	[image: image1.jpg]European
Commission




	EUROPEAN COMMISSION

DIRECTORATE GENERAL FOR RESEARCH & INNOVATION

Directorate A – Policy & Programming Centre
A.4 – Missions and Partnerships



PAGE  

	Please score each sub-section under Sections 2 and 3 using the following non-numerical scale:

· Score +++: strong, no changes needed

· Score ++: medium, minor changes needed

· Score +: low, significant changes needed

	Draft title of the European Partnership
	 Animal Health and Welfare (PAHW)

	Lead contact COM
	AGRI.F.2.001 (Jean-Charles Cavitte)

	Lead contact partners
	Hein Imberechts (Sciensano, Belgium)

	Reviewed by
	M. Olson

	 General issues

	Are all sections completed?
If not: which elements are currently missing?
	Almost all parts have been completed but a few elements are missing: clearly spelled out expected impacts, a statement that PAHW will always be open to new stakeholders and a strategy to stimulate the participation of new partners and stakeholders.


	Comments on contact information

	

	Comments on the summary (length respected)?
	Please shorten to 500 characters without spaces (you are at 599 without spaces now)

	2. Context, objectives, expected impacts

	2.1 Context and problem definition 

· To what extent is the context for the Partnership adequately described?
· How convincingly are problem drivers and/or strategic opportunities described?
· How convincingly are underlying research, innovation, deployment or systemic bottlenecks and/or market failures described that are to be addressed by the Partnership?

· To what extent does the proposal provide data and evidence, and results from foresight on the state and scale of the problems/ opportunities, their relative importance and how they are expected to evolve in the future?
· How well does the proposal describe the links with previous/current Framework Programme interventions in this priority, including their outcomes, and the results of evaluations and assessments (both in the context of R&I partnerships and work programmes)?
	Score: ++
· Comprehensive overview of the context, describing very well the situation.
· The problem drivers and opportunities are well described. The language could sometimes be made easier to understand for a non-expert in the field (ex. efficacious, endemic, cognate datasets, impinge on, epizootic). Please also ensure that all abbreviations are explained. Mention the state of development of artificial meat, which, if it comes on to the market soon, would be a complete game-changer for the meat industry (and the partnership).
· Consider streamlining sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 with the aim to shorten the text. There are overlaps where I feel that “I have read this before”. If the text is shortened, the underlying logic and the ‘fil rouge’ (problems ( underlying causes ( opportunities´) will emerge more clearly. Also consider highlighting more important parts of the text (’messages’) to make it easier to read.
· Extensive sources, excellent. The costs of animal epidemics are indicated; if available add indications on how they are expected to evolve in future and/or trends on how they have developed in the past.
· Very good analysis of relevant previous initiatives in the area (projects, ERA-NETs, ..)  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	2.2 Common vision, objectives and expected impacts

· Are the objectives and expected impacts, and the related intervention logic convincing and clear (including links to problems and their drivers)?

· How well are the general, specific and operational objectives of the proposed partnership described - are they sufficiently SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and, timely or time-bound)?
· Are the objectives sufficiently linked to Horizon Europe, as well as broader EU policy objectives, in particular priorities set by the new Commission, and with relevant global strategies / agreements, such has SDGs where EU has committed itself?

· Is it clear how the partnerships would serve both public and private interest and ensure the delivery of public goods, including dissemination and exploitation issues?
· Is the expected timeframe to achieve the specific objectives adequate?
· To what extent does the proposal on the common vision and ambition of the Partnership rely on evidence and data, e.g. from socio-economic, environmental and industrial/technological studies, recent research results, policies and strategies? 
· Are links and/or collaboration opportunities with other partnerships candidates and Union programmes adequately described? If not, which ones appear missing?

· If relevant, is the co-financing of the Partnership by other Union programmes, or upstream use of other Union programmes clearly outlined?
· Does the proposal include an estimate of how much R&I investments are overall necessary to achieve the specific objectives, which parts will be contributed by partners, and which by other sources, in order to justify the investment from the Framework Programme (additionality, possible quantitative direct and indirect leverage effects)? How convincing is the overall estimate presented?

· How convincingly does the proposal demonstrate that the proposed Partnership can trigger relevant transformational changes in the broader research and innovation ecosystem (qualitative impacts) at national and/or sectorial level?
· Does the proposal include a methodology for the monitoring of reaching those targets? 
· Does the proposal include an exit-strategy and measures for phasing-out from the Framework Programme funding? If yes, how clear and realistic are they?

· [If applicable: Does the proposal include a SRIA/roadmap, including a description of the strategy process and evidence of the involvement of stakeholders in the identification of objectives? Has it been developed in line with the requirements for priority setting partnerships, such as transparency, open consultation (including Member States), broad involvement of stakeholders?]

· [Otherwise: Does the proposal include a description of the planned process for developing a SRIA/roadmap? Is the expected timeline for completing the process adequate (i.e. ready by the start of the partnership)? Is the process in line with the requirements for priority setting partnerships, such as transparency, open consultation (including Member States), broad involvement of stakeholders? ]

	Score: ++
· In general, a good, well explained and ambitious set of objectives. The visions is very good.
· However, the intervention logic lacks the last step, expected impacts. These should be clearly defined in the text (like the objectives) and be included in the figure on page 19. You have the elements in your vision and section 2.2.6. And please follow the three types (see Annex 5 to the draft HE Regulation): 1.Scientific, 2. Societal (incl. environmental) and 3. Economic & technological;
· Also in the intervention logic figure, please add a note explaining that there is no vertical split in the figure (I first assumed that there was such a line, so that SO1 and SO2 only contribute to GO1, and SO3 and SO4 only to GO2 ..). Explain that all SOs (and OOs) contribute to both GOs! Please also explain in 2.1.2/3 the “practical locks” mentioned under Technological drivers (unclear)!
· The two ‘political’ problems on page 12-13 (trade implications of vaccines, and risk of new antibiotics being reserved for humans use only) are not addressed in any objective. Consider if they can be included in an action under OO9.
· It is of key importance that all KPIs are translated into quantified targets and baselines are set for their ‘values at start’. This should be done at a later stage when defining PAHW’s monitoring framework in the SRIA, but you can already start thinking about it now. For example, the “significant reduction” and “wider adoption” in the potential indicators will need to be made precise.
· Yes. The proposal demonstrates links with the objectives of Horizon Europe, EU policies and SDGs.
· Yes.

· Overall, the timeframe looks reasonable (just perhaps be careful not to be overambitious on the timeframe for novel drugs and vaccines, these are long-term endeavors)
· Sufficiently.
· Yes.

· No such co-financing indicated.
· The proposal includes a very convincing bottom-up estimate of the minimum budget required to perform the activities foreseen. It remains to see if MS/AC will match this amount. However, it seems desirable to add an indication in the text of the respective parts of cash and in-kind required by the foreseen activities. 
· Please provide an explanation in the text to the apparently contradictory statements: “Cost of a [i.e. one] vaccine is on average 10-20 M€” and “100 M€ could end up in 25 implementation outputs” ( 4 M€ per vaccine ..
· Well and convincingly (given that some elements in the ecosystem are already cooperating and wish to take this further)
· See the above comment about the need to define PAHW’s monitoring framework in the SRIA.
· Yes. The last mentions in section 2.2.7 (about a follow-up partnership) however need to be taken out, as the criteria framework does not allow for plans for a follow-up partnership after HE.

· There is a section on the planned process for developing a SRIA. The only question not mentioned is whether the SRIA itself will be subject to an open public consultation. We always strongly recommend this, and for a new partnership like PAHW even more!


	2.3 Necessity for a European Partnership 
· Does the proposal demonstrate convincingly that the envisaged Partnership will be more effective in achieving the related objectives and expected impacts that traditional HE calls (with cooperation extending well beyond collaborative R&I projects, and support more systematic innovative solutions to identified challenges)? 
· How well does the proposal demonstrate that it will establish a meaningful collaboration with Member States /Associated Countries and relevant national/regional authorities and their respective commitments to reach higher level of impacts?
	Score: +++
· The scope of and number of potential partners in PAHW are sufficiently broad to motivate a European partnership. Convincing arguments on the need to avoid the current duplication of work.

· Collaboration with MS and regions is quite well demonstrated in section 2.3.3 and other parts of the proposal.


	2.4 Partner composition and target group 

· To what extent is described how the Partnership will build upon, strengthen and/or expand collaboration networks and initiatives that are currently existing at the EU level, beyond currently existing Partnerships;
· How well is the type and composition of partners (public, private, foundations etc.) identified and justified? Is there a sufficient ambition to include new types of partners (in particular end-users), and to ensure the necessary thematic and geographical coverage to meet the objectives?
· Does the proposal develop a clear understanding for the envisaged target groups / stakeholder community (beyond the partners)?
· International dimension:  How well is it developed? Is there a clear justification when specific strategic needs at European level should restrict the international dimension?
	Score: +++
· Very well described.
· Also well described. There is a clear ambition to include new/all types of partners in the partnership, but these seem to be exclusively foreseen as stakeholders. Consider whether the current rather restricted composition of the ‘partners’ in the consortium is sufficient to ensure the necessary thematic and geographical coverage. 
· Yes (possibly, consider the added value of including some citizens as stakeholders, since animal welfare is of interest to citizens)
· A number of international bodies are foreseen as stakeholders.


	3. Planned Implementation

	3.1 Activities
· Is the envisaged portfolio of activities to support the full and effective achievement of the objectives and expected impacts well described and sufficiently ambitious?

· Does it include a mechanism to ensure the complementarity of activities and help avoid unnecessary duplications with other relevant initiatives of Horizon Europe (e.g. European Partnerships, missions), and other related EU initiatives?

· To what extent does the proposal demonstrate how it will ensure coherence and synergies in relation to major national (sectorial) policies, programmes and activities?
	Score: +
· The portfolio of activities is well described and sufficiently ambitious.
· The “internal calls” proposed will need quite some further discussion with us in RTD.G4. To start, please clarify: 
1. whether participation in internal calls is restricted to consortium members (‘partners’) only (or also to RPOs outside the consortium) – this is not clear in the current text, 
2. how you will construct a “call” for an in-kind activity, and how this will work in practice (do you have an earlier example of this?).
· The proposal contains extensive information on measures for avoiding duplication, alignment with different European partnerships and other pillars of H2020. Please consider also if there is a need for alignment with any of the five missions.
· Sufficiently (through the national participating partners)


	3.2 Resources

· To what extent does the proposal specify the types and levels of contributions from partners that are necessary to achieve the objectives and impacts (financial contributions, in-kind contributions, activities/resources linked to market, regulatory, societal or policy uptake, broader investments)?

· Is both qualitative and quantitative information provided?
· How well does it consider other investments outside the narrow definition of partners contributions, or framework conditions needed for the take-up of results?
	Score: ++
· Consider also adding here an indication addressed to MS in the text of the respective parts of cash and in-kind required by the foreseen activities (x M€ for external calls and y M€ for internal calls and other activities).  
· Yes 
· Well enough.

	3.3 Governance

· Is the envisaged governance and management of the Partnership, including advisory structures / mechanisms, well-reasoned and needs-based, allowing an effective delivery of the objectives?
· How convincingly does the proposal describe how it will contribute to ensuring coherence and synergies with the EU R&I landscape, as well as transparency and openness during the Partnership as regards the identification of its objectives, priorities, vision, SRIA and work programmes?

· Is the involvement of the Commission in the preparation and implementation of the Partnership adequately addressed?

· Is it sufficiently clear how the EU public interest in the framework of the Partnership will be defined and defended?
	Score: ++
· Yes. The only item not described in the text is the role of the “National, regional authorities” (a box in the lower right corner of the figure). Please add a description of these under “Boards outside PAHW”.

· Ensuring coherence & synergies is well described in 3.1.2. Openness during identification of the elements in the present proposal is described in the preamble.
· Yes, in 3.3.2. Please change “The EC role will be to oversee the implementation and updating of the SRIA” into “… to follow …” (overseeing this process is a task for the partnership itself).
· Yes, by the Commission’s role and the NGO stakeholders.


	3.4 Openness and transparency

· Is it sufficiently demonstrated that the proposed Partnership will be established in a transparent way with no unjustified restriction in participation and with a broad, open and transparent approach towards different sectors and geographical areas including international partners when relevant? If there are restrictions, are they well-founded?
· Does the proposal include strategies / plans throughout the lifetime of the Partnership to ensure easy and non-discriminatory access to information about the initiative, as well as dissemination of and access to results (in line with Horizon Europe provisions)?

· Does the proposal include sufficiently strategies and plans to stimulate the participation of new partners and actors in the definition of common priorities and their participation in the partnerships itself or its activities (including eligibility for funding)?
· Does the proposal establish a proactive recruitment policy which is dynamic and agile to allow a membership constituency responding to the evolution of the sector and the needs of the partnerships throughout its lifetime, across the Union and, where relevant beyond;

· Are the processes and measures for consulting all relevant entities and stakeholders for the identification of priorities and activities during the implementation phase well described (e.g. for developing the SRIA/roadmap, establishing work programmes etc.)?
	Score: ++
· Yes, the only item missing is stating that PAHW will always be open to new stakeholders. This is really an important point, to ensure that there are no restrictions in participation.
· The section is excellent, including a Communication plan developed with experts in scientific communication, with targeted actions to different target groups, including citizens. Publications will follow Open science and FAIR principles.
· A strategy to stimulate the participation of new partners and stakeholders is missing and could be added.
· This is not yet in place. It could be merged with the previous point (a strategy to reach out to new partners).
· See the above point (under 2.2) recommending an open public consultation when developing the SRIA.
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