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(C) What to impreve

(1) The central point of the assessment, i.e. the choice of the best form of a research
partnership for the circular bio-based economy, is still largely absent from the intervention
logic. This makes assessing different types of partnerships difficult, as the link between
options, problems and objectives is not properly established.

(2) The problem description should better integrate the results of the evaluation of the
current partnership. These include a number of organisational issues that are directly
relevant for the choice of the best form of research partnership.

(3) The report should better explain the functioning and expected performance of the
governance systems foreseen under each option. For instance, it should explain how these
systems would help secure sufficient private sector financial contributions. It should also
better describe what the different partners would contribute to the partnership, other than
finance. It should also describe how the governance systems would address the potential
rigk of industry capture.

(4) The report should further clarify the scoring system and in particular the relative
mportance of the different criteria. It should better justify and explain the assessment of
options against the different criteria.

(5) The report should more comprehensively present different stakeholder views. In
particular, it should inelude more critical voices throughout the report.

The Board notes that the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this
mitiative, as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.
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(5) Stakeholder groups’ views are not adequately presented.

(C) What to improve

(1) The report should explain better the logic behind the intervention. It should organise the
intervention logic around the central theme of the impact assessment, i.c., the choice of
partnership form. The report should explain better the links between problems and
objectives, and between objectives, targeted impacts and functionalities. The specific
objectives should fully cover all stated problems, particularly the lack of circularity and
environmental sustainability.

(2) The report should clarify which sectors and types of businesses could participate and
benefit from the partnership along the bio-refineries’ value chains. It should explain
their common research interest and how the candidate forms of partnership would serve
this.

(3) The report needs to explain what market failures motivate the partnership, and the
mechanisms through which the partnership would address them.

(4) The report should integrate all relevant findings of the evaluation of the predecessor
partnership. For instance, it should better integrate the findings on the diversity of
private parties and the governance structure in the problem tree and objectives.

(5) The report should explain how private sector (financial) contributions would be ensured
to deliver sufficient co-financing of the partnership.

(6) The report should explain in more depth how the preferred option addresses better
(compared to other options) the participation of SMEs, the relation between start-ups
and established major companies, the improvement of the situation of primary
producers and the mtegration of new and diverse supply-chains. It should be clearer
how it would do this while avoiding the nisk of industry capture. It should also better
explain how the different options would deliver on the social and environmental
objectives.

(7) The report should better integrate stakeholder groups” views throughout the discussion,
in particular minority positions and Member State views.

(8) The report should clarify the scoring system applied when assessing the options and
explain the relative importance of the different criteria. It should remove any
discrepancies between the text and tables, and any inconsistencies in the expected
impacts.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

{D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings and resubmit
it for a final RSB opinion.
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(1) The report should be clearer about the differences between the new partnership and the
current one and the underlying drivers (e.g. evaluation results, policy or market
developments).

(2) The report should clarify how the proposed two-pronged approach would work in
practice. It should explain the links between the foreseen actions under the traditional calls
for collaborative research and the institutionalised partnership. It should explain to what
extent these approaches address different problems and have distinct objectives.

(3) The report could explain better the links with other EU policies and instruments in place to
support aviation and to tackle its climate and environmental impacts.

(4) The report should specify more precisely the environmental and climate impacts the
initiative will address. It should discuss the extent to which the partnership would be
able to deliver these ambitious objectives. In this regard, the report should better
explain the foreseen sequencing and expected timing of the forthcoming disruptive
technologies.

(5) The report should explain how the new partnership would be better able to attract
relevant stakeholders and Member States. It should discuss whether smaller companies
with potential to provide disruptive solutions are likely to be interested in traditional calls,
instead of applying for the partnership.

(6) The report should clarify the logic behind the intervention. It could better explamn the
links between problems and objectives, and between objectives, targeted impacts and
functionalities. The intervention logic should focus on the part of the “two-pronged”
approach that the Clean Aviation partnership would address.

(7) The report should integrate the latest realistic expectations on the effects of the
Covid-19 crisis on the aviation sector. It should consider these in the analysis of the
problems, baseline and impacts.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option(s) in this
mitiative, as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.

Full title Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing the Joint
Undertakings under Horizon Europe. European Partnership for
Clean Aviation.

Reference number PLAN/2019/5304

Submitted to RSB on 08 May 2020

Date of RSB meeting 10 June 2020
















(2) The report does not clearly identify which problems and problem drivers the
initiative would address.

(3) The report does not adequately explain how greater flexibility in implementation
of research projects relates to the desire to focus research. It does not sufficiently
describe the competition aspects of the partnership.

(C) What to impreve

(1) The report should explain in more detail the current partnership, its objectives and its
structure.

(2) The report should use the findings of the evaluation of the existing Joint Undertaking
to explain the need for change. It should justify the shift of focus to hydrogen production,
distribution and storage in the new partnership.

(3) The report should limit the problems and problem drivers to what research and
mnovation actions can address. It could clarify how wider problems are addressed by other
mitiatives.

(4) In this framework, the report should justify why continuation of the current partnership
1s not the baseline. The report should use its selected baseline (Horizon Europe calls)
consistently throughout the report, notably in the impact analysis and in the comparison of
the policy options. The report sometimes takes the absence of any resecarch programme as a
bascline. The selected baseline should consistently be scored as zero, while the scoring of
the other options should be adjusted to reflect their impacts as compared to the baseline.

(5) The report should clarify how the flexibility of a partnership, in particular via changes
to its membership, is compatible with the narrower focus on research arcas and with
potential risks of excluding competitors. It should reflect on the consequences of partners
not being willing to accept newcomers to avoid that competitors take advantage of their
carlier investments. The report should clarify the changes in the substance of cooperation
by moving from research to production and distribution. It should reflect on how to avoid
anti-competitive behaviour in product markets.

(6) The report should provide — as far as possible — quantified estimates of the cost of the
different partnership types. This would provide evidence for the assessment that cost
differences between policy options matter less than differences in benefits. The report
should also take into account savings or costs stemming from the continuation or
discontinuation of various clements of the already existing partnership in the baseline and
policy options.

(7) The report should explain the choice of the specific objectives (in particular the origin
of the quantified targets) and clarify the relation between the objectives, the “expected
impacts™ and the “functionalities”. Impacts should be assessed with respect to the specific
objectives.

(8) The report should be more transparent about what issues remain open after the impact
assessment and will be decided at a later stage, because of the particularities of this
exercise where some contextual elements, such as the budget, remain undecided. For
example, the report refers to certain selection criteria that will be addressed later.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.




Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG may proceed with the initiative. The DG must revise the report in accordance
with the Board’s findings before launching the interservice consultation.
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(3) The report does not sufficiently explain why progress in the sector has been
limited and why the new partnership will be better placed to achieve results.

(C) What to improve

(1) The report should provide more detail on the current partnership, its objectives and its
functioning (membership, financing, research focus). It should include more evidence from
the evaluation of the partnership and it should better explain how the new partnership will
address the weaknesses identified.

(2) The report should analyse stakeholder input on the issues of most relevance to the
decision on the future partnership. It should differentiate views of stakeholder groups and
explain the views of beneficiaries. It should explain how the new partnership would
address stakeholders’ concems.

(3) The report should better explam the barriers the EU rail sector integration has faced
and why the new partnership would be better placed to address these. The report should
focus more on how the new partnership would obtain the necessary stakeholder
commitment and collaboration from Member States to overcome these barriers. This
should include the role and prospeots of Member State support for the subsequent uptake
of common solutions.

(4) The report should better explain the reasons for the changed focus in the research
agenda. It should justify the focus on digitalisation, automation and the freight sector. It
should explain how the partnership will achieve the necessary changes in membership to
serve the changed focus. Overall, the revised govemance structure should be more clearly
set out and the role of SMEs in the project clarified.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables. The table should indicate more clearly
who will bear the costs involved.

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.

Full title Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing the Joint
Undertakings under Horizon Europe: European Partnership for
Rail Systems
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(C) What to impreve

(1) The logic of the intervention presented in the report should be clarified to support the
analysis. It should focus on the central theme of the impact assessment, i.e. the choice of
partnership form. In doing so, the report should better clarify the relationship between the
problems, the ‘“functionalities’, ‘expected impacts’, and the specific objectives. Impacts
should be assessed with respect to the specific objectives. In the particular case of
establishing a partnership for EU-Africa research health cooperation, the report should
narrow down the problem definition. This should build on the experience gathered with the
previous research programmes with and m African countries and focus on supporting
clinical trials and enhancing research capacities.

(2) The report should olarify the scoring system applied when assessing the options and
explain the relative importance of the different criteria. It should remove the discrepancies
between the text and the tables and correct inconsistencies in terms of expected impacts.
The report should justify any deviations from the common efficiency analysis.

(3) On this basis, the report should better explain the advantages of an institutionalised
Article-187 partnership over other organisational forms. This should include the
prospective participation of national, intemational and private organisations or donors. It
should also include the financial requirements and the nceded time horizon of the
commitment to support clinical trials and grow research capacity in sub-Saharan Africa.

(4) The report should expand on how the preferred form of the partnership would attract
private industry and donors. It should explain how it would coordinate with similar global
mitiatives.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option(s) in this
mitiative, as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The lead DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.
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prepare for and
respond to public
health emergencies
in Africa and
Europe

the emergence of new
communicable diseases highlight
the importance of doing local field
research to address public health
risks.

African countries, including two large multidisciplinary
consortia, ALERRT and PANDORA-ID-NET, involving 22
institutions in 18 sub-Saharan African countries and 16
institutions in 6 European countries. Each consortium has
actively responded to disease outbreaks in the region (Lassa
fever, Ebola, plague, monkeypox, Coronavirus) as well as
redirected their research to immediately address the COVID-
19 pandemic in sub-Saharan Africa, and jointly enhanced the
capacity of African regions to detect, prepare, and to carry out
clinical research in emergency situations. Joint calls with the
World Health Organisation have developed capacity in
responding to Ebola outbreaks, clinical research and
implementation research.

Creating and
retaining a new
generation of
African scientists

Africa’s potential in science and
innovation is handicapped by a
shortage of trained scientists. The
partnership will contribute to the
research capacity building by
supporting the researchers’ careers
in Africa and strengthening
national health research systems.

The majority of EDCTP-funded clinical studies include a
capacity-building work package that supports long- and short-
term training, including PhDs and Master’s degrees, in
addition to improving site infrastructure and equipment. 7,488
people have participated in EDCTP project-related trainings
and workshops to improve the capacity to conduct clinical
trials, on topics such as study protocol, specimen collection,
research and administration, Good Clinical Practice and
epidemics preparedness.

In addition a comprehensive EDCTP fellowship programme is
focused on the career development of individual African
researchers and already supported 126 individual fellowships
(€ 31.28 million). Since its inception in 2003 the EDCTP has
supported more than 500 African researchers, including
fellows and MSc/PhD candidates, with 90% continuing their
research career in Africa.

Supporting
integrated capacity
building for health
research in Africa

As well as a training scientific
workforce and leadership, the
partnership will contribute to other
key aspects of health research
capacity by supporting Networks
of Excellence in African regions
enabling the sharing of research
experience, expertise and
knowledge, and developing
sustainable capabilities; and by
supporting for the establishment of
functional regulatory systems and
capacities for ethical review of
clinical research. The partnership
will make efforts to address
gender, language and regional
research and related capacity
disparities.

EDCTP has supported the creation of 4 Networks of
Excellence across 63 institutions in 42 sub-Saharan African
institutions in 28 countries, in Central Africa CANTAM,
Western Africa WANETAM, Southern Africa TESA and
Eastern Africa EACC, to address disparities between
countries in terms of clinical research capacity. EDCTP is
supporting 57 projects to strengthen the enabling environment
for clinical trials and research in sub-Saharan Africa (EUR
51.28 million), including health systems strengthening,
pharmacovigilance activities and the translation of research
results into policy and practice. Moreover EDCTP is
contributing to the strengthening of national health research
systems in sub-Saharan Africa. They have received EDCTP
support for the establishment of functional regulatory systems
and capacities for ethical review of clinical research.

EDCTP is also developing innovative fellowship approaches
(such as tandem fellowships), offering grant writing
workshops in different languages (English, French and
Portuguese) and project and financial management training,
amongst other activities. It is also supporting the development
of a standardised Financial Management Assessment Tool for
assessing the financial capacity of beneficiaries and the
international standard for Good Financial Grant Practice for
better financial governance.

Developing
European and
African capacities
in clinical research
against poverty-

The partnership will encourage
interdisciplinary and cross-disease
approaches, enabling institutions to
build and diversify their expertise
to combat infectious diseases and

EDCTP is encouraging collaboration between its Participating
States’ Initiated Activities and the centrally-managed
activities in order to optimise investments in infectious
diseases R&D and maximise the impact of the limited
financial resources.










one and explain the reasons for the changes. It could provide examples to illustrate how
objectives or the nature of the addressed problems have changed. It should explain the
importance of promoting collaboration between the targeted players. The problem analysis
could further elaborate on the low productivity of the EU biopharma sector and the
underlying reasons.

(2) The report should better highlight the differences between the partnership forms, as the
main purpose of the impact assessment is to inform this choice. It should clarify why the
mstitutionalised partnership is likely to attract higher participation and larger contributions
from big companies, and the advantage of having dedicated staff for managing the
programme.

(3) The report should provide a more concrete description of how it will work in practice,
such as the identification and the selection of areas for support, the prioritisation of funding
or the flexible redistribution of funds in case of sudden changes in priorities (health crises).
This could be illustrated by relevant examples from the current partnership.

(4) The report should clarify the scoring system applied when assessing the options and
explain the relative importance of the different criteria. It should remove the discrepancies
between the text and the tables and correct any inconsistencies in terms of expected
impacts. The report should justify any deviations from the common efficiency analysis. It
should outline what risks and uncertainties are attached to the analysis and the final choice.

(5) The logic of the intervention should be reorganised to shed more light on the central
theme of the impact assessment, i.e. the choice of partnership form. In doing so, the report
should better clarify the relationship between the problems, the “functionalities’, ‘expected
impacts’, and the specifc objectives. Impacts should be assessed with respect to the
specific objectives.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG.

(D) RSB scrutiny process

The DG may proceed with the initiative.

The DG must take these recommendations into account before launching the
interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.

Full title Proposal for a Council Regulation establishing the Joint
Undertakings under Horizon Eurcope: European Partnership for
Innovative Health

Reference number PLAN/2019/5302

Submitted to RSB on 15 April 2020

Date of RSB meeting 13 May 2020










tools and digital
solutions for health

business models.

Increased level of
public and private
investments into
strategic unmet public
health needs

EU citizens will benefit.

For companies, need to
adapt to new business
models and areas.

Improved health
outcomes and wellbeing
in priority discase areas
(SDG3)

EU citizens will benefit.

Health care systems might
need to shift focus from
treatment to prevention.

Reduced health
inequalities and
improved access to high
quality health care in

priority discase areas
(SDG 10)

EU citizens will benefit.

For companies, need to
adapt to new business
models and areas.

Reduced need for travel
impacting on climate
(SDG 13)

EU citizens will benefit.

Lowered revenues for
certain enterprises active
in the travel sector.

(1) Estimates are relative to the baseline for the preferred option as a whole (i.e. the impact of individual actions/obligations of
the preferved option are aggregated together); (2) Please indicate which stakeholder group is the main recipient of the benefit in
the comment section; (3) For reductions in vegulatory costs, please describe details as to how the saving arvises (e.g. reductions in
compliance costs, administrative costs, regulatory charges, enforcement costs, etc.; see section 6 of the attached guidance).









(3) The report should acknowledge the uncertainties in the fimancing level and the impact
this may have on the success of the initiative. It could explore optimal ways of coping
with potentially lower financing.

(4) The report could more consistently report the mmority views expressed in the public
consultation.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option m this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

(D) Conclusion
The DG may proceed with the Initiative.

The DG must take these recommendations into account before launching the
interservice consultation.

Full title Proposal for a Council Regulation for a European Partnership
for Key Digital Technologies
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(4) The report does not score the options in a consistent way. It does not justify how
it weighs the different impacts when arriving at the preferred option.

(C) What to improve

(1) The report should be clearer on how this initiative fits in with other research and
innovation digital initiatives. It should describe their specificities and the dividing lines
between them.

(2) The report should clarify the intervention logic. It should focus on the choice of
partnership form, which is the subject of this impact assessment, and not on technological
choices. It should better clarify the relationship between the problems, the ‘functionalities’,
the ‘expected impacts” and the specific objectives. Impacts should be assessed with respect
to the specific objectives.

(3) The report should clearly specify how the proposed partnership would differ from the
existing Joint Undertaking. It should better explain how and to what extent it would
address the weaknesses identified in the interim evaluation of the Joint Undertaking.

(4) The report should not select certain sectors and technologies to receive EU support
under this initiative. Instead, it should explain how the areas for support would be selected
under the different options. It should spell out which technological attributes define what a
key technology is. The report could do more to clarify how the options would avoid
creating a cartel or lead to capture by key industry players.

(5) The report should apply more coherent and better argued scores to compare the
different types of partnerships. It should remove the discrepancies between the text and the
tables and between tables. It should justify any deviations from the common efficiency
analysis.

(6) When selecting the preferred option, the report should clarify the relative importance
of the different criteria. In particular, it should take into account any differences in
performance on societal impacts and cost-efficiency. It should also point out how the
preferred option is best suited to respond to technical change in the future and changing
political priorities, as intended with this initiative.

(7) The report should clarify how the Partnership will generate co-financing of 1:3 and on
which evidence it bases this assumption. It could better assess uncertainties in the
financing level and their impacts on the success of the initiative.

(8) The report could also better report stakeholders’ views, in particular those of relevant
minorities. It should also appropriately treat the views of respondents considered as
participating in a ‘campaign’.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings and resubmit
it for a final RSB opinion.

Full title Proposal for a Council Regulation for a European Partnership
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(2) The report does not make clear how the partnership would address air safety
issues or to what extent it would help reduce ATM fragmentation.

(3) The report does not provide sufficient information about the link with the Digital
European Sky and the European Air Traffic Management Master Plan.

(4) The report does not sufficiently explain to what extent the partnership could rally
relevant stakeholders.

(C) What to improve

(1) The report should better integrate evaluation findings on the current joint undertaking
and explain how the new partnership would address them. The report should be clearer
about the differences between the current joint undertaking and the future partnership.

(2) The report should clarify how the partnership will address air safety issues and to what
extent this aspect will be considered in the development of innovative ATM solutions. The
report should also elaborate on how far the partnership could enhance interoperability and
reduce fragmentation.

(3) The report should better describe the wider context in which the new partnership
would operate. It should clarify the link with the European Air Traffic Management Master
Plan and the Digital European Sky blueprint. It should be more realistic on the baseline
developments of European aviation and on what the partnership can achieve.

(4) The report should further claborate on the partnership’s expected role in bringing
together relevant stakeholders and Member States around a common research and
alignment agenda of European ATM systems.

(5) The report could explain better the links between problems and objectives, and
between objectives, targeted impacts and functionalities.

(6) The report should integrate the latest realistic expectations on the effects of the
Covid-19 crisis on air traffic. It could consider these in the analysis of the problems,
baseline and impacts.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option in this initiative,
as summarised in the attached quantification tables.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG may proceed with the initiative.

The DG must take these recommendations into account before launching the
interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
tables to reflect this.
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(4) The report does not sufficiently reflect stakeholder feedback.

(C) What to improve

(1) The report should put greater focus on assessing and justifying the (change of)
partnership choice. It should clarify to what extent the problems addressed by this initiative
have developed or differ from those that the current 5G-PPP addresses.

(2) The report should clarify the intervention logic and the mechanisms through which
the partnership would deliver on its objectives (including the environmental and social
objectives). It should elaborate on what can realistically be achieved via the partnership
and to what extent it will need to be complemented by other policy initiatives (regulatory,
financial, public and private investments and investments by Member States). The report
should clearly outline the roles of the key public and private actors. The report should
explain to what extent the initiative intends to integrate the deployment of networks.

(3) The report should clarify the scoring system applied when assessing the options and
explain the relative importance of the different criteria. It should remove the discrepancies
between the text and the tables and correct any inconsistencies in terms of expected
impacts. On this basis, the report should better describe the main differences in impact
between a co-programmed partnership and a partnership under Article 187 TFEU, and how
significant they are. The report should be clearer on the added value of changing from the
current co-programmed partnership to an institutionalized partnership.

(4) The report should explain better how the preferred partnership option would motivate
large companies to join, even if this could limit benefiting from size advantages of network
industries and opportunities to earn a dominant market position. It should show in more
detail how the partnership facilitates a strong prior commitment to public investment.

(5) The report should integrate stakeholders’ views throughout the assessment. In
particular, it should elaborate on stakeholders’ positions on the different options and to
what extent the preferred partnership form is expected to attract their participation.

The Board notes the estimated costs of the preferred option(s) in this initiative, as
summarised in the attached quantification table.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification
table to reflect this.
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