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RUSSIAN TECHNOLOGY PARK STRUCTURES AND THEIR
FOREIGN ANALOGUES: THE COMPARATIVE
ANALYSIS OF AVERAGE FEATURES’

This paper presents the results of a comprehensive research conducted by the author to iden-
tify the key features of technology park structures in Russian Federation and abroad. The conclu-
sions were obtained using the questionnaire and based on the study of official Internet resources and
reports of technology parks worldwide. The author discusses the differences in indicators and
activity features of technology parks in different countries. The differences identified in the research
should be the basis for improving the public policy in the field of innovations as well as bench-
marking of effective decisions at the microlevel.
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POCINCBHKI TEXHOITAPKOBI CTPYKTYPH TA iX
3APYBIKHI AHAJIOTU: IIOPIBHSJIBHU AHAJII3
CEPEJIHBOCTATUCTUYHUX OCOBJIUBOCTEN

Y cmammi nasedeno pesyasbmamu KoMRAEKCHO20 00CAIONCEHHS, NPOBEOEH020 3 MEniol0
BUABACHHA OCHOGHUX 0coOauocmeil mexuonapkosux cmpykmyp y Pociiicokiii Dedepauii ma 3a
Kopdonom. Mamepiaau 6y10 ompumano 3 GUKOPUCMAHHAM AHKEMYBAHHs, HA OCHOGI GUGHEHHS
oiyitinux Inmepnem-pecypcie ma 36imie mexnonapxoseux cmpykmyp. Pezyivmamu
00C.AI0MHCEHHA HAOAIOMb MONCAUBICMb GUAGUMU GIOMIHHOCMI 6 NOKA3HUKAX | XAPAKMEPUCMUKAX
disiabHOCMI MeXHONapKoeux cmpykmyp y pisnux kpainax. L[i eiominnocmi noeunni cmamu
0CHO06010 0451 PO3pOOKU HANPAMKIE 800CKOHAACHHS 0epycasHoi noaimuku y cgpepi innosauii, a
marxoxc Oenumapkiney egpekmuenux piuienv Ha MiKpopieHi.

Karouogi caosa: mexnonapk; innosayiiina inghpacmpykmypa, inHo8ayii.
Tab6a. 1. Jlim. 17.
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CPEAJHECTATUCTUYECKUX OCOBEHHOCTEN

B cmamoe npueedenst pesyabmamor KOMNAEKCHO20 UCCACO0BAHUSL, NPOBEOCHHO20 C UEAbIO
6bLAGACHUS OCHOBHBIX 0COOeHHOCmell mexHonapkosvix cmpykmyp 6 Poccuiickoii Dedepauuu u 3a
pybexcom. Mamepuaaoi 66111 noay“eHdt ¢ UCROAB30BAHUEM AHKEMUPOBAHUSL, HA OCHOGE U3YHEeHUs
oduyuaavnvix Humepnem-pecypcoé u omuemoe mexHonapKogvix CMPYKmMyp 6 mupe.
Pe3yavmamut uccaedosanus 0aau G03MONCHOCHIL GbIAGUMb PA3AUMUSL 6 NOKA3AMEAX U
XapaKmepucmurkax 0esmeabHOCHU MEeXHONAPKOGLIX CMPYKMYP 6 pPA3HbIX cmpanax. Jmu
pazaudusi 00ANCHbI CIMAmMb OCHOBOU 0451 PA3pabomKu HANPasieHuil Co6epuleHCmeo8anus
20Cy0apcmeennoll noaumuKu é cjhepe uHHOBaUUI, a Maxyice 045 OeHUMapPKuH2a 3hghexmuenvix
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Problem statement. Knowledge-based economy development is becoming the
priority direction in the development of contemporary society. The "Strategy-2020"
accepted by Russian Federation on 08.12.2011 has put in the forefront the ambitious
tasks of achieving the world economic leaders and integrating into the global innova-
tive space that should be ensured with the direct support from the state as the initia-
tor and guarantor of innovative systems development at all levels.

Nowadays keeping and strengthening the position of Russian Federation many
researchers and analysts associate with the dominant of innovative socioeconomic
development. The leading role in generation and transfer of innovations belongs to
the state as the key economic partner which has the ability to form effective environ-
ment for all stages of innovation process and results commercialization.

Innovation system with all of its infrastructure elements is the basis for forming
such environment and it is created at macro-, meso- and microlevels taking into
account the specific features of socioeconomic systems' development.

Analysis of the successful experience of different European countries (Hornych
and Schwartz, 2009; Maxwell and Levesque, 2011) having stable and high dynamics
of innovative development, can become the basis for designing our own decisions
which aimed at the formation of the support system for the processes of generation
and transfer of innovations at all levels.

Creation and development of science and technology parks, innovative business
incubators (hereinafter — technology parks structures) as the integrated elements of
innovative infrastructure within innovative systems have been determined with their
essential features, which had provided the integrated technical and material, socio-
cultural, financial and another services for efficient startups, development and sup-
port of small innovative enterprises (Maltseva, 2013).

Such concentration of all main elements of information and organizational
infrastructure in one place creates the synergy effect due to their interaction and pro-
moting the generation of a bigger number of small innovative companies (Maltseva et
al., 2011).

Defining the role and place of Russian technology park structures as a part of the
world system can be based on the statistical data, accumulated from different sources,
including associations of science and technology parks.

The study of microeconomic peculiarities of Russian technology park structures'
functioning is one of the actual tasks for the applied science at present due to the lack
of complex science-based strategic management for such structures and the necessi-
ty to identify their role within the global innovation system as the locomotives of
growth for some regions in particular and for the state on a whole.

Latest research and publications analysis. Establishment and development of
technology park structures have been given a lot of attention in Russian Federation
over the last 20 years. However, there is an obvious lack of complexity in this field.
The works of the early 1990s (Lurie, 2013; Rogalev, 1997; Shukshunov, 2011) noted
the priority of methodical and practical aspects of creation and functioning of tech-
nology park structures. O.V. Bildina (2008) analyzed the main directions of state sup-
port for technology park structures. T.L. Rusyaeva (2007) considers the issues
between interaction optimization of technology parks and universities.
I.Y. Bogomolova (2010) creates the theoretical and methodical basis for control and
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internal audit of innovative activity in university technology parks. M.A. Bunin
(2013) considers the issues of effective innovation environment creation that pro-
motes growth and development of technology parks. One of the main points is the
creation of business ecosystem within a technology park as opposed to competition
and creating synergy from the interaction of park's participants. The issues of innova-
tive processes activation in a region through science-based organizational and eco-
nomic mechanisms of regional technology park structures development is considered
by T.V. Karatunova (2011).

Research objectives are: the study of the current state of Russian and foreign
technology park structures, comparison of the key features of their activities and to
identify the potential for growth and improvement of their functioning.

Key research findings. At present there is no unified concept of "technology park
structures” in the world science and practice. For example, the term "research park"
is more common in the USA, also known as "science park" in Europe, "technology
park" is usually used in Asia (Wessner, 2009).

Such etymology is caused by the historical aspects of these structures formation
themselves: in the USA they have been formed on the basis of research centers, in
Europe (UK, France, Germany) they were created on the basis of leading universi-
ties, and in Asia they have been created for the application of advanced technologies
in mass production.

There is an increasingly common concept of "R-S-T park" in official foreign
sources (AURP, 1998, TASP, 2000, UKSPA, 2003, UNESCO, 2004); it means the
united structure, having been created on the basis of public-private partnership
including the developed infrastructure services promoting business and science inte-
gration and contributing to regional economy growth and development (Wessner,
2009).

Widespread is the concept of "technopark” in Russian Federation, similar to the
"Asian" terminology. Legal analysis shows that at present there is no commonly agreed
legislative interpretation on this term in our country.

The definition of the concept "technopark” has been given in the following docu-
ments: Regulations for the University Technology Park (coordinated by the Ministry
of Education of Russian Federation, 20.04.1999), the State Program "Creation of the
technology parks in the Russian Federation in the high technologies sphere” (as of
10.03.2006); in the Orders of the Ministry of Economic Development of Russian
Federation "On the measures of realization of small and medium-sized businesses'
state support”; in normative and legal acts of various subjects within Russian
Federation etc.

‘While systematizing the main concepts of technology parks, having been used in
Russian science and practice we have identified their key specific features:

- itis a corporate type structure;

- it has common infrastructure within a separate territory;

- it has different services providing business activity of its residents;

- services for residents are provided on preferential terms;

- small or medium-sized companies can become tenants of a technology park if
only their main activity is development and/or production of innovative products or
providing innovative services.
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To summarize the terminology we introduce the concept of technology park
structures (technology park type structures) which include technology, research and
science parks and also innovative business incubators.

Statistical analysis of technology parks structures' activities both in Russian
Federation and abroad can't be done correctly because there are no unified termino-
logy and a common body to monitor their activities.

Statistical reports and monitoring of such parks all over the world are held by the
individual initiative of organizations, the Associations of Science and Technology
Parks, for example.

The creation of alliances and associations is an effective mechanism for uniting
structures that have similar activities and for successful information, communication
and organizational support that managers and specialists of starts up often need.

During the analysis carried out we have been identified the key directions and
results of the technology park structures associations' activities in Russian Federation
and abroad.

The World Alliance for Innovation (WAINOVA) is uniting 27 associations of
technology park structures all over world and according to its Declaration they have
a single status, equal rights and responsibilities (www.wainova.org).

This alliance has communication with the world technology park structures,
thereby it provides their cooperation and interaction; its mission is to promote eco-
nomic and social development in the world with the help of the innovation's genera-
tion and their transfer within scientific and technological parks.

The Headquarter of the International Association of science parks (IASP) has
been chosen as the coordinating Bureau of Alliance, but it doesn't mean that it has
some special status or representation within this Alliance. The International
Association of Science Parks (IASP) had been established in 1984. It is one of the first
associations of science and technology parks in Europe (www.iasp.ws).

At present it has 379 members from different countries and continents, 5 regio-
nal offices and more than 250 thousand innovative companies.

The Association of University Research Parks (AURP) is a nonprofit organiza-
tion, founded in 1986. It is playing an important role in the development of techno-
logy park activities in the USA.

Now the Association has more than 170 members, they are mainly university
technology parks, located on the territory over 47 min acres; they have more than
1,880 buildings (www.aurp.net).

The United Kingdom Science Parks Association (UKSPA) was founded in 1984;
including 122 science parks, more than 80% of the total number of such structures
operating in the country (www.ukspa.org.uk).

Active support from federal and regional authorities for the establishment and
development of technology park structures has promoted the innovative breakthrough
in Japan, China and South Korea.

Asian Science Park Association (ASPA) (www.aspa.or.kr) has been founded in
Japan in 1997 with the aim to form the united information space for Asian technolo-
gy park structures that would provide knowledge and technologies interchange in the
main directions of science, technology and innovations management. The members
of this Association are 45 technology park structures in the Asia-Pacific region.
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Foundation of technology park structures in Russian Federation on the basis of
large universities began in 1990; at the same time the Association of university science
and technology parks was established. The results of the Association activities were
the development of the main documents, determining the framework for the tech-
nology parks functioning, including the regulations of state accreditation of universi-
ty technology parks and another documents covering science, methodical, organiza-
tional and economic issues concerning the foundation and development of domestic
parks.

The work has been organized for attracting foreign experts to teach managers
and entrepreneurs in science and technology fields, to teach Russian teachers inno-
vations management and marketing for further training of innovators under Russian
conditions; providing practical assistance to universities and regional authorities in
establishing technology parks; forming the mechanism for small and medium-sized
innovative enterprises and business incubators cooperation; development of science
and technical programs to support technology parks and other infrastructure ele-
ments within higher education (Shukshunov, 2011).

In 2000 the Association has initiated and executed the comprehensive study of
Russian university technology parks which showed the results of their activities and
identified the problems in their development.

At present owing to special attention of state to infrastructural elements, which
are capable to provide comprehensive support to innovative business' development in
regions, a specific role is given to technology park structures established according to
the Ministry of Communications and Mass Media of Russian Federation' Program
"Creation of high technologies parks in Russian Federation".

In 2011 the Association of technology parks in the high technologies area has
been established; it is shaping a common policy for all participants of this program, a
common information space that will provide effective decisions on management of
these structures (Maltseva and Bobkov, 2012).

At the 1st Congress of Russian technology parks, organized by the Association in
October 2011, the intermediate results were summarized and the key problems hin-
dering the effective development of technology parks structures were pointed out.

As a result the Regulation on the status of technology park (i.e. the common cri-
teria for a organization, claiming the title of technology park) has been confirmed;
agreements on interaction with Russian Venture Company have been signed provid-
ing access for residents to venture investments and the Skolkovo Fund gave possibili-
ty for effective analysis of innovative projects ready for commercialization. There was
a proposal to improve tax legislation in part of reducing the tax burden for technolo-
gy park structures' residents, especially at the incubation period.

Reports on the activities results of the leading association of technology park
structures listed above and online survey of members of these associations have
become important sources of information for this study.

The analysis of these sources identified the following key features of the most
typical technology park structure (Maltseva and Chevychekoyv, 2012):

- the main specialization fields are: ICT, biotechnology, electronics and micro-
electronics;
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- it is state (municipal) property;

- located in a large or medium-sized city;

- not geographically tired to a particular university, there may be up to 5 major
universities in the direct proximity of it;

- actively uses university services and facilities of research groups and scientific
schools;

- the total area is less than 200 ths m?, with the build-up area not more than
40 ths m?;

- more than 80% of companies-residents are registered geographically close to
the technology park structure;

- the majority of residents are the existing companies which have become
tenants of a technology park structure;

- there was a slight increase in the number of residents last year (not more than
10%);

- company staff is less than 5 employees;

- space for rent is available for residents at a cost similar to the average in a
region;

- there is a business incubator within the technology park structure where about
10—20% of all the residents of this technology park structure are created;

- 25-50% of the residents have their own patents;

- support provided by federal and regional authorities has declined over the last
year;

- the principle of "open innovation" is used.

In its studies the AURP has presented the typical features of a North American
technology park structure ("Institute characteristics and trends in North American
research parks: 21st century direction", 2007):

- area is bout 450 ths m?, including the built-up area of about 32 ths m* (about
7% of the total area);

- it includes usually 6 buildings, 95% of which are occupied by residents;

- there is a business incubator area of about 3 ths m?;

- located in the suburb of a small town (500 ths inhabitants);

- has a direct relationship with a university or it is a university technology park
itself;

- the residents' structure includes small innovative companies (more than 70%),
university centers (about 15%), public service offices (5%);

- the specialization is I'T, pharmaceuticals, engineering, scientific and technical
services;

- the operating budget is less than 1 mln USD, it is mostly unprofitable or low
profitable, receives subsidies from budgets of all levels or parent organization (most
often from a university);

- provides a range of business services including: consulting on organization of
financing by specialized public programs, private investors; business planning; mar-
keting; technological innovation evaluation.

The comparative analysis of the abovementioned tendencies indicates the pre-
sence of common development trends, including the prevailing specialization in the
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field of IT industry, the availability of business incubators, low profitability and/or
dependence subsidies, lack of built-up area.

At the same time there is a strong link between North American technology
parks (despite their significantly larger average size) with universities as generators of
innovative projects. And they are often owned or managed by universities.

The analysis allowed identifying the key directions and trends of activities of
technology park structures. It was found that in the complex of the dominant of the
world leading powers' innovative development creation of integrated elements of
innovation infrastructure providing comprehensive support for small innovative
enterprises has become the priority state task subject to their efficient design and
comprehensive monitoring of their activities.

There is a growing number of such structures (as well as their residents) on all the
continents within the Global Innovation System. Incomes of innovative projects
realized on their platform have also increased.

The following key features of the current global state of technology parks struc-
tures were found: specialization priorities, forms of ownership, residential structure
and management activity arrangement.

A detailed analysis of technology park structures functioning is complicated at
the present stage because of the lack of a unified system of monitoring of key quanti-
tative and qualitative indicators characterizing these structures. In search of reserves
for increasing the efficiency of Russian Federation budget it is necessary to improve
the system of state statistics which should provide necessary information to experts
and bodies responsible for controlling and coordinating the operation of innovation
infrastructure elements contributing to the development of innovative entrepreneur-
ship in the regions and the country as a whole.

For the research of the current state of technology park structures in Russia and
abroad and their further development the author had conducted a questionnaire and
studied the official documents and Internet sources.

The reason for more detailed research, based on different sources, is the differ-
ence in the structures of leading world science and technology park associations and
the lack of representativeness of Russian science and technology parks.

In the questionnaire there were 30 questions on the key aspects of technology
park structures' functioning; it had been sent out to more than 450 respondents.

Processing and analysis of 120 valid questionnaires have identified the key fea-
tures of technology park structures in Russia and abroad of today (Table 1).

According to the results of the present study we can identify the following fea-
tures of Russian technology park structures as compared to the foreign ones.

The analysis has showed the prevailing share of the technology park structures
which is in public ownership. At the same time abroad the percentage of structures
with mixed and private property is higher.

Data on specialization of Russian and foreign parks correlates with each other,
but foreign parks have more service orientation than Russian ones.

Due to low payback of the projects the residents of Russian and foreign techno-
logy park structures have ICT as the predominant activity.

A great part of technology park structures abroad is specializing in the field of
environmental technologies, medical technologies and biotechnology.

AKTYAJIbHI [TPOBJIEMW EKOHOMIKN Ne12(162), 2014



197

EKOHOMIKA TA YINPABJIIHHS1 HALJIOHAJIbHUM rocriogAPCTBOM

uoneradood
IR} J0J SUOIPDAIP AP $ISIFINS PUB  SHUOPISAT
Jo oM 9y) sojeurpiood Aueduwrod juourdzeuey

uoneradood
IO} J0J SUOMDAIIP () S)S988NS pue  SJUPISAL
Jo Iom 9y sorupiood Auedwod juawraSeur|y

SjuapIsal wvamyaq uonespdoo))

SpUNy JUAUIISIAUT Pads
S[eSue  ssouisng ‘sorredwod pue Spunj dmMIUIA

Spuny JUSUNSIAUL PAds ‘S[aSUR ssoulsng

SIUDUIISIAUL SUNIRIPE JO SIIMNOS UTBJ

SJUIPISAI
o) jo syefoid eareaouur dduRUI] JUOP AdY],

SjuapIsal Jo s399(01d dAnBAOUUT SDURUL JUOP AT,

saruedwod aATRAOUUL JO [eded
o w somedwod juwounpSewrw Jo uoredionreg

SOIISIOATUN AIOUWI PUE ¢ [IIA

KJISIOATUN QU0 (PIAN

SaIU0D 9IUAIS pUue SONISIOATUN [IM dI[SIoU)IR]

SUOISSTWT Xe) I MONNSeul JO SUDUBUL]

9INPNDSE Ul JO SUDUBUL]

SOOI [RIDPA) pue [EUOISe woly Hoddng

(sao1Au9s ssaursnq Jefruas Suipraord

wnipajy MOT | sompnays)  uonpadwod [eX0] Jo  PAd] ],
1500 )9y TRl 0) 1Iqng 1502 133 TeW MOPg SOIIAIAS SSAUISNQ JO 1500
S9IIALS

MWAOPAIP SSAUTSN| WO SUTNSUOD
‘SOOIAIDS AJLINDIS ‘SIDTAIIS SSIII JOUINU] ‘SIINAIIS
suoydop) ‘eoeds 2d1JO JO [RIUDI A UO SIJAIIS

AILIND9S ‘SITATIS SSIIVE JOUIIU] ‘SIIATAS duoydaay
QUOWPSEURU  SONIANIR [RDIOUWIWOD JO SONSST Ay
uo Sunnsuod ‘9deds 92JO JO [RIUII ) UO SIIIAISG

SOOTAISS SSaUIST( JO UOreneAy

SJUSPISAI 1M JIoM U0 A3ojeI)s A3ajens
Sunosprewr ‘A3aens Juowdopasp ‘urd ssoursng

A3xnens yuawdopasp ‘uefd ssoursng

SIUDUMOOP IASNRIIS

JudwIeURW UONBULIOJUT JO judun.redop
quountedop  euonempdo  pue  dAnenSUNUPR
Sjuopwar M Iom U0  juwreda(g

Jwuedop syunodoe guountedsp ruonerado pue
SAIIRNSIUTWPE ‘SJUIPISAL YIUM YIom U0 Juawnedsg

UOTIRZIULSIO IO

AUD Iojsuen
AS070U29) 91U DIUDIAUOD “10JRQNIUT SSOUISNE

JI0)eqnour ssoutsnq

‘9IJU9D  9OUAIJUOD ‘DNUD Igsuen ASoouyod],

$300(q0 2IMON.SRIUT UTRJ\

S1-07

¢oydn

JusuRgeURW Ul SaaAo[dws Jo qunN

%06 TR 910}

%06 UB[) 210N

SJUIPISAT 10} POAIdSII BTe dN-1[INg o1} JO oIeyS

vare yred A3o[ouypa) 97 Jo %08—09

eare yired A30[0utpo) Jo 9508 Uey) oIoN

Bare oI

e (07 UB) ST

®y 007 ey ST

BIIE SQINPNIS

A3ooupaoiq
SAI30[OUP) [RJUAWUCIIAUD puB [eI180[000 ‘[ | SUMIUISIS JUIWNIISUL ‘SOTSO[OUNDa) [BIIPAW ‘[T uorezienads
98]S9 [edl SHUAWNDOP AI0JNJLIS
UM PABIDOSSE ‘S9DIAIS AIRIPOULIDIUL JO UOISIAOL] 9JR)Sd [eal SUKSEYT (o) 0} SUIPIodoR  AJATIOR  DTWIOUODD  OISBY
o1qnd anqng drgsoumo jo wioq

2MMPNYS US1940]

2P NLS UDISSNY

24nJpaf uoymoLfissvy)

Joyine ay} Aq paubisap ‘peoiqe pue eissny ui sainjonuls yied A6ojouyosal Jo siojedipul jeonsnels abelane ayl ‘| o/ge]

ACTUAL PROBLEMS OF ECONOMICS #12(162), 2014



EKOHOMIKA TA YINPABJIIHHS1 HALJIOHAJIbHUM rocriogAPCTBOM

198

Moddns poueury
10] $0ano0s Jo Ajpidynur sorueduiod [ersnpul
ypm dysomaed 9[qeIS SJUIPISAI JO  SINIANIR
9ATIRAOUUL PUR JYIJUAIXS JO 90UALAAXD [NJSsadong

Soruedwod Jeujsnpur
yum  dsouned  oqes  uowdmbo  [edtuyp)
ojenbepe  pue armonnseyur  yred ASojouypay
98pa eannadwod e sey yomm fenuajod 90.mosar
pue [EIS0[0UYN) ‘[RIIUYID) PUB DUILS JUOINS

SJI0JOe] $S990NSs %OVH

SBIAI0
SI Sumonounj J[qels MmNy pmgw@awooﬁ qw Ayiqeureisns [eroueuly pue Aqiqeijord Mo saArpadsrad Juowrdopasg
wnipajy USIH | Sulpunj [BUI9IX9 UO 20Uapuadap S JUoUDSe U

%01—0 %0T—0 Kuedwiod Juswradeureur jo An[iqeigold jo [PAY]

S[I0M Juauredeurul Jjo Aenb jo uoneneas

T8k 1049 ‘arrequornsanb A1oonporyur ON |pUR Spaau I3 AJIJUOPT 0] SJUOPISAT SUTTONSITI(Y

Arenute (JOUN0d 110dx9) Auedwod
JwwegeURW © Jo Saonns [eoads Aq paforiuo)

(JUOPISOI (3T 0Sed[ JO IRIIUOD I}
(Su1MaULI) UOISN[OUOD 3 JB) PIpadU Sk pa[[QIIu0))

syoolord aaneAouUr
Jo uoneziedr 9y) Ul WOISAS  SULOIUON

amjonns yred ASoouya

o ur poywsoadar  ‘suegd ssoulng  pajoI[ds

%¢z 03dn %Gz 01d() |Jo Jequnu [€10) o) w ogejuadrad dgerdsr Ayl

UOISIIOP B SoyRUl JUSUDFeURUL UOISIOOP B SoYell Juoliogeueul [ERETES

woly sofo[dwo Jjo SunSSUOd [oUN0d AIOSIAPY |wodj sookodwo jo Sunsisuod [ounod  AI0sIApy | (somedwioo) spoford  oaneaouwr  jo  wasAS
2MPNYS US1240] 2NPNYS UDISSNY 24nJpaf uoyvoLfissvp)

| 8/qe] 40 uoneNURUOD

AKTYAJIbHI [TPOBJIEMW EKOHOMIKN Ne12(162), 2014



EKOHOMIKA TA YNPABJIIHHSI HAL{IOHAJIbHUM roCrog4APCTBOM 199

It may be noted that in their questionnaires foreign respondents have pointed out
a greater number of specialization branches showing thereby their variety in contrast
to Russian structures.

The analysis shows the prevailing share of technology park structures which is in
have more than 200 ha of arca. But some foreign respondents mention the structures
with the space up to 600 ha.

As a result of this analysis we can note that Russian technology park structures
have more site area than the foreign ones. The availability of free space in foreign
parks let them develop further.

The majority of the studied structures have a greater part of area reserved by the
residents and in this group the percentage of foreign structures is higher.

One third part of the technology park structures in Russian Federation have the
minimum number of employees; 25.3% of Russian technology parks have more than
15 employees. At the same time 37.8% of foreign parks have 10 to 15 employees,
25.5% have more than 15.

Majority of technology park structures have a conference-center and a business
incubator (foreign parks have such structures more often than Russian ones) and a
technology transfer center (Russian structures have such structures more frequently).

There are the following departments (or the structures performing similar func-
tions) in the organizing structures of the majority respondents:

- Residents Services Department.

- Information Management Department.

- Administrative and Operational Department.

- Accounts Department.

It can be noted that diversification of institutional infrastructure in foreign tech-
nology park structures is higher than in Russian ones.

More than half of foreign structures have a marketing strategy, strategy on work
with residents; majority respondents have a business plan and a development strategy.
It is noted that strategic documents are mentioned as available by more respondents
abroad, than in Russian structures.

Majority of Russian and foreign parks render services on office space rental,
consulting services, telephone and Internet services, security services and parking. It
may be noted that Russian technology park structures are more oriented on renting
space than the foreign ones. Foreign technology park structures use the mechanisms
of outsourcing more than Russian structures, especially in consulting.

Cost of business services in most Russian technology park structures is below the
market price and in foreign countries it is similar to market price. The key factor that
attracts residents in Russian technology park structures is the a price, while abroad
the key factor is the integrated support system for residents.

Russian respondents have drawn attention to the predominantly low level of
local competition, while foreign participants of the questioning (more than 50%)
have indicated the average level of competition due to developed innovative infra-
structure.

Financing of infrastructure is the key factor in government support for both
Russian and foreign technology park structures; foreign respondents have pointed out
the significant tax benefits for the residents of the parks.
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43.7% of Russian and 39.2% of the foreign respondents have partnerships with
one university (science center) that defines these structures as the university ones.
12.3% of Russian and 23.7% of the foreign structures have a partnership with
2—3 universities; 44% and 37.1%, accordingly, have a partnership with 3 and more
universities.

Majority of both Russian and foreign technology parks are not investors for the
residents' innovative projects, but it may be noted that a share of investing foreign
structures is higher.

Venture funds and companies, business angels and seed investment funds are the
key financial sources for innovative projects (the technology park structures provide
assistance in attracting these sources). But abroad venture and seed industry is more
developed.

Majority of the technology park structures provide assistance in cooperation
between their residents, at the same time a share of Russian companies is higher than
that of foreign ones.

A majority share of respondents both in Russia and abroad has an Advisory
council consisting of employees from a management company as a main body for
innovative projects evaluation. In some technology park structures there a specially
formed advisory council, mainly consisting of the enlisting specialists or 1—2 external
experts.

It has been revealed that as a result of selection usually in the majority of Russian
and foreign technology park structures candidates become residents in no more than
25% of the cases. Statistics shows that the selection in foreign structures is stricter
than in Russian ones.

Innovative projects realization in foreign parks is controlled by specialized
departments of a management company every year. In Russian Federation controlled
if it is needed, mostly when renewing the lease contract.

50% of foreign technology park structures have annual and introductory ques-
tionnaires, one third — quarterly questionnaires. Russian respondents have men-
tioned the introductory questionnaire and only if it is needed; 38.6% of them had
none.

The analysis shows that the majority of both Russian and foreign structures have
the profitability up to 10%, but 27.3% of Russian structures are unprofitable. The
share of profitable foreign parks is 92.2%, and this characterizes their activity as more
effective.

Almost half of the respondents in Russian Federation have pointed out high sus-
tainability, more than 12% have characterized it as disastrous. The dependence on
external sources of funding in one third of foreign technology park structures is medi-
um, it is normal in one third, it is absent in more than 17%.

More than 80% of foreign technology park structures have pointed out their fur-
ther steady increase or stabilization of the financial condition; at the same time
almost half of Russian structures have noted the presence of negative trends that
would require the implementation of organizational and technical measures in the
nearest future.

As the analysis shows the key success factors of Russian technoparks are mainly
strong science and technical, technological and resource potentials, but foreign tech-
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nology park structures have achieved higher results due to the formed brand and suc-
cessful companies' particapation.

The analysis of foreign technology park structures correlates in its results with
the reports submitted to leading associations.

The received results can become the basis for more detailed comparison of
Russian and foreign technology parks activity in order to develop recommendations
on the improvement of technology park activities in Russian Federation according
the experience of more successful foreign structures.

Conclusions:

1. Advanced elements of innovative infrastructure have a stable growth, there-
fore the integrated structures (technology park structures) are more efficient.

2. It has become evident that there is no unified interpretation of the concept of
"technology park structure" in different sources in Russian Federation, which has
own specific features and needs legislative grounding.

3. Analysis of the technology park structures' state is complicated due to the lack
of methodological and organizational basis.

4. Statistics that the leading associations have can't fully identify the features of
Russian structures due to their small representation among the members of these
associations.

5. A comprehensive study has identified special features of technology parks
activities in Russian Federation in the framework of domestic innovative infrastruc-
ture development.

6. Market and price elements in the promotion of the residents' innovative acti-
vities are the key differences between Russian and foreign technology park structures.
At the same time foreign structures are more focused on forming an innovative envi-
ronment based on integration, mentoring and coaching by the representatives of suc-
cessful companies.

7. It seems necessary to form a unified system of data collection and evaluation
of the technology park structures in Russian Federation and abroad to systematize the
key economic indicators of growth in the integrated objects of innovative infrastruc-
ture.
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