Acta Logistica - International Scientific Journal about Logistics
Volume: 4 2017 Issue: 4 Pages: 1-6 ISSN 1339-5629

FEATURES OF FUNCTIONING OF TECHNOPARKS IN RUSSIA AND EU COUNTRIES
Nataliia Shaidurova; Zhanna Mingaleva; lvan Davydov; Galina Livenskaya

doi: 10.22306/al .v4i4.52 Received: 15 Nov. 2017
Accepted: 26 Nov. 2017

FEATURES OF FUNCTIONING OF TECHNOPARKSIN RUSSIA AND EU
COUNTRIES

Nataliia Shaidurova
Votkinsk branch of FSFEI HE, I1zhevsk state techinicéversity named after MT Kalashnikov, Shuvaldya/otkinsk
427433, Russia, shaydurovans@gmail.com

Zhanna Mingaleva
Perm National Research Polytechnic University, Kemalsky prospect 29, Perm 614990, Russia,
mingall@pstu.ru
Ivan Davydov
Votkinsk branch of FSFEI HE, I1zhevsk state techinicéversity named after MT Kalashnikov, Shuvaldva/otkinsk
427433, Russia, davyd85@mail.ru

Galina Livenskaya
Votkinsk branch of FSFEI HE, Udmurt State UniversRaskovoyst A, Votkinsk 427438, Russia,
livenskaya2009@yandex.ru

Keywords: technology parks; authorities and administratisastainable development, innovative development,
efficiency of activities

Abgtract: The article is devoted to the analysis of thegsstiechnoparks development in Russia and the Ebtroes
Method of system analysis; formal-logical methodstimed of comparative analysis; method of structarlysis is
applied in the research. The study found that telclyy parks should maintain close ties with stgtenaies of all levels
to achieve high efficiency. In turn, state struetucan support the science park in many ways,fagnaing partner,
sponsor, service provider or client. The roles egponsibilities assumed by public authorities adahinistrations at
various levels depend on their interest in the enon development of their territories, on the fuorchl features and the
management of technology parks. All these pointstrha taken into account by investors when theyenaattecision to
participate in the technology park in a particidega.

1 Introduction different generations [12-14] have been activebgdssed

Technology parks all over the world act as specifi? recent decades. Several issues related to ¢aeiaation
instruments for solving both national and locaggional ©Of the efficient functioning of technology parks dan
problems. These issues are actualized significatiyich business incubators, including in developing cdestr
stages of social development as economic stagnatidhd,16] were raised in foreign and domestic reseasech
crisis, post-crisis recovery of economy, whichyfpplies as their funding from various sources, includinglfu
to the current situation in the global economy émeyal, funds [17], the development of small innovative
and in Russia in particular [1,2]. enterprises [18]. Special reviews of best practresused

It should be noted that, despite attempts to sbaen  as a basis for analysing the features of foreighrtelogy
public funding of research section and various supgy ~ Parks and business incubators [15,19-22], as well a
institutions recently undertaken abroad, high ingare of ~ official analytical reviews of the EU [23, 24].
public assistance in addressing issues of innavatio The results of a survey conducted in 2012 by espsrt
development, business start-ups, technologicaladigg, the International Association of Science Parks @AR5]
sustainable development of the economy, maximittieg a@mong residents of 129 scientific and technologpeaks
scientific and educational potential of countriesda in EU and other IASP information material (in tothk
regions to ensure economic growth and innovatiopssociation includes more than 360 technological an

development remains and has increased recently [3-6  scientific parks from all European countries) asedias a
statistical and informational basis.

2 Theory and methodology of the study St_udy of func_:tioning of the begt techqo_log_y pgnks i
The theoretical basis of the research is domestic aRUSSia was cg_rned out on the bas.|s of _off|c.|z_xbnnfat|on
foreign approaches to the analysis of the effigjent on t_he|r activities, as well as special scientisearch in
technology and science parks in different countfesplic  Particular regions and technology parks [26-29].
support of technology business incubators in teldgyo
and science parks [7-9], networking of technologyke 3  Resultsof the study S
and business incubators [10’1_']_], Changing of amhrd)a The survey results showed that the unlverS|t|eEo(Hd
generating demand and supply for business incubafor — 95 %) received the highest assessments of inopaitte
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success of functioning of science and technologkpa
66.1% of the respondents rated universities as ve
important. Also, the majority of respondents (842%$ess
the direct involvement of public authorities at kdvels
(local, regional and / or national) in the activibf
technoparks as important, 58.1% of respondentd rates
"very important". Thus, the most important partn@nsre

Public fund 10.5%
rPrivate fund 31.6%

Chambers of Commerce a 21.1%

Industry

Private companit 52.6%

Other organizatior 21.1%

than 50% of responses) for residents of European Taple 1 shows that the dominant owners of mixed
technology parks, are (in decreasing order of agdee ownership in European technology and science pams
amount of answers) universites and governmeffcq| authorities and administrations (89.5%), amtbng

organizations, external investors, banks and firédnc
institutions. It should be noted that Russian neteas
[30-35].) point out a special role of universitias, well as
for the scientific and educational environment anegral,
for successful innovation development and establéstt
of technology parks and business incubators.

Another important issue is the issue of the invaleat
of public authorities and administrations at vasidevels
in functioning of technology parks as their foursland
property owners. The study of the form of ownersbiip
technology parks in EU showed that most of them a
characterized by the prevalence of public or mifaths
of ownership. The public sector’s sharemakes umpstm
55% of all property and it clearly dominates ovéneo
forms of ownership when creating technoparks arahse
parks in EU.

The mixed form of ownership is represented by th
association of several owners. The mixed form ¢
ownership, which accounts for slightly more thafa3@s
represented by the combination of several ownes) b
private property owners and government structurty av
large number of co-owners in European technology a
science parks the number of co-owners of propeety p
technopark is on average 3.3 owners (in some teettke
this value is more - up to 5-7 co-owners). (seelddb
compiled by Setting up, Managing and Evaluating E
Science and Technology parks [23]). Private owrprsh
which includes only individuals, representing thaes
owner is only 14.5%, in the general structure ofership

private owners - private production companies toatrol
more than 50% of the total size of the mixed forfn o
ownership of technoparks. Private universities amdls
make up about 33% of private sector owners in
technoparks. As for Russian technoparks, the asalys
showed the following.

Having various possibilities for attracting public
sources of support for technology parks has lddrtaing
various types of technology parks that differ ieitHorms
of ownership (founders), basis for appearance, and
Beculiarities of functioning. All these types candvouped
into several groups (Table 2).

Table 2 Grouping of Russian technoparks by forms of owner ship
and features of functioning
Feature
The business model of su
technoparks is built in such a wa
that the management compa
takes financial part in the projec
of residents, i.e. participates in th
creation of successful technolog
businesses to meet the needs of
market in  new  high-tech
developments. The effectiveness
this business model is confirmed |
the high level of employment @
leasable areas of the technopark
residents to 96 %

Name of grou
€Technopark:-
f commercial

projects

ty
ny
S

ne

)y
the

of

by
f

by

of technological and scientific parks in the EU Technopark:- The factor to successof su
the academic technoparks is in close proximity to
Table 1 Structure of owners of mixed ownership of EU environment large scientific centers with high
technological and scientific parks S with public- concentration  of  academic
Ownershi| Proportion in private environment. They are the center [of
the total partnership attraction not only for research staff
volume of but also for small innovative and
mixed start-up companies interested |in
_ ownership mutually beneficial cooperation
Local  authorities an 89.9% with scientific and educational
administrations research institutions in order to use
Regional  authoriies  ar 10.5% their human and scientific potential
administrations and developed technological base,
National authorities an 10.5% as We” as experience in
administrations implementing scientific ideas
State universitie_ S7.9% Technoparks ¢ | The business model of the
Private universitie 5.3% state ownership| technoparks is characterized by the
State bank 21.1% with special existence of the most favorable
~2~
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condition: for conditions for residents. The gro
residents is represented by technoparks |in 1. | Nanc¢ Private Extrabudgetar
Moscow, where the functioning aof technological funds
technoparks is carried out in close centre
cooperation with the Department of "Technospark",
Science, Industrial Policy angd Moscow
Entrepreneurship of Moscow with 2. | Science Park ¢| State Federal Budge
the active support of the Moscow Moscow Statg Private | Extrabudgetary
City Government. University, funds
Technopark:- The business model is accited Moscow
members of the| by the European Community, fully 3. Science ani Statt Federal Budg:
European complies with the requirements of Technology Regional
Community European standards. It s Park of budget
Business and characterized by a developed Novosibirsk Municipal
Innovation infrastructure  supporting  the Science budget
Centres (EBN) | development of small and medium Campus Extrabudgetary
innovative, including (Academpark), funds
nanotechnology businesses. Novosibirsk
Technopark: They were created on the initiati Region
created through| of the regional authorities with the 4. | Technopolis Statt Regional
the support of the Ministry oOf "Moscow", budget
implementation | Communications and Mass Medja Moscow Extrabudgetary
of the of the Russian Federation with the funds
comprehensive | aim of developing new high-tech 5. | Technopolis Statt Federal Budg:
program companies. The activity is aimed gt "Strogino", Regional
"Establishment | comprehensive support of projects Moscow budget
of Technoparks| at all stages of the innovation 6. Innovation anc!  Public- Federal Budg
in the Sphere process: from the creation of |a production Private | Regional
of High prototype to the introduction of technopark budget
Technologies new technologies into batch "ldea",
in the Russian | production. Republic  of
Federation" Tatarstan
7. | Autonomous Statt Federal Budg:
As it can be seen from Table 2, there is a suffitye Institution Regional
large variety of technoparks in Russia accordinghi "Technopark - budget
forms of ownership, the basis of appearance and the Mordovia", Extrabudgetary
features of functioning. This creates a broadeisbfs Republic  of funds
ensuring the successful development of technolagigp Mordovia
in the country, depending on the goals and objestinf 8. | Ulyanovsk Private | Extrabudgetar
their functioning. nano- funds '
A more detailed analysis of the ownership structire technological
Russian technology parks showed that it is chanaete center,
by the predominance of state ownership, including t Ulyanovsk
most effectively functioning technology parks. In region
particular, among 10 most efficient technoparkRirssia 9. | AST "Wes- Statt Federal Budg:
there are 6 technoparks with state ownership, (2 Siberian Regional
technoparks with state-private ownership and only (2 Innovation budget
technoparks with a private ownership. Center
The list of these technoparks with the indicatibthe (Tyumen
form of ownership and the main sources of finandtireir Technopark),
activities is given in Table 3. Tyumen
_ _ Region
Table 3 The rating of technoparks_v\nthahlgh leve of 10. | Technopark ir Statt Federal Budg:
operational efficiency (above the Russian average by 10% or the sphere o Regional
more) high budget
Ne | The name o| Form of | Sources o] teghnolo ies
the technopark| ownership| funding 9
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"IT Park", ratings assessing the level of socio-economic statu
Kazan, investment attractiveness, innovative developmadtso
Republic  of on. The main key factors in the efficiency of fuontng of
Tatarstan the mentioned technoparks can be considered:

» Close proximity to major scientific centers and

The national leader in the number of technologkgar
is Moscow (30 objects or about 28 % of all techmkgdn
Russia), Sverdlovsk Region (9 objects), followedthy
Republic of Tatarstan (8 sites), the Moscow Redién
facilities) and the city Novosibirsk (5 sites). thite same
time, different regions demonstrate different voltevel
and directions of regional and local support of ¢heated
technoparks.

The high concentration of technology parks in M@sco

academic environment (MSU Science Park, Science
and Technology Park of Novosibirsk Science Campus
(Academpark)).

High interest of regional government bodies in
diversifying the economy and following the Stratedy
Russia's scientific and technological developmert a
corresponding regional strategies (Innovation and
Production Technopark "ldea", AST"West-Siberian
Innovation Centre (Tyumen Technopark)).

and the high level of efficiency of their functiogi (the
four technoparks of Moscow are among the top testmo
effective technology parks in Russia: the Technopar
Nanotechnology Center, Moscow State University i18me
Park, Moscow Technopolis and Strogino Technopdis)
due to the high interest of Moscow Government ia th .
creation of specialized sites for the developméritigh-
tech companies, a high concentration of scientiel
educational institutions, which have substantial
groundwork for the development of high-tech ecormomi

activities and scientific research, as well sigaifit ownership of domestic technology parks showed that
number of industrial facilities best suited to fang of  technological parks with all basic forms of ownépshave
technology parks. The interest of the Government @feen formed and are functioning successfully insRust
Moscow is also focused on providing substantiahtjtias  the same time, the state order is one of the musoritant

of preferences for residents and management coepahi soyrces of funding for technological parks, bottoat and
technoparks, which cannot be found in other regi®0s in Russia.

example, despite the high concentration of techrispa
the Republic of Tatarstan, regional authoritiemdbgrant
benefits to residents of the technopark, and imfgmand  acknowledgements

Ulyanovsk regions there are no benefits for anyongne work is carried out based on the task on folift of
including management companies of technoparks. government contractual work in the field of sciéati

In addition to the 10 most efficient technologykmB  activities as a part of base portion of the stask of the
technoparks with an average level of efficiency Ofinistry of Education and Science of the Russian
functioning (10-85% of the average) are of inter€ese Federation to Perm National Research Polytechnic
are such technological and scientific parks as thgnjversity (the topic # 26.6884.2017/8.9 “Sustaleab

Technopark of High Technologies of the Khanty-Mgsisi  jeyelopment of urban areas and the improvementieof t
Autonomous Region-Ugra, Technopark in the High-Techyman environment”).

Industry  Zhigulevskaya Dolina (Samara Region),
Technopark in the High Technologies Area, IT Park
(Naberezhnye Chelny), Technopark Slava Mosco
Technopark Mosgormash, Kosmos-Neft-Gaz (Vorone
Region), Industrial Technopark IKSEL (Vladimir Reg),
Composite Materials and Fibers (Republic of Dagesta

Presence of extra-budgetary financing, when private
investors are focused on meeting market needs,
including high-tech developments (Nanotechnology
Centre "Technospark”, Ulyanovsk Nanotechnology
Centre).

Effective fiscal and financial support of the tecpark
from the regional authorities (Technopolis Moscow,
Technopolis  Strogino, Autonomous Institution
Technopark-Mordovia).

The study of the mechanism of creation and forms of
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