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Preface
The EUROPEER SME project in the European context

The Lisbon Strategy, decided by the EU Heads of States
and Governments in March 2000, sets out to make the
EU “the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
driven economy by 2010”. The “Open Method of
Coordination” (OMC) was introduced at the same
time to help Member States progress jointly on their
reforms. Subsequently, the EU Heads of State and
Government decided in 2003 that EU investments in
Research and Development (R&D) should approach
3% by 2010 (the Barcelona target), and that the OMC
should be applied to reach this target. The Community’s
Committee for Scientific and Technical Research
(CREST) was given the task to oversee the OMC 
process.

CREST has worked through a number of OMC
expert groups in yearly cycles. To reinforce and 
complement the OMC application to investment in
research, the European Commission launched the
OMC-NET scheme in 2005. The scheme is imple-
mented through calls for proposals for Coordination
and Support Actions (CSA). It offers Member States
or their regions the possibility to develop policy co-
ordination activities on issues of their own interest
with support from the European Commission.

EUROPEER SME is one of ten projects financed in
the OMC-NET pilot call which was launched in
2005 under the Sixth Framework Programme (FP6).
The EUROPEER SME project (a) fostered mutual
learning and elaborated best practices on national 
and regional R&D support programs to Small and
Medium Enterprises (SME), (b) optimised the
exchange of best practices by identifying conditions
for transferability and developing transfer schemes,
and (c) diminished overlap and strengthened the 
coordination of R&D policies directed to SME. 
The EUROPEER SME project used peer reviews as
its working method. The method of peer reviews
implies that the partners present in the peer groups
are equal, which is crucial for mutual learning. The
project comprised 14 partners from ten European
countries. Therefore, EUROPEER SME had and has
an important transnational impact. 

The impact of the project has been valuable on 
different levels. In particular the mutual learning and
peer reviews have initiated a vivid exchange between
project partners, and several partners are preparing 
the implementation of new instruments as a direct
result of the project. However the impacts go far
beyond the core group of project peers. The instru-
ments themselves as well as the transfer method 
have met great interest from various actors in the 
field in European countries and beyond.
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Introduction

The EUROPEER SME project has brought together
14 partner organisations from ten different European
countries between December 2006 and November
2008. The diversity in terms of nationalities was
equalled by the diversity in terms of the institu-
tional set up of partners. Policy makers and
implementing organisations joined hands and
brought together their experiences in innovation
promotion. This was the basis for a most fruitful
exchange of experiences and ideas which lead 
to the improvement of existing instruments, their
transfer to other regions and the creation of new
ideas and initiatives for further joint projects.
The overall objective of EUROPEER SME was to
make Research and Technological Development
(RTD) policies directed to SMEs of EU Member
States and acceding countries alike more effective.
Through the promotion of innovation in Europe 
higher growth rates of Europe’s future-oriented
sectors of the economy are fostered. 

EUROPEER SME fostered mutual learning, harnessed
best practices and improved the impact of national
and regional instruments of RTD promotion to SMEs.
Bringing those together who are engaged in promot-
ing RTD instruments directed to SMEs has helped
joining forces to provide common answers to common
problems. EUROPEER SME comprised 14 partners
from ten old and new EU Member States as well as
Candidate Countries. The project consortium analyzed
ten best practice instruments for innovation promo-
tion of SME regarding their impact and their transfe-
rability to regions other than their region of origin.
The continuous and dynamic process of mutual lear-
ning all along the project’s implementation provided
for a comprehensive understanding of the different
instruments’ strengths and their specific operational
requirements.

EUROPEER SME optimised the exchange of best
practices in identifying conditions for transfer-
ability and in developing transfer schemes.
Impact and functioning of innovation promotion
instruments for SME are contingent on the respective
institutional and political environment in a specific
region or country. Identifying the legal and regulatory
factors favouring transferability at regional level, ana-
lyzing specific RTD policies to which a given instru-
ment would have to contribute and clarifying the
financial implications up- and downstream of its
implementation were thus key issues of the transfer
schemes being elaborated in the course of EURO-
PEER SME’s project activities. Moreover, the peer
review methodology applied during the project’s
implementation provided a wide range of valuable
hints and recommendations on how to adjust the 10
selected best practice instruments to further streng-
then them both in impact and efficiency.  
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EUROPEER SME diminished overlap and strengthened
the co-ordination of RTD policies directed to SMEs.
In a relatively short period of two years of implemen-
tation, EUROPEER SME succeeded to make a tangi-
ble contribution to strengthen the regional research
and innovation promotion capacities for SME in the
project’s 10 partner countries.  The EUROPEER
SME web-site (www.europeer-sme-rp6.org) will back
up the consortium in its ambition to render the net-
work of partners sustainable beyond the project’s
duration. Due to its openness to welcome new part-
ners worldwide and constantly striving for a broad
dissemination of EUROPEER SME’s outcome, the
network will continue to provide a vibrant platform
for knowledge exchange on innovation promotion
and RTD approaches at regional level.  

This brochure presents central outcomes of the project. 
A methodological chapter describes in detail the peer
review method. In the following the ten peer reviewed
instruments and the method to analyse the appropriate-
ness of their transfer to another region are illustrated.
Therefore each presentation of a peer reviewed instru-
ment is followed by an example of a transfer scheme
completed by one of the partners. In those cases where
the transfer scheme has affirmed that the instrument
is appropriate to be transferred the associated draft
proposal for implementation of the instrument follows.
The chapter on major outcomes of the projects resumes
general lessons learned from the project implementa-
tion, findings on the institutional environment nee-
ded for innovation promotion as well as general policy
recommendations. Additionally all project partners
present themselves in the annex of the brochure. 

Inquiries regarding further information on the instru-
ments and the transfer can be addressed directly to the
respective instrument owners or transferring regions.
The EUROPEER SME Consortium partners kindly
encourage all parties interested to join in and to har-
ness the manifold results of the project.



Background
The EUROPEER SME project had to fulfil several
goals:
• Identification and analysis of 10 transferable “Good

Practice” instruments throughout Europe which
promote R&D in SMEs

• Initiate a transfer of “Good Practice” instruments
from donor regions to recipient regions

• Development of transfer schemes and proposals for
implementation

• Exchange of experience
• Initiate a learning process between participating

partners
• Help the transferring regions to improve their

instruments

To fulfil these ambitious goals within a two-year pro-
ject period, an efficient and straight forward-oriented
methodology was needed. Time was short and 14 dif-
ferent partners from 10 European countries had to be
coordinated. The Peer Review methodology emerged
as the right result-driven approach to structure and
deal with considerable volumes of information from
several experts in a limited period of time.

What exactly is a Peer Review?
A Peer Review is a well prepared and chaired discussion
between experts (peers) on a specific topic. Its main
objective is to form an opinion in a limited period of
time and using a systematic and multi-level process.

In the EUROPEER SME context, this meant that the
Peer Review was more than just a listing of Good
Practice examples. The approach had to:

• Ensure the exchange of experience
• Identify and select the most promising instruments,

suitable for application in the partner regions
• Develop transfer schemes and draft proposals for

implementation for the partner regions (transmis-
sion activities)

• Give concrete hints and recommendations for local
actors (decision makers) and develop a sustainable
learning process

Peer Review in practice:
1. Identification and selection of promising 
instruments
Four months after the formal launch of the project 
at the Kick-off Meeting, the second Joint Partner
Meeting (JPM) was dedicated to identifying and
selecting the ten most promising R&D promotion
instruments throughout Europe. Each project partner
presented two R&D promotion instruments from 
his region, where the instrument was already success-
fully implemented.

6

The Peer Review Methodology



The selection process is illustrated in the following
diagram:

After short presentations of all 28 instruments, the
partners voted for the ten most promising instruments
from their point of view, taking into consideration
cultural, legislative, financial and economic aspects.
These ten instruments were clustered thematically
into pairs. The instrument pairs were then analysed 
in detail in five Regional Peer Review Workshops.
Each partner could attend up to three Regional Peer
Review Workshops.

2. Regional Peer Review Workshop 
The Regional Peer Review Workshops each lasted two
days. Ten to twelve policy makers and programme
implementers from different EUROPEER SME partner 
countries and 1-2 external stakeholders (relevant to
the instruments in focus) analysed two good practice
instruments. 

The workshop concept was developed by ZENIT and
Mesopartner1 and is based on the use of the META-
PLAN methodology, a card-based participatory com-
munication approach.

A. Workshop plan and timing:
Day 1: Arrival of participants
Day 2: Morning: Examination of Instrument 1
Day 2: Afternoon: Examination of Instrument 2
Day 3: Morning: Analysis of transformation needs,

transfer scheme
Day 3: Afternoon: Departure

7

3-4 Regional Transfer Schemes for each instrument & one
proposal for implementation for each participating region

Time 
1. JPM: 12/06

2. JPM: 4/07

3. JPM: 3/08
4. JPM: 8/08

5.  JPM: 11/08

28 examples from 10 EU countries
(DE,RO,EE,SK,NO,BG,IT,SI,GR,LT)

10 examples of “Good Practice”, clustered into pairs 

Presentation of all Good Practice instruments
Pre-assessment and analysis by partners

5 Regional Peer Review Workshops (RPRW):
Each partner attends 2-3 RPRW

1 Contact: Bernhard Iking (ik@zenit.de) and Jörg Meyer-Stamer (jms@mesopartner.com)



B. Examination of the instrument (240 minutes):
20’ Phase 1: Presentation of the instrument by the

transferring region, participants note questions
20’ Questions are pinned up, owner responds
30’ Phase 2: Peer Assessment: How to make the

instrument more effective and efficient? 
(writing of cards)

10’ Owner comments on results of Peer Assessment
20’ Phase 3: Participants describe the key features of

the instruments on cards
20’ Cards are pinned up and sorted 
20’ Owner prioritises cards
10’ Plausibility check
20’ Phase 4: Transformation analysis – Transferability

check
70’ Transformation analysis – Pre-implementation

and adaptation needs

The work stages in detail:
I. Phase: Detailed presentation of the instrument
A) The transferring region presents in about 20

minutes the instrument in question:
1. Regional framework in which the instrument is

implemented
2. Brief description of the instrument as such
3. Main goals of the instrument
4. Target group of the instrument
5. Initiator, implementer and partner of the instru-

ment
6. Impact of the instrument (evaluation results)
7. Success factors
8. Bottlenecks
9. Adaptation requirements (how must the instru-

ment be changed to be implemented in other
regions)

In addition, the following questions are covered by
the presenter:

1. Who suggested the instrument / tool, for instance
• Bottom-up: suggested by enterprises or techno-

logy institutions
• Bottom-up: emerged from earlier activities and

ongoing discussion with enterprises and institu-
tions 

• Top-down: inspired by experience in another
country

• Top-down: suggestion by e.g. a strategy consul-
tant

2. What is the underlying problem
• Market failure?2

• Network failure?3

3. What is the underlying approach 
• Temporary intervention: market or network

work, exit strategy at the outset4

• Permanent intervention: market failure is 
perennial, intervention needs to be delivered
permanently5

4. What are the tangible prerequisites
• Existing structure of enterprises 
• Existing structure of innovation-related 

institutions
• Existing set of institutions, organisations and

instruments without which this instrument or
tool cannot work 

5. What are the intangible prerequisites 
• Level of trust among enterprises  
• Credibility of the public sector (policy makers) 
• Credibility of innovation-related institutions

6. What was the biggest surprise during implemen-
tation of the instrument / tool? 

7. What could have gone wrong, or almost went
wrong, and how did you prevent /remedy it?

8

2 Is there a market failure? For instance, is the underlying problem something that might well be addressed by businesses, but they hesitate to do so, for instance because the
necessary investment is deemed too high, or they do not expect to be able to achieve a return on their investment (“external effect”)?

3 Is there a network failure where businesses and/or other actors need to act collectively but nobody takes the lead?
4 Is your instrument a temporary intervention that tries to make market or network work, and do you have an exit strategy at the outset?
5 Is your instrument going to turn into a permanent intervention, since the market failure is perennial and the intervention needs to be delivered permanently?



B. After the presentation, the Peers (workshop parti-
cipants) write down their most urgent questions
(red cards) which are grouped, if possible, by the
facilitator (see picture)

C. The presenter of the instrument comments on
each question. The comments are documented
and attached to the relevant question (yellow
cards) 

II. Phase: Improvement of the instrument’s efficiency
A. All Peers (participants of the workshop) are asked

to write down ideas for improvements and chan-
ges to as well as remarks on the instrument pres-
ented (blue cards). (See picture 2).

B. Afterwards, the comments are grouped and sorted
into three categories:

9



1st category ; meaning: yes, we have tried it
(but we did not implement it for certain rea-
sons)

2nd category; meaning: good idea, this might
be successful 

3rd category ; this idea will not be successful 

C. The presenter of the instrument comments on
each remark. The comments are documented and
attached to the relevant suggestion (yellow cards)
Picture 2

10



III. Phase: Identification of the success factors of the
instrument
A. All Peers (participants of the workshop) are asked

to write down the critical success factors of the
instrument on cards (green) as they have under-
stood the instrument. The cards are collected and
grouped according to the Balanced Scorecard
System (BSC) (see picture 3).
• Economic and financial factors
• Knowledge and learning
• External relationships
• Internal processes  

If some categories of the BSC are not considered
enough, then the exercise is repeated.

B. In order to assess the importance of the comments,
the presenter (owner of the instrument) and the
workshop participants evaluate the remarks. Each
pins red dots on the most important success factor
in each category of the Balanced Scorecard. The
number of dots for each category depends on the
number of remarks in each category. The underly-
ing rule is: number of dots = 20% of number of
cards in each BSC category.

Picture 3:
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V. Phase: Elaborate a draft proposal for implementa-
tion (desk research)
Once the transferability of a given instrument has
been proven and the "transfer scheme" developed has
tackled pre-implementation and adaptation needs of
the instrument in question, a last but very important

step must be implemented. The political decision
maker has to be convinced that the instrument identi-
fied efficiently supports R&D activities in his own
region. It must be taken into the account that the
decision maker/policy maker might not have been
involved in the Peer Review process. The instrument

IV. Phase: Development of the transfer scheme for the
instrument
This exercise has to be undertaken from the viewpoint
of the recipient region. First there is the
Transferability Check. This check is necessary to esta-
blish whether the instrument/practice under examina-
tion is – in principle – transferable to the recipient
region or not. Only if all questions can be answered
with YES can the detailed appraisal of adaptation
needs commence. Questions might also be answered
with “Action needed” in the sense of “Yes, but”. In
this case, the action needed has to be explained in
detail under  “II. Pre-implementation needs”. 

1. Are you at present battling with the same problem
that is addressed by the instrument?6

2. Does the instrument fit into the given regional 
planning/national strategy?

3. Are the institutional prerequisites7 fulfilled?
4. Are the prerequisites regarding knowledge structure8

fulfilled?
5. Are the financial resources available9?
6. Is the instrument compatible with the overall 

incentive structure?
7. Is the instrument compatible with / additional to

existing projects?
8. Are the requirements regarding social capital, 

credibility, reliability fulfilled10?

If the pre-check points towards an adaptation analysis
of the instrument, the following categories must be 
examined by the potential recipient region, whereby
in particular the most important success factors, as
identified in Phase III, must be taken into considera-
tion.

12

II. Pre-implementation needs11 

III. Adaptation needs12 of the instrument on the level of
Content13

Infrastructure14

Institutions          

Finance               

Monitoring and evaluation          

Process and implementation15

6 The instrument may focus on a specific problem that arose due to specific circumstances in the transferring region or it reflects a specific market failure in the specific regional
setting in the transferring region. It may also be designed for a specific target group

7 Experienced consultants and/or development agencies that can implement the instrument/multipliers are available
Universities, R&D institutes, laboratories,…

8 Available = flexible budget process rather than having every cent earmarked for the next period.
9 Trust among the actors is essential; reliability of the institutions and persons involved is a prerequisite
10 There may be the need to implement an awareness-raising campaign to sensitise the general public towards the underlying problem before implementing/promoting the

instrument
11 Once the preliminary adaptation check has proven the transferability of the instrument, the fine-tuning of the instrument to the specific regional settings can start. 
12 Adaptation does not mean copying: The instrument may have to be adapted to regional settings; project objectives or target groups might differ
13 There may be the need to modernise existing infrastructure in terms of equipment and/or capacity
14 Define the specific requirements of the grant (e.g. credit instead of grant; duration of funding); nominate people/institutions integrated in the advisory board, etc.
15 Take informal decision about the method of delivery of the instrument. Deliver service through public institutions or make market service work; How to promote the

instrument to potential beneficiaries; Is there a communication tool? It may be necessary to start with a pilot project.



must therefore be presented to him, including the
adaptation needs identified. Ideally, the instrument
presented and the transfer scheme developed will con-
vince the policy maker that the instrument increases
the R&D efforts of SMEs and strengthens their inno-
vation capabilities. In this situation, a policy maker

needs a project description that gives a precise over-
view of objective, impact and cost of the instrument
in question. Furthermore, the implementation strate-
gy has to be outlined, including a detailed framework
and cost calculation. The template is as follows:

13

17 Details on the following pages.
18 a) Country and sector background as mainstay argument for implementation of instruments should include: Problem/situation in the region; Put project into

regional/international context; show EU programme coherence b) Objective: Explain why the project is important to problem solving (its added value, opens up new
ideas…) in terms of: cutting-edge contribution to development of regional/national economic policy, point out strengths of the approach and its ability to draw on manifold
experiences (e.g. application of the instrument in other regions, proven effective elsewhere); expected outcome. Add long-term perspective.

19 Add details to overall background and objective from footnote 2): Which demand from the private sector does the instrument meet? Mention coordination with activities of
other programmes in the region and their key players.

20 More detailed description of the instrument.
21 Directly and positively affected by the project (SMEs, business associations, research institutes). Please state the specific segment of SMEs which will be targeted.
22 Short presentation with: a) Inception Phase with preparatory activities (e.g. mobilising institutions, establishing contacts, organising introductory workshop; institutional

and capacity reassessment, inception report). b) Implementation Phase with several components listed. c) Marketing and Communication Strategy (e.g. awareness-raising
programme for private sector, wrap-up event…). d) Other activities (such as reporting, working days of experts).

23 a) National partners who will implement the instrument too and b) back-stopping that the implementation will have from the EU network and national institutions (cal-
culate co-financing and equipment needed, consultancy/management expertise, policy and legal advice, support in public awareness building/visibility, training in monito-
ring and evaluation).

24 Explanation of the risks and assumptions affecting the implementation of instruments: Formulate aspects in a positive way, e.g.: “Reform of procedures successfully imple-
mented”.

25 Conducive environment for successful implementation of the instrument on several levels (referring to transfer scheme): a) embedded into regional planning and national
plan b) institutional and regulative conditions c) institutional knowledge environment in terms of universities, R&D institutes, laboratories etc. d) financial resources avai-
lable e) compatible with overall incentive structure in the region f ) complementing activities of other programmes in the region g) given credibility and reliability in gover-
nance/administration of institutions.

26 Brief description of impact monitoring and evaluation system; clear definition of performance indicators and milestones; assessment on different levels of impact (enterprises,
contribution to regional and national economic policy etc.).

27 Self-supporting after the end of the project as: a) external co-financing secured or b) implementing does not need any more funding. Specify possible revenues to be generated
in applying the instrument

28 Overview of expected total costs; distinguish start-up and recurring costs, cost for material, training personnel/manpower etc. A detailed cost calculation will be presented in
Appendix II.
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1. Framework

• North-Rhine Westphalia: has a long tradition

of innovation promotion measures & complex

institutional system of technology promotion

• Population: 18,1 million inhabitants

• Working market: 8,3 million employees

• R&D infrastructure: 63 technology centres

and parks, 58 universities and technical

colleges, 55 research institutes; 31

technology transfer agencies

• Other: 450.000 students (of which 65.000

from abroad)

14

Start-Up NRW
North Rhine-Westphalia / Germany (ZENIT)
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Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW 1. Framework

The Problem:

• Just a small number of new innovative firms each year

• Less than 0,5% of university graduates set up a business on their own

• Know-how and technology transfer from science to business is lacking

The Reason:

• Market failure: Young graduates are quite well educated and have good ideas,

but they have no reputation, no securities and no track record to acquire

financial resources to reasonable conditions in the market

The Consequence:

• Initiative to increase the number of start ups from universities in NRW

(designed by the ministry of science and ZENIT in 1996) to overcome market

failure

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Start Up NRW: the most important points

1. Monthly paid financial grants help starters to concentrate on starting their

business (1.000 Euros netto per month)

2. Innovative start ups get free access to university resources (labs, machinery)

� Universities act as an incubation centre

3. Professors support start ups as a mentor

4. Young graduates get personal training on business matters

These measures shall motivate graduates (up to three years after graduation

or PhD) to consider starting a business on their own as a serious option

(besides academic career or working in a firm)

2. Brief description of the instrument
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und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW 2. Brief description of the instrument

Main goals of Start Up NRW

• Strengthen university-industry links

• Accelerate transfer of new know-how into industry

• Increase R&D activities in industry

• Effectively support structural change in NRW

• Increase the innovative potential of industry

• Increases the innovation ratio in industry

• Increase the number of competitive sustainable jobs

• Increase the economic competitiveness of industry

• Develop innovative product and service ideas into marketable products and

services

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

1. The most important measures

• Selection process of best ideas and entrepreneurs!

Ranking business ideas (criteria: innovative potential, market potential,

R&D-needs)

• Screen entrepreneurial spirit of the applicant (assessment centre)

2. For winners:

• Monthly grant of 1.000 Euros to cover life expenses (1 year)

• 5.000 Euros for external expertise (Coaching, Personal Training,..)

• Free access to university resources

• Two training seminars free of charge

• Mentorship of university professors (giving advice, door opener, contacts)

3. Milestones:

• Presentation of business progress (after 8 month)

• Eventually extension of grant for another year

2. Brief description of the instrument
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Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW 2. Brief description of the instrument

Initiator, Implementer and Partner

1. Initiator:

• Ministry for Innovation, Science, Research and Technology

affairs in North Rhine Westphalia (www.innovation.nrw.de)

2. Implementer:

• ZENIT GmbH – Centre for Innovation and Technology in NRW

(www.zenit.de)

3. Partner:

• Universities (are officially the applicant; graduate is beneficiary)

Technology Transfer Agencies (31) at the universities

Transfer Scouts at universities (planned)

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Sustainable Approach of „Start Up NRW”

Program was intended to last as long as

1. Market failures exist and

2. Input/output evaluation have positive results (survival rate of firms, new jobs,

public money per new working place)

Prerequisites:

• Partners at the universities that communicate and promote the program in the

universities

• Professors: university is more than teaching

• Reliable public partners: money comes!

• Trust of universities and students/graduates in the public body!

2. Brief description of the instrument
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Quantitative

• Assessment of 564 business plans (between 1996 and 2006)

• 244 graduates and doctorates have been selected for funding (43,3 %)

• 5,8 new employees per start up company in average

• Public investment of 10.000 Euros per new working place in average

Qualitative

• Majority of Start ups is innovative (Patents, R&D activity, R&D-intensity of

products)

• More than 50% of start ups invest more than 75% of their time on R&D.

• 51 % of employees in start up companies have a university degree

• 61,8 % of all businesses are economically „successful“ or „very successful“

• Majority of positive effects inside NRW (Turn over, Employment effects,

location of business, etc.); improved entrepreneurial culture at university

3. Impacts/Results of „Start Up NRW“

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Success factors

1. Evaluation of ideas and persons with equal weight

2. Motivated partners in the universities: transfer agencies

and/or

3. Transfer scouts that inform student and promote the program

4. Collaborative professors: reward professors for their

additional engagement

5. Setting together tough milestones and control them

6. Absolute liability and trust in payment and in the involved

institution

4. Success factors

18
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Bottlenecks

• Nearly 45% of funded persons would have started their

business without funding

• Some people try to use the program to finance their PhD

• Professors may see in the program a competitor to require well

educated scientific assistants

• Professors may see in the start up an additional assistant for

their own interests

• Social security system: employed or not?

5. Bottlenecks

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

1. Framework

• Enough university graduates available

•  Entrepreneurial culture in school and university system integrated

•  Infrastructure and institutional prerequisites are fulfilled! (check)

•  Money for perennial period is guaranteed

2. Implementation

• Monthly grant must be adapted to regional framework: it should be equal to half of a

wage that a scientific assistant at universities gets

• The eligibility of applications must be clearly defined (last degree < 3 years); also: is a

formally already incorporated business eligible or not

• Clear rules to exclude people using the money for starting their PhD

3. Improvement

• There must be adequate incentives to motivate professors/universities to support start

ups and get engaged into the programme

6. Transformation needs
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• Between Start ups evolved something like an alumni spirit,

there was trust between the actors and they started to create

business among each other and developed together new

products and services!

What could have gone wrong and how did we fix it:

• The accounting clerk at the university administration could not

differ between contracts and duties of scientific assistants: Face

to face argumentation and explanation

7. Surprises

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

The financing body, Ministry for Innovation, Science, Research and Technology

in NRW, decided in 2007 to revise the program PFAU

In March 2008 the call for new program “Science to Business” was launched:

• Change of promotion focus: Promotion of excellent research quick transfer of

     research results into new applications (new) instead of promotion of the

     transfer of research results from universities into industry through start ups (old)

• Annually Contest driven promotion of best ideas: research teams rather than

     single persons are addressed

• Concentration of available 18 Million Euros until 2012 on the fields Nano- and

     micro technology, biotechnology, energy research, medical technologies, Life

     Sciences

• Eligible are also patent applications, the development of prototypes, start ups

     from universities, commercialisation of ideas

8. Revision and adjustments

20
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Transfer Scheme
Start-up NRW – Lombardy Region/Italy (RegLom)

Project name Start-Up NRW

Region of origin (transferring region) NRW/Germany

Region adapting the instrument (receiving region) Lombardy/Italy

I. Transferability Check List

Yes Action needed No

1. Do you actually battle the same problem that 
is addressed by the instrument?

2. Does the instrument fit into the given regional 
planning/national strategy?

3. Are the institutional prerequisites fulfilled?

4. Are the prerequisites regarding knowledge structure 
fulfilled?

5. Are the financial resources available?

6. Is the instrument compatible with the overall incentive 
structure in your region/country?

7. Is the instrument compatible with/additional to existing 
projects in your region/country?

8. Are the requirements regarding social capital, 
credibility, reliability fulfilled?

II. Pre-implementation needs

Signing up agreements between regional/ local governments, universities and R&D centres to allow the
growth of a better cooperation on managing the financial instrument. In such agreement it is required to
regulate, for example, the payment for university tutors or the cumulability with other grants. Moreover it
may be very usefull to set up a business idea scouting.

III. Adaptation needs of the instrument on the level of

Content: Substaining costs for buying know how, licenses, scientific tutorship.

Infrastructure: Setting up of an information network between Regional Government, universities and R&D
centres, with operating offices (local point in univeristies) able to update beneficiaries addressing them to
the best financial tool or support them in applying.

Institutions: Regional government, universities, R&D centres and, science parks 

Finance: Establishing a mix on financial aids between financial voucher, grant and loan (for supporting new
enterprises) tuned on the real need of the project and of the new idea financed. There should be a special
attention to the cumulability of grants with, for instance, university grants or PhD grants.

Monitoring and Evaluation: Building up and updating of a monitoring database on results obtained by the
financed projects, filled up by all actors of the system (start-up financed, public administration, universities
etc.) recording outputs produced considering the financial aids given.

Process and implementation: Launching a pilot project as a test over the new financial project will be a
good opportunity for analysing  and developing the tool checking how and if all actors will cooperate with
each other. If the results of the prilot project are good it will be possible to create new financial tool able
to foresuit regional policies for enterprises.   
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Name of the instrument
START UP support for University graduates

Applying Institution 
Lombardy Region - Italy 

Managing Division in Institution, Address 
Consortium involving: Lombardy Region,
Finlombarda, Universities and research centres, and
representatives of the local business community

I. Idea in a nutshell 
Overview on a) background, b) objective, expected
impact and total cost

Background
Lombardy Region is one of the most developed and
competitive European regions. It has 12 universities,
more than 200 research institutes, and more than
800.000 SMEs. See below some detailed information:
• Population: 9,4 million inhabitants 
• Working market: 4,3 million employees 
• Unemployment rate: 4,2 % 
• GDP: 296,2 bn Euro in 2005 
• R&D infrastructure: 12 universities, 225 centres

public and private in the QuESTIO system (rese-
arch and evaluation instrument of Research and
Technological Transfer Centres -RTTCs-). 

• R&D expenditures of industry: 2.273 million or 
1,1 % of GDP 

• Number of SMEs in region: more than 800.000 
• Main industrial sectors: Machinery, Metal Industry,

Textile and Fashion 
• Main technology strength: genomic, biomedical,

new material, ICT, nanotechnology 
• Other: 240.000 students, more than 6.000 from

abroad, 46.000 from other Italian regions. Each year
15.000 graduates (data form 2005) in the table pres-
ented in Annex I please find the different percenta-
ges of degrees in thr Lombardy Region

Objective
The focus is to help researchers or graduates to start
their own business, as well as to help the individual
initiative set up by a researcher who has not experience
in the managing of enterprises. The researcher should
receive: financial support, training in basic manage-
ment skills like marketing, sales, cost calculations,
taxes, legal forms of an enterprise: pros and cons…..,
and tutorial support.

Expected impact and total costs
The project aims at:
• increasing the number of existing and technology

based SMEs
• improving cooperation and technological transfer

among university and industry 
• covering the gaps between research and the SMEs

sector

Total costs
It is foreseen to start with a first year pilot project 
(16 month) and, in case of successful experience, a
longer time project (max 3 years more).

For the first year pilot project, the indicative budget
should include:
• Start up costs: (12% management cost in the first

year, afterwards decreasing) 
• Internal personnel
• External personnel
• Web site-Press
• Monitoring
• Training for personnel
400.000 Euro

Facilities for appliers:
30.000 Euro X 100 appliers = 3.000.000 Euro 
(30.000 Euros are given monthly with direct payment
to the individual start up . Every three months the
beneficiary will provide the monitoring report. If he
does not provide it, the funding will be stopped)

Total Budget for the first Year: 3.400.000 Euro
If the first year will be successful, every year should
have a dedicated call. The amount for the call could
increase, depending of the number of pilot appliers.

Draft Proposal
Start-up NRW – Lombardy Region/Italy (RegLom)
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I. Rationale specified 
The main aim of the instrument is to reduce the
informative and collaborative gaps among R&D and
SMEs sector, helping young researchers to create
enterprises. 

In Lombardy Region, in fact, there are lots of resear-
chers than could “do enterprise”, but they necessitate
of some elements:
1. the technology driver approach
2. contacts with SMEs
3. favourable environment
4. management skills

This instrument foresees to support researchers and
their research projects by providing different facilities
(grants, training voucher, tutorship, training visits).
The proposed projects will have to involve both uni-
versity or R&D sectors, at this scope a joint “declara-
tion of interests” between the beneficiary researcher,
the University/Research Centres and the identified
SME’s will have to be signed at priori.  

The facilities are the following:
Grants: for supporting researchers and to guarantee
them a minimum  of financial support during the rea-
lisation of their own projects;

Training voucher: to provide the necessary bak-
kground for a model of a research made by themselves
that can be replied in other context.

Tutorship: for supporting the beneficiary in the
scientific contents of the research. The tutors will also
lead the beneficiary in administrative steps for crea-
ting enterprises. They will be located in Transfer
Technology Offices at the university.

Training visits: for study or training visits in others
companies or universities in subjects concerning the
research project financed.

II. Implementation strategy in details 
Planning for the implementation: month 1 to 4. 
After the realization of the draft instrument, it is fore-
seen to widely diffuse information aboit the project
via a press launch and with media campaigns focus-
siong 
on the local press as well as informative road shows in
universities.

a) Project duration: 16 month (1 year of grants for 
projects execution). 
After the evaluation process made “in itinerary” and 
“at the end”, the policy makers could decide a possible
extension up to 3 more years.

b) Target group 
Researchers get salary and the other facilities,
University and SMEs provide the approval of the 
proposal and the manifestation of their interest in 
the project. Moreover they provide the necessary en-
vironment like knowledge, laboratories, etc… 

c) Implementation activities 
Phase 1: start up of the project, set up of the
management body, training of the staff,  detailed defi-
nition of the instrument and press presentation and
pushing. Moreover, in this phase it will set up an
informative network, with information points in uni-
versities and research centres. 

This phase is expected to be 4 month long (1-4)
because for the realization of the project needs the
involvement of different actors. (overview of activities
Phase I to phase IV) in II.)

Phase 2: implementation of the instrument, with 
an open call for appliers. Can apply: researchers, or
everyone who has a degree. 

Participation requirements: a) Coherence and added
value among the following elements: Curriculum
Vitae and Start-up Project Proposal; b) the researcher
in its proposal should have already identified both
University/ Research Center and the SME where TT
will be implemented.



24

This phase will regard also the evaluation made by 
a team of external and independent expertise. It is
foreseen to be 12 month long (5-16) as explained in
Phase 3. 

Phase 3: feedback analysis and monitoring “in itinera-
ry”, at the end of the period of execution of projects
financed. The analysis in itinerary (every 3 month)
will be realised by the internal staff regarding the 
correct state of art, respecting the draft proposal of the
appliers. At the end of the one year project activity,
the external and independent expertise team, will 
evaluate again the results. Month 14-16.

d) Description of the support facilities 
The instrument foresees the following facilities:

Grants: for supporting researchers and to guarantee
them a minimum economic independence during 
the realisation of their own projects; The grant will be
directly transferred to the researchers beneficiaries.

Training voucher: to provide the necessary bak-
kground for a model of a research made by oneself
that can be exported  in other contests. After a train-
ing course the researcher should keep a good know-
ledge in managing SME creation.

Tutorship: the tutor supports the beneficiary in the
scientific content of the research to be implemented 
in order to satisfy the specific needs of the research 
project.  

Training visits: for study or training visits in others
enterprises or universities or research institutes, in
subjects concerning the research project financed.
This period could allow an effective exchange of diffe-
rent experience.

e) Assumptions and risk assessment 
Political commitment and political stability is funda-
mental for programme implementation; The involve-
ment and the cohesion of the overall consortium in
strategic decision making is also one of the keys for
the implementation of the programme.

f) Success factors for implementation  
• Correct implementation of the regional plan of 

support for R&D;
• Good press campaign;
• Success in attracting the interest of SMEs and 

universities;
• Success in reaching the target of more than 100

appliers;
• Motivated staff;
• High quality in draft projects;
• Added value in improving cooperation among 

R&D and SMEs.

g) Monitoring and Evaluation 
Monitoring will involve the team during the whole
duration of the instrument. 

Every three months, the internal staff will check the
correct implementation of the project according to 
the plan and the timetable defined in the proposal, as
well as the milestones defined within the same project
proposal. 

Moreover at the end of the year the evaluation team
will verify the results of singles projects activities,
providing also a complete feedback on the instrument.
So, the policy makers can evaluate the impact of
“START UP SUPPORT FOR UNIVERSITY GRA-
DUATES” on Lombardy Region.

h) Sustainability 
The programme is strictly linked to the financial 
support from the Policy Makers.

i) Costs 
Start up costs:
400.000 Euro

Grants for appliers:
30.000 Euro X 100 appliers = 3.000.000 Euro
Total: 3.400.000 Euro
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Annex 
I.   Data on Graduates and degrees in Lombardy

Region
II.  Implementation with Timetable 
III. Detailed calculations

ANNEX I: Data on Graduates and degrees in
Lombardy region 

Graduates in 2005: degree studies between Universities from Lombardy region 

University Degree Old University First-level Second-level Long Total Total
Degree Degree Degree Cycle 

(4 and 5 years) (3 years) (2 years) second-level
Degree

Agro, Food, Zootechnical 1 426 334 34 1 796 1,6 

Town planning and   - 1.685 1.689 264 - 3.638 7,4 
Territorial Architecture

Civil and Environmental 19 655 689 84 92 1.539 3,1 
Engineering

Electronic and Information 10 828 1.206 160 - 2.204 4,5 
Engineering

Industrial Engineering  14 1.042 1.164 181 - 2.401 4,9 

Other Engineerings - 46 214 14 - 274 0,6 

Economic and Managerial  7 4.646 5.620 381 - 10.654 21,8 
• Managerial Engineering  - 453 795 245 - 1.493 3,0 
• Economic 7 4.193 4.825 136 - 9.161 18,8 

Statistical 12 45 109 23 - 189 0,4 

Legal  10 2.594 1.319 12 - 3.935 8,0 

Political - social  12 1.498 3.988 230 - 5.728 11,7 

Chemical - farmaceutical  5 380 249 31 182 847 1,7 

Geology - 300 279 35 - 614 1,3 

Bio - biotechnological  - 466 847 231 - 1.544 3,2 

Scientific - mathematical  15 370 853 129 - 1.367 2,8 

Teaching and Training - 1.084 1.070 18 - 2.172 4,4 

Psychological  - 680 818 153 - 1.651 3,4 

Arts, Philisophy, History 5 1.466 1.422 90 - 2.983 6,1 

Linguistic 28 1.202 1.215 16 - 2.461 5,0 

Medical and dental - 575 9 4 597 1.185 2,4 

Sanitary and paramedical  3 - 1.983 65 - 2.051 4,2 

Physical Sciences - 312 352 9 - 673 1,4 

Defense and Security - - 54 - - 54 0,1 

Total 141 20.300 25.483 2.164 872 48.960 100,0 

Total % 0,3 41,5 52,0 4,4 1,8 100,0 
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Annex II.  Implementation with Timetable

„START UP“ DRAFT PROPOSAL R.LOM – WORKPLAN -PILOT PHASE 

Year 1st Year 2nd Year

Months 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Activities 

PHASE 1: 
Need Analysis
Staf Training ;
Detailed 
definition of
the instrument;
Media Involve-
ment

PHASE 2: 
Call for tender
preparation;
selection of
the beneficiries
and the pro-
jects; contrac-
tualization 

PHASE 3:
feedback 
analysis and
monitoring
Every 3 month 

Final
Evaluation
Month 14-16.
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Annex III: Detailed Calculations

PROPOSED BUDGET FOR THE FIRST 16 MONTH PILOT PROJECT

1. FACILITIES  FOR APPLIERS A B C D TOTAL 

Monthly Salary Training Tutorship Training A+B+C+D
for each visits (forfait) voucher PER 100

researcher BENEFICIARIES 

1400 5000 4800 3400

12 4800 3400

16800 5000 3.000.000

A. Internal and  B TOTAL A+B
External personnel

Training;
Web site-Press;

2. START UP COSTS: Overheads

300.000 100.000 400.000

TOTAL PROJECT 1ST YEAR 3.400.000
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INTER GET-UP

Roman Linczényi

Business and Innovation Centre (BIC) Bratislava

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

1. Regional Setting and Framework conditions

• Town: Bratislava

• Population: 600,000

• Working market: 395,000

• Unemployment rate: 5%

• GDP: per cap 105 (EU25=100) 

• R&D infrastructure: obsolete

• R&D expenditures of industry: 0.9 % HDP

• Number of SMEs in region: 8.000 technology based (10%)

• Main industrial sectors: machinery, automotive, Electrotechnics,

IT

• Main technology strength: new materials development, IT

INTER GET-UP
Bratislava/Slovakia (BIC Bratislava)
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2. Description of the instrument

2.1 Line out the most important points

• Regional tool focused on innovative businesses combining

training, assistance in setting-up business, competition of

business plans

• Business passport – training and consultancy, access to

finance …

• Business competition – regional + international

• Highlighting innovative start-ups, bringing public attention,

matching interests of regional government with SME

infrastructure and businesses

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

2.2. Main goals of the instrument

• To support selected innovative start-ups in their start-up activity

• To develop training and service modules adapted to the needs  of

the start-ups in the region

• To turn public attention to innovative businesses

• To attract attention of financial institutions to innovative start-ups

• To start co-operation of business services providers with

municipal authorities and to present this co-operation to the public

• To foster activities of researchers in the process of

commercialization of their ideas

2. Description of the instrument
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2.3. Initiator, implementer and partner

Initiator:

• BIC Bratislava and regional government

Implementers:

• BIC Bratislava and regional government

Partners:

• Financial institutions, large businesses, Microsoft,

universities, University technology Incubator

2. Description of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

2.4 The most important measures

• Training

• Due diligence of the business plans

• Business passport – set of services + image

• Business competition – regional

• International networking including international

business competition

• Support of the regional government

2. Description of the instrument
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2.5 The most important results

Quantitative

• 20 innovative businesses selected for training and business

support award

• 30 participants in business competition

Qualitative

• High quality business plans involved (energy, IT, tourism) ...

Bottlenecks

• Fluctuation of interest of financial institutions and media

2. Description of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

3. Assessment, Appraisal

A
n
a
ly

s
is

Strength

•Partnership of the region and

Business intermediaries

•Presence of universities

•Possibility to involve incubators

Opportunities

•Building a sustainable regional

partnership for innovation support

•Awareness on innovation

E
x
te

rn
a
l

In
te

rn
a
l

Weaknesses

•Lack of interest of financial

institutions

•Lack of interest of media

Threats

•Lack of businesses involved

•Too much interest in financial

aspects of business

A
n
a
ly

s
is
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4. Transfer recommendations

• Tool for regions with strong potential of research

institutions and lack of services

• Use this tool to improve regional partnership for

innovation support

• Research potential is a must – tool does not mobilize

research potential

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

• Indicated improvement factors were duly considered and

evaluated as useful for further instrument implementation

• Instrument was implemented in co-operation with BIC Bratislava

and the municipal government of Bratislava

• In 2008 was decided by the Bratislava government not to continue

in support of SMEs in general (political decision on competences)

• It is aimed that the instrument will be implemented in co-operation

with Ministry of Education/ Ministry of Economy. The planning will

be carried out at the end of 2008 and improvement factors will be

implemented

5. Instrument  improvement factors
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Project name INTER GET-UP

Region of origin (transferring region) Bratislava/Slovakia

Region adapting the instrument (receiving region) Lithuania

I. Transferability Check List

Yes Action needed No

1. Do you actually battle the same problem that 
is addressed by the instrument?

2. Does the instrument fit into the given regional 
planning/national strategy?

3. Are the institutional prerequisites fulfilled?

4. Are the prerequisites regarding knowledge structure 
fulfilled?

5. Are the financial resources available?

6. Is the instrument compatible with the overall incentive 
structure in your region/country?

7. Is the instrument compatible with/additional to existing 
projects in your region/country?

8. Are the requirements regarding social capital, 
credibility, reliability fulfilled?

II. Pre-implementation needs

III. Adaptation needs of the instrument on the level of

Content: The need for selecting certain important sectors relevant to the national strategy for theeconomic
development. Those sectors might be IT, biotech, tourism, etc. 

Infrastructure: Exisiting infrastructure of business incubators and BIC’s in Lithuania do not have special
equipment for IT or biotech training. 

Institutions: The need of selecting good partners and involving relevant stakeholders as municipality. This
instrument might be also related with microcrediting involving banks.

Finance: Business incubators and BIC’s in Lithuania have difficulties to co-finance a project. Attraction of
private banking institutions might solve this and might also be providing more credibility to the project.    

Monitoring and Evaluation: Monitored by Lithuanian Business Support Agency who is administrating EU
Structural Funds in Lithuania

Process and implementation: Hopefully, this should help to develop capabilities within existing business
incubators and BIC’s in Lithuania probably with the certain help from private sector professional service
providers. Municipalities and financial institutions might be involved as well. Sustainability might be ensured
by providing access to capital and access to facilities for office and equipment at business incubators.

Transfer Scheme
INTER GET-UP - Lithuania (EKT)
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Name of the instrument
INTER GET-UP

Applying Institution 
EKT

Managing Division in Institution, Address 
EKT (UAB “Ekonominés konsultacijos ir tyrimai”)
J. Jasinskio g.16, LT-01112 Vilnius, Lithuania

I. Idea in a nutshell 
Overview on a) background, b) objective, expected
impact and total cost

Background
Instrument will be implemented as a means of com-
plementary services within Business information cen-
tres (BIC’s) and Business incubators (BI’s) in
Lithuania. This part of public services to business
community could be characterised as follows:
BIC’s and BI’s in Lithuania are the business support
infrastructure developed by the state to promote set-
ting-up and development of SMEs as well as to ensure
accessibility of high-quality of business services provi-
ded on preferential terms to businessmen from all
regions in Lithuania. At present, 42 business informa-
tion centres and 6 business incubators are functioning
in Lithuania. These establishments are public enterpri-
ses, where the state is one of the stakeholders. The
rights and duties of the latter are realized by the
Ministry of Economy of the Republic of Lithuania. In
2007, business information centres and business incu-
bators provided over 20 000 hours of consultation
and training, gave responses to more than 49 000
inquiries, organised 748 business information dissemi-
nation events with more than 16 000 participants.
More than 70 new enterprises were admitted to busi-
ness incubators and 444 new jobs were created in
2007.

R&D infrastructure: 
• 7 technology centres and parks, 21 universities and

28 colleges;
• 105 institutions, performing science research;
• R&D expenditures of industry: 0,76 % of GDP
• Number of SMEs: 56 428 in 2005;
• 141 771 students at universities, 55 949 at colleges.

Objective
• To mainstream selected innovative start-up’s in

value-added sectors like biotech, mechatronics,
lasers, IT, nanotechnlogies and electronics in their
start-up activity;

• To develop training and service modules tailor made
to the needs of the start-up’s in the country;

• To bring public attention to innovative businesses;
• To attract attention of financial institutions to inno-

vative start-up’s;
• To increase co-operation of business services provi-

ders (BI’s, BIC’s, consultants) with local authorities
(government, ministries, municipalities, associations,
federations);

• To increase entrepreneurship culture.

Annual budget programmes implemented by existing
BIC’s and BI’s in Lithuania are approved by the mini-
stry of economy beforehand and therefore, BIC’s and
BI’s have no additional financial resources to co-finan-
ce new measures and instruments initiated in ongoing
year. 

In addition to this, the knowledge capacities of BIC’s
and BI’s employees have to be upgraded in order to
provide relevant services to the clients. 

To make an awareness raising public campaign to 
sensitise the public for the underlying problem before
promoting and implementing the instrument would
be necessary.

Draft Proposal
INTER GET-UP - Lithuania (EKT)
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Brief summary:
• The instrument fits into relevant regional plan-

ning/national strategy;
• Experienced consultants are available for the imple-

mentation of the instrument;
• Financial resources are available as part of Structural

funds grants;
• The instrument is compatible with the overall incen-

tive structure in the country;
• The instrument is compatible with existing projects

and programmes in the country;
• Requirements regarding social capital, credibility

and reliability need to be fulfilled.

Expected impact:
• Selected innovative start-up’s supported in their

start-up activity;
• Training and service modules developed;
• Public attention to innovative businesses attracted;
• Attention of financial institutions to innovative

start-up’s attracted;
• Co-operation of business services providers (business

incubators, BIC’s, consultants) with local authorities
(government, ministries, municipalities, associations,
federations) increased;

• Entrepreneurship culture increased.

Total cost: 
Indicative budget of the instrument 85000 EUR,
which corresponds to planning of structural funds.

I. Rationale specified 
Main statements:
• Competitiveness of Lithuanian businesses is 

relatively low and insufficient, which is largely due
to insufficient innovation activities. According to
international innovativeness ratings Lithuania is
considerably below the EU-15 average, being in the
lowest position among the new EU Member States;

• The level of investment in research and development
is low in Lithuania, in particular in terms of
Lithuanian businesses’ investments in R&D;

• Lithuania’s public sector’s expenditure for research is
close to the EU average, however, both subjects and
results of research conducted by universities and
institutes do not match business needs; results 
suitable for commercialisation are lacking;

• Research facilities do not meet modern standards;
insufficient capacities limit the performance results
and effectiveness of research;

• Most investments made by businesses do not result
in long-term advantages or technological dominance
in the market;

• Underdevelopment of the system of financial 
support instruments, in particular for SMEs and
higher-risk projects.

Not all start-up’s could be supported in their start-up
activities. Therefore, the idea is to select start-up’s
from value-added sectors like biotech, mechatronics,
lasers, IT, nanotechnlogies and electronics which al-
though compose a very small margin of Lithuanian
GDP, but has potential to grow.  

The above mentioned sectors are defined as important
sectors as traditional ones in both national strategy for
the economic development and National general stra-
tegy: the Lithuanian Strategy for the use of European
Union Structural Assistance for 2007-2013 (approved
by the European Commission on April 26, 2007). 



The implementation of the instrument could be 
cofinanced by the financial support allocated for
public services providers under the the Operational
Programme for Economic Growth for 2007-2013.
Exisiting infrastructure of business incubators and
BIC’s in Lithuania do not have special equipment 
for IT or biotech training.

There is a need to select good partners and involve
relevant stakeholders such as municipalities. This
instrument might be also related with microcrediting
involving banks. Attraction of private banking insti-
tutions might provide more credibility to the instru-
ment itself.

II. Implementation strategy in details 
The implementation strategy could be executed in
four different ways:
1) Direct approach of start-up’s by emails, regular

mail, telephone or fax using BIC’s, BI’s data bases
of local companies;

2) Direct approach of BIC’s, BI’s for capacity reassess-
ment to execute such an instrument;

3) Presentations of the instrument at BIC’s, BI’s to
inform potential start-up’s about the possibilities 

4) Awareness raising campaign addressing all inter-
ested parties: start-up’s, business incubators, 
business information centres, private consultants,
government officials, ministries, municipalities,
associations, federations, Chambers of commerce,
mass media.

a) Project duration:
The overall duration of the programme is limited to 
3 years.

b) Target group 
Innovative start-up’s in value-added sectors like bio-
tech, mechatronics, lasers, IT, nanotechnlogies and
electronics.

c) Implementation activities 
1. Inception Phase:
• Identification and selection of start-up’s in value-

added sectors;
• Identification and institutional and capacity reassess-

ment of implementing institutions;
• Kick-off meeting/ introductory workshop to intro-

duce the new instrument and its main benefits for
start-up’s;

• Inception report.

2. Implementation Phase:
• Development of training and service modules tailor

made to the needs of the start-up’s in the country
training;

• Provision of training to the selected start-up’s;
• Provision of services to the selected start-up’s;

3. Marketing and Communication Strategy:
• Awareness raising campaign for financial institutions

and public;
• Workshop for business services providers 

(BI’s, BIC’s, consultants) and local authorities
(government, ministries, municipalities, 
associations, federations);

• Wrap-up event.

4. Extra Activities:
• Final report

d) Description of the support facilities 
The implementation of the instrument could be cofi-
nanced by the financial support allocated for public
services providers under the the Operational
Programme for Economic Growth for 2007-2013.
The ministry of economy has foreseen a number of
measures for public sector, namely “Assistant 1” wich
is dedicated for public business service providers,
BIC’s and BI’s among them. 
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The financial support granted to the start-ups’s is con-
sidered to be of de minimis nature., meaning that one
start-up can get grants not exceeding 200.000 Euros
within 3 consequtive years. 

e) Assumptions and risk assessment 
• Institutional framework is in place;
• Financial resources are available;
• Political support for the instrument;
• Willingness of start ups to use the support offered

by the BIC’s and BI’s.

f) Success factors for implementation  
• Existing start up potential and increasing entrepre-

neurship culture
• strong regional partnership (experts, policy makers);
• Credibility of project organisations (who runs the

project);
• High value of consultants, trainer & coaches;
• Deep understanding of regional innovation system,

business culture, etc.;
• Embedding the INTER GET-UP programme into

regional planning and national plan;
• Existence of relevant institutional knowledge envi-

ronment;
• Appropriate financial resources available;
• Compatible with overall incentive structure in

Lithuania;
• Complementing activities of other programmes in

Lithuania.

g) Monitoring and Evaluation 
Monitored by Lithuanian Business Support Agency
who is administrating EU Structural Funds in
Lithuania.

BIC’s and BI’s at the end of the programme must sub-
mit a final report on the implementation of the
instrument within their area/region.

h) Sustainability 
Hopefully, this should help to develop capabilities
within existing BIC’s and BI’s in Lithuania probably
with the certain assistance from private sector profes-
sional service providers. Municipalities and financial
institutions might be involved as well. Sustainability
might be ensured providing access to capital and
access to facilities for office and equipment at business
incubators.

i) Costs 
Indicative budget of the instrument 85000 EUR.

Appendix 
I. Timetable 
II. Detailed Cost Calculation
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Inception Phase
Identification and selection of start-up’s in
value-added sectors

Identification and institutional and capacity
reassessment of implementing institutions

Kick-off meeting/ introductory workshop to
introduce the new instrument and its main
benefits for start-up’s

Inception report

Implementation Phase
Development of training and service modu-
les tailor made to the needs of the start

Provision of training to the selected 
start-up’s

Provision of services to the selected 
start-up’s

Marketing and Communication
Strategy
Awareness raising campaign for financial
institutions and public

Workshop for business services providers
(BI’s, BIC’s, consultants) and local authori-
ties (government, ministries, municipalities,
associations, federations)

Wrap-up event

Extra Activities
Final report

1   2 3   4   5   6   7   8  9  10  11 12 13  14 15 16  17 18 19  20 21 22 23 24

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PHASES/MONTHS

Appendix I: Timetable 
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1. Administrative personnel EUR 20.000
(at least 2 employees per BIC/BI for 2 years, 
Including all taxes)

2. Implementation Phase: EUR 51.000
• Development of training and service modules for start-up’s
• Training for start-up’s
• Services for start-up’s

3. Marketing events EUR 14.000
(Kick-off meeting, awareness raising campaign, 
workshop, wrap-up event)

TOTAL EUR 85.000

Appendix II: Detailed Cost Calculation
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Innovation Assistant
Saxony/Germany (SMWA)

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

INNOVATION ASSISTANT

Peter Nothnagel
Saxony State Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour (SMWA)

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

1. Framework

• Population: approx. 4,25 mio. (2006)

• Working market (population): 1.905.000

• GDP: 88,7 billions �

• R&D expenditures of industry: 901,5 mio. � (2005)

• Number of SME in region: approx. 135.000 (2004)

• R&D infrastructure: 4 universities, 5 technical

colleges, 14 Fraunhofer-institutes/ institutions,

6 Max-Planck-Institutes, 7 Leibniz-Institutes,

1 Helmholtz-Institute, 2 non-profit research

enterprises, 42 TT-centers +incubators

• Number of students: 106.800  (Wintersemester

2006/2007)
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Basic economic facts

Economic growth:

(real growth of the GDP)

Industrial R&D-staff : ca. 45,1 % of new Länder without 

  Berlin

Unemployment:
14,2 % (October 2006: 15,3 %)

City of Dresden:12,5%

City of Görlitz: 22,4 %

14,7 % new Länder with Berlin

8,8 % Germany

4,0 % Saxony, 

Ø   2,8 % new Länder with Berlin,

Ø   2,7 % Germany

1. Framework

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Leipzig

Dresden

Chemnitz

Freiberg

Zwickau

Microelectronics

Information Technologies

Biotechnology

Material Research

Automotive

Semiconductor Materials

Automation Technologies

Material Research

Solar Technology
Microelectronics 

Microsystem Technologies

Production Technologies

Automotive

Machine Engineering

Automotive

Biotechnology

Medical Media Technologies

Communication Technologies

Automotive

High-tech competence centers

1. Framework
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R&D-staff per 1.000 employees

1. Framework

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

University

Technical colleges

Helmholtz-Institutes

Leibniz-Institute

Fraunhofer-Institutes /

Institution

Max-Planck-Institute

Regional Research Institute

LeipzigLeipzig

DresdenDresden

ChemnitzChemnitz

44 3

3 3 10

ZwickauZwickau

FreibergFreiberg

ZittauZittau

MittweidaMittweida

2

2

Number of technical students 25.800

1. Framework
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1. Framework

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

The Problem:

• SME dominated economy

• a lot of small companies without (or with insufficient) own R&D-capacities

• lack in technology transfer into small companies

• on the other hand: big number of (technical) students/year

The Reason:

• market failure: young graduates are quite well educated and have good

chances all over Germany and European market. Wages in Saxony are

lower than in western parts of Germany. A lot of the young high-potentials

leave Saxony after education.

The Consequence:

• initiative to stimulate SME to hire young graduates (designed by the SMWA

in 1995) to overcome market failure

1. Framework
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2. Description of the instrument

• Support for the employment of graduates from esp.

universities and technical colleges in SME without or with

unsufficient R&D potentials

• Minimum duration of employment: 1 year (max. 2 years)

• Max. number of graduates per enterprise: 2

• Assistant has to have “fresh knowledge” (last degree < 1 year)

• Assistant must not be a relative of the company-owner

• Assistant must not already be an employee of the company

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

More assistants per enterprise can be supported, if

• the previous assistants have got permanent jobs in the

enterprises,

• at least two further jobs/ innovation assistants were

created in the production departments of the enterprise,

• the proportion of R&D staff in the company is less than

30%

2. Description of the instrument
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The most important measures:

• Support for the employment is linked to the realisation of

innovation and technology oriented projects (funded or non-

funded)

• Grant of up to 50% of assistant‘s gross salary (including

employer‘s share)

• Limit of eligible costs (approx. 2.800 �/month - corresponding

to the current agreement on tariffs in the public sector)

• max. 2 assistants/company can be supported simultaneously

• more than 2 assistants only for companies with successful

projects

2. Description of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Main goals of the instrument:

• Strengthen the economic competitiveness of SME

• Increase the R&D activity of SME

• Improve the reception capacities of SME � thus enabling

supported firms to realize joint projects with research institutes

• Strengthen university-industry-links

• Support technology transfer from universities and technical

colleges

• Help to create highly qualified sustainable jobs

• Contribute to diminish regional brain drain

• Tool against the demographic problem in Saxony

2. Description of the instrument
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Initiator:

• Saxony State Ministry for Economic Affairs and Labour - SMWA

(www.smwa.sachsen.de)

Implementer:

• SAB The Development Bank of Saxony (www.sab.sachsen.de)

Partner:

• Commercial enterprises (as beneficiaries)

• European Union (European Social Fund - as co-financing instrument

in the structural funding period 2007-2013, from 2000-2006: EFRE)

• Chambers of Commerce and Industry, Chambers of Crafts,

• Technology consulting centres for communication purposes

2. Description of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

3. Impact/ results of the instrument

Quantitative (1995 – 2006)

• Number of supported innovation assistants: 592

• Project costs: appr. 46 Mio. �

• Grants: approx. 20 Mio. �

• New jobs (as of 12/06): 1.614

Qualitative

• Efficient instrument: good grant per 2 years/job ratio: approx.

33.800 �/assistant (approx. 12.300 �/new job (including add. staff))

• Strenghtening of innovation force of SME

• High percentage of satisfaction of employers with „their“ assistants

(87 %)
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Eligible costs for innovation assistants (1995-2006)

Colours show 

project-costs

3. Impact/ results of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Size distribution of supported companies (1995-2006)

12,93%

29,10%

47,34%

8,78%1,85%

< 20 21 - 50

51 - 100 101 - 250

251 - 500

3. Impact/ results of the instrument
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Project volume and created jobs 1995-2006
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3. Impact/ results of the instrument
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3. Impact/ results of the instrument



49

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

Granted and refused applications

3. Impact/ results of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

4. Success factors of the instrument

Success factors

1. Bringing the information about the program to the companies

(PR, SMWA, Chambers of Commerce, …)

2. Motivating partners in the universities (transfer agencies and/ or

experienced people that inform students and promote the

program) - own interest should be to get company-contacts for

later projects

3. Continuity in the program-availability and -administration

4. simple and transparent application procedure and treatment

5. Possibility for hire/test/fire or long-term-partnership for both sides
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• Identification of partners (company - student)

• Open the mind of the company, that R&D is necessary

• Competition with big companies for good graduates

• Low wages in SME (<< 50% than in big companies)

• Tendency of graduates to seek employment in R&D

departments of large enterprises (salary, career perspectives,

reputation etc.)

5. Bottleneck of the instrument

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

1. Framework

• Enough university graduates available

• Operating technology funding system, that shows SME the

possibilities and advantages of (funded and non-funded) R&D-projects

2. Implementation

• The grant must be adapted to the regional payment level

• Projects must be clearly defined both in quality and duration

3. Possible Improvement

• There should be stronger incentives to motivate professors/

universities to bring their graduates into the programme.

6. Transformation needs
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• Change in the main-target of the program:

• 1995 - increase the R&D activity of SME  and create jobs for

our young people (to avoid unemployment)

• 2000 - increase the R&D activity of SME and keep the

graduates in Saxony

• Exorbitant percentage of satisfaction of employers with „their“

assistants > 80 % of assistants stay permanently in the company!

• Interesting: just now we start the 2nd external evaluation of the

program

7. Surprises

Zentrum für Innovation

und Technik in NRW

• Internet-based contact forum for graduates and companies, that

are  interested in becoming or hiring Innovation Assistants

• Meetings for experience-exchange inside the groups of

Innovation Assistants and Companies that employ those

(separate meetings of both groups and a joint meeting)

• Combine the ideas and goals of Innovation Assistants (Saxony)

and Competence Brokers (Norway)

8. Revision and adjustments
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9. Assessment/Appraisal

A
n
a
ly

s
is

Strength

• good grant/job ratio

• addresses specific R&D

  deficits in Saxon SME

• widely accepted

• simple application

• simple prove of expenses

• easy to communicate

Opportunities

• possibility to enlarge

  innovative activities

• creating an argument to

  work for a Saxon SME

E
x
te

rn
a
l

In
te

rn
a
l

Weaknesses

• Project success fully de-

  pendent on the assistant

  (sometimes too early an

  end e.g. due to pregnancy

  or notice of termination by

  the assistant himself)

Threats

• depends on the sufficient

  availability of qualified

  staff - lack of graduates in

  some industrial sectors

  (e.g. textile)

A
n
a
ly

s
is



53

Project name IInnovation Assistant

Region of origin (transferring region) Saxony/Germany

Region adapting the instrument (receiving region) NRW/Germany

I. Transferability Check List

Yes Action needed No

1. Do you actually battle the same problem that 
is addressed by the instrument?

2. Does the instrument fit into the given regional 
planning/national strategy?

3. Are the institutional prerequisites fulfilled?

4. Are the prerequisites regarding knowledge structure 
fulfilled?

5. Are the financial resources available?

6. Is the instrument compatible with the overall incentive 
structure in your region/country?

7. Is the instrument compatible with/additional to existing 
projects in your region/country?

8. Are the requirements regarding social capital, 
credibility, reliability fulfilled?

II. Pre-implementation needs

The "Innovation Assistant" programme has been carried out in a similar form in NRW between 1986 and
2005. Several external evaluations have documented the excellent input/output ratio of the programme and
its high R&D stimulating effects in SMEs. However, since the end of 2005 there were no more funds provided.
The last elections in 2005 led to a move in the overall economic policy of the land NRW. The new conservative
coalition of CDU and FDP gives much more emphasis on the improvement of existing framework conditions
rather than on addressing existing problems by launching specific projects and promotion programmes.
Existing public budgets are mainly reserved for branch contests. 

However, the addressed problem by the Innovation Assistant programme is still existent. Since the economic
performance of Germany and NRW has improved in 2006 and 2007, the existence of the Innovation Assistant
programme is even more necessary as in the years before. The SMEs are urgently looking for young scientist
and engineers but those upcoming innovators are being absorbed by financially strong big firms, especially from
the south of Germany. Hence, it is urgently necessary to reserve financial funds to restart the Program again.

III. Adaptation needs of the instrument on the level of

Content: Some NRW specific adaptations to the saxonian version of the "Innovation Assistant" programme
should be proved:

1) The funding limit for eligible personnel costs might be lower than 2.800 ¤/month. 

2) The funding scheme might include a financial incentive to employ women (Gender Mainstreaming). This
would result in higher eligible cost for women might than for men. 

3) SMEs should also focus on internationalisation of their activities. For this reason it makes sense to
expand the funding scheme also to projects that help the SME to assist the internationalisation process
in SMES. Here the scheme would address especially young graduates in scientific/engineering business
disciplines with foreign language skills.

Transfer Scheme
Innovation Assistant - North Rhine-Westphalia/Germany (ZENIT)
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4) Given the large number of eligible SMEs (800.000 in NRW) it may makes sense to limit the number of
funded Innovation Assistants per SME. Alternatively it could be a solution to correlate the number of 
funded Innovation Assistants per firm with the employment policy of the applicant firm: If the firm has
kept the Innovation Assistant after the funding had ended (after one year) for at least another two 
years than the firm might be eligible for another Innovation Assistant again.

Infrastructure: no adaptation needed. SMEs are the backbone of the NRW economy. There are 723,000
small and medium-sized companies in NRW (2007), which account for account for 99.7 % of all the com-
panies in the state. SMEs provide jobs for 67.8 % of all employed people. However, just a small number of
these companies do their own research and innovation activities although NRW offers plenty of opportunities
to foster the own R&D capacities. More than 450,000 students in 59 universities and technical colleges are
an excellent potential to employ innovative personnel.

Institutions: There are many institutions and organisations available that have experience with the 
organisation, management and implementation of such kind of programmes

Finance: Firstly, there must be the financial guarantee to run the program for at least four years. This
includes the availability of money of the whole period. If the government in NRW had to appoint the necessary
money for the programme in the national budget year by year again, there would be no acceptance of the
program by SMEs. It also would bring technical problems for those Innovation Assistants who do not start
on the first of January and who’s funding period ends 31st of December. To make it short: It must be 
guaranteed that a funding is possible over the turn of the fiscal year. Secondly, the payment should be
organised repercussive. This means that the SME gets every six month a payment. The last payment should
be bound to the entry of the final report (see also monitoring and implementation) from the funded
Innovation Assistant.

Monitoring and Evaluation: There should be a final report on the development of the innovative project the
Innovation Assistant has been employed and funded for. The entry of the final report should be obligatory
and the final payment should be bound to the report. In addition, there should be an obligation for the
Innovation Assistant to report on the project and his status inside the firm six month after the funding has
ended. This obligation should be signed by the Innovation assistant already in the beginning of the applica-
tion process.

Process and implementation: The instrument can either be implemented by a private, a public or a private
non-profit institution. The payment for the organisation and implementation service of the programme should
depend on the number of applications monitored per year and the number of funded people as such. It is
also possible to bound the service cost as a percentage of the overall funding per year (however, this can
have unintended incentive effects). I propose, to launch a contest for the task (precise terms of reference
needed) and select the best price/quality proposal.



Name of the instrument
Innovation Assistant

Applying Institution 
ZENIT GmbH Zentrum für Innovation und Technik
in NRW, Mülheim an der Ruhr, North Rhine-
Westphalia (Germany)

Managing Division in Institution,  
Address Commissioning body
Ministry of Innovation, Science, Research and
Technology of the State of North Rhine-Westphalia
Völklinger Straße 49
40221 Düsseldorf                         
or
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Energy 
of the State of North Rhine-Westphalia
Haroldstraße 4
40213 Düsseldorf

I. Idea in a nutshell 
Overview on a) background, b) objective, expected
impact and total cost

Background
NRW has an economy dominated by SMEs, most of
them with no or else insufficient own R&D capacities.
On average, the R&D expenditure of the manufactu-
ring industry in NRW amounted in 2005 to just 
5.32 billion Euros or 1.1% of GDP. Only 58% of
SMEs performed their own innovation activities
(ZEW News 11/2005). At the same time, SMEs in
North Rhine-Westphalia face strong competition from
larger enterprises (mainly from the south of Germany)
when seeking young scientists and engineers, the back-
bone of innovation. 

The “Innovation Assistant” programme links employ-
ment to the realisation of innovation and technology-
oriented projects in small and medium-sized enterprises.
SMEs with no or insufficient R&D potential are
given a financial incentive to employ graduates from
universities or technical colleges in order to start their
own innovation activities. Additional positive (external)
effects are the enhanced capacities, which enable the
firms receiving support to implement joint projects
with research institutes. This helps to create more
highly qualified and sustainable employment and 
contributes to reducing regional brain drain.

At present, the programme is running in the German
federal states of Saxony, Berlin, Brandenburg, Baden-
Württemberg, Lower Saxony and abroad in Upper
and Lower Austria and the Spanish region of Asturias.  
Saxony’s approach is to award a grant covering up to
50% of an assistant’s gross salary (including employer’s
contribution) as an incentive to the SME to start its
own innovation activities and foster internal innova-
tion capabilities.

SMEs are eligible which have less than 250 employees
and whose percentage of R&D staff is under 30%.
The minimum duration of employment is one year
(max. 2 years). The Innovation Assistant’s last univer-
sity degree must have been completed no more than
one year earlier. A maximum of 2 graduates can be
funded as "Innovation Assistants" per enterprise. More
assistants can be supported if the previous ones have
obtained permanent employment in the enterprise or
at least two further positions have been created in the
production department of the enterprise.

Several external evaluations have documented an
excellent input/output ratio of the programme [the
grant/employment ratio in Saxony is approximately
33.800 /assistant and 12.300 /new job (including 
assistants)] and a high level of R&D stimulation in
SMEs. 87% of the employers were “highly satisfied”
with “their” assistants, of which over 80% remained
long-term in the enterprise.
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Objective: 
R&D activities are still the domain of large enterprises
and multinationals. In Germany, just 13% of all
R&D expenditure and 20% of all R&D personnel
(Stifterverband 2008) can be attributed to enterprises
with less than 500 employees. Since 2000, there has
been a positive shift towards SMEs, but in the last
three years there has been a period of stagnation
which coincides with the improved economic perfor-
mance of Germany and NRW in 2006 and 2007. 

SMEs are searching desperately for young scientists
and engineers!  Besides the already known tendency 
of graduates to look for employment in the R&D
departments of large enterprises (salary, career pro-
spects, reputation etc.) or to pursue an academic or
scientific career, in phases of economic upturn, earn-
ing perspectives become even more relevant. Hence
aspiring innovators are being absorbed by financially
strong large enterprises and economically more power-
ful regions, especially from the south of Germany! 

A recent analysis of HIS4 documents revealed a very
critical migration mismatch of university graduates
within Germany. After graduation, a significant per-
centage of graduates leaves the regions “North” and
“East” towards the south of Germany. With regard 
to the region “North”, the chart on the left must be
interpreted as follows: 67% of gainfully employed 
graduates stay in their federal state, 80% in the region
“North”. 4% of graduates migrate to another country.
The imbalance occurs when looking at inner-German
migration. 13% of all students that graduated at uni-
versities in the region “North” subsequently work in
the region “South”. On the other hand, only 6% of
those who completed their studies in the south of
Germany migrate afterwards to work in the North.
The imbalance for the region “East” is even worse. 
In absolute numbers, the region “North” loses over
2.050 graduates (equivalent to 7% of total graduates)
(“East” 6.500 graduates) each year to the “South” of
Germany. Particularly dramatic is the loss of graduates

in the disciplines “engineering”, “electrical enginee-
ring”, "information technologies”, “industrial enginee-
ring” “mathematics” and "natural sciences”. For the
region “North” the negative balance amounts to over
620 graduates or - 6% of all graduates in these disci-
plines in the respective region.  This regional brain
drain is worsening, despite the excellent starting posi-
tion of NRW with the densest R&D infrastructure in
Germany: 59 universities and technical colleges with
around 450.000 students and 40.000 graduates every
year [of which 16.500 persons complete their studies
in science or engineering (ISCED 5 & 6)]. Intelligent
solutions are needed to enable medium-sized enter-
prises with no or insufficient R&D potential to employ
graduates from universities and technical colleges. 

Conclusion: 
• From the point of view of small and medium-sized

enterprises, the implementation of the Innovation
Assistant programme is as necessary in economic
boom phases with a simultaneous shortage of quali-
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fied people as in phases of economic slowdown. 
• The employment of an “Innovation Assistant” incre-

ases the R&D activity of SMEs and improves their
receptiveness for additional R&D at the same time
(thus enabling the firms receiving support to imple-
ment joint projects with research institutes). This
strengthens the economic competitiveness of SMEs
in the medium and long term.

• Overall, the “Innovation Assistant” instrument sup-
ports technology transfer from universities and tech-
nical colleges.

• The “Innovation Assistant” programme helps to 
create highly qualified and sustainable employment.

• The “Innovation Assistant” programme contributes
to reducing regional brain drain.

I. Rationale specified 
NRW has around 723.000 SMEs (2007) which
account for 96% of all enterprises. SMEs provide
employment for 67.8 % of the working population.
However, only a small number of these companies
perform their own research and innovation activities,
although NRW offers plenty of opportunities to foster
R&D capacities. 

The "Innovation Assistant" programme addresses
enterprises in the manufacturing sector. Even if one
considers enterprises with between 20 and 250
employees as the core group, as their funding promi-
ses the best innovation leverage effect, there is still a
total number of 10.500 firms in NRW (2005) where
the assignment of Innovation Assistants promises a
disproportionate improvement of innovation capa-
bilities. See following table: 

Year Firms Employees perfomed Gross Total Turnover*
in total working hours wages total of which foreign sales

monthly average 1.000 in Mill. EUR
1991 11.887 2.037.974 2.248.514 56.179 265.059 68.826

1992 11.911 1.982.960 2.166.765 57.944 265.818 68.594

1993 11.696 1.842.951 1.921.702 55.242 247.141 63.020

1994 11.284 1.721.262 1.809.733 53.176 254.263 67.889

1995 10.587 1.649.688 1.739.532 53.201 263.851 73.592

1996 10.362 1.586.295 1.616.545 52.487 258.473 76.476

1997 10.054 1.520.595 1.542.652 51.009 266.556 83.594

1998 10.419 1.519.988 1.552.956 51.313 269.928 86.315

1999 10.721 1.496.957 1.504.802 51.453 274.880 89.972

2000 10.689 1.472.072 1.484.195 51.897 299.285 103.843

2001 10.935 1.453.055 1.436.239 51.713 297.324 105.122

2002 10.504 1.381.853 1.345.081 50.371 287.287 102.479

2003 10.596 1.345.222 2.051.719 49.917 286.904 103.326

2004 10.577 1.298.344 2.014.175 49.341 308.303 116.096

2005 10.458 1.273.358 1.975.618 49.154 322.628 124.899

* without value added tax, Source: LDS NRW (2006), statistisches Jahrbuch Nordrhein-Westfalen 2006, p. 327

Table: Firms, employees, Working hours, gross wages and turnover in manufacturing industries 
in North Rhine-Westphalia between 1991 and 2005



It should be a political goal to motivate at least an
additional 100 SMEs per year to innovate. This is
around 1% of the core group of SMEs. 

In Saxony’s approach, the costs for one “Innovation
Assistant” amount to an average of 33.800 Euros per
year. Hence an overall budget of 3.55 million Euros
per year (including administration of the programme
and excluding costs for marketing the programme)
must be mobilised by the North Rhine-Westphalian
government on an annual basis in order to re-launch the
programme (see detailed calculations in Appendix 1).

An alternative could be a capped funding scheme, e.g.
25% of the salary but a maximum of 12.500 Euro 
per Innovation Assistant. In this case, the total cost
per year would amount to approximately 1.5 million
Euros (see detailed calculations in Appendix 1).

The programme can be co-financed with European
Social Fund resources in the structural funding period
2007 - 2013, as is already the case in Saxony.

The programme officers should maintain close con-
tact with the (federal) ProInno programme office
(since July 2008 “ZIM Programme”). ZIM offers
financial aid for technologically ambitious projects in
SMEs. This also includes financial support for the
R&D personnel involved. Some NRW-specific adap-
tations to the Saxon version of the “Innovation
Assistant” programme should be taken into conside-
ration:

1) The funding limit for eligible personnel costs
might be lower than 2.800 /month. 

2) The funding scheme might include a financial
incentive to employ women (Gender Mainstreaming).
This would result in higher eligible costs for women
than for men. 

3) SMEs should also focus on the internationalisation
of their activities. For this reason it makes sense to
expand the funding scheme to cover projects that
assist the internationalisation process in SMEs. Here
the scheme would in particular address young graduates
in scientific/engineering disciplines with foreign lang-
uage skills (EuroAssistant).

4) Given the large number of eligible SMEs in NRW,
it may be useful to limit the number of  Innovation
Assistants funded per SME. Alternatively, a solution
could be to correlate the number of Innovation
Assistants funded per firm with the employment policy
of the applicant firm: More Innovation Assistants 
can be supported if the previous Assistant obtained
permanent employment or at least two additional
positions in production have been created per
Assistant.

II. Implementation strategy in detail 
The implementation strategy should be based on four
different pillars:
1) Information campaign through the Programme

Management Unit addressing all multipliers who
offer services to the target group of SMEs:
Chambers of commerce, chambers of crafts, sectoral
associations, business development agencies, business
consultants, cluster agencies, technology transfer
units at universities, technology consultance.

2) An ongoing series of programme presentations at
universities/universities of applied sciences to
inform potential graduates about the programme’s
recruiting procedure and incentives (in cooperation
with the technology transfer units, specific student
bodies at the universities and/or AIESSEC);
Presentation of the programme at career congresses
for university graduates.

3) Direct information for SMEs via mail or email and
telephone using the NRW.Europa Network (former
IRC and EIC network); information via a specific
homepage.

4) Information for the general public by means of
media: newspapers, radio, television, articles in 
specific magazines.
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a) Project duration:
The overall duration of the programme should be at
least four years (plus phasing out period) as informa-
tion campaign and public marketing of this new initi-
ative need at least one year before they show effect

b) Target group 
• SMEs (from manufacturing sector) with between 

20 and 250 employees
• Graduates from universities/universities of applied

sciences

c) Implementation activities 
The instrument can either be implemented by a 
private, a public or a private non-profit institution.
Payment for management of the programme should
depend on the number of cases monitored per year
and the number of persons funded. It is also possible
to link the service cost as a percentage of the overall
funding per year (this can however have unintended
incentive effects). We propose that a competition for
the task be launched (precise terms of reference needed)
and the best price/quality proposal be selected.

Specific implementation details:
a) Inception phase: Kick-off seminar for key

players/multipliers to introduce the new instrument
and its main benefits for SMEs

b) Implementation phase: Road show at universities,
SMEs, exhibitions

c) Marketing & communication: See activities listed
in Appendix I.

d) Description of support facilities 
The instrument can be implemented in two ways:
a) Using EU funds as a co-financing instrument: In

this case, the instrument should be approved by the
European Commission. This also implies additional
monitoring and administration activities.

b) Using only regional funds: The programme is then
relevant in terms of de minimis and the beneficiary
SME must sign a corresponding declaration. De
minimis means that an enterprise may only receive
public financial aid up to 200.000 Euros within a
2-year period. The Innovation Assistant program-
me amounts to 15.000 Euros of de minimis funds
per year.

e) Assumptions and risk assessment 
• The overall success of an innovation project 

for which the Innovation Assistant is employed
cannot be guaranteed in advance.

• It may also occur that the Innovation Assistant
seeks alternative employment before completing
the innovation project in the firm.

• It may occur that the Innovation Assistant and 
the firm are not compatible.

f) Success factors for implementation  
Essential preconditions for implementation are 
fulfilled since:
• The objective of the Innovation Assistant programme

matches perfectly the political target of the NRW
government to foster innovation capabilities in SMEs. 

• Secondly, several institutions and organisations are
available that are experienced in the organisation,
management and implementation of this kind of
programme.

• The knowledge environment in NRW in terms of
universities is ideal: 59 universities and technical 
colleges produce over 40.000 graduates each year.

• The trust environment is optimal as the “Innovation
Assistant” programme has already been carried out
in a similar form in NRW between 1986 and 2005.
Hence the programme is well known and was fre-
quently used by still existing SMEs. 



• Several external evaluations have documented the
excellent input/output ratio of the programme
[12.300 Euro/new job (including assistants), Saxony
figures] and its high level of R&D stimulation in
SMEs. A renowned institution (ZENIT) implemen-
ted the programme on behalf of the Ministry of
Economic Affairs.

However, only limited financial resources are available.
Existing public budgets are mainly reserved for sectoral
competitions rather than for addressing existing pro-
blems by launching specific projects and programmes.
Thus the grant must be adapted to the regional salary
level and projects must be clearly defined both in 
quality and duration.

g) Monitoring and evaluation 
There should be a final report on the innovative pro-
ject for which the Innovation Assistant was employed
and funded. Submission of the final report should be
obligatory and the final payment should be dependent
on the report. In addition, there should be an obliga-
tion for the Innovation Assistant to report on the pro-
ject and his/her status in the enterprise six months
after the funding has ended. This obligation should 
be signed by the Innovation Assistant at the beginning
of the application process.

h) Sustainability 
An initiative such as the “Innovation Assistant” pro-
gramme is designed as a financial incentive on the
basis of public funding. Hence the programme cannot
develop a self-supporting character.

i) Costs 
Firstly, there should be the guarantee to run the pro-
gramme for at least four years. This includes the avai-
lability of funds for the whole period. If the govern-
ment in NRW has to allocate the funds necessary for
the programme in the national budget year by year,
SMEs will not accept the programme. It also would
lead to technical problems for those Innovation
Assistants who do not start on 1st January and whose
funding period ends after 31st December. In short: 
A guarantee is needed that funding is possible over 
the turn of the fiscal year. 

Secondly, the payment should be sliding. This means
that the SME receives a payment every six months.
The last payment will be dependent on the submission
of the final report (see also monitoring and imple-
mentation) by the Innovation Assistant.

Appendix 
I. Logical Framework of implementation with time

schedule 
II. Detailed calculations
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Appendix 1: Logical Framework of implementation 

Application not recommended

Recommendation to reject the applicationApproved by Programme Management Unit

Selection of qualified Programme Management Unit via tender

Management Unit organises Information Day about “Innovation Assistant” programme for 
potential multipliers in the region: Regional development agencies, chambers of commerce, 

innovation consultants, other intermediary institutions which address SMEs

Qualified consultation (by telephone or direct contact)

Submission of complete application to Programme Management Unit 
(forms, project description, annexes)

Assessment of the application:  
(under economic, technological and formal aspects), if necessary contact to applicant enterprise)

Decision on the application

Project support:

- Payment of grants
- Project monitoring/controlling (assessment of reports, if necessary on-the-spot visits)

Final report on project expenditure: Applicant compiles final report and reports about 
his employment status six months after the end of the project 

Dissemination of application forms
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Innovation Assistant – Implementation Schedule

User level:

SMEs and

graduates

Policy Level

Programme

management

Unit

08 20102009

12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Year

Month

Political decision

on Innovation Assistant

Road Show (presentation of IA at

universities, fairs, SME associations)

Public Tender: Selec-

tion „Programme

managing unit“

Ongoing: Info hotline for applicants

Kick off Workshop for multipliers

100 applications
30 applications

12

2011 2012

IA - Info days

100 ap.
100 ap.

330 Innovation projects by 2012

330 final reports by 6/2014

MId-term

evaluation

Firm visits

Quarterly monitoring, statistical update (applicant, approvals, innovation, new jobs)
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Appendix 2: Detailed calculations
The goal in NRW should be to motivate at least 100
SMEs per year to commence additional innovation
activities.

Calculation alternative 1 (approach in Saxony):
• 100 Innovation Assistants 

Average salary of Innovation Assistant: 45.000 Euro
(plus 20%) = 54.000 Euro (gross employer cost)
(engineer, diploma in natural sciences)
50% funding from programme: 27.000 Euro grant
per Innovation Assistant

2.700.000 Euro direct cost for Innovation Assistants
per year

+ 7% for Programme Management Unit per year
(175.000 )

Total 2.890.000  per year

Total cost for a 4-year period: 
11.832.000 Euro (policymaker’s perspective)

Calculation alternative 2 (adjusted approach):
• 100 Innovation Assistants 

Average salary of Innovation Assistant: 45.000 
(plus 20%) = 54.000  (gross employer cost) (engi-
neer, diploma in natural sciences)
25 % funding from programme with grant cap at
12.500 Euro per Innovation Assistant (15.000 Euro
if Innovation Assistant is female)

1.250.000 Euro direct cost for Innovation Assistants
per year

+ 7% for Programme Management Unit per year
(87.500 )

Total 1.337.500 Euro per year 

Total cost for a 4-year period: 
5.350.000 Euro (policymaker’s perspective)

Additional costs:
a) Should the programme foresee integrating additional

training sessions for the Innovation Assistants, 
these training costs must be calculated in addition
[ca. 4.000 Euro per training (covers fee for trainer,
catering, organisation, etc.)] (ca. 8.000 Euro per
year).

b) Marketing expenditure is not in the above budget:
advertising the programme in newspapers, presen-
tations of the programme at exhibitions (either for
graduates or for SMEs), publications in professional
journals, information sessions (ca. 25.000 Euro per
year).

c) At the beginning of the first year, it might be
advantageous to organise a road show to all univer-
sities/universities of applied sciences (59 universities
and technical colleges) which can be roughly calcu-
lated at 60.000 Euro including travel costs. In the
subsequent years, presentations should be made
only at selected universities (5-10 presentations p.a.).

d) For a 4-year period, the total cost would amount
to: 11.560.000 Euro (grant plus management cost)
+ 32.000 Euro (training for Innovation Assistants)
+ 100.000 Euro (PR, marketing) + 60.000 Euro
(initial road show) +20.000 Euro (regular presenta-
tions).

e) Should the Ministry plan an external evaluation
after a four-year period, then the calculated cost 
for this would be 60.000 Euro.


