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1. Review of capacities within the 6 regional cluste rs:
� Mapping of entities : Research, Business and Local/Regional authorities
� Identification of collaborative projects 
� Identification of existing collaborations with EU regions/clusters
� Best practices

2. Overall analysis
� SWOT analysis: an analysis per cluster
� Potential interactions
� Recommendations for the action plan

3. Broadening the geographical scope :
� The Satellite Group

4. Outside Europe :
� International benchmarking : the USA and Japan

5. Highlights & Conclusions

Overview of performed activities:

Lessons learned from 
clusters experiences and practices



Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities
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A review of research 
entities per cluster

Several criteria:

� number of employees in plastic 
topics,

� R&D axes, 

� legal type & funding,

� characteristics of platforms,

� characteristics of projects,

� etc…

Research entities: examples of results (1)



Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities

The reviews of research entities have allowed a com parison of clusters on 
each criterion (e.g. presence of platforms )

Research entities: examples of results (2)



Research entities: examples of results (3)
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Funding of innovation projects:



Research entities: examples of results (4)
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Business entities: Majority of SMEs
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Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities



Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities

Business entities: examples of results (1)
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A review of business 
entities per cluster

Several criteria:

� number of employees, 

� main activity,

� turn-over, 

� markets, 

� involvement in RTD projects,

� etc…



Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities

The reviews of business entities have allowed a com parison of clusters on 
each criterion (e.g. main activity )

Business entities: examples of results (2)
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Business entities: examples of results (3)
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Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities

Local/Regional entities: examples of results (1)

A review of local/regional 
entities per cluster

Several criteria:

� public authorities, development agencies,

� area of support/action,

� typology,

� programs and policies,

� etc…



Review of capacities within the 6 regional clusters:
Mapping of entities

The reviews of local/regional entities have allowed  a comparison of 
clusters on each criterion (e.g. presence of local/regional authorities )

Local/Regional entities: examples of results (2)



Overall analysis:
SWOT analysis, an analysis per cluster

Internal analysis based on
intrinsic features of clusters

A common analysis tool
External analysis based on

environmental features of clusters

Identification of 
Strengths & Weaknesses of the 

clusters

Identification of 
Opportunities & Threats for the 

clusters

Crossing & Matching

individual general actions 
to be led by the clusters

=
Basis for defining 

recommendations for the 
JAP



Overall analysis:
Potential interactions

Comparison of the clusters
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Comparison of the 
clusters to identify 

potential 
collaborations

Global analysis to 
support the 

establishment of the 
JAP



Good practices shared by clusters:
� Collaborations between research and business entities:

� Promotion and realization of common projects
� Realization of events as conference, congress, workshops and seminars involving 

research centres, universities, business incubators and industrial companies
� Creation of new networks
� Creation of training courses according to companies needs

� Promotion of innovation spirit in business entities:
� Showing how active are the market or technology leaders and what they are doing 
� Showing success stories
� Promoting innovation awards dedicated to SMEs which launch innovative products

� Synergies between education/training centres and business entities:
� Tailored made courses
� Co-operation with secondary schools and Universities to improve the official courses 

with the aim to provide professionals profiles according to Polymer Converting Industry 
needs.

� Internship for students in the clusters BE

Overall analysis:
Recommendations for the JAP



Some practices to be developed by clusters:

� Promotion of protocols in order to transfer technologies to companies 
and support to spin-offs;

� Organizing an active role of some research entities being able to act as 
R&D facilitators and services suppliers

� Creation established experts groups
� Supporting individual cooperation between companies and several 

University Departments
� Creating of financing instruments fostering and supporting the 

creation of companies and /or modernization of existent ones by a mix 
of public and financial institutions capitals;

� Developing specific instrument to promote entrepreneurship ;
� Providing centralized services

Overall analysis:
Recommendations for the JAP



Major barriers:
� Mistrust to sharing know –how
� Difficulty of competitors to be cooperative within the cluster
� Too academic and formal teaching in Universities and in Research

centers
� Doubtful look of BE at the innovative materials and technologies;
� Perceptions of BE that R&D programmes are too slow in comparison

with markets evolution times;
� Lack of resources in micro enterprises to make the required effort to 

innovate
� lack of flexibility of education/training centres to adapt programs 

accordingly to firms needs.

Overall analysis:
Recommendations for the JAP



Broadening the geographical scope:
The Satellite Group

Composed of 11 members:
- gather experts of the ECPI sector,
- from countries which are external to the project co nsortium,
- from different type of organization: clusters, R&D centers, business organization, etc.

The approach

Role:
- Involve in dissemination activities
- Act as a group of experts and provide support when consulted by the consortium 
- Provide recommendations for the setting up of the J AP
- Produce a critical review of JAP’s proposals

Impacts:
- Broad the scope of impacted regions within the project
- Promotion of the interregional cooperation
- Creation of new and additional partnerships (between Clusterplast’s partners & SG members)
- Strengthen the network of the polymer converting sector



Broadening the geographical scope:
The Satellite Group

List of members
� Clusters:

- Vlaams Kunststofcentrum VKC (Belgium)
- Réseau Plasturgie (Switzerland)
- Automotive Klaster West Slovakia (Slovakia)
- Manuf@cturias (Spain)

� Organisation in the process of creating a cluster:
- Aristotle University of Thessaloniki (Greece)
- Technical University of Lodz (Poland)

� Research or technical centers:
- Fraunhofer IPT, Aachen (Germany)

� Business organization:
- VDMA / Baden Wurtemberg (Germany)
- EuPC (European Association of Plastic converter)
- MANUFUTURE's National and Regional Platforms Group
- ISTMA Europe (International Special Machining and Tooling Association).



� Regional clusters must act as connection point with clear key words:
� Proximity
� Confidence
� Complementarities
� professionalism

� Fostering of cooperations and project development can be achieved through events or 
workshops that can be organized in local language

� Attention as to paid of using and taking advantage of existing programs (e.g. M. Curie, 
Leonardo…) or organizations (e.g. TCI or Intercluster)

� Cluster mutual learning should be promoted through monitoring indicators

Outcomes of SG meetings:

� Two meetings in Italy and Austria
� Review of project documentation
� Analysis of proposed action plan
� Among the SG recommendations:

� Infrastructures or competence databases are 
quickly obsolete � opportunity to use the 
European cluster observatory

Broadening the geographical scope:
The Satellite Group

Tortona
September 2009



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking

Objectives (1)
� To examine how innovation clusters are organized in two countries with 

leading plastics industry:
� Japan
� The USA

� To bring recommendations and best practices for the building of 
CLUSTERPLAST joint action plan.

� Benchmarking has included the following activities:
� Review of information and data about the US and Japanese technological clusters 

covering the polymer converting industry
� Selections of a set of representative regional clusters in these two countries
� Critical analysis of the organizations of the selected clusters



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking

Objectives (2)



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Japanese clusters: general features

� The policy about clusters in Japan has been founded on 2 
mains axes:
� The regional industrial revitalization that took place since 1970
� The promotion of the Science and the Technology for national 

development set up in 1995

� It leads to two categories of clusters with different 
governances:
� The “Industrial cluster” set up in 2001 and reporting to METI[1]: 

aiming at supporting the creation of businesses
� The “Knowledge Cluster” created in 2002 and reporting to MEXT[2]: 

aiming at supporting innovation

[1] Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry
[2] Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Identification of Japanese clusters & selection of these related to the 
polymer converting industry

Japanese clusters: pre-selection for benchmarking

Kankyo Business Kansai 
Project (green cluster : 
http://www.npo-rsc.org).

Shinshu Smart Device Cluster
(http://www.tech.or.jp/cluster/en/)

Kyoto Nanotechnology Cluster
(http://www.astem.or.jp/kyo-nano/)



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Japanese clusters: Analysis of Shinshu Smart Device Cluster (1) 

� Criteria of selection:
� Availability of data
� Consistency with CLUSTERPLAST topics

� History of the cluster:
� Started in 2002 within the Knowledge cluster initiative (Stage I)
� From 2007: new step of development within the Knowledge cluster initiative (Stage II)

� Main activities:
� Human network creation
� Improvement of collaboration infrastructure / Sharing of informations
� Development and commercialization of new products
� Human resource development
� Skill up meeting

� Members (March 2007)
� 319 private firms
� 106 research members
� 121 supporting organization

546 members



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Japanese clusters: Analysis of Shinshu Smart Device Cluster (2) 

� Technical topics of the cluster:
� Smart devices using nanocarbon
� Organic / inorganic nanomaterials
� Smart devices using interfacial 

nanotechnology
� Nano-particle composites
� Thin film technologies
� Ink technologies

� Impact indicators:

� Example of achievements:



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Japanese clusters: Analysis of Shinshu Smart Device Cluster (3)

General 
organization 
of the cluster



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: Japan

Japanese clusters: Analysis of Shinshu Smart Device Cluster (4)

� Project oriented cluster

� Deep involvements of research entities in the clust er 
governance

� Strong partnership with others local and regional 
entities:

� Formal connections with parallel regional programs:
� Exchange program between industry and universities
� Industrial clusters
� Business – academia partnership
� Sharing of facilities

� Organization and management of working groups for 
setting and implementing projects

Main findings with regards to CLUSTERPLAST:



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

US clusters: general features

� There is no specific model of clusters in the USA.
� However, clusters in USA show an important heterogeneity and 

complexity that should be underlined:
� Complexity regarding topics : 

� A multi-topics position is displayed by several clusters or regions. 
� The clusters contributes to the attractiveness of regions and to the creation of convergence 

areas between actors coming from different technological sectors. 
� The territorial complexity : 

� Geographical limits of cluster are usually difficult to define. 
� Clusters are controlled by a fractal organization: they can be considered at different territorial 

levels (metropolis, county, region, state, ...)
� The multitude of actors and organizations involved and their variable typology:

� Some cluster’s support initiatives can gather together more than 500 different actors.
� Various typology of relations between businesses

� This lied the USA authorities to differentiate clusters according to the type of privileged 
interactions (e.g. Networked, Hub and Spoke, Satellite, Institutional,...)

Intrinsic specificities of the US clusters:
the autonomy of universities & the entrepreneurial spirit 



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

Identification of the US clusters in the two main a rea related to the polymer 
converting industry

US clusters: pre-selection for benchmarking

Localisation of clusters « Advanced processes of transformation »

Michigan
877 companies

31 000 employments

Texas
1 000 companies

110 000 employments

Columbus
600 companies

15 000 employments

Florida
17 000 companies

402 000 employments

St Louis
220 companies

35 800 employments

z

Localisation of clusters « Chemistry & Materials »

New York
2 934 companies 

105 000 employments

New Jersey
1 800 companies 

70 000 employments

Greater Philadelphia
1 375 companies

58 000 employments

Greater Houston
1 500 companies

60 000 employments

So. California
3 361 companies

118 000 employments

Indianapolis
441 companies

28 500 employments

Chicago
3 800 companies

126 000 employments

Louisiana
2 391 companies 

75 000 employments

Cincinnati
593 companies

24 000 employments

Source: French Industry 
Ministry study (2008) 

“Chemistry & Materials”

“advanced processes of transformation”



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

US clusters: Analysis of Chicago Chemistry Technology (1) 

� University of Chicago
� Materials Research Science and 

Engineering Center 

� University of Illinois-Chicago
� Manufacturing Research Center
� Microfabrication Applications Laboratory 

� University of Illinois-
Urbana/Champaign
� Manufacturing Systems Laboratory 
� Micro and Nanotechnology Laboratory 
� Machine Tool Agile Manufacturing Research 

Institute 
� Engineering/Advanced Transportation 

Research and Engineering Laboratory 

� Illinois Institute of Technology
� Center for Excellence in Polymer Science 

and Engineering 
� Manufacturing Productivity Center

� Illinois State University
� Center for Mathematics, Science and 

Technology

� Northwestern University
� Institute for Nanotechnology 
� Institute for Nanotechnology/Center for 

Nanofabrication and Molecular Self-
Assembly (NAMSA) 

� Nanoscale Science and Engineering Center
� Materials Research Center

� Southern Illinois University
� Materials Technology Center

� Illinois Federal Laboratories
� Argonne National Laboratory 
� Fermilab
� National Center for Agricultural Utilization 

Research 



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

US clusters: Analysis of Chicago Chemistry Technology (2) 

� Examples of initiatives:
� Management of University-Industry relationships at UIC:

� The College of Engineering Advisory Board was established in 
May 1980 with the objective of having an active involvement of key 
government, industry, and academia representatives in the 
development of the college’s strategy.

� Transfer technology at UIC:
� UIC technology services is a single point of contact offering 

technology and resource support services to businesses looking to 
complement their development needs. 

� Venture development at IIT:
� The mission of the IIT - Knapp Entrepreneurship Center is to be 

Chicago’s Leading Professional Support Services Center for 
Entrepreneurs by providing effective, affordable, and expert 
resources to help create and grow successful commercial 
ventures.

� Technology parks at IIT:
� The Illinois Institute of Technology has established since 2006 a 

University Technology Park (UTP) this has been a $ 50 millions 
facility investment to promote joint projects between private 
businesses and academia. 



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

US clusters: Analysis of Chicago Chemistry Technology (3) 

� The State authorities bring to the cluster development the following 
technology supporting programs:
� Advanced Technology Program (ATP): The ATP fosters projects with a high payoff for 

the nation as a whole - in addition to a direct return to the innovators.
� Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Program: SBIR is a highly competitive 

program that encourages small business to explore their technological potential and 
provides the incentive to profit from its commercialization. 

� Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) Program: STTR is an important small 
business program that expands funding opportunities in the federal innovation research 
and development arena. The goal is expansion of the public/private sector partnership 
to include the joint venture opportunities.

� Innovation Challenge Program: The purpose of the Innovation Challenge Program is to 
increase the number of Illinois companies that apply for federal research grants. 

� The federal Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) program and 
its parallel Small Business Technology Transfer (STTR) program 
provide over $2 billion a year to small companies. 



Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

US clusters: Analysis of Chicago Chemistry Technology (4) 

� No specific governance body but leadership of regio nal development entities

� Cluster development is based on the dynamics provid ed by the universities

� Clear focus on entrepreneurship

� Support of local authorities:
� State of Illinois
� Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity
� The Mayor’s Council of Technology Advisors
� CTCNet Chicago
� CTC Accelerator
� CivicNet

� Powerful supporting and funding schemes:
� Federal innovation programs (SBIR, STTR)
� Technology parks
� Regional technology transfer

Main findings with regards to CLUSTERPLAST:



US clusters: Further cooperation
� Contacts initiated in 2009 during NPE fair
� Regional organization aiming to bring together all 

the polymer industry stakeholders:
� 28000 corporations
� 140 000 employees

� Major program for supporting industry: 3rd 
frontier program 

Broadening the geographical scope:
International benchmarking: the USA

Ohio Polymer Summit 2010



Highlights & Conclusions:
General statements

Clusterplast : State of the play
� Clusterplast partners:

� Major similarity between the 6 clusters:
� Broad variety of industrial activities
� Large portion of SMEs
� Focus on innovative technologies and future businesses

� Different experiences:
� Approaches to stimulate innovation
� Experiences in balancing regional-national-EU funding
� Coordination between research, education and transfer to industry

� External inputs:
� Satellite group:

� To use as much as possible the existing networks and tools
� To focus on the expectations and needs of companies
� To develop the sharing of experiences between clusters 

� International survey:
� Industrial situations are very similar to Europe
� Organizations can be very different (e.g. Japan vs US)
� Focus must be set on industrial perspectives and entrepreneurship



Lessons learned from 
clusters experiences and practices

Thank you for your attention


