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First Meeting of the RIS3 Monitoring Working Group 
15-16 February 2017
Template 1 – Peer Exchange (Parallel Working Groups)
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?)
There is a notable difference between RIS3 and ROP monitoring – the regions are aware of the mid-term assessment of ROP, but there is no clarity when and on what conditions RIS3 monitoring reports will be verified by the Commission. Therefore, ROP indicators seem to be ‘more important’, but they are usually few and general (not priority-specific), so can hardly be a management tool. At the same time, there is understanding that RIS3 monitoring should help the management of the intervention, but there are few instruments to implement any changes that result. In lagging regions, innovation policy is fully financed from ROP or NOP, so conclusions from RIS3 monitoring should be implemented there. However, any significant changes in ROP need a renegotiation of the programme, which is time-consuming, complicated and unwillingly undertaken by the regions. As for RIS3 monitoring as such, there is agreement that RIS3 indicators should be, at least partly, priority-specific.
To what extent and/or in which phases or the policy cycles are the issues discussed relevant?
As monitoring should contribute to efficient and effective management, the indicators should be useful, practical and easy to collect. It means that there is a need for better alignment of RIS and ROP planning and monitoring, so there are visible synergies between the two. At the moment, there are more often two different teams and monitoring and evaluation cycles going for RIS and ROP. The issues discussed, influence especially the first two phases of the policy cycle, but they are also significant at the implementation level, as described below.
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)? 

At the moment, regional governments treat monitoring (especially of RIS3) as an additional task that is not really that important, after the Commission has already accepted the strategies. Also, in some cases (like in Romania), RIS3 strategies are managed at the national level, and there is little scope for influence of the regions. For example, result indicators that are adopted tend to be the same for all the regions, no matter their priority areas. Another obstacle is the level of expectations of decision-makers and stakeholders – the promises made in RIS3 often tend to promise a transformation of regional economy, while the scope of real government influence is much smaller. Therefore, instead of precise, intervention-specific indicators, context indicators are often used, and the progress they show is disappointing. 
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.)
There is a lack of human resources to be used for such governance of monitoring systems, so they can become a tool for external and internal communication, including stakeholders and decision-makers. In order to produce useful and easy to understand information for the target groups, there is also a need for organisational and financial resources. Only if the monitoring reports provide understandable and interesting information and conclusions, they can become an instrument improving dialogue in the regional innovation ecosystem. The biggest task is then building the institutional capacity and ability to act and provide value added on data.
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