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Context for Workshop 

 

"Europe consistently falls short in turning R&D results into commercial opportunities, innovations and 

jobs" (Jan Figel – past European Commissioner for Education, Culture, Multilingualism and Youth). 

 

The Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative - Innovation Union states the need for the EU and its Member 

States to adopt a much more strategic approach to innovation. An approach whereby innovation is 

the overarching policy objective, where all policy instruments, measures and funding are designed to 

contribute to innovation, where EU and national/regional policies are closely aligned and mutually 

reinforcing, and where the highest political level sets a strategic agenda, regularly monitors progress 

and tackles delays. 

 

The European Commission have provided a significant investment in research and development 

through the various Framework Programmes.  If correctly exploited, the research outcomes could 

help drive Europe’s Knowledge Economy and secure an international reputation for Research 

Excellence and boost innovation. The EC is demanding improved systems and methodologies for 

knowledge generation, capture and transfer within Framework Programme 7 (FP7) and its upcoming 

successor programme – HORIZON 2020.  

 

MarineTT is a timely FP7 Support Action that has piloted new methodologies and tools for effectively 

capturing, analysing and transferring knowledge from past and in-progress EC projects. The overall 

aim of MarineTT is to develop an improved system that can be used to detect and collect usable 

knowledge and, through this discovery, take the necessary steps to transfer the knowledge to the 

correct end-user to increase the opportunity for uptake and contribute to value creation and 

innovation.  

 

In May 2012, MarineTT organised a workshop event, From Marine RTD to Measurable Value 

Creation - An Open Stakeholder Workshop to Explore the Challenges and Solutions to Effective 

Knowledge Capture and Transfer, to review each step of the science research lifecycle to identify the 

potentially critical barriers that exist and subsequently identify potential ways to overcome these 

barriers. This workshop identified many interlinked barriers affecting innovation from research 

knowledge.  
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While effective knowledge transfer was considered by participants to be a significant challenge to 

innovation, the inherent inconsistencies in the current format of the science research system (from 

conception of research calls to measurement of impact and at every step in between) were also 

cited as a significant challenge to innovation.  Therefore, MarineTT convened a second workshop in 

July 2012 to further explore and develop a response to the challenge of the research governance 

system. This report outlines the methods and results of that event. 

 

1.   Workshop structure 

 

Workshop Overview 

The MarineTT workshop – “How do we get more Innovation from Research? Bringing together and 

learning from Pioneering Initiatives” - was based on observations and insights relating to factors that 

were directly and indirectly affecting innovation from European funded marine research, as 

experienced by MarineTT through the execution of the project. 

  

MarineTT focuses on the marine research sector and during the course of the project a number of 

issues affecting innovation from research were observed which were considered to be common to 

all research sectors and affecting any target interface (research to policy, research to industry and 

among the research community).  As such, coordinators of related EC-funded projects were invited 

to the second MarineTT workshop so that a collective response to the issue of innovation from 

research could be more comprehensively investigated and commonalities identified. 

 

The results of the workshop will be incorporated into the MarineTT “Best Practice Guidelines for 
Knowledge Transfer” which will have a broad scope that includes the input of other research sectors. 
These guidelines will be communicated to decision makers to help inform future research design to 
improve impact from research.  
 

Workshop Objectives and Scope 

Coordinators of projects funded under the same call topic as MarineTT and similar calls directed 

from other Directorates General were invited to attend the workshop.  MarineTT gathered these 

disparate projects together so that a collective set of recommendations on improving innovation  
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from research, co-authored from a broad range of initiatives, could form the basis and evidence for 

change to the existing science research governance system.   

 

A total of 21 participants were present at the workshop - representing 15 EU FP7 projects, one 

INTERREG, one Joint Programme Initiative, one Commercial venture and one Member State 

Knowledge Transfer body (Table 1).  The complete list of attendees can be found in Annex 1 and 

includes the Project, Association or Organisation represented by the individual. The short 

biographies that the participants contributed can be found in Annex 5.  

 

Table 1 – Projects represented  

Project Acronym Project Title Funding Body 

BioSciences KTN  Knowledge Transfer Network  - UK Technology Strategy Board 

UK Department for 

Business, Innovation and 

Skills  

MarineTT 

European Marine Research Knowledge Transfer and uptake of 

Results FP7 

JPI Oceans 

The Joint Programming Initiative for Healthy and Productive Seas 

and Oceans 

EU and Member states 

co-funding 

OYSTERECOVER 

Establishing the scientific bases and technical procedures and 

standards to recover the European Flat oyster production through 

strategies to tackle the main constraint, Bonamiosis FP7 

 PROCEED 

Promotion and coordination of environmental research in Central 

and Eastern Europe for a sustainable Development with the support 

of the Enterprise Europe Network  FP7 

Aquainnova  

Supporting governance and multi-stakeholder participation in 

aquaculture research and innovation FP7 

SEED Library A digital publication and research dissemination service Commercial venture 

LIAISE  Linking Impact Assessment Instruments to Sustainability Expertise FP7 
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ENVIMPACT 

Increasing the impact of Central-Eastern European environment 

research results through more effective dissemination and 

exploitation FP7 

KIMERAA  

Knowledge Transfer to improve Marine Economy in Regions from 

the Atlantic Area INTERREG 

COMFISH   

Strengthening the impact of fisheries related research through 

dissemination, communication and technology transfer FP7 

MG4U  

Marine Genomics for Users (MG4U) will facilitate knowledge 

transfer, technology transfer, and technology translation between 

high-throughput marine genomics, industry and society FP7 

AWARE 

How to achieve sustainable water ecosystems management 

connecting research, people and policy makers in Europe FP7 

CommNet 

 Network of Support for EU-funded projects in the Bioeconomy 

domain – to improve the information flow between research and 

the wider European community  FP7 

STREAM  Water research meets policy and industry FP7 

 WaterDiss 2.0  Dissemination and uptake of FP water research results FP7 

KNEU  

Developing a Knowledge Network for European expertise on 

biodiversity and ecosystem services to inform policy making 

economic sectors FP7 

SPIRAL 

Science Policy Interfaces for Biodiversity research, action and 

learning FP7 

CoralFish 

Assessment of the interaction between corals, fish and fisheries, in 

order to develop monitoring and predictive modelling tools for 

ecosystem based management in the deep waters of Europe and 

beyond FP7 

 

 

The aim of the workshop was to provide coordinators from similar projects with a platform for an 

open exchange of experiences and ideas on overcoming barriers to innovation from research, 

including: 

o To identify common issues affecting innovation from research 
o To provide potential solutions to these barriers 
o To validate these potential solutions based on project experiences and perspectives 
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o To develop a collective plan of potential options that could be implemented across the 

research system to resolve the critical barriers 
 

2.   Workshop Methodology 

Networking Opportunity 

Prior to the workshop, biographies for each attendee were developed and circulated to the 

participants (Annex 1). Participants were asked to provide a quick introductory presentation of 

themselves, their project (if relevant), and their organisation. Presentations were limited to two 

minutes per person. This approach was used to maximise the networking opportunity for 

participants and to allow participants to familiarise themselves with other ongoing projects. 

 

Brainstorming Sessions on the Science Research Life Cycle 

The previous MarineTT (May 2012) workshop identified a number of barriers to transfer and 

innovation from research – these are listed in Table 2 (and represented visually in Annex 4).  

 

Table 2.  Top ranked barriers to knowledge transfer and innovation from research 

No. Barrier 

1 Lack of understanding on how to carry out knowledge transfer 

2 Lack of investment in knowledge transfer and uptake 

3 Lack of incentives for knowledge generators to transfer knowledge  

4 Lack of transparency and accessibility to publicly funded research  

5 Ineffective knowledge transfer strategies resulting in low impact from research 

6 Publicly funded research agendas do not always address the needs of end-users 

7 The system of working in closed research consortia and not collaborating/sharing 
externally can limit innovation 

8 Lack of flexibility in the research implementation phase which restricts consortia 
from adapting or responding to interim results 

9 Failure to engage in systematic analysis of research knowledge outputs that are 
essential to identify potential end-user(s), applications of the knowledge and 
understanding of realistic timelines for innovation 

10 The gap between the worlds of science and end-user groupings (industry, policy 
and wider society) 

11 End-users do not always have the capacity or motivation to take up results and use 
them 

12 The established scientific research infrastructure and culture is not designed for 
rapid and responsive innovation 
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The workshop consisted of: 

 Four sessions of brainstorming on the barriers to transfer and innovation to develop action 
plans to overcome the barriers 
 

 Voting to identify priority barriers  

 In-depth discussion of the priority barriers and validation of the suggested action 
 

Participants were assigned to Working Groups to brainstorm on these 12 priority barriers. Working 

in parallel, each group brainstormed on three barriers (see Annex 2). Visual representations for each 

barrier were used to provide an explanation of the barrier and to stimulate discussion (these visuals 

can be found on the MarineTT website www.marinett.eu) 

 

Working Group activity was structured in the following way: 

o Individual reflection on actions to overcome the barrier 
o Presentation of the action by an individual to the group 
o Positive/negative observations related to the action as experienced by others in the group 

 

First, each participant worked in isolation to determine what possible actions could help to 

overcome the barrier. Each action for resolution of the barrier was presented by the individual, 

clarified and listed beside the barrier.  Participants of the Working Group were asked to discuss the 

action and provide personal insights and evidence in support of or refuting the action. Positive 

experiences related to the action were written on blue paper, negative on red paper and 

observations on yellow. This gave a visual record of proposed actions that had been tested and an 

overall indication of the validity of the action to overcome a barrier. 

  

The same structure of individual reflection, followed by group discussion, and finally group validation 

of action was used for each barrier. Each Working Group addressed three barriers per brainstorming 

session. After the initial session, participants moved with their Working Group to address another 

set of three barriers. However, most review time was given to the initial round of brainstorming as 

this was the participants’ first exposure to the barriers – less time was given to the subsequent 

brainstorming sessions. At subsequent brainstorming and barrier review sessions, the groups built 

upon the work of the previous working groups – adding missing actions or providing positive 

examples, negative experiences and observations on the action. This approach gave participants the 

opportunity to provide comments on the 12 critical barriers and relate examples of successes and 

failures based on their own experiences.   
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In depth analysis of top Barriers 

 

Following the four brainstorming sessions, participants were invited to vote for the barriers they 

would most like to explore in further detail. Participants identified six barriers which warranted 

more discussion: 

 

Barrier 1: Lack of understanding on how to carry out Knowledge Transfer 

Barrier 2: Lack of investment in Knowledge Transfer and Uptake 

Barrier 3: Lack of incentives for knowledge generators to Transfer Knowledge 

Barrier 5: Ineffective Knowledge Transfer strategies resulting in low impact from research 

Barrier 9: Failure to engage in systematic analysis of research knowledge outputs that are essential 

to identify potential end-user(s), applications of the knowledge and understanding of realistic 

timelines for innovation 

Barrier 10: The gap between the worlds of science and end-user groupings (industry, policy and 

wider society). 

 

The next phase involved assigning participants to one of four working groups and as far as possible 

the composition of the groups was mixed randomly to ensure a high level of participant interaction.  

Participants were asked to: 

 Categorise the actions based on similarities 

 Add further arguments in support/to refute the action 

 Vote on the action that they considered to be most promising (each participant was given 
five votes) 

 

A total of four rotations of brainstorming followed by voting were conducted, with the same amount 

of time given to each brainstorming rotation.  However, due to a discussion time overrun on barrier 

10 (The gap between the worlds of science and end-user groupings) it was not possible to discuss 

barrier 5 (Ineffective Knowledge Transfer strategies resulting in low impact from research) in greater 

detail. As such the actions for resolution of this barrier were not further reviewed or validated by the 

working group. 
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3.   Workshop Results 

Results are given in Annex 3. As can be seen from the results, research coordinators participating in 

current FP7 projects are aware of barriers to the uptake of research results and are pre-emptively 

addressing barriers to innovation. Many positive experiences have been recorded for several of the 

barriers and observations of national initiatives also provide potentially important actions to 

overcome these barriers. 

 

Examples of positive novel initiatives to increase the impact and innovation from current FP7 

research projects include: 

 The development of science policy panels to assist in the rapid transfer of new research and 
identification of evolving policy issues directly to policy makers (HERMES project)  

 Stakeholders have recommended the creation of "scientific ambassadors"  to ensure 
Knowledge Transfer activities are taken into account in performance reviews of academics  
(AWARE project) 

 The development of specific funding agencies for applied research where collaboration with 
SMEs and/or industry and research institutes  is mandatory (national initiative – Portugal)             

 Establishing networks of related projects with common meetings and common activities 
which have a potentially synergistic effect (SPI Water Cluster – WaterDiss 2.0, STREAM and 
STEP-WISE projects) 

 Inclusion of a policy board with end-user representatives to ensure that the knowledge 
generated is critically reviewed (LIAISE project)                   

 

Despite these pro-active initiatives, there remain a considerable number of other barriers that need 

to be removed to assist in increasing innovation from research. 

 

Feedback from the workshop indicated that a number of the barriers were inter-related (as was 

identified during the first MarineTT workshop). Of the six barriers selected for more in-depth 

discussion we can see that barriers 1 (Lack of understanding on how to carry out Knowledge 

Transfer), 2 (Lack of investment in Knowledge Transfer and Uptake), 3 (Lack of incentives for 

Knowledge Generators to Transfer Knowledge) and 5 (Ineffective Knowledge Transfer Strategies 

resulting in low impact from research) are related. Essentially barriers 2, 3, and 5 can be considered 

a subset of barrier 1. A strategic universally accepted approach to Knowledge Transfer would 

address several of the barriers listed.   
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Due to the interdependent nature of the barriers, solutions were generally not exclusively pertaining 

to one barrier but could be applied to a number of barriers. This can be seen for barriers 1 and 2 

which highlight the need for a greater understanding by researchers of what Knowledge Transfer is 

and what resources should be diverted to Knowledge Transfer. It is interesting to note that the 

solutions which received most votes for both of these barriers are very similar. The need for 

professional Knowledge Transfer services for FP7 projects was selected to overcome barrier 1 (12 

votes) while professional evaluation of the  Knowledge Transfer Strategy was selected as the most 

high potential solution to overcome barrier 2 (9 votes). The engagement of Knowledge Transfer 

professionals with a dedicated budget was also seen as a significant step towards redressing barrier 

3. While time constraints on the day did not allow for a greater discussion of barrier 5 (Ineffective 

Knowledge Transfer Strategies resulting in low impact from research) – it seems a natural 

assumption that utilising dedicated Knowledge Transfer professionals or the use of a harmonised 

and strategic approach to Knowledge Transfer would also help in reducing the effect of this barrier 

on innovation. 

 

During MarineTT one significant barrier to innovation was encountered multiple times - Barrier 9 

(Failure to engage in systematic analysis of research knowledge outputs (that are essential to 

identifying potential end-user(s), applications of the knowledge and understanding of realistic 

timelines for innovation). Before any effective Knowledge Transfer can take place researchers must 

critically evaluate the knowledge they have generated and be aware of the market for it. The market 

is not necessarily a commercialisation route but can refer to the channels the knowledge can take to 

effect change – for example, the market can refer to the potential of the knowledge to influence 

policy or to influence state-of-the-art thinking  

 

With a view to enhancing the impact of research funded by the EU all FP7 grant agreements require 

project participants to communicate and engage with actors beyond the research community. 

Participants in FP7 projects are required to use and disseminate the results generated by the project.  

However, discussions at the workshop indicated the need to change incentives for researchers to 

engage in more effective Knowledge Transfer (barrier 3).  A shift in the current Knowledge Transfer 

culture to include Knowledge Transfer performance reviews for researchers (10 votes) and the 

development  of early stage researcher training courses in Knowledge Transfer (7 votes) were most 

highly recognised as viable solutions to this barrier. Participants again indicated the similarities 

between barrier 3 with barrier 7 (closed research consortia) and barrier 2 (lack of investment in 

Knowledge Transfer). 
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Barrier 10 (The gap between the worlds of Science and end-user groupings ) can be seen as the most 

fundamental barrier  and a self-perpetuating problem – without open communication between 

researchers, policy makers and industry there can be no effective Knowledge Transfer. Each of these 

stakeholders has their own own motivations, agendas, time-scales, and aspirations and without the 

development of open channels of communication this barrier of a cultural divide will remain. There 

is a need to continually build networks and develop platforms to strengthen partnerships for 

Knowledge Transfer. 

 

Discussion at the workshop highlighted the need for a clear definition of Knowledge Transfer. A step-

by-step manual of Knowledge Transfer Best Practices Guidelines would be a significant resource to 

overcome some of these barriers. 

 

4.    Combined Workshop Results 

One of the most striking outcomes from both workshops was the widespread recognition that the 

current mechanisms of Knowledge Transfer in European funded projects are not functioning 

efficiently. However, MarineTT has observed that project coordinators are committed to improving 

the impact of research and are assessing and adopting innovative Knowledge Transfer methods in 

order to do so. 

 

In the first MarineTT workshop, participants identified barriers to Knowledge Transfer and by 

extension uptake, impact and innovation from research. The inter-dependencies between these 

barriers were identified. The junctures in the science research life cycle where these barriers were 

most likely to be encountered were also mapped during the first workshop and the responsible 

parties identified (categorised in the last workshop report as the communication barriers – i.e. the 

need to identify, engage and communicate with end-users early on in the research projects; 

Institutional Barriers – i.e. deal with the barriers stemming from the current management structure 

of research institutions; Structural barriers – i.e. the inherent barriers in the current research funding 

framework; and Strategic barriers – i.e. the need to develop a standard knowledge transfer 

framework). 

 

The second workshop further explored these barriers and provided working examples (or examples 

that were not successful but can be built upon) of solutions to overcome these barriers.  
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However, once again the need for common definitions and universal understanding of concepts in 

Knowledge Transfer must be developed and accepted. Incentives to conduct effective Knowledge 

Transfer must be made across all institutions involved in EU-funded research.  Participation in well-

developed Knowledge Transfer should be rewarded and publicised. The bodies best placed to 

remove these barriers need to cooperate and work to develop a road map and tools to address the 

barriers that they are responsible for perpetuating. Harmonising the approach to Knowledge 

Transfer at an EU level will significantly improve the perception of effective Knowledge Transfer and 

will lead to continual development,  improvement and evolution of the process. 

 

5. Next Steps 

MarineTT is in the process of developing Best Practice Guidelines for Knowledge Transfer which will 

be made available in due course. The aim of the Best Practice Guidelines is to provide project 

coordinators with a manual providing step-by-step instruction on how to develop effective 

Knowledge Transfer Plans. The Best Practice Guidelines will also provide a number of insights and 

recommendations that can be implemented to improve impact and innovation from research.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

14 

                                                                                

 

Annex 1. List of Participants 

 

Surname Name Association Country Project 

Agostini  Paola  DG Research and 
Innovation 

Belgium   

Carter Michelle  Bioscience Knowledge 
Transfer Network 

UK   

Carvalho Telmo EurOcean Portugal MarineTT- European Marine 
Research Knowledge 

Transfer and Uptake of 
Results  

Davis William Insight Publishers UK   

De Moor Willem Flanders Marine Institute Belgium JPI Oceans - The Joint 
Programming Initiative 

Healthy and Productive Seas 
and Oceans (JPI Oceans) is a 
coordinating and integrating 

long-term platform 

Fernandez 
Otero 

Rosa CETMAR Spain OYSTERCOVER - Establishing 
the scientific bases and 

technical procedures and 
standards to recover the 

European flat oyster 
production through 

strategies to tackle the main 
constraint, bonamiosis.  

Garriga Maica  EurOcean Portugal MarineTT- European Marine 
Research Knowledge 

Transfer and Uptake of 
Results  
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Grehan Anthony NUI, Galway Ireland CoralFish - Assessment of 
the interaction between 

corals, fish and fisheries, in 
order to develop monitoring 

and predictive modelling 
tools for ecosystem based 
management in the deep 

waters of Europe and 
beyond  

Haprian Simona Arad Chamber of 
Commerce 

Romania  PROCEED-Promotion and 
coordination of 

environmental research in 
Central and Eastern Europe 

for a sustainable 
Development with the 

support of the Enterprise 
Europe Network  

Jansen Jacques Alterra The Netherlands Liaise - Linking Impact 
Assessment Instruments to 

Sustainability Expertise 

Léger  Sabine Agence Bruxelloise pour 
l'Enterprise  

Belgium ENVIMPACT- Increasing the 
impact of Central-Eastern 

European environment 
research results through 

more effective 
dissemination and 

exploitation 

Marmelstein Gill AquaTT Ireland MarineTT, Aquainnova, 
MG4U 

Mil-Homens Joao  University of Algarve Portugal KIMERAA - Knowledge 
Transfer to improve Marine 

Economy in Regions from 
the Atlantic Area 

Murphy David AquaTT Ireland MarineTT, Aquainnova, 
MG4U 

Nastaseanu Ariana DG Research and 
Innovation 

Belgium   

Ni 
Cheallachain 

Cliona AquaTT Ireland MarineTT, Aquainnova, 
MG4U 
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Pechan Paul Ludwig Maximilians 
University 

Germany COMFISH - Strengthening 
the impact of fisheries 

related research through 
dissemination, 

communication and 
technology transfer 

Rodriguez 
Alfaro 

Sebastian DG MARE Belgium   

Rossi Margarida Centre of Marine 
Sciences (CCMAR) 

Portugal MG4U -Marine Genomics 
for Users (MG4U) will 
facilitate knowledge 
transfer, technology 

transfer, and technology 
translation between high-

throughput marine 
genomics, industry and 

society,               
ShareBiotech - to 

strengthen the 
biotechnology sector within 
the Atlantic Area as well as 
to improve the service offer 

of the technological core 
facilities involved in the 

project. 

Sasso Simone DG Enterprise and 
Industry 

Belgium   

Sessa Carlo Institute of Studies for 
the Integration of 

Systems 

Italy AWARE - How to achieve 
sustainable water 

ecosystems management 
connecting research, people 
and policy makers in Europe  

Smith Rhonda Minerva Health and Care 
Communications Ltd 

UK CommNet - CommNet is a 
Network of Support for EU-

funded projects in the 
Bioeconomy domain. The 

overriding objective of 
CommNet is to significantly 

improve the information 
flow between research and 

the wider European 
community 

Spreafico Hinano Minerva Communication Belgium STREAM - Water research 
meets policy and industry 

Stein Ulf Ecologic Institute Germany  WaterDiss 2.0 - 
Dissemination and uptake 

of FP water research results 

Știrbat Liviu DG Research and 
Innovation 

Belgium   
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Vielmini Ilaria AquaTT Ireland MarineTT, Aquainnova, 
MG4U 

Vandewalle Marie  Helmholtz Centre for 
Environmental Research  

Germany KNEU -Developing a 
Knowledge Network for 
European expertise on 

biodiversity and ecosystem 
services to inform policy 
making economic sectors 

Watt Allan Centre for Ecology and 
Hydrology - NERC 

UK SPIRAL - Science Policy 
Interfaces for Biodiversity; 

research, action and 
learning 
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Annex 2. Workshop Agenda 

How do we get more Innovation from Research? 

Bringing together and learning from pioneering initiatives and novel 

approaches 

 

Agenda 

09.30 – 10.00  Coffee and registration 

10.00 - 10.20 Welcome by Host – David Murphy 

o Overview of the MarineTT project  
o Objectives of the Meeting 

 
10.20 - 11.20 Participant Introductions 

Project Representations 

AWARE – Carlo Sessa 

COMFISH - Paul Pechan 

CommNet – Rhonda Smith 

CORALFISH – Anthony Grehan 

ENVIMPACT - Sabine Léger 

KIMERAA – Joao Mil-Homens 

KNEU - Marie Vandewalle 

LIAISE/PEER -Jacques Jansen 

MG4U/ShareBiotech -Margarida Rossi 

OYSTERECOVER – Rosa Fernandez 

 

PROCEED- Simona Haprian 
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SPIRAL- Allan Watt  

STREAM- Hinano Spreafico 

WaterDiss 2.0 - Ulf Stein 

Other Participants 

Biosciences KTN - Michelle Carter 

DG Enterprise and Industry 

DG ENV 

DG MARE 

DG Research and Innovation 

Insight Publishers – William Davis 

JPI Oceans - Willem de Moor 

11.20 – 11.30   Coffee Break 

11.30 – 13.30  Brainstorming on the Science Life Cycle  

13.30 – 14.15 Lunch 

14.15 - 16.00 Knowledge Transfer Best Practice - Prioritisation of Actions  

16.00 – 16.30 Conclusions, ideas to move forward and Closing of the Workshop  

Workshop Outcomes 

o Networking opportunity for participants 
o Sharing experiences, challenges and insights  
o Development of key recommendations on how Horizon 2020 can be designed to enhance 

innovation 
 



 

                                                                                  

Annex 3. Workshop Results 

Barrier 1: Lack of understanding on how to carry out knowledge transfer  
Yellow: 
Information 
Transfer 

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 

Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Professional Knowledge Brokers for FP7 
(Platforms/People) Dialogue/Services 

Good example: Science 
shops at University level 

  

Implemented at 
University level in 
Germany, but only 
related to technology 
uptake 

12 

2 
KT Strategies should be at cluster level 
and not at project level 

    

Problem of timing not 
equalling end of 
projects and co-
ordination problems 

2 

3 

European funding for participatory 
processes to understand the need of KT 

    

 -At the project level                                                     
-In formulating Research 
Priorities 

9 

How: Participatory Structure (dialogue 
between science - citizens - policy) 
Engagement that facilitates KT 

Hermes: Science policy 
panels rapid transfer of 
new Research and 
Identification of Evolving 
policy issues 

Knowledge brokerage 
in small groups of 
scientists, citizens, 
policy makers proved 
to be very effective 
but... 

Needs to be 
implemented at a large 
scale to see if it 
successful 
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4 
Specific Skills for TTOs (translators) 

At a project level 
(sharebiotech) this is 
working well, creating new 
collaborations with 
institutions and satisfying 
technological needs. 

  

- Need for training of 
TTOs/TTO staff and 
training by TTO/KTOs of 
researchers                                   
-Lawyers technicians 
and Market experts 

5 

How: EU Projects Officers should be 
trained in KT       

5 

Paradigm shift from TT to broader 
knowledge transfer needed 

    

KT only supported when 
there is potential for 
commercial exploitation  

2 

How: Clearly define what is Knowledge 
Transfer       

4 

6 

Clear definition of End-User/ Target 
group, Know their needs, Know their 
potential     

Motivation, Behaviour, 
attitudes 

6 

How: Benchmarking - best practice 
guidelines 

    

-Impact assessments: 
re-evaluation of 
Guidelines                                                                    
- Need for experts to 
follow this                               
- Guidelines vs skills on 
how to do it/being able 
to do it. 

3 

How: Defined guidelines for KT with 
examples at the call level     

These exist but are not 
well known 

3 
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Barrier 2: Lack of Investment in knowledge transfer and Uptake 
Yellow: Cultural 

change academic 
level-relevance of 

KT 

Solutions 

Participants' Comments  
Vote 

Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Competent/Appropriate Evaluators who 
can assess if dissemination/KT plans are 
suitable 

Possibly unfeasible for 
individual projects but 
could be reasonable for 
clusters of similar projects                   
- The research mapping in 
Liaise showed that you can 
find a lot of info in FP6/7 
projects in the Cordis 
database. However, search 
tools could be developed 
to support the search 
project 

  

- Mandatory TTO 
evaluation throughout 
the entire project 
would shift the 
paradigm                 - 
Competent Evaluation 
are critical not just 
evaluating the 
scientific relevance 
but it's economic 
potential                                                  
-How do you manage 
conflict of interest if 
experts are brought in 
specifically for their 
own sectors                                                                         
- Improving the 
Evaluation process 
could involve more 
than restructuring 
evaluation panels                                                                            
- The governments 

9 



 

23 

                                                                                

2 

Free up Academics time to carry out 
Knowledge Transfer (RTD, Teaching, Admin, 
Networking) They are under pressure 
already 

  
Should be an internal 
issue between the 
project team 

  

2 

3 Dialogue between knowledge generators     Access to Databases 1 

4 
Awareness campaign on the information 
(databases) already available 

-Support Interactive search     
- Improve content and 
accessibility 

Too many databases 
not linked to each 
other and dead after 
the end of the 
projects: sustainability. 

- Could also affect 
barrier 4                                     
-Make research results 
better searchable 
through search 
engines ( include Meta 
Data , use the right 
format) 

4 

5 
Generic Funding mechanisms to develop 
pre-commercial outputs 
(validation/Demonstration projects) 

Relates to gap between 
finalisation of project and 
commercialisation (uptake 
of results) 

KT activities are 
generally part of the 
call - essential activity 
anyway 

Venture capitalists, 
Banks, Local, Regional, 
National level funding 
as well as Private 
funding agencies. 

9 
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Barrier 3: Lack of Incentives for Knowledge Generators to transfer Knowledge 
  

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 Specific Budget line for KT 
Earmark % of budget for KT 
activities that can't be used 
for anything else 

  

Might be part of Horizon 
2020 to have % of 
budget specifically for 
application of Patents 

7 

2 
Ensure Knowledge Transfer activities are 
taken into account in Performance 
reviews of Academics 

This point was a key one in 
the Aware project. Citizens 
recommended to create 
new roles of "scientific  
ambassadors"                         
- In the Netherlands the 
societal impact is one of the 
5 fields that are included in 
the periodic performance 
reviews 

  

- Link to Barriers 10, 7, 2                                            
- Would lead 
into/positively affect the 
next solution (3) 

10 

3 
Training in Knowledge Transfer (in the 
area of Innovation- Mainly targeting 
young people) 

- Incorporating KT and 
Dissemination at degree 
level                                                
-Universities should 
promote, fund and supply 
training across the board- 
open access 

  

- Not only young people                                                       
-Incentives are needed 
to do this (see barrier 
12) 

7 
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Barrier 4: Lack of Transparency and Accessibility to publicly funded research   

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 Improvement of Cordis tools 
      

  

2 
Open access to data (publicly funded 
research) - more emphasis on data 
originators 

Pangaea World database, 
Digital Object identifier 
(DOI) for each submitted 
dataset. These are then 
citable and publishable. 
Need more weight given 
to data originators 

  

- Make datasets linkable 
by DOI                              - 
Make a connection with 
Public Sector Information 
(PSI)  
- Knowledge output 
tables (like MG4U's or 
MarineTT's!!) might be a 
solution for user friendly 
and understandable 
information 

  

3 
Open Access to papers (public funded 
research) = incentives for peer 
reviewing/publishing 

    

- Peer reviewers are not 
paid for their job and will 
do the same quality if the 
journal was open access                                                                         
- Difficult to apply at the 
practical level (open 
access)                                                                         
- Trying to replace the 
reports with the data 
repository and paper 
repository as a reward to 
the PI 
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4 Repositories of results for Industry 
Eurofir= food analysis 
repository example 

  

Craft/Share results in the 
way not equal to targets 
can understand and use 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Barrier 5:Ineffective knowledge transfer strategies resulting in low impact from 
research   

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

 

 

(Time constraints on the day did not allow for a greater discussion of Barrier 5) 
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Barrier 6:Publicly funded research agendas do not always address the needs of end 
users Yellow:  this 

is only 
relevant to 
Applied 
research  

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Involve End-users in Evaluation of 
Projects 

  

The end-users cannot 
be involved in the 
evaluation of their own 
projects 

Include in the 
evaluation criteria of 
the project the "end-
user" use of the final 
results of the project 

  

2 
Correctly Identify the Primary end-users 
at proposal stage 

Also at pre-proposal stage -
important to identify right 
technology from outset, this 
helps facilitate consortia 
building 

    

  

3 
Raise awareness of Available tools 
(software) for connecting end-users and 
their needs with policy/Research       

  

4 
Move EU Research Funding from DRTD to 
Other DG's 

  

- That will result in more 
duplication across DG's 
and increase 
bureaucracy cost. Didn't 
work before.                                    
-Stupid   
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5 
Open communication channels between 
knowledge generator and end-users 

Hermes/Hermione: High level 
science policy panel. Two way 
feedback, science 
implementation panel- 
feedback during annual 
science meetings. 

    

  

6 
Involve relevant stakeholders at all 
stages of the research lifecycle including 
the Research Agenda 

-  Pharma "talk" to patients 
directly to identify "needs" 
not addressed. Can research 
do that?                           - 
Technology Platform can 
work well and are 
representative                              
-  Utilise Industry to bring in 
end "customers"  

  

Activities are needed to 
enable end-users to 
collect and formulate 
their research needs. 
E.g. Inventories as an 
input for the 
communication process 

  

7 
Re-think tools for funding applied 
research where SME and industry/policy 
are involved 

At national level in Portugal 
there are specific funding 
agencies for applied research 
where it is mandatory to have 
SMEs and/or industry and 
research institutes (enables 
value to both partners) 
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Barrier 7: The system of working in closed research consortia and not 
collaborating/sharing externally can limit Innovation 

  

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Allow flexibility in Research consortia 
during project lifecycle     

Link to barrier 8    

2 
Centralised and managed database of 
research results- linking similar projects, 
increase access for stakeholders 

    

Example is the Science 
Policy Interfacing on 
Water Management – 
SPI –Water – STREAM, 
Water Diss 2.0 and 
Step-Wise projects 

  

3 
Research consortia too big (5-7 partners 
optimum) 

  

If you reduce the 
number of partners, you 
will never reach the 
national target 
audiences. Hence, 
improve communication 
among partners                                            
-Size doesn't matter (per 
se) the consortium 
should be the size it 
needs to be 

It will depend on the 
project objectives. 
Some may benefit 
from larger groups 

  

4 Develop an overview system related to IPR 
issues and solutions   

Very bureaucratic 
  

  



 

30 

                                                                                

5 
Establish a standard approach to 
methodologies       

  

6 
Projects to build on previous knowledge 
(knowledge succession) 

    

- Is there a risk of self 
perpetuation? Some 
consortia always get 
funded                                           
-Triggering an 
effective state of the 
Art Construction and 
review 

  

7 
Letter of Institutional commitment- 
requested to enhance transparency 

Cultural differences - 
Proceed 

Liaise- It worked well 
  

  

8 
Incentives to collaborate and be 
transparent - recognition       

  

9 
Establish networks of related projects: -
common meetings, -common activities, -
self managed 

SPI Water Cluster as an 
example 
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Barrier 8: Lack of flexibility in the research implementation phase which restricts 
consortia from adapting or responding to interim results 

Yellow: 
Mechanisms 
exist in FP7. 
Consortium 
agreements can 
add partners. 
DoW can be 
modified at 
each review- 
Not often used. 

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 Pre-defined dates for Evaluation of Project 

Hermes - some change in 
emphasis particularly in 
outreach/dissemination 
plans based on 
stakeholder feedback 

Already exists but 
difficult to manage 
consortium if some are 
terminated early. 
Additionally top up 
funding might be 
required to facilitate 
adding partners and 
changing direction 

  

  

2 Minimise Deliverables 

- Use project indicators, 
not formal deliverables 
where possible                                            
- This will improve 
interaction in projects 
with many partners 

  

Maximise usefulness 
of Deliverables, Not 
necessarily minimise 
number of 
deliverables. Balance 
between Quality and 
Quantity 

  

3 
Promote Benefits of adapting the DoW in 
order to increase Innovation - Cultural Shift       
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4 
Project Officers should have project 
management skills and Technical skills 

Teach them the principles 
of KT     

  

5 Hire more Scientific Officers 
Results based 
management and control 
of projects     

  

6 Improve Process for adapting DOW 
      

  

7 
Facilitate top up funding for change of 
direction/consortia during project       
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Barrier 9: Failure to engage in systematic analysis of research knowledge outputs that 
are essential to identifying potential end-user(s), application of the knowledge and 

understanding of realistic timelines for Innovation 

Yellow: Some of 
the issues 
relating the 
end-users were 
already 
addressed at 
barrier 6 and 11 

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 

Positive Negative Observations 

1 Network specifically targeting the KT 

  

Use the already existing 
networks (like 
knowledge transfer 
networks) and the EET 

1 RTD due stages 
work together. 
Activities, process, 
strategies small 
projects-large projects                                                                       
- Target group WIKI 
for funding the right 
contact person(s) 

3 

2 
Identify end-users needs and interest to be 
involved in the process, common agenda 
from start of project 

Opening access to data 
would open the 
possibility of derived 3rd 
party products being 
developed by SME's 

  

- Also involve at an 
earlier stage.                            
-Need to manage 
expectations. Bring in 
end-user when you 
have something for 
them 

14 

3 
Define the knowledge transfer strategy in 
the proposal   

Already implemented 
and evaluated   

15 

4 
Professional Knowledge broker (part of the 
advisory board)       

0 

5 
Capture of Knowledge outputs at final 
reporting stage       

8 
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6 
Enhance interdisciplinary nature of the 
advisory board 

Particularly social science 
to understand barriers to 
uptake by end-users     

1 

7 
Use an Advisory board that examines a 
cluster of related projects in progress 
and/or completed 

- Liaise has a policy board 
with end-user 
representatives- this 
worked quite well                                        
-Include Scientific and 
Policy Advisory group 
fully in the project (e.g. 
AWARE) PSAG of 10 
members from 3 core 
study areas                                          
- Also include Public 
Authorities 

    

5 
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Barrier 10: The Gap between the worlds of Science and End-user groupings (Industry, 
Policy and Wider Society) 

Yellow: Very 
related to 
barrier 6 

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Training to improve communication skills of 
researchers 

    

- Objectives of research 
and knowledge transfer 
clusters                                                                  
- This works! Must be 
mandatory at PhD level 

12 

2 Informal meetings 
    

Face to face meeting 
best - Quality not 
Quantity 

1 

3 Incentives? To communicate well 

    

- Ensure communication 
efforts are recognised by 
Universities                                           
-Clamer project proposal: 
recorded feedback on 
public knowledge  
- Communication does 
not help a researchers 
career: time to 
communicate takes time 
from research                                     
-Public perception 

9 

4 
Tailor different messages to different 
audiences 

  

This is not an action 
Use of appropriate 
medium/channel for 
each audience is vital 

1 

5 
Professional support for KT to stakeholders       

0 
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6 Involve all stakeholders in the process 

    

We need to use well 
established participatory 
structure/methods (e.g. 
Future search; citizens 
conferences) 

10 

7 
Must clearly identify -Users and expected 
outcomes of Knowledge 

Need more sociology 
studies/Questionnaires to 
access public 
perceptions/knowledge 
around issues. Establish 
baselines and monitor 
changes 

  

Public 
perception/knowledge of 
science and issues can 
differ from what 
researchers THINK public 
perception/knowledge 
actually is. 

6 

8 
Understanding objectives of KT and 
Dissemination 

More about 
understanding how to do 
KT. There is a need to 
clarify definitions but this 
is less critical than 
understanding what/how 
to do it.   

- Communication 
Strategy Cluster                         
- More about how to do 
KT, Issue of definitions 
yes but less critical  

4 

9 
Policy lifecycles to be included in 
Knowledge Transfer/ Mismatched 
timelines=time lags 

    

- Rapidly evolving policy 
area can be problematic 
in matching timelines                              
-Consistent timelines for 
stakeholders end-users 

7 
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Barrier 11: End-users do not always have the capacity or motivation to take up results 
and use them 

  

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 Make Research Results more accessible 
  

Accessibility does not 
equal uptake   

  

2 
Lack of business plan to bring prototype to 
commercialisation       

  

3 
Facilitate the open dialogue between end-
users and research throughout project       

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

38 

                                                                                

Barrier 12: The established scientific research infrastructure and culture is not 
designed for rapid and responsive innovation 

  

Solutions 
Participants' Comments  

Vote 
Positive Negative Observations 

1 
Cost of Patents: financial + Administrative, 
Innovation must be protected   

Innovation is not only 
measured by patents   

  

2 
Greater Involvement of users of knowledge 
from design stage research       

  

3 Incentives to Innovate? 

Change criteria for 
evaluating researchers 
(Away from research 
papers mainly) 

  

Co-funded 
competition calls: One 
call which will fund 
business and 
academia 

  

4 Promote a culture of Innovation (EU vs USA) 

Need to diversify roles of 
scientists and evaluate 
accordingly. Move away 
from generic all singing 
all dancing scientist 

  

Still faced by a very 
academically 
orientated framework 
for the evaluation of 
scientists 
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Annex 4. Visual Representation of Perceived Barriers to Innovation
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Annex 5. Workshop Participants' Bios 
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