EUROPEAN UNION

Committee of the Regions

Summary of a Survey on the Europe 2020
Flagship Initiative “Innovation Union”

Final Survey Report



This survey report was written by Vienna Universityof Economics and
Business, Research Institute for Managing Sustaindity (RIMAS)
(Zoran Rusnov).
They do not represent the official views of the Comittee of the Regions.

More information on the European Union and the Comnitee of the
Regions is available online at http://www.europa.eu and
http://www.cor.europa.eu respectively.

Catalogue number: QG-04-13-069-EN-N
ISBN: 978-92-895-0760-8
DOI: 10.2863/95058

© European Union, November 2013
Partial reproduction is allowed, provided that soerce is explicitly mentioned.



Table of contents

1 BasSIC INfOrMAatION ......oovveiiiiiiiieeiii et eeeaeaae 1

2 Current issues and challenges in this policy field..........ccccccccooiiiien.

3 Policy challenges and responses at regional level.............................. 8
3.1 General fINAdINGS.....oi i i ceremm e e e e e e eaaane 9
3.2 SPeCIfiC fINAINGS ...vvuiiii i e 10

4 How is the Innovation Union relevant to your city @ region?........... 16
4.1 General fINAdINGS......ccoovuiiiiii e e 16
4.2 SPECIfiC fINAINGS ....oe e e 17

5 Are your country’s policies relevant for your city or region? ............ 20
5.1 General fINndiNgS.....cooii i ceemmm e 20
5.2 SPeCifiC fINAINGS ...ouuuiiiiiiiiiiiie e 20

6 Policy and fuNding ISSUES.........couuuuiiis ettt e e 23
6.1 General fINdINgS.....cooo i ceeemm e 23
6.2 SPECIfiC fINAINGS ...ovuiiiiiiiiiii e 24

7 CONCIUSIONS ..ttt e e e e e e aees 27

Annex | — List Of reSPONUENTS.........cooeeiiiim e 29

Annex Il — List of regional/local initiatives reported in the contributions.. 36
Annex Il — Box of good PractiCes .........ccovvveveiiiiiiiieeeeeceie e 39.



List of figures

Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.
Figure 5.
Figure 6.
Figure 7.

The number of responses received by Eldbeestate ...................... 1
Survey responses by type of authOority .. ......ceeeeeviiiiiiiiiiieee. 2
Regional Innovators, IUS 2013 ..., 7..

Preferred Policy Programmes by LRAS. c.......ooooviviiiiiiii e, 10
Challenges to reach 3% of GDP to R&D...........cccevviiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnn. 12
Progress made in 12 thematic headingsedhnovation Union....... 18

Main Source of Funding under the Inn@ratVnion.............c........... 24



1 Basic information

In summer/autumn 2013, the Committee of Regionsdgcied a study on
“Innovation Union” * flagship initiative, through its Europe 2020 Mamihg
Platform, providing the current status on this ¢ofsfom the point of view of
Local and Regional Authorities.

This survey is part of a broader monitoring exer@a Europe 2020, which was
launched by the Committee of the Regions (CoR) @tddnber 2012 and will
last until November 2013. The results of these widdial assessments will
provide the backdrop for seven conferences — onedch flagship initiative
assessment — that will subsequently feed into dméribution of the Committee
of the Regions to the EU Commission’s mid-term eewviof the Europe 2020
strategy due in 2014. The present survey repdrased on 41 responses from
17 EU Member States. The findings will be presemtiethe CoR conference on
27 November 2013.
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Figure 1. The number of responses received by EU miber state

! The survey was open between 18 July and 27 Septe2i3; the questionnaire and basic backgroundean
found at:https://portal.cor.europa.eu/europe2020/Surveys§amovation-Union.aspx




The majority of responses were provided by — obehalf of — Regions (21),
followed by Cities (9), Provinces (6), Associati@fCities and Regions (2) and
Counties, Organisations and Other (1 each), asbebin Figure 2. Out of the
41 participants, 22 are members of the Committeth@fRegion’s Monitoring

Platform for the Europe 2020 Strategy and 16 anaipees of the S3 Platforr.

B Region

m City

= Province

m Association of Cities and Regions
® Organisation

= County
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Figure 2. Survey responses by type of authority

This report is divided into four sections in acamde with the blocks of
guestions included in the survey questionnairesé&lsections are:

» Policy challenges and responses at regional aradi leoeel.

* How is the “Innovation Union” relevant for your gior region?
» Are your countries’ policies relevant to your ottiyregion?

» Policy and funding issues.

Each section both summarises the main trends engefigim the responses and
highlights particular perspectives as well as ueiqgomments. These four
sections are preceded by an introductory sectioniging information on the
flagship initiative itself as well as on currensugs and challenges in the related
policy fields.

Z http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/s3-platform-ségjied-regions




2 Current issues and challenges in this
policy field

As a crucial part of the Europe 2020 strategy thgship initiative ‘Innovation
Union’, under the pillar of Smart Growth, is focdsen research and
development on major societal challenges, suchliaste change, resource
efficiency, and demographic change. Furthermosaiin is it to boost ideas and
creativity for the creation of jobs by increasingvestment in research and
innovation. As one of the goals of the Europe 26&@ategy, the goal on R&D
expenditure is set at 3% of GDP. However, this inigé rather difficult to
achieve for Member States that are still expermmpdhe aftermath of the
economic crisis.

However, by using the strategic approachswoiart specialization strategies
the design of policies which will foster maximunataing linkages both within
the target regions as well as between regionspeanf help for those Member
States that are battling the effects of the finalnarisis® Under the new
Cohesion Policy, EU Member States as well as tlespective regions will have
to incorporate such a strategy in order to be ldkgto receive fiscal support
from the European Regional Development Flind.

Nevertheless, it must be said that those counthiashave had high levels of
investment in R&D, such as Germany and Sweden, leaverged from the
crisis more quickly than other countries, indicgtthe importance of innovation
for economic recovery.

In order to foster innovation, many Member Statsehaunched policy reforms
such as introducing higher autonomy to universitreshe matter of research,
internationalisation of public and private reseaactors as well as emphasizing
cross border mobility and a sound level of compmetit A crucial issue for
pushing innovation are the instruments used tood®@% of the measures used
are supply side instruments, such as tax incengvasts and subsidised loans —
whereas it would be necessary to boost demand isgteuments such as
standards, regulations and public procurement opegrty enhance the market
for innovative solutions. Important steps towardsapproach of bringing the
EU’s expenditure on R&D to 3% of the GDP is refegttby, inter alia, the
unitary patent package that was reached in 201@ucneg administrative

% Smart Specialisation, Regional Growth and Appiarat to EU Cohesion Policy:
http://ipts.jrc.ec.europa.eu/docs/s3_mccann_orpeda.

* Guide to Research and Innovation Strategies farS8pecialisation (RIS 3):
http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/en/c/documehbtaty/get file?uuid=e50397e3-f2b1-4086-8608-
7b86e69e8553




procedures and maintenance fees, thus allowing db&@inment by EU
individuals and companies of a unitary patent tghmut the EU.

Further the implementation of tHeuropean Innovation Partnership should
ensure incorporating all relevant stakeholders th® research chain — from
regional to national level, sufficient investmentdemonstration and pilots as
well as ensuring a quicker way to the market foowative breakthroughs. With
a view to the EU reaching an investment level of &%is GDP, Horizon 2020
facilitation of research approaches, transnaticinaiding in the European
Research Area could generate additional € 44%hbillind 7.2 million job3.

The European Research Areaas stated in the Treaty on the Functioning of the
European Union, was being developed in order tefagsearch and innovation
and make the EU as a whole more competitive orwtiméd market. According

to the European Research Area progress reporf 20t8e are reforms urgently
necessary in order to counter act the consequeridde economic crisis such
as short cuts in budgets, which are preventinguhgotential of EU research
projects to be realised. Therefore the importan€enational authorities
providing sufficient funding to respective researndstitutes is of essential
significance in order to boost innovation, henceate a foundation for job
growth.

When talking about innovation in the public secttre European Public
Sector Innovation Scoreboard 2013 repbminderlines the fact that the public
sector in the EU plays a key role in the lattecsremy by employing 25% of
the EU population. Due to budgetary cuts, the gbdturopean Public Sector
Innovation is it to tackle these constraints by areneffective and efficient
design of public services. In that sense socieldlllenges and decreased
monetary resources are the main drivers for inmeagolutions in the public
sector. In order the measure the effectivenesseEuropean Public Sector the
European Commission has launched a pilot projear&vkhe measuring of the
EU Member States public sector innovation is at ¢hee. It was found that
innovative approaches are present, though tha¢ ther some internal barriers
such as the lack of management support and thevisise culture, resulting in
inefficient service. In general, two out of threabpc administrations have
launched an innovative service, such as offering services for businesses by
which the respective domestic economy is fostered.

® State of the Innovation Unions 2012:
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do2G§0OM:2013:0149:FIN:en:PDF

® European Research Area Progress Report 20t8//ec.europa.eu/research/era/progressreport2oistm
" European Public Sector Innovation Scoreboard 2013:
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovafias/epsis-2013_en.pdf




Creative industries, such as art, film, TV, fashion, software and oigi@mes —
just to name a few, are gaining increasingly imgoece in the economy
landscape of the EU. As pointed out by the Europ€ammission in the
Communiqué regarding ‘An Integrated Industrial Byplfor the Globalisation
Era - Putting Competitiveness and SustainabilityCantre Stage’, creative
industries are becoming an important pillar for ginewth of the EU, accounting
for 3.33% of the EU GDP and 3% of employment. Tihdustry sticks out due
to its tendency for innovation while at the sammneti being a driver for
innovation in other sectofs.

In order to provide an accurate overview of therenirissues concerning the
Innovation Union of the EU, the Innovation Scoreitba013 report was used

to display the most important challenges and hsrthat EU regions are facing
at the moment in this matter.

The Innovation scoreboard is assessing the perfoxenaf EU Member States
as well as their regions taking into account sduedicators that are to be found
under the three main drivers:

> Enablers

* Human resources (30-34yrs old having doctorate240s old completed
secondary education).

* Open, excellent and attractive research systenterifetional scientific
co-publications, most cited publications and nondgldtorate students).

* Finance and support (availability of finance fonawation projects by
venture capital investments, support of governmdotsresearch and
innovation activities by R&D expenditures).

> Firm activities

* Firm investments (indicators of both R&D and non{R&vestments that
firms make in order to generate innovations).

* Linkages & entrepreneurship (measuring innovatiapabilities by
looking at SMEs with that innovate in-house andatmration efforts

8 An Integrated Industrial Policy for the Globalisat Era - Putting Competitiveness and SustainghilitCentre
Stage [ COM (2010) 604]:

http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/indusit@mipetitiveness/industrial-
policy/files/communication_on_industrial policy pdf.

¥ Innovation Union Scoreboard 2018tp://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovafites/ius-2013 _en.pdf




between innovating firms and research collaboratietween the private
and public sector).

* Intellectual assets (captures different forms ofellactual Property
Rights, PCT patents application, community traddéhand designs).

» Outputs

* Innovators (firms that introduced innovation onte tmarket, covering
technological and non-technological innovation adlwas high growth
firms).

* Economic effects (economic success of innovationemployment,
contribution of medium and high tech product exporéxports of
knowledge intensive services and sales due to atrmvactivities as well
as license and patent revenues from selling teolgred abroad).

When looking at the innovation performance on thenMer State level, a wide
gap between innovation leaders and innovation lagg@an be identified,
causing a growing divergence in performance. Leadiountries such as
Sweden, Finland, Denmark and Germany have demdtedtean ever growing
increase in innovation since the beginning of theolation Union in 2010.
However, in total, there is insufficient progressrebnstrated since the start of
the Europe 2020 strategy set by the European Union.

On an international level the EU ranks fourth platennovation, after South
Korea, the US and Japan. It has still maintainedleiad over the BRIC
countries, even though the lead over China hasdsed in the last year. High
R&D expenditures such as the one by South Koreh 8% of its GDF as
well as higher rates of tertiary education in th8 bhake it difficult for the
European Union to catch up.

On the regional level, the innovation leaders arebé¢ found in Germany,
Sweden, Finland, Denmark as well as in part of égaAustria, Belgium,
Netherlands and the UK (Figure 3).

10 hitp://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal _Soci€gntent/policy/publications/2011/4294976134.pdf
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Figure 3. Regional Innovators, IUS 2013

Nevertheless there is also diversity within statede considered, such as in
Portugal and France, showing in-country disparitegnovation performance.
Similar conditions are observed in Czech Repulblinland, the UK, Norway,
Spain and the Netherlands as well as Sweden.

Even though weak performing countries (moderateodast innovators) in their
entirety are low performing when looking at theigadors used to measure, they
do as well have regions which are above averageatters of innovation, such
as the cities of Prague or Lisboan and Bucharest.

However those countries that are rather perforrmreg poor manner are having
difficulties in balancing out their performance ustture, meaning that there
might be modest to high performance in human ressuthough rather low
performance in intellectual assets and firm investts. In order to bring about
an equal innovation performance amongst EU 27 cmsntthe imbalance of
performance must be achieved, hence ensuring mfiachievement in all
three main drivers.
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Policy challenges and responses at
regional level

This section addresses the following four questadrthe survey:

Q1

What type of policy programmes/actions is being lengented in yout
city/region to support the policy goals of the Imaton Union (see Boj

()

1)?

Q2

One of the main aims of the Europe 2020 Strategytoisincrease
investments in R&D to 3% of EU GDP. This targetuisderpinned by
several actions under Innovation Union. The latestovation Union
Scoreboartt of the European Commission, a progress monitotaud,
shows that there are big differences in the pregreade towards this
target across the EUWNhich of the following challenges would you
consider as the most urgent to address?

Q3

In line with the Innovation Union flagship initis@ and the additiona
Communication on "Regional Policy contributing toast growth in
Europe 2020" (see Box 2), local and regional autibsrare encouraged to
build smart specialisation strategies, as a canditor having access to EU
Structural Funds available for investments in regeand innovation. Does
your region/city have a smart specialisation styg?e

Q4

Innovation Union and the concept of smart spe@tbs encourage a
better integration of cultural and creative indiestin the overall economic
development. Although they have a high innovatioteptial, they are no
always included in strategies or projecfye cultural and creative
industries included in the economic development stitegy and/or in the
smart specialisation strategy of your city/region?

~—

! comparative analysis of European analysis for 2013
http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovafamis-figures-analysis/innovation-scoreboard




3.1 General findings

The most favoured policy programme or action topsup objectives of the
Innovation Union was deemed to Havesting in R&D, innovation and ICT
(own resources, public-private partnerships, otheources...)’. Most
respondents (90%) stated that this type of actomdaluded in their regional
agendas, followed by the action‘@foviding support to potential beneficiaries
to access EU funds and participate in EU initiasive the field of research and
innovation’ with 83% and Encouraging the use of the results of research
projects in innovative products and serviceand Cooperation with
international partners in the field of research ameovation’with 78% of the
respondents.

The majority of the LRAs, with 63%, mentioned titia@ most urgent challenge
in the matter of reaching 3% of the GDP investe®R&D, is ‘Poor access to
finance for innovative start-up®qual with the issue dNo real cooperation
between research and industry, limited scale ofiding ideas to marketwith
63%. Every second respondent stated that ‘Othsues should be tackled such
as the administrative burdens and complex procsduvhich in their opinion
should be lowered in order to make access to feader.

75% of the participants said that their region hatgplemented a smart
specialization strategy, whereas most of thoseepted an inside on how they
include stakeholders in their strategy and proadeundation for the latter in
order to be able to properly participate in thipetyof strategy. 17% of the
respondents that mentioned not having a smart apgtion in place, which
will make it more difficult for these to receive BHunds, since having such a
strategy in place was proposed to become an ex@riditionality for EU
Member States and respective regions in order tdiggal support granted by
EU funds.

As to the question of whether LRAs have included tulture or creative
industry in their economic development/ smart sgemtion strategy, 70% of
the respondents answered with a yes, whereas teefraquent explanation of
those was that the culture or creative industriglerigs to key areas of their
innovation strategy, which reflects the rising impace of this industry —
generating 3.33% of EU’s GDP.

12% of those that declined including culture andative industries in their
regional strategies have not provided an explanatsto why this is the case.



3.2 Specific findings

Q1. What type of policy programmes/actions are lgeimplemented in your
city/region to support the policy goals of the Inmation Union (see Box 1)?

The most frequent type of programmes or actiondamented by the respective

LRAs participating in this survey wakwesting in R&D, innovation and ICT
(own resources, public-private partnerships, oteeurces...)with 90% of the
respondents stated that the latter was supportivthé policy goals of the
Innovation Union (Figure 4).

As explained by ‘Innoviris- The Brussels Institdite Research and Innovation’
(Belgium), the regional RDI programme, entailedsifpport schemes, devoted
funds to regional businesses and university rebaaentres that are specializing

in ICT, environmental/energy and health issues. ‘Bnatislava Self-Governing
Region’ (Slovakia) mentioned that its regional imaton strategy’s main aim

was it to create an R&D and innovation region ofdpean standards linked to

the European and global economy and to achievéieaticoncentration in the
region of technology companies.

100%
90% -
80% -
70% -+—
60% -—
50% -+—
40% -
30% -
20% -
-

I m yes

L ® don't know

N
R H no answer

10% +—

0% _____- W , - , - ,
-" 0'. ,bQ.’.

Figure 4. Preferred Policy Programmes by LRAS
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The second most implemented programme or actiors wantioned to be
‘Providing support to potential beneficiaries tocass EU funds and participate
in EU initiatives in the field of research and irvadion’ with 83%. The
‘Autonomous Government of Catalufia’ (Spain) mergmrthat government's
responses to taking forward the opportunities rgisfrom European and
international R&D programmes were focused on eragng the active
involvement of stakeholders and companies makintheagR&D and innovation
system. The ‘Business and Innovation Center Busegehl (Austria) reported
about their initiative “Gute ldee, Burgenland” (Gbaea, Burgenland) where
innovation managers who were in close and constantact with companies
from Burgenland, strived to raise their innovatlemel by not only introducing
these companies to regional but as well to EU fuRdsking as well with 83%
‘Encouraging the use of the results of researchqmtsjin innovative products
and servicesis deemed as a policy action needed to accomphlsits of the
Innovation Union.

80% of the participants mentioned th@boperation with international partners
in the field of research and innovatiofdllowed by‘Encouraging innovation in
the public sector'with 75%, ‘Removing barriers to innovation, such as
expensive intellectual property rights and limi@ccess to financenith 73%,
‘Stimulating social innovationwith 65% as well a&articipating in one of the
European Innovation Partnershipsnked last with 50%.

Q2. One of the main aims of the Europe 2020 Straters to increase
investments in R&D to 3% of EU GDP. This targetusderpinned by several
actions under Innovation Union. The latest Innovain Union Scoreboartf of

the European Commission, a progress monitoring toshows that there are
big differences in the progress made towards tlasget across the EU. Which
of the following challenges would you consider dsetmost urgent to address?

With 63% of the respondents the issueS0br access to finance for innovative
start-ups’is the most urgent issue that needs to be addréBsgure 5). The
second most urgent challenge to addressN@ real cooperation between
research and industry, limited scale of bringingas to marketwith as well
63% of the participants mentioned this issue ne¢ddxk addressed. With 49%
the most urgent challenge that needs to be addres'$énder-investment in the
existing knowledge base (infrastructure, public essh centres etc.)as
explained by the ‘Office of the Regional GovernmehiStyria’ were the high
costs of intellectual property rights (IPRs) aslves the strategic approach to
innovation at national level. Almost every secod®%) of the respondents

12 Comparative analysis of European analysis for 201p://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovafamis-
figures-analysis/innovation-scoreboard
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mentioned Other’ to be seen as an important hurdle that is supptsduk
tackled. The ‘Border Midland and Western Regionatsémbly‘(Ireland)
explicitly talked about the fact that no strategipproach to innovation at
regional level was present. The ‘Ornskoldsvik Muymadity‘(Sweden) explained
that developing the level of innovation in the paldector in a structured and
effective way was a challenge that needed to bereaddd, whereas
municipalities were required to complete taskswibich there are currently no
solutions, and developing innovative procurementildianot be enough in this
context, as the challenges were too large anddoplex.

Under-investment in the existing knowledge base
(infrastructure, public research centres etc.)

Poor access to finance for innovative start-ups

High costs of intellectual property rights (IPRs)

Ineffective use of the innovation possibilities
offered by public procurement
Fragmentation and costly duplication of projects
and programmes
No strategic approach to innovation at national
level
No real cooperation between research and
industry, limited scale of bringing ideas to market
So-called "brain-drain" (best talents leaving
Europe for opportunities elsewhere)

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Figure 5. Challenges to reach 3% of GDP to R&D

The ‘Region of Western Greece’ (Greece) stated ithradvation must form an
integral part of public authorities' processes,deethat innovation was unknown
territory for public authorities, concerning onlgsearch centres and other
bodies which were interested in innovation as parta helix (triple or
guadruple) that was unconnected. The ‘Belgian Minidor the German
speaking community‘(Belgium) answered that theres waa real cooperation
between research and industry (especially for SiviEkjch brought about low
innovation outcomes. The ‘Business Innovation QeBiergenland’ (Austria),
the ‘Office of the Regional Government of Styrial(gtria) as well as the City of
Heerhugowaard (Netherlands) mentioned the factoof ligh administrative
burdens imposed by the EU on regional levels wingng to access funds in
this matter.
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Followed by ‘So-called "brain-drain" (best talents leaving Ew® for
opportunities elsewhere(46%), ‘Ineffective use of the innovation possibilities
offered by public procurementwith (44%)’, ‘No strategic approach to
innovation at national level{41%), Fragmentation and costly duplication of
projects and programme$32%) andHigh costs of intellectual property rights
(IPRs)"with 17%.

Q3. In line with the Innovation Union flagship initiatve and the additional
Communication on "Regional Policy contributing tomsart growth in Europe
2020" (see Box 2), local and regional authoritieseaencouraged to build
smart specialisation strategies, as a condition fbaving access to EU
Structural Funds available for investments in reseh and innovation. Does
your region/city have a smart specialisation strgy®

75% of the respondents mentioned that their regiyn/had a smart
specialization strategy, where as 17% declinedngasiuch a strategy in place
and 8% did not answer this question.

The ‘Province of Utrecht’ (Netherlands) mention&dttits smart specialization
strategy opted for a broad approach to the conmejpinovation, establishing a
link with the available instruments — not only Epean funds, but also national
resources, whereas its focus laid on offering iati@e solutions to social
challenges and needs. The ‘Madeira Region’ (Polfugveloped an action
plan for research, technological development andvation of the Autonomous
Region of Madeira which involved more than 30 bedand established the
priorities and strategic actions for the regiornvarious areas of development.
The ‘Marshal's Office of the Lubelskie Region, LiakPoland) presented its
innovation clusters for regional growth entailirige tsupport of participation by
bodies and their cooperative structures in netwatksational and international
level, introducing effective mechanisms and finagdiools to serve the needs of
innovative companies as well as developing the kedge and skills of SME
staff with a view to enhancing their companies' petitiveness on the basis of
innovation and strategic management. The ‘INNOVAdksAlféld Regional
Development and Innovation Agency’ (Hungary) repdrabout implementing
innovation clusters for regional growth, innovatiofriendly business
environments for SMEs, attractive regional reseanffastructure and centres
for competence as well as introducing “creative cleurs” in order to boost
creativity and cultural industries.

The ‘Region of Attica’ (Greece) argued that theraswstill no smart

specialization in place since it needs to be faaaliin order to be properly
implemented.

13



For those 17% (7 out of 41) that have declarechaving a smart specialisation
strategy in place, receiving funds under the ERDIFvecome rather difficult,
since as already explained under point 2 of thpgonte such a strategy was
proposed to become an ex-ante conditionality irelofdr EU Member States
and regions to be able to receive fiscal suppofElmppean funds. Out of these
seven respondents, 7% (3 out of 41) — namely ‘MAishOffice of the
Mazowsze Region in Warsaw’ (Poland), ‘Business &advation Centre (BIC)
Burgenland’ (Austria) and the ‘Region of Attica’ (€&ece) stated that they were
asked by their national government to draw up sudtrategy. The remaining
10% (4 out of 41) of the respondents that mentiamechaving such strategy in
place were also not asked to draw up such a syrabggtheir national
government.

Out of the 41 respondents, 39% (16 respondentsa anember of the Smart
Specialisation Platform, which was establishedrioteoto provide professional
advice to EU Member States and their respectivaomsgon innovative
strategies. All, besides one out of these 16 redgas, have answered that they
are having a smart specialisation strategy in platere as the one stating not
to have such a strategy in place, the ‘Region dic&t (Greece), argued that
they were asked by the respective national govembrtee draw up a smart
specialisation strategy.

Q4. Innovation Union and the concept of smart speciai®n encourage a
better integration of cultural and creative indusés in the overall economic
development. Although they have a high innovatiowtential, they are not
always included in strategies or projects. Are cull and creative industries
included in the economic development strategy amd/m the smart

specialisation strategy of your city/region?

70% of the participants answered that there welteraliand creative industries

included in their smart specialization or econodewelopment strategies, where
as 12% negated having included such industries did%ot answer and 8% did

not know whether their region included cultural ardative industries in the

smart specialization strategy.

The ‘Border, Midland and Western Regional Assemlglyeland) mentioned
that creative niches were identified as busineshas, hence included in the
regional innovation plan. The ‘Ornskoldsvik Muniality’ (Sweden) recognized
that the cultural industry was important for itgimnal development, therefore
an “art valley” functioning as a visitors attractiowas introduced. The
‘Lombardy Region’ (ltaly) stated that its creatiwedustry was one of its
specialization areas in its smart specializatioatsgy. The ‘Bratislava Self-
Governing Region’ mentioned as well that the cueatndustry was one of its

14



key support areas in its innovation strategy anel Btonomic and Social
development plan for the upcoming six years. Thests@n Regional
Development’ (Sweden) talked about several projécteas carried out in the
Cultural and Creative Industries (CCl) as well hs establishment of two
science parks in the region to stimulate the deretnt in the CCI sector. The
‘City of Delft’ (Netherlands) mentioned that the portance of the Technology
Innovation Campus since it supports boosting tlartelogical innovation in
this region.

Of those 12% that answered that they did not ireledlture or creative
industries in their smart specialization strategy,reasoning was provided in
order to explain why.

The significance of the Cultural and Creative Indysgenerating 3.33% of the
EU’s GDP, is well reflected in the answers providigdthe LRAs participating
in this survey. As demonstrated by answers stédtesteg the CCI has become a
rising industry in the respective regions’ economy.

15



4 How iIs the Innovation Union relevant to
your city or region?

This section addresses the following three questidrthe survey:

Q5
The Innovation Union contains 34 actions, which lested with a detailed
description on a dedicated platform: Innovation dvninformation and
Intelligence system (13S). All actions are groupaader 12 themati
headings and an additional one on monitoring pisggienovation Union
Information and Intelligence syste(ft, *%). In your opinion and from §
regional perspective, please state in which ofahdsapters has the EU
made the most significant progress, which ones gawe prospects and in
which ones has the EU not done enough.

\J

S5

Q6
Overall, what are the strong and weak points of Itireovation Union
flagship initiative, as seen from your regionaldbstandpoint?

Q7
Would you recommend any specific changes to theoation Union

flagship initiative, during the mid-term review thfe Europe 2020 strategy
in 20147

4.1 General findings

Significant progress in the twelve thematic heasling the Innovation Union
was only moderately perceived by the LRAs, with linghest beingFocusing
EU funding instruments on Innovation Union pricegl with 39%. Most of the
thematic headings (8 out of 12) were seen, indichiethe highest percentage,
to have only made some progress. However threefauwelve have been seen
as to have made no progress, nan@ating a single innovation marketith
63%, ‘Increasing social benefitswith 55% and Enhancing access to finance
for innovative companiestith 47% of the respondents reporting no progress.

13 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/research/innovation-union/ineéexcfm?pg=action-points
14 Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovafanis-figures-analysis/innovation-scoreboard
andhttp://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/policies/innovapoity/regional-innovation/monitor/
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As to the strong points of the Innovation Uniore tespondents commended the
promotion of the flagship initiative and amongstk&tholders such as SMEs and
intermediaries as well as the public. Further thetworking and the
dissemination of knowledge across the EU was webcbrilvhen it came to the
weaknesses, LRAs talked about inapplicable innomatnodels from high
performing innovation to low performing innovatioagions as well as the low
access to funding that hinders them in reachingge2020 goals.

95% of the LRAs would welcome change to the predegship initiative
Innovation Union, proposing expertise bodies torbplemented in regions in
order to be of support for authorities to be mdfeient in reaching goals in a
timely manner as well as taking into account regiahfferences in innovation
systems when formulating objectives to be reached.

4.2 Specific findings

Q5. The Innovation Union contains 34 actions, whichre listed with a
detailed description on a dedicated platform: Inredion Union Information
and Intelligence system (I13S). All actions are gmeed under 12 thematic
headings and an additional one on monitoring prog® In your opinion and
from a regional perspective, please state in whaflthese chapters has the EU
made the most significant progress, which ones haw®d prospects and in
which ones has the EU not done enough.

As the LRAs were asked to rank the twelve thematimdings according to how
far these have made progress in their opinionotiee with the most votes on
significant progress made wd&cusing EU funding instruments on Innovation
Union priorities’ supported by 39% of the participants who belietrest this
heading reached a significant progress. The o#mertiematic headings were
only deemed to have made significant progress kmurar 20% of the
respondents (Figure 6).
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m Significant progress ® Some progress and good prospects = No visible progress, more effort needed
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Figure 6. Progress made in 12 thematic headings thfe Innovation Union

Eight out of twelve thematic headings have beemibated the highest
percentage under the category “Some progress aod gamspects”, ranging
between 46% and 64%. Three out of the twelve hgadmave been deemed to
have made no progress and that more effort wasedeedmely the thematic
heading of‘Creating a single innovation marketvith 63% reporting no
progress,Increasing social benefitswith 49% of the respondents as well as
‘Enhancing access to finance for innovative comesiwith 46%.

Q6. Overall, what are the strong and weak pointstbeé Innovation Union
flagship initiative, as seen from your regional/latstandpoint?

Although a quantitative analysis cannot be proviftedhis question due to the
variety of answers given, consensus emerged omwasti®ng points. Firstly,

LRAs were fond of the fact that funding opportugstion an EU level became
more accessible, hence by the possibility thatarebeand innovation were more
easily transferable to the market. Secondly, thoRés that talked about a
strong point, as well underlined the fact that tim@ovation Union offered the

realisation of greater networking and disseminatibknowledge across the EU.
Another strong point that LRAs mentioned was theg flagship Innovation

Union was promoted well enough to the public anel risspective stakeholder
such as intermediaries and SMEs.

As it comes to the weaknesses LRAs stated thatvatiom models that are
applicable to European centres and large univessdre rather inapplicable to
low performing regions, hence those that have akw®&D and innovation

culture. This would bring about an even bigger gapween EU regions in the
matter of innovation. In addition it was mentiondt regional governments

18



were not involved in the implementation of the Imatton Union. Therefore
achieving balance in the performance across Europegions would pose a
problem in the upcoming time period, since regiarese in different phases
with accomplishing goals of the Innovation Unionofdover due to the ongoing
economic crisis and its consequences for regioclilegement of the Europe
2020 strategy, some LRAs spoke about the issuenadlirig and how insufficient
funding hindered them from implementing projectsttvould lead to fulfilling
set objectives.

Q7. Would you recommend any specific changes to the dwation Union
flagship initiative, during the mid-term review ahe Europe 2020 strategy in
20147

Even though 17 respondents did not answer thistigne96% (23 out of 24) of

those who did reply, answered this question witfesy, demonstrating a strong
need for changes that need to be undertaken im twrdmhance the applicability
of the flagship initiative.

The ‘Ministry of Research and Innovation of BrusseCapital Region’
(Belgium), the ‘Border, Midland and Western Regiossembly’ (Ireland) and
the ‘Region of Western Greece’ (Greece) calledafonore thorough integration
of regions, hence a higher effectiveness for thgerlawhen it comes to
harmonizing Research, Development and Innovaticstesys. The ‘Flemish
Government’ (Belgium) urged for taking into accotiné regional differences
when speaking about the content of the Innovatiomokl The ‘Agencia de
Desarrollo Econémico de La Rioja’ (Spain) explaitledt there was a need for
increasing innovation in SMEs since those compamese not eligible for
funding due to their small size. The ‘Neas Perarfféseece) and the ‘Lisbon
City Council’ (Portugal) were calling for a expsdibody/ competent institution
that could provide guidance to regional demandseir respective language in
order to be able to reach set EU goals in a timepner.
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5 Are your country’s policies relevant for
your city or region?

This section addresses the following two questadribe survey:

Q8
Does your country's 2013 (current) National Reféhragramme (NRP) fo
Europe 2020 adequately respond to your regional/loeeds in the policy
areas covered by the Innovation Union flagshipahite (e.g. investment
in R&D, bringing ideas to market, smart special@a*

-

0 <

Q9
Would you suggest any changes in your country'sioNat Reform
Programme for 2014 in the area of innovation?

5.1 General findings

Even though the majority of the participants (52%b)this survey found that
their national policies are relevant for their égion, they did also find that
there is room for improvement in their National &ef Programme, underlined
by the fact that the majority with 45% saw shortaays in this matter.

21% of the LRAs stated that they were not of thaiop that their NRP was

meeting their local/regional needs in Innovationddinpolicy areas reasoned by
too low regional involvement and complex finanera@chanism hindering them
from using their full research and innovation paiEn

5.2 Specific findings

Q8. Does your country's 2013 (current) National Refn Programme (NRP)
for Europe 2020 adequately respond to your regidi@dal needs in the policy
areas covered by the Innovation Union flagship iiaitive (e.g. investments in
R&D, bringing ideas to market, smart specialisatidh

15 All available herehttp://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/making-it-happemicgtspecific-
recommendations/index_en.htm
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52% of the respondents mentioned that their coimtiyational Reform
Programme for Europe 2020 adequately respondeldeio lbcal needs in the
policy area covered by the Innovation Union flagshnitiative. The
‘Blagoevgrad Local Council’ (Bulgaria) explainedaththere are a lot of
innovative SME projects improvements for young aeskers made possible by
the national NRP. The ‘Ornskdéldsvik Municipalityd\eden) argued that their
target for investing in R&D was set at 4% sincestlieemed to be
accomplishable for the regional research infrastinec

Amongst the 21% of the respondents that did notestidas impression, ‘Nea
Peramos, Attica’ argued that all positive effectshee NRP were at the time
being undermined by the Greek bailout agreememtsinig all regions to
undergo austerity measures. The ‘Province of (sa®ij (Netherlands) stated
that the national government undertakings weréfatilremoved from regional
SMES’ needs in the matter of innovation. The ‘MatshOffice of the Lubelskie
region, Lublin’ (Poland) reported about insuffidieesearch and development
expenditure and especially in the private sectartle fact that the distribution
of EU funds was prioritizing regions with clusteénat have the highest level of
competition, neglecting the emergent ones. The tifleva Self-Governing
Region’ (Slovakia) mentioned that there was lifflegress made in forging a
common framework for supporting research and intiomaas well as
inadequate financial mechanisms for science arehrels leaving so called low
innovators behind.

Further 10% of the respondents are stating thgt dicknot know whether their
NRP did respond to their needs covered by the lathmv Union and the
remaining 17% did not provide an answer to thisstjoa.

Q9. Would you suggest any changes in your country's idaal Reform
Programme for 2014 in the area of innovati@n

The majority with 45% of the participants to thigngy answered that they
would suggest changes in their country’s NRP fod40n the area of
innovation. The ‘Border, Midland and Western RegioAssembly’ (Ireland)
stated that the upcoming NRP should include dewedp@mnd supporting
regional smart specialization strategies. The ‘Aotoous Government of
Catalonia’ (Spain) argued that since innovation Wneskey to job creation, the
latter should be reflected in budgetary terms aradtgal measures in order to
meet challenges faced by the society. A similarwanswas given by the
‘Region of Western Greece’ (Greece) stating thatdperating culture should be
enhanced, thereby increasing effectiveness of magjigervices, and not just of
services administered by EU programmes, whereae theuld be a need in
turn for a budget to accomplish these changes. Ts&tsam Regional
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Development Council’ (Sweden) said that it woukklito see a more distinct
support to regional authorities in charge of reglodevelopment in order to
implement and coordinate the activities more efftly.

25% of the respondents did not find any changegssacy to their country’s

NRP for 2014 in the area of innovation, whereas @ébonot’ know and the
remaining 22% did not answer this question.
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6 Policy and funding issues

This section addresses the following four questadrtbe survey:

Q10
Which of the sources of funding listed below areduto finance your
actions under the Innovation Union flagship iniiet? Are any other
policy/financial instruments involved?

Q11
Are any of the actions you have undertaken to imeté the Innovation
Union flagship initiative (as stated in your answéo questions 1 and 2)
carried out in partnership with different tiers gbvernment? If so, please
state (a) which administrative levels are invohaed (b) which practica
arrangements are taken to manage these actiontlyjoin

Q12

The policy goals under Innovation Union require ewegrated, multi-
sector approach. They can be achieved only if eglestakeholders are
also involved. Do you have a strategy for involvthgse various actors,
such as the different research institutions, inrimva centres, hi-tech
companies (especially SMEs) and members of thecfulblso, what kind
of involvement have you pursued (e.g. informatiammaigns, dedicate
events, PPPs).

D

|®X

Q13
Please add any further comments you wish to makibevissues covered
in this questionnaire.

6.1 General findings

The most favoured financing source of the LRAs ipgdting in this survey
turned out to be thd&European Regional Development Funalith 85% of the

respondents choosing this type of source to bemib&t relevant one, followed
by the FP7 fund with 60% of the participants depegdipon the funds of the
latter.
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73% of the LRAs stated that actions carried outearttie Innovation Union
were carried out in partnership with different si@f government, such as the
Ministry of Industry.

All respondents have mentioned that they were inmgl various stakeholder
such as universities, councils, regional bodiesnass — especially SMEs in
their strategies for achieving policy goals undse tnnovation Union. These
strategies were incorporating seminars, meetings @und tables where
expertise from all levels were participating to @mo a viable and efficient
solution on how to accomplish set objectives.

6.2 Specific findings

Q10. Which of the sources of funding listed below areaasto finance your
actions under the Innovation Union flagship initiade? Are any other
policy/financial instruments involved?

As can be seen in Figure 7. the most implementedifig source chosen by the
LRAs with 85% was theEuropean Regional Development Furfdilowed by
the‘FP7 (The Seventh Framework Programme for ReseanthTechnological
Development)'with 63%, the‘Intelligent Energy-Europe Programmaelith
49%, the Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (EIRjth 46%,
‘Lifelong Learning’ with 28% and lastly‘Other’ with 24%, which was
consisting out of the European Social Fund as agtegional funds.

FP7 (The Seventh Framework Programme for
63%

Research and Technological Development)

Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme
(EIP)

Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme - ‘ | | |
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 49%
Programme (CIP, 2007-2013): ‘ | | |

European Regional Development Funds -
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 85%
Programme (CIP, 2007-2013): ‘ |

Lifelong Learning 29%

Other 24%
[ [
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Figure 7. Main Source of Funding under the Innovain Union
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Q11. Are any of the actions you have undertakenirtgplement the Innovation

Union flagship initiative (as stated in your answerto questions 1 and 2)
carried out in partnership with different tiers ofovernment? If so, please
state (a) which administrative levels are involvashd (b) which practical

arrangements are taken to manage these actionst]gih

73% of the participants to this survey mentioneat tihey carried out actions
regarding the Innovation Union in partnership withfferent tiers of
government. The cooperation between national agmmel bodies in various
types of forms, such as committees and councilspn@asaded as an example for
partnerships between different tiers of governméhe ‘Province of Overijssel’
(Netherlands) explained that the region establistedalled “one stop” shops
functioning as innovation centres, which were impated in consultation with
municipalities, moreover there are meetings helth wepresentatives of the
national government when it comes to financialrunsients tackling different
innovation agendas. The ‘Marshal's Office of thebélgkie region, Lublin’
(Poland) described that all levels of governmentawevolved in the drafting of
strategic documents in matters of implementing tieegship initiative
Innovation Union. The ‘Agencia de Desarrollo Ecomdmde La Rioja’ (Spain)
as well as the ‘Ostsam Regional Development’ (Swedeouncil explicitly
mentioned that the cooperation with the nationatll€onsisted out of seminars
and meetings with the Ministry of Industry.

The remaining 27% didn’t answer this question, whsrit could be said that
100% of those who did answer, have conducted actiorder the Innovation
Union with different tiers of government.

Q12. The policy goals under Innovation Union regeiran integrated, multi-
sector approach. They can be achieved only if ral®vstakeholders are also
involved. Do you have a strategy for involving tleegarious actors, such as
the different research institutions, innovation cées, hi-tech companies
(especially SMEs) and members of the public? If sdat kind of involvement
have you pursued (e.g. information campaigns, dedex events, PPPs)?

All of the respondents answered this question aityes, indicating that they
had a strategy for involving various actors inteitlundertakings concerning the
policy goals of the Innovation Union. The ‘Ministof Research and Innovation
of Brussels Capital Region’ (Belgium) explainedttii@y needed one year of
preparation for properly involving stakeholdersoirtheir efforts towards the
desired policy goals, by interviewing administrativbodies, introducing
thematic round tables and seminars with represeesatrom businesses and
universities. The ‘Province of Gelderland’ (Netlaewdis) stated as well that there
were regular sessions held with the key playersnnovation which had a
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consulting function when it came to drawing up thmart specialization
strategy. The ‘Marshal's Office of the Mazowsze iRegn Warsaw’ (Poland)
mentioned that their 2007-2012 Mazowsze Regionalovation Strategy
included developing cooperation strategies betweagious stakeholders such as
universities and businesses as well increasingigreficance of SMEs and the
establishment of networks and clusters supporaingvation and research. The
‘Lisbon City Council’ (Portugal) mentioned a tastrde that was set by the
name of Lisbon/Europe 2020 bringing players from fadlds together to
multilaterally or individually make the best use tbe EU funds granted for
research and innovation. This body is overseen dmtors of the Lisbon
University, local businesses and municipal counalsrder to provide helpful
guidance and monitoring.

Therefore it can be said that strategies involvivayious actors in the
undertakings of reaching goals of the Innovationodrare consisting out of
seminars, meetings and arranged councils thatdechll spheres needed for
tackling this aspect of the Europe 2020 strategy.

Q13.Please add any further comments you wish to makelomissues covered
in this questionnaire.

The ‘Region of Western Greece’ (Greece) statedirthevation Union had to

more efficiently include the needs of regions all a®the fact that governance
and the involvement of business stakeholder shbaldnore focused on. The
‘Westland Municipality’ (Netherlands) urged thatete had to be more done
about trans-regional cooperation, in the senseludtaring regions in similar

topics. The ‘Ostsam Regional Development Coun@ivéden) emphasizes on
the fact that the national government was puttingueden on the regional
bodies by leveraging managing issues in developmaitters on the latter.
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7 Conclusions

 The most favoured policy programme or action topsupobjectives of the
Innovation Union was deemed to bevesting in R&D, innovation and
ICT (own resources, public-private partnerships, obher sources...)’ by
most respondents (90%)stating that this type of action is included irith
regional agendas, followed by the actior Pfoviding support to potential
beneficiaries to access EU funds and participate iBU initiatives in the
field of research and innovation’with 83%.

« 63% of the respondents, being the majority, mentiotieat that‘Poor
access to finance for innovative start-ups’'was the most important
challenge that needs to be addressedual with the issue ofNo real
cooperation between research and industry, limitedscale of bringing
iIdeas to market’ with 63%.

 75% of the participants said that their region haplemented a smart
specialization strategy. 17%(7 out of 41) of the respondents dot have
such a strategy in placewhereas/% (3 out of 41) are currentlyworking
on drawing up such a strategyas asked for by their respective government
and the remainin@0% are not

» 70% of the LRAs havencluded the culture or creative industry in their
economic development/ smart specialization strategywhereas 12%
declined including these industries in their sg&s.

e Only one out of twelvethematic headings of the Innovation Union were
perceived by LRAs makingignificant progress namely ‘Focusing EU
funding instruments on Innovation Union priorities’ with 39%. Most of
the thematic headingsjght out of twelve were seen as making ordgpme
progressranging from46% to 62% in this matter. However the remaining
three thematic headings, namé€lgeating a single innovation market’ with
63%, ‘Increasing social benefits’ with 55% and ‘Enhancing access to
finance for innovative companies’with 47% of the respondents reporting
no progress.

» Concerning thestrong points mentioned by the LRAs in this survey the
respondents commended tlpgomotion of the flagship initiative and
amongst stakeholderssuch as SMEs and intermediaries as well as the
public. Furtheithe networking and the dissemination of knowledgacross
the EU was welcome®eak points regarded by the LRAs were mentioning
inapplicable transfer of innovation models from high performing
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innovation to low performing innovation regionsvasll as thdow access to
funding that hinders them in reaching set EU 2020@gls.

96% of the LRAs, that answered this question (24 olut4d), would
welcome change to the present flagship initiativédnnovation Union,
proposing expertise bodies to be implemented itonsgin order to ensure
appropriate undertakings in order to achieve polgyals under the
Innovation Union.

52% of the respondents deemed that tiid@tional Reform Programme
(NRP) does respond to their local/regional needsyhere a21% are not
of that opinion were arguing thatoo low regional involvement and
complex financial mechanismare hindering them from using their full
research and innovation potential.

45%, the majority, mentioned that they wousdiggest changes to their
NRP, such as more support in developing regional srepdcialization
strategies, amplifying regional needs in the maifennovation.

85% stated that th&uropean Regional Development Funds their major
source of funding, followed b¥P7 funds with 61% and thelntelligent
Energy-Europe Programmewith 49%.

73% of the LRAs stated that actions carried out unterlbnovation Union
are carried ouin partnership with different tiers of government, such as
the Ministry of Industry.

All respondents have mentioned that they are involmg various

stakeholder such as universities, councils, regiohdodies business —
especially SMEs in their strategies for achieving @icy goals under the
Innovation Union.
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Annex | — List of respondents

Smart Member
N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level S el oo
lisation  Platform
Strategy *)
1 Austria Offlge of the Regional Government of Dr. Gerd Gratzer qerd.qratzer@st.mk.gv;at Region v
Styria markus.poleschinski@stmk.gv.at
Mitodi Dimitrov
2 Bulgaria Blagoevgrad Local Council (Meroau mdimitrov@blgmun.com City
JIuMHUTpPOB)
3 Estonia Kose Rural Municipality Uno Silberg uno.silberg@gmail.com City
4 Belgium Ministry of Rese'arch anpl Innovation Beata Bibrowska  bbibrowska@innoviris.irisnet.be  Other v v
of Brussels Capital Region
Border, Midland and Western . , ,
5 Ireland Regional Assembly Kieran Moylan KMoylan@bmwassembly.ie Region
6 Greece Nea Peramos, Attica Dimitrios loachimioachiml3@msn.com City
7 Netherlands Province of Gelderland R. Haajik r.haaijk@gelderland.nl Province v
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(Provincie Noord-Holland)

Gijbels

Weij@nlprov.eu
donkerh@noordholland.ni

Smart Member
N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level Spe_(:la- of 53
lisation  Platform
Strategy *)
Province of Utrecht Ralph de Vries, ralph.de.vries@provincieutrecht.nl .
8 Netherlands (Provincie Utrecht) Marieke Kuijer marieke.kuiier@lorovincieutrecht.nlPrOVInce v
o .. : S . lena.finne.jansson@ornskoldsvik.se
9 Sweden O--mSko.I.dSV'I.( Municipality Lena Finne ; hanna.l.wallin@ornskoldsvik.se  City v
(Ornskoldsviks Kommun) Jansson . .
gunbritt.hagglund@ornskoldsvik.se
Madeira Autonomous Region Maria Fernanda sa.drace.vp@gov-madeirg. pt
10  Portugal (Regifo Auténoma da Madeira) Dias Cardoso Iernandacardoso.vp@qovmadelra.|Reg|on v v
Province of Overijssel Bastiaan_de bd.d.jonge@overijssel.nl :
11  Netherlands L - Jonge, Tjerk — - " Province v
(Provincie Overijssel) te.sytsema@overijssel.nl
Sytsema
: Autonomous Government of Catalonidl atiana ,
12 Spain (Generalitat de Catalunya) Fernandez Sirera Lfernandez@gencat.cat Region v v
Spyros S.papaspirou@pde.gov;gr
Region of Western Greece Papaspirou grafeio.pde@pde.gov.gr .
13 Greece (TTeprpéperag Avtikng EALGS0Q) (Zmopocg nthomopoulos@mou.gr Region v
Mamacmdpov ) d.karaboulas@pde.gov.gr
secr.sweet@noord-holland.nl
14 Netherlands Province of North Holland Elvira Sweet , Eva gijbels@nl-prov.eu Province v v
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Smart Member
N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level S el oo
lisation  Platform
Strategy *)
Westland Municipality . . .
15 Netherlands (Gemeente Westland) Marga Vintges mgmvintges@gemeentewestland.nCity v
. Rogier van der
16  Netherlands P“’V'T‘C? of S.CJUIh Holland Sande, Alexander bosch@nl-prov.eu Province
(Provincie Zuid-Holland)
van den Bosch
17  Belgium Vlaamse overheid Niko Geerts niko.geerts@ewi.vlaanderen.be  Region v v
(Flemish Government) : ' '
Marshal S Ofﬂce of the Lubelskie .- bartlomiej.pocztowski@lubelskie.pl
region, Lublin Barttomiej ) T — .
18 Poland : Co . ; radoslaw.dudzinski@Ilubelskie;pl Region v v
(Urzad Marszatkowski Wojewodztwa Pocztowski . = .
; o monika.rozembajgier@lubelski
Lubelskiego w Lublinie)
, h.j.jansen@heerhugowaard.nl
19 Netherlands City of of Heerhugowaard Henk Jan Jansen l.aarts@heerhugowaard.nl City v
(Gemeente Heerhugowaard)
J.vanes@heerhugowaard.nl
, Bratislava Self-Governing Region Martin Hakel, martin.hakel@region-bsk.sk ,
20 Slovakia (Bratislavsky samospravny kraj) Marek Dvorsky Marek.Dvorsky@region-bsk.sk Region v v
Instituto Valenciano de . _— _
e . Juan Manuel San maricruz.corachan@impiva.gva.es
21  Spain Competitividad Empresarial . Martin Blazquez, = Juanmanuel.sanmartin@impiva.gv&egion v v
(IVACE) — Autonomous Community L ' '
Cruz Corachan .es

of Valencia
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Smart Member
Specia- of S3

N Country Organisation Name Mail Level lisation  Platform
Strategy *)

Marshal's Office of the Mazowsze a.zuk@mazovia.pl

Region in Warsaw Adam Struzik, = Lp :
22  Poland : L o r.zieba@mazovia.pl Region

(Urzad Marszatkowski Wojewodztwa AndrzejZuk ,

S . katarzyna.manska@mazovia.pl

Mazowieckiego w Warszawie)

Lombardy Region Armando De armando_de_crinito@regione.lom .
23 laly (Regione Lombardia) Crinito ardia.it bReg|on v v
24 Spain Agenq_a de Desarrollo Econdmico de Ama@eo Lazaro glazarof@lgr!ma.or,g Region v

La Rioja Fernandez jurena@larioja.org

Marshal Office of the Wielkopolskie . :
25 Poland Region (Urad Marszatkowski m;)n;g?aga’fganek- r“{';pr;'eljaa'lggﬂleﬁ\lf\; ol Region v v

Wojewodztwa Wielkopolskiego) b '

Autonomous Province of Trento Isabella Bressan, michele.nulli@provincia.jt
26 ltaly o . Nicoletta Clauser, nicoletta.clauser@provincig.it Province v

(Provincia Autonoma di Trento) . : =

Michele Nulli Isabella.Bressan@provincia.it
Belgian ministry for the rmanspeakingYanmC.k Grosch, Yannick.grosch@wfg.he
. . . Catherine N :
27  Belgium community (Deutschsprachige catherine.jungbluth@wfg.be Region v
. ) Jungbluth, Inga . .
Gemeinschaft Belgiens) : inga.klawitter@dgov.be
Klawitter
. whoondert@Delft.nl

28  Netherlands City of Delft Wilbert Hoondert  helen.schuurmans@vng.nl City v

(Gemeente Delft)

pvgeel@Delft.nl
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Smart Member
N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level Spe_(:la- of 53
lisation  Platform
Strategy *)
. Basque Government Arantxa Tapia, Des-eco@ej-gv.¢Sofia-Orue@ej- .
29  Spain (Gobierno Vasco) Sofia de Orue gv.es jabasterra@ej-gv.es Region v
leyrebilbao@ej-gv.es
Associa-
Convention of Scottish Local : , tion of
30 UK Authorities (COSLA) Leonie Hertel leonie@cosla.gov.uk cities and
regions
Lisbon City Council - cristina.alfaro@cm-lisboa.pt :
31 Portugal (Camara Municipal de Lisboa) Cristina Rocha patricia.teixeira@cm-lisboa.pt City v v
32 France Eurisy Laure Lepastier laure.lepastier@eurisy.org (())r:ganlsatl
. . Associa-
, , michael.sedlak@bicburgenland.at ..
33 Austria Business & Innovation Centre (BIC) Michael Sedlak Hans.Lackner@bicburgenland;at t|_o_n of v
Burgenland ; cities and
claudia.schlag@bgld.gv.at ;
regions
) anna.lindberg@ostsam;se
34  Sweden Ostsam Regional Development Anna Lindberg office@ostsam.se Region v

Council (East Sweden)

maria.pettersson@eastsweden.be
info@eastsweden.be
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Smart Member
N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level Spe_(:la- of 53
lisation  Platform
Strategy *)
Nickos
Androulakakis
Region of Attica (ANAPOYAAKAK :
35 Greece (Mepioepeto ATrieng) s nandr@patt.gov.gr Region v
NIKOAAOY),
(IQANNHX
Eleni Iniotaki
Crete Region (EAévn Ivotéien), gram.pkr@crete.goyr
36 Greece (TTeprpe s?a Kpntng) Ipopparsio e inio.taki@crete.qozr Region v v
pupepetacKpnng Teptoepedpm : :
Kpfitng
Autonomous Community of the \(JBe;rl(J:?aOII\I/IV;ia jesus.oliva2@carm.es
37 Spain Region of Murcia (Comunidad ; ] : -£ Region v v
g > . Elena Gonzalez melena.gonzalez@carm.es
Auténoma de la Regién de Murcia)
Lezcano
Autonomous Region Friuli Venezia  Sara Vito, m.trevisan@trevisanstudiq.it
38 ltaly Giulia (Regione Autonoma Friuli Vittorino Boem, maurizio.trevisan@rengov.eu;oliveiRegion v v
Venezia Giulia) Maurizio Trevisan o@siti.polito.it
39 Finland Uusimaa Regional Council Kristiina Heiniemi- krlstuna.helnlemlpulkkmen@uudenCounty v v

(Uudenmaan liitto)

Pulkkinen

maanliitto.fi
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Smart Member
Specia- of S3
lisation Platform
Strategy *)

N°  Country Organisation Name Mail Level

INNOVA Eszak-Alféld Regional
Development and Innovation Agency
(Eszak-Alfoldi Regionalis Innovacios
Ugynokség Kht.)

Norbert Grasselli  norbert.grasselli@eszakalfo.hu  Region v

42  Hungary

City of Eindhoven

t.de.bruijn@eindhoven.nl .
(Gemeente Eindhoven) City v

n.verstraeten@eindhoven.nl

43  Netherlands Twan De Bruijn

(*) Local and Regional Authorities being part oistsurvey were compared to the regions that arebaesrof the S3 platform, in order to show whethesé
participants to this survey that have answerdthte a Smart Specialisation Strategy in place tateeasame time also members of the S3 platform.
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Annex Il — List of regional/local Initiatives reported In the
contributions

Country

Organisation

Initiative

Austria

Business & Innovation
Centre

Gute Idee, Burgenland This initiative has three major topics to suppartovative companies:

(1) intermediary between companies and R&D insthg, funding institutions. (2) fundin
program for innovative measures. (3) awarenessngaifor innovation at companies and t
population.

Austria

Office of the Regional
Government of Styria

COMET: Competence Centers for Excellent Technologies: TOMET program promotes th

development of centres of excellence, whose ceaptspis a business- and science-defined

research program at a high level.

Belgium

Belgian ministry
for the German-
speaking community

Life in East Belgium 2025 The local event of the German-speaking Commufatused on
linking the Regional Development Strategy“Ostbeaigieben 2025” (living in Eastern Belgium

2025) with the Europe 2020 Strategy. Since the @argpeaking Community is a typical cross-

border region, borders play an important and rewouy role in the Community’s regional

development and in the daily life of the citizensnlg in our region. In two of the projects in th
Regional Development Strategy, borders itself @& dubjects, but they play an important role
every single one of the 16 projects and 48 subepts)j

Belgium

Flemish Government

Enterprise Europe Network Vlaanderen: The Enterprise Europe Network Vlaanderen (EE

manages business cooperation including on innavatiahe EU-level. It is a cooperation netwg
between IWT, AO and FIT (Flanders Investment arat€).
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Country

Organisation

Initiative

Netherlands

Province of Utrecht

Economic Board Utrecht: This board is a platform where businesses, knovaedstitutions and
authorities in the Utrecht region work togethemdt&velop the regional economy, for example
giving greater impetus to knowledge-intensive smwiand the creative sector and stimulat
innovation.

Netherlands

City of Eindhoven

The Brainport 2020 programme: Brainport 2020 is the strategic vision and implatagon
programme that reveals the direction and concreters to develop Southeast Netherlands int
technological and economic top region of world gt That happens with a focus on the crg
border links with Flanders and Nordrhein-Westfaldrainport 2020 is a comprehensi
programme that sets down the required actionsaratka of: employment (People), Researc
Development/Design (Technology), economy (Businessid environmental quality an
infrastructure (Basics).

Poland

Marshal's Office of the
Mazowsze Region in
Warsaw

Mazowsze Regional Innovation StrategyThis strategy is providing support for initiate/¢hat
step up cooperation between the various playete@mnovation market.

by
ing

0oa
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Poland

Marshal Office of the
Wielkopolskie Region

Wielkopolska Regional Operational Programme 2007 — 2013 (WRPO) : It is an instrume
developed to enforce measures aimed at r educiagoedc, social and territorial disparitig
within the Community. It implements one of the #rebjectives set out in Article 3 of th
aforementioned Regulation, i.e. "convergence".

nt
S
e
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Country

Organisation

Initiative

Poland

Marshal's Office of
the Lubelskie region,
Lublin

Lubelskie Region Development Strategy2014-2020: The aim of the Strategy is to accelefate
structural change and the development of sele@reas, which on one hand are grounded in

traditional business fields of specialization o€ tregion, on the other hand provide long-te

m

profitability of production and services. Theselwitprove the social and economic attractivengss
of the region, especially cities, which will stimté economic processes, increase the inflow of
external capital, reduce migration trends and ptdtee region against loss of the most active and

well-educated young people.

Portugal

Madeira Autonomous
Region

PIDTI : Action Plan for Research, Technological Developtrand Innovation of the Autonomous

Region of Madeira. The PIDTI is aligned with theSRIstrategy, in accordance with the Eurg

pe

2020 strategy and the guidelines for the NRP 2884, seeks to create a culture of RTD+I in the

ARM in which the value of knowledge and ideas, dhd benefits they bring to society, a
recognised, and above all which rewards those wate knowledge and enable it to serve so
and economic development.

Portugal

Lisbon City Council

Lisbon/Europe 2020 task force The task force was set up to prepare the diyslvement in
the Europe 2020 strategy and make the best posssigleof the resources available in the n
period 2014-2020. The aim is to ensure a viablatesgy for the city, enlisting in this proce
universities, the business world, social and calturstitutions and civil society in general, haelpi
and encouraging these players to make maximumfuse funds and initiatives.

Portugal

Madeira Autonomous
Region

CONHECIMENTO: This is a system of Incentives for Technologicak&rch and Developme
of the Autonomous Region of Madeira which seekstép up regional RTD efforts and create n
knowledge in order to make companies more competipromoting coordination between thg
companies and the bodies of the Scientific and A@lclgical System.
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Annex |l — Box of good practices

Country

Organisation

Good examples

Austria

Office of the Regional
Government of Styria

Green Network Concept :The main task of this concept is the networkingxikting green anc
open spaces with linear, connecting paths and grieaments. Thus parks, play and sports field
well as free spaces are linked into a green systech embedded in a superordinate cont
Therefore, the "Green Network" concept can simelbarsly fulfil several functions: it allows fg
safe and attractive walkways and cycle paths, loa#iye impacts on the microclimate and f{
local ecology, allows local recreation and poslineontributes to the region’s overall appearar
with well-greened road spaces.

)
5 as
ext.
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Austria

Office of the Regional
Government of Styria

Economic Policy Styria 2020 — Growth through Innovéion: The new Economic Strategy 202
Growth through Innovation, has been in force sidieg 2011 (Decision of the Styrian Parliame
of 17 May 2011). Its main features are active dawelent of business locations in line with thr
guiding themes (mobility, eco-tech and health-tegh)l the orientation of support instrume
towards active development of business locatiofise aim is also to mobilise private investmg
capital more effectively and to focus on the depgient of flexible financing instruments.

0,
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Belgium

Belgian Ministry for the
German-speaking
Community

Stimulating innovation: offers innovation advisory services for East Batgcompanies. Its targé
group are small and medium enterprises, self-enaplgersons and large companies. Individy
who would like to transfer their ideas into conereiconomic goods or services have also
opportunity to contact the innovation advisor teelep their ideas further and get support.
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Country

Organisation

Good examples

Finland

Uusimaa Regional
Council

EER 2012 - Uusimaa as a European Entrepreneurial Regior2:20he aim is to promote
entrepreneurial skills amongst young people. Thgetagroups are Uusimaa's young entrepren
and businesses. The expected outcome is that ymome's interest in entrepreneurship will ha

increased. The measure will be implemented overcthese of 2012. The budget is EUR 1.

million (ESF 75%) plus development funds from regiblevel of EUR 0.6 million for EER -
projects.

9 %
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Italy

Lombardy Region

Project DINAMEETING : The aim of the project is supporting innovatmhmicro and small

enterprises in Lombardy through the operationahmiag of an extensive reorganization and

business development based on the application mpuater technology.The plan is that selec
companies can access specific services (due dikge@achnological and business evaluati
preparation of a business plan, support the sgarbfunvestment projects) with the support
ICT-Temporary managers providing reference modeélsther enterprises that succeeded by
innovations implemented.

ted
on,
of

the

Italy

Region of Lombardy

DECO TER: The project DECO TER aims to promote and suppoung designers by offerin
them the opportunity to translate their ideas imtototypes by businesses, which in turn ben
from fresh ideas to renew the production and beencompetitive in domestic and internatior
markets.
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Country

Organisation

Good examples

Poland

Marshal's Office

of the Greater Poland
(Wielkopolskie)
Voivodship

Innovative Greater Poland The project is consistent with the Innovation &miflagship

initiative. This is a project arising from the Raggal Innovation Strategy for the Greater Poland

Voivodship, which is in the process of realisatidhis made up of many initiatives (modules), the

realisation of which is intended to contribute lbe growth of innovation in Greater Poland, e

g..

Innovative Office; Partnership for Innovativenedsnovative businesses; Effective business
environment institutions; Cooperation between acadeand business; Education for innovation;
Pro-innovation local authority. A number of progdtave already been implemented. As it is
difficult to present this complex initiative brigfiand to describe the effects of its implementation

to date precisely in the context of this questiamnalease see the website iw.org.pl/ for detzlils

the project.

Spain

Autonomous
Government
of Catalonia

Technology Valorisation Program: The Technology Valorisation Program was developmed

cover the gap between the results from basic R&® the implementation of the results of this
research in the industry or in the market. Overldéisé decade the quality and quantity of research

in Catalonia grew up exponentially, generating aagrknowledge with a high potential
application in the industrial sector, but insteddeaching the market this technology stayed in

labs not being made commercial. ACC10 decided tisbthe technology transfer activity of the

Df
the

universities and public research centres in ordeintrease the competitiveness of the Catalan

market. Before developing the program, ACC10 cdroat a benchmarking study to identi
similar initiatives around Europe, and some wersmtbin Scotland and England.

fy

Uk

COSLA

Open Innovation Project: Edinburgh City council has brought together a marthip of local
governments, universities, business support senand other public bodies from the UK, Fran
Germany, Ireland and Belgium aiming at the creatibjpbs and new businesses by stimulat
the application of collaborative open innovationdals to co-create and develop new products
services.
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