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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The second Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) report (D1.5) documents progress made 
by the B-Trust project so far, especially between November 2024 (M12) and August 2025 (M21). 
It provides evidence on the implementation of core project activities, mainly co-creation and co-
design sessions alongside reflections on emerging lessons and challenges. 
 
B-Trust successfully delivered six consumer co-creation sessions, five co-creation sessions with 
farmers and industry actors, and five co-design sessions with policymakers, researchers and 
industry actors. In total, 248 participants were engaged across Belgium, Denmark, and Spain, 
covering six biotechnology cases: Cell Factories, Bio-based Materials, Biostimulants and 
Biofertilizers, Climate-resilient Crops, Eating Cells, and Bacteriophages, ensuring that discussions 
addressed a wide range of innovations within the agri-food and bio-based sectors. Through 
these activities, the consortium generated valuable insights into how different actors perceive 
biotechnology and the barriers that shape trust and acceptance, and improved understanding 
of the measures that could address these issues. Moreover, the consortium strengthened its 
internal capacities in applying co-creation and design methodologies, facilitation and 
stakeholder engagement.  
 
Evaluation results highlight tangible progress. Among participants in co-creation sessions, 85% 
reported improved understanding of biotechnology, 90% gained a better grasp of risks and 
benefits, and 54% indicated a positive or slightly positive shift in perception, while only one of 
the participants became more worried about biotechnology. While changing perceptions is 
inherently difficult, the sessions were effective in addressing misconceptions and building 
confidence in biotechnological solutions. In co-design sessions, 91% reported improved 
understanding of trust barriers, and 88% expressed willingness to apply co-designed trust-
building measures in their professional domains. These findings underscore the relevance and 
effectiveness of the co-creation and co-design methodology in fostering more informed, 
constructive dialogue around biotechnology. Significant achievements were also made in 
communication, dissemination, and outreach. The B-Trust Forum, which now counts 261 
members, is steadily developing into a hub for stakeholder interaction. Execution of eight 
masterclasses and B-Trust’s participation in external events further enhanced project visibility 
across Europe. Strategic collaborations with similar projects and initiatives strengthened 
synergies, supporting cross-project learning and alignment with wider initiatives.  
At the same time, the consortium faced certain challenges. Recruiting and sustaining 
engagement from certain actors such as farmers, industry representatives, and environmental 
organizations proved difficult. Co-design sessions required higher levels of cognitive 
engagement and were constrained by limited time, which sometimes led to surface-level 
discussions. Operationally, compressed timelines and overlapping tasks placed pressure on 
resources, highlighting the importance of realistic planning. 
 
Overall, this mid-term evaluation highlights that B-Trust is on track in achieving its objectives, 
with strong evidence of learning, capacity building, and progress toward trust-building in 
biotechnology. 

  

https://www.worldlabs.org/community/j97SCSvzJsHJXbcDK/explore
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1. INTRODUCTION 
As part of Task 1.2: Reporting via the Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Framework, 
three MEL reports are planned throughout the project, specifically in Month 12 (November 
2024), Month 22 (September 2025), and Month 30 (May 2026). The first MEL report, covering 
the project’s initial implementation phase, was delivered in November 2024, highlighting the 
MEL methodology (detailed in section 2.1 of D1.2 First MEL Report) and reflecting on early 
activities, their results, and initial learnings. Building on the results of the first MEL report, this 
Deliverable 1.5 second MEL Report focuses on the period from November 2024 (M12) to 
August 2025 (M21) and aims to document the overall progress made so far by the project. It 
provides an overview of key activities undertaken, their outputs and outcomes, challenges and 
emerging lessons.  

In parallel, under Task 1.1: Design and Continuous Updating of the Theory of Change (ToC), the 
B-Trust’s ToC continues to function as a living framework. The mid-project period was used as a 
key moment for reflection, during which consortium partners collectively revisited the ToC to 
assess whether the impact pathways, outputs, and outcomes remained relevant and coherent 
with the project’s evolving scope. As part of this process, one-on-one consultations were held 
with each partner to review their activities and capture their perspectives. This reflective 
exercise resulted in a set of minor but meaningful refinements to the ToC, which are summarised 
in this report. 
 
1.2 Structure of Deliverable 
 
• Section 2: Finetuning the Theory of Change provides an overview of the main revisions and 

refinements made to the B-Trust Theory of Change. It outlines the rationale behind the 
updates and reflects on how these changes align with the evolving project context and 
strategic priorities. 

• Section 3: Results present a detailed analysis of the findings related to the project’s core 
activities. This section is organized into two parts. The first part synthesizes the outputs and 
outcomes across the main activities undertaken within WP2 ‘Co-creating for Impact’ and 
WP5 ‘Exploitation, Long-term Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-Trust Forum’ 1. The 
second part offers a critical reflection on the key learning outcomes that have emerged 
during the reporting period, highlighting the overall achievements, challenges encountered, 
and lessons learned. This section also highlights the status of elements of B-Trust’s ToC, 
mainly on the preconditions, assumptions and mitigation measures taken or foreseen for 
the identified risks.  

• Section 4: Conclusions outline the next steps foreseen under Task 1.2: Reporting via the 
Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Framework. 

 

 
1 Note: The key activities to be evaluated under WP3 ‘Workshops and training for innovation uptake and 
a validated co-creation Programme’ has not started yet and therefore will be covered in the final MEL 
report. 
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2. FINETUNING THEORY OF CHANGE 
The main updates to the B-Trust ToC are outlined below and organised by work package. This 
overview highlights only those elements where changes have occurred, providing a focused 
account of adjustments made during the reporting period. For the full narrative version of the 
B-Trust ToC, including unchanged components, reference should be made to Deliverable D1.1: 
Theory of Change. Below is an overview of key elements of B-Trust-s ToC, followed by the 
changes across work packages:  
 
 
Table 1. Elements of B-Trust’s ToC 

Elements  Description  
Needs The problem or the main challenges that the project is trying to address 

within the bio-based and agri-food sectors. 
Strategic 
approach 

Refers to the fundamental conditions or strategy chosen to address the 
specified needs, i.e. how we will do it. 

Activities Refer to the actions or concrete tasks performed by the project team or 
stakeholders, i.e. what we will do. 

Outputs Refer to the direct, tangible, or immediate results of the project activities in 
terms of products and deliverables. 

Outcomes Refer to the expected effects or changes in knowledge, attitudes, 
perceptions, or practices over the short to medium-term, meaning by the 
end of the project. An outcome is a societally significant, relatively lasting 
change linked to the intentional project efforts. It may represent a change 
in a group of people and/or organizations. All outcomes in our change 
framework are also preconditions necessary for long-term impacts. 

Impact Refer to the long-term changes that the project aims to contribute to. 
Assumptions Function as 'rules of thumb' shaping our decisions as individuals and 

organizations. They represent deeply held values, norms, beliefs, and 
ideological perspectives that the project cannot control but must consider 
in the design and implementation of activities (Vogel, 2012). They help verify 
whether the activities and outputs are suitable for driving change in the 
desired direction. 

Preconditions These are the necessary conditions that must exist and that the project 
partners must ensure to achieve the associated outputs and desired 
outcomes. 

Risks Refer to challenges or conditions that may compromise achieving desired 
outcomes, as well as negative externalities that could arise from the 
execution of project activities. 

 
 
 
 
 

2.1 WP2: Co-creating for Impact 
 

https://btrustproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/THEORY-OF-CHANGE.pdf
https://btrustproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/THEORY-OF-CHANGE.pdf
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For reference, the key activities of WP2 are as follows:  
• Setting up and clustering of the co-creation trajectories in the different regions.  
• Conducting qualitative co-creation sessions with consumers and other 5H actors most 

affected by the Biotech Co-Creation Cases to gather insightful knowledge about 
acceptance, perceived risks and benefits and trust issues. 

• Conducting qualitative, regional co-design sessions with the 5H actors that are impacted 
by trust issues and barriers hindering the adoption of biotech solutions in their work 
domain. 

• Validating trust-building measures and narratives with consumers via an online tool, 
forming the basis for developing trust-building measures and further elaborating the 
Risk-Benefit Assessments. 

 
  Table 2. Changes in ToC across WP2 

Element  Initial version  Refined version  Rationale 

Need There is a need to 
capture the perceived 
risks and benefits among 
the 5H actors that are 
most affected by the 
application of 
biotechnological solutions 
as well as the 5H actors 
that will have the highest 
impact on general 
acceptance and thus 
market uptake of these 
solutions. 
 

There is a need to capture 
barriers influencing trust and 
acceptance of biotech solutions 
among consumers and other 5H 
actors most affected by their 
implementation. Additionally, it 
is necessary to raise awareness 
of these barriers and issues 
among the 5H actors 
responsible for implementing 
biotech solutions. Finally, 
improving the understanding of 
trust-building measures is 
essential to facilitate the 
effective uptake of 
biotechnological innovations. 

The change highlights that 
while understanding 
barriers to trust and 
acceptance among 
consumers and other 
affected actors is essential, 
raising awareness of these 
issues among those 
responsible for 
implementing biotech 
solutions is equally 
important. Through the co-
design sessions, the project 
is fostering this awareness 
and co-designing measures 
with the implementing 
actors. 

Strategic 
Approach 

Focus on and 
implementing co-creation 
trajectories starting from a 
design thinking 
methodology, which 
ensures an inclusive and 
transparent approach, and 
work towards value co-
creation, which implies 
getting a better grasp of 
the values and benefits 
that biotech solutions will 
deliver to the end-users. 
 

Focus on implementing co-
creation and co-design 
trajectories starting with a 
design thinking methodology, 
which ensures an inclusive and 
transparent approach by 
involving relevant 
stakeholders and working 
towards value co-creation, 
which implies getting a better 
grasp of the values and 
benefits that biotech solutions 
will deliver to the end-users 
and identifying measures to 
support acceptance and 
uptake of these solutions. 

The inclusion of co-design 
alongside co-creation 
reinforces the project's 
commitment to 
participatory exploration 
and practical application. 
While co-creation supports 
users' discovery of issues 
related to biotech, co-
design ensures that 
implementers 
collaboratively translate 
those insights into concrete 
measures to support 
acceptance. 

Outcome 
(related to 
co-design 
session) 

Increased understanding 
of the most effective trust-
building measures, 
guidelines and narratives  

Increased understanding and 
application of trust-building 
measures to support the 
adoption of biotech solutions 

This reflects the evolving 
focus of the co-design 
sessions; a key objective 
was to gain early insights 
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among the companies 
from bio-based & agri-food 
sectors, public authorities 
& policymakers, biotech 
researchers & experts  

among the companies from 
bio-based & agri-food sectors, 
public authorities & 
policymakers, biotech 
researchers & experts 

into the relevance of the 
co-designed measures and 
gauge participants' 
willingness to adopt them 
within their own context. 

Risk Not explicitly identified. Two additional risks have 
been identified related to the 
co-design sessions:  
Firstly, the number of 
participants in the co-design 
sessions could be low to 
ensure an inclusive process. 
Secondly, there is a risk that 
participant engagement 
during co-design sessions will 
be limited, reducing the 
diversity and depth of input 
and compromising the quality 
of co-designed measures. 
Moreover, their contributions 
may remain superficial 
without proposing substantive 
interventions. 

Based on co-creation 
experience, consortium 
members identified these 
risks as highly relevant, 
underscoring the need for 
careful recruitment, strong 
facilitation, and sound 
design to ensure inclusive 
and meaningful co-design 
outcomes. 

 
 

2.2 WP3: Workshops and training for innovation uptake and a validated 
co-creation programme 
 
For reference, the key activities of WP3 are as follows:  
 

• Translating the co-creation results in general principles and actor-specific trust-
building measures. 

• Conducting international mutual learning workshops. 
• Organizing capacity building and engaging workshops to finetune the generic 

principles and actor-specific trust-building measures. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 3. Changes in ToC across WP3 

Element  Initial version  Refined version  Rationale 

Strategic 
Approach 

Develop validation and 
refinement activities for 
the co-creation 
programme by involving 
relevant 5H actors and 
also support capacity 

Develop validation and 
refinement activities for 
actor-specific trust-building 
measures and principles 
through the involvement of 
relevant 5H actors, while 
simultaneously supporting 

This change acknowledges 
that the co-creation 
programme, though 
central, is one among 
several measures intended 
to foster trust and support 
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building and uptake of 
the programme. 

capacity building and 
fostering the uptake of these 
measures. 

the uptake of 
biotechnological solutions. 

Outcome  Outcome related to the 
activity ‘Translating the 
co-creation results in a 
draft co-creation 
programme and its 
supporting general 
principles and actor-
specific trust-building 
measures’ - Increased 
awareness of and trust in 
biotechnological 
solutions among 
consumers and other 
affected/impactful 5H 
actors.  

The outcome has been 
removed.  

The focus of the activity is 
on internal assessment and 
synthesis, aimed at 
developing the measures 
and principles, without the 
direct involvement or 
engagement of external 
actors during this phase. 
 

Outcome Outcome related to the 
activity of ‘Conducting 
international mutual 
learning workshops’ -
Increased understanding 
of the co-creation 
programme for 
facilitating biotech 
applications. 

The outcome has been 
modified to Enhanced 
understanding and 
application of trust-building 
measures to support the 
adoption of biotech solutions 

In addition to the co-
creation programme (one 
of the measures), the focus 
will also extend to raising 
awareness of other 
complementary measures, 
such as those related to 
financial, regulatory, or 
communication 
frameworks. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2.3 WP5: Exploitation, Long-term Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-
Trust Forum 
 
For reference, the key activities of WP5 are as follows:  
 

• Developing the B-Trust forum and maintenance of the community. 
• Implementing a series of digital master classes structured around the 6 Biotech Co-

Creation Cases. 
• Developing the endorsement scheme for the B-Trust principles and measures and the 

linked B-Trust Ambassadors. 
• Preparing impact funding & financing scheme. 
• Linking B-Trust with other projects, networks and fora. 
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Table 4. Changes in ToC across WP5 

Element  Initial version  Refined version  Rationale 

Outcome Under the activity 
‘Preparing the impact 
funding and financing 
scheme’, the specified 
outcome - Increased 
trust, mutual 
understanding, and 
collaboration among the 
involved 5H actors 
related to biotech 
solution has been 
removed.  

The focus will be on 
measuring ‘Enhanced 
understanding of uptake of 
the co-creation measures and 
principles’ among financial 
actors (such as funds, 
accelerators and incubators, 
investment banks, family 
offices, venture capital firms, 
angel investors, private 
equity investors, and 
corporate venturing entities). 

It is expected that the 
activity will explore how 
trust-related issues and the 
trust building measures 
may influence investment 
decisions in the 
biotechnology sector. 
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3. RESULTS  
This section is structured into two parts. The first part presents the monitoring and evaluation 
results of the key activities carried out under WP2, Co-creating for Impact, and WP5, 
Exploitation, Long-term Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-Trust Forum. However, for WP3, 
Workshops and Training for Innovation Uptake and a Validated Co-creation Programme, the 
activities (workshops) to be evaluated are yet to start and its results will be reported in the final 
MEL report. 

The second part reflects the main learning outcomes, highlighting overall achievements and 
challenges. As an update to the B-Trust Theory of Change, it also reviews the status of risks, 
preconditions, and assumptions, and outlines mitigation strategies defined or implemented for 
the risks identified across work packages. Finally, the section concludes by highlighting the key 
emerging lessons.  

3.1 Data Collection Activities  
 
Within the scope of the first MEL report (D1.2), two online surveys were conducted for the initial 
consumer co-creation sessions in Belgium and Denmark, alongside a learning touchpoint with 
consortium partners. The following data collection tools were applied to gather both qualitative 
and quantitative information during the period from November 2024 (M12) to August 2025 
(M21). Moreover, the results are also informed by the deliverables generate by the project so 
far, such as D2.2 ‘Report consumer co-creation sessions’ and D2.3 ‘Report Qualitative, regional 
co-creation sessions with the other actors of the 4H’.  
 

Table 5. Data collection activities 

Tool Respondents Timing 

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  

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

Consortium members for the second learning touchpoint 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 

 

3.2 Results across WPs 
 

3.2.1 WP2: Co-creating for Impact 

Since the start of the project, a range of activities have been implemented within the work 
package. As a first step, a generic co-creation methodology 2 was developed which was 
finetuned and translated into a step-by-step case-specific approach for implementing the co-
creation sessions. Using this tailored approach, six consumer co-creation cases were 
implemented across Belgium, Denmark, and Spain, addressing the following topics: 

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 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. 

Co-creation sessions were organised with the actors most affected by the above cases 
(consumers, farmers and chemical and bio-based industries), where participants were 
presented with a specific biotech case(s) and explored their perceptions of the case, its risks, 
and its benefits. They were also presented with a comprehensive assessment of evidence-based 
risks and benefits associated with the biotech case, outlining the socio-economic, 
environmental, health and safety, technical, and scientific implications. Co-design sessions were 
held with impactful stakeholders, particularly policy makers, researchers and industry actors, 
who are in a position to advance the adoption of biotechnologies. These sessions aimed to raise 
awareness on the trust barriers identified during the co-creation sessions and designing practical 
measures to address these trust barriers and foster broader social acceptance of 

 
2 For detailed co-creation methodology, see D1.3 here: https://btrustproject.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2024/06/FINETUNED-CO-CREATION-METHODOLOGY.pdf.  

https://btrustproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/FINETUNED-CO-CREATION-METHODOLOGY.pdf
https://btrustproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/FINETUNED-CO-CREATION-METHODOLOGY.pdf
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biotechnologies. Lastly, a distinct approach was taken to engage with environmental and social 
equality organisations, many of which hold critical views on biotechnologies. Their views were 
captured through in-depth interviews to ensure that these perspectives were fully integrated 
into the analysis. 

The key outputs and outcomes from these activities are described below.  

Outputs 

 
Table 6. 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  37 Male  

44 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 

58 Male  
26 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 38 Male 

45 Female 
In-depth interview with representatives from environmental organisations  
Number of organisations interviewed 4 
Overall  
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 133 Male 

115 Female  
In total, 248 participants (Figure 1) took part across 16 co-creation and co-design sessions, with 
54% (133) male and 46% (115) female participants (Figure 2). 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 
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relatively even, with 54% (44) identifying as female and 46% (37) as male. Most 
participants lived in urban contexts, with 41% (33) residing in city centers, 40% (32) in 
city outskirts, and 20% (16) in village centers or rural areas. Age distribution showed that 
the largest group belonged to Generation X (44–59 years), accounting for 56% (45), 
followed by Generation Y (28–43 years) with 24% (19), Generation Z (12–27 years) with 
16% (13), and Baby Boomers (60–78 years) with 5% (4). 

• 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% (58) male and 
31% (26) female. 

• Five co-design sessions were conducted primarily with policymakers, researchers, and 
representatives from industries, involving 83 participants. The gender distribution was 
46% (38) male and 54% (45) female. 

• Lastly, representatives from 4 environmental organizations were engaged through in 
depth interviews to gather their perspective on the biotech cases, namely: IFOAM 
(International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements); BioForum (Belgian 
federation of organic producers); Bond Beter Leefmilieu (Belgian umbrella association 
of environmental and sustainability NGOs) and Rikolto, (International NGO supporting 
sustainable farmer incomes and affordable healthy food worldwide).  

 
Figure 1 No. of participants across sessions 
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Figure 2. Gender composition across the sessions 

Outcomes 

Regarding consumer co-creation sessions, 76 out of 81 participants replied to the evaluation 
survey.  

• Improved understanding of biotechnology (Figure 3): 82% (62) of participants reported 
that they either understood biotechnology very clearly or had a reasonably good grasp 
of it by the end of the session. 17% (13) indicated that they were starting to understand 
the concept, and only 1% (1) did not improve their understanding of biotechnology. 
 

• Improved understanding of the risks and benefits of biotechnology (Figure 4): The 
majority, 87% (66) of participants, reported that they either clearly understood or 
understood potential and possible risks of the biotech case. A smaller group of 9% (7) 
indicated that they only gained a little bit of understanding, while only 3% (2) stated that 
they did not really grasp the benefits or risks. 
 

• Change in perception on biotechnology 3 (Figure 5): Over half of the respondents, i.e., 
54% (41) of participants, reported that their view had improved, either by becoming 
totally impressed or slightly improved. A further 18% (14) stated that they were already 
positive and remained so, while 22% (17) noted that their view had not really changed. 
In addition, 3% (2) reported that they were not in favor before and still maintained that 
position. Only 1% (1) indicated that the session had made them more worried, and none 
of the participants reported becoming more skeptical.  

 
 

3 For this question, the initial response category ‘not really’ did not distinguish between participants who 
were already positive toward biotechnology and remained so, and those who were negative and remained 
negative. To resolve this, the answer options were refined in the last two sessions to separate unchanged 
positive views (Not really, I was already positive and still am) from unchanged negative views (Not really, 
I wasn’t in favour before and still feel the same). 
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• Format of the session 4 (Figure 6): A total of 47 participants responded to this question. 
The vast majority, 81% (38), indicated that they had enough opportunities to express 
their ideas and views during the sessions. An additional 17% (8) stated that while they 
had some opportunities, they would have preferred more space to share their 
perspectives. Only 2% (1) reported having limited opportunities, and none reported 
feeling that they had no opportunities at all. These findings suggest that the co-creation 
methodology was effective in creating an inclusive and participatory environment. 
 

• Improved understanding of trust barriers 5 from the consumers among the consortium 
members. Consumers often associate biotechnology with unnatural processes, 
particularly genetic modification and laboratory interference, and fear it may prioritize 
corporate profit over the well-being of farmers, the environment, and society. While 
many trust EU authorities, a lack of awareness of strict safety regulations leads to 
misconceptions about insufficient oversight. Concerns also include potential harm to 
biodiversity, the environment, and social equity if technologies are applied too broadly, 
along with a tendency to idealize traditional farming methods, often underestimating 
the scale and complexity of the global challenges. Apart from the trust barriers these 
sessions also provided insights into the conditions for acceptance of biotech solutions. 
Consumers show conditional openness when biotechnology serves a clear societal 
purpose, such as providing affordable healthy food, promoting sustainability, or 
improving social issues like animal welfare and farmers’ rights. Acceptance is generally 
higher for non-food applications, where biotechnology is seen as innovative and 
sustainable, while its use in food is met with greater suspicion. To overcome these 
barriers, consortium members emphasize the need for transparent communication that 
both acknowledges risks and explains regulatory safeguards, counters misinformation 
with accurate scientific knowledge from credible experts, and demonstrates that 
benefits outweigh potential harm while ensuring technologies are applied alongside 
complementary approaches rather than in isolation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
4 To better assess whether the co-creation sessions were an effective tool for capturing participants’ 
perceptions, it should be noted that this question was introduced only in the last four sessions. Its 
inclusion followed feedback from advisory board members, who recommended adding it to strengthen 
the evaluation of the session format and its adequacy. 
 
5 A detailed analysis of the consumer co-creation session has been presented in Deliverable 2.2 ‘Report 
consumer co-creation sessions.  
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Co-creation session with consumers 
 

 
Figure 3. Improved understanding of biotechnology 

 

 
                     Figure 4. Improved understanding of risks and benefit 

 
Figure 5. Change in perception of biotechnology 

 
                 Figure 6. Format of the sessions 

 
 
 
Regarding co-creation sessions with other affected actors (farmers and industry actors), 49 out 
of 84 participants replied to the evaluation survey.  

• Improved understanding of biotechnology (Figure 7): A total of 44 6 participants 
responded to this question. The majority, 91% (40 participants), reported that they 
either understood biotechnology very clearly or understood it. A smaller group of 9% (4 
participants) indicated that they were only starting to get it a little, while none reported 
not really understanding biotechnology after the session.  

• Improved understanding of the risks and benefits of biotechnology (Figure 8): Out of 
49 participants, 94% (46 participants) reported that they had gained a clear or 

 
6  It should be noted that this question was not asked to five participants from the biomaterials industry, 
as these actors were highly familiar with the bio-based materials case. 
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reasonably good understanding of the potential and risks of technology. Only 2% (1 
participant) said they understood a little bit, and 4% (2 participants) reported not really 
improving their understanding. 

• Change in perception on biotechnology (Figure 9): The majority, 55% (27 participants), 
reported an improvement in their views, with 16% (8 participants) stating they were 
totally impressed and 39% (19 participants) indicating their perspective had slightly 
improved. In addition, 22% (11 participants) stated that they were already positive and 
remained so, while 16% (8 participants) noted that their views had not changed. No 
participant indicated that the session had made them more skeptical or more worried. 

• Format of the session (Figure 10): 94% (46 participants) reported that they had enough 
opportunities to express their ideas and views during the sessions. A further 6% (3 
participants) indicated that they had some opportunities but would have preferred 
more. None of the respondents stated that they had limited or no opportunities. 
Participants highlighted that the most valuable aspects of the sessions were the 
brainstorming activities and group discussions, which enabled the exchange of ideas and 
perspectives across different sectors. One respondent suggested that future sessions 
could go more in-depth. Overall, the interactive and multidisciplinary design of the 
sessions was consistently highlighted as a key strength, fostering open dialogue and 
collaborative engagement. 

• Improved understanding of trust barriers from other affected actors 7: The sessions 
were effective in highlighting a range of trust barriers. Farmers highlighted concerns 
related to market concentration and monopolization by large corporations, regulatory 
inefficiencies and lack of technical support for new technologies, and potential 
ecological and health risks such as biodiversity loss or unknown long-term effects of 
novel food crops. Socio-economic exclusion was highlighted, with smaller producers at 
risk of being left behind due to high costs and technical complexity. Consumer 
skepticism toward unnatural foods and uncertainty around financial viability, 
particularly for SMEs, were also seen as significant obstacles to wider adoption. When 
it comes to chemical and materials industries representatives, concerns were 
highlighted around the performance and reliability of bio-based materials, regulatory 
uncertainty and associated investment risks, and the challenges of dependence on new 
supply chains while remaining competitive. They also pointed to the risks of 
greenwashing, difficulties in communicating complex technical concepts to consumers, 
and unresolved end-of-life issues, such as recycling or biodegradability.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
7 Refer Deliverable 2.3 “Report Qualitative, regional co-creation with the other actors of the 4H” for a 
detailed analysis of co-creation sessions with other affected actors. 
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Co-creation session with other affected actors 

 
Figure 7. Improved understanding of biotechnology 

 
Figure 8. Improved understanding of risks and benefits 

 
Figure 9. Change in perception of biotechnology  

Figure 10. Format of sessions             

 
Overall, 165 participants were involved in the co-creation sessions, of whom 125 individuals 
(76 consumers and 49 farmers/industry actors) responded to the evaluation survey. These 
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. Overall, the key outcomes for the co-creation sessions are as follows:  

• Improved understanding of biotechnology concepts (Figure 11): 85% (102 participants) 8 
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 12): 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 13): 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. 

 
8This question was not asked to five biomaterials industry participants who were already highly familiar 
with the case; therefore, results are based on 120 rather than 125 individuals. 
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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 skepticism, indicating that the sessions were 
effective in addressing misconceptions and contributed to building trust in 
biotechnological solutions. 

• Format for the sessions (Figure 14): 88% (84 participants out of 96) reported that they 
had enough opportunities to clearly express their ideas and views during the sessions. A 
further 11% (11 participants) indicated that they had some opportunities but would have 
preferred more and only 1 participant indicated that they had limited opportunities. 
Overall, the design, facilitation and the implementation of the co-creation sessions was 
effective, confirming the effectiveness of the co-creation methodology in fostering an 
inclusive and participatory environment. Participants valued the interactive aspects of 
the session particularly the brainstorming and group discussions that encouraged cross-
sectoral exchange and encouraged an open sharing of perspectives.  
 

All co-creation sessions  

             
Figure 11. Improved understanding of biotechnology 

 
Figure 12. Change in perception of biotechnology 

 

 
Figure 13. Improved understanding of risks and benefits 

 
Figure 14. Format of sessions 

 

Regarding the in-depth interviews with the environmental organizations,  

• Increased understanding of the trust barriers among the consortium members. Most 
organizations equate biotechnology with genetic engineering, with concerns around 
environmental and health effects, and emphasize that its use should prioritize 
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sustainability and public well-being over financial gain. Genetic engineering remains the 
main concern, with calls for regulatory clarity, freedom of choice, traceability, and 
liability safeguards. 

• Format: Unlike co-creation settings, where official positions and rigid stances often 
dominate discussions, one-to-one interviews provided a more effective way to engage 
critical voices. Out of 17 organisations invited, strongly opposing groups (such as 
Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, and Save Our Seeds) declined participation despite 
transparent invitations, while four organisations accepted and used the opportunity to 
share their concerns. This outcome highlights both the potential and the limits of 
engaging with polarised actors. On the one hand, interviews created a safer space for 
mutual listening and allowed for more nuanced insights than would have been not 
possible in group settings. On the other hand, the reluctance of firmly opposing 
organisations to participate demonstrates the difficulty of engaging critical voices. The 
experience underlines the importance of carefully selecting formats for engagement: 
while co-creation sessions risk being disrupted by polarising positions, interviews can 
enable more balanced input, yet they still leave gaps in representation from some of the 
most critical voices.  

Regarding the Co-design sessions with policymakers, researchers and industry actors; out of 83 
participants, 34 participants 9 replied to the survey.  

• Increased understanding of trust issues and barriers among the participants of co-
design sessions. As a starting point, insights on trust barriers identified in the co-creation 
sessions were systematically analyzed and aggregated to inform the co-design 
discussions. For instance, 15 trust barriers were aggregated (Figure 15) based on the 
results of the co-creation session for consumers and farmers. Among the participants of 
the session, a total of 91% of respondents (31 participants) reported an improved 
understanding of the trust-related concerns and barriers (Figure 16) faced by 
consumers and other affected 5H actors in relation to biotechnology applications.  

 
9  For certain co-design sessions, the survey response rate was lower than expected. To address this, the 
surveys were distributed multiple times and reminders were sent, however, the participation remained 
limited. This may be explained by factors such as survey fatigue, competing time demands of participants, 
or the timing of distribution shortly after the sessions. 
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Figure 15. Aggregated trust barriers 

• Improved understanding of trust building measures 10 among the consortium 
members. 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 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 communication hubs, codes of conduct, accessible databases, and 
participatory processes. 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. 
 

• Relevance of co-designed trust-building measures (Figure 17): 18% of the respondents 
(6 participants) considered the designed trust-building measures to be highly effective 
in supporting the acceptance of biotech solutions, while 44% of the respondents (15 
participants) considered that these measures are likely to increase acceptance, while 
the remaining 38% (13 participants) reported maybe the measures could increase 
acceptance. 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. 

 
10 Refer Deliverable 2.3 “Report Qualitative, regional co-creation with the other actors of the 4H” for a 
detailed analysis of co-design sessions and co-designed measures.  
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• Willingness to apply trust-building measures (Figure 18): A total of 88% of respondents 

(30 participants) indicated that they are very willing or somewhat willing to apply the 
designed trust-building measures in their own work or decision-making processes in the 
near future. 

 
• Format of the session: Recognizing the needs of participants, many of whom were 

policy makers, academic actors or industry actors with limited time and pressing 
concerns, the session format was adjusted. Activities were scheduled during working 
hours, kept deliberately short, and included fewer playful elements than co-creation 
sessions. Moreover, unlike the co-creation sessions, participants in the co-design 
sessions were provided with information in advance, including preparatory materials to 
support their active engagement. An iterative approach was adopted in refining the 
design of each session, based on participant feedback and survey results, strengthening 
the structure and relevance of the sessions. Participants particularly valued the 
professional discussions, emphasizing the benefits of engaging stakeholders with 
diverse backgrounds. However, some participants perceived the sessions as remaining 
too conceptual, with more time needed to examine solutions in depth. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Co-design sessions 
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Figure 16. Improved understanding of trust barriers 

 
Figure 17. Relevance of co-designed measures 

 
Figure 18. Willingness to implement the co-designed measures 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
3.2.2 WP5: Exploitation, Long-term Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-Trust Forum 
 
Several activities have been implemented under WP5, focusing on dissemination, 
communication, and stakeholder engagement. A strong visual identity was created for the 
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project, including the launch of its website, along with the development of a logo, templates, 
and social media guidelines to ensure consistent and professional communication. The B-Trust 
Forum was developed and launched as the central hub of the project, designed to foster 
community building and mutual learning exchanges among the 5H actors. The content strategy 
for the forum was developed, structured around video sessions (masterclasses) and an on-
demand library (including a landing page on use-case relevant policies).  
A total of eight themed masterclasses were delivered in the form of webinars. The 
masterclasses showcased the co-creation methodology, presented findings from co-creation 
sessions, and were structured around the six biotechnology cases. Each masterclass typically 
featured an external industry speaker, ensuring that participants were exposed to practical 
insights and real-world applications alongside academic perspectives. 
Moreover, B-Trust project was represented at several external events and conferences, across 
Europe. Participation in these events provided valuable opportunities to disseminate project 
outcomes, strengthen networks, and build synergies with related initiatives. B-Trust has initiated 
active engagement with other projects and networks to foster collaboration, exchange insights, 
and expand its visibility.   
 
Outputs 
 
Table 7. Main outputs related to WP5 

Outputs No.  
No. of registrants on the B-Trust forum 261 
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 300 
No. of visits to the B-Trust’s website 4801 
No. of social media posts 269 
No. of followers on LinkedIn 354 
No. of views on social media (impressions) 41307 
No. of articles in journals and professional magazines 2 
No. of events and conferences in which B-Trust represented 19 
No. of concrete connections with other projects 3 

• Eight masterclasses were delivered, engaging a total of 221 participants. To maximize 
outreach and ensure continued accessibility, all sessions were recorded and uploaded 
to the B-Trust YouTube channel. These recordings extend the impact of the live events 
by serving as a long-term resource; they have already generated over 300 views and are 
expected to continue attracting additional audiences over time. 

• The B-Trust Forum currently has 261 members, with a predominantly European user 
base (+75%). The largest representation comes from Belgium (31%, 81 members) and 
Denmark (19%, 49 members), followed by Spain (9%, 23 members). Smaller but notable 
contributions come from Italy, the UK, Finland, the Netherlands, Germany, France, 
Poland, Portugal, and Norway. Beyond Europe, the Forum also includes members from 
the United States (7%, 19 members), Brazil (3%, 9 members), India (1%, 3 members) and 
other regions (Fig ). The distribution shows good engagement in Europe, particularly in 

https://www.worldlabs.org/community/j97SCSvzJsHJXbcDK/explore
https://www.worldlabs.org/community/j97SCSvzJsHJXbcDK/explore
https://www.youtube.com/@btrustproject
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partner countries, while also reflecting growing international participation that can be 
further expanded. 

• In terms of communication and outreach efforts, B-Trust achieved good visibility and 
engagement. The project’s website recorded 4,801 visits, while dissemination through 
social media included 269 posts, generating 41,307 impressions, attracting 354 LinkedIn 
followers along with publication of two articles. Concrete collaboration is established 
with 4 projects, and B-Trust was represented at 19 external events and conferences, 
further enhancing its presence within the bio-based innovation ecosystem. 

 
Figure 19. Geographic distribution of B-Trust forum members 

Outcomes 

• Enhanced synergies with other projects: A structured action plan was developed to 
guide collaboration with other projects, networks, and initiatives, resulting in concrete 
progress in cross-project engagement. As a result, six projects were identified as 
potential Ambassadors due to their upcoming co-creation tasks, while six platforms 
were identified as potential hubs to host B-Trust principles and measures. B-Trust 
established synergies with 3 projects: GeneBECon, FEASTS and Like-A-Pro. For example, 
the partnership with GeneBEcon, initiated at its Annual Consortium meeting, has 
already resulted in co-promotion of events and participation in B-Trust masterclasses. 
In addition, the project established connections with  Biotech4food and EuropaBio 
communication team.  

• Enhanced knowledge exchange: B-Trust participated in 19 external events and 
conferences which strengthened B-Trust’s position within the bio-based and agri-food 
innovation ecosystem. Project representatives contributed to events such as the Aarhus 
Food Festival (06 September 2024, Aarhus, Denmark), the Foodpolis Global Online 
Seminar (18 June 2024, Online), the European Forum for Industrial Biotechnology (19 
November 2024, Belgium), the FEASTS General Assembly (20 February 2025, 
Netherlands), German Biotech Days (09 April 2025, Germany); etc. These engagements 
enabled knowledge exchange with industry leaders, policymakers, and research 
institutions, while  promoting B-Trust’s objectives and fostering meaningful dialogue on 
trust-building in biotechnology. Moreover, B-Trust masterclasses served as another key 

https://genebecon.eu/
https://feasts-innovation.eu/events/
https://www.like-a-pro.eu/
https://www.linkedin.com/company/biotech4food?trk=public_post_feed-actor-name
https://www.europabio.org/
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channel for knowledge exchange. Sessions were co-hosted with external EU projects, 
such as DARWIN and FEASTS, and featured expert presentations from academia and 
industry. 
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3.3 Overview of Learning 

This section highlights achievements, challenges, and emerging lessons, along with updates on 
the B-Trust’s Theory of Change elements. The ToC update includes an assessment of the status 
of key preconditions, assumptions, and risks associated with the activities undertaken. 
Moreover, it highlights the mitigation measures undertaken or foreseen for the identified risks.  

 
3.3.1 Key Achievements 
 
Since the beginning of the project, B-Trust has made substantial progress in delivering its core 
activities, with the successful implementation of 11 co-creation sessions and 5 co-design 
sessions marking a major milestone. These activities form the backbone of the project’s 
methodological development, allowing the consortium to test and refine its approaches in 
practice. 
 
From an initial long list, six biotechnology cases were selected to represent diverse innovations 
across the agri-food and bio-based sectors. A generic co-creation methodology was developed 
and then adapted to case-specific contexts through stakeholder mapping and prioritization in 
Belgium, Spain, and Denmark. Each case was also subjected to a Risk-Benefit Assessment (RBA), 
with the results translated into layman’s terms to make the information accessible to 
participants from different backgrounds. 
 
The co-creation sessions engaged 165 participants, including consumers, farmers, and industry 
actors. Discussions were characterized by enthusiasm and openness, producing rich insights into 
how biotechnology is perceived, the trust barriers that hinder acceptance, and the conditions 
under which broader societal uptake might be possible. Survey results underline the impact of 
these sessions: 85% of participants reported an improved overall understanding of 
biotechnology, 90% reported a better understanding of risks and benefits, and 54% noted a 
positive or slightly positive shift in their perception. These outcomes demonstrate that the co-
creation sessions were informative and effective in shaping attitudes and laying the groundwork 
for future trust-building measures. The co-design sessions built on the insights of co-creation 
session and applied a more structured approach to generating measures. With 83 participants 
engaged, the sessions deepened awareness of barriers influencing trust and encouraged the 
development of practical measures. Importantly, 62% of surveyed participants considered the 
trust-building measures developed to be highly or likely effective, and 88% stated they were 
willing to apply these measures in their own work. Their willingness to integrate project 
outcomes into practice is a sign of relevance and potential for long-term impact. 
An iterative design thinking approach has been critical in integrating participant feedback, 
ensuring that co-creation and co-design sessions were increasingly effective and responsive to 
diverse perspectives. 
 
The B-Trust Forum stands out as a growing success. Conceived as the central hub for community 
building and knowledge exchange, it has already attracted 261 members. Although the initial 
recruitment of registrants was challenging, the availability of project outputs proved 
instrumental in stimulating interest and encouraging membership. The Forum is gradually 
evolving into a recognized space where stakeholders can connect, exchange knowledge, and 
build synergies. Communication, dissemination, and outreach activities showcases significant 
progress. Significant effort was invested in designing and promoting the eight masterclasses, 
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supported by engaging materials such as GIFs, brochures, and targeted social media posts. These 
sessions, which attracted 221 participants, created an important space for knowledge 
exchange by showcasing B-Trust methodologies and results, while also featuring case examples 
from industry experts. In addition, B-Trust has strengthened its visibility and credibility through 
participation in European events and the development of strategic collaborations with projects 
such as GeneBEcon, FEASTS, DARWIN, and Like-A-Pro. Complementing these activities, the 
project’s website and social media channels have sustained attention, helping to broaden 
outreach and engagement. 
Overall, these achievements demonstrate that B-Trust has moved beyond early-stage 
experimentation to a phase of tested methodologies, strong stakeholder engagement, and 
growing visibility. The progress made provides a robust foundation for the next steps in the 
project, particularly in shaping and fine tuning the principles and measures and strengthening 
connections across Europe and beyond. 
 
3.3.2 Challenges 
 
Reaching the intended audience for project activities remained a persistent challenge 
throughout the reporting period. Recruiting consumers for the co-creation sessions, for 
example, was a new and unfamiliar task for some partners. With the support of an external 
agency, this challenge was successfully addressed in Denmark, ensuring the engagement of a 
diverse group of participants. However, engaging other key stakeholder groups, such as 
farmers and industry representatives proved much more demanding. Their limited availability, 
competing professional obligations, and in some cases a lack of familiarity with the project’s 
thematic focus created barriers to participation. For these groups, the objectives of the activities 
were not always immediately evident, underscoring the need for communication strategies that 
are clearer, more targeted, and explicitly framed in terms of the concrete value of biotechnology 
for different actors. Similarly, efforts to engage critical voices, especially environmental 
organisations, highlighted the challenges of involving actors who often hold strong, predefined 
positions on biotechnology. While their perspectives are essential to understanding trust 
barriers, they require more tailored outreach that acknowledge their concerns while creating 
space for constructive dialogue. 

The process of translating results from co-creation sessions into clearly defined trust barriers 
proved more complex and resource-intensive than anticipated. Each session produced diverse 
outputs across different biotechnology cases and national contexts, requiring careful 
comparison, synthesis, and contextualisation. It was essential to ensure that the identified trust 
barriers accurately reflected both case-specific dynamics and broader cross-country patterns. 

Co-design sessions presented distinct challenges. Unlike co-creation, which draws heavily on 
personal values and lived experiences, co-design demanded a higher level of cognitive 
engagement, critical reflection, and openness to exploring unconventional or structural 
solutions. The two-hour session format constrained the process, often limiting the depth of 
discussion and leaving participants gravitating towards familiar solutions such as communication 
or awareness-raising campaigns. Facilitators noted that it was difficult to move discussions 
toward systemic interventions. To address this, the methodology was refined. Facilitators 
adopted a more iterative and example-based approach, using analogies from other sectors, such 
as biomaterials, which helped participants transfer insights and think more concretely. In 
addition, the development of a first draft of potential measures was introduced to inform and 
structure the discussion. This step, which had not been foreseen, provided a useful entry point 
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for participants and helped spark more focused and creative debate. However, producing this 
draft required synthesizing a large volume of scattered outputs from the co-creation sessions, 
adding to the complexity of the process. 

Although the B-Trust Forum showed measurable growth in registrations, sustaining momentum 
and fostering genuine community interaction remains a challenge. Transforming the forum 
from a passive membership space into a lively area for dialogue and peer-to-peer exchange 
requires continuous effort in interactive content, facilitation, and formats that actively draw 
members in. 

The masterclasses, while successful in meeting participation targets and boosting visibility, also 
faced challenges. Coordination with external actors occasionally disrupted delivery, and 
partners struggled to promote certain sessions when the topics did not align closely with their 
expertise or networks. The experience highlighted the need for better alignment between 
session themes, partner capacities, and outreach strategies to ensure consistent engagement. 

From an operational perspective, certain periods were marked by high intensity. Multiple tasks 
were implemented in parallel, often under compressed timelines, creating significant pressure 
points. While the consortium ultimately delivered as planned, some activities, such as the Risk-
Benefit Assessments, proved more time-consuming than foreseen. The scheduling of 
masterclasses alongside co-creation and co-design sessions in quick succession compounded 
these pressures, making recruitment and preparation more difficult. This experience reinforced 
the lesson that setting overly ambitious targets for participant numbers, risks undermining 
quality. Across the consortium, there was recognition that prioritizing the quality of 
engagement, rather than quantity, leads to more meaningful outcomes. 

 
3.3.3 Knowledge & Capacity Building 
 
The consortium has made significant progress in knowledge development and capacity building, 
at the individual and collective level. This growth has been particularly evident in methodological 
expertise, facilitation skills, stakeholder engagement, and interdisciplinary learning. 

• A key area of advancement has been the consortium’s deepened understanding of 
biotechnology and its applications. Partners strengthened their expertise in the selected 
biotech cases and their associated Risk-Benefit Assessments (RBAs). 

• Consortium’s progress in applying co-creation and co-design methodologies: Training 
led by Alice Down the Rabbit Hole proved instrumental in equipping partners with the 
skills to design and facilitate co-creation sessions, which later became invaluable for 
regional implementation. Partners reported enhanced capabilities in planning and 
facilitating co-creation and co-design activities, structuring masterclasses, and 
managing group dynamics. They also expressed increased confidence in methodological 
areas such as data collection, analysis, and reporting of the sessions, which improved 
the overall consistency and quality of project outputs. 

• The consortium has also strengthened its ability to work with strategic frameworks such 
as the Theory of Change (ToC) and the Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning (MEL) 
system, which were recognized as vital tools for planning, tracking, and reflecting on 
progress. 

• Finally, the interdisciplinary nature of the consortium has proven to be a major asset. 
The exchange of ideas across diverse professional backgrounds has enriched project 
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delivery and outcomes. In particular, social science perspectives were acknowledged as 
crucial for understanding the societal and behavioral dimensions of biotechnology 
adoption.  

 
3.3.4 Status of Preconditions and Assumptions 

The table below outlines the status of key preconditions and assumptions relevant to the 
activities implemented in the project so far. 

 
Table 8. Status of preconditions and assumptions 

WP Preconditions and Assumption Status 
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 has been fulfilled. Alice down 
the rabbit hole (expert in co-creation 
methodology) conducted targeted training 
session 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. Moreover, Alice down the rabbit 
hole has maintained support and offered 
regular guidance to partners in structuring and 
refining their session designs and eventual 
analysis. 

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 implemented co-creation sessions followed 
selection criteria for recruiting consumers, 
ensuring a diverse participant pool in terms of 
age and gender and a balanced mix of 
progressive and conservative viewpoints. For the 
Danish co-creation session, an external agency 
was engaged to guarantee the recruitment of 
participants with varied profiles.  
Regarding the participation of critical voices, 
partners underestimated the degree of 
polarization around biotechnology, which 
complicated discussions and slightly disrupted 
the flow of the first co-creation session in 
Belgium. Therefore, one-to-one interviews were 
conducted with four environmental 
organizations (critical voices) to understand 
their concerns. 

 The project Evidence from the co-design sessions 
demonstrates that participants engaged 
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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. 

meaningfully with the trust barriers presented, 
with 91% reporting an improved understanding 
of these issues. This confirms that once involved, 
stakeholders value the opportunity to deepen 
their awareness of societal concerns and 
recognize their importance for public 
acceptance and regulatory approaches. 
However, engaging participants in the co-design 
sessions was challenging, especially among 
stakeholders with limited availability or 
competing priorities. 

WP5 - 
Exploitation, 
Long-term 
Sustainability, 
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. 

Efforts have already been implemented, 
including the development of a curated contact 
list to enhance targeted outreach. In addition, 
tailored communication strategies specific to 
actor type have been designed and 
implemented. Moreover, an action plan 
designed and being implemented to identify 
and engage with similar projects and initiatives.  

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 

A recruitment and communication strategy to 
increase participation in the Forum is developed 
and being implemented. 

 
3.3.5 Status of Risks 

The table below outlines the status and corresponding mitigation measures associated with 
each risk identified in the B-Trust ToC. The Status - (S) indicates whether a risk has been fully or 
partially addressed, while the Mitigation Measures Foreseen - (M) highlights the proposed 
future actions from the consortium members to mitigate the identified risks. 

 
Table 9. Status of risks 

WP Risks Mitigation measures  
Insufficient or non-diverse range of 
Biotech Co-Creation Cases: This risk 

To mitigate this risk, six biotech cases were 
selected, rather than four, as initially outlined 



 
 
 

© 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 | D1.5 MEL REPORT | Page 36 

 
 

WP2 - Co-
creating for 
Impact 

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, 
reducing its applicability and 
robustness across a wide range of 
cases.   

in the project document. 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. - (S) 

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. 

Stakeholder mapping exercise was carried out, 
creating a database of contacts and networks, 
thereby improving partners' access to the 
necessary actors. - (S)  
Partners leverage personalized invitations to 
engage relevant stakeholders. Development of 
curated contact list to enhance targeted 
outreach. - (S) 
A streamlined communication strategy is 
developed and being implemented to increase 
engagement and participation in upcoming 
project activities. - (S, M) 
The project is growing its partnership with 
similar projects and initiatives, which is also 
contributing to facilitating access to relevant 
actors (S, M). 

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. - 
(S) 

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 and effectiveness of the sessions. 
Monitoring and evaluation results were closely 
tracked, and session designs were adjusted 
accordingly. As a result, the project generated 
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rich outcomes, including the identification of 
clear trust barriers and narratives. - (S). 

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, potentially 
hindering effective engagement and 
contributions from other participants. 

One of the guidelines for conducting co-
creation is to minimize unintentional priming 
during sessions, ensuring that facilitators 
present information in a neutral, unbiased 
way. - (S) 
Refined communication strategies to avoid 
priming participants by carefully wording the 
framing of the workshop, as it may influence 
the participants’ mindset - (S)  
Conducted brief pre-session screening of 
participants to understand prior exposure and 
experiences related to biotech topics. - (S) 
Separate interviews were conducted with 
actors having polarizing views on 
biotechnology to better understand their 
concerns, ensuring that these perspectives are 
fully explored without compromising the 
integrity of the consumer co-creation sessions. 
- (S) 

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 (less than 1%) out of 125 
surveyed participants expressed concern, 
stating they had become more worried. 
Notably, no participants of the co-creation 
sessions reported increased scepticism. - (S) 

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. 

A total of 83 participants were engaged across 
the five co-design sessions. Partners leveraged 
personalised invitations, which proved 
effective in attracting and engaging the most 
appropriate stakeholders for each session. - (S) 

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. - (S) 
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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. 

A streamlined communication strategy is 
being implemented to increase engagement 
and participation in upcoming project 
activities. - (S, M) 
Disseminating the results of co-creation and 
co-design sessions to relevant stakeholders to 
gauge their interest and foster continued 
engagement. - (S, M) 
Gauge and understand the conditions for 
eventual acceptance among the 5H actors of 
the co-creation programme, understand their 
incentives, and capture their needs and 
motivations to adopt or uptake the program. - 
(M)  

 
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. 

A streamlined communication strategy is 
being implemented to increase engagement 
and participation in upcoming project 
activities. - (S, M) 
Partners developed a logbook to map relevant 
actors who could be engaged in the capacity-
building workshops, ensuring a more targeted 
to stakeholder involvement. - (M) 

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. 

Tasks 3.2 and 3.3 include workshops with 
international and EU-level actors to test, 
refine, and strengthen the proposed measures 
- (M). 
Gauge and understand the conditions for 
eventual acceptance among the 5H actors of 
the co-creation programme, understand their 
incentives, and capture their needs and 
motivations to adopt or uptake the program. - 
(M) 

WP5 - 
Exploitation, 
Long-term 
Sustainability, 
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. 

A streamlined communication strategy is 
being implemented to increase engagement 
within project activities and eventually on the 
forum. - (S, M) 
Provide relevant and engaging content on the 
forum to address the specific interests of 
various 5H actors. - (S, M)  
Regularly update the forum with new content 
and opportunities for member participation 
(e.g., polls, discussions, webinars) to sustain 
engagement, with a focus on engaging the 
endorsers and ambassadors. - (M) 

Limited reach: With regards to 
masterclasses, there could be limited 
reach and participation, which could 

A dedicated action plan was implemented to 
promote the masterclasses, making use of 
engaging materials such as GIFs, brochures, 
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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. 

and targeted social media posts. The eight 
sessions attracted a total of 221 participants, 
providing a valuable platform for knowledge 
exchange. To extend their reach and ensure 
continued accessibility, the masterclasses were 
also uploaded to the B-Trust YouTube channel, 
where they continue to attract additional 
viewers (+300) over time. - (S) 

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. 
 

Gauge and understand the conditions for 
eventual acceptance among the 5H actors 
(especially among endorsers and ambassadors) 
of the measures and principles, understand 
their incentives, and capture their needs and 
motivations to adopt or uptake the program by 
gathering insights through surveys or 
interviews. - (M) 

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. 

Relevant projects, initiatives, and networks 
have been mapped to build a comprehensive 
database of contacts, providing a foundation 
for external collaboration. Established synergy 
with three similar projects - (S, M). 
Organize joint activities, such as workshops, 
webinars, or co-host events, with other 
projects with similar objectives. These 
collaborative efforts will create a natural 
platform for stakeholders to connect, 
exchange ideas, and explore potential 
partnerships, fostering stronger networking 
within the community. - (S, M)  
Actively maintain and expand relationships 
with similar projects, initiatives, and networks 
by continuously identifying areas of common 
interest and potential synergy. Regular 
communication and updates will keep 
stakeholders engaged, strengthening 
connections and increasing the likelihood of 
sustainable, long-term collaboration based on 
project outcomes. - (S, M) 
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3.3.6 Emerging lessons 

Below are the key lessons that emerged throughout the project period, building on the lessons 
from the first MEL report. 

 
Recruitment Strategies for co-creation sessions 
Recruiting the right participants proved to be one of the most critical yet challenging aspects of 
the project. Consumer co-creation sessions generally succeeded in attracting well-sized groups 
of 9-16 participants, which provided diversity without becoming overwhelming. These groups 
included a mix of ages, genders, viewpoints (from conservative to progressive), and dietary 
habits (meat eaters, flexitarians, and vegetarians), enabling rich and balanced discussions. 
However, partners emphasised the importance of setting clear recruitment criteria to prevent 
individuals with strongly polarising views from dominating conversations and steering them 
away from constructive dialogue. 
Framing also emerged as a key factor in recruitment. Rather than explicitly mentioning 
biotechnology, which risked attracting activist voices, sessions were presented under broader 
and more relatable themes, such as the future of food production in the face of climate change 
and global food security. This approach helped attract participants who were open and curious, 
fostering more productive discussions. In some cases, external agencies had to be engaged to 
ensure diversity and balanced representation. Neutral and transparent communication 
throughout the sessions, including the use of non-biased wording in exercises and presentations, 
was also highlighted as essential for maintaining trust and encouraging open dialogue. 
Moreover, for sensitive topics such as biotechnology, particularly GMOs, the consortium 
concluded that the presence of industry representatives and researchers can sometimes inhibit 
open dialogue, as their involvement may trigger negative perceptions or discourage participants 
from speaking freely.  

 
Stakeholder Engagement 
Engaging professional stakeholders, such as farmers, industry representatives, and policymakers 
in co-creation and co-design sessions was challenging. Their limited availability, competing 
professional obligations, and at times lack of familiarity with the project’s themes restricted their 
participation. It is important to adopt targeted outreach strategies that clearly communicate the 
sector-specific relevance of the project and the value of their contribution.  
 
Engaging Critical Voices 
The experience of engaging with critical actors revealed opportunities and persistent challenges. 
While strongly opposing organisations declined to participate despite transparent invitations, 
interviews with others created a constructive space for dialogue and nuanced exchange. 
Engagement formats need to be carefully tailored: co-creation settings are not always suitable 
for highly polarised actors, as rigid stances risk derailing discussion. One-to-one interviews allow 
for deeper listening and more balanced contributions, though they still fall short of capturing 
perspectives from the most resistant groups.  
 
Session Design and Facilitation 
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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. 
 
Scalability of RBA methodology  
The Risk-Benefit Assessment (RBA) methodology proved to be highly scalable, as it was 
successfully applied across six diverse biotechnology cases. Applying the RBAs to multiple cases 
validated the flexibility of the approach and enabled the generation of a comprehensive and 
evolving list of risks and benefits.  
 
Interpreting stakeholder perception of risk 
One key lesson is that it is often difficult to distinguish between perceived and actual risks of 
biotechnological solutions. Stakeholders tend to either overestimate or underestimate risks, and 
what ultimately matters is the level of importance they assign to these risks. 
 
Tailoring Co-Creation to case-Specific and actor-Specific Needs 
The process of translating the generic co-creation methodology into case-specific and actor-
specific approaches revealed the importance of careful stakeholder mapping and prioritisation. 
This exercise showed that, beyond consumers, other 5H actors such as farmers and 
representatives from the chemical and bio-based industries were particularly affected by several 
biotechnology cases. Five of the six selected cases (Cell Factories, Biostimulants and 
Biofertilizers, Eating Cells, Climate-Resilient Crops, and Bacteriophages) were directly relevant 
for farmers, while the Biostimulants and Biofertilizers case was especially pertinent for the 
chemical and materials industries. This insight highlighted the necessity of organising co-
creation sessions with these groups to ensure that the perspectives of those most directly 
affected were adequately captured. 
 
Adopting a 5H actor approach 
The project transitioned from a 4H to a 5H actor approach for fostering effective stakeholder 
engagement and comprehensive knowledge building, especially for co-creation sessions. The 
inclusion of environmental representatives (organizations, lobby groups, etc.) as the fifth H 
broadens the framework. It ensures that diverse and critical perspectives, including those of 
consumers, academia, farmers, policymakers, and environmental organizations, are integrated 
into the co-creation process, enhancing inclusivity and addressing the complex challenges of 
biotechnology adoption. Moreover, moving forward within the project, it is vital to gauge and 



 
 
 

© 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 | D1.5 MEL REPORT | Page 42 

 
 

understand the conditions for uptake of measures and principles. This involves identifying the 
specific needs and motivations for different 5H actors to adopt the measures as well as 
understanding its potential uptake and application within the broader ecosystem.  
 
Role of underrepresented actors 
The role of retailers emerged significant as their decision-making power strongly influences the 
market uptake and consumer acceptance of new products, but their participation was limited, 
with representation in only one of the co-design session. Integrating their perspectives into 
future project activities could improve the relevance and feasibility of proposed measures. In 
addition, the perspective of AI providers is becoming increasingly important. These actors play 
a growing role in shaping innovation, data use, and communication with consumers. Including 
AI providers in future discussions would broaden the scope of insights, ensuring that trust-
building measures also reflect the opportunities and risks associated with digitalization in the 
bio-based and agri-food sector. 

 
Targeted communication & outreach strategy  
A key lesson from the period was the importance of a well-timed and targeted communication 
strategy when promoting project activities involving a wide range of actors. Curated contact 
lists, tailored outreach strategies, and personalized emails proved effective in boosting 
engagement and mitigating the risk of low participation, though they also demanded 
considerable time and effort. Looking ahead, sustaining momentum on the B-Trust Forum will 
be critical, as it serves as a central platform for the uptake of trust-building measures and 
continued stakeholder engagement beyond individual events. Strengthening connections with 
external projects, networks, and initiatives can further support common objectives such as 
improving participation in upcoming activities. In addition, offering a clear value proposition to 
stakeholders will be an important strategy to encourage their ongoing involvement.  
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CONCLUSION 
The second MEL report demonstrates that B-Trust has made significant progress in 
implementing its co-creation and co-design methodology, while also generating valuable 
insights into societal perceptions of biotechnology and the measures needed to address the 
identified trust barriers.  
 
Looking ahead, the next MEL report, planned for M30 (May 2026), will provide an updated 
assessment of key project outcomes, with particular focus on WP3: Workshops and Training for 
Innovation Uptake and a Validated Co-creation Programme and WP5: Exploitation, Long-term 
Sustainability, and Continuity of the B-Trust Forum activities. These will include further 
refinement of trust-building measures and principles, as well as evaluation of their uptake 
among relevant actors. 
 
Ongoing learning will remain central to this process. Regular feedback will continue to be 
collected from consortium members through structured learning touchpoints, capturing what 
worked well and where challenges arose, and distilling these insights into key lessons learned. 
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DEVIATIONS 
There are no significant task-based deviations.  
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