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DEFINITIONS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
TERM/ 
ABBREVIATION 

DEFINITION  

European Partnership An initiative where the Union together with private and/or public partners 
commit to jointly support the development and implementation of a 
programme of research and innovation activities, including those related 
to market, regulatory or policy uptake 

Co-programmed 
European Partnership 

Is set up on the basis of memoranda of understanding or contractual 
arrangements between the Commission and the partners referred to in 
point 3 of Article 2, specifying the objectives of the European 
Partnership, related commitments of the Commission and of the other 
partners regarding their financial and/or in-kind contributions, key 
performance and impact indicators, the results to be delivered and 
reporting arrangements. They include the identification of 
complementary R&I activities that are implemented by the partners and 
by the Programme. 

Co-funded European 
Partnership 

Union participation and financial contribution to a programme of R&I 
activities, specifying the objectives, key performance and impact 
indicators, and the results to be delivered, based on the commitment of 
the partners regarding their financial and/or in-kind contributions and the 
integration of their relevant activities using a Programme co-fund action 

Institutionalised 
European Partnership 

Union participation and financial contribution to R&I programmes 
undertaken by several Member States in accordance with Article 185 
TFEU or by bodies established pursuant to Article 187 TFEU, such as 
Joint Undertakings or by the EIT KICs in accordance with the 'EIT 
Regulation for 2021-2027' . Institutionalised European Partnerships shall 
be implemented only where other parts of the Programme, including 
other forms of European Partnerships, would not achieve the objectives 
or would not generate the necessary expected impacts, and if justified 
by a long-term perspective and a high degree of integration. 

AC Countries associated to Horizon Europe or Associated Country 

BMR Biennial Monitoring Report on European Partnerships 

cPPP Contractual public-private partnership 

CEF Connecting Europe Facility 

CF Country Fiche 

CI Common indicator 

CL Chapter Lead 

CSIP Cluster Specific Impact Pathway 

DEP Digital Europe Programme 

EC European Commission 

eCORDA COmmon Research DAta Warehouse 
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EIT- KIC 
European Institute of Innovation and Technology – Knowledge and 
Innovation Communities 

ERDF European Regional Development Funds 

EU European Union 

GD Graphical Design 

GDR 
Key European Policy Priorities: Green transition, Digital transition, and 
Resilience 

HE Horizon Europe 

JU Joint Undertaking 

KIP Key Impact Pathway 

KPI Key Performance Indicator 

MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

MS Member State 

PFRD Proofreader(s) 

PHK Partnership Knowledge Hub 

PM Project Manager 

PKH Partnership Knowledge Hub 

PSIP Partnership Specific Impact Pathway 

R Rapporteur 

R&I Research and Innovation 

RRF Recovery and Resilience Facility 

S&IT Survey and IT lead 

(UN) SDG (United Nations) Sustainable Development Goal 

SL Subsection Lead 

SME Small and Medium sized Enterprise 

SRIA Strategic Research and Innovation Agenda 

TBL ‘Triple Bottom Line’ (TBL) concept: People, Prosperity, Planet 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The second interim report of the Expert Group on support for the strategic coordinating process for 
partnerships1 provides a framework for all four Biennial Monitoring Reports (BMR) expected during 
Horizon Europe – including the outline of the process, its form, structure, suggested indicators, 
methodologies, data sources and data collection methods. It can be considered as a manual to guide 
the drafting of the future Biennial Monitoring Reports. 

This report on the Performance of European Partnerships, also known as the Biennial Monitoring 
Report, aims to provide a strong evidence base to guide the implementation of partnerships and to 
inform strategic discussions on the effectiveness of the new policy approach to European Partnerships 
and the progress of European Partnerships towards their objectives and targeted impacts.  

The second interim report of the Expert Group builds on the valuable lessons learned from preparing 
the BMR 20222, which is the first attempt at comprehensive monitoring of all European Partnerships. 
Besides data and indicators reported at the Horizon Europe level, the BMR also reports progress on 
common indicators – collectively as well as individual partnership/country level. This means that the 
BMR process involves data collection from over 40 partnerships, EU Member States, and selected 
Associated Countries, requiring a genuine co-design process of all parties involved. The BMR 2022 
process showed that substantial interactions with partnerships and countries was needed to define the 
impact pathways, Key Performance Indicators, measurement methods and targets. This interactive 
dialogue proved extremely useful and paved the way towards a smoother and more established process 
for the next BMRs. 

In this context, the second interim report describes the process leading towards the BMR 2022 and puts 
forward a proposal for the BMR 2024 process to not lose the expertise and experiences gained in 
drafting the first report (Chapters 2 and 3). Moreover, it highlights early decisions that need to be made 
by the Commission in cooperation with the Member States and partnerships (notably though the 
Partnership Knowledge Hub), such as the thematic focus of the next report. Finally yet importantly, the 
second interim report provides a guide to the Commission, countries and partnerships on what data will 
be collected for the next BMRs so that they could prepare and align their data collection and monitoring 
systems accordingly (Chapter 4). For example, section 3.8.1 proposes an updated and simplified list of 
the common indicators, drawing from the lessons learned from the first data collection exercise. 
Therefore, the second interim report should considerably facilitate the next BMR drafting process.  

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 research and innovation 
partnerships. The group has been working on issues related to the implementation of this process and 
supporting the improved evidence base for strategic discussions on the new partnership policy, as well 
as supporting the preparedness of Member States' and Associated Countries' to participate in the 
process. 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. Therefore, 
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 whole). The Expert Group drafted the 2022 edition of the Biennial Monitoring Report on 
European Partnerships (BMR). The first interim report of the Expert Group3 (June 2021) developed a 

                                                

1 https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-
groups/consult?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3738&news=1  

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 robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring European 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3738&news=1
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=3738&news=1
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robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring on the progress made by all forms of 
European Partnerships. This is the second of the three reports that will be produced as main 
deliverables of the Expert Group. The final report of the Expert group with recommendations on future 
support of the Strategic Coordinating Process is expected in June 2022. 

1.1. READING GUIDE 

Chapter 2 Outline of the BMR process provides a comprehensive operational outline of the whole 
process for preparing the BMRs, including fundamental roles of each actor, timeline, key 
interdependencies, and stakeholder consultation moments. Annex 6 suggests a process for selecting 
thematic approaches for the next BMR cycles, as well as considerations for developing a framework for 
thematic approaches in the BMRs.  

Chapter 3 Manual for preparing the Biennial Monitoring Reports, provides per BMR chapter (or 
sometimes sub-chapter) a description of what kind of analysis was done for BMR 2022, the essential 
steps in the process (main milestones), and proposed a revised milestone plan for the next BMR. This 
section, being quite technical, is of particular interest to the future drafting team of the BMR. 

Chapter 4 Collecting and managing data for the Biennial Monitoring Reports, focuses on the data 
collection issues and presents the information from the stakeholder perspective involved in the drafting 
of the BMR - i.e., the Commission, countries, European Partnerships. It provides a consolidated view 
(a ‘checklist’) on what is expected from each stakeholder in the BMR process, helping them to mobilise 
in due time resources and expertise for the drafting of the next BMR. 

 

 

  

                                                

Partnerships in Horizon Europe : first interim report, Publications Office, 
2021, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/017792 

https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/017792
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2. OUTLINE OF THE PROCESS FOR PREPARING 

THE BMR 2024 

2.1. INTRODUCTION 

This section provides the general timeline and process to deliver the BMR 2024. It builds upon 
the underlying milestone plans of the different chapters and subsections as outlined in Chapter 
3 of this report. Specific aspects related to data collection, management and analysis are 
developed in Chapter Error! Reference source not found..  

The overall process consists of three distinct phases each characterized by a distinct major milestone: 

1. Phase 1 (ca. 20 calendar weeks): Preparation of the BMR process and data collection by the BMR 

team4, with as major milestone to be achieved the launch of the data collection towards all targeted 

stakeholders (proposed at week 21 of the generic process, or week 37/2023 considering the 

2023/2024 calendar).  Targeted stakeholders in this case include all data suppliers / co-creators of 

the BMR, i.e., the European Commission, the Partnerships, Associations, the Member States and 

Associated Countries, as well as potential external parties / data suppliers.  

2. Phase 2 (ca. 20 calendar weeks): Data collection, analysis, and reporting, with as major milestone 

the submission of the final BMR 2024 in Microsoft Word version to graphic design (proposed at week 

6/2024) 

3. Phase 3 (ca. 8 calendar weeks): Graphical design and proofreading, with as major milestone the 

publication of the BMR 2024 (proposed at the latest week 14/2024) 

Figure 1 and Table 1 show the BMR 2024 high-level tentative timeline, both in a generic way (based on 
the 48 weeks lead-time) as well as applied to the 2023/2024 calendar (as a tentative proposal 
considering e.g., holiday periods). 

  

                                                

4 The definition and role of the BMR team and other actors is described in Chapter 2.2 
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Figure 1. Graphical representation of the process for the preparation of BMR 2024 

 

 

 Table 1. Tentative timeline for the preparation of the BMR 2024 
When? What? 

Until summer 2023 Planning (indicators, analysis methods, survey questions) + get all the 
targeted stakeholders on the same page (explain what will be expected from 
them, get feedback from the 1st BMR exercise)* 

September 2023 Launch the data collection from partnerships (fiches and Common 
indicators Survey) and countries (fiches) 

December 2023 First draft version ready for consultation  

February 2024 Final report ready for proofreading and graphical design 

Late March 2024 Publication of the report (assuming that proofreading and graphical design 
takes ca 6 weeks) 

*Preparations may start earlier at the level of targeted stakeholders as well as the BMR team based on 
the immediate needs (e.g., missing KPI tables for partnerships, etc.).  

Here, it is noteworthy that the Staff Working Document on the interim evaluation of HE is planned for 
September 2024, which means that the Commission evaluation needs to be ready by April 2024, so 
any substantial input from the BMR 2024 would need to be frontloaded to (very) early 2024 to be able 
to feed into the evaluation. 

Note that Table 1 above is a tentative, high-level proposal, which can be modified in function of other 
major deadlines to allow for improved workload management.  

More detail on the overall BMR process is provided in the following subchapter. 

Kick-Off
BMR Team

Phase 1: 
Preparation of process & data collection 

Phase 2: 
Data collection, analysis & reporting

Phase 3:

Graphic Design & 
Proofreading

Launch
data collection

Draft BMR sent to
consultation

BMR published

Weeks 

1 8 10 14 21 37 483429

32

4025

27

Stakeholder 
consultation

Planning/Process/
Content

BMR team validation
Planning/Process/ 

Content

Data collection tools 
ready for testing

Stakeholder feedback 

received & distributed

2nd data collection 

progress assessment

1st data collection 

progress assessment

Graphic design secured

HE data input obtained

Final version BMR 
approved & sent to 

graphic design

1

13

9

3

2

1

7

6

4

5
12

8

11

10

Milestone #

1 Week #

Preparation Kickoff – Lead Time of 6 weeks

*

*

17

Pre-filled HE 

data for MS/AC 
fiches obtained
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2.2. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF MAJOR MILESTONES 

Table 2. Tentative timeline for the preparation of the BMR 2024 

 

Note that the achievement of milestones at the general level is seen as a common responsibility of the 
entire BMR 2024 team (see immediately below for the roles within the team). Within the underlying 
milestone plans (see Chapter 3 of this report), specific responsibilities are defined per milestone.  The 
underlying milestone plans have been aligned with the general process outlined here, and in particular 
the major milestones 5 (data collection launch) and 10 (draft BMR ready and sent for consultation), but 
would probably need, at the start of the next BMR process, more specific alignments at the level of 
reaching other common milestones.   

The Commission project manager determines, based on input and in consultation with the main 
stakeholders, the necessary resources, competences, and roles to be sourced internally and externally 
to support the entire process. At least the following roles need be assigned in the BMR team: 

 A project leader / manager at the level of the EC, supported by an internal team.  Succession 

planning for key internal EC functions should be present, in case of changes.  

 A rapporteur, responsible to collect and gather the inputs of Chapter and subsection Leads and 

compiling and streamlining the draft and final versions of the BMR report in Microsoft Word.  

Status Milestone # Description of milestone
Lead-time (# 

weeks)
Deadline 

Validation 

criterion
Comment

1
Kickoff meeting held discussing content & process 

with BMR Team (Experts / EC)
6 1 yes/no BMR team meeting 

2
Stakeholder consultation held on planning, roadmap 

and BMR content
8 8 yes/no

3
Final approval by BMR Team of planning, roadmap 

and BMR content
2 10 yes/no BMR team meeting

! 4
Data collection tools for all chapters ready for testing 

(EU Survey) and final review
8 14 yes/no

5
Launch of data collection communication to all 

parties
4 21 yes/no BMR team meeting

6 First data collection progress assessment 2 25
70% 

response 
BMR team meeting

7
Horizon Europe dataset made available by EU 

Commission services
8 27 yes/no

8 Second data collection progress assessment 2 29
95% 

response 
BMR team meeting

9 Contract with Graphical Designer secured 8 32 yes/no

10 Draft BMR ready & sent for stakeholder consultation 6 34 yes/no BMR team meeting

11
Stakeholder comments on draft BMR received and 

distributed to BMR team
3 37 yes/no BMR team meeting

12
Final BMR approved by BMR team in MS Word and 

sent to Graphic Design 
3 40 yes/no

13 BMR published 8 48 yes/no

Note: Monthly Meetings BMR team foreseen ; some milestones do require a meeting just before or immediately after the milestone.

Legend PM Project Manager

Milestone not achieved R Rapporteur

Milestone partially achieved CL Chapter Lead

Milestone achieved SL Subsection Lead

S&IT Survey and IT Lead

! Milestone seriously at risk GD Graphic Design

PFRD Proofreader(s)
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 Chapter and subsection leads responsible for follow-up of the data collection, data analysis and 

drafting of the chapters and subsections.  Chapter and subsection Leads (acting as dedicated sub-

teams) need to be determined for / assigned to: 

o Chapter 1: introduction 

o Chapter 2: overall/general contribution of EU partnerships 

 Contribution to key EU policy objectives 

 Contribution to Key Impact Pathways 

 Contribution to common indicators 

 Other subsections (to be defined) 

o Chapter 3: contributions at the MS/AC level (individual country performance) 

o Chapter 4: contributions at the partnership level (individual partnership performance) 

 A survey design/programmer and IT lead: for the programming of EU Survey and set-up and 

maintenance of the collaborative virtual environment (Microsoft Teams or likewise).  

 Proofreader(s): experts who act more independently from the team (at early stages it was done, 

together with the quality control, internally by EC. The final version was proofread by an external 

contractor). 

For the BMR 2022 cycle, the project lead/manager, survey design and IT lead (and team members) 
and proofreaders were internal EC staff, while the rapporteur and Chapter/subsection Leads and team 
members were external experts acting as an Expert Group.  Additionally, a chair of the Expert Group 
was responsible to lead and coordinate the meetings of the BMR 2022 team.  The BMR 2022 
experience reveals that a sufficiently broad team needs to be set up to allow for any gaps to be bridged 
during the process and ensure continuity in the process.  

2.2.1. Phase 1: Preparation of the BMR process and data collection5 

Milestone 1: Kick-off meeting discussing content and process with the BMR 2022 team 

Following the appointment of the BMR 2024 team (experts and EC staff), the project lead at the EC 
prepares the kick-off meeting of the group to be held week 1 (week 16/2023).  A lead time of 6 weeks 
to prepare this kick-off meeting (dates, agenda, preparatory materials) needs to be foreseen. Therefore, 
a start of this process around weeks 8 to 10/2023 is required. 

Agenda points to be prepared and discussed at the first meeting of the BMR 2024 team are (non-
exhaustive): 

 Check the list of common indicators used in the report (especially qualitative indicators that 
depend on them thematic focus of the report) 

                                                

5 HE project-level data was not available for the BMR 2022. It is therefore advisable to establish a "dry run" for 
collecting and analysing the HE project-level data already at the end of 2022 to ensure that the data collection 
and analysis methods, templates, and processes can be operationalised and will be available without any 
major problems at the time the actual data collection for BMR 2024 is launched. This “dry-run” should be 
planned to be aligned with the 2023 annual reporting, so that it can also contribute to it. The same “dry-run” 
could also be extended to cover common indicator and fiche data from the new partnerships launched since 
the BMR 2022. This would allow testing of the revised templates, surveys, and processes proposed in this 
report as well as allow training of new partnerships which may help reduce the time and effort needed for their 
support during the preparation phase for the BMR 2024. 
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 Selecting thematic foci for the BMR 20246 

 Discussion on whether subsections 2.1 and 2.5 should be kept (in particular the separate 
chapter on added value, which in BMR 2022 was based on past studies) 

 Whether horizontal indicators should be added7 

 Other identified content-related matter, based on the BMR 2022 report and Expert Group 
recommendations 

 The distribution of tasks and responsibilities within the BMR 2024 team 

 The development of a roadmap fixing the key dates of deliverables and meetings for the whole 
process 

Following the kick-off meeting, the BMR 2024 team will work for 6 weeks towards generating the outputs 
for the stakeholder consultation and send them for distribution to the stakeholders (week 22/2023). 

Milestone 2: Stakeholder consultation held on planning, roadmap and BMR process and 

content 

A first stakeholder consultation is to be held at the latest week 8 (week 24/2023) to validate the planning, 
roadmap, content structure and process elements (format of data collection tools). The EC staff / project 
lead is responsible for the logistical planning of this event.  It is advisable to provide an assessment of 
the resources to be invested by stakeholders for data submission and co-creation.  

Milestone 3: Final approval by the BMR 2024 team of planning, roadmap and BMR process and 

content 

Following feedback received from the stakeholders, the BMR 2024 team approves the final planning, 
roadmap and BMR process and content, at the latest week 10 (week 26/2023). 

Milestone 4: Data collection tools for all chapters ready for testing (EU Survey) and final review 

Preparatory work on data collection tools may start before the stakeholder consultation and is finalized 
between week 10 (week 26/2023) to week 14 (week 30/2023). If online survey tools are used (e.g., EU 
Survey), programming should be ready by week 14 (week 30/2023) for internal review by the BMR 
team up to week 19 (week 35/2023) (this coincides with the month of August). The period between 
week 14 (week 30/2023) and week 19 (week 35/2023) will be used for testing of online tools by the 
BMR 2024 team. This means that final versions of templates for data collection (e.g., Microsoft Word 
versions of the survey) should be ready by week 12 (week 28/2023) at the latest. This also implies 
preparation for internal requests to other internal EC services (and potentially external parties, if 
necessary and relevant).  In particular, data to pre-fill the MS/AC country fiches needs to be supplied 
by EC internal services by week 17 (whereas other data may be delivered week 27). 

Milestone 5: Launch of data collection and communication to all parties 

This milestone at week 21 (week 37/2023) concludes the first phase with an e-mail to all stakeholders 
to be sent out by the EC project lead, containing the necessary guidelines and links to documents or 
surveys for data input.  Next to a general e-mail, tailored communication to particular stakeholder groups 
will be foreseen (MS/AC, partnerships, internal EC units).  An initial period of four calendar weeks (ca. 
1 month) for data collection is foreseen. 

  

                                                

6 The thematic foci for BMR 2024 and future BMRs are selected in close collaboration between the EU Commission, 
the BMR 2024 team, and the Partnership Knowledge Hub, also consulting the European Partnerships. The 
selection process should be finalised at milestone 1, and at the very latest by milestone 3 (content fixed). 
Annex 6 outlines preliminary approaches that could be used for selecting the future thematic foci. 

7 See Article 50(1)b of the Horizon Europe Regulation, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/695/oj  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/695/oj
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2.2.2. Phase 2: Data collection, analysis, and reporting 

Milestone 6: First data collection progress assessment 

Following the launch of the data collection, for all three streams of data collection (MS/AC, partnerships, 
and EC units), after four weeks (week 25 or week 41/2023) an interim assessment will be presented 
and discussed within the BMR team. A target of e.g., 70% completion8 for all tracks could be set and 
potential feedback, bottlenecks and adjustments can be discussed.  An action plan for data and 
stakeholders at risk will be developed, if relevant and necessary. 

Milestone 7: Horizon Europe dataset made available to BMR 2024 team by Commission 

services 

An important component of data collection is the reception of Horizon Europe data kept by the EC 
internal services.  For the purpose of developing / updating the country fiches, HE data should be made 
available (at week 17 at the latest), requiring an early start in Phase 1 to define the requirements towards 
EC internal services acting on the HE data. Therefore, while the critical milestone to receive the data 
related to partnerships for the purposes of Chapter 2 is at week 27 (week 43/2023), early involvement 
and interaction is needed for the pre-filling of the MS/AC country fiches.  A sufficient lead-time is thus 
needed to specify the data request and formats by the BMR 2024 team, potentially sufficient preparatory 
work and familiarization needs to be executed during Phase 1 to be able to direct the formal requests 
at the latest week 14 and week 21 and allow sufficient response and collection time (as well as feedback 
and Q&A) for internal EC services.   

Milestone 8: Second data collection progress assessment – finalisation of data collection 

Following the first assessment (milestone 6), a second assessment in view of finalization of the data 
collection is performed by the BMR 2024 team at week 29 (week 45/2023). A target of 95% completion 
for all streams is set in view of finalization of the full data collection, allowing a full month for analysis 
and drafting the first version of the full BMR (week 30 – week 46/2023 to week 34 - week 50/2023).   

Milestone 9: Contract with graphical designer secured 

An important feature is the availability of a graphical designer following the completion of the final BMR 
version. The validity of ongoing contracts or a proprietary contract needs to be checked sufficiently 
upfront to avoid bottlenecks later in the process (Phase 3). At week 32 - week 48/2023, the contract, 
conditions and timing need thus to be confirmed by the EC project lead.  Requirements should be sent 
earlier as preparations to appoint and secure the graphical designer start week 24 (end week 32).  

Milestone 10: Draft BMR 2024 ready and sent for stakeholder consultation 

Following the completion of the data collection (ca. week 46), a first draft BMR is ready to be sent for 
stakeholder consultation by week 34 (week 50/2023), as well as a first proofreading/ quality check in 
parallel. This allows to provide sufficient time for stakeholders to assess the content during a 6-week 
period including the winter holiday period.  A stakeholder consultation may be provided to present the 
draft BMR.  

Milestone 11: Stakeholder comments on draft BMR received and distributed to BMR team 

Stakeholder comments are to be received by week 37 (week 3/2024)9 and distributed to the BMR 2024 
team subsequently. A centralized system to collect and distribute feedback is provided as for the BMR 
2022 process. Following the end of feedback reception, a BMR team meeting is held during week 37 
(week 3/2024) to discuss and distribute the feedback to team members. A period of 3 weeks is foreseen 

                                                

8 Target to be discussed; currently based on BMR 2022 experience. 

9 Note that for the tentative 2024 planning, 2 weeks were added due to the Christmas & New Year holidays whereas 
in the generic process 3 weeks to receive comments should be sufficient. 
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to integrate feedback and perform further proofreading.  Individual information from partnerships not 
affecting general analysis (e.g. information on partnership fiche KPIs) may be updated at that stage.  

Milestone 12: Final BMR 2024 in Microsoft Word approved by BMR 2024 team and sent to 

graphical design. 

Following integration of the comments and proofreading cycles, a final Microsoft Word version of the 
2024 is approved and adopted by the BMR 2024 team and sent to graphic design at the latest week 40 
(week 6/2024).  

2.2.3. Phase 3: Graphical design and proofreading 

Milestone 13: Official publication of the BMR 2024 

The BMR 2024 is published at the latest week 48 (week 14/2024), following graphic design and final 
proofreading.  A period of 8 weeks is foreseen. Meanwhile, the BMR 2024 team works towards 
recommendations and lessons learned of the second BMR cycle, potentially suggesting further 
adaptations and suggestions of improvement at the level of planning, process, and content towards the 
2026 and 2028 cycles. 
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3. MANUAL FOR PREPARING THE BIENNIAL 

MONITORING REPORTS 

3.1. FACTSHEET AND A FOREWORD BY THE 

COMMISSIONER 

BMR is a report presenting facts and evidence. It does not provide recommendations or conclusions 
but leaves this for the readers/ users of this report. Therefore, the summary accompanying the report 
is not a traditional executive summary but consists of a Foreword by the Commissioner10 and a 
Factsheet. This type of combination emphasising the precise character of the BMR. 

The Foreword by the Commissioner allows the Commission to put forward its own conclusions and 
political messages regarding the findings of the report. MS/AC provide their conclusions and 
recommendations on the evidence provided in the report in a separate opinion that is prepared in the 
context of the Partnership Knowledge Hub and discussed also in the context of the European Research 
Area governance. 

The Factsheet provides selected highlights and graphs from the BMR, presented in a fast readable 
format. The Foreword of the BMR 2022 included the following headings/ key messages: 

1. About the BMR and 2022 edition 

2. Scope: the portfolio of 49 European Partnerships in the first Horizon Europe Strategic Plan and 37 

partnerships covered in the BMR 2022 

3. Reform and rationalisation of the partnership landscape compared to H2020 

4. Budget commitments to European Partnerships 

5. Partnerships leveraging funding 

6. Partnerships contributing to the twin digital and green transition, and Europe’s resilience 

7. Partnerships contributing to the SDGs 

8. Partnerships as drivers for widening and deepening the European Research Area 

9. Partnerships as network builders 

The Factsheet is translated to all EU official languages to further engage the Member States and boost 
the EU-level info campaign on partnerships at the national level. 

A side product to the BMR 2022 developed by the graphical designer was a web-based interactive story 
map, which followed a similar logic of the factsheet with key messages, but included additional 
messages and graphs compared to the factsheet, which has to be kept short (ca 5 pages). 

Furthermore, the next BMRs should be complemented with continued display of data and analysis 
automatically generated per European Partnership on the Horizon Dashboard. 

                                                

10 The future reports could include Forewords from more than one Commissioner. 
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3.2. CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

Rather than a traditional introduction, the purpose of Chapter 1 is to outline all major and relevant 
changes in the political, socio-economical, and technological context in which Horizon Europe 
Partnerships are implemented. The Chapter 1 of the BMR presents references and discuss all major 
European policy decisions, strategies, etc. which have, should have, or may have an impact on the 
strategies, priorities and actions of partnerships, Member States and Associated Countries.   

Therefore, it should present the policy context for the European Partnerships (when and why did the 
partnership instrument originate, how did they evolve over time (different FPs), what are the major 
achievements in numbers over the years, the new policy approach under Horizon Europe, including the 
criteria framework and the Strategic Coordinating Process etc.). This should be complemented by a 
description of the intervention logic of partnerships (what is the underlying rationale for European 
Partnerships) and the portfolio/ landscape of partnerships under Horizon Europe (overview of numbers, 
budget, and types). As the BMR covers European Partnerships launched under Horizon Europe, the 
description of the partnerships landscape in Chapter 1 should for reasons of completeness also include 
an overview of other relevant EU R&I partnerships, notably those that are co-founded from H2020 or 
HE11. In addition, Chapter 1 should include a high-level introduction to the selected theme of the report 
(e.g., for the 2022 BMR two themes were chosen – synergies and ‘the contribution of partnerships to 
the green and digital transitions and resilience’). Given that Chapter 1 aims to provide the overall 
political context, it should also include interconnections with and references to the other Chapters of the 
report. 

Moreover, this section should contain a reader’s guide to the report providing a short overview per 
Chapter, and general comments on data collection (e.g., where the data was collected from, data gaps, 
status on HE data collection and the Key Impact Pathways) that are necessary for the readers to 
interpret the findings of the report.  

The purpose of the biennial monitoring report is stated as an introductory statement (a kind of a 
‘preamble’). 

Since Chapter 1 itself does not contain analysis but presents policy context that is necessary to 
understand the report’s findings, it is suggested to write Chapter 1 in a modular way: there are sections 
that will remain the same throughout the different reports, and there are sections that will evolve over 
time. For example, descriptions linked to the evolution of partnerships since the Sixth Framework 
Programme, the intervention logic, and the legal conditions for setting up new European Partnerships 
are likely not to change much. However, Chapter 1 should describe relevant changes to the portfolio 
and policy on European Partnerships and discuss the underlying reasons for these changes (e.g., new 
partnerships launched, policy changes identified in the current or earlier BMRs). Particular attention 
should be paid to discussing the lifecycle of the partnerships and the stage they are in for each specific 
BMR. 

A recurring discussion during drafting the BMR 2022 was on how to ensure a clear delineation between 
Chapters 1 and 2. It was agreed that the contents of Chapter 1 are limited to a describing the state of 
play and providing the general policy context (linked to legal requirements or political processes – i.e., 
what has already been decided), while Chapter 2 presents new analysis and evidence based on data 
collected during compiling the BMR. 

In total, to finalise Chapter 1 and the Factsheet/Foreword, 30 calendar weeks are expected to be 
required. Both sections were drafted by the project manager of the Commission (supported by the 
Rapporteur). The main steps are described below. 

                                                

11 E.g., Joint Programming Initiatives; Support for policymakers – programme-level collaboration between national 
R&I programmed funded under the WIDERA work programme. While the BMR 2022 focused primarily on 
H2020 and HE then there exist partnerships from FP7 and even FP6 that could be added to the land scape 
overview for the sake of completeness. 
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1st key milestone: Gap analysis based on BMR 2022 (milestone 1.1) 

Identify during the gap analysis, which sections can remain unchanged, which require limited updated, 
which require significant changes, and which have become redundant. In the BMR 2024, the likely 
changes concern: 

 Evolution related to the EU policy priorities and political context (shifts in priorities, emerging 

challenges, etc.), as well as choice of the thematic foci for the next edition. 

 Evolutions in the EU R&I and partnership policy (incl. the second Strategic Plan of HE, review of the 

areas for the institutionalised partnerships, ex post  and interim evaluation of Horizon, work of the 

Partnership Knowledge Hub etc.) 

 Changes in the partnership portfolio (identification of new partnerships in the second strategic plan), 

their budgets  

 Coverage: partnerships and countries covered in the BMR – by that time all 49 partnerships are 

expected to have been launched. A change in the countries covered in the report is possible as more 

Associated Countries join the Partnership Knowledge Hub. 

Probably the section describing the reform and rationalisation of the partnership landscape compared 
to H2020 can be significantly shortened as this will be less relevant for the next report.  

A decision on the figures in Chapter 1 needs to be taken in order to identify data needs and who will 
produce the graphs (EC internally or whether ERA-LEARN support is needed). 

2nd key milestone: Structure and storyline of the chapter agreed (milestone 1.2) 

Assess whether to maintain a similar structure for Chapter 1 as in BMR 2022 or to change it, possibly 
by also consulting the countries and partnerships. The storyline will depend on the thematic foci chosen 
for the next edition.  

3rd key milestone: First draft chapter ready (milestone 1.3) 

Team members / EC provide feedback to the Chapter 1. At this stage, it is still possible to adjust the list 
of figures and tables. Consider whether the involvement of ERA-LEARN is needed for producing some 
of the data/graphs.  

4th key milestone: Figures and tables ready (milestone 1.4) 

New or updated figures should be developed, in particular related to the evolving portfolio/ landscape 
of the partnership and the budget distribution/ shares (in comparison to HE total budget, per pillar, in 
relation to the budget cap, etc.).  

5th key milestone: Structure and graphs for the Factsheet/Foreword agreed (milestone 1.5) 

Once Chapter 1 and the rest of the BMR chapter contents start being consolidated, it is important to 
agree on the structure and key graphs for the Factsheet/ Foreword, which will be the main 
communication tools of the BMR. This step requires a discussion with all chapter or sub-chapter leads 
in order to integrate relevant inputs across the report. 

6th key milestone: Second draft chapter 1 ready for consultation (milestone 1.6) 

Chapter 1 is delivered and included in the draft BMR that goes for consultation. 

Note that the actual drafting of Chapter 1 is not expected to take a lot of time, as some of the contents 
will remain fixed. A second draft can be produced once the figures and tables are ready (3rd key 
milestone) so it is important to pay attention to the interdependencies between the milestones.  
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7th key milestone: Final version of the chapter, Factsheet/Foreword ready for proofreading 

(milestone 1.9) 

Final version of Chapter 1 as well as supporting files (Excels with data) are compiled in a unique folder 
and sent to graphic design. 

The proposed process for preparing the future BMRs is presented in the table below. 

Table 3. Milestone plan for future BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), DE = Data Expert 

3.3. CHAPTER 2 – PORTFOLIO-LEVEL ANALYSIS 

The purpose of the portfolio level analysis is to provide insight into four main topics. First, how the 
European Partnerships plan to contribute and eventually have contributed to European policy priorities 
(such as the green and digital transitions, resilience, etc.). The specific policy priorities (themes) will be 
selected separately for each BMR. The emphasis will initially be on plans, objectives, and intentions, 
and later – as partnership activities become more established and are completed – increasingly on 
realised results, outcomes, and impact. This will be the subject of the subchapter 2.2 of the future 
BMRs12. 

The second related topic is to analyse how European Partnerships contribute to Horizon Europe 
objectives. This will be based on analysis of Horizon Europe Key Impact Pathways using a selection of 
relevant indicators. This will be the subject of the subchapter 2.3 of the future BMRs. 

Third focus will be on how the European Partnerships perform against the objectives set for them as 
policy instruments. The fundamental purpose and objectives set for all European Partnerships have 
been translated into common indicators, analysis of which will provide insight into their performance 
and progress over time. This will be the subject of the subchapter 2.4 of the future BMRs. 

The fourth topic in the portfolio level analysis will be to analyse what added value do the European 
Partnerships create compared to e.g., other European policy modalities, similarly ambitious initiatives 
internationally, ambitious national efforts, etc. This will be the subject of the subchapter 2.5 of the future 
BMRs. 

To fully understand the contributions of and added value created by the partnerships in these four 
dimensions, it is important to establish an appropriate starting point. For some partnerships this may be 
what was achieved by one or several predecessor partnerships at the time the new partnership was 

                                                

12 Chapter 2.1 in the BMR 2022 discussed benchmarks for the Horizon Europe partnerships based on available 
Horizon 2020 data. The benchmarks will not be discussed separately in future BMRs but will instead be 
integrated into the three focal analyses as appropriate. In this draft, however, Chapter 2.1 is left for possible 
introductory text and to allow consistency to the prepared contributions. 

Milestone Description of milestone Lead Support
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences Comment

1.1 Gap analysis (based on BMR 2022) CL R 2 2
Check what sections need to be 

updated

1.2 Structure and storyline of the chapter agreed CL R 6 8
Decision on the theme of 

the report 

To be discussed at the expert group 

meeting

1.3 First draft chapter ready CL R 4 25 Without figures and tables

1.4 Figures and tables ready CL R 6 27 ERA-LEARN support may be needed

1.5
Structure and graphs for the Factsheet/ Foreword 

agreed
CL R 4 31 Inputs from all chapters This does not go into consultation

1.6 Second draft chapter ready (consultation version) CL R 2 34 Graphs ready Should include all figures and tables

1.7 Frst draft Factsheet/ Foreword ready CL R 2 37

1.8 Second draft Factsheet/ Foreword ready CL R 2 39

1.9
Final version of the chapter, Factsheet/ Foreword ready 

for proofreading
CL R 2 40
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launched. For partnerships without clear predecessors, the starting point might be possible to define 
similarly by what was achieved in relevant European collaborative efforts and H2020 projects. However, 
in all cases, the partnerships themselves need to define their starting point, i.e., what was already 
achieved at the time the partnership was launched.  

A request was made to the partnerships to provide the data about the starting points or benchmarks as 
they are referred to in the BMR 2022. However, as most partnerships had not yet properly defined their 
starting points, it was not possible to use this data in the analysis of BMR 2022. It is therefore important 
that the starting points or benchmarks will be requested again for and fixed in the BMR 2024. This will 
allow better analysis and insight into the progress of the partnerships over time, as monitoring can make 
use of both the starting point and the objective, i.e., identify both how far the partnerships have travelled 
from the start and how far they still have to go to reach the destination (objective). Establishing proper 
starting points are also very important for identifying appropriate comparatives (counter factual) for 
analysing and monitoring the added value created by the partnerships. 

3.3.1. Subchapter 2.2 – Contribution to European policy priorities 

The focus of this section of the BMR of the portfolio level analysis is on how the European Partnerships 
plan to and eventually have contributed to relevant European policies and strategies. As the scope of 
European policies that partnerships are expected to contribute to is extremely wide, each BMR will 
focus on a selected number of relevant topical themes. These themes will be selected in collaboration 
with the Member States and partnerships in the context of the Partnership Knowledge Hub. While it is 
expected that the twin green and digital transitions and EU’s resilience will remain priorities in the 
coming years, additional priorities may emerge. Some of the possible future thematic foci may include 
e.g., global leadership, contribution to national, regional, or other geographical policy priorities, 
contribution to European sovereignty, etc. (see Annex 6).  

The analysis in the BMRs 2022 and 2024 will be based more on plans, objectives, and intentions as 
evidence of realised results, outcomes, and impacts of recently launched partnership activities will be 
limited or non-existent. The focus in later BMRs will shift towards results, outcomes, and impacts as 
evidence of them become increasingly available.  

The portfolio level analysis in future BMRs will make use of Horizon Europe project level data collected 
by the Commission. This will allow comparative analysis between partnership projects and projects 
implemented outside partnerships under different Horizon Europe work programmes. The portfolio level 
analysis may also make use of internationally comparative data to provide further insight into the global 
positioning of European R&I activities and impacts. 

3.3.1.1. Description of the analysis done for the 2022 BMR 

This subchapter presents and discusses the contribution of the partnership portfolio to the key European 
objectives at an aggregated level. The 2022 report focused on the EU’s transitions towards the Green 
Deal and digital objectives, and support to a more resilient Europe, which constitute the major priorities 
of the current Commission and of the first Strategic Plan of Horizon Europe (2021-2024).  

The analysis in this Chapter is based on a methodology that considers several elements available at 
this stage as input. It started with a review of the partnership specific documents, e.g., SRIAs, MoUs, 
Single Basic Act, studies, and evaluations, but the analysis relied in particular on three main sources of 
data: 

 Strategy maps and KPI tables from the partnership fiches  

 Data collected through the partnership fiches on the main SDGs targeted (up to 5) 

 Data collected through the Common indicators Survey on the indicator 3 “Overall investments 

mobilised into EU priorities” 

As resilience was the most challenging priority to analyse, health was chosen as the focus of the 
analysis of resilience because of the COVID-19 pandemic still active at the time these analyses were 
carried out. But this was not adequately communicated in the survey on the common indicators where 
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partnerships were asked to provide a self-assessment on the planned overall investments into activities 
linked to the EU policy priorities. As a consequence, the resilience priority was interpreted in a broader 
way, encompassing health, societal and technological aspects (more in line with the first Strategic Plan 
of Horizon Europe).  

Box 1. Lessons learned: Interdependence with the Common indicators Survey 

The lesson-learned for the next BMR is the need to define precisely what exactly is meant by 
each priority (e.g., see the resilience example above) and to coordinate closely with the team 
members responsible for the Common indicators Survey. 

 

Horizon Europe clusters acted as a centre of gravity for analysing partnerships’ contribution to the EU 
priorities (Cluster 1 – health resilience; Cluster 4 – digital transition; Clusters 5 and 6 – green transition). 
In addition, EIT KICs were considered in the cluster analysis due to their focus on finding solutions to 
societal challenges. The European Partnership on Innovative SMEs, and the cross-cluster  EOSC 
Partnership, were not considered in allocation of Partnerships to Clusters due to their horizontal nature. 
The analysis has shown if and how a group of partnerships contribute to selected EU policy priorities. 
Analysis across all clusters allow the identification of possible and potential synergies between thematic 
orientations and individual clusters. Anecdotal evidence was used to further illustrate synergies at the 
level of individual partnerships and between them. Table 4 indicates, which partnerships were included 
in the analysis of the different EU priorities in the BMR 2022. 

Table 4. Allocation of partnerships to Horizon Europe Clusters and thematic foci for the 
BMR 2022 

Health resilience 
Cluster 1 

Digital transition 
Cluster 4 

Green transition 
Cluster 5 

Green transition 
Cluster 6 

Global Health 
EDCTP3 

Innovative Health 
Initiative 

Chemicals Risk 
Assessment 

EuroHPC* 

Smart Networks and 
Services 

Artificial Intelligence, 
Data and Robotics 

Photonics 

Clean Steel - Low 
Carbon Steelmaking 

Metrology* 

Made in Europe 

Processes4Planet 

EU Rail* 

SESAR 3* 

Clean Aviation 

Clean Hydrogen 

Built4People 

2ZERO 

CCAM 

BATT4EU 

Clean Energy 
Transition 

Driving urban 
transitions to a 

sustainable future 

Zero-emission 
waterborne transport 

Rescuing biodiversity 
to safeguard life on 

Earth 

Climate neutral, 
sustainable and 
productive Blue 

Economy 

Circular and biobased 
Europe* 

Water4All 

EIT Health EIT Digital 

EIT Manufacturing 

EIT Raw Materials 

EIT Climate 

EIT InnoEnergy 

EIT Urban Mobility 

EIT Food** 

* Partnerships considered only in SDG based analysis, but not in development of CSIPs. 

** Partnership not considered in any analysis due to a lack of data. 

In the partnership fiche each partnership was asked to indicate the main SDGs (max 5) supported by 
it. Mapping the SDGs indicated by the partnerships with the EU policy focus of the partnership clusters, 
illustrates the different aspects of expected contributions to EU priorities.  
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In the following analysis, the SDGs were used in two ways. First, as widely accepted policy objectives, 
and second, as a proxy of partnerships’ engagement in EU policy priorities. For that purpose, allocation 
of the SDGs to the EU policy priorities was the following: 

Table 5. Allocation of SDGs to the European policy priorities for the BMR 2022 
EU policy priority SDG 

Green transition: 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

Digital transition: 4, 9 

Resilience: 3, 6 

 

To avoid statistical bias in calculation of partnerships’ contribution to the EU policy priorities related to 
uneven distribution of SDG and choice of different number of SDGs per Partnership (from 2 to 5), 
contribution presented was normalised to number of SDG supporter by Partnership and number of SDG 
allocated to the policy priority.   

In the BMR 2022, PSIPs are proposed to be used for a more harmonized and, in some cases, a 
somewhat more detailed approach to the intervention logic. The PSIPs show the key linkages between 
resources, activities, outcomes, and impacts at the partnership level. In the analysis and with the 
existing PSIPs, Cluster Specific Impact Pathways (CSIPs) are proposed to aggregate PSIPs data to 
enhance the strategic overview on the cluster level. 

The objective for developing the CSIPs was twofold. First, by focusing on the pathways common to all 
partnerships belonging to a cluster/ priority, the CSIPs inevitably highlight the specific characteristics of 
the thematic area, thus providing further evidence for policy making. Second, the CSIPs once they have 
been further developed, may in future be used to identify theme specific indicators useful across all 
Partnerships belonging to the same thematic Cluster.  

The purpose of developing CSIPs for partnerships is not in any way undermine the importance of PSIPs. 
On the contrary, CSIPs may develop into a functional tool only if the quality of PSIPs is sufficiently high. 

EIT KICs PSIPs were not included in developing the CSIPs due to their specificity. 

The milestones used in preparing the BMR 2022 are presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Milestones for preparing subchapter 2.2 for the BMR 2022 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s) 

The following lessons were learned from the preparation of the BMR 2022: 

 Structure and storyline of the subchapter: Although most of the milestones for that subchapter 

are time-dependent on reaching other milestones, in particular delivery of partnership fiches, 

Common indicators, Survey etc. an overall structure, analysis method and storyline should be 

developed early in the process. The drafting of this chapter is depending on the decision on the 

thematic priority and policy focus of the edition for year N. 

 SDG based figures: Preparation of all SDG based analysis was only possible when relevant quality 

information was collected via the Partnership Fiches. In practice, selection of leading SDGs is a 

relatively easy task for Partnerships, work on SDG based analysis could be initiated earlier then all 

Partnership Fiches are revised and approved. For the purpose of the SDG based analysis and 

preparation of SDG based figures the tool in form of the Excel file was developed.13 

 The preparation of Cluster Specific Impact Pathways (CSIPs) was only possible when PSIPs were 

collected as elements of the Partnership Fiches. As quality of CSIPs largely depend on quality of 

PSIPs this work could only start after quality check and approval of final PSIPs.  

 Tables based on indicator  #3 from the Common indicators Survey ready: Preparation of tables 

based on indicator #3 (overall (public and private; in-kind and financial) investments mobilised into 

EU priorities) from the Common indicators Survey and elaboration of observations could only start 

when data are collected, cleaned, and approved for publication.  

                                                

13 https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-
Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-
Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-
23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8
ZVN  

Milestone Description of milestone Lead Support(s)
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)

Validation 

criterion
Interdependences Comment

2.2.1
Structure and storyline of the Sub-

chapter agreed
SL R 4 4

It  followed  agreed framework 

of policy objectives (topic for 

current BMR - resilience) and 

form of EP grouping (e.g. 

Clusters)

It started well before data from survey 

and Fiches were avialable. 

2.2.2 SDG based figures ready SL 4 8

Could start only when 4.13 is 

completed, but it fact should be 

based on 4.15

In practice, due to the time preassure 

work on SDG based graphs starter 

when very early versions of Fiches 

were ready, as SDG were rather 

stable and not changed much during 

revision proccess.

2.2.3 CSIPs ready SL 4 8

Could start only when 4.13 is 

completed, but it fact should be 

based on 4.15

For CSIPs not only PSIP are an inpit, 

but also other EP's docuemnts

2.2.4
Tables based on #3 from the Survey 

ready
SL S&IT 1 8

Could start only when 2.4.7.2  is 

completed (input data)

2.2.5
Fist draft of Subchapter with elaboration 

of all data
SL 2 10

2.2.6
Anecdotal evidences available for the second 

draft
SL R 2 12

Could start only when 2.4.7.1  is 

completed (input)

2.2.7 Graphic adjustment GD 1 13

2.2.8 Final draftl  ready for proofreading SL 1 14

2.2.9 Proofreading PFRD 2 16

2.2.10 Final version ready for publication 2 18

https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8ZVN
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8ZVN
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8ZVN
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8ZVN
https://eceuropaeu.sharepoint.com/:x:/r/teams/GRP-Expertgrouponsupportforthestrategiccoordinatingprocessfo/Shared%20Documents/General/2-Task%202%20second%20interim%20report/Partnership%20Fiches%20SDG%20review%202022-02-23%20for%20graphic%20designer.xlsx?d=w2ca00d2bd5d242d3a7417b6483605b5c&csf=1&web=1&e=LN8ZVN
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 Anecdotal evidence: Selection of anecdotal evidence was be based on relevance to thematic 

priority and policy focus of the BMR. It was only possible when Partnership Fiches were collected 

and approved. 

3.3.1.2. Proposed approach for future BMRs 

The choice of indicators for the portfolio level analysis will depend largely on the thematic foci of future 
BMRs, which will be decided later based on current topical interests. This inevitably means that the 
portfolio level analysis of the contribution of European Partnerships to selected policies, strategies, and 
priorities will need to be developed for each BMR separately. The analysis will depend on the 
availability, quality, and representativeness of data as well as availability and quality of comparative 
data (to provide the relevant baselines, benchmarks, or counterfactuals for the analysis). Here the 
primary need is to have data about thematic orientations limited only to partnership projects. It might be 
useful also to have the similar data for other HE projects as a comparative, i.e., to see if partnership 
projects are more or less oriented to specific thematic priorities. 

Besides analysing the combined contributions of European Partnerships using Horizon Europe clusters, 
future BMRs may also use other methods of grouping. These might include groupings based on social 
network analysis (e.g., identified based on the levels of mutual interactions such as joint activities, 
identified collaboration potential, etc.). This may allow further insight into the portfolio-level combined 
added value, contribution, impact, and performance of the partnerships. 

The Horizon Europe Key Impact Pathway 4 “Addressing EU priorities & global challenges through R&I” 
will also monitor the contribution of projects to the EU priorities, including the SDGs, which may in the 
future provide further interesting insights to complement the methodology used in preparing the BMR 
2022. 

The CSIPs represent an experimental approach, which was developed to identify and highlight the 
specific characteristics shared by all partnerships belonging to the same Horizon Europe cluster. There 
are several open questions related to this approach, such as the fact that several European 
Partnerships contribute to two or more policy priorities and their contribution is thus not limited to a 
single Horizon Europe cluster. The approach should therefore be further developed in future BMRs, 
e.g., by including all 49 partnerships to the analysis for a more complete picture.  

Once the CSIPs have been further developed, they may in future be used to identify theme-specific 
indicators useful across all partnerships belonging to the same thematic cluster, or specific shared 
cross-cluster themes. This work might benefit from the project data collected for Horizon Europe 
Destinations, which indicate the desired impacts for each cluster that the calls for proposals need to 
address.  

Should these indicators prove useful for the partnerships, they may in future replace some of the 
existing partnership specific indicators and thereby allow further insight into the impact of clusters, i.e., 
joint impact of a thematic portfolio of partnerships. But it may be more difficult at the level of outcomes 
as partnerships have important specificities that risk to be lost if using only an aggregated approach. 

The proposed process for preparing the future BMRs with key milestones is presented in Table 7. This 
process may need to be adapted when new data (e.g., Horizon Europe project level data) becomes 
available and when the analysis extends to new thematic priorities. 
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Table 7. Milestone plan for preparing subchapter 2.2 for the future BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s) 

In total, to finalise Chapter 2.2, 21 calendar weeks are expected to be required. The main steps are 
described below. 

1st key milestone: Structure, storyline, and data for the subchapter agreed 

The input for that is decision on thematic priority and policy focus, as well as data availability for the 
analysis (beyond the Common indicators Survey and fiches). At this stage way of grouping partnerships 
for further portfolio analysis should be decided. 

2nd key milestone: SDG based figures ready 

Analysis of the SGDs is only possible when relevant quality information is collected via the partnership 
fiches. In practice, the selection of main targeted SDG is a relatively easy task for the partnerships and 
work on SDG based analysis could be initiated before all partnership fiches are revised and approved. 
For the purpose of the SDG based analysis and preparation of SDG based figures the tool in form of 
the Excel file developed for BMR 2022 could be used. There is a need to revise all data for Partnerships 
presented in the BMR 2022 and add data for new Partnerships.  

3rd key milestone: New data-based figures/tables ready 

Considering availability of new data, new figures and/or tables should be proposed and developed. 

4th key milestone: CSIPs ready 

In drafting the next BMR, CSIPs should be revised and completed with data from the new partnerships 
that were not covered in BMR 2022 (particularly relevant for clusters 1 and 6). Moreover. it is possible 
that some partnerships covered in BMR 2022 may want to revise their PSIPs too.  

The preparation of CSIP is only possible when PSIPs are collected as elements of the partnership 
fiches. As the quality of CSIPs depend on quality of PSIPs this work could only start after quality check 
and approval of final PSIPs.   

Partnership SRIAs could be exploited more when developing CSIPs, although this would require 
additional resources / time to the sub-chapter 2.2 team. 

Milestone # Description of milestone Lead Support(s)
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences Comment

2.2.1
Structure, storyline and data for the Sub-chapter 

agreed
SL R 4 4

It must  follow  agreed framework of 

policy objectives and topic for current 

BMR, as well as rel;evan data vaialbale 

and  form of EP grouping (e.g. 

Clusters, tyopes etc.)

It could  start well before data from survey and 

Fiches are  avialable. 

2.2.2 SDG based figures ready SL 4 8

Could start only when 4.13 is 

completed, but it fact should be based 

on 4.15

2.2.3 New data based figures and/or tables ready SL 6 10 Based on decision taken in 2.2.1

2.2.4 CSIPs ready SL 6 10

Could start only when 4.13 is 

completed, but it fact should be based 

on 4.15

For CSIPs not only PSIP are an inpit, but also 

other EP's docuemnts

2.2.5 Tables based on #3 from the Survey ready SL S&IT 1 10
Could start only when 2.4.7.2  is 

completed (input data)

2.2.6 Fist draft of Subchapter with elaboration of all data SL 2 12

2.2.7 Anecdotal evidences available for the second draft SL R 2 15
Could start only when 2.4.7.1  is 

completed (input)

2.2.8 Graphic adjustment GD 1 16

2.2.9 Final draftl  ready for proofreading SL 1 16

2.2.10 Proofreading PFRD 2 19

2.2.11 Final version ready for publication 2 21
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5th key milestone: Tables based on indicator #3 from the Survey ready 

Preparation of tables based on indicator #3 from the Common indicators Survey and elaboration of 
observations could only start when data are collected, cleaned, and approved for publication. 
Depending on thematic priority and policy focus other common indicators could be included in that 
subchapter. 

6th key milestone: Anecdotal evidence available for the second draft 

The selection of anecdotal evidence should be based on relevance to thematic priority and policy focus 
of the BMR. It is only possible when partnership fiches are collected and approved. 

3.3.2. Subchapter 2.3 – Contribution to Horizon Europe objectives 

The focus of this section should be on how partnerships contribute to the expected societal, economic 
and technological impacts of Horizon Europe. The Horizon Europe Key Impact Pathways indicators will 
be available for the projects supported by partnerships. In this way, the performance of the partnerships 
as a Horizon Europe instrument would be able to be estimated and also compared with other 
instruments. 

3.3.2.1. Description of the analysis done for the BMR 2022 

The main process milestones for the preparation of the BMR 2022 are presented in the table below. 

Table 8. Milestones for preparing subchapter 2.3 for the BMR 2022 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s) , EC = European Commission 

The BMR 2022 included three sections under this subchapter: a) an introduction to the new concept of 
Key Impact Pathways that is applied to Horizon Europe monitoring and evaluation framework; b) an 
analysis of the links of the partnership Key Performance Indicators (KIPs) showing direct links to the 
KIPs and thus reflecting the integration of the partnerships as an instrument in the overall monitoring 
and evaluation of Horizon Europe, and c) suggestions to select a subset of Horizon Europe KIPs that 
are worth presenting specifically for the partnerships, and analyse the data on these in combination 
with the partnership-specific KPIs to reflect their importance of partnerships as an instrument also in 
comparison with other Horizon Europe instruments.  

3.3.2.2. Proposed approach for future BMRs 

The proposed process for preparing the future BMRs is described in the table below. 

Table 9. Milestone plan for preparing subchapter 2.3 for the future BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), EC = European Commission 

Milestone Description of milestone Lead Support(s)
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)

Validation 

criterion

Interdependence

s

2.3.1
Review of HE KIPs and relevant literature (plus 

partnership KPIs)
CL EC 2 8 EC

2.3.2
Selection of KIPs to suggest - consultation with other 

ex gr members
CL SL 2 10

Benchmark figures 

CH2, 3

2.3.3 Finalised sub-chapter CL SL 3 16

Milestone # Description of milestone Lead Support(s)
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences

2.3.1
Data made availiable by EC (HE KIPs) 

EC CL 2 8 EC

2.2.2
Analysis of data

CL SL 4 14

2.2.3
Finalised sub-chapter (ready for consultation)

CL SL 3 16
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The next BMRs do not need to include the first and second sub-sections given that the KIP concepts 
will be well-known. The direct links of the partnership KPIs with the Horizon Europe KIPs will still be 
relevant. The following BMRs should focus on the actual presentation of data with regards to the 
Horizon KIPs, i.e., the third sub-section. As a starting point, eleven KIP indicators were suggested in 
the BMR 2022 as most relevant to the partnership’s intervention logic.  

These could be the starting point for reporting in the BMR 2024. However, KIP data will still be largely 
unavailable for the preparation of the next report. Thus, this subsection will most likely be relevant to 
include in the BMR 2026 onwards. For the preparation of the BMR 2026 it is expected that most KIP 
indicators (certainly the short-term ones and some of the medium-term) will be available for all projects 
under Horizon Europe including those supported by partnerships. In this regard, it is worth reporting on 
all the KIP indicators that will be available for partnership-supported projects. 

Secondly, this sub-section could also provide a comparative analysis of the partnership performance 
based on the available KIPs and those of Horizon Europe as a whole or of other instruments. Such an 
analysis would need to consider the different features, focus, and scales of the partnerships against 
other Horizon Europe instruments as well as the difference among the different types of partnerships 
(co-funded, co-programmes and institutionalised).  

In addition, when the collection of data for the long-term KIPs is possible, these should also be 
considered in the presentation and analysis. 

3.3.3. Subchapter 2.4 – Performance of European Partnerships 

The focus in this section is on how European Partnerships perform as policy instruments. The BMRs 
2022 and 2024 will be based largely on plans devised, objectives set, activities launched, and intentions 
declared by the partnerships. The later BMRs will increasingly also feature results, outcomes, and 
impacts achieved by the partnerships from their respective activities as well as activities they implement 
in various collaborative arrangements with other partnerships and initiatives. 

3.3.3.1. Description of the analysis done for the BMR 2022 

The subchapter 2.4 in the BMR 2022 presents and discusses evidence collected from the Horizon 
Europe partnerships through a Common indicators Survey regarding the performance of the 
partnerships against the objectives set for them as a policy instrument. The analysis is further supported 
by anecdotal evidence collected from the interactively developed partnership fiches (see Chapter 4). 
Due to limited availability of data and early stage of the partnership implementation, the BMR 2022 
focused on a limited set of 6 common indicators highlighting partnership performance towards the 
following objectives: additionality, directionality, transparency, openness, coherence, and synergies.  

After the survey was closed the data was checked and aggregated. Questions with too many missing 
or not valid answers were excluded from the analysis. This was the case for the survey questions:  

 6. How many newcomer partners do you target to have in your partnership? With a-e for different 

type of organisations.  

 9. What is the percentage of the partnership budget dedicated to coordinated and joint activities 

with other European Partnerships? (budget shares were not used in the BMR 2022)  

 10. Complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or national funds. Please select the 

other European Partnerships with which you plan to develop cooperation with… 

o 10a Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: National 

and regional funding? 

o 10b Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: ERDF and 

other cohesion policy funds? 
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o 10c Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Recovery 

and Resilience Facility? 

o 10d Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Connecting 

Europe Facility (CEF)? 

o 10e Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Digital 

Europe Programme (DEP)? 

Valid data and text answers were aggregated and checked if they are logic. Then they were presented 
by indicator in a descriptive way. Results on indicator #3 were moved to subchapter 2.2 due to a better 
match with the content. For indicators #6 and #8 two new graphs were designed by the Commission 
(Common knowledge and data management service) to illustrate interdependencies between 
partnerships and geographical coverage of newcomer partners. From the partnership and country 
fiches as well as from the qualitative answers the description of common indicators was enriched by 
success stories and best practice examples. Links to other subchapters, e.g., 2.2, and country fiches 
or partnership fiches, were integrated in the subchapter 2.4 to show the interactive character and the 
different layers of the monitoring of European Partnerships. After the presentation of the descriptive 
results from the survey an analysis was added. There was not so much room for interpretation and 
analysis of the data at the stage of the BMR 2022, because the focus was on the pilot data collection 
via the first survey on common indicators. This was a learning exercise for both sides and should result 
in a higher quality of data for the next cycle of data collection. Then, in the BMR 2024, it should be 
possible to conduct more in-depth analysis.   

Description of the essential steps in the process and lessons learned from preparing the BMR 2022 can 
be found below, and they are summarised in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Milestones for preparing subchapter 2.4 for the BMR 2022 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s) 

 

 

 

 

Milestone Description of milestone Lead
Lead-time 

(weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences

2.4.1 Define list of common indicators SL

2.4.1.1 Develop long list according to the legal criteria SL 8

2.4.1.2 Get feedback from partnerships through a survey
S&IT

2 10
Partnership contact 

points

2.4.1.3 Get feedback from PKH via meeting PM/SL 2 12 Stakeholders

2.4.1.4 Use feedback to shorten the list to practical indicators SL 4 16

2.4.2 Define data needs for common inidcators SL

2.4.2.1 Split indicators into sub-indicators SL 2 18

2.4.2.1 Define sources (partnerships/EC) SL/PM 2 20

2.4.2.3 Define baselines and targets SL/PM 2 22

2.4.3 Develop survey questions for common indicators
SL/PM/S

&IT

2.4.3.1 Transfer the short list of indicators into specific questions
SL/PM/S

&IT
4 26

2.4.3.2
Define answers (free text, fixed answers to tick, numbers, fill 

in allready existing data, provide examples)

SL/PM/S

&IT
4 30

2.4.3.3 Provide explanations how to answer the survey questions
SL/PM/S

&IT
2 32

2.4.3.4
Prepare the EU survey tool with the survey questions & 

explanations

SL/PM/S

&IT
2 34

2.4.4 Conduct survey
S&IT/SL/

PM

2.4.4.1 Send EU survey to one contact person per partnership S&IT 1 35
Partnership contact 

points

2.4.4.2 Answer questions, try to get harmonized answers S&IT 6 41

2.4.4.3 Try to get late answers after deadline S&IT 4 45
Partnership contact 

points

2.4.5 Check and manipulate data from the survey
S&IT/SL/

PM

2.4.5.1 Gather raw data in one file S&IT 1 46

2.4.5.2
Agree on rules how to manipulate data (missings, unlogical 

data, etc.)
SL 2 48

2.4.5.3 Drop indicators with too low response rates SL 2 50

2.4.6 Analyse data and produce text, tables and figures SL

2.4.6.1 Produce tables and text per indicator SL 4 54

2.4.6.2 Produce new figures to illustrate interesting results SL/PM 2 56

2.4.6.3
Collect interesting free text answers to provide as anecdotal 

evidence
SL 1 57

2.4.7 Finalise analysis and complement on sub-chapter 2.2 SL

2.4.7.1
Complement analysis with anecdotal evidence/success 

stories from partnership and country fiches
SL 1 58

Country and 

partnership fiches

2.4.7.2
Complement on other parts of the BMR (add indicator #3 to 

sub-chapter 2.2)
SL 1 59 Chapter 2.2 SL

2.4.7.3
Get feedback from partnerships/countries/EC and improve 

analysis accordingly
SL 1 60 Stakeholders
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1st key milestone: Check list of common indicators 

The Expert Group started with a long list of common indicators. The list of indicators was determined 
by the objectives on the functioning of European Partnerships that are anchored in the legal framework. 
For details see Chapter 5 of the first interim report14 of the Expert Group. 

After feedback from the stakeholders (partnerships, European Commission, Partnership Knowledge 
Hub) the list was adjusted and shortened. The feedback was mostly collected through a survey. The 
description and analysis of the survey is available in the first interim report of the Expert Group in the 
Appendix 8.  

As a result, the Expert Group defined in its first interim report a list of 11 common indicators that could 
be further disaggregated (up to 48 sub-elements)15. In designing the Common indicators Survey, 
adjustments did take place to make the survey as practical as possible and to reduce the burden for 
the partnerships. Consequently, the first survey focused on collecting primarily quantitative data on 6 
common indicators, while the qualitative inputs were collected mostly through the partnership fiches 
(impact stories on synergies). 

The list of 11 indicators has been overall accepted by partnerships (e.g., many of them have started to 
integrate these to their monitoring frameworks), but the experience with BMR 2022 showed that a 
simplification is needed – notably to reduce the many sub-dimensions to the essential ones.  

In order to simplify further, the Expert Group recommends a core set of indicators that should remain 
fixed for all BMRs, while the others would be asked for the specific editions (especially qualitative 
indicators, linked to the thematic focus chosen for the report or the timeline aspect of the indicator). This 
proposal is included in the Section 4.3.1 and Annex 1 of this report.  

Therefore, in preparation of the BMR 2024 the next drafting team will need to decide on the additional 
indicators according to the thematic focus of BMR 2024, considering the proposal put forward in this 
report and feedback from the Partnership Knowledge Hub. 

2nd key milestone: Define data needs for common indicators 

To define the data needs, the indicators were split into sub-indicators. It was defined who should be the 
data collection point (partnership level or EC level). Then it was checked if there were data available 
already or a separate survey is needed. After that it was decided that the survey should collect baselines 
and targets to enable later reports to compare progress to baselines and targets. It was decided that 
partnerships should provide and track baselines and targets at their levels. More details on the definition 
of data needs were mapped in Appendix 7 of the first interim report of the Expert Group. 

3rd key milestone: Develop survey questions for common indicators 

The challenge here was to create survey questions that are understandable and not too complex with 
respect to the data needs. The lesson-learned from the first survey is that there should be a good 
balance of fixed answer fields and open text fields. Too many open text fields create uncertainty and 
make it harder to harmonize the answers in the later aggregation and analysis stage. However, the free 
text fields provided good examples and success stories that are very illustrative for reporting on the 
European Partnerships. Space in free text fields should be limited to max 150 words.  

  

                                                

14 https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-215872593  

15 In addition, mid-to long-term indicators were proposed in the Appendix 2 of the First Interim Report for future 
evaluations. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
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4th key milestone: Conduct survey  

Experience with drafting the BMR 2022 showed that it is important to include clear explanations and 
definitions to the common indicators (see proposal in Annex 1). The quality of the answers was affected 
by various misinterpretations of the questions (e.g., partners vs. members in the case of joint 
undertakings). Also, office hours should be proposed to go over the survey and leave room for questions 
and answers. 

EUSurvey is currently used as a tool, but a more sustainable tool is recommended in the medium- and 
long-term. EUSurvey is an easy and affordable tool to conduct such a survey, but a more specific and 
especially for this purpose designed IT solution could be considered in the future. That kind of tool could 
provide some extra features to ease the workload of the Expert Group working with the datasets and 
solve the problem with safe long-term data storage. For example, the tool could be ideally linked to the 
European Commission databases, so that the data from the survey could be feed directly to the 
databases in order to allow further combination with other (also previous) datasets and different 
analyses. Keeping data in the European Commission databases would also ensure safe data storage 
and would allow original data reproduction if some future data analyses emerge (e.g., comparisons with 
previous datasets etc.). It would be very useful if that kind of tool could also provide automatic output 
formats (e.g., some graphs), as these could be used directly in the next BMRs (as majority of formats 
will remain the same throughout the reports) and would ease the work of the future Expert Group 
regarding the further data analyses.   

5th key milestone: Check and manipulate data from the survey 

Explained at the beginning of this chapter (3.3.3.1).  

6th key milestone: Analyse data and produce text, tables, and figures 

A challenge that should be addressed are the different structures of partnerships and the limits of 
aggregation that comes with these differences. In the BMR 2022 aggregation was done mostly 
according to thematic clusters (for indicator #3) or according to type (indicator #1). Depending on the 
thematic focus of the next BMR aggregation of results could be adjusted. Since there are only around 
49 partnerships too much disaggregation is not possible. In addition, the focus of the common indicators 
is on the functioning of the political instrument and not on a comparison of the specific partnerships or 
a specific topical analysis. Accordingly, it is recommended to aggregate data and merge qualitative 
answers always with a focus of the functioning of the instrument. This is something that should be 
improved when preparing the next BMR. A lesson learned from the analysis for the BMR 2022 was that 
it is very helpful to think about new forms of graphs like a network graph (see Figure 30 of the BMR 
2022) to illustrate the whole landscape of partnerships with regard to the legal criteria the instrument 
should fulfil (especially coherence and synergies).  

7th key milestone: Finalise analysis and complement on subchapter 2.2 

The analysis in subchapter 2.4 in the BMR 2022 was closely linked to other chapters in the report. To 
finalise the analysis anecdotal evidence from the other chapters (country and partnership fiches) was 
included. In addition, analysis of indicator #3 was added in subchapter 2.2. It is important to plan the 
portfolio analysis with respect to the different interlinkages and try to avoid redundancies. Authors of 
the report should keep in mind that Subchapter 2.4 is an analysis that should look beyond the 
aggregation of project data. The big challenge is to capture the added value of the partnership as an 
instrument (value that goes beyond aggregation of project funding, publications, etc.)  

3.3.3.2. Proposed approach for future BMRs 

In total, to finalise subchapter 2.4, 40 calendar weeks are expected to be required. The main steps are 
described in Table 11. 
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Table 11. Milestone plan for preparing subchapter 2.4 for the future BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s) 

Milestone Description of milestone Lead
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)

Inter-

dependences
Comment

2.4.1 Check list of common indicators SL

2.4.1.1 Check list of core indicators SL 3 3

2.4.1.2
Add indicators according to the focus of 

the BMR & new data availability S&IT
3 6

Partnership 

contact points

2.4.1.3 Get feedback from PKH via meeting PM/SL 3 9 Stakeholders bottleneck? 

2.4.2
Check data needs for common 

inidcators
SL

2.4.2.1 Check sources (partnerships/EC) SL/PM 3 12

2.4.2.1

Check baselines and targets: EC should 

define them, partnerships may check 

thme

SL/PM 3 15 bottleneck? 

2.4.3
Adjust survey questions for common 

indicators

SL/PM/S&I

T

2.4.3.1
Prepare the EU survey tool with the 

survey questions & explanations

SL/PM/S&I

T
5 20

2.4.4 Conduct survey
S&IT/SL/P

M

2.4.4.1
Send EU survey to one contact person 

per partnership
S&IT 1 21

Partnership 

contact points

2.4.4.2
Answer questions, try to get harmonized 

answers
S&IT 4 25

2.4.4.3 Try to get late answers after deadline S&IT 2 27
Partnership 

contact points

2.4.5
Check and manipulate data from the 

survey

S&IT/SL/P

M

2.4.5.1 Gather raw data in one file S&IT 1 28

2.4.5.2
Agree on rules how to manipulate data 

(missings, unlogical data, etc.)
SL 2 30

2.4.5.3
Drop indicators with too low response 

rates
SL 1 31

2.4.6
Analyse data and produce text, tables 

and figures
SL

2.4.6.1

Produce tables and text per 

indicator/Produce new figures to illustrate 

interesting results

SL 4 35

2.4.6.2
Collect interesting free text answers to 

provide as anecdotal evidence
SL 2 37

2.4.7
Finalise analysis and complement on 

sub-chapter 2.2
SL

2.4.7.1

Complement analysis with anecdotal 

evidence/success stories from 

partnership and country fiches

SL 1 38
Country and 

partnership fiches

2.4.7.2
Complement on other parts of the BMR 

(add indicator #3 to sub-chapter 2.2)
SL 1 39 Chapter 2.2 SL

2.4.7.3

Get feedback from 

partnerships/countries/EC and improve 

analysis accordingly

SL 1 40 Stakeholders
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3.3.4. Subchapter 2.5 – Added value of European Partnerships 

3.3.4.1. Description of the analysis done for the BMR 2022 

Due to lack of evidence in the BMR 2022, the dimension of added value of partnerships was based on 
anecdotal evidence about the Horizon 2020 partnerships. The respective section (2.3.5) included 
evidence and views as documented in relevant ERA-LEARN reports, as well as the JU Annual Activity 
Reports and cPPP Progress Monitoring Reports. Indicative success stories based on the projects 
supported were also presented, although highlighting that the list was in no way exhaustive. Anecdotal 
evidence was also included drawing on the inputs provided by the Member States and Associated 
Countries in the country fiches. 

3.3.4.2. Proposed approach for future BMRs 

The following BMRs should address the added value of European Partnerships in Horizon Europe. This 
would cover the three new types of partnerships (co-programmed, co-funded and institutionalised) and 
entail the added value of partnerships compared to other Horizon Europe modalities or national 
instruments and other international benchmarks. 

Evidence to document the ‘added value’ of the partnerships would draw on several other chapters in 
the report, namely: 

 The subchapter presenting the results in relation to the common indicators (where particular 

indicators address the topic of additionality, but others can also support the articulation of the 

value of the partnerships) (subchapter 2.4 in the BMR 2022) 

 The subchapter where the KIPs for partnerships are compared with KIPs of other HE modalities 

(Subchapter 2.3 in the BMR 2022) albeit the fact that the relevant KIP data would largely still 

be unavailable for the BMR 2024 

 The reporting of European Partnerships on their additional activities  

 Quantitative and/or qualitative evidence in the comment boxes in the country fiches about 

‘additional activities’ triggered and ‘success stories and impacts’ 

 Quantitative and/or qualitative evidence in partnership fiches about success stories and impacts 

An additional source to draw on in establishing the added value of the partnerships would be the 
evaluation studies that the EC is planning in the coming years. 

The added value discussion would also benefit from other types of analysis such as counterfactual or 
analysis targeting a specific topic depending on the particular focus given to each BMR. The Expert 
Group discussed and considered the use of econometric analysis and other similar approaches but 
concluded that because of limited data available about partnership results, outcomes, and impacts for 
the BMR 2022 and 2024, those types of analyses may not be appropriate for monitoring purposes. 
Later BMR 2026 and 2028 could possibly benefit from such analyses if simplified complementary 
approaches based on methods used for evaluations16 can be developed.  

Besides the common indicators related to additionality and directionality, the added value is likely to 
differ across the different partnerships when considering their individual thematic focus and the specific 
challenges they address. It needs to be made clear here, that the concept of the added value in the 
BMRs refers to an aggregated level seeing the partnerships as a policy approach and instrument for 
achieving the wider EU goals rather than their individual challenge-specific goals and objectives. The 
place to address these should be the annual reports and other monitoring and evaluation exercises that 
the individual partnerships will undertake.  

                                                

16 EC is exploring in collaboration with the JRC to do a counterfactual analysis in the context of the upcoming 
Horizon evaluations, notably for looking at the long-term economic and technological impact. 
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3.4. CHAPTER 3 – COUNTRY LEVEL ANALYSIS AND 

INDIVIDUAL COUNTRY FICHES 

The presentation and analysis of data and information about partnerships at the country level should 
focus on a series of topics that are significant for the participating countries. These include: 

1. The main strategies of countries towards partnerships, the position of the partnerships within the 

national portfolio of R&I supporting programmes  

2. Importance and value of the partnerships for the MS/ACs and how this seems to be evolving across 

the BMRs; this should also be backed up by evidence e.g., the level of national commitments/actual 

investments made over the years. 

3. The key intentions for the future regarding new partnerships that are in the making. This type of 

input will not change drastically from one BMR to another, but it is important to highlight any changes 

between the BMRs and stress any points that the countries consider important. 

4. Directionality, addressing the focus of national funding through the partnerships but also the level 

of partnership alignment with the national policies and priority areas. This can be backed up by the 

EC data on national contributions of MS/ACs and their thematic distributions across the HE clusters. 

An additional option for analysis could be the thematic alignment between national and partnership 

investments provided that the MS/ACs do their own analysis of national funding across areas similar 

to HE clusters.  

5. Success rates of a country in the different types of partnerships and their evolution over time, and 

evolution of types of beneficiaries spotting any increase in particular types such as SMEs for 

instance.  

6. For the Additional activities triggered the Common indicator 2 could provide some inspiration, i.e., 

‘Additional investments triggered by the EU contribution, notably for exploiting or scaling up results 

(linked to but outside the partnerships, including qualitative impacts and success stories)’ This would 

be mainly in text not excluding however, cases where some quantitative data might also be available.  

7. Complementary and cumulative funding; this information corresponds to the Common indicator 

10 where funding from other Union funds (Horizon Europe, national funding, ERDF, RRF, other 

cohesion policy funds, CEF, DEP) for the partnerships should be highlighted – both quantitative and 

qualitative information is relevant here. 

8. Key outputs should also be presented in line with the short-term HE KIPs covering the partnership-

supported projects and provided these are available at the country level. As time passes and medium 

and longer-term KIPs become available, these should also be added to the country fiches and the 

aggregated analysis at country level. 

9. Cross-border collaborations; future BMRs could take a more in-depth look into cross-border 

interactions/networking and identify potential high-added value combinations between groups of 

countries, and the role partnerships may have had in identifying and capturing synergies and 

enhancing networking which may have led to some significant benefits; input on this can be extracted 

from the individual MS/ACs inputs in the respective country fiche text boxes.  
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10. Success stories and impacts on the economy, society and policy should be different from one 

report to another. Besides qualitative input from MS/AC, they could also draw upon the partnership 

fiches, as well as analysis of the HE KIPs at country level (if possible) 

During the preparation of the BMR 2022, the MS/ACs made the comment that indicators such as the 
‘rate of return’ would be useful to apply for partnerships as applied in the Horizon Europe. However, 
attention should be paid to the fact that for partnerships the MS/ACs do not invest any funds upfront; 
they only commit funds which they then use to support their national teams in the granted projects, and 
some countries may underspend their committed budgets, while others may overspend. Thus, there is 
no ‘return’ as such. This should be considered in any future attempt to calculate such type of indicators. 

At the same time, the national and EU contributions to project funding should be able to calculate as 
preliminary values at the time of signing the contracts of approved projects. This would be a means to 
estimate the ‘leverage’ effect of the national funds, i.e., the level of EU funds awarded and topping-up 
national funds. From a MS point of view, this is interesting and important to know. 

3.4.1. Outline and reading guide of country fiches  

The country fiche consists of four pages. The first page is about the overall presence of the country in 
partnerships, the second and third pages draw on data in relation to projects and project collaborations 
and the fourth page is dedicated to success stories at country level. The quantitative data presented in 
the fiches is complemented by qualitative inputs (in text boxes) the contents of which should be provided 
by the MS/AC themselves under the guidance of the Expert Group preparing the BMR.  

The start of the fiche is marked by certain ‘Key Highlights’ about the overall country performance and 
main strategies of the country in relation to partnerships as well as an overall assessment of the 
importance and value of partnerships for the country (see points 1 and 2 above). This is followed by 
country data in relation to the number of partnerships a country participates in as well as the actual 
national contributions that took place in the reporting period. This indicator would only be relevant for 
the partnerships where MS/ACs participate directly in the funding of the partnership programme. 

A second textual input refers to the ‘Key intentions for the future’ (see point 3 above) which is followed 
by a text box on directionality (point 4 above) which is complemented by Table 1. This should be 
addressing Horizon Europe clusters that are targeted by the country through the partnerships or Horizon 
Europe overall. Comments on the key priorities of the country for partnerships are relevant here but 
also in relation to the level of partnership alignment with the national policies and priority areas. 

Then come figures one and two addressing point five above which can also be complemented by short 
comments on the evolution of data since the previous BMR. 

Next come certain comment boxes on ‘Additional investments/activities triggered’ (see point 6 above) 
and on ‘Complementary and cumulative funding’ (point seven above). The BMR 2022 showed that 
countries have not made use of possibilities to combine different funding sources to support their 
participation in partnerships during Horizon 2020. However, some of them clearly intend to do so in the 
future. Thus, this will be the place to share experiences.  

Then comes figure 3, which is dedicated to key outputs as they become available in the form of Horizon 
Europe KIPs. These graphs were omitted in the BMR 2022 due to the fact that partnerships were only 
then being launched. 

Figure 4 presents the top collaborator countries drawing on projects. This can be followed by a comment 
box showing evolution and any emerging patterns (see point nine above). 

Finally, the last text box on page 4 of the fiche addresses success stories and impacts at national level 
regarding, for instance, impact on policy, programme design/management, creation of national 
coordination mechanisms, funding levels of certain areas, etc. as well as impact on alignment of national 
policies (see point ten above). Efforts should be made that the success stories are different across the 
BMRs.  
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The annotated country fiche is included in Annex 2. 

The comment boxes should provide information on progress compared to the previous BMR (instead 
of being static). All graphs and figures should present the current situation but also indicate the evolution 
of the data since the previous BMR. 

The graphs and figures should remain stable to the degree possible across the BMRs to allow data 
comparison and evolution. Additional data may be considered to be included in relation to the Horizon 
Europe KIPs as these become available. 

Flexible sections based on thematic focus of the BMR 

Whereas the headlines of the comment boxes should remain the same to support consistency over the 
years, the content of the boxes may slightly change from one BMR to the next to reflect: 

 Changes in the interests of MS/ACs about what they wish to highlight  

 Changes that are necessary to address a different focus of the particular BMR 
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3.4.2. Lessons learned from preparing the country fiches for the BMR 

2022 

There were several lessons learnt during the preparation of the country fiches for the BMR 2022. These 
are discussed below along with the key milestones (see Table 12).  

Table 12. Milestones for preparing Chapter 3 for the BMR 2022 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), MS = Member State, AC = Associated Country, CF = country 

fiche. 

  

Milestone # Description of milestone Lead Support(s)
Lead-time 

(# weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences Comment

Preparation of fiche and data elaboration

3.1 ERA-LEARN Data elaborated CL 2 8 Benchmark figures CH2, 3

3.2 Data made availiable by EC EC 4 8 Benchmark figures CH2, 3

3.2 EC Data elaborated CL EC 4 10

3.4 Anotated CF template prepared CL SL 1 11

Pilot exercise with MS/Acs

3.5 CFs for pilot countries pre-filled CL 1 12

3.6
Pre-filled CFs sent by email to pilot MS/AC for full completion 

CL EC, MC/Acs 1 12
The same time the full scale pre-filling 

started

3.7

3 meetings with MS pilot countries, bilateral meetings and comments 

by email

CL EC, SL, MS 12 24

It actually should have been 

the basis for MS Full scale CF 

pre-filling, so it should have 

been completed before that. 

But we did it in parallel.

meetings were held on 15.07, 10.09, 

8.10. But the process actually started with 

launching  call for the MS pilot at 18.05 

hearing (Hearing with MS). The last 

discussions were held on 13.10 PKH 

meeting. So the 3 meetings and email 

exchange took around 3 months. 

However, the structure of the CF was 

verified in first meeting. Rest of meetings 

were for providing explanations. i.e. this 

task went into the review rounds.

3.8
CF template revised based on pilot experience

CL SL 1 14

Deadline as for The start of full scale pre-

filling started, but we were still finishing 

with the pilot. week 10?

Full scale CF pre-filling Quality of data (EC)

3.9

CFs (key quant data, graphs and figures) pre-filled

CL 2 16

Availability of EC help

Feed in aggregated data to 

CH2

3.10 CFs sent to MS for filling in the text boxes CL 1 17

Setting up the necessary structures

3.11 Filling in mechanism set up for MS/Acs S&IT 1 17

Make space for each country in Teams S&IT

Upload prefilled CFs in each space S&IT EC

Notify country reps and provide access S&IT EC

3.12 Quality review mechanism set up 1 17

Assign CFs to team members + overall reviewer (OR) CL SL

Create sub-folders in Teams: S&IT

CF for review

CF reviewed by team - ready for OR

CL, SL, 

EC

CF to return to MS/Acs

CL, SL, 

EC
EC sent notification email

CF checked ready for graphic designer CL was done continuously

1st Round Quality Review

3.13 Comments/responses by email CL SL 3 19

3.14 Office hours for assistance/explanations EC CL, SL 3 19

3.15 Filled in CFs received CL SL 3 21

3.16 Quality check of filled in CFs (1st round) CL SL 3 21

3.17 Comments sent back to MS/Acs for consideration CL SL 2 22

2nd Round Quality Review

3.18 Comments/responses by email CL SL 3 24

3.19 Office hours for assistance/explanations EC CL, SL 3 24

3.20 CFs filled in by MS received CL SL 3 26

3.21 Quality check of filled in CFs (2nd round) CL SL 3 26

3.22 Final comments sent for consideration by MS/Acs CL SL 2 27

3.23 All CFs finalised by quality review team CL SL 3 29

Aggregated analysis for CH3 intro

3.24 Data and commentary elaborated CL SL 2 28

3.25

Text boxes and commentary elaborated

CL SL 2 28

Partnership Fiche success 

stories (CH4)

Feed in success stories in 

other parts of report. 

Observations based on 

qualitative data of country 

fiches feed in Ch2. Especially 

regarding CI text 2.4.

Graphic adjustments, proof-reading and Publication

3.26 Content and structure of CF adjusted with GD GD 1 30

3.27 Proof read all CFs PFRD 4 34

3.28 Final versions of CFs ready for publication GD 4 38
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1st key milestone: Data made available by EC 

Achieving the first key milestone in time is of major importance for the smooth running of the whole 
process. The experience during the preparation of the BMR 2022 was something that needs to be 
avoided for the next BMRs. First, the timing of preparing the BMR 2022 was unfortunate as no Horizon 
Europe data was available at the time. Despite the compromise made to build the analysis on H2020 
data in view of setting a suitable starting point, several challenges came up: 

 The available H2020 data was dispersed across ERA-LEARN and the EC (eCORDA) that had 

to be extracted in a format as compatible as possible to allow joining and aggregation. This 

resulted in several rounds of iteration with EC colleagues. 

 As these sources were not connected to each other there were certain gaps that could not be 

bridged. For instance, data on project outputs (publications and IPR applications) were only 

available for JUs, EIT-KICs and cPPPs and there were no data on the number of proposals 

submitted for P2Ps or EIT-KICs; the latter due to the different nature of the concept of ‘project’ 

in the EIT-KIC model. 

 The need to use H2020 data instead of Horizon Europe data caused a lot of confusion to the 

involved stakeholders. Some Member States and Associated Countries requested that certain 

data in the country fiches were replaced with Horizon Europe data. However, due to the scarcity 

of such data, it was explained that the use of H2020 data in the 2022 report and the associated 

country fiches would serve as example of what could be done in the future reports as the 

Horizon Europe data would become available, and that the next reports would be based on 

Horizon Europe data. The forced use of H2020 data also caused quite some difficulties to get 

useful feedback about the layout. The proposed layout (for the country fiches) was designed 

for Horizon Europe data and information (text boxes) whereas the graphs and figures focused 

on H2020. Therefore, the use of H2020 data should be minimised in the future. If H2020 will be 

still used in the future for some sections – it should be very clearly communicated. 

Achieving this milestone in time is also important for feeding in aggregated results in other parts of the 
report such as Chapter 2 and the introduction in Chapter 3.  

2nd key milestone: Annotated country fiche template prepared 

An annotated country fiche was developed as early as possible based on  

 what data was available  

 what textual inputs would be necessary considering  

o the key criteria for partnerships in the legal basis, and the 

o Common indicators Survey that would bring in additional data and information, 

o as well as the partnership fiches that would also bring in additional information. 

The BMR 2022 report covered the 27 Member States and 2 Associated Countries (Norway and Iceland). 
For the following reports, a decision needs to be made on which additional countries to cover (if any). 
This can be done in the first stage of preparation of the BMR, i.e., ‘Adjustments’- see Table 13 below) 

This template was piloted with a number of countries, including Estonia, Spain, and Poland. The piloting 
was important to test the usability of the template and the completeness of the information 
included/required by the MS/ACs given the data caveats of the time.17 

Whereas it is not necessary to carry out a thorough pilot exercise for the next reports it is advisable to 
start the process with an ‘Adjustments’ step, where the annotated templated will be updated given the 
status of data availability, the new focus of the BMR, and the interests of the MS/ACs. It is very important 
to give due time notification to MS/ACs of the start of this process to allow them to mobilise their relevant 

                                                

17 See Chapter 3.1 in the BMR 2022 
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national level mirror groups or strategic coordination bodies and start the national level discussions and 
collection of the country level input required for the fiche. There may be cases where the data/inputs 
requested for the country fiches are hard to retrieve for some MS/ACs in an aggregated way due to the 
involvement of different Ministries and funding agencies in the funding mechanism. Whereas the 
databases available in ERA-LEARN and the EC (e.g., eCORDA) will first be examined and used in this 
regard, it is also expected that the MS/ACs make efforts to establish some level of coordination at 
national level in line with the more strategic approach implemented for the Horizon Europe Partnerships. 

Depending on the country, this might mean involving many different actors and organisations, who hold 
the required data and information (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.).  

3rd key milestone: Country fiche template revised based on pilot experience 

The pilot was planned as a co-design process between the Expert Group, countries, and European 
Commission, therefore the involvement of relevant (national) level actors and the discussion phase took 
a considerable amount of time. Yet, it is strongly advisable to continue applying such a co-design 
process in the future reports. As a result, adequate time still needs to be provided for, although the co-
design process can be shortened for the future reports as the data challenges would ideally be minimum 
and the exercise will no longer be novel to the stakeholders involved.  

For the new report the ‘adjustments’ phase needs not take more than a month (4 weeks) not to delay 
the whole process to start as early as possible. As in the 2022 report, 2-3 countries may volunteer for 
this step which means that they will get their fiches ready ahead of time of the others and can thus 
serve as example to the rest. This proved to be a good motivation for certain countries to get involved 
in the pilot. In addition, these examples served as a source of inspiration to other countries on what 
could be the content of the country fiche and what should be highlighted.  

The co-design process and continuous efforts to involve countries to the planning process since the 
beginning, received very positive feedback from the participants. Therefore, it is very important to apply 
it also during the preparations of the next BMRs.  

4th key milestone: Pre-filled in country fiches sent to MS (/AC) for filling in the text boxes 

Once the data is collated and joined and the annotated template is ready, then the elaboration should 
take place in view of producing the right data to fill in each country report. It is important to remember 
the following tips. 

 Produce excel sheets that are reader-friendly and straightforward, so that the effort that will be 

needed towards the end to supply them to the graphic designer is minimised. 

 Check the correctness of the data several times before starting the elaboration at the country 

level; producing figures and charts may break the links to the raw data so securing that the raw 

data is totally correct is crucial before breaking any links to them. 

 Make note of all the footnotes that need to go after each graph, table and figure and insert them 

in all country fiches together with the graphs, tables, and figures; updates of these footnotes 

may be needed before all data elaboration is completed, so leave them to be inserted at the 

end together with the graphs. 

 A pilot exercise with three countries was held for the BMR 2022 report in pre-filling and filing in 

the country fiches. For the next reports it is important to use the first step ‘Adjustments’ to pilot 

the adjusted fiche with at least 1-2 MC/ACs. 

As with the pilot phase, the preparation of the total of the country fiches was supported by a strongly 
iterative process which has been much appreciated by the involved stakeholders. A delay in this 
process would cause an immediate delay in finalising the (country, partnership) fiches (i.e., the next key 
milestones). However, it is highly recommended not to cut the consultation process short as this would 
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not allow the necessary time for proper discussions and involvement of the partnerships, MS/ACs and 
the related discussions in PKH. 

It is also important to ensure clear, simple and regular communication during the filling in of the country 
fiches by the MS/ACs including the pilot phase. The office hours proved helpful and were much 
appreciated by the MS/ACs. The special space provided in Microsoft Teams for storing versions of the 
country fiches and providing comments was not used much for various reasons. For instance: a) there 
were some technical problems with connecting to Microsoft Teams through institutional accounts, b) 
the fact that some country representatives assigned the filling-in of the fiches to other officers in their 
institution or different organisations (e.g., funding agencies) which meant that access to Microsoft 
Teams was not granted, or c) communication via email was more known and thus user-friendly. Despite 
such challenges, some countries did make use of the Microsoft Teams. For the future reports it is 
advised that all three main communication means are made available, i.e., office hours, Microsoft 
Teams and email, to cover all preferences of MS/ACs.  

5th Key milestone: All country fiches finalised by quality review team 

 A number of experts were assigned as contact points to the country fiches, including the 

responsibility to review them (four experts for the BMR 2022). One of the experts (the chapter lead) 

acted as the ‘super-reviewer’. 

 It is important that the review mechanism is clearly understood by all the reviewers and that some 

basic quality criteria are agreed upon, such as clarity of text, right length of text, and relevance of 

text to guidelines provided.  

 Besides filling in the qualitative parts, the MS/ACs will also comment the data and the figures and 

may ask for clarifications/verifications/changes and even the raw data and the excel files that led to 

the figures in the country fiches. It is advisable to upload the respective excel files in the Microsoft 

Teams space. 

 A couple of iterations are provided for in the time-schedule between the reviewers and the MS/AC 

delegates. These are planned in sequence in the Gantt chart. However, the reality is that there is no 

end or start point between the two rounds of iteration. Some countries may send the country fiche 

fully filled in and in good quality before the deadline, which will only need some polishing up to be 

finalised without any second round of comments. Some other countries may send their versions only 

by the deadline or shortly afterwards, that may, however, require considerable revisions. In these 

case two rounds of iterations will be necessary. Some countries may respond to the comments made 

by the reviewers and send a second version of the fiches, while some others may only send a first 

revised version and then never respond to the second set of comments by reviewers. In this case, 

the latest versions of the country fiches are included in the report. There may also be some countries 

that will never send a filled in fiche; the respective country fiches will be included in the report 

including only the pre-filled in quantitative data and empty text boxes. 

 It is important as a last step that all the revised country fiches are transferred to the ‘super-reviewer’ 

for a final check – this should address not only the qualitative parts of the country fiches but also the 

quantitative parts (graphs, figures, tables, and charts) as certain changes may become necessary 

based on the interactions with the MS/ACs. 

 For some countries it was very difficult to verify the quantitative part of their fiche. In some cases, it 

was impossible. There will surely be that kind of cases in the next BMRs too, therefore the overall 

reviewer should be able to assess if the quantitative data is reasonable and compatible with the 

country size and research intensity (e.g., to avoid simple errors like EUR 400 million  instead of EUR 

40 million, etc.).  
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6th Key milestone: Final versions of country fiches ready for publication 

 The rule is simple and user-friendly graphs and figures, short and to-the-point text, nice colours, and 

easy-to-follow layout; from one BMR to another the country fiche template may bear some changes 

but these need to be kept to the minimum and be based on the results of the first stage of the process 

‘Adjustments’ 

 Final proof-reading is important before publication (for the BMR 2022 an external service provider 

did the proofreading) 

 Clear understanding of the excel files by the graphic design team is important 

The proposed process for preparing the country fiches for the future BMRs is presented in Table 13. In 
total, to finalise Chapter 3, 34 calendar weeks are expected to be required. 
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Table 13. Proposed process for preparing Chapter 3 for the future BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), MS = Member State, AC = Associated Country, CF = country 

fiche.  

  

Mile-

stone
Description of milestone Lead Support

Leadtime 

(weeks)

Deadline 

(week)
Interdependences Comment

Adjustments

3.1
Notify countries (via PKH?) have been sent that the data collection and 

discussion over CFs is starting
EC

EC, 

MC/ACs
1

3.2
Discuss with the expert group and EC if there are some new data 

requirements for MS/Acs
CL

EC, 

MC/ACs
1 2

3.3

Open short (re)validation process of fiche with the EC (on data and 

evaluation studies) and the PKH

CL
EC, 

MC/ACs
3

Discuss and decide with MS/ACs (at PKH?) if the fiche layout and its 

related data requirements to countries are up to date or new data 

requests have emerged, new data sources (from the countries) should 

be included etc. Perhaps the priority themes of BMR require additional 

data from the countries. Discuss with PKH and EC how to collect new 

additional data from the countries. Remind countries that they have to 

validate the quantitative data in their CI provided by EC/expert group 

and provide qualitative data. Engourage PKH members to alert their 

national mirror group/other national level relevant partners to provide 

this feedback (if necessary).

3.4

Receive feedback through office hours and email

CL MC/ACs 2 6

This MS includes also feedback from the countries regarding the 

availability of new data sources necessary for the BMR (in case new 

data sources are needed).

3.5
Close (re)validation process

CL
EC, 

MC/ACs
6

3.6 Adjust content requirements and structure of CF CL 1 6

Setting up the necessary structures

3.7 Set up filling in mechanism for MS/ACs S&IT 2 10

3.8 Make space for each country in Teams S&IT 1 10

3.9
include the past CF for inspiration - upload prefilled CFs in each 

space
S&IT EC 1 10

3.10
Notify country reps and provide access, add description about next 

steps
S&IT EC 1 10

3.11

Countries notify their mirror groups/relevant national level actors that 

the input to CF is needed and start national level data collection 

(qualitative data to CF)

MC/ACs 1 10

3.12 Set up quality review mechanism by team 2 10

3.13 Assign CFs to team members + overall reviewer (OR) CL SL 1 10

3.14 Create sub-folders in Teams: S&IT 1 10

3.15 CF for review

3.16 CF reviewed by team - ready for OR CL SL, EC

3.17 CF to return to MS/Acs CL SL, EC EC will notification email to MS/AC

3.18 CF checked ready for graphic designer CL

Data elaboration and CF pre-filling

3.19 contact the EC services and explain requirements CL 1 14

3.20 discuss data caveats, clarifications and explanations, data formats CL 1 14

3.21 Data made availiable by EC/ERA-LEARN EC 2 17 Quality of data (EC)

3.22

Elaborate data in collaboration with the EC/ERA-LEARN

CL 3 20

Availability of EC help; 

Feed in aggregated data 

to CH2

3.23 Pre-fill in the CFs (key quant data, graphs and figures) CL 5 22

3.24
Pre-filled in CFs sent to MS for filling in the text boxes and 

checking/adding data as desirable
CL 1 22

1st Round Quality Review

3.25 Provide comments/responses by email CL SL 3 22

3.26

Provide office hours for assistance/explanations

EC CL, SL 3 22

This step also includes additional explanations to countries about the 

qualitative and quantitative data sources and dara requirements from 

the countries.

3.27
Received CFs filled in by MS. Team members have proactively 

approached to countries if nothing has been received by deadline.
CL SL 3 24

3.28 Quality check of filled in CFs (1st round) CL SL 3 24

3.29 Send comments back to MS/Acs for consideration CL SL 2 25

2nd Round Quality Review

3.30 Provide comments/responses by email CL SL 3 27

3.31

Provide office hours for assistance/explanations

EC CL, SL 3 27

This step also includes additional explanations to countries about the 

qualitative and quantitative data sources and dara requirements from 

the countries.

3.32

Received CFs filled in by MS

CL SL 3 29

Countries have validated the quantitative data at their fiche. Countries 

have provided qualitative data to their fiche (and additionl quantitative 

data if it is needed for BMR and can not be provided by EC 

databases)

3.33 Quality check of filled in CFs (2nd round) CL SL 3 29

3.34 Send final comments for consideration by MS/Acs CL SL 2 30

3.35 All CFs finalised by quality review team + overall reviewer CL SL 3 32

Aggregated analysis for CH3 intro

3.36 Elaboration of data and commentary for CH3 intro CL SL 2 33 EC

3.37

Elabroation of text boxes and commentary for CH3 intro

CL SL 2 33

Feed in success stories 

in other parts of report. 

Observations based on 

qualitative data of country 

fiches feed in Ch2. 

Especially regarding CI 

text 2.4.

Draft findings and conclusions (based on both qualitative and 

quantitative data of CF) have been shared and discussed with 

MS/ACs (via PKH) and their feedback has been taken into account 

3.38 Whole CH3 ready for consultation CL 1 34
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3.5. CHAPTER 4 – INDIVIDUAL PARTNERSHIP FICHES 

Chapter 4 exclusively deals with partnership specific information based on a common, harmonized 
format known as the ‘partnership fiche’. The data requested to populate the partnership fiche is largely 
provided by the partnerships through a Microsoft Word and Microsoft PowerPoint template, which is 
described under the data collection part of this interim report. 

While the BMR 2022 process (Table 14) used a pilot phase followed by a general roll-out, the second 
process for 2024 and future BMR processes (Table 15) will be a much more standardized process 
needing less mutual adjustment along the way. 

Table 14. Description of the process followed in preparing the BMR 2022 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), bold=higher level milestone.  
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Table 15. Description of the process proposed for preparing the BMR 2024 and future 
BMRs 

 

PM = Project Manager, R = Rapporteur, CL = Chapter Lead, SL = Subsection Lead, S&IT = Survey and IT Lead, 

GD = Graphic Design, PFRD = Proofreader(s), bold=higher level milestone.  

In total, to finalise Chapter 4, 32 calendar weeks are expected to be required for the 2024 BMR. The 
main steps are described below.   

1st key milestone: Perform a gap analysis (milestone 4.1, week 2) 

Based on newly approved partnerships, as well as existing partnerships who did not complete the 2022 
process towards a full partnership fiche, the list with partnerships needs to be updated. Furthermore, 
an assessment of the existing fiches could be useful, in terms of scoring the various fiches on their 
maturity as well as parts to be improved. From the partnership perspective, evaluations of the 2022 
process towards the partnership fiches could be taken on board as well. As a result, a scoping note 
outlining the list of partnerships and the “gap” to be bridged per partnership needs to be delivered (under 
the form of a table), complemented by any thoughts or suggestions for process improvements that 
emerged since the previous exercise. Typically, there will be four categories: 

 Complete partnership fiches which will require minimal updates 

 Complete partnership fiches which will require substantial updates 

 Partially filled partnership fiches (e.g., missing the KPI table or PSIPs) which require further work 

 New partnerships requiring a process to establish the first partnership fiche 

Individual communication will take place with all partnerships immediately following the gap analysis to 
inform them about the process. 

2nd key milestone: Review and finalize the partnership template (milestone 4.2, week 2) 

Based on the 2022 partnership template, a review may need to be performed in terms of the format and 
guidelines, also based on feedback of the previous exercise. It should be discussed if some sections 
could be pre-filled based on existing data (e.g., budget).  

3rd key milestone: Define processes for interaction with partnerships (milestone 4.3, week 4) 

For the data collection through the partnership fiche template(s), the communication and collaboration 
protocol needs be defined. The suggestion is to continue using Microsoft Teams as the main 
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collaboration platform with a dedicated channel per partnership, realizing that not all partnerships prefer 
this mode of collaboration. A flexible approach will thus sometimes be needed using e-mail with 
document uploads to Microsoft Teams by the Chapter Lead and Chapter Team members. 

Next, per category of partnerships in terms of maturity, specific processes with milestones to be 
achieved may need to be developed (see also milestone 4.9). 

4th key milestone: Perform kick-off meetings with new partnerships (milestone 4.4, week 8) 

During the inventory and gap analysis linked to milestone 4.1., for new partnerships, a kick-off meeting 
needs to be set-up between the project manager (EC), the Chapter Lead and the assigned Chapter 
Team member(s) involved in drafting the partnership fiches, with representatives of the new partnership. 
During this meeting, the objectives and attention points for developing the partnership fiche are 
discussed, and the templates explained. Further planning steps are agreed with the partnership in 
question as needed. 

For partnerships having incomplete fiches from the BMR 2022, it could be useful to also have a short 
meeting given a more intense process that is expected (PSIPs / KPI table). 

5th key milestone: Chapter introduction, structure, and main content headlines (milestone 4.5, 

week 8) 

The current introduction to the Chapter may need review in terms of the content presented.  Potential 
improvements in terms of presenting the collection of fiches as well as the exploitation of the data and 
information could be considered and impact the Chapter introduction.  One example of additional 
(horizontal) analysis to provide is a structured inventory of the reported partnership-specific impact 
indicators in the BMR and how these relate directly or indirectly to the HE Key Impact Pathways, or the 
various dimensions of general policy (Green, Digital, Resilient). Likewise, the BMR 2022 shows that 
some partnerships report specifically on certain common indicators (Chapter 2); an analysis may 
provide additional insights.  The idea of this step is not to finalize the introduction, but to fix the structure 
and main content headlines, and prepare for any further analysis based on partnership fiche content. 

6th key milestone: Set-up of interactive file exchange (MS Teams or alternative) (milestone 4.6, 

week 10) 

By week 10, the interactive file exchange / collaborative space should be set-up including the 
assignment of the contact persons within the right channels. A demand for partnership contacts for the 
partnership fiche development needs to be directed early in the process in order to have the competent 
people on board in the channels.  

7th key milestone: Distribution of partnership owners among Chapter Team members 

(milestone 4.7, week 10) 

Within the BMR Chapter 4 team, account management responsibility should be assigned and equally 
distributed. Ideally a team of 4 to 5 team members with no more than 10 partnerships to follow-up upon 
is advisable.  It may be advisable to assign the new partnerships either to the experienced Chapter 
Lead, or alternatively to team members more closely related to the content domain of the partnership.  
A Microsoft Excel Sheet for follow-up is available from the previous BMR process (see Table 16) – see 
also milestone 4.9.  

8th key milestone: Launch of the data collection for partnership fiches (milestone 4.8, week 10) 

A coordinated communication with other Chapters on data collection is advisable. Typically, an e-mail 
is prepared by the BMR project manager and reviewed by Chapter Leads and Chapter Team members.  

9th key milestone: Review and update follow-up template (milestone 4.9, week 10) 

To have a clear view on the state-of-play of the creation and update of partnership fiches, it is advisable 
to create a Microsoft Excel overview, showing the various stages and interactions that need to take 
place according, among other, the milestone plan of Chapter 4.  This file is available in the common 
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Microsoft Teams space and shows the progress towards finalized fiches.  Based on the file used during 
the BMR 2022 process, it can be updated reflecting e.g., the different categories in terms of partnership 
fiche maturity (as processes may be different, more intense, etc.).  

10th key milestone: First drafts received from all partnerships (milestone 4.10, week 14) 

The draft partnership fiches are expected to be delivered by the partnerships after 4 calendar weeks 
following the launch of the communication.  Of course, it is expected that the “master planning” of the 
BMR will be made clear at the launch of the 2024 process so the Partnerships are aware of the period 
to be foreseen for the update of the partnership fiche (or the creation, knowing that for new partnerships 
the process will start earlier).  

11th key milestone: Feedback on first draft (milestone 4.11, week 16) 

Chapter Leads and team members provide feedback to the partnerships via the Microsoft Teams 
platform, e-mail, or teleconferences depending on the partnership’s preference. 

12th key milestone: Draft final fiches received form all partnerships (milestone 4.12, week 18) 

Partnerships deliver their draft final fiches to the BMR team for quality check (‘super-review’).  

13th key milestone: ‘Super-review’ of the partnership fiches (milestone 4.13, week 20). 

The Chapter Lead and/or other team members review all partnership fiches for final quality control.  In 
particular new or substantially revised or completed fiches need attention. 

14th key milestone: Final version of partnership fiches sent by partnerships (milestone 4.14, 

week 22) 

Partnerships deliver, following super-review, the finalized fiche (and, if needed and relevant, supporting 
information such as tables, PowerPoint for PSIPs, high-resolution logos, etc.) to the BMR team. 

15th key milestone: Draft Chapter introduction (milestone 4.15, week 24) 

The introduction of the Chapter is delivered in draft and send for review. 

16th key milestone: Compile all final versions of the fiches and send them to graphic design 

(milestone 4.16, week 24) 

All final versions of the partnership fiches as well as supporting files are compiled in one unique folder 
and sent to graphic design.  

17th key milestone: Develop partnership fiches in graphic design (milestone 4.17, week 28) 

A four-week period is foreseen for graphic design. Of course, partnership fiches, which are well 
established, could be decided to be ‘fast-tracked’. 

18th key milestone: Proofreading of the graphic design files (milestone 4.18, week 30) 

Proofread graphic design files are checked by the Chapter Lead and Chapter Team and sent back with 
feedback to the graphic design team. 

19th key milestone: Final versions of the fiches ready for publication (milestone 4.19, week 32) 

Graphic design finalizes and integrates the fiches in the final BMR report for publication.  

Lessons learned during the preparation of the BMR 2022: 

 At the start of the process of data collection, a few office hour slots are useful to plan. 
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 There is a need for mutual adjustment and stakeholder management: not all partnerships show the 

same maturity level and possess the same amount of resources and competences for monitoring 

and evaluation (and have different cultures and values regarding the topic).  This needs to be 

considered in the interactions by the team responsible for follow-up. 

 Having best practices ready to show or send is of crucial importance.  

 Own initial efforts by the BMR team at the level of drawing a strategy map or a KPI table based on 

existing outputs from partnership documents provides a necessary stimulus to make initial progress. 

 Flexibility and availability of BMR team experts is crucial, this involves ‘on-the-fly’ availability via 

mobile phone, WhatsApp, Microsoft Teams, e-mails.  

 There is maximum ‘absorptive capacity’ at the level of individual partnerships to achieve the standard 

expected of a partnership fiche. Some degree of pragmatism by the BMR team is needed and an 

evolutive stance needs to be taken as content may be refined or improved along the partnership 

lifecycle.  

 Some partnerships have more formal processes to adopt outputs such as the PSIPs or a KPI table 

for external communication; these should be inventoried and discussed upfront to avoid bottlenecks 

in the process.  However, it should be stressed that the BMR is not considered a legally binding 

document.  

Table 16. Follow-up Microsoft Excel Sheet for partnership fiches (BMR 2022 – To be 
adapted for 2024) 
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4. COLLECTING AND MANAGING DATA FOR THE 

BIENNIAL MONITORING REPORTS 

4.1. DATA COLLECTION GUIDELINES FOR THE 
COMMISSION 

The Commission has a key role as data collector and provider for the preparation of the BMRs. Links 
to any monitoring tools with Commission databases need to be implemented as much and as earlier as 
possible. 

There are three types of data that need to be gathered, stored, and checked: 

 The data on proposals, projects and researchers in projects supported by partnerships 

 The data on Horizon Europe KIPs referring to projects supported by partnerships 

 The membership data of countries in partnerships and the public and private commitments/ 

contributions 

 The data for the common indicators that are to be gathered through EU Survey every two years (see 

subchapter 4.3 below). 

The responsibility of the data on Horizon Europe KIPs lies with the Commission. Data for projects in 
Horizon Europe is already available via the Commission database. The dashboard providing info on the 
Key Impact Pathways is under development. This will show aggregated information on the whole 
Framework Programme. Info on the KIPs will become gradually available in the course of the year and 
moving into the next years (especially for mid-term indicators). It is advisable that KIP data can also be 
displayed specifically for partnership-supported projects as well as participating countries through 
specific filters that can be applied.  

The membership data of the countries in partnerships should be gathered by the Commission and the 
group(s) preparing the BMRs during the phase of filling-in the country fiches and should then be retained 
by the Commission. This would need a centrally managed interface that would collect and store the 
relevant data.  

The projects supported by the co-funded partnerships and EIT KICs are the so-called cascaded 
‘projects’ given that the co-funded partnerships and KICs themselves are regarded as ‘projects’ due to 
being attached to a grant agreement. It is important that any data related to the cascaded projects can 
be directly linked with the data of the projects supported by the other types of partnerships 
(institutionalised and co-programmed). This is relevant for estimating both the Horizon Europe KIPs as 
well as the projects and participants data. The data structure / template for gathering data on proposals, 
projects and participants in projects supported by co-funded partnerships and KICs has been agreed 
upon, including with the help of ERA-LEARN, between the Commission and partnerships that have 
been piloting this effort. The responsibility of filling in this data lies with the partnerships which will 
provide the mandatory data (and maybe also some of the optional data). Normally this would be done 
through an IT tool prepared by the Commission. The data will be stored by the partnerships for 
managing and monitoring purposes and the EC would also have the data in their database. See more 
explanation in the Annex 4 (A4-5 and A4-6). 

Until now, ERA-LEARN had the responsibility to collect financial data on the H2020 public-to-public 
partnerships (P2Ps), i.e., pre-call committed budgets and actual financial contributions by MS/ACs in 
granted projects. This was done through a template that the P2Ps had to fill in once a year. This process 
may need to be extended to also address the concerned partnerships under Horizon Europe, until a 
central interface managed by the Commission is created. 
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In addition, it would also be useful to estimate certain common indicators  at country level. Qualitative 
information (indicators 2, 10, 13) should be collected by the  MS/ACs. Certain data (such as the financial 
and in-kind contributions) can be collected by the partnerships in such a way, i.e., distributed per 
participating country so that the data can be elaborated at country level. This is also relevant for 
indicators 3, and 7. Other types of indicators may be hard to address at the partnerships. In all cases 
the EC is responsible for setting up a proper interface for collecting and storing this information. The 
indicators relevant for MS/ACs are: 

 # 1. Financial (€) and in-kind contributions, committed and actual [direct leverage] 

 # 2. Additional investments triggered by the EU contribution, notably for exploiting or scaling up 

results (linked to but outside the partnerships, including qualitative impacts and success stories) 

[indirect leverage] 

 # 3. Overall (public and private, in-kind and cash) investments mobilised towards EU priorities 

 # 6. Newcomer beneficiaries in funded projects (in terms of types and countries of origin) 

 # 8. Complementary and cumulative funding from other Union funds (Horizon Europe, National 

funding, ERDF, RRF, Other cohesion policy funds, CEF, DEP) 

 # 10. Alignment of national / regional / sectorial policies (strategic level) 

When estimated at country level, indicator #1 is the first figure displayed in the country fiches. This 
information should be retrieved by the MS/ACs. Caution should be placed to achieve common 
understanding among the MS/ACs on how this indicator should be estimated. The office hours 
suggested during the co-design process of filling in the country fiches with the MS/ACs would play an 
important role in this. So will the detailed explanations on how to estimate the common indicators 
included as Appendix 6 of the first interim report18.  

Estimating the first indicator would also require a well-established coordination mechanism at the 
national level. The experience of preparing the BMR 2022 showed that such a mechanism may not 
exist in the MS/ACs although the importance of establishing one is widely acknowledged. The future 
BMRs may need to limit expectations to the data provided by the MS/ACs to the EC on the national 
commitments made in advance of the partnership calls. Actual investments, i.e., how much money each 
country invests in supporting national teams in the granted projects, would be possible to estimate 
through the gathering of data on proposals, projects and researchers organised by the EC. This data 
will be in the form of preliminary values at the time of signing the contracts of the projects.  

The second common indicator is relevant for MS/ACs in the sense of collecting evidence on success 
stories and impacts at national level. This is the last section of the country fiches that would also benefit 
from indicator 13 providing anecdotal evidence on alignment of policies.  

The third indicator relates to directionality. This topic is also addressed through the country fiches (Table 
1 and the relevant comment box). This indicator can serve as inspiration to MS/ACs on what kind of 
information to provide in the comment box on directionality in the form of quantitative data to 
complement any qualitative statements they wish to make. As with indicator 1, there needs to be shared 
understanding on how this indicator should be estimated. The office hours as well as Appendix 6 of the 
first interim report will play an important role in this. Similarly, indicator 10 on complementary funding is 
also addressed in the country fiches and should inspire the provision of both quantitative and qualitative 
data by the MS/ACs. 

                                                

18 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 

https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2777/017792
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Common indictor 7 is about newcomers in partnership-supported projects. The Commission has the 
data on the newcomers as beneficiaries in the framework programme. It is advisable that the 
Commission services undertake to estimate this both at the partnership and at the country level. If this 
is not possible, then this indicator may serve as inspiration for the MS/ACs to map projects participants 
in the partnerships and identify any newcomers. However, this requires a well-established and 
coordinated monitoring system. 

Summing up the responsibilities for data gathering, stirring and elaboration are distributed as follows: 

Table 17. Proposed responsibilities for data gathering, stirring and elaboration for future 
BMRs 

 Tasks Timing of 
data 

collection 

Data on… Filling in Gathering & 
Storage 

Elaboration  

Proposals, projects, 
researchers 

Co-funded 
partnerships, 
KICs 

EC EC / Expert Groups 
preparing BMRs 

As agreed 
between 

partnerships 
and the EC 

Membership per 
country 

 

EC EC EC  Biennially 

HE KIPs Project 
beneficiaries 

EC EC As per HE 
procedures 

Common indicators Partnerships, 
MS/ACs 

EC EC / Expert Groups 
preparing BMRs 

Biennially 
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4.2. DATA COLLECTION GUIDELINES FOR COUNTRIES 

Table 18. Summary of key milestones for collecting data from countries for BMR 2024 
Milesto

ne 
Deadlin

e 

Week 

Description of input or 
interaction 

Partn
ershi

ps 

Member 
States / 

AC 

EU 
Commi
ssion 

Others 

3.3 3 Open short validation process of 
the country fiche with PKH – MS 
assign contact persons for the 

BMR preparation 

 X X  

3.6 6 Validate the country fiche 
(content and structure) based on 
new data and or focus of BMR 

 X X  

3.19 14 Discussions with EC/ERA-
LEARN about data 

  X ERA-
LEARN 

3.21 17 EC/ERA-LEARN makes 
available HE data in formats as 

agreed 

  X ERA-
LEARN 

3.24 22 MS/ACs receive pre-filled 
country fiches for 

checking/completing 

 X   

3.27 24 Provide the inputs for the first 
draft country fiches to the BMR 

team as requested (textual 
inputs, extra data as available, 

etc.), interact with assigned 
expert(s) (office hours, ad-hoc 

meetings, e-mail, Microsoft 
Teams) 

 X   

3.32 29 Submit draft final country fiches 
based on received comments 

from assigned expert(s) on first 
draft country fiche 

 X   

3.35 32 Submit final version of country 
fiches based on ‘super-review’ 
comments (only if required) 

 X   

This chapter aims to harmonise and avoid the duplication of efforts in data collection and reporting by 
countries for the next biennial report in 2024. The effective national-level monitoring process is one of 
the main sources for supporting the future EU partnerships Biennial Monitoring Reports.   

The need to further support the national coordination and monitoring structures/processes has been 
discussed and recommended in the context of the Transitional Forum for EU R&I Partnerships19 and in 

                                                

19 Working paper, 2020. WK 14589/2020 INIT: 
https://community.era.gv.at/public/documents/4386/item_5_1_WP.pdf 

https://community.era.gv.at/public/documents/4386/item_5_1_WP.pdf
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the Expert Group’s final deliverables20. It was stated that a more strategic and comprehensive approach 
to R&I partnerships is needed with equal participation of Member States, Associated Countries, and the 
Commission to ensure strategic guidance on the overall policy approach, implementation, and the future 
portfolio. The input and support of Member States and Associated Countries to European Partnerships 
in this process is based on national governance and coordination mechanisms, including national 
consultation activities, which prioritise participation, ensure resources, relevance, and commitment for 
the lifetime of the initiatives, and ensures the monitoring and evaluation of the national participation 
(especially the qualitative parts).  

The Transitional Forum also recommended that an independent Expert Group should be set up for the 
EU partnerships’ monitoring covering the reporting requirements, the methodology and structure. 
Therefore, the mandate of this group also includes the optimisation of the monitoring and assessment 
efforts and the formulation of recommendations for further support of this process.   

For the Biennial Monitoring Report on partnerships the central elements are the Key Impact, Pathways, 
the common indicators, the country, and partnership fiches. These main elements, necessary for EU 
level monitoring activities, impose specific data requirements. These data needs will be partly covered 
by European Commission databases (mainly project level quantitative data about participation in 
partnerships, data regarding Horizon Europe Key Impact Pathways and data related to common 
indicators developed by the Expert Group) and by European Partnerships (partnership level data 
containing KPIs, data for common indicators and data transfer of KICs and co-funded partnerships 
(project level data)). In addition, success stories and qualitative data about partnerships are to be 
collected. These main data sources will be complemented by the Member States and Associated 
Countries via their country fiches: qualitative data of participation in partnerships, e.g., success stories 
from national perspective, added value of partnerships, and some qualitative input for the common 
indicators via partnerships and country fiches. 

During the preparations of the BMR 2022, inputs from Member States and Associated Countries were 
collected. In the process of preparing the country fiches, many countries stated, that there is no, or very 
limited, overview of the investments made in partnerships. This made it difficult for countries to validate 
the data provided by European Commission in the current and could stay become an obstacle also for 
future reports.   

Majority of the countries are in the process of creating a coordination structure (if not already in place) 
to be able to monitor centrally their investments and allow for more informed decisions. But a national 
plan backed by budget lines is something very specific that not all countries would opt for. Some 
countries are very much in support to the need to consider both bottom-up and top-down systems.  

The centralised national plan (supported by budget lines) for participation in EU partnerships could 
serve as a best practice for multiple purposes – to inform about the possibilities to (co)fund partnerships, 
promote the participation in partnerships and monitor the participation and allocation of national 
investments to partnerships. But as said before, it is not an ideal solution for all the countries (e.g. with 
a very decentralised system).  

This subchapter describes the steps in BMR process where the action/input is required by countries. 
The aim of this exercise is to harmonise national level data collection necessary for the BMR. Checklists 
for countries were created (and organised by BMR chapters) for each step where the countries input is 
essential. These steps are in Chapter 2 (Contribution of European Partnerships) and Chapter 3 
(European Partnerships at Country Level).  

                                                

20 Deliverables: https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-
groups/consult?lang=en&groupId=3662&fromMeetings=true&meetingId=19835 

https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&groupId=3662&fromMeetings=true&meetingId=19835
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&groupId=3662&fromMeetings=true&meetingId=19835
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4.2.1. Checklist for countries to harmonise national level data 

collection 

4.2.1.1. Data for Chapter 2 – Portfolio level analysis of European Partnerships 

Check the list of common indicators (Connected to milestones 2.4.1.3) 

Give feedback to common indicators via PKH representative(s). Deadline: week 9 

Finalise analysis and complement on subchapter 2.2 (connected to milestones 2.4.7.1 and 

2.4.7.3) 

 Give input to country fiches (see Chapter 3, second round quality review).  Anecdotal 

evidence/success stories from country fiches will be used to complement the common indicator’s 

analysis. 

 Give feedback to common indicators analysis results (via PKH).  

Deadline: week 38 and week 40 

4.2.1.2. Data for Chapter 3 – Country level analysis and individual country fiches 

Adjustments (Connected to milestones 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3) 

 MS/ACs feedback is expected via Partnership Knowledge Hub to the country fiche layout21 and its 

related data requirements. European Commission and the Expert Group will provide the template. 

 Check if the data in the country fiches are still up to date. This step requites support from national 

level monitoring system.  

 If there are some new data requests (e.g., due to the priority themes of the BMR) find national level 

data sources or if it turns out to be complicated, notify European Commission and raise the 

discussion in the Partnership Knowledge Hub. 

 Check if there are some new additional national level data sources your country should engage. 

 Be ready to validate the quantitative data in your country fiche provided by EC/Expert Group and 

provide qualitative data. The qualitative input expected is for example anecdotal evidence about 

added value, impacts, and positioning of partnerships at national level, examples of input to national 

policies, etc.  

 Alert your national mirror group/other national level relevant partners to provide this feedback (if 

necessary). 

Deadline: week 1-2 

Setting up the necessary structures (connected to milestone 3.14) 

 The filling up mechanism for countries to collect the input to country fiches is set up by European 

Commission and the Expert Group.  

                                                

21 Please see Annex 2: Annotated country fiche template which is added to this interim report for further 

explanations about qualitative and quantitative data fields of the country fiche. 
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 Thereafter countries will be contacted, and country representatives will notify their mirror 

groups/relevant national level actors that the input to country fiche is needed. 

 Start national level data collection (qualitative data for country fiches). 

Deadline: week 2 

First Round Quality Review (connected to milestone 3.15, 3.16 and 3.20) 

 Participate in the office hours provided by the Expert Group and European Commission to clarify the 

specific needs of the BMR requirements and have a clear overview of the qualitative and quantitative 

data sources used for the BMR. 

Deadline: week 2, 12, 15 

Second Round Quality Review (connected to milestones 3.23 and 3.25) 

 Participate in the office hours provided by the Expert Group and European Commission to clarify the 

remaining questions raised during the filling of the country fiche. 

 Provide qualitative data to your fiche (and additional quantitative data if it is needed for BMR and 

cannot be provided by EC databases) 

 Give a final approval to your country fiche. 

Deadline: week 19-20 

Aggregated analysis for Chapter 3 intro (connected to milestone 3.27 and 3.28) 

 Give your feedback to the draft findings and conclusions of country fiches (based on both qualitative 

and quantitative data of the country fiches) via PKH. 

Deadline: week 21 

Table 19. Proposed responsibilities for data gathering, stirring and elaboration for future 
BMRs 

  Tasks Timing  

Data on…  Filling in  Gathering 
& Storage 

Elaboration  

Quantitative data on country fiches 
(project level data about participation 
in partnerships, data regarding 
Horizon Europe Key Impact Pathways 
and data related to common 
indicators) 

EC/ 

Expert 
Group 

EC EC / Expert 
Group 

preparing 
BMR 

Biennially 

Qualitative data on country fiches 
(success stories from national 
perspective, added value of 
partnerships, impacts at national 
level on participation in partnerships, 
related policies, investments.) 

MS/AC EC / Expert 
Group 

preparing 
BMR 

MC/AC Biennially 

Validation of data on country fiches  EC/MS/AC/ 
Expert 
Group 

EC  Biennially 
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4.3. DATA COLLECTION GUIDELINES FOR EUROPEAN 

PARTNERSHIPS  

Table 20. Summary of key milestones for collecting data from European Partnerships for 
BMR 2024 

Mileston
e 

Deadli
ne 

Week 

Description of input or interaction Partne
rships 

Member 
States / 

AC 

EU 
Commissi

on 

Other
s 

4.4. 8 Only for new partnerships: kick-
off meeting with experts (1,5 

hours) incl. preparation 

X    

2.4.1. 9 Provide feedback on the 
Common indicators Survey 

X    

4.6 10 Provide/confirm contact person 
details for partnership fiche 

interactions  

X  X**  

4.10 14 Provide the input for the first draft 
partnership fiche to the BMR 

team (PSIPs, KPI table, textual 
inputs incl. thematic content, data 
for graphs), interact with assigned 
expert(s) if needed (office hours, 

ad-hoc meetings, e-mail, 
Microsoft Teams) * 

X  X***  

2.4.2. 15 Check baselines and targets for 
Common indicators 

X  X  

4.12 18 Submit draft final partnership 
fiche based on received 

comments from assigned 
expert(s) on first draft partnership 

fiche 

X    

2.4.4. 21 to 
27 

Answer the Common indicators 
Survey through EU Survey 

X    

4.14 22 Submit final version of 
partnership fiche based on 

‘super-review’ comments (only if 
required) 

X    

2.4.7. 34 to 
40 

Provide feedback to the section 
2.4 of the report 

X    

*For existing partnerships this consists of either a revision, update and/or additions of missing parts. 

**For some partnerships the EC officer needs to be included 

***If EC has the data on membership available internally 
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Partnerships are fully integrated into the overall monitoring system of Horizon Europe. This means that 
the partnerships’ data related to proposals and projects integrated in the Commission IT systems and 
directly accessible via eCORDA and the dashboard. The information on data collected from proposals 
and projects is listed in the Article 50 of the Horizon Europe regulation. The list of Key Impact Pathways 
(KIP) indicators is in Annex V of the Horizon Europe regulation22.  

All European Partnerships will be monitored in a coordinated and harmonised way, through their 
individual activity report, as well as through the Biennial Monitoring Report (although in a much more 
simplified manner in order to speak to non-experts). The BMR will focus in particular on three aspects: 
1) the contribution of partnerships to HE and EU objectives; 3) how well do the partnerships work as a 
policy instrument (common indicators), including their added value; 3) partnerships’ individual 
performance – their impacts, activities, and resources to match these (fiches).  

Besides the data collected through Horizon Europe proposals and projects reporting, some data for the 
BMR will have to be collected at partnership level:  

 Data on the common indicators where project data is not available (currently via EUSurvey).  

 Data linked to the partnership profile fiche containing evidence of contributions, added value, and 

functioning of individual partnerships (fiches).  

 Data on partner’s in-kind contributions to operational activities (relevant for the institutionalised and 

co-programmed partnerships). 

The Commission will have a Dashboard view fully integrating European Partnership’s data under 
Horizon Europe - by applying filters, a view per European Partnership should become available. This 
would allow having a continued display of data and analysis automatically generated, including on the 
budget allocation to partnerships and their projects, participation and success rates. The usual 
breakdown views on country, legal entity type or thematic priority will be available.   

4.3.1. Updated list of the common indicators 

Based on the lessons-learned from the BMR 2022 exercise, below is a slightly updated list of the 
common indicators in order to simplify, as well as to capture better the collective directionality of 
partnerships regarding specific goals by the European Union. This is the core list of common indicators 
the Expert Group recommends collecting for every future monitoring report. The respective EU survey 
is provided in Annex 1 of this report. A more detailed description of the lessons-learned and feedback 
gained from the partnerships on the BMR 2022 exercise is in the Annex 5. For more details on the 
indicators and their evolution, please see Appendix 1 of the first interim report of the Expert Group23.  

  

                                                

22 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/695/oj  

23 https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-
en/format-PDF/source-215872593  

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/695/oj
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
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Table 21. Proposed final list of common indicators for future BMRs 

                                                

24 For this indicator, quantitative data will hopefully become available as of 2023 or later. For qualitative inputs, 
please elaborate it in 1.7.2, as relevant. 

N° Criterion 

addressed 

Common indicator Unit of 
measurement 

Baseline* Results 
[reporting 
year]* 

Target 
2027* 

1 Additionality 

 

Progress towards 
(financial and in-kind) 
contributions from 
partners other than the 
Union – i.e. committed 
vs. actual 

Million EUR    

2 Additionality/  

Synergies  

 

Additional investments 
triggered by the EU 
contribution, including 
qualitative impacts 
related to additional 
activities24 

Qualitative    

3 Directionality  

 

Overall (public and 
private, in-kind and 
cash) investments 
mobilised towards EU 
priorities 

% of the total 
partnership 
budget 

   

4 Transparency  

and 
openness  

Measures ensuring 
continuous openness 
and transparency  and 
dedicated activities as 
they are more concrete 
and call to action 

Qualitative    

5 Transparency  

and 
openness  

Newcomer members 
that have joined the 
partnerships 
(disaggregated per type 
and countries of origin) 

% of total 
members  

   

6 Transparency  

and 
openness  

Newcomer beneficiaries 
in funded projects  

(disaggregated per type 
and countries of origin) 

#     

7 Coherence 
and  

synergies 

Coordinated and joint 
activities with other 
European Partnerships 
and EU Missions 

Qualitative     

8 Coherence 
and  

synergies 

Complementary and 
cumulative funding from 
other Union funds 
(national funding, 
Cohesion Policy Funds, 
RRF, CEF, DEP, other) 

% of the total 
partnership 
budget 

   

9 International  

visibility and  

Visibility of the 
partnership in national, 
European, international  

Qualitative    
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*To be defined by each European Partnership 

4.3.1.1. General remarks on the data collection for common indicators  

Reporting on progress in the next BMR 

The focus of the data collection in future BMRs is to report on the progress that was done regarding the 
common indicators. Therefore, a set of core indicators should be presented in every report (see Table 
21). The common indicators are descriptive and do not allow for a causal analysis, but they will help to 
observe how the instrument of European Partnerships works over time.  

The Expert Group highly recommends integrating the common indicators to the partnership’s monitoring 
frameworks. Each partnership would need to keep track on what they responded to the Common 
indicators Survey as in 2 years information on values reached will be asked. 

Especially if some of these common indicators and their targets are essential for reaching the 
partnership impacts, it should indeed be included also in the SRIA (e.g., the number of newcomers or 
synergies may be an outcome to support reaching a specific impact). 

Setting the baselines in the next BMR 

Not all partnerships managed to set proper starting points or baselines for the common indicators, so 
BMR 2024 should provide the possibility to add or fine-tune them. However, all the baselines should be 
established in the next report. It has been suggested to set the baselines based on the predecessor 
partnership in H2020 whenever possible. It is also possible to use the first year level as the starting 
point. 

The notion of ‘predecessor partnership’ was not always clear to the European Partnerships answering 
the survey.  The predecessor partnerships were identified during the Strategic Planning. The overview 
can be found in the annex of the Orientations towards the first Strategic Plan for Horizon Europe25. The 
‘predecessors’ have been also mapped in the Chapter 1 of the BMR 2022 (Figure 7). 

The Expert Group recommends using the predecessor partnerships to set the baseline, whenever 
possible – even though the scope of European Partnerships has been in most cases significantly 
changed, then H2020 partnerships can act as useful reference point for setting the baseline (and 
following progress as compared to H2020 where the issues with implementation were first noticed).  

Quantitative versus qualitative information in the survey 

Several proposed common indicators (defined in the first interim report, Appendix 1 and 2) are actually 
mixed indicators (with a qualitative and quantitative component). However, in order to reduce the 
reporting burden, it was decided to collect qualitative data (in particular linked to the indicators #2, #8, 
#9, and #11) via the partnership profile fiche. The updated survey proposal includes some more 
indicators with qualitative dimensions. For the whole data collection, the Expert Group recommends 
balancing qualitative and quantitative data in regard of the burden and the information that can draw 
from the data.   

                                                

25 https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/orientations-towards-first-strategic-plan-horizon-europe_en  

positioning policy/industry cycles 

10 Alignment of 
national / 
regional / 
sectorial 
policies 
(strategic 
level) 

The degree to which 
national policies/ 
priorities are reflected in 
the SRIAs and the 
degree to which the 
SRIAs influence 
national policies and 
strategies. 

Qualitative    

https://ec.europa.eu/info/files/orientations-towards-first-strategic-plan-horizon-europe_en
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Co-funded partnership specificities  

While many co-funded partnerships are implemented through several grant agreements, they should 
still report on the whole expected duration of the partnership (normally until 2027 or beyond). 

The commitment targets for indicator #1 reflect the figures communicated by MS/AC in the October 
2020 commitment letters. Should there be any changes, these should be also communicated to the 
Commission that kept the overall budget overview for partnerships. 

EIT-KIC specificities 

KIC budget is approved on a yearly basis based on the assessment of the KIC’s Business Plan by the 
EIT. Therefore, it is difficult if not impossible for them to provide a number for the commitments for the 
whole duration of the partnership. In the BMR 2022, KICs reported their annual budget for 2021 and 
2022 in the partnership fiches.  

Moreover, KICs have different ending dates (first wave of partnerships will end 2024), which need to be 
considered in the next data collection. 

4.3.2. Partnership fiches 

4.3.2.1. Process 

The data collection for Chapter 4 revolves around a Microsoft Word main document template incl. 
guidance (‘partnership fiche’) supported by two other separate formats, which are at some point to be 
integrated in the main document, namely and Microsoft Word table for the KPIs and a Microsoft 
PowerPoint file for the Partnership Specific Impact Pathways (PSIPs). 

The reason for the existence of the two subdocuments is that in some cases, different persons within 
the coordinating unit of the partnership need to work on those. At the early stages of partnership fiche 
development, working around these subdocuments, which constitute the major part in terms of thought-
process and collaborative interaction between the partnership representatives and the BMR Chapter 
Team, is more efficient.   

For the 2024 and subsequent reports, depending on the category of partnership fiche maturity, different 
processes to deliver the data and content need to be applied: 

1. For partnerships only needing minor revisions to the partnership fiche, the existing final Microsoft 

Word version can be used as a basis for interaction, as modifications and additions (e.g., replacing 

the thematic content according to the new themes) can be easily integrated through track changes.  

If modifications in the PSIPs are required, either a manual process by annotating the graphic design 

file, or an adapted Microsoft PowerPoint needs to be provided. 

2. For partnerships with the need for major revisions (in particular PSIPs and KPIs), a new Microsoft 

PowerPoint should be delivered as well as a KPI table, to be integrated once sufficient maturity is 

reached in the collaboration.  The same is valid for partnerships which have missing content such 

as PSIPs or the KPI table.  

3. For new partnerships, the process as for the BMR 2022 needs to be applied, i.e., working initially 

on the main documents and two subdocuments.  

Before starting the data collection process, it is thus advisable to perform a gap analysis and to assign 
the partnerships to the different categories mentioned above and communicate accordingly on an 
individual level as early as possible in the process.  For category (1), the existing Microsoft Word final 
version needs to be provided in the Microsoft Teams channel, and the Microsoft PowerPoint of the 
PSIPs, as well as the pdf file of the graphic design. For category (2), either the same or additionally, the 
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blank KPI table and blank PSIPs needs to be provided if these were not already developed. For category 
(3), all three blank documents with the guidelines should be provided.  

The guidelines on the thematic content should be integrated within the general ‘data request’ 
communication sent to partnerships and on the blank main document ‘partnership fiche’ following the 
decision on the themes to be considered.  It may be advisable to add a small explanatory note on the 
thematic content for both categories (2) and (3) in the Microsoft Teams channel, as they need to replace 
the content existing on the 2022 fiche.  Also, it is advisable to point to the ‘best practices’ and make 
them available in the Microsoft Teams folder (although the BMR 2022 could serve as an inspiration for 
categories (2) and (3)).  

Finally, it may be required to ex-ante send out a question at the start of the process (a few weeks before 
the formal data request) whether some partnerships are intending to integrate major changes to the 
PSIPs and/or KPI tables (i.e., removing and/or adding a substantial number of KPIs).   

Following the initial data request, an iterative, interactive process takes place. All communication and 
intermediary versions are stored in the individual channels in Microsoft Teams, and after final validation 
following ‘super-review’ the final files are transferred by the Chapter Team member in charge of a 
partnership to a dedicated folder ‘Final versions for graphic design’.   

Here, for category (1), should be uploaded: 

 Reviewed and updated partnership fiche including the KPI table in Microsoft Word 

 Modified PSIPs in Microsoft PowerPoint (if relevant) or annotated pdf of the previous fiche 

 Modified logo in high resolution (if relevant) 

 Pictures or graphs supporting the success stories in high resolution (optional) 

For category (2), should be uploaded: 

 Reviewed and updated partnership fiche including the KPI table in Microsoft Word 

 Modified or newly created PSIPs in Microsoft PowerPoint (if relevant) 

 Modified logo in high resolution (if relevant) 

 Pictures or graphs supporting the success stories in high resolution (optional) 

For category (3), should be uploaded: 

 The newly created partnership fiche including the KPI table in Microsoft Word 

 The PSIPs Microsoft PowerPoint file 

 Logo in high resolution 

 Pictures or graphs supporting the success stories in high resolution (optional) 
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4.3.2.2. Data or content to be delivered 

Each partnership will provide content for a harmonized 4-pager containing the following elements.  

Page 1 

 Short description of mission and vision (max. 150 words) incl. hyperlink to website  

 Full name of the partnership (with embedded hyperlink to website + social media channels + contact 

details)  

 Type and cluster/pillar  

 Total budget (may be graph presenting allocated budget versus total; % of realization) 

 Membership by country; Participation by type of organization (industry, SME, academia, public, 

etc...) – EC can provide these insights if the partnerships supply the (raw) data on their membership. 

 Main UN SDGs to which the partnership contributes (max. 5 to be selected in the table on the 

template)  

Page 2 

 1-page graphical representation of the Partnership Specific Impact Pathway (the basic monitoring 

and evaluation framework) – through a separate PowerPoint format26.   

Page 3 

 A selection of KPIs linked to the PSIPs, including baselines, under the form of a basic KPI table.  

The table shall not exceed 1 A4 and a separate template with guidance is provided. There is a small 

space under the table (if it does not take the entire page) to include hyperlinks to more 

comprehensive reports (annual reports, impact reports). 

Page 4 

 Qualitative and quantitative success stories (hyperlinks to full stories to be provided) – max. 300 

words / 1 to 3 success stories / examples. These are linked to the thematic approaches decided for 

the 2024, 2026, 2028 reports. Guidance is provided in both the communication on the data request, 

on the blank partnership fiche template incl. guidelines, and in a separate guidance document posted 

in the individual Microsoft Teams channel. 

The following data collection supports are provided in Annex 3 

 Partnership fiche template with guidance 

 KPI table with guidance 

 Generic PSIPs document 

  

                                                

26 Some partnerships use proprietary graphical design software for preparing graphical illustrations of their e.g., 
PSIPs/strategy maps and intervention logics. To ensure efficiency of the BMR process, a degree of 
harmonisation is needed and in the case of graphical design software, the proposal is to use the most common 
software PowerPoint, even if this may result in unavoidable double work for the partnerships using proprietary 
software. 
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ANNEX 1. PROPOSED ANNOTATED COMMON 
INDICATORS SURVEY FOR BMR 2024 
This survey is carried out to get coordinated feedback from all European Partnerships on the common 
indicators that will be used to monitor the performance of partnerships. The common indicators collected 
here are used across all forms of European Partnerships for monitoring how the policy approach to 
European Partnerships in Horizon Europe achieves its goals of stronger EU added value, directionality, 
additionality, synergies, increased transparency etc. The common indicators complement other Horizon 
Europe and Partnership monitoring frameworks (e.g., data collected in the context of the Horizon 
Europe Key Impact Pathways). 

The data collected here will be used in the 2024 Biennial Monitoring Report on European Partnerships, 
to be published early 2024. The Biennial Monitoring Report and the data collected will be later made 
available for and used in Horizon Europe evaluations, including those on partnerships. 

As each partnership has its own identity and orientation, the baselines and targets for each indicator 
need to be set at the level of individual partnerships. This survey will ask for adjusting the baselines and 
targets for each indicator, in addition to the progress reached at that point in time. The starting point for 
setting baselines is in most cases the end point of Horizon 2020 and the predecessor partnership as in 
the survey carried out in 2021.  

The survey is composed of questions on 10 indicators. It is structured along the following Horizon 
Europe objectives for European Partnerships: 

1. Additionality and directionality 

2. Openness and transparency  

3. Coherence and synergies 

The last section “Final comments” is where you can provide all explanations regarding data availability, 
data collection practices, problems faced, etc. These comments can be attached to individual indicators 
or be general for this data collection. Comments may also be provided in view of future data collection 
for the Bi-annual Monitoring Reports 2026, and 2028. 

In order to ensure a complete picture, all partnerships are invited to fill in the survey and return 
it by 31 October 2023. 

You can read more about the common indicators in the first interim report of the Expert Group on 
support of the strategic coordinating process: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-
/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-
215872593 

For questions or assistance, please contact: RTD-EUROPEAN-PARTNERSHIPS@ec.europa.eu 

Methodological notes for the partnership data collection 

This EU Survey focuses on data that is not available through eCORDA. 
The numbering of the indicators follows the numbering developed by the Expert Group in the first interim 
report “A robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring European Partnerships in 
Horizon Europe” (Appendix 1 and 2)[1]. 

Qualitative data on the indicators #2, #8, #9, and #11 will be partially collected via the partnership fiche 
(page 4 – qualitative success stories), for which information will be collected through Microsoft Teams, 
such as the description of joint activities, as well as strategic alignment with national/regional/sectoral 
policies. The data collected via these fiches may not be similarly calculable and analysable as 
quantitative data collected via this separate data collection. However, this should not be a problem as 
the data in the fiche will be mostly descriptive and will in any case not be available for all partnerships. 
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In the context of joint undertakings partners mean ‘members other than the Union’, i.e., any participating 
state, private member or international organisation that is a member of a joint undertaking. 

All explanations, remarks or comments regarding data availability, data collection practices, problems 
faced, etc. will be collected in a separate section “Final comments”. 

[1] https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-
01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593  
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START of the survey: General information 

Fields marked with * are mandatory. 

* Which partnership are you representing? 

[drop-down list, choose one: 

                                                                                                                                                        

 

I. Additionality and directionality 

Rationale: The main added value of European Partnerships derives from the additional private 
and/or public R&I investments on EU priorities (additionality) that can be translated into a leverage 
effect resulting from the Union intervention. The alignment of these investments and contributions 
towards common objectives (directionality) and the achievement of impacts that cannot be created 
by other Horizon Europe or national actions alone is a main justification for using a partnership 
approach. 

Indicator #1 Progress towards (financial and in-kind) contributions from partners other 
than the Union - i.e., committed vs. actual contributions [direct leverage] 
Description: Percentage of contributions achieved out of total commitments made by the partners 
other than the Union at the beginning of the partnership 

Direct leverage: activities initiated by partnerships themselves and directly related to activities 
which are launched and managed by partnerships / partners (also including the in-kind 
contributions to additional activities that are outside HE funded actions but agreed on an annual 
basis). Financial and in-kind contributions from partners other than the Union are defined in the 
respective legal frameworks – grant agreement (for co-funded partnerships), memorandum of 
understanding (for co-programmed partnerships), and basic act (for institutionalised partnerships).  

Data sources: Interface provided by EC (starting with a survey), Partnerships insert data based on 
their monitoring systems. Partnerships collect data from each partner to report back to the 
Commission partner’s contribution to the partnership for YEAR N based on the definition in their 
legal framework (e.g., grant agreement, MoU, Single Basic Act). 

* 1a Target [million €]: How much have the partners other than the Union committed to this partnership 
for its whole duration? 

Million EUR 

* 1b Baseline [million €]: How much of the commitment for the predecessor partnership under 
Horizon2020 was turned into actual contributions? 

 Million EUR 

* 1c Progress [million €]: How much have the partners other than the Union committed to this 
partnership by August 2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)? 

 Million EUR 

Indicator #2 Broader investments beyond the contributions from partners and triggered 
by the partnership that contribute to achieving their objectives 
Description: Indirect leverage: additional activities or investments triggered by the partnership (not as part of 
the partnership but in addition to it). Partnership acts as a kind of a trigger (e.g., because of a partnership, MS 
decides to launch a national programme). These can include, e.g., private investments in training or activities 
required for putting on the market the product/service which results from the European Partnership, or public 
investments mobilised from other EU/ national / regional programmes (e.g., ERDF, CEF). Please include Web 
page/links to additional materials Partnership/ partners/ affiliates/ Project level (collected by the 
Partnership). 
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Data sources: Interface provided by EC (starting with a survey), Partnerships insert data based on their 
monitoring systems. Some data on leverage can be also collected from project-level reporting (e.g., further 
investment mobilised to exploit or scale-up project results, but this is asked only for the last reporting). 

2 free text fields (max 150 words each)   

Indicator #3 Overall (public and private; in-kind and financial) investments mobilised into 
EU priorities 
Description: Proportion of the total partnership budget invested into EU priorities. The areas/ priorities for 

the BMRs will be defined by the Commission together with the Partnership Knowledge Hub. Progress should 

be reported based on aggregated project’s and additional activities funding. 

The focus of this indicator is on differentiation of contributions to specific areas/priorities. How much 

overall investment is generated by European Partnerships for specific areas (Example: x% of the budget 

directed to the Green Deal objectives)?  

Data sources: Interface provided by EC (starting with a survey), partnerships insert data based on their 

monitoring systems.  

Partnership level cash/ in-kind contribution data is inserted by partnerships and could be summed up per 

priority.   

2 How much overall resources are invested into activities linked to the [priority 1] objectives? 

* 2a Target: [%] 

Percent 

* 2b Baseline [%] (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data). 

Percent 

* 2c Progress: [%] by August 2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section 
the date)? 

 Percent 

3. How much overall resources are invested into activities linked to the [priority 2] objectives? 

* 3a. Target: [%] 

Percent 

* 3b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data): [%] 

Percent 

* 3c Progress: [%] by August 2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section 
the date)? 

 Percent 

4. How much overall resources are invested in activities linked to the [priority 3] objectives? 

* 4a  Target: [%] 

Percent 

* 4b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data): [%] 

Percent 

* 4c Progress: [%] by August 2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section 
the date)? 

 Percent 
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II. Openness and transparency 

Rationale: A European Partnership should aspire to be open and serve the interests of all relevant 
stakeholders. Consequently, the implementation of the partnership should include regular activities 
that allow new players to enter, participate in and benefit from its activities. 

Indicator #5 Measures ensuring continuous openness and transparency
27

 
Description: This is a qualitative indicator - the measures should be described and assessed in 
terms of how open, transparent, and inclusive they are addressing in various types of stakeholders 
and countries. 

This indicator captures the stakeholders and countries invited/engaged in: Governance structures; 
development of SRIA and call topics; Call implementation and other activity involvement. The 
procedures should be recorded and assessed in terms of how open, transparent, and inclusive 
they are addressing various types of stakeholders and countries.  

Data sources: Interface provided by EC (starting with a survey), Partnerships insert data based on 
their monitoring systems. 

* 5a Do you have measures in place for a transparent and open involvement of stakeholders and all 
EU and associated countries, and for attracting newcomers? 

 

Yes 

 

No 

5b If no, when are they expected to be in place 

                         (Year, if possible, also quarter or month) 

5c What are the most important measures in YEAR N for involving various types of stakeholders 
and countries and the progress you made from these measures (max. two statements)? 

Plan/measure 1 [open text or alternatively multiple choice] 
Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Plan/measure 2 [open text or alternatively multiple choice) 
Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #6 Share of newcomer partners/members in partnerships, including 
geographical coverage 
Description: Newcomer partners/ members as a % of total partners (compared with baseline in 
2021). 

                                                

27 Link with draft Single Basic Act Art 5.2(f): develop a targeted approach within their Strategic Research and 
Innovation Agenda to implement measures for attracting newcomers, in particular SMEs, higher education 
institutions and research organisations, for expanding collaborative networks; also Article 5.2(j): liaise with the 
most extensive range of stakeholders including, but not limited to, decentralised agencies, research 
organisations and higher education institutions, end users and public authorities, in particular for the purpose 
of defining the priorities and activities of each joint undertaking as well as to ensure transparency, openness 
and inclusiveness, and benefits to society. 
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Definition: Newcomer partners/members are those entities that have joined the partnership after 
its launch. The original/ founding partners/members should be recorded at the set-up phase and 
the newcomer partners/ members should be monitored through the partnership lifetime.  

Co-funded European Partnerships: are regarded as 'projects’ in Horizon Europe monitoring 
system. Therefore, ...Organisation with newly registered PIC or YES/NO question at project level 
reporting? (Question "Are you a first-time project partner in this specific partnership?").   

Co-programmes and institutionalised partnerships with associations representing the private or 
public members should report on the members of the association. 

Data sources: Interface provided by EC (starting with a survey), partnerships insert data based on 
their monitoring systems. 

6 How many newcomer partners/members do you have in your partnership? 

% out of which xx% SMEs, xx% RESEARH, xx% UNIVERSITY, xx% PUBLIC, xx% 

INDUSRY, xx% SMEs, xx% OTHER 

7 From where do the newcomer countries (both EU and non-EU) come from? 

Definition: Newcomer countries are those that are not currently represented as partners in the 
European Partnership. It encompasses both a participating state, as well as the home country of 
a legal entity that is a partner in the partnership. 

* 7a Country list Member States [multiple choice, mark the names] 

 Austria 

 Belgium 

 Bulgaria 

 Croatia 

 Cyprus 

 Czech republic 

 Denmark 

 Estonia 

 Finland 

 France 

 Germany 

 Greece 

 Hungary 

 Ireland 

 Italy 

 Latvia 

 Lithuania 

 Luxembourg 

 Malta 

 Netherlands 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Romania 

 Slovakia 

 Slovenia 

 Spain 

 Sweden 

* 7b Country list - (candidate) associated countries 

 Albania 

 Armenia 

 Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 Faroe islands 
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 Georgia 

 Israel 

 Kosovo 

 Moldova 

 Montenegro 

 Morocco 

 North Makedonia 

 Serbia 

 Tunisia 

 Turkey 

 Ukraine 

 United Kingdom 

 Norway 

 Iceland 

7c Other newcomer countries (please insert the name of one or several countries, separated with 
commas) 

 

* 8 In order to establish the originally represented countries and organisation types, please upload 
here an Excel table listing all current partners of your partnership. 

A common template should be provided by the EC. The table should have the following three 
columns: a) name; b) type[1]; c) which country do they come from. [1] Types of organisations: 

[UNIVERSITY Universities and other higher education organisations], [RESEARCH Public research 

organisation (including international research organisation as well as private research organisation controlled by 

a public authority)], [PUBLIC Research funders, ministries regions, cities], [SME Small and Medium size 

Enterprises], [INDUSTRY Other Industrial and/or profit Private organisation], [OTHER Non-profit, associations, 

state companies, etc.] 

Select file(s) to upload 

 

III Coherence and synergies 

Rationale: Partnerships do not act in isolation but in the broader landscape of R&I and sectoral 
policies. In order to improve their additionality and directionality, European Partnerships should 
seek and exploit synergies with related Horizon Europe and other Union initiatives as well as 
national/sectorial initiatives. 

Indicator #7 Coordinated and joint activities with other European Partnerships and EU 
Missions [2] 
Description: Please select the other European Partnerships and EU Missions with which you have 
established structured cooperation, e.g., joint or coordinated calls, priority setting, etc. [multiple choice, 
mark the names]at most 49 choice(s) 

 EU-Africa Global Health 

 Innovative Health Initiative 

 Chemicals Risk Assessment 

 ERA for Health Research 

 Health and Care Systems Transformation 

 Personalised Medicine 

 Rare Diseases 

 One Health/AMR Antimicrobial Resistance 

 Pandemic Preparedness 

 High Performance Computing 
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 Key Digital Technologies 

 Smart Networks and Services 

 Artificial Intelligence, Data and Robotics 

 Photonics 

 Clean Steel - Low Carbon Steelmaking 

 Metrology 

 Made in Europe 

 Processes4Planet 

 Globally competitive Space Systems 

 Europe's rail 

 Single European Sky ATM Research 3 

 Clean Aviation 

 Clean Hydrogen 

 Built4People 

 2ZERO 

 CCAM 

 Zero-emission waterborne transport 

 BATT4EU 

 Driving urban transitions to a sustainable future 

 Clean Energy Transition 

 Accelerating farming systems transition 

 Animal health 

 Agriculture of data 

 Rescuing biodiversity to safeguard life on Earth 

 Climate neutral, sustainable, and productive Blue Economy 

 Safe and Sustainable Food Systems 

 Circular bio-based Europe 

 Water4All 

 Innovative SMEs 

 EOSC 

 EIT Climate-KIC 

 EIT InnoEnergy-KIC 

 EIT Digital-KIC 

 EIT Health-KIC 

 EIT Food-KIC 

 EIT Manufacturing-KIC 

 EIT Raw materials-KIC 

 EIT Urban Mobility-KIC 

 EIT Cultural and Creative Industries-KIC 

 EU Mission Adaption to Climate Change 

 EU Mission Cancer 

 EU Mission Restore our Oceans and Waters by 2030 

 EU Mission 100 Climate-Neutral and Smart Cities by 2030 

 EU Mission A Soil Deal for Europe 

[2] Link with draft Single Basic Act Article 5.2(b): develop close cooperation and ensure 

coordination with other European partnerships, including by dedicating, where 

appropriate, a part of the joint undertaking’s budget to joint calls. 

 

Indicator #8 Complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or 
national/regional funds (national/regional, ERDF and other cohesion policy funds, RRF, 
CEF, DEP)[2] 
Description: Existence of complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or national 
funds  
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If Partnerships have annual budgets for all activities (i.e., management, calls, other activities) there 
should be possibility to record the different sources of funds for the total of these activities. It is 
necessary that MS provide relevant information, e.g., via MS governing or advisory bodies.  

Data sources: The Commission should define a list of diverse funding sources where the 
Partnership can select the funding sources applied and the share coming from each source. 

Please note that whilst indicator #8 is a quantitative one (% of total partnership budget), flexibility 
is embedded in the BMR 2024 survey to have sufficient quality in the answers. 

11 Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: National and regional 
funding? 

* 11a Target [yes/no]    

* 11b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data) [yes/no]    

11c Progress (do you plan to have further complementary and cumulative funding) [yes/no] by August 

2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)?    

12. Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: ERDF and other 
cohesion policy funds? 

* 12a  Target [yes/no]    

* 12b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data) [yes/no]    

12c Progress (do you plan to have further complementary and cumulative funding) [yes/no]  by August 

2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)?    

13. Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Recovery and 
Resilience Facility? 

* 13a Target [yes/no]    

* 13b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data) [yes/no]    

13c Progress (do you plan to have further complementary and cumulative funding) [yes/no] by August 

2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)?    

14. Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Connecting Europe 
Facility (CEF)? 

* 14a  Target [yes/no]    

* 14b Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data) [yes/no]    

14c Progress (do you plan to have further complementary and cumulative funding) [yes/no] by August 

2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)?   

15. Do you have complementary and cumulative funding mobilised from: Digital Europe 
Programme (DEP) 

* 15a Target [yes/no]    

* 15b  Baseline (H2020 predecessor or based on H2020 historic data) [yes/no]    

15c Progress (do you plan to have further complementary and cumulative funding) [yes/no] by August 

2023 (or latest available data, please indicate in the comments section the date)?    

[2] Link with draft Single Basic Act Article 5.2(c): seek and maximise synergies with and, 

where appropriate, possibilities for further funding from relevant activities and 

programmes at Union, national, and regional level, in particular with those supporting the 
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deployment and uptake of innovative solutions, training, education and regional 

development, such as Cohesion policy funds, or the national Recovery and Resilience 

Plans. 

Indicator #9 Visibility of the partnership in European, international policy/industry cycles 

Description: This would be based on the dissemination activities of the partnership as a whole and would cover 
both passive and active communication channels. Information on which countries are attracted by the 
Partnership could then be estimated for different country cohorts, i.e., EU27, Third countries, Associated 
Countries, Widening countries, other)  

Data sources: Qualitative reporting, focusing on outputs. 

2 free text fields (max 150 words each) or multiple-choice 

Indicator #10: Alignment of national / regional / sectorial policies (strategic level) 

Description: Alignment of policies and strategies can be illustrated by the degree to which national 
policies/priorities are reflected in the SRIAs and the degree to which the SRIAs influence national policies and 
strategies. This is also relevant for SRIAs and sectorial policies/strategies. Any structural impact should also be 
cited here e.g., creation of coordination structures at national level of participation of the country in 
Partnerships.  

Data sources: Qualitative reporting, focusing on outputs. 

2 free text fields (max 150 words each) or multiple-choice 

Final comments 

Here you can leave any additional comments on the common indicators (e.g., on data availability, 
relevance, data collection practices, problems faced, etc.) 

Indicator #1 Progress towards contributions from partners 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #2 Broader investments beyond the contributions from partners and triggered by the 
partnership that contribute to achieving their objectives 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #3 Overall investments mobilised towards EU priorities 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #4 Measures ensuring continuous openness and transparency 

Max 2500 characters 
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  0 / 2500 

Indicator #5 Newcomer partners in partnerships 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #7 Coordinated and joint activities with other European Partnerships and EU Missions 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #8 Complementary and cumulative funding] 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #9 Visibility of the partnership in European, international policy/industry cycles 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

Indicator #10: Alignment of national / regional / sectorial policies (strategic level) 

Max 2500 characters 

  0 / 2500 

General 
Max 2500 characters 
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If you're human, leave this blank    0 / 2500 

 

Submit  

  

javascript:;
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ANNEX 2. ANNOTATED TEMPLATE FOR THE 
COUNTRY FICHE FOR BMR 2024 

Country fiche - xxx 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: EC  

Partnership participations: number of partnerships a specific country takes part as participant – for certain countries 
more than one national organisation may take part thus the participations may be more than the number of 
partnerships a country is part of. Total partnership participations: number of partners from a specific country 
participating with any role (i.e., coordinator, participant, observer, other) in partnerships.  Partnership coordinations: 
number of partnerships a specific country coordinates. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: EC 

Actual national contributions is the funding given by each country to cover the participation of national science and 
technology groups in the funded projects of the joint transnational calls launched by the public partnerships. Actual 
contributions for each researcher are the total actual contributions by a country divided by the number of 
researchers in the country estimated in full-time equivalents (FTE) average between 2014-2019 based on 
EUROSTAT data.  

  

Key highlights 

Main strategy towards European Partnerships; position of European Partnerships in relation to national 
portfolio; participation in new partnerships (since 2021); other key highlights 

(Rather standard inputs over BMRs with limited change across BMRs) 

XX 
Partnerships 

Or XX% of total (XX) 

XX% change since 
previous BMR 

 

XX 
Partnership 

participations 

Or XX% of total (XX) 

XX% change since previous BMR 

 

€ XX million 

in actual national contributions in partnerships  

Or XX% of total 

XX% change since previous BMR 

 

XX 
Partnership 

participations 

Or XX% of total (XX) 

XX% change since previous BMR 

 

 

€ XX  

per researcher FTE 

(average between latest 5 years based on 
EUROSTAT data) 

XX% change since previous BMR 

 

Key intentions for the future 

(Not many changes expected across BMRs) 
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Table x: Distribution of funding  

HE clusters Co-funded Co-programmed Institutionalised 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

Source: MS/ACs; EC 

Figure 1: Eligible proposals, projects and success rates   Figure 2: Types of project beneficiaries (%)    

Directionality 

(Comment next table also considering Common indicator 3, i.e., Overall (public and private, in-kind and cash) 
investments mobilised towards EU priorities but also Common indicator 10, i.e., Alignment of national / 
regional / sectorial policies) 

 

Source: EC 
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Figure 3: Figures of key outputs (e.g., publications and IPR applications) 

 

Source: eCorda 

Additional activities triggered  

(Inspiration from Common indicator 2 Additional investments triggered by the EU contribution, notably for 
exploiting or scaling up results (linked to but outside the partnerships, including qualitative impacts and success 
stories) 

 

Comment Figure 1 Evolution of success rates per Partnership type and Figure 2 Evolution of SMEs 
involvement for specific country if possible 

Complementary and cumulative funding 

Reference to Common indicator 8, funding from other Union funds (Horizon Europe, National funding, ERDF, 
RRF, Other cohesion policy funds, CEF, DEP) for the partnerships should be highlighted – both quantitative 
and qualitative information is relevant here. 
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Figure 4: Top collaborators of Estonian researchers under Horizon Europe partnership projects  

 

 Source: eCorda; Showing top- collaborator-countries (links > ??) 

 

Success stories 

(should be different across the BMRs) Success stories and impacts on the economy, society and policy should 
be different from one report to another and could draw upon the partnership fiches, as well as analysis of the 
HE KIPs at country level (if possible) 

 

Comment Figure 4 Highlight any markable differences from past BMR  
Take a more in-depth look into cross-border interactions/networking, and identify potential high-added value 
combinations between groups of countries, and the role partnerships may have had in identifying and 
capturing synergies, and enhancing networking which may have led to some significant benefits 
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ANNEX 3. ANNOTATED TEMPLATE FOR THE 
PARTNERSHIP FICHE FOR BMR 2024 
This is a set of guidelines to help fill out partnership fiches to be included in Chapter 4 
(Partnership Specific Performance) in DG RTD’s Biennial Monitoring Report. 

PARTNERSHIP PROFILE FICHE (4 PAGES PER PARTNERSHIP  

 

 

  

Preliminary notes: 

 This document serves both as a guideline as well as the main form through which 

information for Chapter 4 (Partnership Specific Performance) of the Biennial Monitoring 

Report will be gathered.   

A separate process is foreseen to collect information on the common indicators for 

Chapter 2 (Aggregated performance of the portfolio of European Partnerships). 

 This template forms the basis for the creation of a new partnership fiche, i.e., for 

partnerships, which were not integrated into previous Biennial Monitoring Reports.  

Existing partnerships will be asked to update or complement their existing document(s) 

following minor or major revision processes.  

 Following validation of the content (see timeline below) of all partnership fiches, these will 

be sent for layout by the graphic design team.  

 The partnership profile fiche is based on three main elements, each of which will be added 

to a dedicated Microsoft Teams channel (see below): 

o A Microsoft Word editable file containing textual inputs 

o A PowerPoint editable file with the strategy map, which after validation in 

integrated as a figure in the Word editable, but needs to be provided separately for 

graphic design purposes 

o A Word editable file with a table containing the partnership specific KPIs, which 

after validation is integrated in the Word editable file and is not to be provided with 

the final versions 

Other elements, if relevant and necessary, can be added (e.g., logo of the partnership 
in high resolution, images, and pictures). 

 For each partnership, an Teams channel is created to facilitate updates, consultation, and 

feedback without the need for endless e-mail exchanges (however, other communication 

processes such as traditional e-mail exchange are possible depending on the preferences 

and technical possibilities). Each partnership shall be assigned to an expert.  

 The timeline for delivery is as follows: 

o (STEPS AND DATES WILL BE ADDED HERE) 

 Experts will be available for feedback and consultation during the process. 
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PAGE 1: Partnership Profile 

Name of the Partnership (+ logo to be delivered in separate file):  

Type of Partnership: 

Cluster: 

Pillar:  

Key facts and figures: 

 Composition of partnership, categories, and geography (NB! this information will be collected via 

EUSurvey and inserted later by the Commission/ contractor).  

 Total budget = EU contribution + commitments by the partners other than EU. 

 Is it a successor or a new partnership? 

Contact details: 

 Name of coordinating entity/entities 

 Website and social media identifiers (hyperlinks) 

 Contact details (e-mail) – use a functional mailbox address (no personal e-mails) 

Mission and vision statement of the partnership: 

(max. 150 words) 

 

Here you should describe what the partnership is doing in terms of its activities, and which 
stakeholders are involved/targeted; in short – what is the purpose of the partnership. 

You should also outline your vision – what are your main longer-term objective(s).  

 

 

 

 

Main UN Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs) supported (https://sdgs.un.org/goals): 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

                 

*Place an X where appropriate. Choose max. 5 (if more, please select the most important ones). You 
may also provide a link to public documents where the partnership’s support of SDGs is explained. On 
the fiche a “Find out more” button with hyperlink will be added.  

https://sdgs.un.org/goals
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PAGE 2: Partnership Specific Impact Pathways (PSIPs)28 through a 
strategy map 

Provide, in a separate file, your strategy map in editable PowerPoint format, following the 

example provided in the first interim report of the Expert Group (a ppt. file will be made 

available).   

 

 
 

 

  

                                                

28 More guidance on PSIPs and setting good indicators can be found in the Appendix 4 of the first interim report of 
the Expert Group - https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-
01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593  

Some remarks on the PSIPs: 

 The intervention logic developed in the draft proposals and/or in the impact assessment 

provides a starting point for the strategy map with PSIPs. The strategy map is a more 

harmonised and, in some cases, a somewhat more detailed approach to the intervention 

logic. 

 Limit the strategy map with PSIPs to 3 to 5 (vertical) pathways showing the key linkages 

between resources and actions/activities, outcomes, and impacts at the partnership level.   

 We realise that this may sometimes require simplifications, but the aim is to allow non-

experts to quickly understand the key impacts and how they will be achieved. Use short, 

action-oriented language (“improve”, “reduce”, “grow”, “create”, etc.) in the different levels 

of the impact pathway. 

 We acknowledge that there are major differences between partnerships, and that certain 

aspects or dimensions may need to be added. This is possible, as long as the overall logic 

and format is followed, and the content remains accessible and understandable to non-

experts. 

 Make sure that the elements on the strategy map connect to the table of partnership 

specific KPIs (see below). 

 In the PSIPs scheme the “strategic objectives” level corresponds to the ones that have 

already been established such as, the EU policy priorities/strategies and SDGs, as well as 

objectives in the Horizon Europe Strategic Plan, in line with the partnership SRIA, and 

stated objectives in the MoU (co-programmed) or basic act (institutionalised).  

 There are no specific font or colour guidelines as this will be standardised during graphic 

design but keep the PowerPoint file basic. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
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PAGE 3: Table of KPIs 

 

 

(Optional) text space below the table (needs to fit together with the KPI table on 1 A4): 

 

(max. 200 words) 

 

Here you should provide: 

- Explanations of the baselines and targets marked as ‘TBD’ 

- Explanations (context) of the obtained results. In particular, targets that may be “off track” 

at a certain point 

- Explanations regarding the monitoring process or challenges encountered (e.g., difficulties 

in establishing baselines) 

- Hyperlinks to publicly available reports with more detailed information on the partnership’s 

performance (e.g., annual activity reports, impact reports, specific studies, etc.) 

- Success stories linked to achievements at the level of KPI targets (e.g., short reference & 

hyperlink) 

 

 

 

  

Page 3 is entirely devoted to a table containing, in line with the PSIPs, the main KPIs that are specific 
to the partnership and essential for it to achieve its goals. The table will initially be provided in a 
separate file (editable Microsoft Word Table) with instructions, to allow relevant experts within the 
Partnership to separately work on the file. There will be a space below the table to provide some 
comments on the table (contextualisation, explanation, etc.).   

Some remarks: 

 Limit yourself to 10-20 KPIs that are directly related to the PSIPs. It is understood that 

more KPIs may be monitored; you may provide hyperlinks to your own reports in a text 

window below the table. 

 There may be some overlap with the common indicators. If some of these common 

indicators and their targets are essential within the PSIPs, they should indeed be reported 

here (e.g., the number of newcomers may be an outcome to support reaching a specific 

impact). 

 Keep KPI definitions short (the table needs to fit 1 A4), and do not confuse objectives with 

KPIs. 

 Once there exists a validated version, it can be integrated in this main document. 
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PAGE 4: Thematic content 

 

 

Thematic story/example 1 

 

(…) 

 

Thematic story/example 2 

 

(…) 

 

Thematic story/example 3 

 

(…) 

 

  

Page 4 is entirely devoted to the thematic content. 

 

(THEMATIC CONTENT GUIDANCE FOR THE BMR WILL BE ADDED HERE) 

 

Partnerships may choose to restrict themselves to one intended or achieved ‘success story’ of max. 
300 words or provide up to 3 examples of about 100 words each (in the case of 2 examples, about 
150 words each). Given the sometimes complex or more elaborate storytelling needed, hyperlinks 
to supporting documents may be provided, as well as some images in separate files.  
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The Partnerships Specific Impact Pathways (PSIPs) graph to be included on Page 2 of the 

partnership profile 

 

 

  

Guidelines for preparing the graph: 

 A separate PowerPoint file will be provided for the preparation of the graph 

 Partnership vision needs to address the societal challenge(s) it contributes to 

 Define limited amount of high-level strategic objectives (max 3 to 5) directly linked to 

partnership vision and macro-level objectives 

 Define limited amount of “vertical” Partnership Specific Impact Pathways (PSIPs)(max. 3 

to 5) through strategy mapping: from resources and actions towards outcomes/impacts, 

based on (expected/proven) causal links  

 Attach impacts in a direct and causal way to a limited number of macro-objectives. Keep 

connections limited and straightforward (no need to connect everything with everything, 

only the material interactions, also avoid double arrows).   

 PSIPs as the basis for the partnership ‘storylines’ in biennial reports, limit # of indicators 

within a PSIP (max. 5 indicators per PSIP) ; between 15 – 30 in total for the framework 

and link to the KPI table. 

 Preference for quantitative indicators within the PSIPs (potentially qualitative case studies 

at the level of linkages to macro-objectives if quantitative link is challenging) 

 If qualitative cases: explain the case through the whole PSIP 



 

83 
 

The KPI table to be included on Page 3 of the partnership profile 

 

 

  

KPI Name Unit of 
measurement 

Baseline Target 
2023 

Target 

2025 

Target 

2027 

Ambition 

>2027 

Resources (input), processes and activities 

       

       

Outcomes 

       

       

Impacts 

       

       

Guidelines for filling out the KPI table: 

 Keep names of indicators and units of measurement short, as the whole table needs to fit 

1 A4 page.  Do not confuse objectives with KPIs, or KPIs with unit of measurement.   

 If an indicator is purely qualitative, write ‘qualitative indicator’ under the unit of 

measurement (but avoid too many qualitative indicators – more guidance can be found on 

pp 85-89 of the first interim report). 

 Some baselines may still be under discussion or under measurement. If so, put ‘TBD’ 

(although these baselines are expected to be fixed for the BMR 2024 cycle). 

 Some indicators may have annual targets (and thus also biennial targets), others may not, 

as they will only be measured once or twice over the lifetime of the partnership. If this is 

the case, there is no need to fill out all the cells, just put ‘N/A’. Also, there may be some 

deviation between the actual moment of measurement (say 2024) and the year the target 

is set out (2025). It is sufficient to clarify at that point in a footnote or in the text box under 

the table. 

 Explain abbreviations and acronyms specific to the field or sector in a footnote. 

 Some indicator targets may still be under discussion. If a target is not fixed by then, put 

‘TBD’. 

 Some ambitions, in particular for impacts, may stretch beyond 2027, please mention these 

in the >2027 column. 

 [In future reports, a status column may be included to clarify whether an indicator is 

considered “on track” or “off track” or that a certain tendency is indicated (which is usually 

the case in dashboards, in order to integrate a forward-looking element, i.e., reporting also 

as a future oriented tool instead of mere ex-post evaluation).] 

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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Example of a Page 4 thematic approach guidance text: 
 

“For the first Biennial Monitoring Report, a broad theme was chosen: ‘Synergies’.   

We are looking for examples of synergies (outcomes and impacts that would not have been generated, 
or not to the same extent, without a partnership): 

 Synergies created between different types of stakeholders within the partnership (e.g., between 

large companies and SMEs, between public and private stakeholders, etc.); 

 Synergies between partnerships, both within and across pillars/clusters 

 Synergies between partnerships and specific national and regional programmes 

 Synergies with other EU funding streams (e.g., ERDF and other cohesion policy funds, RRF, CEF, 

DEP) or other Horizon Europe programme parts (e.g., missions) 

 Synergies with non-EU R&I partnerships at the global level (see, for example, the global leadership 

objective) 

 Other synergies 

Partnerships with immediate predecessors may include concrete examples and evidence from the 
previous programme, as well as synergies that have been identified and are planned for the 2021-2027 
period. Partnerships without immediate predecessors should focus on intended synergies. 

If intended or realised synergies are presented, it is important to either quantify them in terms of 
leveraging resources to achieve higher impacts or outcomes, and/or more effective or efficient use of 
resources. You could also provide a qualitative account by means of a short case study.  

If possible, a link may be established to at least one of the common indicators, either in terms of targets 
or immediate past performance (preferably quantitative, following the indicator definitions below); for 
reference, the common indicators related to the theme of synergies are: 

 Indicator #2: [indirect leverage] Additional investments triggered by the EU contribution, including 

qualitative impacts related to additional activities. 

 Indicator #7: Coordinated and joint activities with other European Partnerships 

 Indicator #8: Complementary and cumulative funding from other Union and national/regional funds  

 Indicator #9: Visibility of the partnership in national, European, international policy/industry cycles 

 Indicator #10: Alignment of national/regional/sectorial policies (strategic level) 

Particular focus may be put on aspects of global leadership emerging from the examples given.” 

 

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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ANNEX 4. FEEDBACK AND LESSONS-LEARNED 
FROM MS/AC 
The main principle for completing the BMR 2022 was to apply a real co-design process involving the 
Expert Group, different units from the European Commission, representatives of the Member States 
and Associated Countries and other relevant actors (e.g., ERA-LEARN, M-ERA-NET, IHI) to the 
discussions. The task was very complex, because in this process there are many actors involved and 
the background conditions of different countries and other actors (partnerships, funding organisations) 
vary a lot. 

In addition to meetings and discussions with different interest groups, inputs were gathered via specific 
hearings, surveys, and pilot actions during the dedicated office hours with the members of the 
Partnership Knowledge Hub and analyses of other tasks (and results) of the Expert Group. 

Below there are the main conclusions, lessons learnt and mapping outcome of the current state of play 
and expectations of different partners to better explain the complexity of system and expectations which 
could be considered during the preparations of the next BMR. 

State of play 

The national level coordination and monitoring process of EU partnerships has multiple dimensions and 
actors involved: starting from European Commission, European Partnerships and Member States as 
‘level 1’ and the national funding organisations as ‘level 2’ for each of the countries.  

“Level 1” – Member States and national monitoring systems. 

Monitoring systems in the Member States to monitor national participation/ performance in EU R&I 
partnerships 

The Transitional Forum has stated in their final deliverable29 that not much progress has been made 
towards the monitoring and evaluation framework for national participation in R&I partnerships, while 
most EU countries (25 out of 27 respondents) have already or plan to take important steps to ensure 
appropriate governance and coordination framework for managing their participation. 

According to the findings of the Transitional Forum, twenty-one countries have not yet decided whether 
to have a dedicated monitoring and evaluation process of their national participation in partnerships 
[reference]. There are several reasons why this process and the related decisions have been hindered, 
e.g. lack of clarity on what will be done in relation to data collection and monitoring and at what level 
(national, Commission/Partnership Knowledge Hub, partnerships); limited access to partnership 
information and good quality data; lack of overview, coordination, and information exchange between 
major stakeholders; limited resources and political demand for monitoring and evaluation; as well as 
challenges in relation to evaluation itself (measuring impacts and the relevance of partnerships at 
national level).  

Background information and description of the complexity of the task regarding Member States and 
Associated Countries national level monitoring & evaluation activities of partnerships 

Concerning monitoring of partnerships – most of partnerships' level data is (and will be) collected by 
the partnerships themselves and the partnerships report on it to the European Commission. This data 
also contains datasets potentially interesting to the Member States. The European Commission also 
collects project-level data and will centralise the collection of data related to partnerships common 
indicators (data exchange pilot is currently ongoing). Project-level data are collected differently from the 
co-programmed, co-funded and institutionalised partnerships. 

                                                

29 National preparations for the strategic coordinating process for EU R&I Partnerships: state of play and common 
guidelines. Final report by the Transitional Forum for R&I Partnerships. June 2020. 
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It needs to be considered that Member States may be involved in many different partnerships, usually 
through different institutions (especially different funding bodies) which are not often 
centralised/attached to the same ministry. Moreover, if on the top of that the country's policy is shared 
at regional level, this means that the landscape is even more fragmented. Thus, it is quite challenging 
to organise (except some smaller and/or more "centralised" countries) the collection of data and 
monitoring of European Partnerships entirely at national level.  

Therefore, a joint collection of some data from partnerships through the EC-system and its use for 
national level monitoring is currently considered by the European Commission and shall be further 
discussed. The EC level monitoring system for European Partnerships will be closely related to the data 
reporting system of the European Commission. Data collected from the EU common database 
(aggregated project level information) and other databases should be used. Data of proposals and 
projects for all European Partnerships will be accessible in a common European Commission database. 
Reporting on the Horizon Europe KIPs related to projects supported by partnerships will also be 
possible Despite that, additional reporting is needed at the level of partnerships but also at the level of 
countries.30 In addition to the data collection at EC level, it would be strongly recommended that 
whenever possible, countries should organise their own, internal, partnerships-related working groups, 
allowing on the bringing together all relevant stakeholders to meet and discuss regularly and participate 
actively in the collection of data. Ideally such groups should involve respective representative and be 
connected to the Partnership Knowledge Hub.   

At the moment the data collected by European Commission will not fulfil every requirement in terms of 
inputs needed for the next Biennial Monitoring Reports on European Partnerships and also for MS/AC 
own needs. Horizon Dashboard containing aggregated project level data will be provided by the EC 
(incl. the possibility to disaggregate data per partnership and country). The open access principles for 
raw data in the EC databases will also be applied as much as possible to allow extraction by interested 
countries to conduct their own internal country-specific analyses.  

Based on the experience of compiling the data for the BMR 2022 and the country fiches31, it became 
obvious that good quality monitoring reports of European Partnerships can be delivered only if close 
collaboration between the European Commission, the Expert Group, the EU partnerships, and countries 
is established. The MS/AC countries have a key role to play in this process32.  

According to the inputs provided in the country fiches and in comparison, to the previous funding period 
(Horizon 2020), the participation of the countries in the European Partnerships is more strategic and 
more elaborated at national level.   

To better understand the added value of the content of the country fiches and the common indicators, 
the country fiches were carefully reviewed in relation to specific common indicators. It was analysed 
how the MS/ACs future participation strategies, priorities and supportive national activities are 
connected and supporting the common indicators.  

The information provided by the member states and associated countries mainly connected to the 
following indicators: #3 (Overall (public and private; in-kind and financial) investments mobilised into 
EU priorities) and #10 (Share of complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or national/ 
regional funds (national/regional, ERDF and other cohesion policy funds, RRF, CEF, DEP)) but 
somewhat also to #1 (Progress towards (financial and in-kind) contributions from partners other than 
the Union - i.e., committed vs. actual contributions), #5 (Measures ensuring continuous openness and 

                                                

30 A robust and harmonised framework for reporting and monitoring European Partnerships in Horizon Europe. 
First interim report. 

31 https://op.europa.eu/en/web/eu-law-and-publications/publication-detail/-/publication/a6cbe152-d19e-11ec-a95f-
01aa75ed71a1  

32 Please see the country fiches and Chapter 2.4. in the BMR 2022. 

 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/6b63295f-d305-11eb-ac72-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-215872593
https://op.europa.eu/en/web/eu-law-and-publications/publication-detail/-/publication/a6cbe152-d19e-11ec-a95f-01aa75ed71a1
https://op.europa.eu/en/web/eu-law-and-publications/publication-detail/-/publication/a6cbe152-d19e-11ec-a95f-01aa75ed71a1
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transparency), #6 (#6 Share of newcomer partners in partnerships, including geographical coverage ). 
Therefore, the MS/AC inputs in the country fiches are necessary to better inform the Common 
indicators, and thus complement the information collected by the European Partnerships. Therefore, it 
was decided that in the future BMRs the country fiches will be analysed for these above-mentioned 
indicators to complement them with the findings of the country fiches.  

“Level 2” - national funding organisations 

The second level is the collection of data by national organisations/bodies involved in the partnerships 
that are responsible for funding of research. 

Background information and description of the complexity of the task regarding national funding 
organisations 

Due to the organisational and administrative differences between three types of partnerships 
(institutionalised, co-programmed and co-funded), the submission-evaluation-monitoring system for 
calls for projects to be used will be different: the institutionalised and co-programmed will use the system 
of the European Commission; KICs, Article 185 and co-funded ones must implement their own 
submission-evaluation-monitoring systems that should be connected/interoperable with the EC data 
collection system. The problem is that each KIC, Article 185 and co-funded partnership may have in 
place very divergent systems, where part of the information may be collected through one tool (e.g., 
applications submission & evaluation data) but the rest of the data (e.g., initial and final budget 
commitments), will be collected and provided via national/institutional tools (granting system of each 
funding agency). Furthermore, for the follow up of granted projects, the partnerships can use again a 
dedicated centralised tool, but the national agencies may do their own monitoring on the top of that 
(e.g., ask for reports in national language, collect additional indicators, etc.). These, possible complex, 
settings need to be considered while addressing the requirements of the Member States.  

Expectations of Member States and Associated Countries for EU-level 
data collection regarding European Partnerships 

Based on the survey conducted in May 2021 and on the input from the 18.05.2021 hearing, the Member 
States and Associated Countries, in general, expect that collection of partnerships related data would 
be organised by the European Commission as much as possible. This concerns both the partnership 
level data and the (funded) project level data. The option of data collection by individual countries, 
instead of centralised collection by European Commission, was not favoured. In fact, it was stressed 
that there should be no additional reporting required from MS regarding partnerships’ related data.  

According to the Member States and Associated Countries representatives, the partnerships should be 
responsible for the data and information gathering and also for the data delivery via the interface 
provided by the European Commission. 

As comparability of datasets was mentioned to be of importance, the data collection should be 
standardised and consistent. These concerns have been well addressed by the Expert Group, through 
the proposition of single format for common indicators.  

The availability of partnerships’ related data in raw or aggregated format usable for further analysis was 
also mentioned as important by member states and associated countries. This concerns both 
partnership-level and project-level data. 

Based on this feedback it can be concluded that MS/AC are expecting further development of eCorda 
(Horizon Dashboard) to have more complete data sets for partnerships’ related projects. In addition, 
the future option to integrate the information about the national level funded projects to the dashboard 
deserves to be discussed further. Therefore, it is important to continue with the ongoing data pilot 
between European Commission and the partnerships to find solutions how to add additional data about 
the projects. Data transfer or interoperability and access (visibility) is also a key issue which needs to 
be solved, i.e., data shared with EC via partnerships and directly from projects, and back to MS/AC via 
EC online tools.  
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Regarding the partnership level data, the MS/AC considered that the common indicators developed by 
the Expert Group adequately capture the data/information that is of interest to them.  

Specific data needs of MS/AC countries regarding European Partnerships mentioned in the survey and 
during the hearing on 18.05.21 are: 

For partnership level data:  

 General info on partnership performance by partnership type and by individual partnership 

 Financial and in-kind contribution of EU, MS, and third countries 

 Overview of joint calls and joint activities 

 Performance of the individual partnership over time 

 Overview of partners in the partnership 

 Added value and impact of partnerships 

 The evolution of the partnerships in terms of topic evolution (e.g., technological advances); 

 Comparison of data issues from partnerships (especially for calls for projects) with the national data 

(per topic, per participating institution, complementarity, etc.). 

 

For project level data: 

 Information on which projects received funding 

 Overview of partners in the partnerships’ related projects 

 Purpose of the project 

 Final results of the projects 

 Further development of eCorda. eCorda is much appreciated, but it could also contain data from 

national level funding agencies (their funded projects which are connected to partnerships). 

 Which institutions participate in the projects 

 What kind of topics are covered by funded projects 

More information about the reporting needs at the level of European Partnerships can be found in the 
first interim report (Chapter 7.). 

Data Exchange pilot 

The aim of the data pilot is to foster better data exchange with co-funded European Partnerships and 
the EIT-KICs, in line with the requirements of Horizon Europe. It means that data on calls, proposals, 
projects will be accessible in a common European Commission IT database (eCORDA). It is important 
to underline that, in contrast to institutionalised partnerships, co-funded partnerships as well as EIT-
KICs implement so called “cascade grants” for which the above-mentioned data is being managed 
through a separate, implemented by each partnership and EIT-KIC systems, and not automatically 
managed and integrated in the EC evaluation system. Thus, integration of such data requires specific 
alignment and interoperability between co-funded partnerships/EIT-KICs systems and the one of the 
European Commission. The European Commission foresees the data integration in a centralised 
system after the finalisation of the first calls for projects of the established new European Partnerships. 
Reporting should be close to real time and the data will be collected in three phases: (i) at the proposal 
phase as well as after the call evaluation, (ii) after the project contracts are signed and (iii) towards the 
end of the project in order to collect the outputs (deliverables). 
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A structured a structured data table including a minimum, mandatory data set has been proposed to 
the concerned partnerships participating in the pilot exercise. It does not mean that the data structure 
is finalised. There is still some flexibility to add additional data rows if needed.  

To discuss the bottlenecks and possible additional needs of the co-funded partnerships, a meeting with 
the ERA-LEARN project partners (funding agencies) and partnerships participating in the pilot (M ERA-
NET, IHI) was organised. The Expert Group also met with the European Commission unit (G4) 
responsible for the data pilot to explore the possible synergies between the data pilot and the Expert 
Group’s activities.   

The main conclusions of these meeting and discussions are the following: 

 Adjusting the current monitoring systems for EC data exchange format requirements needs time and 

resources. A clear communication of the requirements and further instructions are needed. 

 Continuous interaction with different parties involved in the data pilot is very important to guarantee 

that the technical details and related issues are well communicated and considered. 

 The minimum data set and additional fields that can be completed by partnerships when relevant 

could be a good solution. If needed, such list of additional fields could be specified in advance for 

each partnership to make sure that all required data is collected 

 Data exchange should be bi-directional (e.g., PIC related data are exported from the EC to 

partnership monitoring system automatically when a PIC number is indicated by the applicants)  

 First feedback from the M-ERA-NET call which participated also in the data exchange pilot was 

positive – no major issues (which were expected) were raised by participants. For example, 

obtaining a PIC number for each partner in the proposal during the application process, surprisingly, 

was not considered a problem.  
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ANNEX 5. FEEDBACK AND LESSONS-LEARNED 
FROM EUROPEAN PARTNERSHIPS 

Feedback and lessons learned concerning the Common indicators 

Anecdotal evidence 
The common indicators include some free text field questions. Answers should not be too long, for 
easier analysis. It is useful to reduce the number of words in theses free text fields or define a multiple-
choice list for quicker analysis. The new survey proposal free text fields are reduced to max. 150 words. 
The analysis and choice of presented anecdotal evidence in the BMR 2022 can be used as a collection 
of examples as a guide for the contact persons at the partnerships side. 

For the section 2.4 in the BMR 2022 anecdotal evidence from the partnership and country fiches was 
used. For the BMR 2024 a structural collection of anecdotal evidence might be also used to reduce the 
data collection burden for the partnerships.  

Baselines and targets and other data 
Core and focus indicators should be as simple as possible. Data availability in EC data bases should 
be checked and used as far as possible.  The Commission should check very carefully which data is 
already available before it is gathered from the partnerships. This is the case for all quantitative 
indicators - #1, #3, #6, #10.  

Some of the data needed to monitor partnership performance is expected to become available through 
eCORDA at a later stage. This means that for those indicators the aggregation and analysis can be 
carried out by the Commission starting from 2023 and onwards (while baselines, targets and values 
reached should still be provided by each partnership). This data includes: 

 Data on newcomer organisations in supported projects (indicator #7) 

 Institutionalised and co-programmed partnerships: data on partners’ in-kind contributions to 

operational activities (it requires the identification of joint undertakings and co-programmed 

partnership partners in the participant register) 

 Co-funded partnerships: data on partners’ contributions (through project reporting) 

Other data has to be collected from partnerships; accordingly, the indicators should be straightforward 
to reduce the administrative burden.  

If asking for current partnerships about H2020 data is chosen, it is important to prepare some 
partnerships with what they actually represent from the previous organisation. This is a lesson learnt, 
looking back at the survey free text answers. Three partnerships33 replied that the H2020 baseline is 
not relevant for them because the scope has changed significantly.  

Some partnerships answered that a data collection in May would fit best into their monitoring schedules. 
This would mean that the data collection should take place in May 2023, but it may not be compatible 
with the BMR 2024 timeline and may risk that too old data is used (see Chapter 2).  

Common indicators Survey should be streamlined with data collection on anecdotal evidence and 
partnership fiches. In addition, it should be checked when other data is to be collected by the 
Commission.  

  

                                                

33 Blue Economy, Smart Networks and Services and Made in Europe 
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General feedback on the survey on common indicators 

 Some partnerships found that some of the indicators are too complex (notably indicators 6 and 10), 

and that the purpose was not clear (will they be used to compare Partnerships? how does it relate 

to partnership performance? In what direction should the indicators develop to be viewed as 

successful?)). This points to the need to simplify the Common indicators and the related survey, and 

to communicate better their purpose at the start of the next data collection. At the same time, several 

indicators gathered a very good response rate (see the section below) indicating that these do not 

require significant changes. 

 Based on free text answers, the next survey could be developed with some more restricted answers. 

For example, the question 5c (measures for involving various types of stakeholders and countries) 

and 5d could be classified into the most common types of answers34 .  

 The part Measures for involving various types of stakeholders does have a good response rate 

in free text (N=35 out of 37), with common measures: platforms, campaigns, and specific activities 

for new stakeholders. A summary of measures and challenges (Table 1, next page) shows obvious 

similarities between different clusters. For Cluster 5 more than for other partnerships, a frequent 

challenge was finding a balance regarding geographical and type of stakeholder’s coverage. For 

Cluster 4, the challenge seems to be slightly different. Here challenges such as “fragmented 

ecosystem” and “lack of coordination” are more frequent. This can serve as a basis for setting 

benchmarks for the next BMRs for the challenges faced by partnerships in the different clusters. 

 The Progress towards contributions from partners has also a good response rate with almost 

all partnerships with free text field filled in. Here most partnerships have contributed with detailed 

information about countries and participation. Some partnerships stated “no H2020 data availability 

as it is a new partnership” or “too early”. For Overall investments have mobilized towards EU 

priorities with free text fields the response rate in was quite good (N= more than 30 out of 37), and 

common measures mentioned are platforms, campaigns, and specific activities for new 

stakeholders. 

 A detailed description is needed on the objectives Green Deal, digital transition, and resilience and 

how you should sum of the contributions all together. Question 5c measures for involving various 

types of stakeholders and countries, as well as 5d, could be classified into the most common types 

of answers with the possibility to set a cross. For Indicator 8 (synergies with RRF, cohesion policy), 

the lack of data and lack of free text answers gives a reason to contest the gain with this survey 

section: How could the quality of this part be increased in general, or is this part superfluous? At the 

same time, one part that could be added to the survey are questions regarding concrete 

collaborations between a certain partnership and the five EU Missions (calls, meetings etc.). It would 

also be of interest to monitor if some partnerships have connection to R&I related activities – not 

only shared funding – in reforms and investments of the Resilience and recovery plans (RRPs). 

 In general, several co-funded partnerships seem to think that some indicators have a limited 

relevance to them (see the quote below). Also, the indicators may be difficult to follow on a reliable 

                                                

34 Based on the first Common indicators Survey the most commonly mentioned measures 

were: outreach events, partnership boards and advisory bodies, etc. The most commonly 

mentioned challenges  were ’structure and balance regarding geographical and type of 

stakeholder’s coverage’ and ’opportunity and willingness to actively engage’. 
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basis or to compare to the baseline, as the data from the predecessor initiative are not available 

because they were not monitored or cover a different scope. The collection of data may place a 

large burden on the partnership, if not on the funded projects participants. Detailed guidance on the 

methodology should be provided to limit this, and any not useful or irrelevant effort should be avoided 

as much as possible. 'It would be appreciated if the perspective of co-funded partnerships could be 

considered more strongly throughout the survey and the way of measuring the indicators. While a 

strong focus is given to budgets and budget shares to quantify indicators, for several indicators 

qualitative data may prove much more relevant or meaningful. Accordingly, it will be difficult to 

monitor some of the indicators.’ (response from a representative of a co-funded partnership to the 

Common indicators Survey) 

Methodological notes for the partnership data collection 

The survey questions are listed below with some short comments regarding response rate and quality 
of the answers from the questions with restricted fields, with the aim to receive qualitative data.  

Indicator #1 Progress towards (financial and in-kind) contributions from partners other 
than the Union - i.e., committed vs. actual contributions [direct leverage] 
1a Target [million €]: How much have the partners other than the Union committed to this partnership 
for its whole duration? – Good response rate, good quality of the answers,  

1b Baseline [%]: How much of the commitment for the predecessor partnership under Horizon2020 was 
turned into actual contributions [%] – It is obvious that the closure and the overtaking from H2020 could 
have been better. Some partnerships have noted that they think EC should have these figures available.  

2-4 2 How much overall resources are invested into activities linked to the GREEN DEAL, DIGITAL 
TRANSFORMATION, AND RESILIENSE objectives? 2a Target: [%] and 2b Baseline [%] (H2020 
predecessor or based on H2020 historic data). – For the next survey, it must be ensured that the 
partnerships answer in the same way. A detailed description is needed on the objectives Green Deal, 
digital transition, and resilience and how the contributions to these are to be calculated or estimated.  

Indicator #5 Measures ensuring continuous openness and transparency  
5ab Do you have measures in place for a transparent and open involvement of stakeholders and all EU 
and associated countries, and for attracting newcomers? b. When  

Good response rate, good quality answers. All except two have answered Yes. The two with ‘no’ have 
added ‘during 2022’. The next survey should capture progress towards setting up such measures. 

5c What are the most important planned measures for involving various types of stakeholders and 
countries and the progress you expect from these measures (max. two statements)  

Good response rate, good quality answers. In future, use only one free text field for 5c-5d, or classify 
the possible answers and make this a multiple-choice question. 

Indicator #6 Share of newcomer partners in partnerships, including geographical 
coverage 
6 How many newcomer partners do you target to have in your partnership? With a-e for different type 
of organisations.  

Most partnership lack data for this question and the answers are impossible to evaluate.  

Indicator #4 International actors involved as partners 
7. What newcomer countries (both EU and non-EU) do you target to add into your partnership as 
partners? 
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a. Country list: Some partnerships answered Austria 
and Albania because they are first in the alphabet. How 
could this question be redesigned in order to receive 
more accurate and reliable answers? 

8. In order to establish the originally represented 
countries and organisation types, please upload here an 
Excel table listing a) All current partners of your 
partnership. b) If applicable – partners of the 
predecessor partnership under H2020. The table should 
have the following three columns: a) name; b) type[1]; 
c) which country do they come from. 

Good response rate, and (at last) good quality of the 
answers. In order to receive exactly the same type of list 
it seems that a stricter template is needed.  

Indicator #8 Share of budget dedicated to 
coordinated and joint activities with other 
European Partnerships 
9. What is the percentage of the partnership budget 
dedicated to coordinated and joint activities with other 
European Partnerships? 

“Medium” response rate, good quality of the answers.  

Please select the other European Partnerships with which you plan to develop cooperation with… 

Good response rate, and (at last) good quality of the answers. The great number of partnerships that 
have been chosen will be of interest for a follow-up. The next BMRs should monitor how many of these 
intentions have actually materialised. 
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Indicator #10 Share of complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or 
national/ regional funds (national/regional, ERDF and other cohesion policy funds, RRF, 
CEF, DEP) 
10. Complementary and cumulative funding from other Union or national funds as a percentage of the 
total partnership budget. 11 How much complementary and cumulative funding do you plan to mobilise 
from: National and regional funding?; 12. How much complementary and cumulative funding do you 
plan to mobilise from: ERDF and other cohesion policy funds?; 13. How much complementary and 
cumulative funding do you plan to mobilise from: Recovery and Resilience Facility?; 14. How much 
complementary and cumulative funding do you 
plan to mobilise from: Connecting Europe Facility 
(CEF)?; 15. How much complementary and 
cumulative funding do you plan to mobilise from: 
Digital Europe Programme (DEP)   

The response quality could be better. It is difficult 
to distinguish between the many zeroes. Does it 
mean that they do not expect to mobilise funding 
from the external programmes – or does it mean 
that they do not know? Is this part of the survey 
“superfluous”? 

 

 

 

 

Just a glimpse of the quantitative 

Indicator 8 answers - synergies with RRF. 

cohesion policy etc – question 11-15. Could 

other quotative questions than funding been 

asked for? 
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ANNEX 6. SELECTING THE THEMATIC FOCI FOR 
THE FUTURE BMRS 

Introduction 

Within the four programmed Biennial Monitoring Reports (2022, 2024, 2026, 2028), one (or more) cross-cutting 
themes will need to be selected, on top of the ‘fixed’ content of the BMR.  Insights related to the selected 
themes will be integrated into the general structure of the report, to allow stakeholders to recognize and 
navigate the reports in the same way over time. In concrete terms, this means thematic content will need be 
integrated within: 

 Chapter 1: introduction to the themes selected 

 Chapter 2: in function of the selected theme(s), the common indicators, and other parts relevant to the 

theme(s) will need to be flagged and specific paragraphs, sections and insights will need to be added.   

 Chapter 3: a part of the country fiche will be dedicated to the theme(s) 

 Chapter 4: a part of the individual partnership fiches will be dedicated to the theme(s) 

At the level of lay-out and graphical design, thematic content may be highlighted using different colours, fonts, 
or boxes.  

Potential dimensions and frameworks to be considered 

Overall, alternative approaches emerge when it comes to integrating thematic lines in the BMRs: 

 The lifecycle approach (incl. the Horizon Europe criteria) 

 The partnership impact dimensions 

First, the lifecycle of the partnerships (programme), i.e., aspects of a managerial and/or strategic nature 
emerging during the lifecycle of both the programme and the individual partnerships may be considered.  
Thematic areas may relate to the following elements, but not limitative too, e.g.: 

 Synergies (the chosen theme for 2022), or other HE criteria captures by the common indicators (e.g., 

‘Openness and Transparency’ or ‘Newcomers’ within partnerships could be put into the spotlight in one (or 

more) BMRs or ‘international visibility’ of the partnerships).  

 Valorisation activities, successes, and challenges during and beyond the partnership 

 Exit strategies (‘life beyond the partnership’)  

 Inclusive governance and ethics (e.g., diversity, inclusive management, and decision-making, dealing with 

ethical issues in partnerships e.g., data governance, AI, robotization, …) 

 Governance and operations: how do partnerships evolve when it comes to efficient functioning? 

There is a consensus that discussing more in-depth some of these lifecycle elements, e.g., the transition and/or 
exit strategies of partnerships, could offer food for thought for the implementation of the next generation of 
partnerships. Therefore, selected lifecycle dimensions may emerge in the BMR.  Likewise, some of the 
common indicators may also be elevated to full thematic status, e.g., the topic of ‘Global leadership of the 
European Union’ seems a very relevant one to explore more in-depth in one or more of the BMRs. 

Second, when considering the more holistic subthemes in terms of partnership (programme) impact, three 
framework options can be identified35:   

                                                

35 These options may not be exhaustive, but they have the advantage to each come with three 

subdimensions which allows connection to the 2024, 2026 and 2028 BMRs. 
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Consideration 1: Triple Bottom Line perspective (People, Planet, Prosperity) 

Themes may be linked to the traditional dimensions of the ‘Triple Bottom Line’ (TBL) concept (Elkington, 1997), 
which is widely used and recognized within both public and private sectors as the basis to assess sustainability 
strategies and standardized sustainability reporting (see e.g., the Global Reporting Initiative): People, 
Prosperity, Planet. For example, the 2024 report may focus on ‘People’ aspects, 2026 on ‘Prosperity’ and 2028 
on ‘Planet’.  The ‘people’ dimension refers then to the social impact of EU partnerships (i.e. related to 
employment, employability, skills, societal inclusion and outreach, diversity, improved health, etc.); the 
‘prosperity’ dimension relates to economic performance in the broad sense (e.g. contribution to economic 
growth, creation of new companies, patents, trade, competitiveness, etc.); the ‘planet’ theme would focus on 
environmental quality indicators (climate change, other emissions (PM, NOx, SOx,…), waste reduction, 
(natural) resource utilization, etc.). 

Consideration 2: Key Impact Pathways 

Alternatively and closely related to the TBL, given the existence of the three Key Impact Pathways (KIPs), 
each report could highlight and/or focus more in-depth on one of the KIPs. One challenge that has emerged 
from the Expert Group work is that the KIPs do not completely ‘stick’ to the more generally known and applied 
TBL concept (see above) in the sense that e.g., the ‘Societal’ KIP dimension also includes the environmental 
one, next to the ‘Scientific’ and ‘Economic/Technological’ dimension.  Obviously, the KIP philosophy, as 
defined currently, adopted a more ‘inward’ oriented approach rooted within the core activities of the Horizon 
Europe partnerships, which relate to Research & Innovation activities, which in turn brings forward some 
additional focus on e.g., scientific impacts and technological dimensions.  While the KIPs are generally 
endorsed and absorbed by stakeholders closely related to partnerships, they may be less recognizable as well 
as clearly linked towards the more widely adopted TBL concept by external stakeholders. For example, the 
scientific impact pathway consists of, among other, ‘strengthening human capital in R&I’, which under the TBL 
concept would fall under the ‘Social’ or ‘Societal’ dimension as it concerns human resources (‘people’). 

The main issue with TBL and to a certain extent with the KIPs is that selection of a particular dimension for a 
theme may lead to issues at the level of individual partnerships to relate to the chosen theme directly or even 
indirectly. For example, some partnerships have a strong and direct link to ‘people’ or ‘prosperity’ but may have 
limited directly and causally linked impact stories or even indicators for the ‘planet’ dimension (an example 
would be health / life sciences related partnerships, which may have difficulties connecting directly or even 
indirectly to ‘planet’).  

Consideration 3: Thematic lines of the Green Deal and Recovery/Competitiveness Plan 

Fourth, for thematic purposes, the community of partnerships may opt to stick to the three main thematic lines 
of the EU Green Deal and Recovery plans: ‘Green’ , ‘Digital’ and ‘Resilience’ (‘GDR’), which provide a more 
‘policy-oriented’ lens to integrate thematic approaches into the BMR. The advantage of such approach is the 
close and direct link, which is established with the wider EU policy objectives and the SDGs. Potential 
disadvantages of this approach are changes inherent to formulated policies (e.g., the Green Deal may be 
replaced or partially adapted following EU elections and the ensuing political process by a new concept in 
2024), unless there exits relative certainty that the ‘GDR’ baseline of EU policy will remain applicable 
throughout the programming period (2021 – 2027).  Also, while the green transition is clearly outcome focused 
(an end on itself), certainly digital(isation) and to some extent resilience also have both a means and an end 
connotation.  

Potentially, a choice imposes itself in terms of which overriding, consistent and widely recognizable concept 
(TBL, KIPs, GDR) will be used to shape the thematic content of the different BMRs (in particular 2024, 2026 
and 2028) in terms of the impacts generated by partnerships, considering the variety of partnerships and the 
need to allow them to connect in clear, direct and causally linked ways to the themes put forward. 

Consideration 4: Thematic matrix combining TBL and GDR 

Alternatively, a more sophisticated framework may be put forward based on e.g., combining the TBL and GDR 
concepts, leading to a ‘thematic matrix’  
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Table 22. Thematic matrix combining the TBL and GDR concepts 

This approach would potentially offer a more ‘connecting’ framework as e.g., nine themes are created 
combining both dimensions (noting that the “Green&Planet” combination may be somewhat trivial by nature – 
which however should not necessarily be problematic considering the green/planet theme is expected to 
remain dominant during the next decade and probably beyond). 

For example, the 2024 report could have, by means of a hypothetical example, “Digital&People” (e.g., digital 
solutions towards increased social impact e.g., skills development), “Resilience&Planet” (e.g., projects aimed 
at climate resilience) and “Green&Prosperity” (e.g., highlighting the contribution of environmental actions 
towards economic growth) as subthemes. Three other themes from the matrix may be chosen/programmed 
for 2026, and likewise for 2028. The example provided above only serves illustrative purposes but clearly leads 
to increased direct connection potential of all partnerships to one (or more) of the selected themes.   

Alternatively, but somewhat more complex, the partnerships individually may themselves provide three 
subthemes (e.g., by means of a short survey) they would want to develop as a focus in 2024, 2026 and 2028 
respectively, asking them to provide themes not only connected to exclusively one row or column, but at least 
two different rows/columns involved (e.g., 2024 “Green&People”, 2026 “Digital&Planet”, 2028 
“Green&Prosperity”).  Also, themes should be fixed in advance (2022 at the latest) to allow some ‘balancing’ 
at the level of the overall report upfront.  

The matrix approach to themes also shows advantages as ‘interrelatedness’ between both policy and impact 
dimensions will come to the front, and that in each report the TBL as well as the connection to all three 
headlines of the EU Competitiveness policy agenda will be covered, which is undeniably an advantage (but at 
the same time the “identity” of a particular report may be less prominent e.g. if only a one dimensional approach 
is used the 2024 may be the ‘People’ report, the 2026 the ‘Prosperity’ and the 2028 the ‘Planet’ report).  The 
question to address here is whether the different BMRs in 2024, 2026, 2028 require very distinctive and 
‘dominant’ thematic ‘flavours’.  

Consideration 5: No use of holistic (sub)themes 

Finally, while the use of more holistic (sub)themes may be appealing, it may be difficult to reach consensus 
within the partnership stakeholder community in terms of choice(s) and partnerships may in some cases 
remain with difficulties to connect.  Therefore, a more open and flexible approach may be adopted, defining 
both a more ‘holistic’ theme but complemented by subthemes (e.g., the ‘spotlight on newcomers’ as 
mentioned).  Selecting one general theme connected to impacts, and two subthemes based on HE criteria / 
common indicators (e.g., newcomers) may provide enough potential to capture cases / success stories. Each 
of the themes could be highlighted by different colours of e.g., boxes or paragraphs in the report (as is often 
done in e.g., sustainability reports).  

Thematic approach for the BMR 2022 

For the BMR 2022, a broad theme “synergies” was pre-determined by the Expert Group, with ex-post validation 
by the stakeholders. 

For the BMR 2022, quantitative and qualitative evidence, and examples of following synergies (outcomes and 
impacts which would not have been generated, or not to the same extent, in the absence of a partnership) 
were generated: 
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 Synergies created between different types of stakeholders within the partnership (e.g., between large 

companies and SMEs, between public and private stakeholders, …) (Chapter 2, Chapter 4) 

 Synergies between partnerships, both within and across pillars/clusters (Chapter 2, Chapter 4) 

 Synergies between partnerships and specific national programmes (Chapter 2 and Chapter 3) 

 Synergies between specific national programmes supported by a partnership (i.e., the partnership as a link) 

(Chapter 3) 

 Synergies with other EU funding streams (CEF, Interreg, …) (Chapter 3 and Chapter 4) 

 Synergies with the 5 missions 

Partnerships with immediate predecessors had the possibility to include both concrete examples and 

evidence from the previous programme, as well as intended, identified synergies for the 2021-2027 period, 
considering the list of examples above.  

Partnerships without immediate predecessors focus on intended synergies. 

If intended or realized synergies are presented, it was important to either quantify the intended or realized 
synergy in terms of leverage of resources towards higher impacts or outcomes and/or more effective or 
efficient use of resources or provide a qualitative account by means of a short case study.  

Partnerships had the choice to limit to one intended or realized ‘success story’ of max. 300 words, or to 
provide up to 3 examples of about 100 words (in the case of 2 examples, about 150 words). Given the 
sometimes complex or more elaborate storytelling needed, hyperlinks to supporting documents were 
provided, as well as some images in separate files.  For the next BMR cycles and given the potential of 
having main themes and subthemes, this approach remains valid (up to 3 examples).  

Thematic approaches for the next BMR cycles 

The Partnership Knowledge Hub and other stakeholders (including partnerships) need to be consulted to 
select the thematic approach(es) most suited considering the advantages/disadvantages of each approach 
(as from the received feedback to this annex, partnerships have strong thoughts as well as interesting 
suggestions, such as the need to avoid additional (complex) frameworks, the need for simplicity, the need 
to have a clear methodology, etc.).  The reflection within this document could be expanded before taking 

such decision. However, a decision should at least be taken before the launch of the next BMR cycle (before 
summer 2023) to not delay the process and allow for data collection to be adapted in the context of the 
chosen thematic approach.  Preferably, discussions may need to take place before the start of the 
2023/2024 process.  

 

  



 
 

 

Getting in touch with the EU 

IN PERSON 
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct information centres. 
You can find the address of the centre nearest you at: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 
 
ON THE PHONE OR BY EMAIL 
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. 
You can contact this service: 
– by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls), 
– at the following standard number: +32 22999696 or 
– by email via: https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en 

Finding information about the EU 

ONLINE 
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa 
website at: https://europa.eu/european-union/index_en 
 
EU PUBLICATIONS 
You can download or order free and priced EU publications from:  
https://op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free publications may be obtained by contacting 
Europe Direct or your local information centre (see https://europa.eu/european-union/contact_en). 
 
EU LAW AND RELATED DOCUMENTS 
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1952 in all the official language 
versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu 
 
OPEN DATA FROM THE EU 
The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en) provides access to datasets from the EU. 
Data can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publications
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en
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The second interim report of the Expert Group on support of the 
strategic coordinating process for partnerships provides a 
framework for all four reports on the Performance of European 
Partnerships - also known as Biennial Monitoring Report - 
expected during Horizon Europe. It describes the process leading 
towards the first Biennial Monitoring Report (published in May 
2022), and puts forward a proposal for drafting the future reports, 
including the outline of the process, structure, suggested 
indicators, methodologies, data sources and data collection 
methods. The first interim report of the Expert Group (published 
in June 2021) developed a robust and harmonised framework for 
reporting and monitoring on the progress made by all forms of 
European Partnerships. 
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