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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?)
Our working group included representatives of regions and central administration of Spain, Italy and Poland and it was moderated by Elisabetta Marinelli. Regarding the shared understanding of monitoring, the main aspects that emerged from the discussion are the following:
1. The working group agreed on the fact that monitoring RIS3 is a challenge because, to be able to monitor these strategies, we need to be able to understand the complexity of the theory behind the logic of the Strategy, while at the same time we need to be realistic, in order to translate the underlining mechanisms into something that is possible to measure.

2. It emerged that sometimes the terminology  used is confusing because we are speaking about new approaches but using old terminology from the past programming period, For example, we agree on the fact that we need indicators at strategy level, but we refer to them with the same words used for monitoring Operational Programmes (output and result indicators). 
3. It would be useful to have a more in depth sharing of the new approaches of Smart Specialisation Strategy to avoid, for instance, that different rules are applied to regions in the same country.
4. The issue of the coordination of different monitoring systems of regions is very relevant. As regions have adopted different approaches, the capacity to coordinate at national level is very important in order to extract and to share information and best practices.

5.  Likewise, the importance of a multilevel governance to create synergies between actions implemented at central and regional levels came up.
6. Finally we discussed the possible trade off between long term S3 objectives  in terms of expected structural changes and short term objectives in terms of spending efficiency of Operation Programmes financed by Structural Funds.
To what extent and/or in which phases or the policy cycles are the issues discussed relevant?

Regarding the monitoring as a management tool, the working group agreed on the fact that it is relevant both in the design and in the implementation phases, because the identification of the relevant indicators is strictly linked to the kind of action/project/instruments you realize in order to implement the S3 in coherence with their objectives.
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)? 

1. Regarding Monitoring as a management tool, the working group agreed on the idea that to be a useful instrument for the implementation of the S3, the monitoring system and the indicators identified need to be integrated in the design of the strategy and should reflect the strategy objectives of S3 priorities, the policy instruments and the actual projects. This implies an intensive collaboration between who is responsible for the design of the S3 and who is responsible for monitoring and that is not always guaranteed . 
2. With reference to Monitoring S3 priorities and the balance between horizontal and priority-specific indicators, it emerged that regions don’t share the same definitions of priority areas, that are intended differently. 
3. Even if the working group shared the importance of having both horizontal and priority specific indicators, some RIS3s still don’t have defined indicators that are priority specific .

4. With reference to priority measurement at regional level, a critical point concerns the availability of statistics by priority areas. To this end, some regions have launched surveys concerning specific priority areas; other regions have decided to involve the stakeholders, giving them the responsibility of collecting and providing data on specific priority areas.

5.  Regions highlighted the importance of data collection consistent with the revision and update of the Strategies and the possible delay of gathering of data. 
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.)

As emerged during the meeting, for a monitoring system to be integrated in the design of the strategy, it is necessary that the governance defines the collaboration between the different departments responsible for the design, implementation and monitoring of the RIS3, identifying  specific responsibilities and common outcomes. 
With reference to monitoring S3 priorities, the great difficulty of having data available by priority area not yet available in national statistics emerged. In order to have  priority specific indicators, a new classification methodology of priorities that includes, not only economic activities but also technologies, would be necessary.

The collection of specific data by priority and the development of result indicators would require specific surveys at regional and national level. From the discussion of the working group it emerged that the circulation of information concerning projects realised by priority would be very useful.
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