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Foreword 

VINNOVA’s (Swedish Governmental Agency for Innovation Systems) mission is to promote sustainable 
growth in Sweden through improved R&D driven innovation development. VINNOVA’s particular area of re-
sponsibility comprises on one hand, funding of R&D which is required to make Swedish industry and society 
become more competitive; and to strengthen the interplay and networks between the actors of the Swedish 
innovation system, on the other. 

As part of its mission, VINNOVA recognised the need for a national infrastructure of incubators and initiated a 
pilot programme in 2002 and the Swedish Incubator Programme (NIP) in 2003. When Innovationsbron AB 
was established 2005, the management of NIP was transferred to Innovationsbron and VINNOVA committed 
a 10 year funding of the programme. In the agreement between VINNOVA and Innovationsbron regarding the 
NIP, it is stated that VINNOVA is responsible for the evaluation of the NIP. The evaluation strategy is to con-
duct a mid-term evaluation every three year as part of the design of the next 3-year phase of the NIP. This 
report constitutes such a mid-term evaluation of phase two of the NIP, running between 2005 and 2007. 

The evaluation has been done by an expert panel supported by a secretariat provided by inno Germany AG.  

The evaluation panel is fully responsible for the content of the evaluation and all judgements and conclusions 
made in the report 

VINNOVA would like to express its gratitude to all persons that contributed to this evaluation, especially to the 
evaluation panel members Rina Pridor (chair), Paul Bradstock, Jean-Francois Lafaye and Giuseppe Serazzi 
whose expertise and engagement was invaluable for the evaluation; to our colleagues at Innovationsbron - 
Jan Nylander and Håkan Larsson who played a decisive role in setting up and supporting the evaluation; and 
last but not least, to Luc Schmerber and his team from inno Germany AG who facilitated the evaluation proc-
ess and made this evaluation report become a reality. 
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1 Context of the mid-term evaluation 
One of the responsibilities of VINNOVA, the Swedish Governmental Agency for Innovation Systems, is to 
develop and strengthen the national innovation system. In the late summer of 2002, VINNOVA proposed a 
national incubator pilot programme aimed at strengthening the incubation structures addressing new firms 
based on R&D results/findings. The proposal was primarily based on the Israeli model, complemented with 
experiences from Swedish technology parks, as well as early-stage national and international incubators. 

The rationale for initiating a National Incubator Programme was based on the situation in Sweden, where 
research-related innovation was hampered in contributing to the national growth by the weak structures sup-
porting business creation in the early stages. At that time, the government support focused on funding excel-
lent research and researchers, but not on supporting commercialisation efforts and entrepreneurs, the latter 
being instrumental for an efficient exploitation of the research results. The creation of new research-related 
companies was also hampered by the lack of competence and knowledge among venture capitalists about 
the very early stages of commercialisation combined with a lack of understanding among entrepreneurs for 
the deal-structures and requirements of venture capitalists. Although there were some exceptions, primarily 
among the technology parks, the average performance of the national innovation system still had to be re-
fined. 

In order to improve this situation, the National Incubator Programme (NIP) was established. The pilot of the 
National Incubator Programme (NIP1) was launched by VINNOVA in June 2003 with a budget of 4.8 Million 
Euro and a planned duration of 18 months; its overall objective was to develop a professional, long-term sus-
tainable network of national incubators targeted at the commercialisation of research-related business ideas. 
14 incubators were awarded in the first call. The pilot programme focused on areas such as professionalisa-
tion of the management, team-building, mentoring, business development support processes etc. – both for 
the portfolio companies and the incubator management. 

During spring 2004 an evaluation of NIP1 was carried out. The results of this evaluation formed the basis for 
the development of the second programme phase (NIP2). On January 1st 2005, NIP2 was initiated and new 
incubators were selected. 10 of the initially 14 incubators were kept in the programme and two new incuba-
tors were awarded. Further six incubators were selected as potential candidates to join the programme at a 
later stage. NIP2 was scheduled to run until December 31st 2007. 

After concluding the first half of NIP, Innovationsbron together with VINNOVA planned the programme con-
tinuation with a third phase starting in 2008. In order to outline the structure and content of NIP3, VINNOVA 
and Innovationsbron decided to carry out a mid-term evaluation of NIP covering basically its second phase 
NIP2.  
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2 Purpose and methodology for the mid-term evaluati on 

2.1 Purpose and approach of the mid-term evaluation  

The NIP2 mid-term evaluation aimed at contributing to the preparation of the NIP third phase (NIP3), sched-
uled to start in 2008. Based on the output of the evaluation of NIP1 (performed in spring 2004) and on the 
acknowledgements resulting from the NIP2 evaluation, recommendations for NIP3 were to be outlined. 

VINNOVA and Innovationsbron defined the following terms of reference for the mid-term evaluation: 

1) Describe and comment the basic outcomes of the NIP from an international perspective e.g.: 

·  Overall improvement of the national capacity in delivering strong ventures with international business 
potential based on academic findings; 

·  Development of deal flow (number of proposals received); 

·  Quality of deal-flow (number of proposals supported, effect of the incubator programme on deal de-
velopment etc.); 

·  Economic development of the incubators; turnover development, financing of operations, develop-
ment of non-government funding, sources of funding. 

2) Assess the NIP as an intervention to improve early-stage commercialisation of R&D in Sweden: 

·  NIP’s role in the Swedish innovation system related to other structures and initiatives; 

·  NIP’s impact on significant system properties or success factors and indicators regarding successful 
early stage commercialisation; 

·  NIP’s contribution to the development of strong innovation environments. 

3) Assess the NIP as an intervention to create and improve a profession – the management of an incuba-
tor (assessment of the results of the NIP): 

·  Relation existing between the performance and quality of the incubator personnel and portfolio pro-
jects/companies compared to international incubator experiences; 

·  Effect of the NIP on the professionalism of the incubators in terms of competences, working proc-
esses, tools, exchange of experiences among the different incubators, etc. 

4) Assess efficiency of execution and management of the NIP: 

·  Planning and design vs. implementation: has the management initiatives and activities been relevant 
for the programme objectives? 

·  Resource allocation – balance between different kinds of resources; 

·  Staffing, organisation and work processes: has the organisation, staffing and work processes been 
rightly balanced against programme objectives and plans? 

5) Provide recommendations for the design of NIP3 related to the presented plans and the evaluation 
results from the above mentioned areas. 

6) The evaluation shall compare the results of the above mentioned areas against the results from similar 
evaluations of other National Incubator Programmes. This material will on the one hand serve as input 
to the development of the evaluation and on the other hand serve the purpose of enabling a bench-
mark of the Swedish NIP against other National Incubator Programmes. 
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2.2 Methodology for the mid-term evaluation 

The evaluation of the NIP was carried out by an international Expert Panel supported by a secretariat. 

2.2.1 Panel 

The panel consisted of international experts with a proven track-record in incubation. The panel members 
and its chairman were appointed by VINNOVA. 

Members of the Panel were: 

·  Rina Pridor (Chairwoman) – Israel 

Rina Pridor manages the national incubation programme in Israel and was also part of the I4G proposal. She 
is the Founder and Director of the Technological Incubators Programme in Israel - Office of the chief Scien-
tist - Ministry of Industry & Trade since 1991 to present. She is in charge of creating the framework and its 
implementation, setting objectives and regulations, management and operation of the Government support 
budget. 

·  Paul Bradstock – United Kingdom 

Paul Bradstock is the former chief executive of the Oxford Trust and now a trustee. Under his leadership and 
among other works to encourage science based enterprise the Oxford Trust pioneered business incubation 
in the UK. Paul has long experience of enterprise and innovation; he set up Oxford Innovation and Oxford-
shire Biotechnet, was a founding Director of UKBI and Chairman of the EU Incubator Forum for 2 years. Cur-
rent board appointments include the Northern Ireland Science Park and the Portsmouth Technopole. 

·  Jean-Francois Lafaye – France 

Jean-Francois Lafaye is Director of the technology-based incubator Incuballiance and former President of 
France Incubation (now RETIS), French Association of campus-based incubators. He formerly worked with 
ANVAR, the French Agency for Innovation. 

·  Giuseppe Serazzi - Italy 

Giuseppe Serazzi is a professor at the Politecnico of Milan (Technical University). In 2000 he founded the 
Acceleratore d’Impresa, an incubator for high-tech start-ups exploiting the results of researches carried out 
within the laboratories of the Politecnico. He has been the director of the Acceleratore since the end of 2006. 
He is a Board member of the Incubator Forum Gate2Growth Initiative (since 2004). 

2.2.2 Secretariat 

The Secretariat was ensured by inno Germany AG, the German office of the inno group. The inno main ac-
tivities lie in the field of development and transfer of innovation strategies as well as support of higher educa-
tion and research institution in the commercialisation of research results. 

2.2.3 Process and methodology of the mid-term evalu ation 

The evaluation was carried out between April 2007 and March 2008. 
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Table 1: Process and methodology for the NIP2 evalu ation 

 

April 2007:  inno Germany was appointed by Vinnova and Innovationsbron with the responsibility of 
the secretariat for the evaluation of the NIP2. 

May 2007:  the international Expert Panel was fully constituted after the four international experts 
listed above had committed to the project. 

June 2007:  The first meeting of the Expert Panel took place in Stockholm, not far from the Innova-
tionsbron premises, on June 18th and 19th 2007. 

During this first meeting, the Expert Panel learned from Innovationsbron and Vinnova 
about the NIP and its policy context. An interview with an incubator manager enabled 
the Panel to get more familiar with the activities performed by the NIP incubators. 

The methodology for the evaluation and the basic structure of the evaluation were out-
lined. 

The secretariat was designated to further elaborate the methodology. 

July 2007:  The Panel approved the evaluation methodology. 

In order to collect sufficient and relevant information to answer the questions submitted 
by Vinnova and Innovationsbron, it was decided to perform the following activities: 

·  Collection and exploitation of statistic material available within Innovationsbron 
with regards to the incubators involved in the NIP and their performance; 

·  Collection and exploitation of material on the NIP provided by Innovationsbron 
and Vinnova; 

·  In-depth interviews with the incubator managers involved in the NIP; 

·  Different case studies based on interviews with regional stakeholders dealing 
with innovation policy and especially with the commercialisation of early stage 
R&D results. 

It was decided not to perform a specific survey with companies being or having been in 
the incubators as Innovationsbron had in parallel appointed a Swedish consultancy with 
this kind of survey. 

The questionnaires designed for those tasks are to be found as Annex 1 of this report. 

August & 
September 2007 : 

The secretariat performed the interviews and analyses of data listed above. A list of the 
persons interviewed during this process is to be found as Annex 2 of this report. 

October 2007:  The second meeting of the Expert Panel took place on October 16th and 17th 2007. 

The outcomes of the interviews and analyses performed by the Secretariat were pre-
sented, discussed and commented by the Expert Panel. A series of recommendations 
was drafted by the end of the meeting. 

December 2007:  The secretariat collected a written feedback from the Expert Panel to the draft list of 
recommendation and transmitted an intermediate report to Vinnova and Innovations-
bron. 

March 2008:  The secretariat integrated the feedback from all parties in order to deliver the final re-
port for the mid-term evaluation. 
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3 Description of the NIP and its outcomes from an i nternational perspective 

3.1 The Swedish National Incubator Programme (NIP) 

3.1.1 Overall objectives of the NIP 

The overall aim of the NIP is to increase – on a sustainable basis – the number of new R&D-intensive growth 
companies in the Swedish national innovation system. 

The main objectives set therefore to the NIP were: 

·  increase the national capacity to take care of research based business ideas by establishing an in-
frastructure of "world-class" incubators i.e. a structural capital that Sweden can capitalise on moving 
forward; 

·  increase the national capability and skill in managing and supporting early-stage commercialisation of 
research based business ideas (i.e. establish incubation management as a "profession" and incuba-
tion as a managed process); 

·  generate high-quality start-ups to the financing and investment market. 

3.1.2 Implementation and management of the NIP 

 

Table 2: Implementation of the NIP – major mileston es 

 

Autumn 2002:  The Swedish Government approved about a budget of 3 MLN Euro to VINNOVA for a 
pilot programme on incubation. 

February 2003:  The first call for proposal was published, with a deadline for submitting proposals by the 
end of March 2003. 

June 2003:  The pilot programme (NIP1) started with 14 incubators. After the first year, the pro-
gramme was extended for further six month and additional 1,5 MLN Euro taken from 
Vinnova’s budget. 

Autumn 2004:  Innovationsbron was formed (the company was started on 15 February 2005). 

Innovationsbron AB was formed jointly by the Swedish Government, Teknikbrostiftel-
serna and Industrifonden. VINNOVAs 10 year commitment to fund the NIP with 5MLN 
Euro per year constituted the Government investment and holding in Innovationsbron 
AB. 

The call for NIP2 was published. 

January 2005:  Start of the NIP2 with 12 full participant and 6 associated incubators for a period of 18 
months. 

March 2005  The responsibility for the implementation and management of the NIP2 was transferred 
from Vinnova to Innovationsbron. 

Summer 2006:  The NIP2 was extended for one year. 

Summer 2007:  The NIP2 was further extended. 

The Call for NIP3 was rescheduled for spring 2008 
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The management of the NIP2 within Innovationsbron was granted by a team mainly composed of Jan 
Nylander and Håkan Larsson and supported by the teams at the Innovationsbron’s head office and at the 
different regional offices. 

3.1.3 Call for proposals for NIP2 - Requirements fo r the incubators 

The call for proposals for the NIP2 based on the following requirements for the incubators: 

·  The activities in the incubators should base on a system perspective: 

o Increase the number of growth-oriented companies; 

o Increase the growth rate in these companies; 

o Create the conditions for developing new businesses and commercialising knowledge. 

·  Well selected incubators should therefore: 

o Have a well functioning cooperation with universities, university colleges, research insti-
tutes and early-stage investors, based on research-related knowledge-intensive busi-
ness ideas; 

o Have a well functioning cooperation with start ups; 

o Generally strengthen the dynamic cooperation between industry, research and financi-
ers, who facilitate the business creation – this aspect is crucial. 

The incubators should have a well established, focused and effectively longsighted management style. De-
pending on local strengths, models, drivers and history, incubators can have different work models. 

The aim is to stimulate pluralism and competition between different regional and national innovation systems 
whose approaches are well consolidated, and whose structures grant the creation of commercially sound 
companies to be introduced to the market. 

The incubators should: 

·  Offer processes; 

·  Evaluate ideas; 

·  Be well established, cooperate with universities, investors and industry within their field of activities in 
Sweden and in their region; 

·  Have a clearly defined focus area in order to create the conditions to generate critical mass and at-
tract the excellence within their field of activities; 

·  Be able to evaluate and integrate the founder team, competence, personality and experiences; 

·  Have criteria for selection and access to the incubator; 

·  Have arrangements and processes for future investors in the incubated companies; 

·  Be well integrated in a complete supportive innovation environment for the creation of business. 

All incubators must be prepared to share their experiences by: 

·  Regular meetings; 

·  Workshops; 

·  Best practise exercises; 

·  Exchange of experiences; 

·  International cooperation; 

·  Cooperation with public and private investors and financiers. 
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3.1.4 The incubators involved in the NIP2 

 

Picture 1: Overview of the incubators involved in t he NIP 

 

Two groups of incubators were involved in the NIP2: 

·  Full participant incubators (red dots); 

·  Associated incubators (yellow dots). 

3.1.5 Allocation of the funding 

The budget allocated to the NIP was used for: 

·  bearing the programme management costs within Innovationsbron; 

·  funding of the NIP full participant incubators; 

·  funding of the NIP associated incubators; 

·  supporting few pilot projects related to the overall objectives of the NIP. 
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The following table shows the yearly funding for 2005 and 2006. 

 

Table 3: NIP budget allocation 2005 

 

NIP funding 
(EUR)

Cofunding
(EUR)

Total
(EUR)

%
NIP funding

Program management IB 132.093 136.826 268.918 2,5%
NIP full participants

Chalmers Innovation 430.269 1.237.025 1.667.294 8,0%
Gothia Bus. Inc. 215.135 566.235 781.369 4,0%

GU Holding & SSP 430.269 514.172 944.441 8,0%
Ideon Innovation 430.269 430.269 860.539 8,0%

Inova, Karlstad 322.702 334.104 656.806 6,0%
Jönköping Bus. Inc. 263.540 338.837 602.377 4,9%

Karolinska Innovation 430.269 3.270.048 3.700.317 8,0%
Mjärdevi Bus. Inc. 325.069 325.069 650.137 6,0%

Stockholm Bus. Inc. 172.108 172.108 344.216 3,2%
STING, Stockholm 430.269 498.790 929.059 8,0%

Uminova 430.269 430.269 860.539 8,0%
Uppsala Innov. Center 322.702 322.702 645.404 6,0%

Total funding 4.202.872 8.439.628 12.642.500 78,1%
NIP associated incubators

Aurorum, Luleå 96.811 96.811 193.621 1,8%
Blekinge Bus. Inc. 96.811 96.811 193.621 1,8%

MINC, Malmö 96.811 96.811 193.621 1,8%
Pronova, Norrköping 96.811 96.811 193.621 1,8%

Teknikbyn & Idélab 96.811 333.459 430.269 1,8%
Teknikdalen 96.811 96.811 193.621 1,8%

Total funding 580.864 817.512 1.398.376 10,8%
Pilots

Venture Cup 268.918 268.918 537.837 5,0%
BMC, Lund 107.567 107.567 215.135 2,0%

CORE 86.054 86.054 172.108 1,6%
Total funding 462.540 462.540 925.079 8,6%

Total 5.378.368 9.856.505 15.234.873 100%
 

 

Venture Cup 

Venture Cup is an open business plan competition, which assists and encourages innovators to establish 
concrete businesses from their innovations. The Venture Cup concept mainly consists of three elements; 
competition, coaching and education, but it also facilitates networking between investors, innovators and 
business achievers. 

Venture Cup competitions are held in Norway, Sweden, Finland and Denmark. There are currently seven 
separate competitions, since Sweden is divided into four regions with independent activities, sponsors and 
competitions. The first Venture Cup competition was founded in Gothenburg in 1998, it then expanded to 
Eastern Sweden, Finland, Öresund (Southern Sweden and Denmark), Norway and Northern Sweden. Öre-
sund split in 2003 to create two separate, more efficient organisations, Sweden South and Denmark. 

BMC and CORE were not considered during this evaluation. 
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3.2 Outcomes of the NIP2 

3.2.1 Business models of the NIP incubators 

3.2.1.1 Legal structure 

Most of the incubators involved in the survey are organised as independent companies/foundations (9 out of 
16, 56%). Other incubators are organised as companies or departments within science or technology parks 
(7 out of 16, 44%). As far as the profitability is concerned, 14 incubators (87.5%) are organised as non-profit 
institutions; only 2 (12.5%) are profit-oriented. 

3.2.1.2 Ownership 

As far as the ownership of the incubators is concerned, 7 of them are owned solely by one institution: in 5 
cases this is the regional university, in 1 case the municipality and in 1 case the science park. Other incuba-
tors have a mixed ownership involving both public and private stakeholders as e.g. science parks, local and 
regional authorities, universities, regional funds, regional subsidiaries of Innovationsbron, big companies or 
even small and medium-sized businesses, ALMI business partners, trade unions, etc. 

3.2.1.3 Organisational structure – staff 

The staff working in the surveyed incubators includes both internal and external staff members. The internal 
staff ranges from 2 to 13 people depending on the size of the incubator and its activities. The external staff 
generally involves the business coaches and ranges from 1 to 45 people. 

Figure n° 1: Staff of the incubators (Annex 4– page  69) displays the staff and its composition for the 12 
NIP2 full incubators. 

Since the business coaching is a core part of the support services provided to the companies in all of the 
incubators, there is a number of business coaches working with the incubators as internal staff or on external 
basis. In many cases, the incubators have both internal and external business coaches. The coaches usually 
specialise in certain technology areas or support services to companies (e.g. sales, marketing, financing, 
intellectual property rights, organisational and management issues, etc.) and have extensive business ex-
perience including experience with own business activities/companies. There is generally one coach respon-
sible as main coach for selected incubated companies; other coaches provide support to companies in addi-
tional fields on a case by case basis. 

Many incubator managers are also involved in business coaching: they take up this task in addition to their 
other activities related to the management of the incubator as a whole. 

The incubators located in the same premises as a science/technology park usually share the support infra-
structure e.g. administration and reception services, accounting and events organisation services etc. with 
them. Some of the incubators also offer virtual incubation services. 

3.2.1.4 Deal flow 

The surveyed incubators generate their deal flow using different channels: e.g. through their own direct mar-
keting activities (events, seminars, meetings with the potential target groups, etc.) but also through their part-
ners and networks. 

The target groups are formed by people stemming from universities, R&D institutions, industry and the public 
sector. Only two of the surveyed incubators stated that they target primarily university students and research-
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ers. Most of the incubators generate their deal flow in covering different target groups. One incubator stated 
to access the business ideas coming from other incubators thanks to collaboration contracts with them. 

3.2.1.5 Access criteria 

The access/eligibility criteria for potential incubates are rather similar for the majority of the incubators. Fur-
thermore, most of the incubators have different support programmes addressing business ideas at different 
development stages, for instance pre-incubation programmes (10 incubators out of 16), addressed to pre-
mature business ideas, and incubator programmes, which normally target only mature business ideas and 
require that a company is formally established before accessing the incubator; some of the incubators also 
have “growth programmes” focusing on already established companies that need support in specific fields 
such as sales, marketing, intellectual property rights, etc.  

Depending on these programmes, the access/eligibility criteria may slightly differ. However, certain criteria 
have been identified which are shared among all incubators. These are: 

·  Innovation degree/uniqueness of the business idea; 

·  Quality of the founder team in terms of technical and commercial competence and skills (compe-
tence mix); 

·  Clear market potential; 

·  Dedication to growth. 

In addition, many of the incubators (8 out of 16) clearly highlighted the importance of the international market 
potential Three of the surveyed incubators require as further criteria also clear IPR ownership of the business 
idea/technology. Other criteria include financial and environmental feasibility of the business idea, identifica-
tion of concrete potential customers, links to the regional university through formal education or other activi-
ties, secured funding for at least one year for one full-time employee. 

3.2.1.6 Exit criteria Pre-Incubator Programme  

The companies/business ideas which access the pre-incubation programme can generally stay for 3 to 12 
months. The average duration of the pre-incubation period is 7 months. In most of the pre-incubation cases, 
the progress of the business ideas/companies is closely monitored by the incubator. Successful cases are 
then selected for the incubator programme. The decision making process slightly varies across different in-
cubators. The survey showed that in 5 incubators (31.25%), companies are selected for the incubator by the 
incubator’s Board of Directors; in further 5 cases (31.25%) the decision is taken by the incubator’s manage-
ment team (incubator manager and the business coaches) and in 4 cases (25%) independent external ex-
perts are involved in the decision-making process. 

3.2.1.7 Exit criteria Incubator Programme 

Once the companies have accessed the incubation programme, they can stay for 6 months to 7 years, de-
pending on the technology and incubator’s exit policy. For instance, the incubator which supports the compa-
nies working in the life science industry has no strict formal criteria for exits and the incubation period may be 
up to 7 years. However, incubators supported by the NIP programme are incubated on average for 2.7 years. 

The majority of the incubators do not have very formal processes. Usually, companies leave the incubator 
after reaching a certain maturity stage in their development, once the maximum incubation period has ex-
pired or in case they fail to comply with the milestones or other obligations set in the agreement. 
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3.2.1.8 Thematic focus 

Most of the surveyed incubators declared not to have any specific thematic focus in terms of specific tech-
nologies (11 out of 16), which means that they are open for all relevant business ideas fulfilling the eligibility 
criteria. However, many of these general incubators do have certain focus on specific technologies depend-
ing on the regional strengths and existing potential (e.g. research areas of the regional university etc.). 

Life Science and ICT come up as the major technology areas for the NIP2 incubators. 

3.2.1.9 Funding 

The incubators involved in the survey were also asked about the financial resource for funding their activities.  

Figure n° 2: Incubator operation costs and public f unding 2006 (Annex 4– page 69) displays the details 
of the operation costs and amount of public funding received by the incubators in 2006. 

Out of 16 incubators, 7 are publicly financed to 90 -100% with the financial resources coming from different 
public authorities (e.g. municipalities, regional administrations, regional universities and Innovationsbron). 
According to the results of the survey the stable public funding/co-funding of the incubation process is re-
garded as very important in Sweden. 

Of all incubators, 7 stated to have also founders or sponsors form the private sector. The private funding 
ranges from 5 to 20%. The private sector is represented by big companies (founders, services providers, 
sponsors of events), SMEs (founders) and in one case also by a private university.  

Out of 16 incubators, 8 declared not to take equity in the incubated companies. In most cases this is due to 
the policy of the public authorities the incubators belong to, which have an interest to promote entrepreneur-
ship and business creation on a broad scale and not on a profit basis. According to the survey, 1 incubator 
would consider the equity model in the future. 

Half of the incubators require fees for services provided to companies, while 3 of them also require manage-
ment fees in case of the companies’ success. Payback of the fees follows usually after 3 to 8 years after the 
company has left the incubator. 

The incubators were asked whether they consider changing or adapting their business models towards more 
financial independency from the public support in the future. As far as the possible business model revisions 
are concerned, the majority of the incubators surveyed (13 out of 16) stated that they would like to continue to 
operate under the same business models as today, while 2 incubators stated that they consider introducing a 
payback management fee model in the near future; one further incubator would consider introducing more 
private mechanisms but is evaluating the different models. 

3.2.1.10 Services 

Concerning the range and type of services provided to the incubated companies, the differences among the 
incubators participating in the survey are rather small. Coaching is the most important of the incubators sup-
port activities in Sweden. The process is in most cases organised in a very structured way: there is usually 
one business coach responsible for a certain number of companies while in certain specific areas he/she is 
supported by other business coaches.  

Apart from coaching, companies also benefit from different trainings covering a very broad scope of topics 
such as financing, marketing and sales, human resources development e.g. negotiation skills and team build-
ing; company’s board management; accounting; public relations and communication; protection of intellectual 
property rights; legal issues; etc. 
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Two incubators stated that they also support internationalisation and match-making activities for their compa-
nies, especially in the Baltic area. All incubators also provide support activities in networking contacts with 
potential clients and investors.  

All incubators provide match-making and team-building services for companies not having a complete or 
adequate team by the time of their foundation. The match-making activities are mainly provided by the incu-
bators taking equities in companies (in this case, the company’s board always includes one incubator repre-
sentative) but also by other incubators which rather look for the external temporary or even permanent busi-
ness manager to support and complete the team. Since the quality and completeness of founders’ team 
seems to be a very important selection criterion for all the incubators, the latter thus consider the match-
making process to be crucial if some competences and skill are missing in the company’s team. 

Of the 16 incubators, 11 also offer some post-incubation services to their former clients. These services vary 
from case to case, though the most common are: ALUMNI network; coaching; networking with venture capi-
talists; trainings (especially development of internationalisation activities and negotiation skills); funding of 
one board member for a certain period of time for best companies; etc. Services as coaching and training are 
normally provided on commercial basis/rates. The post-incubation services are almost always provided by 
those incubators which are located at the same premises or very close to science or technology parks. 

3.2.1.11 Lessons learned 

In this part of the survey, the incubator managers were asked to comment their experience with the incuba-
tion process, best practice, failures or lessons learned. This question was an open one, so the answers of the 
incubator managers ranged accordingly. 

Effectiveness of the selection process, quality of the founder team, quality of the coaches and coaching proc-
ess, networks of the incubators and their managers came out as the major factor for the success of incuba-
tion process. 

Some of the statements made by the incubator managers during the survey are listed hereafter:  

“Effectiveness in the business ideas selection process is crucial for the incubator.” (3 statements) 

“Good quality of the founder’s team is crucial for the success of the company.” (2 statements)  

“It is easier and more efficient to complete the founder’s team (match-making) than try to turn the re-
searchers into entrepreneurs.” (1 statement)  

“Coach ability of the founder’s team is very important.” (1 statement) 

“It is important to work only with companies that are committed to further develop that and show pro-
gress.” (2 statements) 

“The company shall start with the sales and customers identification right at the very beginning.” (1 
statement) 

“Business coaches shall all have extensive business experience” (3 statements) 

“Business coaches shall work at least part time for the incubator in order to have regular and intensive 
exchange with the incubated companies.” (2 statements) 

“Regular exchange among business coaches is very important.” 

“Networking is very important for both, the scope and quality of the deal flow.” (2 statements) 
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3.2.2 Quantitative achievements 

3.2.2.1 Projects deal flow 

The monitoring of the incubators’ outputs show a significant increase in the number of ideas evaluated as 
well as companies generated over the time-span considered, i.e. 2004-2006. Due to the evolution of the NIP 
programme and the progressive implementation of a common monitoring system in the incubators, the in-
formation is not available for all the incubators in 2004, 2005 and 2006. 

3.2.2.2 Ideas evaluated 

The pictures below displays the total and the average number of ideas evaluated by the NIP2 full incubators 
(i.e. which have been object of a meeting that lasted minimum one hour) over the period 2004-2006. 

Picture 2: Number of ideas evaluated by the NIP inc ubators between 2004 and 2006 

Figure n° 3: Number of ideas evaluated by the incub ators (Annex 4– page 70) shows the breakdown of 
ideas evaluated by the twelve NIP2 full incubators. 

Full comparisons are not easy in this case, as not all data is available for 2004. However, an increase in the 
average number of ideas evaluated as well as a total increase of about 160 ideas (11%) between 2005 and 
2006 can be noticed. 

The effect of NIP is especially significant in the case of young incubators like for instance the Uppsala Inno-
vation Centre, which has experienced a dramatic increase in the number of ideas evaluated after 2004. 

3.2.2.3 Origin of the ideas 

The chart below shows the origin of the project initiator.  

 

Picture 3: Origin of the ideas evaluated by the NIP  incubators in 2006 
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The results are comparable with those achieved in 2005. About 60% of the ideas evaluated and projects 
accepted come from a University or College. A further 25% is initiated by entrepreneurs and 10% are industry 
spin-offs. Very few ideas, only 1%, come from Industrial Research Institutes. 

3.2.2.4 Number of companies in the incubators 

The results reported by the incubators show that about 10% to 15% of the ideas evaluated are accepted. This 
figure is an average value for all incubators; according to their business model, different incubators can show 
different degrees of selectivity. As an example, STING acts very much like a venture capital organisation and 
accepts only about 5% of the ideas evaluated, whereas other incubators can accept up to 1/3 of the evalu-
ated ideas. However, the latter remains exceptional and most incubators remain within a range of 10%-20% 
of projects accepted. 

Incubators not acting as venture capital companies state that an increase of their resources would lead to a 
further increase in the number of ideas evaluated and companies accepted while maintaining the current 
access criteria. 

According to the figures available by the time of production of this report, the number of companies – includ-
ing both companies graduated from the incubators and companies still being incubated – delivered by the 12 
NIP full incubators have increased from 138 in 2004 up to 440 in 2005 and 589 in 2006. 

Figure n° 4: Number of companies delivered by the i ncubators (Annex 4 – page 70) displays the num-
ber of companies delivered by each incubator. 

Again, comparisons are only possible on the basis of the available figures; they show a significant increase of 
the companies that have passed through the system. 

3.2.2.5 Contribution to the Swedish economy 

A few years ago VINNOVA produced a statistic on New Technology Based Firms (NTBF) coming from Uni-
versities. Unfortunately, the figures are not available for 2004 and afterwards. However, these figures show 
that the number of NTBFs coming from Universities was constantly about 100 between 1998 and 2003 (with 
a slight increase in 2003). 

 

 

Picture 4: Number of NTBFs created in Sweden betwee n 1990 and 2003 
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The twelve NIP2 incubators deliver at least 150 NTBFs per year since 2004, of which about 90 (i.e. 60%) 
come from Universities. It is fair to assume that a number of the NTBFs usually delivered by the system with-
out the NIP have taken the opportunity of getting support from an incubator and have joined the scheme; it is 
also reasonable to assume that the twelve NIP2 incubators do not cover the totality of NTBS produced by 
Swedish universities and have thus with their 90 additional NTBFs significantly contributed to the increase the 
performance of the Swedish Innovation System with this regards. 

3.2.2.6 Public and private capital attracted in the  companies 

The figures reported by the incubators show that the companies incubated have been consistently able to 
attract both public and private capital. Even without considering KIAB, who has been able to attract much 
more private investments than the other incubators, the average leverage in 2005 and 2006 for the other 
eleven NIP2 full incubators is about 3,5 times as much private capital as public capital attracted by the com-
panies. 

Figure n° 5: Leverage venture capital/public capita l attracted attracted in the companies in 2005 (An-
nex 4 – page 72) shows the leverage for each incubator. 

Figure n° 6: Leverage venture capital/public capita l attracted attracted in the companies in 2006 (An-
nex 4 – page 72) shows the leverage for each incubator. 

3.2.2.7 Public Return on Investment 

The NIP monitoring system introduced a new indicator aiming at measuring the value of incubators in terms 
of investment of public money. The return on investment (ROI) of public money was calculated at the ratio of 
accumulated taxes paid by the companies in the incubator divided with the public funding invested in the 
incubator1.  

Figure n° 7: Official Return on Investment - 2005 ( Annex 4 – page 72) shows the ROI in 2005 for each 
incubator. 

Figure n° 8: Official Return on Investment - 2006 ( Annex 4 – page 72) shows the ROI in 2006 for each 
incubator. 

The results obtained in 2005 and 2006 show that the incubator system pays back 3 to 4 times the investment 
during the year and thus makes investment in incubators a good investment for public money. 

                                                      

1  An exact calculation for this indicator would require considering that some of the personnel-based taxes 
taken into account would have been generated without NIP, as the employees of the new companies 
might have been employed in other positions anyway. On the other hand, it is a fair assumption to say that 
some new positions have been made available as those employees have left their older positions to join a 
start-up. 



 

- 16 - 

4 NIP and Incubator Manager as a profession 
One of the aims of the NIP programme evaluation was to explore the impacts of the NIP programme on the 
development of the incubator manager profession in Sweden. 

In the survey, the incubator managers were asked whether they regard the job/ position of an incubator man-
ager as an own profession or not. Out of 16 incubators, only 14 answered to this question, 12 of which stating 
to consider this job as own profession. One of the main reasons indicated was that the incubator manager 
needs specific skills to know how to deal with different stakeholders from the public, private and scientific 
world (triple helix). Moreover, most of the incubator managers stated that an incubator manager needs to 
have extensive previous working experience with the business sector in order to carry out the job success-
fully. Such person also needs the skills to motivate people and be able to build trust relations with the clients. 

As far as the educational background of the surveyed incubator managers is concerned, 6 of the incubator 
managers have a degree in economics/business administration; 9 have technical background and 1 incuba-
tor manager has a degree in pedagogy. All incubator managers but one have extensive experience in work-
ing with the industry in different positions: CEOs in SMEs; big multinationals; business coaches and venture 
capitalists. Five incubator managers also declared to have run their own companies before joining the incu-
bator. 

Regarding the contribution of the NIP programme to the development of competences and professional skills 
of the incubator managers, the average rating on a scale from 1 to 5 (1= very low contribution; 5= significant 
contribution) was 3,71. The contribution of the NIP programme towards the development of the internal proc-
esses in the incubators was ranked with an average mark of 3,92. The best rating concerned however the 
contribution of the programme to enhancing the quality of experience exchanges with other incubators: the 
average mark given was 4,07. 
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5 NIP as an intervention to improve early-stage com mercialisation in Sweden 
This part of the NIP programme evaluation was aimed at detecting the influence of the NIP programme on 
the regional environment and its stakeholders and to find out to what extend the programme helps improving 
the commercialisation of early-stage research results in Sweden. 

5.1 Outcomes of the NIP 

The questions related to this part also targeted the contributions of NIP to improving the national and interna-
tional collaborative networks as well as to influencing the visibility of the incubators on a national and interna-
tional level. The methods used for evaluating the answers regarded both, the interview with the incubator 
managers as well as regional case studies in selected Swedish regions. 

Here follow the average marks given by the incubator managers to different priorities regarding the influence 
of NIP on regional, national and international collaborations of incubators: 

1,00 2,00 3,00 4,00 5,00

Contribution of NIP to the improvement of vis ibility/role of the incubator a on regional
level

Contribution of NIP to the improvement of visibility/role of the incubator on a national
level

Contribution of NIP to the improvement of visibility/role of the incubator on a
international level

Contribution of NIP to the development of a strong regional innovation environment

Contribution of NIP to strengthening of networking among regional stakeholders

Contribution of NIP to rais ing the number and quality of business ideas in form of spin
offs from universities

Contribution of NIP to the improvement of collaborative relations with other regional
incubators

 

Picture 5: NIP’s Contribution to regional, national  and international collaborations of incubators 

 

Incubators involved in the NIP programme seem to particularly benefit from it on regional and national levels. 
This concerns above all the importance of the exchange among incubator managers participating in the NIP 
programme which allowed improving the working processes of many of the incubators. As a result of their 
NIP programme participation, two of the incubators surveyed even obtained ISO quality certificates. 

All incubator managers appreciated a lot the regular meetings organised by Innovationsbron and expressed 
their wish to continue to meet. However, many of them stated expressed their wish to open such meetings 
also for other incubator staff and above all for the business coaches. It was also suggested that it could be 
interesting to organise such meetings in different locations/different incubators and discuss the most strik-
ing/interesting experiences done with clients. 

Some of the incubator managers stated that it would be interesting to organise “industry specific” meetings 
among incubator managers relating to the main technologies and branches covered by the incubators. Ac-
cording to the survey, such approach would positively contribute to improving the working processes in incu-
bators.  

Many incubators stated that they would wish more support in the field of internationalisation of their activities, 
in particular regarding the support of training programmes and exchange with other incubators abroad. More-
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over, for the future they would wish to have more support for internationalisation activities addressed to their 
clients: e.g. match-making with other incubated companies, export support, venture capital search, etc. 

Some of the interviewed incubator managers also stated that they would expect more awareness-raising 
activities on the importance of the incubation process in Sweden as well as lobbying for the interests of the 
incubation community towards the relevant regional and national authorities. 

5.2 Regional example: Uppsala and the Uppsala Innov ation Center 

5.2.1 Background facts 

The Uppsala County has 294,415 inhabitants corresponding to 3.2% of the Swedish population. The univer-
sity city of Uppsala – Sweden’s fourth largest city with 180,000 inhabitants – is situated just north of the capi-
tal Stockholm. Good communication infrastructures as well as close links to the Arlanda International Airport, 
motorways and sea connections have brought the region close to international markets. 

The Uppsala University is the oldest university in Scandinavia and counts over 
23,000 students studying in 35 different programmes, while further 2,500 doc-
toral students carry out research within 9 faculties. A large Agricultural Univer-
sity, counting further 4,000 students, is also situated in the region. 

Beside the employment in the academic sector, Uppsala region is character-
ised by the weight of life sciences including the pharmaceutical industry, bio-
technique and bioinformatics as well as biotechnology. One out of ten jobs in 
Uppsala is closely related to life sciences. 

In fact, the regions of Stockholm and Uppsala host over 50% of Sweden’s 
innovative biotechnology companies. 

 

Picture 6: Map of Uppsala region 

5.2.2 Key players in the innovation system in Uppsa la County 

The following chart of the Uppsala BIO Organisation provides a good picture about inter-connections and 
relationships among key players in the innovation system in Uppsala County. 

 

 

Picture 7: Uppsala regional innovation system 
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STUNS (http://www.stuns.se) – the foundation for cooperation between the universities in Uppsala, the busi-
ness sector and the community, founded as early as 1985 - is one of the central actors in the system. Within 
STUNS, players from the public sector (e.g. county council, municipality), academia (Uppsala University, 
Swedish University of Agriculture) and the Chamber of Commerce are closely linked together.  

The following STUNS projects “The Innovation System”, “Uppsala Innovation Centre” (UIC) and “Uppsala 
BIO” are currently the most important ones in terms of regional innovation, incubation and R&D commerciali-
sation: 

·  The Innovation System 

During 2004, several public organisations within the Innovation System in Uppsala relocated to a 
common, central location, helping to increase the cooperation between these organizations. 

·  Uppsala Innovation Centre 

STUNS is one of four owners of the Uppsala Innovation Centre AB (UIC). UIC is Uppsala’s business 
incubator, a tool used by new enterprises during their initial phase. Other equal-part owners are Upp-
sala University, the Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU) and Almi. STUNS’ Managing Di-
rector is the Chairman of the UIC company board. 

·  Uppsala BIO 

Uppsala BIO is a project initiated by the life science industry, the universities and the public sector. 
Uppsala BIO was selected winner in the Vinnova's competition VinnVäxt in 2003. STUNS is responsi-
ble for the project’s administration and finances (towards Vinnova and co-financiers) and employs the 
project staff. 

Apart from STUNS, the Uppsala University Holding Company (http://www.uuab.uu.se/as) as private limited 
company owned by Uppsala University, is another important player supporting activities in the field of com-
mercialisation. 

5.2.3 Creation of innovative companies in Uppsala –  Uppsala Innovation Centre 

In recent years the somehow fragmented picture of the Uppsala’s innovation support system that many had 
until the end of the 1990s gradually changed. For years, the medium-sized city and university of Uppsala 
shared with many other regions in Europe the problem that a lot of different institutions acted on their own, as 
stated in interviews carried out in the region. Key stakeholders did not trust each other and “[one] did not 
show its open cards to another….”2 A lack of trust among managers and R&D actors led to non-channelled 
activities and a rather average level of innovation within the region. Furthermore, there was no common 
space – neither physical nor virtual – where one could meet or share views. 

To overcome this unsatisfactory situation, some key stakeholders from the Uppsala University therefore in-
tensified discussions during the late 1990s in order to prepare a better common tool and platform to increase 
innovation within the region. As a result and after several further meetings, Uppsala Innovation Centre (UIC) 
was finally established in 2000 as business incubator and joint tool for the pre-building phase of new enter-
prises. Initially, the five owners with equal parts were STUNS3, Uppsala University, the Swedish University of 
Agricultural Sciences (SLU), Almi and Innovationsbron. Innovation dropped out after some time, leaving the 
four remaining partners with 25% shares each. 

                                                      
2
  quoting one of the Uppsala interviewees 

3  STUNS’ Managing Director is also Chairman of the UIC company board. 
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In a further step, in 2003 the Uppsala BIO cluster initiative was put forward by academia, industry and the 
public sector. By channelling most of Uppsala BIO’s support for innovation – the first Swedish initiative to 
deliver a regional strategic plan involving many different actors with the aim of strengthening one specific 
sector – in its incubator programme, UIC developed a clear asset for innovators and one of the country’s 
leading incubators for the Life Sciences. 

In many ways UIC has been “restarted” in 2003/04, in the occasion of the NIP and the conjunction with the 
Uppsala BIO initiative, developing into today’s shape. 

5.2.4 Impact of NIP on the regional innovation envi ronment 

As described above, first lessons had already been learned and preparatory steps towards an improvement 
of early-stage commercialisation had already been taken in the overall Uppsala innovation environment even 
before the Swedish NIP had started. 

According to one interviewee from the region, NIP was started in the very right moment to provide important 
add-on support and help creating conditions and an environment which could not have been so positive with-
out it. Quoting the Head of the Uppsala University Holding Company (UUAB): “(…) NIP as a programme 
helped as such as backup resource (…) to test the adopted business model at a much different (and higher) 
scale”. In terms of visibility of the incubator, the interviewees consider that NIP definitely helped UIC to be-
come better known on regional as well as national level. 

Altogether, it was not only the incubator (and therefore the NIP) to give a contribution to the regional innova-
tion environment. Also other institutions developed in the meantime such as the Holding Company and the 
University itself. The business incubator “is one of the key innovation elements among others” – but a lot 
happened also in its surroundings.  

In terms of networking among regional stakeholders, the incubator has become an “arena” to meet on a 
natural basis. Getting together physically in the same building with all key players was the main issue of the 
new “Innovation System”, while creating the incubator itself was only secondary. Within the building, the insti-
tutions owning the incubator meet informally every day; this facilitates the communication both among them-
selves but also with customers. In addition to the owner institutions, all local business support institutions are 
also coming to the incubator i.e. banks, lawyers, accountants, business angels, the network of business 
coaches, etc in order to meet with the companies and the stakeholders of the incubator. 

5.2.5 Impact of NIP on early-stage commercialisatio n of R&D 

Deal flow – quantity of business ideas 

As regards the NIP contribution to raising the number and quality of business ideas in form of spin offs from 
the universities, it has to be stressed that the Swedish university system has a clear professor’s privilege of 
complete independence. Professors do not have to go through the Universities’ Holding Companies when 
founding a company. Therefore, it can not be stated, based on data, whether the number of spin offs has 
increased since the creation of the UIC – this kind of data is not available for the universities on a centralised 
level. For UUAB only patent figures (as part of their free of charge service) could be gathered. On average, 
100 disclosures and four to six new spin off companies per year go through UUAB (so far 52 new companies 
in total since 1998). 

Deal flow – quality of business ideas 

On the contrary, looking at the quality of business ideas and spin offs, this indicator has improved a lot 
through NIP and the incubator. With NIP’s financial support Uppsala could almost double the number of ex-
perienced people supporting spin offs very close to the ideas and new projects. Furthermore, the incubator 
created a structured system (with a business lab and a business accelerator) to support companies. How-
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ever, companies can still decide after a while (up to one year) to refuse this approach and drop out of the 
incubator programme. 

The presence of an incubator generated competition in the region: ideas and spin-offs do not only come from 
the university any more, and only the good ones get support. The NIP and its resources have significantly 
contributed to setting-up the UIC. Quoting the Head of UUAB an interviewee: “Without NIP there would not 
have been an incubator!”. 

Early stage commercialisation of R&D in the region 

Through the creation of the incubator the role of other innovation institutions has changed. Before NIP, for 
instance, UUAB had to support primarily the first years of start-up of companies: They had a “traditional incu-
bator model” providing cheap infrastructure, computers, etc., but after a while they realised that they were 
only landlords bearing the burden (and risk) to rent out the offices to whatever company in order to cover the 
costs. The University refused to support this traditional system any longer – and now this part has been taken 
over by the incubator. 

Today, being part of the incubator programme means a cost. On average, a company stays in the incubator 
for two years. Companies contact the incubator – which is only a virtual one offering support and consulting – 
once a week. Services like patent consulting, developing a case into a business case to be presented to in-
vestors as well as thematic/business seminars are free of charge; all other services are subject to a fee. The 
costs for these additional purposes are to be paid back after leaving the incubator but not before a company 
can afford it. If a company is not able to pay, the incubator management has to decide what to do (although it 
will never end up to be a burden restraining companies from developing). As a matter of fact, NIP covers the 
costs for those which are not able to payback. 

On the contrary, UUAB requires shares according to the amount of support they have offered to the com-
pany. Therefore, since the creation of the incubator, UUAB has focused more on securing patents and on the 
actual investment into start-ups. UUAB can act as first investor at incorporation, or join a pool of shareholders 
for a company that has already been incorporated. Since UUAB is mainly dealing with “high-risk” (in terms of 
survival rate) companies they must secure (i.e. limit) the risk for their board of directors. Altogether, UUAB is 
working with due diligence – “we must believe that there is commercial value but we are not just supporting 
things, we are investing….” 

6 Execution and management of the NIP 
In the framework of the survey, companies were asked whether they are satisfied with the collaboration with 
the NIP programme administrator Innovationsbron., With an average mark of 4.15, the satisfaction with the 
assistance of the Innovationsbron team was very high. The incubator managers also very much appreciated 
the nature of support services received from Innovationsbron and ranked this with the average mark of 4.3 
out of 5 points. According to the incubator managers’ statements, the team of Innovationsbron and of its re-
gional offices has been very supportive in the development of the incubation process in Sweden.  
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7 Comparison with European incubation programmes 
This chapter gives an overview of some European incubation programmes, presenting their major character-
istics and outputs. The following countries have been selected on the basis of the existence of a comparable 
incubation programme with some years of return of experience: 

·  Austria; 

·  France; 

·  Germany; 

·  Israel; 

·  Italy. 

The identified incubation programmes are first described in terms of context, objectives, facts and figures on 
the incubation centres and new businesses, results achieved. In a second step, a table based on the areas 
selected for the evaluation of NIP gives a comparative overview of NIP and the four selected programmes. 

A description of the Israeli model has been added as it brings interesting insights on a programme running for 
a long time and that has undergone already significant evolutions toward the sustainability of the incubators. 

Finally some remarks and recommendations are made for the NIP based on of the comparison. 

7.1 Austria - AplusB Academia Business Spin-off sta rt-up programme 

Context 

As a reaction to international comparisons indicating the Austrian start-up dynamics as rather moderate, in 
2001 the Federal Ministry of Transport, Innovation and Technology (bmvit) started the AplusB programme. 
The bmvit finances the AplusB programme and decides on its directives, while all management activities are 
carried out by the Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG). 

Objectives 

The AplusB programme is a target-group-specific start-up initiative which applies in the pre-start-up phase by 
raising awareness among scientists about entrepreneurship as a possible career step. The AplusB pro-
gramme aims at improving the start up conditions in academic and non-academic research organisations 
increasing the number and improving the sustainable success of their start ups. 

Creation of centres 

The AplusB programme supports the creation of centres which – offering awareness raising, qualification and 
support services – help and assist scientists from academic and non-academic research organisations on 
their often difficult way from a good idea to a company. This covers not only a concrete support during the 
start-up phase, but also anchoring the idea of entrepreneurship as an option in the mind of the scientists. 

In order to achieve this target, nine AplusB centres are currently financed which were selected in the frame-
work of a competition-like process. Two calls for applications were launched in 2001 and 2004. The first five 
centres started their activities in 2002, further three centres were opened in 2005. One more centre, which 
was originally a pilot project, was approved for financing in the period between the two calls. The financial 
resources were originally used to establish the centres themselves; today they are used to finance the cen-
tres’ activities. 

Figures – Budget and planned start-up projects 

The total AplusB financial resources currently amount to about 77 MLN Euro.  
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It must be considered that the financing is granted for a maximum period of 10 years, whereas the business 
plans submitted during the call referred only to the first five years. After the first five years an interim evalua-
tion of the centres’ activities is carried out to decide on their future. So far, only the first five centres under-
went this “Go/NoGo” decision – always with positive results. 

In this respect, as shown in the chart below, of the 77 MLN Euro, about 45 MLN Euro are allocated to the 
financing of all nine centres for the first five years, while about 33 MLN Euro are allocated to financing the first 
centres which entered the second financing phase (6th to 10th financing year). 

 

Approved budget 1st period 

From to 

2nd period 3 rd period 

  %  %  % 

Total Budget in € 44.506.333  100 32.535.981 100 77.042.314 100 

FFG financing in € 18.506.010 42 10.384.806 32 28.890.816 37 

Fed. Gov. financing in € 15.391.020 35 9.789.713 30 25.180.733 33 

Private financing 10.609.304 24 12.361.462 38 22.970.766 30 

Planned start-ups 316 195 511 

Picture 8: Austrian A+B incubator programme – budge t allocation 

 

As shown in the chart above, this total budget derives from different sources. In fact, the special AplusB di-
rective requires, besides public financing from the Federal Government, also a financial contribution from the 
Federal State and from private resources: 

·  In their first financing period, the centres may receive financial resources from the Federal Govern-
ment up to a maximum of 45% of the eligible costs, while the Federal State contributes with 35% and 
the private resources amount to 20%; 

·  Between year 6 and 10, the Federal Government contribution decreases to an average of 35%, while 
the required private resources rise to usually 30% (never less than 25%). 

Of the total 77 MLN Euro, about 29 MLN Euro come from the Federal Government, about 25 MLN Euro 
come from the Federal States while about 23 MLN Euro are planned to be paid from private resources. 

All centres together plan to assist 511 start-up projects with these financial resources. 

Overall results achieved to present 

Until mid October 2007, the nine AplusB centres initiated 207 technology projects. Of these projects, 145 
have already turned to technology start-ups while 111 of the start-up projects once assisted by the AplusB 
centres have reached the market. The 207 technology projects / start-ups own currently over 100 patents. 
The implementation of the programme involves about 120 active partners and almost every academic or-
ganisation participates in it. Furthermore over 270 coaching projects were supervised in the AplusB centres. 

A recent evaluation showed a positive perception of the programme by all of its major stakeholders. An ongo-
ing funding of the incubation system is likely to be approved by the Austrian government. 
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7.2 France - Incubators for innovative companies ba sed on academic findings 

Context 

Incubators for innovative companies based on academic findings have been put in place in the framework of 
a call for proposals launched in March 1999 by the French government. 

Objectives  

The objective of the call for proposals dated 1999 was not to set up incubators as stand-alone organisations, 
but to initiate an incubation system which would enable groupings of higher education and research organisa-
tions. These groups were aimed at fostering the creation of innovative businesses based on academic find-
ings through a shared/joint support mechanism for potential entrepreneurs: the incubators.  

A characteristic of the system is its focus on the relationship “academic institution / incubator”. The incubation 
system is constituted by the joint action of all institutions working within and around the “incubators”. 

Their mission is: 

·  To promote entrepreneurship within the French higher education and research organisations but also to 
promote an entrepreneurial culture within French economy and society; 

·  To stimulate the growth of business ideas out of higher education and research and existing companies; 

·  To create new innovative companies linked with higher education and research organisations. 

Their founding members/partners are mainly public higher education and research organisations. 

Incubators 

The State is clearly the initiator of the incubation system. The Ministry of Research drives the design and 
moderates the whole initiative. It also funds the incubators. The implementation takes place through the 
French innovation agency. 

The incubators are the operative actors of the incubation system; therefore, they are to follow the guidelines 
set by the Ministry and must focus mainly on: 

·  projects making a commercial use of public research findings; 

·  projects linked to public research organisations, i.e. projects including a real collaboration with a public 
research unit. 

They can also carry out coaching activities with no need of a link with public research for: 

·  all projects awarded in the framework of the national contest for new innovative and technology-based 
companies, launched in parallel with the creation of the incubators; 

·  projects making a commercial use of private research findings (businesses), for instance while having a 
cooperation agreement with the company (or companies) involved. 

Higher education and research organisations have joined their efforts to initiate incubators. They act thereby 
within their duty to make a commercial use of their findings. Their involvement in the incubators also demon-
strates their willingness to contribute to economic development in general. 

In practice, their involvement takes different forms according to their resources and their overall strategies for 
the commercial exploitation of research results. 

Regional and local authorities usually co-fund the incubators as part of their economic development actions. 
Differently from the first 3 years phase of the programme, since 2004 all incubators are co-funded by regional 
authorities. This funding amounts often to a significant part of the incubators’ budget. Over the period 2004-



 

- 25 - 

2006, their budget share was on average above 40%. In addition, many regional authorities put in place and 
fund support mechanisms for entrepreneurs and research units or post-incubation structures that back the 
incubation system. 

Figures – Budget and planned start-up projects 

As a result of the call for proposals in 1999, 31 incubators were selected, 29 of which were still operating in 
2007. 

The incubators receive financial support through a grant covering max 50% of the internal and external esti-
mated expenses for the operation of an incubator over a three years term. The incubators also commit them-
selves for the number of projects to be incubated over this period. 

During the period 2004-2006 the government funding amounted on average to one third of the incubators’ 
budget.  

Between 2000 and 2005, the government allocated to the incubators 45.6 MLN Euro which were used to 
incubate an estimated 1656 projects. The total budget of the incubators amounted to about 115 MLN Euro 
over this period, i.e. about 19 MLN Euro per year. 

The State also spent about 30 MLN Euro per year on new innovative business through the national contest 
for innovative companies. 

Overall results achieved to present 

Over the first 6 years of the programme, between 2000 and 2005, the 31 incubators coached 1415 projects 
that led to 844 new businesses. One third of the projects were still in the incubation phase at the end of 2005 
(most recent figures available). 746 business out of 844 (88%) were still active by mid 2006; at that stage, 
they had generated abut 3650 jobs. 

The latest evaluation of the French incubation programme, conducted 2006 on behalf of the French Ministry 
for Research has shown that the working processes have reached a good quality level after six years of exis-
tence of the programme and that the incubation system delivers good quality companies. This has been ac-
knowledged by most regional authorities who stepped in, in order to ensure the financial viability of the incu-
bators. 
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7.3 Germany - EXIST – science-based business start- ups (www.exist.de )  

Context 

Since the end of 1998 the „EXIST – University-based start-ups” support programme contributes to enhance 
the German start-up support “tool case” with a new support approach. This integrates elements from the 
technology, business and regional support activities and focuses on innovation supporting networks. 

The development of EXIST from the initial competition in 1998 to a rather comprehensive support service 
occurred in several phases, as illustrated in the following chart: 

The programme EXIST and its branches

Individual
support

Federal Ministry of Economics
and Technology (BMWi)

1998 2000 2002 2006 20082004

Five EXIST-Networks (EXIST I) ------------------|

10 Transfer-Networks
(EXIST II) -----------------|

EXIST Projects (EXIST III)
3 rounds (2006-2008)

EXIST-Gründerstipendium

EXIST Seed ------------------------------|

EXIST-Forschungstransfer

First  … Chair for Entrepreneurship … about 70

Federal Ministry of Education
and Research (BMBF)

Support of 
structures

 

Picture 9: German EXIST programme - Overview 

Besides the three financing phases EXIST I, II and III, also complementary financial tools were created. After 
the election of the German Bundestag (Federal Assembly), the programme passed from the Federal Ministry 
for Education and Research to the Federal Ministry of Science and Technology. 

Target group and objectives 

Period from end 1998 to end 2005 

EXIST addresses the stages before the actual creation of a company. A first part of the activities focuses on 
raising awareness among students and scientists in universities and research organisations, aiming at estab-
lishing a culture of entrepreneurship. In a second part of the activities the focus is set on education and train-
ing of potential start-up founders at German universities with the objective of supporting entrepreneurial per-
sonalities and know-how bearers who may start a company in the future. The support offered to start-up 
ideas consists of consulting, coaching and infrastructural help. Furthermore, EXIST aims at improving the 
start-up conditions at universities and encourage the stimulation of a communication and cooperation culture 
in the regions where the universities have their sites. The final objective is the permanent establishment of a 
culture of entrepreneurship in teaching, research and administration as cross-sectional task of these organi-
sations. 

Period from 2006 to date 

EXIST III aims at:  

·  Establishing the idea of entrepreneurship as a career option; 

·  Consistently generating a value out of scientific results;  
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·  Anchoring a permanent education and support offer to suit the needs of potential start-up founders; 

·  Increasing the number and improving the probability of success of university-based start-ups. 

Creation of start-up support networks and implement ation of projects 

Period from end 1998 to end 2005 

During this programme period, EXIST allowed the financing of 15 regional networks aiming at supporting 
start-ups in total. The initial financing from the Federal Ministry of Education and Research encompassed five 
“EXIST – model initiatives”. In the first financing phase, from end 1998 to end 2005, these initiatives imple-
mented many different single measures and collected many experiences. 

Thanks to the Programme financial expansion “EXIST-Transfer”, started mid 2002, a total of 10 “transfer 
initiatives” were financed. The financial resources allocated for these initiatives were considerably lower 
though, as they benefited from the experiences made by the model initiatives and mostly also from the struc-
ture and offers which could be built up at universities. These structures and offers originated from the first 
EXIST-call in 1998. The main aim of the EXIST-Transfer initiative was enhancing existing strengths as well 
as transferring the know-how gained through the EXIST model initiatives to a wider circle of initiatives. 

Period from 2006 to date 

EXIST III financed projects aimed at permanently improving the start-up conditions at universities and re-
search organisations as well as the number and the quality of technology and knowledge-based start-ups. 

Figures – Budget and planned start-up projects 

Period from end 1998 to end 2005 

The five model initiatives were granted a total of about 35 MLN Euro, of which about 20 MLN Euro for the first 
financing period (until end 2001) and about 14 MLN Euro for the second period. 

The transfer initiatives were provided with about 11 MLN Euro during the three year financing. As mentioned 
above, these could benefit from existing structures, offers, know-how and experiences.  

Period from 2006 to date 

During 2006, 17 projects were approved while further 15 followed during the next year. The total financing 
amounted to about 35 MLN Euro (including the financial resources allocated for EXIST-priME-Cup, a busi-
ness game competition held by the about 80 German EXIST universities among themselves). 

Overall results achieved to present 

For the Period from end 1998 to end 2005, besides the results relating e.g. to the successful training of sus-
tainable networks, the recognisable and positive development of an “entrepreneurship education” at universi-
ties and research organisations, the implementation of start-up professorships, also further results have been 
achieved: 

·  Until the end of 2004, the five model initiative generated about 1.030 start-ups, each of which grant-
ing an average of 3 to 4 jobs; 

·  Until the end of 2005 the 10 transfer initiatives generated about 925 start-ups; 

·  Altogether, 6.100 business ideas and start-up projects were submitted in the framework of EXIST. 

The results for the EXIST III projects are not available by today; they are currently being evaluated. 
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7.4 Israel – The technological incubators program 

Context / Background 

Technological incubators are support organisations that give fledgling entrepreneurs an opportunity to de-
velop their innovative technological ideas and set up new businesses in order to commercialise them. The 
programme was started in 1991 and is administrated by the Office of the Chief Scientist of the Ministry of 
Industry, Trade and Labor (OCS). 

Objectives  

The programme nurtures novice entrepreneurs at the earliest stage of technological innovation, helps them 
implement their ideas by turning them into exportable commercial products and form productive business 
ventures in Israel. 

By absorbing a large portion of the risk in this early stage, where commercial money plays a minor role, the 
technological incubators provide entrepreneurs with physical premises, financial resources, tools, profes-
sional guidance and administrative assistance - so that, during their stay in the incubator, they may turn their 
abstract ideas into products of proven feasibility, novelty and advantages sought in the international market-
place. 

The entrepreneurs term of activity in the technological incubator considerably enhances their prospects of 
raising the financial investment they need, finding strategic partners and emerging from the incubator with 
businesses that can stand on their own feet. 

Incubators 

There are 24 technological incubators in Israel today, one of which was established as a Biotech incubator. 

One of the major challenges of this sector has been identified in the absence of private funding for the pro-
jects as well as for the incubators themselves. In 2002 the administration of the Israeli National Incubator 
Programme launched a new programme – the “Privatisation Programme”. The main objective of this pro-
gramme was to attract financial private entities as well as strategic actors within specific sectors to be owners 
of incubators and to operate them. 

The new programme has been operated through the last five years and succeeded to bring higher success 
rates both in raising funds for projects during their incubation period and after graduation. In addition, there 
was an improvement in the quality of the management teams of the incubators. 

Out of 24 incubators, 21 have already been privatised. About 65% of the privatisation programme’s gradu-
ated projects have successfully attracted private investments compared with 45% in the original programme. 

Figures – Budget and project deal flow 

Incubators 

Before the privatisation programme, the OCS supported each incubator annually with a funding of around 
180,000 USD. Incubators used to be non-profit organisations and used to raise matching funding from vari-
ous sources like: 

·  Selling part/all of their equity in incubator’s projects (up to 20% of project’s equity); 

·  Incomes from royalties that successful projects paid back to the OCS. The OCS used to forward 
those payments back to the Incubators’ programme budget.  

Since the privatisation, the incubators transformed to profit companies. Incubator’s owners commit (as part of 
the franchise agreement) to invest annually at least 300,000 USD from their own resources. Nevertheless 
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they usually invest more. Of the 24 incubators, 8 are located in peripheral regions and sensitive locations; in 
those cases the OCS participates to 50% of the incubator’s costs. 

Projects 

Projects are incubated for two years (up to 3 years for biotech projects). They are provided with a total budget 
for the two year term which ranges between 350,000 to 600,000 USD; this amount can reach up to 1,800,000 
USD for three years for biotech projects. 

The government support amounts up to 85% of the approved budget provided as a grant or a soft loan, 80% 
for biotech incubators. 

Ownership in companies: Ownership in incubated companies is shared between the entrepreneurs (including 
universities) and investors (including incubators owners). Key employees get generally some equity too.  

Government payback: Payback is required in case of success only (actual sales). Successful companies 
should pay royalties from product sales and up to total amount granted by the government with some interest 
rate. 

Deal flow: approximately 200 projects at various R&D stages are carried out in the Technological Incubators. 

Overall results achieved to present  

By the end of 2006, in total, over 1000 projects had matured and left the incubators. Of these graduates, 57% 
successfully attracted private investments while 41% of the incubators graduates (since the beginning of the 
program) are still up and running. These projects have generated more than 4000 new jobs. 

By the end of 2006, the total cumulative private investment in graduate incubator companies exceeded 1,5 
BLN Dollars compared to cumulative public funding of 428 Million Dollars as shown in the chart below. 

Government Investments VS. Private Funds 
Raised in Incubator Companies
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Picture 10: Israel Incubator programme – Private vs . government investments 

 

The technological incubators have become massive repositories of potential ideas for new high-tech venture 
companies in the future. It is well known that the incubator programme is the main manufacturer of start-ups 
in Israel today, establishing over 70 new start-ups each year. 

The programme has positioned itself as an important source of deal-flow for the venture capital industry that 
is searching constantly for new technologies in which to invest in. 
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7.5 Italy - IUNet – Incubator University Network 

Context 

In July 1999 the Italian Ministry of Universities and Research (MiUR) passed a law to foster the emergence of 
academic spin-offs, i.e. companies started by researchers and professors from universities. According to this 
law, academic spin-offs can get financial support in form of a grant corresponding to 50% of the eligible 
costs, up to a maximum contribution of about 500,000 Euro per company. 

About two years after the new law came into force, the IUNet project was started by 5 Italian Universities 
willing to create university-based incubators (Politecnico di Torino – I3P, Politecnico di Milano – Politecnico 
Innovazione, Scuola Superiore S. Anna, Università di Roma Tor Vergata – Consorzio Ipotesi, Università di 
Napoli - Federico II). The application was submitted to the Italian Ministry of Industry in October 2001 and 
was finally approved in March 2003. The project could then start in January 2004. However, universities like 
Politecnico di Torino and Politecnico di Milano had started their incubators several years prior to the start of 
the IUNet project. 

The University Incubators Association (A.I.U.) was set up in order to manage the project on behalf of the 5 
universities. 

Objectives  

The project was aimed at supporting the economic and social development in Italy through: 

·  Education of young “knowledge-based entrepreneurs”; 

·  Creation of young enterprises in innovative productive departments; 

by setting up a network of competences and structures in order to support the creation of innovative enter-
prises in Italy. 

Incubators 

The 5 incubators organised their activities around 5 fields of action: 

Table 4: Italian incubators – fields of action 

Preparation of technical, economi-
cal and financial feasibility studies 

Pre-incubation 
Prizes and Awards 
Analysis of the technological and business scenarios 

Implementation of infrastructures 

 

Knowledge-based for new entrepreneurs 
Portal of the Incubators network 
Incubators Innovation Fund 

Support to the management and 
start-up phase of the enterprises 

Territorial Knowledge Management 
Services for the start-up support 
Financial Services 

Technological evaluation of projects Evaluation of the entrepreneurial ideas 
Best practice and technological evaluation 
Advanced evaluation – Patent advising 

Education activity on entrepreneur-
ship 

 

National Dissemination 
Innovation Days 
Awareness 
International Network 
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Picture 11: Structure of the Italian incubation pro ject 

 

At the end of 2004, the association PNI Cube (Italian University Incubators and Local Business Plan Compe-
tition Association) was established; members are the universities that run an incubator and/or a business 
plan competition according to jointly defined rules. 

The main objectives of PNI Cube are: 

·  support the growth of university incubators; 

·  sharing of the best cases among the members; 

·  influence the definition of the policies for the support of innovation at the level of central administra-
tion in Rome; 

·  promote national and international cooperation among incubators and start-ups; 

·  define educational tracks for teaching entrepreneurships; 

·  increase the number of start-up that exploit the results of the researches of the universities; 

·  organize the business plan competition nation wide once a year. 

Member of PNI Cube are currently 23 universities, representing the great majority of the Italian higher educa-
tion, which organise together the annual business plan competition. Several business plan competitions 
group even more partner universities at local level. In 2008, for instance, StartCup Milano Lombardia is run 
by 8 universities (7 of which located in the Milan area plus the University of Pavia). 

Figures – Budget and project deal flow 

The budget from the Ministry of Industry amounted to a total of 2.6 MLN Euro for the three years. The part-
ners co-financed an additional 20% and also contributed by providing their infrastructures. 

The expected results of the 3-year IUNet project were: 

·  700 Requests of Information; 

·  230 entrepreneurial ideas; 

·  20/25 Patent advising; 
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·  95 Business Plans; 

·  Creation of 50 start-ups; 

·  Spin-offs supported by the MiUR. 

It took about two years to get the new financial support programme running, so that he first projects were 
selected in 2001. Since programme start, 123 applications were submitted (18 in 2001, 23 in 2002, 8 in 2003, 
14 in 2004, 28 in 2005, 16 in 2006, 13 in 2007, 3 in 2008 as of March 2008). Of these 123 applications, 55 
projects were evaluated positively (5 in 2001, 5 in 2002, 3 in 2003, 7 in 2004, 17 in 2005, 11 in 2006, 7 in 
2007) and awarded with a grant; the total amount of eligible costs is 45.5 MLN Euro, while the total amount of 
the contributions from MiUR is 22.8 MLN Euro. 

The region with the maximum number of projects funded (12) is Lombardy, followed by Emilia Romagna (6) 
Tuscany, Veneto and Friuli Venezia Giulia (4 each). The most important sectors of activities of the funded 
spin-offs are (in decreasing order): ICT, biotech, medical instrumentations, and pharmacy. 

·  Italian Business Angels 

In 2006 the Italian Business Angels funded 70 start-ups for a global amount of 12 MLN Euro (about 170,000 
Euro per company), in 2007 they funded 110 start-ups for a global amount of 20 MLN Euro (about 180,000 
Euro per company). 

·  Private Equity Early stage in Italy (source AIFI4) 

In the period 2005-2007 there have been 68 operations on 56 enterprises for a total of 41 MLN Euro. Of 
these operations, 18 concern companies located in Lombardy, while 17 are carried out in foreign countries, 
then come Lazio with 7 and Emilia-Romagna with 6. 

Overall results achieved to present  

As of 2007, the incubators in the PNI Cube network could generate 326 start-ups out of 824 business plans 
evaluated. For 174 of them, the universities took shares, so they are identified as spin-offs. Those 326 start-
ups employed over 1350 people by the end of 2007. 

The association PNI Cube could rapidly gain the major Italian universities as member. The Business Plan 
Competition organised every year generates a high level of activity; Vodafone could be gained as private 
sponsor at national level and funds nearly the whole competition. The political backing – also in terms of 
funding of the incubators – is still to be improved. 

                                                      

4  AIFI: Italian Venture Capital and Private Equity Association, www.aifi.it  
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7.6 Overview the programmes and comparison with the  NIP – Summary of the findings 

A detailed overview of the programmes and comparison with the NIP is to be found in Annex 3 to the present 
report. 

In the following the major findings of the comparison are presented. 

7.6.1 Design of the incubation programmes 

Objectives 

·  Some programmes focus on establishing a long-term culture of entrepreneurship within academic in-
stitutions. This implies a strong commitment of the incubators to undertake awareness raising and 
sensitisation actions in partnership with academic institutions. 

·  Other programmes, such as the Israeli one, focus on generating strong international ventures. This 
implies a greater deal of “venture capital like” working processes within the incubators; in Israel, the 
privatised incubators are today owned by investment companies. 

Funding period 

·  Long-term commitment – 10 years and more – to fund technology-based incubation is defined an 
absolute priority by governments which have been running such a programme for a long time. Israel, 
for instance, still finances the incubation system after over 15 years, even after most of the incuba-
tors have been privatised. 

·  Successive funding phases (3 to 5 years each) are implemented in most of the programmes; 

·  Beyond the monitoring of the incubators, all programmes include more or less extensive evaluations 
of the incubators and the incubation system in general within the funding period. Those evaluations 
can either have a “learning” character – with recommendations from the improvement of the per-
formances - or a Go/NoGo character. 

Funding structure 

·  A funding based on the matching of national funding – usually up to a maximum of 50% and other 
sources such as regional/local public and private funding is the most common funding structure: 

 Austria has set the national funding rate at a maximum of 45% for the first five years of funding and a 
maximum of 35% for the following five years, combined with a minimum of 30% own contribution and 
a maximum of 35% contribution from regional authorities; 

 In France, over the period 2004-2006, the national contribution has been on average less than 50%, 
reaching 50% if national and European contributions (EFRD) are combined, while the contribution 
from the regional authorities was on average up to 40%, leaving an average 10% contribution from 
the incubators. 

·  Payback mechanisms basing on the reimbursement of funds received by successful companies dur-
ing the incubation period have commonly been implemented. For most incubators – with the excep-
tion of Israel – it is still early to assess their impact on the incubator’s overall budget. In France the 
reimbursements represent usually less than 10% of the budget of the incubators after 6 years. 

·  The matter of incubators holding equity in companies is treated differently in different countries. Israel 
and Italy, for instance, do foster it, whereas France and Austria focused on other priorities: 

 In France, instead, the State has launched seed capital funds dedicated to technology-based start-
ups, not necessarily coming from the incubators. By the end of 2005, only 45 out of 106 seed invest-
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ments had been made in incubator companies; only 6% of the companies that have graduated from 
the incubators had received funding from those funds; 

 In Italy, about half of the incubated companies are registered as spin-offs, i.e. the origin university 
holds equity. 

·  It is too early to assess the impact of payback based on equity sold by the incubators in Italy. In 
France and Austria incubators mostly do not hold equity. The case of Israel – with the success of the 
privatisation programme – seems to indicate that the prospects for a significant payback on the long 
term are high enough for private investors to invest in incubators. 

Owner/partners of the incubators 

·  A mixed ownership involving academic institutions, regional authorities and/or regional players such 
as saving banks and foundations is the most common situation. 

·  As of now, among the programmes identified, only Israel has launched a privatisation programme, 
which has lead to private ownership (investors) of incubators 

7.6.2 Execution and management of the programme 

·  It is common practice to have the programme managed by a small dedicated team at either Ministry 
and/or programme management agency level, such as FFG in Austria, PTJ in Germany or Innova-
tionsbron in Sweden. 

·  The selection of the incubators usually takes place through a call for proposals with terms of refer-
ences defined by the programme manager in accordance with the overall programme objectives. 

·  The freedom of the incubators to suggest their own organisation model is different from country to 
country with regards to the choice of legal forms. A shared ownership with several partners including 
academic institutions and regional players from policy and/or economy is by far the most common 
situation. 

·  Resource allocation focuses usually on coaching staff and competences for the benefit of companies 
as well as the set up of an adequate infrastructure. 

·  Most of the incubators provide offices to their client companies, either in their own premises or with a 
close partner organisation. 

·  It is common practice to have a monitoring of both the incubators - 6-monthly or yearly report on ac-
tivities and results using a pre-defined report template – and the companies themselves up to 5 years 
after graduation (using more or less extensive questionnaires), in order to be able to measure the 
impact of the programme and the activities. 

7.6.3 Outcomes 

·  For many countries it is too early to assess thoroughly the capacity of the incubation systems to de-
liver strong ventures with international growth potential on a systematic level, beyond the first suc-
cess stories. 

·  It has taken seven years in Israel until cumulated private investments in incubator companies exceed 
the cumulated public investments in the same companies. Over the past 2-3 years, those companies 
have been able to attract between 130 and 260 MLN Euro private capital each year compared to 
about 20 MLN Euro public investments. 
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·  Examples from Israel and France, the “oldest” programmes among the six analysed, show that on 
average incubated companies tend to develop better (more jobs, better survival rates, capacity to at-
tract private capital) than other companies. 

·  Incubation programmes/incubators were mostly successful in establishing good cooperation condi-
tions within their regional innovation systems. The Austrian and German programmes, for instance, 
have managed to install positive entrepreneurship conditions within the academic institutions in-
volved in the programme. 

7.6.4 Position in national innovation systems 

·  Incubation programmes are often backed with funding programmes directly aiming at supporting in-
novative start-ups. 

·  In the case of France and Italy, a national business plan competition is run every year in connection 
with the incubation programme. However, the competition is open to a wider population than only in-
cubated companies. 

·  Incubators appear to be good meeting places for the actors in the innovation system at regional level. 
Shared ownership increases a common understanding for the mission and objectives of the incuba-
tors; it also enhances the opportunities for networking among regional stakeholders and exchange on 
the issue of early stage commercialisation of research results. 

7.6.5 Professionalism/exchange of experience 

·  It is also common practice to have an organised exchange of experience among the incubator man-
agers. This exchange is coordinated and/or facilitated by the programme managers. Further ex-
change among incubators develops on the basis of shared issues. 

·  It is a common concern of the programme managers to develop a pool of competent people to man-
age the incubators and coach the companies; qualified managers with specific skills are necessary 
and not easy to find. 

·  Similarly, the incubator managers shared the concern to develop a pool of business coaches and 
consultants. 

·  Exchange of experience at the level of business coaches is less usual. Incubator managers inter-
viewed in Austria and Sweden have stated that it should be implemented. 

·  Israel has taken a further step with the privatisation programme, ensuring a stable and even higher 
level of professionalism with the expertise from private investors. 

·  Except for few high-level incubators, there is little exchange of experience at international level. Such 
an exchange is reputed necessary by many incubator managers; evaluations, for instance in France, 
have also identified the low level of international networking as a weakness of the incubation system. 

7.6.6 Marketing – PR 

·  According to the importance of awareness raising activities in the programme, the level of PR and 
marketing activities of the programme at national level is very different. The Federal Ministry in Ger-
many e.g. created with EXIST a brand not only known in Germany; Austria, Sweden and France 
have not branded their programmes with the same intensity. 

·  Where there is an award competition for innovative start-ups, this is of course heavily marketed and 
branded. This is the case in France, Italy and Sweden. 
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·  At a regional level, the incubators have mostly been able to create a brand for themselves. 

7.6.7 Future of the incubation programmes 

·  Israel is the only programme –started in 1991 and by far the oldest one – that has taken the step of 
privatisation of the incubators. After about ten years of activities of the technological incubators pro-
gramme, in 2002 was started the privatisation programme. Within five years, 21 out of 24 incubators 
have been fully privatised and are still operating. The graduated companies can now attract external 
funds better than they could before the privatisation. 

·  Although the incubators were privatised, Israel still funds the incubation system by funding the com-
panies at initial stage, as well as some incubators underlying specific conditions (sensible areas). 

·  Evaluations of the French and Austrian programmes have shown that long term funding is a major 
concern and a priority for the incubator managers. 

·  Typical consequences of strictly limited funding phases are: 

o incubator managers dedicate too much time to chase funding, 

o incubator managers as well as business coaches and further staff members start to look 
for new positions several months before the funding period ends. 

·  Israel choosing the path of privatisation of the incubators remains an exception. In other countries, 
the privatisation of the incubators has not been set as an objective, even if the incubators are re-
quested to generate incomes or to contribute to the operation with own resources. Ministries and 
programme managers rather focus on ensuring the involvement of the academic institutions and re-
gional authorities. 
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8 Assessment from the Expert Panel 
This chapter sums up the feedback from the Panel with respects to the mandate given by Vinnova and Inno-
vationsbron. 

8.1 Basic outcomes of the NIP 

8.1.1 National capacity in delivering strong ventur es with international business potential based on 
academic findings 

The experience is still too limited to assess to which extent companies graduated form the NIP incubators 
have developed or will develop into international businesses. Nevertheless, the figures collected about the 
incubators and made available to the Panel do not enable to answer this issue. So the evaluation is based on 
individual success stories that can be collected from the incubators; it is difficult to compare with the situation 
before the NIP started for adequate data was not available at the time of the evaluation. 

However, there is evidence that the NIP incubators have made a contribution. The reporting system provides 
information on the venture capital attracted by the incubator companies: 

 

Table 5: Capital attracted by the companies in the NIP incubators 

 

 2005 2006 2006/2005 

Public capital attracted by the incubator companies approx. 4.5 
MLN Euro 

approx. 14 
MLN Euro 

+300% 

National & regional venture capital attracted by the 
incubator companies 

approx. 57 
MLN Euro 

approx. 75 
MLN Euro 

+130% 

International capital attracted by the incubator compa-
nies 

approx. 2.5 
MLN Euro 

approx. 9 
MLN Euro 

+360% 

 

The results show a significant increase in private investments, suggesting that the incubator system delivers 
companies that are “ready for investment”. However, a look at the breakdown of the private venture invest-
ment amounts are concentrated on few incubators: KIAB, STING, Ideon Innovation and Chalmers Innovation 
contribute for about 80% (2006) to 95% (2005) of the national and regional venture capital and between 95% 
and 100% of international venture capital attracted by incubator companies. KIAB and STING alone contrib-
ute to the major part of those investments, especially with regard to international venture capital. This fits with 
their declared ambitions and their “VC-like” business models. This also suggests that there might be different 
“classes” of incubators with regard to their ability and potential to deliver ventures with global growth potential. 

 

·  Suggestion #1 

The Panel suggests forging a specific programme to support and improve the best incubators, those able to 
deliver strong ventures with global prospects, and/or those who have a potential to become such ones. 

·  Suggestion #2 

The Panel suggests setting up specialist incubators to exploit chosen sectors of Sweden’s economic and 
research strengths, in order to achieve international excellence in those areas and deliver ventures with 
international business potential. 
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8.1.2 Deal flows 

The results of the first phases of NIP show a significant quantitative increase of the deal flow of business 
ideas received and evaluated by the incubators, which suggests strongly that the incubators have in general 
managed to position themselves as competent entry points for potential high-tech business founders. About 
60% of the potential entrepreneurs come from academic institutions; this speaks for the ability of the NIP 
incubators to generate a deal flow out of their primary target group. 

The selectivity of the process – about 10% to 15% of the submitted projects are accepted – is quite strong 
and reflects the ambition shown by the incubator managers to keep a high quality standard for the projects 
and companies in the incubators. 

 

·  Suggestion #3 

The low conversion rate of ideas to companies speaks for a good working quality filter. However, it might 
also be a consequence of a limitation in terms of personnel and financial resources within the incubators. 
The Panel suggests to dig into this conversion rate and evaluate whether the system is actually loosing good 
ideas because the available resources in the incubators do not allow to accept and coach more companies, 
or whether the selectiveness of the entry criteria do provide an explanation. 

Jean-Francois Lafaye noted that after seven years of experience, the ratio projects-companies/business 
coach within the French University-based incubators could be raised up to 8-10 by involving external special-
ists where necessary. 

Additional feedback from incubator managers have confirmed that many feel that, with more resources, their 
deal flow could be increased without the loosing in quality of the projects. Other countries, like France, have 
had a similar issue; a way to deal with this could be to allocate a flexible part of the programme budget to 
those better performing incubators, in order to enable them to quickly upscale their resources when needed. 

·  Suggestion #4 

Incubators must be able to rely on a quality deal flow in order to get projects that are mature enough to go 
through the incubation process and develop rapidly into viable ventures. Though, incubator managers should 
be able to dedicate their time to the incubatees and not spend too much of it “chasing” projects. It could be 
useful to allocate some money for scouting and maturing the projects before they enter the incubator. 
France has initiated such a programme about 2 years ago, which is too short for a significant feedback. A 
further possibility would be to launch a “call for projects” as it is the case in France, which provides a good 
visibility to the incubator programme and generates applications while providing funding to the winner pro-
jects. Details on the implementation of this initiative are available. 

 

8.1.3 Economic development of the incubators 

Most experts believe that incubation requires government funding with payback to be eventually gathered 
through corporate taxes when an enterprise grow successfully. The overall thinking of the Expert Panel is in 
line with this. As stated by Mrs. Rina Pridor, “initial stage of development and commercialization of techno-
logical innovation can not be profitable and therefore there is a necessity to continue the governmental sup-
port of the programme”. The involvement of regional authorities and universities in the funding of the incuba-
tors corresponds to the international practices. 
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The flexibility allowed by the NIP programme for each incubator to establish its own model is seen as posi-
tive; there is not only one model for all incubators, local conditions do make a difference. Although the exis-
tence of the programme is too short to make an assessment of the incubators’ success, it was positively 
noted that several incubators have payback mechanisms in place while some others also take shares. In 
general, a type of success fee pay back for the structure should be established. 

 

·  Suggestion #5 

The commercial route towards sustainability of the incubators could be tested in pilot cases. 

·  Suggestion #6 

Innovationsbron and Vinnova might consider setting up a national trust to hold equity in new enterprises as a 
way of feeding back (capital recycling) to the incubator programme in the longer term. Such an initiative 
should complement a general improvement of the Swedish innovation system that would result into a well 
integrated financial system for investment in new enterprises from business angels to private and public 
equity.  

 

8.2 NIP as an intervention to improve early-stage c ommercialization of R&D in Sweden 

8.2.1 NIP’s role in the Swedish innovation system r elated to other structures and initiatives 

With the creation of Innovationsbron and its mission to support commercialisation of early stage business 
ideas based on research findings from academia and industry, the conditions have been created to give In-
novationsbron and its programmes a clear positioning within the Swedish innovation system and to fill a gap 
in it. 

The following illustration shows Innovationsbron’s position in this system in relation to the other organisations, 
public or private, that intervene in the funding of innovation 

Areas of positioning
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Picture 12: Positioning on Innovationsbron in the S wedish funding environment 
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The two business areas of Innovationsbron are: 

·  Business Creation & Incubators (NIP): 

Development of organisations, processes and methods, with emphasis on incubators, for research related 
business development. 

·  Seed Capital 

Different tools for pre-commercial funding of projects and early-stage ventures, in a market complementary 
way. 

They form a coherent mission and have enabled Sweden to fill a void. 

 

·  Suggestion #7 

The Panel suggests a closer integration of the NIP in the national incubator association; 

·  Suggestion #8 

The Panel recommends working in parallel to the NIP on the development of a well-integrated financial sys-
tem for investment in new enterprises from business angels to private and public equity; this has already 
been initiated by Innovationsbron. 

 

8.2.2 NIP’s impact on significant system properties  or success factors and indicators regarding 
successful early stage commercialization 

Quantitative indicators are here particularly difficult to gather. There is no systematic information available on 
patenting by researchers in public science; the same holds true for royalties. A major reason is the situation 
of intellectual property rights at Swedish universities: the property rights for the inventions made in higher 
education institutions in Sweden are not owned by the universities but by the professors and researchers who 
carried out the relevant research. For this reason University central administrations or holdings do not have a 
full picture of the outcomes in terms of commercialisation of research results. However, there here also 
strong indications that NIP made a difference. 

The reporting from the NIP incubators shows that in 2005 and 2006 they delivered over one hundred high-
tech companies with an academic background. This is about as much as whole Sweden used to deliver 
every year during the years 1990-2003. There is no similar statistical data available for the years after 2003, 
but there is a strong indication that NIP has contributed to raise the number of ventures based on academic 
findings. 

Interviews with heads of technology transfer units at Universities have shown that they can identify different 
impacts made by the NIP: 

·  the incubators have gained visibility at regional and national level and have developed into brands 
that help raising the interest of academics for early stage commercialisation in general; 

·  the NIP and the incubators have helped to channel private venture capital in new technology-based 
companies, thus improving the conditions for early stage funding; 

·  the Venture Cup has contributed also to raise interest from academics. 
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·  Suggestion #9 

The Panel underlined the importance of having clarity on the issues of intellectual property rights (teacher 
exemption) which impacts on many aspects and notably on investors. This subject is however out of the 
scope of the present evaluation. 

·  Suggestion #10 

The existence of a strong research institution sector to serve industry such as the one existing in UK and 
Germany would help increasing the Swedish innovation system properties in terms of early stage commer-
cialisation. 

 

8.2.3 NIP’s contribution to the development of stro ng innovation environments 

The NIP participants are unanimous in recognising the impact of the programme on the visibility of the incu-
bators at regional and national level. 

The interviews with regional stakeholders in general and the case study performed in Uppsala show that the 
incubators involved in the NIP have generally brought people from different institutions to work together and 
to develop a high level of trust among innovation actors, thus creating open market places for potential entre-
preneurs. 

The Panel acknowledges that networking among local and regional actors including both government and 
universities is one of the strengths of the NIP. 

8.3 NIP as a measure to create and improve a profes sion – the management of an incuba-
tor 

8.3.1 Relation between the performance and quality of the incubator personnel and portfolio pro-
jects/companies compared to international incubator  experiences 

The information available at the time of the evaluation did not enable the Panel to measure the quality and 
performances of the portfolio companies; it was therefore not possible to answer this question properly. 

 

·  Suggestion #11 

The Panel suggests establishing a structured reporting system that will enable every incubator to send an 
annual report. Such report should include detailed information regarding the incubator’s activities as well as 
of each company in the incubator, without creating a too complex system: 

Information on the portfolio companies should cover: 

o The added value generated by incubator companies and its evolution during the incuba-
tion term; 

o Qualitative evolution of the company: the innovation degree of the product/service deliv-
ered, the type/size of customers, the business model adopted, the potentiality of the in-
ternational market, the cooperation with other high-tech start-up, the attraction of private 
capitals, This activity is important not only for the evaluation of the incubators’ perform-
ance but also for providing fundamental data for the proper management of the incuba-
tors. Indeed, during their growth the start-ups evolve their original business models. So, 
it may happen that while the turnover of a start-up is growing, its activities loose the in-
novative degree turning to something which is not interesting for the incubator (e.g., 
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consultancy). The availability of suitable indicators allows the managers of the incuba-
tors to identify these start-ups and to take the adequate decisions about their future into 
the incubators; 

o Growth rate; 

o Staff; 

o Private investments per incubated company; 

o Governmental and public funding per incubated company. 

The Panel appreciates that Innovationsbron introduced a follow-up of the companies after graduation out of 
the incubator in its monitoring system. This makes a lot of sense and will enable in the future to get a more 
accurate view of the results delivered by the incubators. 

·  Suggestion #12 

Incubator manager is a full time job; the position requires a series of skills that can be described in a job 
specification, including a set of criteria to characterize the duties of an incubator manager. 

The Panel suggests focusing more on the skills needed from an incubator manager and less on it being a 
profession. 

 

8.3.2 Effect of the NIP on the professionalism of t he incubators in terms of competences, working 
processes, tools, exchange of experiences among the  different incubators, etc. 

The assessment of their working processes demonstrates that the NIP incubators as well as the associated 
incubators are here right on track. 

The incubators have clear access policies that are applied in terms of quality. The following four criteria: 

·  Innovation grade/uniqueness of business idea; 

·  Quality of the founders team in terms of technical and commercial competences and skills (mix of 
the competences); 

·  Clear market potential; 

·  Dedication to growth; 

are common to the incubators and fit well with the initial objectives of the NIP. 

They also have exit criteria, even if they are not necessarily strict and formalised, as well as operating policies 
including milestones for companies to be reached. The pre-incubator programmes offered by many incuba-
tors are an example of those processes put in place early by the incubators. The services offered by the in-
cubators demonstrate a strong focus on providing good coaching and mentoring to the enterprises; the deliv-
ery process of the coaching is in most cases organised in a very structured way. 

Most of the incubators have also put in place some payback mechanisms. Also post-incubation services are 
already well established and are offered by about ¾ of the incubators considered. 

In terms of staff, especially business coaches, most of the incubators make use of both internal and external 
resources, thus bringing in the expertise where needed. The coaches usually have extensive business ex-
perience, often having worked themselves as entrepreneur in the past. 

Those practices and profiles correspond to the acknowledged international incubation practices. 

The results of the survey made in parallel with companies show that the latter were highly satisfied with: 

·  the practical support received (office space, computers, telephone, etc.); 
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·  the incubator as a dynamic environment for development; 

·  the quality of the business consulting; 

·  trainings and seminars. 

The networking and exchange of experience among incubator managers, which helps to develop incubator 
manager skills, are well developed. The “Fagerudd spirit5” shows the importance of an exchange of experi-
ence among the incubator managers; this process has most certainly contributed to a rapid diffusion of ex-
periences and good practices throughout the network of NIP incubators. 

 

·  Suggestion #13 

Working groups bringing together incubators should be set up with the aim of developing additional 
tools/methods for increasing their professionalism. An example would be the set-up of efficient “team build-
ing” processes: evaluation of persons and teams and their adequacy with the project, search for missing 
competences and profiles. Human resources are vital for young enterprises and the collaboration with exter-
nal specialists is often not enough to bring a significant added-value. Incubator managers can make a differ-
ence here. 

·  Suggestion #14 

The Panel suggests considering the integration of already existing and operating incubators which have not 
yet been included in the programme to the networking and exchange of experience process, for instance at 
regional level. This would give the NIP a further leverage in terms of dissemination of good practices and 
professionalism of the incubators in general. 

 

8.4 Efficiency of execution and management of the N IP 

8.4.1 Planning and design vs. implementation: has t he management initiatives and activities been 
relevant for the programme objectives? 

The Panel acknowledges that the implementation and management of the NIP has been successful and that 
many positive results could be achieved: 

·  The flexibility allowed to the incubators to create different business models in order to emerge and 
develop according to local conditions is seen as positive. It certainly contributed to anchor the NIP at 
local level and the individual incubators to take their place in the regional innovation environments; 

·  The networking and exchange of experience among incubator managers initiated by Innovationsbron 
has helped to develop incubator manager skills and to streamline incubation processes. These have 
rapidly reached a good standard and focus on the delivery on coaching and mentoring for the enter-
prises; 

·  The NIP has contributed to increase the deal flow of ideas evaluated by the incubators and the num-
ber of technology-based companies delivered to the market, as well as to leverage the amount of pri-
vate capital invested in those companies. 

                                                      

5 „Fagerudd spirit” is how the NIP incubator manager named the intense team spirit that emerged from the 
regular meetings that brought the programme managers from Innovationsbron and the NIP incubator man-
agers together throughout the duration of the NIP. 
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·  The NIP grows by integrating new incubators and helping the dissemination of the experience made 
within the NIP at regional level. It contributes clearly to the development of the Swedish incubation 
system. 

·  Suggestion #15 

An annual reporting and independent surveying of NIP and incubator performances should be carried out. 
The incubators will be asked to state the main achievements/ changes that have been accomplished during 
this period. These reports would be important elements for the future evaluation of the programme. 

 

8.4.2 Resource allocation – balance between differe nt kinds of resources 

The budget dedicated to the programme and the allocation of the resources are consistent with the objectives 
of the programme. Almost 90% of the budget goes to the incubators; this contributed to the rapid develop-
ment of good incubation capacities as well as coaching and mentoring resources. 

 

·  Suggestion #16 

After the development phase of the incubators, it could be useful to divide the overall budget into two parts: 
a fixed part and a flexible part. The latter will be dedicated to different initiatives helping to increase the effi-
ciency and quality of the system. Different suggestions were expressed by the Panel Members with regards 
to the allocation of the flexible part of the budget. They are displayed in the following chapter. 

 

8.4.3 Staffing, organisation and work processes: ha s the organisation, staffing and process been 
rightly balanced against programme objectives and p lans? 

The management team in charge of the programme at Innovationsbron was composed mainly of Jan 
Nylander and Håkan Larsson, with some support from the regional implementations of Innovationsbron. Jan 
Nylander and Håkan Larsson were in direct contact with the incubator managers on a regular basis and sup-
ported them with the implementation of the NIP at the local level as well as with the development of incuba-
tion processes. The feedback from the incubator managers on the collaboration with the team of Innova-
tionsbron is very positive. 

This organisation mode for such a programme corresponds to European standards and is well adapted to the 
objectives of the NIP. The responsibilities given to Innovationsbron to develop seed capital activities in Swe-
den also fit well with the objectives of the NIP, as suggested by the Panel. 
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9 Recommendations for NIP3 
This chapter summarises the recommendations or suggestions expressed by the Panel that are directly rele-
vant for the design of NIP Phase 3. 

The overall feedback from the Panel on the basis of past achievements (phases 1&2) is that the NIP is gath-
ering momentum; it is worth continuing and developing along the current lines. 

The particular lines of strength of the National Incubator Programme (NIP) so far (Phases 1&2) include: 

o networking and exchange of experience among incubator managers, which helps developing incuba-
tor manager skills; 

o networking among local and regional actors including both government and universities; 

o concentration on providing good coaching and mentoring for the enterprises; 

o flexibility to allow different business models to emerge and develop; 

o growth towards a critical mass of new incubators joining in the network. 

At an innovation system level, the Panel notes that some areas of the Swedish innovation system that influ-
ence the success of an incubation programme appear to be less well developed about: 

o clarity on the issues of intellectual property rights (teacher exemption) which impacts on many as-
pects and notably on investors; 

o thematic issues such as specialist facilities and resources for chosen sectors; 

o a well integrated financial system for investment in new enterprises from business angels to private 
and public equity; 

o a research institution sector to serve industry such as e.g. those of the UK and Germany. 

9.1 Allocation of the available funding to the incu bators 

The funds available to the NIP3 programme could be allocated according to a flexible mode: 

·  One part of the funds shall be allocated to the funding of incubator operations as it was the case dur-
ing the first phases, while keeping high quality standards. The stability of funding is an important fac-
tor for the incubators and a sufficient level of commitment should be given. A commitment over three 
years is not incompatible with milestones and control mechanisms along the way. 

·  The remainder of the funding could be allocated on a flexible basis for different purposes that would 
help NIP meeting its objectives. Following suggestions were expressed by the Panel: 

o Setting up specialist incubators to exploit chosen sectors of Sweden’s economic and re-
search strengths; 

o Forging a specific programme to support and improve the best incubators, those able to de-
liver strong ventures with global prospects, and/or those who have a potential to become 
such ones; 

o Test the commercial incubator business model, i.e. help an incubator preparing for this stage 
(see the “Privatisation programme” in Israel) and attract more private fund; 

o Enable well-performing incubators to apply for additional funding in order to help them deliv-
ering more strong ventures. 
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9.2 Accompanying measures 

The Panel has identified a series of accompanying measures that would possibly reinforce the impact of the 
NIP if applied. 

·  Networking 

This series of measures concern the very important networking aspects already strongly illustrated in the first 
phases of the NIP: 

o The intensive exchange of experience among the NIP incubators shall be continued and 
even reinforced. Additional existing incubators which are not part of the NIP in terms of fund 
receivers could be integrated into the process of exchanging experiences and practices. The 
NIP as a whole would generate a bigger impact on the Swedish incubation system; 

o Set up specific working groups bringing together incubators in order to develop additional 
tools/methods and increase their professionalism. Possible topics are: team building, interna-
tionalisation. 

·  Scouting for projects 

Incubators must be able to rely on a quality deal flow in order to get projects that are mature enough to go 
through the incubation process and develop rapidly into viable ventures. But incubator managers should be 
able to dedicate their time to the incubatees and not spend too much of it “chasing” projects. It could be use-
ful to dedicate some money to the scouting and maturing of projects before they enter the incubator. 

·  Sustainability of the system 

Innovationsbron and Vinnova might consider setting up a national trust to hold equity in new enterprises as a 
way of feeding back (capital recycling) to the incubator programme in the longer term. Such an initiative 
should complement a general improvement of the Swedish innovation system that would result into a well 
integrated financial system for investment in new enterprises from business angels to private and public eq-
uity. 

9.3 Management of the programme 

The Panel has identified some actions to be taken by the management team of the programme at the level of 
Innovationsbron: 

·  The NIP should look for a stronger integration and cooperation with the Swedish incubator associa-
tion; 

·  Innovationsbron should build stronger links at international level, e.g. with other national associations. 
Exchange of experience and benchmarking with other programmes would bring benefits to the NIP. 
The knowledge and experience gained by Innovationsbron will be valuable to the European Innova-
tion Community. 

The Panel suggests comparing the NIP to some other leading incubator programmes in other countries on a 
regular basis. This includes: 

·  Building international links, e.g. with other national associations; 

·  Benchmarking the NIP against other comparable country programmes. 
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Annex #1 - Questionnaire for incubator managers and  regional stakeholders 

 

Evaluation of the Swedish National Incubator Progra mme 

Questionnaire for Incubator Managers 

 

Questions related to the incubator 

 

Background information  

Name and position of the Incubator Manager 

Name and location of the incubator 

Name of the interviewer: 

Date and place of the interview:  

 

Mission statement and vision 

What is the vision for your incubator? 

What is your mission statement? 

 

Ownership / Structure / Environment 

What is the legal structure of the incubator? 

Who are the owners of the incubator? 

Describe the organigram and team of your incubator 

Who are the partners of the incubator? Describe the cooperation mechanisms with them. 

Is the incubator linked to a science/industry park? How is the offer differentiated? 

 

Incubator’s business model 

What is your scouting policy / who are your target companies? 

Describe the entry criteria for companies / maturity stage of companies accepted 

Is there a difference between projects and companies already created, according to the origin of the project 
(coming from university or business environment)? 

Describe the exit criteria for companies 

Describe the contractual relationship with companies (lease, licence, service agreement, equity, etc.) 

What is generally the duration of the incubation period? 

Which range of services is offered to companies? 

Example: coaching, premises and facilities, grants and funds, equity share, access to knowledge, team build-
ing, human resources, etc. 
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Did you develop specific tools to deliver services to the incubatees? 

Do you offer post-incubation services for companies? Which ones? 

Does your incubator have a thematic focus? 

Is your incubator linked to a business/science parks? 

 

Business development 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Budget (MSEK)     

Staff & staff costs     

Consultants & costs for external expertise     

Public funding 

precise origin(s) of funds 

    

Private funding 

precise origin(s) of funds 

    

Sources of funds: 

% from incubatees, % from public institutions, % from projects (national, European, joint research labs with 
companies, % from private 

Plan for reaching long-term sustainability, if any: 

 

Achievements / successes / failures 

How is success of your incubator judged? 

Who judges you? 

Describe your failures to date & lessons learned 

 

Achievements to date 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Number of companies accessing     

Number of companies exiting     

Jobs created     

Funds raised for companies     

Other achievements: 
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Questions related to the NIP and the profession of incubator manager 

 

NIP as an intervention to improve early-stage comme rcialisation of R&D in Sweden 

1 = very low / 5 = very significant 1 2 3 4 5 

 

     

     

Contribution of the NIP to the improvement of visibility/role of 
the incubator at: 

·  regional level 

·  national level 

·  international level      

Contribution of the NIP to the development of a strong re-
gional innovation environment  

     

Contribution of NIP to strengthening of networking among 
regional stakeholders 

     

Contribution of NIP to raising the number and quality of busi-
ness ideas in form of spin offs from the universities   

     

Contribution of NIP to improvement of collaborative relations 
among different regional incubators 

     

How has being part of NIP changed things for your incubator? 

 

 

Incubator Manager as a profession  

Background of the incubator manager Incubator Manager since  

 Education background  

 Professional experience (position hold 
before starting as Incubator Manager ) 

 

Open remarks 

Do you consider incubator manager as a profession? Why? Why not? How do see its evolution? Desirable 
evolution? 

 

1 = very low / 5 = very significant 1 2 3 4 5 

Contribution of the NIP to the development of your compe-
tences as Incubator Manager  

     

Contribution of the NIP to the improvement of working proc-
esses in your incubator 

     

Contribution of the NIP to enhancing of the quality of experi-
ence exchange with other incubators 
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Open remarks –  

What did you (your incubator) benefit most from your involvement in the NIP in terms of professional devel-
opment? 

Where do you see the room for improvement? 

 

 

Interaction with the NIP management team at Innovat ionsbron 

1 = very low / 5 = very significant 1 2 3 4 5 

Importance of the support received from Innovationsbron for 
the development of your incubator, the staff and its perform-
ances 

     

Adequacy of the support form the IB team for the develop-
ment of your incubator 

     

Open remarks –  

What was the most useful among the support initiatives from Innovationsbron’s team? 

 

What support would you have expected? Where do you see room for improvement? 
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Annex #2 - List of persons interviewed 

 

Person interviewed Organisation Position

Bengtsson, Per Uppsala Innovation Center CEO

Berger, Christian Mjärdevi Business Incubator CEO

Bodmark, Gunilla GU Holding CEO Sahlgrenska Science Park

Christensen, Lars Region Värmland Head of Unit- Development

Dahlgren, Hakan ALMI, Uppsala Managing Director

Ekman, Peter ALMI, Stockholm Consultant

Ericsson, Lisa KTH - Royal Institute of Technology Head of Technology Transfer Unit

Eriksson, Patric Gothia Business Incubator Incubator Manager

Eriksson, Ulf SU Innovation former Incubator Manager

Evertsson, Peter Teknikdalen Incubator Manager

Flink, Ola Karolinska Innovation Manging Director

Forsgren, Nils-Olof Uminova Innovation CEO

Friberg, Dan Jönköping Business Incubator Incubator Manager

Gramming, Magnus Jönköping Business Incubator Project Manager

Granér, Mats Region Västra Götaland Head of Analysis and Evaluations

Hagenfeldt, Tomas Mjärdevi Business Incubator Business Coach

Hedberg, Pär Stockholm Innovation & Growth CEO

Hellström, Björn Connect, Stockholm Managing Director

Hult, Mikael Cybaero Entrepreneur, Board Member of Aurorum

Isaksen, Victor Inova Incubator Manager

Jonsson, Lars Uppsala University Head of Holding Company

Lundin, Magnus Teknikbyn CEO & Managing Director

Lundqvist, Mats Chalmers University Head of the School for Entrepreneurs

Mardsjo, Agneta Region Västra Götaland Head of Unit Industrial Development

Möller, Hans Ideon Innovation Head of IDEON Science Park

Rinde, Bengt Uppsala City Head of Industrial Office

Rosvall, Bodil MINC CEO

Stenberg, Olle Chalmers Innovation Incubator Manager

Wicén, Jan Aurorum Incubator Manager
 

 



 

- 53 - 

Annex #3 - Overview of international programmes and  comparison with the NIP 

 

 Sweden Austria  France Germany Israel Italy 

Design of the incubation programme 

Objectives 

• to increase the national 
capacity to take care of 
research based business 
ideas by establishing an in-
frastructure of "world-class" 
incubators i.e. a structural 
capital that Sweden can 
capitalise on moving for-
ward; 
• to increase the national 
capability and skill in man-
aging and supporting early-
stage commercialisation of 
research based business 
ideas (i.e. establish incuba-
tion management as a 
"profession" and incubation 
as a managed process); 
• to generate high-quality 
start-ups to the financing 
and investment market. 

• to ensure a sustainable 
increase in the number of 
spin-offs from academic 
and non-academic research 
organisations; 
• to enhance the quality of 
these new companies (i.e. 
their technology and knowl-
edge intensity), as well as 
their likelihood to succeed; 
• to enhance the exploita-
tion of research results by 
business. 

• to promote entrepreneur-
ship within the French 
higher education and re-
search organisations but 
also to promote an entre-
preneurial culture within 
French economy and soci-
ety; 
• to stimulate the emer-
gence of business ideas out 
of higher education and 
research and existing com-
panies; 
• to create new innovative 
companies linked with 
higher education and re-
search organisations. 

•  to establish a lasting 
“culture of entrepreneur-
ship” at universities and 
research establishments; 
•  to support consistent 
transfer of scientific knowl-
edge into commercial out-
put;  
•  to promote the enormous 
potential of business ideas 
and entrepreneurial per-
sonalities at universities 
and research establish-
ments in a targeted man-
ner;  
•  to increase the number 
and the chances of success 
of innovative business start-
ups. 

• to nurture novice entre-
preneurs at the earliest 
stage of technological 
innovation, help them im-
plement their ideas by 
turning them into exportable 
commercial products and 
form productive business 
ventures in Israel; 
• to absorb a large portion 
of the risk in this early 
stage; so that, during their 
stay in the incubator, entre-
preneurs may turn their 
abstract ideas into products 
of proven feasibility, novelty 
and advantages sought in 
the international market-
place. 

• to support the growth of 
university incubators; 
• to share the best cases 
among the members; 
• to influence policy makers 
for the support of innovation  
• to promote national and 
international cooperation 
among incubators and start-
ups; 
• to define educational 
tracks for teaching entre-
preneurships; 
• to increase the number of 
start-up that exploit the 
results of the researches of 
the universities; 
• to organize the business 
plan competition nation 
wide once a year. 

Funding 
period 

10 years commitment from 
Vinnova to fund the NIP 
NIP1 funded incubators for 
a 18 months term 
NIP2 funded incubators for 
a 18 months term, extended 
one year 

• 10 years commitment 
from the Federal Ministry of 
Transport, Innovation and 
Technology to fund AplusB 
• 1st phase: 5 years funding 
of AplusB centers 
• interim evaluation in the 
5th year: Stop-or-Go-
Decision 
• 2nd phase: further 5 years 
funding of AplusB centers 
• final evaluation in the 10th 
year 
• no decision about further 
public funding after the 10 
years period from the Fed-
eral Ministry right now 

1st phase: 3 years funding 
of incubators 
Interim evaluation Go/No 
Go 
2nd phase: further 3 years 
funding of incubators 
Interim evaluation 
3rd phase 

• since 1998 commitment 
from the Federal Ministry to 
fund EXIST;  
• EXIST I funded 5 regional 
networks from 1998 to 
2005; 
• EXIST II funded 10 further 
regional networks from 
2002 to 2005; 
• EXIST III funds projects 
from 2006 on; 
• besides financing instru-
ments like EXIST Seed 
(2000-2007), EXIST Grün-
derstipendium (since May 
2007) and EXIST-
Forschungstransfer (since 
November 2007) were set-
up; 

Programme started 1991 
and administrated by the 
office of the chief scientist 
of the Ministry of Industry, 
Trade and Labor (OCS). 

The funding period for the 
IUNet project was set at 
three years 2004-2006. 
Only five incubators were 
concerned. The project is 
now concluded. 
The five partners of the 
IUNet project have ex-
tended their network into 
the PNI association; the 
incubators within PNI are 
not financed by the Italian 
government at this stage, 
applications are being 
examined. 
The PNI incubators were 
able to find private corpo-
rate funding (Vodafone) to 
fund the StartCup competi-
tion. Incubators get yearly 
funded to deliver at local 
level the Start Cup business 
plan competition. 
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  Sweden Austria  France Germany Israel Italy 

Funding 
structure 

NIP funds maximum 50% of 
operations 
Regional authorities, aca-
demic institutions ensure 
co-funding 
NIP2: NIP funding amoun-
ted about 33% of total 
budgets, close to 50% for 
most incubators 

• 1st phase: max 45% 
Federal Ministry, minimum 
35% Länder, minimum 25% 
own contribution 
• 2nd phase: max 35% 
Federal Ministry, minimum 
35% Länder, minimum 30% 
own contribution 

Government funds a maxi-
mum of 50% of the opera-
tions 
Regional partners have to 
ensure co-funding. Usually 
the regional government 
plays a major role in the 
funding of incubators 
Over the period 2004-2006, 
government funding a-
mounted to about 40% of 
the budgets 
 
Government also funds 
innovative projects and 
start-ups directly through 
call for proposals with about 
30 MLN € per year. 

• EXIST I:  first 3 years 100 
% funding; second 3 years 
on average 55%-70 % 
(western/eastern states)  
funding from Federal Minis-
try; 
• EXIST II: on average 100 
% funding from the Federal 
Ministry; 
• EXIST III: 100 % funding 
from the Federal Ministry. 

Before privatisation OCS 
supported each incubator 
annually with a funding of 
around 180.000 USD (ca. 
120.000 €). Incubators used 
to be non-profit organisa-
tions and raised matching 
funding from various sour-
ces as: 
• Selling part/all of their 
equity in incubator’s pro-
jects (up to 20% of project’s 
equity); 
• Incomes from royalties 
that successful projects 
paid back to the OCS. The 
OCS used to forward those 
payments back to the Incu-
bators programme budget.  
 
Since privatisation, incuba-
tor’s owners commit to 
invest annually at least 
300.000 USD (ca. 200.000 
€) from their own resources, 
though they usually invest 
more. Of the 24 incubators, 
8 are located in peripheral 
regions and sensitive loca-
tions; in those cases the 
OCS participates 50% of 
incubator’s cost e.g., 
150.000 USD (ca. 100.000 
€). 

The IUNet budget from the 
Ministry of Industry amoun-
ted to a total of 2.6 millions 
Euros for the period 2004-
2006. 
The partners co-financed 
an additional 20% and also 
contributed by providing 
their infrastructures. 
 
In addition to the private 
funding for the Start Cup 
competition, incubators are 
funded by their owners 
Universities and regional 
public partners. They also 
usually look for competitive 
funding (regional, national 
and European pro-
grammes). 

Owner/Partner 
of the incuba-
tors 

Free set-up, provided incu-
bators demonstrate a well 
functioning cooperation with 
universities, university 
colleges, research institutes 
and early investors, based 
on research related knowl-
edge intensive business 
ideas. 

• limited company (corpora-
tion -GmbH) 
• owner: minimum one 
academic institution (uni-
versity, university of applied 
sciences, research center) 
plus minimum one institu-
tion disposing of the know-
how for supporting highly 
research and technology-
oriented start-ups. Minimum 
50% of the company shares 
are held by institutions 
entrusted with the represen-
tation of public interests. 

Free set-up. 
Link to academic and re-
search organisation is 
requested. 
Partnership of several 
organisations are favoured. 

• EXIST I & II: regional 
networks - Universities of 
applied sciences co-
operating with at least three 
partners from science, 
economy and politics.  
• EXIST III: Projects as-
signed to universities of 
applied sciences and to 
research organisations 
cooperating with at least 
one university of applied 
sciences. 

Since privatisation incuba-
tors transformed to com-
mercial companies. 
 
Incubators are owned by 
private investors such as 
venture capital companies. 
Other incubators are owned 
by universities. 

Incubators started as uni-
versity departments or 
subsidiaries established 
jointly with local/regional 
foundations close to the 
universities and/or regional 
authorities and saving 
banks. 
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  Sweden Austria  France Germany Israel Italy 

Execution and management of the incubation programm e 

Implementa-
tion 

NIP2 has an annual budget 
of 5 MLN € 
NIP2 funded 12 incubators 
with about 200k € - 430k € 
per year per incubator 
and 6 associated incubators 
with about 100k € per year 
each 
Total budgets of incubators 
are between 350k € to 1 
MLN € Two exceptions with 
1.6 MLN € and 3.7 MLN €. 

• 2 calls: 5 centers in 2001, 
1 center in-between, 3 
centers in 2004 
• total budget for the 9 
centers for the first 5 years – 
about 45 MLN €, about 19 
MLN € from the Federal 
Ministry  
• total budget for the 5 
centers in the 2nd phase – 
about 33 MLN €, about 10 
MLN € from the Federal 
Ministry  
• in total up to now 77 MLN 
€ budget, 29 MLN € from 
the Federal Ministry 
• the goal is to achieve 
roundabout 500 company 
foundations 

2 phases during 3 years 
each (2000-2003 and 2004-
2006) already concluded. 
3rd phase ongoing 
31 incubators were initiated. 
29 were active as of 2007 
Government funding 
amounted to 45 MLN € for 
the period 2000-2006, i.e. 
about 7.5 MLN € per year. 
The total budget of the 
incubators was about 115 
MLN € over the period 2000-
2006, i.e. about 19 MLN € 
per year (2.5 times govern-
ment funding) 

• EXIST I: 2-phase call for 
proposals 1998 – 5 regional 
networks selected; 
• EXIST II: call for proposal 
2001/2002 – 10 regional 
networks selected; 
• EXIST III: 3 yearly calls for 
proposals – 2006 (17 pro-
jects), 2007 (15 projects), 
2008 (last call), funding 
amounts to 35 MLN € (incl. 
resources from ESF)  

There are 24 technological 
incubators in Israel today, 
among them one Biotech 
incubator. 
 
Ownership in companies: 
Ownership in incubated 
companies is shared by the 
entrepreneurs (including 
universities) and investors 
(including incubators own-
ers). Key employees get 
generally some equity too.  
Government payback: Pay-
back is required in case of 
success only (actual sales). 
Successful companies 
should pay royalties from 
product sales and up to the 
total amount granted by the 
government with some 
interest rate. 

5 University incubators were 
involved in the IUNet project 
at the beginning of 2004. 
 
Further incubators joined 
the project through the  
organisation of the Start 
Cup competition (business 
plan). There are now at least 
23 universities providing 
incubation services. 

Resource 
allocation 

Set-up and operation of 
incubation centers: 
- staff, 
-external coaches 

• Set-up and operation of 
incubation centers: 
- projects 
- sensitisation and coaching 
- center (staff etc.) 

Set-up and operation of 
incubation centers: 
- infrastructure, 
- staff, 
- external expertise where 
needed, 
- market studies, etc. 

• EXIST I & II: Set-up and 
operation of regional net-
works. Activities: mainly 
sensitisation and qualifica-
tion of students and support 
(“coaching”) of young entre-
preneurs 
• EXIST III: Set-up and 
operation of projects, meas-
ures in four fields of action: 
Generation and realisation 
of business ideas, support 
and coaching of young 
entrepreneurs/start-ups, 
education and training of 
students and researchers, 
motivation to become an 
entrepreneur 

Set-up and operation of 
incubation centers: 
- infrastructure, 
- business coaches, 
- support to projects. 
 
Projects are incubated for a 
two years term (up to 3 
years for biotech projects). 
They are provided with a 
total budget for the two year 
term ranges between 
350.000 and  600.000 USD 
(233.000 to 400.000 €); this 
amount can go up to 
1.800.000 USD(ca. 
1.200.000 €) for three years 
for biotech projects 
The government support 
amounts up to 85% of the 
approved budget provided 
as a grant or a soft loan, 
80% for biotech incubators. 

The incubators were given 5 
major missions: 
- Preparation of technical, 
economical and financial 
feasibility studies 
- Implementation of infra-
structures 
- Support in the manage-
ment and start-up phase of 
the enterprises 
- Technological evaluation 
of projects 
- Education activity on 
entrepreneurship 
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  Sweden Austria  France Germany Israel Italy 

Monitor-
ing/evaluation 

Yearly report from incuba-
tors. 
Monitoring of individual 
companies currently being 
implemented. 
External mid-term evalua-
tion of NIP2. 

• 6-monthly report from 
incubators (detailed report 
template) 
• interim evaluation of the 
centers in the 3rd and 5th 
(Go/NoGo Decision) year by 
an external Expert Panel 
• final evaluation of the 
centers in the 10th year 
• interim evaluation of the 
AplusB programme after 6 
years 
• monitoring of how individ-
ual companies at different 
stages has been set up 
(detailed questionnaire until 
4th year after after the 
company foundation) 

Yearly reports from incuba-
tors. 
Evaluation of the centers 
and the programme after 
every 3-year phase. 
Monitoring of individual 
companies. 

• yearly reports and a mid-
term report from project 
coordinators. 
• examination of the project 
progress by the EXIST 
advisory board and the 
project management agency 
PTJ. 
• EXIST workshops twice a 
year (exchange of experi-
ence). 
• overall monitoring by a 
research institute (Fraun-
hofer ISI). 

Yearly report from incuba-
tors. 
Monitoring of individual 
companies, also after 
graduation from the incuba-
tors. 

The results of the incubators 
are monitored on a yearly 
basis (business plans, start-
ups, awareness raising 
activities, etc.) 

Organisation 
& Work proc-
esses at 
Management 
Unit 

Strong interaction between 
IB team and centers, 
Strong implication from IB in 
the exchange of experience 
and setup of coaching 
processes in the incubators. 
Support well appreciated by 
incubator managers. 

• team at FFG (Austrian 
Society for Research Spon-
soring) set up a lot of proc-
esses and procedures 
• team at FFG and centers 
have strong interaction 
• the coaching of the team 
at FFG is highly appreciated 
by the centers 

A central management unit 
at OSEO manages the 
programme and runs the 
national award competition 
for innovative companies 

• team at project manage-
ment agency PTJ set up a 
lot of processes and proce-
dures 
• team at PTJ and centers 
have strong interaction 
which is highly appreciated 
by the participating universi-
ties and research institutes   

The technological incuba-
tors programme is managed 
since 1991 by the by the 
OCS, ensuring a great 
stability as well as a close 
monitoring of the pro-
gramme. 

The project is managed by 
the association of the Italian 
University incubators (first 
AIU, now PNI cube) 

Outcomes 

National 
Capacity 
to deliver 
strong ven-
tures based 
on academic 
findings 

Graduate companies from 
incubators are able to attract 
private venture capital (3-4 
times more than public 
capital invested). 
About 60% of the projects 
come from academic institu-
tions. 
Too early to make further 
assessment (see also moni-
toring of individual compa-
nies). 

AplusB was started on the 
basis of numerous studies 
showing a strong underrep-
resentation of high-tech or 
academic-based new busi-
nesses: 
• only 2 % of the new busi-
nesses are high-tech com-
panies 
• only 8.3% of the business 
founders have an academic 
degree, 0.3% a PhD 
• clear signs showed a low 
number of new businesses 
based on academic findings 
AplusB mission is to im-
prove this situation 

The survival rate of compa-
nies graduated from the 
incubators after 5 years is 
about 76%. This is far above 
the French national average, 
which is 50%. 
The average staff members 
of those companies lies by 
8.7 after 5 years, which lies 
also far above the national 
average of 3.5 for 5 years 
old companies  

• seven out of ten start-ups 
in research or knowledge-
intensive sectors (high-tech 
start-ups) have at least one 
founder with an academic 
degree                                           
• the number of high-tech 
start-ups has decreased by 
about 19 % since the mid 
nineties 
• high potential for research 
and knowledge-based start-
ups in Germany (R&D in-
tensity: 2.5 %; high number 
of PCT patent applications)  

The incubator programme 
establishes over 70 new 
start-ups each year. 
 
By the end of 2006, over 
1000 projects had matured 
and left the incubators. Of 
these graduates, 57% have 
successfully attracted pri-
vate investments. 41% of 
the incubators graduates 
(since the beginning of the 
programme) are still up and 
running. 

Too early to make an as-
sessment 
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Deal flow 
(quantitative 
and qualitative 
development) 

Project ideas and company 
deal flow are reportedly 
increasing. 
Selectivity at entry remains 
high: about 15-20% of 
evaluated ideas are ac-
cepted in the incubation 
programme. 

Until October 2007, 207 
technology-based projects 
have been initiated. Out of 
those, 145 new businesses 
have been created and 111 
of them are already active 
on the market. The new 
businesses hold over 100 
patents. A total of 270 pro-
jects have been coached. 

Over the first 6 years of the 
programme, between 2000 
and 2005, the 31 incubators 
have coached 1415 projects 
that led to 844 new busi-
nesses. One third of the 
projects were still incubated 
by the end of 2005 (most 
recent figures available). 
746 business out of 844 
(88%) were still active by 
mid 2006; they had gener-
ated at this stage abut 3650 
jobs. 
 
Deal flow is still there after 6 
years. However detecting 
projects within academic 
institutions remains difficult. 
The share of projects com-
ing from academia is de-
creasing constantly since 
2000 representing about 
36% in 2005. Projects com-
ing from industry become 
more important. 

The 15 networks funded by 
EXIST  I and II have re-
ported the coaching of about  
2000 projects. 
From 2000 to 2007, about 
580 young start-ups were 
supported by EXIST-Seed/-
Gründerstipendium.  

See above: over 1000 pro-
jects already matured. 
These projects have gener-
ated more than 4000 new 
jobs. 
Approximately 200 projects 
in various stages of R&D 
are being carried out in the 
Technological Incubators at 
any given time. 

As of 2007, the incubators in 
the network of PNI Cube 
members could generate 
326 start-ups out of 824 
business plans evaluated. 
For 174 of them the univer-
sities took shares; they are 
identified as spin-offs. 
Those 326 start-ups em-
ployed over 1350 people by 
the end of 2007. 
 
The Start Cup business plan 
competition has been ex-
tended to about 23 universi-
ties and is conducted also at 
regional level with additional 
partners, thus increasing the 
potential deal flow. 

Economic 
development 
of the incuba-
tors 

Most of the incubators are 
mainly publicly funded (76% 
on average in 2006 for the 
12 NIP incubators). 
According to the data avail-
able, 4 out of 12 incubators 
have a 50% share of private 
funding 
Half of them take equity in 
the companies while most of 
them have payback mecha-
nisms in form of fees to be 
paid in case of success. 

The funding of the centres 
has developed according to 
the guidelines defined in the 
call for proposals, i.e.: 
- 35% funding from  Federal 
Ministry, 
- minimum 35% from re- 
gional authorities, 
30% own contribution 

The incubators have clearly 
a mission of public interest. 
Their survival is currently 
mainly dependent on public 
funding, i.e. a continued 
government funding 
Nearly all incubators have 
introduced a payback 
mechanism for the graduate 
companies. They represent 
usually less than 10% of the 
incubator’s budget. 

NA 

Privatisation programme 
being operated since 2002. 
Out of 24 incubators, 21 
have been already priva-
tised. 65% of the privatisa-
tion programme’s graduated 
projects have successfully 
attracted private invest-
ments compared with 45% 
in the original programme. 

Incubators are mostly 
funded by Universities and 
regional players. 
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Position of the programme in the national innovatio n system 

Impact on 
regional inno-
vation envi-
ronments 

The NIP incubators have 
achieved a good local im-
plementation at the end of 
the NIP1 and NIP2 phases; 
regional networks seem to 
be functioning well. Incuba-
tors have become arenas 
where several regional 
players meet and work 
together. 
In some regions the incuba-
tors have contributed to 
boost the regional innova-
tion strategy. 

• The need for institutional-
ised centres bases on the 
fact that no other organisa-
tion carries out such exten-
sive mobilisation activities in 
the academic area. Another 
reason is that these centres 
prepare the entrepreneurs 
for their start-up, as these 
are very specific and differ-
ent from any other “normal” 
start-up.  
• the AplusB centres could 
establish very good in their 
respective regional envi-
ronment. 
• About 120 partners are 
actively involved in the 
implementation of the pro-
gramme and almost every 
academic organisation 
participates in it. 

Incubators have significantly 
contributed to a better co-
operation among higher 
education and research 
institutions with regards to 
their mission of early stage 
commercialisation. The 
impact has been generally 
bigger out of Paris. 
Regional authorities and 
funders have been well 
integrated as board mem-
bers and co-owners of the 
incubators and their objec-
tives. 

Initiatives and projects have 
significantly contributed to a 
“culture of entrepreneurship” 
at the universities and non-
university research institutes 
which comprehends also 
strong relationships with 
other actors of the regional 
innovation system, esp. 
business angels, financial 
institutions, new business 
centres, chambers of com-
merce and industry etc. 
These networks as well as 
the integration of regional 
stakeholders in project 
advisory boards have 
strengthen the regional 
innovation systems. 

 NA 

While the AIU project 
started with only 5 universi-
ties, it was rapidly extended 
to further members and 
brings currently together 23 
universities, representing 
the great majority of the 
Italian higher education. 
Together, they organise an 
annual business plan com-
petition. 
The business plan competi-
tions involve often even 
more partner universities at 
local level. In 2008, for 
instance, the Startup Milano 
Lombardy is run by 8 uni-
versities (the 7 located in 
the Milan area plus the 
University of Pavia). 
 
The university incubators 
have also contributed to the 
emergence of more Italian 
business angels. In 2006 
they funded 70 start-ups for 
a global amount of 12 MLN 
€ (about 170k € per com-
pany), in 2007 they funded 
110 start-ups for a global 
amount of 20 MLN € (about 
180k € per company). 
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  Sweden Austria  France Germany Israel Italy 

Impact on 
early stage 
commerciali-
sation 

Hard to measure in terms of 
statistical indicators at this 
stage 
NIP has obviously contrib-
uted to the visibility of incu-
bators at regional and na-
tional level 
Universities precise that due 
to the IPR situation (profes-
sor’s privilege) they do not 
have the full picture of early 
stage commercialisation of 
academic findings. 

• Answers to the question 
“how do the AplusB centres 
influence the start-up behav-
iour?” can be summarised 
as follows: 
- 1/3 of all entrepreneurs 
started their company 
through the AplusB pro-
gramme. 
- 1/3 of all entrepreneurs 
were encouraged to start 
their company by the 
AplusB programme. 
- 1/3 of all entrepreneurs 
would have started their 
companies also without 
influence of the AplusB 
programme. 

The impact on researchers 
and students with regards to 
entrepreneurship have not 
been analysed yet. 
Many academic institutions 
prefer other forms of early 
stage commercialisation, 
especially transfer towards 
an existing company. 

Hard to measure, universi-
ties typically do not know 
about all spin-offs and start-
ups founded by their re-
searchers and students. The 
ongoing evaluation of EXIST 
by ZEW et al. might shed 
light on the quantitative 
impact.  

The programme has posi-
tioned itself as an important 
source of deal-flow for the 
venture capital industry that 
is searching constantly for 
new technologies in which to 
invest in 
 
By the end of 2006, the total 
cumulative private invest-
ment in graduate incubator 
companies surpassed 1.5 
BLN Dollars (ca 1.0 BLN €) 
compared to cumulative 
public funding of 428 MLN 
USD (about 285 MLN €) 

Too early to make an as-
sessment 

Role of the 
programme 
related to 
other struc-
tures and 
initiatives 

With the creation of Innova-
tionsbron and its mission to 
support commercialisation 
of early stage business 
ideas based on research 
findings from academia and 
industry, the conditions have 
been created to give In-
novationsbron and its pro-
grammes a clear positioning 
within the Swedish innova-
tion system and to fill a gap 
in it. 

• The AplusB programme is 
clearly separated from other 
programmes within the 
financing portfolio at na-
tional and federal state 
level.  
• The question in Austria 
does not regard the best 
separation from other sup-
port programmes but the 
best cooperation with them; 
aiming at the best possible 
exploitation of existing 
synergy potentials. 
• Future support pro-
grammes in this “tight” 
segment should consider a 
separated and agreed-upon 
procedure from the very 
beginning, clearly regulating 
the role and interaction of 
the sponsors and allowing 
the programmes to be 
intertwined.  

There are clear synergies of 
the incubator programme 
with other state funded 
programmes. The central 
coordination of those meas-
ures ensures a clear articu-
lation. Measures aiming at 
developing seed-funding 
have been implemented at 
national level. Recently, new 
measures aiming at gener-
ating better quality deal 
flows towards the incubators 
have also been started, 
helping incubators concen-
trating on coaching compa-
nies. 
Regional authorities often 
back those measures with 
their own ones. 

Especially the calls (compe-
titions) for EXIST I and 
EXIST II were the starting 
point for many initiatives at 
German universities. Some 
federal states used the 
EXIST programme as a 
blueprint for own pro-
grammes with similar objec-
tives. EXIST has clear 
USPs.  

NA NA 
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Incubator manager as a profession 

Networking / 
exchange of 
practices 

IB has installed a systematic 
exchange of experience and 
practices among the incuba-
tor managers. 
This process is highly ap-
preciated by the managers 
and contributes to an effi-
cient transfer and diffusion 
of experience and practices, 
it contributes also to the 
creation of a "incubator 
manager community" 

• The AplusB platform - 
separately sponsored by the 
bmvit - allows the informa-
tion exchange and commu-
nication among the AplusB 
centres, the FFG and the 
Federal Ministry.  
• Twice a year 2-day events 
are organised on a specific 
subject. 
• national and international 
experts are invited to par-
ticipate, give their input and 
be available for experience 
exchange and discussions. 

An association of the incu-
bators funded under the 
programme had been ini-
tially created. The 29 active 
incubators have meanwhile 
joined the association 
RETIS, bringing together a 
larger number of incubators, 
innovation centers and 
science parks or tech-
nopoles. 

• With the inception of the 
EXIST projects also an 
intensive information ex-
change was started; 
• EXIST-workshops bringing 
together representatives 
from the regional networks, 
the federal programme 
manager, the Ministry and 
the Institute in charge of the 
scientific coaching of the 
programme took/still take 
place on a regular basis; 
• the scope of those work-
shops covers a broad spec-
trum of topics relevant to the 
programme and the different 
projects; 
• the exchange process is 
completed with the circula-
tion of reports and news, 
also on the website. 

NA 

The PNI Cube association 
has created a platform for 
the exchange of information 
which extends the activities 
already initiated by the five 
incubators within the IUNet 
project. A web-based 
knowledge platform has 
been developed to support 
the sharing of knowledge. 

Professional-
ism 

NIP incubators have put in 
place clear working proc-
esses and have built up 
coaching capabilities that 
are appreciated by the 
companies 
The managers' network 
contributes to the self-
professionalisation of the 
incubator managers. 

The centres' directors and 
staff have been trained over 
the years to become experts 
in their field. In fact, these 
centres need expert and 
trained personnel which is 
usually not easy to find on 
the market.  

Incubation practices are 
now well defined and ex-
change of experience has 
enabled to reach a good 
standard. 

The regional networks have 
built up the necessary com-
petences and human re-
sources over time. They 
have recognised the neces-
sity to have experienced and 
well trained staff members; 
such people are not "easy" 
to find of the market. 

The privatisation pro-
gramme is being operated 
since 2002 and brings 
higher success rates both in 
raising funding for projects 
during their incubation 
period and after graduation. 
In addition, there was an 
improvement in the quality 
of the management teams 
of the incubators 

Incubation infrastructures 
and processes have been 
defined and exchanged 
within the PNI Cube asso-
ciation, helping university 
incubators to improve their 
professionalism. 
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Marketing - PR 

National & 
international 
branding 

NIP has been set up as a 
programme of its own. 
Marketing and branding 
activities (information avail-
able on website, newslet-
ters, etc.) seem to be less 
developed than in other 
countries such as e.g. Ger-
many. 

• No umbrella brand name 
was/is foreseen.  
• AplusB is marketed at 
national and international 
level only through the FFG 
and bmvit websites: 
http://www.bmvit.gv.at/innov
ation/strukturprogramme/apl
usb/index.html and 
http://www.ffg.at/content.php
?cid=66  

Heavy marketing of the call 
for proposal (contest) for 
innovative companies 

• EXIST has made the right 
efforts to develop the value 
of the "EXIST" brand 
• www.exist.de delivers 
comprehensive information 
on the programme, activi-
ties, publications, success 
stories, etc. 
• The newsletter EXIST-
news is released four times 
a year 

The technological incubator 
programme has become an 
internationally renowned 
programme. 
 
The programme has its own 
website: 
www.incubators.org.il/ 

The StartCup competition 
benefits from an intensive 
branding and his widely 
advertised in each of the 
participating region. The 
award ceremonies draw 
public attention. 

Future of the incubation programme 

Perspectives 
for the evolu-
tion of the 
programmes 

NIP still has a commitment 
for being funded over the 
next 5 years as a pro-
gramme. Funding of individ-
ual incubators remains 
subject to evaluation of their 
performance. 
 
On programme level,  
the NIP is planned to evolve 
so that specialisation is 
addressed, private vs. public 
incubators are addressed 
etc, a league of "world-
class" incubators is estab-
lished, etc. 
 

• For the centres started in 
2001, AplusB will receive 
funds until 2015 while for 
the centres started in 2004 
until 2015. 
• The further public financing 
of the AplusB programme 
has not been decided upon 
yet. 
• To date, a work group on 
the subject 10+ has been 
formed in which the centres' 
managers cooperate. 
• It is unanimous opinion 
that the Federal Govern-
ment should keep the main 
responsibility. 
• It is unanimous opinion 
that the centres should 
continue to exist and, start-
ing from their current offer, 
develop themselves to 
independent and single 
platforms for start-ups and 
valorisation. 

The latest evaluation of the 
programme has come up 
with the following recom-
mendations: 
- actions aiming at a better 
quality deal flow from aca-
demic institutions should be 
put in place. This should be 
coordinated with the current 
trend towards mutualisation 
of early stage commerciali-
sation between different 
actors 
- while incubators gained in 
independence, some aca-
demic institutions feel less 
committed over time. Their 
commitment and ownership 
feeling needs to be rein-
forced. Appropriate incen-
tives are necessary 
- incubators should open to 
European and international 
exchange of experience and 
partnerships 

Projects within the scope of 
EXIST III will be concluded 
between the end of 2009 
and the end of 2011. EXIST-
Gründerstipendium will 
support start-ups at least 
until the end of 2013, last 
deadline for applications for 
EXIST-Forschungstransfer 
is December 2010. 
Regarding a future funding 
of projects on entrepreneu-
rial culture (succession of 
EXIST III) no decision has 
been taken yet. Concepts 
will be developed on the 
basis of the EXIST III 
evaluation results which are 
expected in autumn 2008. 

In 2002 the administration of 
the Israeli National Incuba-
tor Program launched a new 
program – the “Privatisation 
Programme”. The main 
objective of this programme 
was to attract financial 
private entities as well as 
strategic actors within spe-
cific sectors to be owners of 
incubators and to operate 
them. 
 
There is an ongoing dedica-
tion from the state to fund 
technology-based incuba-
tion. 
 
Out of 24 incubators, 21 
have already been priva-
tised. 

The PNI association is 
currently aiming at extend-
ing the former IUNet project 
into a funding for all PNI 
incubators and/or a direct 
funding of the association 
itself. 
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Funding, 
sustainability 
of incubators 
Role of state 
vs. other 
stakeholders 

Sustainability of funding 
comes on top of what incu-
bators require from IB. 
At the stage of the survey, 
nearly all NIP incubators 
declared they were not 
currently reconsidering their 
current business models. 

• The issue regarding the 
financial support of the 
AplusB centres is already 
very urgent. 
• A decision should be taken 
by 2009/2010 (next election 
of the Federal Assembly). 
• It is important that a deci-
sion is taken soon, other-
wise the staff would start 
looking for future chal-
lenges. 
• The AplusB centres as well 
as further stakeholders and 
experts consider a further 
sponsoring from the Federal 
Government indispensable. 
• Other financing models are 
currently being evaluated. 

Long-term basic funding of 
incubators should be se-
cured, which does not ex-
clude monitoring and 
evaluation of the perform-
ances 

EXIST III projects are ex-
pected to realise their con-
cepts of sustainability, e.g. 
by integrating entrepreneur-
ship courses in curricula, by 
using resources of the 
university/research institutes 
or by raising financial re-
sources from partners 

See economic development 
of the incubators (privatisa-
tion programme) 

Incubators are currently 
funded by their owner Uni-
versities and their local 
partners - there are currently 
lobbying for a national fund-
ing. 
There is no trend towards 
privatisation. 
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Annex #4 - Figures 

 

Figure 1: Staff of the incubators 
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Figure 2: Incubator operation costs and public fund ing 2006 

Figure 3: Number of ideas evaluated by the incubato rs 

 

 

Figure 4: Number of companies delivered by the incu bators 
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Figure 5: Leverage venture capital/public capital a ttracted attracted in the companies in 2005 

 

Figure 6: Leverage venture capital/public capital a ttracted attracted in the companies in 2006 
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Figure 7: Official Return on Investment - 2005 

 

Figure 8: Official Return on Investment - 2006 



 

 

 


