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First Meeting of the RIS3 Monitoring Working Group 
Template 1 – Peer Exchange: Parallel Working Group IV
Participants: Boryana Stancheva (Russe, Bulgaria), Marina Ranga (moderator), Lucilia Rovillard (Extramadura), Petra Szavics, (North-West, Romania), Mark Boden (JRC),
Shared understanding of monitoring (how do regions perceive monitoring, which issues arise as most relevant? What is the reaction of the working table to seeing monitoring as a management tool and to balancing horizontal and priority-specific indicators?)
Overall the participants in the WG agreed that they should strive towards achieving the theoretical/ideal monitoring model as an integrated management tool and with a balanced mix of indicators, while taking into account regional specifics. In particular, participants noted the large differences in the understanding between more fiscally and resource independent regions, like in Spain, larger regions but without own resources, like in Romania, and local players, like municipalities in Bulgaria. 
The three participants in the WG summarised their experience with monitoring systems as follows:

Extramadura, Spain included a monitoring and evaluation system already at the elaboration stage, in 2013. They did not have a clear idea about what the strategy would come out in the end but they followed very closely the ideal blueprint. They set a governance system about the monitoring and evaluation system, in order to keep all the stakeholders involved. A year and a half later the EC asked for an action plan in order to choose indicators to monitor smart specialisation. This was complicated as the RIS3 of the region had broad indicators without specific NACE code focus. With the help of University of Estramadura they compiled the needed indicators. They foresee to use the monitoring system of indicators for the first time in 2017. But already now, they think that monitoring taking into consideration NACE codes was not the best solution, as they include larger business areas than the prioritised ones. So they are looking for opportunities to improve the system after its first full implementation. But overall the monitoring system created thus far worked as an integrated management tool. The key challenge was sustaining momentum and involving all stakeholders. The stakeholders are very different and making it interesting for everyone was quite difficult. The second key challenge was transferring what the strategy has discovered to the politicians for policy development. 
North West, Romania does not have a RIS 3 in place but is working on it. And they are working on it as an integrated management tool. One of the lessons learnt from the exercise so far has been that one needs to think of who is going to give you the data and when from the very start of the process of building a RIS3 strategy. It is very much like project management: when you start putting together the intervention logic, you should know the expected outcomes and how you monitor them. Experts in the region should have an automatic mind-set to look in this sequence of the work. Romania is a particular case with regards to the RIS3 process, as it does not have regional RIS3. Both RIS3 and Operational Programmes are set up at the national level. Interventions were designed at national level based on two strategies, which do not relate well: the research and innovation strategy and the competitiveness strategy. So the way it works is that national strategies fund from one stream science and innovation, and from another - the different industries. Romanian authorities at regional level do not have access to monitoring system data of the RIS3 and other strategies at national level. They need to request it from national authorities. Regional authorities need to do parallel monitoring by looking into the projects funded from the different national instruments to figure out, which ones fall into their smart specialisation strategy if they have developed one. In this case it is better to obtain the data from the managing authorities at central level so that you do not have to request it from beneficiaries, burdening them with this work. Monitoring systems need to take into account the factual situation of the regions on the ground. It is not the same to design monitoring systems for regions, which had RIS3 as ex ante conditionality, and regions, which do not even have their own financing at their disposal, and which cannot influence national level strategies. It is not just setting monitoring as a tool but also taking into consideration who uses the tool. National versus regional level is a dichotomy, which has not been resolved in Romania. The regions are in weak position and have to do their own monitoring thus repeating what is done at national level. And the logic of setting up a proper monitoring system should be bottom – up: from regional to national RIS3 strategies. But it is the other way around in Romania. There is a need to differentiate between regions. If a region has own financing and/or OPs, it is sensible to have a monitoring system. But if a region does not have any financing, then it has embarked on doing a RIS3 without having the resources to fund it, and thus the motivation for designing a proper monitoring system is seriously reduced. A key difference between Spain, on the one hand, and Romania and Bulgaria on the other is that regions in the latter two are less independent. 
The Russe Municipality, Bulgaria has developed a RIS3 at NUTS4 level. Bulgaria has a draft national strategy. Its Planning Regions plan to do RIS3, but have not done so yet, and then some municipalities have already developed RIS3. Russe’s experience in RIS3 monitoring system development shows that one needs to show stakeholders their place and role to ensure buy-in and a functioning monitoring system. This is a key challenge. It becomes obvious from the very beginning of the preparation of RIS3. In Bulgaria by law municipalities have to develop a general local development plan and sectoral industrial strategies, whereas the RIS3 strategy is somewhere in-between. Hence, there should be a balance between the horizontal and priority specific approach. Monitoring culture is still rudimentary in the country. For many politicians and administrators In Bulgaria monitoring is reduced to a list of general indicators. Data collection is another critical point. It is very difficult to collect trustful data on a regular basis. And this was the case in elaborating and preparing the strategy in Russe. You have to have data about the processes in all the economic actors in the region. In Romania, this is also an issue, as the data is rarely available on municipal level. 
To what extent and/or in which phases or the policy cycles are the issues discussed relevant?
In theory, RIS3 needs to be “alive”, i.e. you need to be able to make a change in the strategy whenever the monitoring and evaluation system shows you need to change. And for this to happen properly we need to understand that in some countries, like Spain you have policy-making function at regional level, while in others you do not. Furthermore, nationally designed policies need to link to and have relevance at regional level. 
In Romania, regions cannot have policy change as a possible outcome in RIS3, as they do not have the possibility to inform national authorities, which have the resources at hand. In Romania, only Regional Operation Programme is available to regions, and it has been written at national level. And the regions only differ in the priority sectors chosen. Hence all regions have monitoring indicators that have already been pre-defined at central level, reducing the level of local input. In principle, regional authorities which have their own RIS3, have bigger flexibility to focus on limited objectives in regions, than when you have a national programme, which would not allow you to change / adapt the monitoring system or any policy. 
How can you change the policy based on regional monitoring system, when this needs to happen at the national level? 

There is a friction between the policy making cycle and the monitoring RIS3 cycle. The former requires short and quick reaction, the latter, more time. In 2-3 years you can measure output indicators, then in 5-6 years you can measure results, and then post strategy in 9-10 years you can measure the overall impact and attribution. If you want to measure indicators, you need to wait. And this comes to a major clash with the urgency of the policy cycle.
What are the main obstacles to developing a monitoring system with such characteristics (i.e. monitoring as an integrated management tool and a balanced between horizontal and priority-specific indicators)? 

Some of the key obstacles identified include: 
· Reliability of data;
· Complexity and cost of gathering data;
· Getting proper data, at the level, and at the time you need it.

If regions collect their own data, then they would lose comparability nationally. The tension between flexibility and comparability and integrity of data needs to be considered. And the RIS3 approach itself, with different focuses, makes this even more difficult to compare. 
Before we develop indicators we start measuring. Most of the indicators are more horizontal. 
You need to choose smart indicators, and also smart ways for collecting them. For monitoring the structural change in the economy you need to have a more complex system. So maybe we need to also focus on qualitative ways to monitor the implementation. All regions agreed to that. And we should have some standards of transforming them into quantitative. 
What do we need for a monitoring system with the two afore-mentioned characteristics? (Please discuss among the others, the issue of analytical capacities and HR/staff, communication between different departments, etc.)

In Extremadura, the Regional Government set up a technical office for the development and implementation of RIS3. The main problem is getting the data, getting proper information from the public service, and simply getting them to communicate between each other. And this is why you need to think about the monitoring system from the very beginning of planning RIS3, including to engage these people you would need for providing the data into the governance structure. In Extremadura, there is a regional RIS3 committee, where all people who possess the data needed for monitoring are in. But they all have different priorities. And with a change in government, all the people change. And we need to start from scratch. 
You have to monitor smart, including indicators you can actually measure and sequencing them. Putting statistical data, which is provided by the statistical office, which is easily available at the top. On the next step you can look into funding programme level indicators. And then depending on your capacity, you can put additional indicators together. If you do not have the people, you have to reply on the resources you have – realistic planning. 

The experience from Bulgaria shows that you need to develop communication not only within the public sector but also between the public and the private sector. The latter is very sceptical about providing data and trusting anyone in the government.  
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