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1. Background information 

As presented in peardrop’s description of work, during the lifespan of the project the project consortium 
has to organise three International Stakeholders Workshops (ISW). 

Although all three workshops have common objectives (facilitating awareness raising and the exchange 
of experiences in the framework of Digital Business Ecosystem - DBE), each of them has specific and 
well defined aims. 

In particular: 

Workshop 1 (May 2007) - The specific purposes were to promote the results of Phase 1 of the project 
(especially the five initial draft Toolkits for the DBE sub-domains) and to develop a discussion on those 
with targeted key stakeholders. The expected outcome of the first workshop was to help ‘signpost’ for 
Phase 2 the kind of DBE deployment tools and models that stakeholders would consider as useful for 
them. In addition, the project aimed to use the discussion and feedback gained at the workshop to 
provide illustrative material for, and guide subsequent revisions of, the toolkit regarding the 5 DBE sub-
domain topics addressed by the project. 

Workshop 2 (February 2008) - The objective of this meeting will be to review the work in progress 
(M17), and especially the work relating to the identification of models, tools and systems in support of 
DBE deployment. Moreover, such an event aims at enabling an intensive exchange of experiences 
between regional representatives on best practices with respect to preparing their regional DBE 
deployment plans. 

Workshop 3 (July - August 2008) – This will be the final peardrop workshop. It will take place in 
Brussels towards the end of the project (around M23). Here the aims will be (a) to promote the results 
of the project as widely as possible, especially the final Synthesis Guide & Toolkit for Regional DBE 
Deployment, (b) gain feedback on and promote the regional DBE deployment plans, and (c) to discuss 
and debate the way forward (road map) - especially peardrop’s proposals and recommendations for 
FP7, the Structural Funds, and other European policies (Lisbon, i2010, the CIP etc.). This roadmap will 
be included in D2.12 “Report on peardrop’s contribution to ERA Coordination Activities” 

In relation to such objectives, different participants are invited to each event according to the specific 
aims to which it is dedicated. Please find below the details for each workshop. 

Workshop 1 – Attendance by invitation only, representatives of the partner and focus group regions 
(total of 24), representatives of projects of the Digital Ecosystem (DE) Cluster, EC officials, members of 
the peardrop Advisory Group, and project partners. 

Workshop 2 - For an invited audience only. It is intended to be a small, intensive work meeting between 
project partners, a small group of qualified experts and selected representatives of the partner and 
associated regions (12 in total). In addition, participation will be open to some projects of the DE 
Cluster, other DE ‘practitioners’, EC officials, and project partners. 

Workshop 3 - This will be a more open event, although the specific participation of some key 
stakeholders will be invited (as for Workshop 2). 

The table below presents the indicators to be considered for evaluating the attendance of the workshop. 

Activity Indicator Target 
International Stakeholder Workshop 1 Regions represented 20 
International Stakeholder Workshop 1 Participants 45 
International Stakeholder Workshop 2 Regions represented 12 
International Stakeholder Workshop 2 Participants 40 
International Stakeholder Workshop 3 Regions represented 25 
International Stakeholder Workshop 3 Participants 60 

 
The results of each workshop will be recorded in a report, to be submitted to the European 
Commission. 
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2. Introduction 

The first workshop was organised in Brussels, on Tuesday 22nd May, 2007. The event took place in the 
premises of DG Information Society & Media, European Commission. 

Prior to the meeting all participants were sent relevant background documents, namely: 

 5 Draft Toolkits (as at May 2007) that the peardrop project presented at the workshop  

 The final agenda of the day 

 The peardrop draft brochure 

The workshop was chaired by Gareth Hughes, peardrop’s Project Manager, and was attended by 51 
participants (see Annex V).  At arrival, each participant was given an information package comprising:   

 The Agenda for the meeting (attached as Annex I) 

 The Attendees List (attached as Annex II) 

 The 2 peardrop bulletins on Aragón and West Midlands (Annex III) 

The First peardrop International Stakeholders Workshop was organised within the framework of the 
“Third DE Concertation Meeting”. 

 

3. Scope of the workshop & invitation list 

As mentioned above and in the invitations sent to the invited audience, the scope of this first peardrop 
International Stakeholders Workshop was two-fold: 

 to present to regional stakeholders the concept of Digital Business Ecosystem (DBE) and, in 
particular, the benefits that regions can derive from the deployment of this new economic and 
technology paradigm; 

 and to receive comments and suggestions regarding the first outputs of the project. 

These two main objectives were achieved, respectively, through the definition of a well-structured 
agenda for the day and a follow-up action for the collection of feedback. 

 

The agenda of the day was developed around presentations and discussions on: 

 the key issues related to “Digital Business Ecosystems”; 

 regional Digital Business Ecosystem success stories; 

 peardrop’s 5 short Digital Business Ecosystem toolkits (each focusing on one of the five sub-
domains: (i) DBE & Regional Economic Development; (ii) DBE Legal Issues; (iii) Financing DBE 
Deployment; (iv) DBE & SME Business Models; (v) DBE & Technical Support Platforms). 

The collection of feedback on the event (as well as on the project outputs presented at the workshop) 
was conducted electronically. eris@ sent a simple questionnaire to all participants. Of the regions 
represented, 6 answered with useful comments and suggestions (see Annex IV, which provides a 
summary table of the answers collected).  

As stated in the project description of work, attendance at the meeting was by invitation only. The 
consortium invited the following representatives: 

 peardrop project partners (12); 
 peardrop External Advisory Group (4 invites sent) 
 EC Representatives/Officials (3 invites sent) 
 EFFORT representative (2 invites sent) 
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 OPAALS NoE (3 invites sent) 
 SEAMLESS representative (1 invite sent) 
 LEGAL-IST representative (2 invites sent) 
 LEKTOR representative (1 invite sent) 
 Aragón Region (1 invite sent) 
 West Midlands (1 invite sent)  
 24 Focus Group regions (40 invites sent) 

The choice of the DE projects invited was based on the status of the project (ongoing/concluded) as 
well as on the type of collaboration that peardrop had had in the past or would like to have in the 
future. To be noted that eris@ made the effort to invite a representative from the LEGAL-IST project, 
namely Mr. Spindler in the first place and Mrs. Iglesias in a second attempt – but neither of them was 
able to attend. On the other side, of particular interest and usefulness was the attendance and the 
contribution from OPAALS NoE (namely Mr. Paolo Dini and Mr. Andrea Nicolai) and LEKTOR (Mrs. 
Margaretha Mazura and Yolanda Ursa) with whom peardrop will keep on building a strong 
collaboration. 

17 of the 24 focus group regions that have accompanied the peardrop project during its first phase 
were able to send one or more representatives to Brussels to attend the workshop. This was 
notwithstanding the several invitations sent out addressing different contacts in each of the 24 focus 
group regions (as was the case of the Irish Regions to which up to 5 different people were invited, but 
with no-one able to attend in the end). This was mainly the result of the busy work schedule inevitable 
when trying to involve representatives holding senior positions.  

The table below reports which of the Focus Group Regions sent a representative to the event. 

     Attendance 

eris@ Extremadura Valencia Malopolska Pomerania  
    X 3 

CSP Piemonte Bolzano Emilia-Romagna Abruzzo  
    X 3 

AEC Aquitaine Midi-Pyrenees Nord Pas de Calais Limousin  
  X  X 2 

TCH Tampere Telmark (NO) Helsinki Lithuania  
   X  3 

CMI Wales E. Midlands (UK) BMW (IR) Ireland  
   X X 2 

EPMA Vysocina Moravian-Silesia Pardubice Kosice   
     4 

TOTAL     17 

The regional authorities of two of the peardrop partner regions (Vysocina and Tampere) asked the 
peardrop partners to represent them at the workshop.  This was accepted given: 

 the strong relationship and collaboration that each partner has with its own regional authority. 

 the effort that partners made prior to the workshop to introduce the DBE concept and peardrop 
first outputs. 

As indicated by the attached signature list (Annex V), the actual list of participants to the peardrop First 
International Stakeholders Workshop can be divided as follows: 

 DE Project Representatives: 8  

 European Commission Representatives: 9 
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 peardrop (partners and External Advisory Group): 16 

 Focus Group Regional Representatives: 20 

Please note that in this exercise we also consider those participants that were not included in the 
attendance list, namely: Yolanda Ursa, LEKTOR Project; Guido Acchioni, DG Information Society and 
Media, EC. 

Travel and subsistence grants were at the disposal of those speakers and regional representatives 
needing financial support to participate to the workshop. 

 

4. Summary of the presentations and related discussions 
 
The workshop was opened by Gerald Santucci, Head of Unit, DG INFSO/D4, who welcomed the 
participants and introduced the scope of work of the Digital Ecosystem (DE) cluster. He touched on 
issues like the birth of the DBE concept, its current status and its potential. While emphasising the 
importance of the DBE regional dimension, Gerald Santucci explained that DBE can be a facilitator 
between various stakeholders and that regional catalysts can use it to boost ICT uptake and accelerate 
economic growth. 

Mr. Santucci’s introduction was followed by a short introduction of the peardrop project by Gareth 
Hughes, Project Manager. In his presentation Gareth Hughes stressed the importance for the project 
for a validation of its first results by the participants in order to be able to further refine the toolkits for 
better use at regional level. 

These two contextual introductions brought the participants closer to the central subject of the event: 
DBE. The DBE concept was presented by Paolo Dini, from the OPAALS Network of Excellence. Paolo 
Dini’s presentation, quite a theoretical one, explained that DBE can be described as follows:  

DBE = architecture + economic model + shared enterprise 

He stressed the importance of the multidisciplinary approach that characterises DBE. In fact, DBE can 
be considered from a social sciences point of view, since it brings a change in social communication, or 
from a software engineering perspective, where it becomes a social process. In this context, Paolo Dini 
underlined that the strengths of DBE rely on its sustainability and democracy. 

Concerning its maintenance, Andrea Nicolai explained that in a DBE the central actor is the DBE 
community itself. As for its governance, Andrea Nicolai explained that there is an emergence of groups 
of local communities that govern themselves. However, in a wider scope, the community has to decide 
how to govern a wider ecosystem, a European one for example. 

These “theoretical” presentations were then followed by the introduction of two more practical regional 
experiences: from Aragón (Spain), by Javier Val, and from West Midlands (UK), by Rod Shelton. 

Presenting the Aragón experience, Javier Val stated that one of the most positive benefits of the DBE 
deployment in Aragón has been the networking opportunities that have been created for enterprises. In 
fact, he suggested that DBE can enhance competitiveness and can allow enterprises to compete on an 
equal footing irrespective of their size. He also specified that in Aragón more than 6,000 SMEs are 
using DBE in one form or another. 

Rod Shelton followed Javier Val and introduced the many differences of the implementations of DBE in 
Aragón and West Midlands. He explained that the main one is that the regional catalyst in Aragón was 
ICT policy makers in the region while in the West Midlands the regional catalyst was a higher education 
institution that was only an influencer of regional policy. Nevertheless, he added that both the regional 
catalysts adopted a similar approach in the DBE implementation process. 

These introductory sessions were concluded with the collection of some questions. In particular, the 
delegates showed interest in the future steps that such regions are considering for maintaining DBE 
beyond the project funding (both regions have developed their DBE Pilot within the implementation of 
the DBE Integrated Project – FP6). Javier Val replied that in Aragón some key actions are being 
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undertaken at the regional level: 150,000€ had already been allocated to support DBE adoption for 
about 150 SMEs in 2007. Moreover, regional catalysts are also applying for different funding 
opportunities to improve the features of DBE architecture.  

 

Following the coffee break, peardrop partners gave a short presentation of the first version of the 5 
draft toolkits, each concerning a specific sub-domain related to the deployment of DBE. 

 “Economic Impacts on Regional Development of DBE Deployment”             
 “Business Models & Cultures of DBE Deployment”  
 “Technology Infrastructure & Support Systems for DBE Deployment”          
 “Financial Frameworks & Engineering on DBE Deployment”  
 “Legal Issues & Challenges of DBE Deployment”  

 

The afternoon session opened with the first reactions of the panellists on the usability by regions of the 
peardrop toolkits. 

Aidan Roe, from the peardrop Advisory Group, noted that there is the need for simple and useful tool-
sets for DBE deployment that should be able to answer questions like: who is going to manage the new 
business models? In order to do so, he considered it useful to describe case studies and examples. 

Marko Seppä from the peardrop Advisory Group, suggested not limiting the effort to the pushing of 
DBE into SMEs, since he considered it will be very difficult to achieve results in this way. He suggested 
stepping back to see how DBE can become a multi-faceted and a multi-capable system at regional 
level. 

Elmar Husmann, from the peardrop Advisory Group, commented in particular on the DBE technical 
issues. He considered DBE as being a clever investment experiment for innovation. The most 
interesting feature, in his opinion, is the “distributed approach” of DBE. Elmar Husmann explained that 
DBE deals with 4 main technology trends: eBusiness, individual services over the Internet, information 
retrieval and open source development.   

Margaretha Mazura, from the LEKTOR project, underlined that, in general, legal issues are considered 
only once they arise. For this reason the peardrop toolkit on DBE legal issues should, on the one hand, 
tackle the legal implications of DBE and, on the other, should be able to advise on which is the best 
regulatory environment for DBE development at regional level. The final aim will be to prevent the rise 
of such legal difficulties. 

Simon Lavin, from the Welsh Assembly Government, explained that regional policy makers need to 
get greater confidence from the toolkits on what DBE is and on its benefits. For this, regions might need 
up and running examples to look at and more detail on how to implement DBE.  

Ken Stockil, from the peardrop Advisory Group, recognised the difficulty to communicate and explain 
the DBE message and its benefits for regions. He stated that, if at this stage, benefits are intangible; 
peardrop toolkits should nonetheless try to explain such benefits. For this reason he advised including 
proposed demos. In addition, he underlined the centrality of the “User Perspective” to be considered 
when promoting DBE.   

The intervention of the panel was followed by some questions and issues raised by the delegates.  

Gareth Hughes asked to what extent peardrop should be “honest” when explaining the results of the 
first DBE pilots, its technological platform and the concept as a whole. There was no common answer, 
although most of the panellists suggested considering carefully each time, who is the audience. 

Olivier Baudelet, from DG Regional Policy, EC, commented that SMEs are already engaged in various 
initiatives and therefore public money should be used to develop small pilots that can then move 
forward in a second stage. He added that DG Regional Policy does support experimentation on a small 
scale.  On this, Marko Seppä commented that it would perhaps be useful to combine DBE, where there 
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is an ultimate objective, with Living Labs where there is a defined process but no final aim or concept to 
be deployed.  

Michael Bryan, from East Midlands, UK, contributed to the discussion asking a series of central 
questions: what is the impact of DBE in the region? Can the tourism example be translated to other 
regions and sectors? He underlined the importance for regional politicians to understand what kind of 
DBE is possible to develop in their territory and what would be the costs related to it. To partially 
answer this question, Gareth Hughes suggested looking at the increase of GDP when a DBE is in place 
and what would be the (opportunity) cost, in the long term, of investing in old technology.  

Irina Zálišová, from EPMA, added that a similar case scenario has been experienced in the 
development of eGovernment, where many regions are now obliged to catch up because of citizens’ 
demand. In her opinion, DBE is suggesting the right middleware that could also be an opportunity to 
save money and move forward.  

Elmar Husmann gave the opinion that public procurement in eGovernment could also represent a push 
for companies to take part in DBE. 

Patrick Sullivan, from CMI, intervened to remind delegates that ICT has a positive influence on 
productivity and peardrop needs to deliver this message to the regions. He recalled that 20% of 
European productivity growth is attributed ICT exploitation (EU15 2000-2004). In this framework, DBE 
can directly contribute to these productivity gains and to the reduction of the gap between the EU and 
the USA.  

The last contribution was given by Gareth Hughes on peardrop’s next steps (the process of selection 
of 12 Associated Regions for the next phase and future workshops). 

The presentations of the day are available online, at the peardrop website 
(http://www.peardrop.eu/Events.html ) as well as in the Third DE Concertation Meeting webpage 
(http://www.digital-ecosystems.org/events/2007.05-fp6cluster/3cluster.html)  

 

5. Final conclusions of the workshop 

Gareth Hughes concluded the workshop highlighting the following points: 

 DBE State of the art technology is (almost) good enough, but it cannot be said that it is fully 
ready since some problems still exist (the development of the DBE platform is not concluded 
yet, in particular regarding the migration of content). 

 DBE is indeed a technology for providing new services which can therefore contribute to 
regional development. 

 There are different possibilities available for financing DBE deployment, especially if the 
different steps of deployment are taken separately.  

 It is possible to develop DBE through an association of SMEs, which does not necessarily 
mean creating a new legal entity. 

 It is important to clarify what happens with DBE when it is extended into several countries (i.e. 
cross-border implications). 

 Other central issues related to DBE are the human resources: the skills and the labour relations 
between and within the DBE network/environment. 

 Security is another important issue and a lot of questions arise on this issue and remain open. 

 At regional level, DBE may be analysed in the wider context of “community building” 
(considering it as an element for social and political science), but its multidisciplinary approach 
should be definitely acknowledged. 
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For peardrop there is the need: 

 to redefine, simplify and make the toolkits more user friendly (with similar layout and style). 

 to consider the regional context specificities: e.g. to understand if a region deploys DBE as an 
adoption of eBusiness or for innovation purposes. 

 for Toolkits, in general, to advise regions and give “practicalities” and suggest a roadmap for 
DBE implementation, not only explaining what the possible implications of DBE are. 

 to use examples, to give end users a clearer idea and confidence in the subject. 

 

6. Concluding remarks 

peardrop’s First International Workshop can be considered successful for the kind of attendance and 
the useful outcomes that it produced. 

Checking the results and the outcomes against the indicators reported on page 3 it becomes clear that 
the 20 regional representatives and the total number of participants are in line with the expected 
indicators (namely: 20 regions represented & 45 participants). 

Nevertheless, there are some lessons to be learned, as on every occasion. 

The main ones that peardrop will keep in mind for next time are the following: 

 find an attractive way to make sure participants do read the background documents before 
coming to the workshop. 

 find a more creative approach to engage participants, to have them commenting and 
discussing:  perhaps considering the split in smaller groups. 

 make sure that the discussion and the presentations are more practical and closer to the 
participant’s expectation. 

 

7. Reactions on the comments of the European Commission experts  
 
Following the comments of the European Commission reviewers (included in the report prepared by the 
European Commission on the peardrop First International Stakeholders’ workshop), we include here 
some reactions for each of the comments/suggestions.  

 prior arrangements with the speakers to present information to match with the expectations of 
the participants;  

 During the event this happened to be an issue in some cases, notwithstanding the details 
that were given to the speakers prior to the workshop. Moreover, all of them were requested to 
provide the organisers with their PPT at least a week prior to the event, which has been the 
case for most of them. The only PPT that the organisers were not able to see in advance 
(because of the decision of the speaker not to send it) was that relating to the introduction of 
the DBE concept.  

 allocation of extra time to discuss aspects interesting to the participants and to make provisions 
for active involvement in discussions;  

 Indeed the whole afternoon of the event was dedicated to a discussion on the issues raised 
in the morning. The session was meant to be kicked off by the panellists and continued by the 
participants. The main problem that the organisers felt about this particular session was the 
absence of both regional speakers (Javier Val and Rod Shelton) that had agreed, prior to the 
meeting, to stay at least for the first couple of hours of the afternoon. For some reason, neither 
Javier Val, nor Rod Shelton stayed in the room for the event in the afternoon. Following the 
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meeting, we happen to know that Rod Shelton had been attending the REDEN meeting 
organised in parallel, in the same EC premises, in the same afternoon.  

The organisers consider that the presence of those two representatives from the DBE pilot 
regions in the afternoon was essential for boosting the discussion. 

 providing copies of presentations in advance;  

 This is a suggestion that the organisers will take on board for the organisation of the next 
workshop. The only concern is that speakers often make last minute changes in their PPT and 
this might create some confusion for the audience. 

 planning the participation of regions well in advance and making provisions for alternatives in 
case the main participant is unable to attend; 

  Regions were informed about the workshop by partners from the beginning of April 2007. 
Formal invitations were sent out the first week of May and followed up by phone contacts by the 
relevant project partner. For the 24 regions, 40 invitations were sent (on average, two contacts 
for each region). In the invitation it was clearly stated that, in case the contacted person was 
not able to attend, he/she could pass the invitation to a colleague. In addition, when receiving a 
negative answer, the peardrop consortium invited the regional representative to send a 
substitute. peardrop also carefully made sure that the attendees represented the relevant 
regional actors that, in a further stage, could influence the decision to deploy DBE. 

 timing of the workshop to be managed as there was a DE Cluster workshop happening at the 
same time which probably reduced the participation 

 The date for this first workshop was decided in mid-January 2007 and the European 
Commission was informed at the beginning of February 2007. At that stage the Commission 
launched the first round of consultation for deciding the date of the 3rd DE Cluster Meeting. For 
timing reasons, the peardrop consortium felt it useful to keep its workshop at the already-
decided date, and clearly informed the EC about its intentions (in a mail addressed to Marion 
Le Louarn on February 14, 2007).   

 
Based on this it is recommended that the 2nd workshop:  

 will be planned in advance with objectives made clear to speakers well in advance as this will 
help in better preparation by the speakers and also to provide quality presentations to the 
participants 

 The date for the next workshop has already been agreed: 7-8th February 2008 (venue to be 
announced). This date has already been included in the communications sent to the peardrop 
focus group regions as well as in the Memorandum of Collaboration that some of them will be 
signing to become associated regions, in peardrop’s second phase. 

 making sure the timing of the workshop is better planned and does not clash with other similar 
events to ensure quality participation 

 This suggestion will be taken seriously. In particular, the organisation will make sure (as far 
as possible) that no other relevant meeting will be organised/planned in parallel.  

 the toolkit will be sent in advance with a one page questionnaire to provide feedback  

 This suggestion is very useful, in particular considering the question form (for the first 
workshop the toolkits were sent a week in advance to the participants). Such activity could in 
fact push the participants to get more involved in the event. 

 the printouts of the presentations/speeches will be provided during the workshop registration 

 This comment is taken on board and every effort will be made to achieve it.  

 allocate adequate discussion times to make sure the participants are continuously involved and 
aspects interesting to them are always on focus 
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 Comment is taken on board 

 in case language issues are felt to be present, to make arrangements for translators to help all 
participants to engage in discussions  

 The suggestion is indeed pointing out a relevant issue. Nevertheless, it will be impossible for 
peardrop to be able to offer such services for various reasons, mainly: 

- limitation of the budget; 
- the number of languages to be covered (at least 5) 
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Annex I    - Agenda of the workshop 
 

 
“First Digital Business Ecosystem International Stakeholders Workshop” 

 
“Digital Business Ecosystem:  

an opportunity for regional development” 
Date: Tuesday 22nd of May 2007 

European Commission, Avenue de Beaulieu 25, Room 0/S1, Brussels  
 
 
The aim of this first peardrop International Stakeholders Workshop is to present to regional 
stakeholders the concept of Digital Business Ecosystem and, in particular, the benefits that regions can 
take from the deployment of such new economic environment. 
 
This will be done through the presentation and discussion on:  

 regional Digital Business Ecosystem success stories; 
 peardrop’s 5 short Digital Business Ecosystem toolkits on issues like:  

- DBE & regional economic development; 
- DBE & legal issues; 
- Financing DBE deployment;  
- DBE & regional business models; 
- DBE & technical systems; 

 the key issues related to “Digital Business Ecosystems” 
 
…and much more! 
 
Do not miss this opportunity to better understand how the Digital Business Ecosystem can support the 
economic and social development of your region!  
 

 

For more information: 
Silvia Favret, eris@ office 

Tel: +32 2 230 03 25 
Fax: +32 2 230 92 01 

E-mail: Silvia.Favret@erisa.be 
URL www.peardrop.eu  

 

 

 
The event is organized by    

The acronym peardrop stands for “Promoting Ecosystems And Regional Development in support of 
Regional Operational Programming”.  
It is a Specific Support Action (SSA) under the strategic objective 2.5.8 ICT for Networked Businesses with a view 
to clarifying, disseminating and promoting the results of regional deployments of innovative ecosystem and SMEs 
cluster models. 
In a few lines, its principal focus is to make more accessible and more practicable for regional policy makers and 
key local actors the instruments for exploitation and adoption of new innovative business paradigms in ICT for 
Enterprise Networking. 
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Agenda 
08:45 – 09:30           Registration 

09:30 – 09:45         Welcome & Introduction 
Gérald Santucci, Head of Unit "Networked Enterprises & Radio Frequency 
Identification”, DG Information Society & Media, EC 

09:45 – 10:00           Introduction to the peardrop project  
Gareth Hughes, peardrop Project Manager, CEO eris@   

10:00 – 10:20           Introduction to the DBE concept 
Paolo Dini, OPAALS Project Coordinator 

10:20 – 10:40         Aragón regional DBE Experience 
Javier Val, Technological Institute of Aragón, Spain  

10:40 – 11:00         West Midlands regional DBE Experience 
Rod Shelton, University of Central England, West Midlands, United Kingdom  

11:00 – 11:20         Question & Answer Session 

11:20 – 11:45            Coffee Break 

11:45 – 13:00           peardrop Digital Business Ecosystem Toolkits 

Introduction by Gareth Hughes, peardrop Project Manager 
“Economic Impacts on Regional Development of DBE deployment”            
Claudio Inguaggiato, CSP “Innovazione nelle ICT”, Piedmont, Italy 
“Business Models & Cultures of DBE deployments”  
Patrick Sullivan, CMI International  
“Technology Infrastructure & Support Systems for DBE deployments”         
Manu Setälä, Technology Center Hermia, Tampere, Finland  
“Financial Frameworks & Engineering of DBE deployments” 
Irina Zálišová, European Projects & Management Agency, Vysocina, Czech Republic 
“Legal Issues & Challenges of DBE deployments”                                                 
François Gilbert, Aquitaine Europe Communication, Aquitaine, France 

13:00 – 14:30           Lunch Break 

14:30 – 15:30           Panel discussion on the usability for regions of peardrop DBE Toolkits 
Chaired by Gareth Hughes, Project Manager 

Aidan Roe, peardrop Advisory Group Member 
Elmar Husmann, peardrop Advisory Group Member 
Ken Stockil, peardrop Advisory Group Member 
Marko Seppä, peardrop Advisory Group Member 
Simon Lavin, Welsh Government Assembly, UK 
Margaretha Mazura, LEKTOR Project 

15:30 – 16:30           Open Debate & Discussion 
Chaired by Gareth Hughes, with participation of regions, panel experts & speakers 

16:30 – 16:45           Participation of regions  
Gareth Hughes, peardrop Project Manager 

 Identification of peardrop Associated Regions  
 Second International Stakeholders Workshop  

16:45 – 17:00           Conclusions of the day           
Gareth Hughes, peardrop Project Manager  

17:00            Close of the Meeting  
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Annex II -  Participant list 
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Annex III -  peardrop’s bulletins 
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Annex IV  - Feedback questionnaire 

TOOLKITS all toolkits are available at: http://www.peardrop.eu/Ourworks.html  
Please note that these 5 draft toolkits, at this stage, are meant to explain the DBE concept from different perspectives; in the coming months ppeeaarrddrroopp  will develop a step by step 
“tool” for DBE deployment. 

 
“DBE as a 

model for local 
development” 

Bonifatti 
(SEAMLESS) Extremadura Region 

IKT 
Grenland 
Region 

Malopolska 
Region 

Pardubice 
Region 

Wales 
Region 

Was this toolkit 
understandable

? 

Yes, although it 
is quite generic. Yes, it was Not very Yes, it was. 

 

The text is understandable. 
It clearly describes a DBE 
model, its impacts on local 
development, economic 
impact and policy 
implication. For clearness, 
text is coupled with a model 
scheme. 
 

The principles outlined within the 
toolkit were understandable; 
however it was difficult to understand 
how these can be applied to 
businesses (SMEs) within our local 
regions.  Much of the information 
does not go into enough detail and I 
would be hesitant in speaking to 
SMEs about DBEs at present as the 
information within the toolkits it 
limited. 

Was this toolkit 
usable & well 
structured? 

Well structured. 
But not really 
convincing my 
personal 
contacts. 

Yes 

Well 
structured, 
but not 
particularly 
usable- lacks 
a naming of 
target 
group(s) and 
mode/situatio
n of usage on 
front page. 

Yes, it was. 
 

The text is well structured 
and usable because of 
serving basic information 
about the project. The 
toolkit can help regions with 
preparation in the field of 
Digital Business 
Ecosystems 
implementation. 

I would not yet describe the 
information we were given as a 
‘toolkit’.   The information was well 
structured but at this point in time, it 
can only be used as an Introduction 
to the DBE concept. 
 
I imagine a DBE toolkit to be a 
product which can provide me with 
everything I need to allow me to 
create or to become part of a Digital 
Business Ecosystem, by following 
step by step guides etc.  This is not 
currently possible. 

1st idea on how 
to improve it 

Maybe, present 
real successful 
cases involving 

real SMEs. 

A concrete example of a 
DBE system, even if 
fictional, developed as a 
case study through the 
“DBE as a model for local 
development” chapter of the 
toolkit could be useful to 
picture what exactly a DBE 
is. At the workshop last 22nd 
May, both the presentations 
from Aragón and West 
Midlands were essential to 
have a better understanding 
of what DBEs are in reality. 

Use Graphics 
– the maturity 
model from 
Web-site very 
early in the 
document. 
 

There is a small 
mistake in the 
table: there is 
twice 
“Widespread 
entrepreneurshi
p and 
international 
competitiveness
” instead of 
“Increasing 
cooperation”. 

The Digital Business 
Ecosystem model involves 
some key players including 
„Regional Catalysts“ and  
Public Authorities. It would 
be useful to define the role 
of education institutions 
(including universities) in 
the system. 

Creation of materials which can be 
presented to businesses to explain 
and promote Digital Business 
Ecosystems.  This should include 
real case study examples (and if 
these have not yet been developed, 
then imaginary companies should be 
used to illustrate the concept of a 
DBE).  Also interviews with 
businesses that have benefited from 
being part of a DBE would be 
beneficial. 
 

2nd idea on how 
to improve it   

 

State target 
group of 

readers and 
purpose/goal

s for the 
target reader 

 
 

Data safety is a significant 
aspect of each system. On 
that ground, data transfer 

security between 
participants and the centre 
could be better conducted. 

Step by step guides could be 
developed which explain the full 

process of becoming part of a DBE.  
These processes may be different 
for each industry and/or business 

sector and the guides should 
highlight this.  Finally, Flow 

Diagrams of the processes and 
frequently asked questions should 

be included. 

Was this toolkit 
understandable

? 

Yes, although it 
is quite generic. Yes Yes 

 
Yes, it was. 
 

The text as a Legal Guide 
for DBE deployment in 
regions deals juridical 
aspects of DBE 
implementation in the 
European countries. The 
toolkit is understandable 
due to not only text, but also 
scheme. 

The toolkit was understandable but it 
seems that a lot of issues have not 
yet been completely resolved 
concerning the legal issues of DBEs. 
 

Was this toolkit 
usable & well 
structured? 

Well structured. 
Usable (and 
useful) since it 
deals with a 
subject that is 
not sufficiently 
known. 

Yes, but it could be 
supported with a summary 
table. 
 

Yes Yes, it was. 
 

The toolkit is usable, 
because it has taken into 
account various European 
legal systems. As far as 
structure, the list of legal 
regulations (governing this 
problem) misses. 

The structure and usability was fairly 
adequate, however, it would depend 
on who the target audience is going 
to be.  If a business was to use the 
toolkit they would require more 
detail. 
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“Legal Issues 
for DBE 

deployment in 
regions” 

Bonifat
ti 

(SEAM
LESS) 

Extremadura Region 
IKT 

Grenland 
Region 

Malopolska 
Region 

Pardubice 
Region 

Wales 
Region 

1st idea on how 
to improve it 

Maybe, 
present 
real 
succes
sful 
cases 
involvin
g real 
SMEs. 

The “What are the main arguments to 
convince local political decision makers” 
chapter could be more convincing if the 
benefits listed included more general 
issues, instead of focusing so much on 
DBE related aspects. It is about 
convincing them to deploy something in 
theory completely new for them, so it 
could be useful to include as well other 
benefits or impacts on the 
economic/entrepreneurship 
development of the region as a whole. 

 
Graphics 
and 
design- it 
really 
need a 
better 
visual 
profile 

The subchapter “Public 
funding: How can a 
region help the creation 
of a DBE” does not exist 
on the main picture as 
the other six 
subchapters. So I 
suggest to place it as first 
using different font or to 
join it to “Rules of 
existence, structure and 
capital” 

The peardrop project, 
in its legal part, has 
taken into account all 
various European 
systems when 
planning the 
installation of a DBE. 
It is necessary to 
specify individual legal 
variants in more 
detail. 

I believe that businesses would 
be seeking more detailed 
answers to many other questions 
(concerning liability issues for 
example) which the toolkit does 
not yet explain fully.  It would be 
useful to speak to businesses 
currently working within DBEs 
and include an FAQ section within 
the toolkit outlining important legal 
issues (in the form of questions) 
which many businesses are 
concerned with. 

2nd idea on how 
to improve it  

Links to where to find more information 
on EACH of the articles of laws and 
teatries mentioned on “What are the 

legal elements to taken into account in 
a DBE” chapter would be very useful. 

Other than the diagram included in this 
chapter, a table summarising all these 

could help having a clearer picture. 

 
More 

illustration
s 

The abbreviations are 
not always evident. It 

would be maybe better if 
they were cleared when 

first used. 

It would be also very 
useful to define role 
and cognizance of 

supranational bodies 
in the field of disputes 

agenda if any 
between institutions. 

 

 
“DBE 

technology 
infrastructur

e and 
support 

systems” 

Bonifatti 
(SEAMLESS) Extremadura Region 

IKT 
Grenland 
Region 

Malopo
lska 

Region 
Pardubice 

Region 
Wales 
Region 

Was this 
toolkit 

understanda
ble? 

Not really. The DBE 
technology is still 
missing a simple 
organic view (it is 

presented as a list of 
parts not clearly 

related to each other). 

Generally yes Yes 

 
Yes, it 
was. 

 

This toolkit is 
understandable 
particularly for IT 

specialists. On the 
contrary this toolkit is not 
well understandable for 
those who are not so 

interested in IT 
technologies because of 
using many IT terms that 

are not explained. 

The information contained within the toolkit was 
fairly easy to understand. 

Was this 
toolkit 

usable & 
well 

structured? 

Not really. It is 
addressed to small 

software house that, 
when interviewed, do 
not understand well 

such a technology and 
its added value with 

respect to other open-
source solutions. 

Yes, but it could be more 
clear on what regards the 
differences between user 

and developer SMEs. 
 

Yes 

 
Yes, it 
was. 

 

Nevertheless this toolkit 
is usable especially for 

SMEs as well as for 
regional actors. It’s also 

well structured. I 
appreciate that for 

explaining how DBE can 
be used in business a 
music analogy is used. 

Again, I would not describe the information 
presented as a toolkit.  A lot more work needs to 
be done to create a workable document which 

can be used by advisors and/or businesses 
themselves to allow them to fully understand the 

technology issues. 
 

1st idea on 
how to 

improve it 

Maybe, try to explain 
by stepwise examples 

the procedure to 
exploit the DBE 

technology. 

At certain points on the 
document, one gets 

confused on the technology 
skills required for SMEs to 
deploy a DBE system. A 

better differentiation 
between software 

development SMEs and 
user SMEs would help in 

this sense. 

Better 
graphics 
on page 
one- not 

readable- 
general 
design 

owerhaul 

The 
schema 
“DBE 

require
ment” is 
not to 
read. 
The 

letters 
should 

be 
bigger. 

The picture connected 
with “DBE requirement” 
(Page 1) is after printing 
unreadable. I advice you 

to make this picture 
readable and explain its 

content. 

The toolkit discussed the use of distributed 
computing, peer to peer networking and the use 
of open source software, but the toolkit did not 
mention how using these technologies to form 

DBEs is different to the technology which is 
currently in existence today. 

 
A more in-depth description of the technologies 

used within DBEs would be beneficial.  This 
should include comparisons with existing 

technology and the differences and benefits of 
the proposed technology over the systems 

currently in existence. 

2nd idea on 
how to 

improve it 

Maybe, try to explain 
better its added value, 

if any. 

It is clear how SMEs and 
customer interact in a 

regional DBE, but no much 
is said about their 

interaction with other 
networks globally, and 

hence, how can DBE help 
reaching new global 

markets. 

Graphics 
to support 

the 
roadmap 

 
 

The pictures “Real Life 
Digital Business 

Environments” and “Real 
Life Music Delivery” are 

too complicated and 
badly understandable. It 

could have been 
explained better. 

It would be advantageous if the technology 
toolkit included the following basic advice for 

businesses. 
What ICT will my business need to be become 

part of a DBE? 
How will my existing ICT infrastructure be 

integrated into these new systems? 
What are the costs involved? 

What are the advantages/disadvantages? 
What are the security issues? 

These are the sorts of questions which 
businesses will be asking. 
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“What is the 
SME/company 
perspective of 

DBE” 

Bonifatti 
(SEAMLESS) Extremadura Region 

IKT 
Grenland 
Region 

Malopo
lska 

Region 
Pardubice 

Region 
Wales 
Region 

Was this toolkit 
understandable

? 

Potential user 
SMEs (especially 
small companies) 
do not understand 
it alone. 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

Yes, it 
was. 
 

In our opinion this toolkit is very well 
comprehensible and understandable. After 
one reading through it is possible to easy 
characterises the ecosystem and explain it 
in a business context. Simultaneously the 
main user scenarios and different roles 
that SME companies can play in a digital 
business ecosystem are well presented. 

Again, as before, I would not 
call the information a ‘toolkit’.  
The content is good but some 
of the diagrams are not easy to 
understand. 
 
 

Was this toolkit 
usable & well 
structured? 

Well structured, but 
just for initiated 
people. 

 
Yes 
 

 
Yes 

Yes, it 
was. 
 

The toolkit is usable for all companies 
interested in clustering and networking. 
The structure of the document is good 
organised and individual chapters are well 
arranged. Only thing that is missing in the 
submitted toolkit is conclusion, in which 
could be briefly summarized the key 
information. 

Yes, the toolkit was easy to 
follow. 

1st idea on how 
to improve it 

In general it’s very 
hard to introduce 
small companies to 
new organizational 
models and 
paradigms. Then 
likely it’s not a 
problem of this 
toolkit. 

It would be useful if the 
potential benefits for SMEs 
on page 2 and 3 could be 
completed with some 
concrete or explicit 
examples of success 
stories. 

Use 
maturity 
model 
from Web-
page as 
introductio
n and 
comment 
this. 

 

The second, third and fourth diagrams are 
too complicated and less transparent than 
the others. Also they are not clearly 
explained in the text. There could be used 
some simpler diagrams or current figures 
would be more obvious explained. 

Although the toolkit mentioned 
the benefits which SMEs are 
likely to see by becoming part 
of a DBE, there was no solid 
evidence to back this up in the 
form of case studies.  I believe 
Case Study examples are the 
key to entice new businesses 
into taking part in DBEs. 

2nd idea on how 
to improve it  

In the “What are the 
potential difficulties for 
SMEs understanding DBE?” 
chapter, possible solutions 
to these difficulties would be 
appreciated, particularly on 
the method to of 
engagement with SMEs. 
Could this be developed 
step by step? 

Improve 
text 
readability 
in some of 
the 
graphics 
 

 
 

The benefits for SME companies should 
be more stressed and summarized for 
example in conclusion. At the same time 
the issues as protecting intellectual 
property and data security are only shortly 
mentioned and certainly would be 
beneficial notice how they are solved. 

 
 

 
“Financial 
guide for 

DBE 
deployment 
in regions” 

Bonifatti 
(SEAMLESS) Extremadura Region 

IKT 
Grenla

nd 
Region 

Malopolska 
Region 

Pardubice 
Region 

Wales 
Region 

Was this 
toolkit 

understanda
ble? 

So and so, very 
generic. Yes Yes 

 

Yes, it was. ( 
“FEDER” 
means, I 
think, Fonds 
européen de 
développeme
nt régional) 

After reading this toolkit we can confirm its 
comprehensibility. For SMEs and ICT-related 
organisations it is necessary to know what 
the financial sources and tools for creating 
DBE are. This toolkit provides a summary of 
financial possibilities concerning with EU, 
public and private sector. 

This toolkit was 
easy to 
understand & 
detailed the 
financial aspects 
of DBE 
implementation 
in adequate 
detail. 

Was this 
toolkit 

usable & 
well 

structured? 

Not really for a basic 
reason: financial 
engineering remains 
vague until it is related 
to specific funding 
channels that differ 
very much from each 
other depending on 
region, purpose, 
sector, etc. 

Yes 
 

Yes 
 

Yes, it was. 
Although 
there is the 
word 
“Introduction” 
missing (it is 
always in the 
others 
guides). 

Financing is the key factor for each project. 
The toolkit is well organised, at the beginning 
are mentioned the main modes of funding, 
which are later specified. The EU funding for 
the period 2007-2013 is up-to-date subject in 
Czech Republic currently. For SMEs is really 
useful and well arranged the chapter “Survey 
of EU funding available for 2007–2013 
period”, its description and objectives. We 
appreciate the answers for some questions 
that could be discussed in connection with 
the financing of DBE main activities. 

Yes, the 
information was 
detailed and well 
structured. 
 

1st idea on 
how to 

improve it 

Probably there is not 
so much to improve. 
Maybe you can report 
real successful cases 
with real SMEs. 

Getting funding for DBE deployment 
seems quite complex in view of all 
the possibilities explained. A case 
study on how the pilot regions 
funded their experience could be 
very enlightening. 

Again- 
graphic
s and 
color 
use 

 

The toolkit may put stress on the importance 
of private sources, e.g. the possibility of using 
PPP (Public Private Partnership) for DBE 
financing. 

 

2nd idea on 
how to 

improve it 
 

Although it must be very difficult to 
account, considering the difference 
between regions and the scale of 
projects that can be implemented, 
some approximation on the basic 
costs of implementation of a regional 
DBE would be useful. 

 
 

 
 

Because SME companies have usually a lot 
of troubles to gain financial resources from 
banks and other financial institutes it would 
be helpful to mention some potential 
difficulties connected with it. 
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Annex V  -  Signature list  
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Annex VI   - Presentations of the day 
The presentations of the day are available online, at the peardrop website 
(http://www.peardrop.eu/Events.html ) well as in the “Third DE Concertation Meeting” webpage 
(http://www.digital-ecosystems.org/events/2007.05-fp6cluster/3cluster.html)  

 

 


