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1. Introduction  

We are pleased to submit the inception report for the study supporting the external evaluation to 

monitor progress towards the objectives of the Global AMR R&D Hub. In line with the Terms of 

Reference (ToR), this report presents an updated methodological framework which constitutes the basis 

for the research team activities in subsequent stages of the assignment. An updated work plan is also 

provided. 

Structure of the Inception Report: 

This report is structured into three main sections and four annexes. Section 2 presents our updated 

methodology, in line with the issues discussed during the kick-off meeting. Section 3 contains an 

updated work plan and a brief overview of the main tasks and factors upon which the success of the 

study relies. The Annexes section includes a set of four technical annexes containing the list of the 

operationalisation of the evaluation questions, desk research and literature review framework as well 

as draft interview and survey questionnaires. We would like to emphasise the following parts of the 

inception report: 

⎯ Section 2.1. explains our methodological approach to the assignment, including an updated 

Theory of Change (ToC) model, the relation between the objectives of the Hub and the 

foreseen outcomes and impacts over time, the criteria, indicators and methods for 

benchmarking the baseline and monitoring of progress of the global AMR R&D Hub, and 

the updated scope of the assignment; 

⎯ Section 2.2. presents our updated detailed approach to the evaluation questions regarding 

relevance, governance and coherence, effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness, impact 

and sustainability; 

⎯ Section 2.3 explains our updated approach to data collection and analysis methods, i.e. desk 

research and literature review, interview programme, surveys, case studies, AMR R&D Hub 

Dashboard uptake analytics, and cost-effectiveness analysis; 

⎯ Section 3 presents our updated work plan; 

⎯ Annexes 1 - 4 include the list of operationalisation of evaluation questions; the desk research 

and literature review framework, including the list of mapped international initiatives and 

funders, the list of mapped literature sources, the literature review framework; the draft 

Board of Members (BoM) and Stakeholder Group (SG) representative interview 

questionnaire and the extended overall interview questionnaire; the draft survey 

questionnaires, including the draft BoM and SG representative survey questionnaire and the 

draft survey questionnaire for Dynamic Dashboard users. 
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2. Updated methodology  

2.1. Our methodological approach to the assignment  

Our methodological approach to this assignment remains to monitor, analyse and support the 

development and learning of the Global AMR R&D Hub. The evaluation will cover the initial three-

year period of the Hub and will include aspects of relevance, governance and coherence, effectiveness, 

efficiency and cost-effectiveness, impact and sustainability.  

In line with the ToR and our proposal, our work of monitoring and evaluation of the Hub remains 

divided into three parts: 

⎯ Baseline reporting will provide an overview and assess the situation in the AMR R&D field 

before the Hub was initiated in 2018. The key aspects and indicators defined in the baseline 

report will help monitor the progress of the Hub. Specifically, the Hub’s performance will 

be compared to the baseline values established in this report to assess the Hub’s 

effectiveness, impact and other areas of contribution to the global AMR R&D field. 

⎯ A progress report will be produced in mid-2020. It will provide a summary of the results 

collected during the first year of the project. In such a way, the progress report will be a 

process evaluation which will assess the advancement of activities since the baseline report, 

the Hub’s progress in relation to the indicators defined and the performance of the Hub in 

selected areas, covering the early years of its operation. A progress report will not provide a 

full assessment of the Hub’s dashboard as not enough time will have passed since its launch. 

The report will mostly focus on the areas which benefit from desk research and interviews, 

including relevance, governance and coherence, as well as some aspects related to the Hub’s 

effectiveness. The Hub’s efficiency, cost-effectiveness, impact and sustainability will not  be 

covered in the progress report. 

⎯ Final report will evaluate the full spectrum of the Hub’s activities and will cover all areas of 

the evaluation. In such a way, the final report will be a summative evaluation which will 

include not only the monitoring indicators but also the evaluation of the Hub’s overall 

performance. The report will be produced in the first half of 2021 and cover the Hub’s 

activities from its launch in 2018 to the first half of 2021.  

Our work on the evaluation will be guided by the Hub’s Theory of Change (ToC) model, which 

showcases the associated inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact. During the inception phase, 

we have further elaborated the ToC model (Figure 1). It shows a comprehensive intervention logic of 

the Global AMR R&D Hub in tackling the AMR threat by describing the steps from inputs and activities 

through to intended impact and the overall change that is anticipated. The intervention logic is a clear 

and well-thought-out description of how the planned inputs and activities of the Hub are expected to 

lead to desired outcomes and impact. The identification of causal links among its inputs, activities, 

outputs, outcomes, and the impact, facilitated the development of the ToC model. 

 



External evaluation to monitor progress towards the objectives of the Global AMR R&D Hub 

5 

FIGURE 1. THEORY OF CHANGE FOR GLOBAL AMR R&D HUB 

 

 

 

Inputs Activities Impact Change Outcomes Outputs 

Funding 

Technical 

expertise, 

administrative 

support, and 

management of 

the Hub   

Development of the 

Dynamic Dashboard 

Collection, analysis and 

communication of data 

on global investments in 

AMR R&D 

Reporting on key research 

gaps & promising areas in 

AMR R&D  
Informed and analysed 

implementation of incentives  

Improved 

monitoring and 

understanding of 

the global AMR 

R&D activities, 

gaps and 

investment 

opportunities 

Enhanced global 

collaboration and 

communication 

among 

stakeholders in 

AMR R&D 

Promoted 

knowledge and 

evidence-base 

used for policy 

and decision-

makers in AMR 

R&D 

Increased, more 

efficient and 

sustainable allocation 

of global investments 

in AMR R&D across 

the sectors of human, 

animal, environment 

and plant health in line 

with the One Health 

approach 

Improved coordination 

of the global effort in 

AMR R&D across the 

sectors of human, 

animal, environment 

and plant health in line 

with the One Health 

approach 

Strengthened 

awareness of AMR 

R&D and enhanced 

evidence-based 

policymaking in the 

AMR R&D field 

Improved 

ability to 

respond to 

the global 

challenges of 

AMR in line 

with the One 

Health 

approach 

May 2018 0-3 years after launch 3+ years after launch 

Data on the 

key initiatives 

and activities 

in AMR R&D Stakeholder and expert 

engagement and 

outreach 

Tracked total AMR R&D 

activities and provision of the 

comprehensive picture of 

global AMR R&D efforts 

 

Analysed global AMR R&D efforts in 

order to provide recommendations 

on gaps and opportunities in support 

of global AMR R&D prioritisation  

Promoted and fostered research 

collaboration and coordination of 

AMR R&D across all sectors and 

initiatives 

Raised awareness and 

highlighted importance of AMR 

R&D aimed at mobilising action 

and investments at (high) political 

levels 

Advocating, promoting and 

raising awareness about 

AMR R&D at high political 

levels within the One Health 

context 



External evaluation to monitor progress towards the objectives of the Global AMR R&D Hub 

6 

The ToC model also outlines the pathway of outcomes and impacts of the Global AMR R&D Hub. The 

outcomes and impacts of the ToC model were derived from the operational objectives of the Hub as 

outlined in the Terms of Reference document of the Hub. Table 1 below presents our grouping of the 

objectives of the Global AMR R&D Hub and their relation to the impact components of the ToC model 

shown in the figure above. 

TABLE 1. RELATION BETWEEN THE OBJECTIVES OF THE HUB AND FORESEEN OUTCOMES 

AND IMPACTS OVER TIME 

OBJECTIVES OF THE HUB (2018) KEY IMPACTS OF THE HUB 

To facilitate the efficient allocation of resources 

To promote increased investments into push and pull incentives for 

AMR R&D in order to maximize the impact of national and 

international research activities 

To support the filling of product pipelines with priority candidates 

To inform high-level decision makers on R&D pipelines and other 

relevant aspects of AMR R&D, in order to identify and prioritise 

R&D gaps and help focus high-level decision-making 

1. Increased, more efficient and 

sustainable allocation of global 

investments in AMR R&D across the 

sectors of human, animal, 

environment and plant health in line 

with the One Health approach in line 

with the One Health approach 

To inform high-level decision makers on R&D pipelines and other 

relevant aspects of AMR R&D, in order to identify and prioritise 

R&D gaps and help focus high-level decision-making 

To foster international research collaboration among different 

partners globally, including industry and academia  

2. Improved coordination of the 

global effort in AMR R&D across the 

sectors of human, animal, 

environment and plant health in line 

with the One Health approach 

To inform policy makers on AMR R&D and keep attention on AMR 

at high political levels 

To raise and maintain public awareness and visibility of the Global 

AMR R&D Hub and its results 

3. Strengthened awareness of AMR 

R&D and enhanced evidence-based 

policymaking in the AMR R&D field 

Based on the impacts, the research team defined monitoring criteria and indicators. They will be used 

for the baseline report as well as subsequent monitoring and reporting of the Global AMR R&D Hub. 

Table 2 below presents the suggested key criteria, indicators and key methods that will be used to collect 

data to assess the baseline and later to monitor further progress of the Hub. More specifically: 

⎯ The indicator values listed in Table 2 are specific indicators which measure the 

baseline values in 2015-2018;  

⎯ Once baseline values are determined, data will be collected/updated for the same 

set of indicators in 2020 - beginning of 2021. The difference between the values 

observed in each indicator will be recorded and measured; 

⎯ Once the differences in the values are measured, we will determine the extent to 

which the Hub contributed to the differences observed between the baseline values 

and values measured in 2021.  

It is important to note that the evaluation of the Hub will also be based on the extended list of indicators 

presented in Annex 4.1. This list contains indicators which are related to the baseline indicators listed 

in the table below, but also indicators for which there is no baseline. This will include, for example, 

analysis of the Hub’s cost-effectiveness, governance system, or satisfaction with the Dashboard or the 

Hub’s events/workshops. For these indicators no baseline values will be measured, because such 

baseline values do not exist, i.e. their existence is subject to the Hub being already operational. The 

objective of the baseline report itself is to measure the situation before the Hub was established.  
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TABLE 2. CRITERIA, INDICATORS AND METHODS FOR BENCHMARKING THE BASELINE 

AND MONITORING OF PROGRESS OF THE GLOBAL AMR R&D HUB 

CRITERIA INDICATORS (period between 2015-2018 will be 

used for the baseline assessment) 

METHODS OF 

ASSESSMENT  

0. Overall needs 

assessment in the 

field of AMR R&D 

between 2015-2018 

0.1 Rationale for establishing the Hub 

0.2 Extent to which stakeholders saw the objectives of the 

Hub as relevant (i.e. solving a need/problem) prior to 

Hub’s establishment (2015-2018) 

0.3 Extent to which the objectives of the Hub were met 

by other initiatives between 2015-2018 with regards to 

the Hub’s operational objectives: 

i.e. were there any similar initiatives which carried out 

any of the Hub’s objectives? If yes, to what extent, how 

regular were the activities, what was their scope? 

Desk research and literature 

review 

Analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, 

SG and EAG 

Survey of the BoM and SG 

1. Increased, more 

efficient and 

sustainable 

allocation of global 

investments in 

AMR R&D across 

the sectors of 

human, animal, 

environment and 

plant health in line 

with the One 

Health approach 

1.1. Overall level of investment in AMR R&D, broken 

down by country, level (national, international), 

programme, type (public/private) 

1.2. Identification/mapping of investment gaps into 

various areas of AMR R&D as well as incentives  

Desk research and literature 

review 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, 

SG and EAG 

 

2. Improved 

coordinated global 

effort in AMR R&D 

across the sectors of 

human, animal, 

environment and 

plant health in line 

with the One 

Health approach 

2.1. Extent of the implementation of the One Health 

approach in AMR R&D (was One Health 

adopted/addressed; or was focus on 

human/animal/plant/environment/other areas only?) 

2.2. Mapping of country/international organisation 

participation in major AMR R&D initiatives (which 

countries/organisations were active in key AMR R&D 

activities? How many of them were Low- or Middle-

Income Countries?) 

2.3. Extent of collaboration, industry involvement and 

provision of push and pull incentives across the One 

Health sectors 

 

Desk research and literature 

review 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, 

SG and EAG 

Network analysis 

3. Improved 

awareness of AMR 

R&D and enhanced 

evidence-based 

policymaking in 

AMR R&D 

3.1 Mapping of key initiatives/organisations dedicating 

efforts to AMR R&D/existing channels of 

communication for AMR research outcomes to feed into 

policymaking 

3.2. Identification/mapping of information gaps or 

duplication of effort 

3.3. Key sources of information used by decision makers 

prior to Hub’s establishment in their policy documents; 

extent to which decision makers used 

quantitative/systematic approaches to identify areas for 

research funding in AMR (incl. analysis of information 

sources covering different areas of the One Health 

approach) 

3.4. Perceptions among stakeholders and dashboard 

users on overall political awareness and visibility of 

AMR R&D  

Desk research and literature 

review 

Interviews with 

representatives of the BoM 

and SG 

Survey of the Dynamic 

Dashboard users 
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The above indicators will constitute the main areas of analysis in the baseline report. We will collect 

data for the indicators listed above by reviewing a selection of key initiatives in the AMR R&D field. 

During the inception phase we have mapped approximately 60 initiatives, funders, partnerships, 

organisations, and other actors of the AMR R&D field. The exhaustive mapping list is presented in 

Annex 4.2.2. Our mapping efforts were based on the documents provided by the Secretariat; however, 

the majority of the initiatives were listed by PPMI independently.  

For the baseline report, we will review 15 organisations and initiatives (see Table 3) listed from the 

overall mapping efforts presented in the Annex 4.2.2. The maximum number of organisations and 

initiatives was chosen to be reviewed for the Baseline report based on the research team’s commitment 

to the timely preparation of the Baseline report and its submission in December 2019. All the chosen 

organisations and initiatives present some strategies or outputs towards AMR R&D such as 

Dashboards, toolkits, publications, incentives and similar outputs. The chosen organisations and 

initiatives were then categorised by the time of their active work, geographical scope, and coverage of 

the One Health approach.  

Timewise, the baseline report will cover the years 2015 – 2018, i.e. after the WHO’s publication of the 

Global Action Plan on antimicrobial resistance in 2015 and before the establishment of the Global AMR 

R&D Hub in May 2018. Thus, some initiatives such as the International Centre for Antimicrobial 

Resistance Solutions (ICARS) and CGIAR AMR R&D Hub were excluded from analysis in the baseline 

report as they were established in 2018/2019 and were not active during our defined baseline time scope 

of 2015 - 2018. However, these initiatives may be revisited during the monitoring phase if research team 

finds it beneficial for the subsequent evaluation reports.  

Another important scope for the baseline report is to ensure the equal representation of different global 

regions and level of economic development. First, we aimed to include organisations which represent 

the global effort towards AMR R&D such as the WHO, World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE), 

the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 

and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Our mapping effort, 

presented in Annex 2, revealed that many organisations’/initiatives’ AMR R&D activities are 

implemented in Europe and North America. As a result, many organisations and initiatives to be 

reviewed in the baseline effort will reflect this trend. Our baseline list currently presents three initiatives 

with North American/European focus: CARB-X, Joint Action Antimicrobial Resistance and Healthcare 

Associated Infections (EU-JAMRAI) and the Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI). CARB-X presents 

the world’s largest early development pipeline of new antibiotics, vaccines, rapid diagnostics and other 

products to prevent, diagnose and treat life-threatening bacterial infections. EU-JAMRAI brings 

together different European stakeholders for developing and implementing effective One Health 

policies to fight against AMR, while IMI is the world's biggest public-private partnership (PPP) in the 

life sciences.  

At the same time, our selection of initiatives includes several programmes which target other continents, 

including Africa, Asia, Australia and South America and represent the global effort. This includes the 

Global Antibiotic Research and Development Partnership (GARDP), ReAct, Wellcome Trust, and Africa 

CDC. As a result, all major continents are covered by the proposed set of initiatives to be reviewed in 

the baseline report.  

Last, thematically, we will focus on the Global AMR R&D Hub’s efforts with a One Health global aspect. 

One Health is defined as a collaborative effort of multiple sectors who work together to achieve better 

public health outcomes for human, animal, plant and environment health.1 Our mapping efforts 

revealed that the majority of organisations and initiatives still mainly focus on human health, and to a 

certain extent on animal health. To achieve equal representation of the different health sectors for the 

 

1 World Health Organization (2017). One Health. Available at: https://www.who.int/features/qa/one-health/en/  

https://www.who.int/features/qa/one-health/en/
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baseline report, we have included two global initiatives/organisations focusing on Animal Health AMR 

R&D: STAR-IDAZ International Research Consortium on Animal Health and Health for Animals. As 

we have not identified any organisations focusing solely on Plant and Environment Health, we will 

review the existing documents by the FAO and UNEP to cover these areas. 

The research team will conduct an in-depth literature review for the organisations/initiatives listed in 

the Table 3. For the literature review, our research team will first collect all documents/ workshop 

reports related to AMR R&D from the websites of the listed initiatives. These documents then will be 

reviewed using the literature review framework presented in the Annex 4.2.4. In addition, we will 

analyse the key documents on AMR R&D of organisations such as United Nations, World Bank, Global 

Health Security Agenda and others (see Annex 4.2.3.) to ensure a throughout coverage of AMR R&D 

field in the baseline report.  

TABLE 3. LIST OF INITIATIVES TO BE COVERED IN THE BASELINE REPORT 

NO NAME OF 

INITIATIVE/FUNDER/ORGANISATION 

GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

HEALTH APPROACH 

1. World Health Organisation and its efforts 

towards AMR R&D 

Global One Health (Human Health) 

2. World Organisation for Animal Health and 

its efforts towards AMR R&D 

Global One Health (Animal Health) 

3. Food and Agriculture Organization and its 

efforts towards AMR R&D 

Global One Health (Animal 

Health/Environmental 

Health/Plant Health) 

4. United Nations Environment Programme  Global Environmental Health 

5. OECD Global One Health 

6. STAR-IDAZ International Research 

Consortium on Animal Health 

Global Animal Health 

7. Health for Animals Global Animal Health 

8. Joint Programming Initiative on 

Antimicrobial Resistance (JPIAMR) 

Global One Health 

9. The Global Antibiotic Research and 

Development Partnership (GARDP) 

Global Human Health 

10. ReAct Global Human/Animal Health 

11. Wellcome Trust Global One Health 

12. CARB-X Europe, North 

America 

Human Health 
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NO NAME OF 

INITIATIVE/FUNDER/ORGANISATION 

GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

HEALTH APPROACH 

13. Joint Action Antimicrobial Resistance and 

Healthcare Associated Infections (EU-

JAMRAI) 

Europe One Health 

14. The Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) Europe Human Health 

15. Africa CDC  Africa Human Health 

It is noteworthy that some limitations may affect the evaluation and monitoring processes. Due to the 

high number of initiatives, funders, and organisations operating in the AMR R&D field and our aim to 

deliver evaluation and monitoring reports in a timely manner, we limited the number of selected 

initiatives and organisations to the selection outlined above. Although they do not cover the entire AMR 

R&D field, they represent different geographical locations and various One Health approaches which 

were relevant with regards to AMR R&D in 2015 - 2018. In addition, we will ensure that the documents 

or workshops frequently cited by the key external initiatives and organisations are reviewed and 

included in our mapping as well. We will also take into consideration that the assessment of the extent 

to which activities private entities such as pharmaceutical companies, SMEs, and biotech companies are 

operating in the AMR R&D field may be limited in the subsequent evaluation and monitoring reports. 

This factor along with other limitations will be addressed and further discussed in these reports. 

This information will be used as a baseline to assess the Hub’s contributions during the monitoring 

phase. The Secretariat, the BoM and Hub’s stakeholders will thus be invited to review and validate this 

list of initiatives and make further suggestions. In line with this feedback, PPMI will proceed with desk 

research and data collection activities which will feed into the baseline report. 

2.2. Our updated detailed approach to the evaluation 

questions 

According to the ToR, this evaluation should address the following questions and aspects of the Hub’s 

work: 

⎯ Have the right things been done? (relevance, effectiveness, collaboration) 

⎯ Have things been done well? (efficiency, effectiveness) 

⎯ What results have been achieved? (effectiveness, impact, cost, success factors) 

⎯ How could things be done better in the future? 

⎯ Are the results sustainable? 

⎯ Is the governance appropriate?  

The proposal contained a detailed presentation of our proposed approach to each evaluation question. 

We have regrouped the evaluations questions into five categories, including relevance, governance and 

coherence, effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness and impact and sustainability (see Table 4). 

Such grouping is in line with the European Commission’s Better Regulation guidelines on conducting 

evaluations and monitoring exercises.2  

 

2 See chapter 5 and 6: https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox_0.pdf   

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox_0.pdf
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As the table indicates, each evaluation aspect will be addressed by employing several research methods. 

The first aspect, relevance, will assess to what extent the establishment of the Hub corresponds to the 

current needs of the stakeholders in the AMR R&D field. An extensive desk research and analysis of 

Hub’s operational documents as well as interviews with the Hub’s representatives from BoM, SG, EAG, 

Secretariat and external stakeholders will be the key research methods for this aspect. In addition,  case 

studies No 1 and No 2 (see section 2.3.4 for more information on case studies) will be dedicated to 

evaluating the relevance and the added value of the Global AMR R&D Hub respectively. The case study 

No 1 will address the aspect of relevance, in terms of the advantages the Hub brings to the AMR R&D 

field compared to other organisations or platforms. Similarly, the governance and coherence aspects 

will be researched through desk research and literature review and analysis of the Hub’s operational 

documents. In particular, we will assess the division of tasks and their alignment between the Hub’s 

Secretariat, BoM, SG and EAG, as well as channels of communication between the organisational 

structures. The case study No 1 will also review the coherence of the information hosted in the Hub’s 

Dashboard in relation to other possible sources of data on AMR R&D funding.  

Effectiveness will be investigated with the help of all the research methods. As this aspect addresses 

key outputs and results of the Hub, surveys and dashboard uptake analytics will be the key methods in 

providing such information. Desk research, interviews and cost-effectiveness analysis will give an 

overview of results achieved in terms of operational activities and stakeholder engagement. Also, one 

of the case studies (case study No 3) will assess the sustainability and the effectiveness of 

collaborations between the stakeholders that the Hub aims to achieve throughout its work.  

In assessing the efficiency and cost-effectiveness aspects, we will review the extent to which the 

desired results were achieved at a reasonable cost or as the best ratio between resources used and 

outcomes achieved. In this assessment the key methods will be desk research and cost-effectiveness. 

Dashboard uptake analytics will also help assess if the creation of the dashboard was efficient.  

The final aspects of the evaluation, impact and sustainability, will mostly concern the effects that the 

Hub will generate in the field of AMR R&D and tackling AMR. Specific examples of successful use of 

the Hub’s Dashboard and collaborations started will be investigated and presented. Interviews with the 

Hub’s representatives and external stakeholders, desk research and partly surveys will help to address 

these questions. The case study No 3 will be also dedicated to presenting the examples of successful use 

and uptake of the work of the Hub and other impacts achieved by strengthened collaboration among 

the stakeholders.  

Annex 4.1 contains a table with a detailed list of evaluation questions, indicators and research methods. 

Compared to the methodology outlined in our technical proposal, the list of indicators and methods 

remains largely the same. Several changes were, however, made. The most notable change is in the 

evaluation of the Hub’s cost-effectiveness. We will assess several key areas of the Hub’s activities (esp. 

its procurement activities, organisation costs of workshops/events; etc.) and establish if the activities 

were carried out at a reasonable cost. Further details are provided in section 2.3.6 of the report.  

  

TABLE 4. KEY EVALUATION ACTIVITIES TO BE IMPLEMENTED DURING THE 

EVALUATION.  

DATA 

COLLECTION OR 

ANALYSIS 

METHOD 

RELEVANCE GOVERNANCE 

AND 

COHERENCE 

EFFECTIVENESS EFFICIENCY 

AND COST-

EFFECTIVENESS  

IMPACT AND 

SUSTAINABILITY 

Desk research & 

literature review 

and analysis of 

XXX XXX XX XXX XX 
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Hub’s operational 

documents 

Semi-structured in-

depth interviews 
XXX XXX XX  XXX 

Surveys   XXX  X 

Case studies XX XX XX  XXX 

Dashboard uptake 

analytics 
  XXX XX  

Cost-effectiveness 

analysis 
  XX XXX  

X, XX and XXX indicate the extent to which a specific research and analysis method will serve in addressing each 

aspect of the evaluation. X indicates that a specific method will be used to a low extent, XX indicate that the 

method will be used to a moderate extent and the XXX indicates that the specific method will be the key source of 

data for the specific aspect.  

In the next section we present our detailed approach to each aspect of the evaluation, outline 

operationalisation of questions and indicators that will be used for monitoring and assessment. We also 

indicate the methods that will be used to address each of the questions. While recognising that there 

may be some limitations to qualitative research, we will mention and discuss any observed 

methodological limitations in the subsequent evaluation and monitoring reports. 

2.3. Data collection and analysis methods  

This section presents our detailed approach to the key data collection and analysis methods to be 

applied in the evaluation. The methods are summarised in the table below and include: 

⎯ Extensive desk research and literature review as well as analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents;  

⎯ Interview programme; 

⎯ Surveys; 

⎯ Case studies; 

⎯ Dashboard uptake analytics; 

⎯ Cost-effectiveness analysis. 

2.3.1. Desk research and literature review 

During the inception phase, our research team has collected a list of documents to be reviewed for the 

baseline report and a later phase of monitoring, mapped the most prominent AMR R&D initiatives, and 

created a literature review framework. For the baseline report, we will review the documents of the 15 

initiatives listed in the Table 3. 

During the kick-off meeting, it was agreed that the contractor was to receive a list of documents, data 

and other relevant information from the Secretariat. The research team has already received a great 

number of documents (see Annex 4.2.1) and the following documents are requested: 

⎯ Minutes of BoM, SG and EAG meetings, if agreed by BoM, SG, and EAG; 

⎯ Draft version of the Communication Plan. 

After the meeting in Paris in October 2019, the research team will further communicate and request the 

updated versions of documents and/or newly published documents (meeting minutes, updated 

Collaboration framework, etc.) 

In addition to the documents provided by the Secretariat, the sources for literature review will consist 

of existing general documents of AMR R&D initiatives. During the inception phase, we have compiled 
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a list of literature to be reviewed for the preparation of the baseline report and the later monitoring 

phase (see Annex section 4.2.3). 

For an effective and efficient literature review, we have also developed a literature review framework 

(Annex 4.2.4) which will facilitate our desk research in the baseline report as well as subsequent reports. 

The similar framework will also be employed to map and review workshops focusing on AMR R&D 

and covering all One Health sectors.  

2.3.2. Interview programme 

In line with the proposal, the research team will carry out about 45-50 interviews with relevant 

stakeholders, namely: 

30 - 35 interviews with representatives of the Hub’s Secretariat, BoM, SG and EAG: 

⎯ Members of the Hub’s secretariat (3-5 interviews); 

⎯ Representatives from the Board of Members (9-10 interviews); 

⎯ Members of the Stakeholder Group (9-10 interviews); 

⎯ Representatives from the Expert Advisory Group (9-10 interviews). 

In addition to the above, up to 10 - 15 interviews will be organised with other relevant stakeholders of 

the Hub: 

⎯ Researchers (2 - 3); 

⎯ Funders (2 - 3); 

⎯ National level policy makers (2-3); 

⎯ Representatives of international organisations working in the area of AMR (2-3); 

⎯ Industry working in the area of AMR R&D (2 – 3); 

⎯ Civil society working in the area of AMR R&D (2 – 3); 

⎯ Intended users of the Dashboard (2 – 3). 

The interviewees will be selected to equally represent all One Health sectors. Also, the research team 

will aim to include equal number of representatives from LMICs. The first round of interviews with 

BoM and SG will be conducted during the BoM and SG meetings organised in Paris on 30-31 October 

2019. The research team will use this opportunity to hold face-to-face interviews with representatives 

of the SG and BoM. As countries of BoM are represented by two persons, our aim will be to interview 

one person per country. The list of the interview participants will be drawn from: 

⎯ List of BoM and SG members who would like to be interviewed obtained with the 

assistance from the Secretariat;  

⎯ List derived by the research team from the survey data (survey would include a 

question on participant’s willingness to participate in the interview). 

We suggest holding up to 20 face-to-face interviews (10 - 12 per day) during the two meeting days in 

Paris. Two members of the research team will be present on both days of the meetings and will carry 

out the interviews. The interview sessions will take approx. 30-45 minutes. Interviews will be recorded, 

if the respondent agrees. Responses will be anonymised, and only aggregated data would be presented 

in reports. Our preliminary interview questionnaire is presented in the Annex 4.3.  

It is important to note that the interview questionnaire presented in the Annex covers not only the 

questions for BoM and SG but the entire interview programme of our evaluation. The questionnaire 
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will be adapted to each interview session and circumstances of each interviewee. The length of the 

questionnaire for each interviewee will not exceed 1,5 – 2 pages. 

The remaining 25 – 30 interviews will also be semi-structured, face-to-face or on the phone/skype, 

adapted to the specific target group of the interview programme. Our evaluation team will contact 

potential interviewees by e-mail or phone by providing them some information on the study, indicating 

the main interview questions and proposing some alternative dates for face-to-face or phone/skype 

interviews.  

Most of the interviews should take about one hour, though some could be longer. For longer interviews 

the alternative of multiple interview sessions will be considered. The evaluator will make interview 

records (with the permission of an interviewee) and prepare interview summaries for future reference 

and information use.  

2.3.3. Surveys 

For this evaluation, we will carry out the following surveys: 

A. Survey of BoM and SG members before their meeting in October 30-31, 2019; 

B. First Dashboard user survey after the launch of the Dashboard in Q1 2020; 

C. Second Dashboard user survey before the end of the evaluation in early 2021. 

Ahead of the October meeting of BoM and SG, the research team suggested running a survey to BoM 

representatives and members of SG. This survey will help the research team to collect data for the 

baseline report as well as validate the chosen approach of the evaluation (the ToC and indicators). 

Invitations and the link to the survey questionnaire will be sent to all the BoM, and SG representatives 

at the end of September (see Table 5). Although the survey will be carried out via the Survey Gizmo 

online tool. The Secretariat will send the survey invitation with the survey link to the individuals via 

email. In the survey, PPMI will ask individual’s approval to use their email address for the future 

correspondence related to this evaluation. In cases, where respondents will experience technical 

difficulties filling in the online survey, the survey questionnaire will be made available in the Microsoft 

Word format. 

The survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete. Survey results will be presented 

anonymously during BoM and SG meetings to be held in Paris.  However, if agreed by the respondent, 

PPMI will know who submitted the survey in order to tailor the interview questions individually to the 

representatives of the BoM and SG members. After closing the survey, we will prepare a background 

paper of descriptive statistics in PowerPoint file where we will present a summary of the aggregated 

survey’s findings. The background paper will then be sent to the Secretariat for review and further 

dissemination to BoM and SG. After the Paris meeting, the background paper will be converted to a one 

to two pager PDF file with the key finding for the further dissemination. The draft BoM and SG 

representative survey questionnaire is presented in Annex section 4.4.1. 

TABLE 5. PRELIMINARY TIMELINE OF THE SURVEY FOR BOM AND SG 

PRELIMINARY TIMELINE ACTIVITY 

30th of September Launch of the survey 

14th of October Closing of the survey 

14th – 15th of October Preparation of the background paper to BoM and SG 
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16th of October Background paper to be reviewed by Secretariat 

23th – 24th of October Dissemination of the background paper to BoM and SG 

30th – 31th October BoM and SG meeting in Paris where research team will present survey 

results. 

In addition, we will launch the survey of the Dynamic Dashboard users, i.e. Dashboard visitors 

identified through Google Analytics as those who engage with the content of the Dashboard through 

the various activities such as viewing different pages or downloading data. The survey will be 

conducted in two rounds. After the launch of the Dashboard in Q1 2020, the research team suggests the 

first Dashboard survey to start running in Q2 2020. The second round will occur in the early 2021, before 

the end of the evaluation. The survey will be disseminated online as a pop-up survey while visiting 

Dashboard, asking visitors to respond to few questions about the nature of their visit and their 

experience. The current draft survey questionnaire remains the same as suggested in our proposal, 

however, its development will be further discussed with the Secretariat after the launch of the 

Dashboard. As for both surveys, we will aim to reach the data saturation or acknowledge the limitations 

if it cannot be attained. 

2.3.4. Case studies 

In line with our proposal, the suggested approach to the case studies remains the same. The case studies 

will explore and showcase the success stories, lessons learned and the impact of the Hub. For this 

purpose, the research team will carry out in-depth analysis of the Hub’s impact through two to three 

case studies. One case study will be between 2-4 pages long. 

The case studies will present the Hub’s activities and its achievements that contribute to the overall 

vision of the Hub and its establishment. The cases will also structure and synthesise data from other 

methods (e.g. desk research, interviews, surveys). The findings will ultimately feed into the final 

deliverables of the evaluation. 

The research team proposes to carry out case studies in the following areas:  

⎯ Case study 1 will showcase the relevance of the Hub to researchers, funders, 

national policy makers, representatives of international organisations working in 

the area of AMR R&D and other stakeholders; whether Hub’s activities are cited 

or mentioned in policy documents among different stakeholders; and the extent to 

which the Hub is responding to specific needs in the current AMR R&D field; 

⎯ Case study 2 will present the added value of the Hub’s activities such as the 

Dynamic Dashboard, its data quality and position among other similar initiatives 

which support One Health sector; whether the dashboard offers unique access to 

data, or aggregates data in new ways not used before that is highly appreciated by 

the stakeholders. 

⎯ Case study 3 will analyse factors which would ensure the Hub’s contribution to 

better alignment of national and international R&D efforts in AMR, and activities 

which contributed to improved coordination among governments, funders and 

other stakeholders and the Hub’s sustainability for medium and long-term, 

highlighting sustainability issues and collaborations built which contain 

favourable factors for the continuation and the further success of the Hub and 

might include, for example, strengthened links between BoM members and 

stakeholders; strong uptake of the Hub’s data and evidence; strengthened 

inclusion of countries of different economic development, or a combination of 
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different factors. The key themes and topics of case study 3 to be the most valuable 

in terms of topics or information presented will be further discussed with the 

Secretariat. 

However, the suggested topics for the case studies to be performed during the evaluation will be 

discussed further if needed. The information and data for the case studies will be collected through desk 

research, interviews with the Hub representatives and relevant stakeholders, and surveys. A 

preliminary structure of a case study remains as presented in the Table 6 below.  

TABLE 6. PRELIMINARY STRUCTURE OF A CASE STUDY 

1. Title of the case study 

2. Introduction of the main themes and topics analysed in the case study 

3. Synthesis of the main findings  

4. Conclusions  

 

2.3.5. AMR R&D Hub/dashboard uptake analytics 

We will carry out the Dynamic dashboard uptake analytics through two types of analysis:  

⎯ An analysis of both the Global AMR R&D Hub website and the Dynamic 

dashboard site content and traffic; 

⎯ A social media analysis focusing on the Global AMR R&D Hub’s online presence 

on social media and media platforms. 

For this assessment, we will make use of Google Analytics. In the Table 7 below, we provide a list of 

key performance indicators to be captured through Google Analytics. It is important to note that we 

present an exhaustive list of Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) required for our analysis. We will 

further discuss to what extent the acquisition of these KPIs can be facilitated by the Secretariat. 

TABLE 7. LIST OF KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS TO BE CAPTURED THROUGH 

GOOGLE ANALYTICS 

 NAME OF KPI DESCRIPTION 

GLOBAL AMR R&D HUB AND DYNAMIC DASHBOARD WEBSITES 

General 

KPIs 

Conversion rate Number of visitors converted into desired actions such 

as downloading data, viewing different pages, etc. 

Type of users (e.g. new or returning) Different types of users that have viewed the pages, 

downloaded data, etc. 

Bounce rate & time on site Indication whether visitors find what they are looking 

for in the websites or if they leave the site immediately 

Visibility 

KPIs 

Traffic generated by specific terms Number of visitors coming from other websites or 

platforms 

Keyword ranking Search engine rankings for targeted keywords 

New and returning visitors The number of new and returning visitors of the 

websites 
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 NAME OF KPI DESCRIPTION 

GLOBAL AMR R&D HUB AND DYNAMIC DASHBOARD WEBSITES 

Interaction 

KPIs 

Social media interactions Number of visitors that interact with AMR R&D Hub's 

social media profiles (Twitter and LinkedIn) 

Contact/Subscribe How, when and how many visitors contact the 

websites owners via e-mail, contact forms, etc. 

Geo 

Targeting 

KPIs 

Transactions distribution per country Number of transactions by country 

 

Bounce rate distribution per country Number of visitors leaving the websites immediately 

by country 

 

Traffic distribution by 

country/territory 

Number of websites visitors by country/territory 

 

SOCIAL MEDIA PLATFORMS AND NEWS 

Social 

media 

(Twitter 

and 

LinkedIn) 

targeting 

KPIs 

Social media news rate Number of mentioning the AMR R&D Hub and its 

Dashboard in social media news 

Social media outputs Number of posts, tweets, etc mentioning the Hub and 

the Dashboard 

Following rate The number of followers in Twitter of AMR R&D Hub 

and Twitter/LinkedIn activity with Hub’s content such 

as sharing, tweets, retweets, comments, and other 

engagements. 

Social media traffic Number of AMR R&D Hub’s website visitors coming 

from its social media channels and number of Hub’s 

social media visitors coming from the Hub’s website 

Non-social 

media 

outlets 

Content and nature of the information Number of non-social media outlets such as various 

medical/science news outlets (e.g. ScienceDaily, 

Medical News Today, EurekAlert!, etc.) mentioning 

AMR R&D Hub, its activities and Dashboard 

Major publishing outlets and their 

target groups 

Number of major publishing outlets (e.g. Insight 

Medical Publishing, Journal of Immunobiology, 

Journal of Clinical & Cellular Immunology, etc.) 

mentioning Global AMR R&D Hub, its activities and 

Dashboard 

Geographical and language spread Number of non-social media outlets mentioning AMR 

R&D Hub, its activities and Dashboard by country and 

language 

Feedback available on content Number of comments, citations, sharing and other 

relevant feedback interactions 
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2.3.6. Cost-effectiveness analysis 

Cost-effectiveness analysis is one type of technique of economic evaluation, that provides a comparative 

assessment of two or more courses of a programme or initiative, in this case the AMR R&D Hub, as 

opposed to other organisational arrangements, in terms of their costs and consequences. Costs capture 

the resources (such as staff) which are committed to an activity while the consequences are the results 

of those activities that are of value to the funders of the activities concerned.  

In strictly economic assessments, costs and consequences are both measured in monetary terms. In the 

case of the AMR R&D Hub, the costs will be monetised but the consequences (qualitative aspects) will 

be measured in terms of the measures of organisational performance, or effectiveness, set out in the ToR 

and methodology of the assignment. A preliminary list of key aspects will be analysed in the project 

include: 

⎯ Cost-effectiveness of the design and implementation of the AMR R&D Hub's dashboard 

(resources invested in the creation of the dashboard plus its subsequent running costs, as 

opposed to the benefits created).The benefits will be quantified through the following 

indicators: a) number of monthly users; b) overall satisfaction with the tool and its 

functionality; c) number/share of users who find the data useful for their work.  

⎯ Cost-effectiveness of the Hub's external communication and dissemination activities (i.e. 

outsourced to an external service provider; we will use data on the resources spent in the 

area and compare this to the results achieved). This includes procurement activities for the 

Hub’s website and services provided by the Hub’s Public Relations (PR) Agency. We will 

compare the procurement costs incurred with the output and results achieved in terms of 

stakeholder engagement and other KPIs outlined in section 2.3.5 of the inception report, 

including the following proxy indicators: a) number of monthly visitors to the Hub’s 

website; b) conversion rate in the Hub’s website; c) number/type of audiences reached 

through non-social media outlets;  

⎯ Cost effectiveness of the Hub’s workshops and other events organised by the Secretariat. 

To this end, we will assess whether e.g. the venues for the events were hired at a 

comparable/similar cost to other events organised in the same venue and/or city/area. To 

this end, we will aim to get several quotes from venue providers/hotel chains in the 

cities/locations where the Hub’s events were organised, and compare the prices received. 

The benefits of the event would be measured through the following indicators: a) overall 

satisfaction with the events/workshops organised; b) qualitative feedback gathered from 

BoM members and Stakeholders Group on the usefulness and effectiveness of the events 

(did the workshops help deliver value in the most relevant areas/needs identified in the 

Survey of BoM Members and Stakeholders – see section 2.3.3 for more details). 

When assessing the costs and consequences, or effectiveness, of the AMR R&D Hub, it is important to 

consider the options against which it is being compared. Regarding the procurement of services related 

to the AMR R&D dashboard, we will compare the costs of the procurement to similar procurements 

made by other EU and national institutions. Possible candidates might include, for example, the AMR 

Research Funding Dashboard launched by JPIAMR, as well as platforms run by the WHO and Pew 

Charitable Trust. We will gather data on the implementation costs from publicly available data sources 

on public procurements (Ted), as well as information obtained from online search. Depending on exact 

data needs we might also organise interviews with the project officers/officials who were in charge of 

the aforementioned platforms and clarify the details. We will look into other similar initiatives to 

analyse and compare the implementation costs of R&D funding dashboards. It is important to note that 

in this analysis the performance of the Hub will be benchmarked to other initiatives only on the costs 

side. The comparison the benefits side will be limited as platforms are operating in different areas, serve 

different user groups (also serve underlying populations/areas which are much broader/narrower than 
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AMR R&D), and/or simply do not collect data for comparable indicators. While data on the costs side 

exist in Ted and other sources, PPMI researchers found no data on the platforms’ benefits which could 

be used for benchmarking. 

It is envisaged that the data inputs for the analysis will be obtained from a number of key sources, which 

can be categorised as desk research reviewing the documents relating to the Hub. Desk research will 

particularly consider the financial data and statements of the Hub. Some targeted interviews with the 

Secretariat will be carried out to test the initial findings. 
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3. Updated work plan 

The proposed work plan was further updated based on the agreements made during the kick-off 

meeting. The main activities of the inception, interim and finalisation phases are summarised below.  

⎯ As agreed, a first draft of the inception report was submitted on 28 August 

⎯ The baseline report (D2) will be submitted around three months from the 

submission of the inception report (i.e. by the second half of December). Our 

suggested date for the submission of the report is between 16 to 20 December 

followed by the meeting in January 2020. The first interim phase will finish with 

the preparation of Progress report (D3) which will be delivered in late May 2020 

followed by the meeting in June 2020. 

⎯ The second interim phase will continue our evaluation activities and span from 

June 2020 to January 2021. Based on the work plan, draft final report (D4) could be 

expected by mid-January 2021. The related meeting and focus group could be held 

in late January or early February. 

⎯ The finalisation phase would span across February, March and April 2021, 

resulting in the delivery of the final report (D5) and accompanying deliverables in 

late April 2021.  

Looking ahead, the successful delivery of the baseline report rests on the following key factors and 

assumptions: 

⎯ After consent of BoM, SG and EAG, the timely delivery of minutes of BoM, SG and 

EAG meetings (including meeting in Paris on October 30-31);  

⎯ Timely provision of the Communication Plan, updated Collaboration framework 

and other relevant updated documents. 

Overall, we are committed to presenting advanced results in the baseline report and remain confident 

that satisfactory progress will be achieved. 
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TABLE 8. UPDATED WORK PLAN AND TIMETABLE 

  

INCEPTION 

PHASE 
INTERIM PHASE 

FINAL 

REPORTING 

PHASE 

2019 2019 – 2021 2021 
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M
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n
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M
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p
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Meetings (face-to-face or 

teleconference) and deliverables 

M1 

(kick-

off) 

D1    D2 M2    D3 M3       D4 M4  D5/ 

M5 

Phase 1: inception phase  

Preliminary desk research and 

documentary review 
 X  X                                         

Review and finalisation of 

methodology & preparation of 

the inception report 

  X                                         

Phase 2: first interim phase  

Desk research and documentary 

review 
    X   X X   X*   X*  X*   X*    X*                         

Survey programme for BoM and 

SG and analysis of survey data 
  X X                   

Interview programme with BoM 

and SG 
      X                                      

Preparation of the baseline report    X X X X X               

1st round of survey programme & 

analysis of survey data 
        X X X            

1st round of dashboard uptake 

analytics 
                  X  X                       

Preparation of the Progress 

report 
              X X X X                       

Phase 3: second interim phase  

Further desk research and 

documentary review 
                       X  X  X  X   X*   X*  X*    X*       

2nd round interview programme                           X   X X              
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INCEPTION 

PHASE 
INTERIM PHASE 

FINAL 

REPORTING 
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2019 2019 – 2021 2021 
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Preparation of the case studies                            X X   X  X        

Cost-effectiveness analysis                X X X     

2nd round of survey programme 

& analysis of survey data 
                               X  X          

2nd round of dashboard uptake 

analytics 
                                   X  X       

Preparation of the draft final 

evaluation report 
                                 X  X  X      

Phase 4: finalisation reporting phase 

Final reporting                                         X X  X 

Notes:  X*- some additional evaluation activities (such as continuation of desk research and statistical analysis) will be carried out during the first and second interim phase to 

supplement the analysis. 
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4.  Annexes 

4.1. Annex 1. Operationalisation of the evaluation 

questions 

Below we present the operationalisation of the evaluation questions based on relevance, governance 

and coherence, effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness, impact and sustainability. 

OPERATIONAL 

QUESTION 

INDICATORS METHODS 

RELEVANCE 

To what extent does the 

establishment of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

respond to a specific need 

in the current AMR R&D 

field? 

Relevance of the Hub in the context of the 

AMR R&D area  

Coherence between current AMR R&D 

landscape and the vision of the Hub 

 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

ensuring the sufficient representation 

of different stakeholders 

Case study 

To what extent are the 

objectives of the Global 

AMR R&D Hub relevant 

to your needs (could be 

country, organisation, 

etc)? 

Extent to which stakeholders see the 

objectives of the Hub as relevant 

Identification of gaps or duplication of 

objectives 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case study 

Do the objectives of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

match the vision of the 

Hub?  

Relevance and coherence between the 

Hub’s vision and objectives  

 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case study 

GOVERNANCE AND COHERENCE 

To what extent is the 

governance structure 

aligned with the tasks 

entrusted to the Global 

AMR R&D Hub?   

The governance of the Hub is coherent to 

its vision and tasks 

The organisational structure is aligned 

with the changes in the AMR R&D 

landscape; 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG 

To what extent is the 

organisational structure 

easy to understand, 

clearly documented and 

communicated to all 

Well balanced organisational chart of the 

Hub 

The organisational structure of the Hub 

allows for easy communication between 

the different bodies 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG  
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stakeholders and overall 

balanced and adequate? 

Numberof stakeholders that are satisfied 

with the organisational structure 

Is the size of the 

organisation as a whole 

and the different bodies 

balanced / adequate / fit-

for-purpose? 

Number of stakeholders that consider the 

size of the Hub bodies (the Secretariat, the 

BoM, SG and EAG) balanced / adequate / 

fit-for-purpose 

The size of the Hub and the bodies is 

adequate to the work entrusted to it and 

to the actual workload; 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG 

Cost-effectiveness  

To what extent are the 

activities of the Hub well-

aligned compared to 

similar initiatives?  

Extent to which the activities of the Hub 

are unique 

Extent to which the activities of the Hub 

overlap with activities of other initiatives 

Is there any duplication of effort? 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG 

Case study 

EFFECTIVENESS 

Has the Global AMR 

R&D Hub achieved its 

objectives set out in its 

Work Plan? 

Strong match/coherence between the 

objectives set out in the Work Plan and 

activities implemented 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Has the Global AMR 

R&D Hub completed its 

activities set out in the 

work plan and achieved 

desired results 

concerning the 

development of the 

Dynamic Dashboard?  

Progress of the development of the 

dynamic dashboard in line with the 

timeline outlined in the Dynamic 

Dashboard Roadmap 

Quality of the dashboard: 

- scope/coverage of dashboard (which 

number of funders/research 

programmes covered) 

- number of new /previously publicly 

unavailable information 

Indicators assessing the use and utility of 

the dashboard: 

- unique visitors/users (by type of 

users/ if possible – decision makers 

vs. funders vs. researchers vs other) 

- bounce rate 

- number of downloads of summaries/ 

other material 

-  number of downloading readers or 

stakeholders claiming the 

information was useful/they used or 

intend to use it 

Assessment of the development and 

functioning of the Dashboard 

Dashboard uptake analytics 

Survey of dashboard users 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Are the users of the 

Dynamic Dashboard 

satisfied with it and does 

it address their needs? 

 Has the dashboard 

addressed the 

information and 

functions that are most 

Extent to which the users of the dashboard 

are satisfied with different aspects of it 

(content, technical part and design) 

Extent to which the users find the 

information in the dashboard useful and 

valuable 

Survey of dashboard users 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 
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valuable for user’s work 

and needs? 

What additional 

information and 

functionality would be 

most valuable to user’s 

work and is currently 

missing? 

Areas for possible improvements on the 

dashboard as seen by the users 

Areas for possible improvements on the 

dashboard as seen by the Hub’s 

Secretariat, BoM, Observers and other 

stakeholders 

Has the Global AMR 

R&D Hub completed its 

operational activities set 

out in the work plan and 

achieved the desired 

results?  

Number of activities fully implemented or 

any gaps in implementation 

Extent to which the Secretariat has 

completed all the operational activities, 

including: 

- organisation of the Board Meetings 

- set-up and support of Expert 

Advisory Groups 

- interaction with stakeholders 

- development of a strategy for 

interaction and cooperation with 

existing funding and implementing 

initiatives 

- development of a public relations 

strategy and a communication plan 

- public relation and advocacy 

activities  

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Are the Secretariat, 

Members, Observers and 

other stakeholders of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

satisfied with the 

operational activities 

carried out? 

Evidence of activities which could have 

been implemented more effectively 

Satisfaction of the Secretariat with the 

operational activities  

Satisfaction of the Members and 

Observers with the operational activities  

Satisfaction of other stakeholders of the 

Hub with the operational activities  

Suggested future improvements to the 

operational activities  

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM board, SG 

and EAG, and other stakeholders  

Has the Global AMR 

R&D Hub completed its 

activities set out in the 

work plan and achieved 

the desired results 

concerning the 

engagement of experts? 

Extent to which the Secretariat has 

completed all the activities, including: 

- the engagement of experts in ad-hoc 

EAG 

- organisation of workshops on 

specific topics 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Are the Secretariat, 

Members, Observers and 

other stakeholders of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

satisfied with the expert 

engagement activities 

carried out? 

Evidence of activities which could have 

been implemented more effectively 

Satisfaction of the Secretariat with the 

expert engagement activities  

Satisfaction of the Members and 

Observers with the expert engagement 

activities 

 Satisfaction of experts of the EAG with 

the expert engagement activities 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Survey of workshop participants 
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Satisfaction of other stakeholders of the 

Hub with the expert engagement 

activities  

Suggested future improvements on expert 

engagement activities 

To what extent has the 

collaboration between the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

and the relevant 

stakeholders been 

established and 

formalised?  

Existence of collaboration frameworks 

and procedures 

Extent to which the stakeholders assess 

the collaboration mechanisms positively 

Extent to which the Hub’s staff and 

representatives of the BoM board, SG and 

EAG assess the collaborations established 

as well-functioning 

Potential gaps in collaboration or relevant 

stakeholders not yet engaged by the Hub 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders  

EFFICIENCY AND COST- EFFECTIVENESS 

To what extent are the 

institutional structure 

and infrastructure 

involving the Secretariat, 

Board of Members, 

Stakeholder Group and 

Expert Advisory Group 

smooth and efficient? 

Institutional structure is optimal and 

efficient given the tasks delegated to the 

Hub 

Formal rules/documents on cooperation 

are reflected in the actual practice, there 

are no unnecessary functions/tasks; both 

formal and non-formal cooperation are 

active and efficient  

Optimal use of infrastructure 

Desk research, analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

To what extent are 

human resources 

dedicated to the Hub's 

activities (i.e. the 

Secretariat) of an optimal 

size (i.e. the available 

human resources are 

sufficient to cope with 

the workload presented 

to the Hub)? 

Evidence that available human resources 

are appropriately distributed across the 

Secretariat 

Presence of processes/back-ups 

established to cope with work 

cyclicality/peak workload 

Desk research, analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

To what extent are the 

processes, procedures 

and tools applied during 

the programme 

implementation clearly 

defined with attribution 

of clear responsibilities 

and roles? 

Processes are well justified, no 

unnecessary processes which hamper 

efficiency 

Evidence of efficient coordination 

activities of and processes between 

management and other staff (i.e. vertical 

efficiency) 

Evidence of efficient coordination of 

activities and processes across staff (i.e. 

horizontal efficiency)  

Desk research, analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

To what extent are the 

key outputs and 

activities of the Hub 

executed on time and at a 

reasonable cost? 

Timely execution of the hub’s key 

outputs, especially: 

- The dashboard 

- Dissemination and outreach 

activities 

- Workshops and networking 

events  

Desk research, analysis of Hub’s 

operational documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 
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Analysis of the Hub’s outputs versus 

resources spent (i.e. one-off costs to 

create the dashboard; dashboard 

upkeep), especially: 

- The dashboard: cost versus 

number of users + satisfaction of 

the tool + number of users who 

find the data useful for their 

work 

- Dissemination and outreach 

activities: cost versus 

number/size of audiences 

reached + satisfaction with the 

functionality of the website + 

number of conversions 

- Workshops and other events 

organised by the Secretariat: 

cost versus satisfaction with the 

events organised + qualitative 

feedback from BoM members 

and Stakeholders 

Analysis of AMR R&D Hub’s uptake 

Cost-effectiveness analysis 

IMPACT AND SUSTAINABILITY 
 

To what extent has the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

contributed to better 

alignment of national and 

international R&D efforts 

in the fight against AMR?  

Extent to which stakeholders see the Hub 

as having contributed to alignment of 

R&D efforts in AMR 

Examples of initiatives that have been 

well-coordinated and aligned due to the 

existence of the Hub 

Identification of areas that such alignment 

was missed 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 

To what extent has the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

contributed to bringing 

the different One Health 

sectors together?  

Existence of a strategy for interaction and 

formalize cooperation with existing 

funding and implementing initiatives 

Extent to which the cooperation 

mechanisms established are functioning 

and well-maintained   

Specific examples of coordination 

activities occurring due to the existence of 

the Hub 

Identification of areas that such 

coordination was missed 

Desk research and literature review 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 

To what extent have the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

activities contributed to 

improved coordination 

among governments and 

upstream funders from 

different world regions? 

Existence of a strategy for interaction and 

formalize cooperation with existing 

funding and implementing initiatives 

Extent to which the cooperation 

mechanisms established are functioning 

and well-maintained   

Specific examples of coordination 

activities occurring due to the existence of 

the Hub 

Identification of areas that such 

coordination was missed 

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 
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To what extent has the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

contributed to new 

collaborations started in 

human, plant, animal and 

environmental research 

tackling AMR?   

Extent to which stakeholders see the Hub 

as having contributed to novel research 

collaboration to tackle AMR in broader 

areas of human, plants, animal and 

environmental health fields 

Examples of collaboration that have been 

started due to the existence of the Hub in 

broader areas of human, plants, animal 

and environmental health fields 

Identification of missed opportunities  

Desk research and literature review 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 

To what extent has the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

informed the monitoring 

of implementation of the 

GAP? 

Evidence in the literature of monitoring of 

the GAP using the Hub 

Extent to which stakeholders see the Hub 

as contributing to the monitoring of the 

GAP 

  

Desk research and literature review 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 

To what extent has the 

Global AMR R&D Hub 

established itself as the 

key actor having an 

integrating role in the 

AMR R&D field? 

Extent to which stakeholders see the Hub 

as a key player in coordinating AMR R&D 

field 

Examples of advantages and weaknesses 

of the Hub in the complex field of AMR 

R&D  

Desk research and literature review 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 

Case studies 

Continuation and 

sustainability of the 

activities of the Global 

AMR R&D Hub 

Existence of funding mechanisms 

dedicated to the Hub 

Existence of a clear strategy how the 

collaboration mechanisms established 

will be sustained 

Existence of a Work Plan and Key 

Performance Indicators after the initial 

three years (2018 – 2021) of the Hub 

Analysis of Hub’s operational 

documents 

Interviews with Hub’s staff, 

representatives of the BoM, SG and 

EAG, and other stakeholders 
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4.2. Annex 2. Desk research and literature review 

framework 

4.2.1. List of documents requested and received from the Secretariat 

Below we present a list of documents requested and received from the Secretariat. The research team 

has already received a great number of relevant documents from the Secretariat. Some of the documents 

such as the draft version of the Communication Plan is still to be sent. 

NAME OF THE DOCUMENT  REQUESTED RECEIVED 

Global AMR R&D Hub: Dynamic Dashboard Roadmap ✓ ✓ 

Global AMR R&D Hub: Terms of Reference ✓ ✓ 

Global AMR R&D Hub: Survey Draft Work Plan Analysis ✓ ✓ 

Global AMR R&D Hub: Work Plan 2018 – 2021 ✓ ✓ 

Global AMR R&D Hub: Rules of Procedure ✓ ✓ 

Mandate for the Stakeholder Group of the Global AMR R&D 

Hub 

✓ ✓ 

List of BoM members and observers ✓ ✓ 

Presentation: Board Meeting: Teleconference 13 December 

2018 

✓ ✓ 

Presentation: Board Meeting: Teleconference 27 March 2019 ✓ ✓ 

Presentation: Board Meeting: Teleconference 27 June 2019 ✓ ✓ 

Draft agenda Board TC 27 June 2019 ✓ ✓ 

Draft Agenda Board TC 27 March 2019 ✓ ✓ 

List of data sources for Dynamic Dashboard/July ✓ ✓ 

Draft for Dynamic dashboard categorisation fields ✓ ✓ 

List of experts for the development of Dynamic Dashboard ✓ ✓ 

Project plan for the dynamic dashboard ✓ ✓ 

List of EAG members ✓ ✓ 

Report from the Market Analysis Expert Advisory Group ✓ ✓ 

Market Analysis Expert Advisory Group Scope ✓ ✓ 
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Purpose of the EAG ✓ ✓ 

Global AMR R&D Hub: 1st Meeting of the Stakeholder Group 

– Minutes 

✓ ✓ 

Kick-Off Meeting of Global AMR R&D Stakeholder Group ✓ ✓ 

Members of Stakeholder Group ✓ ✓ 

Stakeholder Group – dashboard work plan – 2019 to 2020 ✓ ✓ 

Feedback on Workshop on "Increasing Investments for AMR 

R&D" (the Summary report). 

✓ ✓ 

Annex 1. Participants of Workshop for Report ✓ ✓ 

Annex 2: Programme of Workshop on “Increasing Investments 

for AMR R&D” 

✓ ✓ 

Report from the Global AMR R&D Hub Workshop. Increasing 

Investments for AMR R&D 

✓ ✓ 

Workshop on “Increasing Investments for AMR R&D” ✓ ✓ 

Draft Collaboration framework 2019-2021 ✓ ✓ 

Key indicators for AMR Hub evaluation ✓ ✓ 

Theory of Change framework of Global AMR R&D Hub 12 

March 2019 

✓ ✓ 

Draft version of the Communication Plan ✓  
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4.2.2. List of mapped AMR R&D organisations, initiatives and funders 

During the inception phase, our research team has mapped some of the existing efforts in AMR R&D 

field, including organisations, initiatives, funders, partnerships and others. This mapping effort was 

carried out to assist the research team in choosing the organisations and initiatives listed in the Table 3 

for the baseline report and to ensure that the chosen organisations and initiatives fall under the scope 

for the Baseline report specified in the chapter 2.3. Thus, we have classified these efforts according to 

the One Health approach and geographical coverage of their carried-out activities. For the preparation 

of the baseline report, we will review the documents on AMR R&D of the selected 

organisations/initiatives listed in Table 3. Key documents of organisations such as United Nations, 

World Bank, Global Health Security Agenda, and others will also be analysed for the baseline report 

and the subsequent evaluation reports. However, we acknowledge that some limitations are present in 

our evaluation and monitoring efforts. Due to the high number of initiatives, funders, and organisations 

in the AMR R&D field and our efforts for the timely preparation of the evaluation and monitoring 

reports, the initiatives and organisations outlined above do not cover the entire AMR R&D field, 

although we have aimed for them to represent different geographical locations and various health 

approaches in 2015 - 2018. Nevertheless, while conducting the desk research, we will ensure that if the 

documents of the initiatives and organisations outlined above often refer to documents or workshops 

of other initiatives and organisations, we will review and include these documents to the analysis as 

well.  

NO. NAME OF FUNDER/INITIATIVE/ORGANISATION GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

One Health/Human Health approach/ global coverage 

1. World Health Organisation Global 

2. World Bank Global 

3. Global Health Security Agenda Global 

4. Access to Medicine Foundation Global 

5. Joint Programming Initiative on Antimicrobial Resistance 

(JPIAMR) 

Global 

6. The Global Antibiotic Research and Development 

Partnership (GARDP) 

Global 

7. FIND Global 

8. Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations (CEPI) Global 

9. PATH Global 

10. ReAct Global 

11. Global Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance System 

(GLASS) 

Global 
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NO. NAME OF FUNDER/INITIATIVE/ORGANISATION GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

12. The World Alliance Against Antibiotic Resistance (WAAAR) Global 

13. Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation  Global 

14. Wellcome Trust Global 

15. OECD Global 

16. One Health Platform Global 

17. Gavi, The Vaccine Alliance Global 

One Health/Human Health approach/ particular continents covered 

18. CARB-X Europe, North 

America 

19. Joint Action Antimicrobial Resistance and Healthcare 

Associated Infections (EU-JAMRAI) 

Europe 

20. The Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) and its relevant 

projects (New Drugs 4 Bad Bugs (ND4BB), Drive AB and 

others).  

Europe 

21. The European & Developing Countries Clinical Trials 

Partnership (EDCTP) 

Africa, Europe 

22. Africa CDC AMR Framework Africa 

23. One Health Central and Eastern Africa Africa 

24. One Health Network South East Asia Asia 

25. National Centre for Antimicrobial Stewardship Australia Australia 

26. UN Interagency Coordination Group (IACG) on 

Antimicrobial Resistance 

Global 

27. The International Centre for Antimicrobial Resistance 

Solutions (ICARS) 

Europe, North 

America 

28. CGIAR AMR Hub Africa 

29. Antibiotic Research UK (ANTUK) Europe (UK) 

30. Netherlands Centre for One Health Europe 

(Netherlands) 



External Evaluation to monitor progress towards the objectives of the Global AMR R&D 

33 

NO. NAME OF FUNDER/INITIATIVE/ORGANISATION GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

31. Transatlantic Taskforce on Antimicrobial Resistance 

(TATFAR) 

Europe, North 

America 

32. BEAM Alliance (Biotech companies in Europe combating 

Antimicrobial Resistance) 

Europe 

33. Antibacterial Resistance Leadership Group (ARLG) North America 

34. European Antimicrobial Resistance Surveillance Network 

(EARS-Net) 

Europe 

35. European Surveillance of Antimicrobial Consumption 

Network (ESAC-Net) 

Europe 

36. Healthcare-associated Infections Surveillance Network 

(HAI-Net) 

Europe 

37. Broad Spectrum Antimicrobials (BSA) Program North America 

38. The Fleming Fund Europe (UK) 

39. Pew Trust/ Antibiotic Resistance Project North America 

40. The UK R&D Centre for Antimicrobial resistance Europe (UK) 

41. Repair Impact Fund Europe, North 

America 

42. Stop TB Partnership Africa, Asia, 

Europe, North 

America, South 

America 

43. Tuberculosis Vaccine Initiative Global 

44. AMR Industry Alliance Asia, Europe, 

North America 

45. One Health European Joint Programme Europe 

46. One Health Initiative North America 

47. One Health Global Network Australia, Europe, 

North America 

48. Artemis One Health Research Foundation Europe 

49. TB Alliance Europe, North 

America 
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NO. NAME OF FUNDER/INITIATIVE/ORGANISATION GEOGRAPHICAL 

COVERAGE 

One Health/ Animal Health 

50. World Organisation for Animal Health Global 

51. STAR-IDAZ International Research Consortium on Animal 

Health 

Global 

52.. Health for Animals Global 

53. Animal Health Institute North America 

54. Animal Health Europe Europe 

One Health/Plant/Environment Health 

55. Food and Agriculture Organization Global 

56. United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) Global 

4.2.3. List of literature sources to be reviewed for the Baseline and 

subsequent evaluation reports 

Below we present the preliminary list of literature to be reviewed for the Baseline and subsequent 

evaluation reports. The list includes literature sources from 15 selected initiatives provided in Table 3 

for the preparation of the Baseline report, next to other organisations such as United Nations, World 

Bank, Global Health Security Agenda and others. The key documents of other organisations and 

initiatives will also be reviewed for the baseline report. It is important to note that we present only a 

preliminary list of literature to be reviewed for the preparation of the Baseline and the subsequent 

reports. The list of literature sources will be extended during the preparation of the Baseline report and 

the later monitoring phase. 

SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

United 

Nations 

Draft political declaration of the high-level meeting of the 

General Assembly on antimicrobial resistance (2016) 

Baseline 

World Bank Assessing the Global Economic and Poverty Effects of 

Antimicrobial Resistance (2017) 

Baseline 

Drug-Resistant Infections: A Threat to Our Economic Future 

(2017) 

Baseline 

Global Health 

Security 

Agenda 

Global Health Security Agenda: Action Packages (2014) Baseline 

Advancing the Global Health Security Agenda: Progress and 

Early Impact from U.S. Investment (2016) 

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

Implementing the Global Health Security Agenda: Progress 

and Impact from U.S. Government Investments (2017) 

Baseline 

Access to 

Medicine 

Foundation 

2017 Methodology for the 2018 Antimicrobial Resistance 

Benchmark (2017) 

Baseline 

2018 Antimicrobial Resistance Benchmark Baseline 

2019 Methodology for the 2020 Antimicrobial Resistance 

Benchmark 

Monitoring 

World Health 

Organization 

 

Global Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance (2015) Baseline 

Worldwide country situation analysis: response to 

antimicrobial resistance (2015) 

Baseline 

Antibacterial Agents in Clinical Development. An analysis of 

the antibacterial clinical development pipeline, including 

tuberculosis (2017) 

Baseline 

Prioritization of pathogens to guide discovery, research and 

development of new antibiotics for drug resistant bacterial 

infections, including tuberculosis (2017) 

Baseline 

Tripartite Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) framework for 

the Global Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance (2019) 

Monitoring 

Global Framework for Development & Stewardship to 

Combat Antimicrobial Resistance (2017) 

Baseline 

Monitoring global progress on antimicrobial resistance. 

Analysis report of the second round of results of AMR country 

self-assessment survey (2018) 

Baseline 

World 

Organisation 

for Animal 

Health 

OIE Standards, Guidelines and Resolution on antimicrobial 

resistance and the use of antimicrobial agents (2015) 

Baseline 

Resolution No. 36 - Combating Antimicrobial Resistance 

through a One Health Approach: Actions and OIE Strategy 

(2016) 

Baseline 

Preparedness activities and research needs in addressing 

emerging infectious animal and zoonotic diseases (2017) 

Baseline 

 Recommendations of the 2nd OIE Global Conference on 

Antimicrobial Resistance and Prudent Use of Antimicrobial 

Agents 5october 2018)  

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

 Ah hoc Groups reports on prioritisation of diseases for which 

vaccine could reduce the antimicrobial use in animals 

(poultry, pigs and fish, 2015; cattle, sheep and goats, 2018) 

Baseline 

Food and 

Agriculture 

Organization 

FAO’s work on Antimicrobial Resistance - Information Note 

no. 4 – November 2015 

Baseline 

The FAO Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance 2016-2020 Baseline 

FAO Action Plan on AMR in food and agriculture (2016) Baseline 

Antimicrobial resistance policy review and development 

framework. A regional guide for governments in Asia and the 

Pacific to review, update and develop policies to address 

antimicrobial resistance and antimicrobial use in animal 

production (2018) 

Baseline 

Antimicrobial movement from agricultural areas to the 

environment: The missing link. A role for nuclear techniques 

(2019) 

Monitoring 

IACG Interagency Coordination group on Antimicrobial Resistance. 

Antimicrobial resistance: national action plans. IACG 

Discussion paper (2018) 

Baseline 

No time to Wait: Securing the future from drug-resistant 

infections. Report to the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations (2019) 

Monitoring 

G20 Berlin Declaration of the G20 Health Ministers. Together 

Today for a Healthy Tomorrow (2017) 

Baseline 

G20 Leaders' Declaration: Shaping an Interconnected World 

(2017) 

Baseline 

G20 Argentina Leaders’ Declaration (2018) Baseline 

G20 Osaka Leaders’ Declaration (2019) Monitoring 

Okayama Declaration of the G20 Health Ministers 

October 19-20, 2019 

Monitoring 

Médecins 

Sans 

Frontières 

(MSF) 

MSF: Open statement on the launch of the Global AMR R&D 

Collaboration Hub (2018) 

Baseline 

Africa Union Africa CDC Framework for Antimicrobial Resistance 2018 – 

2023 (2018) 

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

ASEAN ASEAN Regional Strategy on Antimicrobial Resistance 

Communication and Advocacy (2016) 

Baseline 

European 

Commission 

Progress report on the Action plan against the rising threats 

from Antimicrobial Resistance (2015) 

Baseline 

A European One Health Action Plan against Antimicrobial 

Resistance (AMR) (2016) 

Baseline 

Evaluation of the Action Plan against the rising threats from 

antimicrobial resistance (Commission staff working 

document) (2016) 

Baseline 

Evaluation of the EC Action Plan against the rising threats 

from antimicrobial resistance. Final Report by Rand Europe 

(2016) 

Baseline 

How EU funding contributes to public health and tackles 

antimicrobial resistance (2017) 

Baseline 

Council of the 

European 

Union 

Conclusions on the next steps towards making the EU a best 

practice region in combatting antimicrobial resistance (2019) 

Monitoring 

Eurobaromete

r 

Special Eurobarometer 445 Report. Antimicrobial Resistance 

(2016) 

Baseline 

OECD Antimicrobial Resistance in G7 countries and beyond: 

Economic Issues, Policies and Options for Action (2015) 

 

Baseline 

Stemming the Superbug Tide.  Just A Few Dollars More 

(OECD Health Policy Studies, November 2018) 

Baseline 

JPIAMR Mapping of AMR Research Funding. A comprehensive 

overview of the 2017 antimicrobial resistance research 

landscape in the JPIAMR member countries 

Baseline 

Terms of Reference Baseline 

Alignment Plan Baseline 

JPIAMR Implementation Plan 2014 – 2018 Baseline 

An overview of JPIAMR SRIA priority topics and research and 

innovation objectives 

Baseline 

Identifying the pathway to diagnostic development. Report 

from the workshop on 1 May 2015 

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

AMR Intergovernmental workshop report (2015) Baseline 

New Frontiers in Antibacterial Resistance Research. 

Workshop report (2016) 

Baseline 

Report of the Workshop on Transatlantic collaboration on 

clinical trials related to antimicrobial resistance (2016) 

Baseline 

The interplay between AMR surveillance and science. 

Workshop report (2016) 

Baseline 

Early discovery of new antibiotics workshop report (2017) Baseline 

Environmental dimensions of AMR. Summary and 

recommendations (2017) 

Baseline 

JPIAMR Virtual Research Institute: Modelling a dynamic 

network for AMR research. Road map & Workshop Report 

(2017) 

Baseline 

Report on Transnational collaboration (2017) Baseline 

BEAM 

Alliance 

BEAM Alliance Position Paper (2017) Baseline 

Carb X Our Strategy Baseline 

The race against superbugs. Investing to develop new 

antibiotics and other life-saving products to treat drug-

resistant bacteria. 2016 - 2017 

Baseline 

Progress Against Superbugs. Annual Report 2017 - 2018 Baseline 

The fight against superbugs. Annual report 2018 - 2019 Baseline 

Wellcome 

Trust 

Call to Action on Antimicrobial Resistance (2017) Baseline 

House of Commons Health & Social Care Select Committee: 

inquiry on antimicrobial resistance (AMR) Response by the 

Wellcome Trust (2018) 

Baseline 

Initiatives for Addressing Antimicrobial Resistance in the 

Environment Current Situation and Challenges (2018) 

Baseline 

Wellcome response to IACG draft recommendations (2019) Monitoring 

EU-JAMRAI Deliverable 2.1. Dissemination Plan Baseline 

Deliverable 6.1 Revised guidelines for the implementation of 

infection control programmes in healthcare settings (2018) 

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

Deliverable 7.1 Guidelines, tools and implementation methods 

for antibiotic stewardship (2018) 

Baseline 

Deliverable 7.2 Report on the Workshop on Implementation of 

antimicrobial stewardship (2018) 

Baseline 

Deliverable 8.1 Awareness Raising and Communication Plan 

“A Social Behaviour Change Communication strategy to 

tackle AMR and reduce HCAIs in Europe” (2019) 

Monitoring 

Milestone 9.1 Gathering of national research priorities from at 

least five countries and gap identification (2019) 

Monitoring 

GARDP Activity report 2017  Baseline 

Activity report 2018 Baseline 

Business Plan 2017 – 2023 

 

Baseline/Monitori

ng 

R&D Strategy „5 BY 25“(2019) Monitoring 

IMI Council Regulation (EU) No 557/2014 of 6 May 2014 

establishing the Innovative Medicines Initiative 2 Joint 

Undertaking 

Baseline 

Annual Activity Report 2015 Baseline 

Annual Activity Report 2016 Baseline 

Annual Activity Report 2017 Baseline 

Annual Activity Report 2018 Baseline 

Drive AB DRIVE-AB Report. Revitalizing the antibiotic pipeline. 

Stimulating innovation while driving sustainable use and 

global access (2018) 

Baseline 

STAR-IDAZ Meeting Future Research Needs on Infectious Diseases of 

Animals and Zoonoses Strategic Research Agenda (2015) 

Baseline 

EU Animal Health Strategic Research Agenda: 2017 update Baseline 

GARA Gap Analysis Report (2018) Baseline 

Health for 

Animals 

Antibiotics and antibiotic resistance in veterinary science 

(2015) 

Baseline 

Innovation in animal health: Historic success, current 

challenges & future opportunities (2016) 

Baseline 
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SOURCE DOCUMENT NAME PHASE 

What the veterinary world does to fight antimicrobial 

resistance (2016) 

Baseline 

Global Benchmarking Survey 2015 Report (2016) Baseline 

ReAct Six key points from ReAct on the provisional work plan for the 

Global AMR R&D Hub (2018) 

Baseline 

WAAAR The World Alliance Against Antibiotic Resistance (WAAAR): 

A Major Player in the Global Drive to Protect Human Health 

(2017) 

Baseline 

Policy to Combat Antibiotic Resistance: An Implementation 

Manual (2018) 

Baseline 

The Global AMR R&D Hub – Enhancing the international 

coordination of antimicrobial resistance research and 

development (2019) 

Monitoring 

The Federal 

Government 

of Germany 

DART 2020. Fighting antibiotic resistance for the good of both 

humans and animals (2015) 

Baseline 

DART 2020. Interim report on the occasion of the WHA 2016 Baseline 

DART 2020. 2nd Interim Report 2017 Baseline 

Federal 

Ministry of 

Health of 

Germany 

Follow-up report for the German GUARD initiative. Breaking 

through the Wall. A Call for Concerted Action on Antibiotics 

Research and Development (2017) 

Baseline 

Office of 

Health 

Economics 

Incentives for New Drugs to Tackle Anti-Microbial Resistance 

(2017) 

Baseline 

HTA and payment mechanisms for new drugs to tackle AMR 

(2019) 

Monitoring 

Report for the 

2016 Dutch 

Presidency of 

the European 

Union 

International and European Initiatives Targeting Innovation 

in Antibiotic Drug Discovery and Development (2016) 

Baseline 

The Review 

on 

Antimicrobial 

Resistance 

(UK) chaired 

by Jim 

O’Neill 

Tackling drug-resistant infections globally: Final report and 

recommendations (2016) 

Baseline 
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4.2.4. Literature review framework 

For effective and efficient literature review, we have developed a literature review framework. It will 

facilitate our desk research in the baseline report as well as in the subsequent reports. We will use this 

framework to review all data, studies and workshops from 2015 to 2018. The data produced in the 

literature framework will help us to determine whether the funders/initiatives/organisations produced 

the data related to the One Health approach, LMICs, industry-academia collaborations, and push and 

pull incentives. The current literature review framework consists of the following three key parts: 

A. Funders/initiatives review framework; 

B. Studies review framework; 

C. Workshops review framework. 

TABLE 9. A. FUNDERS/INITIATIVES REVIEW FRAMEWORK 

1. Name of the funder/initiative To be filled with the name of the funder/initiative 

2. Website of the funder/initiative To be filled with the website of the funder/initiative 

3. Year of establishment of the 

funder/initiative 

To be filled with the establishment year of the 

funder/initiative 

4. Established by To be filled with the establishing unit of the 

funder/initiative 

5. Member countries To be filled with the member countries of the 

funder/initiative 

6. Does the initiative/funder have a 

Dashboard? 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 6.1. – 6.5. If Yes, go to 6.1. – 6.6. 

6.1. Link To be filled with the link to the Dashboard data 

6.2. What data does 

the Dashboard 

produce? 

Quantitative  Yes/No. If Yes, go to 6.3. – 6.6.  

Qualitative 

Other 

6.3. Name/Topic of the Dashboard data To be filled with the name/topic of the Dashboard data 

6.4. Year To be filled with the year of Dashboard data publication 

if available 

6.5. Health 

approach of the 

Dashboard data 

One Health Mark 1 = primary/only focus, 2 = secondary focus 

Human Health 

Animal Health 
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Environmental 

Health 

Plant Health 

6.6. Which geographical scope does the 

Dashboard data cover 

To be filled with the list of countries and/or regions 

covered by the Dashboard data 

7. Does the funder/initiative produce data 

in another form than the Dashboard?  

Yes/ No. If Yes, go to 7.1. – 7.5. 

7.1. Link To be filled with the link to the data produced 

7.2. What data does 

the 

funder/initiative 

produce? 

Quantitative  Yes/No. If Yes, go to 7.3. – 7.6. 

Qualitative 

Other 

7.3. Name/Topic of the data To be filled with the name and/or topic of the data 

available 

7.4. Year To be filled with the year of data publication if available 

7.5. Health 

approach of the 

data 

One Health Mark 1 = primary/only focus, 2 = secondary focus 

Human Health 

Animal Health 

Environmental 

Health 

Plant Health 

7.6. Which geographical scope does the 

data cover? 

To be filled with the list of countries and/or regions 

covered by the data 

8.Allocates funding Yes/No. If Yes, go to 8.1. – 8.3. 

8.1. Year of funding To be filled with the year when funding was allocated 

8.2. What is funded To be filled with the area/topic which received funded 

8.3. Who received funding To be filled with the recipient of the funding 

(organisation, consortium, etc.) 

9. Focus on Push and Pull incentives3 Yes/ No. If Yes, go to 9.1. – 9.4. 

 

3 It is important to note that the push and pull incentives in this literature framework were defined according to: Renwick, M.J., Simpkin, V., 

Mossialos, E. (2016). ` Targeting innovation in antibiotic drug discovery and development’. Health Policy Serie, 45, p.21. Available at: 

http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/315309/Targeting-innovation-antibiotic-drug-d-and-d-2016.pdf 
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9.1. Push incentives 

mentioned 

Supporting open 

access to research 

Yes/No. If Yes to any of the incentives, go to 9.2. 

Grants for 

scientific 

personnel 

Direct funding 

Conditional grants 

Funding 

translational 

research 

Tax incentives 

Refundable tax 

credits 

Product 

development 

partnership 

Other 

9.2. Context of push incentives 

mentioned 

To be filled with the context (text) segment where push 

incentives are mentioned 

9.3. Pull 

Incentives 

Mentioned 

End Prize 

Milestone prize 

Pay-for-

performance 

payments 

Patent buyout 

Payer license 

Research 

tournament 

Advanced market 

commitment  

Strategic 

Antibiotic 

Reserve 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 9.4. 
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Service-

availability 

premium 
 

9.4. Context of pull incentives mentioned To be filled with the context (text) segment where pull 

incentives are mentioned 

10. Do funders/initiatives use any 

external data 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 10.1. – 10.3. 

10.1. Quantitative To be specified what external data funders/initiatives 

use 
10.2. Qualitative 

10.3. Other 

TABLE 10. B. STUDIES REVIEW FRAMEWORK 

1.Author of the study/publication To be filled with the author of the study/publication 

2.Name of the publication/study To be filled with the name of the publication/study 

3.Link to the publication study To be filled with the link of the publication/study 

4.Year of the publication  To be filled with the year of publication 

5. Geographical scope defined in the 

publication 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 5.1. 

5.1. Countries and/or regions covered in 

the publication 

To be filled with the list of countries/regions covered in 

the publication 

6. One Health mentioned Yes/ No. If No, go to 6.1. – 6.4. 

6.1. Human Health Mark 1 = primary/only focus, 2 = secondary focus 

6.2. Animal Health 

6.3. Environment Health 

6.4. Plant Health 

7. Specific focus on LMIC Yes/No. If Yes, go to 7.1. – 7.2. 

7.1. LMICs mentioned To be filled with the list of LMIC mentioned in the 

publication 

7.2. Context of LMICs mentioned To be filled with the context (text) segment of the LMIC 

focus mentioned 

8. Cross-sectoral collaboration mentioned Yes/No. If Yes, go to 8.1. – 8.2. 
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8.1. Is the role of the industry 

emphasised? 

Yes/No 

8.2. Context of different sectors 

collaborating 

To be filled with the context (text) segment of the 

different sectors collaborating 

9. Focus on Push and Pull incentives Yes/ No. If Yes, go to 9.1. – 9.4. 

9.1. Push incentives 

mentioned 

Supporting open 

access to research 

Yes/No. If Yes to any of the incentives, go to 9.2. 

Grants for 

scientific 

personnel 

Direct funding 

Conditional grants 

Funding 

translational 

research 

Tax incentives 

Refundable tax 

credits 

Product 

development 

partnership 

Other 

9.2. Context of push incentives 

mentioned 

To be filled with the context (text) segment where push 

incentives are mentioned 

9.3. Pull 

Incentives 

Mentioned 

End Prize 

Milestone prize 

Pay-for-

performance 

payments 

Patent buyout 

Payer license 

Research 

tournament 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 9.4. 



External Evaluation to monitor progress towards the objectives of the Global AMR R&D 

46 

Advanced market 

commitment  

Strategic 

Antibiotic 

Reserve 

Service-

availability 

premium 
 

9.4. Context of pull incentives mentioned To be filled with the context (text) segment where pull 

incentives are mentioned 

10. Any (excluding citations of scientific 

literature) concrete data sources/ evidence 

used in the publication? 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 10.1. – 10.4. 

10.1. Quantitative To be specified what concrete data sources/evidence 

were used to produce the publication 
10.2. Qualitative 

10.3. Mixed methods 

10.4. Other 

TABLE 11. C. WORKSHOP REVIEW FRAMEWORK 

1. Organisers/hosts of the workshop To be filled with the organisers/hosts of the workshop 

2. Title of the workshop To be filled with the title of the workshop 

3. Year of the workshop To be filled with the year of the workshop 

4. Geographical scope (countries 

represented in the workshop) 

To be filled with the list of countries represented in the 

workshop 

5. Link to the workshop/workshop report To be filled with the link to the workshop/workshop 

report 

6. Did Stakeholders from different 

sectors participate/ were represented?  

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 6.1.  

6.1. List of stakeholders represented Please specify 

7. One Health mentioned Yes/ No. If Yes, go to 7.1. – 7.4. 

7.1. Human Health Mark 1 = primary/only focus, 2 = secondary focus 

7.2. Animal Health 
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7.3. Environment Health 

7.4. Plant Health 

8. Specific focus on LMICs Yes/No. If Yes, go to 8.1. 

8.1. Context of LMICs mentioned To be filled with the context (text) segment of the LMIC 

mentioned 

10. Focus on Push and Pull incentives Yes/ No. If Yes, go to 10.1. – 10.4. 

10.1. Push 

incentives 

mentioned 

Supporting open 

access to research 

Yes/No. If Yes to any of the incentives, go to 10.2. 

Grants for 

scientific 

personnel 

Direct funding 

Conditional grants 

Funding 

translational 

research 

Tax incentives 

Refundable tax 

credits 

Product 

development 

partnership 

Other 

10.2. Context of push incentives 

mentioned 

To be filled with the context (text) segment where push 

incentives are mentioned 

10.3. Pull 

Incentives 

Mentioned 

End Prize 

Milestone prize 

Pay-for-

performance 

payments 

Patent buyout 

Payer license 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 10.4. 
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Research 

tournament 

Advanced market 

commitment  

Strategic 

Antibiotic 

Reserve 

Service-

availability 

premium 
 

10.4. Context of pull incentives 

mentioned 

To be filled with the context (text) segment where pull 

incentives are mentioned 

11. Any (excluding citations of scientific 

literature) concrete data sources/ evidence 

used in the workshop? 

Yes/No. If Yes, go to 11.1. – 11.4. 

11.1. Quantitative To be specified what concrete data sources/evidence 

were used in the workshop 
11.2. Qualitative 

11.3. Mixed methods 

11.4. Other 
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4.3. Annex 3. Draft interview questionnaires 

4.3.1. Preliminary list of interview questions to BoM and SG 

representatives to be presented during the Paris meeting  

Below we present a provisional list of interview questions to be presented to BoM members and other 

stakeholders of the Paris meeting. The list of questions was compiled from questions provided in the 

extended version of the questionnaire, presented in section 4.3.2.  It is important to note that the 

questionnaire will be adapted to each interview session and circumstances of each interviewee. The 

interviews will be semi-structured, which means that the preferred topics to be asked will be discussed 

with each interviewee at the start of the sessions. 

Relevance (BoM members and other stakeholders) 

⎯ In your opinion, what are the most pressing issues in the current AMR R&D field? Do the 

objectives of the Hub address them and to what extent? Are there any particular objectives 

that you would find particularly relevant and pressing? Are there any missing in the context 

of AMR R&D? 

⎯ In your opinion, what is the main goal of the Global AMR R&D Hub?  

⎯ The Hub aims to promote the One Health approach. Would you say this is what makes the 

Hub stand out from other similar initiatives? What about other important dimensions of the 

Hub’s work (i.e. involvement of a more diverse set of countries; pull incentives for AMR 

R&D)? 

⎯ Prior to the Hub’s establishment initiatives such as Joint Programming Initiative on 

Antimicrobial Resistance (JPIAMR), EU-JAMRAI, GARDP, UN IACG, Innovative Medicines 

Initiative (IMI) and others were already actively working in the AMR R&D field. In your 

opinion what makes the Hub’s approach unique? 

⎯ In your opinion, what are the key strengths and weaknesses of the Hub compared to these 

initiatives?   

⎯ The Hub’s activities are the development of the Dynamic Dashboard, mapping of total AMR 

R&D activities, AMR R&D and economic analysis (including pull incentives), stakeholder 

engagement, communication & outreach, and the establishment of Global AMR R&D Hub 

as global knowledge centre of AMR R&D under One Health. In your opinion, which 

activities are the most important to achieve the Hub’s objectives?  

⎯ Our Theory of Change model (visualisation to be shown during each interview) sees the 

outcomes of the Global AMR R&D Hub as improved monitoring of global AMR R&D 

research, investments and policies using a One Health approach; enhanced global 

collaboration and communication among stakeholders in the AMR field; strengthened 

knowledge and evidence-base used for policy and decision-makers in AMR R&D. To what 

extent do you see these outcomes as relevant and important in the global AMR R&D field? 

Governance and coherence (presented to BoM members only) 

⎯ The Terms of Reference of the Global AMR R&D Hub defines the Hub’s vision as being a 

key actor having an integrating role in global AMR R&D.  In your opinion, is the Hub’s 

organisational structure coherent with its vision and objectives? 

⎯ In your opinion, was is meant by the Hub’s vision statement of being a ‘key actor having an 

integrating role in global AMR R&D’? 
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⎯ Overall, how would you assess the Hub’s current governance system? In your opinion, is 

the current governance structure of the Hub optimal?  

⎯ Are you aware of any tasks or activities which could possibly overlap or result in duplication 

of effort? 

⎯ In your opinion, was the procedure of setting up the SG and EAG clear and efficient?  

⎯ Do you see any potential synergies of the Hub with other similar initiatives in the AMR R&D 

field? 

Other questions ((BoM members and other stakeholders)) 

⎯ What are the main information sources which currently help you to gain an overview of the 

AMR R&D field? How do you use them in your work?  

⎯ Do the existing information sources help you to discover any gaps in the AMR R&D field? 

Do these information sources also reveal any duplications of effort in the field? 

⎯ In your opinion as a decision maker or stakeholder in the AMR field, do you have easy access 

to information on AMR R&D funding distributed by research funders across the globe? 

What about access to information on different push/pull incentives implemented globally?  

⎯ Is there sufficient coordination among funders when allocating funding to AMR R&D?  

⎯ Do you see the One Health approach generally implemented by funders and policymakers 

in the AMR R&D field? 

⎯ How does the Hub address your specific needs in these areas, i.e. lack of information on R&D 

efforts and spending, identification of research gaps, lack of coordination and collaboration 

between funders in a One Health Approach?  

⎯ What achievements would you consider to be the ultimate success of the Hub?  

⎯ Would you like to share any final thoughts or comments? 

Thank you for your answers! 
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4.3.2. Extended draft interview questionnaire 

Relevance 

The Terms of Reference of the Global AMR R&D Hub lists its main objectives as:  

1. to inform high-level decision makers on R&D pipelines and other relevant aspects of 

AMR R&D, in order to identify and prioritise R&D gaps and help focus high-level 

decision-making; 

2. to facilitate the efficient allocation of resources; 

3. to promote increased investments into push and pull incentives for AMR R&D in order 

to maximize the impact of national and international research activities; 

4. to foster international research collaboration among different partners globally, 

including industry and academia; 

5. to support the filling of product pipelines with priority candidates, using an 

appropriate mix of incentives, with a view to the development of deployable products, 

while recognizing the importance of access, prudent use, and stewardship; 

6. to inform policy makers on AMR R&D and keep attention on AMR at high political 

levels; 

7. to raise and maintain public awareness and visibility through communication of the 

work of the Global AMR R&D Hub and its results. 

⎯ In your opinion, what are the most pressing issues in the current AMR R&D field? 

Do the objectives of the Hub address them and to what extent? Are there any 

particular objectives that you would find particularly relevant and pressing? Are 

there any missing in the context of AMR R&D? 

⎯ In your opinion, what is the main goal of the Global AMR R&D Hub?  

⎯ The Hub aims to promote the One Health approach. Would you say this is what 

makes the Hub stand out from other similar initiatives?  

⎯ Prior to the Hub’s establishment initiatives such as Joint Programming Initiative 

on Antimicrobial Resistance (JPIAMR), EU-JAMRAI, GARDP, UN IACG, 

Innovative Medicines Initiative (IMI) and others were already actively working in 

the AMR R&D field. In your opinion what makes the Hub’s approach unique? 

⎯ In your opinion, what are the key strengths and weaknesses of the Hub compared 

to these initiatives?   

⎯ The main inputs for the Global AMR R&D Hub are the funding provided for the 

Hub; support of Hub members and the guidance and standards provided by the 

DZIF; technical expertise and administrative support for the management of the 

Hub; and situation and context analysis. Are any of the listed important Hub’s 

inputs missing? 

⎯  The Hub’s activities are the development of the Dynamic Dashboard, mapping of 

total AMR R&D activities, AMR R&D and economic analysis (including pull 

incentives), stakeholder engagement, communication & outreach, and the 

establishment of Global AMR R&D Hub as global knowledge centre of AMR R&D 

under One Health. In your opinion, which activities are the most important of 

achieving? Which achieved activities would you constitute as the success? 
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Our Theory of Change model outlines the outputs for the Global AMR R&D Hub as the 

tracked AMR R&D activities/achievement and supported filling of the product pipeline with 

priority candidates; monitored push incentives and advance discussions on pull incentives; 

estimated resource needs and provided recommendations on allocation; informed high-level 

decision makers on R&D pipelines and other relevant aspects of AMR R&D; fostered 

collaboration and engagement among different stakeholders in AMR R&D field; informed 

policy makers on AMR R&D and kept attention on AMR at high political levels; raised and 

maintained public awareness and visibility of work of the Global AMR R&D Hub. 

⎯ Which achieved Hub’s outputs, in your opinion, you would constitute as success? 

Our Theory of Change model sees the outcomes of the Global AMR R&D Hub as improved 

monitoring of global AMR R&D research, investments and policies using a One Health 

approach; enhanced global collaboration and communication among stakeholders in the 

AMR field; strengthened knowledge and evidence-base used for policy and decision-makers 

in AMR R&D. To what extent do you see these outcomes as relevant and important in the 

global AMR R&D field? 

⎯ Do you see any potential synergies of the Hub with other initiatives in the AMR 

R&D field? 

Governance and coherence 

The Global AMR R&D Hub is composed of the Board of Members (BoM), the Chair and the Vice-Chair 

of the BoM, Secretariat, Stakeholder Group and Expert Advisory Group. The BoM is the decision-

making body of the organisation, while the Secretariat supports the BoM by handling the Hub’s daily 

operations.  

In 2019, BoM has established the Stakeholder Group (SG). The Mandate for the Stakeholder Group of 

the Global AMR R&D Hub tasks the SG to facilitate consultations with stakeholders relevant for the 

work of the Hub and advise the Hub on specific topics, such as the development of the Dashboard. It is 

comprised of max 20 members, currently 16, from non-government organisations/civil society, industry, 

international research funding initiatives and academia. The Expert Advisory Groups (EAGs) are 

established to provide specific thematic expertise when needed. The current established EAG was 

initially tasked to evaluate and determine the market potential of interventions addressing the 

pathogens on the WHO priority pathogens and tuberculosis. However, currently the mandate is being 

revised and the scope of the assignment will be specified further. 

Governance 

Questions for the Board of Members 

⎯ Overall, how would you assess the Hub’s current governance system? In your 

opinion, is the current governance structure of the Hub optimal?  

⎯ What are the major advantages of the current organisational structure of the Hub? 

Would you see any risks and disadvantages? 

⎯ Are you aware of any tasks or activities which could possibly overlap or result in 

duplication of effort? 

⎯ In your opinion, is the communication between the BoM and Secretariat/SG/EAG 

smooth and efficient? 

Considering BoM meetings, the agenda and related documents are shared and approved by the Chairs 

prior to sharing them with the BoM. The documentation is sent to the BoM 10 business day prior to the 

meeting. Chairs receive documentation one week before the BoM. 
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⎯ Are BoM meetings organised smoothly and the related documentation is 

communicated to you in advance?  

⎯ Overall, does Secretariat effectively support the BoM during BoM meetings? 

Coherence 

⎯ The Terms of Reference of the Global AMR R&D Hub defines the Hub’s vision as 

being a key actor having an integrating role in global AMR R&D.  In your opinion, 

is the Hub’s organisational structure coherent with its vision and objectives? 

⎯ The Draft Collaboration framework 2019-2021 sets the framework for collaboration 

with the Hub’s external partners. In your opinion, is this framework clear? To what 

extent does it enable the Hub to establish collaborations with various stakeholders 

smoothly? (Note: this question will be asked during the later stages of interview 

programme after the Collaboration framework is fully finalised). 

⎯ To what extent do you see the collaborations established between the Hub and 

other organisations/initiatives, etc as well functioning? Are there any potential 

gaps in collaboration or relevant stakeholders not yet engaged by the Hub? 

Effectiveness 

The Work Plan 2018 – 2021 of the Global AMR R&D Hub defines Hub’s operational activities for the 

three-year period. Some of the activities are already finalised, currently ongoing or still pending. The 

finalised tasks include the development of the Terms of Reference, Rules of Procedure, organising a 

workshop on “Increasing investments for AMR R&D”, setting up the EAG and others (Note: questions 

below will be dedicated not only to the BoM but also to the SG where relevant) 

⎯ To what extent has the Global AMR R&D Hub achieved tasks set out in its Work 

Plan smoothly and efficiently? Are there any obstacles in a way of achieving 

ongoing and planned tasks?  

⎯ In your opinion, to what extent was the development of the Terms of Reference, 

Rules of Procedure and other finalised documents of the Hub clear and well 

communicated? (Note: this question will be dedicated only to BoM members). 

⎯ Has the workshop on “Increasing Investments for AMR R&D” on May 28, 2019 

been organised efficiently and well communicated by the Secretariat? 

⎯ In your opinion, was the procedure of setting up the SG and EAG clear and 

efficient?  

⎯ Another key task for the Global AMR R&D Hub is the development of a close to a 

real time Dynamic Dashboard. To what extent do you see the development of the 

Dynamic Dashboard which is planned to be launched in Q1 2020 to be timely and 

efficient?  

⎯ Overall, what further actions, in your opinion, are required to improve the 

effectiveness of the Hub’s work in the future? 

Enhanced evidence-based policymaking in the AMR R&D field 

Some of the main objectives of the Global AMR R&D Hub particularly emphasise the importance of 

informing high-level policy and decision makers as: 

1. to inform high-level decision makers on R&D pipelines and other relevant aspects of AMR 

R&D, in order to identify and prioritise R&D gaps and help focus high-level decision-

making; 

2. to inform policy makers on AMR R&D and keep attention on AMR at high political levels. 
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The Dynamic Dashboard Roadmap also specifies high-level decision makers, researchers, developers 

as a key target audience. 

⎯ There are many different sources of information on AMR R&D field, for instance, 

different National Action Plans presented in the WHO website, JPIAMR AMR 

Research Funding Dashboard and others.    What are the main information sources 

which currently help you to gain an overview of the AMR R&D field? How do you 

use them in your work? 

⎯ Do the existing information sources help you to discover any gaps in the AMR 

R&D field? Do these information sources also reveal any duplications of effort in 

the field? 

More efficient allocation of global investments into push and pull incentives for AMR R&D  

The Global AMR R&D Hub aims to enable policy makers, funders and researchers assess which research 

areas are overemphasised and which deserve more attention and investment and should be prioritised.  

Report for the 2016 Dutch Presidency of the European Union on International and European Initiatives 

Targeting Innovation in Antibiotic Drug Discovery and Development revealed that push incentives 

were more numerous than the pull incentives. Results of the survey on the Hub’s Provisional Work Plan 

2018-2021 revealed that respondents emphasised the importance of promoting information on push and 

particularly on pull incentives. As the Work Plan specifies, the Dynamic Dashboard will also contain 

information on different push and pull incentives available in AMR R&D field.  

Research and development of antibiotics can be incentivised through push and pull mechanisms. Push 

incentives reduce the cost of researching and developing new drugs while providing research grants, 

establishing public-private partnerships for dividing R&D costs and similar. Meanwhile, pull incentives 

reward the successful development and the market entry of a drug. Pull incentives can be outcome 

based, for instance, monetary prizes, patent buyouts, and similar.4  

⎯ In your opinion as a decision maker, do you have easy access to information on 

AMR R&D funding distributed by research funders across the globe? What about 

access to information on different push/pull incentives implemented globally? 

(Note: this interview question is geared to scope the field prior to establishment of 

the Hub). 

⎯ Is there enough of coordination among funders when allocating funding to AMR 

R&D? (Note: this interview question is geared to scope the field prior to 

establishment of the Hub). 

⎯ In your opinion, have some areas of AMR R&D been over-funded and some under-

funded? Could you provide examples? (Note: this interview question is geared to 

scope the field prior to establishment of the Hub). 

⎯ Could you point to any examples of the data produced by the Hub helping funders 

make decisions and/or improve policymaking? (Note: this interview question will 

be provided only in the later stages of the interview programme, i.e. the second 

half of 2020).  

Improved coordinated global response to AMR R&D using a One Health Approach 

The WHO’s Global Action Plan on Antimicrobial Resistance (GAP) includes a One Health approach 

(encompassing human, plant, animal and environment) in its five objectives and principles for an 

effective AMR response. Respondents of the survey on the Hub’s Provisional Work Plan 2018-2021 also 

 

4 Renwick, M.J., Simpkin, V., Mossialos, E. (2016). ` Targeting innovation in antibiotic drug discovery and development’. Health Policy Serie, 45, 

p.21.Available at: http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/315309/Targeting-innovation-antibiotic-drug-d-and-d-2016.pdf  

http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/315309/Targeting-innovation-antibiotic-drug-d-and-d-2016.pdf
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saw the One Health approach as well as the inclusion of Low- and Middle-Income Countries as 

important aspects of the Hub’s activities. The Work Plan of the Hub emphasises that the One Health 

approach should be reflected in the Hub’s Dynamic Dashboard and developed further with relevant 

stakeholders. 

⎯ Do you see the One Health approach generally implemented by funders and 

policymakers in the AMR R&D field? 

⎯ WHO’s Global Action Plan, Joint Programming Initiative on Antimicrobial 

Resistance (JPIAMR) and other similar initiatives emphasise the importance of a 

One Health approach. In your opinion, which AMR R&D initiatives/funding 

programmes and their efforts which are particularly linked to the One Health 

approach are key in the AMR R&D field? 

⎯ In your opinion, is a One Health approach sufficiently promoted and/or addressed 

in field in the current AMR R&D events, meetings, policy debates and conferences? 

⎯ In your opinion, to what extent are LMIC represented in global AMR R&D 

activities and discussions? Which countries would be relevant/important 

candidates to join the Hub? 

⎯ Our Theory of Change model depicts the impact of the Global AMR R&D Hub in 

enhanced evidence-based policymaking in the AMR R&D field; more efficient 

allocation of global investments into push and pull incentives for AMR R&D; and 

improved coordinated response to AMR R&D using a One Health approach. To 

what extent do you see these impact areas as relevant and important for the AMR 

R&D field and for the work of stakeholders working in the field?  

⎯ In our Theory of Change model, the foreseen change is the improved ability to 

respond to the global challenges of AMR in line with a One Health approach. To 

what extent do you see this change to be relevant and important to the global AMR 

R&D field? 

⎯ Would you like to share any final thoughts or comments?  

Thank you for your answers. 
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4.4. Annex 4. Draft survey questionnaires 

4.4.1. Draft BoM and SG representative survey questionnaire 

Background information about the survey 

You are invited to participate in a survey which is carried out as a part of the external evaluation of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub. The evaluation, and the survey, is conducted by PPMI. The purpose of the 

survey is to collect data for the baseline report of the Hub’s evaluation, and to validate the 

methodological approach developed by PPMI researchers. The questionnaire aims to capture your 

views on the most pressing needs in the AMR R&D field and the Hub’s role in addressing these.  

The questionnaire is divided thematically into two sections. The first section asks questions about the 

Hub’s objectives and their relevance. The second section lays out the Hub’s Theory of Change model 

developed by PPMI researchers for the evaluation of the Hub and asks several questions about the 

proposed formulation of the Hub’s outputs, outcomes and expected impact. In total, the survey has 13 

questions. 

The survey is anonymous and no personal information will be revealed publicly, in full compliance 

with our Specific Privacy Statement on Personal Data Protection. The information you provide will be 

treated confidentially and only anonymised and aggregated data will be presented in the evaluation 

reports. 

Thank you in advance for your help! 

I agree to participate in this survey 

Yes 

 

1. Introduction 

What is your role within the Global AMR R&D Hub? 

Member of the Global AMR R&D Hub’s Board   

Member of the Stakeholder Group Go to question below 

Other (please specify)  

 

Which of the following Stakeholder Groups are you part of? 

NGO/civil society 

Industry 

International research funding initiatives 

Academia 

https://dl.dropboxusercontent.com/s/m6gy4zfqbljq2lw/Specific%20Privacy%20Statement_External%20evaluation%20to%20monitor%20progress%20towards%20the%20objectives%20of%20the%20Global%20AMR%20R%26D%20Hub.pdf?dl=0
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Other (please specify) 

 

2. Needs of the global AMR R&D field 

First, we would like to know more about your views on the relevance of the Global AMR R&D Hub in 

the current AMR R&D landscape.   

In your opinion, what are the most relevant current needs of the global AMR R&D field?  

 Highly 

relevant 

Somewhat 

relevant  

Neither 

relevant 

nor 

irrelevant 

Somewhat 

irrelevant 

Not 

relevant 

at all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Access to systematic and 

regularly updated information on 

AMR R&D investments 

  

 

 

  

A one-stop-shop platform to 

support decision making in AMR 

R&D 

  

 

 

  

Knowledge on research gaps & 

promising areas in AMR R&D 
  

 
 

  

Greater international 

collaboration and coordination of 

global AMR R&D efforts  

  

 

 

  

Better coordination and 

alignment of existing AMR R&D 

funding  

  

 

 

  

Increased investments into push 

and pull incentives for AMR R&D 
  

 
 

  

Better (or more innovative) 

mechanisms to help fill the 

pipeline with products where 

there is the greatest unmet need 

  

 

 

  

Greater involvement of high-

income countries in the AMR 

R&D field (i.e. through funding, 

research or policy discussions) 

  

 

 

  

Greater involvement of low- and 

middle-income countries in the 

AMR R&D field (i.e. through 

funding, research or policy 

discussions) 

  

 

 

  

More focus on the One Health 

approach for relevant AMR R&D 
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 Highly 

relevant 

Somewhat 

relevant  

Neither 

relevant 

nor 

irrelevant 

Somewhat 

irrelevant 

Not 

relevant 

at all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Increased attention to AMR at 

high political levels  
  

 
 

  

Greater public awareness of the 

AMR R&D and the challenges 

faced 

  

 

 

  

Other need (please specify if 

relevant, otherwise select the "Do 

not know / cannot answer" 

option) (please specify) 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 
 

  

 

Please specify any other relevant needs of the global AMR R&D field. 

[Free text] 

 

 

The Global AMR R&D Hub has the following seven main objectives:  

1. to inform high-level decision makers on R&D pipelines and other relevant aspects of AMR 

R&D, in order to identify and prioritise R&D gaps and help focus high-level decision-

making; 

2. to facilitate the efficient allocation of resources; 

3. to promote increased investments into push and pull incentives for AMR R&D in order to 

maximize the impact of national and international research activities; 

4. to foster international research collaboration among different partners globally, including 

industry and academia; 

5. to support the filling of product pipelines with priority candidates, using an appropriate mix 

of incentives, with a view to the development of deployable products, while recognizing the 

importance of access, prudent use, and stewardship; 

6. to inform policy makers on AMR R&D and keep attention on AMR at high political levels; 

7. to raise and maintain public awareness and visibility through communication of the work 

of the Global AMR R&D Hub and its results. 

Overall, to what extent are the objectives of the Hub well aligned with the current needs of the global 

AMR R&D field? 

To a very large extent 

To a large extent 

To some extent 
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Not at all 

Do not know / cannot answer 

When assessed individually, how relevant are the objectives of the Hub in addressing the current 

needs of the global AMR R&D field?  

This question asks you to consider each objective of the Hub individually and assess their relevance in light of most 

pressing current needs in the AMR R&D field. It is possible to consider all seven objectives as equally relevant or 

irrelevant, or to regard some objectives as more relevant than others. 

 Highly 

relevant 

Somewhat 

relevant  

Neither 

relevant 

nor 

irrelevant 

Somewhat 

irrelevant 

Not 

relevant 

at all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Objective 1 - to inform high-level 

decision makers on R&D 

pipelines and other relevant 

aspects of AMR R&D, in order to 

identify and prioritise R&D gaps 

and help focus high-level 

decision-making 

  

 

 

  

Objective 2 - to facilitate the 

efficient allocation of resources 
  

 
 

  

Objective 3 - to promote increased 

investments into push and pull 

incentives for AMR R&D in order 

to maximize the impact of 

national and international 

research activities 

  

 

 

  

Objective 4 - to foster 

international research 

collaboration among different 

partners globally, including 

industry and academia 

  

 

 

  

Objective 5 - to support the filling 

of product pipelines with priority 

candidates, using an appropriate 

mix of incentives, with a view to 

the development of deployable 

products, while recognizing the 

importance of access, prudent 

use, and stewardship 

  

 

 

  

Objective 6 - to inform policy 

makers on AMR R&D and keep 

attention on AMR at high 

political levels 
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 Highly 

relevant 

Somewhat 

relevant  

Neither 

relevant 

nor 

irrelevant 

Somewhat 

irrelevant 

Not 

relevant 

at all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Objective 7 - to raise and maintain 

public awareness and visibility 

through communication of the 

work of the Global AMR R&D 

Hub and its results 

  

 

 

  

 

In your opinion, which other AMR R&D initiatives or activities are most important in addressing 

the current global AMR R&D field needs? 

A particular emphasis in this question is on the word ‘global’, i.e. if there are other initiatives which already cover 

the needs in the AMR R&D field at a global level, as opposed no national or regional levels. Please indicate one or 

several other global AMR R&D initiatives or activities that you consider to be most important in addressing the 

needs. If you would like to specify more than 5 initiatives, there will be an open-ended question at the end of the 

survey where you will be able to provide this additional information. 

AMR R&D initiative 1: [Free text] 

AMR R&D initiative 2: [Free text] 

AMR R&D initiative 3: [Free text] 

AMR R&D initiative 4: [Free text] 

AMR R&D initiative 5: [Free text] 

In your opinion, to what extent are the specific objectives of the Hub also addressed by other AMR 

R&D initiatives or activities? 

When answering this question, please consider the AMR R&D initiatives and activities that you mentioned or 

considered when answering the question above. 

 To a very 

large extent 

To a large 

extent 

To some 

extent  

Not at 

all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Objective 1 - to inform high-level 

decision makers on R&D pipelines and 

other relevant aspects of AMR R&D, in 

order to identify and prioritise R&D 

gaps and help focus high-level 

decision-making 

   

  

Objective 2 - to facilitate the efficient 

allocation of resources 
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 To a very 

large extent 

To a large 

extent 

To some 

extent  

Not at 

all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Objective 3 - to promote increased 

investments into push and pull 

incentives for AMR R&D in order to 

maximize the impact of national and 

international research activities 

   

  

Objective 4 - to foster international 

research collaboration among different 

partners globally, including industry 

and academia 

   

  

Objective 5 - to support the filling of 

product pipelines with priority 

candidates, using an appropriate mix of 

incentives, with a view to the 

development of deployable products, 

while recognizing the importance of 

access, prudent use, and stewardship 

   

  

Objective 6 - to inform policy makers on 

AMR R&D and keep attention on AMR 

at high political levels 

   

  

Objective 7 - to raise and maintain 

public awareness and visibility through 

communication of the work of the 

Global AMR R&D Hub and its results 

   

  

Now, we will ask two questions about key priority areas of the Global AMR R&D Hub and their added 

value. The Hub has been involved in several key activities specified in its Work Plan. We would like to 

estimate the extent to which you see these areas as adding distinct value, differentiating the Hub from 

other initiatives in the global AMR R&D field. We would also like to know which activities of the Hub 

you consider to be the most valuable and pertinent to the overall success of the Hub over the next few 

years.   

To what extent do the following areas of the Global AMR R&D Hub differentiate it from other 

initiatives in the global AMR R&D field? 

 To a very 

large extent 

To a large 

extent 

To some 

extent 

Not at all 

(i.e. 

already 

covered 

by other 

initiatives) 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Fostering international research 

collaborations 
 

 
 

  

Providing a comprehensive picture of 

the global AMR R&D efforts across all 

One Health sectors 
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 To a very 

large extent 

To a large 

extent 

To some 

extent 

Not at all 

(i.e. 

already 

covered 

by other 

initiatives) 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Promoting and setting the focus on 

AMR R&D priorities 
 

 
 

  

Encouraging alignment of national and 

international AMR R&D efforts 
 

 
 

  

Bringing together governments, 

foundations and organisations across 

the world 

 

 

 

  

Bridging the gap between AMR R&D 

and policy making 
 

 
 

  

Encouraging an AMR R&D 

environment that takes a One Health 

approach, where relevant 

 

 

 

  

Mapping and identifying incentives 

that could help fill the pipeline with 

products of greatest need 

 

 

 

  

Inclusion of more low- and middle-

income countries (LMIC) in 

discussions on AMR R&D 

 

 

 

  

Promotion of pull incentives for AMR 

R&D 
 

 
 

  

Promotion of industry-academia 

collaboration 
 

 
 

  

Combined focus on all priority areas: 

One Health, LMICs, pull incentives and 

industry-academia collaboration 

 

 

 

  

Other priority areas (please specify if 

relevant, otherwise select the "Do not 

know / cannot answer" option) (please 

specify) 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

  

Please specify any other areas of the Hub that differentiate it from other initiatives in the global 

AMR R&D field. 

[Free text] 

 

Overall, which activities and areas of the Hub do you expect to deliver the highest added value to 

the AMR R&D field? 

When answering this question, please consider the time period of the Hub’s current Work Plan, i.e. 2018-2021. 
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[Free text] 
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3. Theory of Change and Impacts of the Global AMR R&D Hub 

Following consultations with the Secretariat, PPMI researchers have developed a Theory of Change 

(ToC) model for the evaluation of the Global AMR R&D Hub. The model lists a series of key inputs, 

activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts of the Hub. We would like to receive your feedback on the 

latest version of the ToC model, shown below. Please take some time to familiarise yourself with the 

model. 

As the ToC model is still a working document, we would like to receive your feedback on its overall 

accuracy and coherence. Your feedback will help finalise the ToC model, which will then be used to 

evaluate the Hub’s activities during 2018-2021. The results of this survey and the ToC model will be 

further discussed during PPMI’s presentations in the Paris meeting to be held on 30-31 October 2019.   

 

 

If you would like to provide feedback on the Hub’s ToC model, please indicate this below. 

Would you like provide feedback on the Hub’s ToC model? 

If you choose the ‘Yes’ option, you will proceed to the questions on the Hub’s ToC model. There are four questions 

to be answered. If you choose the ‘No’ option, these questions will not be presented to you.  

Yes Go to the following question 

No Go to the last question/window 

Thank you! First, we would like to ask two questions about the main activities of the Hub, shown on 

the left side of the ToC model. 
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To what extent do the activities listed in the ToC model correspond to the activities envisaged in the 

Hub’s Work Plan 2018-2021? 

The activities listed in the ToC model group together a variety of activities out lined in the Hub’s Work Plan. We 

would like to learn if the high-level headings of the ToC model appropriately capture the main activities of the Hub.   

 Very 

accurately 

described 

 Rather 

accurately 

described 

Rather 

inaccurately 

described 

Not 

accurately 

described at 

all 

Do not 

know / 

cannot 

answer 

Development of the Dynamic 

Dashboard and the mapping of total 

AMR R&D activities 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

 

 

 

AMR R&D and economic analysis, 

including pull incentives 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

 

 

 

Stakeholder Engagement, 

Communication & Outreach 

(workshops, meetings, workshop 

reports, etc.) 

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

 

 

 

Communication of AMR R&D at political 

level   

Go to the 

following 

question 

Go to the 

following 

question 

 

 

 

Are any key activities missing from the Hub’s Theory of Change model? 

If any key activities are missing from the current ToC model, please describe them in the text box below 

[Free text] 

 

 

We would now like to ask some questions about the outputs, outcomes and impacts of the ToC model. 

In the ToC model, the Hub’s outputs are linked to its objectives and grouped into three categories. The 

three output categories then feed into three broad categories of outcomes and impacts which are 

presented below. 
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In your view, are the outputs of the Hub well defined? 

In this question we would like to know if the proposed set of outputs and their formulations are appropriate and 

reflect the objectives and activities described in the Hub’s ToR and Work Plan. If you think that any of the proposed 

outputs should be reformulated, new outputs added, or existing ones removed/replaced, then indicate this in your 

answers below.  

The outputs are very well defined, no further adjustments are needed  

The outputs are well defined but need some further adjustments  Go to the following question 

The outputs are poorly defined, major adjustments are needed  Go to the following question 

Do not know / cannot answer  

 

Please specify the adjustments that are needed to better define the outputs of the Hub.  

[Free text] 

 

In your view, are the outcomes and impacts of the Hub well defined? 

This question is very similar to the previous one, only that it asks about the proposed set of outcomes and impacts 

of the Hub. If you think that any of the proposed outcomes/impacts should be reformulated, new ones added, or 

existing ones removed/replaced, then indicate this in your answers below. 
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The outcomes and impacts are very well defined, no further adjustments 

are needed 

 

The outcomes and impacts are well defined but need some further 

adjustments 

 Go to the following question 

The outcomes and impacts are poorly defined, major adjustments are 

needed 

 Go to the following question 

Do not know / cannot answer  

 

Please specify the adjustments that are needed to better define the outcomes and impacts of the Hub. 

[Free text] 

 

 

Overall, are the proposed set of outputs well aligned to the outcomes and impacts of the Global AMR 

R&D Hub? 

This question asks about the output-outcome-impact links shown in the proposed ToC model. The model implies 

that certain outputs can be grouped and are more strongly related to particular types of outcomes and impacts. If 

you think that the proposed groupings and links are not well-aligned, please indicate this below. 

The outputs, outcomes and impacts are very well aligned, no further 

adjustments are needed 

 

The outputs, outcomes and impacts are well aligned but need some further 

adjustments 

Go to the following question 

The outputs, outcomes and impacts are poorly aligned, major adjustments 

are needed 

Go to the following question 

Do not know / cannot answer  

 

Please specify the adjustments that are needed to better align the outputs, outcomes and impacts. 

[Free text] 

 

 

Would you have any other issues to raise that were not addressed in this survey? 

[Free text] 
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PPMI will present at the Global AMR R&D Hub's Board of Members and Stakeholder Group meetings 

in Paris, to be held on 30-31 October 2019. The research team will present the preliminary survey results 

at the joint Board of Members and the Stakeholder Group session, as well as use this opportunity to 

hold face-to-face interviews with selected survey respondents. Each session will take approximately 30-

45 minutes.  

The interviews would be organised so that they do not clash with the main activities of the meeting. If 

it is not possible to hold the interviews during the Paris meeting, we would explore the possibilities to 

hold telephone interviews in November 2019. As with survey data, all information collected during the 

interviews will remain strictly confidential. 

 

Would you agree to receive an invitation to an interview with PPMI researchers, either during the 

Paris meeting in October 2019, or after it? 

Please note that your agreement to receive this invitation is non-binding, i.e. you will be free to choose whether to 

respond should the invitation arrive. 

Yes Go to the following question 

No  

 

Please enter your contact details below.  

We will use these contact details to send you the invitation to take part in the interview programme. 

Name [Free text] 

Email address [Free text] 

 

Thank you for your answers! 

 


