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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Deliverable 1.6 is the third and final Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning report of the B-Trust 

project. The report provides an overall assessment of the project’s implementation, outputs, 

outcomes, challenges, and lessons learned across the project period. It focuses on the main 

activities through which B-Trust sought to support trust-building in biotechnology: Co-creation 

with affected actors, co-design with influential actors, capacity-building and mutual learning 

activities to validate and refine the project’s approach, dissemination and knowledge exchange, 

and exploitation activities to support the wider uptake of project results.  

B-Trust aimed to develop and test a co-creation methodology for identifying trust barriers and 

designing measures that can support the uptake of biotechnology applications. Over the project 

period, this methodology was applied across six biotechnology cases in the agri-food and bio-

based sectors and tested in Belgium, Denmark, and Spain. Overall, the project implemented 11 

co-creation sessions, 5 co-design sessions, 2 international mutual learning sessions, and 8 

capacity-building workshops, engaging a wide range of 5H actors: consumers, farmers, industry 

actors, environmental organisations, researchers, policymakers, investors, and other relevant 

stakeholders.  

The results highlight that project moved from a conceptual methodology to a tested and refined 

B-Trust co-creation Programme. Co-creation sessions helped identify trust barriers, while co-

design sessions translated these barriers into practical trust-building measures. The sessions 

created inclusive spaces for dialogue, with 88% of surveyed co-creation participants reporting 

that they had sufficient opportunities to express their views clearly. As for positive secondary 

effects, 85% reported improved understanding of biotechnology, 90% reported improved 

understanding of risks and benefits, and 54% indicated a positive or slightly positive shift in 

perception related to biotechnology. The project activities also strengthened the evidence base 

on biotechnology awareness, perceptions, and trust barriers. Qualitative findings from co-

creation activities were complemented by interviews with environmental organisations and 

validated through a large-scale consumer survey across five European countries. The survey 

showed that 63% of respondents recognised biotechnology as present in everyday life, while 

only 7% reported a strong understanding of the concept. It also showed that 55% considered 

biotechnology a positive development, while around 50% expressed concerns or reservations. 

These findings highlight that positive perceptions and trust-related concerns can coexist, and 

that trust-building needs to address both benefits and reservations.  

Through co-design activities, B-Trust worked with influential actors, responsible for the 

implementation of these biotech solutions, to develop and validate practical measures related 

to regulation, communication, finance, stakeholder engagement, and innovation uptake. Among 

surveyed co-design participants, 91% reported improved understanding of trust-related barriers, 

62% considered the co-designed measures highly effective or likely to increase acceptance, and 

88% expressed willingness to apply them in their own work or decision-making processes. These 
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results indicate that the co-designed measures were perceived as relevant and potentially 

actionable beyond the project context.  

A key legacy of the project is the refinement of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme and the 

development of practical resources to support future use. These include the Co-creation 

Programme manuals, stakeholder mapping and communication tools, co-creation and co-design 

toolboxes, an e-learning course. The programme was refined through capacity-building 

workshops, international mutual learning activities, ambassador exchanges, and interviews with 

investors and financial actors, which also helped identify the conditions for uptake: clear 

guidance, practical examples, tailored communication, facilitation support, and adaptation to 

different technologies, innovation stages, stakeholder groups, and organisational capacities.  

The project also supported wider dissemination and ecosystem building. The B-Trust Forum was 

developed as a central access point for project outputs, learning materials, masterclass content, 

podcasts, tools, and the Co-creation Programme. B-Trust also delivered 8 digital masterclasses, 

engaged 26 ambassadors and 20 endorsers, consulted 13 financial actors, 4 one on one 

exchanges with biotech companies on the co-creation programme and established 32 synergies 

or connections with other projects, networks, platforms, and initiatives. These activities 

supported the visibility, accessibility, and potential uptake of B-Trust results. 

The MEL process identified important lessons for future initiatives. Participatory approaches 

require time, targeted recruitment, skilled facilitation, and careful sequencing. Engagement is 

more effective when stakeholders understand the value of participation and when activities are 

aligned with their needs and capacities. The project also showed that co-creation is not a ready-

made method: wider uptake depends on practical support, usable tools, context, and 

alignment with organisational realities. 

This report is particularly relevant for projects, industry actors, researchers, policymakers, 

clusters, and innovation support organisations seeking to apply co-creation approaches in 

biotechnology. Its findings, challenges, and lessons can also support future EU-funded projects 

working on responsible innovation, public acceptance, and the uptake of emerging 

biotechnologies. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Deliverable 1.6 presents the third and final Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) report 

developed under Task 1.2 Reporting via the MEL Framework of the B-Trust project. The MEL 

framework has been designed to systematically track project implementation, assess progress 

towards expected outcomes, and facilitate continuous learning and adaptation throughout the 

project lifecycle.  

The MEL reporting process was structured across three iterative phases to reflect the evolving 

nature of project implementation. The first MEL report, delivered in November 2024, focused on 

the project’s initial implementation phase. It established the methodological foundations of the 

MEL framework and documented early activities, their immediate results, and initial lessons 

learned. The second MEL report covered the period from November 2024 (M12) to August 2025 

(M21), providing a consolidated overview of project progress and incorporating minor 

refinements to B-Trust’s Theory of Change based on emerging evidence and partner feedback. 

Building on these previous reports, the third MEL report provides a comprehensive synthesis of 

the project’s implementation and learning trajectory. It brings together evidence generated 

across all relevant work packages, with a particular focus on core activities under WP2: Co-

creation for impact, WP3: Workshops and training for innovation uptake, and WP5: Exploitation, 

long-term sustainability and continuity. In line with the B-Trust's Theory of Change (ToC), these 

work packages represent the primary drivers of outputs and outcomes within the project’s 

intervention logic, while other work packages have supported implementation and coordination 

processes. The objective of the final MEL report is twofold. First, it illustrates the overall results 

achieved by the project's activities. Secondly, it captures key lessons learned, including 

reflections on what worked, what did not, and how the project adapted to emerging challenges 

and opportunities. 

In addition, this report revisits the assumptions, preconditions, and risks identified in the ToC 

and examines how these have materialized during implementation. By doing so, it provides a 

critical reflection on the validity of the initial intervention logic and the extent to which it was 

held in practice. This aligns with the ToC's role as a living framework in the project, evolving 

through continuous feedback and real-world application. 

Overall, Deliverable 1.6 serves as an integrative assessment of the B-Trust project, consolidating 

monitoring data, evaluation findings, and learning outcomes into a coherent narrative. It aims to 

demonstrate accountability and progress and generate actionable insights for future initiatives 

seeking to design and implement trust-building measures in bio-based and agri-food innovation 

systems. 
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1.1 Structure of Deliverable 

The rest of the deliverable is organised as follows:  

• Section 2: Methodology presents the brief overview of methodological approach used 

for the final MEL assessment, including the role of the Theory of Change and MEL 

framework, the minor refinements made to the ToC during the project, and the data 

collection activities used to inform the analysis. 

• Section 3: Results present the main results of the project, organised across the core work 

packages included in the ToC: WP2, WP3, and WP5. For each work package, the section 

provides a short overview of activities, followed by key outputs and outcomes.  

• Section 4: Learnings synthesise the main achievements, challenges, and lessons that 

emerged across the project period. It reflects on what worked well, what proved more 

difficult, and what can be learned for future initiatives working on Co-creation, trust-

building, and biotechnology uptake. 

• Finally, Section 5: Conclusions summarises the overall contribution of the MEL process 

and highlights the main insights from the final evaluation. 
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2. METHODOLOGICAL NOTE  

2.1 ToC & MEL Framework 
The methodological approach adopted in the B-Trust is anchored in the ToC1, developed at the 

outset of the project, served both as a conceptual and operational tool and enabled consortium 

partners to build a shared understanding of the project’s expected outputs, outcomes, and long-

term impacts across different project activities. By explicitly defining the relationships between 

needs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impact, and by identifying the preconditions, 

assumptions, and risks, it ensured alignment in how partners approached implementation. The 

ToC was structured around the core work package blocks where the main outcome-generating 

activities were implemented, namely:   
• WP2: Co-creating for impact 

• WP3: Workshops and training for innovation uptake and a validated co-creation 

programme 

• WP5: Exploitation, long-term sustainability and continuity of the B-Trust Forum 

Building on this foundation, the MEL framework2 was developed to translate the conceptual 

pathways of the ToC into measurable components. It defined output and outcome indicators, 

target groups, and data collection tools, thereby enabling systematic tracking of progress and 

evidence-based reflection on project implementation. 

 

2.2 Refinements to ToC 
The B-Trust's ToC was revisited during implementation to reflect the learning generated through 

project activities. The overall structure of the ToC remained valid, and no major changes were 

required. However, minor refinements were made to better reflect the project’s evolving focus, 

particularly the central role of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme as a key project output and 

legacy. 

The main refinement concerned the way the project pathway was framed. While the initial ToC 

focused on capturing perceptions of risks and benefits, implementation showed that the 

project’s core contribution was broader: identifying trust barriers, translating them into practical 

trust-building measures, and refining a co-creation programme that could support wider uptake. 

As a result, the ToC was updated to give more visibility to the link between co-creation, co-

design, validation, and the development of practical tools. 

• For WP2, the focus was refined from understanding perceived risks and benefits towards 

identifying trust barriers and using these insights as the basis for co-design. The pathway 

was also updated to reflect the role of co-design sessions in developing and validating 

practical measures with influential actors, responsible for the implementation of the 

biotechnological solution. 

 
1 For detailed information on ToC, please refer to Deliverable 1.1. B-Trust’s ToC.  
2A detailed description of the MEL methodology is provided in Deliverable 1.2 First MEL Report. 
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• For WP3, the ToC was refined to better capture the validation and uptake dimension of 

the B-Trust Co-creation Programme. This included emphasis on capacity-building, 

international mutual learning, and the identification of conditions needed for external 

actors to adopt or adapt the programme. 

• For WP5, the pathway was updated to reflect the clearer scope of exploitation and 

sustainability activities. In particular, the financing-related activities were reframed from 

assessing general trust-building effects to understanding the relevance and uptake of the 

B-Trust Co-creation Programme from a funding and investment perspective. 

Overall, these refinements did not change the core logic of the ToC (Figure 1). Rather, they 

clarified the project’s contribution pathway: from identifying trust barriers, to co-designing 

measures, to refining and disseminating the B-Trust co-creation programme as a practical 

resource for future use.  

The other key elements of the ToC: preconditions, assumptions, risks, and mitigation measures, 

also guided implementation and supported consortium reflection throughout the project. Annex 

1 provides an overview of how the preconditions and assumptions materialised during 

implementation, while Annex 2 summarises the main risks identified in the ToC and the 

mitigation measures adopted in response. These reflections also informed the challenges and 

lessons learned presented later in the report.  
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Figure 1. Refined B-Trust’s ToC 
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2.3 Data Collection Activities 
 
Data collection combined qualitative and quantitative approaches to capture a comprehensive 

understanding of project processes, outputs, and outcomes. Qualitative methods were used to 

capture in-depth insights into stakeholder perceptions, experiences, and learning processes. 

These included: 

• Interviews and consultations with project partners, 

• Insights generated through co-creation and co-design sessions,  

• Insights generated through capacity building and international mutual learning 

workshops, and  

• Focus group discussions as part of learning touchpoints among the consortium members 

Quantitative data collection focused on measuring participation, engagement, and changes in 

perceptions. These included: 

• Online surveys administered to participants of co-creation, co-design sessions, 

international mutual learning, and capacity building workshops;  

• Participation metrics, including the number and profile of respondents; and 

• Engagement indicators derived from social media channels. 

In addition to primary data collection, the MEL analysis drew on evidence generated across 

project deliverables. This ensured that the MEL findings reflect the full scope of project activities 

and outcomes. Table 1 below summarizes the key data collection activities conducted 

throughout the project: 

 
Table 1. Data collection activities 

Tool Respondents Timing 

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on ‘Cell 

Factories’ in Belgium 

July 2024 

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on ‘Cell 

Factories’ in Denmark.  

Oct 2024 

Focus group 

discussion 

First learning touchpoint among the consortium members Oct 2024 

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on ‘Climate-

resilient crops’ in Belgium 

Dec 2024 

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on ‘Eating the 

cells’ in Spain 

Jan 2025 

Online survey Participants of the farmer co-creation session on ‘Eating the 

cells, Cell factories & Bacteriophages‘ in Belgium  

Jan 2025 

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on ‘Bio-based 

materials’ in Denmark 

Feb 2025  

Online survey Participants of the consumer co-creation session on 

‘Biostimulants, Biofertilizers & Bacteriophages’ in Belgium 

Feb 2025 

Online survey Participants of the farmer and meat industry co-creation 

session on ‘Eating the cells & Cell factories’ in Spain  

Feb 2025  

Online survey Participants of the farmer co-creation session ‘Eating the cells, 

Cell factories & Bacteriophages’ in Belgium 

Feb 2025  



 

 

 

 

© 2024 B-TRUST Project. 

This document is available under the terms of the Horizon Europe Grant Agreement No. 101134847. Reproduction is authorised 

provided the source is acknowledged 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

B-TRUST | HEU | D1.6 MEL Report | Page 16 

 

 

Online survey Participants of the co-design session in Denmark March 2025  

Online survey Participants of the co-design session in Belgium May 2025  

Online survey  Participants of the industry co-creation session on 

‘Biomaterials’ in Denmark 

June 2025  

Online survey Participants of the co-design session in Belgium June 2025  

Focus group 

discussion 

Second learning touchpoint among consortium members  June 2025  

Online survey Participants of the co-design session in Belgium  August 2025  

Online survey Participants of the co-design session in Spain  September 

2025 

Online survey Participants of International Mutual Learning Workshop  November 

2025 

Focus group 

discussion 

Third learning touchpoint among consortium members December 

2025  

Online survey  Participants of Capacity Building Workshop January 2026 

Online survey Participants of Capacity Building Workshop January 2026 

Online survey Participants of Capacity Building Workshop March 2026 

Online survey Participants of Capacity Building Workshop March 2026 

Online survey Participants of Capacity Building Workshop March 2026 

Focus group 

discussion 

Fourth learning touchpoint among consortium members  April 2026  

Online survey Members of the B-Trust Forum May 2026 
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3. RESULTS 

This section presents the main results achieved by the B-Trust across the core work packages 

included in the project’s Theory of Change. The results are structured by work package to show 

how activities progressed from implementation to outputs and outcomes. Particular attention is 

given to WP2, WP3, and WP5, as these work packages represent the main pathways through 

which the project generated evidence, tested and refined the co-creation approach, developed 

trust-building measures, and supported uptake and dissemination.  

Each subsection provides a short overview of activities, followed by key outputs and outcomes, 

drawing on monitoring data, evaluation surveys, learning touchpoints, and evidence from 

project deliverables.  

 

3.1 WP2: Co-creating for Impact 

 

3.1.1 Overview of Activities  
WP2 has focused on implementing the generic co-creation methodology into case-specific and 

context-specific trajectories across Belgium, Denmark, and Spain. Building on the six selected 

biotechnology cases and their Risk-Benefit mapping, the consortium developed tailored co-

creation pathways for each case. This included stakeholder mapping, evaluation, and 

prioritization to identify the actors most affected by the implementation of the technology, as 

well as those with influence over its uptake and success. These selected cases represented a 

diverse set of innovations across the agri-food and bio-based sectors and provided the basis for 

testing the co-creation methodology in different technological, regional, and stakeholder 

contexts. The cases were as follows:  

1. Cell factories: Using (genetically optimized) microorganisms to produce food ingredients 

and additives, such as proteins, sweeteners, and colorants, through precision 

fermentation, offering sustainable alternatives to traditional sources.  

2. Bio-based materials: Biotechnologically produced, biodegradable materials derived 

from microbial fermentation, serving as sustainable alternatives to fossil-based plastics, 

textiles, and chemicals. 

3. Biostimulants and biofertilizers: Biologically derived products that enhance plant 

growth, nutrient uptake, and stress tolerance, offer an eco-friendly alternative to 

chemical inputs in agriculture.  

4. Climate-resilient crops (obtained through NGTs, type 1): Advanced gene-editing 

methods are used to rapidly develop crops with enhanced resilience to climate stressors, 

aligning with new EU regulatory frameworks for biotechnology. 

5. Eating the cells: Cellular agriculture techniques grow yeast, fungi, or animal cells in 

controlled environments to create meat substitutes with similar nutritional and sensory 

profiles to conventional meat. 

6. Bacteriophages: Highly specific viruses that infect and kill harmful bacteria are being 

explored as natural, targeted alternatives to antibiotics for disease control in livestock. 

The implementation followed a structured process with following activities:  
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• First, co-creation sessions were organized with affected actors, including consumers, 

farmers, and representatives from chemical and bio-based industries. During these 

sessions, participants explored their perceptions of the relevant biotech case and 

associated trust barriers. The Risk-Benefit mapping was translated into accessible 

language and used as a basis for discussion, allowing participants to reflect on scientific 

evidence and their own concerns.  

• Following the co-creation phase, the consortium analysed the collected insights to 

identify and aggregate underlying trust barriers across cases and stakeholder groups. 

These trust barriers then informed the co-design sessions, which were organized with 

influential stakeholders such as policymakers, researchers, industry actors, investors, 

and other actors with a role in enabling the uptake of biotechnology. The co-design 

sessions aimed to raise awareness of the identified trust barriers and to develop practical 

measures, narratives and interventions to address them.  

• In parallel, environmental and social equality organizations were engaged through in-

depth interviews to ensure that their perspectives were fully integrated into the 

analysis. 

• Finally, WP2 activities included a quantitative validation component to complement the 

qualitative insights generated through the co-creation and co-design activities. A large-

scale consumer survey was implemented across Europe to test, quantify, and compare 

the trust barriers identified during the qualitative work.  

 

3.1.2 Outputs  

 
In total, 248 participants (Figure 2) took part across 16 co-creation and co-design sessions, 

across Belgium, Denmark, and Spain, with 54% male and 46% female participants (Figure 3). 

Specifically: 

• Six consumer co-creation sessions were conducted with 81 participants. The profiles of 

participants were diverse, including a mix of genders, a range of ages, and a balance of 

progressive and conservative perspectives, as well as meat eaters, flexitarians, and 

vegetarians, mostly with non-scientific backgrounds. The gender distribution was 

relatively even, with 54% identifying as female and 46% as male. 

• Five co-creation sessions were held with farmers and industry actors, including 

participants engaged in livestock farming, crop production, animal husbandry, and the 

meat industry, as well as representatives from the chemical and materials industries. 

These sessions involved 84 participants, with a gender distribution of 69% male and 31% 

female. 

• Five co-design sessions were conducted primarily with policymakers, researchers, and 

representatives from industries, involving 83 participants. The gender distribution was 

46% male and 54% female. 

 
Representatives from 4 environmental organizations were engaged through in-depth 

interviews to gather their perspective on the biotech cases. The quantitative validation activity 

included a large-scale consumer survey with 2,500 respondents across five European countries: 
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Belgium, Denmark, Italy, Poland, and Spain, with 500 respondents per country. The sample 

included 1,325 women (53%) and 1,175 men (47%). The survey aimed at expanding the evidence 

base beyond the qualitative activities, enabling a broader comparison of consumer awareness, 

perceptions, and trust barriers across different national contexts. 

 
Table 2. Key outputs related to WP2 

Outputs No.  

Number of place- and context-based co-creation trajectories linked to the selected 

Biotech Co-creation Cases (planned)  

6 

Number of Biotech Co-creation Cases with extended Risk-Benefit Assessments 6 

Consumer co-creation sessions 
 

Number of co-creation sessions with consumers 6 

Number of participants in the consumer co-creation sessions 81 

Gender composition of participants in consumer co-creation sessions  46% Male  

54% Female 

Co-creation sessions with other affected actors 
 

Number of co-creation sessions with other affected actors 5 

Number of other affected actors participating in the co-creation sessions 84 

Gender composition of participants in co-creation sessions with other affected actors 69% Male  

31% Female 

Co-design sessions 
 

Number of co-design sessions 5 

Numbers of participants in co-design sessions 83 

Gender composition of participants in co-design sessions 46% Male 

54% Female 

In-depth interview with representatives from environmental organizations 
 

Number of organisations interviewed 4 

Quantitative consumer survey 

Number of respondents 2500 

Gender composition 47% Male 

53% Female 

Overall: co creation and co-design sessions 
 

Total number of co-creation sessions 11 

Total number of participants across co-creation sessions 165 

Total number of co-creation and co-design sessions 16 

Total number of participants across co-creation and co-design sessions 248 

Gender composition across co-creation and co-design sessions 54% Male 

46% 

Female  
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Figure 2. No. of participants across sessions 

 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Gender composition across the sessions 

3.1.3 Outcomes 

 
Tested and validated co-creation methodology 

The co-creation sessions proved effective in testing the B-Trust co-creation methodology across 

six biotechnology cases and different stakeholder contexts in Belgium, Denmark, and Spain.  

The co-creation sessions contributed to generating rich insights on how consumers, farmers and 

industry actors perceive different biotech cases and contributed to identification of range of trust 

barriers and issues for their adoption. Results3 show that the sessions created an inclusive and 

accessible setting for dialogue, with 88% surveyed participants4 reporting that they had 

sufficient opportunities to express their ideas and views (Figure 4). Overall, the design, 

facilitation and the implementation of the co-creation sessions were effective, confirming the 

effectiveness of the co-creation methodology in fostering participatory environment. 

Participants valued the interactive aspects of the session particularly the brainstorming and 

group discussions that encouraged an open sharing of perspectives.  

The sessions supported transparent discussion of biotechnology, including both risks and 

benefits. As a positive effect following outcomes were achieved:  

 
3 The evaluation surveys were completed by 125 of the 165 Co-creation participants, including 76 
consumers and 49 farmers or industry actors. 
 
4  This question was introduced in later sessions and was therefore not applied across all Co-creation 
activities. Results are based on the 84 out of 96 participants who responded to this question. 
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• Improved understanding of biotechnology concepts (Figure 5): 85% (102 participants)5 

reported that they either fully understood or improved their understanding of 

biotechnology after the sessions. A further 14% (17 participants) indicated that they 

were only starting to grasp the concepts, while just 1 participant (<1%) reported not 

having improved their understanding of biotechnology. 

• Improved understanding of risks and benefits (Figure 6): 90% (112 participants) 

reported gaining a good understanding of the risks and benefits associated with 

biotechnology. An additional 6% (8 participants) indicated that they were only starting 

to grasp these aspects, while 3% (4 participants) reported not having understood them.  

• Change in perception of biotechnology (Figure 7): 54% (68 participants) reported a 

positive or slightly positive change in their perception after the session. An additional 

20% (25 participants) indicated no change, as they already held a positive perception. 

Only 1 participant (less than 1%) expressed concern, stating they had become more 

worried, while 2 participants (2%) remained opposed both before and after the session. 

Notably, no participants reported increased scepticism, indicating that the sessions were 

effective in addressing misconceptions and contributed to building trust in 

biotechnological solutions. 

 

Co-creation session 

 
Figure 4. Format of sessions  

Figure 5. Improved understanding of biotechnology 

 

 
5 This question was not asked to five biomaterials industry participants who were already highly familiar 
with the case; therefore, results are based on a total of 120 rather than 125 individuals. 
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Figure 6.  Improved understanding of risks and benefits 

 

 
Figure 7. Change in perception of biotechnology 

 

 

Enhanced evidence on trust barriers across diverse European contexts 

The co-creation sessions provided qualitative insights into the trust barriers shaping the 

acceptance and uptake of biotechnology among consumers and farmers. These findings were 

systematically analysed and aggregated to inform the next stages of the project. For instance, 15 

trust barriers (Figure 8) were aggregated based on the results of the co-creation sessions. The 

analysis was further enriched by the perspectives of environmental organisations, gathered 

through in-depth interviews. These organisations often associated biotechnology with genetic 

engineering and raised concerns related to environmental and health effects, regulatory clarity, 

traceability, liability, freedom of choice, and the need to prioritise sustainability and public well-

being over financial gain. This helped ensure that more critical perspectives were integrated into 

the overall understanding of trust barriers.  

Building on these qualitative findings, the results of the large-scale quantitative validation survey 

(2,500 respondents) across Europe strengthened the evidence base by assessing whether the 

trust barriers identified through co-creation sessions were also reflected among a broader 

consumer sample across different national and demographic contexts and what the relevance of 

the different trust barriers is. 

The results highlight an important distinction between awareness and informed understanding. 

While 63% recognised biotechnology as present in everyday life, only 7% reported a strong 

understanding of the concept. This indicates a clear knowledge gap that may influence how 

consumers interpret biotechnology applications, risks, and benefits. The findings also show that 

perceptions of biotechnology are generally positive but remain accompanied by concerns. 55% 

agreed or strongly agreed that biotechnology is a positive development. At the same time, 50% 

expressed concerns or reservations, showing that positive attitudes can coexist with persistent 

trust-related concerns. Overall, the quantitative validation confirms that several trust barriers 

identified during the co-creation sessions are not isolated findings but are shared more widely 

across countries and consumer profiles. This provides a stronger basis for prioritising trust-

building measures, especially the co-creative approach, ensuring that future engagement 

addresses the benefits of biotechnology and the concerns that may affect its acceptance. 
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Figure 8. Aggregated trust barriers 

Increased understanding of trust barriers among influential actors 

The co-design sessions helped translate trust barriers identified by consumers, farmers, and 

other affected 5H actors into structured discussions with policymakers, researchers, and industry 

actors. Among respondents6, 91% reported improved understanding of trust-related concerns 

and barriers linked to biotechnology applications (Figure 9). This indicates that the sessions 

were effective in making stakeholder concerns more visible and actionable for actors involved in 

shaping biotechnology development, governance, communication, and uptake. 

 

Relevance of co-designed trust building measures  

Prior to the co-design sessions, initial concepts for trust-building measures were developed 

based on the trust barriers identified through the co-creation activities. These concepts were 

used as starting points for discussion and refinement during the co-design sessions.  
The co-design sessions also provided initial validation of the relevance of the co-designed trust-

building measures. Out of 34 survey respondents, 62% considered the measures either highly 

effective or likely to increase acceptance of biotechnology solutions (Figure 10). The remaining 

38% indicated that the measures may increase acceptance, suggesting cautious but still 

constructive feedback, with no negative responses reported. Participants highlighted that the 

session identified practical measures to encourage uptake, such as improved insurance, 

education of clients and advisors, social media campaigns, and support schemes. Respondents 

also stressed that consumer motivation would depend on whether new products are perceived 

as equally usable, competitive, and environmentally beneficial compared to conventional ones. 

Others noted that the eventual impact of these measures was difficult to predict and that 

substantial efforts, including legislation, would be required to achieve meaningful change. 

 

 
6 Out of 83 co-design participants, 34 participants responded to the evaluation survey.  
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Willingness to apply trust-building measures among influential actors 

The co-design sessions also indicated potential for uptake among influential actors. Out of 34 

survey respondents, 88% reported that they were either very willing or somewhat willing to 

apply the co-designed trust-building measures in their own work or decision-making processes 

in the near future (Figure 11). This suggests that the measures were perceived as relevant 

beyond the session context and may inform future professional practice, policy development, 

communication, or innovation support activities. 

 

Co-design sessions 

 
Figure 9. Improved understanding of trust barriers 

  

 
Figure 10. Relevance of co-designed measures 

  

 
Figure 11.  Willingness to implement the co-designed measures 

Improved understanding of trust building measures 

The co-design sessions proved effective in generating a diverse range of regulatory, financial, 

and communication-related measures, collectively identified with participants. For example, in 

terms of regulatory innovation, participants called for a shift away from rigid precautionary 

frameworks toward more flexible, transparent, and stepwise approaches, including regulatory 
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sandboxes, provisional authorisations, and sustainability-linked approval pathways. Strong 

emphasis was also placed on early and continuous stakeholder engagement across the biotech 

value chain through mechanisms such as co-creation processes, communication hubs, codes of 

conduct, and accessible databases. Complementary measures focused on strengthening 

scientists’ communication capacity through training workshops, toolkits, and the sharing of 

success stories. In addition, financial innovations such as eco-taxes, subsidy reforms, social-

impact bonds, and dedicated research funds were proposed to internalise societal costs and 

provide support for mid-stage innovations. 

 

 

3.2 WP3: Workshops and training for innovation uptake and a validated Co-

creation programme 
 

3.2.1 Overview of Activities  
 

WP3 activities built on the results generated under WP2, particularly the identified trust barriers, 

co-design outputs, and quantitative validation findings. The work package focused on: 

• Translating these results into a draft B-Trust Co-creation Programme, together with 

supporting general principles and actor-specific trust-building measures. This process 

involved analysing the co-creation and co-design findings, structuring the key insights 

into trust building principles and measures. 

• The draft principles and trust-building measures, with a focus on the co-creation 

programme were then discussed and fine-tuned through international mutual learning 

workshops and capacity-building workshops with relevant stakeholders from within 

and outside the EU. These activities aimed to collect feedback on the clarity, relevance, 

applicability, and practical implementation needs of the proposed approach. 

• The feedback gathered through these activities was then used to further refine the co-

creation programme and adapt it to different stakeholder groups. 

 

 

3.2.2 Outputs  
 

A central output was the development of draft trust-building principles and measures. The draft 

provided the basis for discussion, validation, and fine-tuning with external stakeholders. 

The international mutual learning activities created opportunities for exchange with actors 

from different geographical contexts. In total, 11 participants, representing organisations from 

Europe, the United States, Norway, South Korea, and Denmark, took part in the sessions. These 

exchanges supported reflection on the relevance and applicability of the draft principles, 

measures, and co-creation approach across different innovation, research, policy, and regional 

contexts.  

Eight Capacity-building workshops with relevant stakeholders and four one on one exchanges 

with biotech companies were organised to test and refine the B-Trust Co-creation Programme 
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and related trust-building measures with relevant stakeholder groups, which engaged 123 

participants. These workshops aimed to strengthen participants’ understanding of trust-building 

in biotechnology, collect feedback on the usability of the proposed approach, and identify 

practical conditions for its uptake in different organisational and sectoral contexts.  

WP3 also produced a set of seven practical tools and resources to support the use and uptake 

of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme.  

 
Table 3. Key outputs related to WP3 

Outputs No.  

No. of International mutual learning sessions 2 

No. of participants in the International mutual learning workshop 11 

Gender composition in International mutual learning workshops 30% Male  

70% Female 

No. of capacity building workshops 8 

No. of participants in capacity-building workshops 123 

No. of biotech companies reached to discuss co-creation programme 4 

No. of final tools or resources developed to support the Co-creation programme  7 

 

3.2.3 Outcomes 

 
The outcomes presented below are based on the analysis of evaluation survey responses7, 

complemented by qualitative evidence from partner feedback and participant inputs shared 

during the capacity-building and international mutual learning workshops. 

 

Enhanced understanding of trust barriers  

The capacity-building and international mutual learning workshops contributed to an enhanced 

understanding of trust issues and barriers among actors from the bio-based and agri-food 

sectors, both within and outside the EU. Results indicate that 88% of the surveyed participants 

reported an improved understanding of trust issues and barriers (Figure 12). The workshops 

were effective in strengthening participants’ awareness of the trust barriers affecting 

biotechnology uptake.  

 

Increased knowledge exchange among regional and international actors 

The workshops facilitated knowledge exchange among regional and international actors, 

contributing to a broader understanding of the factors influencing biotechnology adoption. 

Participants from industry, academia, regulatory bodies, and investment contexts shared 

perspectives on practical, institutional, and societal barriers to uptake, including resource 

limitations, public acceptance, scalability, and regulation. These exchanges supported a more 

 
7 The evaluation surveys were completed by 21 participants across capacity-building and international mutual learning 
activities. Responses were used to assess learning, perceived relevance, and potential application of the trust-building 
approaches discussed. 
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context-sensitive understanding of how trust-building approaches may need to be adapted 

across sectors, regions, and stakeholder groups. 

 

Increased understanding of the co-creation approach 

The workshops contributed to an increased understanding of co-creation as an approach for 

facilitating biotechnology applications among diverse stakeholders. Participants recognised that 

co-creation could help align biotechnology development with stakeholder needs, expectations, 

and practical implementation contexts, thereby strengthening the relevance, responsiveness, 

and potential impact of research and innovation processes. This learning effect was particularly 

evident in one capacity-building workshop with academia. Out of 11 participants, 8 participants 

responded to the survey, where 100% reported an improved understanding of the potential of 

co-creation, especially in guiding research and increasing its societal relevance and impact. 

Participants acknowledged co-creation as a participatory method and a strategic approach for 

making biotechnology innovation more responsive to stakeholder priorities and societal 

expectations. 

 

Validation of identified trust-building principles and measures 

The workshops contributed to the validation of the draft trust-building measures and principles, 

showing a positive assessment of their relevance for facilitating biotechnology applications. 

Findings from the capacity-building and international mutual learning workshops (Figure 13) 

indicate that 52% of surveyed participants considered the measures highly relevant and likely 

to improve public acceptance, while 33% found them relevant and somewhat likely to improve 

acceptance. A further 14% expressed uncertainty, and no respondents selected negative 

response options. The results also indicate potential for uptake. 38% of surveyed participants 

reported that they plan to implement one or more measures in the near future, while 31% 

indicated that they would do so with additional support (Figure 14).  In addition, 13% stated that 

they are already implementing one or more measures, 13% were unsure, and 6% reported that 

they do not plan to implement them. 

 

Conditions for uptake of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme 

The workshops contributed to identification of the main conditions influencing stakeholders’ 

willingness and ability to adopt the B-Trust Co-creation Programme.  Overall, the qualitative 

feedback reflects a generally positive and constructive reception of the B-Trust Co-creation 

Programme, while also providing useful suggestions for further refinement and 

contextualisation. In particular, participants highlighted the need for clearer guidance, practical 

examples, tailored communication, and support for adapting the programme to different 

technologies, stakeholder groups, and organisational capacities.  

• A first condition is the need for a clear, structured, and practically supported process. 

Participants emphasised that the co-creation programme should provide step-by-step 

guidance, with each phase clearly explained and linked to a specific purpose. At the same 

time, they highlighted the importance of practical implementation support, including 

templates, examples, facilitation guidance, and, where needed, external support. This is 
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particularly relevant for smaller organisations, which may lack the time, resources, or 

internal expertise required to implement a full co-creation process independently.  

• A second condition is contextual relevance and fit for purpose. Stakeholders indicated 

that co-creation is more likely to be adopted when it is anchored in clearly defined use 

cases and adapted to the type of technology, application domain, stage of innovation, 

and stakeholder group involved. This includes clear problem framing, alignment with 

real-world needs, and consideration of stakeholder incentives and motivations.  

• A third condition relates to communication and framing. Stakeholders stressed the need 

for careful use of terminology, explicit discussion of regulatory aspects, and adaptation 

of messages to different audiences.  

• Participants further indicated that uptake depends on the extent to which the approach 

can generate useful, credible, and scalable outputs, particularly given that co-creation 

is often conducted in small groups. This includes the ability to produce results that can 

be systematically analysed, combined with quantitative methods, and translated into 

actionable insights through structured feedback mechanisms.  

• At the same time, several constraints were identified, including resource and cost 

implications and difficulties in integrating co-creation with existing methods. 

These conditions are reflected in the uptake intentions reported by participants. While 19% 

indicated that they intend to use the co-creation programme and 25% would do so with 

additional support, a majority of 50% reported that they require more information to decide, 

and 6% indicated that they do not intend to use it (Figure 15). This suggests that while there is 

interest in the approach, its adoption remains conditional on clarity, support, and demonstrated 

applicability. 
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Figure 12. Improved understanding of trust barriers 

 

 
Figure 13. Relevance of trust building measures 

 
 

Figure 14. Willingness to implement trust building 
measures 

 

 
Figure 15. Willingness to implement Co-creation 

approach 

Development of the fine-tuned co-creation programme 

The feedback gathered through the capacity-building workshops, international mutual learning 

activities, one-on-one interactions and discussions with biotech companies, and activities from 
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the WP5 namely: ambassador interviews, and investor interviews contributed to the refinement 

and contextualisation of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme. This process helped translate the 

project’s methodological learnings into a more practical and user-oriented programme, with 

clearer guidance for stakeholders interested in using co-creation to support trust-building in 

biotechnology. 

A key result was the development of a refined Manual for a Co-creation Programme, which 

explains the main phases of the B-Trust Co-creation process and the steps needed to implement 

them. The programme is structured around four phases: Explore, Involve, Assess, and Co-

design. In the Explore phase, users map the consequences and alternatives of an innovation, 

identify relevant stakeholders, and assess how different stakeholder groups may be affected. In 

the Involve phase, users prioritise stakeholders, develop an engagement strategy, and roll out 

the stakeholder involvement process. In the Assess phase, the insights gathered are analysed to 

identify, validate, and prioritise the main hurdles, cues, and opportunities for acceptance. Finally, 

in the Co-design phase, stakeholders work towards solutions, improvements, mitigation 

strategies, and their validation. To support the implementation of these phases, the programme 

was complemented by a set of the following practical tools and resources:  

• Consequences Mapping Tool, which supports users in identifying the positive, negative, 

and neutral consequences of an innovation;  

• Stakeholder Mapping Tool, which helps identify affected and influential actors and 

prioritise them for engagement;  

• Communication and Recruitment Tool, which provides guidance on reaching relevant 

participants in a neutral and inclusive way;  

• Co-creation Toolbox, which offers practical exercises and facilitation methods for 

generating meaningful stakeholder input and general tips and tricks for addressing 

recurring operational challenges;  

• Co-design Toolbox provides guidance on how to design measures together with 

stakeholders.  

• In addition, an e-learning course was developed as a separate resource to guide users 

through the Co-creation programme independently.  

 

 

 

3.3 WP5: Exploitation, Long-term Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-Trust 

Forum 
 

3.3.1 Overview of Activities  
 

The activities covered dissemination, stakeholder engagement, exploitation, and the 

development of synergies with other projects, networks, and platforms. The activities were as 

follows:  

• A series of eight digital masterclasses was organised to present the B-Trust approach, 

introduce the selected biotechnology cases, and share emerging insights from the co-
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creation activities. The masterclasses were delivered as online sessions and combined 

scientific, practical, and stakeholder-oriented perspectives.  

• The B-Trust Forum was developed as the project’s central online space for knowledge 

exchange. It was designed to host project materials, resources, event information, 

masterclass recordings, learning content, and outputs linked to the project. The Forum 

proved a shared space where relevant actors could access project results and remain 

connected to the B-Trust community.  

• Activities were carried out to engage ambassadors and endorsers for the promotion of 

B-Trust Co-creation Programmes. This included defining the role of endorsers and 

ambassadors, preparing the endorsement approach, identifying relevant stakeholders, 

and engaging them through interviews, direct communication, and the B-Trust Forum. 

These activities aimed to support wider awareness, use, and promotion of the B-Trust 

results.  

• In parallel, interviews were conducted with financial actors such as investors and funding 

bodies. These interviews explored how the B-Trust Co-creation Programme could be 

relevant from a funding and investment perspective, particularly in relation to market 

readiness, stakeholder validation, and innovation uptake. 

• Finally, B-Trust developed links with other projects, networks, platforms, and fora. This 

involved mapping relevant initiatives, identifying opportunities for collaboration, 

engaging with selected projects and organisations, and formalising some collaborations 

through MoUs.  

 

 

3.3.2. Outputs 
 

B-Trust generated a wide range of outputs supporting outreach, dissemination, knowledge 

exchange, community building, and exploitation of project results. These outputs were delivered 

through B-Trust Forum, social media, publications, events, masterclasses, audiovisual content, 

and targeted engagement with external stakeholders. 

The project’s digital presence was strengthened through the B-Trust website and Forum. The 

website recorded 9,762 visits, serving as an entry point for project information, results, and 

dissemination materials. The B-Trust Forum further supported access to project outputs, 

reaching 432 registrants and 8,315 visits. 

Dissemination was also supported through social media and publication outputs. Across the 

project’s official channels, B-Trust published 327 posts, generating +55k views, while the 

inclusion of partner channels increased this to 480 posts and +95k views. The project also 

reached 409 LinkedIn followers. In addition, B-Trust produced 25 publication outputs, including 

press releases, specialised articles, partner articles, proposed or submitted articles, and thematic 

articles published through the B-Trust website and Forum. 

Knowledge exchange outputs included 8 digital masterclasses, which engaged 221 participants 

and generated 9,497 recording views. The “Trust Issues'’ podcast series further extended the 

accessibility of masterclasses content, achieving +58k views. B-Trust was also represented in 29 

events and conferences, supporting direct dissemination and engagement with relevant 
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stakeholder groups. In terms of exploitation and long-term uptake, B-Trust engaged 46 

ambassadors8 and endorsers9 and reached 13 funding bodies or investors through interviews. 

The project also established 32 synergies or connections with other projects, initiatives, or 

platforms, supporting wider dissemination and continuity of project results. 

 
Table 4. Key outputs related to WP5 

Outputs No10.  

B-Trust Forum and 

website 

No. of registrants on the B-Trust Forum 432 

No. of visits on B-Trust Forum 8,315 visits 

No. of visits to the B-Trust’s website 9,762 visits 

Digital Masterclasses No. of digital master classes 8 

No. of total participants in the digital master classes 221 

No. of views of the recordings of the digital master 

classes 

9,497 recording 

views 

No. of views of the Trust Issues podcast series 58,441 views 

Social media and 

online outreach  

No. of social media posts 327 

No. of followers on LinkedIn 409 

No. of views on project’s social media  55,463 views 

No. of social media posts, including partner channels  480 

No. of social media impressions, including partner 

channels  

95,747 views 

Publications  No. of publication outputs 25  

Synergies and 

collaboration  

No. of events and conferences in which B-Trust 

represented 

29 

No. of established synergies or connections with other 

projects, initiatives or platforms 

32 

Uptake No. of B-Trust endorsers and ambassadors 46 

No. of funding bodies or investors reached 13 

No. of MoUs signed  6 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8 Refer to actors or organisations that expressed interest in actively applying, adapting, or 
building on the B-Trust Co-creation Programme in their own work.  
9 Endorsers refer to actors or organisations that expressed support for the relevance of B-Trust 
results, but without necessarily committing to active implementation.  
 
10 The output indicators are reported as of the end of April 2026. 
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3.3.3 Outcomes 

 
Enhanced knowledge exchange 

B-Trust strengthened knowledge exchange through a combination of stakeholder-facing events, 

digital masterclasses, and audiovisual dissemination formats. Across the project duration, B-

Trust was represented in 29 national and European events and dissemination opportunities, 

including conferences, fairs, seminars, workshops, sectoral events, and project meetings. These 

activities engaged stakeholders from industry, research, clusters, innovation networks, 

policymakers, and related EU projects. Over time, the focus of dissemination evolved from early 

awareness-building and project positioning to the targeted sharing of concrete results, such as 

consumer co-creation findings, trust barriers, and B-Trust Co-creation Programme. Participation 

in events such as the CBE Stakeholder Forum, Knowledge for Growth 2024, Aarhus Food Festival, 

Biotech4Food webinar, The Protein Club, Future Food-Tech, and the BIC Matchmaking Event 

enabled B-Trust to reach both broad and specialised audiences, with some events involving large 

stakeholder groups of up to 1,200 participants. 

Specifically, eight B-Trust digital masterclasses served as a central channel for structured 

knowledge exchange and dissemination of project results. The sessions combined 

methodological insights, case-based discussions, and expert contributions from academia and 

industry, and were also co-hosted with external EU projects such as DARWIN and FEASTS. Their 

recordings further extended the reach of the activity, demonstrating continued access to the 

content beyond live participation. The project also adapted its dissemination strategy over time. 

While full masterclass recordings primarily functioned as a knowledge repository, shorter 

formats such as B-TRUST Bites were tested to improve accessibility. Building on this learning, the 

“Trust Issues” podcast series was developed, which translated masterclass insights into a more 

narrative and accessible format for wider audiences. The podcast series achieved 58,441 views, 

indicating that adapted and narrative-driven formats were effective in extending knowledge 

exchange beyond specialist audiences. 

B-Trust used a diversified and adaptive approach to knowledge exchange, combining events, 

masterclasses, recordings, and podcasts to engage stakeholders, disseminate results, and 

maintain access to project knowledge beyond individual activities. 

 

Validation of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme from a funding and investment perspective 

The engagement with financial actors provided qualitative evidence on the relevance of the B-

Trust Co-creation Programme for funding and investment decisions. Based on 13 semi-structured 

interviews with investors and funders, the findings broadly validate the assumption that 

structured end-user involvement can improve problem-solution fit, strengthen market 

validation, and contribute to reducing investment risk. 

Financial actors generally recognise the value of co-creation, particularly when it is introduced 

at the right stage of innovation and linked to concrete market or user needs. They emphasised 

that the programme is most useful when it generates decision-relevant evidence, such as market 

pull, product-market fit, willingness to pay and stakeholder validation. At the same time, they 

highlighted that evidence expectations vary by innovation maturity, business model, and funder 



 

 

 

 

© 2024 B-TRUST Project. 

This document is available under the terms of the Horizon Europe Grant Agreement No. 101134847. Reproduction is authorised 

provided the source is acknowledged 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

B-TRUST | HEU | D1.6 MEL Report | Page 34 

 

 

type. Qualitative feedback may be useful at earlier stages, while later-stage funding and 

investment decisions often require stronger quantitative validation. 

Overall, from investors perspectives the B-Trust Co-creation Programme can support research 

groups, startups, and SMEs in becoming more funding-ready, provided it is practical, stage-

sensitive, and adapted to the needs of different investors and funders. 

 

Increased uptake of B-Trust Co-creation Programme  

The project generated clear signs of interest in and potential uptake of the B-Trust Co-creation 

Programme among external actors and organisations. This was reflected in the engagement of 

26 ambassadors and 20 endorsers. In the B-Trust context, ambassadors refer to actors or 

organisations that expressed interest in actively applying, adapting, or building on the B-Trust 

Co-creation Programme in their own work. The 26 ambassadors included 6 representatives from 

R&D-intensive biotech companies, 5 stakeholders linked to B-Trust capacity-building workshops, 

and 15 representatives from EU-funded projects. These interviews provided feedback on the 

relevance, usability, and conditions for adopting the B-Trust Co-creation Programme in different 

contexts. Whereas endorsers refer to actors or organisations that expressed support for the 

relevance of B-Trust results, but without necessarily committing to active implementation.  

The role of ambassadors was particularly important, as they provided feedback on the 

relevance, usability, and conditions for adopting the co-creation programme. Their 

engagement helped confirm confidence in the programme as an approach for supporting trust-

building in agri-food and bio-based innovation, while also identifying some practical support 

needed for wider uptake, such as costs, resource intensity, and the need for clearer, more 

practical and modular guidance.  

In response, B-Trust strengthened the usability of the programme by developing practical 

resources to lower the threshold for adoption. As stated earlier, these include for example, an e-

learning course hosted on the B-Trust Forum, co-creation manual for different application 

(researchers, policy makers and industry), and practical templates and tools, including resources 

for stakeholder mapping, consequences mapping, recruitment, co-creation and co-design. These 

resources were designed to make the methodology more accessible for organisations that may 

not have prior experience with co-creation or the capacity to implement a full co-creation 

trajectory independently.  

In addition, 20 endorsers expressed support for the relevance of the B-Trust results, while MoUs 

with external projects and organisations further supported dissemination and longer-term 

collaboration around the B-Trust Co-creation Programme. Overall, these findings indicate that 

uptake is emerging, particularly among projects and organisations with existing or planned 

activities on stakeholder engagement, public acceptance, co-creation, or trust-building.  

 

Enhanced synergies with other projects 

B-Trust significantly expanded its synergies with external projects, networks, and platforms 

through a structured and iterative approach. This involved defining relevance criteria, mapping 

potential initiatives, scoring them according to thematic and methodological alignment, and 

conducting targeted outreach to prioritised projects. Through this process, 66 projects were 

mapped, 48 were actively engaged, and 32 were identified as genuinely relevant for 
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collaboration. Among these, 16 projects were identified as potential ambassadors, reflecting 

their interest in building on or applying the B-Trust Co-creation Programme within their own 

activities. 

The synergies supported different forms of collaboration, including joint communication, 

participation in project activities, methodological exchange, capacity building, and sharing of B-

Trust results. Examples include collaborations with APROVALS, EPIC-SHIFT, Darwin, FEASTS, 

GeneBECon, Biotech4Food, and Bioeconomy Giants, which illustrate how B-Trust outputs were 

used to inform co-creation activities, stakeholder engagement work, policy-related discussions, 

and trust-building approaches in related projects. Six collaborations were formalised through 

MoUs, further strengthening the continuity and institutionalisation of these relationship.  

B-Trust also connected its results to relevant online platforms and fora, including EUBioNet, EU-

FarmBook, the FOOD2030 Project Collaboration Network, and the NGT Community of Practice. 

These platforms provided additional channels for making B-Trust tools, events, and results 

accessible to wider communities of researchers, practitioners, policymakers, and innovation 

actors. Overall, these synergies helped embed B-Trust results within the broader European 

bioeconomy and agri-food innovation ecosystem, supporting dissemination and potential uptake 

beyond the project lifetime.  

 

Increased dissemination of B-Trust results 

The B-Trust Forum emerged as a key platform for dissemination, supporting broader access to 

and uptake of project results. As the project’s central online hub, it attracted 432 members and 

recorded 8,315 visits, reflecting growing engagement over time. While initial recruitment posed 

challenges, interest increased as concrete project outputs, tools, and resources became 

available. 

The Forum also functions as a repository of project materials, including results, practical tools, 

event outputs, masterclass materials, and learning resources. Feedback from a survey of Forum 

members, completed by 14 respondents, indicates that the content was perceived as relevant: 

79% considered the information shared via the Forum to be very relevant to their interests or 

work, while 21% considered it somewhat relevant (Figure 16). In terms of use, 29% reported that 

they had already used or shared materials from the Forum, 36% planned to use or share them, 

and a further 36% had not yet done so but may do so in the future (Figure 17). 

In this way, it supports continued access to B-Trust knowledge beyond individual project 

activities and contributes to ecosystem building around biotechnology trust-building and Co-

creation. 

Importantly, the Forum also provides the basis for the development of communities of practice. 

With the e-learning course already available and the practical toolkit to be made available soon, 

the Forum can support ambassadors and other interested actors in engaging with the B-Trust 

methodology after the project concludes. This strengthens the Forum’s role not only as a 

dissemination platform, but also as a mechanism for supporting the longer-term use, adaptation, 

and exchange of B-Trust results. 
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Feedback from Forum participants 

 

 
Figure 16. Relevance of Forum Content 

 
 

 
Figure 17. Use of Forum Materials 
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4. LEARNINGS 

4.1 Key Achievements 
This section synthesises the main achievements of the B-Trust project across its implementation 

and impact pathways:  

 

From methodology to tested co-creation approach 

A key achievement of B-Trust was the transition from a generic co-creation methodology to a 

tested and operational approach for trust-building in biotechnology.  

The methodology was tested through 11 co-creation sessions with consumers, farmers, and 

industry actors and through 5 co-design sessions with influential actors in Belgium, Denmark, 

and Spain. These activities enabled the consortium to test how co-creation could be adapted to 

different cases, stakeholder groups, and national contexts. Evaluation results show that the 

approach created an inclusive setting for dialogue. Among participants who responded to the 

survey, 88% reported that they had sufficient opportunities to express their ideas and views 

clearly. In addition, the sessions produced positive secondary effects: 85% reported improved 

understanding of biotechnology, 90% reported improved understanding of risks and benefits, 

and 54% indicated a positive or slightly positive shift in perception. This highlights that the B-

Trust co-creation methodology was effective in creating a participatory environment for 

discussing biotechnology, identifying trust barriers, and supporting informed reflection. 

 
Stronger evidence on trust barriers 

B-Trust generated a stronger evidence base on the trust barriers and acceptance conditions 

shaping stakeholder attitudes toward biotechnology. The co-creation sessions provided 

qualitative insights into how consumers, farmers, and industry actors perceive biotechnology 

applications. These findings contributed to identification of trust barriers. The project also 

integrated more critical perspectives through in-depth interviews with environmental 

organisations. These interviews highlighted concerns related to genetic engineering, 

environmental and health effects, regulatory clarity, traceability, liability, freedom of choice, and 

the need to prioritise sustainability and public well-being. Their inclusion helped broaden the 

evidence base and ensured that the analysis captured perspectives that may not always be 

represented in workshop settings. The qualitative findings were further validated through a 

large-scale consumer survey. Results through the survey confirm that several trust barriers 

identified in co-creation are shared more widely across national and demographic contexts and 

made it also possible to assess the relevance of the different trust barriers. 

 

Co-designed and validated trust-building measures 

B-Trust built on the identification of trust barriers by engaging influential actors in the 

development and validation of trust-building measures. The co-design sessions translated 

concerns identified during co-creation into structured discussions with policymakers, 

researchers, industry actors, investors, and other stakeholders involved in shaping biotechnology 

development, governance, communication, and uptake. The co-design process generated a 
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diverse set of regulatory, communication, financial, and stakeholder engagement-related 

measures. Survey results indicate that these measures were perceived as relevant and 

potentially actionable: 62% of surveyed participants considered them highly effective or likely to 

increase acceptance of biotechnology, while 88% expressed willingness to apply them in their 

own work or decision-making processes. 

 

Validation and refinement of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme for uptake  

A central achievement of B-Trust was the validation and refinement of the B-Trust Co-creation 

Programme with external stakeholder groups. This process was carried out through capacity-

building workshops, international mutual learning workshops, ambassador interviews, and 

interviews with financial actors. The feedback confirmed a generally positive reception of the 

co-creation programme, particularly its value in supporting stakeholder engagement, trust-

building, market validation, and innovation uptake. At the same time, conditions for the uptake 

of co-creation programme were identified. These include the need for a clear and step-by-step 

process, practical templates and examples, context-specific adaptation, careful communication 

and framing, and support for organisations with limited time, resources, or internal facilitation 

capacity. The feedback also showed that co-creation is more likely to be adopted when it is linked 

to clearly defined use cases, stakeholder needs, and the stage of innovation. 

In response, B-Trust refined the programme and developed resources to lower the threshold 

for adoption, including the Manual for a Co-creation Programme, stakeholder-specific guidance, 

practical toolboxes and an e-learning course hosted on the B-Trust Forum. This package of 

resources represents an important legacy of the project.  

 

Expanded knowledge exchange and ecosystem building 

B-Trust achieved important progress in knowledge exchange and ecosystem building by 

presenting its results through a wide range of stakeholder-facing activities, including national 

and European events, digital masterclasses, project collaborations, and targeted dissemination 

formats. These activities enabled the project to reach diverse audiences, including industry 

actors, researchers, clusters, innovation networks, policymakers, investors, and related EU 

projects, and helped position B-Trust within wider discussions on biotechnology, trust-building, 

responsible innovation, and co-creation. 

A key legacy is the availability of B-Trust knowledge resources beyond the project lifetime. The 

B-Trust Forum and website serve as a central access point for project outputs, including 

masterclass materials, podcast content, learning resources, the Co-creation Programme, and 

related manuals and tools. It therefore functions both as a dissemination platform and as a 

repository for continued access to B-Trust results. The project also created the basis for wider 

uptake through engagement with ambassadors, endorsers, financial actors, and related projects. 

These connections helped signal external interest in the B-Trust Co-creation Programme, 

highlighted its relevance for market readiness and stakeholder validation, and embedded the 

results within the wider European bioeconomy and agri-food innovation ecosystem. 
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4.2 Challenges 
 

The implementation of the project revealed several challenges, many of which had been 

anticipated in the Theory of Change and were subsequently addressed through adaptive 

measures.  

A central challenge concerned stakeholder engagement, particularly in reaching and sustaining 

participation from specific groups such as farmers, industry actors, and environmental 

organisations. Recruiting these stakeholders proved difficult because many had competing 

professional commitments, including other sectoral events, work obligations, or limited 

availability to participate in a two-hour workshop. In some cases, the project’s aims and thematic 

focus also required further explanation before stakeholders could see its relevance and were 

willing to engage. While consumer engagement was successfully supported through external 

recruitment in some contexts, other stakeholder groups required more targeted and time-

intensive outreach strategies.  

Repeated engagement activities also led to elements of stakeholder fatigue, both among 

partners responsible for recruitment and among external stakeholders. This highlighted the need 

for more strategic sequencing, a clearer articulation of the value of participation for each actor 

group, and potentially a more dedicated task or role focused specifically on stakeholder 

engagement and recruitment.  

Engagement with certain stakeholders, particularly environmental organisations, also required 

careful adaptation. Some organisations were reluctant to participate in group-based formats or 

to engage with biotechnology-related discussions. This reinforced the need for tailored outreach 

strategies, more neutral framing, and engagement formats that allow critical perspectives to be 

expressed constructively. In some cases, interviews proved more appropriate than workshops, 

as they enabled deeper and more focused dialogue with actors holding strong or formal 

organisational positions.  

 

A second challenge related to the complexity of the co-creation and co-design methodology. 

Translating results from co-creation sessions into clearly defined trust barriers proved more 

complex and resource-intensive than anticipated. The sessions generated diverse outputs across 

different biotechnology cases, stakeholder groups, and national contexts, requiring careful 

comparison, synthesis, and contextualisation. The conceptual complexity of the methodology 

also reduced accessibility for some participants, especially in the early stages, requiring 

continued efforts to simplify language, clarify key concepts, and make technical information 

understandable for non-expert audiences.  

 

The co-design process presented additional challenges. Co-design required a higher level of 

cognitive engagement, critical reflection, and openness to exploring unconventional or structural 

solutions. However, the two-hour session format constrained the depth of discussion, and 

participants often gravitated towards familiar responses, such as communication campaigns or 

awareness-raising measures. Facilitators found it difficult at times to move discussions towards 

more systemic interventions. In response, the methodology was adapted through example-

based approaches, including analogies from other sectors and the use of draft measures to 
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structure discussion. These adaptations improved engagement and output quality, but also 

showed that co-design processes require sufficient time, preparation, and facilitation capacity.  

 

The use of online engagement formats also posed some limitations. While online sessions 

improved accessibility and reduced logistical barriers, they sometimes limited the depth of 

interaction, participant engagement, and quality of feedback, particularly in co-design and 

capacity-building sessions dealing with complex topics. Online formats worked better when 

groups were smaller and actively facilitated, ideally with around 10 to 15 participants, but were 

less effective for larger or less interactive discussions. A related challenge concerned the 

collection of post-session evaluation feedback. Despite follow-up reminders, response rates 

were sometimes limited, reflecting the additional burden placed on participants after already 

demanding engagement activities. 

 

Operationally, the project faced time and resource constraints, driven by the intensity of parallel 

activities and the volume of outputs generated. Co-creation sessions, co-design sessions, 

masterclasses, capacity-building workshops and dissemination activities were often 

implemented within compressed timelines. This created pressure on consortium capacity and 

made it difficult to balance the production of high-quality materials with timely recruitment and 

engagement.  

 

A related challenge concerned the communication and dissemination of results. The project 

produced a wide range of outputs, including technical findings, co-creation insights, trust 

barriers, measures, masterclasses, tools, and policy-relevant materials. Prioritising which results 

to communicate and translating them into formats that were both technically accurate and 

accessible to non-expert audiences, required considerable effort. For instance, long-form 

formats, such as 90-minute masterclass recordings, were useful as repositories of knowledge but 

were less suited to broader engagement. This led to the development of more accessible 

formats, such as podcasts and shorter communication materials.  

 

Sustaining engagement within the broader ecosystem also remained a challenge. While the B-

Trust Forum achieved measurable growth in membership, maintaining active participation 

required continuous content development, facilitation, and availability of ready-to-use 

resources. In practice, the Forum did not fully function as an active community of practice during 

the project period. This was partly due to the need to revise and improve key dissemination 

materials, and the fact that many external actors were not yet ready to implement the Co-

creation programme independently. Ambassador interviews therefore shifted from collecting 

feedback on implementation experience to also identifying what resources actors would need 

to make the programme replicable. This suggests that the community of practice is more likely 

to develop after the project, once the tools, templates, and stakeholder-specific manuals are 

available. 

 

Finally, the project encountered challenges linked to the endorsement and external positioning 

of results. Some actors and organisations were interested in the B-Trust approach but were 
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cautious about formally endorsing specific results, principles, or measures. This indicates that 

endorsement requires not only interest, but also institutional confidence, clarity of expectations, 

and alignment with organisational mandates. In addition, evolving or differing expectations from 

external institutional actors created some uncertainty around how project results should be 

framed and prioritised, reinforcing the importance of flexibility and adaptive communication. 

 

 

4.3 Lessons 
The implementation of B-Trust highlights several important lessons regarding the design, 

execution, and uptake of participatory approaches in complex domains such as biotechnology.  

 

Operational demand of participatory approaches 

The implementation of co-creation and co-design processes required significantly more time and 

effort than initially anticipated. Recruitment of participants was time-consuming, and the 

refinement of principles and measures required extended iterative cycles. Limited time between 

activities constrained opportunities for reflection and synthesis. At the same time, the volume 

of data generated increased pressure on analysis and dissemination capacities. This indicates 

that participatory methodologies require dedicated time for iteration, validation, and 

consolidation, beyond the delivery of individual activities.  

 

Adopting a 5H actor approach 

A key lesson was the value of shifting from the initially expected Quadruple Helix (4H) actor 

approach within the consortium to a Quintuple Helix (5H) actor11 approach during 

implementation. The inclusion of environmental and civil society organisations as the fifth actor 

group helped integrate more critical and long-term perspectives alongside consumers, 

academia, farmers, industry actors, and policymakers. This strengthened inclusivity and 

supported a more comprehensive understanding of trust barriers affecting biotechnology 

adoption 

 

Recruitment for consumer co-creation sessions 

Recruitment strategies had a direct influence on participation and discussion quality. Framing 

sessions around broader, relatable themes supported more open dialogue, while clear 

recruitment criteria helped maintain balanced discussions. At the same time, engaging critical or 

underrepresented actors remained difficult in the co-creation session. While some actors 

participated through interviews, others declined involvement, limiting the diversity of 

perspectives. This highlights the importance of carefully designed recruitment strategies, 

adapted to different levels of sensitivity and stakeholder diversity. 

 

Session design and facilitation 

 
11 Within the context of the B-TRUST, the 5H actors refer to Industry - companies from bio-based and agri-food sectors; 
Public authorities, policymakers and investors; Academia - biotech researchers and experts; Citizens, consumers or 
civil society organisations; and Representatives of the environment.  
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The design of sessions also presented distinct lessons. For co-creation sessions, creating a 

welcoming environment, combined with an appropriate group size, was essential to encourage 

participants to feel comfortable sharing their views. Smaller groups fostered more open 

dialogue, while larger groups required careful structuring into sub-groups to ensure that quieter 

voices were not overshadowed. The role of moderators proved very critical. They needed to be 

neutral, well-informed, and skilled in managing dynamics, particularly in preventing dominant 

voices from steering the discussion, while still ensuring that all perspectives were valued and 

included. 

In terms of format, co-creation and co-design sessions demanded different approaches. Co-

creation sessions often drew on personal experiences and values whereas co-design required 

participants to take a more structured, professional perspective that reflected the needs and 

constraints of their sector or organization. This shift made co-design inherently more 

demanding, particularly given the short two-hour format, where discussions risked remaining 

too superficial to fully explore complex issues. Therefore, facilitators increasingly relied on 

example-based methods, such as drawing analogies from other sectors like biomaterials, which 

helped participants to think more creatively and encouraged participants to move beyond 

familiar solutions to more concrete, innovative, and practical measures. 

 

Strategic focus in stakeholder engagement  

The assumption that a higher number of engagement activities would lead to stronger outcomes 

was partially challenged. While a wide range of stakeholders was reached, the intensity of 

engagement contributed to stakeholder fatigue and reduced participation in later stages. In 

addition, access to certain groups during validation phases remained limited. The 

implementation showed that engagement quality is more important than quantity. 

Engagement outcomes were stronger when activities were targeted, well-timed, and aligned 

with stakeholder availability and interests. This indicates that participatory processes benefit 

from strategic sequencing and prioritisation, rather than broad and repeated engagement. 

 

Aligning engagement with stakeholder needs and incentives 

Engagement was strongly influenced by the extent to which activities and outputs were 

perceived as relevant to different stakeholder groups. Participation increased when there was a 

clear value proposition, such as business relevance for industry. Conversely, generic framing 

reduced uptake. This highlights that engagement depends on alignment with stakeholder roles, 

incentives, and capacities, rather than participation opportunities alone. 

Moreover, when it comes to sharing insights, a key lesson relates to the need to adapt the 

translation of results to different stakeholder groups. While the project generated a substantial 

volume of insights, converting these into clear and accessible outputs proved challenging.  The 

diversity of stakeholders made it difficult to communicate key messages in a way that was both 

accessible and relevant. This highlights the importance of clearly communicating what each 

stakeholder group can gain from participation. Effective engagement of actors therefore requires 

tailored value propositions, simplified outputs, and formats adapted to different roles, 

capacities, and motivations.  
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Positioning co-creation within a broader trust-building approach 

The project also refined its understanding of the role of co-creation in trust-building. Co-creation 

should not be seen as the only mechanism for building trust, but as a structured approach for 

identifying trust barriers, understanding stakeholder concerns, and designing appropriate trust-

building measures. Trust-building is broader and depends on transparency, inclusivity, regulatory 

clarity, communication, contextual relevance, and the credibility of the actors involved. Co-

creation is therefore most effective when embedded within a wider trust-building strategy. 

 

Quantitative validation  

Quantitative validation was effective in strengthening the evidence base, but it could have been 

integrated earlier and more systematically. Positioning the quantitative validation phase directly 

after co-creation and before co-design would have allowed validated findings to be fed into co-

design sessions, supporting more informed discussion and the development of measures 

grounded in broader evidence. At the same time, the project showed that not all external 

adopters may need a full quantitative validation phase. Depending on the context, validation 

may be optional or adapted to available resources, but the link between qualitative insights and 

broader evidence should be considered from the start. 

 

Closing the loop with consumers 

While consumers were actively engaged in early stages, there were limited opportunities to re-

engage consumers, to validate the measures developed from their input. A stronger “closing the 

loop” process could have shown consumers how their contributions were used and could have 

strengthened the relevance and legitimacy of the final measures. Future co-creation processes 

should therefore plan feedback and validation moments from the outset, particularly when 

consumer input is translated into measures, tools, or recommendations. 

 

Making co-creation accessible and easy to apply 

A significant lesson is that interest in co-creation does not necessarily translate into readiness 

to implement it independently. One of the initial assumptions was that B-Trust would be able to 

test and validate its approach with actors already applying co-creation in their own work. In 

practice, however, many actors had limited experience with co-creation or used the term in a 

broad way. As a result, the engagement process often shifted from testing the B-Trust approach 

with experienced users to supporting interested actors in understanding how co-creation could 

be implemented properly. 

This shows that uptake depends on more than interest. Stakeholders require clear, step-by-step 

guidance, practical templates, examples, facilitation support, and modular tools that can be 

adapted to different organisational capacities. Simplicity, usability, and implementation support 

are therefore essential for the wider adoption of co-creation approaches. 

 

Uptake of the co-creation approach 

A final lesson concerns the conditions for uptake of the B-Trust Co-creation Programme. 

Stakeholders showed interest in implementing co-creation, but adoption depends on feasibility, 

resources, and support. Key conditions include clarity of process, practical guidance, contextual 
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relevance, definition of use case, alignment with existing workflows, and the ability to generate 

outputs that are useful and scalable. These constraints are particularly relevant for smaller 

organisations with limited time, budget, or facilitation capacity. Wider uptake will therefore 

require not only tools and guidance, but also enabling actors such as clusters, sector 

organisations, or facilitators who can support implementation. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

Deliverable 1.6 provides the final synthesis of the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning process 

carried out under the B-Trust project. Overall, the findings show that B-Trust moved from a 

conceptual framework to a tested and refined approach for trust-building in biotechnology. 

Through co-creation, co-design, validation, capacity-building, dissemination, and exploitation 

activities, the project generated evidence on trust barriers, developed trust-building measures, 

and translated its learning into the B-Trust Co-creation Programme and related tools.  

 

A central contribution of the project was the testing of the co-creation methodology across 

different biotechnology cases, stakeholder groups, and national contexts. The results show that 

structured and transparent engagement can create inclusive spaces for dialogue, support more 

informed reflection on biotechnology, and help identify the concerns and conditions that shape 

acceptance and uptake. More broadly, the project demonstrated that trust-building in 

biotechnology cannot be addressed through communication alone, but requires participatory, 

iterative, and context-sensitive approaches that engage stakeholders across different stages of 

innovation. The project also clarified the conditions needed for wider uptake of the B-Trust Co-

creation Programme. While there was clear interest among external actors, including 

ambassadors, endorsers, related projects, and financial actors, implementation depends on 

practical guidance, facilitation capacity, clear communication, contextual relevance, and 

alignment with organisational needs and resources. This suggests that B-Trust created strong 

foundations for uptake, but that broader application will depend on continued adaptation and 

support by future users and intermediary actors.  

 

The B-Trust Forum, masterclasses, podcasts, practical tools, e-learning course, MoUs, and 

synergies with other projects provide an important basis for continued access to and use of 

project results beyond the project lifetime. At the same time, the longer-term sustainability of 

these outputs will depend on continued curation, active engagement, and the ability of 

stakeholders to apply the programme in their own contexts. 

 

Finally, the MEL process supported accountability and learning. It helped document 

achievements, assess assumptions and risks, identify implementation challenges, and inform 

adjustments throughout the project. In doing so, it strengthened the relevance of the final B-

Trust Co-creation Programme and generated actionable lessons for future initiatives working on 

co-creation, trust-building, and biotechnology uptake. 

 



 

 

 

 

© 2024 B-TRUST Project. 

This document is available under the terms of the Horizon Europe Grant Agreement No. 101134847. Reproduction is authorised 

provided the source is acknowledged 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 

B-TRUST | HEU | D1.6 MEL Report | Page 46 

 

 

6. ANNEXES 

ANNEX 1 - Review of Preconditions and Assumptions in B-Trust’s Theory of Change 
 
This annex provides a brief review of the main preconditions and assumptions identified in the B-

Trust Theory of Change. It summarises the extent to which these preconditions were met during 

implementation and whether the assumptions held, were partially confirmed, or were challenged 

by evidence generated through project activities. These preconditions and assumptions played 

an important role in supporting consortium reflection on emerging risks and also informed 

several lessons outlined in the report. The reflections are based on monitoring data, learning 

touchpoints, partner feedback, and findings reported across the MEL process.  

 

WP Preconditions and Assumption Implementation reflection 

WP2 - Co-

creating for 

Impact 

A key precondition for the project is 

ensuring that the partners who do not 

have prior experience facilitating such 

sessions effectively are well-trained and 

equipped to conduct regional co-creation 

sessions. 

The precondition was met. Alice down the 

rabbit hole (expert in co-creation 

methodology) conducted targeted 

training sessions focused on equipping 

consortium members with the skills 

needed to design and facilitate regional 

co-creation sessions effectively. 

Detailed guidelines and practical tips for 

conducting co-creation sessions were 

developed and shared, providing partners 

with a clear framework. This support 

contributed to the consistent application 

of the methodology across different 

national and case-specific contexts. 

A crucial precondition for this WP’s 

activities is the availability of a diverse 

group of consumers and other affected 

actors. This diversity should span various 

demographics, such as age, gender, 

socioeconomic status, and cultural 

background.  

The consortium must have access to these 

diverse participants, who represent the 

general population and include unbiased 

and critical voices. This access is essential 

for gathering authentic and varied 

consumer insights, which are critical for 

assessing the social impact or acceptance 

of biotechnological applications. 

The precondition was largely met, 

although with some limitations. Consumer 

co-creation sessions followed recruitment 

criteria aimed at ensuring diversity in 

terms of age, gender, and viewpoints. In 

some contexts, external recruitment 

support was used to reach a more 

balanced participant profile. However, the 

engagement of critical voices proved more 

challenging than anticipated. To address 

this, the project complemented the co-

creation sessions with one-to-one 

interviews with four environmental 

organisations, allowing critical 

perspectives to be integrated into the 

analysis.  
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The project assumes that stakeholders are 

genuinely interested in understanding 

how 

biotech applications are perceived from a 

social perspective, which can 

influence public acceptance and regulatory 

approaches. 

The assumption was partially confirmed. 

Once engaged, stakeholders showed 

interest in understanding social 

perceptions and trust barriers related to 

biotechnology, as reflected in the co-

design results. However, recruitment for 

co-design sessions was more challenging 

than expected, particularly among 

stakeholders with limited availability or 

competing professional priorities. This 

indicated that interest existed, but 

participation depended on clear 

relevance, timing, and stakeholder-

specific value.  
Ensuring a large dataset for online 

validation of co-creation measures, 

guidelines and narratives is a 

precondition. A larger dataset allows for 

detailed analysis across different 

subgroups. It enhances the reliability of 

the results by minimising the impact of 

outliers and providing a more nuanced 

view of consumer behaviours and 

attitudes. Moreover, the linked assumption 

is that this dataset will enable the 

validation of general narratives extracted 

from the co-creation sessions.  

The precondition was met. A large-scale 

consumer survey was implemented with 

2,500 respondents across Belgium, 

Denmark, Italy, Poland, and Spain. This 

provided a broader evidence base for 

validating and comparing trust barriers 

identified through the qualitative Co-

creation activities. The assumption also 

held, as the dataset helped confirm that 

several trust barriers identified during co-

creation were shared more widely across 

national and demographic contexts.  

WP3: 

Workshops 

and training 

for 

innovation 

uptake and 

a validated 

Co-creation 

programme  

Results from co-creation sessions: The 

principal assumption is that the co-

creation trajectories will suffice and are 

broad enough to develop a comprehensive 

and all-encompassing co-creation 

programme, linked principles, and actor-

specific measures that can be 

implemented at European and 

international levels.   

The assumption was largely confirmed, 

with some refinements. The co-creation 

and co-design trajectories generated 

sufficient evidence to inform the 

development of the B-Trust Co-creation 

Programme, linked principles, and trust-

building measures. However, 

implementation also showed that the 

programme needed further refinement 

to become usable be 

yond the project context. Feedback from 

capacity-building workshops, international 

mutual learning activities, ambassador 

interviews, and investor interviews was 

therefore used to make the programme 

more practical, modular, and adaptable. 

Developing a clear and precise draft co-

creation programme: A precondition for 

conducting mutual learning workshops is 

that the draft co-creation programme 

The precondition was partially met. A 

draft co-creation programme was 

available for discussion during mutual 

learning and capacity-building activities. 
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(T3.1) must be clear, concrete, and 

relevant to the international actors 

involved so that the workshops can yield 

valuable insights.  

However, feedback indicated that the 

programme needed clearer, more 

practical, and more step-by-step guidance 

to be easily understood and applied by 

external actors. This led to the 

development of more accessible tools, 

templates, guidance materials, and an e-

learning course.  

Diversity of stakeholders: A critical 

precondition is to ensure that diverse 

stakeholders are engaged in the workshops 

to validate and fine-tune the co-creation 

programme, especially the actor-specific 

measures.  

The precondition was met. The workshops 

engaged actors from different sectors 

and geographical contexts, including 

participants from within and outside the 

EU. However, participation varied across 

stakeholder groups, and some actors were 

more difficult to engage than others. The 

experience showed that validating and 

fine-tuning the programme required 

diversity and targeted outreach and clear 

value propositions for each stakeholder 

group.  

On-site workshops: Another potential 

precondition might be to hold on-site 

capacity-building and engagement 

workshops, rather than online ones, to 

attract better relevant actors, especially in 

Denmark, Belgium and Spain. 

It was partially challenged. While on-site 

engagement could have supported deeper 

interaction with some actors, online 

formats were used in several cases due 

to practical constraints and the need to 

reach geographically dispersed 

participants. Online formats improved 

accessibility but sometimes limited 

discussion depth and engagement, 

particularly for complex topics. The 

experience showed that online formats 

could work well when groups were small, 

well-facilitated, and actively engaged.  

WP5 - 

Exploitation

, Long-term 

Sustainabilit

y, and 

Continuity 

of the B-

Trust Forum 

Tailored communication & dissemination: 

An important precondition is to tailor the 

communication and dissemination 

activities to the specific needs and 

characteristics of the targeted groups or 

various 5H actors. This could help ensure 

the content is relevant and appealing, 

increasing the likelihood of effective 

engagement and participation on B-Trust’s 

social media channels, especially on the B-

Trust Forum. 

The precondition was met. 

Communication and dissemination 

activities were tailored over time to 

different stakeholder groups and project 

needs. This included curated contact lists, 

actor-specific outreach, social media 

dissemination, articles, masterclasses, 

podcasts, and targeted engagement with 

related projects and initiatives. The 

communication strategy also evolved from 

awareness-building towards the 

dissemination of concrete results and 

tools.  
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An underlying assumption for preparing 

impact funding and financing schemes is 

that generated results will be 

understandable and resonate with 

investment or funding bodies. 

Interviews with financial actors showed 

that the B-Trust Co-creation Programme 

was relevant from a funding and 

investment perspective, particularly 

where it generated evidence on market 

pull, stakeholder validation, problem-

solution fit, and reduced investment risk. 

However, financial actors also emphasised 

that evidence needs differ depending on 

the maturity of the biotechnology 

solution, from research and user testing 

to market entry. This means that the 

programme should be practical, adaptable 

to different levels of maturity, and aligned 

with investor and funder expectations. 

The success of the B-Trust Forum is 

considered a vital precondition for 

expanding the project's network and 

linking B-Trust with other networks and 

forums. Its effectiveness is crucial for 

maintaining continuous engagement and 

momentum with relevant actors around 

the project activities 

The precondition was partially met. The B-

Trust Forum became an important 

repository and dissemination platform for 

project outputs. However, it did not fully 

function as an active community of 

practice during the project period. The 

evidence suggested that the Forum’s 

longer-term role would depend on the 

availability of ready-to-use tools, the e-

learning course, and continued 

engagement by ambassadors and other 

interested actors after the project.  

 

ANNEX 2 - Review of Risks and Mitigation Measures in B-Trust’s Theory of Change 
 

This annex provides a brief review of the main risks identified in B-Trust’s Theory of Change and 

the mitigation measures adopted during implementation. The risks played an important role in 

supporting consortium reflection, helping partners monitor emerging challenges and adjust 

activities where needed. The table summarises the practical actions taken to address these risks, 

drawing on monitoring data, learning touchpoints, partner feedback, and findings reported 

across the MEL process.  

 

WP Risks Mitigation measures  

WP2 - Co-

creating for 

Impact 

Insufficient or non-diverse range of Biotech 

Co-creation Cases: This risk points to a 

scenario where the Cases considered for 

conducting the co-creation sessions are not 

sufficiently varied, limiting the ability to 

effectively address a wide range of scenarios 

or needs of different 5H actors. This would 

also hinder validation of the methodology, 

To mitigate this risk, six biotech cases 

were selected, rather than four, as 

initially outlined in the DoA. This 

approach ensures a broader and more 

diverse range of cases, enhancing the 

project’s ability to address varied 

perspectives and requirements across 

the biotech field. 
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reducing its applicability and robustness 

across a wide range of cases.   

Limited access to 5H actors: There is a risk 

that partners may not have adequate access 

to the necessary stakeholders and citizens, 

which is crucial for gathering diverse inputs 

and insights. 

Partners carried out stakeholder 

mapping, developed contact 

databases and curated contact lists, 

used personalised invitations, and 

leveraged partner networks and 

synergies with related projects to 

improve access to relevant actors.  

Low participation: There is a risk of low 

involvement or engagement from citizens, 

consumers, or affected 5H actors in co-

creation sessions or for online validation of co-

creation principles. 

Each co-creation session was 

successfully conducted with a good-

sized group of 9–16 participants, 

ensuring a diversity of perspectives for 

effective co-creation. Where project 

partners did not have sufficient access 

to a broad participant profile, external 

agencies were engaged to support 

recruitment, which helped mitigate 

this risk.  

No compelling narratives: A significant 

strategic risk involves the possibility that no 

compelling narratives can be developed that 

resonate with consumers (and other 

affected/impactful 5H actors), especially if 

their perceptions are strongly emotionally 

driven and may not align with scientific 

evidence. 

An iterative approach was applied to 

ensure that insights from each co-

creation and co-design session were 

systematically integrated into the 

design of subsequent activities. This 

process enabled continuous testing 

and refinement of materials/approach 

based on participant feedback, 

thereby enhancing the relevance of 

the sessions. Monitoring and 

evaluation results were closely 

tracked, and session designs were 

adjusted accordingly. As a result, the 

project generated rich outcomes, 

including the identification of clear 

trust barriers and narratives.  

Biased or 'primed' consumer sessions: The 

integrity of co-creation sessions may be 

compromised if they are conducted with 

biased or 'primed' consumers (or other 

affected/impactful 5H actors) – 

consumers/actors influenced by prior 

experiences or exposure to specific 

information. This risk poses a challenge to 

obtaining unbiased and genuine consumer 

insights. Participants with strongly polarised 

views on biotechnology could dominate the 

discussions during the co-creation session, 

Facilitators used neutral framing and 

wording, avoided priming participants, 

and applied pre-session screening 

where relevant. Actors with critical 

views were engaged separately 

through one-to-one interviews, 

allowing their concerns to be captured 

without affecting group dynamics.  
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potentially hindering effective engagement 

and contributions from other participants. 

Potential distrust: A potential negative 

externality could be that the co-creation 

sessions may foster distrust among the 

consumers/actors regarding the selected 

Biotech Co-creation Cases. 

Only 1 participant out of 125 surveyed 

participants expressed concern, 

stating they had become more 

worried. Notably, no participants of 

the co-creation sessions reported 

increased scepticism.  

Low participation: Recruiting sufficient and 

relevant participants for co-design sessions 

posed a risk, particularly given the demands 

on stakeholder time and varying levels of 

interest in biotechnology. 

Partners used direct outreach and 

personalised invitations to engage 

relevant actors. As a result, 83 

participants were involved across five 

co-design sessions.  

Participant engagement during co-design 

sessions could be limited, reducing the 

diversity and depth of inputs and 

compromising the quality of co-designed 

measures. Moreover, their contributions may 

remain superficial without proposing 

substantive interventions. 

Facilitators strengthened moderation 

techniques to actively encourage 

participants to think beyond 

conventional solutions. They 

introduced concrete examples of 

measures and drew analogies from 

other fields (e.g. biomaterials) to 

stimulate creativity and support more 

structured and innovative 

contributions. 

WP3 - 

Workshops 

and Training 

for 

Innovation 

Uptake and 

a Validated 

Co-creation 

Programme 

Limited reach and uptake within the broader 

ecosystem: Participation from diverse actors 

within the workshops could be limited. 

Moreover, there is a risk that the co-creation 

programme may not achieve significant 

acceptance within the intended community or 

ecosystem, for instance, due to a lack of 

perceived relevance or value among 

stakeholders or insufficient incentives for 

participation. 

The project implemented targeted 

communication and dissemination, 

shared co-creation and co-design 

results with relevant stakeholders, and 

used workshops, ambassador 

interviews, and feedback activities to 

understand the conditions for uptake.   

Low engagement from different 5H actors in 

workshops: If critical 5H actors show low 

engagement, the programme risks missing 

essential insights and support that could 

enhance its relevance and applicability. 

Partners developed logbooks and 

contact lists to identify relevant actors 

for capacity-building workshops and 

adapted outreach to different 

stakeholder groups and contexts.  

There is a risk that the translation of co-

creation results in principles and actor-specific 

trust-building measures may not resonate with 

the needs or expectations of different 5H 

actors. 

The project used international mutual 

learning and capacity-building 

workshops to test, discuss, and refine 

the programme, principles, and 

measures with EU and international 

actors. Feedback was used to make 

the programme more practical, 

modular, and context-sensitive  
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WP5 - 

Exploitation

, Long-term 

Sustainabilit

y, and 

Continuity 

of the B-

Trust Forum 

Limited engagement and participation: There 

is a risk that the B-Trust Forum may 

experience low engagement and participation 

from its members, which could render it 

unsustainable in the medium to long term and 

limit its ability to influence and effect the 

desired change within its network. 

The Forum was regularly updated with 

project outputs, learning materials, 

masterclass resources, tools, and 

engagement opportunities.   

Limited reach: With regards to masterclasses, 

there could be limited reach and participation, 

which could result in subsequent low uptake 

of the co-creation programme within the 

broader ecosystem. The masterclass's content 

may not appeal to or involve a diverse group 

of participants. 

A dedicated promotion plan was 

implemented using brochures, GIFs, 

social media posts, and partner 

networks. The eight masterclasses 

engaged 221 participants, and 

recordings were uploaded to support 

continued access.  

Slow endorsement and adoption of 

principles: The co-creation programme, 

measures and its underlying principles may 

face slow follow-through and low adoption by 

key actors, particularly those with a catalytic 

effect, such as public authorities, 

policymakers, and funding bodies. Their 

support is crucial for legitimizing and 

propelling the programme forward. Moreover, 

there is a risk that there might be a general 

lack of interest by the 

actors in supporting the broad 

implementation of the results.  

The project engaged ambassadors, 

endorsers, and external actors to 

support the promotion, uptake, and 

potential implementation of the B-

Trust Co-creation Programme. These 

exchanges showed a general interest 

among stakeholders in testing, 

adapting, or applying the programme 

in their own contexts. In response, the 

project developed practical tools, 

templates, and an e-learning course 

to make the programme easier to use 

beyond the consortium. In addition, 

MoUs were signed with external 

projects and organisations, further 

supporting the dissemination and 

uptake of the co-creation programme.  

Lack of concrete connections: The success of 

the B-Trust Forum also depends on its capacity 

to facilitate connections and networking 

opportunities among various stakeholders. A 

critical risk could be the potential failure to 

build connections or collaborations based on 

the project’s results, which could undermine 

the sustainability of the project outcomes in 

the long run. 

The project mapped and engaged 

relevant projects, platforms, 

initiatives, and networks. Joint 

activities, knowledge exchange, and 

MoUs helped strengthen links with 

related projects and embed B-Trust 

results within wider ecosystems.  
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