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INTRODUCTION 

The Expert Group wishes to thank the European Partnerships, Member States, 

Iceland and Norway, and the European Commission Steering Board for their active 

and valuable contributions to support the work of the Expert Group and the different 

deliverables, in particular the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022. We are very grateful 

to the Common Missions & Partnerships Service of DG RTD for their continued and 

full support throughout the work of the Expert Group. 

Since the introduction of the European Research Area (ERA) and FP6, R&I Partnerships 

have evolved into strategic elements of national, European, and industrial R&I policy and 

funding programmes. A new generation of European Partnerships has been prepared 

following an impact-driven and coherent approach to use their full potential in achieving 

ambitious EU policy objectives and SDGs by improving their openness, transparency and 

coherence with EU-level, national and regional R&I policies, and programmes. 

The Expert Group was set up with the task to develop a robust and harmonised framework 

for monitoring of the European Partnerships, including the first Biennial Monitoring Report.  

The Expert Group was set up for the period of January 2021 – June 2022 to support the 

Strategic Coordinating Process – a new governance framework for the EU Partnerships. 

The objective of the Strategic Coordinating Process is to support a coherent, evidence-

based, and strategic policy making on R&I partnerships in Europe, guided by the criteria 

framework in the Annex III of the Horizon Europe (HE) Regulation. The key element for the 

Strategic Coordinating Process is ensuring a well-functioning reporting and monitoring 

system for partnerships, with good quality data and evidence for political discussion and 

decision-making, thereby feeding into Horizon Europe monitoring and evaluation exercises. 

In this context, the Expert Group has focused on analysis, insight, and recommendations 

for developing a framework for reporting and monitoring on the progress made by all forms 

of European Partnerships (individually and as a portfolio, at the EU and national level).  

This final report acts as an umbrella for all the deliverables of the Expert Group and 

provides recommendations for the future support of the Strategic Coordinating Process for 

Partnerships. 
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DELIVERABLES OF THE EXPERT GROUP 

In line with the Terms of Reference, the Expert Group published in June 2021 its first 

interim report “A robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring European 

Partnerships in Horizon Europe”1 with recommendations for developing a more harmonised 

and robust monitoring framework for partnerships, including a set of common indictors for 

partnerships. In May 2022, the Commission published the report “Performance of the 

European Partnerships: Biennial Monitoring Report (BMR) 2022 on partnerships under 

Horizon Europe”2 that was drafted by the Expert Group, under the supervision of the 

Common Missions & Partnerships Service of DG RTD. Shortly after, the group published its 

second interim report “A framework for the Biennial Monitoring Reports on European 

Partnerships”3 that provides a manual to guide the drafting the future Biennial Monitoring 

Reports, drawing on the lessons-learned of the first exercise.  

WORKING METHOD OF THE GROUP 

The Expert Group had fifteen meetings between January 2021 and June 2022. In addition, 

the group had short weekly meetings to discuss the progress towards the various 

deliverables. DG RTD Unit G4 supported the Expert Group, including provided the 

Secretariat. 

During its lifetime, the Expert Group had intensive interaction and dialogue with the Member 

States, Iceland and Norway, and European Partnerships through the Partnership 

Knowledge Hub. Especially the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 process required a 

genuine co-design process of all parties involved. It showed that substantial interactions 

with partnerships and countries were needed4 to define the impact pathways, key 

performance indicators (KPIs), measurement methods and targets. This interactive 

                                                

1 European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, Carrozza, M., Romanainen, J., 

Amanatidou, E., et al., A robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring European 
Partnerships in Horizon Europe : first interim report, Publications Office, 2021, 
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/017792 

2 European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, Performance of European 
Partnerships : Biennial Monitoring Report (BMR) 2022 on partnerships in Horizon Europe, 
2022, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/144363  

3 European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, Carrozza, M., Romanainen, J., 
Amanatidou, E., et al., A framework for the Biennial Monitoring Reports on European Partnerships: 
second interim report, Publications Office, 2022, https://doi.org/10.2777/82858 

4 In the form of office hours – either bilaterally (the case for most partnerships) or collectively (approach used 
for the MS/AC). Also, webinars and consultations were organised to gain feedback to the different 
deliverables. 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&groupId=3783&fromMeetings=true&meetingId=26959
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&groupId=3783&fromMeetings=true&meetingId=26959
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dialogue proved extremely useful and hopefully will lead to a smoother and more 

established process towards the next BMRs. 

The operation of partnerships cuts across a variety of levels (national/regional, trans-

national, European/ international) and their results materialise through different channels, 

i.e., the supported projects and activities, the partnership management and governance. At 

the same time, they may affect multiple areas, i.e., the national R&I contexts of the involved 

countries, the EU R&I landscape and R&I policies as well as those of the sectors and 

thematic areas addressed. As such, partnerships are much more than their supported 

projects. They constitute a specific policy approach in dealing with jointly identified 

challenges at EU level and each of the different types consists of a particular policy 

instrument to implement relevant EU and national policies. 

As highlighted in the introduction of the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 on partnerships 

(section 1.3.2) the added value of partnerships surely goes beyond individual projects and 

is better reflected in the monitoring frameworks that the partnerships have developed to 

monitor the progress towards their general, specific and operational objectives. At the same 

time, the partnership-supported projects, as all Horizon Europe projects, are subject to the 

so-called Key Impact Pathway indicators. These are addressed in detail in section 2.3 of 

the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 on partnerships. As a result, the partnership-specific 

dimension at both the project level and the partnership/instrument levels are well covered.  

What was missing, and thus constitutes the primary focus of the Biennial Monitoring 

Reports, is the horizontal level, cutting across all partnership types and addressing the 

perspective of partnerships as a policy/instrument approach. As a result, the Commission – 

with the support of the Expert Group – has developed a set of common indicators on the 

functioning of all European Partnerships. These are closely linked to the new policy 

approach and added value generated by partnerships, as compared to other Horizon 

Europe modalities such as traditional calls. The common indicators also capture other 

aspects of the European Research Area, such as the structuring effect, improvements in 

the national R&I systems/fabric, etc. 

This complementary and systemic approach to the monitoring and evaluation of the 

partnerships under Horizon Europe is illustrated below in Figure 1. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/a6cbe152-d19e-11ec-a95f-01aa75ed71a1/language-en
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Figure 1: The systemic approach to monitoring and evaluation of Partnerships 

MAIN ACHIEVEMENTS 

The recommendations of the Expert Group were instrumental for the development of a 

harmonised monitoring framework for European Partnerships under an impact-oriented 

approach. The Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 on partnerships provides a first 

comprehensive overview of the new evolving partnership landscape and establishes useful 

benchmarks. As such, it makes a valuable contribution to a more strategic and evidence-

based policymaking in relation to EU research and innovation partnerships.  

In particular, the common indicators help to capture the added value of partnerships 

compared to alternative policy measures, allowing to have an aggregated view on the 

performance of partnerships as a portfolio. These complement the Horizon Europe Key 

Impact Pathways by going beyond projects data. The fiches provide a reader-friendly 

overview of the performance of countries and partnerships in the form of a snapshot. The 

country fiches provide valuable information on the Member State participation, allocation of 

resources, leverages to partnerships. Partnership fiches contain evidence of contributions, 

added value, and functioning of individual partnerships. 

The group appreciates the good collaboration with Member States, Associated Countries, 

European Partnerships, and the Commission5 alike. The lively interaction within this 

community allowed mutual learning and facilitated the development of a co-design process, 

which the group considers as one of its most important achievements. The positive features 

of a co-design process include, e.g., more realistic expectations of data availability and 

                                                

5 A Commission Steering Committee oversaw the work of the group and provided feedback to its deliverables.  

Partnership-specific 

monitoring frameworks 

Horizon Europe  

Key Impact Pathways 

Common indicators for European 

Partnership 

Supported R&I 
projects 

Partnership as policy 
approach/instrument 

Partnership-specific Horizontal/cross-cutting 
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quality, shared understanding and commitment to the selected indicators, mutual learning 

during the process, early integration into other data collection and monitoring systems, etc. 

Looking ahead, the impact-oriented approach to monitoring – i.e., focusing on how 

partnerships plan and have contributed to relevant European (and national) policy 

objectives and the interactive, collaborative, and co-creative approach between experts and 

stakeholders – can be used also for the assessment of other large-scale R&I programmes 

at the EU or national level.  

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE 
SUPPORT OF THE STRATEGIC 
COORDINATING PROCESS  

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO PARTNERSHIP 
MONITORING PROCESSES 

Practical recommendations related to the partnership monitoring processes have been 

identified and discussed in the first interim report of the Expert Group. Furthermore, a 

revised process for preparing the future Biennial Monitoring Reports based on the 

experiences gained during the BMR 2022 process is presented and discussed in the 

second interim report of the Expert Group. Recommendations presented in those two 

interim reports are not repeated here. 

M-1 Monitoring practices should be further improved and streamlined 

Common language and understanding should be established to harmonize and 

simplify (‘less is more’) the different monitoring frameworks and concepts imposed in 

the various stages and processes of partnership development and implementation. 

During the preparation of the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 on partnerships, it became 

evident that there exists a variety of frameworks and concepts that the partnerships apply 

when it comes to developing various outputs (e.g., MoUs, SRIAs, etc.) of partnerships. The 

first interim report of the Expert Group, and the individual processes to achieve 

harmonisation6 through the partnership fiches also highlighted that these frameworks are 

interpreted in different ways (e.g., differences in interpretation between operational, 

specific, and general objectives; large differences in the number and granularity of 

objectives and indicators, leading to more quantity rather than quality at the level of the 

monitoring framework).  

                                                

6 In this context, harmonisation does not necessarily imply standardisation as the diversity of partnerships 
always warrants a certain degree of flexibility, as acknowledged, and experienced by the Expert Group. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593?fbclid=IwAR19i1AHDuiNVJgfRrPuZ8DmIGFa9S5AWcEOxNnARUg3znCuw9y-oQM_zGM
https://doi.org/10.2777/82858


 

8 

The Commission should take the initiative in close collaboration with the partnerships 

and participating countries (e.g., via the Partnership Knowledge Hub) to see where, how, 

and when further improvements could be made to the existing monitoring system, 

and thereby ensure the future development of an even more integrated, well-thought-

out and strategic monitoring process for the partnerships, involving the partnerships 

and participating countries from the start, and establishing a common language and 

understanding and seeking ‘end-to-end’ alignment when it comes to partnership 

development (from proposal to exit) and implementation (subsequent monitoring). To allow 

proper time to prepare, more substantial improvements such as significant steps towards 

harmonisation or, if viable, even standardisation, should be carefully examined and most 

likely implemented with the launch of the next generation of European Partnerships.  

Three issues merit specific attention in implementing this recommendation: 

1) The necessary time to establish individual reporting frameworks should be 

allowed: in most conventional organisations, maturity in terms of performance 

management frameworks is reached after 3 to 5 years, as lessons are learned on 

the relevance and feasibility to develop certain indicators for their use at the 

strategic level. The set-up of initial monitoring systems, considering the presence 

of sufficient internal competences and resources at the level of the organization, 

and complying with best practices (connecting a strategy map to a set of limited, 

focused KPIs) takes at least 6 to 9 months, with inclusion of stakeholders in the 

process. This is particularly relevant for new partnerships.  

2) There needs to be sufficient levels of flexibility and adaptability. Partnerships’ 

outcomes and impacts can differ strongly depending on the form7, as well as the 

maturity of the partnership8. Furthermore, external tendencies and disruptions 

(demographic, environmental, geopolitical, technological, …) in the current ‘VUCA’9 

environment may warrant shifts within the strategic objectives, and hence the KPIs 

used. A framework and process need to be set-up to provide guidance and tools 

towards the different stakeholders when monitoring needs to be adapted over the 

lifecycle.  

Therefore, while avoiding a ‘moving targets’ exercise, sufficient time should be allowed 

for both new and existing partnerships to reach a stable monitoring system. While 

these monitoring systems should allow a degree of flexibility and adaptability as priorities 

and objectives may change over time, the core should remain constant. Any changes 

                                                

7 Co-programmed, co-funded or institutionalised 

8 E.g., in terms of predecessors, novelty of technologies, new industrial sectors involved, investment cycles in 
industries, etc. 

9 Volatility, uncertainty, complexity and ambiguity. 
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should be clearly explained, justified, and documented as well as consulted with the 

Commission. This documentation may also constitute learning opportunities for all 

stakeholders involved, including across the partnerships.  

3) Impact measurement needs to be transparent (and support knowledge 

exchange): currently, at the impact level, partnerships report both on (ex-ante) 

expected (e.g., using practices such as ‘Technology Evaluators’) as well as (ex-

post) realized impacts. More transparency on the type of impact reported as well 

as knowledge exchange on appropriate and causally linked impact measurement is 

needed. It should be acknowledged that impact measurement is intellectually the 

most challenging, as well as at the resources level the costliest activity in terms of 

monitoring. Best practice exchange, common approaches, etc. should increase the 

reliability, causality, efficiency, and transparency of impact measurement and 

improve the timing to make realized impact visible to stakeholders. 

The Commission should take the initiative in collaboration with the partnerships to 

define a clear process for establishing partnership specific monitoring frameworks 

and how they are regularly reviewed and if necessary revised. This support is 

especially relevant in view of the future/ new partnerships in the second Horizon Europe 

Strategic Plan (2025-2027). 

The Commission should continue improving the definitions of common indicators in 

the mid-to long-term. Towards the future Framework Programme, it will be important to 

have more quantitative indicators developed in collaboration with partnerships and the 

available data. This is important for decreasing the burden of data collection (e.g., allow 

more automatization) and to receive results that are easier to aggregate. Such development 

would help to improve the monitoring of the general instrument of European Partnerships. 

The Expert Group recommends starting with a pilot that includes a small group of 

partnerships with very different characteristics so the heterogeneity will be considered from 

the start.   

The Commission should also pro-actively offer more guidance, training, and best 

practice examples e.g., with the help of ERA-LEARN and the Partnership Knowledge Hub, 

to both partnerships and participating countries in relation to meeting the reporting 

requirements of the Biennial Monitoring Report. A specific pool of external experts could 

also be considered with proven experience in partnership monitoring, experience in working 

with countries and partnerships or in-depth experience in performance management of 

organisations. The experts would be permanently available to coach and advise 

partnerships respecting each partnership’s individual specificities and contexts, which may 

further support more focused, aligned, and overall better-quality monitoring. This will likely 

result in lowering the administrative burdens and improving the quality of data and 

monitoring activities.  
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M-2 Monitoring arrangements should be interoperable and adequately 

resourced 

The preparation of the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 on partnerships clearly indicated 

that one of the main challenges is the large variety of existing proprietary and mostly 

isolated systems and practices in data collection, storage, and analysis at partnership, 

country, and EU levels.  

It is important that participating countries prepare their monitoring and data 

collection arrangements so that they are appropriate for monitoring the participation 

into and impacts of European Partnerships, and thereby ready to contribute to the 

future Biennial Monitoring Report co-creation processes. It is also important for 

countries to realise that, whereas efforts are oriented towards harmonising and ensuring 

interoperability across the process of data collection, they still need to increase their 

coordination efforts at the national level. This means they should start the national level 

discussions and collection of the country level input required for the fiche as early as 

possible once the contents of the fiches for the new Biennial Monitoring Report on 

partnerships are decided and communicated. This increased coordination will also facilitate 

the more strategic policy approach to be applied in participating in the European 

Partnerships. Depending on the country, this might mean involving many different actors 

and organisations, who hold the required data (e.g., funding data, proposals and project 

data, national level success stories of participation, etc.). This process might also require 

some national level analysis of sectoral policies (e.g., how has the participation in 

partnerships affected the national level policies, or how the national level priorities have 

been reflected in EU partnerships, etc.) 

The participating countries should take the initiative to establish an interoperable 

and adequately resourced monitoring arrangements to collect and manage the 

relevant data concerning European Partnerships, their participation in them, links to 

relevant national and regional initiatives, as well as outcomes, impacts, and benefits and 

possible problems and negative impacts related to the European Partnerships. This 

arrangement may be anything between a formal organisation with centralised data 

management, and a fully virtual (federated) system connecting across several organisations 

and databases, most likely a hybrid. The important requirements are that it should allow a 

single access point to relevant data, sufficient interoperability (such as common interfaces 

D-2, which in future could be used to automatize data collection) with EU monitoring and 

data management systems (D-1) and ideally cover other relevant initiatives (e.g., related to 

the implementation of the EU Missions and ERA). It is important to ensure that sufficient 

resources both in terms of expertise and funding are allocated to manage this country level 

monitoring arrangement. 

Developing partnership specific monitoring frameworks requires highly specific resources 

and capabilities, which are often not readily available within the partnership managing 
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structure. Further complicating the development of partnership specific monitoring 

frameworks, is the need to consult and integrate various partnership stakeholder’s views 

and ideas into the monitoring framework. These views, even at the level of Governing 

Boards, may be conflicting given the often-sensitive matter of setting objectives, and 

defining appropriate and meaningful indicators and units of measurement, including proper 

assessments of the causal relationships between inputs, outcomes, and impacts. Often 

these tasks, seen as more bureaucratic in nature, are added to the existing portfolio of 

collaborators, who may not possess sufficient resources (time) and/or in-depth experience 

in the domain of setting up performance management systems. 

Each European Partnership should take the initiative to establish a centralised (or 

federated) and competent resource for establishing, maintaining, and developing the 

partnership specific monitoring systems, in line with the Horizon Europe monitoring 

framework, as well as collecting and managing the relevant data. This resource should 

be appropriately linked to the respective country-level monitoring arrangements and the 

Commission centralised data platforms. This centralised (or federated) resource should 

manage all monitoring and evaluation activities of the partnership. For the sake of 

efficiency, these resources could be partially pooled (i.e., further federated) on the e.g., 

cluster or partnership type levels and should actively participate in mutual learning and 

knowledge sharing (e.g., through the Partnership Knowledge Hub activities). Decisions on 

setting up these centralised (or federated) resources should be taken at the earliest 

possible stage of formulation and development of the partnership. Moreover, partnerships 

should proactively start preparing for the monitoring of activities beyond individual funded 

projects. This is crucial for demonstration of their impact and added value at national, 

European, and international levels (e.g., quantitate evaluation of additional investments 

generated by the actions of the partnership). This should be considered as one of the 

dimensions in the long-term evolution of the monitoring systems to be implemented under 

the next Framework Programme.  

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO PARTNERSHIP 
DATA COLLECTION 

A large number of practical recommendations related to data and data collection have been 

identified and discussed in the first interim report of the Expert Group. These 

recommendations are not repeated here. 

D-1 Data collection and storage should be centralised and open 

access 

Project level data collected systematically for all projects funded from the Horizon Europe 

framework programme provides a rich source of information that can be used monitoring 

and evaluation purposes. Other sources for systematically collected information by the 

Commission include, e.g., the annual reports of European Partnerships. The Commission 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593?fbclid=IwAR19i1AHDuiNVJgfRrPuZ8DmIGFa9S5AWcEOxNnARUg3znCuw9y-oQM_zGM
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therefore has a key role as data collector and provider for the preparation of the Biennial 

Monitoring Reports. Data collected by the Commission is relevant for analysing the 

contribution of partnerships to Horizon Europe objectives (Key Impact pathway indicators), 

performance of partnerships as a policy instrument (proposals, projects and researchers 

supported by partnerships, the membership data of countries in partnerships, national 

commitments, etc.), and analysing the added value of partnerships (e.g., by using project 

level data and other HE instruments as counterfactual in examining e.g., the international 

dimension). Combined with the data collected from the partnerships and participating 

countries specifically for the BMR (common indicator survey, data collected for the 

partnership and country fiches), access to data collected by the Commission is one of 

the critical milestones in the BMR process. 

The Commission should work urgently towards establishing a centralised platform 

for collecting, structuring, and storing this data and providing open access to it for 

the BMR team, partnerships, participating countries, and to the extent appropriate to any 

other interested party (e.g., via Horizon Europe Dashboard). Open access here refers to all 

own and aggregated data and microdata to the extent it does not endanger any legal, 

security, or other relevant concerns related to personal data, legitimate commercial or 

business interests, etc. Whenever possible, metadata or raw data may be used to make 

this data also available for research purposes, which can stimulate the use or creation 

of data science tools and thus providing unique insights in partnerships. It may also enable 

the development of more sophisticated evaluation techniques with automated calculation of 

a variety of indicators, correlations and easy to interpret figures. 

To facilitate an effective collection, exchange, and use of this data, the Commission 

should establish a common interface, which allows partnerships and participating 

countries to input and extract data from the platform automatically from and into their 

own proprietary data collection and management systems. Drawing on past experience 

(e.g., Horizon 2020 Dashboard) such a platform may also provide some descriptive 

statistics based on the selection of variables by the users. The same common interface 

should also allow seamless data exchange and use across all Commission services. 

Commission should design this interface in close collaboration with the participating 

countries and partnerships (and to the extent viable with other relevant 

actors/instruments, such as EU Missions, ERA-LEARN, etc.) and when it is ready, provide 

appropriate training and support for the use of it and the underlying data platform. 

D-2 Clean data and data consistency across the various data sources 

Responsibility for the collection and filling in of data lies with different stakeholders (co-

funded partnerships and KICs for proposal and project related information, partnerships for 

the common indicators, project beneficiaries for the KIPs, Commission services for 

membership data of partnerships, etc.). This highlights the need for clear, 

understandable, and unambiguous definitions for all data to be collected and 

appropriate arrangements to ensure that the data collected complies with those definitions. 
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The former is addressed by the Expert Group in its two interim reports, although further 

improvements may very well be necessary during future Biennial Monitoring Report 

preparation processes. Experiences from the BMR 2022 process clearly indicate that 

arrangements for cleaning, preparing, structuring, and elaborating the data so that it 

can be confidently used for analyses is a crucial step in the future BMR processes. The 

clearer, better understood, unambiguous, and commonly accepted the definitions are, the 

more of the data cleaning, preparation, and elaboration can be automatized.  

The Commission should take the initiative with the support of the BMR team and in 

collaboration with the participating countries and partnerships to ensure that the 

definitions of data to be collected are understandable and unambiguous. This became 

evident during the preparation of the Biennial Monitoring Report 2022 with the filling-in of 

the Common Indicators survey. Whereas the Common Indicators should be further 

explained and clarified, further revising, and improving the BMR guidelines the Expert 

Group developed in its second interim report may be needed, possibly also organising 

training and other support for partnerships, participating countries, and other data providers. 

The Commission should take the initiative in collaboration with the BMR team and 

relevant Commission services to establish appropriate data cleaning arrangements to 

support the BMR process. The same support is likely needed for other monitoring and 

evaluation purposes, as well as more generally ensuring the quality and availability of data 

on the centralised platform (see recommendation D-1).   

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO EUROPEAN 
PARTNERSHIPS AS A POLICY INSTRUMENT 

During its work, the Expert Group has come across a number of issues that go beyond 

monitoring and data collection, and that require attention in the coming years. The most 

relevant ones are elaborated below.  

 

P-1 Partnership portfolio management approaches should be further 

explored 

One of the objectives of the Strategic Coordinating Process, and the supportive monitoring 

and evaluation processes, is an active and dynamic management of the full partnership 

portfolio, including in view of the future landscape of partnerships beyond 2027.  

Although individual partnerships are supposed to set their own goals, create relevant 

impact pathways, and develop monitoring mechanism to assess effectiveness in reaching 

their goals, aggregated analysis of partnerships efforts, results and impacts grouped along 

different dimensions (e.g., types, cluster, thematic areas, partnership maturity, etc.) can 

provide important insight and evidence for policy makers, other stakeholders, and 

partnerships themselves.  
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It is important that future BMRs continue to monitor how the individual partnerships 

tap into this potential through their various activities and what outcomes and 

impacts are materialised as a result. To allow further insight into the added value that 

can be created through capturing the various synergies and identifying new synergies, 

portfolio management approaches, processes, and tools should be explored. These 

approaches may provide much needed support for policy makers in their attempts to further 

improve the partnership instrument and enhance its contribution to European policy 

objectives, but also help the partnerships in better positioning their role in the wider policy 

contexts and identifying new potential sources of added value e.g., through synergies with 

other partnerships and/or initiatives. This can also support the development of European 

Partnerships as a systemic policy instrument allowing optimisation of its scale as well as 

improved effectiveness and efficiency of activities. The Commission should take the 

initiative to launch activities to explore the viability and potential benefits of using 

and developing advanced portfolio management processes and tools. A first step 

would be an explorative and informed discussion, based on research and consultations, 

and supported by experts on portfolio management, on which common dimensions could 

be included, the relevant level(s) of disaggregation to perform portfolio analysis. These 

could initially be applied to European Partnerships but might later be extended to also cover 

other relevant major European policy instruments and initiatives, such as EU Missions. The 

development of these processes and tools should be done in close collaboration with the 

partnerships and actors responsible for other key instruments and initiatives as well as in 

consultation with the participating countries. Such processes and tools should rely on data 

resources created by implementation of recommendation D-1.  

Partnerships have their own missions and goals to strive for. Yet they also constitute 

important parts of a larger eco-system of actors, policies and instruments cutting across 

national and EU governance levels that address common challenges and goals. Whereas 

they are separated by different structures and organisational forms, they are joined by 

common or related themes and research areas they address. This is relevant both within 

the partnerships landscape as well as between partnerships and other Horizon Europe and 

EU instruments. Progress towards achieving common goals or in addressing similar 

challenges in a specific thematic area or cluster will be the result of all relevant instruments. 

It is recommended to establish dialogue spaces between different types of 

partnerships and instruments at cluster level to create synergies and thus multiple 

impacts. Such dialogue should take place as early as possible, including the creation 

phase of new partnerships. This has been practiced in the past by organising events 

bringing together related projects funded by a partnership in view of exploiting research 

results and/or increasing impacts at policy level. By the same token, such processes can be 

organised across different partnerships and instruments. Related to this, is also the need to 

link the relevant (project) data and results to clusters across any partnerships or 

instruments to be able to flesh out any results important for cluster policies. Inspiration can 
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be drawn from the Green Deal and Health data spaces created by the European 

Commission.10 

P-2 The partnership instrument should be flexible enough to allow it 

to respond to emerging EU policy needs  

The recent COVID-19 pandemic, the war in Ukraine and Europe’s energy crisis have raised 

the importance of European Partnerships to be flexible and adaptable to changing 

circumstances or emerging needs related to e.g., resilience, crisis preparedness and 

management, security of supply, safety, defence, etc. Similarly, new policy priorities may 

arise from other emerging environmental or socio-economic challenges. The Commission 

should take the initiative to discuss and define – in close collaboration with the 

participating countries and European Partnerships e.g., at the Partnership Knowledge Hub 

– how decisions about possible new expectations of contributions from European 

Partnerships to new European policy objectives are made and how those may be 

reflected in the future BMR process and data collection needs.  

The rationale for European Partnerships is very clear to the extent they are expected to 

contribute to Horizon Europe and European R&I policy objectives. As setting up European 

Partnerships requires time and significant resources, it is important to use partnerships 

where significant impacts can be expected compared to more traditional, less coordinated, 

or smaller-scale approaches. Partnerships are thus particularly relevant e.g., in thematic 

areas vital for European industries and/or economies but where Europe is performing 

poorly compared to global leaders, or in thematic areas where Europe may achieve or 

secure global leadership. The rationale for and role of the partnership instrument as well as 

the individual European Partnerships in addressing other policy objectives within the 

respective context of other policies and policy initiatives is less obvious. What has been 

clarified to some extent is the role the partnerships are expected to play in the twin digital 

and green transition, and in a more limited sense, resilience of European societies and 

economies. What needs to be better defined is how possible new expectations, roles, 

etc. are to be set for active (or new) European Partnerships, when new policy 

priorities arise.  

However, in doing so, it should be kept in mind that European Partnerships are 

fundamentally programmes. They are not temporary projects which can easily be launched 

and stopped, nor are they institutions (even though parts of their governance and/or 

activities may have institutional characteristics) where reforms of any significance often 

require a long time and lots of resources. European Partnerships are created to implement 

a medium-term collaborative R&I agenda, which needs to be sufficiently flexible and 

adaptive to results and outcomes, but at the same time require a solid core to ensure long-

                                                

10 See e.g., https://ec.europa.eu/health/ehealth-digital-health-and-care/european-health-data-space_en  

https://ec.europa.eu/health/ehealth-digital-health-and-care/european-health-data-space_en
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term consistency and direction. Hence, reforming or reorienting existing partnerships should 

be possible, but should be done with due care and consideration. 

It is also worth considering the fact that the necessary flexibility and dynamics have three 

levels. First, new policy priorities may be adapted internally by one or more individual 

partnerships. Second, partnerships may also adapt to new policy priorities by enhancing or 

reorienting existing collaborative activities or establishing new collaborative activities with 

other partnerships and/or other European and national initiatives. Third, new policy priorities 

may also be adapted to by launching new partnerships and/or reallocating resources 

allocated to existing partnerships, and thus reforming the portfolio of European 

Partnerships. The levels where reforms or reorientations are most appropriate and relevant 

in each case depends on the characteristics of the specific new European policy 

challenges/objectives and the role European Partnerships and partnerships as a policy 

instrument can play in contributing to it. For example, some new policy needs require fast 

adaptation, whereas others can be adapted to over several years. Similarly, some policy 

needs are more targeted and require the attention of a small number of partnerships, 

whereas other needs may require almost everyone’s attention.  

This recommendation should be considered together with recommendation P-1. 

P-3 Lifecycle of each European Partnership should be sufficiently 

defined 

Institutionalisation and path dependencies often lead into lock-ins preventing the necessary 

reforms and innovation. It is therefore important that the R&I implementation structures and 

processes as well as policy instruments aimed at enhancing them remain reactive, agile, 

and responsive. To ensure this, all policies and policy instruments should be designed with 

a clear understanding of their purpose and objectives, but also their life cycle including 

under what conditions and how they are expected to end, i.e., exit strategy. This is valid 

both for policy instruments and for individual implementations of them. The natural life cycle 

for the partnership instrument is established by the Commission’s Framework Programme 

structures and processes. Major adjustments to the partnership instrument can be made 

every seven years, while minor improvements may take place during the Strategic 

Coordination Process. While the same may also be said to apply to individual partnerships, 

practice has shown that many partnerships continue over several framework programmes. 

There is also a limited number of self-sustained partnerships dating back as far as 2009. 

Under Horizon Europe each partnership is required to plan for their future after the end of 

the framework programme11.  

While the future may also include options such as continuing in the next Framework 

Programme under new priorities and objectives if sufficiently justified, the partnerships 

should also plan for continuation without a formal European Partnership status and the 

                                                

11 Annex III of Horizon Europe Regulation 
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related earmarked Commission funding. This is vital for ensuring the necessary renewal of 

the European Partnership landscape, both by making room for new partnerships and 

forcing existing partnerships to seek higher impacts and new sources of added value.  

Each European Partnership is required to prepare their exit plans. However, developing a 

viable exit strategy is not merely a formal requirement that can be complied with by 

producing a single document at one time and then archiving and forgetting it. A proper, 

realistic, and actionable exit strategy requires careful planning and competent resources, 

and periodic updates during the lifetime of the partnership. Each partnership should take 

their exit strategy seriously, allocate sufficient and competent resources for 

preparing and maintaining it, and start planning it early on, preferably at the same 

time as they start drafting their fundamental rationale and objectives.  

Exit plans should contain analyses of different scenarios and a strategy to follow the 

selected one with appropriate links to the SMART goals of the partnership and the related 

monitoring and evaluation arrangements. These plans should be revisited and revised at 

appropriate junctions of the strategic planning of the framework programmes, e.g., based 

on what options are possible when the organisation succeeds or fails in reaching its goals. 

The plans should be prepared in close collaboration with the partners and the Commission. 

The Commission should take the initiative to establish appropriate support for 

European Partnerships for defining credible future scenarios and exit strategies. The 

Commission could also consider establishing further exit support mechanisms, such as a 

funding instrument to temporarily aid in maintaining the activities of a governing or 

facilitating entity to allow the partnerships to adjust to a new structure and operation after 

formally exiting from the European Partnership portfolio. The Commission may also 

consider engaging external experts to support exit planning. Related to the 

recommendation P-2, the Commission should also prepare in collaboration with the 

participating countries their own views of the future of each partnership to prepare their 

dialogue/consultation with the partnerships.  

The Expert Group considers that the three recommendations – impact measurement, 

portfolio development, and the exit strategies - are closely interlinked as shown in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 shows the interlinkages between impact measurement, portfolio framework 
development, the portfolio(s) and the exit strategies.  

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS RELATED TO TOPICS FOR 
MUTUAL LEARNING 

During its work, the expert group identified several topics where mutual learning between 

European Partnerships and participating countries as well as the Commission could prove 

beneficial. The Expert Group believes mutual learning activities in these topics should be 

considered in the context of the Strategic Coordinating Process for partnerships. 

The identified eight topics for mutual learning are listed and described in the table below.  
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Table 1: Recommended topics for mutual learning exercises (MLEs) 

MUTUAL 
LEARNING 
TOPIC 

TARGET 
GROUP 

DESCRIPTION/ RATIONALE 

1 – National-
level monitoring 
of European 
partnerships 
 
(linked to M-2 

Countries 

Countries face increased requirements for contributing to the monitoring of partnerships as well as EU 
Missions and ERA. Efforts are made so that these processes are connected to avoid duplication of 
efforts and that data collection is centralised and harmonised to the degree possible. Yet, the need 
exists to establish national monitoring systems that would effectively and efficiently meet requirements 
of participating countries. A number of countries are quite advanced in this. Sharing experience and 
identifying good practices but also the required resources in terms of competences and people would 
benefit all. 

2 – Lifecycle / 
exit strategies 
 
(linked to P-3, 
but also P-1 and 
M-1)  

Partnerships, 
EC 

Evaluation and implementation of exit strategies requires specific resources and competences 
(expertise) to support partnerships in these often-thought provoking exercises. Exit strategies can 
come in many forms and do not necessarily mean the end of Union co-funding as the only available 
option. For example, exit strategies can include the following (but not limited to): 

 Changes in terms of the instrument applied (e.g., from JU to co-programmed, from co-programmed 

to JU, from co-programmed to CSAs, etc.); 

 Changes in terms of partnership composition; 

 Mergers between partnerships; 

 Breaking up partnerships in multiple other instruments. 

 Supporting links with industrial and other policies are made in order to transition the initiative from 

research and innovation towards deployment. 

One suggestion in the context of exit strategies, to stimulate the thought process, is to gain insights 
from business angel or venture capitalist experts / researchers on how exit strategies are developed in 
these specific contexts and which generic learnings can be derived from these contexts. 
This topic is closely linked to the challenges of developing reliable, causal, transparent, and efficient 
impact measurement towards major societal challenges (M-1) and portfolio management (P-1) for the 
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continued value creation of partnerships (albeit potentially outside the scope of the European 
Partnership instruments in some cases) 

3 – Partnership 
monitoring 
frameworks 
 
(linked to M-1) 

(New) 
Partnerships 

The MLE would support partnerships in developing their monitoring frameworks. It would support the 
development of an even more integrated, well-thought-out, and strategic monitoring process for the 
partnerships, including the integration of the three monitoring levels for partnerships (Key Impact 
Pathways, common indicators, and partnership-specific monitoring frameworks). It could especially 
serve future partnerships, but also include already launched European Partnerships as best practice 
examples (e.g., ‘pilot’ partnerships with whom the Expert group collaborated in the context of BMR 
2022). 

4 – Partnership 
impact 
measurement 
frameworks 
 
(linked to M-3) 

Partnerships, 
countries 

As the BMR 2022 experience showed, it is of primary importance to achieve shared understanding of 
the relevant terminology (objectives hierarchy, outputs – outcomes – impacts, perceived, expected and 
actual impacts, impact pathways, added value, directionality, effectiveness, efficiency, etc.). This 
becomes more necessary as we move from monitoring to evaluation. In the past, several partnerships 
as well as countries have undertaken evaluation or impact assessment exercises in relation to their 
participation in partnerships. Whereas ERA-LEARN is mandated to develop training material and 
provide training on the specific matter, it would also be beneficial to exchange experiences and good 
practices among countries and partnerships especially in view of how the new impact framework under 
Horizon Europe can be adjusted to the partnerships and national evaluation practices. 

5 – Data 
collection, 
aggregation, and 
reuse 
 
(linked to D-1, D-
2, and D-3) 

Partnerships, 
countries 

The collection, aggregation and reuse of data is an integral part of the monitoring process and requires 
careful management. It is often considered as burdensome and complicated. The preparation of BMR 
clearly demonstrated the importance of connecting different levels of data (of individual partnerships, 
national and EU) and the difficulty linked to this process. Yet, the data collection can be performed 
relatively easily if relevant simple measures are put in place and the use of already existing systems is 
optimised. Which methodologies to use? How to understand and apply the GDPR rules and protection 
of sensitive data? What are the successful examples of data federation and use to shape research 
strategy? 

6 - Partnership 
cooperation with 
EU Missions and 
other relevant 
initiatives (e.g., 
IPCEI, Bauhaus, 
DiHs, etc.) 
 

Partnerships, 
EC, 
countries 

European Partnerships constitute a specific policy approach in dealing with jointly identified challenges 
at EU level and each of the different types consists of a particular policy instrument to implement 
relevant EU and national policies. However, partnerships are not alone: they constitute important parts 
of a larger eco-system of actors, policies and instruments cutting across national and EU governance 
levels that address common EU Missions (e.g., IPCEI, Bauhaus, DiHs, DUT, University Alliances etc.). 
Knowledge on the eco-system and understanding of a role of different approaches could lead to 
number of synergies and mutual benefits in different areas. In the context of recommendations 
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(linked to P-1) presented in the Report, monitoring, portfolio management, impact evaluation, exit strategies, 
internationalization or communication and visibility could be examples of possible areas. 
Additionally, on the basis of lessons learned from the MLE, countries could create, share and 
harmonies the best practices of different (also) national level activities in implementation, engaging 
citizens etc. in different forms of European Partnerships. 

7 – International 
cooperation   
 
(linked to D-1 
and M-2) 

Countries, 
EC 

Science is borderless and made in global cooperation. This has been proven during the pandemic and 
the fast progress of vaccine development. Since international cooperation in research and innovation is 
a strategic priority for EU, the partnerships could be an important tool to implement the strategy. 
Multilateral research with partners outside of EU enables access to the latest knowledge and the best 
talent worldwide and business opportunities in new and emerging markets (e.g., the United States 
COMPETEs Act foresees investing in partnerships). In addition, science diplomacy could be used to 
influence and enhance policy. Therefore, international cooperation should be a strategic priority of the 
Commission, Member States, and partnerships to follow up and mutually learn from each other. 

8 – Role of 
European 
partnerships in 
national R&I 
policies 
 
(linked to M-2) 

Countries 

Partnerships are an important instrument for ERA and for addressing challenges that cross national 
borders. Besides this, countries use increasingly partnerships to pursue national level goals in R&I and 
have even decided to channel all or the majority of national funds in a particular area only through 
partnerships. What does that mean for the national policymaking? What is the rationale? What are the 
benefits/drawbacks of such an approach? How can MS/ACs learn from each other in this regard? How 
to increase the commitments of different countries? 
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The report summarises the main results and achievements of 
the Commission's expert group and provides recommendations 
for the future support of the strategic coordinating process for 
partnerships. The independent expert group was set up for the 
period of January 2021-June 2022 to support the Strategic 
Coordinating Process – a new governance framework for the 
EU partnerships. The group has focused on analysis, insight, 
and recommendations for developing a framework for reporting 
and monitoring on the progress made by all forms of European 
Partnerships - individually and as a portfolio, at the EU and 
national level. 
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