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Template 1 –Participatory Exercise
Participatory nature of monitoring 
Moderator: Fabrizio Guzzo; Rapporteur: Ruslan Stefanov
We have presented below the key outcomes of breakaway groups, focusing on the topic of participatory nature of monitoring. All regions had a chance to present their views on each of the three sub-items listed below. After the individual statements, there was a discussion within the group.
Comments to the plenary session (interesting/surprising elements, questions left open, issues raised, etc.)
· All participants agreed that the key most valuable ingredient, which is most difficult to attract to any RIS3 and EDP, but particularly to monitoring is the business community. Representatives of the regions noted that it is easier to get businesses interested in RIS3 development as they hope to shape funding priorities and streams but it becomes less and less interested with the implementation, and in particular with providing indicators of results and impact later on. Some suggested that the local administrations, i.e. municipalities, would be best placed to ensure business participation, as they are closest to the business’ everyday work. 
· In relation to the requirements for indicators to be SMART, participants warned that the single most important requirement is their availability. When designing monitoring systems in participatory way it is important to keep track of the availability of suggested indicators as different actors might not be aware of the whole complexity of the monitoring and evaluation exercise and might propose indicators that while relevant might be excessively difficult to get. 
· During the discussions on how to best address the identified challenges, it was suggested that the initial design of the EDP is of utmost importance, and that RIS3 authorities should not forget that it is in essence precisely a structured dialogue process, which if planned correctly, should ensure proper stakeholder participation.
· One way to differentiate between OPs and RIS3 monitoring indicators is to engage in the latter also non-beneficiaries, through surveys, focus groups, in-depth interviews, etc. The key point to remember is that OPs concern only part of the private sector, and there are many more business entities which innovative actions matter for the effective RIS3 monitoring. 
· Participants noted that relying on statistical data for RIS3 monitoring is bound to be ineffective, as it is slow and comes with a sizeable time lag. RIS3 monitoring needs to implement more innovative ways of collecting data from the enterprises, on which to build indicators, focusing on swiftness and regularity (annual) delivery of data flows. 

Challenges related to each of the three topics (Identify the three main ones)

Challenges naturally emerge during the implementation of RIS3, as authorities attempt to keep it a dynamic feedback process. Ken Guy provided probably the best summary of the discussed challenges, categorizing them in three groups:

· Attracting stakeholders to monitoring in the first place. In this respect participants agreed the most difficult to attract are business entities. The general lack of trust in the public sector could present a particular challenge in this respect in some of the member states. Businesses also do not have time or desire to devote time to non-bottom-line specific exercises like EDP. It has proven particularly difficult to attract in monitoring non-beneficiaries, especially if they are not obliged to provide the data they are asked for; 
· Ensuring the right mix of stakeholders to take part in the monitoring. One mix might be appropriate in one region, while a completely another mix – in another. And the mix requirements might also change over time; 
· Sustaining interest among stakeholders. The key problem here is that what is interesting for one stakeholder might be completely uninteresting for another; so, motivating them all to stay is a very difficult task. While it might be easier to get their attention once, keeping stakeholders involved over time turns more and more challenging. Some participants in the discussion noted specifically the importance of managing expectations from RIS3 from the very beginning. Stakeholders might be motivated to participate in the development of RIS3 expecting to be able to influence funding streams, and might get disillusioned if they find out they cannot have an impact or it takes a lot of time and efforts. They should be given fair assessment of the long-term nature of their engagement, which might not necessarily result in pecuniary benefits for them.
Other more specific challenges have been noted and discussed by participants:
· In some member states (e.g. Bulgaria and Romania) there is lack of resources and capacity at the local level (financial, human, and administrative), which precludes the introduction of a systemic RIS3 specific monitoring process. This challenge is compounded by the fact that the nearest level, at which monitoring decisions are taken, is national, and not regional (NUTS2) or district (NUT3). This leaves local level (NUTS4) stranded for resources; 
· Repetitiveness (wariness) of the RIS3 process might set in, as stakeholders might come to view the EDP as just another bureaucratic requirement of the authorities to ensure the flow of EU funds. They can also develop fatigue as sometimes one and the same group of people are invited to many similar exercises under different programmes. Overcoming this challenge requires continuous feedback to the stakeholders, demonstrating how their participation mattered, and what impact they had. In addition, it is important that RIS3 authorities keep the EDP process entertaining and dynamic through for example the inclusion of external moderators or through providing rotating leadership over the process to the different stakeholders. Regular feedback to companies can also be ensured through using milestones, such as for calls under an OP – communicate to the companies what has worked and why and how this relates to RIS and monitoring after each close call of the OP;
· Governance issues at the national vs regional interface are sometimes difficult to disentangle and manage to ensure proper involvement of stakeholders. Examples can vary. In Bulgaria, there is lack of authority, capacity and/or knowledge at regional level, which leaves RIS3 governance at the national level. The local level, which is the one carrying out most of the process, remains deprived of resources. In Romania, regional authorities have more capacity but do not have a say over the OPs and management of resources of RIS3. In Greece and Portugal, regional authorities have both financing from OPs and knowledge on RIS3 but are not allowed by the national level to design their own RIS indicators, requiring from them instead to focus on OP indicators alone. In some cases, stakeholders have difficulties realizing who has what authority over what stages of the RIS3 process. For example, in Portugal stakeholders have thought that regional authorities are responsible for RIS3 by extension from OPs, though RIS3 is actually managed at national level. 
· In countries, which do not have separate funding for RIS3 activities outside of the OPs, an important challenge is the lack of flexibility in the OPs. While the EDP process implies dynamism and quick changes, OPs tend to be very difficult to change, once they are adopted.

What type of support at the EU, National and Regional level would be useful to tackle the main challenges?
The participants in the discussion identified the following supports measures that might be useful for tackling the identified challenges to participatory monitoring of RIS3:
· Eurostat should start providing more data at the local level, which would empower local authorities to take a lead on RIS3 monitoring if there is willingness to do so;
· Finance technical assistance and the carrying out of surveys to better integrate businesses in EDP for the provision of data;
· Make data provision obligatory for beneficiaries and find a way to receive it from non-beneficiaries, including through access to statistical databases, surveys, etc., following the example of Puglia;
· Provide RIS3 specific capacity building in monitoring to regional and local authorities, in particular in sharing best practice among member states;
· Embed systems/structures for dialogue into the EDP and the overall RIS3 implementation, so that representatives of the different stakeholders know from the beginning their counterparts and whom they can contact if they have queries or ideas;
· If needed, and if companies are unwilling or incapable of participating in the EDP, allocate experts to the field, go to the companies to learn their needs, communicate, raise awareness, and dig data;
· JRC – IPTS can provide technical assistance by (i) getting best examples from successful regions to be presented to lagging regions; invite all stakeholders from the successful region to present and inspire their respective counterparts; (2) do a professional selling presentation of the monitoring system and RIS3 to local stakeholders and politicians;
· Carry out focus groups with stakeholders on monitoring;
· Ensure companies see and are aware that their voices had an impact;
· Contract external actors to keep RIS3 EDP interesting as it happens (e.g. clusters were contracted to lead working groups in Extremadura);
· Ensure resources for capacity building for RIS3 just like each OP has such dedicated budget;
· Try to convince authorities, which have made funding available for RIS3 to make the process of awarding of funds to companies easier and less bureaucratic than in the case of the OPs.
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