A Wellcome policy note

Establishing an Effective

and Sustainable

Evidence Panel on
Antimicrobial Resistance

Last year the UN General Assembly (UNGA) High
Level Meeting (HLM) on Antimicrobial Resistance
(AMR) called for the establishment of an
Independent Evidence Panel for Action on AMR'.

If established correctly, the Evidence Panel will create
a hub for AMR evidence that can provide member
states with the insight needed to support their
national action plans (NAPs), and ensure researchers
are developing evidence that will drive action.

Despite posing an increasingly significant risk
to human life, AMR has historically struggled to
achieve the political prioritisation it warrants.
AMR caused at least 1.14 million deaths globally

in 20212 and figures are set to rise substantially
over the next two decades, with low- and
middle-income countries (LMICs) likely to be
disproportionately affected. Failing to address
AMR will not only result in lives lost, but estimates
suggest it could push millions of people into
extreme poverty by 20503,

The significant changes to the global health
financing landscape mean that both countries
and regional bodies are facing challenges when
it comes to funding health. Many issues of global
importance, including AMR, risk being under

resourced, deprioritised, and falling into inactivity.
It is therefore crucial that prioritisation decisions by
governments are guided by research and evidence.

At its core a global evidence panel should be
aresource for the research community and
policymakers alike, ensuring that policymakers
can prioritise AMR alongside other competing
challenges. It should create a research and
evidence hub for comprehensive analysis of global
AMR evidence that supports member states in their
decision making and action. In practice this means
forming a body of global experts that are able to
review and synthesise evidence related to AMR,
providing regular reports that outline, analyse and
summarise the available evidence to better support
evidence-based action.

The panel is now facing an ambitious timeline
for its mobilisation, with the Quadripartite Joint
Secretariat having begun consultations on the
design, governance and scope of the evidence
panel with a timeline for establishment by the
end of 20254,

We have three recommendations to ensure that
the panel can deliver maximal impact.




1. The initial panel design must set out
a clear and focused mandate to begin
functioning at this opportune moment

With the panel being established on an
expedited timetable, it is critical that the
governance of the panel is established with
a clear mandate; to create aresearch and
evidence hub for comprehensive analysis of
global AMR evidence that supports member
states in their decision making and action.

The panel's analysis should contextualise and
evidence the impact of AMR within national, regional
and global health systems, pointing to the cross-
sectoral and interconnected impacts of AMR, not
only in health, but on other key areas of national
importance. The panel should be able to provide
policymakers with the tools required to illustrate the
impact of inactivity, setting out why continuing to

prioritise AMR action is key for global health security.

Equally, with individual health programmes being
limited by diminishing resources, an evidence panel
should support the prioritisation of policies within
AMR action plans to ensure areas of greatest
impact are acted upon first. It should help
policymakers be strategic and responsive with

their decision making, keeping AMR activity on
political leaders’ agendas and ensuring global
momentum is not lost.

With health investments becoming increasingly
stretched and national programmes struggling
to maintain momentum within an unpredictable
financing landscape, providing the evidence
needed to make informed policy decisions is
now more important than ever.

2. The panel should become the global
AMR evidence hub, supporting and
guiding the research ecosystem

To effectively support policy development and
prioritisation, the panel should have some
capacity and remit to identify evidence gaps,
suggesting topics of further research and
working with research institutions to help shape
the evidence landscape and trajectory.

It should become the global centre for AMR evidence,
with its function extending beyond national, regional
and global policy guidance to also become a direction
setting resource for the research ecosystem, pointing
funders and research institutions to the evidence
gaps that need addressing urgently.

This function will help member states with their policy
prioritisation, ensuring that evidence gaps do not
equate to a lack of activity but rather policymakers
and political leaders have holistic analysis and
recommendations that support national and regional
resource allocation and contextually relevant action.

Whilst the panel should not commission
research in these areas itself in order to
maintain its role as an independent evidence
synthesiser, it is well placed to identify areas
that need further evidence to facilitate
effective action. This will ensure evidence
gaps are addressed efficiently and effectively.

3. The panel must engage with
member states, to ensure its
outputs are relevant and support
national action plans

Meaningful engagement with member

states will ensure the panel’s outputs and
recommendations are relevant in national and
regional settings. Whilst it is critical that the
analysis and synthesis conducted by the panel
remains independent from political influence,

it is also imperative that member states see the
panel as relevant, with its deliberations grounded
in their needs. This will be crucial to ensuring that
the panel's outputs are used for sustained policy
development and prioritisation.

Itis important to note that the panel’s role is not
to provide singular answers to complex policy
questions. Instead, it should analyse evidence

for an area, or areas, of interest to inform policy-
development and decision making. It should also
highlight gaps in national and regional activity
through its evidence synthesis.

Bringing in member states to highlight areas of
national interest or impact should help shape
the panel's focus to ensure its wider analysis
and reports are conducive to national and global
policy development. This capacity should be kept
distinct from the evidence analysis, and instead be
built into the governance of the panel with clear
transparency on opportunities for engagement.

Whilst the panel should not provide directive policy
recommendations for governments to incorporate
into their national action plans on AMR, it should
provide the relevant analysis and guidance needed
to make informed prioritisation decisions. It will allow
governments to understand the impact of AMR
within their broader health programmes and allow
policymakers to evidence their recommendations

in cases where trade-offs are needed.




Conclusion

The development and establishment of the
evidence panel is a much-needed addition to
global AMR architecture. Now, more than ever,
countries and regional bodies need clear evidence,
analysis and recommendations on how to allocate
resources in an increasingly challenging global
health ecosystem.

To ensure it is set up to unlock global progress

on AMR, the panel must from the outset have a
robust, transparent governance system that works
with member states to support their AMR action,
as well as a remit that focuses on creating a stable
research and evidence hub for comprehensive
analysis of global AMR evidence.

A note on the governance structure of the

evidence panel

Whilst the UNGA Political Declaration on AMR states that an ‘independent’
panel should be established, there has been some consideration as to the most
appropriate governance structure of the Evidence Panel on AMR and whether it
should be intergovernmental, independent or a hybrid model.

Available literature, including a recent publication from the Global Strategy Lab®,
looks at the benefits and restrictions of each structure. Here, we instead outline
how different governance elements would function within each of these

structures. The baseline assumptions for these are:

1. A working group structure (intergovernmental models such as the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) whereby a series of topic-
specific working groups are the focal points for initial evidence synthesis
and hold the relationships with independent researchers and research
institutions. The groups would be supported by an advisory or governance
panel which would be accountable for producing reports, analysis and

directing the programmes of work for the groups.

2. An advisory panel structure (independent panel models such as the One
Health High-Level Expert Panel) whereby an advisory panel is responsible
for the coordination of activities and formulating recommendations drawn
from the evidence synthesis and analysis which is conducted by a network
of independent researchers and research institutes.
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