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1/ Executive summary 

Key findings and policy recommendations  
 

This study has inventoried 1358 Technology Centres offering services to SMEs to innovate with Key Enabling 

Technologies (KETs) in the EU28. 47% are located in 5 Member States, 24% are located in EU13.  

This study concludes that there is a huge offer of KETs services in Europe, but which is not always used by 

industry.  

European Collaboration Networks of KETs Technology Centres (KETs TCs) are instrumental to increase access of 

industry, in particular SMEs, to KETs services across Europe.  

This study has analysed the functioning of European Collaboration Networks (CNs) with one-stop shop access 

for SMEs, based on 16 case studies. The study issues 9 recommendations to ensure their effective functioning, 

including financial sustainability (Figure 1, more details page 22). 

 

Figure 1 – key recommendations to ensure effective functioning of CNs 

 

 

This study recommends a structured European approach to Collaboration Networks. There is a 

strong need to ensure pan-European availability of infrastructure, accessible by SMEs, and to speed up the 

deployment of KETs in and by SMEs.  

Working in European Collaboration networks (CNs) can help KET Technology Centres (TCs) to 

translate their existing technological offer into business solutions and industry-relevant services. 

CNs can help TCs identify the technological needs of industries along value chains as well as the 

barriers to technology exploitation and diffusion. This study recommends that future CNs take a value-

chain based approach (Figure 2).  

 

 

 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 12 

 

Figure 2 – key success factors for value chain-based CNs 

 

 

As creating a new approach along value chains will be an expensive task, this study recommends to 

establish a programme to identify the technological needs of industrial value chains and to analyse 

how CNs should address these needs (gap analysis and strategic roadmaps). This study considers that the 

scope of this programme needs to be European, and that this programme should be closely coordinated with 

regional smart specialisation strategies (in particular thematic smart specialisation platforms).  

 

The identification and creation of value-chain based CNs is essential to diffuse KETs to downstream industries 

and requires to  

‣ Identify the relevant value chains and their technological needs 

‣ Connect and upgrade industry-relevant equipment and infrastructure (based on complementarities and 

gaps)  

 

CNs show strong benefits for SMEs and TCs (Figure 3). CNs can allow TCs to exploit complementarities for 

multi-disciplinary and cross-sectoral projects. CNs can allow TCs to create synergies on non-technological 

services (e.g. IPR, regulation) as well as communication and outreach to a broader SME customer base. CNs can 

thus facilitate the cross-border access of SMEs to expertise and technology and ensure a better utilization of 

existing infrastructures which are distributed throughout Europe. But this study recommends to connect 

existing networks into a European meta-network, rather than focusing on the creation of new 

networks. This European meta-network should bundle diverse competences and connect Western and 
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European TCs. This European meta-network should have local access points in countries and regions, as a 

gateway to the broader European offer.  

 

Figure 3 – key benefits of CNs for SMEs and TCs 

 

 

The European meta-network should be complemented by one comprehensive digital interface 

offering a transparent overview of the European landscape of KET Technology Centres. This digital 

interface is required to efficiently connect TCs and SMEs. This requires standardised nomenclature and 

parameters to describe technologies, services, equipment, applications etc. and a data format suitable for 

exchange and use of this information on different platforms. This digital interface could be built from one or 

several existing digital platforms or could be set-up as a new platform. 

 

Last, this study recommends to consider cross-border access to technology and funding 

simultaneously. In particular, more funding should be available for SME projects across borders (e.g. regional 

vouchers applicable to technology services available in other EU regions).  
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An important part of EU innovation policy is centred on the deployment of Key Enabling Technologies (KETs)1. 

Fostering innovation in SMEs is also an important EU policy objective. This study on ‘Access of SMEs to KETs 

Technological Centres’ identifies relevant steps and actions toward easier pan-European access of SMEs to 

technology services and facilities, enabling them to develop new KETs-based products and applications. This 

includes in particular the creation and expansion of new collaboration networks of KETs Technology Centres with 

one-stop-shop access for SMEs. 

 

First, the study provides an up-to-date inventory and mapping of KETs Technology Centres in the EU. A total of 

1358 KETs Technology Centres have been identified, covering EU28. 47% of KETs Technology Centres are 

located in five Member States namely Germany, France, UK, Spain and Italy, while 24% is located in 

EU13. Advanced manufacturing technology and advanced materials are the KETs in which most KETs Technology 

Centres are active. Currently, 230 profiles of KETs Technology Centres are published online: 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map.  

 

Second, the study analyses different models of collaboration networks with one-stop shop access. 16 

collaboration networks were selected to examine their effective functioning, governance, replicability and 

scalability, and financial sustainability. 

 

Third, the study puts forward recommendations on how European collaboration networks of KETs 

Technology Centres with one-stop shop access can ensure their effective functioning. In this context, 

a value-chain based approach, which might include multi-KETs as well as other complementary technologies 

and expertise, is proposed. The approach aims to maximise the impacts of CNs on the uptake and diffusion of 

KETs to industry, including downstream industries along industrial value chains. 

 

                                                      

 
1 "Preparing for our future: Developing a common strategy for key enabling technologies in the EU" COM(2009)512 
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Definitions 

 

KETs Technology Centres (KETs TCs) are defined as public or private organisations carrying out applied 

research and close-to-market innovation (Technology Readiness Levels TRL 3 to 8, not necessarily the whole 

range but including at least one TRL >5) in Key Enabling Technologies (KETs).  

Collaboration networks (CNs) gather Technology Centres providing technology facilities, services and 

expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single entry point ("one-stop shop") for SMEs 

willing to get access to the technology services and facilities available from the Technology Centres in the 

network. 

 

SMEs as potential customers of CNs have diverse backgrounds and demands. In the frame of this study, KET-

supplier SMEs, downstream SMEs and technology start-ups are distinguished, due to their different 

support needs and interactions with CNs. Downstream SMEs do not have any KET related in-house R&D. 

They might benefit from KET-products for their value creation process and from access to the technology 

suppliers community and support for funding. Particular support needs of technology start-ups are on 

technology commercialization, upscaling and access to markets. KET supplier SMEs are manufacturers of 

KET-based equipment, components or materials in highly specialized niches. They might benefit from a better 

access to new markets and downstream SMEs as well as support on the development of industry focused 

products. 

 

 

General landscape of CNs of KETs TCs 

 

Due to the increasing complexity of innovations and the underlying technologies and knowledge, single actors 

(SMEs) are challenged more and more to get access to the competences and resources necessary to be 

innovative. CNs, which gather KET Technology Centres (TCs) to cooperate with companies and funding bodies, 

can be a solution. They allow companies, in particular SMEs, to benefit from new technologies and innovative 

eco-systems without having to spend too many resources on internal R&D. They can support SMEs on finding the 

right partners. They can organise collaboration between SMEs and TCs. Several CNs have become valuable 

platforms for both highly specialized technology providers and downstream industries in search of specific 

solutions. 

 

In order to function efficiently and to the benefit of all stakeholders, CNs need a structure and organization that 

facilitates a high quality of cooperation activities, industry-relevant services and the possibility to grow. At 

present, there are numerous KET-related networks as well as digital platforms, either regionally in the form of 

cluster networks, or as national initiatives and umbrella organizations up to international structures working EU-

wide and above. Many of these networks and initiatives are science driven. CNs on the other hand have a clear 

industry scope. They often focus on networking activities, which sometimes leads to the overlap of initiatives. 

Most CNs are focused around a certain technology and assemble stakeholders with similar market direction and 

technology offer (single KET approach). Several pilot plants demonstrating the production and utilization of KETs 

were built up during the last years, illustrating how much KETs are moving closer to industries and actual 
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markets. A huge technological and supportive offer exists in Europe, which however is not always 

used by industry, for two main reasons: first, the technological offer throughout Europe is often only 

known and accessible to a narrow community, e.g. the local ecosystem of a pilot-line, but not to 

geographically or thematically more distant organizations; and second, the offer from KET initiatives often 

addresses only one aspect of innovativeness (technology) at one single point of a value chain, but 

does not provide any solutions on other industry relevant issues like financing, business development or 

regulation. 

 

Addressing value chain issues as a means for further KETs diffusion 

CNs can and should be a means to provide support on all steps of innovation. By linking different TCs and 

competences, future CNs should have a scope and function reaching beyond those of existing TCs and existing 

networks. CNs should be able to address demands from technology to manufacturing to product and 

thereby take into account the whole, associated value chain. Compared to networks, which focus on 

young technologies and are valuable for bringing together researchers from different organizations and 

streamline the efforts on further investigating fundamental questions, KET related CNs need to provide a lot 

more, since they are dealing with more mature technologies. A transition towards an application and 

value creation focused approach is necessary to promote technology exploitation in economic 

terms.  

 

The challenges on the way of commercialization can strongly vary depending on the type of KET as well as of 

downstream industry.  

Many high technologies like industrial biotechnology in Europe have great potentials, but yet need to identify 

downstream value chains in which Europe can have an outstanding position. In the field of advanced materials, 

value chains and potential end products already exist. The involved companies would greatly benefit from support 

on upscaling and the development of cost efficient manufacturing processes. Advanced manufacturing 

technologies, as a KET spanning a lot of different technologies, will be an enabler for many process as well as 

product innovations. At the same time, advanced manufacturing technologies target an important segment of 

existing industries in Europe, particularly machine tools and engineering, hence there are manifold demands 

concerning the production of machinery, but also the implementation in design and manufacturing processes.  

 

 

The technological needs of SMEs are in general not related to the classification into different KETs. 

The use of advanced materials in a product, for example, might require the use of advanced manufacturing 

techniques. The application of 3D printers (AMT) on the other hand requires the development of suitable inks and 

additives (AM, possibly NT) and the use of specialized software (ICT, no KET) that needs to be implemented into 

the production process. In order to efficiently address all the challenges associated to KET based innovation, the 

scope and structure of future CNs needs to be as diverse as the targeted markets and industries (see section 4.3 

and 5.2).  
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The value chain approach: how to get there 

 

Future collaboration activities thus need to start with the identification of the technology related value chains in 

which Europe can have an outstanding position. This assessment can give indications about the market demand 

for technological input and the related infrastructures. On the other hand, there are factors related to grand 

societal challenges, which should equally be taken into account, although no imminent market pull can be 

deduced from them. Process intensification and the development of circular economies are examples for 

overarching subjects, which might have an impact on many different value chains. Economic benefits for 

European industries are to be expected in the longer term, but do not need to be the only driver for CNs to focus 

on these topics. 

 

Based on our analysis of existing networks and schemes, it is clear that transforming existing KET CNs, 

which are primarily focused on technology, into value chain oriented networks, is a challenge. 

Compared to research driven initiatives, a value chain approach would not only need a change of scope and 

services, but probably also of governance of such networks. Technology would need to stop being considered as 

an end in itself since the focus of a value chain based CN is determined by market demands and industrial needs. 

This requires a high degree of agility and flexibility which might not be compatible with long term R&D agendas 

and commitment to specific technologies of some CNs. 

 

With respect to new networks, several steps are recommended for the design of a value-chain focused CN. 

Already during the founding phase of a CN, the stakeholders along existing or envisioned value chains, associated 

to the application of a technology, should be identified. While this might be obvious for the application e.g. of 

KETs in existing products and processes, a deeper market and technology analysis must be applied for novel 

products or products requiring the cross-linking of several existing value chains (see section 5.2).  

 

Openness to relevant contributors 

With respect to the composition of a CN, stakeholders covering the whole value chain, e.g. 

TCs, material producers, product manufacturers and end users (often large companies) 

should be assembled. In other cases, the involvement of regulatory authorities, e.g. for 

products targeting health care, or of distributors, e.g. for products targeting private end 

customers, might be necessary. Digitization of products and production processes is becoming more and more 

important in all sectors of industry. ICT and software companies could therefore play a significant role in CNs to 

help develop solutions with practical applicability for downstream SMEs in terms of software interfaces and 

usability. Mechanical engineering or plant equipment providers on the other hand are necessary to bridge the gap 

between lab / demonstration lines and industrial shop floor equipment. A CN should have a clear definition of the 

pipeline ranging from innovation to market and should have a high flexibility to react on market demands. 
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Comprehensiveness & service portfolio 

Further, the added value of technology implementation needs to 

be determined for each step of the value chain along with 

potential barriers for technology diffusion and exploitation. On 

this basis, a CN can develop services addressing these barriers and 

facilitating benefits for organizations along the whole value chain. The portfolio of services necessary for a 

successful commercialisation could start with R&D-services and scouting (identified as core competencies of TCs), 

but needs to be extended as soon as a technology evolves from lab to pilot scale: KET-supplier SMEs need access 

to knowledge about common and standardized test methods and product qualification in order to demonstrate 

the added value of their products and to be able to compete with established technologies. Manufacturers of end 

products on the other hand might be more concerned with user acceptance of their products or risk assessment 

of transitioning to new technologies or processes.  

 

Successfully addressing industry demands heavily depends on the ability of CNs to translate their 

offer and the technological offer of their member TCs into solutions for business challenges of their 

SME customers. Finding the right business language is still a task not completely implemented by some CNs. 

TCs however have a special responsibility to bridge this gap between research and industry. Being at the 

interface between new technologies and their commercial utilization, they are the only institutions that have the 

necessary expertise to sufficiently understand the potential of KETs and other technologies for industry. At the 

same time, they must make the necessary resources available to learn to understand the needs of their 

customers in business terms. Both competences are necessary to be able to re-think products and processes of 

their targeted industries and finally present concepts based on KETs. 

 

In order to be able to react on market developments and requests from stakeholders from different value 

creation stages, CNs should be well connected and open to new collaborations with organizations outside their 

initial focus.  

 

Innovation should also be addressed from a financial perspective by CNs in order to better map the actual 

demands of SMEs. Access to technology and the necessary funding need to be thought of 

simultaneously and CNs should translate both into services that can support the innovativeness of SMEs (e.g. 

consulting on public funding opportunities, introduction to private investors, and support on development of 

business models). Concerning the access to private funding, a European or even international perspective must 

be provided by CNs, since funding and investment sources are often developed across borders. Among the 

existing schemes for public funding of industry-R&D collaborations, transnational opportunities are often 

associated to a higher administrative burden. CNs can actively support their customers with the application 

procedure. The easy access to funding options allowing for collaboration on EU level, e.g. vouchers 

applicable to services available in other EU regions, would be a measure by local governments to 

support pan-European innovation projects. 
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Pan-European scope 

A pan-European character of CNs is also beneficial for other reasons: technology 

infrastructures like pilot lines are distributed throughout Europe. The linkage and 

integration of complementary infrastructures creates a broader offer (e.g. within a virtual 

factory concept), which can better address consecutive processing steps as they are found 

along a value chain. Integrating these distributed infrastructures can only be achieved by a collaborative 

approach, since the administration, funding and operation of these facilities are affected by many different 

organizations and authorities.  

 

The customers or recipients of the technological offer are also distributed throughout Europe. An 

international scope of the infrastructures (e.g. through coordination by a CN) can help to give access to a broader 

community of SMEs. A cross-border dimension is important for TCs to gain visibility and access to new markets.  

 

Internationality or geographical distance is however always challenging for the initiation as well as for the day-to-

day business of R&D-projects. A pan-European CN needs local satellites in the individual countries 

which can bridge language and national gaps and serve as a gateway to the broader European offer. 

The use of existing communication channels through local TCs, clusters and industry associations is crucial for 

new CNs to be effective. 

 

Many Eastern European actors face specific barriers to participate in CNs. Although several KETs TCs 

located in in Eastern Europe are active in providing technological services to local SMEs, most of them are not 

advanced enough to develop international activities or to create ambitious networks in the field of one or multi- 

KETs. Several actors also lack a professional approach towards networking and communication activities, which 

makes it difficult to identify these actors from a European perspective. In addition, it was found that the 

organizational structure in Eastern Europe features comparably smaller organizations, serving a narrow market of 

SMEs active in KETs. A promotion package could help to increase the visibility of Eastern European actors, while 

coaching and additional funding would help CNs and TCs from Eastern Europe to adopt a professional approach 

towards networking and communication activities.  

 

In creating value-chain focused CNs, connection with existing networks should be pursued to form 

a European meta-network to bundle comprehensive competences by connecting both Western and 

Eastern European actors.  
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Need for funding programs for the identification of European value chain based 

CNs and associated TCs  

 

The build-up of CNs with a value chain focus is an expensive task. Not many examples exist which could 

serve as a model and orientation. Public support will be necessary to establish new CNs which aim at the 

development and introduction of novel and yet pre-commercial technologies. There is a need for new 

investments in state-of-the art facilities to provide infrastructures and scale suitable for industry, but also to 

address future demands which might arise in the next years. In particular, there is a need for facilities which 

allow to mirror production steps as they can be found on real-life shop floors and test KETs on equipment 

relevant for all value-creation steps (e.g. not only KET-production, but also processing in downstream industries). 

If possible, virtual factory concepts of existing infrastructures can be utilized for this. If necessary, existing gaps 

need to be closed by investment in new equipment. It is worth to note that the innovation cycles and hence the 

need for renewal of equipment heavily depends on the value chain, e.g. few years for semi-conductor industries, 

tens of years for basic steel making. 

 

Besides processing and production methods for KETs, an efficient concept and equipment for on-line quality 

control is important to comply with requirements of downstream industries. Often, there is a need to develop 

techniques and equipment suitable for large batches or fast production speeds. 

 

With respect to existing funding schemes, the market proximity of value chain focused CNs can be a 

challenge for their financing, particularly if higher TRLs are dealt with. Many public funding programs 

require novelty of technology (low TRL) and expect further development of the technology to be at the core of 

projects. This might not always be the case for the introduction of KETs into existing products and processes. 

Solving value-chain related problems around the introduction of KETs will often necessitate solutions not directly 

related to the further technological development of KETs.  

Many existing funding programs are centred on a specific scientific discipline or technology (single 

KET). The broad and multi-disciplinary scope of value chain based CNs and the role of technology as just one of 

several pillars might exceed the scope of these programs.  

Besides the high degree of technological openness and requirements for diverse competences, a 

comprehensive geographical coverage and pan-European scope will be necessary for the success of 

future CNs. National or regional funding programs might however not cover for such a broad initiative. It is 

hence the task of the European Union to engage in these networking activities and to support respective 

initiatives, which allow to clear the last remaining hurdles for a commercial utilization of KETs and to anchor them 

in full value chains for a successful diffusion into downstream industries. 

 

This study recommends to create a specific programme for the identification of European value 

chain based CNs to diffuse KETs to downstream industries. Prior to any activities targeting the 

implementation of new value chain based CNs, a technology and industry neutral screening of value-chains 

should be carried out, at EU level, to identify their needs. This screening requires public support. This programme 
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should be open to existing CNs or consortia with a broad industrial and technological scope and the required 

neutrality. This should happen in close collaboration with the ongoing work in the thematic smart 

specialisation platforms which are focusing on new European value chains to upscale regional efforts and 

accelerate the commercialisation of innovations and the economic transformation of regions, and the Vanguard 

Initiative. This initiative aims at providing industrial companies easier access to (networked) facilities for 

demonstration, to lower technology uncertainty and speed up market uptake of new technologies, more 

advanced industrial production and new value chains. Synergies should also be developed with the current work 

on Digital Innovation Hubs (DIHs) and Open Innovation Test Beds.  

 

 

Future of the KETs TC online mapping 

 

The KETs TCs online mapping is part of the European Commission’s policy to promote collaboration between TCs 

in the field of KETs and to facilitate SME’s access to technology services across Europe. The online mapping 

provides an opportunity to KETs TCs to expand their activities in other Member States and to find suitable 

collaboration partners. It enhances their visibility and accessibility towards SMEs. For SMEs, it is interesting to 

identify KETs TCs that are really oriented towards providing services for SMEs. The Commission might 

consider to assign a quality label to the KETs TCs present in the mapping as an important motivator to 

ensure data quality and attract SMEs, especially in Eastern Europe. It is important that the data of the 

online mapping is frequently updated to avoid the risk that the mapping and the SME contact person 

becomes outdated. An outdated mapping quickly becomes useless for SMEs that are looking for innovation 

services.  

 

A transparent overview of the European landscape of KET Technology Centres (e.g. by one 

comprehensive digital CN or platform) is crucial for SMEs to effectively get access to infrastructure, 

information and funding opportunities. Also from the perspective of TCs, it is important not to create too 

many redundant or repetitive networks. TCs therefore need to know which the existing initiatives are and what 

are their respective infrastructures, facilities and services to SMEs. 

 

Such a platform needs to be both international (European) in providing information and local in 

providing access and contact points. The challenge in providing a good overview about existing 

infrastructures is their heterogeneous use of nomenclature for services, equipment, technologies, etc. and 

the fragmentation of respective information on individual websites. A standardized set of parameters 

characterizing these infrastructures could be collected, e.g. during application for EU or national projects, and 

serve as basis for a comprehensive mapping of organizations.  

 

A standardized and common digital interface is required to efficiently connect KETs TCs with SMEs. 

In combination with a dedicated social media account, it allows to directly reach out to targeted profiles and to 

build a critical mass of users. A rating system might be deployed to highlight particularly successful industry 
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oriented TCs. The online mapping could be regrouped with the inventory on Digital Innovation Hubs (DIH) to 

increase the visibility of the online mapping. 

 

Key recommendations for the effective functioning of European CNs of KETs TCs 

The objective is to foster effective networks of KETs TCs which can deliver innovation services in KETs to SMEs 

across Europe, with one-stop-shop access (single entry point). On an aggregate level, the recommendations for 

successful creation and implementation of European networks of KETs Technology Centres can be summarised as 

follows:  

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 1: Create an effective interface for SMEs 

For SMEs, it is important to have fast access to people who understand their problem and offer a solution to solve 

it. CNs can play an important role in organizing, displaying and translating the technological offer of TCs and thus 

facilitating the access to technological services for SMEs. Key account managers for personal contact with SMEs 

are needed as they allow to react quickly to specific requests and ensures rapid feedback towards SMEs. A 

standardized and common digital interface is required to efficiently connect TCs with SMEs.  

 

Recommendation 2: Install a flexible IPR & confidentiality framework 

A clear IPR framework allows SMEs to know in advance what they can expect from CNs and associated TCs, and 

allows to reduce the time to come to an IPR agreement. For a TC, the generation and ownership of IP is a way to 

generate revenues. As each collaboration project is different, it is important that confidentiality and IPR 

negotiations are carried out on a case-by-case basis and bilaterally between the SME and the TC to deal with this 

heterogeneity. 

 

Recommendation 3: Ensure the neutrality and transparency of the network 
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CNs need to guarantee the neutrality of decisions to avoid benefiting one or several members in a discretionary 

way. The definition of clear and predetermined criteria to allocate projects to TCs, helps to nurture this neutrality. 

A structured database of the knowledge and expertise of all TCs within the network, enables a clear distribution 

of projects among TCs and makes it easier for the CN to direct SMEs to a partner that can address their needs. 

Clear criteria also enables to establish trust among partners. Trust is essential for people to collaborate and can 

be reinforced by personal meetings.  

 

Recommendation 4: Offer scouting activities, feasibility studies, demonstration and pilot production 

facilities 

CNs should offer scouting activities to support SMEs to translate the issues that are preventing them to become 

more competitive or to realise growth, into concrete collaboration projects with TCs. Technology scouting and 

feasibility studies are an important step for SMEs to learn about available technologies. Also demonstration 

facilities can be applied to inform SMEs on the potential of certain technologies in different application areas. In 

addition, demonstration and pilot production facilities offer SMEs access to innovative equipment and a detailed 

understanding of which novel technological options are available. Feasibility studies and scouting activities should 

be combined with access to demonstration and pilot production facilities to foster the effective uptake of KETs 

based solutions by SMEs.  

 

Recommendation 5: Monitor the CN performance and uptake of KETs & impact realised in SMEs 

The implementation of a performance monitoring system offers the possibility of detecting failures and proposing 

solutions in a timely manner. The monitoring system should monitor the performance of the CN with respect to 

SME support and realised output & impact. In addition, the monitoring system should also include indicators for 

monitoring and evaluating the internal procedures of CNs. 

 

 

Recommendation 6: Provide adequate public support to create & expand the network 

When CNs are created, they need to establish a one-stop shop, develop services for SMEs, design an IPR & 

confidentiality framework, and build a performance monitoring system. In addition, an outreach and 

communication strategy should be developed to raise awareness of the existence of the CN. Public support is 

needed to fully deploy these activities.  

In the consolidation phase, there is also a need for public support as companies may be willing to pay for specific 

development projects and services, however the size of the network and customer base is not sufficient to cover 

the associated costs yet. Public support is also needed to cover the costs of certain downstream SMEs to access 

CNs and pay for services, as these SMEs might be cautious to spend resources due to a lack of TC-collaboration 

experience or a lack of investment capital. By this, the barriers to innovativeness could be lowered. 

 

Recommendation 7: Create cost efficient business models 

In order to make CNs more sustainable and generate financial benefits for its members, business models need to 

be created which are valuable to TCs and SMEs. An efficient business model for a CN should be based on 

synergies among its members and focus on services which could not be provided by individual TCs (lack of 
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competences and expertise) and on sources of income, which could not be developed by individual TCs (cross-

lying markets, larger and interdisciplinary projects, non-technological services). Membership fees and the 

commercialisation of technology can contribute to the financial sustainability of CNs.  

 

Recommendation 8: Develop an effective communication strategy 

A clear idea of what the CN offers and the advantages of collaborating within a CN both from the perspective of 

TCs and SMEs needs to be well understood. An effective communication strategy and consistent principles when 

dealing with SMEs, can help to establish the CN as a strong brand. A good understanding of the needs of SMEs as 

potential customers of CNs, helps to develop well-targeted and efficient communication efforts.  
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2/ Key findings  

Several recommendations have been formulated toward the setting up of new collaboration networks of 

Technological Centres with one-stop-shop access for SMEs. These recommendations are based on:  

‣ Interviews and case studies; 

‣ A questionnaire;  

‣ Four workshops; 

‣ Quantitative data analyses. 

 

KETs Technology Centres are defined as public or private organisations carrying out applied research and close-

to-market innovation (Technology Readiness Levels TRL 3 to 8, not necessarily the whole range but including at 

least one TRL >5) in Key Enabling Technologies (KETs). Collaboration networks gather Technology Centres 

providing technology facilities, services and expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single 

entry point ("one-stop shop") for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and facilities available 

from the Technology Centres in the network.  

 

An overview of all recommendations is shown in Figure 1. The next sections present for each recommendation, 

several recommended actions. 

Figure 1: Recommendations with regard to the functioning of collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop 

shop access 
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2.1 Recommendations on how transnational CN of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access 
can ensure their effective functioning for each KETs and for multi KETs 

 

CNs can play an important role in organizing, displaying and translating the technological offer of TCs and thus 

facilitating the access to technological services for SMEs. They should have key account managers to deal with 

SMEs´ requests, regardless whether the CN focuses on one KET or on multi-KETs. For SMEs, it is important to 

have fast access to people who understand their problem and offer a solution to solve it. If the demands of the 

SME are not well regarded, it is unlikely that a collaboration project will be initiated. For CNs, a digital approach 

might be useful to be able to connect a large number of organizations and stakeholders efficiently. They should 

include activities and organizations from regional to international level in a comprehensive way. 

  

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Create an effective interface 

for SMEs 

‣ Key account managers for personal contact with SMEs are needed 

‣ A standardized and common digital interface is required  

 

Key account managers for personal contact with SMEs are needed 

A strong professionalism of the people in charge of dealing with SMEs´ requests is important. It is key for them 

to have sufficient technical knowledge to provide sound advice to SMEs. These people need to have a profound 

and updated knowledge of the capabilities of the TCs in the CN and, at the same time, they speak a business-

oriented language that can facilitate the conversation with SMEs to understand their problems. SMEs often do not 

have the necessary technical expertise to know exactly the type of technology they need to solve their problems. 

The need for a personal contact has been stressed in several case studies and during workshops as a crucial 

element of collaboration with SMEs. A team of key account managers allows to react quickly to specific requests 

and ensures rapid feedback towards SMEs. They can identify what kind of services are demanded and connect 

SMEs with TCs.  

 

Key account managers understand the business need for realising a return on investment, while having a 

profound overview of the available technological expertise of the CN. These managers tend to be familiar with 

business processes (management, operational and supporting processes) which help them to facilitate the 

effective interaction between diverse types of members of the CN (companies, research organizations, 

government authorities). A proactive approach of key account managers to contact new clients is important for 

Eastern European countries where SMEs are not well oriented in the opportunities and benefits of collaborating 

with KETs TCs.  

 

Depending on the size of a network, a team of at least 6 to 8 people should be created, taking into account that 

these people can only deal with a limited number of projects. It is important to note however, that not all 

projects have the same level of complexity. KET supplier SMEs often are very familiar with the technology and 

need less guidance compared to downstream SMEs that are often less acquainted with the technological services 
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of TCs. Key account managers create an effective interface between TCs and SMEs due to their dual skill 

expertise and personal knowledge of both the business and technological environment.  

The British EPSRC Centre for Innovative Manufacturing in Laser-Based Production Processes has involved people 

with industry experience from the start to ensure that its research activities were application-oriented. They 

stressed the need to build the exchange with industry around business terms instead of on scientific language. 

They are prone to provide services that respond to companies´ demands by offering an institutionalized interface 

to industry. Also COLAE fostered the business skills of researchers as this entails the organization of meetings 

between potential users of the technology (e.g. companies) and researchers. The main objective of this approach 

was to foster a market-orientation to researchers´ mind-set. Toolmakers cluster of Slovenia fosters interaction 

between the collaboration network and potential clients by open calls, when they ask for a short project or just 

thematic proposals and before evaluating anything they schedule personal meeting with an applicant. The SMEs 

than get to the contact with the key account managers very quickly, without any complicated process. The key 

account managers are well experienced and during the personal meeting are able to identify if both sides, CN and 

SME, can benefit from collaboration or not, no matter how mature the proposal is. 

 

A standardized and common digital interface is required 

A digital platform with extended functionality is supposed to ease finding the right contacts and getting in contact 

with the right persons. This is particularly important for organizations or SMEs, which are less connected with 

technology providers and stakeholders from different sectors of industry. A digital platform should comprise 

different fields of research, technology (multi-KETs) and industry in order to enable matchmaking beyond known 

clusters and technology areas. It is important to note, that a classification by technology or KETs is not 

necessarily a fit approach to address the needs of industry. Instead, the specific sector of industry, manufacturing 

technique, product category or other industry related classification should be used to organize the platform. The 

platform should also promote open calls for collaboration networks, demonstration activities and pilot production 

networks. The digital platform could also support key account managers in their communication with potential 

clients. 

 

Due to the diversity of existing platforms and databases, a standardized and common digital interface would be 

necessary, which participating organizations can use. Ideally, a common database format should be established 

on European level, e.g. by also implementing it for project consortia of H2020 calls2. For the efficient functioning 

of a platform, a certain degree of standardization should also be found for information on companies and 

organizations. Furthermore, a common ontology for the type of services, offered by different TCs/CNs would be 

useful to allow SMEs to find and compare different offers. Success stories, videos and other information material 

should be directly linked to the profile of TCs and be accessible on the platform. A rating system, representing a 

high impact of industry collaboration and projects might be deployed in order to highlight particularly successful 

and industry oriented TCs. 

                                                      

 
2 Horizon 2020 results are available on the H2020 dashboard: https://webgate.ec.europa.eu/dashboard/sense/app/93297a69-

09fd-4ef5-889f-b83c4e21d33e/sheet/erUXRa/state/analysis 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 28 

 

 

 

Confidentiality and IPR issues are an important aspect of a collaboration agreement between SMEs and CNs/TCs. 

IPR agreements for precompetitive research are often experienced as less problematic compared to close-to-

market research where competition plays an important role. The objective of the R&D project also matters: IPR 

negotiations tend to be easier in a process-oriented environment compared to a product-oriented environment. 

However, in spite of these differences, it is recommended to install a flexible IPR & confidentiality framework to 

facilitate IPR & confidentiality negotiations between SMEs and CNs/TCs.  

 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Install a flexible IPR & 

confidentiality framework 

‣ Define a clear confidentiality & IPR framework including different 

kinds of IPR agreements  

‣ IPR management & confidentiality should be kept to the discretion 

of TCs 

 

Define a clear confidentiality & IPR framework including different kinds of IPR agreements 

SMEs´ access to CNs and TCs can be improved if general IPR frameworks are available and clear from the start. 

A clear IPR framework allows SMEs to know in advance what they can expect from the network and associated 

TCs.  

The framework provides SME a starting point to negotiate with TCs and can speed up the process of reaching an 

agreement. A clear IPR framework should be offered by the CN so that it is clear for SMEs which kind of IPR 

agreement best fit their specific situation. This framework is also beneficial to reduce the time to come to an IPR 

agreement.  

 

For a TC on the other hand, the generation and ownership of IP is a way to generate revenues, also after the 

ending of a project and potentially from more than one licensees (see also recommendation 7). Thus, IPR 

agreements need to be found that suit the intentions and needs of both TCs as well as SMEs. Assuming that the 

benefits of technology exploitation for SMEs and smaller companies in particular are primary in adapting an 

invention for a product or production process and not in engaging in business models related to licensing and 

patent exploitation3, a split of these two aspects is possible. As depicted in Figure 2, an invention resulting from 

TC-SME collaboration could be patented under the ownership of the TC (invention owned by the inventor). The 

process of patenting could furthermore be supported financially by the SME, leading to a partial ownership. While 

in the case of ownership by the TC, the collaborating SME might either have the free right of use or an exclusive, 

                                                      

 
3 This situation is likely to occur in case of technology start-ups.  
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fee bound right of use. The TC at the same time could generate additional income by licensing the IP to other 

companies. 

 

This model, which is also suggested by many public funding bodies (e.g. for H2020 consortia), considers the 

perspective of both SMEs and TCs. While in practice, specific adaptions considering the particular conditions of all 

partners need to be applied, the basic concept of splitting the use of a technology (SME perspective) and further 

financial exploitation (TC perspective) of it are suitable for smaller companies, which do not have the capacities 

for engaging in licence fee based business models themselves. The costs associated to marketing and sales of 

licenses as well as the necessary legal support can be covered much more efficiently by organizations having a 

broader IP portfolio and frequent IP related dealings, like TCs. 

Figure 2: Example for IP generation and simultaneous exploitation by an SME and a TC/CN 

 

 

ACTPHAST has put forward its own IPR framework characterized by being very flexible. It combines a structured 

procedure while fostering a large marge of manoeuvre for companies and individual technology centres when 

negotiating these agreements. There are no strict rules, it all depends on the individual TC and is defined on a 

case by case basis. However, in order to clarify and avoid IPR conflicts, ACTPHAST promotes the signature of IPR 

agreements before the beginning of the project. Often, the IPR agreement allocates the client full ownership of 

the rights related to the application, but the TC preserves the right to apply the acquired knowledge for other 

application fields. Hence, this type of agreements offers interesting conditions both for the SME and the TC. 

 

In the case of ECHORD++, the users of the robotics innovation facilities (RIF) are granted the full rights on IP. 

The RIFs do not claim any IP. An interesting example of a standardized and clear approach is the one offered in 

the framework of the Translucent Innovation programme at RISE. This “Request for Proposals” type of 

programme has a standardized approach that offers a wide range of possibilities to customers to decide with 

whom they want to share their request e.g. to researchers within and/or outside RISE, large companies, or even 

start-ups. The customer can even present several proposals for each of these groups concealing different sections 

of the proposal, such as the name of the company or other details that might offer its competitors some 

advantage.  
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Since the issues associated with IPR negotiations between SMEs and TCs are closely related to legal questions, 

the assistance of a one-stop shop can be crucial in finding adequate and proof agreements taking both sides into 

consideration. Legal consultation by the one-stop shop allows both SMEs and TCs to focus on their core 

competences and not having to spend resources for the design of contracts themselves. However, the neutrality 

of the one-stop shop needs to be ensured. Any services used for drafting IPR agreements should thus be paid for 

by both parties (see also recommendation 7).  

 

IPR management & confidentiality should be kept to the discretion of TCs   

In addition to this predetermined template, it is important to acknowledge that each project and customer is 

different.  The technology that is to be used/developed varies across projects. In order to deal more efficiently 

with this heterogeneity it is important that confidentiality and IPR negotiations are carried out on a case-by-case 

basis and bilaterally between the SME and the TC. However, assistance offered by key account managers remain 

important, also to help solving possible disagreements.  

 

This is the case, for instance, of the projects carried out within the Fortissimo project (I4MS). There is no 

framework contract with respect to its marketplace service: confidentiality and IPR agreements between service 

provider and customer are performed on a bilateral basis. Other pan-European networks, such as ACTPHAST, or 

more regionally-focused ones, such as Technology Partners or the EPSRC Centres for Innovative Manufacturing, 

also address IPR bilaterally between the customer and the TC that will work on the project. 

 

If confidential information is submitted to CNs, they should be careful with the treatment of this information. In 

RISE for example, the network guarantees their companies that the information included in their request is only 

available to people they want to connect to. The client can explicitly ask not to contact certain organizations or 

competing companies, or to hide certain information. Deciding who will have access to the proposal is done 

during the first meeting between RISE and the specific company. At that moment, also a non-disclosure 

agreement is signed between both parties. If the project is finally carried out within RISE, the company will 

usually get the foreground IPR. If it is developed by an external partner, then it will be a bilateral decision 

between the customer and the external organization or company that will carry out the project.  

 

 

In the context of collaboration networks, neutrality can be understood from different perspectives. On the one 

hand, this concept can refer to the extent to which the internal functioning of the network allows for an equal 

treatment for all members, meaning that the internal rules of the network are equally applied to all of them. This 

ensures that all member TCs have equal access to the information shared within the network and that internal 

processes (information sharing, monitoring, guidelines, etc.) are understood and equally applied by all of them. 

On the other hand, neutrality can be understood as the extent to which the network offers a clear framework for 

all its members with respect to the interaction between the network and the companies to which the network 

provides services. In other words, a neutral network would entail that SMEs are offered complete and transparent 
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information about the services provided by the member TCs. This neutrality has positive consequences for both 

TCs and SMEs. For the former, this type of neutrality ensures that they maximize the possibilities of the network 

to access new customers and minimizes conflicts among members. For SMEs, this type of neutrality entails that 

they can get the best value for money. 

The mechanisms that need to be put in place to ensure transparency largely depend on the degree of 

collaboration within the network:  

‣ Collaboration networks where TCs share communication, networking, monitoring, and management costs 

require the implementation of clear and transparent guidelines and rules to ensure that all partners work 

in alignment with the network´s strategy.  

‣ Networks that only share communication and networking costs need less stringent rules or guidelines as 

they are characterized by loose interaction between members.  

 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Ensure the neutrality and 

transparency of the network 

 

‣ Concentration of management 

‣ Clear and predetermined criteria for the selection & allocation of 

projects 

‣ Internal database of expertise and available services 

‣ Personal contact and regular meetings to establish trust among 

partners 

 

Concentration of management 

In order to work efficiently, CNs need to guarantee the neutrality of decisions to avoid benefiting one or several 

members in a discretionary way. The neutrality of the CN can be ensured by centralizing the key account 

managers, so that it can operate in an independent way for the members of the network. There are two main 

mechanisms to implement this: management can be concentrated in the hands of one of the partners, or it can 

be allocated to an organization created ad hoc. 

 The central management can be done by one particular TC of the CN as this increases the credibility of 

the CN. For example, in ACTPHAST, the department of photonics at the Vrije Universiteit Brussels (B-Phot) 

that leads the project, is also in charge of managing the administration of the network. The central 

management is responsible for the coordination of the Outreach Support Team – i.e. the people in charge 

of the outreach across Europe - within each TC, the organization of frequent meetings, and the monitoring 

and follow-up of projects once they are finished. The reputation of the B-Phot department contributes to 

the well-functioning of the CN. The same dynamic is found in other cases: VTT as leading partner of 

COLAE or TU Munich in COLAE played a similar role in these projects. 

 The central management can also be realised through the creation of an independent entity. In this case, 

several actors aim to collaborate and the neutrality is ensured by creating an independent entity. Optitec 

has a team that operates independently from the members of the clusters. This team is therefore in a 

position to provide neutral advice to companies on TCs that are appropriate to address their problems. 

Similarly, Nanoprogres is managed by an independent team and the independence of their work is 

guaranteed by clear and transparent rules on their professional activities.  
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Clear and predetermined criteria for the selection & allocation of projects 

The definition of clear and predetermined criteria to allocate projects to TCs, helps to nurture neutrality and trust. 

Although a clear-cut division of specializations can contribute to the functioning of the network, this is not a 

necessary condition. Some overlap between partners can be accepted or may even be beneficial, especially 

regarding those services that are more frequently requested. Competition between TCs is unlikely to be an issue 

if all TCs perceive the benefits of the CN. Some overlap can be beneficial by stimulating competition of ideas and 

new cooperation projects, leading towards new synergies and complementary specialisations. 

 

When several technology centres can provide the same service, the decision on which technology centre will 

address the request should be based on technical or neutral criteria. Examples of this type of criteria are, for 

instance, geographical proximity (i.e. the centre that is closest to the customer will deliver the service), language 

(the centre that speaks the same language as the customer will deliver the service), and adequacy of the 

technical offer to the business objectives of the SME. This type of criteria tend to be easily accepted by TCs as 

they are perceived as being fair and reasonable since some important barriers faced by SMEs in engaging in 

technology projects are related to language skills and the geographical proximity. For example, in the case of 

COLAE, language was an important aspect to assign feasibility studies to member TCs. The degree to which TCs 

present some overlap in their activities or expertise depends on the general vision and objective of the network. 

Some networks prioritise the complete specialization and complementarity of their members.  

 

There are important overlaps in the types of services that are provided by TCs that are part of I4MS and 

ACTPHAST. The role of each partner is defined at the beginning in order to avoid problems. In so doing, they are 

more likely to see each other as collaborators instead of competitors. Defining the role of each partner at the 

beginning, entails that partners are more willing to accept, for instance, a situation in which a higher number of 

projects is allocated to a certain TC in case this TC is the only one that was defined at the beginning to provide a 

service that is highly in demand. Clear and factual criteria to allocate projects to TCs are beneficial for a well-

functioning CN.  

 

Other CNs prefer to select TCs based on their complementarity. Nanoprogress for example, follows a strategy 

that is focused on strengthening targeted value chains. As such, each member of the network has a specific role 

in the value chain needed to develop, apply and sell a new technology. Consequently, there is no direct 

competition between the TCs.  

 

Internal database of expertise and available services 

Internal databases can serve different purposes. They can be useful to gather data on the services, equipment 

and expertise available within the network, and they can also include information on SMEs´ requests, the 

allocation of projects to member TCs, and the development of ongoing projects. Among these different types of 

databases, the first type is the most important: that is gathering and updating information of the members´ 

expertise, services and equipment. Having this type of information is basic for all collaboration networks, since it 

lies at the core of their raison d´être.  
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A structured database of the knowledge and expertise of all TCs within the network, contributes to a clear 

distribution of projects among TCs and makes it easier for the CN to direct SMEs to a partner that can address 

their needs. It is paramount that this database is updated regularly so that relevant TCs can be identified quickly. 

Such an internal database is essential for the effective functioning of the CN. In contrast to the digital interface 

which is open and visible to all actors, the use and access of the internal database is restricted to the key account 

managers.   

 

Several network have successfully implemented this type of database or inventory, such as the EPSRC Centres for 

Innovative Manufacturing, ACPTHAST or Made Different. In order to clarify the roles of each partner and to 

define the services offered by the network, some successful networks have carried out a systematic study of the 

capabilities of the member TCs´ and how they can better suit industry needs. When the previously independent 

institutes merged into RISE, the definition of the roles and services to be delivered by each department was done 

according to the results of a study that analysed the overlaps and complementarities across the different 

institutes. This allowed to move from a structure focused on industrial sectors to a structure that now has a more 

technology-driven focus and can better exploit the synergies between institutes. COLAE implemented a database 

with detailed competences, capacities, material expertise and even prices. The existence of this database within 

the network facilitated a fast and efficient way of identifying the most appropriate partners for each task, even 

the most complex ones. Also ACTPHAST has developed an internal database of expert and expertise that allows 

to determine the most appropriate person and TC both for the scouting process and the development of the 

project. 

 

Personal contact and regular meetings to establish trust among partners 

Trust is generated and reinforced by personal meetings as people get to know each other, and conflicts can more 

easily be discussed and solved. Frequent meetings should be organised since CNs cover a multitude of partners. 

In addition, a pro-active behaviour and commitment from each partner is necessary to build a CN.  

 

The frequency of these meetings depends on the type of network. On the one hand, ACTPHAST organises 

bimonthly regular meetings. The fact that the partners come from various countries entails that fixed meetings 

are needed to meet each other. To see each other in person and having the possibility to discuss face-to-face all 

problems, makes it easier to reach a consensus and minimizes potential misunderstandings. On the other hand, 

Made Different or Nanoprogress, only organize annual meetings. Since these networks have a local scope, they 

can rely on events taking place in the local ecosystem for the partners to be informally in contact. 

 

Members of CNs that are geographically dispersed, do not have the opportunity to meet very often and to 

develop trust. Having previous collaboration experiences increases the chances of success of the CN. In COLAE 

and ACTPHAST, partners had collaborated in previous projects before launching the networks and in both 

networks, this was highlighted as a key factor ensuring an optimal development of the CN.  The partners in 

COLAE were part of the OAE technology association, and some of them were also engaged in the Photonics 21-

strategy. Previous collaboration had been even closer between the partners of the ACTPHAST network. The 
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projects in which ACTPHAST´s partners had collaborated before, such as the Network of Excellence on Micro-

Optics (NEMO), ePIXnet, JePPIX, MPW TriPleX  service, and especially ACTMOST, have gained ambition and scope 

with time. The increasing trust between the partners and their frequent interaction made it possible to be willing 

to embark on more complex projects and to do so successfully. Public support to cover for travel expenses is 

required as although most TCs have an allocated budget for public relations and networking, most of the TCs´ 

budget would not allow to sustain the cost of frequent meetings and travels, especially during the first steps of 

the creation of the network4.  

2.2 Recommendations on how to maximise the impacts on the uptake of KETs by and the 
competitiveness, growth and innovation capacity of their SME users 

 

SMEs know very well the issues that are preventing them to become more competitive or to realise growth. It is 

however more difficult to translate these issues into practical solutions and to see the potential role and impact of 

KETs. Scouting for available technologies and solutions is therefore the first step towards innovation. CNs are in a 

good position to perform scouting activities since they have knowledge about and access to state-of-the-art 

applied technologies and equipment. Technology scouts support SMEs to translate their issues into concrete 

collaboration projects with a positive impact on the SME’s competitiveness. They can assist in compiling feasibility 

studies and support SMEs to look beyond their current partners to find new solutions and to get access to 

technology services that are located abroad.  

 

Demonstration and pilot production facilities allow to illustrate the viability and concrete applicability of KETs to 

mitigate SMEs’ perception of the technological risk to the uptake of KETs, e.g. by demonstrating at TRL 4 to 6. 

These facilities permit to set-up tailored solutions for SME in close collaboration with TCs. They help to reduce 

doubts about the robustness and performance of KETs-based solutions, they increase the understanding of the 

benefits of deploying KETs and demonstrate how KETs can be integrated in existing processes. Demonstration 

and pilot production facilities offer SMEs access to innovative equipment and a detailed understanding of which 

novel technological options are available. 

 

CN should facilitate the provision of several services like:  

‣ technology scouting to induce companies to start collaboration activities; 

‣ compilation of feasibility studies; 

‣ access to demonstration facilities to learn about technologies; 

‣ prototype development and access to pilot production facilities. 

                                                      

 
4 In the questionnaire, 76% of the respondents claimed that public support was needed to cover for travel expenses. The 

participants in the workshops confirmed this perception.  
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Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Offer scouting activities, 

feasibility studies, 

demonstration and pilot 

production facilities  

‣ Offer technology scouting & feasibility studies to SMEs 

‣ Provide access to demonstration and pilot production facilities 

 

Offer technology scouting & feasibility studies to SMEs 

Analysing SMEs´ needs in terms of technology and defining a collaboration strategy with the TC can contribute to 

the adoption of new technologies and processes. It helps to find out which solutions are already available (also 

commercially) and which are in an early stage and need to be developed. This can make a big difference in terms 

of cost and time needed until implementation. Technology scouting and feasibility studies are an important step 

for SMEs to learn about available technologies. To be effective, scouting must not only take place among the 

portfolio of TC members of the CN. In principal all related technologies, from concepts and prototypes up to 

commercially available technologies must be included in the scouting process to find the best solution or 

combination of solutions for the SME, even though this might result in a recommendation not to adapt a specific 

technology or not to collaborate with the specific CN that did the scouting. 

 

Three main stages can be observed with regards to scouting activities: 

‣ Scouting activities during the initial contact between SME and CN. The first interactions aim at 

understanding the SME´s need and constraints (budget, time, human capacity, etc.) and at translating 

possible technology solutions to address these needs. In several case studies, the importance of scouting 

activities was highlighted. In ACTPHAST, SMEs need to follow this scouting trajectory before their project 

is accepted by the network. This does not only help the SME to find suitable technologies, but also 

prevents the CN from funding experiments or R&D activities in general that might have been carried out 

before (some solutions are already available or could be obtained elsewhere more easily). The scouting 

support in ACTPHAST significantly contributes to the success of the collaboration project with the SME. 

First, more applications from SMEs are considered solid enough to be accepted in the network. Second, it 

offers a more efficient service to SMEs, the time passed since the SMEs first contact with the network and 

the final decision on whether to accept it, has now been drastically shortened (3 months maximum). The 

scouting process is free of charge, even if the project is not accepted. The scouting during the first steps is 

also important for Made Different. This network offers all interested companies an evaluation tool and 

consulting session by an expert consultant that lasts half a day. A full report with the assessment of the 

company and a proposed action plan is delivered to the company. This allows to have a clear vision on the 

needs of the company and to establish priorities. This exercise costs 1.000 euros and is paid by the 

company5. 

                                                      

 
5 Until 2016, the Flemish government provided subsidies for this exercise. 
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‣ Matchmaking support once the SME´s needs are understood. In this phase, the CN proceeds to 

match the needs of SMEs to the offer of member TCs. It is paramount that technical and neutral criteria 

are applied by the CN that is assessing the needs of the potential customer. By having access to the 

database of expertise and services (see Recommendation 3), the CN can match the SME to a TC that has 

the required expertise and equipment. 

‣ Technology scouting once a first project is established. SMEs do not only benefit from collaborating 

with CNs or TCs in terms of obtaining a specific solution for one project. This relationship often opens the 

door to other collaboration projects. Downstream SMEs are often reluctant to embark on technology 

projects. However, once these first barriers have been surpassed, SMEs feel more confident towards CNs 

and TCs, and are more likely to start new projects with them. 

 

Scouting needs to be fostered and special attention should be devoted towards SMEs that are rather business 

driven instead of focused on specific technologies. Scouting SMEs is time-intensive and should be supported 

through public funding (see Recommendation 6). Especially downstream SMEs are often not familiar with the 

technology and tend to be risk adverse. Hence, it may take some time for key account managers to convince 

SMEs of the benefits of collaborating with a TC.    

 

Also feasibility studies are important as they give insight in the business aspects of specific technology projects. 

SMEs do not always correctly assess the business and market implications and the costs of introducing a new 

technology. Also the impact on the organisation of the company or the need for additional investment is often 

overlooked. CNs and TCs can help to bridge this gap. Feasibility studies are different from business plan support 

as the latter refers to offering advice on the overall business strategy and management practices of companies. 

This type of business plan support is unlikely to be provided by TCs and CNs, and should rather be offered by 

other types of organizations that can provide comprehensive coaching to SMEs on strategy and management. 

Ideally, these organisations are part of the ecosystem around the CN.  

 

ACTPHAST has several scouts (technical profiles from TCs) which are trained to better understand the needs of 

SMEs. This training was organized by the leading partner in Brussels and was offered to scouts of all member 

TCs. Scouts support SMEs in their application process, help SMEs to develop a sound project covering several 

business aspects, and positively increases their chances of being accepted by the network, and their chances of 

successfully developing their project.  

 

Provide access to demonstration and pilot production facilities  

Demonstration facilities offered by the network partners can be used as a showroom of technology in different 

application areas. These facilities can give Downstream SMEs an idea of how a specific technology might be 

practically implemented in their sector. These help SMEs to understand which novel technological options are 
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available in detail and to see the commercial potential6. CEITEC, for instance, provides demonstration facilities to 

SMEs.   

 

Demonstration facilities are particularly useful to demonstrate the commercialisation potential of technologies and 

products. It allows to produce high-tech materials and components in a small quantity which is needed to assess 

the economic potential and to convince clients. The availability of demonstration facilities is a helpful tool to 

attract attention to the utilization of a KET, e.g. on trade fairs, or to prove its general feasibility. More 

importantly, respective equipment can also be used to develop concrete solutions in cooperation with suppliers 

and clients, which can be adopted by downstream SMEs and to evaluate performance parameters before moving 

to large scale production. ECHORD++, for example, offers facilities and expertise from early stage (TRL 4) up to 

small scale test series (TRL 7-8). 

The highest impact of demonstrators can be expected, if devices are developed, that are likely to be adopted by 

industry, not only from a technological point of view, but also from an economic perspective. The proposed 

deployment of KETs should be evaluated with respect to its initial cost / acquisition value and subsequent costs 

e.g. for operation (energy, raw materials, etc.) and maintenance. Therefore it can be useful to develop methods 

that are as close to present industrial production techniques as possible. It does not make sense to demonstrate 

the utilization of a KET in a pilot production line that uses non-scalable methods, or necessitates a large 

investment into processing equipment. In practice, this is particularly important for any kind of material synthesis 

techniques and post processing like coating / forming (AM, NT, AMT) and measurement and production methods 

(PHOT, MNE). For the integration of new materials or substances (AM, IB) also their long-term availability in 

sufficient quantities and their conformity to standards and legal requirements needs to be proven. It is therefore 

necessary to have pilot production facilities and completed concepts that work with the same equipment and 

scale which industrial SMEs would apply and function under real conditions. Already during the planning and 

formation phase of CNs, it should be made clear that several TCs should be included that can either provide 

respective equipment to the CN to build up a pilot production facility or TCs that already have a production / 

processing line that runs in real-world conditions and can be presented to downstream SMEs.  

 

The development of respective pilot production facilities can ideally be done jointly with potential customers 

(downstream SMEs) to ensure the applicability of the technology. Calls for proposal and respective funded 

experiments can be a good method to select the most relevant application and also methods / equipment (e.g. 

for a production line) suitable for the construction of such production facilities. Experiments also support the 

uptake of new technology by companies and can contribute to the development of new technology-based 

solutions to address industrial needs. These experiments usually have a low administrative burden, are not 

expensive and easy to set up. In the framework of ECHORD and ECHORD++, experiments are very much 

oriented to implementing a robotics-based application case through feasibility studies; creating prototypes; or 

further developing and improving existing products. Experiments were also at the core of the Fortissimo project 

                                                      

 
6 According to the WP 3.1 questionnaire, providing access to demonstration facilities and prototyping is considered to be very 

effective to help SMEs innovate with KETs.  
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(I4MS). In this case, competence partners and SMEs elaborate application driven solutions based on HPC and 

cloud computing.  

 

The development of pilot production facilities and prototypes is a necessary step prior to the commercial 

application of KET based solutions7. The construction of the respective equipment might however not be a one-

time activity. Adaptions and upgrades might become necessary to integrate developments both on the KETs side 

(improvements of materials / devices) as well as with respect to changes in the infrastructure and production 

techniques of downstream industries. While often the activities of CNs stop at this stage of technology 

exploitation, the solutions could be further utilized and commercialized to create a product which is relevant to a 

broader range of downstream SMEs (see also recommendation 7). 

 

 

SMEs should benefit from collaborating with CNs. To better understand what these benefits entail and how CN 

operation contributes to their achievement, it is recommended to set up a monitoring system which on the one 

hand allows monitoring the performance of CNs with respect to SME support. On the other hand, the system 

should enable CNs to keep track of the impact realised. The specific targets of a CN with respect to SME support 

and the impact on SME to be achieved, can comprise various ways. Hence the performance monitoring system 

should be designed to cover a variety of topics. The monitoring should be performed by CNs.  

 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Monitor the CN performance 

and uptake of KETs & impact 

realised in SMEs  

‣ Implementation of a performance monitoring system 

 

Implementation of a performance monitoring system  

The implementation of a performance monitoring system offers the possibility of detecting failures and proposing 

solutions in a timely manner. As a first step we recommend to elaborate an impact model for the CN and its 

activities directed towards SME.  

 

Such a model should comprise the following elements: 

‣ Key objectives of the CN 

− Derived from these objectives, specific targets of SME projects 

                                                      

 
7 According to the WP 3.1 questionnaire, there is a strong agreement on the need for public support for the development of 

new demonstrators or small-sale production facilities.  
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‣ Outputs of CN actions (direct measurable performance effects) 

− Indicators for measuring outputs 

− Target values for output indicators derived from the key objectives of the CN 

‣ Impacts on the ecosystem (long-term effects beyond the primary target groups of the CN) 

− Indicators for measuring impact 

− Target values for impact indicators derived from the key objectives of the CN 

‣ Methods for measuring indicators 

 

This model allows overall monitoring of the CN activities and should be used for regular internal evaluations of 

the CN performance. If deviations of actual performance indicators from target performance measures are 

observed, discussions and if necessary, actions to improve performance should be initiated by the CN 

management. The monitoring system also allows identifying the areas for improvement in each step of the 

operation of the CN. It helps to identify target groups that are not yet reached by the network and permits to put 

forward new communication and outreach activities. An efficient monitoring system can also enable the 

identification of SMEs needs that are not being successfully addressed by the network. For example, if the 

number of requests for services from SMEs differ significantly from the number of contracts signed with SMEs, 

this may point to a mismatch between the offer of CNs/TCs and the demand from SMEs.  

 

In general, we recommend not using too many different indicators for measuring CN’s performance, but rather to 

focus on a manageable number of key performance indicators (KPIs). Based on the feedback received through 

the questionnaire8, following KPIs could be used by CNs as a starting point for developing their specific 

monitoring system to monitor the performance of its activities with SMEs: 

 

                                                      

 
8 According to the WP 3.1 questionnaire, the number of contracts signed with SMEs is a very useful KPI 
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KPI Method 

Output of the network 

Number of contacts with SME (electronic, phone, 

face-to-face) 

Internal statistics, Customer Relationship 

Management system (CRM) 

Number of SMEs participating in events organised by 

the network 

Internal statistics, Customer Relationship 

Management system (CRM) 

Number of requests for services from SMEs Internal statistics, Customer Relationship 

Management system (CRM) 

Number of contracts signed with SMEs  Internal statistics, Customer Relationship 

Management system (CRM) 

Satisfaction rates of SMEs for the support provided by 

the network 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Implementation of KETs based solutions in SME 

customers of the network with ROI < 3 years 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Business returns for SME customers of the network 

(e.g. cost savings, increased sales or market shares, 

new jobs, additional investment, improvement of ROI, 

reduced time-to-market, etc.) 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Awareness among SMEs about the services offered by 

the network 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Impact on the ecosystem 

Awareness among SMEs about the technology(ies) 

covered by the network 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Spread of innovation in SMEs based on the 

technology(ies) covered by the network 

Interviews, questionnaire 

Improvement of job attractiveness in KETs based 

SMEs 

Interviews 

 

In addition we recommend introducing indicators for monitoring and evaluation of internal procedures of CNs. 

These could include for example:  

‣ Assessment of internal and external communication activities; 

‣ Assessment of performance and assistance by target groups; 

‣ Assessment of administrative procedures; 

‣ Assessment of cooperation within the network; 

‣ Assessment of quality and intensity of the network; 

‣ Assessment of suitability of service offered depending on the needs of target groups. 

 

To operationalise the performance monitoring system, following activities should be organised:  
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‣ The implementation of a Customer Relationship Management software as it can help to track the 

applications, deal with SME requests, etc.;  

‣ A tool to monitor the KPIs related to the impact of projects, allowing to monitor impact on the long run 

e.g. 3 years after the end of the project; 

‣  Compilation of a satisfaction questionnaire to collect feedback from both SMEs and TCs, and a 

questionnaire to monitor the impact of awareness activities.   

 

Although many CNs perform some kind of monitoring, the intensity of monitoring efforts differs. Some networks 

gather customer satisfaction questionnaires when projects are finished (e.g. ECHORD++, DIMECC). Other 

networks carry out questionnaires on a regular basis among their members (e.g. OptecNet). However, it is 

recommended that the monitoring system cover the whole timespan of projects and is not limited to measuring 

satisfaction at the end of the project. ACTPHAST´s system is an outstanding example in this regard: this network 

has introduced a monitoring system to track the evolution of projects and their impact. It has allowed the 

members to identify problems in reaching out to non-photonics companies and to be aware of the problems that 

SMEs had to present a viable business plan when applying to the network. Its monitoring system covers the 

whole process: from application to months after the project is finished. The results of this monitoring exercise are 

discussed between partners and is the basis for the decision-making process within the network.  

Made Different also monitors the evolution of projects, but does it in a less systematic way. This network has a 

common framework to assess the companies, and projects are monitored throughout the process and even 

months after the project is finished. This allows Made Different to monitor the overall impact of the network and, 

at the same time, identify and solve problems occurring in individual projects in a timely manner. 
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2.3 Recommendations on continuity/ long-term sustainability after the end of public 
support 

 

The case studies on existing CNs have shown that public support is crucial to create and expand a CN. At the 

start, many activities need to be set up to ensure an efficient functioning of the CN. Particularly with respect to 

pan-European networks, there should be support on EU-level, since regional initiatives might not have sufficient 

incentives nor resources to target a European scope. Raising awareness about the CN and the benefits for SMEs 

is crucial for the continuity of the CN. The long-term sustainability of CNs is increased if CNs look for alternative 

sources of funding from the private sector. Figure 3 illustrates the actions necessary for the development and 

establishment of a CN as well as for ongoing SME interaction. Income from the private sector can particularly 

contribute to a CNs budget once it has reached the maturity of being able to offer services to its customers.  

Figure 3: Top row: Actions on the way to establish a new CN need to be financed by public funding. Bottom row: 

Actions necessary for SME-interaction and long-term success can be financed by both public and 

private funding. 

 

In general, public funding is however an important means to ensure the neutrality of a network. If it is solely 

relying on industry contributions, the focus will shift towards the needs of financial contributors and not 

necessarily SMEs that need particular support. CNs should provide fair and equal services to a broad range of 

SMEs. The need for innovation might be higher for SMEs that are doing not so well and have less investment 

capital to spend. 

 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 43 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Provide adequate public 

support to create & expand 

the network 

‣ Public support is required for the initial phase, private support can 

contribute over time 

‣ Ongoing support is needed during the consolidation phase and for 

long-term activities  

‣ Public support is needed to address the demands of downstream 

SMEs. 

 

Public support is required for the initial phase, private support can contribute over time 

CNs need public support during the initial phase as it is very difficult to secure private financing in this phase. 

When CNs are created, they need to establish a one-stop shop, develop services for SMEs, design an IPR & 

confidentiality framework, and build a performance monitoring system. In addition, an outreach and 

communication strategy should be developed to raise awareness of the existence of the CN. Public support is 

needed to fully deploy these activities. In the initial phase of a CN, expenditures will mainly be caused by travel 

expenses9 and the cost of human resources and legal consultation. Building trust among partners takes some 

time and public support is necessary for the members of the network to get to know each other and develop 

trustful relationships. An analysis of downstream market demands should also be part of the initial activities to 

assess the focus of the CN and its services. 

 

IT infrastructure needs to be set up to support communication among the partners of a CN as well as to 

efficiently interact with potential customers. An internal database of expertise, equipment and technical 

capabilities needs to be set up in order to allow all CN members an easy overview of up-to-date information on 

availability of infrastructures and competences within the CN10. This can help with both, developing joint services 

as well as with coordinating any customer interaction once more than one TC is involved in a project. Once the 

competence database is established and services are defined, a website needs to be set up which translates the 

identified competences into a concrete offer for potential SME customers. Depending on the range of services, 

several web-based functions need to be set up:  

‣ A descriptive website with an overview of service offered, members and the structure of the CN 

(~€10.000).  

‣ Interactive web-sites like a competency matrix for match-making; service offers to directly view, compare 

and potentially buy services from different TCs (e.g. Fortissimo); or a job market platform or capacity 

market like in Optence and its related sub-networks. (~€50.000 - €100.000 for the implementation of 

functional/interactive modules).  

‣ Monthly maintenance (~€200 - €500, depending on the need for updating and degree of fluctuation of 

prices / services).   

                                                      

 
9 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is relatively high and a cost coverage of about 2/3 by 

public support is suggested.  
10 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is mediocre. 
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The cost of the creation and maintenance of the network´s website might eventually be borne by the technology 

centres if the expertise needed for this is available in-house.11  

 

Training of TCs staff members in non-technology related fields might be necessary (e.g. business support, 

innovation management, customer relations). In addition, a monitoring system (e.g. web-based) to measure the 

uptake of KETs and performance realized in SMEs should be created to monitor the functioning of the CN. 

According to the statements made by several TCs (see results of survey in section 4.1.3), the need for public 

support for both activities is relatively high and a cost coverage by public funding of about 2/3 is suggested for 

this activity. 

Several examples from the case studies show the importance of initial public funding: IBISBA is now applying to 

different EU calls and programmes, such as INFRAIA starting community call and the 2018 ESFRI Roadmap. 

Public support is needed to generate recognition and credibility: EU support is key to acquire recognition by 

Member States and institutional partners. Bottom-up approaches are difficult to sustain without high-level 

support. This official recognition helps to maintain the interest of the partners and a high level of mobilization. 

Public support is also needed to carry out early networking actions. Interviewees highlight that the financing of 

the early networking actions is required to start operating the network. 

 

IVAM, for instance, is a good example of a network that received public support in its initial stages (by the state 

of North Rhine-Westphalia), but is now financed through membership and service fees. Clusters with a regional 

focus are important in an initial phase to promote relationships with and involve local partners. Public funding is 

needed in order to reach a critical mass. Also Optitec combines funding from the French and regional government 

with membership fees. 

 

Ongoing support is needed during the consolidation phase and for long-term activities 

In the consolidation phase, there is also a need for public support as companies may be willing to pay for specific 

development projects and services, however the size of the network and customer base is not sufficient to cover 

the costs yet.  Public funding for these activities should however not come without return. A step-wise funding 

model could be linked to the impact of a CN. After initial funding for setting up the network, further support could 

be coupled to the development of services and growth of the network measured by market relevant indicators, 

e.g. number of services, total income, growth rate / number of newcomers, SME/large enterprise ratio, etc. It is 

therefore necessary have a performance monitoring system (see recommendation 5). The development and 

implementation of a respective tool might need public support. 12 

 

Due to its composition of already existing / established TCs, the administration of a CN can partly rely on the 

administration of the individual TCs and some activities can be done jointly. Still, even in the case of a very 

                                                      

 
11 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is mediocre. 
12 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is relatively high and a cost coverage of about 2/3 by 

public support is suggested. 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 45 

efficient administration, 5% of the budget (funding) should be allocated to these tasks. The existence of key 

account managers prove to be of crucial importance for the functioning of a one-stop shop. Depending on the 

size of the network, personnel costs need to be assigned to this function. IVAM, for example, with around 250 

members, currently has 9+ employees concerned with membership and public relations, accounting and project 

management. 

 

Accompanying research activities not directly related to technology can be helpful for the strategic orientation of 

the CN. The monitoring and analysis of customers, markets, trends and framework conditions can give 

recommendations on necessary adjustments of service offerings, on the functioning of the CN, and on allocation 

of resources. 2-3% of the budget (funding) should be included for these activities.  

 

Public support is needed to address the demand of downstream SMEs 

Public support is also needed to cover the costs of downstream SMEs to access CNs. These SMEs originate from 

various sectors and often have a varying relationship to KETs. Collaborations with companies exhibiting a high 

affinity towards technology tend to be of lower operational cost for TCs as compared to downstream SMEs. The 

“low maintenance cost” companies tend to be large companies or high-tech SMEs that know very well the types 

of services they need and tend to have sufficient resources to pay for them. These companies have the necessary 

skills in-house to establish a connection with the technology centre or network that can best suit their needs, 

even when these are located abroad.  

 

In many cases, SMEs do not have any specific technological expertise. These companies are of “higher 

maintenance” cost. SMEs working in non-high tech sectors do sometimes not know the technology solutions that 

can best address their needs nor the TCs that are best suited for this. Still, they can obtain relevant competitive 

advantages by integrating high-technology materials or components. The core competence of these SMEs is less 

technology related, but they rather have extensive market and application knowledge in their specific sector. To 

reach these SMEs, scouts are needed to translate their technological needs in a collaboration project with TCs, to 

identify relevant TCs, etc. From the perspective of the TCs/CNs, addressing these SMEs with “high maintenance 

costs” is challenging and costly. Several meetings with the SME are often required before a project can start. 

Public support is required to support these activities as otherwise, the collaboration project would not take 

place.13  

 

According to this logic, the market would operate relatively well for the KET-supplier SME and technology start-

ups, and therefore the need for public support could be limited to the provision of information (which TCs operate 

in Europe and which are their specializations). From this perspective, public sector support would be most needed 

for those companies with “high maintenance costs”. As the industrial modernization of many downstream SMEs is 

already limited in Europe, public support is highly recommended, especially for facilitating the first contacts with 

                                                      

 
13 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is very high and a cost coverage of about 1/2 by 

public support is suggested. 
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SMEs. Once the companies have built the necessary trust with a TC, they are more likely to establish new 

collaboration projects, even without public support. The willingness of the SME to pay for the services offered by 

CNs tend to increase when good relationships are build.  

From a SME perspective, innovation vouchers are considered to be a very useful mechanism to embark on 

projects with TCs and CNs. Often they are associated to a low administrative burden, allowing for easy access to 

the services of CNs. Voucher schemes that require SMEs to co-fund, tend to be more successful. Often, 

innovation vouchers are limited to particular regions, but in Flanders and Brussels, the voucher system allows 

SMEs to engage in collaboration projects with TCs that are located outside the region. Due to the typically rather 

low cost coverage, other instruments like grants and loans need to be utilized for more extensive collaboration 

projects. From the perspective of TCs, a consistent basic or institutional funding would be the preferred option to 

support SME interaction, since it allows for more continuous activities.   

 

Besides a SMEs relation to technology and its existing cross-linkage in the R&D scene, aspects beyond the core 

competences of a production oriented company might be needed to be innovative. Other activities for which 

public support would be needed are education and training on aspects of digitalization. SMEs often do not have 

sufficient economic resources to invest in these activities which are key to foster technology deployment and to 

ensure future competitiveness. 

 

As discussed in recommendation 4, the upgrade of existing or the development of new demonstrators or pilot 

production facilities is a crucial task to attract customers and engage SMEs in the uptake of KETs. A successful 

utilization of KETs by industry often strongly depends on the possibility of process upscaling. The cost of 

respective upscaling activities can be very high since existing (lab- or pilot-scale) equipment might need to be 

replaced by industrial equipment. It can be expected that there will be a certain upscaling cost associated with 

each SME case. Public support for these activities is of the essence. The inclusion of respective financial resources 

into the budget might therefore be crucial to maximize the CNs’ impact.14 Public funding for these activities is 

necessary, since the mechanisms that facilitate SMEs´ access to the services of TCs – vouchers, SME Instrument, 

etc. – can cover for the costs of depreciation, but they do not cover the investment in new infrastructures. 

 

 

In order to make CNs more sustainable and generate financial benefits for its members, business models need to 

be found which are valuable to TCs and industry, and allow to develop permanent sources of income, which 

would make a CN more independent from public funding periods. The case studies on existing CNs have 

                                                      

 
14 According to the WP 3.1 survey, public support demand for this activity is very high and a cost coverage of about 2/3 by 

public support is suggested. 
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presented several services that are valuable to SMEs and members of CNs, and that can represent potential 

sources of income for CNs.  

 

The role and function of a CN should not be limited to a one-stop shop, which solely redirects external customers 

to one of its members. It is unlikely that a business model based on receiving a share of the turnover generated 

by projects brokered by the CN, would work. It would create a certain competition between bilaterally conducted 

contracts between SMEs and TCs, and projects initiated with the support of CNs. Additionally, a bonus system like 

this would most likely not be sufficient to finance the CN.  

 

An efficient business model for a CN should thus first focus on services which could not be provided by an 

individual TC and on sources of income, which could not be developed by individual TCs. For setting up a CN, the 

areas of highest synergy between its members should be identified first. An important aspect is the possibility to 

overcome a sectorial bias, which might exist for an established TC with a clear target group. This can be achieved 

when different technologies are combined, e.g. in a multi KET approach. A TC focussed on textiles for clothes, for 

example, might more easily tap into the field of reinforcements for materials, if cross-linked with a TC on polymer 

development. Similarly, the combination of expertise on market demands in individual sectors and regions can 

lead to a more comprehensive and clearer assessment of business opportunities for a CN. Trends in certain 

segments of industry might be picked up and translated to other markets. Also from a geographical perspective, 

the presence of a TC in a certain region can be an entry point for local customers to the broader service offer of a 

CN behind the TC. Hence the aim of a CN should be to enable a stronger service portfolio for its members. To be 

efficient as service provider based on the infrastructure and competences of its members, the functioning of any 

business model of a CN relies on the integration of suitable organizations into the network. 

 

Besides broadening the scope of its member TCs, a CN should also serve as a means for its members to become 

more cost efficient. The organization of the network needs to allow sharing of infrastructure and expertise, but 

should also make work more efficient. Depending on the willingness of the CNs members to evolve towards a 

more integrated network, certain tasks could be coordinated and executed from a central entity, e.g. human 

resources, IP-management, communication, product management and commercialisation, marketing and sales, 

or also the scanning for suitable public funding programs. It must however be noted, that the integration of these 

tasks into a common organization increases the administrative burden for both TCs and CNs in the short term. In 

the mid- and long-term however, synergetic and cost saving effects may predominate.  

 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Create cost efficient business 

models 

‣ Services reaching beyond the scope of individual TCs should be 

offered by CNs 

‣ Membership fees can significantly contribute to the income of CNs 

‣ Commercialisation of technology should be targeted by CNs 

‣ IP revenues can contribute to the income of TCs and related 

services can be offered by CNs 
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‣ Support on regulatory issues of new materials and technologies is 

a valuable service to SMEs 

 

Services reaching beyond the scope of individual TCs should be offered by CNs 

The long-term financial independence of a network is in general determined by the kind of services offered to its 

members and customers. In this regard, two different kind of CNs became apparent in the case studies. Networks 

like IVAM and Optence are financed by member fees. These CNs illustrate the value of their services (consulting, 

PR activities, training, networking, etc.) to industry. The deployment of technology (e.g. prototyping, 

commercialisation) is however not part of their service portfolio since it is associated with high financial efforts 

and risk. Networks like i4ms, Echord++, ActPhast, are targeting to bridge the so called "valley of death". 

Technology deployment is at the core of their activities. The combination of high risk and high cost to bring a 

technology from TRL 4 to TRL 7 and the reluctance of SMEs to invest in this technology deployment process 

necessitates public funding. Access to technologies and infrastructures related to these TRLs is however of 

outmost importance for the innovativeness of SMEs.15  

 

In particular, CNs should facilitate:  

‣ access to demonstration facilities to learn about technologies  

‣ prototype development and access to pilot production facilities 

‣ compilation of feasibility studies 

‣ low-cost technology scouting to induce companies to start collaboration activities. 

 

Although it is unlikely that a CN can become sustainable based on these services (see recommendation 6), they 

should be part of the business model. The cost of most of these activities is strongly coupled to the amount of 

infrastructure and equipment needed (see Figure 4). In particular, the operation of pilot plants, upscaling 

activities and any testing procedures involving lab equipment are very costly. Digital services like simulation and 

software development are less reliant on infrastructure.  

                                                      

 
15 Based on the results of the WP 3.1 questionnaire. 
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Figure 4: Cost structure and dependence of cost on infrastructure and equipment needed for the provision of 

services of a CN. 

 

Activities like the organization of expert groups / knowledge-transfer workshops, industry trainings, outreach 

activities (e.g. joint exhibitions on trade fairs), job and capacity markets, match-making, etc. are mostly 

comprised by labour costs and have a high potential of being financed on the basis of membership fees or event-

based fees. Particularly the organizations of investor/elevator pitches and investor events might be of high 

relevance for SMEs, although they are not directly related to technology development. Such kind of services will 

however still be most valuable if the technological and market-related expertise of a CN is combined. As an 

external player, not directly involved in industrial structures, but with a good overview on markets and the 

technological landscape, a CN could offer a validation system for its customers (particularly for SMEs), which 

helps them to qualify for either public or private investments, e.g. by a "quality label" to either rate the 

innovativeness and potential of a company or by rating the technological maturity of a planned innovation project 

to assess it’s "fitness for private financing". 

The CNs should make efforts to establish these respective services since they can generate revenues on short-

term and also help to attract attention among potential new members or customers. 

 

Membership fees can significantly contribute to the income of CNs 

Collaboration networks that are financed by membership fees tend to be more sustainable in the long term. 

These fees give access to selected services within the network or can lower respective service fees. As a central 

result of the workshops and expert consultations, membership contributions can however not be classified as 

sufficient to cover the complete infrastructure costs associated to technology development. They are rather a 

means to finance information and communication activities or partly to cover for the cost of administrative staff 

(see also Figure 4).  
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TCs might be willing to pay membership fees as they can benefit from the network activities by getting in touch 

with industrial partners. However, their capacity or willingness to pay substantial contributions is often not high. 

On the other hand, SMEs (especially KET-supplier SMEs) can also benefit from participating in the network. They 

can expect to find customers for their high-tech products and hence be more willing to pay a membership fee. 

Low fees can support the acquisition of new members and pose a way to, first, obtain a series of benefits – e.g. 

participation in events and fairs, subscription to newsletters and publications, etc. For a more extensive use or 

the access to more complex services – e.g. technology scouting – members should need to pay depending on 

their needs. 

 

The membership of large companies should be taken into consideration. Large companies can contribute to the 

financial sustainability of the network, most notably when membership fees depend on the size of the company. 

The capacity of these actors to have significantly higher economic contributions to the network strengthens its 

long-term sustainability. Large companies have multiple incentives to be members of these networks: they allow 

companies to be in touch with state-of-the-art technology developments and with emergent companies with 

disruptive ideas which large companies can benefit from. Moreover, KET-supplier SMEs can also benefit from a 

closer interaction with large companies: their products can be developed to suit the needs of these companies. 

This has a positive ecosystem effect, and fosters innovation and the commercialisation of products developed by 

KETs supplier SMEs and Technology start-ups.  

 

Venture capitalists can be invited to participate in the network. In those cases where the mission and the 

technology focus of the collaboration network might be more aligned with the interests of venture capitalists, 

these actors might be more interested in participating in specific events organized by the network, such as boot 

camps, summer school sessions, etc. The participation of these actors in events can trigger the membership of 

SMEs to the network. Since these actors usually target quick benefits, not all networks or technologies are equally 

susceptible of attracting them. 

 

In order to successfully utilize the mentioned networking effects for the generation of membership fees, a CN 

needs to be sure to find ways to illustrate and underline their value. A CN also needs to make services and 

functions reaching beyond technology development visible towards its members, customers and potential funding 

bodies. Ideally, a certain degree of quantification of the broader benefits and accomplishments of a CN should be 

strived for.  For example, results of an activity monitoring (see recommendation 5) or surveys among the broader 

eco system of a CN can help to translate indirect networking effects into an apparent value, which can be 

displayed by the CN. 

 

There are successful examples of the use of membership fees among CNs. In both DIMECC and IVAM, 

membership fees constitute a substantial part of the financing of the network as it aims at providing attractive 

services to the industry. IVAM currently has 250 members, of which two thirds are SMEs - most of them are KETs 

supplier SMEs. Its members come from research and industry and the main interest for them lies on the 

network´s capacity to link TCs, KET supplier SMEs and downstream SMEs.  
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DIMECC entails both industrial and academic shareholders (69) and customers (around 400). This networks offers 

the possibility to KET supplier SMEs to get involved in research projects that are driven by the interest of large 

companies. Including large companies of the local ecosystem has a positive effect on KET supplier SMEs as these 

companies can more easily develop and test their products in an industrial setting. This has a positive impact on 

the commercialisation of their products and on the business development of these companies. Moreover, the 

participation of large companies in networks such as DIMECC or Optitec largely diminishes the financial 

dependence from the public sector and has a positive effect on the local ecosystem. In DIMECC, the government 

and large companies are the entities that contribute the most to the network, but it are the TCs and SMEs that  

benefit the most from the funding gathered by the network. 

 

Commercialisation of technology should be targeted by CNs 

Several case studies have demonstrated difficulties in finding cost-covering business models particularly when 

CNs engage in prototyping or product /process developments suitable for downstream industries. As the "valley 

of death" is a known phenomenon present in all industries, it is unlikely that CNs can develop business models, 

which enable them to offer equipment and demonstration facilities without public support. With respect to 

revenues and profitable activities, a business model should however be found, that allows CNs to commercialize 

the findings and solutions, which were generated during the R&D projects. 

As illustrated in Figure 5, the results of funded projects and experiments benefit consortia of several TCs / SMEs. 

Public money is used to develop or test prototypes, which can - if successful - be utilized by the participating 

organizations. The financial effort of around € 100.000 can contribute to the uptake of KETs in a selected group 

of companies (early adopters of the project consortium). Other SMEs, which might potentially benefit from the 

technological developments are often addressed in the form of "success stories", which help to inform about the 

potential of a KET, but do not directly contribute to the actual implementation of it in a broader group of 

downstream SMEs.  

 

The technology diffusion by sale of a commercially available solution is typically carried out by equipment 

providers or plant manufacturers. In comparison to new CNs, established providers can resort to existing 

customer relations, business expertise and a brand name, which is known in the community.  
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Figure 5: Steps of technology development and possibilities for commercialization and exploitation.  

 

Possible business models could thus aim at the exploitation of generated IP or the development of commercial 

solutions (e.g. production / processing techniques and ready-to-use equipment) jointly with established partners 

from engineering or machine manufacturing industries. Respective partners could also ensure the availability of 

technical support services beyond the (timely-limited) existence of the network, which might help to reduce SMEs 

reservations to adopt KETs.  

 

A second option, however with a similar aim, is the creation of start-up companies. Either way, the development 

of commercially available solutions might have a high potential of achieving an extensive uptake of KETs by 

SMEs. Scale effects, based on similarities in the techniques and equipment used by downstream SMEs, leading to 

a broad target group of ready-to-use products, can in principal be expected for all KETs. 

 

Again, synergetic effects resulting from the integration of TCs targeting different industrial sectors in one CN can 

also be expected for this scheme of technology exploitation. Having other customers and markets in mind, ways 

should be explored to also commercialize intermediary products, which might not suit the needs of the originally 

collaborating SME, but could be utilized in other ways. Similarly, after the end of a collaboration project, the 

results should be reviewed by other partners of the CN for a potential further development targeting other 

customers. 
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IP revenues can contribute to the income of TCs and related services can be offered by CNs 

As discussed in recommendation 2, the generation and commercialisation of IP is an important pillar of a 

TC’s/CN’s business model. A precondition of further commercialisation of inventions of course is the ownership of 

IP. IPR-agreements allocating the ownership to a TC are often less problematic with downstream SMEs, which 

are less concerned with the technology themselves. Collaborations with large enterprises and contracts exceeding 

a volume of € 100.000 however often require individualized IPR-agreements leaving the intellectual property with 

the TC’s client. To improve the position of TCs, the involvement of public funding into industry collaborations can 

be an efficient way, since many public support programs dictate “inventor owns invention” arrangements. 

Another approach would be to involve TCs in a companies' risk associated to technology adoption. E.g. instead of 

charging the full service price, TCs could give a certain discount on their fees if their ownership on any IP is 

agreed. If the project is successful and the developed solution is implemented by the company, the TC would 

benefit from a long-term payback through royalties. The revenues of licensing fees will in general not cover the 

cost of the infrastructure and scientific / technical staff necessary to generate inventions. Sharing of the revenues 

at the level of the CN is a complex process which might not be applicable to many network organizations. 

 

For most activities ranging from the design of IPR-agreements to technology commercialisation, special staff (e.g. 

patent engineers, attorneys as well as sales representatives) are necessary. While some TCs might already have 

the necessary competences at their own disposal, the transfer of these tasks to a CN can be very beneficial from 

a cost perspective and give access to related services for TCs, which do not have own competences. As a 

business model, CNs should offer these services to their members based on case-related fees. By this, both TCs 

and CNs can benefit from IP generation and exploitation without the immediate need for sharing revenues of 

licensing fees. 

 

A central point at the CN should provide services on:  

‣ Design of cooperation agreements 

‣ Support TCs with invention disclosure and patent procedure 

‣ Design of an exploitation strategy 

‣ Support with licence allocation and contracts 

‣ Legal support on potential patent infringements 

 

As an example, the Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft as umbrella organization of more than 50 TCs, runs several central 

departments pooling the necessary competences and providing a service offer to all its member institutes. In 

general, the cost of related personnel can be covered by revenues in the mid- or long-term, if a suitable IP 

generation and exploitation strategy is followed. The strengths of pooling these competences in a central point of 

the CN lie in a higher cost efficiency and a better ability to assess market conditions and the commercial 

attractiveness of IP on a broader scale. The engagement in active marketing activities in different industrial 

sectors, who might lie beyond the focus of an individual TC, can significantly increase the exploitation potential of 

a technology. 
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Support on regulatory issues of new materials and technologies is a valuable service to SMEs 

Addressing regulatory issues or qualification requirements of authorities and customers is a necessary step 

already during product development, but particularly before entering any markets. The requirements concerning 

new technologies and products can be manifold and strongly depend on the type of product and application area. 

Meeting these requirements can involve testing procedures as well as a considerable administrative burden and 

specific expertise might be needed to be successful. Significant synergies can come into effect, if a CN takes on 

these tasks for its members or customers. 

 

Depending on the KET, regulatory issues are critical. The compliance with state regulations or industry 

requirements are mandatory for any commercial success. From an economic perspective, it can be as important 

as the technological properties and performance of a product. Particularly in the fields of AM and NT and 

particularly in Europe, strict rules exist, which need to be addressed (e.g. REACH, CLP, BPR) and which mostly 

concern safety risks associated to new chemicals and nano materials. Also in the sector of IB, depending on the 

targeted area of application, regulations can come into play. In the agri-food sector for example, a legislatory 

framework regulating the use of modern biotechnology exists, which particularly concerns genetically modified 

organisms (regulation on GM food and feed) and dictates risk assessment and authorization by authorities. In the 

field of medical applications, regulations can be even more complex and are associated to protracted approval 

procedures. The KETs AMT, MNE and PHOT are less regulated by governments of the member states or the EU 

itself.  Still, difficult qualification procedures of downstream markets concerning compatibility, longevity, 

continuity of supply or disposal can exist. Also, certain industries call for specific requirements on quality 

management procedures, which can be challenging for small companies.  

 

A CN can bundle the resources necessary for the compliance with such procedures and thereby assist its 

members and customers.  

A central point at the CN should provide services on:  

‣ Compliance reviews, identification of product relevant regulatory issues  

‣ Specific compliance assistance (e.g. classification and labelling of substances and mixtures, testing 

strategies, reliability assessment, exposure scenarios, toxicological testing) 

‣ Preparation of proposals and documentation for authorities as well as downstream customers 

 

Today, similar tasks are offered by consultancy companies or law firms. The required expertise typically exceeds 

the competences present in TCs. The TCs can however cover technological aspects of approval procedures. 

Having complementary competences at CN level, the offer of regulatory services can not only constitute a 

profitable business model for CNs, but can also be seen as crucial support for many emerging industries in 

Europe, particularly if small enterprises are involved. 
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The ability to clearly communicate the benefits of a CN to its members and customers is essential. A clear 

understanding of what the CN offers to members and potential clients, the advantages of collaborating within a 

CN both from the perspective of TCs and SMEs needs to be understood. The communication strategy should also 

entail a coordination between the European and national/regional level to exploit potential synergies. 

 

Key recommendation Recommended actions 

Develop an effective 

communication strategy 

‣ A clear definition of targeted users 

‣ A clear communication strategy 

 

A clear definition of targeted users   

CNs need to clearly define the types of companies and sectors they are going to target. Having a more concrete 

target helps to define clear strategies, to develop well-targeted and efficient communication efforts.  

 

TCs as potential members of a CN. Having the right kind and amount of members with respect to knowledge, 

equipment and other resources they can provide, is crucial for the functioning and success of a CN. Targeted 

members should not only be selected with respect to their activities regarding the development of a KET, but also 

in view of their potential function as part of value-chain focussed collaboration networks (see section 5.2). The 

CN needs to make sure to target the right members and have a strategy suitable to make these different 

interests compatible. At the end, an effective and sustainable functioning of the network needs to be ensured and 

attractive services for SMEs and other customers need to be provided. 

 

SMEs as potential customers of a CN. The composition of a CN as well as its services highly depend on its 

focus. New technological solutions need to be translated into expected competitive advantages, amortisation 

periods and potential new customer groups. Since CNs compete with traditional plant equipment providers for the 

investment capital of SMEs, the advantages with respect to existing technologies need to be emphasized. The 

message to attract customers needs to pick up potential reservations regarding the higher effort and risk of 

taking part in the development of processes instead of just buying commercial solutions. In this respect, not only 

technological aspects play a role, but also the progressive image related to the use of KETs, which downstream 

industries can use to attract new customers themselves.  

 

ACTPHASTs illustrates not only the importance of clear definition of the target, but also that this definition can 

evolve over time as the CN becomes more mature. For instance, this network first aimed to attract photonics 

companies. Once this target was successfully achieved, they now offer services to non-photonics companies too. 

Interviewees consider that ACTPHAST´s current capacity to attract non-photonics companies to the network is 

the result of a long process. They would not have been able to reach this stage without having focused first on 

photonics companies (during the Actmost project and the first steps of ACTPHAST).  
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The partners of COLAE also defined their target users and tried to identify the kind of services that would be 

interesting for them. They systematically scanned what was necessary from an industry perspective and 

conducted various face-to-face interviews with both large enterprises and SMEs with a focus on end-user needs. 

The key question was to identify whether commercial interests match with available technology. 

 

A clear communication strategy   

CNs benefit from a clear communication strategy and consistent principles when dealing with SMEs as well as 

potential new members. This can help to establish the CN as a strong and sustainable brand. Potential customers 

need to be sure about the benefits and quality of the service offered by the network. For CNs that operate at a 

European level, it is recommended that the management of the network coordinates all communication efforts 

done by all members and manages the communication efforts at EU level. National partners of the CN should 

advance the communication strategy at the national/regional level to maximize the outreach to national/regional 

SMEs. 

 

The communication strategy of a CN should be clear and targeted at multiple levels, respecting the national and 

regional specific aspects of its partners. This is especially important for Eastern European Countries where an 

explicit approach for reaching out to SMEs is needed. SMEs in Eastern Europe often lack the experience and 

capacity to develop collaboration projects with CNs. This implies that the objective of the communication strategy 

should be different compared to Western Europe. Regionally well-established networks like EEN, NCPs and 

clusters that can closely interact with key account managers, are proven to be very effective in communicating 

and facilitating the collaboration between SMEs and TCs. The Toolmakers Cluster of Slovenia for example, 

demonstrates that clusters can help to reach out to downstream SMEs from traditional sectors and help them to 

penetrate more advanced industries. 

 

Awareness raising about KETs and their business potential is very important. SMEs need to become aware of the 

services offered by CNs and the benefits it might offer them. SMEs active in traditional industries, are often well 

connected to business associations, clusters and chambers of commerce. A strategy for effective outreach 

activities might be to collaborate with these established associations instead of approaching SMEs one by one. In 

the questionnaire, most respondents acknowledged that collaboration with business associations and cluster 

organisations if useful to reach out to SMEs in all regions of Europe. The Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) for 

example, is the world’s largest support network for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) with international 

ambitions. EEN is well connected to national and regional partners and can address these partners in their own 

language. A partnership model could for example include support for outreach and advertisement activities by the 

industry association and in return receive a simplified or discounted access of the associations' members to the 

CN.   

 

Using web based outreach channels can be a cost efficient way to disseminate information. While many business 

issues are still discussed face to face, social media platforms are becoming more popular not only for the purpose 

of information sharing, but also to discuss trends and general developments. CNs can effectively deploy a social 

media communication strategy to reach out to potential customers and to showcase good examples of the 
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projects carried out by the CN, demonstrating the deployment of new technologies in industrial settings, which 

might inspire future customers. ACTPHAST, for instance, decided to create Youtube videos in order to better 

show the possibilities of photonics to non-photonics companies. The objective was to make it possible to see in 

which ways photonics could be useful for production processes and products. In the questionnaire however, we 

found only relatively week support for the use of social media (twitter, LinkedIn, etc.).  

 

The FORTISSIMO marketplace web-tool is an interesting case of awareness raising. This tool provides on-demand 

access to advanced simulation and modelling resources including software, hardware and expertise. It serves 

both to exploit the results of the experiments and to showcase the possibilities of the technology. TCs can 

advertise their own solutions to the problems of other companies. In doing so, the network actively contributes to 

the creation of a fruitful environment. Successful applications are presented and recommended to SMEs. The 

companies of the showcased examples describe their success in business terms instead of in technology terms. 

As such, the presentations are more in line with SMEs´ expectations and more accessible to them. 

 

Events, fares and meetings are also useful to promote the uptake of technologies and to strengthen the 

ecosystem. They can be carried out in various ways. IVAM organizes events that can increase the visibility of their 

members (e.g. trade fairs).  In Finland, DIMECC´s co-creation activities bring together companies and research 

organizations. These have various objectives and structures. There is, for instance, an ecosystem on Autonomous 

Ships Ecosystem that gathers 80 participating companies and organizes different types of activities: nexus of 

capabilities, start-up ecosystem, R&D programmes, proof of concepts, test areas and labs. The Belgian Made 

Different initiative also offers co-creation activities. These consist on gathering together a group of companies 

that think they can benefit from a specific technology. In these meetings, the possibilities that the technology can 

offer to their business are discussed. In addition, these meetings also facilitate the exchange of good practices 

between companies and therefore constitute opportunities to learn. The participants in these meetings are 

carefully selected depending on the objectives of the meeting: for instance, direct competitors can be avoided. In 

COLAE, the first contact with companies was established through public relations in trade fairs. Participants of the 

workshop confirmed that active promotion through fares and events is more important compared to a web 

presence and activity on social media platforms. Building an informal international network of contacts is 

especially important for Eastern European TCs and SMEs as they usually depreciate the importance of 

international contacts. 
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3/ Overview of the background and main tasks of the study 

The European Commission launched a project to help SMEs to get better access to Technology Centres in order 

to translate the sound knowledge base of the European Union into marketable goods and services. The results of 

this study will assist the Commission to set up new collaboration networks of Technology Centres with one-stop-

shop access for SMEs and/or expand existing collaboration networks with one-stop-shop access.  

 

The draft final report presents an overview of the background of the study, its key objectives and scope, and a 

summary of the tasks performed in WP0, WP1 and WP2, including references to the methodology applied in each 

of them. More detailed information on these WPs can be found in the inception report, the first project report and 

the interim report. The draft final report includes in-depth information on the tasks performed in WP3 and WP4. 

WP3 includes three tasks: first, a questionnaire was launched among stakeholders (Task 3.1); second, four 

workshops were organized (Task 3.2); and, third, recommendations were formulated on which technology areas 

should be prioritized by new collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access in 2017-2020 (Task 

3.3). WP4 also includes three main tasks: the first one aimed at raising awareness among all KETs TCs about the 

inventory, capabilities and know-how of other KETs TCs. The objective of the second task was to promote 

collaboration between KETs TCs. The last tasks addressed the promotion of the European inventory of KETs TCs 

amongst the SME community. 

 

3.1 Background  

In 2009, the Commission published its Communication "Preparing for our future: Developing a common strategy 

for key enabling technologies in the EU". This strategy clearly identifies the need for Europe to facilitate the 

industrial deployment of Key Enabling Technologies (KETs) in order to make its industries more innovative and 

globally competitive. In the Communication, it announced its intention to review its policies on KETs.  

 

In July 2010, the European Commission established a first High Level Expert Group on KETs (HLG on KETs) with 

representatives from EU Member States, industry, the European Investment Bank and the research and 

technology community. The HLG on KETs was tasked with developing a shared, longer-term strategy and action 

plan to foster the deployment of KETs in Europe and identifying obstacles and opportunities in this respect. The 

HLG on KETs and the European Commission acknowledged the importance of KETs for the competitiveness of 

both high-tech and traditional European industry, leading to an integrated European Strategy for KETs16. In 2013, 

a second High-Level Group on KETs was established to advice the Commission on the implementation of the 

European Strategy for KETs. The HLG on KETs issued its final report in June 2015, entitled “KETs: Time to act”. 

This report reaffirmed the importance of KETs to accelerate innovation and to stimulate Europe’s competitiveness 

                                                      

 
16 Communication from the European Commission. “A European strategy for Key Enabling Technologies – A bridge to growth 

and jobs”. COM (2012) 341 final. 
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and reindustrialization. As part of its recommendations, the second KETs HLG stressed the need to “Ensure a 

European framework for technology centres by supporting technology networks which provide access to industry 

to share their expertise, cooperation and business practices, develop common projects, build up shared vision 

and common roadmaps in strategic areas”17.  

 

The project "Promoting the Pan-European access of SMEs to KETs Technology Infrastructures" 18  delivered a first 

approach to the complex area of European technology centres providing services to SMEs. The study delivered 

relevant insides about collaboration of technology centres with SMEs and peer institutions in Europe. In this 

study, a mapping of KET TC has been performed, highlighting TC active in TRL 3 to 8 and providing services in 

TRL 5 to 8. The mapping showed that around 60% of the 187 TC identified so far are located in only 4 main 

countries. This project was a first step and the mapping has been further developed and expanded by the 

contractor following a review of the initial methodology. 

3.1.1 Objective of the project 

The policy objective of this study is to foster SMEs' competitiveness, growth and innovation capacity across the 

European Union, by facilitating their access to technology services and/or facilities provided by KETs technology 

centres enabling them to develop KETs-based products and applications. The deduced objective of the study is to 

enable SMEs to get an easy overview on European technology centre’s services and facilities by improving and 

updating the existing inventory of related organizations. A further objective is to prepare the setting up of new 

collaboration networks of TC in the field of KETs with one-stop shop access for SMEs. It aims to provide evidence 

on the feasibility and European added-value of such networks and to foster the emergence of new networks. The 

study aims to demonstrate whether and how collaboration networks of KETs TC with one-stop shop access are 

expected to significantly contribute to reach this policy objective, devoting specific attention to the geographical 

coverage of the networks.  

 

Four specific objectives were formulated: 

‣ To provide a complete and up-to-date inventory of KETs Technology Centres (TCs) in the EU, by revising 

the first inventory. 

                                                      

 
17 KETs High Level Group Final report “KETs: Time to Act”, June 2015 
18 https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/ketsobservatory/kets-ti-inventory/map;  

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-

databases/ketsobservatory/sites/default/files/kets_infrastructures/action_plan_promoting_the_access_of_smes_to_kets_inf

rastructures.pdf 
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‣ To analyse the different (existing or possible) models of collaboration networks with one-stop shop access 

and to identify how collaboration networks of KETs TC with one-stop shop access should effectively 

function to provide best value for money to SMEs for each KET and for "multi-KETs". In particular, an 

analysis was made as regards their governance and financing, and recommendations on the best ways to 

ensure their effective functioning and long-term self-sustainability of the one-stop-shop are provided.  

‣ To refine and test the recommendations elaborated, by seeking and building on feedback from relevant 

stakeholders, and spot practical issues related to the setting up and functioning of collaboration networks 

with one-stop shop access for each KET and multi-KETs; to assess whether new networks can easily be 

set up in the short to medium term and to recommend in which technology areas this should be done in 

priority in the coming years. 

‣ To raise awareness among KETs TC and SMEs about the inventory and promote collaboration between TC 

in order to foster the emergence of new collaboration networks with one-stop shop access in the priority 

technology areas identified. 

3.1.2 Overview of activities  

Figure 6 presents a schematic overview of the different phases of the project.  

‣ WP0 ensured that the context and objectives of the project were well understood.  

‣ WP1 focused on updating the online mapping of KETs Technology Centres.  

‣ WP2 had the aim to analyse and assess the functioning of networks of KETs TC with one-stop shop access 

and to formulate initial recommendations.  

‣ WP3 gathered evidence to further refine the recommendations put forth in WP2. 

‣ WP4 focused on awareness creation and promotion between KETs TC and amongst the SME community.  
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Figure 6: General overview of the activities   

 
Source: IDEA Consult 

3.2 WP 0: Inception 

Objective: WP 0 aimed at making sure that the context and objectives of the project were well understood.  

 

Result: A kick-off meeting with the European Commission took place to present the project approach in detail to 

the client so that the content and methodological approach were perfectly in line with the context and 

expectations (more information is included in the Inception Report). In addition, 4 scoping interviews were 

conducted to better define the scope of the whole study and to bring main insights on key issues not to be 
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missed by the contractor. These interviews were distinct from the interviews conducted in the context of WP1 

and WP2. Table 1 provides an overview of the interviewees, their position and institute. The insights from the 

interviews were used to fine-tune the criteria to update the online inventory of KETs TC. The interview reports 

can be found in Annex II of the Inception Report.  

Table 1: Overview of scoping interviews 

Name Position Institute 

Paul Peeters Senior project manager Agoria/Made different 

Graeme Maxwell Head of Specialty Products & 

Services 

Tyndall National Institute 

Jörg Gondermann VP Corporate Strategy ELMOS 

Tomáš Mocek  scientific coordinator HiLASE  

Michael Písařík business development 

manager/technology scout 

HiLASE 

 

3.3 WP 1: Up-to-date and complete inventory of KETs Technology Centres in the EU  

Objective: The objective of Work Package 1 was to further develop the existing mapping of “KETs Technology 

Centres” and to improve the underlying methodology.  

 

Result: The consortium team defined the main stakeholders to the mapping and identified a long list of KETs 

technology centres in Europe. These centres were invited on several occasions to apply to the mapping (see First 

Project Report for more information). The consortium team in agreement with the Commission, refined the 

criteria for inclusion of technology centres in the online mapping. On 12 December 2017, the profiles of 216 

Technology Centres have been accepted by the Commission and published on the online mapping. 

 

The following paragraphs present an overview of the main sections of this WP. First, the most relevant 

stakeholder groups as defined in this study is described. This includes the definition and description of 

Technology Centres that was developed. Second, this section explains the qualitative and quantitative criteria that 

were defined to apply to the mapping. During this WP, interviews with Technology Centres, innovation agencies, 

and technology-related inventory providers provided relevant input for the improved mapping of KETs Technology 

Centres. 
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3.3.1 Stakeholder groups relevant for the mapping of KETs Technology Centres 

Two stakeholders groups were relevant to improve the methodology underlying the mapping of KETs Technology 

Centres: European Technology Centres and SMEs as users of the mapping. Interviews with nine stakeholders 

took place to discuss and refine the approach and design of the new online mapping19.  The stakeholders covered 

three types of countries (large Western, smaller Western, and Eastern European countries) and different KETs. 

Detailed background research and the interviews provided the consortium detailed insights on the design and 

approach of the online mapping. The individual interviews can be found in Appendix 5.1 in the First Project 

Report.  

 

SMEs as key stakeholder group for the mapping of KETs Technology Centres 

One important stakeholder group are SMEs located in Member States of the European Union that are looking for 

support services in technology-related innovation activities. The needs of SMEs might vary from specific technical 

expertise on high-tech equipment to economic and financial services. In the interviews, diverse statements with 

regard to SME-requirements were expressed: 

‣ SMEs tend to struggle to get an overview of where to find support; 

‣ SMEs often experience problems in getting access to technology infrastructures;   

‣ SMEs tend to look for technology support in their nearby surrounding, it appears difficult to approach 

Technology Centres located abroad; 

‣ SMEs often rely on Technology Centres to find solutions for technological innovations. 

 

SMEs have different requirements with regard to the type of support they expect from Technology Centres. Three 

types can be distinguished: KET-supplier SMEs, Technology start-ups and Downstream SMEs.  

‣ A first type of SMEs are KET-supplier SMEs. These SMEs were founded several years ago and are 

successfully commercialising high-technology products. Their role in the value chain tends to focus on 

high-technology material, components, and/or equipment suppliers. The companies are highly specialised, 

tend to be small and not inclined to grow rapidly. They are rather established in a specific segment and 

are acting in niche markets which might be global. The KET-supplier SMEs do not have a large 

macroeconomic role, but can have a relevant contribution to the innovation potential in Europe as they 

enable the downstream industry to innovate.  

                                                      

 
19 The nine stakeholders belonged to: Cluster organizations (Nanomat); Associations (Allianz Faserbasierte Werkstoffe Baden-

Württemberg, Photonics PPP); Technology Centres (Blue Ocean Robotics, IBioIC, CEA LETI); SME-innovation experts: 

National Contact Points (Slovak Centre of Scientific and Technical Information); SME innovation advisors (Upper Silesian 

Agency for Entrepreneurship and Development);  and European Enterprise Network (Jozef Stefan Institute).   
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‣ A second type of SMEs are Technology start-ups. The related companies are often founded by 

technology experts as a spin-off from universities or research organizations. Collaboration with the parent 

institute is frequently the backbone of this kind of companies, ensuring a well-established contact. These 

companies tend to be strongly linked to the regional technology community. From a macroeconomic 

perspective, these companies are expected to become KET-supplier SMEs in the future, particularly if they 

focus on high-technology materials, components and equipment. However, as the firm is not established 

due to their relatively young age, Technology start-ups face significant higher risks compared to KET-

supplier SMEs as both technology implementation and commercialisation might fail.  

‣ A third type of SMEs are Downstream SMEs. The related companies originate from various sectors and 

often have no specific technological expertise. They can obtain a relevant competitive advantage by 

integrating high-technology materials or components. The core competence of Downstream SMEs is less 

technology related, but they rather have extensive market and application knowledge in their specific 

sector. From a macro-economic perspective, Downstream SMEs are particularly relevant as they are the 

background of the European industry.  

 

Table 2 gives an overview of the types of SMEs and their requirements for support services from Technology 

Centres.  

Table 2: Types of SMEs and their requirements for support services from Technology Centres 

Types of SMEs 

Required  

support services 

KET-supplier SMEs Technology start-ups Downstream SMEs 

Equipment    

Specific technological 

support 

   

Generic technological 

knowledge and support 

   

Economic advice    

Financial advice    

 

The three identified types of SMEs have different expectations with regard to support services required 

from Technology Centres.  

‣ KET-supplier SMEs have detailed technological knowledge and are able to define their needs. Their 

requirements are often related to specific technological steps in their process chain. This entails a 

particular focus on equipment and dedicated knowledge on implementation in specific process steps. This 

type of SME is familiar with the management of complex and highly specific process chains. With regard to 

the online mapping, it is important for KET-supplier SMEs to get a rapid overview of where to find 

Technology Centres that have experts on specific process steps. The availability of a broad spectrum of 

technological equipment and expertise is important, while geographic proximity is not an issue.   
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‣ The innovation activities of Technology start-ups are often focused on disruptive technologies. These 

young companies aim to implement new technologies for various applications. Technology start-ups tend 

to be strongly linked to academic and research organisations. Within these companies, technological 

knowledge is more available compared to economic expertise. Hence, support tend to be particularly 

required in economic and financial issues. The objective of collaborating with Technology Centres is 

targeted towards increasing the technology maturity, which required frequent interaction. Hence, these 

companies tend to collaborate with Technology Centres that are located nearby and that are embedded in 

the local ecosystem. The importance of a pan-European mapping of Technology Centres is lower 

compared to the other types of SMEs. Only in case a local Technology Centre is not able to cover the 

required expertise, the Technology start-ups are likely to act as KET-supplier SMEs and look for support in 

specific process steps. 

‣ Downstream SMEs are often looking for incremental innovation by integrating new materials or 

components in established products or to improve the production process by investing in new 

manufacturing equipment. The purpose of Downstream SMEs to collaborate with Technology Centres is to 

implement a proof-of-concept or a prototype of new products or processes. With regard to the online 

mapping, Downstream SMEs look for information on where to get expertise and support in a specific 

technology as their technological expertise is often quite limited. They do not need detailed information on 

services and equipment, as they often do not exactly know what knowledge is required for their demand.  

As this category of companies is quite diverse, the search will presumably start with regional and national 

Technology Centres. With regard to the online mapping, Downstream SMEs rather look for an orientation 

on which Technology Centre to contact to solve their problem. A specific SME contact person is considered 

essential to overcome the barrier of technical language and unspecified demand.   

 

Technology Centres as key stakeholder group for the mapping of KETs Technology Centres 

The second stakeholder group relevant for the mapping of KETs Technology Centres are the Technology Centres 

as they are responsible for the entry of the information. Hence, it is important to understand the drivers to enter 

the Technology Centre’s profile.  

 

KETs Technology Centres are defined as public or private organisations carrying out applied research and close-

to-market innovation (Technology Readiness Levels TRL 3 to 8, not necessarily the whole range but including at 

least one TRL >5) in Key Enabling Technologies (KETs). Technology Centres typically comprise the following 

services: 

‣ Technological service and infrastructure for validation; 

‣ Demonstration; 

‣ Proof of concept / lab testing; 

‣ Prototype development and testing; 

‣ Pilot production and demonstration/ pilot lines / pre-series; 

‣ Product validation / certification. 
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Several interviewees expressed the concern that projects with SMEs are often not attractive for Technology 

Centres as these projects are perceived to be not cost efficient. Due to the rather small project sizes of SME 

projects, the general project costs play a significant role. In addition, SMEs tend to have unrealistic expectations 

both on timing and process. This implies that private Technology Centres are less likely to enter their data in the 

online mapping. Also publicly funded Technology Centres often face problems with regard to economic return 

from SME related projects.  

 

Another concern is the openness towards SMEs from other European countries. Technology Centres are often 

closely linked to the regional and national community, and collaboration with SMEs from other EU countries is not 

part of their mission. Their mission is rather oriented to act in the benefit of regional or national industry. In 

addition, SME support measures tend to target the regional or national level, favouring collaboration with local 

SMEs. Existing cross-border collaboration of Technology Centres with industry seem to focus on large companies, 

while collaboration with foreign SMEs is quite rare. Additional identified barriers for cross-border collaboration 

with SMEs are language issues, less personal interaction due to proximity issues, and complex alignment of tasks. 

In order to foster cross-border SME collaboration with Technology Centres, it appears necessary to provide 

additional information on existing EU supports schemes. 

 

A strong interest of Technology Centres in the mapping of KETs Technology Centres is to identify other 

Technology Centres to create a broad network. In case the Technology Centre cannot serve its SMEs, the 

network would allow them to forward these SMEs to other Technology Centres in Europe. In addition, the map is 

also useful to find suitable KET-competences and -infrastructures for their customers.  

3.3.2 Criteria for inclusion of KETs Technology Centres in the online mapping 

The project team refined the criteria for inclusion of KETs Technology Centres in the online mapping. The 
following qualitative criteria were applied to decide whether a Technology Centre should be included in the online 
mapping:  

1. Services to industry and SMEs 
Technology Centres should provide services to industry and SMEs in order to enter the online mapping. 

They should be open for collaboration with SMEs and add a SME contact person in their profile.  

2. Activities in Key Enabling Technologies 
To qualify for the online mapping, Technology Centres must be active in at least one Key Enabling 

Technology.  

3. Technology Readiness Level (TRL) scale 
Technology Centres should be active in the higher TRL scales in order to be included in the online 

mapping e.g. activities in TRL5, TRL6, TRL 7 or TRL 8. 

 

In addition, a Technology Centre was asked to provide information on the following quantitative criteria:  

1. Share of industrial funding of the Technology Centre in % of total annual funding 
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A minimum share of industrial funding is required to enter the online mapping as this ensures industry 
orientation and experience with technology deployment projects. A threshold of 15 % of industrial 
funding a year over the last two years is applied. Industrial funding is all kind of financial transfer from a 
company to a Technology Centre that is related to research and development activities. 
 
 

2. SME related funding in % of total annual funding  
A share of more than 7 % of the turnover a year should be generated through projects with SMEs. SMEs 

often cannot afford high project volumes even though they might have the high benefit from the 

service. SME related funding refers to funding that comes directly from SMEs. It does not include 

funding for all EC and/or national projects in which one or more SMEs are participating. 

3. Common projects with SMEs 
The Technology Centre should have more than 10 common projects with SME over the last two years.  

These projects should not necessarily be financed by the SME itself, but can also be funded by public 

authorities e.g. through innovation vouchers or applied research programs. 

4. Investment in equipment  
The Technology Centre should have performed more than 2 major investments in equipment (necessary 

to provide innovation services) since 2013, and should provide a description of the most significant 

investments carried out by the Technology Centre since 2013. The word “major” was added to refer to 

investments that require a significant amount of money. No minimum level for the price of purchased 

equipment has been set as the price of equipment differs among the six KETs. Large equipment 

improvements can be taking into count, but repairs do not count. 

 

Due to the low response rate, it was decided to no longer ask for specific quantitative data, and to change the 

quantitative criteria into yes/no questions. It was agreed to change the text for the quantitative criteria as 

follows:  

1. Is the total turnover from projects with industry above 15% of the total annual funding of your 
technology centre (in both 2014 and 2015)?  

Please answer by Yes or No below, and if available, provide the exact percentage.  

2. Is the total turnover from projects with SMEs above 7% of the total annual funding of your technology 
centre (in both 2014 and 2015)?  

Please answer by Yes or No below, and if available, provide the exact percentage.  

3. Has your technology centre conducted more than 10 projects with SMEs in both 2014 and 2015?  

Please answer by Yes or No below, and if available, provide the exact number 

4. Has your technology centre made more than 2 major investments in equipment (necessary to 
provide innovation services) since 2013?  

Please answer by Yes or No below, and if available, provide the exact number of investments. 

 

This change was implemented by the IT services of the Commission on 12 June 2017. On 20 November 2017, the 

years mentioned in the questions on the quantitative data were updated to 2015 and 2016. 
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In close collaboration with the Commission, it was decided that a TC need to comply with all four qualitative 

criteria and at least two quantitative criteria in order to be published in the online mapping. 

 

3.3.3 Update of the online mapping of KETs Technology Centres 

Before starting to invite Technology Centres to apply for the European Commission's mapping of KETs technology 

centres, it was required that the website on the online mapping was updated by the IT services of the 

Commission. The format of the online module is based on the previous project and has been designed and 

updated by the IT services of the European Commission. Several hurdles were taken in order to put the KETs TC 

online module live. Additional hurdles needed to be overcome to solve all technical issues20. Invitation emails 

have been send out to the long list of Technology Centres. On 8 February 2018, 216 Technology Centres located 

in 24 countries had applied to the online inventory and are accepted for publication. An initial assessment of the 

data provided by KETs TCs that have applied to the online mapping was performed on the sample of 216 profiles 

that have been published. Figure 7 shows that 56% of the 216 published profiles were already included in the 

previous mapping, while 44% are new applications. Figure 8 displays the number of profiles per country. The four 

countries with the highest number of profiles – Spain, France, Germany and Belgium - represent 56% of the 

total. 

Figure 7: Number of updated profiles and new applications 

 

 

 

                                                      

 
20 Detailed information can be found in the first project report 
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  Figure 8: Number of profiles per country 

 

 

3.4 WP2: Analysis and assessment of the functioning of networks of KETs Technology 
Centres with one-stop shop access  

Objective: The objective of WP2 was to assess how collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop 

access can and should effectively function for each KET and for “multi-KETs”. This WP had three main tasks: first, 

the elaboration of an inventory of existing collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access for 

SMEs. Second, an analysis of existing functioning models. Third, the formulation of recommendations with regard 

to the functioning of transnational collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access.  

 

Result: A list of 67 collaboration networks active in KETs was identified. On the basis of this list and of the 

selection criteria that were defined and agreed with the Commission, a list of 16 collaboration networks were 

selected for in-depth analysis. Interviews were carried out and case studies were elaborated on each of these 16 

networks. As a result of the information gathered from these case studies, a list of recommendations were 

formulated on:  

‣ How transnational CN of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access can ensure their effective functioning for 

each KETs and for multi KETs;  

‣ How to maximise the impacts on the uptake of KETs by and the competitiveness, growth and innovation 

capacity of their SME users; and on  

‣ The continuity and long-term sustainability of collaboration networks after the end of public support. 

 

The next sections present more detailed information on each of the tasks developed within this WP. 
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3.4.1 Task 2.1: Inventory of existing collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access 

for SMEs at EU, national and regional level 

The objective of this task was to make an inventory of existing collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop 

shop access for SMEs at EU, national and regional level and to perform several analyses on the identified 

collaboration networks. During the first project meeting, DG GROW explained the objectives of this work 

package: “The aim is not to provide an exhaustive analysis of all collaboration networks existing in Europe. The 

objective is rather to provide a review of interesting practices, by pointing out those cases that stand out for 

some reason, examples that work well, new and interesting practices or examples that do not work well. These 

cases are meant to inspire future discussions on models that can be fostered at EU level in terms of good 

practices e.g. networks that have gone beyond providing exclusively technological services and are providing 

other services like bringing in private investors, governance models, IPR services or help with business plans. It is 

discussed that a consensus on what the inventory of existing collaboration networks will cover, should be 

reached.” 

 

The delineation of the concept of a collaboration network happened in close interaction with the Commission: 

“Collaboration networks gather technology centres (also called "competence centres") providing technology 

facilities, services and expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single entry point ("one-stop 

shop") for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and facilities available from the Technology 

Centres in the network.” A set of criteria were defined to decide if a CN could be included in the inventory (Table 

3). 

Table 3: Criteria to identify collaboration networks for the inventory 

 One-stop shop access  

 Common Strategy/ Governance  (common roadmap/thematic or relevant distribution of 

specialisation)    

 Openness to SMEs from a broad range of (high-tech and traditional) sectors  

 Connected to TCs that are part of our list of re-identified TCs  

 Level of operation: all EU/national/regional or cross regional networks are relevant if 

providing close-to-market KETs-related services to SMEs   

 Embeddedness within a broader eco-system 

 

As a result, a list of 67 collaboration networks was identified21. This list served as a basis to select a short list of 

16 cases for in-depth analyses (see Table 5).  

 

                                                      

 
21 More information can be found in the interim report 
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3.4.2 Task 2.2: Analysis of the functioning of one-stop shops 

The objective of this task was to analyse the functioning of selected collaboration networks. These networks were 

selected as they are examples of interesting cases of collaboration networks of technology centres  with regard to 

their one-stop shop access to SMEs, the type of service they provide to SMEs, the IPR model, sustainability, 

governance model, etc. 

 

Based on the criteria shown in Table 4, a selection of 16 in-depth cases was made (Table 5). The interim report 

presents detailed information of the each of the selected collaboration networks, including the rationale for 

selection the cases, taking into account the criteria mentioned in Table 4.   

Table 4: Criteria to select cases to be analysed in-depth 

 Replicability and scalability  

 IPR & confidentiality  

 Governance  

 Long-term sustainability  

 Business plan support  

 Financial sustainability  

 Additional criteria 

 

The selection of in-depth cases offered heterogeneity in terms of: 

‣ Selection criteria mentioned in Table 4; 

‣ Additional criteria:  

− Geographical spread: networks operating in Western and Eastern Europe have been selected; 

− Level of operation: the selection includes cases operating at EU level (e.g. ActPhast), at national level 

(e.g. RISE) and at regional level (e.g. Optitec); 

− KETs: the selected cases cover all six KETs:  

 Advanced materials (e.g. DIMECC); 

 Advanced Manufacturing Technology (e.g. I4MS Fortissimo); 

 Micro- and nanoelectronics (e.g. COLAE); 

 Photonics (e.g. Actphast); 

 Nanotechnology (e.g. Nanoprogres); 

 Industrial Biotechnology (e.g. IBISBA). 
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Table 5: List of selected cases for in-depth analysis 

Collaboration network Country 

ACTPHAST  EU 

CEITEC – Central European Institute of Technology  Czech Republic 

COLAE  EU 

DIMECC  Finland 

ECHORD++  EU 

EPSRC Centre for Innovative Manufacturing in Laser-Based Production Processes  United Kingdom 

I4MS Fortissimo EU 

IBISBA  EU 

IVAM  Germany 

Made Different  Belgium 

Nanoprogres  Czech Republic 

OptecNet  Germany 

Optitec  France 

RISE  Sweden 

Technology Partners  Poland 

Toolmakers Cluster of Slovenia  Slovenia 

  

A template was developed to perform the analysis, devoting particular attention towards the structure and 

functioning of the network (see the template for the case studies in Box 1). In addition, attention was devoted 

towards the following aspects:  

‣ Outreach to SMEs, including” downstream SMEs”; 

‣ Outreach to Member States or regions where no TC is located; 

‣ Capacity to help SMEs with business plan (including market assessment); 

‣ Ability to connect SMEs with financing sources, in particular Venture Capital and EIB/EFSI; 

‣ Liaison with pilot lines (e.g. under Horizon 2020); 

‣ Liaison with regions and the Enterprise Europe Network. 

 

In identifying interviewees, attention was devoted to interview people that were in charge of the collaboration 

network; people working at TCs that were part of the collaboration network but not leading it; and where 

possible, SMEs that had used the service of the network. The list of interviewees that provided feedback on the 

functioning of the collaboration network was added for each case. Their detailed feedback was incorporated in 

the case studies. 

 

Box 1: Template for the analysis of the selected collaboration networks 
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Template: Introduction to the collaboration network 

 

Analysis of the structure of the network  

‣ Governance 

− Governance rules to ensure the neutrality of the one-stop-shop 

− Linkages with the relevant innovation stakeholders and the broader ecosystem 

‣ Strategy (multi-KETs aspect) 

− Openness to new TCs to join the network 

− Possibilities to cover the multi-KETs innovation needs of SMEs, (collaboration with other networks and 

TCs)  

− Criteria to select the projects that are supported 

− Best value for money for SME technology service users 

‣ Scalability/Replicability 

‣ Long term and financial sustainability 

 

Analysis of the functioning of the network  

‣ One-stop-shop 

‣ Services (to SMEs) 

− Services to SMEs 

− Benefits of the network for SMEs 

− Activities to ensure that the network supplies consistent and complementary services across the EU, 

adequately covering the needs of SMEs, and offering a wide coverage of EU regions and Member 

States  

− Outreach to SMEs, including” downstream SMEs”  

− Outreach to Member States or regions where no TC is located 

− Capacity to help SMEs with business plan (including market assessment) 

− Ability to connect SMEs with financing sources, in particular Venture Capital and EIB/EFSI 

− Liaison with pilot lines (e.g. under Horizon 2020) 

− Liaison with regions and the Enterprise Europe Network 

‣ IPR & confidentiality 

‣ Monitoring 

− Monitoring customer satisfaction and follow up of projects' impacts 

− Quality review of the services, feedback collected from their members and users, measurement of 

impact (how to ensure best value for money for SMEs, how many SMEs can be covered with a given 

budget)  

− Impact of the network on the uptake of KETs by SMEs and thus on their competitiveness, growth and 

innovation capacity (added value) 

 

Strengths and weakness of the collaboration network 
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3.4.3 Task 2.3: Formulation of recommendations with regard to the functioning of collaboration 

networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access 

By analysing 16 collaboration networks, several advantages of CNs were identified. For example, benefits of CNs 

for SME are among others the one-stop shop access, the low administrative burden, the industry-driven 

approach, and the possibility to cover financial costs. TCs may benefit from CNs as CNs provide access to a broad 

community of industry players and a network of demonstration and small-scale production facilities, and 

guidelines with regard to the selection of projects, IPR systems, and application areas. Also public authorities may 

benefit from CNs as they often reinforce existing ecosystems and enhance the participation of the private sector. 

CNs offer a pan-European perspective to SMEs and TCs, allowing them to tap into knowledge and resources of 

other parties outside their immediate network and region.  

 

The analyses of CNs formed the basis for the formulation of recommendations with regard to the functioning of 

collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access22. These recommendations were tested and 

refined in WP3.   

 

                                                      

 
22 Detailed information can be found in the interim report.  



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 75 

4/ Work Package 3: Testing of recommendations 

4.1 Task 3.1: Collect feedback from existing KETs TCs 

Task 3.1 aimed at collecting feedback from existing technology centres and other stakeholders on whether the 

recommendations elaborated in WP2 are appropriate for single KETs and “multi-KETs”. In order to fulfil this task, 

we originally suggested to use the CBASED document crowdsourcing tool in order to organize an online 

discussion, allowing KETs TCs and other stakeholders to participate in the discussion. As the response rate of TCs 

to apply on the online mapping was quite low, the consortium and the Commission decided that it would be 

better to launch a questionnaire instead of organising an online discussion. This section presents in detail the 

design, implementation and main results of the questionnaire.  

4.1.1 Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was launched to validate and refine the insights obtained in WP2. The questionnaire strongly 

built upon the recommendations formulated in Task 2.3. Figure 9 shows the basic structure of the questionnaire 

and the relationship with the sets of recommendations that were delivered as part of WP2. The complete 

questionnaire is provided in Annex to this report. Closed-form questions were used in the questionnaire, which 

applies similar categorisation in order to maximise the comparability of the results. It was decided not to include 

open-form questions with the aim of reducing the time needed to complete the questionnaire. Respondents were 

informed that filling in the questionnaire would only require about 15 minutes. The questionnaire was drafted in 

English and included 30 questions. 
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Figure 9: Structure of the questionnaire and relationship with the sets of recommendations with regard to the 

functioning of collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access provided in WP2 

Contextual information 

Type of organization 
Sector in which the respondent´s organization is active 
Country of the respondent´s organization 
Technology in which the respondent´s organization is active 

Analysis of the need for collaboration networks 

Types of technologies in which new collaboration networks are active 
Types of collaboration networks that are needed: single KET vs multi-KETs 

Recommendations on how transnational CN of KETs TCs with one-stop shop access can ensure their 
effective functioning for each KETs and for multi KETs 

1. Create an effective interface for SMEs 
2. Install a flexible IPR & confidentiality framework  
3. Ensure the neutrality and transparency of the network 

Recommendations on how to maximise the impacts on the uptake of KETs by and the 

competitiveness, growth and innovation capacity of their SME users 

4. Services to be offered by the network to help SMEs innovate and to foster good working relationships 
with SMEs 

5. Implementation of performance monitoring systems 
6. Communication activities to reach out to SMEs 

Recommendations on continuity/ long-term sustainability after the end of public support 

7. Importance of public support on a series of dimensions of interest for collaboration networks 
8. Possible solutions that can bring sustainable revenues for collaboration networks 

Source: The consortium 

4.1.2 Implementation of questionnaire 

The questionnaire was launched on 10th October 2017 and was kept open until 31st November 2017. A 

personalised email with a link to the questionnaire was send to the long list of KETs TCs that was established in 

WP1, CNs that were part of the case studies in WP2 and to experts that participated in the workshops in WP3 

(this task is presented in the next section). 155 respondents provided input on the questionnaire, of which 125 

people reached the end of the questionnaire. The analyses presented in the next sections is based on the 

answers of 125 respondents. As none of the questions was obligatory, the response rate per question varies. 
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4.1.3 Main findings 

Contextual information 

In this section, a descriptive analyses of the dataset is delivered.   

‣ Respondents from 21 countries responded to the questionnaire. Table 6 indicates the nationalities with a 

highest number of respondents. Spain and Germany together are the countries of origin of a third of the 

respondents. 

‣ Most participants to the questionnaire work at technology centres (73%), followed by far by cluster 

organizations (7%). Five respondents were part of a SME, one respondent worked at a large company, 

three respondents worked in a national authority organization, and the rest marked the option “Others”.  

‣ Table 7 shows the market sectors in which the respondents´ organizations are active: the shares range 

from 53% for Production technology (machinery / equipment/ automation) to 17% for Textile. 

Table 6: Nationalities with more than five respondents 

Response  % of responses % 

Spain   21% 

Germany   12% 

Belgium   10% 

Ireland   8% 

France   7% 

Italy   7% 

Finland   6% 

Portugal   6% 

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=123) 
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Table 7: Market sector in which respondents´ organizations are active 

Response  % of responses % 

Aeronautic & space   38% 

Automotive / transportation   48% 

Chemical industry   38% 

Construction & building sector   25% 

Consumer goods/ products   26% 

Energy   51% 

Environment   46% 

Food   29% 

ICT industry (including electronics, computer 
and communication related products) 

  43% 

Measurement   42% 

Medical & Healthcare   45% 

Production technology (machinery / equipment/ 
automation) 

  53% 

Textile   17% 

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: Several options were possible 

(n=125) 

Respondents were asked to indicate the technologies in which their organization is active. They could select 

different technologies. The results show that AMT is the technology focus of a large number of centres in the 

sample, followed by AM and MNE. 
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Figure 10: Technologies in which the respondents´ organizations are active 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: Several options were possible 

(n=125) 

Interest in becoming part of a collaboration network  

Nearly all respondents (124 out of 125) indicated that they were interested in becoming part of future 

collaboration networks. Only the respondent from a large company responded that his or her organization would 

not be interested in being part of this type of network. Figure 11 shows the technologies in which respondents 

declare to be interested in being part of a collaboration network. The figure shows that the highest number of 

responses point at the need for collaboration networks operating in AMT, followed by those operating in AM.  

Figure 11: Interest in becoming part of a collaboration network (open question) 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: Figures represent absolute numbers, several options were possible. (n=115) 
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Respondents were asked to indicate the technologies in which new collaboration networks should be promoted 

(Question: “For which KETs should new collaboration networks of Technology Centres be promoted in the 

European Union in the next 3 years (tick all that apply)?”). Figure 12, Figure 13, Figure 14, Figure 15, Figure 16, 

and Figure 17 show how respondents rated each of the technologies for each KET respectively. Respondents 

were offered the possibility to answer to all categories within each KET. They could indicate for each technology 

whether it needs to be a priority or not23. Respondents were however not obliged to fill in every field in order to 

continue with the survey. Table 8 shows the technology for each KET that should be prioritized by the European 

Commission according to a large share of respondents. 

Table 8: Technologies within each KET with a higher share of respondents 

KET Technology 

Advanced Manufacturing Technologies Smart Manufacturing / Industry 4.0 (62%) 

Advanced Materials Materials for energy storage and generation (60%) 

Industrial Biotechnology Polymers, bioplastics (45%) 

Micro and Nano-Electronics Optoelectronics (optical networks, optical sensors) 

(34%) 

Nanotechnology Nanostructured coatings (38%) 

Photonics Intelligent sensor-based equipment (45%) 

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire  

Note: (n=125) 

                                                      

 
23  The wording of this question was: “For which KETs should new collaboration networks of Technology Centres be promoted 

in the European Union in the next 3 years (tick all that apply)? If applicable, could you indicate in which technology your 

organisation is active in (tick all that apply)? Collaboration networks gather technology centres (also called 'competence 

centres') providing technology facilities, services and expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single 

entry point (one-stop shop) for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and facilities available from the 

Technology Centres in the network.” 
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Figure 12: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Advanced Manufacturing Technologies 

  
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 

 

Figure 13: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Advanced Materials 

 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 
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Figure 14: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Industrial Biotechnology 

 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 

 

Figure 15: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Micro- and Nanoelectronics 

 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 
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Figure 16: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Nanotechnology 

 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 

 

 

Figure 17: Priorities for future collaboration networks in the field of Photonics 

 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire  

Note: (n=125) 

 

Insights in the functioning of future collaboration networks 

The questionnaire results indicate that there is more support for the creation of multi-KETs networks than for 

single-KET networks, disregarding of whether the objective is to foster technology development in SMEs (62%) or 

to increase technology uptake among SMEs (78%). 
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Table 9: Respondents´ opinion on Multi KETs vs single KET collaboration networks 

 To foster 
technology 

development in 
SMEs… 

To increase 
technology 

uptake among 
SMEs… 

 

A collaboration network should focus on one technology (single-KET)  

(e.g. advanced manufacturing, photonics, industrial biotechnology) 

38%  22%  

A collaboration network should cover multiple technology areas (multi-

KETs) (e.g. advanced manufacturing and photonics) 

62%  78%  

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: (n=125) 

- Question: In your opinion, should a collaboration network focus on one KET or cover multiple technology areas? 

 
With regards to the way networks should handle confidentiality and IPR issues, the respondents´ positions on the 

topic are not conclusive. In general, there is mild support for the three options provided in the questionnaire; that 

is, whether confidentiality and IPR agreements should be defined by the network, whether they should be agreed 

upon on a case by case basis with eventual support of the network, or whether they should be kept to the 

discretion of the technology centres. When considering the share of respondents that agree and that strongly 

agree with each of the options, it can be observed that there is slightly more support for the second option: 

keeping IPR and confidentiality agreements to be discussed between the SME and the technology centre with 

support from the network when needed. 80% of the respondents agree and strongly agree with this option, 

compared to 49% in favour of defining these issues at the level of the network and 39% in favour of keeping it 

completely at the discretion of technology centres. 

Table 10: Confidentiality and IPR agreements 

 Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

agree 

Confidentiality and IPR agreements need to be 

defined by the collaboration network and applied 

to all technology centres in the network 

9% 20% 22% 33% 16% 

Confidentiality and IPR agreements should be 

negotiated between the SME and the technology 

centre on a case by case basis for each project, 

with some assistance from the network if 

necessary 

2% 6% 12% 39% 41% 

Confidentiality and IPR agreements should be kept 

to the discretion of technology centres 

6% 22% 33% 23% 16% 

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note: 
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- Question: Confidentiality and IPR issues are an important aspect of a collaboration agreement between SMEs and 

technology centres. In your opinion…. 

The questionnaire also included questions on the effectiveness of different services to help SMEs innovate with 

KETs (see Table 11). Providing access to demonstration facilities (67%) and prototyping (66%) are the options 

for which the highest share of respondents consider them to be “Very effective”. Providing early advice on 

business aspects of SMEs´ innovation projects (30%) and the joint participation on fair trades and conferences 

(23%) are the options that on average are considered to be less effective. 

Table 11: Effectiveness of the services that TCs should deliver to SMEs to help them innovate with KETs 

  
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note:  

- Question: “In your opinion, which services should technology centres deliver to SMEs to effectively help them 

innovate with KETs??” 

 

When asked about the services that are most effective for collaboration networks to maintain good relationships 

with SMEs, the existence of key account managers specially trained to address SMEs´ needs is the option that is 
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considered by far as being the most effective: in a scale from 1 to 5 where ‘1’ indicates ‘Not effective’ and ‘5’ 

indicates ‘Very effective’, we observe that 78% of the respondents have rated these key account managers 

between ‘4’ and ‘5’. On the opposite, the implementation of a Customer Relationship Management software or the 

establishment of clear and publicly available criteria to select projects receive the least support from respondents. 

Table 12: Effectiveness of the services for collaboration networks to foster good working relationships with SMEs 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note:  

- Question: “In your opinion, which of the following services are most effective for collaboration networks to foster 

good working relationships with SMEs?” 

Several items in the questionnaire referred to the performance indicators that could be well-suited for future 

collaboration networks. These items referred to the output of the network, in terms of relationship with and 

impact on SMEs, and to the impact on the ecosystem, understood as the extent to which the network is 

successful in promoting KETs-based innovation among SMEs. 
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Regarding the former, that is, the output of the network, Table 13 shows that the number of contracts signed 

with SMEs and the satisfaction rates with the services provided by the network are the options that are most 

valued among respondents: 75% and 64% of the respondents respectively consider these indicators as being 

very useful. The number of contacts established with SMEs (26%) or the number of SMEs participating in events 

organized by the network (12%) are the options that are considered to be less useful to monitor the performance 

of the network. 

With respect to the indicators measuring the impact of the network on the ecosystem, measuring the awareness 

of SMEs about the technologies covered by the network and measuring the spread of innovation in SMEs based 

on these technologies receive a similar support from respondents (94% consider these options as useful or very 

useful). Monitoring the improvement of job attractiveness in KETs-based SMEs receives a milder though strong 

support: 88% consider that this indicator is useful or very useful (Table 14). 

Table 13: Performance monitoring system: Output of the network  
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Source: KETs TC Questionnaire   

Note:  

- Question: “The implementation of a performance monitoring system offers the possibility of detecting issues and 

proposing solutions in a timely manner. In your opinion, which Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) should a 

collaboration network use to monitor the performance of its activities with SMEs? Output of the network” 

Table 14: Performance monitoring system: Impact on the ecosystem 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note:  

- Question: “The implementation of a performance monitoring system offers the possibility of detecting issues and 

proposing solutions in a timely manner. In your opinion, which Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) should a 

collaboration network use to monitor the performance of its activities with SMEs? Impact on the ecosystem” 
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Respondents were asked about whether – and to what extent - public support is needed to develop activities of 

future CNs. Table 15 shows the answers to this question. The item for which there is a strong agreement on the 

need for public support is the development of new demonstrators or small-scale production facilities (91%), 

closely followed by the support for SMEs to embark on technology projects (90%). On the opposite, setting up 

and maintaining a website (57%) or a database of the expertise and services offered by the partners (62%) are 

the options for which a lower share of respondents claim that public support is needed. 

TCs see a need for the training of the technology centres´ staff members in business support, innovation 

management, and/or customer relations (76%), although the service of providing early advice on the business 

aspects of SME's specific innovation projects (Table 11) is not regarded as very effective. This may point to the 

fact that TCs often do not have the skills to provide advice on business aspects.  

When asked about the share of project cost that should be financed by public support for each of these activities, 

there are little differences on average. The average shares of the project cost range from 58% for the activities 

supporting SMEs to innovate, up to 69% to cover for travel expenses or for setting up an internal database of 

expertise and services. These figures should be interpreted with caution since the number of respondents 

answering to these question is reduced – in some cases only half of the respondents answer to it. This might 

indicate the existence of possible biases (e.g. that only those clearly in favour of public support or of the lack 

thereof reply to these items24). 

 

                                                      

 
24 Responses to all the items in the questionnaire were not compulsory. 
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Table 15: Importance of public sector support to develop a series of activities 

 In favour of public support 

 

Share (%) of project cost to 

be financed by public 

support 

 

Share No of 

responses 

Average share 

of project cost 

No of 

responses 

Setting up and maintaining a website  57% (n=120) 66% 

 

(n=59) 

Setting up and maintaining an internal 

database of the expertise and services 

offered by the partners  

62% (n=119) 69% 

 

(n=61) 

Training of the technology centres´ 
staff members in business support, 
innovation management, and/or 
customer relations  

76% (n=123) 64% 

 

(n=71) 

Implementing a performance monitoring 

system  

68% (n=118) 68% 

 

(n=66) 

The development of new demonstrators 

or small-scale production facilities  

91% 

 

(n=124) 67% 

 

(n=87) 

Cover travel expenses  76% 

 

(n=118) 69% 

 

(n=74) 

Support for SMEs to embark on 

technology projects  

90% 

 

(n=124) 58% 

 

(n=83) 

Source: KETs TC Questionnaire  

Note:  

- Question: “When setting up a new collaboration network, how important is public support to develop the following 

activities?” 

The questionnaire included questions on the possible solutions that could bring sustainable revenues to future 

CNs. Some general conclusions can be drawn. First, the options that are considered to be viable or very viable by 

a large number of respondents are offering companies a low-cost technology scouting to induce them to initiate 

the collaboration (58%) and asking for participation/membership fees from venture capitalists (58%). On the 

opposite, the options that are considered not viable (and not viable at all) by more respondents are related to 

generating revenues, first, from a share of IPR revenues derived from projects of the network (34%), and, 

second, from a share of turnover of the projects carried out by the network (30% consider this is not a viable 

option). 

 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 91 

Table 16: Possible solutions that can bring sustainable revenues to collaboration networks 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 

Note:  

- Question: “Collaboration networks often experience difficulties in guaranteeing their long-term sustainability. In your 

opinion, can the following solutions bring sustainable revenues to collaboration networks of technology centres?” 
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The questionnaire ended with a series of items referring to the usefulness of different approaches to reach to 

SMEs in all EU regions. In general, respondents considered each option shown in Table 17 as useful or very 

useful. It is interesting to point to the relatively weak support for the use of social media (twitter, LinkedIn, etc.): 

28% of the respondents indicate that this type of communication approach is not useful for this purpose. 

Participation in trade fairs was the second option that was considered less useful by a larger number of 

respondents (12%). 

Table 17: Usefulness of the activities for collaboration networks to reach out to many SMEs in all EU regions 

 
Source: KETs TC Questionnaire 
Note:  

- Question: In your view, which activities are most useful for collaboration networks to reach out to 
many SMEs in all regions of Europe? 
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4.2 Task 3.2: Organise workshops with existing KETs TCs 

Task 3.2 focused on the organization of 4 workshops with participants of existing KETs TCs. According to the 

Terms of Reference the objective of these workshops was three-fold: 

‣ “To investigate how collaboration networks can work in practice for selected KETs areas (single KETs, or, if 

deemed more appropriate, "multi-KETs"); 

‣ To spot practical issues related to the setting up of collaboration networks with one-stop shop access; 

‣ To assess whether new collaboration networks can be easily set up in the short to medium term”. 

 

Four workshops were organized in the context of this task in November 2017. Table 18 presents the topics, dates 

and locations of these workshops. The practical organization (venue, dates) and methodology (concept notes) 

were defined in agreement with EASME and DG Grow.  

 

The following sections are presented for each workshop:  

‣ The objectives; 

‣ The practical organization (date and venue); 

‣ The concept note; 

‣ The invitations; 

‣ The agenda; 

‣ The report of the workshop; 

‣ The list of participants. 

Table 18: Topics, dates and locations of the workshops 

Workshop Date Location 

Workshop on Industrial Biotechnology 6/11/2017 Brussels, Belgium 

Challenges of collaboration: Central and Eastern European 

Technology Centres active in Advanced Manufacturing 

Technologies 

9/11/2017 Prague, Czech Republic 

Workshop on Financing and Sustainability of CNs 10/11/2017 Brussels, Belgium 

KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value 

chains in Nano Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials 

(AM) 

17/11/2017 Frankfurt, Germany 
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4.2.1 Workshop on Industrial Biotechnologies 

The expert validation workshop took place on the 6th of November. The workshop was held in the premises of 

IDEA Consult, 40 rue Joseph II/Jozef II Straat, in Brussels, Belgium. The workshop started at 10.00 and ended at 

17.00, lunch was provided. The list of participants is included in Table 20. The following paragraphs present the 

objectives of the workshop and the agenda that was followed. In the last section, the conclusions of the 

workshop are mentioned.  

 

Objectives 

The objective of the workshop was to discuss the need to set up a collaboration network in the area of Industrial 

Biotechnology (IB) as currently, a pan-European collaboration network in the area of IB does not exist. The 

objective of this workshop was therefore to shed light on the kind of services that a collaboration network should 

offer to address the needs of SMEs (e.g. feasibility studies, demonstrators, pilot production, experiments, 

technology scouting, innovation management scouting, trainings, etc.). 
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Box 2: Concept note for the workshop on Industrial Biotechnology 

 

 

Objective of the workshop 

The objective of the workshop is to discuss the need to set up collaboration networks in the area of industrial 

biotechnology. Currently, a pan-European collaboration network in the area of IB does not exist. 

Collaboration networks gather technology centres (also called "competence centres") providing technology 

facilities, services and expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single entry point ("one-

stop shop") for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and facilities available from the 

Technology Centres in the network. Collaboration networks are organised at a pan-European level. 

 

First part of the workshop 

In the first part of the workshop, two initiatives will be discussed. IBISBA is an initiative of research and 

technology institutes (and other types of partners) that are working on the development of a pan-European 

collaboration network in industrial biotechnology (IB). The ultimate aim is to create a R&D continuum across 

TRLs 2 to 6 for the development of bioprocesses, efficiently integrating biocatalysts into the process 

environment. IBISBA is currently an informal consortium with no legal status and no external funding. It is led 

by the French National Institute for Agricultural Research (INRA). Having failed to reach the European 

Strategy Forum on Research Infrastructures (ESFRI) status in 2016, the IBISBA consortium is now preparing 

a bid for inclusion in the 2018 ESFRI Roadmap. In the workshop, we will explore the option to set up IBISBA 

as a collaboration network. 

 

A second initiative is SMARTPILOTS, its' objective is to improve regional policies in support of Shared Pilot 

Facilities to increase their impact on the Key Enabling technology (KET) Industrial Biotechnology and the bio-

economy. Shared pilot facilities are open access test sites that bring bio-economy innovations from the 

laboratory into industrial practice. 

 

Second part of the workshop 

In the second part of the workshop, the discussion will focus on the following key issues: 

‣ Interaction between SMEs and collaboration networks, including: 1) the consulting phase (technology 

scouting, business advice); 2) the matchmaking phase; and 3) the cross-regional dimension. 

‣ Required equipment/facilities and demonstration/pilot production services to cross the Valley of Death. 

‣ Criteria (technical or neutral criteria (e.g. language or geographical proximity)) to ensure neutrality 

and transparency of the network.  

 

Date and venue  

The workshop will take place in the premises of IDEA Consult, Jozef II Straat, 1000 Brussels from 11:00 to 

17:00. The first part will take place from 11:00 till 12:30, while the second part is foreseen from 13:00 till 

17:00, including a coffee break at 15:00.  

The workshop will take place on 6 November 2017. 
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Box 3: Invitations to the workshop on Industrial Biotechnology 

 

 

  

Dear <name>,  

 

We would like to invite you to an expert validation workshop that will take place on November 6, 2017 from 

10.00 till 17.00 in the premises of IDEA Consult, 40 rue Joseph II/Jozef II Straat, in Brussels, Belgium. 

 

The objective of the workshop is to discuss the need to set up a collaboration network in the area of 

IB as, currently, a pan-European collaboration network in the area of IB does not exist. The objective of this 

workshop is to shed light on the kind of services that a collaboration network should offer to address the 

needs of SMEs (e.g. feasibility studies, demonstrators, pilot production, experiments, technology scouting, 

innovation management scouting, trainings,…).  

 

Next, as IBISBA is an emerging network, attention will be devoted to the need to ensure neutrality and 

transparency, including the need for a centralisation of management, key account managers, coordination 

between contact points, criteria to allocate projects among members (technical or neutral). 

 

The workshop is part of a study for DG Grow that concerns “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”. The 

study aims to map technology centres in the field of Key Enabling Technologies in Europe and to analyse the 

functioning of collaboration networks of KETs technology centres with one-stop shop access. On this basis, it 

should also give recommendations on which new networks of technology centres are needed in the EU (for 

each KET, for multi-KET) and how networks of technology centres should function.   

 

I would be grateful if you could confirm your availability to attend a workshop on November 6 

by replying to this email.  

 

Many thanks in advance. 

 

For additional questions, do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Kind regards,  

 

Els Van de Velde 
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Agenda 

Box 4 presents the detailed agenda of the workshop. The discussions were structured around three main blocks.  

‣ First, the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres” was presented by Els Van de Velde   

‣ In the second part of the workshop, a few interesting initiatives were discussed: 

− IBISBA is an initiative of research and technology institutes (and other types of partners) that are working 

on the development of a pan-European collaboration network in industrial biotechnology (IB). The ultimate 

aim is to create a R&D continuum across TRLs 2 to 6 for the development of bioprocesses, efficiently 

integrating biocatalysts into the process environment.  

− A second initiative is SMARTPILOTS, whose objective is to improve regional policies in support of Shared 

Pilot Facilities to increase their impact on the Key Enabling technology (KET) Industrial Biotechnology and 

the bio-economy. Shared pilot facilities are open access test sites that bring bio-economy innovations from 

the laboratory into industrial practice.  

− A representative of the Bio Base Europe Pilot Plant presented the projects SuperBIO and BioBase4SME. 

The former is funded by an H2020 grant and its objective is to build new, cross-border, cross-sectoral 

value chains with European SMEs.  BioBase4SME is an Interreg project that aims at enlarging the 

innovation impact of North-West-European SMEs 

− ERIFORE, the European Research Infrastructure for Circular Forest Bioeconomy, was presented by a 

representative of VTT. It is an infrastructure development project under the H2020 that aims at 

establishing an open access research infrastructure to facilitate the development of technologies enabling 

research and commercialisation of new value added products from forest biomass. 

 

In the third part of the workshop, the discussion focused on some of the elements that are key for the future 

development of collaboration networks in the field of IB: 

‣ Criteria to ensure neutrality and transparency of networks.  

‣ Interaction between SMEs and collaboration networks.  

‣ Required equipment/facilities and demonstration/pilot production services to cross the Valley of Death.  

Box 4: Workshop Agenda 

 

Workshop agenda 

‣ 10.00-10.30 Presentation of the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”  

‣ 10.30-11.30 Presentation of initiatives like IBISBA, SMARTPILOTS, ERIFORE, …  

‣ 11.30-12.30 Discussion on the criteria to ensure neutrality and transparency of networks 

‣ 12.30-13.00 Lunch 

‣ 13.00-14.45 Discussion on the interaction between SMEs and collaboration networks 

‣ 14.45-15.00 Coffee break 

‣ 15.00-17.00 Discussion on the required equipment/facilities and demonstration/pilot production 

services to cross the Valley of Death 
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4.2.1.1 Conclusion of the workshop 

The following sections present the key findings of the discussions. 

 

Criteria to ensure neutrality and transparency of networks 

Functioning of the one-stop shop  

It was argued that it is important to clarify the objective of future CNs in order to have a clear idea of the 

possible composition and organization of the network. These elements are largely contingent on the focus of the 

network, e.g. joint business development, raising awareness among SMEs or the development of long-term 

infrastructures. However, consensus among the participants was reached on several points related to the 

functioning of a one-stop shop.  

Complementarity and a certain degree of coordination between technology centres should be 

fostered. 

Complementarity of the services across members should be fostered. Overlaps should be avoided except for the 

services that have a high demand to make sure that the demand is met. Some participants argued that a 

common e-infrastructure would be needed in order to share information on the services and workload of different 

infrastructures. However, other participants pointed out that the interlinkage between infrastructures should not 

be very strong in order to allow customers the liberty to choose among competing infrastructures and to select 

the one that offers best value for money. 

 

It was argued that proximity between the customers and the TCs is important, but that there is a trade-off 

between proximity and quality: high quality infrastructures cannot be created everywhere. A way to avoid this 

limitation is to create a large network of TCs. Smaller networks are very much dependent upon projects: their 

survival is contingent upon the existence and winning of adequate calls to continue to operate. 

 

Funding of the network 

Funding of future CNs: There are currently no funding schemes for the creation of future 

sustainable networks.  

 

With regards to funding needs, it was stated that ESFRI is the best available option to fund some CNs, but that 

does not imply that it is the best possible option. ESFRI´s focus on fundamental research limits the usefulness of 

this tool for those initiatives that aim at helping projects move to higher TRLs. In this sense, it was suggested 

that DG RTD and DG Grow should collaborate in defining more appropriate funding schemes for this type of 

collaboration networks.  

 

With regards to investments needs: a participant claimed that investment plans need to be designed in scientific 

terms, in lines with the ESFRI roadmap, but that more emphasis should be put on the services that can be 

provided by collaboration networks specifically focusing on the provision of services to SMEs. 
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It was stressed that operational costs are challenging for TCs and collaboration networks. For instance, H2020 

was said to be a way to decrease depreciation costs, but not to finance new investments in infrastructure. The 

lack of support for these investments in the future can jeopardize the industrial modernization in Europe. 

 

Interaction between SMEs and collaboration networks 

Services 

Services: technology scouting and pilot production for high tech SMEs 

The definitions of SMEs applied in this study (KETs supplier SMEs, technology start-ups and downstream SMEs) 

was presented in order to help structuring the discussion.  

 

SMEs´ needs have to be taken into account in the design of the network´s services. 

Each type of SMEs has various needs and a different perspective on how IB can help them. KET supplier SMEs 

and start-ups often already know how IB can help them. Downstream SMEs, on the contrary, rarely know the 

technology nor how it can be beneficial for their business. It is therefore important to take into account the 

SMEs´ needs when defining the services as they often need an immediate output and tend to be risk averse. The 

majority of downstream SMEs is not prone to invest in R&D projects. If someone approaches these companies 

with a business idea (for instance, on how waste can be transformed into a commercial opportunity) this can help 

them to become less risk averse and to be more prone to collaborate with a technology centre. 

 

To the question on whether there are predefined solutions in the IB field that can be sold to SMEs, the 

participants argued that there are both protocols and technology, but that each solution needs to be developed 

individually for each client in order to respect confidentiality and IPR agreements. 

 

Business plan support is needed, but should be carried out by other organizations. 

With regards to business plan support, it was argued, on the one hand, that business plan support is beneficial 

even when it is superficial (e.g. giving advice on how to present projects to venture capitalists). On the other 

hand, there was some consensus on the fact that the collaboration network and the technology centres should 

focus on the provision of technology services. In general, most of the complementary services, such as business 

plan support or patent application counselling, should be provided by other actors in the same ecosystem. This 

could be seen as an extra layer of organizations surrounding the collaboration network. 

 

Key account managers are needed, but only for specific purposes and depending on budget size.  

Participants claimed that a strong professionalism of the people in charge of dealing with SMEs´ requests is 

important. It is key that they have sufficient technical knowledge to provide sound advice to the customers. Some 

participants were in favour of the creation of a centralized management structure able to do the follow-up of 

projects from start to end across different TRLs. These participants would be in favour of creating a team of 6 to 

8 people acknowledging the fact that only a limited number of projects would be carried out, but also that not all 

projects have the same level of complexity. This management structure could also be based on some outsourcing 

if needed. Other participants, however, claimed that this type of organization would only be interesting for KET 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 100 

supplier SMEs since it would only fit projects beyond a certain budget. Downstream SMEs´ projects would be less 

likely to be sufficiently large to afford this type of organization. 

 

There was some discussion on the objectives of the network and its impact on the definition of the services to be 

provided.  Some participants posed the question on the incentives to participate in this type of network. Other 

participants responded that the network only plays a role for those projects in which the service cannot be 

directly provided by the TC. 

 

In general terms, SMEs accessing the infrastructures are looking for a place where they can develop the whole 

process of their idea, from the first feasibility studies to the zero series production. 

Some participants argued that clusters can act as key account managers: technical discussions should be held by 

the TCs, but the clusters can provide useful advice to companies on how to develop their R&D project across 

different TCs. 

 

There was consensus on the fact that scouting needs to be fostered. This need to be done on a 

continuous basis in order to increase the awareness of the possibilities of IB among companies.  

A special attention needs to be put on the fact that many SMEs are more driven by their business needs than by 

the interest on a specific technology. 

 

There was also consensus on the fact that KET supplier SMEs or technology start-ups are the main 

target of the existing networks.  

KET supplier SMEs or technology start-ups are easier to reach than downstream SMEs. Targeting the latter would 

need a different approach in terms of communication even if the types of services to be provided do not differ 

much from the ones requested by KET supplier SMEs or technology start-ups. However, it was argued that 

targeting KET supplier SMEs or technology start-ups does not mean that downstream SMEs should be excluded. 

One of the positive outcomes of collaboration networks is that they can put different companies in contact.  

 

Funding of the services for SMEs 

Co-funding and venture capitals are appropriate for KET-suppliers and technology start-ups 

With regards to voucher schemes, some participants argue that “the best way to show commitment is with 

euros”. Vouchers covering 100% of the investment have shown not to be effective in some projects carried out 

by the organizations of the participants. Projects that require SMEs to co-fund part of the investment, tend to be 

more successful and have a higher probability to be continued after the end of the project. 

 

To the question on at which point venture capitals can come in, a participant claimed that venture capitalist are 

more adequate for start-up projects and that, in this sense, this type of investors can be very useful in providing 

business scouting. They know very well which type of projects have more chances to be successful and can 

orientate the technology start-ups towards good ideas. 
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The sources of funding differ depending on the type of company: KET suppliers tend to pay for the services they 

need. Downstream SMEs usually relay on funded projects or available public funding. 

 

Required equipment/facilities and demonstration/pilot production services to cross the Valley of Death 

The existing networks are too young and underdeveloped to be able to assess their impact or the 

possible redundancies across them  

It is important not to create redundant or repetitive networks. A participant suggested the creation of common 

repository/database of knowledge on which the different initiatives can be based and developed focusing on 

specific services/topics. Another participant argued that in their organization, they are already creating a website 

where the companies can look for services by typing in the specific sector in which they operate or the 

technology they are looking for. As such it is not a one-stop shop in the sense that companies need to look for 

themselves for the services they need. The idea would be to make the website sustainable through membership 

fees after the end of the project (from 2018 onwards). 

 

There are sufficient pilot plants in EU, but not sufficient innovation projects 

There is consensus on the fact that there are sufficient pilot facilities in the area of IB, but that there is a need to 

connect them better and to foster awareness. There would be a need to invest in the development of the future 

state-of-the-art facilities in order to be able to cover future demand. However, the high risk of such investments 

was also acknowledged. 

 

Participants argued that although the availability of facilities in Europe is sufficient, the problem is rather the lack 

of innovation projects to feed into the available facilities. Not all SMEs are equally prone to establish relationships 

with TCs in other countries due to language or costs barriers. A solution might be the creation of small satellites 

working at low TRLs and the existence of only a few high TRLs pilot plants at EU level. In so doing, quality could 

be guaranteed. Other participants, however, claimed that the focus should not be put on the specific TRLs, but 

rather on the needs of SMEs as they should be the basis to design the service offer. 

 

Participants from Southern European countries raised the point that in those countries there are many SMEs and 

that most of them are very reluctant to travel to develop this type of projects with foreign TCs. In addition, they 

have weak ties with R&D centres, and when they have them, they normally are related to local universities. 

These participants argued that it should not be excluded that these universities can be very useful in providing 

advice to SMEs and in acting as the gateway for these companies to access a pan-European network.  

 

To the question on which technologies should be prioritized in the field of IB in Europe, participants 

claimed that the best way to proceed would be through the identification of value chains in which 

Europe can have an outstanding position.  

 

Public support would then be needed to develop the technology until the point where it is bankable. There was 

some debate on the trade-off between the evolution of market demand and the need to address the grand 

societal challenges. In this sense, some key points were highlighted, such as the need to focus on process 
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intensification and downscaling related to the development of circular economic and bioeconomy, and their 

impact on value chains. 

 

Cross-border dimension 

Participants agreed on the idea that the cross-border dimension is important to gain visibility and 

access to new markets 

Some of the TCs receive clients from other countries. In addition, cross-border activities are important to gain 

visibility and access to new markets. This in turn, allows TCs to have a higher income and make them able to 

make investments in state-of-the-art infrastructures. 

Participants agreed on the fact that there is a lack of an appropriate framework to allow for an 

efficient EU dimension.  

Currently, problems are global, but solutions are only local. Cross-regional cooperation should be fostered. From a 

regional perspective, vouchers should allow to pay for services available in other EU regions. From an EU 

perspective, ERDF could have a greater role in fostering cross-regional cooperation and further promote the 

regional smart specialization strategies.  

 

Several participants claimed that there is a need to be ambitious and to foster the development of IB in Europe in 

order to maintain competitive in the future. A large network would be beneficial in that sense. Fragmentation 

should be avoided, future collaboration networks need to be flexible and open to new collaborations.  

 

Eastern Europe 

There was consensus on the fact that future collaboration networks will primarily be based on 

Western Europe.  

Such a network would focus on fostering awareness in Eastern Europe as a way of contributing to strengthen the 

industry in the region. The difficulties for a future network to operate in Eastern Europe were said to be related 

to: 

‣ The absence of well-developed ecosystems in IB in the region: this entails that some of the large-scale 

investments in infrastructures in the region remain idle. 

‣ A lack of commitment with these type of projects. 

‣ There is a generalized lack of knowledge of the key actors operating in the region in the field of IB, both 

from the side of technology centres and from industry. 

 

With regards to the future, if Europe succeeds in developing IB, the industry in Eastern European countries will 

eventually also adopt these technologies in the near future (approximately in 10 years). Future investments in the 

region should avoid creating infrastructures that already exist in other parts of Europe and that have sufficient 

capacity to provide support to the Eastern European industry. 
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4.2.1.2 Participants 

The table below presents the names and organizations of the participants. 

 

Table 19: Participants of the workshop on Industrial Biotechnologies 

Name Organization 

Pierre Monsan TWB 

Oliver Galy INRA TRANSFERT  

Heleen De Wever VITO (Flemish institute for technological research) 

Fayza Daboussi INRA/INSA 

Laure Baillargeon European Commission, DG GROW 

Professor Antonios Kokosis National Technical University of Athens  

Vally Fidelman EASME European commission 

Brecht Van Lerberghe BioBase Europe Pilot Plant 

Michael O´Donohue INRA 

Dr. Gilles Truan  LISBP - INSA de Toulouse  

Marco Moracci Institute of Biosciences and BioResources 

Lieve Hofflack BioBase Europe Pilot Plant 

Angel Fuentes DG RTD 

Pauliina Tukiainen VTT, ERIFORE 

Diana Garcia Bernet INRA 

Andreas Scriba DECHEMA/ KETBIO 

Pau Ferrer Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona 

Véronique Le Berre  LISBP 

Sabine Krieg Fraunhofer IGB 

Els Van de Velde IDEA Consult 

Lidia Núñez IDEA Consult 

4.2.2 Workshop on the challenges of collaboration: Central and Eastern European Technology 

Centres active in Advanced Manufacturing Technologies 

The expert validation workshop “Challenges of Collaboration: Central and Eastern European Technology Centres 

active in Advanced Manufacturing Technologies” took place on the 9th of November. The workshop was held in 

the premises of Technology Centre CAS, Ve Struhách 27, in Prague, Czech Republic. The workshop started at 

10.00 and ended at 17.00, lunch and refreshment during the workshop was provided. The list of participants is 

included in Table 20 at the end. 

 

The following paragraphs present the objectives of the workshop and the agenda that was followed. In the last 

section, the conclusions of the workshop are explained. 
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Objectives 

Central and Eastern European (CEE) technology centres tend to collaborate in larger networks rarely. They face 

significant barriers of external as well as internal character to participate in collaboration networks (CNs) of 

international importance. From the Western European TCs point of view, the TCs landscape of Eastern Europe is 

perceived as lacking transparency. The Western European TCs often do not know how to establish collaboration 

relationships with TCs from CEE, they are unaware of TCs and their specialization and they lack sufficient 

personal relationships with representatives of CEE TCs. 

 

Central and Eastern European countries also have a smaller company base and count fewer KET supplier SMEs 

and other companies needed for the development of technology and services. However, many downstream SMEs 

present can benefit from a deployment of KETs. The TCs and collaboration networks in CEE often struggle with 

long-term sustainability of their activities and are often strongly dependent on public funding. 

The objective of the workshop was to discuss the specific challenges of Eastern European TCs to participate in 

European collaboration networks and to discuss the possibilities of fostering their involvement in collaborative 

networks with special attention to TCs active in AMT. 
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Box 5: Concept note of the workshop on the “Challenges of Collaboration: Central and Eastern European 

Technology Centres active in Advanced Manufacturing Technologies” 
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Objective of the workshop  

Central and Eastern European (CEE) technology centres tend to collaborate in larger networks rarely. They 

face significant barriers of external as well as internal character to participate in collaboration networks (CNs) 

of international importance. From the Western European TCs point of view, the TCs landscape of Eastern 

Europe is perceived as lacking transparency. The Western European TCs often do not know how to establish 

collaboration relationships with TCs from CEE, they are unaware of TCs and their specialization and they lack 

sufficient personal relationships with representatives of CEE TCs.  

 

Central and Eastern European countries also have a smaller company base and count fewer KET supplier 

SMEs and other companies needed for the development of technology and services. However, many 

downstream SMEs present can benefit from a deployment of KETs. The TCs and collaboration networks in 

CEE often struggle with long-term sustainability of their activities and are often strongly dependent on public 

funding.  

 

The objective of the workshop is to discuss the specific challenges of Eastern European TCs to participate in 

European collaboration networks and to discuss the possibilities of fostering their involvement in collaborative 

networks with special attention to TCs active in AMT.  

 

First part of the workshop  

The first part of the workshop will be focused on specific challenges of Central and Eastern European 

technology centres in setting up CNs or participate in European CNs.  

 

During the first part of the workshop, following issues will be discussed:  

What are the specifics/gaps of the Easter European TCs to the opinion of the participants? Discussion above 

the materials and initial presentation.  

‣ What are the barriers to participate in CNs?  

‣ What are the advantages of participating in CNs?  

‣ How can development of CNs foster the deployment of AMT?  

‣ Overcoming of external barriers to increase the visibility of Eastern European TCs across Europe.  

 

Second part of the workshop  

In the second part of the workshop, we will discuss the issues of reaching out to SMEs. The beginning of this 

section will be introduced by the presentation of an example how a concrete CN has succeeded in reaching 

out the SMEs.  

Following issues will be discussed:  

‣ How to reach SMEs? Is there a sufficient demand?  

‣ One stop shop acces and its benefits.  

‣ Issues of geographical proximity.  
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Participants  

‣ Central and Eastern European TCs active in AMT and TCs who are active in collaboration networks  

‣ TCs that are not active in CNs  

‣ NCP/EEN people who can reflect the perspective of Eastern Eurpean SMEs and technology oriented 

issues  

 

Expected outcomes  

‣ Insights on the challenges of CEE TCs in setting up collaboration networks of participating in pan- 

European CNs.  

‣ Insights on the practical issues related to the setting up of CNs in the area of advanced manufacturing 

technologies in CEE.  

‣ Specific issues that are relevant for Eastern European TCs when reaching out the SMEs and setting up 

the one stop shop access.  

 

Date and venue  

The workshop will take place at the premises of Technology Centre CAS, Ve Struhách 27, 160 00 Prague 6, 

from 10:00 to 17:00, November 9, 2017.  

 

The online registration is open until November 2, 2017. 
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Box 6: Invitations to the workshop on the challenges of collaboration 

 

  

Dear <name>,  

  

It is a great pleasure to invite you to attend the „Challenges of Collaboration: Central and Eastern European 

Technology Centres active in Advanced Manufacturing Technologies“ international workshop, organised by 

Technology Centre CAS, as a part of Study on Access of SMEs to KETs Technology Centres, for European 

Commission. 

  

Central and Eastern European technology centres tend to collaborate in larger networks rarely. They face 

significant barriers of external as well as internal character to participate in collaboration networks of 

international importance. The technology centres and collaboration networks in Central and Eastern Europe 

often struggle with long-term sustainability. The main objective of the workshop is to discuss the specific 

challenges of Eastern European TCs to participate in European collaboration networks and to discuss the 

possibilities of fostering their involvement in collaboration networks with special attention to technology 

centres active in AMT. The outcome of the workshop discussion will be a valuable input for recommendations 

on how collaboration networks of KETs technology centres can ensure their effective functioning. 

  

As a key stakeholder in the field of Advanced Manufacturing Technologies in Central and Eastern European 

region (registered in KETs TCs Mapping), your input and expertise would be greatly appreciated.  

  

This workshop will be held on Thursday, November 9th, from 10AM to 5PM at the Technology Centre CAS, Ve 

Struhach 27, Prague, Czech Republic.  

  

As space is limited, please, confirm your attendance via on-line registration by November 2nd.  

The attendees will receive further information and detailed agenda of the workshop in advance. 

  

Please, feel free to contact me for any additional information. 

We are looking forward to meeting you in Prague. 

  

  

Best regards, 
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4.2.2.1 Agenda 

Box 7 presents the detailed agenda of the workshop. The discussions were structured around three main blocks.  

‣ First, the objective of the workshop and the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres” together 

with a KETs TCs mapping was presented by Kristýna Meislová  

‣ In the second part of the workshop the specific challenges of Central and Eastern European technology 

centres in setting up CNs or to participate in European CNs were discussed. This part of workshop had two 

phases: 

 First, the problem oriented discussion shed light on the reasons why the Central and Eastern 

European TCs are not visible in European CNs. The most important barriers, regional specifics and 

challenges of collaboration were discussed. Insights on the practical issues related to the setting up 

of CNs in the area of advanced manufacturing technologies in Central and Eastern Europe were 

argued. To structure the session the cause-and-effect diagram (Ishikawa diagram) was used and 

designed on the flipcharts. The flipchart which was produced helped to focus on important and 

complex aspect in the second part of discussion and was visible during the whole workshop to help 

the discussion to focus on what has been said before. 

 The recommendations on how to overcome identified barriers and how to deal with CEE specific 

challenges were discussed in the second phase of this part of the workshop. The participants 

themselves agreed on most important barriers/challenges that should be targeted. 

‣ In the third part of the workshop, the discussion focused on reaching out to SMEs. 

 This section was introduced by the block of flash presentations, where all the participants had the 

opportunity to present and share their experiences in reaching out to SMEs, both positive and 

negative. NCP and EEN participants also brought up some issues from the perspective of SMEs. 

 This introduction framed well the following discussion, where the possible recommendations and 

criteria of an effective interface and communication with SMEs were discussed. 

 Specific issues that are relevant for Eastern European TCs when reaching out the SMEs and setting 

up the one stop shop access were indispensable part of this session. 
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Box 7: Workshop Agenda 

 

4.2.2.2 Conclusions of the workshop 

The following sections present the key findings of the discussions. 

 

Challenges of Eastern European TCs when participating in CNs 

Specifics of Eastern European TCs 

Various aspects of specific challenges of Central and Eastern European (CEE) technology centres to participate in 

European collaboration networks were discussed. The challenges are of different importance and some were 

argued more in detail than others. However, consensus among the participants was reached on several points: 

 

  

10:00 - 10:30  Registration 

10:30 - 10:40  Welcome and overview of the day’s objective  

10:40 - 11:15  Presentation: Facilitating access to KETs technology centres   

Speaker: Kristýna Meislová, Technology Centre CAS, will present the Study on Access of SMEs to KETs 

Technology Centres and European KETs TCs mapping  

11:15 - 13:15  Session I: Challenges of Central and Eastern European technology 

 centres in setting up collaboration networks/participation in European  

 collaboration networks  

Moderator: Michal Pazour, Head of Department of Strategic Studies at the Technology centre CAS 

Part 1: CEE specific challenges of collaboration   

Coffee Break (10 minutes)   

Part 2: Overcoming barriers 

13:15 – 14:00  Light lunch   

14:00 - 14:45  Flash presentations: Experience in reaching out to SMEs   

Participants of the workshop   

14:45 – 16:00 Session II: Issues of reaching out to SMEs   

Moderator: Michal Pazour, Head of Department of Strategic Studies at the Technology centre CAS  

16:00 – 16:30  Conclusions and next steps   

16:30 – 17:00  Closure and networking 
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Lack of visibility caused by “Social” Barriers 

‣ There are persistent characteristics of society in the CEE region, which are also influencing the overall 

performance and perception of TCs as well. Especially, the ability to communicate and collaborate 

internationally is still modest and underestimated. In addition, advanced cross border collaboration is 

supported much more by the EC than by national (or regional) governments, which reinforce national 

closed collaboration, not only psychologically, but also practically by available funding schemes. 

‣ TCs are lacking the personal contacts in Western Europe, which were agreed to be crucial for establishing 

any cross-border pan European collaboration. TCs are having a hard time to make new meaningful 

contacts for cross border collaboration. But it has been agreed that once the contact is established, it 

usually is successful, and the collaboration becomes usually fruitful. The first steps to the international 

collaboration are the most important. The language skills are also still a very significant barrier of effective 

communication. 

‣ It was pointed out that the barriers are not present only between West and East, but also between 

individual Eastern European countries as well. In fact, if they want to collaborate, it is always easier to find 

a contact in Western Europe. 

‣ Building both professional international personal contacts and language skills are still not stressed enough 

in educational systems, and students and young researchers are not involved in a sufficient number of 

international activities.  

 

Economic barriers 

‣ Resources of TCs for activities, which would make them more visible and would help to overcome some of 

the “social” barriers, are usually very limited. The participants agreed that the well-established personal 

contacts on international level are most relevant for collaborating transnationally. However, the budgets 

for activities that would help create and maintain the contacts are usually underestimated. The 

participants claimed that the importance of regular participating on different events, presenting the 

activities of a TC and networking is not reflected in the budget of the organization. 

‣ Not only lack of money is the issue, but TCs are also missing human resources with the right set of skills 

(technical as well as sales and/or soft skills). 

‣ Web based presence is also very limited and widely underestimated especially because it is not common to 

spend significant money on PR activities. 

 

Quality of TCs 

‣ The participants agreed that even if there are many KETs TCs which provide technological services to 

SMEs in Central and Eastern European countries, most of them are not advanced enough to go 

international or to create an ambitious network in the field of one or multi- KETs. 
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‣ Many TCs were supported from the operational programmes (ESFRI) and still struggle with providing 

technological services to SMEs, because they were focused on fundamental research at first. Moving to 

higher TRLs is going very slowly as it is not yet in the centre’s interest. Some participants think that when 

all the centres will come to the sustainability period, not all of them will survive. Some of the participants 

consider this as a necessary process of selection. They consider centres who are not trying to collaborate 

on the international level from the beginning of their existence, incompetent for further funding support. 

 

Small market (of SMEs active in KETs) and lack of leading companies 

‣ The quality of TCs or their ability to provide technological services to SMEs is influenced by the demand 

and the character of the SME environment. The local demand is significantly smaller in CEE compared to 

Western Europe. The development of a highly technologically specialized CN in CEE is estimated to be 

unlikely. Multi- KETs centres networks seem to be more successful. All participants from TCs claimed that 

they are developing more than one KET area. 

‣ Some of the participants stated that SMEs in Central and Eastern Europe are undercapitalized and 

overloaded, and do not have the capacity to generate this kind of demand. 

‣ CEE region is missing leading companies in the KET fields and the ability of SMEs in CEE to pay for 

research is very limited. Some participants from non-profit organizations agreed that without grants, there 

is no private money for research collaboration at all. 

 

Increasing visibility of TCs: Promotion package 

The whole package of promotion and marketing activities should be implemented in KETs TCs (not only in CEE), 

which are interested to collaborate in CNs or in creating a new CN. A clear communication strategy would help to 

define the priorities, and rules of communication would ensure consistency. A promotion package should foster 

an active approach of TCs to promote themselves and to make the centres and their network visible. It would 

contain a variety of activities which should become an important part of the CNs’ development. 

 

This would include: 

‣ Web based presence, social media marketing (active marketing), search engine optimization 

‣ Databases of TCs in a CN and their services 

‣ Workshops to promote TCs activities and services 

‣ Brussel based people or offices from CNs or with a very good knowledge of CNs who would help to 

promote the CNs and regional or technology specific issues 

‣ Clear contact person in each TC (for the first contact) 

‣ Extensive networking activities 

‣ Building international personal contacts as part of the communication strategy 

‣ Promotion on international events 

‣ Technologically specific contact points in CNs 

‣ Supporting test beds could help to develop activities, also with enterprises 
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Funding of future CNs with TCs from Eastern European centres 

‣ The operational costs for maintaining successful CNs are high. It was stressed that increasing the visibility 

of Eastern European TCs would need additional funding for example to cover travel costs for numerous 

promotion activities. 

‣ Activities like test beds have a great potential, but need to be supported by public funding. 

 

Reaching out to SMEs 

Interface for SMEs 

Prior to the workshop, participants were asked to prepare a presentation about their experiences with reaching 

out to SMEs. These presentations brought some interesting ideas for discussion, which helped to create and 

agree on some recommendations: 

 

Effective interface for SMEs 

Participants agreed that the effective interface for SMEs is crucial in crossing the ‘Valley of Death’. There are key 

aspects to ensure successful contact with SMEs: 

‣ Central contact point for the first contact: clear and easily reachable contact point; communication 

with the central contact point should be quick and simple. The contact point would need to be able to 

identify what kind of services are demanded and connect the company with the right TC/people in the CN, 

or with the right key account manager. 

‣ Key account manager who speaks the business language, but knows the technology and products to 

detail for personal contact with SMEs. The key account managers cannot be sales people. The background 

of key account managers should be more advanced in the technological scope of the TC. Participants 

agreed that a combination of technological knowledge and managing and other soft skills in one person is 

very rare. According to the experience of some participants, very good key account managers are usually 

people who developed their skills in a particular TC. Key account managers should be available for those 

SMEs which want to develop the whole process from an idea to the production. 

‣ Different kind of services for different customers and clear definition of offered services 

TCs and CNs do want to attract different kind of customers, not only one type of SMEs. Each type of 

enterprise has different needs. Also, SMEs are used to work on different level and scale. In addition, in CEE, 

sustainability is not possible by only cooperating with SMEs. Large companies are important because they 

usually seek long collaboration and are willing to take more risk. SMEs are asking for quick solutions. 

Therefore, the interface must distinguish between large companies and SMEs. 

It terms of the service offering, a good practice is to distinguish between the high level, internationally 

competitive technology service – a top product, which is the flagship of collaboration, and less exclusive 

technology services, which are usually competitive at the regional level only, but are important because for 

many SMEs, the geographical proximity of the provider is very important. Different aspects of demanded 

services need to be reflected in the design of the interface. The participants claim that SMEs want to have a 

complete solution. CNs should be able to provide that, together with project management. There would also 

need to be some overlaps between TCs in bigger pan European CN in providing technological services, 

especially when speaking about an AMT focused network. 
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‣ Administrative burden should be as low as possible: reporting should be very short and effective. 

Participants claimed that the rules of non-profit organization for monitoring activities are often very 

complicated, and it always causes troubles in an international context. Their experience is based on 

endlessly explaining every action in the collaboration project supported by public schemes. Frequent 

reporting and justification of every action is perceived as unnecessary and ineffective. SMEs as well as TCs 

are often afraid of collaborating with (other) TCs because the bureaucracy they expect. It is important to 

mention that participants admitted that some national schemes and rules are often more complicated than 

the European ones. 

‣ Technology Transfer (TT) offices are common in TC’s structures and used by SMEs. SMEs understand 

what kind of services they can expect in TT offices. TT offices should be included in the CN structures, 

especially where there is an already well-established office in TCs. 

 

Communication strategy towards SMEs 

There are some crucial aspects of the communication strategy that should be stressed when reaching out to 

SMEs: 

‣ Promotion of success cases of collaboration with SMEs: the promotion of activities of the TCs and CNs 

are perceived are insufficient. This is in line with the overall Eastern European experience of self-

promoting and networking activities. 

‣ Active marketing: Participants agreed that a more sophisticated communication strategy which would 

support the interactive promotion of workshops for SMEs and a better communication with networks like 

EEN is important. The real and open contact with SMEs is important for activating the community of 

various types of SMEs, especially in CEE region. The communication gap is very significant. 

‣ Some participants expressed the importance of cooperation with cluster organizations as a very effective 

way of how to reach out to SMEs. Clusters are well established in Europe and they are usually defined by 

a technological scope as well. 

‣ Clear communication of their services. There was a consensus that the communication strategy needs to 

be multilevel. The levels of communication must reflect the target groups, implying companies, TCs, other 

CNs, etc. 
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4.2.2.3 Participants 

The table below shows the list of workshop participants 

 

Table 20: Participants of the workshop on the challenges of collaboration: Central and Eastern European 

Technology Centres active in Advanced Manufacturing Technologies 

Name Organization 

Stefania Federici University of Brescia 

Pavel Habarta ESA TT Broker 

Roman Holy NATIONAL CENTRE FOR INDUSTRY 4.0 - CZECH INSTITUTE OF 
INFORMATICS, ROBOTICS AND CYBERNETICS 

Tomáš Homola R&D Centre for Low-Cost Plasma and Nanotechnology Surface 
Modifications (CEPLANT) 

Jiri Janosec Enterprise Europe Network for SMEs 

Tomáš Karasek IT4Innovations (DIH) 

Tomasz Kurzynowski Centre for Advanced Manufacturing Technologies, Wroclaw University 
of Science and Technology 

Lech Kwiatkowski Institute of Precision Mechanics 

Piotr Nawrocki Institute of Precision Mechanics 

Petr Pracna National Contact Point NMBP, FET 

Filip Vitek National Cluster Association (member of KETGATE project) 

Jiri Vyroubal RCMT, CTU 

Michal Zemko AVO (Association of Research Organizations), COMTES FHT 

Moderators   

Kristýna Meislová Technology Centre CAS 

Michal Pazour Technology Centre CAS 

 

4.2.3 Workshop on financing and sustainability of CNs 

This expert validation workshop was held on the 10th of November in the premises of IDEA Consult, 40 rue 

Joseph II/Jozef II Straat, in Brussels, Belgium. The workshop started at 10.00 and ended at 17.00, lunch was 

provided. The list of participants is included in Table 19 at the end. 

 

The following paragraphs present the objectives of the workshop and the agenda that was followed. In the last 

section the conclusions of the workshop are explained.  

4.2.3.1 Objectives 

The aim of this workshop was to discuss the possibilities for established networks in KETs to become financially 

sustainable in the long-term. Its purpose was therefore to shed light on the possible solutions that can foster the 
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financial sustainability of the networks and that can make them scalable beyond the rules of specific calls of the 

European Commission (e.g. H2020 calls). The workshop was designed to get a more precise view on the types of 

actions for which public support is most needed and the types of actions for which private sector contribution as 

well as self-financial sustainability can be expected. 

 

Collaboration networks often experience difficulties in guaranteeing their long-term sustainability. In the first part 

of the workshop, the focus lied on discussing the types of actions for which public support is most needed and 

the types of actions for which private sector contribution as well as self-financial sustainability can be expected. 

In the second part of the workshop, the discussion was centred on the use of SME instruments and programmes 

to cover the finance needs of SMEs in accessing the services offered by collaboration networks.  

Box 8: Concept note of the workshop on financing and sustainability of CNs 

Objective of the workshop 

The objective of the workshop is to discuss the possibilities for established networks in KETs to become 

financially sustainable in the long-term. The objective of this workshop is to shed light on the possible 

solutions that can foster the financial sustainability of the networks and that can make them scalable beyond 

the rules of specific calls of the European Commission (e.g. H2020 calls).The workshop will allow to get a more 

precise view on the types of actions for which public support is most needed and the types of actions for which 

private sector contribution as well as self-financial sustainability can be expected. 

 

The focus of the workshop is on collaboration networks. Collaboration networks gather technology centres 

(also called "competence centres") providing technology facilities, services and expertise to SMEs in the field of 

KETs. The network acts as a single entry point ("one-stop shop") for SMEs willing to get access to the 

technology services and facilities available from the Technology Centres in the network. Collaboration networks 

are organised at a pan-European level. 

 

First part of the workshop 

Collaboration networks often experience difficulties in guaranteeing their long-term sustainability. In the first 

part of the workshop, the focus will lie on discussing the types of actions for which public support is most 

needed and the types of actions for which private sector contribution as well as self-financial sustainability can 

be expected. 

 

Solutions will be explored, like:  

‣ Membership fees from technology centres 

‣ Membership fees from venture capitalists 

‣ Bonus scheme: the collaboration network receives a share of the benefit of contracts signed between 

SMEs and technology centres 

‣ Offering companies a low-cost technology scouting to induce them to start the collaboration  

‣ Share of turnover generated by projects of  the collaboration network 
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‣ Share of IP revenues generated by  projects of the collaboration network  

‣ Commercial advertisement on web platform (e.g. from specific technology providers, virtual 

marketplaces, …) 

 

In addition, we will discuss if there are activities for which public support is absolutely required. The extent to 

which following services should receive public support, will be debated:  

‣ Cost of operating/managing the network e.g. setting up and maintaining a website and/ or an internal 

database of the expertise and services offered by the partners 

‣ Training of the technology centres´ staff members in business support, innovation management, 

and/or customer relations; cost of training researchers and engineers to collaborate with SME 

‣ Implementing a performance monitoring system 

‣ The development of new demonstrators or small-scale production facilities, scouting activities, 

technology services, etc.  

‣ Support for SMEs to embark on technology projects  

 

Second part of the workshop 

Next to the financing needs of CNs, we will explore the use of SME instruments and programmes to cover the 

finance needs of SMEs in accessing the services offered by CNs:  

‣ Does the SME instrument25 (Horizon 2020) provide the necessary financial support for SMEs to 

participate in inter-regional projects?  

‣ Do European Structural and Investment Funds provide the necessary financial support for SMEs to 

engage in interregional collaboration? 

‣ How can national or regional programmes for research and innovation be used to access the services 

offered by CNs (e.g. innovation vouchers, multi-regional fund)?  

‣ How can other relevant financial instruments, such as loans, and venture capital be applied?  

‣ Which public support instruments are most effective (e.g. grants, loans, vouchers, etc.)? 

 

Also the performance monitoring and assessment will be discussed:  

‣ Which indicators do the existing CNs monitor, how are they implemented and followed up with regard 

to:  

− CRM - operational management (tracking of project implementation by KAM, with a view to early detect 

any issue) 

− Satisfaction questionnaires and customer feedback (at the end of the project) 

− Identification of SMEs needs that are not being successfully addressed by the network 

‣ What are the benefits for member TCs and how are they monitored? E.g. cost sharing for 

                                                      

 

25 https://ec.europa.eu/easme/en/horizons-2020-sme-instrument 
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communication/outreach and administration; branding and increased visibility; increased customer 

base; access to database on existing capabilities; international network; coordination towards 

complementary/ specialised offers; cost sharing for gathering knowledge on industrial needs and 

applications in various sectors. 

 

Participants 

‣ Representatives from ActPhast, COLAE, ECHORD++, I4MS Fortissimo, IVAM, OptecNet, Made Different, 

RISE 

 

Date and venue  

The workshop will take place in the premises of IDEA Consult, Jozef II Straat, 1000 Brussels from 11:00 to 

17:00. The first part will take place from 11:00 till 12:30, and will continue after the lunch. The second and 

third part is foreseen from 15:00 till 17:00, after the coffee break.  

 

The workshop will take place on 10 November 2017.  

Box 9: Invitation to the workshop on financing and sustainability of the CNs 

Dear <name>,  

  

On the 10th of November, the expert validation workshop will take place as part of a study for DG Grow that 

concerns “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”. 

  

The objective of the workshop is to discuss the possibilities for established networks in KETs to become 

financially sustainable in the long-term. The objective of this workshop is to shed light on the possible 

solutions that can foster the financial sustainability of the networks and that can make them scalable beyond 

the rules of specific calls of the European Commission (e.g. H2020 calls).The workshop will allow to get a more 

precise view on the types of actions for which public support is most needed and the types of actions for which 

private sector contribution as well as self-financial sustainability can be expected. 

  

Collaboration networks often experience difficulties in guaranteeing their long-term sustainability. In the first 

part of the workshop, the focus will lie on discussing the types of actions for which public support is most 

needed and the types of actions for which private sector contribution as well as self-financial sustainability can 

be expected. In the second part of the workshop, we will explore the use of SME instruments and programmes 

to cover the finance needs of SMEs in accessing the services offered by collaboration networks; and the need 

for performance monitoring and assessment.  

  

Workshop agenda 

‣ 10.00-10.30 Presentation of the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”  

‣ 10.30-12.30 Type of actions for which public versus private support is needed  
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‣ 12.30-13.00 Lunch 

‣ 13.00-14.45 Discussion on the activities for which public support is absolutely required 

‣ 14.45-15.00 Coffee break 

‣ 15.00-16.00 Discussion on the use of SME instruments to cover the finance needs of SMEs 

‣ 16.00-17.00 Discussion on performance monitoring and assessment 

  

Venue  

The workshop will be held on November 10, 2017 in the premises of IDEA Consult, 40 rue Joseph II/Jozef II 

Straat, in Brussels, Belgium. The workshop will start at 10.00 and will end at 17.00, lunch is provided.  

  

For additional questions, do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Kind regards,  

  

Els Van de Velde 

4.2.3.2 Agenda 

Box 10 presents the detailed agenda of the workshop. The discussions were structured around three main blocks. 

The participants discussed, first, the type of actions for which public support is needed; second, the activities for 

which public support is absolutely needed; and, finally the use of SME instrument to cover the finance needs of 

SMEs to access the services of collaboration networks. Discussions on how the performance of the networks 

should be monitored and assessed were foreseen in the agenda. However, during the course of the workshop it 

was agreed with DG Grow that this topic would be addressed through the online questionnaire. 

 

Box 10: Workshop agenda 

Workshop agenda 

‣ 10.00-10.30 Presentation of the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”  

‣ 10.30-12.30 Type of actions for which public versus private support is needed  

‣ 12.30-13.00 Lunch 

‣ 13.00-14.45 Discussion on the activities for which public support is absolutely required 

‣ 14.45-15.00 Coffee break 

‣ 15.00-16.00 Discussion on the use of SME instruments to cover the finance needs of SMEs 

‣ 16.00-17.00 Discussion on performance monitoring and assessment  

 

4.2.3.3 Conclusions of the workshop 

The following sections present the key findings of the discussions. 
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Type of actions for which public versus private support is needed.  

The consortium presented a list of potential sources of support for CNs and opened the floor for the participants 

to discuss their thoughts on the extent to which these sources could contribute to the financial sustainability of 

collaboration networks. There was consensus on the idea that public support is essential in the first steps of a CN. 

Building trust among partners takes time and public support is necessary for the members of the network to get 

to know each other and develop trustful relationships. 

 

Membership fees from companies are possible, provided that the network offers useful and relevant 

services to them 

Collaboration networks can ask for membership fees to companies provided that the network provides services 

that are considered useful by the companies. Participants stressed the point that membership fees need to be 

affordable for SMEs. It was argued that low membership fees can be designed as a way to, first, obtain a series 

of benefits – e.g. participation in events and fairs, subscription to newsletters and publications, etc. – and, 

second, as a way to get access to more complex services – e.g. technology scouting - for which companies would 

need to pay depending on the needs. 

 

Membership fees from venture capitalists are only possible for those technologies that can offer a 

quick return on investment 

Venture capitalists can be invited to participate in the network. In those cases where the mission and the 

technology focus of the collaboration network might be more aligned with the interests of venture capitalists, 

these actors might be more interested in participating in specific events organized by the network, such as boot 

camps, summer school sessions, etc. The participation of actors in these events can trigger the membership of 

SMEs to the network. However, it was argued that since these actors usually target quick benefits, not all 

networks or technologies are equally susceptible of attracting these actors. For instance, industrial biotechnology 

projects, for instance, are not expected to attract much interest from venture capitalist due to their length, high 

risk and cost. A participant raised the example of certain European countries that are allowed to act as venture 

capitalists in those projects that can be less interesting for the private sector due to the long investment periods 

or higher risks. 

One of the participants stated that the participation of large and medium-sized companies in the network should 

not be excluded. On the one hand, SMEs can have access to new customers through the contacts with these 

larger companies. On the other hand, large companies can benefit from the access to the ideas and the talent of 

the SMEs, especially from those that are technologically more advanced. 

 

Lack of consensus on the applicability of bonus schemes – i.e. the collaboration network receives a 

share of the benefit of contracts signed between SMEs and technology centres 

Participants were not fully convinced by the possibility of applying bonus schemes as a financing source of the 

network. Some participants argued that in principle it should be possible and that this system is applied by other 

actors (for instance, technology transfer offices in Spanish universities often apply this system). However, other 

participants also noted that while this system might work well at the level of the technology centre, it is not so 
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easy to implement it at the level of the network: the system to allocate part of the income to a third overarching 

entity – i.e. the network - was perceived as complicated. 

 

Offering companies a low-cost technology scouting to induce them to start the collaboration was 

perceived as a possible option 

Free or low-cost scouting is seen as an option in some circumstances. Some participants presented examples in 

which free scouting is being applied. The examples of some centres within TNO, RISE´s Translucent Innovation 

system or the Belgian initiative Made Different were discussed. It was discussed that one of the risks of this 

approach is related to the cost of invoicing. Participants agreed that low bills should be avoided since the cost of 

invoicing might be higher than the cost of the service. One of the participants raised the idea of providing these 

scouting services as part of a membership framework. 

 

There was consensus on the fact that collaboration networks could not be financed through a share 

of the turnover generated by projects.  

Participants raised a series of factors that could limit or hinder the use of this funding mechanism. On the one 

hand, it would be difficult to reach a consensus with the client, first, on the amount of turnover that was 

generated by the new process or product and, second, on the part of the turnover that could be said to be the 

direct consequence of the contribution made by the technology centre. On the other hand, defining the exact 

point of time at which turnover should be measured was also perceived as problematic. 

 

Participants agreed on the idea that IP revenues generated by projects of the collaboration network 

would be largely insufficient to sustain the network and difficult to apply 

Most of the participants agreed on the fact that IPR revenues are limited. IPR or licences developed in technology 

centres are much more useful for high-tech companies than for low-tech companies. In addition, although IPR 

revenues are always welcome by the technology centres, participants agreed that these were limited. Sharing the 

revenues at the level of the network was perceived as a complex process. 

 

The possibility of offering commercial advertisement on a web platform was not received with 

enthusiasm, but the positive networking effects of the networks were highlighted  

The possibility to offer commercial advertisements was not perceived as being possible for all the networks. Only 

a few networks (e.g. IVAM) have managed to attract a sufficient revenue stream from these sources. The IVAM 

network, for instance, published commercial advertisements in its website, publications, fair events and 

newsletter. However, this network only reached this point after several years receiving public support. Several 

participants claimed that although commercial advertisement is a difficult avenue to follow, the networking effect 

of collaboration networks is very important. The networking effect generated by the experiments carried out 

within ECHORD++ or by the marketplace put in place by Fortissimo were some of the examples raised by the 

participants to show that these activities can have a strong positive impact on the number of contacts and 

business opportunities generated by these type of services. These opportunities go beyond the contacts across 

partners in the network by also fostering contacts across companies in the ecosystem. In addition, the creation of 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 122 

a network also entails that technology centres can count on the force of the network´s brand to attract new 

business. 

 

Activities for which public support is required.  

During the first part of the discussions it became clear that there was consensus on the fact that public support is 

needed at the beginning of the network, but that some activities can potentially be sustainable. The second part 

of the workshop focused on the types of activities for which public support is most needed. 

 

Public support is needed to contribute to the cost of operating/managing the network at least 

during the first stages of its development 

Participants argued that the operational and management costs of the network need to be funded by the public 

sector during the first steps. Technology centres do not have the necessary resources or financial incentives to 

fund this type of structure during its first steps. Funding for this first phases of the development of the network 

could cover the design and implementation of a performance monitoring system and the training of the 

technology staff members in business support, innovation management or customer relations. Some participants 

claimed that the cost of the creation and maintenance of the network´s website might eventually be borne by the 

technology centres if the expertise needed for this is available in-house. 

 

The development of new demonstrators or small-scale production facilities, scouting activities, 

technology services, etc., are to be supported by public funding 

Participants agreed on the fact that public support is needed for the development of the necessary infrastructure 

to develop new demonstrators or small-scale production facilities. Participants claimed that the most of the 

mechanisms that facilitate SMEs´ access to the services of technology centres – vouchers, SME Instrument, etc. – 

can cover for the costs of depreciation but do not allow for the investment in new infrastructures. 

 

The IVAM network was discussed as an example of self-sustainable network that is relevant enough for the actors 

operating in the ecosystem and that offers sufficiently interesting services to SMEs to ask them for membership 

fees. To the question on whether a similar network could be created in other technologies, participants raised 

several points. One of them argued that the future networks need to be manageable and that therefore the 

number of actors operating in each technology needs to be taken into account. The large number of actors 

operating in nanoelectronics in Europe, for instance, would entail that several networks would be needed in this 

field, each focusing on a different application. 

 

Participants stated that it was difficult to provide a precise answer to the question on how many 

networks would be needed in Europe  

There was some debate on the lack of clarity of the terms that are currently applied in Europe to refer to similar 

types of initiatives – e.g. networks, digital innovation hubs, platforms, etc. One of the participants stated that 

putting the focus on the development of the ecosystems instead of the development of the individual 

organizations should be the way to proceed and that, in this sense, recent EU policies go in the right way. 
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Another participant argued that the focus should be put on the services that are (to be) provided by the (future) 

networks.  

 

Public support is most needed to facilitate the access to technology services to downstream SMEs 

There was a debate over the elements for which public funding is most needed, such as addressing market 

failures, the existence of imperfect information or of public goods. In this sense, the discussion touched upon the 

difference between companies with a “low maintenance costs” and companies with “high maintenance costs”. 

Technology centres and collaboration networks have fewer difficulties in providing services to the former.  

‣ The “low maintenance cost” companies tend to be large companies and KET supplier SMEs that know very 

well the types of services they need and tend to have sufficient resources to pay for them. These 

companies have the necessary skills in-house to establish a connection with the technology centre or 

network that can best suit their needs, even when these are located abroad.  

‣ On the opposite, the companies with “high maintenance” costs are described as not being technology 

savvy and having more difficulties to establish relationships with technology centres. These companies - 

usually downstream SMEs - do not know the technology solutions that can best address their needs nor 

the centres that are best suited for this.  

‣ From the perspective of the technology centres or the collaboration networks, addressing these SMEs with 

“high maintenance costs” is challenging and costly. Several meetings with the SME are often required 

before a project starts.  

‣ According to this logic, the market would operate relatively well for the KET supplier SMEs and therefore 

the need for public support could be limited to the provision of information (which technology centres 

operate in Europe and which are their specializations). From this perspective, public sector support would 

be most needed for those companies with “high maintenance costs”, which have more difficulties to know 

the technology solutions that they need, and less human and capital resources to address these needs. 

Several participants claim that public support should focus especially on the first contacts with SMEs. 

According to their experience, once the companies have built the necessary trust with a technology centre, 

they are more likely to establish new collaboration projects even without public support. 

 

One of the participants claimed that other activities for which public support would be needed are education and 

training and digitalization. SMEs will tend not to have enough economic resources to be willing to invest in these 

activities which are key to foster technology deployment and to ensure future competitiveness. 

 

Use of the SME instrument to cover the finance needs of SMEs to access the services of the collaboration 

networks.  

Participants were asked whether the use of SME instruments and programmes can cover the finance needs of 

SMEs in accessing the services offered by CNs. The participants in the workshop showed very varied positions 

with respect to the use of the SME instrument by SMEs willing to to have access to the services provided by 

collaboration networks. 

 

Limited capacity of the SME Instrument to foster cross-border collaboration 
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There was consensus on the fact that most SMEs depend on regional funding for their R&D projects. Several 

participants claimed that one of the limitations of the current SME Instrument lies on its limited capacity to foster 

cross-broader collaboration. The Flemish voucher system was put as an example of a mechanism to support R&D 

projects in which companies can buy services in other countries. There was some support for the idea that ERDF 

rules should promote cross-border collaboration further.  

 

One of the participants argued that the SME instruments are a very interesting and good mechanism but that in 

her organization they have had negative experiences with it: when the SME indicates in its application that a 

large part of the budget was to be subcontracted to a technology centre this was negatively valued by the 

reviewers. 

 

Other participants claimed that the SME Instrument is only applicable for close-to-market activities and that, 

therefore, SMEs in need of services in development stages (TRL3-TRL6) cannot apply for them. This entails that 

many technology centres, and hence, many networks, do not perceive that the SME instruments bring more 

business to them. However, other participants claimed that the SME Instrument can be very useful to bring 

projects to closer-to-market phases: for instance, the representative of ECHORD++ stated that the SME 

Instrument was very useful for the continuation of many projects that went through the ECHORD++´s 

experiments. 

 

One of the participants raised the question on whether the Fast Track to Innovation (FTI) calls could be more 

useful than the SME Instrument. Several participants claim to know several companies that have applied to this 

programme but that most of them failed. These participants also claimed that, first, this type of call targets only 

close-to-market projects and that, second, that the application process in lengthy and costly for SMEs. 

 

European Structural and Investment Funds provide weak support for SMEs to engage in cross-

border projects 

Cascade funding projects, Innovfin calls, and the INFRAIA calls were cited by the participants as other funding 

mechanisms to which SMEs could have access to. However, the dependency on specific calls - that might not be 

well-suited for the SME´s needs - and the complexity of the application processes were some of the factors that 

hindered SMEs´ application to these mechanisms. In general, participants stressed the idea that ESIF could foster 

cross-border collaboration much more. 

 

To the question on whether the participants had any suggestions or ideas related to the European Investment 

Fund, participants claimed that this type of investment was not particularly relevant for the types of services 

provided by collaboration networks. One of the participants claimed that ESIF was usually used to gather 

sufficient funds to ensure private sector funding. 

 

From the SMEs´ perspective, vouchers are the most useful mechanism to fund technology services 

Participants were asked which funding mechanisms were deemed to be more useful to fund the projects carried 

out by networks: vouchers, loans or grants. Although it was claimed that this is contingent upon the type of 
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company or the services they need, there was some consensus on the fact that, from the SMEs´ perspective, 

vouchers were the most useful mechanism, followed by grants and loans. From the perspective of technology 

centres, institutional funding would be the preferred option, followed by grants and vouchers.  

‣ Some nuances were made with respect to the requirements needed for each type of mechanism: a 

participant claimed that many SMEs are more interested in getting a loan than in applying for public sector 

grants. The main reason for this would lie on the fact that access to loans tends to be clearer and faster 

than access to public sector grants.  

‣ With regards to vouchers, some participants claimed that this type of funding mechanism is more efficient 

when it is distributed by technology centres than when it is distributed by the government. 

 

Additional remarks 

The workshop came to an end with an open discussion among participants where they could stress out the 

elements that they considered important. The points raised concerned the importance of the networking 

dimension of technology centres and the relevance of the sustainability of networks and of public support. 

Regarding the former, several participants raised their concerns about the lack of visibility of certain functions of 

the technology centres: networking, participating and managing collaboration networks was seen as being very 

beneficial for companies and for the development of ecosystems. However, some participants claimed that this 

type of activity does not have sufficient visibility among policy makers.  

 

With respect to the sustainability of the networks, there was consensus on the idea that the creation of future 

pan-European networks needs to rely on EU support: regions do not have sufficient incentives to spend resources 

on the creation of these networks. From the perspective of public support, a participant stated that the focus 

should not only be put into the factors increasing the sustainability of networks, but also on fostering the 

sustainability of the tenders and calls. This would prevent that successful projects end when they are not able to 

win a new call or tender and would therefore avoid an important loss of expertise and know-how. Several 

participants stressed the need for future networks to have an easy, constant and flexible access to SMEs. The 

system of launching calls should be avoided by future networks since it unnecessarily complicates the whole 

process for SMEs and it adds uncertainty. From the perspective of the services to be offered by the networks, 

participants shared the view that although it is difficult for networks to be sustainable, the quality and relevance 

of the focus and the services offered are key to achieve it. 
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4.2.3.4 Participants 

Table 21: Participants of the workshop on financing and sustainability of CNs 

Name Organization 

Dr. Thomas R. Dietrich IVAM Microtechnology Network 

Ilkka Kaisto Printocent, VTT Technical Research centre of Finland 

Lars Fremerey GTS - The Danish RTO network, which is chaired by the DTI 

Laure Baillargeon DG GROW 

Leena Sarvaranta VTT 

Marie-Luise Neitz ECHORD 

Maurits Butter TNO industrial technologies  

Graciela Garrido Fundingbox 

Anne van den Bosch IMEC 

Lieve Hoflack BioBase Europe Pilot Plant 

Hélène Chraye European Commission, DG RTD 

Maria  Morales Canovas  European Commission, DG -RTD 

Els Van de Velde IDEA Consult 

Lidia Núñez IDEA Consult 

4.2.4 Workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in Nano 

Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials (AM) 

The expert workshop took place on the 17th of November. The workshop was held at the SQUAIRE conference 

centre located at Frankfurt Airport, Germany. The workshop started at 10.30 am and ended at 5.00 pm. The list 

of participants is included in Table 19 at the end. The major stakeholder groups present at the meeting include 

representatives from Technology Centres and Collaboration Networks as well as industry experts and delegates 

from the European Commission. 

 

The following paragraphs present the objectives of the workshop and the agenda that was followed. In the last 

section, the conclusions of the workshop are explained.  

4.2.4.1 Objectives 

The main objective of the workshop was to give recommendations on how and where additional collaboration 

activities are beneficial for both TCs and downstream industries in the field of Advanced Materials and 

Nanotechnology. Therefore, the focus of the discussion was put on the industry perspective of technology 

transfer and demands of small and medium sized enterprises in general. In order to include current experiences 

and activities of participating organizations into the discussion, the participants were asked to give short 

presentations on their involvement in pan-European and industry collaborations. 
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Box 11: Concept note of the workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in 

Nano Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials (AM) 

The ongoing development of innovative products and pro-cesses is a decisive task to keep up with globalized 

economic and technological developments and to secure competitiveness and growth in Europe. In the future, 

incremental innovations on products and processes might not be enough to establish a position as market 

leader. Disruptive innovations, as they are promised by the use of "Key Enabling Technologies" (KETs) in 

manufacturing and process industries, might be necessary to create sustainable growth. Due to the increasing 

complexity of innovations in these high-tech fields, single actors are more and more challenged to get access 

to the necessary competences and resources. The cooperation of companies, research institutions and funding 

bodies in KET related collabo-ration networks (CNs) can be one of the answers to react to this. CNs have 

become valuable platforms for both highly specialized technology providing organisations (Technology Centres, 

TCs) as well as down-stream industries in search of solutions for their particular challenges. 

 

In the context of the study "Access of SMEs to KETS technological infrastructure"  the Fraunhofer Institute for 

Systems and Innovation Re-search ISI organizes the workshop: 

KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in Nano Technology (NT) and Advanced 

Materials (AM) - 17/11/2017 The Squaire, Frankfurt airport (Ger) 

 

The following key questions will be discussed: 

‣ Where can future KET related value chains emerge? (Identification of relevant technologies and 

downstream industries) 

‣ How can CNs enable and promote this pro-cess? (Identification of benefits for TCs and demands of 

downstream SMEs) 

‣ How should respective CNs function and be organized? (pan-European scope and multi-KETs aspects) 

-  
The expected result of the workshop are recommendations on how and where additional collaboration 

activities are beneficial for both TCs and downstream industries in the field of AM and NT. We expect the 

statements of participating SMEs on their specific technological and support needs to be important input 

factors for the future development and streamlining of existing CNs as well as for any conclusions on further 

EU action with regard to setting up new EU-wide collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one stop shop 

access.  

 

The results of this workshop and the framing study will be made available to the participants.    
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Box 12: Invitations to the workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in Nano 

Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials (AM) 

Dear participants, 

 

The workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in Nano 

Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials (AM) on November 17th 2017 is coming closer. With this e-

mail, we provide further information on the content of the workshop. 

 

The workshop will take place from 10:30 am to 5:00 pm at The Squaire, Frankfurt Airport (FRA), as announced 

earlier. Please find the detailed directions attached. 

Feel free to join us for an informal welcome coffee break that we offer at the workshop venue starting at 

9:30 am. We hope to provide an additional opportunity for you to relax or network in case your travel schedule 

permits or you happen to arrive early. 

 

Please find attached the tentative agenda and further information on our workshop. As you will notice, the first 

session is reserved for short introductions of the participating representatives and organizations. We would 

therefore kindly ask you to prepare a short presentation summarizing the main activities of your organization, 

e.g. 4 ppt slides. Others forms of presentation are of course also appreciated. In order to set the scene for the 

workshop, please address the following topics: 

‣ Summary: scope of your organization 

‣ Collaboration with SMEs (target group, offered services, type of funding) 

‣ Recent or past network activities on regional or European (cross boarder) level 

 

Due to the planned schedule, we would like to ask you to limit the presentation to a maximum! of 10 minutes. 

For organizational purposes, please send a short feedback on whether or not you are going to contribute to 

this first part of the session. 

 

Your expert’s comments and opinions are highly welcome – during the workshop, but also before or 

afterwards.  

Feel free to contact me in case you have any questions. 

We look forward to seeing you at the workshop! 

 

Best regards, Christoph Neef 
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4.2.4.2 Agenda 

In the first part of the workshop, several European TCs were introduced. Furthermore, the participants introduced 

several TCs and CNs they are active in. 

 

Workshop agenda 

‣ 10.00-10.30 Presentation of the study “Access of SMEs to KETs technology centres”  

‣ 10.30– 10.30  Welcome and coffee 

‣ 10.30 – 11.00 Introduction: Existing schemes for European collaboration activities and potential of 

KETs. Scope of the workshop. 

‣ 11.00 – 12.30 Part 1 - Introduction of participants and activities / short presentations. 

‣ 12:30 – 13:30 Lunch break 

‣ 13:30 – 15:15 Part 2 - Demand of downstream SMEs / benefits for TCs. 

− Framing 

 Areas of NT/AM and respective downstream industries (innovation potential, market volume, EU 

added value) 

 Pan-European approach to value creation and technology transfer 

− Group discussion: SME / TC perspective: 

 Most valued services for SMEs (R&D, consulting, scouting, training demands, ...) 

 Most valued services for TCs (shared industry interface, promotion activities, complementary 

competences, ...) 

− Matching and SWOT 

 Benefits and challenges for collaboration between TCs/CNs 

 Barriers for technology transfer in NT/AM 

‣ 15:15 – 15:30 Coffee break 

‣ 15.30 – 16.45 Part 3 - Joint recommendations 

− Strategies for pan-European outreach of future CNs 

− Self-sustaining business models for future CNs 

− Recommendations on composition and specialization 

‣ 16:45 – 17:00 Review: Validation and summary of results. Feedback from participants. End of 

workshop. 

4.2.4.3 Conclusions of the workshop 

Present activities of TCs and CNs 

The following organizations and activities were introduced by the workshop participants with short presentations: 

 

FBK - Center for Materials and Microsystems 

FBK operates in the Trentino region. Due to the autonomy of the region, the centre has a comparably high 

flexibility on the arrangement of its focus and services. The centre is a partner of EIT and serves as innovation 
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hub in the region. Besides R&D services, CMM is also active in materials production. From their experience with 

SMEs, KETs and particularly nano technology need to be rated rather as part of a solution or product in a more 

complex value chain. There are no “nano markets”. The concept of open innovation is not necessarily suitable for 

SMEs. 

 

NanoMikroWerkstoffePhotonik.NRW 

The cluster NWMP is working on a digital networking platform, so far focused on North Rhine-Westphalia and 

other regions of Germany. The aim is to connect personal/individual interaction with innovation. The focus is on 

multi KETs and the cross-linking of industries, regions and organizations, which would normally not meet on a 

face-to-face basis. Match-making and innovation will be supported by functions like event planning, presentation 

of projects and products and intelligent contact suggestions in the future. 

 

Eurecat - Technology Centre of Catalonia 

Eurecat is the merger of several local Catalonian research centres into one organization. They provide services 

related to different KETs and target a broad range of industries. One of their pilot plants was initiated by industry 

and demonstrates a successful market/technology pull in the area of Advanced Materials. Besides R&D, they offer 

several innovation related services. Eurecat is active in the Vanguard initiative. 

 

Vanguard Initiative – New nano enabled products 

Within the Vanguard pilot on nano products, the establishment of complete value chains from research over 

piloting and product development is targeted. The funding model applied for Vanguard stipulates the combination 

of several funding sources. A base funding is allocated for organizational purposes. Further resources for R&D 

services are introduced from public (national or regional) or private organizations. Successful cases with an 

industry contribution of 40-50 % are demonstrated. 

 

Fraunhofer ISC and Co-Pilot project 

Within the Co-Pilot project, different pilot lines were established throughout Europe. The focus is on processing 

lines, which are of interest for SMEs. The pilot line at Fraunhofer ISC was set up in collaboration with nano 

materials manufacturers.  

 

New ways to address industries or stakeholders not yet involved in nano technologies were demonstrated using 

the example of an image movie explaining the concept of “nano kitchen”. 

 

Open Innovation test beds 

The upcoming open innovation test beds call (2018-2020) is a new infrastructure approach to support the 

upscaling of nanotechnology and materials. The scope ranges from designing and developing products to tackling 

regulatory and economic issues on the path to commercialisation. Within the program, no networking activities 

will be funded, the focus will be on provision of IT infrastructure and equipment. Guidelines for the use of 

infrastructure will be developed by the European Commission in order to provide for easy and standardized 

access conditions for SMEs. 
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E-MRS - European Materials Research Society 

The E-MRS is active in both, promoting research in the field of Advanced Materials and Nanotechnology and also 

in dissemination of information on application and potential of nano technology to industry and society. 

 

CeNTI - Centre for Nanotechnology and Smart Materials 

The focus of CeNTI is not only collaboration with SMEs but also larger companies. Their target markets are 

automotive, aerospace and textiles/sports. About 90% of their activities are industry projects. Services range 

from R&D to pre-series production. The technological focus is set on the regional industry sectors of Portugal, 

thereby serving as R&D centre for the eco system. CeNTI provides business to business contacts and consulting 

services. From their experience, the engagement in networks is necessary to have a status as key player in a 

certain technology or field. 

 

KIMW - Kunststoff-Institut Lüdenscheid 

The KIMW was founded as research centre through an industry initiative. Today, about 300 partners and 

shareholders surround the institute. KIMW runs both, public and private projects. They provide R&D services as 

well as training.  

 

TEMA - Centre for Mechanical Technology and Automation 

TEMA is a research centre coupled to the University of Aveiro. They run collaborations with both SMEs and large 

companies and have R&D partners in Europe and other parts of the world.  

 

Portuguese roadmap of research infrastructure 

From their experience with industry collaboration, particular bottlenecks for SME result from a lack of general 

information about new technologies and safety issues in particular. 

 

Coatema Coating Machinery GmbH 

Coatema provides equipment for coating applications from lab scale to industrial scale. Customers can try their 

applications at the machinery park of Coatema. More than 30 coating pilot lines are accessible. The company is 

active in several publicly funded projects. 

 

Innovation perspective of SMEs and TCs  

The following sections present the key findings of the discussions. 

 

Innovation perspective: input demands of SMEs 

Since the margin of nano based products and nano materials in particular is rather low, the investment budget for 

innovation projects of SME is not very high. Several demands for the innovativeness of SMEs were defined, both 

from a technological and also framing perspective.  
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‣ Good access to infrastructure / pilot-lines and R&D services 

‣ Information about the potential of KETs. It was stressed by the participants, that KETs per se are not of 

high interest to SMEs. Industry is interested in solutions to particular challenges, not in the technology 

itself. 

‣ Training of staff regarding new technologies / KETs 

‣ Information and consulting on safety issues, particularly on nano materials and nano containing products. 

‣ Depending on the business of particular SMEs, very diverse needs with respect to services and timing 

exist. Funded projects with respective lead-time are suitable for initial R&D projects. Often however, 

quicker results, e.g. for product development, are needed, which can only be achieved by direct/bilateral 

contracts with TCs. 

‣ The SME instrument is a suitable funding option for SMEs which are experienced with project application 

procedures. It is utilized to a lesser extent by SMEs, which are not as well connected in the R&D scene. In 

general, the instrument is considered to be a very effective and suitable tool for supporting the 

innovativeness of SMEs. 

‣ Access to capital is a major issue for the innovativeness of SMEs. It was stressed by the participants, that 

the general investment confidence in Europe is not as high as compared to other regions, particularly the 

US. Private investments therefore need to be complemented by suitable public funding possibilities or 

state supported credit facilities. The effectiveness and accessibility of such loan models are however 

perceived differently throughout Europe, e.g. success stories in Germany vs. mixed experiences in 

Portugal. 

 

Innovation perspective: TCs 

From TC perspective, a lot of KET and business related services are offered already. It was discussed, that many 

TCs at least partially rely on public funding.   

 

The core competences of most TCs are in the fields of R&D services, technology scouting or watching, product 

design and engineering, simulation. SMEs are supported during the application procedure for public funding. 

Depending on the scope of TCs, industry trainings are also offered as well as the service to link SMEs to end 

customers or to private investors. The development of spin-offs is part of the business model of most TCs. 

 

Matching between SMEs and TCs 

A result of the discussion about both perspectives was that the technological offer and offer of services in Europe 

is quite good. There is good access to pilot lines and KETs infrastructure and TCs or existing CNs can support 

SMEs on the application for funding of access cost coverage. 

 

Besides technology offer, the availability of financial resources for innovation activities of SMEs was discussed and 

identified as a key barrier of equal or even higher importance as compared to the access of SMEs to technological 

infrastructure. Funding (private or public) is essential for the innovativeness of SMEs. Investments in research 

often overextend the potential of smaller companies, since they are related to a very high risk. A certain degree 

of risk assumption and financial investment from outside entities is inevitable. 
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It was argued, that a re-evaluation of national investment bank initiatives might be necessary. In particular, 

differences between European countries in award design and criteria should be reduced and streamlined to 

equalize opportunities and strengthen competitiveness in all regions of Europe. 

 

The participants agreed that a more integrated financial support is necessary to bridge the gap between R&D and 

successful commercialization. The lack of private investment could be compensated by initiatives of local 

governments or the European commission for different levels of development, similar to the three step funding 

programs for SME, as it is applied by SBIR in the US. Other suggestions concerned publicly funded leverage tools, 

to increase private investments by public support. This would also allow founders to keep a larger share of the 

equity and thereby control over their company.  

 

Discussion on future networking activities  

One major result of the discussions was that there is no apparent need for new CNs of KETs TCs, which have a 

similar scope or function comparable to existing networks. Already today, there is a large number of network 

organizations as well as digital platforms with similar scope and sometimes overlapping activities on the same 

topics. In the areas of NT and AM, there are CNs, which are active on regional, national and also European level. 

It was argued, that the setting up of additional networks would not further promote technology transfer.  

 

On the other hand, there is a need for collaboration in general and the forming of R&D collaborations on smaller 

scale and on selected topics. A need for institutionalizing this kind of cooperation as CN was however not seen by 

the participants.  

 

In order to promote technology transfer and collaboration between TCs and industry, existing networks should be 

linked more efficiently, e.g. by standardization (inter-operable formats) and setting up a European meta network 

which aggregates and streamlines information about existing activities. It was proposed to particularly use digital 

media, to be able to include activities from regional to international level in a comprehensive way. E.g. by a 

common digital interface which would allow the access to different regional or specialized platforms. It was also 

argued that a common ontology for the type of services, offered by different TCs/CNs would be useful to allow 

SMEs to compare different offers.  

 

Based on the discussions, four areas for recommendations on the scope and functioning of CNs were identified 

and rated as essential for the function and effectiveness of future CNs in the fields of NT and AM and for a 

European meta-network: 

 

Discussion on scope of new CNs 

With respect to the scope of future networking activities, a clear statement for value chain based CNs vs. 

technology push or KET based networks was formulated by the participants. In order to function efficiently and in 

the benefit of industry, the composition of CNs should be oriented towards stakeholders covering the whole value 
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chain, e.g. TCs, material producers, product manufacturers and end users (often large companies). A CN should 

have a clear definition of the pipeline ranging from innovation to market and should have a high flexibility to react 

on market demands. 

 

 

With respect to SME interaction, several suggestions were made on how CNs could support SMEs’ access to 

funding: 

‣ Offer a validation system for SMEs to qualify for public funding or private investments. E.g. by a "quality 

label" to either rate the innovativeness and potential of a company or by rating the technological maturity 

of a planned innovation project to assess it’s "fitness for private financing". 

‣ Facilitate the access to business angels. 

‣ Organize investor/elevator pitches and investor events. 

‣ Follow a continuous approach to SMEs. The offered services of a CN should be depended on the maturity 

of SME and its targeted technology. Full support does not have to be provided from the beginning of a 

collaboration on. 

 

Discussion on business models 

In order to make CNs more sustainable, business models need to be found which allow to develop permanent 

sources of income, making a CN more independent from public funding periods. In general, it was however 

argued by the participants, that public funding is an important means to ensure the neutrality of a network. If it is 

solely relying on industry contributions, the focus will shift towards the needs of financial contributors and not 

necessarily SMEs that need particular support. CNs should provide fair and equal services to a broad range of 

SMEs. The need for innovation might be higher for SMEs that are doing not so well and have less investment 

capital to spend. 

 

On the other hand, public funding for CNs should not come without return. It was suggested, that the funding of 

new networks could be step-wise and linked to their impact. After an initial funding for setting up the network, 

further support could be coupled to the development of services and growth of the network measured by market 

relevant indicators, e.g. number of services, total income, growth rate / number of newcomers, SME/LE ratio, etc. 

In general, the higher involvement of SMEs but also of large companies in networks is considered to be a means 

to increase industry contribution. Several suggestions on business models, fostering the participation of CNs in 

technology exploitation were made: 

‣ Involve TCs into company risk for technology development. E.g. instead of charging service fees, TCs 

could become shareholder of a company or benefit from a long-term payback through royalties on 

developed solutions. This is however only feasible, if the field of business of the SME lies within the scope 

of a particular network or RTO. 

‣ Explore other funding schemes, e.g. equity funding of shareholders. 

‣ Support market channel creation. 
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‣ Plan for product and market iterations. Ways should be explored to earn money also from intermediate 

products, in order to create income during the whole development phase of a product or solution. 

 

Discussion on setting up of a digital platform 

As a means to set up a meta-network with focus on R&D and innovation, a digital approach might be useful to be 

able to connect a large number of organizations and stakeholders efficiently. A digital platform with extended 

functionality is supposed to ease finding the right contacts and getting in contact with the right persons. This is 

particularly important for organizations or SMEs, which are less connected with technology providers and 

stakeholders from different sectors of industry. It was discussed, that a digital platform should comprise different 

fields of research, technology (multi-KETs) and industry in order to enable match making beyond known clusters 

and technology areas. 

 

It was argued by the participants, that the evolution of a network with technology and innovation scope - as it 

was observed for social networks or research networks - is rather unlikely. SMEs do not feel a similar urge to 

present themselves on digital platforms as compared to researchers, who are used to sharing the results of their 

work in form of digital publications. Hence, a top down approach on setting up such a network should be chosen 

by an organization like the European Commission in order to reach a critical mass of users. Once this number is 

reached and success of the network is proven, a self-driven growth is possible.  

 

It was emphasized by the participants, that a digital CN is not fit to replace personal contacts and face-to-face 

meeting. A digital meta network should however bundle existing platforms and initiatives and support 

organizational issues of innovation. 

 

Several suggestions on the scope and functionality of a digital meta-network were given: 

‣ For a network with a high number of members to function efficiently, an intelligent interface is needed. 

Otherwise, too many and too general suggestions for match making will be made. 

‣ Success stories, videos and other information material should be directly linked to the profile of TCs and 

be accessible on the platform. Furthermore, a rating system, representing a high impact of industry 

collaboration and projects might be deployed in order to highlight particularly successful and industry 

oriented TCs. 

‣ International approach: All regions of Europe should be integrated to the platform, or even going beyond. 

‣ Company / institution information and profiles should be streamlined in order to make the given 

information comparable. 

 

Discussion on outreach to SMEs 

During the first part of the afternoon discussions it was argued, that lacking information of SMEs on the potential 

of KETs for their products is an essential barrier for technology diffusion. On the one hand, many SMEs are not 

reached and probably do not know about the technology classification of "KETs" at all. On the other hand, 

translating technology in business language is still a task not completely implemented by TCs and technology 

focused CNs yet. Several recommendations for the content-related information of SMEs on KETs were proposed: 
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‣ TCs or special divisions of CNs should re-think products, processes and materials of their targeted 

industries and present concepts based on KETs to SMEs. 

‣ CNs should get into contact proactively with SMEs in order to start joint projects. 

‣ Existing industry driven collaborations, which often focus on incremental optimization of processes or 

"small problems" in product development, should be used by TCs to introduce their customers to KETs and 

inform them about the benefits, which e.g. nanotechnology could have for their products. 

‣ User-case and application scenarios should be formulated and then disseminated via regional RTOs to a 

target audience within their environment. 

‣ People working on pilot lines should not have to care about business contact and account management 

themselves. Special SME experts or contact persons should support short time, e.g. 3 year projects 

‣ Information on KETs should be formulated in business language:  

− The added value of new technology in products must be clear.  

− Security of investment: If SME are supposed to commit to a new technology it must also be guaranteed, 

that this technology and production methods will remain state of the art for a sufficient time and not be 

superseded by another technology before the investment is returned. Proper technology scouting and 

technology/market foresight is necessary for this. 

‣ Outreach and information on nano technology should not only be focused on industry. The acceptance of 

nano materials by society also needs to be ensured in order to bring products to the market at the end. 

Therefore, broader campaigns on information about potential and risks of new technologies might also be 

of help. 

 

The participants agreed that the utilization of existing communication channels is vital for a successful outreach 

to a broader community of SMEs. A network of existing contacts, (e.g. local RTOs, science parks, Innovation 

centres, local industry clusters and associations, technology transfer organizations) should therefore be linked to 

a collaboration network. 

 

Access to this network could then also be offered as a service for members or customers of the CN to use these 

channels for own dissemination activities or to find collaboration partners in distant regions. 
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4.2.4.4 Participants 

Table 22: Participants of the workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in 

Nano Technology (NT) and Advanced Materials (AM) 

Name Organization 

George Kiriakidis European Materials Research Society  

Massimo Bersani FBK - Center for Materials and Microsystems 

Robertt Valente Centre for Mechanical Technology and Automation 

Victor Neto  Centre for Mechanical Technology and Automation 

João Gomes Centi - Centre for Nanotechnology and Smart Materials 

Dora Coelho Centi - Centre for Nanotechnology and Smart Materials 

Esther Hurtós Eurecat - Technology Centre of Catalonia 

Victor Trapp Fraunhofer Institute for Silicate Research ISC 

Christian Punckt Karlsruhe Institute of Technology / Nanomat / Vanguard 

Hendrik Köster NanoMikroWerkstoffePhotonik.NRW 

Heinz-Georg Nothofer NanoMikroWerkstoffePhotonik.NRW 

Christoph Neef Fraunhofer Institute for Systems and Innovation Research ISI 

Thomas Reiss Fraunhofer Institute for Systems and Innovation Research ISI 

Laure Baillargeon European Commission - DG GROWTH 

Helene Chraye  European Commission - DG RTD 

Frank Mumme Kunststoff-Institut Lüdenscheid 

Thorsten Felder Momentive Performance Materials GmbH 

Nico Meyer Coatema Coating Machinery GmbH 

 

4.3 Task 3.3: Make recommendations on which technology areas should be covered in 
priority by new collaboration networks of KETs TIs with one-stop shop access in 
2017-2020 

The objective of Task 3.3 is to make recommendations on which technology areas should be covered in priority 

by new collaboration networks of KETs TIs with one-stop shop access in 2017-2020. For the assessment of the 

potential of KETs for the European economy, the consideration of macro data on the technology offer and 

technology exploitation can help to identify general trends. To assure a uniform treatment of the different 

countries of Europe, data needs to be utilized which is available for all countries and technological sectors. In the 

frame of this study, the methodology used in the KETs observatory26 was applied and combined with results from 

desk research. 

                                                      

 
26 See “Feasibility study for an EU Monitoring Mechanism on Key Enabling Technologies” – Final report, written by IDEA Consult 
et al. 2012 
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4.3.1 Quantitative indicators - the potential of KETs 

Patent data (taken from the PATSTAT database) and scope and location of known TCs and CNs were used to 

describe the technological offer and push perspective. Value creation and technology exploitation were described 

by production data (taken from the PRODCOM database) to analyse a potential market pull. The used 

methodology is however only a first order description of the potential impact of KETs. The databases used do not 

include any KETs classification. Hence, the KET observatory data has certain inaccuracies with respect to absolute 

values of KET production or KET patenting. However, for the analysis of chronological trends and for a rough 

distinction between KET related fields, the data can be considered to be robust enough to make statements on a 

macro level. The KETs observatory data currently available ends with indicators for the years 2012/2013. In the 

frame of this study, the applied indicators were re-calculated based on more recent data to assess trends of the 

last years (2014/2016). 

 

In terms of absolute values on production and patenting activities, Central European countries play a dominant 

role, e.g. 80 % of all KET related patents with priority date between 2005 and 2014 were filed in Central 

European countries (see Figure 18 and annex). In order to still be able to assess the potential and importance of 

KETs for other parts of Europe, significance indicators  were applied. These indicators consider the relative share 

of KETs related values with respect to country values to give an assessment of the meaning and potential of KETs 

for an economy. In this case, KETs related patents or production ∑ ∈  were corrected for the overall 

patenting and production output ∑  of a country in a specific year following = 100 × ∑ 	∈ ∑⁄ . 

Significance values are given in per cent [%]. 

Figure 18 Absolute numbers of KET-related patents in EU28. A distinction was made between Southern (PT, ES, 

IT, GR, CY, MT), Central (IE, GB, FR, NL, BE, LU, DE, AT), Northern (DK, SE, FI, EE, LV, LT) and 

Eastern Europe (PL, CZ, SK, HU, SL, HR, RO, BG).  
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Besides the respective KET patent and production country significance indicators, the location and distribution of 

KETs related TCs and CNs was analysed to generate a holistic picture of the potential as well as the exploitation 

of KETs. 

 

Technology offer and innovative potential of KETs: Patent significance of KETs 

The analysis of KET patents can on the one hand give insights into the importance of a technology from an R&D 

perspective. It can be seen as a measure for the technological offer and potential. On the other hand, patenting 

is already the first step towards technology exploitation, meaning that, beyond knowledge gain through R&D 

projects, economic value is attributed to the technology. Figure 19 (right) shows the significance of KET patents 

for all EU28 countries combined. The share of KET patents relative to the overall patenting activity is strongly 

technology dependent. AMT and AM have a strong leading position, which can be attributed to the broad 

technological scope aggregated in these KETs. More importantly, the trend between 2010 and 2014 even shows 

an increase of the significance of AM, IB and particularly AMT. In contrast to that, patenting in MNE and PHOT 

remain on a rather static level, while the share of NT patents even declines. 

Figure 19: Left: Average number of patents per organization active in KETs. Right: Patent significance of all EU28 

countries combined. 

 

 

Besides monitoring the activity and trends of technology generation, patent data can also be used to analyse the 

structure of involved organizations and industries. Figure 19 shows the average number of patents per company, 

active in KET patenting during the years 2005 to 2014 in the EU. One finds that particularly in the fields of AM 

and MNE, patents are concentrated on fewer organizations as compared to the other KETs, particularly IB and 

NT. This suggests, that on an R&D level, larger organizations and enterprises are concerned with the 

development of technologies in the fields of AM and MNE. The development of new methods and products in IB 

and NT might on the other hand be driven by smaller enterprises. From a geographic perspective another trend 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

AMT AM MNE IB NT Phot

Average #patents per 
company

Southern Central Northern Eastern

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Patent significance in EU28

AMT AM MNE

IB NT PHOT



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 140 

can be seen. As compared to Eastern and Southern European countries, organizations from Central and Northern 

Europe hold a higher number of patents respectively. This might again be a result of the industrial structure in 

the respective regions, which is characterized by smaller entities particularly in the Eastern parts of Europe. 

Furthermore, the high number of KET patents per organization in Central Europe might also point to a broader 

technological scope of enterprises and less specialization on specific niches. 

 

Economic perspective and production data of KETs based products 

As a direct measure of the economic exploitation of KETs, the relative share of KET products of all produced 

goods was analysed. Figure 20 shows the trend of KETs production significance between 2010 and 2016. The 

proportion of goods attributed to the six KETs is in accordance to what was observed for the patent significance. 

AMT and AM have the highest shares. The significance of IB and NT related production remains rather static in 

the time domain under consideration and has the lowest values. Notably, the share of MNE related products, 

which declined during the years 2010-2014, has experienced a recent upturn, bringing the production significance 

back to the level of 2010 in 2016. 

Figure 20: Significance of KET production in EU28 countries. 

 

 

Distribution of TCs and CNs in Europe: Existing offer of technology 

Throughout Europe, there is a broad offer of technologies and R&D services in the fields of KETs. In WP1, more 

than 1300 TCs27 were identified, which collaborate with industry. As can be seen from Figure 21, the 

technological scope of these organizations is distributed relatively even among the different KETs, whereby TCs 

dealing with AM represent the largest proportion of about 25 %. This finding shows a certain discrepancy 

between the proportion observed for patents, which can also be seen as a measure of technology offer, and the 

                                                      

 
27 Reference to WP1 section in report 
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number of organizations offering R&D services in these areas (TCs). As patents already represent a step towards 

technology exploitation, the relatively high number of TCs active in IB and NT can be understood by considering 

the novelty of these areas of technology and their research driven character. The economic exploitation of these 

technologies has not yet reached the level of other KETs.  

Figure 21: Proportion of KETs TCs (left) and CNs (right) in EU28 countries. 

 

Considering collaboration activities, 67 CNs28 on regional (cluster), national and European level were identified, 

which actively collaborate with SMEs. Figure 21 shows the relative proportion of KETs CNs. 

4.3.2 Insights on the technological and geographical scope of CNs 

Besides EU-wide trends regarding KETs overall, which can be discussed on a more aggregated level, there are 

strong regional differences between the EU28 member states, which should be considered for future networking 

activities. Heat-maps based on the most recent available data were chosen to bring the indicators patent country 

significance (2014), production country significance (2014) and location of TCs and CNs (compiled in 2017) into 

perspective and allow for a more detailed analysis of geographical characteristics related to each technology. In 

order to account for the geographical scope of existing network organizations, pan-European networks were 

weighted with 0.5 and national networks with 1 to obtain country based indicators. 

 

As will be discussed in section 5.2, the approach to new CNs or the further development of existing CNs should 

be value chain based. The technology classification in KETs, as applied for the quantitative analysis, hence only 

describes one dimension of the significance a value chain might have for Europe. The following KET related 

                                                      

 
28 The list is available in the interim report 

Figure 22: Proportion of KETs TCs (left) and CNs (right) in EU28 countries. 

Ratio TCs in EU28

AMT AM MNE IB NT Phot

Ratio CNs in EU28

AMT AM MNE IB NT Phot



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 142 

insights have to be interpreted as insights activities centred on a KET, but not solely focused on it. In general, a 

multi-KET or multi-technology approach might be necessary and suitable to address demands of whole value 

chains. For almost all KET related innovations, a digital simulation, planning and execution of products and 

production might become more and more important in the future. As accompanying and supporting technology, 

software skills and competences in computer sciences should therefore also be within the scope of CNs focusing 

on technology transfer, or a good linkage to capable third parties should exist. 

4.3.2.1 AMT constitutes the highest economic importance for Europe and should be strengthened continuously 

AMT is of high importance for both production of goods and patenting of methods and products in Europe. From 

a geographic perspective, AMT patents have a high significance for all regions of Europe (see Figure 23). Eastern 

and South-Eastern European countries however show a distinctly smaller patent significance as compared to the 

rest of Europe. This is also reflected by a comparably low number of present TCs and networks in these regions. 

In terms of KET production and value creation, one finds that the high number of patents cannot be translated 

into produced goods in all countries. The AMT production significance is highest in the centre of Europe, while 

particularly in the south-western part, the importance of AMT related products is less than what could have been 

expected from the patent analysis. 

 

In terms of technology diffusion support by CNs, the UK holds a special position. Due to the high number of 

manufacturing innovation centres and hubs, there is a high coverage with R&D service providers for industry.  
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Figure 23: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for AMT. 

 

 

As an industrial and technological sector, manufacturing techniques and equipment are a core competence of the 

European industry, particularly for the broad landscape of manufacturing SMEs. The highest significance 

indicators for both patenting and production output are found for AMT in almost all regions of Europe. For the 

past years, the significance exhibits a positive trend.  

 

Currently, Europe along with North America has a leading role in many sections of AMT like additive 

manufacturing or robotics. Until 2025 and beyond, the largest markets for additive manufacturing related 

technologies are projected to be North America and Europe. Aerospace, automotive and medical industries are 

the main downstream markets. Many key companies offering solutions and equipment, e.g. for 3D-printing and 

post processing, are located in Europe.29 Applications of robotics are currently mainly driven by their industrial 
                                                      

 
29 Frost & Sullivan -  Global Additive Manufacturing Market, Forecast to 2025 - May 2016 
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use in the automotive sector.30 In the future however, service robots for healthcare and aerospace might gain a 

higher significance. Particularly in the domain of professional service robots, Europe is very strong and has the 

highest market share. Many of the key manufacturers are located in Europe. The industry in this sector is 

represented by many start-up companies, which have not yet reached the maturity comparable to manufacturers 

of industrial robots used in the automotive industry.31 

 

With respect to the role of AMT as necessary enabler for the production of other KETs and also for other products 

from many different industrial sectors, a moderate number of CNs dedicated to AMT are established in Europe 

(the UK is an exception here). Due to the variety of manufacturing techniques aggregated in AMT, the CNs 

present do not cover the whole range of AMT, but focus on subcategories (e.g. i4ms on ICT, Echord++ on 

robotics). Hence there is some room for CNs covering other AMT related technologies.  Based on this macro 

perspective, strengthening the work and potentially broadening the scope of existing networks on regional or 

pan-European level should be in the focus of future networking activities.  

4.3.2.2 Advanced materials bear a high potential for European industries, however up-scaling and cost 

reduction must be achieved 

Materials development and production is of general high significance for Europe. Due to large production 

capacities and significant R&D activities in these regions, North America and Europe are the major regions for the 

global AM market. The fastest growth of this market is however expected to happen in the Asia Pacific region.32 

From EU perspective, both patenting and production is taking place in most of the EU28 member states. Ireland 

and several of the Eastern European countries, the Czech Republic in particular, however constitute an exception 

to that. They exhibit a rather low patent significance, however considerable production output. This can be 

considered as an indicator that the value chains in AM have a more international character and R&D activities 

take place separated from production sites.  

 

On the one hand, this might bear the potential of settling technology developing organizations in the local 

ecosystem of materials industries in Eastern Europe. On the other hand, CNs with trans-national scope have an 

important role in connecting R&D resources and production. From the point of technology offer, a lot of activities 

are taking place in France. The high number of CNs on regional and national level provide good cross-linking of 

the stakeholders. 

                                                      

 
30 Allied Market Research - Robotics Technology Market by Type Industrial Robots, Service Robots, Mobile Robots and Others) 

and Application (Defense and Security, Aerospace, Automotive, Domestic and Electronics) Global Opportunity Analysis and 

Industry Forecast, 2013 - 2020 

31 RockEU - Updated Market study on European Robotics, Deliverable D3.1.3, 2016 
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Figure 24: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for AM. 

 

 

As result of the WP 3.1 questionnaire, several sectors of AM should be prioritized, particularly "materials for 

energy storage and generation", "environmental materials" (e.g. recycling, recourse efficiency, less impact, CO2 

capture/utilisation), and "high performance materials" (strong, light weight, resistant). The latter field also 

reflects the demand situation of important downstream markets for AM which are electric power generation and 

distribution, electronics, but in particular aerospace, featuring the highest growth rates for AM, and automotive, 

as the largest downstream market. Both aerospace and automotive create a high demand for strong, durable and 

lightweight materials.32 At present, the significant price difference between conventional and advanced materials 

is one of the key restraints for the faster diffusion of AM into market. Since AM related materials and technologies 

are quite mature and a proof of concept for the performance benefit of advanced materials is often given, the 
                                                      

 
32 Transparency Market Research - Advanced Materials Market, Global Industry Analysis, Size, Share, Growth, Trends, and 

Forecast 2016 - 2024 
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next steps must be in upscaling and cost reduction. The complexity of AM makes them sometimes difficult to 

implement into existing industrial processes. A clear target of AM related CNs should therefore be to support the 

development of suitable processes and on the other hand inform and attract private investors to raise capital 

necessary for upscaling of the production of SMEs.33 

4.3.2.3 Micro- and nanoelectronics has a high economic potential, and tend to be concentrated in Central 

Europe  

The importance of MNE technology is distributed in a not homogeneous way over Europe. Most activities are 

focused in Central Europe. The patent significance is high in Belgium, Austria, Germany and Poland. The high 

patent significance of Belgium is due to the presence of imec, a renowned research institute in the area of MNE. 

The production significance in MNE is relatively high for Romania which is due to the presence of subsidiaries of 

several large MNE players such as ON semiconductor, NXP semiconductor, and Infineon. TCs are particularly 

located in Germany and France, while CNs are more scattered throughout Europe.  

                                                      

 
33 DG RTD - From Advanced Materials Research to Innovation and Growth, Workshop final report 
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Figure 25: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for MNE. 

 

 

Several initiatives in the MNE area exist like ECSEL JU, European Technology platforms (e.g. EPoSS, ARTEMIS, 

ENIAC, etc.), EUREKA clusters (e.g. PENTA) and relevant industrial associations (such as ESIA and SEMI). In 

Austria for example, ECSEL Austria was founded by the former technology platforms ARTEMIS-Austria (embedded 

software and software architecture) and ENIAC-Austria (micro- and nanoelectronics) in 2013 and was enlarged by 

the areas of “systems and systems architecture”, “framework conditions and visibility” and “network and network 

development” in 2014. MNE is an essential part of virtually all industrial sectors. Due to the high specialization in 

this segment of technology and industry, it is unlikely that the establishment of additional CNs will result in the 

further development of other regions if major players from this industry are not present in those regions.  
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4.3.2.4 Industrial Biotechnology entails promising avenues, and would benefit from a concentration around 

particular value chains 

The patent significance for Industrial Biotechnology (IB) is not focused on a single part of Europe. Particularly 

Greece, Poland, Lithuania and Denmark show an outstanding country significance. The latter also with a high 

production significance, which in Europe overall is moderate as compared to the other KETs. Although having a 

high patent significance, a high translation towards production is not observed in Poland. Particularly France and 

Germany show a high number of TCs, which might offer a good opportunity for other regions of Europe that are 

more focused on production to find access to R&D infrastructure.  

Figure 26: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for IB. 

 

 

In the workshop on IB, several interesting initiatives in the area of IB were presented and discussed like IBISBA, 

SMARTPILOTS, BioBase4SME, ERIFORE, etc. Most of these initiatives depend upon funding received from public 

financing schemes like H2020 or Interreg. It is difficult to continue them without public funding. It was also 
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challenging to identify CNs active in IB. The IB community would benefit from the identification of value chains in 

which Europe can have an outstanding position, and to established CNs around these value chains. The priorities 

identified in the questionnaire e.g. polymers and bioplastics, biobased chemicals, high value food and feed 

additives, and biofuels could serve as a starting point.  

4.3.2.5 Photonics are important for the European industry, and should be further reinforced  

A significant production as well as patenting activities for PHOT based products can be seen in Central and 

Northern Europe. The highest revenues, both in relative as well as in absolute units, in this market are generated 

in Germany, the UK, France and the Netherlands.34 As compared to North America and the Asia/Pacific region, a 

similar amount of companies is active in this field, however the share of SMEs among these enterprises is highest 

in Europe.  

 

From the supply side, many TCs can be found in Germany and France, which are also well connected by CNs. 

Significant patenting activities and production however also takes place in the Netherlands, Poland and the Baltic 

states with a smaller number of local network organizations.  

                                                      

 
34 Photonics Industry report 2015, Spectaris et al. 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 150 

Figure 27: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for PHOT. 

 
 

The photonics community tend to be well organised in Europe. There are multiple cluster organisation that focus 

on photonics like PhotonicSweden (SE), Optitec (FR), OptecNet (DE), etc. In addition, several initiatives at EU 

level exist like Photonics PPP, European Technology Platform e.g. Photonics 21, and CNs like ActPhast. The 

presence of these strong networks implies a well-functioning exchange on European level. 
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4.3.2.6 A considerable amount of TCs / CNs are dedicated to Nanotechnology but a full economic 

breakthrough has however not happened yet 

A number of TCs, particularly in the western part of Europe, are concerned with the development of 

Nanotechnology (NT). Still, the technology remains to be the straggler in terms of production and patent 

significance. Particularly in Germany, a high number of TCs are active in this field. They are also very well 

connected by networks on regional or national level. Compared to the low value of patent and production 

significance, the technology exploitation is however still lacking behind. 

Figure 28: Significance indicators (production, patenting) and number of KETs TCs and CNs for NT. 

 

 

It must be emphasized, that due to the novelty of nano materials and technologies, the applied quantification 

methods might underestimate the real share of nano based production, since no statistical classification within 

the NACE taxonomy exists to explicitly account for NT. It is thus more difficult to attribute the KET NT to 

manufacturing industries and end-products.  
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Apart from absolute values taken from the PRODCOM database, an international comparison shows, that the 

European market for nanomaterials (as a part of NT) accounts for a significant share of the world market, next to 

North America and Asia/Pacific35. 

 

Due to the fair number of TCs and network organizations active in Europe (e.g. NanoLeap, Nanora, Vanguard or 

Nanofutures), it is unlikely that further market penetration of NT is hindered by a lack of R&D and technological 

offer, which is overall good in Europe. In terms of access to pilot lines and KETs infrastructure, a broad offer 

exists. According to the questionnaire presented in WP 3.1, there is no large demand for new CNs in the field of 

NT. The sub-sectors of NT, which were assessed to still have the highest potential for future collaboration 

activities are "nanostructured coatings" followed by "nanomedicine” and "nanoparticles, nanowires and tubes".  

 

As a conclusion and in contrast to other KETs, the objective of collaboration and networking activities should be 

extended from their focus on technology development and improvement of products, towards the identification 

and development of downstream markets which allow for a further growth of NT related products. 

 

4.3.3 Insights with respect to CNs in Eastern Europe   

Growing R&D activities in Eastern Europe 

In the previous section, significance indicators for a given year were analysed. In order to take the dynamics of 

technology evolution into account, the patenting activities averaged for four pre-defined regions of Europe 

(Southern (PT, ES, IT, GR, CY, MT), Central (IE, GB, FR, NL, BE, LU, DE, AT), Northern (DK, SE, FI, EE, LV, LT) 

and Eastern Europe (PL, CZ, SK, HU, SL, HR, RO, BG)) were considered. To analyse growth, the number of KET 

related patents was not normalized as significance indicator, showing the importance of KETs with respect to all 

patents, but instead to the number of new patents in the year 2005. The respective data is shown for the KETs 

AMT, AM, MNE and PHOT in Figure 29. It can be seen, that the EU-28 average of new patents is dominated by 

Southern, Central and Northern Europe. With respect to the reference year 2005, the acceleration of patenting 

activities for the selected KETs is over all moderate. The Eastern European region however exhibits a significantly 

different behaviour and a considerable acceleration of patenting activities can be observed, which is strongest in 

the field of MNE. The effect seen for the four KETs in Figure 29 is less pronounced for the KETs IB and NT (not 

shown). 

                                                      

 
35 Zion market research, Nanomaterials report 2017 
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Figure 29: Number of new patents per year normalized to the value of 2005 for the KETs AMT, AM, MNE and 

PHOT. 

 

 

 

Existing CNs should extend their scope to Eastern Europe  

The high growth in terms of patents and technology generation seen in Eastern Europe is still based on a low 

level in absolute numbers of patents, but represents a high potential for future activities and value creation. This 

should be taken into account when expanding new collaboration networks, particularly in the field of AMT, AM, 

MNE and PHOT. A good connection of these technological areas to more mature initiatives in other parts of 

Europe can both foster the observed trend and growth in Eastern Europe, but also help to translate the 

technology generation into value creation by benefitting from existing industries in Central Europe. 

 

In general it was found that the organizational structure in Eastern Europe features comparably smaller 

organizations with a small number of patents per organization. Hence, the setup of strong networks, connecting 
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these entities might be of even higher importance as compared to other regions of Europe in order to bundle 

comprehensive competences. 

 

Member States from Eastern Europe do not always show comparable levels of commitment with these type of 

projects as other countries in Europe. Most organisations are quite sceptic versus EU projects. Their ability to 

communicate and collaborate internationally is still modest. Most Eastern European TCs lack experience, skills and 

knowledge to grow effectively in international networks. The development of international relations is 

underestimated, and seldom a priority. Therefore, initiating international professional contacts tend to be difficult. 

A promotion package could help to increase visibility by addressing Eastern European specific issues like 

inefficient marketing activities, lack of activities in developing international contacts. A scouting-like (or coaching) 

model would help a CN or TC from CEE region to adopt a professional approach towards networking, promotion 

and communication activities. Currently, Eastern European TCs are lacking the funding for this kind of activities. 

Hence, increasing the visibility of Eastern European TCs in CNs would require additional funding to develop 

promotion and marketing activities. 

 

The quality of TCs or their ability of providing technological services to SMEs is influenced by the demand and 

character of the SME environment. In Eastern Europe, there is a significantly smaller population of SMEs active in 

KETs, compared to Western Europe. Development of technology services, which could compete at the 

international level, is highly influenced by the local demand. Eastern European regions are also missing leading 

companies in the field of KETs, which could support the creation of an innovative environment. Moreover, the 

ability of SMEs in Eastern Europe to pay for research is very limited.  
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5/ Work Package 4: Raising awareness and promoting collaboration 
between KETs Technology Centres 

The key objective of this WP is to raise awareness and promote collaboration between KETs Technology Centres. 

This WP has several tasks: 

‣ Task 4.1: Raise awareness among KETs TCs about the inventory 

‣ Task 4.2: Promote collaboration between KETs TCs 

‣ Task 4.3: Promotion of the European inventory of KETs TCs amongst the SME community 

 

5.1 Task 4.1: Raise awareness among all KETs TCs about the inventory, capabilities and 
know-how of other KETs TCs 

‣ Objective of the task: The main goal of this task is to increase the awareness of TCs about the 

inventory so that they are willing to become part of the KETs TC online mapping. In addition, as one of 

the objectives of the project is to prepare the setting up of collaboration networks of KETs TCs with one-

stop shop access for SMEs, it is important to obtain a good oversight on the supply of existing KETs TCs. 

‣ Target audience: KETs Technology Centres. 

 

Target group What they need 

to know 

Actions Communication channels 

KETs 

Technology 

Centres  

‣ The 

existence, 

purpose 

and content 

of the 

online 

mapping 

‣ Benefits 

‣ Where/how 

to register 

‣ Dedicated e-mails  

‣ Phone calls 

‣ Contacting 

associations and 

NCPs/EENs who are 

willing to circulate 

information about the 

inventory to their 

members and 

networks 

‣ Dedicated posts on 

social media 

‣ Events 

‣ Bilateral contacts 

‣ Social media accounts of 

organizations/projects/networks 

(See Table 31) which are of 

interest to KETs TCs 

‣ Organizations, networks and 

project which are of interest to 

TCs (Table 23, Table 25, Table 

27) 

‣ Organizations and networks where 

TCs are members/partners (details 

in section 5.1.1) 

 

Strategy:  

The activities in this task mainly focuses on the long list of KETs TCs that has been generated in WP1. The long 

list of KETs TCs provides a good oversight on the supply of existing KETs TCs. Different channels have been used 

to ensure that TCs are well informed about the inventory and apply to the online mapping. Initially, TCs were 

invited via e-mails (multiple rounds). Due to the low response rate, phone calls were made with KETs TCs that 
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already registered in the previous inventory and to KETs TCs that had not yet registered. In addition, bilateral 

contacts were used to spread the information and material to NCPs, EEN, etc. Social media profiles of different 

organizations, which are of interest to KETs TCs, were targeted to establish a broader outreach. We also 

presented the project during several events and disseminated information about the project. 

5.1.1 Reach out to TCs through direct contacts 

Objective: The objective is to deliver information about the online mapping and its benefits to KETs TCs. 

 

Message: The main message to be delivered is the information about the existence of the inventory, its purpose 

and benefits, and clear guidelines where and how to register. Different channels and materials were used to 

deliver the information. 

 

Channels/Format: 

1. KETs TCs that were part of the previous inventory 

− E-mails and (multiple) reminder e-mails has been sent to KETs TCs that were part of the 

previous inventory, to invite them to update their profiles.  

− The consortium contacted all TCs that were already part of the previous inventory through personalised 

e-mails and direct calls to ask TCs to update their profiles. The calls were followed by e-mails with 

additional information and instructions when necessary (between April and June 2017). Another round of 

calling to the TCs which were part of the previous inventory and did not update their profiles, has been 

done in August and September. 

− On May 22, an e-mail has been sent to these TCs to inform them that in case their profile is not updated 

by 10 June 2017, their centre will no longer be visible in the mapping (Figure 31). TCs that did not update 

their profile have been removed from the online mapping. 

− A special follow-up by phone has been made to large RTOs such as CEA, Catapult and TNO. 
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Figure 31: Invitation email to KETs TCs that were part of the previous inventory 

Dear Mr/Ms [xxx], 

  

You have recently been invited to update the information about your centre in the online mapping of KETs 

Technology Centres by the European Commission.  

 The deadline to update this information is 10 June 2017.  

If the information is not updated, your centre will no longer be visible in the mapping.  

 

How to update my profile?  

 Please click below to open your EU Login account (or create a new one) and fill in the questionnaire (20 

minutes maximum). If necessary, more explanations are given in the User Guide attached. 

 https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/user/login 

  

Please ensure that you are the right contact person e.g. the contact point for SMEs. Please provide information 

for the 3 qualitative criteria. Information on the quantitative criteria is optional (as you have been included in the 

previous mapping). 

 

What are the benefits of being included in the mapping? 

‣ Be part of the promotion and communication campaign about this mapping (promotion will also be 

done through the WATIFY campaign, the Enterprise Europe Network and Twitter accounts of the 

European Commission). 

‣ Be invited to workshops where future collaboration opportunities with SMEs and other European 

Technology Centres will be explored, if you express your interest. 

 

The mapping is part of the European Commission’s policy to promote cooperation between Technology 

Centres in the field of KETs across Europe (see for example the Call INNOSUP-03-2017 under Horizon 

2020), in coordination with the work on Digital Innovation Hubs.  

 

We remain at your disposal for any further information. 

 

With best regards 

 

The KETs Technology Centres Team 

 

European Commission, GROW-KETS-TECHNO-CENTRES@ec.europa.eu  

IDEA Consult, KETsTechnologyCentresTeam@ideaconsult.be, Tel: +32 2 6095301 
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2. KETs TCs that were not part of the previous inventory 

− The KETs TCs long-list has been created in WP1. All centres on the list have been invited by e-mail to 

sign up in the online mapping. Specific e-mails have been sent out to address KETs TCs that were not 

part of the previous inventory (Figure 32). Several reminder e-mails have been sent out.  

− TCs having started their application, but not completed it (for example because they did not provide 

quantitative data) were reached by phone. 

− Additional TCs, which were not part of the previous inventory, were reached by e-mail, phone, or 

bilateral contacts during events to reach the target of ~300 registered TCs. The text of the e-mail 

was updated according to the needs of the invitations. We also provided the official flyer as basic material 

to share easily within their organisation (Figure 33). When possible, we translated the invitation to the 

language of TCs to facilitate the communication (for example, in Czech Republic, Slovakia, Spain, the 

Netherlands). 
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Figure 32: Invitation email to KETs TCs that were not part of the previous inventory 

Dear, 

 
 

 

Your organisation is invited to apply to the online mapping of Technology Centres in the field of Key Enabling 

Technologies by the European Commission. 

 

How to apply? 

Please click below to create your EU login (or use your existing one) and fill in the questionnaire (20 

minutes maximum). If necessary, more explanations are given in the User Guide attached. 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/user/login 

Please ensure that you are the right contact person (in particular that you can be the contact point for SMEs). 

What are the criteria? 

You need to provide information for 3 qualitative criteria plus (only) 2 out of 4 quantitative criteria (Yes/No 

questions). This quantitative data is only for assessment, not for publication, but you are responsible for 

providing correct information.   

What are the benefits of being included in the mapping? 

 Be part of the promotion and communication campaign about this mapping (promotion will also be 

done through the WATIFY campaign, the Enterprise Europe Network and Twitter accounts of the 

European Commission) 

 Be invited to the workshops where future collaboration opportunities with SMEs and other European 

Technology Centres will be explored, if you express your interest 

 

The mapping is part of the European Commission’s policy to promote more cooperation between 

Technology Centres in the field of KETs across Europe (see for example the Call INNOSUP-03-2017 under 

Horizon 2020), in coordination with the work on Digital Innovation Hubs.  

Please apply by 20 September 2017. 

 

For more information: 

‣ European Commission, GROW-KETS-TECHNO-CENTRES@ec.europa.eu  

‣ IDEA Consult, contracted by the European Commission to run the project, 

KETsTechnologyCentresTeam@ideaconsult.be, Tel: +32 2 6095301 
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5.1.2 Reach out to TCs via organizations or projects where TCs are members/partners or which are 

of interest to KETs TCs 

Objective: The objective is to deliver information about the online mapping and its benefits for TCs (and SMEs) 

to key intermediaries that are in (direct) relationship with TCs and can spread the information to KETs TCs 

effectively. 

 

Message: The main message to be delivered is the information about the existence of the online mapping, its 

purpose and benefits for TCs (and SMEs) and clear guidelines for KETs TCs where and how to register. 

 

Channel/Format: 

1. We contacted relevant EENs and NCPs and ask them to circulate the information on the online mapping 

(especially the invitation to the mapping and information about what is in the online mapping for TCs and 

SMEs) to their members and networks. Relevant contacts were especially the EEN Heads of sector groups, 

NCP national coordinators or NCPs active in technological areas which are relevant for KETs (e.g. NMBP) and 

NCPs active in the area of innovation in SMEs (for raising awareness among SMEs - see section 4.3). A 

dedicated personalised e-mail was prepared, and phone calls or personal meetings were executed by 

the consortium to reach these organizations. Details about contacting EEN and NCPs and agreed actions can 

be found in Table 23. Special attention is given to the EEN and NCP contacts in Central and Eastern 

European region, e.g. through the CEENet7 group. Activating the EEN and NCPs community was actively 

supported by DG Grow and EASME. 

− In EEN, we started by contacting the sector groups which are directly connected to KETs (BioChemtech, 

Materials, Nano and Micro technologies, ICT Industry and Services). This was also supported by DG Grow, 

which contacted EEN Chairs of the Sector and Thematic Groups sector by e-mail providing them the 

invitation letter and a PowerPoint presentation with information on July 5th. Additional e-mails were send 

by the consortium (Box 13).  

− Personalised e-mails and additional phone calls were executed to explain the objective of the online 

mapping and to discuss several actions that can be taken to reach out to TCs (the list of these contacts 

and agreed actions are listed in Table 23). We have met some of the NCPs and EEN in person to discuss 

dissemination activities. Those contacts were very helpful and have continued to disseminate the 

information. This is especially relevant for the Central and Eastern European countries. In addition, DG 

Grow has activated the EEN community by presenting the online mapping during several events e.g. on 

November 7, they presented the map to the EEN SG Micro and Nanotech. 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 161 

Box 13: Example of an e-mail designed for promoting the KETs TCs Mapping among selected NCPs 

Dear, 

 

The European Commission is mapping technology centres active in key enabling technologies (KETs) in Europe 

(DG GROW mapping at https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map). This mapping is 

also coordinated with the work of the Commission on the inventory of "Digital Innovation Hubs" in Europe and 

aims to promote cooperation between technology centres in Europe and to facilitate the access to technology 

services for SMEs. 

 

We target Technology Centres willing to work with SMEs and industry. Many relevant Technology Centres are 

not yet registered in the online mapping and are missing the opportunity to make their centre more visible and 

accessible. 

The criteria for registration are defined in the mapping. Technology Centres are defined as organizations 

providing technology facilities and services to SMEs to perform research and innovation activities from 

Technology Readiness Level (TRL) 3 up to TRL 8 in one or more KETs. 

 

Could you please circulate the invitation (the invitation e-mail is attached) to apply to the European 

Commission's mapping of KETs technology centres within your network of innovation intermediaries and 

technology centres so that they can increase their visibility across Europe and benefit from the communication 

campaign and other connected activities (workshops, events, WATIFY success stories etc.)? 

 

We remain at your disposal for any further information. 

 

With best regards, 

  

The KETs Technology Centres team. 

 

Technology Centre CAS,  meislova@tc.cz 

IDEA Consult, KETsTechnologyCentresTeam@ideaconsult.be  

European Commission, GROW-KETS-TECHNO-CENTRES@ec.europa.eu  

 

‣ The contacts with EENs and NCPs were maintained regularly to explore new opportunities of promoting 

the online mapping to TCs and SMEs (especially during events where EEN and NCPs were present). This 

resulted in multiple promotion activities. 

‣ DG Grow and EASME has helped to prepare the communication material to address the EEN community 

with information about the online mapping. They posted a message on the EEN intranet to circulate the 

information among EENs. The official European account of EEN as well as some regional networks of EEN 

have posted information on the online mapping on their social media accounts.  
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‣ The members of EEN were also asked to share the information about the online mapping during the EEN 

Annual Conference in Tallinn during multiple sessions they were attending. 

Table 23: Contacted NCPs and EEN members 

Name and responsibility Predominant 

type of 

communication 

Actions Last 

contact 

East. 

EU 

Focus

Jiří Janošec    yes 

 areas of innovation and 

international TT in new 

materials; Czech ILO for 

cooperation with ESO and 

ESS; member of CERN 

external TT network 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of invitation into the 

KETs TCs Mapping by e-mail; 

providing contacts for Eastern 

European region; participation on WS 

on Eastern Europe with ppt and 

discussion; multiple dissemination of 

the invitation to mapping and 

promotion materials in his networks 

week 27/11 

- 30/11 

 

Jana Holmanová    yes 

 project BISONET team, which 

coordinates EEN in CZ 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of invitation into the 

mapping; activating the EEN during 

the EEN Annual conference in Tallinn; 

activating the EEN group CEENet7 

week 27/11 

- 30/11 

 

Laszlo Háfra    yes 

 EEN Consultant in Hungarian 

National Trading House 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 20/11 

- 24/11  

 

Petr Hladík    yes 

 EEN Consortium coordinator 

(CZ) 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of the information 

about the project and mapping in the 

network; activating g the EEN during 

the EEN Annual conference in Tallinn 

week 20/11 

- 24/11  

 

Natálie Šitavancová    yes 

 EEN Partner t in Chamber of 

Commerce of Maravian-

Silesian Region 

e-mail dissemination of the information 

about the project and mapping in the 

network their regional network; flyer 

dissemination to the partners and 

SMEs 

June 2017  

Anita Hendinger     

 EEN Consultant in Hungarian 

National Trading Houdse (HU) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 20/11 

- 24/11  

 

Fanni Rigó    yes 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 163 

 EEN Consultant in Hungarian 

National Trading Houdse (HU) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 20/11 

- 24/11  

 

Andreea Mighiu     

 EEN Consultant (IT) e-mail dissemination of the information 

about the mapping by e-mail and 

during multiple events targeting both 

TCs and SMEs; posting on social 

media; newsletter 

week 6/11 - 

10/11 

 

Anna Macounová     yes 

 EEN Consultant (CZ) personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of the information 

about the mapping during the ICT 

Proposers Day 2017 in Hungary 

week 6/11 - 

10/11 

 

Jaroslav Sobotka    yes 

 EEN Consultant (CZ) e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the region and in the 

network 

week 10/7 - 

14/7 

 

Peter Kopkáš    yes 

 EEN Consultant, Innovation 

and technology transfer, 

International cooperation (SK) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the region and in the 

national networks 

week 25/11 

- 29/11 

 

Daniela Tchonkova    yes 

 EEN Coordinator (BG) e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the region and in the 

national networks 

week 25/11 

- 29/11 

 

Gabriel Spiridon    yes 

 EEN Coordinator (RO) e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the region and in the 

national networks 

week 25/11 

- 29/11 

 

Agnieszka Turynska    yes 

 EEN Consultant (PL), Wroclaw 

TT Centre 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Andrea Kindler     

 EEN Consultant (AT) at 

Austrian Research Promotion 

Agency 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

France Podobnik    yes 

 EEN Consultant, Jozef Stefan 

Institute (SI) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Marcin Jablonski    yes 
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 EEN Consultant, Politechnika 

Wroclawska (PL) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Sven Erichson     

 EEN Consultant, Industrie un 

Handelskammer Magdeburg 

(DE) 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Thomas Roeblreiter     

 EEN Consultant (AT) at 

Austrian Research Promotion 

Agency 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Eva Kožená    yes 

 EEN, responsible for 

promotion and reporting 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

social media posting, dissemination 

between SME community 

week 27/11 

- 1/12 

 

Lenka Podzimková    yes 

 EEN personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination during the events and 

between SMEs 

week 13/11 

- 17/11 

 

Andrew Hebb and Can 

Kartoglu 

    

 EEN, SG Materials e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the network 

week 4/12 - 

8/12 

 

Kostas Karamanis     

 EEN, SG ICT Industry and 

Services 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the network 

week 4/12 - 

8/12 

 

Emilien Watelet     

 EEN, SG Aeronautics, Space 

and Dual-Use Technologies 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the network 

week 4/12 - 

8/12 

 

Tim Benzie     

 EEN, BioChemTech e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the network 

week 4/12 - 

8/12 

 

Rim H M Stroeks     

 EEN, Nano and micro 

technologies 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the network 

week 4/12 - 

8/12 

 

Naďa Koníčková    yes 

 national NCP coordinator 

(CZE), head of National 

Information Centre for 

European Research 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of the information to 

the TCs and SMEs during the events - 

have included slides about the 

mapping into the ppts 

week 28/8 - 

1/9 
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Petr Pracna    yes 

 NCP in Nanotechnologies, 

advanced materials, 

biotechnology and advanced 

manufacturing and 

processing; NCP for Future 

and Emerging Technologies 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

multiple dissemination of the 

information about the project and 

mapping in his network; participated 

on the workshop with ppt and in the 

discussion; participated on interview 

with one of the WP2 in-depth cases; 

helping with the social media 

campaign; providing relevant TCs 

contacts 

week 

13/11- 

17/11 

 

Michaela Vlková    yes 

 NCP for areas of Innovation in 

SMEs and Transport 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

multiple dissemination of the 

information about the project and the 

mapping in her networks; promotion 

activities during multiple events 

targeting both TCs and SMEs - ppt 

and flyer; posting on social media; 

activation community of Acces4SMEs 

project which has posted on their 

websites; activating the community of 

SMEs on regional level by promoting 

the mapping during the regional 

events led by Investment and 

Business Development Agency (CZ); 

providing relevant contacts 

(innovation intermediaries, TCs) 

week 27/11 

- 1/12 

 

Apostos Dimitriadis     

 NCP Coordinator (GR) e-mail posting about the mapping; 

dissemination of the information 

about the mapping in his network 

week 28/8 - 

1/9 

 

Dominika Zsapkova 

Haringova 

   yes 

 NCP for research 

infrastructures, information 

and communication 

technologies and JRC 

personal 

communication, 

e-mail 

dissemination of the information to 

the TCs during the events; flyer 

distribution 

week 28/8 - 

1/9 

 

Iulia Mihail    yes 

 NCP (RO) Director ROSTeu e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 27/11 

- 1/12 
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Doroteja Zlobec     

 NCP (SI), Ministra of Science, 

Education and Sports 

e-mail dissemination of the invitation into 

the mapping in the country 

week 27/11 

- 1/12 

yes 

Other relevant EEN contacted by personalized e-mails 

Country Name Organisation EEN  

Germany Roland Billing AGIL Leipzig EEN Coordinator 

Germany Uwe 

Schuessler 

Bayern Innovativ EEN Consultant 

Cyprus Ms Stalo 

Demosthenous 

Cyprus Chamber of Commerce and Industry EEN Consultant 

Cyprus Mr Marinos 

Portokallides 

Research Promotion Foundation EEN Consultant 

Estonia Mr Henri 

Hanson 

Tartu Science Park EEN Consultant 

Estonia Ms Gerly 

Jostov 

MTU Eesti EEN Consultant 

Finland Ms Mari 

Kivinen 

EEN Consultant Turku Science Park 

Finland Mr Markus 

Ranne 

Finpro RY EEN Coordinator 

France Ms Cendrine 

Carmagnac 

Regional Chambre of Commerce Pays de la 

Loire 

EEN Consultant 

France Isabelle 

Gouriou 

CCI Alsace EEN Consultant 

France Mr Laurent 

Volle 

Enterprise Europe Bourgogne EEN Coordinator 

Greece Despina 

Adamidou 

Foundation for Rresearch and Technology 

Hellas 

EEN Consultant 

Ireland Ms Debbie 

Nolan 

Enterprise Ireland EEN Consultant 

Italy Diego 

Albesano 

Chamber of Commerce and Industry Torino EEN Consultant 

Latvia Mr Juris 

Balodis 

Latvia Technology Centre Riga EEN Consultant 

Lithuania Mantas Vilys Lithuanian Innovation Centre EEN Consultant 

Louxembourg Mr Arnaud 

Duban 

Luxinnovation GIE EEN Consultant 

Malta Ms Brigitte Malta Enterprise EEN Consultant 
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Tanti 

Netherlands Mr Paul 

Asselbergs 

Chamber of Commerce EEN Consultant 

RIKerer Erik Kuipers Netherlands Enterprise Agency EEN Consultant 

Portugal Ms Helena 

Moura 

Portuguese Agency for Competitiveness and 

Innovation 

EEN Consultant 

Spain Ms Paloma 

Lozano 

Madrid Network Association EEN Consultant 

Soain Ms Jana 

Vavrinova 

CIS Galicia EEN Consultant 

Sweden Ms Elisabet 

Forslund 

ALMI EEN Consultant 

United 

Kingdom 

Mr Tim Benzie University of Greenwich EEN Consultant London 

United 

Kingdom 

Ms Teresa 

Coen 

GWE Business West EEN Consultant 

United 

Kingdom 

Mr Michael 

Brown 

Coventry University Enterprises Ltd. EEN Consultant Coventry 

 

 
2. The consortium contacted several regional or national authorities, networks and organisations to 

spread the information about the online mapping and its benefit for KETs TCs (and SMEs) by e-mail: 

− In WP2, an in-depth analysis of 16 collaboration networks was made. In addition to the topic of the 

interview, the online mapping was presented to interviewees and they were asked to spread the invitation 

to their members. Some of them also registered themselves (for more details see Table 24). 

Table 24: Review of actions of 16 in-depth cases from WP2 

Collaboration 

Network 

Registered in 

the mapping 

Notes 

ActPhast Yes They have registered as a CN in the mapping. We asked them 

to share the information among their members.  

CEITEC Yes They have registered as a CN in the mapping. The interviewees 

claimed that they have shared information about the mapping 

in their networks. However, they have not posted the material 

on their social media account, even if they were asked to. 

COLAE No The CN is not active anymore. VTT, who was leading COLAE, 

has registered at the online mapping.  

DIMECC No DIMECC does not qualify as CN in the online mapping 

ECHORD++ No It is uncertain if Echord++ will be continued after the current 
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funding phase. The coordinators did offer to register any follow 

up activities. For example, BaRoN is related to Echord++ and 

similar services are offered. The coordinators confirmed that 

they will register BaRoN at the mapping.  

EPSRC - Future 

manufacturing 

research hubs 

No They have 8 different hubs, emails were sent to all of them 

presenting the mapping and asking for registration. 

I4MS - 

Fortissimo 

No The calls for experiments of Fortissimo 2 are finished. An email 

was sent to the marketplace team support@fortissimo-

project.eu, which was not answered (no phone number 

available).  

IBISBA No IBISBA could not register as they are not yet an official 

network. They disseminated the information and several 

members registered like the Toulouse White Biotechnology.  

IVAM No IVAM does not qualify as CN in the online mapping. They are 

considering disseminating information on their website and 

magazine.  

Made Different Yes Sirris applied as organisation behind the Made Different 

initiative. The information was shared among their members.  

Nanoprogres No They were interested in the mapping and one important 

member did apply to the mapping. The managers shared the 

information about the mapping among their members. 

Optecnet No Optecnet does not qualify as CN in the online mapping. 

Dissemination in their newsletter will be considered. 

Optitec No Optitec is a cluster and does not qualify as CN in the online 

mapping. We ask them to share the information among their 

members. 

RISE No They agreed to register to the online mapping and disseminated 

the information.  

Technology 

partners 

No They were not interested in a further participation after the 

interview. They did not respond to any dissemination activities, 

nor the invitation for the workshop in WP3. 

Toolmakers 

Cluster of 

Slovenia 

No They are very interested in the activities connected to the 

project and have distributed the flyer and information about the 

mapping. They were also invited to the workshop but could not 

participate. 
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‣ We have contacted EARTO to promote the link to the online mapping. The network manager of EARTO 

has distributed the link to EARTO’s network in the spring and fall of 2017. Several member of EARTO have 

registered to the online mapping.  

‣ The consortium has reached out to the Vanguard Initiative to promote the online mapping among their 

members e.g. personalized e-mails have been sent to the members of the Vanguard Initiative, a 

presentation was given during the Vanguard 3DP meeting in February 2017. For example, the regional 

representative of Emilia-Romagna has sent us a list of main technological centres in Emilia-Romagna. After 

our invitation, the managers of the regional network distributed a reinforcing e-mail to stimulate their 

centres to participate in the mapping. In the meantime, several centres in Emilia-Romagna have applied to 

the online mapping.  

‣ DG Grow also agreed to contact the S3 platform which is in touch with the regional authorities that are 

responsible for implementing smart specialization strategies. Though the regional level is beyond the 

scope of this project, we agreed that contacting people who are responsible for S3 in their countries and 

cooperate with the S3 platform would be very relevant. People who are responsible for innovation 

strategies and implementation of S3 are usually very well acquainted with the regional innovation system 

and can be effective in reaching out to TCs thanks to their personal contacts in the regions. Therefore, the 

consortium prepared material for DG Grow to target the S3 platform channels (social media, newsletter, 

S3 regional contacts). 

‣ Other initiatives which were contacted and expressed an interest to share the information and disseminate 

the invitation to the online mapping are shown in Table 25.  

Table 25: Other contacted initiatives 

Organisation Type Name 

Nanofutures Technology Platforms Andrea Reinhardt 

Eatip Technology Platforms Catherine Pons 

EU Robotics Technology Platforms secretariat 

Manufutures Technology Platforms Heinrich flegel, Francesco Jovane 

SusChem Technology Platforms Anne Chloé Devic 

Photonics Technology Platforms Flaig-Ruettgers 

WATIFY Campaign Niclas Juhl, Nebojska Milenkovic 

CTTC, UPC Spain Technology Transfer Centre Deniz Kizildag 

Multiphoton Optics Technology centre Ruth Houbertz 

AITIIP Technology centre Berta Gonzalvo 

IMAC Technology centre Christian Zwickl-Bernhard 
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‣ In addition, the consortium spread the information to a broader audience of TCs through social media 

accounts of several organizations and initiatives (the list of the accounts which we contacted are shown in 

Table 31 in the Annex), which are of interest to TCs. The consortium formulated several examples of post 

content which could be used for posting on Twitter accounts (see Box 14). In addition, we also asked 

organisations to post these messages on LinkedIn or Facebook. We provided the text of the post 

accompanied with a visual/infographic (Figure 36) and distinguished between target audiences. 

Box 14: Example of pre-designed posts which were suggested to address social media accounts 

Find Technology Centres across Europe to innovate with Key Enabling Technologies 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

 Sign in and don’t miss any innovation and collaboration opportunity with KETs Technology Centres  

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

Looking for a partner to realise technology deployment? Look at EU mapping of Technology Centres active in 

photonics. Sign in! https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

Sign in to be seen! Technology centres in nanotechnology. https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-

databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

Do you want to go international? Sign in on the new EU mapping of Technology Centres active in 

nanotechnology https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

Are you interested in international collaboration in Key Enabling Technologies? Sign in on the new EU mapping 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

More than 180 registered Technology Centres in the new EU mapping of Technology Centres in Key Enabling 

Technologies. Sign in!  https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 
 

‣ Various channels were used to reach out to organisations and initiatives to post on their social media 

accounts. The easiest and most effective way was to share the post via the home organisation’s account 

and to ask relevant organisations and initiatives to repost. All social media accounts that were addressed 

are listed in Table 31, those who have actually posted are listed in the Table 26  including the date and 

link of the post. The effectiveness of this method lies in the possibility to directly contact the 

administrators of social media accounts that are often difficult to reach. An example of message used to 

address social media administrators via Twitter is shown in Box 15.  As our project does not have an own 

social media account, we needed to use the official accounts of the organisations and initiatives.  
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Box 15: Examples of direct messages to contact the administrators of targeted social media account 

Dear <name>, 

 

The European Commission updates the Mapping of Technology Centres in Key Enabling Technologies. The 

mapping makes it easier to find technology centres across Europe. The mapping is part of the European 

Commission’s policy to promote collaboration between Technology Centres in Key Enabling Technologies and 

to facilitate SMEs' access to technology services across. It describes the centres, their activities and the 

details of the SME contact person(s). Expected users include clusters, regional development agencies, EEN 

members, technology centres and SMEs. The mapping aims at promoting collaboration between technology 

centres in Europe and at facilitating SMEs' access to technology services. 

 

As your audience includes also a considerable number of technology centres and SMEs who might be 

interested in the inventory, could you, please, retweet this post to reach out to them? 

 

Thanks a lot! 

Best regards, 

<name> 

______________________________________________________________________ 

Dear <name>, 

 

Do you know Technology Centres active in Key Enabling Technologies (KETs)?

Please, help us to invite them to apply in EU Mapping of Technology Centres in Key Enabling Technologies 

(KETs) by retweeting this post. 

 

Thanks a lot! 

Best regards, 

<name> 

 
 

‣ Direct asking (which means opportunity to send a private message) for posting were only possible when 

the targeted accounts were following our account as well. If they were not following our account, we 

needed to tag them in specific post to notify them about the posts. The other, more complicated way to 

reach out to organisation‘s social media was via e-mails. It usually took more time to get the message to 

the right person, as it was often not obvious who is responsible (this procedure was used for example for 

reaching out to PraxiNetwork via NCP). In case of contacting via e-mail, we always asked for a contact 

person who is in charge of posting on social media (for example social media account of the Access4SME 

project). We have prepared different messages for posting accompanied with the link to the inventory 

(Box 14) and the visuals (Figure 36) to make the post more visible. The goal was to make it as easy as 

possible for them to post our message immediately. However, as they are responsible for the final version 

of their posts, they usually adapted them according to their needs and standards (Box 16). 
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Box 16: Snapshots of examples how the social media accounts adapted the posts on the TCs mapping 

 

 

Table 26: The list of posted tweets 

DATE SOCIAL 

ACCOUNT 

DESCRIPTION KET AUDIEN

CE 

EU 

offici

al 

CEE 

speci

fic 

LINK NOTE

28.II @watify EU initiative helping 

business in their tech 

transformation 

multipl

e 

SMEs 

(TCs) 

yes no https://twitter.co

m/watify/status/

83662172182643

0976 

multiple 

retweets 

28.II @AM_EUplatfor

m 

Platform adv. 

manuf

acturin

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/watify/sta

tus/836621721826430976 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 173 

g

05.IV @LuzWaveLabs University spin-off, Spain Photon

ics 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/LuzWave

Labs/status/84956102821620

1217 

18.VIII @TC_CAS Technology Centre of the 

Czech Academy of Science 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR

/status/89855003839736627

2 

24.VIII @TC_AVČR Technologické centrum AV 

ČR 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR

/status/89855003839736627

2 

30.VIII @TC_CAS Technology Centre of the 

Czech Academy of Science 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.co

m/TC_CAS/statu

s/902881548118

237184 

multiple 

retweets 

30.VIII @PraxiNetwork TT, Innovation Support, 

Greece 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/TC_CAS/s

tatus/902881548118237184 

30.VIII @NMPTeam NCP networks for NMBP multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/TC_CAS/s

tatus/902881548118237184 

18.IX @_JaimeDuranDi

az 

Agencia andaluza del 

Conomeanto, TT 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/_JaimeDu

ranDiaz/status/90966344366

1107200 

21.IX @watify EU initiative helping 

business in their tech 

transformation 

multipl

e 

SMEs 

(TCs) 

yes no https://twitter.com/Esteban_

Pelayo/status/910841193671

675904 

21.IX @Esteban Pelayo CEO European Association 

of Development Agencies 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.com/Esteban_

Pelayo/status/910841193671

675904 

21.IX @ERRINNetwork European Regions 

Research and Innovation 

Network 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.com/ERRINNet

work/status/9108519685450

26049 

25.IX @InstitutePhoton Institute of Photonics, 

Finland 

photon

ics 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.co

m/InstitutePhoto

n/status/912209

772576952320 

multiple 

retweets 

27.IX @EEN_EU Enterprise Europe Network multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.co

m/EEN_EU/statu

s/912934891507

118080 

multiple 

retweets 

27.IX @AgsvilCh EEN, Agenzia di Sviluppo, 

Italy 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/EEN_EU/s

tatus/912934891507118080 

27.IX @NRWEuropa EEN Germany, Nordhein-

Westfalen 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/EEN_EU/s

tatus/912934891507118080 

27.IX @ArcaIncubator Incubator, Italy multipl

e 

SMEs no no https://twitter.com/ArcaIncu

batore/status/912935895434
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711040 

28.IX @CLUSTERS3eu Cluster Policies for 

succesful implementation 

of RIS3 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.com/CLUSTER

S3eu/status/9133146052833

15712 

28.IX @ResearchGerm

any 

Information about research 

and funding opportunities 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.co

m/ResearchGerm

any/status/91351

6246146125824 

multiple 

retweets 

29.IX @Clusters_EU ECCP multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.co

m/Clusters_EU/st

atus/9136547691

09135360 

multiple 

retweets 

29.IX @ResearchGerm

any 

Information about research 

and funding opportunities 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/Research

Germany/status/9136835429

53127936 

29.IX @innoTSD Strategic management 

consulting company 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/Clusters_

EU/status/913654769109135

360 

29.IX @ris3cv S3 led by regional 

innovation stakeholders, 

Valencia 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/Clusters_

EU/status/913654769109135

360 

04.X @SiSax_en Silicon Saxony Cluster, 

Digital Innovation Hub 

microe

lectron

ic 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/SiSax_en/

status/915501627762716673 

18.X @TC_CAS Technology Centre of the 

Czech Academy of Science 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.co

m/TC_CAS/statu

s/920635457892

995072 

multiple 

retweets 

18.X @michaela_vlkov

a 

NCP Innovation and SMEs multipl

e 

SMEs no yes https://twitter.com/michaela

_vlkova/status/92064529604

8300032 

18.X @CERICnews RI providing open access to 

facilities in Central and 

Eastern EU 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_CAS/s

tatus/920635457892995072 

18.X @NCP-

BioHorizon 

Network of NCP KET-B biotec

hnolog

y 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.com/TC_CAS/s

tatus/920635457892995072 

20.X @TC_AVČR Technologické centrum AV 

ČR 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR

/status/92129148029100851

3 

20.X @STARclustercz Official account for Science 

and Technology Advanced 

Region (STAR)  

multipl

e 

TCs no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR

/status/92129148029100851

3 

20.X @AVOtweetuje Association of Research multipl TCs no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR
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Organisations e /status/92129148029100851

3 

02.XI @Vedavyzkum Official account of 

Government Office for 

Science, Research and 

Innovations 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_AVCR

/status/93043315637692416

6 

12.XI @EEN_EU Enterprise Europe Network multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

yes no https://twitter.co

m/EEN_EU/statu

s/929642438288

920576 

multiple 

retweets 

12.XI @StrategisClustr Strategis Maritime ICT 

Cluster, Blue Economy 

Knowledge Hub in Piraeus 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.com/EEN_EU/s

tatus/929642438288920576 

15.XI @TC_CAS Technology Centre of the 

Czech Academy of Science 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.com/TC_CAS/s

tatus/926116431418347520 

16.XI @TC_CAS Technology Centre of the 

Czech Academy of Science 

multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no yes https://twitter.co

m/TC_CAS/statu

s/931167274756

706304 

multiple 

retweets 

4.XII @EENfi EEN Finland multipl

e 

TCs, 

SMEs 

no no https://twitter.co

m/EENfi/status/9

38007125112033

280 

Multiple 

retweets 

 

21.XII @Access4SMEs Network of NCPs for SMEs multipl

e 

SMEs yes no https://twitter.co

m/Access4Smes/

status/94378315

4434871296 

Multiple 

retweets 

 

 
‣ We agreed with the Commission that requests for posting on official EU social media would be done by DG 

Grow. The consortium prepared dedicated e-mails, example posts and the list of possible EU accounts with 

a short rationale for each listed account to facilitate the post about the inventory. Posting on EU official 

accounts could have a significant impact on raising awareness. Posts about the inventory on the CAS’s 

twitter account (which has 330 followers) had about a thousand impressions on average. The impressions 

represent a total number of times a Tweet from an account or a mentioning appeared in users’ feeds 

during the reporting period. When the account like the official account of the EEN tweets, their posts have 

a much higher impression potential as their account is followed by more than 23,000 users. 

 
3. In addition to the official flyer (see Figure 33), more visuals were designed to allow project partners to 

create awareness about the project and to attract TCs and SMEs to the online mapping.  
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Figure 33: Official flyer 

 

 

‣ The visuals supported the social media campaign by making the posts more appealing. For example, a 

new, simplified one-page flyer (Figure 35) was designed and simple visuals for social media posting 

(Figure 36) were prepared for the needs of some intermediaries like EEN and ECCP. The EEN network and 

ECCP have displayed the material and information on their websites. We have also prepared a poster 

(Figure 34) to present the project during two dedicated events. The poster was displayed during the event 

to demonstrate the key facts and make the information accessible. 
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Figure 34: Poster designed for presentation during dedicated events 
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Figure 35: One-page flyer for the dissemination among EEN, NCPs and ECCP (non-official use) 
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Figure 36: Example of a simple visual provided to accompany the social media posts. 

 
 
 

‣ Creation of success stories. Throughout the project, we have interacted with WATIFY (social media 

posting, promotion of the inventory during their events, regular flyer distribution). One part of the WATIFY 

project entails the identification of success stories of technological transformation. It was agreed with the 

Commission to collaborate with WATIFY in order to help them with the identification of success stories. An e-

mail has been prepared to be send out to all KETs TCs that are published on the online mapping (box 17). 

Through the e-mail, KETs TCs were invited to identify SMEs that could become potential success story 

candidates.  
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Box 17: Invitation e-mail for TCs to WATIFY success stories campaign 

Dear <insert name>, 

 

Do you know SMEs having reached business success thanks to Key Enabling Technologies? With 

your help?  

Let us know your success stories! 

 

<insert name of the Technology Centre> helps SMEs develop innovations based on Key Enabling Technologies 

(KETs). 

 

We are looking for SMEs based in the EU that have successfully transformed their business thanks 

to Key Enabling Technologies. We are mainly looking for technology users that have applied Key 

Enabling Technologies to transform their business and operations. The stories can come from different 

sectors, such as manufacturing, health care, aerospace, transport, energy, bio based economy, textile and 

food/agriculture. 

 

No confidential or sensitive information is collected or published. Subject to the permission and validation 

by the SME, a 2-page case study, video or infographic is published on the European Commission’s website 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/dem/watify/. The success stories are widely promoted on WATIFY´s 

social media (Twitter, Facebook) and during events all over Europe. 

 

WATIFY is an awareness-raising campaign funded by the European Commission to boost technological 

transformation of SMEs across Europe. 

WATIFY will spread 100 success stories/brief case studies of SMEs in Europe. The success stories will 

provide real examples of SMEs transforming their business with digital and Key Enabling Technologies. A success 

story should outline the challenges faced by the SME, the solutions found and, most importantly, the results for 

their business – and the lessons learnt. The goal is to inspire SMEs and give them useful insights to transform 

their business in an ever-changing global economy.  

We are at your disposal for any further information. 

 

Looking forward to hearing from you soon. 

  

Kind regards,  

<Insert name> 

 

4. Raising awareness in Eastern European countries. Bottom-up or regional initiatives tend to be rather 

weak in these countries, therefore we suggested to first approach networks initiated by national or European 

authorities like EEN, NCPs, ETPs, etc. We met several authorities in person e.g. national NCP CZ, NCP for 

nanotechnology (more details can be found in Table 27). It has been confirmed by participants of the 

workshop in WP3 (9 November 2017) that the KETs TCs Mapping is getting to be more interesting for 
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Eastern Europe as the population of registered TCs has grown. TCs in Eastern Europe do not want to be left 

out. Therefore, federations and professional associations at both EU and national levels were contacted (see 

Table 28). Also, some regional authorities responsible for smart specialisation strategies, authorities 

responsible for the implementation of EU Operational Programmes supporting R&D&I in companies, 

technology platforms or national technology agencies supporting applied research and innovation have been 

contacted to raise awareness (Table 27 contains an overview of active contacts who were willing to 

disseminate the information about the mapping).  

Table 27: Most active Eastern European contacts 

Name Type of Contact Organisation 

Jiří Janošec EEN Details in Table 23 

Jana Holmanová EEN Details in Table 23 

Laszlo Háfra EEN Details in Table 23 

Petr Hladík EEN Details in Table 23 

Natálie Šitavancová EEN Details in Table 23 

Fanni Rigó EEN Details in Table 23 

Anna Macounová  EEN Details in Table 23 

Jaroslav Sobotka EEN Details in Table 23 

Peter Kopkáš EEN Details in Table 23 

Daniela Tchonkova EEN Details in Table 23 

Gabriel Spiridon EEN Details in Table 23 

Agnieszka Turynska EEN Details in Table 23 

France Podobnik EEN Details in Table 23 

Marcin Jablonski EEN Details in Table 23 

Naďa Koníčková NCP Details in Table 23 

Petr Pracna NCP Details in Table 23 

Michaela Vlková NCP Details in Table 23 

Apostos Dimitriadis NCP Details in Table 23 

Dominika Z. Haringova NCP Details in Table 23 

Iulia Mihail NCP Details in Table 23 

Doroteja Zlobec NCP Details in Table 23 

Pavla Břusková Association Cluster association  

Filip Vítek Association Cluster association  

Michal Zemko Association Association of Research Organisations 

multiple Agency Investment and Business Development 
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Agency 

office Regional Inn. Intermed. CHIC Non-profit Kft. 

Agnes Filler Agency DDRIU South Transdanubian Regional 

Innovation Agency 

Brányi Endre Regional Inn. Intermed. Regional Innovation and Technology 

Development Centre, Pécs 

Bianka Síró Foundation Hungarian Innovation Foundation 

Peter Dumev Agency Bulgarian Small and Medium Enterprises 

Promotion Agency 

office Key Cluster Innovation and Development Promotion 

Centre 

Jasmina Solecka Key Cluster The Association West Pomeranian 

Chemical Cluster „Green Chemistry” 

office Key Cluster Mazovia Cluster ICT 

office Key Cluster AVIATION VALLEY ASSOCIATION 

Martin Holubec Regional Inn. Intermed. Business and Innovation Centre 

Mária Šášiková Regional Inn. Intermed. Business and Innovation Centre 

Luboš Lichtenberg Regional Inn. Intermed. Central Bohemian Innovation Centre 

Spela Stres National Authorities Ministry of Economic Development and 

Technology, Innovation centre 

Luboš Komárek Cluster The nanotechnology cluster 

Tone Sagadin Cluster Toolmakers Cluster of Slovenia, 

Competence Centre 

Olga Nemethova Agency Slovak Innovation and Energy Agency 

Aleksandra Podgornik Chamber of Commerce Slovenian Chamber of Commerce 

Daniel Straka Agency Slovak Organization for Research and 

Development activities (SOVVA)  

David Marek Regional Inn. Intermed. South bohemian Innovation Centre 

Martin Fatun National Inn. Intermed. Technology Centre CAS, Digital 

innovation hubs consortium 

Tomáš Michálek National Inn. Intermed. Slovak Academy of Sciences 

Emilia Gilca National Inn. Intermed. National Institute for Research and 

Development in Optoelectronics 
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5.2 Task 4.2: Promote collaboration between KETs TCs in order to foster the emergence 
of collaboration networks 

In the questionnaire that was developed and launched in WP3, respondents provided detailed insight in the 

priority technology areas for future collaboration networks. In addition, respondents indicated a strong preference 

for CNs that cover multiple technology areas (multi-KETs) compared to CNs that focus on one technology (single-

KET). In the workshop on Industrial Biotechnology, the experts found it difficult to identify the priority technology 

area in which a new CN on Industrial Biotechnology should focus on. A similar observation was made during the 

workshop on KETs CNs and their potential for creating European value chains in Nano Technology (NT) and 

Advanced Materials (AM). Building upon these insights, the experts of the later workshop expressed the need for 

value chain based CNs versus technology push or KET based networks. Hence, we propose a new approach to 

collaboration among TC which can be called “Value-chain focussed Collaboration Networks”. Focussing on 

value chains instead of technologies, opens up new and targeted possibilities for collaborations and provides a 

topical focus for the participating TCs. A value-chain oriented approach is closer to the market and to real-life 

applications and thus better suited to attract and actively involve TCs as well as SMEs. The creation of value-

chain focussed Collaboration Networks requires a structured approach which will be described in the following as 

a roadmap.  

5.2.1 Roadmap towards value-chain focussed collaboration networks 

The concept of value chains helps to conceptualize the process from raw materials to processing to distribution 

and finally to the customer (Figure 37). The concept also helps to name and map all relevant stakeholders of the 

innovation process. Although innovations are possible on all steps of the process and feed-back loops are also 

possible, the concept suggests a linear innovation process emphasizing the pipeline character from innovation to 

market.  

 

There are three aspects which are important throughout the whole value-chain: R&D activities which trigger 

innovations; smart production activities which may also be considered as digital platform strategies in a wider 

sense, and regulation and policy activities.   
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Figure 37: Components of a value chain.  

 
Source: own compilation, KETs might come into play either as materials (AM, NT), intermediate products (MNE, PHOT, IB), 

end-products (MNE, PHOT, AMT, IB) or production methods (AMT, IB). Depending on product and customer (industrial, 

private), the value chain can vary in length. KET-related value chains are expected to be knowledge intensive (strong coupling 

with “R&D activities”). 

A value chain oriented approach specifically takes into account the different possibilities and requirements of 

other stakeholders. Whereas the innovation pipeline proceeds from new technology to new markets, the 

requirement pipeline points to the opposite direction. This means that ideally, the stakeholders at one level of the 

value chain try to meet the requirements of the stakeholder of the preceding stakeholder. For example, 

distributors may have requirements which need to be taken care of by the assembler, and the manufacturer has 

specific requirements towards the intermediate manufacturer. Finally, the end users have specific requirements 

concerning the end product which need to be considered by all stakeholders in earlier stages of the chain.  

In order for Technology Centres to adopt a value-chain focussed networking approach, certain activities need to 

be initiated. Taken together, these activities form a roadmap towards value-chain focussed Collaboration 

Networks (see Figure 38).   
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Figure 38: Roadmap towards value-chain focussed collaboration networks 

 
Source: Own compilation 

1. In a first step, an adequate process needs to be set up in which the most relevant topical value chains are 

being identified. In the initial phase of the roadmapping process, it has to be decided from a list of possible value 

chains which ones shall be selected to form Collaboration Networks around. Value chains could be areas where 

Europe is already strong, but it could also be areas in which Europe is currently weak but which shall be 

strengthened in the future.   

 

To identify relevant value chains, a link should be established with the Smart Specialisation Platform for Industrial 

Modernisation (S3P-Industry) that aims to support EU regions committed to generate a pipeline of industrial 

investment projects following a bottom-up approach, implemented through interregional cooperation, cluster 

participation and industry involvement36. In this platform, several thematic areas have been identified by regions, 

including an active participation of industry and related business organisations such as clusters, as well as 

research institutions and academia. The significance and role of value chains is clearly underlined.  

 

Alternatively, a top-down approach could be followed to strengthen selected value chains with strategic 

importance for Europe or with a more pan-European character. The screening of existing value chains should 

thereby not be based on regional specialisation, but rather on material or knowledge flow throughout Europe and 

                                                      

 
36 http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/industrial-modernisation 
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the identification of involved stakeholders and industry sectors. This method however necessitates a strong 

involvement of industry in the screening process, since supply chains are typically not known to the public and 

weak points or support demands which a CN could address might be hidden. This kind of information might be 

more difficult to gather as compared to industrial specialisations of regions. 

 

2. In the second step stakeholders along the value chain of the selected topics need to be identified. The relevant 

questions to be answered here are: Who are the relevant players in the specific value-chains? Who is involved in 

realizing the respective new applications? The identification of stakeholders includes large and small companies, 

R&D-units as well as regulators and policy decision makers.  

 

Within the thematic areas of the Smart Specialisation Platform, regional representatives have been very active in 

mapping relevant players, including both companies, research and technology organisations as well as policy 

decision makers. In several partnerships, actors have been mapped against several parts of the value chain. For 

example, in the S3 Agrofood Platform on High Tech Farming, various regions have mapped their actors in the 

area of Viticulture, nursery, fruit. Figure 39 clearly shows that in the case of Viticulture, Nursery, Fruit, there is 

only one region that has clear strengths in “Eyes”, namely Extramadura; two regions (Tuscany and Pays de la 

Loire) that have regional strengths in “Intelligent arms”; while many regions demonstrate regional strengths in 

the area of “Mind”. The figure clearly demonstrates complementarities across regions in the application domain of 

“Viticulture, Nursery, Fruit”. 

Figure 39: Mapping critical mass of regional actors in the area of Viticulture, Nursery, Fruit 

 

 

Source: Presentation at the Smart Regions 2.0 Conference, Helsinki on 1-2 June 201737. 

 

                                                      

 
37 http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/conferences/smart_regions_2017/ 
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3. The third step consists of the selection of those Technology Centres that can contribute to the identified topical 

value chains. It has to be asked which Technology Centres have the competences and know-how to support any 

of the stages of the value chain in the selected application fields.  

 

CNs should connect TCs that are not only selling one type of technology (focus on one point of the value chain), 

but that can address and solve industrial challenges (broader approach to several steps of the value chain or 

multi-sectorial). This facilitates the access of SMEs to TCs as they understand very well the industrial challenges 

they are facing. For example, CNs should not speak about metal reinforcing fibres, but rather about reducing 

weight, the effect that is created when using metal reinforcing fibres.  

 

This is also of interest to TCs, as it allows to expand their activities. In the thematic area of 3DP for example, the 

additive- subtractive platform aims at integrating additive & subtractive technology production flows to enable a 

quick, professional analysis of several production process set-ups by the participating companies. The objective is 

to develop a digitally connected network of pilot lines / production hubs able to produce in a cost effective way 

one piece or small product series with an extreme high precision, high finish and added value, combining additive 

and subtractive technologies for non-market specific applications38. The consortium has mapped all machinery, 

available in the participating TCs, on several dimensions. They identified that 80% of the equipment are “working 

horses” that you need in all regions, while 20% is high level equipment. The latter equipment is costly, so it is 

impossible to have it in all regions. Hence, a division of knowledge and labour is required. As TC, knowing that 

another TC that you can collaborate with, has particular equipment, often allows to expand their knowledge in 

that area, although the respective TC does not own the equipment.  Taking the example of the additive-

subtractive platform, if one has knowledge of the post machining alignment, the product design & functionality 

can be aligned from the beginning onwards.  

 

4. Based on the results of the preceding steps, in a more detailed fashion, it has to be discussed what the specific 

needs, demands and requirements of the stakeholders alongside the selected value chains are. As being 

described above, the stakeholders at one level of the value chain have to take into account the requirements of 

the stakeholders of the preceding level. Thus, it is important to know about these requirements in detail in order 

to address the relevant aspects. In a similar vein, all stakeholders have to be made familiar with the possibilities 

and advantages of the new technologies or processes applied. It is not sufficient to focus on one specific area or 

value stage but requires to involve all stakeholders alike.  

 

Again, the thematic areas of the Smart Specialisation Platform combine relevant players, including both 

companies, research and technology organisations as well as policy decision makers. They also organize 

matchmaking events on a regular basis. For example, on 30 November 2017, a matchmaking event on bio-

                                                      

 
38 http://www.s3vanguardinitiative.eu/cooperations/high-performance-production-through-3d-printing 
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aromatics took place in Antwerp (a cooperation of Watify and Biorizon). The event had 127 participants that 

engaged in 139 bilateral meetings39.  

 

For each of the steps, funding shall be made available to the participants in order to set up the respective 

processes with workshops, meetings and consultations. However, not all steps require the same amount of 

funding. Whereas the first, conceptual steps require relatively small budgets, these will have to increase when as 

the actual set-up of the CNs is being tackled. 

 

By connecting TCs in CNs using the thematic areas of the Smart Specialisation Platform, it is possible to establish 

a closer link to regional policy and public investment programs, which benefits the long term sustainability of CNs. 

It allows to connect TCs and organise the division of labour among TCs in a smart way.  

 

To conclude, new CNs should concentrate on particular value chains rather than on particular KETs. The priority 

of new CNs should build upon the existing Thematic Smart Specialisation Platforms and TCs located in the 

participating regions. Value-chain focussed CNs allow to include all types of SMEs and to establish a link to 

regions and policy makers, allowing an alignment with regional instruments and a reinforcement of existing 

networks present in those regions. CNs should be organised as one-stop shops that act as competent entry points 

to the thematic networks for all SMEs interested in becoming active in the respective value chain. CNs should 

contribute to cross-regional cooperation goals and build upon regional smart specialization strategies.  

 

  

                                                      

 
39 https://events.b2match.com/e/watify-antwerp 
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5.3 Task 4.3: Promotion of the European inventory of KETs TCs amongst the SME 
community 

Objective: The main goal of this task is to promote the inventory and its benefits to the SMEs community. The 

SME community is mainly reached out to through innovation intermediaries (like NCPs, EEN) and organizations 

that are in close contact with SMEs. 

 

Target audience: SME community (including KET suppliers SMEs, Technology start-ups and Downstream SMEs) 

 

Target group What they need to know Actions Communication 

channels 

SME community ‣ The importance of 

KETs TCs for their 

innovation activities 

‣ How the KETs TCs 

online mapping can 

help them 

‣ What information 

they can find in the 

online mapping 

 

Promotion of the inventory 

and its content: 

‣ Contacting 

associations in close 

contact with SMEs  

‣ Outreach through 

social media  

‣ Flyer distributed at 

various events 

‣ Presentation at 10 

events  

‣ 16 bilateral calls 

‣ Bilateral contacts 

‣ Social media 

(Table 26, Table 

31) 

‣ Flyer (Figure 33) 

‣ SME related 

events (Table 

29, Table 30) 

 

 

Strategy: In creating awareness among SMEs, it is important to transmit the message in a user-friendly way. We 

contacted various organisations that are in close interaction with SMEs like the Chamber of Industry and 

Commerce (Table 28), and cluster association to circulate the information on the online mapping. Well-

established European initiatives like EEN and dedicated NCPs were also contacted to create awareness among 

SMEs (Table 23). The awareness raising activities for SMEs partially overlapped with the dissemination activities 

targeting TCs, because many intermediaries are of interest to both TCs and SMEs. However, some SME specific 

initiatives (e.g. Chambers of Commerce) were contacted to ensure that the mapping and associated information 

is interesting enough for SMEs. 

 

Channel/Format:  

1. We contacted associations like the Chambers of Industry and Commerce and cluster 

associations to ask them to distribute the flyer and/or information to their members and during events. 

We provided them with detailed information like slides (Figure 40) to present the online mapping. The 

consortium performed 16 bilateral phone-calls to SMEs organisations, cluster networks, 

Chambers of Commerce and Industry to promote the online inventory (Table 28). The calls 
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were followed-up by an e-mail containing specific information about the actions that had been discussed 

and agreed, plus additional material (like a text of post for social media posting) if required. 

Table 28: List of 16 bilateral phone-calls 

Name Organisation Responsibility Date 

of Call 

Notes 

Katerina 

Kynclova/Zdeněk 

Havel 

Investment and 

Business Development 

Agency of the Czech 

Republic 

PR, Sturt-up and 

programs, Web 

writing 

30/1

1 

Personal meeting + follow-up email 

containing official flyer for the mapping and 

further explanation on the background. 

They are professional PR people and they 

are willing to disseminate especially through 

the social media. 

Pavel Bartoš Chamber of Commerce 

of the Czech Republic, 

Research and 

Development Working 

Group 

Head of the 

working group 

30/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background.  

Pavla Břečková Czech Association of 

SMEs,  

Committee for R&D&I 

and KET 

Head of the 

committee 

1/12

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background.  

Daniel Straka SOVVA Director 4/12 Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 

Larisa 

Vodeb/Gregor 

Princ 

Chamber of Craft and 

Small Business of 

Slovenia 

Internationalization 4/12 No answer for the first call. E-mail has been 

sent. 

Mihály Pintér National research, 

development and 

innovation office, 

Department for 

Innovation Services, 

Hungary 

Head of 

department 

4/12

 

No answer for the first call. E-mail has been 

sent. 

Tobias Tabor 

 

BWIHK - Baden-

Württembergischer 

Industrie- und 

Handelskammertag 

(GER) 

 

Head of 

Communications 

 

29/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 

Max Kettner 

 

BVMV - Bundesverband 

mittelständische 

Wirtschaft 

Unternehmerveband 

Project leader

 

29/1

1 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 
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Deutschlands e.V. (GER) 

 

Dr. Stefan Senitz Industrie- und 

Handelskammertag 

Karlsruhe (GER) 

Innovation and 

environment 

29/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 

Ms Lehn Deutscher 

Mittelstandsbund (GER) 

Assistant 29/1

1 

 

Personal call to assistant + follow-up email 

containing official flyer for the mapping and 

further explanation on the background. 

Ms Krehmer Cpme Moselle (FR) Assistant 29/1

1 

Personal call to assistant + follow-up email 

containing official flyer for the mapping and 

further explanation on the background. 

Charlotte Talbot FSB  Federation of Small 

Businesses (UK) 

Press and 

Communication 

29/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 

Vanessa Grühser Industrie- und 

Handelskammertag 

Berlin (GER) 

Knowledge and 

technology 

transfer 

29/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow-up email containing 

official flyer for the mapping and further 

explanation on the background. 

Ben Butter Eurochambers Policy Director 28/1

1 

 

Personal call + follow up email containing 

the flyer, social media posts and other 

suggestions for promotion. 

Patrick Gibbles ESBA Europe Secretary General 30/1

1 

Personal call + follow up email with an 

explanation of the mapping, a link to the 

mapping, the flyer and social media posts. 

He confirmed that he will add information 

on the mapping in the next Bulletin. 

Véronique 

Willems 

UEAPME Secretary general 30/1

1 

Personal call. She suggested to contact their 

partners “Digital SME” with whom they 

work. We contacted Digital SME and send 

an email with the flyer and more 

information.  

Guido Sabatini Digital SME Project Manager 30/1

1 

Personal call + email. They will discuss our 

request internally and get back to us. 

Horst Heitz SMEeurope Executive Director 30/1

1 

Call to secretary and email to Mr Heitz with 

information on the mapping, the flyer, 

social media posts and other suggestions 

for promotion.   

stefan moritz CEA-PME Managing Director 30/1

1 

Personal call + follow up email containing 

the flyer, social media posts and other 

suggestions for promotion. 

Javier Echarri EBN CEO 30/1

1 

Call to secretary and email to Mr Echarri. He 

replied that he will carefully look into this. 

Esteban Paleyo Eurada Director 30/1

1 

Mr Pelayo is currently out of office. We have 

send him an email with information on the 

mapping, the flyer, social media posts and 
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other suggestions for promotion.  . 

 

 
2. The European Enterprise Network (EEN) was contacted (Table 23) as it can reach out to SMEs across 

Europe. EEN offices are well established in their regions and know their audience (especially SMEs) very 

well. They can spread the information in their networks effectively. EEN is also present on multiple 

events where they can easily spread the information and present the online mapping (for example, 

Andreea Mighiu, EEN Italy, presented the online mapping during an event on the national 4.0 Industry 

program). The consortium contacted the EEN contacts from different sector groups which are connected 

to KETs. In addition, DG Grow arranged to publish the information about the online mapping with the 

simplified one-page flyer (available for download, Figure 35) on the EEN intranet as well as on the 

webpage of Cluster Collaboration Networks (https://www.clustercollaboration.eu/news/eu-mapping-

technology-centres-key-enabling-technologies-kets) and ERRIN network (http://www.errin.eu/news/eu-

mapping-technology-centres-kets). 

 

3. We also contacted NCPs to ask if they are willing to circulate information on the online mapping to their 

members and networks. DG Grow addressed the NCPs contacts first with the official request to circulate 

the information about the inventory. Some of the national coordinators were also contacted via phone 

calls or personally (especially in CEE region) as mentioned in the previous section, while other NCPs are 

contacted by email (Table 23).  

 

4. The web-based presence is focused on Twitter as it is widely used and well-known among 

professionals and allows to share and promote the link to the inventory link. We have identified several 

interesting platforms for attracting SMEs and formulated some dedicated tweets (Box 18). In addition, 

LinkedIn was used to distribute the flyer to inform SMEs about the online mapping where possible (e.g. 

EEN CZ). The strategy of addressing selected accounts is the same as for reaching out to TCs. The 

timing to reach out to these networks depended upon the number of published TCs in the online 

mapping. As we only reached a sufficient number of published TCs in the fall of 2017, reaching out to 

the SME community only partially overlapped with the campaign that targeted TCs. The list of social 

media accounts for posting to SMEs can be found in Table 26 and Table 31. It is likely that there are 

more posts published, but it is difficult to track them, especially when users design their own posts with 

different keywords. 

Box 18: Example of pre-designed posts which were suggested to the selected social media accounts (targeting 

SMEs) 

Explore new dimensions of innovation in collaboration with KETs Technology Centres 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 

Find your new innovation partner in the KETs Technology Centres Mapping 

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 
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Do you have an idea, but struggle to find the right technology? Find the required expertise within the KETs 

Technology Centres Mapping https://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-databases/kets-tools/kets-tc/map 

 
 

5. The consortium distributes the flyer (Figure 33) and presented the online mapping of KETs TCs at more 

than 10 events to reach awareness among SMEs and KETs TCs across Europe. Table 29 contains 

an overview of events where we have distributed the flyer and Table 30 includes the details about the 

events where we have presented the KETs TCs mapping. We also cooperated with WATIFY on raising 

awareness activities. They have distributed the official flyer during several of their events, they have 

posted our message on social media and gave us an opportunity to present the inventory during some of 

their flagship and match-making events. A first presentation of the online mapping happened during the 

WATIFY matchmaking event on 23 February in Brussels (focus on KETs-AMT). We also had the 

opportunity to present the online mapping during the Barcelona Industry 4.0 Week in October 2017. On 

4 October, we presented during the WATIFY event on 3D printed electronics. Later that day, we joined 

the round table with attendees of the event to discuss multiple challenges connected to the technology 

cycle and its application. During the Industry Week, we also presented on 3 October in the speaker’s 

corner of the IN(3D)USTRY event. 
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Table 29: List of events where the flyer was distributed 

Country Event Link Date

Belgium WATIFY matchmaking event https://twitter.com/VI_Brussels 23 February 2017

Belgium European Industry Days http://ec.europa.eu/growth/tools-

databases/newsroom/cf/itemdetail.cfm?item_id=9063 

28 February 2017

Finland Smart Regions 2.0 Conference http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/newsroom/news/2017/

03/29-03-2017-smart-regions-2-0-conference-maximising-

europe-s-innovation-potential 

1-2 June 2017

Belgium 3rd edition of “Additive Manufacturing European Conference” http://www.cecimo.eu/site/additive-manufacturing/amec/ 7 June 2017

Czech Republic EC COMMUNICATION CAMPAIGN: HORIZON 2020 FINANCIAL 

RULES 

https://www.h2020.cz/files/supalkova/AGENDA-1.pdf 9 June 2017

Malta EuroNanoForum2017  http://euronanoforum2017.eu/ 21-23 June 2017

Slovakia Info day on Joint Undertaking Bio-Based Industries Call 2017 https://www.bbi-europe.eu/events/bbi-ju-info-day-cz-sk-

bratislava-slovakia 

22 June 2017

Slovakia WIRE 2017 – Week of Innovative Regions in Europe 2017 http://wire2017.eu/ 28-30 June 2017

Spain Industry Week Barcelona, IN(3D)USTRY From Needs to Solution http://www.firabarcelona.com/en/news 3 October 2017

Spain Industry Week Barcelona, Watify Matchmaking Event on 3D printed

Electronics 

4 October 2017

Czech Republic Council (ERC) applicants´ workshop on HOW TO WRITE A 

COMPETITIVE PROPOSAL? 

https://www.h2020.cz/files/perutkova/draft-program-ERC-WS-

02102017_1.pdf 

2 October 2017

Belgium AM-Motion collaboration event No public information available 16 October 2017

Germany Fraunhofer Workshop on Graphene based value chains in Europe 

with stakeholders from science, R&D and industry in Frankfurt - 

Focus: Anti Corrosion Coatings for automotive and marine 

applications. 

No public information available, see 

Figure 42 

24 October 2017

Czech Republic National Information Day Horizon 2020, opportunities in 

Nanotechnologies, advanced materials, biotechnology, Advanced 

manufacturing and processing 

https://www.h2020.cz/cs/storage/7ddaab18fe61acb216706ba

ca428069b97a06d63?uid=7ddaab18fe61acb216706baca42806

9b97a06d63 

22 November 2017

Germany  Fraunhofer Workshops on Graphene based value chains in No public information available, see 28 November 2017
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Europe with stakeholders from science, R&D and industry in 

Frankfurt - Focus: Graphene enhanced Li-Ion batteries for 

automotive and consumer applications. 

Figure 42 

Belgium Biorizon & Watify Matchmaking Event On Bio-Aromatics  -

Accelerate biobased business together 

https://watify-antwerp.b2match.io/ 29 November 2017

Germany  Fraunhofer Workshops on Graphene based value chains in 

Europe with stakeholders from science, R&D and industry in 

Frankfurt - Focus: Graphene in medical applications: Neural 

interfaces. 

No public information available, see 

Figure 42 

31 January 2018

 

Table 30: List of events where the KETs TCs Mapping was presented. 

 Country Event Link Date Details Who Estimated 

number of 

participants 

1 Belgium WATIFY 

matchmaking 

event 

https://twitter.com/VI_Brussels 23 February 2017 The online mapping was presented by IDEA 

Consult 

IDEA Consult 59

2 Slovakia Info day on Joint 

Undertaking Bio-

Based Industries 

Call 2017 

https://www.bbi-

europe.eu/events/bbi-ju-info-day-cz-

sk-bratislava-slovakia; 

https://www.h2020.cz/files/konickov

a/LOGOS-Agenda-SK-CZ-ID-F.pdf 

22 June 2017 The online mapping was presented by EEN 

from Technology Centre CAS. Dedicated slides 

were included to the presentation with 

annotation: Food security, sustainable 

agriculture and forestry, marine, maritime and 

inland 

water research and bioeconomy + Key 

enabling biotechnologies - results of previous

calls; a strategy for the H2020 SC2 next calls 

TC CAS N/A

3 Czech 

Republic 

Council (ERC) 

applicants´ 

workshop on 

https://www.h2020.cz/files/perutkov

a/draft-program-ERC-WS-

02102017_1.pdf 

2 October 2017 The inventory was presented to the attendees. TC CAS 20
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How to write a 

competitive 

proposal 

4 Spain Industry Week 

Barcelona, 

IN(3D)USTRY 

From Needs to 

Solution 

http://emma.events/site/programme

/?a=IN3DUSTRY2017#! 

3 October 2017 The online mapping and the project presented 

in SPEAKER CORNER of the IN(3D)USTRY in 15 

min presentation. Networking with attendees 

of the event. (See Figure 40: Example of a 

presentation informing about the project 

and online mapping (presented during the 

Industry Week in Barcelona).Figure 40 for 

the presented ppt.) 

TC CAS N/A

5 Spain Industry Week 

Barcelona, Watify 

Matchmaking 

Event on 3D 

printed 

Electronics 

https://events.b2match.com/e/watif

y-electronics 

4 October 2017 The online mapping and the project presented 

during 20-minute presentation. Round table 

and matchmaking with attendees. (See Figure 

40: Example of a presentation informing 

about the project and online mapping 

(presented during the Industry Week in 

Barcelona).Figure 40 for the presented ppt.) 

TC CAS 15-20

6 Germany Fraunhofer 

Workshops on 

Graphene based 

value chains in 

Europe with 

stakeholders 

from science, 

R&D and industry 

in Frankfurt - 

Focus: Anti 

Corrosion 

Coatings for 

No public information 

available (see  

Figure 42). 

24 October 2017 The inventory was presented and a dedicated 

poster was displayed and presented during the 

workshop. (See Figure 34) 

Fraunhofer 23
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automotive and 

marine 

applications. 

7 Estonia EEN Annual 

Conference 2017 

https://www.koda.ee/en/events/EE

N-Annual-Conference2017 
20-22 November 

2017 

The inventory was introduced (by EEN) during 

multiple sessions, the members of TC CAS 

were attending. 

TC CAS N/A

8 Czech 

Republic 

National 

Information Day 

Horizon 2020, 

opportunities in 

Nanotechnologie

s, advanced 

materials, 

biotechnology, 

Advanced 

manufacturing 

and processing 

https://www.h2020.cz/cs/storage/7

ddaab18fe61acb216706baca428069

b97a06d63?uid=7ddaab18fe61acb2

16706baca428069b97a06d63 

22 November 2017 The inventory is presented during the section 

Opportunities for SMEs in H2020 (see Figure 

41) 

TC CAS 84

9 Germany  Fraunhofer 

Workshops on 

Graphene based 

value chains in 

Europe with 

stakeholders 

from science, 

R&D and industry 

in Frankfurt - 

Focus: Graphene 

enhanced Li-Ion 

batteries for 

automotive and 

consumer 

No public information 

available, the invitation 

available just in pdf 

version. Example in  

Figure 42. 

28 November 2017 The inventory was presented and a dedicated 

poster was displayed and presented during the 

workshop (see Figure 34) 

Fraunhofer 24
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applications. 

10 Italy INNO INFRA 

SHARE workshop 

 https://www.interregeurope.eu/inn

oinfrashare/events/ 
30 November 2017 The inventory was presented to the attendees. IDEA Consult 30

11 Slovenia Bioenergy 

matchmaking 

event of the S3 

Energy 

Partnership 

https://watify-ljubljana-

energy.b2match.io/ 
29 November 2017 The online mapping was presented by IDEA 

Consult  

IDEA Consult 16
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ANNEXES 
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1/ Annex to Work Package 3, Task 3.1 

Questionnaire KETs TC  

    Key Enabling Technologies (KETs) are knowledge intensive and associated 
with high R&D intensity, rapid innovation cycles, high capital expenditure and 
highly skilled employment. This includes nanotechnology, micro and nano-
electronics, photonics, advanced manufacturing, advanced materials and 
industrial biotechnology. KETs have potential for an endless number of 
applications in almost all industry sectors.   KETs Technology Centres are 
public or private organisations carrying out applied research and close-to-
market innovation (Technology Readiness Levels TRL 3 to 8, not necessarily 
the whole range but including at least one TRL >5) in Key Enabling 
Technologies (KETs).   Collaboration networks gather technology centres (also 
called 'competence centres') providing technology facilities, services and 
expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single entry point 
('one-stop shop') for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and 
facilities available from the Technology Centres in the network. 

 

 

 
Please indicate if your organisation is: 

 

  A technology centre  

  A cluster organisation  

  An intermediary (like EEN, NCP, …)  

  A large company (> 250 employees)  

  A SME (1-250 employees)  

  A regional authority (e.g. regional development agency)  

  A national authority  

  Other, please specify 
............................................................ 
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Please indicate the market sector in which your organisation is active (tick all that apply) 

 

  Aeronautic & space  

  Automotive / transportation  

  Chemical industry  

  Construction & building sector  

  Consumer goods/ products  

  Energy  

  Environment  

  Food  

  ICT industry (including electronics, computer and communication related products)  

  Measurement  

  Medical & Healthcare  

  Production technology (machinery / equipment/ automation)  

  Textile  

  Other, please specify 
............................................................ 
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What is the location of your organisation? 

 

  Albania  

  Armenia  

  Austria  

  Belgium  

  Bulgaria  

  Croatia  

  Cyprus  

  Czech Republic  

  Denmark  

  Estonia  

  Finland  

  France  

  Germany  

  Greece  

  Hungary  

  Iceland  

  Ireland  

  Italy  

  Latvia  

  Lithuania  

  Luxembourg  

  The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia  

  Malta  

  Moldova  

  Montenegro  

  Netherlands  

  Poland  

  Portugal  
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  Romania  

  Serbia  

  Slovakia  

  Slovenia  

  Spain  

  Sweden  

  Turkey  

  United Kingdom  

  Other, please specify 
............................................................ 
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For which KETs should new collaboration networks of Technology Centres be promoted in 
the European Union in the next 3 years (tick all that apply)? If applicable, could you indicate 
in which technology your organisation is active in (tick all that apply)?Collaboration networks 
gather technology centres (also called 'competence centres') providing technology facilities, 
services and expertise to SMEs in the field of KETs. The network acts as a single entry point 
(one-stop shop) for SMEs willing to get access to the technology services and facilities 
available from the Technology Centres in the network.Advanced Manufacturing Technologies 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Smart Manufacturing/Industry 4.0 

Robotics / Human machine interaction 

High performance computing/ cloud-

based simulation services 
   

Additive manufacturing 

Process industry (processing of novel 

materials, structures, etc.) 
   

Monitoring and control 

High-performance production (flexibility, 

productivity, precision and zero defect) 
   

High-performance, high precision 

processing 
   

Intelligent/ sensor-based equipment 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Advanced Materials 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Electronic and optical functional 

materials 
   

Environmental materials (e.g. recycling, 

recourse efficiency, less impact, CO2 

capture/utilisation) 

   

Industrial materials (incl. catalysts, 

membranes, adhesives, filters) 
   

High performance materials (strong, 

light weight, resistant) 
   

Materials for energy storage and 

generation 
   

Smart and multifunctional materials 

(incl. phase change, shape memory, 

self-healing, self-manufacturing) 

   

Surface engineering and coatings 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Industrial Biotechnology 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Vitamins 

Polymers, bioplastics 

High value food and feed additives 

Enzymes 

Amino acids 

Antibiotics 

Biobased chemicals 

Biofuels 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Micro- and Nanoelectronics 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Quantum technology 

Optoelectronics (optical networks, 

optical sensors) 
   

Outsides system connectivity 

(communication, data transfer, wifi) 
   

Power electronics 

Printed/flexible electronics 

Memory and storage 

Equipment and technology 

Analogue and mixed signal devices (μ-

wave, RF, THz) 
   

Computing (low power computing, high 

performance computing, new computing 

(non von Neumann, beyond CMOS, 

beyond Moore)) 

   

Heterogeneous components & more 

than Moore (MEMS, NEMS, sensors, 

transducers) 

   

Heterogeneous integration/embedded 

systems 
   

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Nanotechnology 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Nanomedicine 

Nanomembranes 

Nanostructured coatings 

Nanoparticles Nanowires and tubes 

Nanoemulsions and pigments 

2D materials 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Photonics 

 

  Not a priority Priority Technology in 

which your 

organisation is 

active 

Displays (LCD, plasma) 

Photodetectors (solar cells, photo-

diodes, photo-transistors) 
   

Optical fibres 

Laser based applications 

Intelligent/ sensor-based equipment 

Lighting (LED, OLED) 

Optical communication and networks 

Optical components & systems 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
   

 

 

   

 

 
Would you please indicate your motivation for these choice(s)? 

 

  
 

 

   

 

* 
Would your organisation be interested to be part of a new collaboration network in one or 
several KETs that you selected at the previous question? 

 

  Yes  

  No  
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In which one? 

 

  
 

 

   

 

 
Could you indicate why you are not interested to participate? 

 

  
 

 

   

 

* 
In your opinion, should a collaboration network focus on one KET or cover multiple 
technology areas? 

 

   

…A collaboration network should focus 

on one technology (single-KET)  (e.g. 

advanced manufacturing, photonics, 

industrial biotechnology) 

 

…A collaboration network should cover 

multiple technology areas (multi-KETs) 

(e.g. advanced manufacturing and 

photonics) 

To foster technology 

development in SMEs… 
  

To increase technology 

uptake among SMEs… 
  

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 

 

  
 

 

   

 



 

Study on Access of SMEs to KETs technological centres | IDEA Consult | March 2018 212 

 
Confidentiality and IPR issues are an important aspect of a collaboration agreement between 
SMEs and technology centres. In your opinion…. 

 

   

Strongly 

disagree 

 

Disagree 

 

Neutral 

 

Agree 

 

Strongly 

agree 

Confidentiality and IPR 

agreements need to be 

defined by the 

collaboration network 

and applied by all 

technology centres in the 

network 

     

Confidentiality and IPR 

agreements should be 

negotiated between the 

SME and the technology 

centre on a case by case 

basis for each project, 

with some assistance 

from the network if 

necessary 

     

Confidentiality and IPR 

agreements should be 

kept to the discretion of 

technology centres 

     

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 
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In your opinion, which services should technology centres deliver to SMEs to effectively help 
them innovate with KETs? 

 

   

Not effective 

 

Effective 

 

Very effective 

Early advice on the technological aspects 

of the SME's specific innovation project 

(technology 'scouting') 

   

Early advice on the business aspects of 

the SME's specific innovation project (e.g. 

strategy, business plan) 

   

Access to demonstration facilities to learn 

about technologies 
   

Feasibility studies    

Prototyping    

Pilot production    

Demonstration    

Trainings    

Knowledge-transfer workshops (e.g. to 

showcase the possibilities of a 

technology) 

   

Joint participation on trade fairs and 

conferences  (e.g. to showcase the 

possibilities of technology) 

   

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
   

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 
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In your opinion, which of the following services are most effective for collaboration networks 
to foster good working relationships with SMEs? 

 

   

Not 

effective 

(1) 

 

(2) 

 

(3) 

 

(4) 

 

Very 

effective 

(5) 

A central contact point for SMEs      

Key account managers specifically trained 

to address companies´ needs 
     

The introduction of a Customer 

Relationship Management software tool 

to track the progress of every project 

     

The establishment of clear and publicly 

available criteria to select projects 
     

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
     

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 
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The implementation of a performance monitoring system offers the possibility of detecting 
issues and proposing solutions in a timely manner. In your opinion, which Key Performance 
Indicators (KPIs) should a collaboration network use to monitor the performance of its 
activities with SMEs?Output of the network 

 

   

Not useful 

 

Useful 

 

Very useful 

Number of contacts with SME (electronic, 

phone, face-to-face) 
   

Number of SMEs participating in events 

organised by the network 
   

Number of requests for services from 

SMEs 
   

Number of contracts signed with SMEs    

Satisfaction rates of SMEs for the support 

provided by the network 
   

Implementation of KETs based solutions 

in SME customers of the network with 

ROI < 3 years 

   

Business returns for SME customers of 

the network (e.g. cost savings, increased 

sales or market shares, new jobs, 

additional investment, improvement of 

ROI, reduced time-to-market, etc.) 

   

Awareness among SMEs about the 

services offered by the network 
   

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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Impact on the ecosystem 

 

   

Not useful 

 

Useful 

 

Very useful 

Awareness among SMEs about the 

technology(ies) covered by the network 
   

Spread of innovation in SMEs based on 

the technology(ies) covered by the 

network 

   

Improvement of job attractiveness in 

KETs based SMEs 
   

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
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When setting up a new collaboration network, how important is public support to develop the 
following activities? 

 

   

No public support 

is needed 

 

Public support is 

needed 

If public support is 

needed, which 

share (%) of 

project cost should 

be financed by 

public support? 

Setting up and maintaining a website    
 

Setting up and maintaining an internal 

database of the expertise and services 

offered by the partners 

   
 

Training of the technology centres´ staff 

members in business support, innovation 

management, and/or customer relations 

   
 

Implementing a performance monitoring 

system 
   

 

The development of new demonstrators 

or small-scale production facilities 
   

 

Cover travel expenses    
 

Support for SMEs to embark on 

technology projects 
   

 

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
   

 

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 
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Collaboration networks often experience difficulties in guaranteeing their long-term 
sustainability. In your opinion, can the following solutions bring sustainable revenues to 
collaboration networks of technology centres? 

 

   

Not viable 

at all 

 

Not viable 

 

Neutral 

 

Viable 

 

Very 

viable 

Participation/membership fees from 

technology centres 
     

Bonus scheme: the collaboration network 

receives a share of the benefit of 

successful contracts between SMEs and 

technology centres 

     

Offering companies a low-cost technology 

scouting to induce them to start the 

collaboration 

     

Share of turnover generated by projects 

of  the collaboration network 
     

Share of IP revenues generated by  

projects of the collaboration network 
     

Commercial advertisement on web 

platform (e.g. from specific technology 

providers, virtual marketplaces, …) 

     

Participation/ membership fees from 

venture capitalists 
     

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
     

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 
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In your view, which activities are most useful for collaboration networks to reach out to many 
SMEs in all regions of Europe? 

 

   

Not useful 

 

Useful 

 

Very useful 

Collaboration with business associations    

Collaboration with cluster associations    

Social media (Twitter, LinkedIn, 

Facebook, etc.) 
   

Participation in trade fairs    

Face-to-face meetings with companies    

Organization of local events    

Organization of technical trainings    

Other, please specify

............................................................ 
   

 

 

   

 

 
Please share any further comment or suggestion 

 

  
 

 

   

 

 
In case you are interested to receive the results of our study, please provide your email 
address below. Your answers will be treated strictly confidential and will be processed 
anonymously. Your contact information will only be used to distribute the results of our 
study. 
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2/ Annex to Work Package 3, Task 3.3 

Calculation of significance indicators and production of heat maps 

1. KET prodcution significance 

The production significance  was calculated based on EUROSTAT statistics on the production of 

manufactured goods40 (PRODCOM lists). For the separation of KET-relevant ( ) and KET-non-relevant 

PRODCOM codes, the method and classification developed by the KET observatory project41 was used. For the list 

of KET-relevant codes, see the file "Final PRODCOM codes list Technology generation and exploitation 

approach.xlsx".  

 

The KET production significance for each KET was calculated as = 100 × ∑ 	∈ ∑⁄ . Significance 

values are given in per cent [%]. The  are production values in € corresponding to a PRODCOM code as given 

in the EUROSTAT database. The KET related production ∑ ∈  was corrected for the overall production output ∑  of a country in a specific year. 

 

The Eurostat database is not complete down to the production values on country level. Several values  

are not available and have been estimated by EUROSTAT to calculate production values  on EU28 level. The 

KET related production ∑ ∈  value can thus be expected to underestimate the real value . ( =∑ + ∆∈ ) 

 

Hence, a correction method based on EU28 average values was applied to account for the missing data. Be ∈  all the indices corresponding to KET-related PRODCOM codes with missing production 

values for a specific country. The missing production value ∆  corresponding to a KET was approximated by the 

weight of the corresponding values on EU28 level (∑ ∈ ) relative to the complete value on EU28 

level (∑ ∈ ). ∆ = ∑ ∈ ∑ ∈ × ∈  

 

Hence, the estimated real value  was approximated as: = 1 + ∑ ∈ ∑ ∈ × ∈  

 

                                                      

 
40 EUROSTAT statistics available at http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/prodcom/data/database 
41 See “Feasibility study for an EU Monitoring Mechanism on Key Enabling Technologies” – Final report, written by IDEA Consult 

et al. 2012 
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Similarly, as was described for the KET production values ∑ ∈ , the same underestimation applies to 

the overall production output ∑  of each country ( = ∑ + ∆ ). In order to correctly calculate 

the country significance, the overall production was corrected by a similar method. Be ∈  all the 

indices corresponding to PRODCOM codes with missing production values for a specific country. 	∆ = ∑ ∈ ∑ ×  

 

The corrected country significance was calculated as: 

 = 100 × ∑ 	∈ × (1 + ∑ ∈ /∑ 	∈ )∑ × (1 + ∑ ∈ /∑ )  

 

The results are given in the excel sheets "Website_snapshot_2016_N2.xlsx" to "Website_snapshot_2016_N2.xlsx" 

(tabs "KET-gen 2010" to "KET-gen 2016").  

 

2. KET patent significance: 

The patent significance  was calculated using the PATSTAT database42 version 2016. The same IPC-code 

based patent classification was applied as in the KET observatory project. The analysis was done based on 

priority dates of patent applications and assignee country codes. Patent applications on EP level were taken into 

account. The patent significance was calculated as: = 100 × ⁄  

 

Where  is the number of KET-related patents in a specific year and country and  is the 

number of all patents with priority date within a specific year and assignee from a specific country. 

The results are given in the excel sheet "Patent_data.xlsx". 

 

3. Distribution of TCs / CNs in Europe: 

Data on existing TCs (location, KET relevance) and CNs was aggregated using the lists produced during this 

study. 

 

4. Heat maps 

The heat maps used in WP 3.3 were produced from KET patent significance, KET production significance, 
distribution of TCs and distribution of CNs data. In each case, the newest available data was used (patent: 2014, 
production: 2016, TCs/CNs: 2017). The colour coding was normalized to the minimum (pale colour) and 
maximum (strong colour) values (all countries and KETs) of the respective indicators.   

                                                      

 
42 https://www.epo.org/searching-for-patents/business/patstat.html#tab-1 
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3/ Annex to Work Package 4 

Table 31: Social media accounts contacted  

Contacted for posting Reaction 

(update 

28.11.) 

Audience

@echordplusplus Robotics research project. EU-funded. none TCs, SMEs

@EPSRC The Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council none TCs, SMEs

@IVAM Microtechnology International Association of micro and nano companies none TCs, SMEs

@FutureFactories Made Different none TCs, SMEs

@CEITEC_Brno Central European Institute of Technology. TC interviewed in WP2. none TCs, SMEs

@StrategisClustr ICT Clustr posted TCs, SMEs

@vedavyzkum posted TCs, SMEs

@vyzkumCR none TCs

@AVOtweetuje posted TCs 

@STARclustercz posted TCs

@KiNNOEU  TT broker none TCs, SMEs

@FETFlagships  refused TCs

@Euroscientists none TCs

@EEN_EU and oher (usualy regional) EEN connected accounts posted TCs, SMEs

@Praxinetwork posted TCs, SMEs

@ERRINNetwork posted TCs, SMEs

@AgsvilCh posted TCs, SMEs

@NCP-Biohorizon  posted TCs, SMEs

@NMPTeam posted TCs, SMEs

@Clusters_EU  posted TCs, SMEs

@CERICnews posted TCs, SMEs

@EU_Growth DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@EU_EASME DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@EU_H2020 DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@H2020SME DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@EUScienceInnov DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@EU_ecoinno DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@MediaFutureEU DG Grow TCs

@DSMeu DG Grow TCs, SMEs

@watify posted TCs, SMEs

@CLUSTERS3eu posted TCs, SMEs

@TC_CAS posted TCs, SMEs

@nanofutures tweets related to nanotechnology business and R&D none TCs, SMEs

@PhotonicsEU Light based technologies are driving current science and innovation none TCs, SMEs

@InstitutePhoton Intitute of photonics in Finland posted TCs, SMEs

@Photonics21 Photonics21 - with more than 3000 members none TCs, SMEs
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@eu_Robotics  promoting Excellence in EU robotics none TCs, SMEs

@ARTEMIS_IA Industry Association represent Embedded Intelligence, _ICT none TCs, SMEs

@Access4Smes Network H2020 of the national contact points of SMEs pending SMEs

@ICTscienceEU on digital for excellent science pending TCs

@Electronics_EU Electronics Industry Unit pending TCs

@EBN European Business and Innovation Centre Network pending SMEs

@CzechInvest_CZ pending SMEs

@EUROCHAMBRES Association of European Chambers of Commerce and Industry pending SMEs

@H2020_HORSE robotics project none TCs, SMEs

@EATIP eu biobased, technology platform none TCs, SMEs

@ECSEL_JU technology platform, ICT none TCs, SMEs

@Etp4H technology platform, ICT none TCs, SMEs

@ITEA_3 cluster, ICT, technology platform none TCs, SMEs

@I4MS_EU ICT Innovation for Manufacturing SMEs none TCs, SMEs

@echordplusplus Robotics research project. none TCs, SMEs

@COLAE Accelerating the Commercialisation of Organic and Large Area Electronics none TCs, SMEs

@DIMECC_fi DIMECC stands for Digital, Internet, Materials & Engineering Co-Creation none TCs, SMEs

 

Figure 40: Example of a presentation informing about the project and online mapping (presented during the 

Industry Week in Barcelona). 
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Figure 41: Picture from the presentation during the National Information Day H2020 
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Figure 42:  Example of info material about the Fraunhofer Events where the project and online mapping was 

promoted 

 

 

 


