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Innoteque 2016
Executive Summary
Innoteque 2016 was an event organized in Bucharest and Cluj between October 5-7, 2016
by Impact Hub and Recognos, with the support of the Romanian Government, the Embassy
of Israel in Romania, the US Embassy in Romania, Romanian-American Foundation and the
Embassy of the Kingdom of Netherlands in Romania.
The goal of the event was to expose the participants to the fundamentals of the Israeli and
American startup ecosystems, sharing the specific approaches and strategies employed in
each country to foster innovation and maximize the results, from investing in R&D to becoming
the engine that drives the economy and value creation.
It was also an opportunity to look into European successful ecosystems – specifically The
Netherlands - and build new relationships with key players from the Israeli, American, and
European startup ecosystems.

Recommendations
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Generic
Recommendations
Initiate a process for
building a political
consensus on a long-term
vision about innovation
and innovation-based
entrepreneurship in
Romania.

See innovation and innovation-based
entrepreneurship as a key economic driver, relevant
for a multitude of sectors, across society and a
necessity for competitive growth of the country.

Grow a “failure
is part of the
process” ambitious
mentality.

Enhance the importance of multidisciplinary
cooperation in the public financing of projects.

Work on improving the basic public service
delivery in/around research ecosystems to
make Romania an attractive place to do
research, work and live in.
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Set a discourse
between the relevant
governmental bodies
regarding supporting
regulatory framework
(namely legal and
financial) which will
foster and encourage
creation of startups, technology
companies, technology
transfer units
(within universities),
commercial R&D and
innovation as a whole.
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Specific
Recommendations
Create a platform that aggregates
public data on the past and current
projects, as well as funding (especially
on innovation and startup funds).

Create a central simplified flexible
structure that coordinates all funding,
strategy and implementation for
innovation and technology at national
level across industries. The purpose of
the Central Structure is to operationalize
the long-term vision, by working on a
multi-annual plan and funding and foster
sustainable non-budgetary financing.
Integrating this central structure within
and under the direct responsibility of a
government institution creates broad
ownership and political accountability.

Introduce early-age
“Entrepreneurship” and “Innovation”
courses as part of the mandatory
curriculum.

Create a framework for
increasing technology transfer
from research institutes and
universities to market and allow
for co-creation.

Off-curricula actions:
1. Create a clear framework for developing
incubators and accelerators within universities.
2. Increase collaboration exercises (in Open
Labs, Living Labs, and Hubs) between individual
actors in the business environment.

In-curricula action: Foster the creation of
multidisciplinary teams in horizontal programs
on entrepreneurship, innovation, management of
technology.

Create a
governmental
program which
will incentivize
top Romanian
researchers
to come back
home.

Create an efficient,
transparent and
easily implementable
framework for
crowdfunding and
crowd-knowledge
sharing.
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Advertise opportunities for
research and availability of
research facilities.

Create a streamlined process
for long-term integration of
foreign researchers in public
and private facilities.
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Simplify access to patenting
and patents and trademarks
at the national level.

Create a practical framework that allows
for maintaining the intangibles (IP)
nationally, within national institutions,
and for valorization through licensing.

Develop co-investment
schemes, with public
and private funding.

Increase awareness of IP regulations
(national, European and international)
and available patents, trademarks, and
licenses.

Assess competitiveness areas
and drivers for the Romanian
economy and target public
funding for innovation in those
areas.

Increase the
advisory role of large
investors for startups and scale-ups.

Raise awareness
regarding
the different
financing
instruments.

There is a single conclusion of Innoteque 2016:

Stop talking. Start doing.
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Context
Innoteque 2016 was an event organized in Bucharest and Cluj between
October 5-7, 2016 by Impact Hub and Recognos, with the support of
the Romanian Government, the Embassy of Israel in Romania, the US
Embassy in Romania, Romanian-American Foundation and the Embassy
of the Kingdom of Netherlands in Romania.
The goal of the event was to expose the participants to the fundamentals of the Israeli and
American startup ecosystems, sharing the specific approaches and strategies employed in each
country to foster innovation and maximize the results, from investing in R&D to becoming the
engine that drives the economy and value creation. It was also an opportunity to look into European
successful ecosystems – specifically The Netherlands - and build new relationships with key
players from the Israeli, American, and European startup ecosystems.
Participants have shared know-how, connected around mutually beneficial projects and got a sense
of the local opportunities.
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The following Questions and Policy Proposals are the result of the
three-day discussion and build on the experience of the Israeli,
American and Dutch experts to provide a better solution for the
Romanian innovation ecosystem as a driver for growth.
For a clearer view of the concepts used and of the solutions provided,
the following definitions of terms are considered:

Start-up

a company designed to grow very quickly that is within 3-5 years of its creation, and
“working towards innovation, development, deployment, and commercialization
of new products, processes, or services driven by technology or intellectual
property” (The Indian Ministry of Commerce and Industry, 2015). In the Romanian
publicly financed projects, the timespan from incorporation in which a company
is considered a start-up is three years. In the context of Innoteque, start-up
was equated to technology start-up, as the focus of the discussion was on
organizations that can drive innovation.

Scale-up

an evolved start-up, “development-stage business, specific to high-technology
markets that is looking to grow in terms of market access, revenues, and number
of employees, adding value by identifying and realizing win-win opportunities for
collaboration with established companies.”(Alberto Onetti for StartUp Europe
Partnership, 2014). If a start-up is considered to be in the research phase of
the business model, the scale-up is in the execution phase, in which is grows
exponentially by leveraging collaborative models.

Spin-off

also known as Spin-out: a newly created company, formed from the division of a
previous organization. This new business has its assets (tangible and intangible),
but it may operate at arm’s length from the parent organization. Its aim is to
enhance flexibility, allow technological diffusion and to seize opportunities in the
marketplace. Usually, a spin-off is generated by a transfer of an intangible asset (i.e.,
a technology license) with the clear aim to increase commercialization.

Incubator

“an organization designed to accelerate the growth and success of entrepreneurial
companies through an array of business support resources and services that
could include physical space, capital, coaching, common services, and networking
connections .” (US Small Business Administration, definition also used by the EU
Committee of Regions, 2016). Usually, a new business is incubated for 2-3 years.
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Accelerator

an organization offering business support resources and services, mentorship
and access to capital in return for startup equity. Best fit with startups that
want to develop a prototype ready to market or reduce the time-to-market
of their products, the accelerators provide a short-term intensive program of
3-4 months, ending with a funding pitch. The stage in which the accelerator
gets involved is relevant (some focus very early stage start-ups, while others
on late stage seed companies, that already have tested the market). Also
relevant is whether an accelerator is vertical (focused on start-ups in the
same industry, with a particular market) or horizontal (for startups targeting
specific technologies and products, regardless of the market).

Technology
Transfer or
Transfer of
technology (ToT)

defined as disseminating innovation from generators to a wider audience,
ToT deals mostly (in the acceptation of experts in this discussion) with the
valorization of research, its transfer to market, practical usage of patents and
licenses generated in a research facility (independent or from an university).

Co-creation

“the joint development of knowledge through relationships with specific
partners.” (European Commission, 2014)

9 Innoteque 2016 - Report

innoteque.com

Innovation in Romania
From Questions to Policy Proposals
The collective “we” used in this series of questions refers to the Romanian innovation ecosystem,
functioning collaboratively. Some policies fall under the implementation responsibility of the
government (such as institutional disruption), in the case of others, national authorities may solely
need to set a flexible framework, the implementation being in the responsibility of academia or the
business environment.
It is, however, paramount to become aware of this “we,” underlining the critical need for a shared
vision and effective collaboration between the three sides of the ecosystem (The Triple Helix
model): government, academia, the business environment.

The National Project
Targeted Measures
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Macro-strategic Overview
The National Project
Question 1. Where is Romania now?
Why this question:
It is crucial to know the status quo to be able to provide suitable solutions for the future. This
question may seem odd after a presentation of the context. It stresses a knowledge gap
and a lack of transparency regarding past projects and their impact on the implementing
organization and the community and the business environment.
There is no repository of knowledge generated by innovative projects, past or current. There is
no repository of data regarding projects with an innovation component funded through various
instruments from public sources (national funds, European funds, Norwegian or Swiss funds)
or through private sources.
There is limited information regarding the impact of said projects on the activity of
beneficiaries, whether they have stemmed innovation following the implementation period, the
impact on the local or national business environment or local communities. For instance, for an
academic researcher is extremely complicated to receive from a single institution (a Ministry)
information regarding the beneficiaries of the nationally funded projects for the past five years,
regardless of the Open Data regulations.
The process of obtaining correct and complete data is lengthy and unreliable, in the case of
public institutions. Private institutions are ever more secretive about their in-house innovation
efforts; the only available data comes from either statistics on R&D expenses or successful
case studies.
There is no information on failures. Only recently (2014 onwards), research failure is included
in the financing contract from public sources as an acceptable clause. This lack of information
on failures fosters a mindset in which not achieving the proposed objectives is deemed as
intolerable and inadmissible. Few targeted events are laboring on changing this (the “Fuck
Up” nights for the software industry, for instance, which allow for experience and knowledge
sharing on failed projects), but are limited to IT/software industry.
There is no public stock of experience on failed projects in other sectors. There are no shared
experiences to learn from or lessons learned. To gather information regarding potential
financing opportunities from public or private sources, an entrepreneur must research the
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websites of various funding organizations. Moreover, the information is often contained in long
Beneficiary’s Guides (for example, for a project funded from European sources, on average, a
guide has 30 pages per type of project. If an entrepreneur is unsure about the eligibility of his
company and endeavor, he or she must go through all the guides to determine it.
Distinctly in the case of European funded projects, the volatility of information contained in the
Guides is rather high, as the first requirements may change several times during the application
period, as well as several times during the implementation.

Recommendations
Create a platform that aggregates
public data on the past and current
projects, as well as funding (especially
on innovation and startup funds).

Publicly funded projects fall under the Open data regulations, most of the needed information
for this aggregator is already available scattered in financing institutions. The purpose of the
platform is to allow increased transparency and provide information for follow-up and impact
reporting for past projects and programs and the legal framework.
The second objective of the platform is to harvest all available information regarding resources
available for entrepreneurs, to simplify access to funds, as well as provide access to free-ofcharge or open-source tools and knowledge. In the case of funding, a simple search engine
meant to provide the entrepreneur with targeted information for this type of activity, company
size, and region is more than necessary.
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Question 2. Is the current institutional
framework suitable?
Why this question:
Partly, because the answer to this issue is already known and argued by entrepreneurs
and academia alike, and that answer is No. There is a timing gap between the actors in the
innovation ecosystem: institutions think in electoral cycles (4-5 years), academia thinks in
years (at most in the maximum duration of a project> 2-3 years), and the business world thinks
in quarters at best, in weeks, at worst.
There is also a matter of rigidity that institutions and academia often exhibit and that
entrepreneurs cannot afford. Financing comes from various sources: at least 3 Ministries:
European Funds (through its various Managing Authorities and the National Authority for
Research and Innovation - ANCSI), Education and Economy, and Governmental Agency:
UEFISCDI. In specific areas, financing may also come from particular Ministries, such as
Health, Agriculture, Energy, Regional Development).
The mechanisms are often unclear: who is the decision maker, particularly when various
Ministries are involved. There is significant doubling up on functions and a distinct lack
of coordination between all these bodies, which leads to untargeted funding and results,
scattered information and lack of shared vision on innovation and entrepreneurship. Added to
this tableau are local authorities and the regional development strategies, which are ineffective
and may lead to a drainage of funds through administrative mechanisms towards a particular
region, which may not exhibit the most potential for growth, innovation or change. There is
bureaucracy, which often proves an important barrier for entrepreneurs.

Recommendations
Initiate a process for building a political
consensus on a long-term vision about
innovation and innovation-based
entrepreneurship in Romania.
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See innovation and
innovation-based
entrepreneurship as a key
economic driver, relevant for
a multitude of sectors, across
society and a necessity for
competitive growth of the
country.
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Set a discourse between the relevant governmental bodies regarding supporting
regulatory framework (namely legal and financial) which will foster and encourage
creation of start-ups, technology companies, technology transfer units (within
universities), commercial R&D and innovation as a whole.

Create a central simplified flexible structure that
coordinates all funding, strategy and implementation
for innovation and technology at national level across
industries. The purpose of the Central Structure is to
operationalize the long-term vision, by working on a
multi-annual plan and funding and foster sustainable
non-budgetary financing. Integrating this central
structure within and under the direct responsibility of
a government institution creates broad ownership and
political accountability.

The goal of this Central structure is to solve short-term needs as well as create a medium and
long-term vision, and similar examples exist in Best Practice countries, such as the Chief Scientist institution in Israel or the National Science Foundation in the United States of America.
The multiannual funding requirement as well as the element of the non-budgetary funding are
crucial for the flexibility of this institution, for its resilience and ensure continuity in implementing the long-term vision regardless of any electoral changes. One potential model is the SBIR
model in the US Small Business Administration.
It is vital that the Central Structure be kept free of political risk and be managed by experts with
a clear pre-determined mandate that cannot be shifted by electoral moods. Due to the requirement of the political consensus and initial commitment to the long-term vision, short-term
actions should be left in the hands of the institution, to allow for flexibility and continuity.
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Question 3. How can we foster
an entrepreneurial mindset?
Why this question:
There is a mindset issue, and it is documented in various research projects dealing with
the entrepreneurial behavior of Romanians in comparison with other culture. There is a
wide-spread strong risk aversion, a reluctance to failure and a reduced tendency towards
collaboration. This mixture of characteristics leads to a reduced percentage of entrepreneurial
endeavors per capita.

Recommendations
Introduce early-age “Entrepreneurship”
and “Innovation” courses as part of the
mandatory curriculum.

Grow a “failure is part of
the process” ambitious
mentality.

If the first section of this action is rather clear and easily implementable on short-term, the second part deals with changing the mindset and it links to a long-term vision. Targeted measures
may lead to this generational change, such as exposing children to success stories and failure
stories, via direct contact with the business world.
Another action deals with presenting failure as a learning opportunity and risk-taking as leading
to growth and enhanced knowledge (through pinpoint measures, such as allowing for incorrect
answers rather than giving a bonus for correct). Enable collaboration from early-age in-group
projects, instead of fostering competition at any costs.
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If the general mindset in which failure is a normal part of the process and a learning opportunity, then this element must be ubiquitous in requirements for entrepreneurs and researchers
alike. For instance, in the case of public financing, an entrepreneur is bound to create a certain
number of jobs that must be maintained for three years.
For innovative start-ups (the topic of this discussion), this timespan in extremely long, considering the average failed tech company dies about 20 months after its last round of funding”
(CB Insight, 2014). Thus, in case the public financing is the only one received, the startup has at
most two years of activity, and maintaining a certain number of jobs for an extra year becomes
a costly burden and a lack of acknowledgment of failure.
This point is also linked with the implementation of the long-term vision, as the Central Structure may ensure funds for innovation are directed towards this particular goal, and job creation
is ancillary, instead of being the essential requirement.

Targeted Measures
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Micro-strategic Overview
Targeted Measures
Question 4. What is the context for a proper
valorization of the tangible and intangible assets of
Romanian research institutes and universities?
Why this question:
Following several years of investment in tangible assets, the Romanian research institutes and
university labs find themselves in the position to become repositories of equipment unused to
its proper potential.
This status quo may be due to the lack of researchers to use the assets above, as well as due
to the lack of access to information from researchers outside a particular institution. UEFISCDI
has developed a Registry of Research Infrastructure (erris.gov.ro) which gives information on
the equipment (more than 18,000 pieces listed in over 1200 research facilities countrywide)
and allows for booking. The awareness of this registry is limited both at national and at
international level.
In addition, the access to these resources may be limited by formal requirements within the
institutes: for a longer-term access, the contractual side between provider and user is unclear.
A second element to be considered in the case of research institutes deals with the transfer to
market and diffusion of the innovation generated. Because institutes are under the authority of
the Ministry of Education, researchers are bound by criteria set by this Ministry, which mainly
deals with the diffusion of innovation through publications. The transfer to market is limited
and often not considered in evaluation criteria.
Research institutes are critical in fundamental research, as well as in long-gestation innovation
projects, with a long time-to-market. On a scale of 1-10, where 1 is the spark of an innovative
idea, and 10 is innovation transferred to market, most Romanian research institutes find
themselves in the middle.
Nonetheless, they must also move to the end of the scale as well, by making viable products,
which generate income and value. Steps have been taken in this direction starting 2015 by
financing Bridge Grants that allow for the transfer to market of previous research results.
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Recommendations
Create a framework for increasing
technology transfer from research
institutes and universities to market
and allow for co-creation.

A more entrepreneurial mindset within research institutes is necessary. Innovation must be
generated not solely for enhancing knowledge via scientific articles, but to produce value for
the business environment. Institutes must valorize assets in a more efficient manner, and the
proportion of fundamental research and long-term gestation projects is balanced with nearmarket innovation, designed for and with the business community and its needs in mind.
Investigations delivered in institutes must be assessed for knowledge generation, and for
market relevance, to maintain the proportion and follow the long-term vision designed by the
government and implemented by the Central Structure. This Structure may allow for a proper
dissemination of already created instruments, such as ERRIS, in the national and international
business community.
Additionally, research institutes and universities (which are often public institutions) must be
allowed to create instruments that permit a private-like behavior in the management of their
intangibles (intellectual property).
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Question 5. How do we move from technology
transfer to co-creation?
Why this question:
The Triple Helix is limited in its behavior as a successful system, and there are significant
knowledge, timing and behavioral gaps between the three pillars: industry, academia, and
institutions. Governments and universities seldom do not have and do not need to have an
entrepreneurial behavior, as they fall under the rigid category of the ecosystem’s components,
and are support pillars for the entrepreneur.
If in Open Innovation 1.0, the focus was on bilateral transactions in the value chain, a new
strategic Open Innovation 2.0 vision fosters a mindset in which co-creation is essential.
Nonetheless, some steps cannot be burnt in this evolution, because if actors are reluctant
to transparent bilateral transactions of knowledge and technology, then the probability of
participation in an organic co-creation process is limited.
Several elements of Open Innovation 2.0 are linked to culture and a mindset of cooperation for
innovation, and in this respect, education is fundamental. Therefore universities may act as
major players in fostering these traits.

Recommendations
Off-curricula action: Create a
clear framework for developing
incubators and accelerators
within universities.

Enhance the importance of
multidisciplinary cooperation in
the public financing of projects.
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Off-curricula action: Increase
collaboration exercises (in Open
Labs, Living Labs, and Hubs)
between individual actors in the
business environment.

In-curricula action: Foster the
creation of multidisciplinary
teams in horizontal programs
on entrepreneurship, innovation,
management of technology.
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The universities have two ways of managing this issue: first, through curriculum development
and second, via extra-curricular activities. The first action area is easy to implement,
as academia has the instruments to do so via the ECTS - European Credit Transfer and
Accumulation System. Thus, the creation of horizontal programs, creating multidisciplinary
teams is solely a matter of academic cooperation within a particular university (if it has
faculties serving several disciplines, as is the case for regional universities) and / or between
universities (in case of specialized faculties, such as The Polytechnic and the University of
Economic Studies).
Short-term formal programs, making students from different specializations create and
develop a product or a service together, are straightforward and fast in being implemented
under a climate of academic cooperation. The next step for these short-term, ECTS-carrying,
programs is to take viable products and services and support their growth in incubators, which
are organic additions to universities.
The second stage of growth is to support vertical accelerators in academic hubs, open to
national and international cooperation, which facilitate the transfer to market of products
generated by current or former students. These incubators and accelerators must have defined
performance indicators and dissemination targets, to avoid their sterility.
Vertical accelerators are complemented by horizontal ones, focusing on a particular industry,
developed by the industry itself, in private-public partnerships.
All these organizational steps, with added online tools, stimulate discussion and cooperation,
all members of the ecosystem participating in the exchange of knowledge and increasing their
absorptive capacity.
Collaboration must be properly incentivized, multidisciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches
being essential criteria in getting funding from public sources. Additionally, they should be
performance indicators for researchers and academia in their career. Currently transfer
to market, commercialization of innovation, development of transdisciplinary syllabi or
programs or participation in multidisciplinary teams are not considered as relevant criteria for
advancement in academia and research institutes.
The sole innovation-linked criterion is the number of patents filed. For instance, for professors
in informatics, the following standard can yield the same number of points as being keynote
speaker in an obscure conference: “the development of software instruments, the development
of wide-use resources (proven by the number of accessions and publishing on open-source)”.
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Question 6. How can we attract more
research from abroad?
Why this question:
Romania is affected by brain drain, which reduces the potential of development of a critical
mass of entrepreneurs and innovators. There are two ways in which the effects of this
status quo may be mitigated: by reducing the brain drain (which is problematic in an income
asymmetry between Romania and other countries) or by replacing the human resource that
has left with incoming researchers and innovators.
The context is favorable: the peaceful political climate, the access to state-of-the-art
equipment, the limited number of professionals. There should be an increased mobility of
human capital back and forth Romania, which may act as a potential regional hub in this
respect.

Recommendations
Advertise opportunities for
research and availability of
research facilities.

Create a governmental program
which will incentivize top
Romanian researchers to come
back home.

Create a streamlined process
for long-term integration of
foreign researchers in public
and private facilities.

Work on improving the basic public service
delivery in/around research ecosystems
to make Romania an attractive place to do
research, work and live in.

If the first solution is rather clear, easily implementable on the short term, the second must look
at the barriers of a foreign researcher in Romania. Formal integration must be readily available
(recognition of diplomas, ease in work permits and contracts, information, including tax related,
available in foreign languages, access to housing).
The streamlined process is meant to provide this formal integration. On a second stage,
cultural integration must be considered, and immersion programs must be created to facilitate
communication and collaboration.
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Investing in public infrastructure and public service delivery (especially in the education and
health sectors) as part of a wider enabling environment will increase the attractiveness of
Romania, for both Romanians thinking about moving abroad (to curb the brain drain) as well as
attracting more researchers from abroad.
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Question 7. How can we harness the power
of crowd (funding and knowledge)?
Why this question:
The crowd and open-source are an opportunity. There is no ivory-tower generated knowledge
that can replace the power of billions of minds focusing on an issue. Similarly, crowdfunding
provides a rapid market reaction from early adopters and may lead to a faster, non-equity, nointerest carrying, financing of the entrepreneurial endeavor, without a significant pressure on
the personal budget of the crowdfunder/investor.
There is no real, flexible environment for targeted collaboration between individuals taking
part in the innovation ecosystem, nor is there a conscientious decision that cooperation and
harvesting crowd knowledge, as well as crowdfunding, is a viable option. There is no model for
crowd-equity.

Recommendations
Create an efficient, transparent and easily
implementable framework for crowdfunding
and crowd-knowledge sharing.

The measures are meant to increase collaborative projects, support learning from failures,
in trustworthy environments, such as open labs or living labs. By providing specialized
multidisciplinary input from all types of organizations to solve real issues, the exercises fall
under the same category of ”changing the mindset.”
Currently, there is a law governing crowdfunding, but it is unclear from the website of the
Romanian Chamber of Deputies whether it has been approved or not. Based on current legal
regulations, it is not enforced as is. Therefore there is still a degree of uncertainty regarding
its provisions, given the end of 2016 elections. From elements contained in the law proposal,
it appears to be limited in flexibility and susceptible to regulation risks from the Financial
Surveillance Authority (ASF). Moreover, the current law does not support a crowd-equity
component, which is deemed as fundamental for an active crowdfunding system.
The framework is necessary both to allow a widespread use of crowdfunding solutions, but
also to increase awareness among the „investors” about this alternative for supporting an
innovative entrepreneur.
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Question 8. Intellectual property – is it just
a perception issue?
Why this question:
The IP issue is three-pronged.
Firstly, potential entrepreneurs state a fear of “stolen ideas,” regardless of the size of the
market (nationally, it may be considered too small for a stolen idea to generate growth without
exposure of fraud) and fail in seizing the opportunities of IP regulations to their benefit.
They often broadcast the business idea before patenting, with the risk of provoking parallel
investigations in the same topic. Moreover, in the case of research institutes, criteria for
publication of intermediary results may lead to a dilution of IP before the end of the project and
obtaining the patent.
Secondly, there is a lack of adequate access to information regarding patents. A very
superficial comparison of the website of OSIM (the Romanian State Office for Inventions and
Trademarks) and the US Patent and Trademark Office reveals a complexity of the Romanian
site which may seem daunting by an entrepreneur, even if it allows for online filing. There is no
information supporting the entrepreneur in determining the best solution for his or her idea.
Similarly, search for patents and trademarks is restricted.
The procedure for a thorough search calls for a payment of 7 EUR (30 lei) and a paper filing of
a request (OSIM – “Oferta de Invenții” – The Invention Offer). There is an online search facility
(RoPatentSearch) providing brief info about patents, but generating the ones with the searched
string solely as part of the title, hindering a proper access to information. For instance, an
online search on OSIM for „software” generates a single patent „HARDWARE-SOFTWARE
PROCESS FOR THE PROTECTION OF PROGRAMMING ITEMS.”, While the same search on
USPTO produces 1,010,677 results, the first of which is „Multipath transmission control
protocol proxy.”
The frame of this information gathering supports the entrepreneur willing to submit a patent
to check before submission if there is a conflict. More important is the businesses’ access to
knowledge related to innovation and the possibility of contact between a company interested in
licensing the innovation and the owner of the patent.
Thirdly, IP is the generator of income at the national level. If IP is created from public funding,
then it must remain in the country and continue to generate revenue through licensing (as per
the case of US and Israel). Private capital may and should move freely as a liquidity creator and
as support for innovation, as private companies may invest in start-ups or scale-ups and exit
with a significant return on income.
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Recommendations
Increase awareness of IP regulations
(national, European and international) and
available patents, trademarks, and licenses.

Simplify access to patenting and
patents and trademarks at the
national level.

Create a practical framework that allows for maintaining
the intangibles (IP) nationally, within national institutions,
and for valorization through licensing.

The first measure aims at introducing IP awareness campaigns in all Entrepreneurship and
Innovation courses, deploying workshops on IP in high schools and universities, as well as
chambers of commerce and entrepreneurs’ associations.
The second measure is easier to implement, with a small budget and with significant impact. It
is directed towards the improvement of the website of OSIM, to make it more user-friendly and
search-friendly.
The third measure has budding signals, as universities and research institutes are bound to
hold the IP of the innovations generated by projects implemented by their employees. The
critical frustration in this respect is the lack of framework in which these institutions may
valorize the said IP. The context does not contain the required elements, which allow these
organizations to create spin-off companies, which hold the intellectual property and act as
private agents.

25 Innoteque 2016 - Report

innoteque.com

Question 9. What are the areas with potential for growth?
Why this question:
This particular issue often arises in best-practices knowledge sharing events: what sectors
should we focus on? The answer to it is simple: all and none. The role of the government is
not to substitute the market, as it cannot predict the future and does not have the flexibility
to interpret micro-trends leading to disruptive innovation. Therefore, targeted actions in one
industry may lead to lost opportunities in another.
However, the government may decide on the direction of public funding, to enhance national
competitiveness, in which case areas with increased potential must be assessed and
considered. In addition, the government must replace conventional market mechanisms in
very early stage innovation, which is highly risky, and, hence, unattractive on the short term for
average investors.

Recommendations
Assess competitiveness areas and drivers
for the Romanian economy and target
public funding for innovation in those areas.

This action must be correlated with the shared vision provided by the Central Structure. Current
expertise suggests security technology, innovation for agriculture and the circular economy as
topics of interest. Extra attention must be paid to industries where the business environment is
incredibly cohesive, such as energy or automotive.
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Question 10. How do we create smart
funding mechanisms?
Why this question:
Smart financing is meant to grow the ecosystem and target value-added innovation through
a creative mix of funding instruments, with increased leverage. The doubling of functions
mentioned in the previous Questions when underlining the useless institutional complexity
is present on the financing side as well, emphasizing the need for a long-term vision of an
integrated innovation system. This situation fosters an image of financial frustration, due to the
unstructured allocation of funds, in most cases in directions that do not generate high value
added.
An ecosystem cannot grow without local capital. Foreign VCs may take this out of the country
as a result of their exit, which is, to some extent, detrimental to the overall growth potential of
the ecosystem. However, there is no lack of capital in the market. Funding is available, but its
productivity is limited and the value added to the ecosystem is marginal.
Business angels are a missing component, potentially covering the gap that VCs may fund
in mature ecosystems. The high degree of risk that they take in case of start-ups may not be
replicated by investors that usually support scale-ups or spin-offs, with a known track record.
It becomes, thus, crucial to foster a useful framework, which supports the development of
business angels.

Recommendations
Raise awareness regarding
the different financing
instruments.

Increase the advisory role of large
investors for start-ups and scale-ups.

Develop co-investment schemes,
with public and private funding.

These measures should allow for no-barrier investment as well as divestment, suitable exit
markets, a critical mass of innovation and innovators. Clear regulations and right elements to
be taken into consideration in an equity investment are essential to reduce political risks for an
investor, which is already taking a significant amount of immitigable risks.
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An added element is the need to increase awareness among entrepreneurs of the various
types of instruments available, of the characteristics of each and the downsides. These
items must not be affected by short-term political changes. The degree of risk is already high
and entrepreneurs and investors alike, even if natural risk-takers, should focus their efforts
on business risks rather than ancillary components generated by another member of the
ecosystem, such as the government.
There should be two levels of action on supporting local VCs while attracting foreign venture
capital, as both elements are fundamental to a wholesome ecosystem. An example of targeted
action in this respect is Yozma from Israel, a crucial project for the development of a VC
functional structure.
Additionally, investors, such as business angels or banks, must take on an advisory role, in
which to acknowledge the collaborative characteristic of the innovation ecosystem.
Co-investment schemes, with a mix of public and private funds, have a leverage effect, due to
the reduction of risk for the private investor and by supplying a return on equity to the state
as well. Moreover, the government may provide short-term needed liquidity, which may not be
readily available through conventional sources.

There is a single conclusion of Innoteque 2016, which arose from all discussions, and it is a call
to action, delivered to all actors of the ecosystem. This message underlines the fact that there
is no lack of knowledge or capital, but rather a lack of implementation of said knowledge and
proper and efficient usage of financial resources available.

We know what needs to be done;
now we must transfer this knowledge to “market.”

Stop talking. Start doing.

Idea Compiler, Roxana Voicu-Dorobantu, Ph.D.
Graphic Harvester, Adrian Popa
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