
K n o w l e d g e T r a n s f e r S t u d y
2 0 1 0 – 2 0 1 2

http://www.knowledge-transfer-study.eu

info@knowledge-transfer-study.eu

Expert workshop

Knowledge Transfer from Universities and Public Research
Organisations: How to Make the Poor Cousin Everybody’s Darling?

Berlin, Federal Ministry of Education and Research, 10 February 2011

Summary

Background

This workshop supported the implementation of the European Commission's 2008

Recommendation on the management of intellectual property (IP) in knowledge transfer

(KT) activities and Code of Practice for universities and public research organisations

(http://ec.europa.eu/invest-in-research/pdf/ip_recommendation_de.pdf). The event was

part of a workshop series covering 39 European countries in 2011 and 2012.

Attendants

The workshop convened 59 stakeholders active in knowledge transfer, in particular from

universities, public research organisations, knowledge transfer agencies, policy and

industry. Attendance was by invitation only. See a list of attendants in the Annex.

Presentations

This summary includes the main points of the discussion and points beyond what is

included in the presentation files. The presentation files can be viewed and downloaded at

http://www.knowledge-transfer-study.eu/index.php#page=workshop/DE/german_en.

Main results

While the university laws of all German federal states include KT as an objective of

universities, there is still considerable room to develop KT strategies and the

infrastructure for IP management at German universities. Even at universities where KT

offices are relatively strong, funding and staffing are not always sustainable.

Awareness of the importance of strong IP strategies and policies at universities is not yet

widespread in Germany. This implies the risk of potentially losing IP to partners from

industry or international research organisations with sophisticated IP management.

The level of universities’ awareness about the potential of EU projects to generate patents

is often low, although there are successful examples. Different IP regimes in Europe and

countries outside Europe as well as different IP rules in Framework Programmes and Joint

Technology Initiatives hinder the exploitation of IP in joint research projects.

Model contracts can be a useful instrument in joint research, and the target community of

the model contracts developed in Germany actually made use of them. Efforts could be

made to further improve model contracts and make them better known.

About the Knowledge Transfer Study 2010-2012

The "Knowledge Transfer Study" (monitoring study regarding the implementation of the Commission
Recommendation and Code of Practice on the management of intellectual property in knowledge

transfer activities in Member States and Associated Countries) is based on a Contract (No. RTD/Dir
C/C2/2010/SI2.569045) between the European Commission, Research Directorate General, and
empirica GmbH, the Maastricht Economic Research Institute on Innovation and Technology, and the

School of Business of the University of Applied Sciences North-Western Switzerland.
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1 Welcome and introduction

Presentation: MinR Klaus Uckel, Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF)

At European level, intellectual property is mainly discussed with regard to the European

patent. However, the main issue is how patents – and other means of intellectual

property protection – are applied in practice and whether universities and public research

organisations can deal with IP professionally.

The Recommendation on intellectual property management in knowledge transfer

activities is creating a common awareness for the professional and fair treatment of

intellectual property. It also constitutes a high-level common declaration of EU-wide best

practices which have a signal effect on third-party countries. It proved to be effective, for

example, in a joint agreement with the Republic of Korea on Eureka cooperation. The

Korean government is about to exempt Eureka cooperation projects from a law stipulating

that technological IP in defined fields developed with Korean participation must not be

disclosed to other countries – a law which is against the Recommendation’s Code of

Practice.

In Germany the Joint Science Conference (Gemeinsame Wissenschaftskonferenz) in June

2010 decided to adopt the implementation of the Recommendation as a priority in its

strategic agenda.

Presentation: Patrick McCutcheon, European Commission, DG Research and Innovation

In recent years the European Commission has issued major documents and launched

major activities related to IPP and KT. These issues will remain high on the future agenda.

Several activities of the Europe 2020 Flagship Initiative “Innovation Union” are related to

knowledge transfer, e.g. No. 20 (open access to publications), No. 21 (effective

collaborative research and KT) and No. 23 (role of Competition Policy in safeguarding

against the use of IPRs for anti-competitive purposes).

2 Research findings

Presentation Knut Blind, TU Berlin: Knowledge transfer at German universities and public

research organisations: a problem-oriented sketch of the current situation

In the discussion following this presentation, issues related to regulation, patent strategy,

collaboration with industry and spin-offs were raised. It was stated that future regulations

relevant for IP must not put the European Union at a competitive disadvantage to

countries outside Europe. A discussant warned that the EU could put itself at a

disadvantage compared to competitors in Asia if too strict European competition law

inhibits R&D programmes. It was conceded that it is difficult to suggest solutions to this

dilemma. Current university laws may also be too strict; many German universities are

not allowed to do things which go without saying across the border in Switzerland.

The role of patents in IPP was highlighted. One expert said that patents are just one type

of knowledge transfer; patent agencies can be well advised to also deal with other IP

rights as well as with standardisation as a means of knowledge transfer and so sustain

their activities. Furthermore, there should be a clear strategy for focussing on what

inventions to patent and how to use the patents. A specific aspect in the discussion of

patents was how to deal with them in contract research and in RTD funding programmes.

A university professor said that patents should not automatically belong to the industry

partner in RTD projects, as they would often not make active use of the patent but only

hoard them (“drawer patents”).
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A further issue mentioned was industry’s capacity to cooperate with universities and to

adopt research findings from PROs. It was pointed out that small and medium-sized

enterprises require special efforts in cooperating and transferring knowledge. It is often

not attractive to engage in contract research, as employment contracts of professors do

not reward this type of activity. Another speaker said that even in large enterprises the

readiness to adopt knowledge from PROs is decreasing.

The environment for spin-offs from PROs is currently difficult because many graduates

have more lucrative career options. While one participant was worried that activities to

support spin-offs take the form of “sheltered start-up”, other participants opposed this

view.

3 Case studies

3.1 Knowledge transfer at the TU Munich

Presentation Alexandros Papaderos, TU Munich: Knowledge transfer at the TU Munich –

strengths and challenges

While the TU Munich has a relatively well developed infrastructure for IP management and

KT there is, nevertheless, a need for “keeping the KT issue alive”. Scientists and

managers in the university’s administration change, and voices questioning the

importance of KT are heard again and again. Sustainable KT structures require first of all

sufficient personnel in KT offices – the “heads” are clearly the strengths of KT at the TU

Munich.

The discussion focused on the weaknesses of KT at German universities. One of the

experts said that while every second university in his state has a technology transfer

office, most of them would only have a few employees and many with fixed-term

contracts. Hence there is little continuity and stability in KT activities. Currently, the

state’s related ministry spend even less attention on KT than some years ago. Sustainable

KT infrastructures at universities require sustained support from federal states; project-

based support alone will not establish viable KT organisations.

Universities should focus on those patents that generate most returns – and on

identifying related inventions. This is a difficult task. One expert stated that while the

“professors’ privilege” was abolished, universities are not yet exploiting IP sufficiently.

Another expert pointed out that the “worst years” in dealing with professors are behind;

meanwhile professors welcome the university’s KT office and its services.

Involvement in spin-offs does not only have potential benefits but also risks. Taking

shares in spin-offs involves liability issues. For some universities the issue of taking

shares is particularly difficult due to their legal status as a foundation.

3.2 Knowledge transfer in Austria

Presentation Daniel Herzog, Austria Wirtschaftsservice / Sascha Saxinger, Austrian

Federal Ministry of Science and Research: Knowledge transfer in Austria – state of the

art and related political activities

Reflecting on the role of AWS in Austria, a participant raised the issue of to what extent

KT services should be provided centrally (e.g. by a knowledge transfer agency) for several

universities, and which activities would be better managed locally, by individual

universities. Participants agreed that this would mainly depend on the type of university

and their networks. While large technical universities with their powerful networks of
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industry partners are well positioned to manage their KT activities on their own,

universities with domains such as social sciences, and smaller universities, may be more

likely to benefit from central services. A participant from a state-level patent agency said

that the inventors do not seek to exploit most of the inventions, and many universities do

not have the capacity for seeking to exploit them. Another expert stated that the most

important reason for abolishing the “professors’ privilege” was for universities to be able

to follow up on those inventions that do not market themselves. Furthermore, central

units may be better positioned to foster international cooperation. However, a labour

division allowing universities to take the most promising inventions and leave the

remainder to central patent offices would not provide a viable basis for centralised offices.

Austria is planning to introduce an online handbook related to IPP in summer 2011. Model

contracts for spin-offs are currently a hot issue in Austria, which is being dealt with by a

working group. One issue is what IP young enterprises should have.

4 Parallel working groups

4.1 Working Group 1: Strategy development for systematic
knowledge transfer at German universities

Chair: MinR Klaus Uckel, BMBF

Current situation of KT strategy development in Germany

There was agreement among the attendees that German universities generally find it

difficult to develop an IP strategy. Klaus Uckel said that he has not yet seen a really

mature IP strategy at a German university. An apparent majority of attendees agreed

that such strategies are important. One expert said that “knowledge transfer is the only

means for universities to hold the bearing true in the waves of political influences”.

Another one said that KT can also be a location factor for universities in competing for

students and researchers. However, one of the experts questioned the importance of KT,

saying that the prime task of universities is to educate students and to foster

international contacts. This opinion was opposed by pointing to the value KT has for

student education, too, and by mentioning other countries where KT is a self-evident part

of universities’ strategies. In any case every university needs to develop its own strategy,

that suits its profile, and a KT strategy is only as good as how it is put into practice.

KT competing for universities’ attention

One expert noted that it is of key importance that upper university management supports

knowledge transfer. This view was supported with the statement that KT needs to be

anchored in top management even when top management changes, since all new

managers seek to “set their own scent marks”. However, as another expert said, the

knowledge transfer issue competes with many other new issues universities currently

have to deal with, e.g. the development of bachelor and master programmes and

scholarship programmes. Thus, it is difficult to convince others about the importance of

knowledge transfer.

The importance of a solid IP policy

One of the attendees argued that it may not be that necessary for German universities to

develop a strong IP policy, not as necessary as in other countries. This view was however

contested. Klaus Uckel said that any university department may find an “IP nugget”

leading to a struggle about related IP. Industry would “play hardball” in such cases,

particularly in international contexts. In Germany many university representatives pursue

the Humboldtian approach that all generated knowledge should be freely available to the
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world for the benefit of all. This approach may however lead to IP getting lost to other

stakeholders exploiting it for their own benefit. Many universities outside Europe know

their IP policy by heart and take it very serious.

The importance of common values in KT

Klaus Uckel stressed the importance of common values about KT among researchers in

order to have a strong position versus other stakeholders, notably industry and Asian

countries. A solid IP policy helps when taking a strong position in IP negotiations. For

example, a group of university professors involved in cooperative pharmacological

research within the European Innovative Medicine Initiative protested that industry would

“plunder” their research findings. However, none of the universities where these

professors were employed had a viable IP policy. Thus industry tried to dictate the

business conditions.

Another example is the common trick of international stakeholders to say that they will

not accept strong positions in IP because other cooperation partners from Germany would

not have such equally strong positions. If German universities had common IP values,

foreign cooperation partners could not pit them against each other.

State aid and KT

Some attendants argued that the legal framework for state aid (Beihilferahmen) would

endanger universities’ KT activities. One attendee argued that out of the 380 universities

in Germany, an estimated number of 280 were not interested in a KT strategy. There are

many different interpretations of the government aid framework around, causing

insecurity at the universities. It would be necessary to establish clarity in this respect.

Klaus Uckel opposed these arguments with the statement that, from a legal perspective,

KT offers particularly good opportunities for government aid – the framework for

governmental aid would even suggest support for KT. Otherwise, the European Council

could not have endorsed the KT Recommendation. Competition law would actually force

the federal states to include KT as an objective in their university laws. All German federal

states included the KT objective in their university law.1

Outlook

One of the attendees said that international partners would appreciate a quality seal

indicating which German university has a strong profile in KT. This may facilitate

international cooperation. In Austria there is a current initiative to certify KT offices that

may fulfil this objective.

4.2 Working Group 2: Exploitation and dissemination of intellectual
property in European research projects: challenges, solution
approaches and possible support measures

Chair: Rüdiger Dorner, Fraunhofer Society

Introduction and expectations

The participants of the working group identified the following challenges and topics with

respect to EU research participation by universities in Germany:

1 Different from what was stated in the workshop, Hamburg’s university law also includes KT as an

objective. The law however does not use the term “knowledge transfer” but “valorisation”
(Verwertung) of research findings.
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 The inherent tension between the requirement to acquire third party funding and

participate in research projects with industry and the reluctance of researchers to

participate in projects in which academia is considered a “weak” partner.

 The specific challenges encountered by the different IPR regimes in the Joint

Technology Initiatives (JTIs) which are different to the IPR rules in the Framework

Programme and seem to cater to the needs of industry first.

 A general need for more university focused IPR advice and recipes for daily

management of projects.

 From a ministerial point of view: how to encourage exploitation of IP, understood

more broadly than the mere economic exploitation of IP: would an obligation to

exploit, anchored in the funding rules, encourage more exploitation?

Debate

Existing support structures at universities

Participants agreed that there is generally a low level of awareness in the governing

bodies of universities for the potential of EU projects to generate patents, although the

workshop had also provided good examples of the contrary. EU research projects are not

considered complementarily to national efforts but as a competitor.

Although researchers are interested in participating in EU funded research, they are not

always supported by the university steering board with regard to the administrative

management of such projects. Experience from individual participants seemed to suggest

that although some EU project officers are hired at universities, they are often few in

number and on short term contracts that expire after two years. A long lasting body of

experience cannot accumulate.

The German Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) has previously run projects

supporting the EU education of project officers at universities. The German contact point

for EU research in Brussels (KoWi) has initiated a mentoring programme for national EU

project officers.

How can awareness be raised with the university directors/chancellors?

 The Länder level in Germany needs to appeal to universities to develop an EU re-

search strategy.

 Permanent budget positions are needed for EU project officers; the TU Munich has a

vice president for knowledge transfer.

Role of the Grant Agreement Annex II and the Consortium Agreement

All participants agreed that in principle the Annex II of the Grant Agreement is a flexible

instrument that in itself has never caused problems. However, the difficulties begin at the

level of the mandatory Consortium Agreement.

When interacting with industry partners, universities have a “status” problem. The

challenge is to negotiate on the same level. Existing bilateral instruments from American

companies are insufficient because of fundamentally different IP regimes between US and

Europe. The model Consortium Agreement DESCA is used widely in universities, which are

content with the flexibility offered. For the JTIs, extra legal support for drafting

consortium agreements was provided by the national contact point. This support needs to

continue in the upcoming Framework Programme. Participants expressed the wish to have

JTI rules that are aligned with the current Annex II rules. It was felt that these would

have been sufficient to achieve the goals of the JTIs.



Knowledge Transfer Workshop DE: Summary

7

What are possible means of supporting further exploitation?

Participants discussed the merits of setting costs aside for patenting, prior to the start of

a research project. This seemed convenient when at first considering the relative lack of

awareness among researchers about the issue of patenting. A crucial role falls upon the

coordinator who needs to have awareness of exploitation. However, it was also felt that

such a cost item might lead to patenting at all costs, without considering quality issues of

the patent.

If conceived more broadly, exploitation of IP would also entail spin-offs, publications,

follow-up projects. Participants felt that incentives could be provided to create spin-offs or

to set-up a follow-up project to continue exploitation of market-distant results from a

predecessor project. Financial support could, for example, be provided to pay for

consultancy services of a spin-off project or to pay for the legal vetting of a Consortium

Agreement in a market deployment project.

4.3 Working Group 3: Model contracts for protecting IP –
opportunities, challenges and barriers

Chairs: MinR Dr. Ulrich Romer, Federal Ministry of Economy and Technolgy /

Prof. Heinz Goddar, Boehmert & Boehmert law firm

Objective of this working group session

In this working group, participants discussed current activities and experiences gained in

the field of model contracts in Germany and Austria, and the next steps that could be

taken. The session addressed the following key questions:

 Is there a demand for model contracts – are they really useful? In which areas and at

which levels (national, international) specifically?

 Are the target communities aware of the existing model contracts?

 What are current issues and challenges to be addressed? What needs to be

improved?

Review of recent activities

In 2007, the Ministry for Economy and Technology (BMWi) convened a working group

with representatives of universities, other PROs and companies for developing model

contracts for collaborative and contract R&D activities involving science, research and

business. The working group consisted of about ten experts and was chaired by Prof.

Goddar. As a result, in 2010 the BMWi published a guideline for concluding R&D co-

operations between research and business containing four model contracts: (i) contract

research with transfer of IP rights, (ii) contract research with licences, (iii) research

cooperation and (iv) providing research services. The working group aimed to take into

account and, to the extent possible, harmonise existing initiatives (such as the “Berlin

Contracts”) and to present the resulting model contracts as a proposal to universities,

PROs and industry. It is planned to convene the working group again in 2011 to check if

the contracts need an update or editorial adaptation, in particular with regard to some

legal changes.

Is there a demand for model contracts?

There was broad agreement that model contracts can be a useful instrument, if the target

community actually made use of them (provided they know about them!) and that efforts

should be made to further improve them and make them better known. In essence, the

working group (including the practitioners) encouraged the BMWi “to keep going” with

this initiative. This can be illustrated by the following examples:
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A participant from an industry association said that the model contracts were actively

used by the association’s members, according to information he had collected in

preparing for this working group. However, users stated that the contracts could be even

more useful if they were more flexible (see also following section).

A representative from a research institute gave a practical example of why such contracts

can be useful, in particular for research organisations which are less experienced in

contracting. Her institute was only beginning to establish the infrastructure and

standardised processes that govern R&D cooperation projects and contract research for

industry. In particular, this institute does not have a legal department. Typically, the

industry partner would propose a contract which would then be checked and, except

possibly for details, be accepted by the institute. Model contracts which are not biased

towards one party would therefore be greatly appreciated.

Prof. Goddar confirmed this view. In principle, model contracts were more useful and

valuable if one of the contracting parties is less experienced. However, according to his

evidence their actual use among key target communities, in particular SMEs and their

counterparts in research (small non-university research organisations), was not yet

optimal. Therefore, it would be important to involve representatives of these communities

more in the development of these contracts.

Issues and challenges to be addressed

Awareness raising: The participants unanimously agreed that awareness raising was

needed for the model contracts developed by the BMWi working group. They are not yet

sufficiently known among the target communities in research and industry. Different

options on how to promote the model contracts were discussed, including seminars in

different regions, possibly for specific communities (e.g. PROs, associations) and

promotion to industry through associations and other intermediaries (see action points).

Seminars: Awareness raising measures should go beyond informing stakeholders about

the existence of the contracts. Workshops could be held on how a model contract should

be applied (e.g. how to choose the right model and modules, how to select or adapt

clauses, how to negotiate the contract, issues to be considered). The practitioners in the

group felt that such seminars might meet high demand, in particular among smaller

research organisations which do not have their own legal department. It was suggested

that these seminars could address specific target groups within the broader R&D

community.

Guidelines: Participants agreed that it was important to offer explanatory guidelines with

comments and background information (for instance legal references) about specific

clauses of the model contracts – a kind of “annotated model contract”. This would

significantly facilitate users in making choices or adaptations.

Flexibility of the model contracts: A central issue in the discussion was how to ensure

that model contracts are flexible enough to suit different contexts. On the one hand, there

is a risk that significant changes in the wording and structure introduced by legally less

experienced contracting parties may damage the legal consistency and certainty of the

contract, thus making the whole idea of a (professional) model contract obsolete. On the

other hand, it is obvious that no single contract can fit all purposes. Prof. Goddar

mentioned that, according to his experience, the contracting parties often lacked the

courage or willingness to make choices (e.g. for specific modules) or adaptations. The

following suggestions were made on how to address this dilemma:

 Offer different options / database of contract clauses: All participants agreed that

model contracts should, to the extent possible, offer different options for different

situations. Ideally, contractors can then select one of the predefined options without

having to adapt the wording. Dr. Herzog from Austria Wirtschaftsservice informed

participants about an ongoing project in Austria to set up an “online database of
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contract clauses” for R&D contracts. The goal is to enable users to choose from a set

of different clauses for different situations, so that they can build a contract from this

base. Moreover, users can insert comments on different clauses, and see the

comments of other users. The database, in the long run, will also facilitate

translations.

 Use of Annexes: Another means is to prepare annexes which govern specific, more

complex aspects such as the use of patents after the contract. This might reduce the

need to adapt core parts of the contract, making it more stable, while additional

annexes can be developed over time without impacting on the core contract.

In essence, the participants agreed that a model contract should consist of three main

elements: (1) the main contract document (basic structure, modules), (2) different

options for specific clauses for the various parts of the contract, (3) comments and

explanatory guidelines.

National and European level: The working group also discussed whether there was

potential to develop a European model contract. The legal experts present felt that this

was possible and this avenue should also be followed, but most participants regarded it as

a longer-term objective. For the time being, there was still work to be done at national

levels. They stressed that any European initiatives in this direction should ensure a

balanced representation of the interests of research and business. Participants referred to

UK initiatives in this field which they felt were too industry-biased. Bilateral information

exchanges and cooperation, for instance between Germany and Austria, were highly

appreciated as a possible first step towards in the internationalisation process.

Out-of-court arbitration schemes: It was suggested that exploration of whether

establishing an alternative dispute resolution scheme specifically for the settlement of

conflicts in R&D cooperation and contract research might be helpful. Specifically, the

establishment of a “Schiedsstelle” (an institution for out-of-court arbitration) was

proposed. The objective would be to avoid high risks for both contracting parties

stemming from expensive and long-time disputes in court. Specifically for SMEs and small

research organisations, contract enforcement can cause significant financial risks if legal

action becomes necessary.

Specific aspects: In addition to the points mentioned above, the following specific issues

came up during the discussion:

 Compliance with state aid: It must be carefully checked that the various clauses in

model contracts for R&D cooperation are fully compliant with state aid regulation,

and that this has a European dimension – a very important and critical issue.

 It was stressed that the right to use licences should be granted at market conditions,

and that this must be reflected in licence agreements.

 A “technology mapping” database (“Technologie-Atlas”) could be tried to be

developed in order to better link demand and supply. Such a database should help

companies with a demand for R&D in a specific area to find research partners who

are active in this field. It was felt that the “research market” still lacks transparency,

and that such a database could be very useful.
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„Zuwendungen und EU-Projekte“
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Georg-August-Universität
Göttingen

Stabsstelle Beteiligungsmanagement;
Technologietransfer

15 Gashi, Arjeta Technische Universität Dortmund Patentmanagement

16 Dr. Geerkens, Marcus
Leibniz-Institut für Neue
Materialien gGmbH

INM Technolologieplattformen,
Patente - Lizenzen - Verträge

17 Prof. Dr. Goddar, Heinz
Boehmert & Boehmert
Anwaltssozietät

18 Gordon, Gesa INP Greifswald, ProfiTech Projektleiterin ProfiTech

19 Häckel, Marko
Leibniz-Institut für
Plasmaforschung und Technologie
e.V.

Stabsleitung der Abteilung für
Plasmatransfer

20 Dr. Handel, Kai HTWG Konstanz Präsident

21 Dr. Hänisch, Wilfried
Hochschule Anhalt, Forschungs-
und Technologietransferzentrum

22 Harder-Nowka, Astrid
Behörde für Wirtschaft und Arbeit
Hamburg

23 Haug, Uwe
Steinbeis-Stiftung, Stuttgart,
Forschung und Entwicklung

Forschung und Entwicklung

24 Herrmann, Nicole
Leibniz-Institut für Neue
Materialien gGmbH

INM Technolologieplattformen,
Patente - Lizenzen - Verträge

25 Dr. Herzog, Daniel Austria Wirtschaftsservice

26 Hoffmann, Anke
Projektträger Jülich (PtJ) -
Fachbereich Technologietransfer

Technologietransfer

27 Kirschmann, Katrin
Bundesministerium für Bildung
und Forschung

28 Klingbeil, Bettina
Bundesministerium für Bildung
und Forschung

29 Köhler, Stefan
Ministerium für Wirtschaft und
Wissenschaft des Saarlandes

30 Köller, Christoph Görgen & Köller GmbH Geschäftsführer
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31 Dr. Ing. Krupa, Jörn Helmholtz-Gemeinschaft Referent Technologietransfer

32 Dr. Lilischkis, Stefan empirica GmbH Senior Consultant

33 Lippert, Bernhard Hochschulrektorenkonferenz Referat B 3 Forschung

34 Dipl.-Ing. Lösler, Peter
ESA Patentverwertungsagentur
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35 Mietzner, Dana Universität Potsdam

36 McCutcheon, Patrick
Europäische Kommission, General-
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37 Dr. Papaderos, Alexandros TU München
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Ministerium für Innovation,
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Expertenkommission Forschung
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41 MinR Dr. Romer, Ulrich
Bundesministerium für Wirtschaft
und Technologie
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Patentpolitik, Erfinderförderung", Abt.
Technologie- und Innovationspolitik

42 Dr. Rötzler, Kerstin
Servicezentrum Forschung der
Friedrich-Schiller-Universität Jena

Leiterin Servicezentrum Forschung
und Transfer

43 Rückert, Friedrich Karlsruher Institut für Technologie
Stabsabteilung Marketing, Patente
und Lizenzen

44 Saxinger, Sascha
Österreichisches
Bundesministerium für
Wissenschaft und Forschung

45 Schillert, Alfred PROvendis GmbH

46 Schluricke, Kathleen
Leibniz-Institut für
Nutztierbiologie

Wissens- und Technologietransfer

47 Schlüter, Christoph
Bundesverband der Deutschen
Industrie e.V. (BDI)

48 Dr. Schmidt, Jürgen
Behörde für Wissenschaft und
Forschung der Freien und
Hansestadt Hamburg

49 Schulze, Nicole
Fraunhofer Institut für System-
und Innovationsforschung

50 Selhofer, Hannes empirica GmbH Consultant, Projektmanager

51 Skriwanek, Jan
Projektträger im Deutschen
Zentrum für Luft- und Raumfahrt

52 Stahl-Rolf, Silke VDI Technologiezentrum GmbH

53 Stark, Barbara TU Berlin

54 Dr. Steentoft, Heino
Christian-Albrechts-Universität zu
Kiel

Forschungsförderung national

55 MinR Uckel, Klaus
Bundesministerium für Bildung
und Forschung

Leiter des Referats 223:
Forschungspolitik der EU;
Europäischer Forschungsraum (ERA)

56 Dipl.-Ing. Walter, Tania Bayerische Forschungsallianz

57 Wascher, Wilfried Projektträger Jülich

58 Dr. Weber, Achim
Ministerium für Bildung,
Wissenschaft, Jugend und Kultur
Rheinland-Pfalz

59 Zenner, Holger
Ministerium für Wissenschaft,
Forschung und Kunst Baden-
Württemberg
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Annex 2: Programme

Time Sessions

09:30 – 10:00 Welcome and introduction

 MinR Klaus Uckel, Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF)

 Patrick McCutcheon, European Commission, DG Research and Innovation:
the EC Recommendation and Code of Practice on Knowledge Transfer and
Intellectual Property Protection

Questions and answers

10:00 – 10:45 Study findings

 Knowledge transfer at German universities and public research
organisations: a sketch of the current situation
Prof. Dr. Knut Blind, TU Berlin / Head of Office, Expert Commission on
Research and Innovation (EFI)

Discussion

10:45 – 11:00 Coffee and tea break

11:00 – 12:00 Case studies: Knowledge transfer in practice

 Knowledge transfer at the TU Munich: strengths and challenges
Dr. Alexandros Papaderos, TU Munich, Head of Patent and License Office

Discussion

 Knowledge transfer in Austria: state of the art and related political
activities
Dr. Daniel Herzog, Austria Wirtschaftsservice, Vienna / Sascha Saxinger,
Austrian Federal Ministry of Science and Research, Vienna

Discussion

12:00 – 13:00 Lunch break

13:00 – 15:00 Improving knowledge transfer – the road ahead
(parallel working groups)

 WG 1: Strategy development for systematic knowledge transfer at
German universities
Chair: MinR Klaus Uckel, Federal Ministry of Education and Research

 WG 2: Exploitation and dissemination of intellectual property in
European research projects: challenges, solution approaches and
possible support measures
Chair: Rüdiger Dorner, Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft, Head of Department
„Grants and EU Projects“

 WG 3: Model contracts to promote IP protection: opportunities,
limits and barriers to proliferation
Chair: MR Dr. Ulrich Romer, Federal Ministry of Economy and Technology /
Prof. Dr. Heinz Goddar, Boehmert & Boehmert law firm, Munich

15:00 – 15:30 Coffee and tea break

15:30 – 16:00 Summaries of the results of the parallel working groups

 Presentations by session chairs

Discussion

16:00 – 16.15 Conclusions

 Patrick McCutcheon, European Commission, DG Research and Innovation


