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1 Executive Summary
Science and Technology Parks ('Science Parks' for the purpose of this document) models
are as diverse as there are different realities around the world. Therefore, it is not
possible to identify a single model which works in all regions or countries. The Sofia Tech
Park (STP) project is not an exception to this.
According to OECD, governments tend to help with the establishment of technology
transfer and industrial liaison offices at universities, technology incubators, science parks
and, centres of excellence – all with the goal of increasing efficiency from public R&D
spending and diffusing knowledge. The success of these various "bridging institutions" is
typically mixed. Public funding of these knowledge centres remains an issue as industry
participation is insufficient for self-sustainability in the short to medium term (five to ten
years).
Despite some of the most important components of a successfully operational
science park being already in place, STP has not been able to reach the
expected results in terms of arriving at a model capable of ensuring
sustainability and achieving its planned objectives.
STP is located in a capital city with a very favourable environment for start-ups and
scale-ups. The major R&D institutions of the country have embraced the initiative and
the equipment for the laboratories is at top level. STP has also attracted some of the
most experienced researchers of the country.
Nevertheless, it is evident that STP is facing a number of challenges, some of them
resulting in an unclear path towards achieving medium and long term selfsustainability.
STP's effective operation remains a priority for the European Commission, thus a
consensus was reached about the need for seeking technical advice and support. Against
this background, the Ministry of Economy of Bulgaria expressed its interest in receiving
some recommendations for the park to function properly before further development of
the facilities is envisaged. It is indeed STP’s intention to apply for an additional grant of
20M EUR from the Operation Programme "Innovations and Competitiveness" to further
develop its facilities.
Hence, a diagnostic study was launched aiming at identifying the key difficulties
preventing the park from optimal performance, and at recommending suitable solutions
and suggestions for the operation and effectiveness of the park. A team of
international experts was mobilised by the European Commission's Directorate
General Joint Research Centre (DG JRC) to perform a field study, review the
background documentation of the STP project and provide recommendations with specific
action items, including possible amendments to the business model, governance and
managerial structure.
There was consensus among the experts about the main findings, which are explained in
a greater detail within the main body of the report. It was found among others, that:



There is ambiguity in the mission, objectives and governance among STP AD and
the R&D&I Consortium in relation to the three main components of the science
park, namely the Lab complex, Innovation Forum, and the Incubator.
Financial sustainability is lacking and there is no clear commitment to the project
by its main stakeholders, in particular the State.
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Business continuity of STP is disrupted due to frequent changes in the composition
of the management.

Consequently, it becomes a prerequisite for the functioning of STP to build a clear plan
and reach consensus among all stakeholders on the key objectives and what model to
follow, as well as to find a common ground where every participating institution is
committed including in terms of financing, to add missing crucial stakeholders, and
more importantly, to ensure management stability.
In particular, there is an urgent need to design and implement a strategy capable
of ensuring the funding of daily operational costs of R&D&I Labs and
guaranteeing its normal operation, possibly through a period of transition toward a more
sustainable business model. This implies introducing changes in the management of
the remaining plots of land which may contribute to supporting the operations of the
park, as well as to include new knowledge services which may contribute to its longterm sustainability and to the Park's significance as a national strategic hub for
innovation. It is also suggested to implement a readjustment of the organigram to
make responsibilities and relevant skills coherent with the challenges of the future
phases of the STP project.
The shareholders and Board of Directors appointments should reflect in a clear way the
usual science parks triple-helix composition (research-industry-government),
which is at present heavily government controlled. Improvements are needed in creating
synergies among the Science Park components. The R&D&I Labs are not fully
operational and risk getting obsolete with time. The incubator is ICT dominant; the
majority of existing tenants are not expected to use the STP laboratories, thus not
creating the internal synergies expected by the initial business plan. There is support
needed in clarifying the 80-20% state-aid matter (economic vs. non-economic) and
overestimated perception from stakeholders that it is the central bottleneck limiting STP
potential to unlock promising collaborations with the private sector.
The SWOT analysis (Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-Threats) performed by the
experts show, inter alia, that one of the major challenges is to reverse the negative
publicity experienced by STP, by highlighting its important achievements and new course
of action. The STP infrastructure is well developed and includes the most appropriate
components of a science park. The experts appreciated the competence of the selected
heads for laboratories, in particular their broad professional background and businesscooperation oriented spirit. The STP should consistently play the important role of
supporting the development of new technology-based enterprises and act as an
intermediary between technological demand and supply in Bulgaria. Furthermore, STP
can create an opportunity to build an ecosystem that can be spread over the region,
implying even greater positive results for the Bulgarian government and the country as a
whole.
The proposition of the experts comprises a set of recommendations considering two
possible scenarios for the future of STP in the near and medium-long term, in order to
pursue success and sustainability. The two options complement and build upon each
other.


Scenario I: Complete the originally defined business model deploying
few changes to increase impact and chances of sustainability
o Follow the basics of the original business plan, ownership
model and public governance as formulated in the PreNotification and in the Business Programme.
o The government to provide financial contributions to the
operational costs before they can be financed from revenue
3
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sources to make the R&D&I Labs fully operational.
Change the practice of relying on the "sale of land" to cover
operational costs – selling the land should not be part of the
Business Programme.
Sofia Tech Park to deliver what has been originally envisaged
on paper, consolidation of what was foreseen and what is
available today in terms of facilities, equipment and staff and
provision of more services, definition of tariff policies and rules
for the use of the labs, including by third parties, to start
generating most vital revenues.
Be aware of potential pitfalls of this option and get ready to
cope with them.

Scenario II: Move towards balanced private sector involvement and
industry
o This scenario builds on the first and provides recommendations
based on best practices of similar science parks worldwide.
o This option will imply structural changes (in the governance
model, ownership, triple helix, etc.) and will have legal
implications (State aids).
o The case studies proposed are directly linked to the critical
recommendations.
o It is up to the Bulgarian Government and STP to decide whether
to take it up or not and if yes – to what degree and according to
which transition modalities from Scenario I.
o This option can bring the major innovation ecosystem in Sofia
'under one roof'.
o The IASP's benchmarking and Strategigram analysis of the
suggested model (proposed strategic profile) falls mostly into
this option.

On one hand, this report will provide clear recommendations on how to successfully
execute the current business plan, ownership model and governance structure, with
some necessary changes. It does so by giving advice on how to execute what has been
stipulated in the original design of the project allowing the consolidation of what has
been foreseen and what is available today, by calling upon the government´s
commitment in providing the necessary financial contributions to cover the operational
costs. On the other hand, a more developed scenario is proposed in which STP moves
more towards private sector and industrial involvement with clear recommendations
based on best practices to fruitfully accomplish its mission of a science park. A
benchmarking study with similar to STP projects is also provided.
These two options, concisely mentioned here, are elaborated in detail throughout the
report and in the recommendations section. The final purpose of the report is to provide
recommendations, offering a streamline view to allow reaching the objectives of STP for
the Managing Authority and the European Commission.
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2 Introduction
2.1 Research and Innovation in Bulgaria
Bulgaria is a medium-sized EU Member State with an industrialised free market economy,
a moderately developed private sector and a relatively small domestic market. Due to a
contracting internal market, the economic growth of Bulgaria has been strongly
dependent on exports, primarily of relatively low value-added products. In terms of its
research performance, Bulgaria ranks among the poorer within the EU, demonstrated by
indicators such as the percentage of the top 10% most highly cited publications 20002013 and the total number of patent applications in 2012.1 The Global Competitiveness
Report 2016-2017 of the World Economic Forum ranks Bulgaria 74th out of 138 countries
on university-industry collaboration in R&D, 59 th based on capacity for innovation, and
45th on patent applications/million population. 2 For the same indicators 2015-2016,
Bulgaria's ranking was respectively 112th, 79th and 45th out of 140 countries.3
Historically, Bulgaria has been heavily committed towards science and technology, and
was considered the Silicon Valley of Eastern Europe during the 1980s. Yet the Bulgarian
economy witnessed a long 'transition' period which ultimately culminated with the
accession to the EU in 2007. With the accession taking place in the midst of the global
'great recession' financial crisis leading to the collapse in European exports, the Bulgarian
economy was severely affected and resulted in a 5.5% GDP retraction in 2009. This
coupled with political uncertainty and instability, led to incomplete implementation for
some proposed reform measures and an underfunding of public research and innovation,
eventually leading to a weakening of the country's national R&D system. Imperfect use of
EU funds, including pre-accession funds, led to tensions between the different actors
within the research and innovation community, subsequently resulting in declining
expectations of available opportunities of strengthening Bulgaria's research and
innovation system. 4
The overall trend of decline stabilised in the mid-1990s but remained low with an R&D
intensity of 0.5% of GDP. In 2013 the level rose slightly with the R&D intensity reaching
0.65% of GDP. However, the increase was mainly made possible by an increase in R&D
funding from the private sector, while the public contribution declined from 0.36% in
2009 to 0.24% in 2013, a figure lower than any other EU Member State. Thus, the
research and innovation system remains underdeveloped and fragmented, with
insufficient ministerial coordination and institutional cooperation as well as concerns of
alleged malpractice. While innovation ecosystems have started to emerge in Bulgaria
they appear fragile, as individual Good Practice examples of initiatives remain isolated
and have weak links to the research base. There is also a deficiency of clear information
about existing research infrastructure and the Bulgarian research and innovation system
in addition to the Bulgarian higher education system being fragmented. Systems for
evaluating research and higher education are currently just nascent in their
development.5
Fragmentation persists mainly due to the overall funding system, making institutions
compete against each other for institutional budgets rather than competing within
themes to support excellence and quality of research on a project basis. This makes
1

RIO Country Report Bulgaria 2015

2

Global Competitiveness Report 2016-2017, http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GCR20162017/05FullReport/TheGlobalCompetitivenessReport2016-2017_FINAL.pdf
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Global Competitiveness Report 2015-2016, http://www3.weforum.org/docs/gcr/20152016/Global_Competitiveness_Report_2015-2016.pdf
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Bulgaria's research and innovation system suffer from a continuous lack of shared
research infrastructures, which are increasingly important for the advancement of
knowledge and technology.6
Recent developments allow a more positive foresight, as the Bulgarian government in
2010 adopted a national R&D investment target of 1.5% of GDP by 2020. It has been
noted that, considering that public funding has declined in the last years such target may
seem unrealistic, yet an ambitious target could facilitate a government focus on how to
raise further public R&D investment. Furthermore, 2015 saw the creation of the Council
for Smart Growth with the mission to coordinate policy on science and innovation,
currently headed by the Prime Minister. Bulgaria was also the first EU Member State to
request a Peer Review under the Horizon 2020 Policy Support Facility. This suggests a
new encouraging policy trend to address and potentially implement necessary reforms. 7

2.2 Sofia Tech Park and the local ecosystem
STP is a very significant newcomer to the Bulgarian entrepreneurship and innovation
ecosystem that could contribute towards boosting early stage entrepreneurship activity,
strengthening cooperation between research and industry, as well as commercialisation
of R&D and development of competitive innovative products and processes.
As such, it is recognised by Bulgaria as a strategic research infrastructure investment
that should receive priority support (see updated national roadmap for research
infrastructure 2017/2023 approved by the Council of Ministers on 27/06/2017). Modern
and fully equipped in contrast to a largely outdated research infrastructure ecosystem,
STP should play a transformational role in attracting leading scientists, training a new
generation of researchers and to building-up a more competitive and market oriented
public science model.
For achieving the maximum impact to the ecosystem, it is necessary to review the facts,
its strengths and weaknesses as well as the main stakeholders, in order to propose any
missing links in relation to the strategic and sectoral STP mandate. The following three
facts and findings guide our proposals.
1. According to the Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialisation (ISSS) Bulgaria has
four target areas:





Mechatronics of R&D development and clean technologies.
Informatics and information and communication technologies.
Industry for health living and biotechnology.
New technologies in creative and recreational industries.

2. According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, Bulgaria has a smaller share of
early stage start-ups belonging to knowledge-intensive industry sectors than other EU
Member States (and is quite low in the EU Innovation Scoreboard 8), especially in the
early stage ventures (52nd out of 65 world economies9).
In this regard, it should also be considered that:
 Entrepreneurship and management education
Competitiveness Report 2016).

is

weak

(111/138

Global
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Universities do still not play a central role in facilitating knowledge transfer and in
stimulating innovation within enterprises, thus the level of sophistication of
Bulgarian companies is low, which combined with outdated managerial and
leadership practices, leave the majority of Bulgarian companies to be
internationally non-competitive, and to focus mainly on the small local market.
There is no adequate pipeline of innovative start-ups in other sectors than ICT.

3. Despite the weaknesses mentioned under point 2, a remarkable start-up elite
community has been developed; this is especially true in Sofia. The community is very
efficient, vibrant and competitive by international standards. It is predominantly located
in the ICT sector, leading to a two tier economy, one small, ambitious, international and
competitive and a bigger one with traditional, less competitive industries and companies.
Current players of this ICT ecosystem include among others:







Incubators: Start It Smart, STP Incubator (mainly hosting ICT companies).
Accelerators, Co-Working spaces: Eleven, Founder Institute, Betahaus, Soho, Init
Lab, Cosmos, Puzl.
Seed and VC hubs: LAUNCHub Ventures, Empower Capital, Black Peak Capital
Ventures, NEVEQ Capital Partners.
Business Angels: CEO Angels Club, Bulgarian Angels.
Start-up Education: Telerik Academy, Softuni, IT step, Entrepreneurs Library,
Junior Achievement Bulgaria.
Start-up events and communities: Webit, Digitalk, weekend Sofia, ABLE start-up
community with 200 members, Startup Grind, Beta Breakfast, etc.

This vibrant ecosystem, created on the basis of ICT skills and talent (as evident in
Bulgaria having the highest IT professionals-population ratio in Europe), the low
corporate and tax rates, the low cost living expenses, the high percentage of English
speaking professionals, the good cooperative spirit among the Sofia Entrepreneurship
Community, has led to numerous success stories in ICT and related soft industries
(Telerik, Cloudpipes, Halfbikes, Dreamapps, Walltopia, Playground Energy, Dronamics,
etc.). This ecosystem is speeding up (30% growth of ICT business turnovers, several
M&A international transactions, new foreign start-ups, continuous growth of multinational
ICT companies established in Bulgaria) and the ICT sector is driven by market forces,
which makes it independent from the need of additional government support or
intervention (with the exception of the general horizontal entrepreneurial request for
minimising regulations and bureaucracy).
Based on the combined assessment of the above facts, the strengths and weaknesses of
the Sofia innovation ecosystem, as well as the review of the STP incubator and R&D&I
activities, the main conclusions are:


STP and R&D&I Consortium are supporting one of the ISSS (No2 ICT) but there
are many parallel initiatives that are thriving without the intervention of the state.



STP is linked with sectors 1 and 3 (mechatronics and healthy living) of ISSS,
mainly through academic institutions (and R&D&I Consortium), but tangible
results in terms of research outputs, effective collaboration and dissemination of
knowledge remain to be seen. STP lacks links with business community
stakeholders and does not do technology transfer, commercialisation of R&D nor
provides competitiveness support for companies in these sectors. These sectors
typically
require
stronger
governmental
support
than
ICT.



STP is not performing adequately yet on one of the main common activities of
science parks, which is education on entrepreneurship and corporate growth
management, a well-recognised gap in Bulgaria.
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The linkage of STP with regional universities and of business associations with
regional businesses does not contribute to reduction of regional disparities in
innovation and technology.



The tenancy of NEVEQ Capital Partners within STP is a good step towards linkage
with the financing community. Further links through networking with business
angel associations and national as well as EU venture capital associations could
further boost the access to finance for incubator tenants.



In spite of STP being recognised as a flagship project, there is a lack of any formal
links with the Ministry of Education and Science, which does not seem committed
to the R&D&I Consortium, as well as a lack of coordination with the National R&D
policy.



The absence of any formal link with Invest Bulgaria Agency leads to missed
opportunities in promoting STP internationally to foreign investors. 10

2.3 Mandate and the Mission of the Experts
During DG JRC's mission to Bulgaria in January 2017 it was confirmed that STP is facing
a number of challenges, seen in the low occupancy rate, underutilised infrastructure, lack
of operational income, and ultimately sub-optimal performance. Some of the major
challenges include persistent uncertainty on availability of financing for operational costs,
unclear mechanism for technology transfer, and lack of a comprehensive business plan.
The only fully operational section within the park is the one providing conference space.
Ensuring the effective and sustainable operation of STP is a concern to the Managing
Authority of the Ministry of Economy. The Bulgarian authorities have become conscious
of the poor operational status of STP and DG REGIO has requested DG JRC's (the science
and knowledge service of the European Commission) technical assistance in the provision
of recommendations for the future operation of STP. DG JRC’s Unit I.4 (Intellectual
Property and Technology Transfer) has thus proposed a diagnostic study of the
governance and management of STP, with the aim of identifying bottlenecks preventing
the Park from optimal performance and recommending tailor-made solutions and
suggestions for the operation and effectiveness of the Park.
In a letter to DG REGIO on 26 July 2017 Aleksandar Manolev, Deputy Minister of
Economy in Bulgaria, expressed that STP would benefit from receiving independent
assessment and tailor-made expert advice from DG JRC, and confirmed the Ministry's
readiness to collaborate with DG JRC's experts in order to address the high priority of
increasing STP's effectiveness and strengthening its functional and operational capacity.
The study has been managed by DG JRC I.4 which has set up an independent panel
composed of four experts in science-park design and management of international
repute.

10

Information received in the meantime states that IBA is regular participant in the events organised by STP
and is well acquainted with its activities.
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3 Sofia Tech Park
3.1 Project Background
Rationale
The last few years have seen an emergence of pieces of an innovation system, supported
by the national Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialisation for the period of 2014-2020.
There are also some pilot initiatives on regional level in the North Central Region, thanks
to JRC’s RIS3 Support to Lagging Regions project, and at the level of the Capital City of
Sofia – Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialization of Sofia (ISSSS) with support for the
S3 Platform. In terms of recent developments, the RIS3 Action Plan was gradually
implemented in 2016, as well as technology roadmaps developed in each RIS3 thematic
area (Source: JRC RIO Country Report 2016: Bulgaria).
Science and technology parks are common instruments used by regional and national
authorities for regional development as they allow science to be combined with
innovation and industry. The main objective of science parks is to foster knowledgeintensive poles to stimulate economic development through innovation, by concentrating
a wide range of innovative companies and research organisations in one place and
promote close collaboration. The focus is primarily on entrepreneurship as it is its main
aspect rather than fundamental research, but can also provide additional aspects such as
education, Intellectual Property, business intelligence, etc.

3.2 Project Implementation
DG JRC requested a number of documents and information from Sofia Tech Park, which
were timely provided. The descriptions and facts contained in this section of the report
are based on this information and on the fact-finding visit of the experts that took place
on 9-10 October 2017 in Sofia. DG JRC organised this two-day field trip to the premises
of Sofia Tech Park and coordinated the four international experts during the meetings
with various stakeholders. Representatives from DG REGIO also participated in the visit.

3.2.1 Data gathering and review
Funding and Project Phases
The owner of the "Science-technology park" project is Sofia Tech Park Joint Stock
Company (JSC). The managing authority is the Ministry of Economy - European Funds for
Competitiveness Directorate-General. The project is co-funded by the European Regional
Development Fund through the Operational Programme 'Development of the
Competitiveness of the Bulgarian Economy'. The grant for the project is of the value of
about 47.4 M EUR, split in two phases. Phase I of about 41 M EUR has been implemented
under the programming period 2007-2014, while Phase II of about 6.4 M EUR is given
under the 2014-2020 period in order to finalise the planned activities. Phase II is still
ongoing and provides financing for infrastructure, delivery of equipment, incubation
services, creation of platforms, databases, patents, licensing, etc.
The general goal of the STP company, according to the Grant Agreement of 2013 with
the Managing Authority (the Ministry of Economy), is to identify, attract and encourage
innovative ideas and projects that would lead to commercialisation of innovative
products, processes and services, stimulating sectors of the economy with high addedvalue, which are competitive and create further employment. The park's focus areas are:




Information and Communication Technologies (ICT).
Life sciences (biotechnologies, pharmaceuticals, agriculture and food).
Green energy.
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Project Components
According to the Pre-notification submitted to DG Competition in September 2014, these
are the project components, each with its own state aid regime and separation between
the main (non-economic) activities from the ancillary (economic) activities for the R&D&I
infrastructure.








Research infrastructure - Laboratory complex and offices building owned by STP
company and managed by the R&D&I Consortium. It includes eleven laboratories
ranging
from
robotics
and
artificial
intelligence
to
microelectronics,
biotechnologies and others.
Innovation Forum (part of the R&D&I infrastructure).
Incubator building, offering rental area to about 30 enterprises.
Museum “Experimentarium”, used to popularise research results and innovations.
Multi-storey parking.
Sport areas and facilities.

Sofia Tech Park JSC and the R&D&I (not-for-profit) Consortium
Sofia Tech Park is a Joint Stock Company or "АД" subject to commercial law and to the
rules for the exercise of the rights of the state in Bulgaria. The shareholders are the
Ministry of Economy, with the majority share, and the State Consolidation Company,
whose single shareholder is also the Ministry of Economy.
The Research and Development and Innovation (R&D&I) Consortium is a not-for-profit
legal entity of public interest. The “regular” members of the Consortium entity, as of 29
June 2017, are Sofia Tech Park, the Ministry of Economy and the Agency for SMEs. The
regular members are obliged to pay yearly contributions to finance the activities of the
Consortium. The “associated” members are Sofia University, Technical University of Sofia
and the Medical University Sofia. All members have the right to use the available facilities
of the Consortium. The main objective of the Consortium is to conduct fundamental
research, industrial research or experimental development and dissemination of the
research results, including by means of teaching, publication and knowledge transfer. In
order to fall outside state aid rules, the non-economic activities accounted separately,
should represent at least 80% of the use/capacity of the R&D&I infrastructure. The
Consortium has the right to use the eleven laboratories of STP together with the
Innovation Forum for 25 years free of charge. The Consortium can conduct ancillary
economic activities, such as contract research and renting out the laboratory equipment,
within 20% of the total capacity each year provided that these economic activities
contribute to the Consortium achieving its main goals.
In the official Business Programme 2017-2019 the following observations can be made:


The mission of STP is to transform the park into a prestige location for
international, regional and local researchers and innovative companies in Bulgaria
and the Balkans, to support enterprises and the knowledge economy.



The vision of STP is to contribute to increase the competitiveness of science and
entrepreneurship in Bulgaria through improvement of the transfer of knowledge
between the academic and the business communities, catalysing the process of
commercialisation of research.



The general goal of STP is to strengthen the competitiveness of science and
entrepreneurship in Bulgaria and to improve knowledge transfer between
academics, education and business. This is achieved by identifying, attracting and
encouraging innovative ideas and projects, which would lead to the
commercialisation of innovative products, processes and services.
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The business model of STP relies on selling "the right to build" to investors in
order to cover its operational costs (requiring 30% of the office space to be given
to companies with at least some R&D activities).



STP intends to apply for an additional grant of 20M EUR from the Operation
Programme "Innovations and Competitiveness" in order to further develop the
park.



Following the selection of an incubator manager, the hosted companies will be
offered to use the R&D infrastructure within the 20% capacity constraint.



Two consultative bodies are envisaged: Scientific Expert Council of fifteen people
(comprising of leading researchers representing universities and representatives
of cluster organisations) advising the R&D&I Consortium and a Consultative
Council for the strategic development of the park.

Management and Organigram
The Board of Directors is composed of three to five members (currently three).
Since the beginning of the project, the composition of the Board of Directors (and/or the
Executive Director/CEO) has been changed twelve times as of the date of this report. The
current staff organigram of the company includes 25 to 30 people, working in the
following directorates: Finance and Administration Directorate, Legal Directorate,
Scientific Research and Development Directorate, Innovation and Projects Directorate,
Technical Directorate, Director of Investor Relations and a Financial Controller.
Size, Masterplan and Availability of Land for Future Development
Considering that the sale of the "right to build" is an integral part of the current business
model of Sofia Tech Park, it is of utmost importance to have a clear overview of the
possibilities for future development of the park in general. Below are the features of the
whole development area (as understood from the provided Masterplan/schemes):


There are six development zones/plots of land surrounding the existing buildings
of Sofia Tech Park.



Two of them have been awarded to investor companies to construct
multifunctional buildings. These plots have effectively been "sold" in exchange of
capital to be used to cover operational costs. The "right to build" is given for
unlimited time, provided that not less than 30% of the office areas in those
buildings will be used by - or reserved for - companies which have R&D activities
in the respective focus areas, and correspond to the definition of "high tech" or
"medium-high tech" company according to their products, or on the basis of the
sector or industry in which they are active and according to the statistical
information of Eurostat.

The figures below show that the area to build is several times bigger than the existing
built infrastructure:
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For the existing (developed) infrastructures, including those built/owned directly
by the STP and those built/owned by resident investors and/or other institutions,
the built area is about 57,235 sq. m.



For the future development zones, the foreseen built area for the remaining four
plots (still belonging to STP at the moment of this report) is about 195,100 sq.
m.11 , planned for sale to future investors.

Excluding the underground parking.
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3.2.2 Fact-finding visit to Sofia Tech Park and the Ministry of Economy
(9-10 October 2017)
The team of international experts organised by DG JRC visited the Ministry of Economy
and Sofia Tech Park on 9 and 10 October 2017. Below are some key aspects recorded at
the meetings.
For the Ministry of Economy, acting as a Managing Authority for the EU-funded project
Sofia Tech Park, there is a need to devise a sustainable solution for the operation of the
project. The Ministry would like to receive recommendations for the further financing, in
particular regarding the 20M EUR envisaged in the programming period 2014-2020. In
Bulgaria there are two Operational Programmes dealing with research and
competitiveness, one managed by the Ministry of Science and Education and the other by
the Ministry of Economy. It needs to be noted that universities in Bulgaria have
insufficient technology transfer capacities and do not have structures and activities to
bring ideas to markets. The Ministry claimed that STP does not suffer from a lack of
interest from industry, as the 20% capacity for economic use is filled up and the problem
is rather to find opportunities for research from universities for the remaining 80% (noneconomic activities). It must be considered that some laboratories have important
[technical] requirements – sometimes they need to work around the clock to offset costs.
The income generated is not sufficient to cover operational expenses. Furthermore, there
are issues with State Aid and it might be difficult for STP to stick to the rules. The
Ministry has postponed Phase II of the project for 2018 in order to use/implement the
results of DG JRC's report. The main issue for the Ministry to address in this analysis is
the overall sustainability of the project.
During the visit to the premises of the park, the Executive Director and the Chairman of
the Board of Directors of STP expressed concerns that the required percentage split in
80/20% [non-economic/economic activities] is not working and it is very difficult to
sustain growth without having the necessary resources. This has led to many other
difficulties related to the operation of the STP without having the required resources,
while the state at the same time is calling for actions and results. Furthermore, it must
be noted that the incubator building is fully occupied (more than 90%). The current
management claims to have difficulties in implementing the general rules on state aid in
practice, as laid out in the Pre-notification. Assistance seems needed to adopt more
specific implementation rules on state aid.
The difficult part, according to the current management, is to induce collaboration
between business and science and to have common research projects. Phase II foresees
the purchase of additional equipment to complete the laboratories complex, which are
currently not fully operational. The R&D&I Consortium (and laboratories) do not have the
administrative capacity and therefore the complex is currently managed by the STP
company (with approximately 30 staff). The management also mentioned that the
laboratories do not have employees with intellectual property (IP) background. Some of
the STP staff is to be accommodated in the laboratories. The only incentive currently
provided to companies is that rent is lower than market rates. Universities are not able to
give financial support. The professors are obliged to bring their projects to the
laboratories of the STP. As of 9 October there are only 3-4 ongoing projects.

3.3 Recent/ongoing observations by third parties with relevance
to Sofia Tech Park Project and the innovation ecosystem in
Bulgaria
The overall findings of the present report are generally in line with recent observations
and recommendations on the innovation ecosystem in Bulgaria and Sofia Tech Park.
The Horizon 2020 Policy Support Facility (PSF) provides support in the design,
implementation and evaluation of research and innovation policy reforms. Within this
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framework a Specific Support12 study has been conducted with the aim to support the
Bulgarian authorities in the development of:
(1) a research performance-based funding system, inspired by Member States
best practices, and;
(2) a model for the evaluation and assessment of the public research institutions'
performances.
The study has been led by Prof. Luc Soete from Maastricht University observing that the
dramatic fragmentation of research and the particularly low level of national public
funding, result in an extreme low average level of institutional funding. The study
suggests the need for a radical change in the Bulgarian higher education landscape which
would consist of four to six research universities competing at European and global level
in high quality, research excellence and postgraduate education, and four to six
entrepreneurial universities focusing more on valorisation of research, creation of new
enterprises and university spin-offs, as well as more broadly focusing on teaching
entrepreneurial skills across all disciplines. The study further suggests that in order to
obtain maximum stakeholder support for the reforms proposed, the Bulgarian
government should ideally commit itself to increase its annual public funding of research
with 100M EUR, effectively doubling the current amount. Such an increase in public
funding should be conditional on implementing the structural reforms proposed above. 13
Furthermore and with direct relevance to STP, the latest GEM (Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor) Report on Bulgaria provides a number of recommendations and observations on
science park development in the country. On the one hand, the GEM's main
recommendation on science and technology parks states that "government initiatives for
technology transfer and technological parks can be managed by private entities through
long-term public-private partnerships in order to eliminate political interference."14 On
the other hand, GEM's main observation concludes that "one of the best-rated aspects of
government programs related to entrepreneurship is the support provided by incubators
and science parks, where there is a substantial involvement by the private sector and
successful entrepreneurs, who participate as mentors, role models and investors. In
general, better coordination with the private sector and the incipient entrepreneurial
community can improve the talent pool and the efficiency of the existing government
programs meant to stimulate entrepreneurial endeavours."15

12
13
14

15

https://rio.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-support-facility/specific-support-bulgaria
The preliminary conclusions of the study were presented in Bulgaria in October 2017.
Andonova, V. and Krusteff, M., GEM National report on entrepreneurship in Bulgaria, 2016/17, page 73,
http://gemorg.bg/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/GEM-Annual-Report-ENG-2017-final-WEB.pdf.
Andonova, V. and Krusteff, M., GEM National report on entrepreneurship in Bulgaria, 2016/17, page 17,
http://gemorg.bg/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/GEM-Annual-Report-ENG-2017-final-WEB.pdf.
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4 Challenges and Opportunities
4.1 Conclusions from the study visit
Below are some critical findings summarised for remedial actions:
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The shareholders and Board of Directors appointments do not reflect the usual
science park triple helix composition; it is heavily government controlled. In
addition, in most science parks, the triple helix government part is represented by
local/regional administration, which usually holds office for longer and has a
higher level of ownership in its “development projects” than central governments.
Ministerial reshufflings and short periods in office have the consequence of
creating weaker affinity for long term development projects.



The triple helix is even more unbalanced in terms of private sector representation.
Although the STP is multi-sectoral, only the software sector is represented in the
R&D&I Consortium council. R&D&I Labs and STP partially serve the other two
selected sectors, i.e. energy and life sciences, but there are no business
stakeholders representing these sectors and relevant subsectors (drug
development, natural bioactive compounds, etc.)



The infrastructure is well developed and includes the most appropriate
components of a science park. Yet, improvements are needed, primarily in
networking and synergies among these components.



There is an ambiguity on mission, objectives and governance among the various
components: STP, R&D&I Consortium, and Incubator. In addition, there is no
clear business plan, no clear lines of responsibilities and complementarities, and
no clear KPIs and stakeholder commitments for each entity. Responsibilities and
targets are unclear due to a business plan that mixes the STP management with
the R&D&I Consortium and the incubator, an organigram of STP that includes
administration support responsibilities for the R&D&I, and several Excel
spreadsheets for other components, such as the parking and the museum.



It is not clear how the development of the land would contribute to the overall
sustainability of the park.



There is a mismatch between some of the initial sectoral specialisation plans (ICT
and Life Sciences are represented but Energy 16 is not) and the specialisation of
the eleven labs operated by the R&D&I Consortium.



The heads of the laboratories selected seem competent, have a business
cooperation oriented spirit but are manifestly lacking from the basic financial
means required to operate the labs according to the defined objectives of the
R&D&I Consortium. The research, education, dissemination activities that should
be core to their functions are delayed/pushed aside to prepare project applications
for hypothetical success to grant competitions without which they are not able to
ensure business continuity or even to start operating.



The organigram of STP is unbalanced and unfavourable for the promotion of R&D
industry cooperation, R&D commercialisation, the provision of actual advice to
incubator tenants, R&D consortia development, IP development, as well as for
supporting internationalisation of start-ups, international networking of research
groups and corporate tenants, attracting tenants and foreign investors. It is too

Information received in the meantime indicates that the R&D&I Consortium has established a partnership
with a Bulgarian innovative company ReEnergy Engineering Ltd. by developing Centre of innovations in
Renewable Energy Sources (Q4 2017).
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No clear strategy has been found on how the STP will be integrated into the
Sofia/Bulgarian innovation entrepreneurship ecosystem, and how it will work
effectively within it.



The two brands of STP and TIN contribute to confusion around the STP, its
governance and the establishment of cooperation and relations with the outside
ecosystem.



The negative publicity needs to be addressed, by focusing on the so far important
positive achievements like completion of Phase I infrastructure and laboratories in
record time, the use of several of the laboratories by top Bulgarian scientists and
first concrete achievements, success stories of tenants (incubatees), and the
attraction of anchor tenants (NEVEQ, Microsoft Innovation Centre, etc.)



The incubator is ICT dominant. The pressure on management for income
generation may have led to fast decisions on accepting tenants (ICT and NGOs)
and left no space for companies in the other sectors of STP specialisation. The
majority of existing tenants are not expected to use the laboratories operated by
the R&D&I Consortium, thus not creating the internal synergies expected by the
initial business plan.

4.2 SWOT analysis
STRENGTHS











WEAKNESSES

STP is located in a capital city with a very
favourable economic environment for
start-ups and scale-ups hosting a vibrant,
skilful and ambitious youth community
(see ecosystem analysis).
Some of the major R&D institutions of the
country have embraced the STP initiative
and participate actively in the R&D&I
Consortium.
However,
the
biggest
research organisation, the Bulgarian
Academy of Science, is not a member.
The researchers currently involved in the
project are a limited number but are
active in networking nationally and
internationally with crucial stakeholders.
Top qualified heads of laboratories.
Some of the permanent staff of the STP
management
company
are
highly
motivated, skilful and dedicated. They
have also had stability in their jobs
despite frequent management changes.
This fact brings continuity in the
operations of STP. They seem to be
committed and use their creativity to
solve problems.
The equipment in the laboratories is state
of the art and does not overlap with other
Bulgarian Scientific institutions.
STP has already been able to attract
15











The
lack
of
predictability
on
government financial commitment to
honour the operational costs of STP
required during the initial operational
development phase of the Park, to
build credibility, and to attract private
investors and innovative companies.
STP has over-emphasised attraction of
tenants/activities in the ICT sector,
which is already serviced by other Sofia
ecosystem entities, while having paid
little
attention
on
conventional
industrial
and
business
sectors,
corresponding to the rest of its
specialisation and R&D&I labs, as well
as
to
the
Innovation
Smart
Specialisation
Strategy
(ISSS)
of
Bulgaria.
Lack of R&D commercialisation, IP,
start-up finance and similar activities to
target a pipeline of start-ups and spinouts in non-ICT sectors.
Over-dependence of management on
Ministry
of
Economy/Government,
resulting in frequent changes in
management.
There is no clear vision and mission to
guide the stakeholders' actions towards
the objective to aid the technology park

start-ups, a VC fund and a few companies
settled at the Park.









OPPORTUNITIES












development and growth. STP and
R&D&I
Consortium
governance,
business and operational plans, as well
as STP components such as the
incubator are not clearly delineated
among them.
The Memorandum for Cooperation with
the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences
(BAS) expired in 2015 and BAS is
currently not a member of the R&D&I
Consortium.
There is not a clear involvement of the
Ministry of Science and Education.
There is miscommunication between
ministries, the universities and the
private sector, which hamper the
development of the project.
Some laboratories are still only partially
equipped and furnished.
The branding is inconsistent, STP vs.
TIN.

THREATS

Bulgaria
is
receiving
international
attention as a hub for attracting
multinational ICT development activities.
This could be the basis for further
promotion of STP as a destination for
international companies looking for tech
skills, in other dominant sectors beside
ICT such as agro-bio, medicine/life
sciences.
The availability of four plots of land for
further
development
creates
the
opportunity to contribute both to the
sustainability of STP
and
to the
advancement of its technology profile.
STP
could
attract
experienced
professionals who have been working
abroad and who can build strategic
capacities related to Technology Transfer
and
Science/Technology
Park
management
(given
that
adequate
remuneration is offered to render the
proposal attractive).
Becoming a reference in terms of
Technology Transfer services in the
country, not only for internal users but
also for other organisations and external
clients.
Achieving the development of a success
case would bring a positive example to
attract further development projects to
the STP.
Contribute
to
building-up
a
more
competitive public science model. STP is
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Failure to achieve sustainability of the
R&D&I lab system may lead to loss of
interest by top researchers, whose
support and motivation represent a key
factor for the park's success.
Given the lack of funds to operate the
laboratories, there is a risk that the
equipment would become obsolete by
the time it can be used.
A persisting lack of involvement from
Ministry of Education and Science will
prolong
the
fragmentation
of
government's efforts in the area of
R&I. This could create the conditions
for a perverse "competition" between
structures supported by the MES and
STP and result in a missed opportunity
to
unify
a
reformed
research
infrastructure network.
Perpetuation
of
the
current
management model may result in a
STP that is not attractive for the fast
moving/fast decision-making innovative
and tech-based companies. Moreover,
it
may
further
fuel
a
bad
publicity/image of the park.
Partners not complying: the Ministry of
Economy and the SME Agency not
paying their contributions.
Talent leaving Bulgaria (brain drain as
university students relocate in other
European countries for better salaries).
Low understanding of the science park








the very first research infrastructure of
the kind in Bulgaria. It could serve as pole
to attract top researchers (incl. from
abroad) to implement research, teaching
and
dissemination activities
in
an
environment suited for research-business
interaction and international cooperation.
Potential for STP management to shorten
their learning curve via experienced
science parks' managers (more strategic
networking e.g. via the IASP network of
which STP is a member).
Open to cooperation models (e.g. with
Microsoft Innovation Centre already
present at the park).
Metro connection to the park (this would
make the park a more integrated part of
the city, more urban and easier for young
entrepreneurs to reach and use).
Bulgaria's government has recognised the
high potential of STP as a strategic
investment requiring priority funding
(Roadmap for RI 2017/2023).
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concept may increase the risk of
turning the project into a business park
rather than a science and technology
park.

5 Benchmarking analysis
Foreword
The purpose of this part of the report is to identify existing Science and Technology Parks
in the world that could be potentially used, firstly to compare the current strategic profile
of Sofia Tech Park with other similar profiles, and secondly to identify science parks
which could constitute meaningful benchmarks for Sofia Tech Park (STP). However, in
this second case it is important to notice that we are not referring to the current strategic
model that STP presents, but rather to the profile that the experts consider to be the one
that STP should have in the near future, based on our recommendations. In other words,
we distinguish two separate profiles in this exercise:
●
●

The current strategic profile;
The proposed strategic profile to be achieved.

Methodology
For the analyses that follow we have used an IASP tool (Strategigram) designed for this
purpose. This tool allows a comprehensive comparison based on elements that have a
strategic weight. In a second and deeper analysis we can add additional layers of
comparison, focusing on more specific details, but these are not relevant at this initial
stage, as they could obscure the big picture which is initially required (See Annex 2 for a
brief description of the Strategigram tool).
Sofia Tech Park: Current strategic profile
Based on the information provided to the experts and the data and opinions gathered
during our mission to Sofia Tech Park, the current strategic profile of the project looks as
follows:
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Axis 1, 3 and 4 are within the range of what could be expected in a science and
technology park like Sofia Tech Park, according to the most consolidated international
practices. Although a few comments about the position on these axes will be made later
on, our attention goes now to the remaining axes where significant observations should
be made.
Axis 2: Position in the knowledge/technology stream
The position on the scale at -8.25 reveals a strong penchant to focus on the university
side of the equation or, otherwise said, on the upstream side in the flow of knowledge
and technology. Although there are parks with very similar positions on this axis, they
are a small number. Considered in isolation we should not have many comments to make
about this position, but in combination with the position of Sofia Tech Park on other axes
of the Strategigram, it reveals a potential anomaly which may be conducive to
inefficiencies. In our opinion, the overall context of Bulgaria and Sofia strongly
recommend that a more balanced position on this axis be pursued, giving more relevance
and attention to businesses, entrepreneurs and in general the market and private
sectors.
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Axis 5: Target markets
Again Sofia Tech Park presents a strong focus on its domestic market, suggesting that
the main efforts are or would be focused on attracting local start-up projects to the
incubator and, perhaps, on attracting already existing businesses into the park (although
the position on axis 3 indicates otherwise, namely a scarce attention to existing
companies). Considering the relatively early stage of this project, this position is
understandable; yet, we recommend that steps begin to be taken to enhance the
international nature of the park.
Axis 6: Networking
The position on this axis reveals an undesirable position vis-a-vis the strategic value
assigned to the park as an essential node of both national and international networks.
The ingredients to become a relevant node are there, but they should be enhanced by a
well-defined networking strategy and policy.
However, this is in our view a natural consequence of Sofia Tech Park’s position on axis
7.
Axis 7: Governance and Management
In our opinion, the highly unbalanced position on this axis is the main problem and
dysfunction of this project. The very heavy presence and weight of the public sector in
the ownership, governance and management architecture of Sofia Tech Park have
affected its development in a negative and severe way and will most likely continue to do
so, unless decisive action is taken.
In fact, the surprisingly high and abnormal number of management changes in the short
history of the project is a clear symptom of said severe dysfunction.
Comparative analysis:
The closest strategic profile to Sofia Tech Park’s current Strategigram profile is the one of
Parque Tecnológico Itaipu, in Brazil. We observe that with the exception of axis 6 (and a
little bit in axis 7), the positions are quite similar. However we must immediately point
out that the very specific and special features of the Itaipu Park make it unsuitable for
any smart benchmarking. This Brazilian project is located exactly on the border of three
countries (Brazil, Argentina and Paraguay) and has a strong transnational character. Next
to that, the park has been created with strong connections to a huge hydroelectric plant,
with which it has strong strategic bonds and alliances that strongly determine the
strategy of the park, its business model, its services, etc.
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Taken as a whole, no other park has been found to have a similar profile to the one that
Sofia Tech Park has.
On an axis by axis approach we may find parks with similar positions (within the range of
-1 to + 1 left and right of STP’s position).
It is worthwhile noticing that on axis 7 only Dhahran Techno Valley (Saudi Arabia) has a
similar position. Considering the peculiar features of that country and its social values
regarding the role of authority and the structure of the decision making system, we do
not think this particular project should be regarded as a potential benchmark.
As a result of the analysis of the information passed on to us and the intelligence
gathered during our expert visit to Sofia Tech Park, we recommend that the changes that
STP will have to undergo in order to become a viable, sustainable and efficient project
should aim at having, after a reasonable period of time, the following strategic profile
(please note that the next graph compares the current profile that we just analysed in
blue and the recommended profile in green):
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Axis 1: Location and environment
The proximity of the park to the city and its urban areas define the position on this axis
which reflects a global trend showing science and technology parks to become
increasingly urban. We suggest that some simple action be taken, which will gradually
further increase its overall urban density; for example, stronger transportation links with
the city, and a smart animation policy to let the park be an urban area with leisure and
cultural possibilities open to citizens in general, next to being a space for technology,
businesses and innovation.
Axis 2: Position in the knowledge/technology stream
Decisive actions should be taken in order to balance the position on this axis. The nature
of ‘technology park’ of the project, as specified in its name must be secured. This means
that stronger focus and attention should be given to companies.
This has important implications: a sufficient commercial offer (spaces and facilities for
rent, lease, etc.) must be implemented; professional marketing plans must be drawn;
annual commercial targets must be set; clear requisites to establish which companies
may and may not become residents must be set; value-added services for businesses
must be planned and organised and, in general, the gradual incorporation of companies
into the park must be taken into account in every annual business plan as they could and
should become an important source of income.
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Nevertheless, please note that we are recommending a position around the -3 area on
the axis; this means that Sofia Tech Park will still remain on the left side of the axis,
which indicates that its origin and main orientation is still linked to the university and
similar institutions. The mission of STP should be to facilitate the transfer of knowledge
and technology generated at the university labs and departments to the market place,
but this should be achieved without creating a technology park that in reality is just an
extension of the university - a nice place where university facilities and infrastructures
are located together.
The current position is considered to be unhealthily unbalanced.
Regarding the business model of Sofia Tech Park for the years to come, there seems to
be a focus on sales (selling land and buildings) rather than on rentals/leasing. If that
turns out to be the case we recommend that this whole policy be revisited. We are aware
that sales may generate large flow of income that would probably enable immediate
investment, but experience in many parts of the world tells us that a Park whose
business model has been largely based on selling plots of land, buildings or constructed
square meters may soon run into conflicts and problems of different nature, such as:
●
●

●

Shortage of income: the more property sold the less rental income for the park in
the long term.
Having a Park full of owners instead of tenants is a risky operation: owners have
much more rights than tenants and much bigger decision capacity. Future
expansions, infrastructure changes, changes in the inner regulations and a
number of other important issues may become significantly more complicated and
tricky when you have to deal with owners and not simply with tenants.
The report "Setting up, Managing and Evaluating EU Science and Technology
Parks" prepared for the European Commission in 201317 shows important
observations from European science parks that for "Grow on buildings" the public
sector intervention is normally between 15% and 40% as opposed to the current
practice of Sofia Tech Park.

Axis 3: Target firms
The current position of this axis is perfectly understandable considering the origin and
nature of this project, and presents no major problems. Nonetheless, we suggest that
more attention be given to existing companies which could be attracted to move to the
park totally or partially.
Moving the position on this axis to a more central position (yet maintaining start-ups and
new businesses as a preferential target) will also help Sofia Tech Park on its endeavours
to improve its position on axis 5, making the project more international as we will see
later.
Axis 4: Degree of specialisation
In terms of its level of sectorial specialisation (technology fields or branches that the park
focuses on), we believe that the current choices, which yield the current position of -3,
which show a somewhat semi specialised park, is correct and requires no correction.
Axis 5: Target markets
We recommend that the new strategy incorporates a clear vision of internationalisation
for the Park. This should include on the one hand becoming better known and more
visible outside the country and, more in particular, to be seen by some foreign investors
as a potential site worth of notice. At the same time a correct internationalisation policy
17

Rowe, D., Setting up, Managing and Evaluating EU Science and Technology Parks – An advice and guidance
report on good practices, Publications Office of the European Union, 2015, doi:10.2776/73401, also
available online at: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/stp_report_en.pdf.
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must aim not only at attracting companies from abroad, but also at establishing bridges
and network connections which should facilitate the internationalisation of the businesses
located in the Park. Supporting the internationalisation efforts of start-ups and medium
sized companies is one of the main values that a park can provide to its residents.
Axis 6: Networking
As succinctly indicated in our analysis of this axis above, it will be necessary to realise
the strategic importance of networking. Networking activities must be addressed
professionally; adequate budgets and human resources must be allocated and goals and
objectives must be set, so that a proper evaluation can be made.
Of course, all this can be reached in many different ways, and the right plans and actions
will most likely happen once the dysfunctions on axis 7 have been corrected.
Axis 7: Governance management model
As already indicated this is, at this stage, the most crucial element of the project and in
our opinion has not been addressed adequately. It is imperative that the ownership
structure be clarified and most of all, that a smart “labour division” be implemented,
clearly defining the role and competencies of every partner.
The composition of the main governing bodies should be made more inclusive and open,
even if the logical rights of the ownership will be preserved.
The most crucial element is the management. Firstly, the right type of organisation in
charge of managing the project must be clearly defined. This is very much depending on
the Bulgarian national laws, but we recommend that a flexible structure be chosen,
avoiding that it is dependent on public procurement procedures and the like.
There should be a hybrid formula found, an organisation that is subject to privatemercantile regulations but that it still keeps its public ownership to a large extent is the
most convenient model. We strongly recommend that they adopt a more sustainable
model, not sale of land but long term contractual arrangement (e.g. concession, lease) in
line with the applicable law, for developing buildings on the land leased, and getting back
a share of the yearly income of these buildings that after a period (25-35 years) will
return back to the ownership of STP. This way, contractual arrangements could follow
public procurement rules; otherwise it will end up as a fragmented private owner’s park.
Next to the legal nature of the managing structure, a strong management is
recommended. This means two things:
●

●

●

Select the right profile for the general manager or equivalent figure. There is
obviously no exact recipe for such profile, but one suggestion that you may like to
consider is to recruit somebody with solid experience in the private sector.
Next to choosing the right profile, it becomes crucial to have the right description
of the job. International experience also suggests that science parks should have
general managers in the full understanding of the term, that is that they are given
ample powers to make swift decisions in all matters relevant to the management
of the project, including investment and financial decisions, as well as giving them
total control regarding their staff.
They should be held accountable and professionally examined every year, but in
the meantime, they should have these ample powers in order to react quickly to
the changing needs of market and companies.
Here again, a clear division of responsibilities is at stake: the Board or equivalent
body sets goals, general budget and strategy, and the general manager decides
on how to reach those goals, spend the budget and implement the strategy.

Whatever final formula is adopted it is imperative that a reasonable continuity in the
management is maintained. The path of management changes that this project has
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undergone until now, talks clearly about the nature of the problems that the project has
been facing so far.
It is also important to say that on this particular axis it is probably wise to consider a
gradual evolution. A first step during 2-3 years should push the marker on this axis
towards a position somewhere around -5 or -4. A second step during the successive few
years should enable the project to have a more balanced position around the -1 position
approximately.
Meaningful benchmarking
Based on the strategic profile that we have recommended, we have used the IASP
Strategigram tool to find existing and successful parks that may present enough
similarities in their respective profiles and which could therefore be used as interesting
benchmarks to examine and learn from, after the necessary adaptations have been
made.
Recommended benchmarks
We propose that Sofia Tech Park focuses its attention on the following IASP members:
Poznan Science and Technology Park (Poland), Tehnopol (Estonia) and Technology Park
Ljubljana (Slovenia).
In addition to the similarities that the Strategigram shows, it is interesting to notice that
these three examples also have other similarities to Sofia Tech Park. Namely they are all
in Eastern Europe and their social economic situation has had a similar evolution in the
last decades.
This is probably a very interesting feature to take into account in any comparative
analysis. We can also add that these three proposed benchmarks are relatively small
projects in terms of their physical size; this is also important to keep in mind, as it would
make little sense to benchmark with mammoth parks of over 1 million m² even if we
could find some of those with enough similarities in their strategic axes.
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Poznan Science and Technology Park, Poland

Poznan Science and Technology Park is strongly linked to a university and, as can be
seen in the graph, presents similar positions on axes 1, 2, 4 and, up to a certain
extent, also in axis 7. This proximity in 4 out of the 7 axes makes it an interesting
benchmark, especially taking into account that such proximity includes axes 2 and 4
which are particularly relevant for Sofia Tech Park at this stage.
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TEHNOPOL, Estonia

Tehnopol is a highly innovative project with many out of the box ideas in terms of
services to their companies.
Its positions on axes 1, 4, 5 and 7 are quite close to those that we deem the correct
ones for Sofia Tech Park. For all these reasons we believe that Tehnopol is a project
that they should know better and get in touch with.
REMARK: the Tehnopol strategic profile shown in the graphic was obtained some time
ago. After talking to the Tehnopol managers we are able to inform that their position
on axis 2 has most likely changed today and nowadays it would be much closer to
Sofia Tech Park’s suggested position – something that would bring Tehnopol’s
strategic profile even closer to the one we suggest for Sofia Tech Park.

27

Technology Park Ljubljana, Slovenia

In the case of Technology Park Ljubljana, the similarities are found on axes 1, 4 and
7. The relative geographical proximity is also an additional interesting feature to keep
in mind.
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Overview

As per the governance model it is important to notice the following: on axis 7 we
are recommending Sofia Tech Park to take action so that the Strategigram would
show a position around -4, instead of the current and quite unbalanced -9 (as
discussed earlier in this part).
But we also suggested that after the first years, further action should be taken to
succeed in moving the marker to the very central position of the axis. If they
succeed, their position on axis 7 would be really very close to the three benchmarks
proposed, as one can easily see in the different graphics.
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6 State Aid analysis
The information below is derived primarily from the general framework of the applicable
state aid rules for research, development and innovation under Section 4 of the 2014
General Block Exemption Regulation (GBER) 18 and the European Commission Memo
14/368.19 This section is provided solely for general information purposes, and cannot be
considered as an official position of the European Commission.
It should further be emphasised that the Government of Bulgaria made certain
commitments to the European Commission prior to the commencement of the Sofia Tech
Park project. These commitments included clear indications of how the Bulgarian
authorities planned to address potential state aid consequences of the project, including,
among others, how accounting would be carried out for non-economic and economic
activities, and how aid would be clawed back or passed down if necessary. In the event
the Bulgarian authorities find themselves unable to fulfil those commitments, for
unforeseen reasons, operational difficulties, or pursuant to changes which may be made
to the governance and business model of the Sofia Tech Park, such should be formally
addressed to the relevant national competition authorities, and if necessary, to the
European Commission, under standard notification procedures.
Any opinion or finding expressed below is without prejudice to any formal decisions which
the European Commission may have issued in the past, or may in the future issue, on
the subject-matter.

6.1 Current State Aid rules
In 2014, in an effort to enable and encourage increased efficiency in public investment
into research, development and innovation (R&D&I), the European Commission updated
the GBER and the framework for R&D&I state aid. Under the changes, Member States are
given a larger margin of appreciation in applying EU competition rules. This is achieved
primarily by providing a larger scope for exempting R&D&I aid from the notification
obligation, improving the Member States' flexibility to grant aid, and permitting higher
aid levels.
Current state aid rules can be summarised as follows:
(i) Non-economic v economic capacity: the 80/20 rule
Before looking into the various thresholds and caveats under the GBER, attention must
be drawn to the primary principle establishing the so-called 80/20 rule, drawing a
distinction between non-economic and economic activities within the meaning of the EU
state aid rules.
This basic principle establishes that provision of public funding to research infrastructures
(RIs) does not constitute state aid to the extent 80% of the RI's capacity is devoted to
activities which are non-economic and that any economic activity is ancillary (20% or
less). The rules, thresholds and ratios specified under the GBER, as explained below, only
apply if the economic activities pursued by the RI are no longer ancillary (i.e. exceeds
20% of its overall capacity within a given year).
It should be underlined that the distinction between non-economic and economic
activities concern overall annual capacity and not revenue. This means that the ratio of
revenues generated from economic activities to any revenues which may have been
18

Commission Regulation (EU) No 651/2014 of 17 June 2014 declaring certain categories of aid compatible with
the internal market in application of Articles 107 and 108 of the Treaty.
19

European Commission Memo 14/368 "State aid: Commission adopts new rules facilitating support for
research, development and innovation - main changes" (http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-14368_en.htm)
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generated through non-economic activities is inconsequential insofar as state aid rules
are concerned from an overall capacity point of view. This means that economic activities
which use 20% or less of the RI's overall annual capacity may generate revenue greater
than 20% of the RI's overall annual revenue without incurring any state aid problems, to
the extent the economic activities are priced at market rates.
In order to be able to appropriately identify which activities are economic within the
meaning of the EU state aid rules, one would need to look into the nature of the specific
activity. For example, if a research organisation uses the RI to carry out contract
research for a commercial entity (i.e. consulting or development activities under a
contract which predominantly carries the purpose of serving or furthering the commercial
interests of the entity commissioning the research), such could be considered an
essentially economic activity. Within the same line of thought, if an entity is using the RI
to carry out research for the purpose of serving or furthering its commercial, financial or
competitive interests (in other words, activities which will have an impact on the
market), such would qualify as an economic activity. On the other hand, a research
project carried out by one or more research organisations (i.e. collaborative research)
using the RI would in principle qualify as a non-economic activity to the extent any
economic benefits which may be derived from the project are secondary.
Another element to observe is whether an entity using an RI for an economic activity
derives benefits capable of distorting market competition by virtue of its access to the RI.
For example, if the cost of carrying out a particular R&D activity at market prices would
be equal to x (e.g. x=100 EUR), yet the entity using the RI pays the operator of the RI a
price lower than x (e.g. 45 EUR), it can be presumed that the difference between the
market price and the price paid (e.g. 65 EUR) is potentially capable of distorting market
competition if other entities are not given the same benefits. As such, the price difference
between the market price and the price paid by the entity using the RI would be
considered state aid in favour of the aforesaid entity.
Another manner in which market competition can be distorted through public funding is if
there are market operators (privately-funded RIs) which can provide the same or
comparable research tools, facilities or laboratories as the publicly-funded RI. In the
event the publicly-funded RI uses public funds to undercut market prices (or provide
access to the RI facilities for the conduct of economic activities below the operating cost),
the entity operating the publicly-funded RI could be considered to be distorting the
market by making it difficult for the privately-funded RI to compete on the same terms.
In essence, the 80/20 rule is intended to ensure that such a situation is avoided by
limiting economic activities to an ancillary degree. That is why, as explained in the
preceding paragraph, the publicly-funded RI needs to charge market prices for entities
using its facilities for economic activity, on a non-discriminatory and transparent manner,
in order to avoid potential market distortion.
To this end, the operating entity of the RI needs to separate its accounts for economic
and non-economic activities, deploy monitoring modalities which allow tracking of overall
annual capacity (such as time-based monitoring) and ensure that any economic activity
either (i) stays ancillary, or (ii) takes place on market prices on a non-discriminatory and
transparent basis, or (iii) observes the GBER rules, thresholds and ratios (for example, in
the event more favourable conditions are provided to certain undertakings as allowed in
GBER Articles 26 and 27 for undertakings that have financed at least 10% of investment
costs of the RI or the innovation cluster).
(ii) Aid for research and development projects
Eligible costs include personnel, instruments and equipment, buildings and land,
contractual research, patent protection, additional overheads incurred as direct result of
the project, and operating expenses.
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Beneficiary

Aid threshold
(Memo)

Aid intensity (GBER Art.25)

Basic

Mediumsized
enterprise

Small
enterprise

Collaboration/
Dissemination*

Fundamental
research

100%

n/a

n/a

n/a

EUR 40 million

Industrial
research

50%

+10%

+20%

+15%

EUR 20 million

Experimental
development

25%

+10%

+20%

+15%

EUR 15 million

Feasibility
studies

50%

+10%

+20%

n/a

EUR 7.5 million

*Additional aid is allowed for projects which satisfy any of the following conditions:
a) effective collaboration with at least one SME, or carried out in at least two
Member States, or in a Member State and in a Contracting Party of the EEA
Agreement, and no single undertaking bears more than 70% of eligible costs;
b) collaboration between an undertaking and one or more research and knowledgedissemination organisation, where the latter bears at least 10% of eligible costs
and have right to publish own research results;
c) results of the project are widely disseminated through conferences, publications,
open access repositories or when released as free or open source software.
The GBER aid intensity may be exceeded by prior notice and under section 4.5.2 in the
Framework for State aid for research and development and innovation.
Specific rules apply to research and development in the field of fisheries and aquaculture
sectors (GBER Article 30).
(iii) Investment
(MEMO/14/368)

aid

for

research

infrastructures

(GBER

Article

26)

&

This exemption concerns aid for the construction or upgrade of research infrastructures
for economic or non-economic activities.

Beneficiary

Aid intensity

Aid threshold

Research
infrastructure

50%

EUR 20 million

If block-exempted aid is granted to a beneficiary under this provision, then access to the
infrastructure must be open to several users and be granted on a transparent and nondiscriminatory basis. Undertakings that have financed at least 10% of investment costs
of the infrastructure may be granted preferential access under more favourable
conditions, proportional to the undertaking's contribution to investment costs.
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The GBER aid intensity may be exceeded by prior notice and under section 4.5.2 in the
R&D&I Framework.
(iv) Aid for innovation clusters (GBER Article 27) & (MEMO/14/368)
Innovation clusters can be granted block-exempted investment aid for construction or
upgrades, and operating aid. Aid for operations cannot exceed 10 years.
If block-exempted aid is granted to a beneficiary under this provision, access to the
cluster's premises, facilities and activities must be open to several users and be granted
on a transparent and non-discriminatory basis. The fees charged for using the cluster's
facilities must correspond to the market price or reflect the costs. Undertakings which
have financed 10% of the investment costs of the cluster may be granted preferential
access under more favourable conditions.
Investment aid to innovation clusters can cover both intangible and tangible assets.
Operating aid may cover personnel and administrative costs, including overhead costs,
relating to animation of the cluster to facilitate collaboration or provision of specialised
business support services, marketing of the cluster, management of the cluster's facilities
and activities.
Beneficiary

Aid intensity

Aid threshold

Basic

Assisted
areas*

Assisted
areas**

Innovation clusters –
Construction/Upgrade

50%

+15%

+5%

Innovation
Operations

50%

clusters

–

EUR 7.5
cluster
n/a

million

per

n/a

*Aid for economic development of areas where the standard of living is abnormally low
or there is serious underemployment, and of the regions referred to in Article 349 of the
TFEU, in view of their structural, economic and social situation.
**Aid for development of certain economic activities or areas, where such aid does not
adversely affect trading conditions to an extent contrary to the common interest.
(v) Innovation aid for SMEs (GBER Article 28) & (MEMO/14/368)
Eligible costs include obtaining, validating and defending intangible assets, secondment
of highly qualified personnel in a newly created function, and innovation advisory and
support services.
Beneficiary

SMEs

Aid intensity

Aid threshold

Basic

Innovation/Support

50%

+50%
(max
200,000)*

EUR

EUR 5 million per undertaking,
per project

* Innovation advisory and support services can be provided under block-exempted aid up
to a maximum amount of EUR 200,000 per undertaking within any 3 year period (under
the applicable de minimis rules).
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(vi) Aid for process and organisational innovation (GBER Article 29) &
(MEMO/14/368)
Eligible costs include personnel, instruments, equipment, building and land used for the
project, contractual research, knowledge and patents, and additional overheads and
operating costs.

Beneficiary

Process and
organisation
al innovation

Aid intensity

Aid threshold

Small
enterprise

Medium-sized
enterprise

Large
enterprise*

50%

50%

15%

EUR 7.5 million per
undertaking, per project

*Only compatible if there is effective collaboration with SMEs which incur at least 30% of
total eligible costs.

6.2 Lessons learned from the Commission's Lithuania Decision
In 2016, European Commission issued the Decision C(2016)6340 on state aid by
Lithuania to certain Science and Technology Parks. In this particular case, the Lithuanian
government decided to grant rent-free use of state-owned facilities to 2 of the 9 science
parks in the country. Lithuanian authorities notified the Commission in order to make
sure the support provided to these 2 specific science parks was not in contravention to
state aid rules.
The Commission's decision established that the Lithuanian government's measures did
not constitute state aid capable of distorting competition among science parks, and that
legal requirements are met as long as the benefits derived by the two science parks are
passed on to the SMEs and entities hosted on the premises. This decision is considered to
establish a better understanding of how the 2014 GBER can be used flexibly, allowing the
development of mechanisms, such as claw-back and pari passu, on the basis of nondiscriminatory and transparent practices.
Although not directly applicable to the case of Sofia Tech Park – due to differences in the
form of aid granted by the State, the following section of the Lithuania Decision is
nonetheless worth highlighting for the sake of demonstrating the Commission's practical
approach to developing appropriate and compliant mechanisms, including pricing and
accounting modalities:
(34) Firstly, the Lithuanian authorities commit that both Kaunas STP and
Klaipeda STP, for the duration of the measure, will make publicly available,
through announcing on their web sites (or through other suitable means) at the
beginning of each year:
a) the price lists of all services that they will provide to the SMEs, as well as
the rental rates applicable to the SMEs;
b) the rules and conditions under which SMEs will be admitted for incubation
into the respective STP;
c) the price discounts (full or partial) for services and rent that the incubated
SMEs will be entitled to.
(35) Secondly, the Lithuanian authorities commit to perform, by 30 April every
year, annual audits in each notified STP in order to monitor and control the
correct implementation of the pass-on mechanism. These annual audits will be
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performed by certified independent external auditors and will be aimed at
verifying and comparing:
a) the amount of the rent foregone by the Lithuanian State for the buildings
and other assets transferred to Kaunas STP and Klaipeda STP (adjusted
annually in line with the inflation rate or any other index commonly applicable
in Lithuania in the real estate rental market) with
b) the amount resulting from the difference between the prices paid by the
incubated SMEs to each one of the two above mentioned [science and
technology parks] for the services obtained on a year-by-year basis (i.e. for
the year under audit), including the provision of office space, and the market
prices actually applicable to each one of the relevant services and office rents
(defined on the basis of yearly averages), multiplied by the actual volumes of
services effectively provided by each STP.
Should the comparison between a) and b) reveal the existence of an advantage
remaining at the level of a STP, such an advantage will be offset on an annual
basis in the year which follows the audit period either by means of a claw-back
mechanism (entailing the obligation for the STP concerned to pay the remaining
advantage back to the State budget) or by means of an increase in the volume
and diversity (resulting in an increase of the total value) of the services to be
provided to the incubated SMEs in the following year.
The balance of any possible residual advantage at the level of a STP through
either the claw-back mechanism or an increase in the services provided to the
incubated SMEs for the following year will be performed on an annual basis, not
allowing for any accumulation of such amounts over the years. At the end of the
20-year period, any economic benefit remaining at level of each STP will be
returned to the State budget.
In light of the above, the following lessons emerge:
a) benefits given to the STP can be passed on to the hosted/incubated entities
through a pari-passu mechanism, thereby avoiding accumulation of aid at the
level of the STP (as long as de minimis rules are also respected);
b) non-discrimination and transparency measures, such as pre-published price lists
or clear and precise rules and conditions for gaining admittance to the facilities,
need to be adopted in order to ensure compliance with the EU state aid rules;
c) sufficient accounting and auditing modalities have to be put in place in order to
monitor and control the functioning of the devised aid disbursement mechanisms,
and to enable claw-back when necessary.
These points indeed reinforce the explanations in the preceding section, and help provide
an insight into the way in which the European Commission approaches the interpretation
of the EU state aid rules.

6.3 Case of Sofia Tech Park
(i) 2013 Pre-notification
The specific arrangements concerning state aid were pre-notified by the Bulgarian
Government to the European Commission in May 2013, for the period until 2016.
Following this pre-notification, the European Commission delivered a preliminary
assessment on 24 November 2014 deeming that:
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a) the public financing of the construction of the research infrastructure [did] not
seem to contain State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU (as the
research infrastructure will be used almost exclusively for non-economic
activities);
b) the public financing of the construction of incubator [did] not seem to contain
State aid within the meaning of Article 107(1) TFEU at the level its owner STP Ltd
(due to the full pass-on of the economic advantage .. to the final users of the
infrastructure);
c) the remaining activities are in line with the provisions of the GBER (namely the
provision of innovation advisory and support services to SMEs under Article 28(4)
GBER; investment aid for the construction of a museum under Article 53 GBER;
investment aid to the construction of the sport infrastructure under Article 55
GBER; and investment aid to the construction of the parking under Article 56
GBER).
The documents submitted by the Bulgarian Government in the course of the prenotification process indicate that less than 20% of the Sofia Tech Park's overall annual
capacity would be devoted to economic activities, thereby not coming within the remit of
State aid rules. A range of other commitments have also been made by the Bulgarian
authorities, including a clear explanation of how accounting and time-based monitoring
would be carried out for distinguishing between non-economic and economic activities,
how aid would be clawed back or passed on if necessary, and how the relationship
between the Sofia Tech Park and the R&D&I Consortium would be established.

(ii) Current structure of the STP Company, financial sustainability and State aid
The Sofia Tech Park Company is founded in the form of a Bulgarian Joint Stock Company
(AD). It is 88% owned by the Bulgarian Ministry of Economy and 12% by the State
Consolidation Company. The Ministry of Economy contributed the science park's entire
immovable assets (land and buildings) into the founding capital of the company, thereby
transferring the science park's ownership to the company. As such, although Sofia Tech
Park AD (STP AD) is wholly-owned by the State, the science park itself is owned by STP
AD.
Under Bulgarian commercial law, it is understood that Joint Stock Companies are liable
before their creditors with their assets. A Joint Stock Company's capital is converted into
stocks, which can be treated as transferrable securities. Furthermore, stockholders are
not responsible for the liabilities of the company. Two options are available for
structuring the company's management, a single-tier structure composed only of a board
of directors or a two-tier structure composed of a supervisory board and a management
board (although currently the STP AD is governed under a single-tier structure).
The legal form selected for the STP Company, in conjunction with the ownership status of
the science park's immovable assets, implies that STP AD - as a commercial entity - may
sell or dispose of the science park property, grow its stockholding composition, its assets
may be repossessed by creditors in the event of insolvency, and its liabilities would not
incur the liability of its stockholders (i.e. the State).
There are certain challenges which Sofia Tech Park currently faces from a state aid point
of view, which can be briefly summarised as follows:
a) Despite the commitments made to the European Commission in the framework of
the 2013 pre-notification, it is understood that the STP AD experiences difficulties
in putting in place a robust accounting system and time-based capacity
monitoring modalities to effectively distinguish between non-economic and
economic activities taking place within the research infrastructure.
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b) Additionally, there appears to be inefficiencies in the way in which the 80/20 rule
is implemented. This is further compounded with difficulties in distinguishing
economic activities from non-economic activities and the absence of predefined,
non-discriminatory and transparent pricing modalities. It is thus not possible to
ascertain what could be the volume of revenues generated from the Labs in a
context of full use of the 20% time-based annual capacity limit and, consequently,
whether the said limit is a real obstacle to its sustainability, at least at short to
medium term.
c) Revenue stream difficulties appear to be further culminated by the fact that the
R&D&I Consortium which uses the research infrastructure is primarily composed
of non-paying members that do not contribute towards the operating costs.
On the basis of the above observations, it becomes evident that two options are available
for the Bulgarian authorities for the path ahead:
a) First option is to fully comply with the commitments made to the European
Commission within the framework of the 2013 pre-notification. For this option to
be effective, Bulgarian authorities would have to assume the responsibility of
publicly financing the costs incurred by the STP for operating and maintaining the
research infrastructure in order to offset any revenue shortages. STP AD would
also have to put in place a robust accounting system along with time-based
capacity monitoring modalities which clearly separate non-economic activities
from economic activities on the basis of overall annual capacity (not overall
annual revenue). It would also have to put in place a transparent and nondiscriminatory pricing scheme for access to the RI on market prices for economic
undertakings, and reinvest any revenues generated through economic activities
into non-economic activities. Any revenues pursuant to economic activities beyond
the 20% annual capacity threshold would need to be transferred back to the State
budget as a claw-back measure.
b) Second option is to restructure the governance and revenue model of the Sofia
Tech Park. This would entail decreasing the State's involvement, attracting
external private investment, moving from the 80/20 rule to other GBER provisions
which allow wider private financing, establishing transparent and nondiscriminatory pricing scheme on market prices for economic undertakings, and
submitting a new pre-notification to the European Commission under guidance
from Bulgarian competition authorities. It is not feasible to carry out a legal
analysis on state aid compatibility in the current context of this report, without
concrete and detailed plans on management and governance structure, revenue
model and realistic projections on financial sustainability and return on
investment. As such, Bulgarian authorities and the STP would first need to
substantiate concrete details of how they would implement this option before
further analysis on state aid can be carried out.
In view of the above, any further public investment in STP must be assessed with
due consideration of the current implementation difficulties and the applicable
rules on state aid.
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7 Developing Technology Transfer services
In order for STP to be sustainable in the longer term it is important to develop assets
which can be leveraged to generate value. On the one hand this means developing the
infrastructure of the park, and on the other it entails the development of core
competencies and distinctive skills which enable some of the key strategic activities to be
performed by internal staff with increasing autonomy. This is probably one of the best
ways to create strong value-added services which render STP an attractive option for
businesses. These services can take many forms and can be offered on a pay-per-use
basis if they are attractive to the market, or on a subsidised basis if they add value to the
ecosystem and are supported by public sector contributions, where the public sector
decision makers see a good return on their investment in terms of increased performance
of the ecosystem leading to better performing companies, the creation of new jobs,
economic growth, etc. Key technology transfer related services which could be developed
include:
Generating new businesses - Pre-incubation, Incubation and Accelerator Services can
assist in strengthening the economy and providing jobs in high growth potential
companies. These activities are recommended to be at the centre of STP offering and not
simply be outsourced to a private company, who would be likely to focus on short term
economic sustainability by hosting consolidated companies rather than on generating
new businesses. Nevertheless, there are also many cases of successful privately run
incubators with an interesting track record. This being said, if the decision is that
outsourcing the business incubator can be a good option, a very rigorous selection
process should be implemented and perhaps certain crucial aspects of the management
should also be pre-agreed. Furthermore, added-value services should be requested given
the fact that in the previous tender the services requested were such as receptionist,
administration and facility management, and not intellectual added-value services that
usually incubator management teams offer.
Successful generation of start-up companies starts with initiatives to stimulate interest
among young potential entrepreneurs, engaging with the community whether at
universities, research facilities or through schools to promote entrepreneurship as a
serious career path option. STP could partner with other stakeholders to be a key driver
of initiatives to build interest in entrepreneurship in the wider community.
Effective scouting to identify the best talent and ideas as well as coaching and mentoring
services would then help to build strong skill sets among the next generation of start-up
founders. Further assistance can then be provided to start-up founders to help them to
develop their ideas from business dreams to validated business plans. This means
providing support from a technical perspective through collaborative research or by
completing the team with the necessary skills, assisting with intellectual property
management, providing managerial support, business intelligence, marketing and sales
advice, assistance with the development of market channels, plus legal and commercial
services.
A comprehensive programme of pre-incubation, incubation and acceleration services
would enable STP and its incubator not just to host existing companies as a real estate
proposition, but to effectively generate new businesses with high growth potential that
could be future tenants of STP and generate new jobs and economic growth for the
territory. For this to happen, the motivation of the managers of the incubator should be
very high. This also means that the appropriate compensation and attractive
conditions are offered to the entity managing the incubator, in the case of
outsourced incubation management services. This would be valid also in the case
where STP developed the incubation management capacities internally, ensuring
members of staff are adequately compensated for the value adding skills. Below
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is a table summarising the skills typically required for managing successfully the
incubator.
Must have
experience

Track record in
promoting
entrepreneurship,
on global scale

Highly
motivated
and
complement
ary team

Evidence
of
access
to
mentors
or
mentoring skills
and access to the
appropriate
networks
(funding,
business
services, etc.)

Knowledge in
Intellectual
Property with
focus
on
patents
and
copyrights

Business
skills such as
market
research,
sales,
marketing

Preferable
experience

Experience
in
entrepreneurial/
experiential
learning
and
teaching
activities

Provision of
managerial
support

Own track record
in start-up fund
raising or PoC
management

Experience in
event
management

Experience
in
growing
businesses

Patent Information Analysis and Patentability Studies - Performing analyses of the
patent landscape is a necessary prerequisite to any serious research, development and
innovation activity. Developing these skills in-house would allow STP to offer patent
search services not only to the resident clients of the park but also to the wider research
and business community. There are currently thirteen patent information centres in
Bulgaria (according to the European Patent Office (EPO) website as of Nov 1 st 2017).
Seven of these centres are in Sofia but none of these appear to offer helpdesk services to
the wider community. Consolidating these into a single competence centre, located in
STP, could provide a service centre for all of the existing stakeholders, drawing on the
best of their human resources to staff the office, optimising economic resources and
access to high quality databases to provide world class services to the whole community.
Technology Scouting – Sofia Tech Park could develop a strong internal team with the
necessary skills to scout for technologies and research results within the research
community, both within the park and in the wider community beyond, so that STP can
make a significant contribution to the valorisation of the research results. This process
will be an important enabler, identifying patentable inventions and licensing
opportunities, uncovering areas for potential collaborative research projects with
industry, and providing “raw material” for potential spin-off and start-up companies
which could feed into the incubator.
Effective Technology Scouting is a full time job and requires continuous active
engagement with the research community, by a team with both the motivation and
determination to identify and examine all research results produced by the community,
and the necessary knowledge, sensitivity and skills to identify the results with real
application and commercial potential. Access to the kind of business intelligence services
described above would be a key enabler for the team, but a continuous and intensive
training programme would also be necessary to develop the required competences.
However, once the team has been established it would be a strong asset for STP and for
the ecosystem as a whole, feeding into other services and building strategic assets.
Management of Proof of Concept programmes - In order to successfully move
promising research results into industry, it is necessary not just to identify the results
through Technology Scouting or to assess them using Business Intelligence and Patent
database analysis tools, but also to actively seek out and engage potential industrial
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partners and convince them of the technologies' potential. Frequently in order to achieve
this, it is necessary to take the lab results to Proof of Concept (PoC) in order to provide
the industrial partner with convincing data on the performance and commercialisation
potential of the new technology.
PoC programmes need some funding (whether from the public sector or from private
sector investors, but more often than not these are government supported programmes),
but they also need dedicated staff to manage the process, to actively engage with
industry, to identify potential industrial partners, to communicate the research results
effectively, to transmit their potential and to manage the allocation of funding, the
effective management of the project and the assessment of its results and impact.
Engaging in PoC activity and developing a team with the necessary skills and contacts
would be a useful asset for STP, for the research and business communities, and for the
Bulgarian innovation ecosystem as a whole.
Strategic and Technology Foresight, Scenario Planning and Business
Intelligence Services - In order to successfully develop and launch innovative products
at the cutting edge of technology, it is necessary to monitor changes in real time and to
have a comprehensive understanding of a variety of elements including emerging trends
in consumer demand, demographic changes, market volatility, scientific advances,
technological developments, and political and business climate factors, to name just a
few. Gathering data sources both nationally and internationally, the team could provide
business intelligence services in response to specific areas of interest to be agreed with
resident organisations and the wider community of stakeholders, and which might
include:
Foresight studies – To identify key emerging trends of strategic significance
●
●
●
●

Open Intelligence processes to provide early warning of topics not yet identified as
strategic.
Continuous scanning of unstructured information about the external environment.
Clustering data points into topic areas of possible strategic importance.
Identify new topics of strategic importance.

Foresight studies allow decision makers to identify and apply intelligence from the
volumes of unstructured external information, in a way that is continuous and systematic
and updates targeted intelligence activities. They inform strategic decision-making and
improve long term sustainability.
Scenario Planning – Can also be a strong tool to assist key stakeholders in assessing
strategic options and developing the medium to long term strategy. This is an approach
which could be developed as a consultancy offering once the team has reached an
adequate competence level in Foresight.
Strategic Technology Roadmaps
– To identify technologies with high
commercialisation potential, to understand the value chains of those technologies from
enabling components to systems and applications, and to monitor commercial
development parameters including competing and synergistic technologies, required
resources, demand factors, regulatory factors or other constraints, and identify critical
areas of high potential impact. This improved understanding of the impact of a
technology’s future commercialisation and the new opportunities it may create, would
enable stakeholders and clients to project from today’s applications to future
opportunities along the value chain and to identify the potential role Bulgarian R&D&I
actors can play in their development.
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Market Research Studies – By performing specific market analyses on behalf of its
clients, STP would enable clients and stakeholders to better target markets with
increased potential and to tailor their research priorities and product development
strategies to meet market needs and identify the strongest opportunities.
Identification of Funding Opportunities – As well as funding opportunities for PoC
programmes there are numerous programmes to promote Research, Development and
Innovation both nationally and internationally, but Bulgarian participants could benefit
from assistance in identifying these funding opportunities, and to increase their success
rate in presenting high quality fundable projects and in carrying them through to positive
results and impacts. Activities could include providing Bulgarian potential
applicants/eligible participants in national and EU Research and Innovation Framework
Programmes with information on thematic priorities and rules for participation,
identifying opportunities for eligible participants, advice to potential participants on which
programme best suits their project idea, partner search services, proposal preparation
services, assistance with legal and financial aspects, eligibility checks, grant agreement
negotiation assistance, as well as assistance and training on successful presentation
strategies, project management, and dissemination of project results.
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8 Recommendations
The team of experts provided two sets of recommendations for Sofia Tech Park going
forward. These recommendations have the possibility of being complementary and
building upon each other. Below we present the two scenarios considered and specify
which particular actions would have short vs. long term impact.

8.1 Scenario I: Completing the originally planned business model
deploying few changes – remain Public Research Based
Science and Technology Park
The main recommendations that concern the first scenario are:
Scenario I

Short term

Medium to Long term

Ownership,
Governance
and
Management

Ensure management stability and
retain full public ownership.

Strengthening
the
representation of the business
sector/business associations in
advisory bodies and possibly in
the Board of Directors, the
possible creation of a two-tier
management system with a
supervisory
body
and
a
management body. All sectors
should be represented.

Reduce dependence of the Board
of Directors on the Government.
Appoint a CEO with mid/longterm mandate (4+ years) with
KPIs plan and commitments on
the KPIs by all stakeholders.

Financing

Strong public sector support: the
government to provide financial
contribution
and
respect
its
commitments
through
the
Ministry of Economy and the
Agency for SMEs.

Less
support
needed
and
potential full self-sustainability
by utilising the available land
and through an accurate tariff
policy for the use of the labs and
effective
collaboration
with
business.

Business
Programme
and Business
Model

1. Refined business plan could be developed for 2018-2022:
For the overall management and development of the STP Project,
including sub-business plans for the incubator and for R&D&I
Consortium, so that its sustainability, growth, and funding gap are
clearly defined, KPIs and governance are clearly set, and a
differentiation of roles and responsibilities among STP JSC and the
R&D&I Consortium are set.
2. One major change in business model is necessary: the effective
"sale of land" to cover operational costs must be discontinued.
3. Ensure self-sustainability revenue stream: diversify the
income in order to de-risk the project.

Land
Development
and New
Buildings

Organise a long term (25-35 years) contractual arrangement (e.g.
concession, lease) in line with the applicable law and retain effective
ownership of the remaining land in the long term.

Lab Complex

Ensure smooth completion of the
ongoing installation of equipment
of the Lab Complex.
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Build an adequate pipeline of
research
projects
in
each
laboratory.
Build
research

capacity and achieve effective
synergies between the incubated
companies and the laboratories,
before the equipment becomes
obsolete.
Services

Provide effective incubation/preacceleration
and
acceleration
services to start-ups as well as
core technology transfer services.

Broaden the range of services
offered to include most of the
services suggested in the section
on
Developing
Technology
Transfer services of this report,
including among others:
Commercial
accounting,
advice, etc.

Services
–
payroll,
taxation

Legal Services – preparation of
employment contracts, supply
contracts,
Non-Disclosure
Agreements
(NDAs),
Patent
Licenses
and
Intellectual
Property Rights advice.
Communications
Services
–
press office services, events
hosting and management.
Project Management services –
assistance
in
preparation,
presentation and management
of projects.
Position in the
knowledge/
technology
stream

No change.

Branding

Develop consistent branding of Sofia Tech Park and a specific
mid-term marketing and communication plan, engaging all
types of stakeholders, current and candidate tenants, investors and
international collaboration partners.

Monitoring,
Capacity
Building and
Evaluation

Some movement towards a
downstream (market) position
but remaining a public research
science park.

Reverse the negative publicity with positive announcements and
actual results.
Implementation of monitoring
Build capacities and knowledge
schemes
to
assist
the
internally based on experience
management of STP, for example,
shared among the different
a small team of international and
partners
(academia
and
local
experts
to
help
the
industry).
management analyse emerging
problems and potential decisions.
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8.2 Scenario
II: Move towards
involvement and industry

balanced

private

sector

The main recommendations that concern the second scenario are:
Scenario II

Short term

Medium to Long term

Ownership,
Governance
and
Management

Reduce dependence of the Board
of Directors on the Government.

Clear
move
towards
business
governance model (hybrid structure).

Appoint a CEO with mid/longterm mandate (4+ years) with
KPIs plan and commitments on
the KPIs by all stakeholders.

Board of Directors gradually attains a
controlling and evaluating role, rather
than a managerial. Implement an
effective model having 1/3 Business,
1/3
Independent
Academic
representation
and
1/3
from
Government.

Ensure management stability.
Initial
move
towards
implementation of an effective
triple helix model with stronger
representation and involvement
of the business sector.
A two-tier management with a
supervisory board or as the
present one tier but with
rotation elements.
On IASP Strategigram this would
mean a move towards a position
around -4, instead of the current
and quite unbalanced -9.

A two-tier management with a
supervisory board or as the present
one tier but with rotation elements.
Attract more private investment and
reflect
this
in
the
ownership
structure.
On IASP Strategigram – further
action should be taken to succeed in
moving the marker to the very
central position of the axis (very close
to the three benchmarks proposed:
the science parks in Poznan, Tallinn
and Ljubljana).

Financing

Attract private investment and
reflect
in
the
ownership
structure.

Cash flow sustainability and high
revenues from services. Potential full
self-sustainability by utilising the
available land (arranging for a long
term contractual arrangement (e.g.
concession, lease) in line with the
applicable law).

Business
Programme
and
Business
Model

1. New business plan could be developed for 2018-2022:
For
the overall management and development of the STP Project, including
sub-business plans for the incubator and for R&D&I Consortium, so that
its sustainability, growth, and funding gap are clearly defined, KPIs and
governance are clearly set, and a differentiation of roles and
responsibilities among STP JSC and the R&D&I Consortium are set.
2. Ensure self-sustainability revenue stream: diversify the income
in order to de-risk the project.

Land
Developmen
t and New
Buildings

Organise a long term (25-35 years) contractual arrangement (e.g.
concession, lease) in line with the applicable law and retain effective
ownership of the remaining land in the long term.

Position in
the
knowledge/

Gradual but clear move from upstream towards downstream activities.
Move towards a more balanced position giving more relevance and
attention to businesses, entrepreneurs and in general the market and
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technology
stream

private sectors.

Services

Provide effective incubation/preacceleration
and
acceleration
services to start-ups as well as
core technology transfer services.

Broaden the range of services
offered to include all services
suggested in the section on
Developing Technology Transfer
services of this report, including
among others:
Commercial Services – accounting,
payroll, taxation advice, etc.
Legal Services – preparation of
employment
contracts,
supply
contracts,
Non-Disclosure
Agreements
(NDAs),
Patent
Licenses and Intellectual Property
Rights advice.
Communications Services – press
office services, events hosting and
management.
Project Management services –
assistance
in
preparation,
presentation and management of
projects.

Branding

Develop consistent branding of the Sofia Tech Park project and a
specific midterm marketing and communication plan, engaging all
types of stakeholders, current and candidate tenants, investors and
international collaboration partners.
Reverse the negative publicity with positive announcements and actual
results. Branding and marketing could be done in close cooperation with
the industry partners.

Creation of a
Technology
Transfer
Office

Start developing human resources
skilled in commercialisation.
Specialists with the right skills,
who have experience in the field,
must be attracted in order to
provide IP services, business
intelligence, market research,
financial
advice,
technology
scouting, etc.

Once capacity has been built,
services will also be offered to
external clients outside the park in
order to support the ecosystem.

Examine the potential model of
co-sourcing (in-house placement
with contracts).
Monitoring,
Capacity
Building and
Evaluation

Implementation of monitoring
schemes
to
assist
the
management of STP, for example,
a small team of international and
local
experts
to
help
the
management analyse emerging
problems and potential decisions.
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Build capacities and knowledge
internally based on experience
shared
among
the
different
partners (academia and industry).

8.3 Elaboration on recommendations
Securing governmental engagement
For the long term sustainability of a science and technology park there is a need for deep
public engagement in the first few years, until all the services are well established and
the park is fully operational and able to generate its own revenues.
It is clear that public sector support will continue to be necessary in the short and
medium term for STP and, depending on the strategic choices taken, potentially also in
in the long term. It is therefore imperative that a clear indication is provided from the
public sector stakeholders as to whether they will support STP in order to maintain some
control over a part of its mission, relinquish control in favour of an entirely self-funding,
purely private sector managed approach which maximises shareholder profit but may not
provide some of the research capability and value-added services that STP was
designed to deliver, or whether the intent is to work towards a hybrid model.
Awareness must be raised about the significant investment in the laboratories, which are
getting obsolete as time goes by. There is a need for further support and commitment
from the Government to prevent this problem and ensure usage of the full capacity of the
labs. The main risk is that with time there will be a need for further investment to replace
the equipment and make the labs operational.
There is also a message to be sent to the private sector and the society as a whole about
the real commitment of the Government, providing a sense of stability and
importance of the project as well as attracting further private investments.
Science parks have always been urban projects in one way or another, even when they
were not located in downtown areas. In recent years we have seen increasing
collaboration between science parks and cities – science parks are getting more involved
in the implementation of a variety of plans for the economic development of cities, and
their programmes and actions are no longer confined to the strict limits marked by their
physical boundaries. To seek stronger links with the Sofia city administration may
be a great opportunity for reinforcing the STP brand vis-à-vis the city council but also
vis-à-vis the citizens, and may strengthen the prestige of the project, which will acquire
not only an economic and technological dimension but also a social one.
Ownership and Governance, Management, Representation of Private Sector in
Board of Directors
Ensuring management stability: There is a clear need to bring stability to the CEO´s
position in the long term. The Statute or Constitutive Act of the STP should clearly
establish the methodology for selection of the CEO. This should be a transparent process
where merit is granted to the capabilities of the applicants. A recommended option for
the selection process would be to hold a call for open competition for the position.
Further, the responsibilities and conditions of the position should be clearly established
and include: the scope of the functions, the term of the position, the potential causes for
removal, etc. It is necessary to establish management stability, with a BoD unrelated to
ministerial changes, appointment of a CEO with mid/long-term mandate (4+ years) with
KPIs plan and commitments on the KPIs by all stakeholders.
Having a well-balanced Board of Directors is of highest concern, but finding the right
profile and defining a clear job description for the CEO is also of great importance. All
this should be ample and the CEO should be somebody with relevant experience and
knowledge of building a business.
A clear vision, mission, objectives and governance should be developed for STP and for
the R&D&I Consortium. The stakeholdership should be broadened for both, to cover
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all targeted sectors as well as to reduce dependence of the Board of Directors on the
Government, which should gradually attain a controlling and evaluating role, rather than
a managerial one.
In any case, it is important to have all sectors represented, and to be independent
from government changes, which should be established in the STP statute.
The recommended way would be to find a more balanced concept/approach where the
triple helix sectors would have the representation required (1/3 Business, 1/3
Independent academics/researchers from national and international public bodies/
Universities/Research Institutes (ideally invited by an open call to the Bulgarian diaspora
across the world, with an aim of attracting prominent world leading academics) and 1/3
from Government). It is imperative to have the Private Sector represented in the BoD,
and to foster their involvement in STP´s objectives. They will also be able to attract more
private investment and opportunities.
The governance structure could be implemented having a two-tier with a supervisory
board or as at present - one tier but with rotation elements. An extension of the
number of BoD members and two-tier structure are in principle not contradicting and
could happen in parallel. The changes in the composition of the BoD could include
increasing the absolute number, as well as to develop additional non-executive but
advisory type of boards/committees, e.g. on strengthening research and business
cooperation developing programmes and monitoring progress, promoting access to seed
finance, venture capital for research spin offs, etc. These non-executive bodies could
include/engage executive BoD members, such as the chairman, additional members from
Business Institutions, representatives from the finance community and the R&D&I
Consortium heads, to promote specific activities and tasks that will enhance the
intangible innovation oriented footprint of STP, which is currently weak.
Thus, additional stakeholders could be engaged in varying roles, at the Board of
Directors, Advisory Boards, and/or specialised steering Committees, enhancing the
Business Part of the triple helix STP system through a larger representation of business
organisations (currently represented only by the ICT Cluster and Bulgarian Association of
Software Companies). Examples of international stakeholders are listed below:
a) Experienced members of IASP from across the region.
b) Multinational enterprises.
c) International funding partners and investors among others.
The above could also coordinate among each other, and appoint for example, two
members on a two years rotating basis at the BoD of STP. There are various routes to
accomplish the expected changes, but one crucial development is to incorporate a solid
representation of the private sector into the BoD, thus balancing the heavy
presence on the government side.
Further to the links between the Business and Financial Community, additional
Universities could be invited to participate in extended Scientific Expert Council activities
that could contribute to a regional impact by STP and the R&D&I Consortium. This is
especially true for the sectors of Mechatronics & Clean Technologies (Technical University
Varna, Gabrovo) and Industry for Healthy Living & Biotechnology (Agricultural University
Plovdiv, University of Food Technologies Plovdiv, Medical University Varna, Medical
University Plovdiv, Medical University Pleven, etc.).
The universities of Sofia that could contribute to Mechatronics (University of Chemical
Technology and Metallurgy Sofia) or Informatics & ICT (University of Library Studies and
Information Technology Sofia, University of Telecommunications and Post, Sofia) or to
the horizontal issue of management skills (Sheffield International faculty in SEE) could
also be approached, for value-added cooperation at a later stage once STP reaches a
stable growth pattern.
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Finally, it is suggested that the most successful and financially stable of the vibrant ICT
community companies should be approached for the development of common
programmes, within the framework of their CSR, such as:
●
●
●
●

Sponsoring specific tech exhibits in the experimentarium/museum.
Entrepreneurship training/Membership support programmes.
Tech transfer/IP related education.
Start-up companies’ evaluation and financing negotiation skills.

The broadening of STP Management and Expert/Advisory Councils and Boards should
include such institutions and enterprises both systemically and functionally, which will
enhance its usefulness in the Innovation Ecosystem as well as bridging specific gaps
within it, especially in the non-ICT sector.
Building a link between business and science: The Technology Park must be
consistent in playing the important role of supporting the development of new
technology-based enterprises and acting as an intermediary between technological
demand and supply. This entails increased involvement with the private sector and the
creation of conditions that motivates the private sector to provide its support.
This link between business and science would also benefit from the establishment of
initiatives for cross fertilisation among STP components (R&D&I- Incubator, R&D&IMuseum, etc.) as well as with the external innovation ecosystem (events, competitions,
committees, sponsorships, internships, etc.). The design and implementation of events
and programmes where University students, researchers and entrepreneurs, and the
business and industrial sector create and share ideas and opportunities, as well as
developing positive linkages, could bring great results.
The STP has to play the role of facilitating positive cooperation among the local
entrepreneurship community, local government and research universities. There is a
need to bring the stakeholders together, and STP is instrumental in pulling all these
forces together to produce a synergy effect.
It is crucial to recognise the industrial needs, in terms of technological and scientific
services and developments, to be able to match those with the STP research capabilities.
Aligning all stakeholders on commitments related to financing, managerial continuity
and monitoring. It is important to further engage additional crucial stakeholders (e.g.
Ministry of Education and Science, Business Associations).
In this aspect, the new or refined (depending on chosen scenario) business plan
could be developed for 2018-2022. For the overall management and development of
the STP Project, including sub-business plans for the incubator and for R&D&I
Consortium, its sustainability, growth, and gap of funding should be clearly defined, KPIs
and governance clearly set, and a differentiation of roles and responsibilities among STP
JSC and the R&D&I Consortium should be set out in the business plan.
Another goal would be to ensure a self-sustainable revenue stream: In terms of selfsustainability capacity of the STP, it is essential to diversify the income in order to de-risk
the project. Every activity carried out at the Park and every service provided should
contribute to the maintenance of operating expenses of STP (forum, parking lots,
incubation, company settlement, sports area, events, TTO).

48

Explore the possibilities of organising a Public Private Partnership
In various parts of the world, extensive experimentation has been done with different
forms of Public Private Partnerships (PPP) for the development, maintenance and
operation of different types of Technology Clusters, including Science and Technology
Parks.
Public Private Partnerships have been used to describe many different transactional
arrangements over the years. First and foremost they have been used as arrangements
to transfer the inherent risk of construction and operation of large scale infrastructure
(e.g. railways) from the public to the private sector, allowing the public sector to reduce
debt generation and introduce elements of predictability and managerial oversight to the
delivery and operation of complex projects.
Besides the transfer of debt generation from the public to the private sector, Public
Private Partnerships for large scale infrastructure projects also allow the public sector to
access the expertise and know-how of the private sector, and are therefore expected to
increase the efficiency and quality of every element of the project, from construction all
the way to operation.
In the domain of Science and Technology Parks, Public Private Partnership have been
harnessed in very different ways in different places, but the key emphasis seems to have
been on experimentation around various concessionary models where the Public Sector
entrusts development (or redevelopment), and operation of a facility to the private sector
that compensates the governmental authority in some form for the monopoly that it is
granted on the operation of the facilities for a certain period of time.
At a high level, different modes of structuring Public Private Partnerships are presented in
the table below. In the case of Science and Technology Parks, the prevalent arrangement
seems to be described in the last row where the private sector is responsible for
everything from project design to operation and maintenance.

Different Levels of Private Sector Engagement in PPP Contracts
Identify
Infrastructure
Need

Propose
Solution

Bid/Build

Project
Design

Project
Financing

Construction

Public Sector

Design/
Build

Public Sector

Design/
Build/
Finance

Public Sector

Design/
Build/
Finance/
Operate/
Maintain

Public Sector

Private
Sector

Public
Sector

Operation/
Maintenance

Ownership

Private
Sector

Public Sector

Private
Sector

Public Sector

Private Sector

Private Sector

Public Sector

Public
Sector

Source: Brookings analysis and expert interviews

There are numerous best practice examples of these types of arrangements that have
been developed in different countries and contexts. Two very good examples of a
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concession mechanism that has been successfully deployed can be found in London (UK)
and in Milano (Italy).
The Queen Elizabeth Olympic Park in London is currently owned by the London Legacy
Development Corporation, a publicly owned entity tasked with management and
redevelopment of the park following the Olympic Games in 2012. The park is currently
being repurposed with a strong focus on infrastructure for academic research and
technology development. When completed in 2020, it will host the technical faculties of
three universities (UCL, Loughborough and London College of Fashion with over 30,000
students), two museums (Smithsonian and Victoria and Albert), as well as various
technology research labs and testbeds for autonomous vehicles, sportstech, artificial
intelligence, big data and robotics. The park also hosts one of Europe’s largest incubators
with space for over 800 entrepreneurs.
A 30 years concession was signed between the London Legacy Development Corporation
and a large scale real estate asset management company that successively invested an
amount of GBP 250 Million in the development of "Here East", the former 11ha portion of
the Olympic park dedicated to the media, plus GBP 15 Million for the fitting out of the
incubator.
Here East formally opened in 2016 and is currently 77% occupied. The concession
agreement with London Legacy Development Corporation establishes that Here East pays
a 10% share of revenues to London Legacy Development Corporation after reaching
break-even point in 2021 for the whole duration of the agreement.
An equally interesting best practice in the use of a Public Private Partnership concession
model has been created in the currently ongoing process for the repurposing of the site
that hosted in Milano (Italy) in 2015 the Universal EXPO, Milano 2015. The site which is
approximately 1,000,000 sq. m., is due to be converted into a large scale technology
cluster intended to host the new campus of the university of Milano as well as the Human
Technopole, a high tech research centre focused on biotechnology, genetics and big data.
About 60% of the Milano EXPO 2015 site (approximately 600,000 Sq. Metres), will be
redeveloped through the use of a Public Private Partnership with a private operator that
has been selected through a call for tender. The operator will receive a concession from
the company responsible for managing the EXPO Milano 2015 site. The concession will
run for a period of 99 years. Throughout this period the company to which
redevelopment and management of the site has been assigned will pay a concessionary
fee (up to 2BN EUR). The real estate developer selected for repurposing of the site will be
responsible for developing the necessary master plan for redevelopment of the site in
collaboration and under the direction of Arexpo, and will be responsible for raising the
necessary investment for repurposing of the site.
Both these models point to interesting principles and possibilities that could inform the
development of a new strategy for Sofia Tech Park going forward. The organisation of a
suitable contractual arrangement (e.g. concession, lease) in line with the applicable law,
such as the ones listed above, with a private operator for management of the park could
resolve some of the current difficulties experienced in accelerating the growth of the
park, and the successful development of an offer of commercial services to run parallel to
the fundamental research activities that are already ongoing at the park.
Different contractual models and legal constructs could be explored including for
management of the whole of the park, for management of a portion of the park, for
management of only the buildings or for management of certain specific services that the
park will provide (e.g. incubator).
The use of the above mentioned mechanisms could reduce both the financial risk to the
Bulgarian authorities (as they would be able to shift any financing responsibilities to a
private sector operator) and also mitigate the operational risk of the project by
delegating to the private sector operational management of the park.
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Change overall development strategy for the remaining land plots: further
elaboration
It is understood that the STP AD has collateralised its assets in return for loans from
private lenders to finance part of construction and operational activities on Sofia Tech
Park grounds, pending transfer of public funds. Given that STP AD is a joint stock
company liable to its lenders by its assets, a potential insolvency would mean
repossession of the Sofia Tech Park's property and assets by lenders, thereby
jeopardising the entire project and neutralising any wider social impact the Sofia Tech
Park could have created.
Moreover, in the absence of sustained public financing of its operations, the STP AD
company has attempted to alleviate its financial challenges by selling part of its
immovable asset portfolio (i.e. land). Although this may bolster the immediate revenues
of the STP AD, it does not create a sustainable revenue stream for the science park in the
longer run.
Instead of selling the remaining land plots, organise a suitable long term (25-35
years) contractual arrangement (e.g. concession, lease) in line with the
applicable law and retain effective ownership of the remaining land in the long
term, thus ensuring sustainable income flows which could contribute to other
activities that need finance (technology transfer, IPR commercialisation, and other
services) and in addition have better control over the innovation focused profile of future
tenants.
It is necessary to provide for a more sustainable model in the long run and discontinue
the practice to sell "the right to build" for an unlimited time. In any case, there
must be a limitation of the time period allowing the science park to retain effective
ownership in the long term. The main principle is to fairly distribute the economic
benefit in a balanced way between the investor company and the STP, allowing the latter
to pursue the mission of a science park. A particular time period could be specified in the
contractual arrangement (e.g. concession, lease) in line with the applicable law. For
instance, Article 65 of the Bulgarian Property Law provides that "When the right to
ownership of the constructed building is established for a specified time, following the
expiration of the term the ownership on the building is transferred back to the owner of
the land and no compensation for this action is due." The usual practice of European
science parks as seen in the 2013 report "Setting Up, Managing and Evaluating EU
Science and Technology Parks"20, indicates that public intervention in grow-on buildings
is normally between 15-40%.
An interesting and relevant example is Tehnopol (Tallinn), which is one of the science
parks suggested by IASP for the purposes of the benchmarking analysis. As mentioned in
Annex 4, real estate development has always been Tehnopol's main focus and business
activity. This is the activity with highest yearly turnover and its operations act as a
guarantor for the other two main activities of the science parks – business development
services and incubation services.
Transparency in inter-institutional agreements: The general Memoranda for
Cooperation with the leading R&D partners of Sofia Tech Park (the major universities in
Sofia) was signed in the period 2012-2013 but expired at the end of 2015. However, this
does not affect the good collaboration and partnership between the parties, according to
STP representatives. Furthermore, all research organisations mentioned except BAS are
members in the R&D&I Consortium. It is important that every relationship or activity
carried out between the STP and any organisation is recognised by a written agreement.
Every affiliation should be established as clearly as possible.
20

Rowe, D., Setting up, Managing and Evaluating EU Science and Technology Parks – An advice and guidance
report on good practices, Publications Office of the European Union, 2015, doi:10.2776/73401, also
available online at: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/studies/pdf/stp_report_en.pdf
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Develop branding of STP and a specific midterm marketing and communication
plan, engaging all types of stakeholders, current and candidate tenants, investors and
international collaboration partners. It is necessary to make efforts to reverse negative
publicity with positive announcements.
Requalification or re-purposing of existing staff: Existing administrative staff whose
contribution in the early set-up phase is crucial, but who in later phases may have a
reduced internal workload could be re-focussed to provide services to the park’s
clients. This could include administrative and commercialisation services to park users,
to enable them to have access to high quality services without necessarily having the
cost burden of recruiting full time staff for positions that they require only part-time.
The creation of a Technology Transfer Office: The STP should be able to provide
added services and added value.
There is an important role for a Tech Transfer operation with business intelligence and
foresight professionals; nevertheless it takes time to develop these skills. Also,
according to what has been appointed before, it would be very difficult to attract high
quality experts with very low salaries. As mentioned earlier, the support of the
Government is needed in the initial period, until the STP can become fully selfsustainable. People with the right skills must be attracted, who have the experience in
the field in order to provide IP services, business intelligence, market research,
financial advice, technology scouting, etc.
Services could be offered for internal and also external clients (such as Universities,
research institutions, companies, etc.), at a different service price, bringing another
income stream that contributes to the operations of the Park.
In the case of outsourced incubation management services, appropriate compensation
and attractive conditions must be offered in order to attract internationally
experienced managers within an open procedure with sufficient publicity.
Furthermore, in order to develop Bulgarian expertise in science park and incubator
management, examination of the potential model of co-sourcing (in-house placement
with contracts) can be considered, instead of management outsourcing, with phasing out
contracts.
The implementation of a possible monitoring scheme to assist the management of STP
in the upcoming two-three years should be considered. Having a small team of
international and local experts to help the management in analysing emerging problems
and identifying potential solutions might prove very useful.

8.4 Overview of the advantages and disadvantages of Scenario I
and Scenario II
The two scenarios address the degree of ownership and involvement of the public and
private sector respectively in the development and management of STP, as well as the
consequences stemming from this. In the following table an overview of some of the
advantages and disadvantages of adopting a given solution are presented. On the basis
of available knowledge and analysis performed by the experts, the following implications
could be expected:
ModelSolutions
Vs.
Implication
Advantages

Scenario I – the park remains
100%
publicly
owned
as
originally envisaged

Scenario II – the park moves to a
public-private
partnership
with
industry participation

- Easier to implement because
no major changes in the

- Better correspond to and reflect
industry
needs,
demand-driven
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governance
structure
are
foreseen: delivery of the
original plan and following the
existing Pre-Notification.
- Could be a starting point for
a
gradual
move
towards
Scenario II.
- Focus on upstream activities
may have some benefits for
the society.

Disadvantages

- Sustainability is dependent
on the public commitment to
provide financing.
- Difficulty in separating the
financial responsibility of the
park and government bodies
(ministries/agencies).
- A lack of independence and
bureaucracy resulting from
close ties with the public
sector
prolongation
of
decision-making.
- The size and complexity of
the park can be dangerous,
blurring responsibilities and
causing organisational inertia.
- Perpetuation of the current
management model may result
in a science park that is not
attractive for the fast moving
innovative
and
high-tech
companies.

approach.
- Better reflect triple helix model
and involve all stakeholders in the
ecosystem.
- Management system can be based
on the principle of consensus in the
decision-making process.
- Stronger pressure to achieve
positive
financial
results
and
returns.
Broadening
the
range
of
shareholders and stakeholders to
include the business sector will
make it accountable to more parties
thus enhancing trust.
- The management (Board of
Directors) of the park plays the role
of an orchestrator managing and
coordinating
the
activities
of
independent scientific and business
entities.
Division
of
tasks
and
responsibilities
between
park
management and leadership of the
park participants can be difficult.
- Even partial private ownership
requires a significant initial capital
investment.
Would
require
additional
regulatory procedures such as a
consolidated assessment on State
aid potentially through a new prenotification and approval by the EC.
A
significant
number
of
shareholders
may
hamper
distribution of financial results.
- A long transition period from the
start of investment to achieving
economic benefits.

Furthermore, according to Scenario II, it is necessary to include both public and private
shareholders who are interested in the potential possibility of a return on capital in the
long term. The BoD plays the role of an orchestrator 21, managing and coordinating the
activities of independent scientific and business entities. The ultimate goal of a science
and technology park is to form teams of researchers and companies who are working
together in an interactive manner, thereby producing added value for the society and the
economy.
21

The concept of "orchestrator" derives from a study on the Polish innovation ecosystem. For more information
please refer to: Łobejko, S., Sosnowska, A., Management Models of science and technology parks: foreign
experience and recommendations for Poland, Optimum, Studia Ekonomiczne, NR 5 (77) 2015; DOI:
10.15290/ose.2015.05.77.05.
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It must also be clarified that there is no "good" or "bad" option and a number of
recommendations are equally valid in both Scenario I and Scenario II. Rather, Scenario II
can be regarded as a virtuous evolution of Scenario I which corresponds to the initial
project design that was never fully realized for a variety of reasons. Moving from
Scenario I to Scenario II would necessarily imply a transition period. It is ultimately up to
the Bulgarian government to choose the degree of implementation of the
recommendations based on policy considerations and on the country's innovation
strategy. There is little doubt that the main risk is a continued inaction maintaining the
"status quo", which may shortly lead to the collapse of the whole project. Thus, the
Ministry of Economy is strongly encouraged to already start implementing Scenario I
recommendations immediately to avert such "status quo". Generally, Scenario II is
preferred by the experts and the proposed new profile would better compare to other
science and technology parks in Eastern Europe (Poznan, Ljubljana and Tallinn).
Any future public investment should be considered only after adequately addressing
recommendations in terms of governance, financing, land policy and the use of current
capacity which are common for both scenarios.
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Annexes
Annex 1. Definition of Science and Technology Park
The International Association of Science Parks and Areas of Innovation (IASP) define a
science and technology park (STP) as follows:
“A science park is an organisation managed by specialised professionals, whose
main aim is to increase the wealth of its community by promoting the culture of
innovation and the competitiveness of its associated businesses and knowledgebased institutions.
To reach these goals a science park stimulates and manages the flow of
knowledge and technology amongst universities, R&D institutions, companies and
markets; facilitates the creation and growth of innovation-based companies
through incubation and spin-off programmes; and provides other value-added
services as well as high quality space and facilities.”
The term ‘science park’ also embraces similar expressions such as technology
park, research park, technopole, etc.
Science parks are considered to fall within the broader concept of Areas of Innovation
(AOIs), which IASP defines as:
“Areas of innovation are places designed and curated to attract entrepreneurialminded people, skilled talent, knowledge-intensive businesses and investments,
by developing and combing a set of infrastructural, institutional, scientific,
technological, educational and social assets, together with value added service,
thus enhancing sustainable economic development and prosperity with and for the
community.”
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Annex 2. What is a 'Strategigram' by Luis Sanz, Director General, IASP

What is the Strategigram?
The Strategigram is a software-based tool which
enables science parks to visualise and analyse
their strategic profile. It allows parks to
understand management decisions which affect
that profile, and to compare results with other
strategic models in use by parks worldwide,
improving
their international
benchmarking
capabilities.
The Strategigram is not a tool to assess the
performance of science and technology parks, but
rather to discover and analyse the features of a
park’s model.
What is it used for?
The Strategigram has several uses, it can be used
by STP managers to identify the strategic profile
of their park. It also allows the monitoring of
changes that are occurring within their parks.
This enables STP managers to analyse the cause
of these changes and establish if they are a result
of conscious decisions or of external factors.
In addition, the Strategigram allows managers to
compare the strategy of their own science park
with other science and technology parks across
the world. The Strategigram has also been used
effectively in the planning of new parks, helping
to ensure that an appropriate strategy is adopted.

The seven axes of the
Strategigram

1. Location and environment –
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

How it works
A questionnaire, with sections relating to each of
the seven strategic axes, must be completed. The
Strategigram software assigns a weight for every
answer and determines the position of the given
park along each axis.
Once this has been done, the user is able to view
the overall strategic profile for the park (see
example below). The software then allows the
user to compare these results with the results of
other science and technology parks.
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7.

A reflection on the degree
of urbanisation of an STP.
Position in the knowledge/
technology stream – The
emphasis that a park places
on working with higher
education
institutions/universities or the
market.
Target firms – Whether
there is a focus on
attracting existing
companies or on the
creation of new firms
(NTBF) and start-ups.
Degree of specialisation –
Whether an STP has chosen
to specialise in one or a few
technology sectors, or not at
all.
Target markets - Whether
local/regional priority exists
within the STP, or a
preference towards foreign
and multinational firms.
Networking – Evaluating the
approach of parks to
networking and determining
how much “strategic value”
is placed on networking.
Governance/Management
model – Establishing whether
a park is predominantly
business or institutionally
minded.

Example of a strategic profile generated by the Strategigram tool:
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Annex 3. Services available in Science and Technology Parks

KNOWLEDGE-BASED SERVICES

GENERAL SERVICES

Accounting, legal and related services

Auditorium/conference room

Assistance with corporate relocation

Bank office, banking services

Assistance to access other venture/seed
capital funds

Cafeteria
Catering

Business development/support services

Electronic
areas)

Intellectual property consultancy, patent
attorneys, etc.
Management
support
(consultancy, etc.)

security

systems

(common

Electronic security systems (for single
buildings)

services

Event planning

Marketing & promotions
Networking (external)

Golfing facilities (in the park or within
10km)

Networking (internal)

Hotel

Own venture or seed capital funds

Kindergarten

Public/investor relations

Lab facilities/lab equipment for rent

Resident development

Medical services
Meeting rooms
Public transportation
Residential
etc.)

area

(houses,

apartments,

Restaurant
Secretarial services
Security surveillance (24hr.)
Security surveillance
working hours)
Shop, mall, etc.
Sport facilities
Travel agency
Videoconference room
Other
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(only

on
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Annex 4. Comparisons/Benchmarking profiles
I. Poznan Science and Technology Park (PSTP), Poland

POZNAN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PARK

Country

Poland

City

Poznan

City’s population

> 500.000hb.

Website

http://www.ppnt.poznan.pl
Located in a city,

Location

nearby University campus

Year of creation

1995

Square metres

54000 Square meters

Sectors

Accept companies and institutions from any technology
sector, but we encourage some specific sectors more
than others

Main Sectors

Biotechnology, Chemistry and Chemicals, Computer
Science and Hardwares, ICT & Communications, Physics,
Services for Business and Industry, Software Engineering

Primary Marketing objective

To attract national companies
Private foundation

Nature of the park

"Non Profit" organisation

General Manager

An Academic

Technology Centres

12

Incubators

2

Companies located in the park
Ratio
centres

companies:

80

technology

10:1

NTBFS

49

% NTBFS

61.25%

Companies
that
commercialise
their own technology

65

Number of employees

400 (135 in park itself)

Technology Centres employees
Ratio:
Employees
in
companies-Employees
technology centres

35

private
in

11,42:1
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ACTIVITIES DESCRIPTION
Established in 1995 within the Adam Mickiewicz University Foundation, Poznan Science
and Technology Park (PSTP) is Poland’s first centre of this kind. Our Park initiated a
lot of activities in the field of science and economy cooperation as well as development of
new technologies. Since the beginning, PSTP supports business incubation processes and
technology services related to the commercialisation of knowledge, provides information
and assistance concerning participation in European research programs, and takes
initiatives to promote academic entrepreneurship and implementation of regional
innovation policies and forms of cooperation. In 1998 PSTP organized the first conference
entitled "Scientific and technological parks - Polish perspective", which was attended by
representatives of all Polish park initiatives and guests from Europe. Since that time and
thanks to the continuous development, PSTP has gained recognition as a leader of the
science park community in Poland, leading many initiatives for the benefit of all and
mentoring some newly established institutions.

PSTP OFFER
PSTP is an ideal place for those seeking innovative
solutions. Due to its cooperation with scientists, the PSTP is
the perfect partner in the process of commercialising
scientific and technological research results. The PSTP
experts dealing with innovations offer consulting, research
and pro-innovative services to their customers. The
services offered are complemented by professional, wellequipped laboratories, office space and IT facilities, as well
as highly specialised research equipment.
http://ppnt.poznan.pl/en/
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PSTP runs 5 main activities:










R&D activity – research services for companies, contracted research and
“technology incubation” i.e. preparation and testing of technologies based on
university research results through 12 research centres. PSTP owns patents –
there are now 23 patents and patent applications.
Start-ups incubation – including entrepreneurship courses at university,
business plan competition, coaching start-ups, investment readiness and investors
fora. PSTP as a seed invested 1.5M EUR in 13 technological start-ups.
Technology transfer and innovation promotion – scouting technologies,
provision of information, consulting, assisting in technology transfer, science and
business collaboration, academic entrepreneurship.
Infrastructure provision – rental of equipped laboratories and office space,
creation of innovation friendly environment. There are now 80 tenants in PSTP:
R&D centres of large companies, technology start-ups and innovative SMEs as
well as some research institutions.
Education – PSTP runs ImagineLab - experiments, exhibition, planetarium,
knowledge popularization and Park’s Sprites kindergarten.

Research services
CHEMISTRY

•

Chemical Technologies Incubator – synthesis and analysis of chemical products,
optimising and improving chemical processes technologies.

•

Waste Cluster – Analytical, physical, chemical, technological and applied research
concerning broadly defined waste management.

•

Supercritical CO2 Laboratory – extraction (SFE extraction), segregation and
purification of natural and synthetic products, qualitative and quantitative analysis
of the products by means of supercritical CO2.

•

Optimisation of Chemical Processes Lab – production of substances and chemical
preparations with a specific formulation; conducting technological research
regarding product synthesis, isolation and purification.

PHYSICS

•

Poznan Radiocarbon Laboratory – performing 14C tests with the most modern
accelerator technique (AMS): dating archaeological and geological formations not
older than about 50,000 years. Clients are scientific institutions in the field of
archaeology, art history, geology, geomorphology, paleoclimatology, palaeobotany,
biochemistry, food industry, etc. Poznan Radiocarbon Laboratory is the first of its
type in Central and Eastern Europe.
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BIOTECHNOLOGY

•

Biotechnology Centre – assessing microbiological purity of products and the
environment, cultivation of microorganisms, fermentation of natural products,
investigating microbiological activity of chemical substances.

•

Genomic Laboratory – next-generation sequencing of DNA, detection of nucleic
acids, biocomputational analyses.

ARCHAEOLOGY
Consulting services in the field of conservation.

•
•
•

Identifying the scope of archaeological research.
Excavations, scientific reports, expert opinions on archaeological materials.

New technologies development
PSTP helps companies and research teams in the development of new technologies and
improvement of the existing ones. We cooperate with scientists from research centres
based in Poznan and exploit scientific discoveries in industrial practice.
We are characterised by a wide range of research capabilities:
•

development of basic technological assumptions for the synthesis of chemicals
and biochemicals;

•

balancing and scaling of chemical processes;

•

development of methodology for isolation and purification of synthesis products;

•

optimisation of chemical and biotechnological processes, determination of possible
recycling or disposal of process waste, compilation of environmental instructions
for a process design.

The board of experts, who can use unique research equipment, is able to provide a
technological solution improving the product or the manufacturing method for
customers from various lines of business (food industry, cosmetics, chemical industry,
etc.). Each solution is developed individually, in a close cooperation with the employer.
Comprehensiveness of the service is ensured by specialised laboratories for
chemical, biotechnological, process in supercritical CO2, photovoltaics and bioremediation
work as well as the support for laboratories located at the Poznan Science and
Technology Park (Chemical Technologies Incubator, Waste-Klaster research laboratory,
Poznan Radiocarbon Laboratory).
Innovation support and technology transfer
•

information, training and counselling services concerning obtaining funds for
research activities in the Regional Contact Point (Horizon 2020);

•

advising on possible commercialisation paths (licensing, spin off, purchasing
technology);

•

advising and counselling within the scope of intellectual property, searching for
investors.

Preincubation
PSTP experts conduct the entrepreneurship classes as well as workshops and meetings
concerning entrepreneurship preincubation and incubation for students and doctoral
students. PSTP also organises the internships, traineeships and study visits for students
and doctoral students on the area of the Park. Moreover, we support students, doctoral
students and employees conducting knowledge-based economic activity.
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Incubation and offices and labs for rent
Poznan Science and Technology Park offers space for business both to young and
experienced companies and supports their dynamic development. We offer preferential
lease rates and business-related support to start-ups.
We provide spacious, air-conditioned offices and an open space. Companies leasing the
premises at our Park get access to social rooms, free car park and other facilities such as
the Intranet, the entrepreneur’s library and consulting services.
When designing our facilities, we took the future users’ expectations into consideration.
That is why our laboratories meet the highest standards. The adopted design solutions,
installations and interior equipment take into account the specificity of research-related,
scientific and technological activities.
Softlanding
Poland is a country of new business opportunities. We have developed a specialised
service helping entrepreneurs from abroad to understand the Polish law, its language and
the specificity of the Polish market in order to ensure their “soft landing” in the world of
business in Poland. The softlanding offer is targeted at foreign traders who plan to set up
a branch office or a subsidiary in Poland or would like to establish new contacts with
Polish traders. The service is offered in two packages: the basic (3 months) and the
extended one (6 months). The soft-landing service involves the lease of an office space
with access to the Internet, a phone and conference rooms. More importantly, the
company using the service is offered consulting services regarding company registration,
legal provisions, tax regulations, financing, business modelling and marketing. What is
more, a Business Consultant supports the company’s representatives during the
meetings with clients and contractors.
Study visits
Poznan Science and Technology Park offers study visits to groups who are interested in
finding out more about the activities of the first technology park in Poland.
We offer the opportunity to meet with our experts from all PSTP departments:







Research and laboratory departments,
Technology transfer department which assists in science and business
collaboration,
Research programmes department, specializing in the area of EU funds,
Pre-incubation department, offering services for people with ideas who plan to run
their own businesses,
Incubation and business development department, which takes care of
relationships with PSTP tenants and supports incubees,
Innovation Support Instruments Department, which offers support for regional
and local authorities in development, monitoring and evaluation of regional
innovation strategies and smart specialisation strategies.

PSTP PROJECTS
Poznan Science and Technology Park has for years been implementing the projects in the
area of research and development, international and academic entrepreneurship,
innovation policy and technology transfer. EU funds have enabled the development of
infrastructure of the Park and the launch of a technology incubator in 2006, and in recent
years the high technology incubators complex. PPNT thus became one of the national
leaders in companies' incubation. We also have our own capital fund (also established
thanks to EU funding). We invested in thirteen start-ups in the sectors of chemistry,
biotechnology and ICT.

65

Recent projects include:

•

Enterprise Europe Network – EEN West Poland – PSTP is the project partner
active in FEMIRC/IRC/EEN continuously since 1997. PSTP serves as IPR contact
point for the whole of project. http://een.ec.europa.eu/about/branches/pl00005

•

CASI – the project “Public Participation in Developing a Common
Framework for Assessment and Management of Sustainable Innovation”
represents an EU-wide cross-sectoral partnership on innovation-related challenges
and considers not only the impacts of social and technological innovation, but also
the types of actors involved and their inherent interests. It thus effectively
integrates the perspectives of civil society, SMEs, industry, policy stakeholders,
and leading academics. More info http://www.casi2020.eu/about/description/
EU-XCEL – a Horizon 2020 and Startup Europe initiative which supports aspiring
young tech entrepreneurs interested in co-founding new international information,
communication and technology (ICT) start-ups through a new start-up scrum
training and mentored virtual accelerator initiative. More info http://euxcel.eu/

•

•

Erasmus for Young Entrepreneurs – a cross-border exchange programme
which gives new or aspiring entrepreneurs the chance to learn from experienced
entrepreneurs running small businesses in other Participating Countries. New
entrepreneurs gather and exchange knowledge and business ideas with an
experienced entrepreneur, with whom they stay and collaborate for a period of 1
to 6 months. The stay is partly financed by the European Commission. More info
http://www.erasmusentrepreneurs.eu/index.php

•

ESSPO – the project addresses the issue of insufficient impact and efficiency of
policies aiming to enhance SMEs competitiveness, especially their growth on
national and international markets as well as their engagement in innovation
processes. More: http://www.interregeurope.eu/esspo/

•

MERLIN – the project offers a range of dynamic workshops and relevant training
to guide researchers and businesses on the journey to commercialisation. The
programme will equip participants with knowledge, skills and a network to
generate market-led business models to unlock potential and accelerate this
journey.
INNOVATORS2B – the project targets three pilot agencies which revise their
own innovation support programmes, methodologies and tools used in their
everyday work with companies, in order to open the door for first time innovators.
The new approach to potentially innovative companies supports SME to define
individual needs, show how to exploit existing potential and use it to obtain
economic effects.
PE4TRANS – the project objective is to change the habits and behaviours of
citizens via public participation during the work on improvement of policy
instrument in the field of sustainable transport
Research projects – having the status of a science entity PSTP implements
research projects in the field of chemistry, aimed at, among others, patent
applications or development of new technology.

•

•
•
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Contact:
Poznan Science and Technology Park of Adam Mickiewicz University Foundation ul. Rubież 46, 61612
Poznan,
Poland
T:
+48618279700
F:
+48618279701
ppnt@ppnt.poznan.pl,
http://ppnt.poznan.pl/en/

II – Tehnopol Tallinn Science Park, Estonia

TEHNOPOL Tallinn Science Park

Country

Estonia

City

Tallinn

City’s population

100,000 - 500,000

Website

https://www.tehnopol.ee/en/
Located in a city

Location
On a University campus or adjacent to it
Year of creation

2003

Square metres

42000 Square meters

Sectors

Accept companies and institutions from any technology sector,
but we encourage some specific sectors more than others

Main Sectors

Biotechnology, Chemistry and Chemicals, Computer Science and
Hardwares, Electronics, ICT & communications, Materials

Primary
objective

Marketing

To attract foreign companies and/or Multinationals.
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Public foundation

Nature of the park

"Non Profit" organisation

General Manager

A Business Professional

Technology Centres

3

Incubators

1

Companies located in the
park

140

Ratio
companies:
technology centres

46.66:1

NTBFS

30

% NTBFS
Companies
commercialize
technology

21.43%
their

that
own

80

Number of employees
Technology
employees

1500

Centres

25

Ratio: Employees in private
companies-Employees
in
technology centres

60:1

Tallinn Science Park Tehnopol has three main areas of operation:
1) Managing and developing real estate in business campus next to Tallinn
University of Technology – yearly turnover around 2,4M EUR;
2) Offering business development services for established companies – yearly
turnover around 1M EUR;
3) Offering incubation services with top mentors via Startup Incubator – yearly
turnover around 0,6M EUR.
The three areas of operation are increasingly interlinked with each other and while real
estate development has always been a business-like activity for Tehnopol, the other
two operational areas are increasingly so as well. In Startup Incubator we are about to
deploy an option approach in order to align incentives of our startup companies and the
Startup Incubator. In business development services Tehnopol has created a new
brand called Momentum and targets large private companies with it – the core value
offer of Momentum is to foster innovation processes in large private companies by
solving problems in a startup-like manner. That is done by forming cross-sectional teams
and enabling problem solving work-sprints. Even though we aim for self-sustainability
in business development services and Startup Incubator, real estate operations still act
as a guarantor of those two.
III – Technology Park Ljubljana, Slovenia
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Technology Park Ljubljana

Country

Slovenia

City

Ljubljana

City’s population

100,000 - 500,000

Website

http://www.tp-lj.si/en
Located in a city and business-university zone Brdo.

Location

On a University + PRO campus and/or adjacent to it.

Year of creation

1992

Square metres

75.000 Square meters of land

Sectors

We only accept companies and institutions from a limited
number of technology sectors.

Main Sectors

ICT, Health & Pharmaceuticals, Smart City, Smart Factory,
Smart Housing, Biotechnology, Environment, Materials, Optics

Primary Marketing objective

To attract national companies

Nature of the park

Public - Private ownership

General Manager

An Academic

Technology Centres

2

Incubators

2

Companies located in the park
Ratio companies:
centres

300

technology

150:1

NTBFS

250

% NTBFS

83.33%

Companies that commercialize
their own technology

250

Number of employees

1500 +

Technology Centres employees
Ratio: Employees in
companies-Employees
technology centres

17

private
in

50:1

Operation of the Technology Park Ljubljana
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From real estate to services
In the past great emphasis was put on real estate and the park operated a leasing
system offering a right-to-buy option, which many companies took up. This leasing
system included commercial loans managed by the Technology Park Ljubljana. However,
most of the real estate has now been sold to the companies – around 6,000m2 out of the
total 35,000m2 is currently managed by the park. Once bought, each company takes care
of their own plot and buildings, although they remain part of the physical area of the
technology park and the community.
It has been found that a change in use of premises has occurred, making the need for
the physical sites less than in the past. The recent shift away from the focus on real
estate has brought advantages in allowing the park to develop more services and to
support the companies in the park better. It has also been found that there has been an
increased interaction with the technology park co-owners, consisting of municipality of
Ljubljana, three of Slovenia’s biggest research institutes and three leading big
companies. Connecting the research institutes and the companies is beneficial and allows
them to operate independently. There are many large companies (within the ICT, health,
smart technologies sectors), which are both successful and well consolidated and
therefore are not likely to move or sell up. This creates a solid base for interaction and
sharing, which is an advantage in regard to technology transfer, research and
development. All the companies have strong connections to the specific focus areas and
agendas – the technology park tenants cooperate very closely in line with the smart
specialisation strategy of the Slovenian government and the EU.
So far it has been working well; the optimisation of the owner infrastructure allows the
park to focus on services. This is now the Technology Park Ljubljana’s principle line of
work – developing services for companies and raising competences. The park has many
partners around the globe and has a network of companies and individuals who can offer
a wide range of expertise. It receives financing for development of special services via EU
projects, through implementation of market activities, as well as by offering their
services to companies both inside and out of the technology park. The park also provides
services for incubators and the incubated companies, as well as offers a co-working
space (rented, not owned).
There are currently more than 300 resident companies in the Technology Park Ljubljana.
Twice a year the park provides a review of companies’ needs for special services. In
addition the Technology Park Ljubljana, together with University Incubator from Maribor,
runs a scanning of the best Slovene innovative and hi-tech start-ups yearly:
approximately 100 start-ups are admitted to a special program and receive feedback
from the park in partnership with qualified experts, on possibilities for getting financed
and being successful, or get a more general review of their activities. This program is
carried out in collaboration with the Slovenian Enterprise Fund, which is an agency under
the Ministry of Economy, tasked with providing a special financial and support scheme for
“helping” start-ups. The park acquired this service through an open tender and has
signed a contract for providing the special platform, which entails that the park offers a
full service to the Slovenian Enterprise Fund, who provides approximately 3.5M EUR
funding for 60+ start-ups yearly.
Although the Technology Park Ljubljana is not direct financed by the government, there
is a very close cooperation with the government who recognises the important work that
the park carries out. The park works bottom-up, based on feedback and experience from
innovators as well as feedback and information gathering from the pre-incubation and
growth phases. On this base a close collaboration with ministries, government and
agencies is established. Technology Park Ljubljana applies for public tenders, together
with all other private or public entities, and has been particularly successful in the field of
innovation, entrepreneurial discovery process and smart specialisation.
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Although the focus on service is working well and there is a clear emphasis on providing
tailor-made niche services that are in high demand, future plans allow for additional real
estate development. There are still plots available for further development (around
40.000m2) and concrete plans are being drawn out. For this development, the park will
enter into partnership with a real-estate and/or strategic, bigger company to reach a
critical mass of balance to enable further development. It is important for the park to
focus on providing value added content to the companies, because this is a sufficient
reason for tech companies buy premises within buildings developed in Technology Park
Ljubljana. Thus, regardless of the companies themselves, the main focus is on services
and educational possibilities.
As Slovenia is a very small country, the park has no issues in attracting people and
businesses to participate in events or to re-locate there. The fact that everything is in
one area, is a great advantage, as companies and entrepreneurs can exchange
experiences and participate in events. Taking into account that these companies have
limited time, the Technology Park Ljubljana provides services for and focuses on smaller
groups where interest overlaps or where synergies are present. The park spends a lot of
time listening to companies' and entrepreneurs' feedback and needs, to allow the
development of tailor-made services. The park collaborates with a broad range of
domestic and foreign experts and consultants in order to provide high quality services. It
is important to not address start-ups, scaleups and SME’s on a general basis, but to
ensure that each one is benefitting.
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List of abbreviations and definitions

AD

Aktsionerno Drujestvo
Bulgarian law)

BAS

Bulgarian Academy of Sciences

BoD

Board of Directors

CEO

Chief Executive Officer

CSR

Corporate Social Responsibility

DG JRC

Directorate-General Joint Research Centre, European
Commission

DG REGIO

Directorate-General for
European Commission

EC

European Commission

EPO

European Patent Office

GBER

General Block Exemption Regulation

GEM

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

IASP

International Association of Science Parks and Areas of
Innovation

ICT

Information and communications technology

IP

Intellectual Property

ISSSS

Innovation Strategy for Smart Specialization of Sofia

JSC

Joint Stock Company

KPI

Key Performance Indicators

Labs

Laboratories, the R&D&I Laboratory Complex

M&A

Mergers and acquisitions

MES

Ministry of Education and Science

NDAs

Non-Disclosure Agreements

NGO

Non-governmental organization

NTBF

New technology based firms

OECD

Organisation
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Development
OPIC

Operational
Programme
Competitiveness"

PoC

Proof of Concept

PPP

Public Private Partnership

PSF

Policy Support Facility

R&D

Research and Development

R&D&I

Research, Development and Innovation

R&D&I Consortium

Research and Development and Innovation Consortium

RI

Research Infrastructure

RIS3

Research
and
Specialisation

SMEs

Small and medium-sized enterprises

STP

Sofia Tech Park

TIN/(T+IN)

Technology and Innovation Network

TTO

Technology Transfer Office

VC

Venture Capital
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