENT PCP solutions? 

Interoperability 

Price 

Feasibility to deliver requested results under foreseen duration 

Performance 

Innovation degree 
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Commercialisation plan 

Acceptance by the general public 

Other 

 

30. Which are the most suitable validation procedures for the procurement, in order to be 

checked whether the objectives of the call are achieved by market/industry? 

 

31. According to you, does the PREVENT PCP challenge foster breakthrough innovation? 

Yes  

No 
 

32. Are there other research areas should we invest in and other technical solution we should 

integrate in order to address PREVENT PCP’s needs? (priority order) 

 

 

Part 6. Cooperation 

33. Have you ever collaborated with other companies to carry out a R&D project? 

Yes  

No 
 

34. If you were to join a consortium in order to answer PREVENT PCP ‘s call for tenders, 

which concerns would you have regarding Intellectual Property Rights and protection of 

industrial and commercial secrets? 

 

35. If you were to join a consortium in order to answer PREVENT PCP ‘s call for tenders, 

which concerns would have regarding potential legal and commercial threats or risks your 

solution could face? 

 

36. Are you willing to collaborate with other organization(s)/ company(ies)/consortium(a) 

in order to submit a tender? 

Yes  

No 
 

37. If so, does the PREVENT PCP Group have your permission to share the data of your 

organization and your contact details (name, last name and e-mail) with other organizations 

in a match-making perspective only? 

Yes  

No 
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38. At this stage, is your organization/ company/ consortium interested in taking part in the 

PREVENT PCP innovation challenge? 

Yes  

No 

Uncertain 

Not applicable 
 

 

Part 7. Venture Capital 

The PREVENT PCP Group is currently assessing the possibility of involving Venture Capital 

funds (and similar investors) in order to support the companies that will be competing in the 

Pre-Commercial Procurement. 

In this regard, the following questions aim to identify the potential needs of support by the 

companies interested in competing in the PCP. The result of this part of the questionnaire 

will be used to improve the current networking and communication activities of the 

PREVENT PCP Group with Venture Capital funds and similar investors. 

 

39.  Would you need any external support from Venture Capital funds (or similar) during the 

PCP in order to develop the solution, or after the PCP in order to commercialize the solutions? 

 

 

40.   If you need support during the PCP, in which areas would you need support from these 

investors for the development of the solution? (multiple answers are possible) 
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41.  If you need support after the PCP, in which areas would you need support from these 

investors for the deployment of the solution? (multiple answers are possible) 

 

 

42. Has your company ever received external investments by Venture Capital funds or similar 

investors? 

Yes  

No 
 

Please elaborate: 

 

43. Are you already backed up by Venture Capital funds? 

Yes  

No 
 

Please elaborate: 

 

44.  Would the possibility of receiving funds/support from Venture Capital funds give you an 

additional incentive to participate in PREVENT-PCP? 

Yes  

No 
 

Please elaborate: 

 

Part 8. Open Market Consultation events 

The Open Market Consultation (OMC) is series of events organized by the PREVENT PCP 

Public Buyers’ Group to obtain an in-depth knowledge of the market structure, its players as 

well as of the technical and feasibility aspects of the procurement to design and implement 

an efficient procurement procedure. 

The activities organized within the OMC also constitute a unique opportunity for networking 

and cross-disciplinary collaboration between companies and research institutions. 
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45. If you attend the Open Market Consultation event, are you interested in: 

Participating a focus group or workshop 

Joining the networking opportunities during this event 

Attending as a spectator 

Following the workshops online 

Not applicable 

 

46. Are there any other thoughts or questions you would like to share with the PREVENT PCP 
Group? 

 


