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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides an overview of the contents and structure of the training programme created under
the framework of the SCALE-UP project, aiming to promote and execute cross-sectoral and cross-
regional capacity-building and knowledge exchange among stakeholders to increase interdisciplinary
discussions and find innovative solutions that meet the specific needs of the project regions. It further
provides a guideline for the project partners to facilitate the implementation of the virtual capacity-
building events.

A structured needs analysis was conducted through an online survey to identify the training needs of
the stakeholders in the project regions: Andalusia (ES), the French Atlantic Arc (FR), Mazovia (PL),

bioeconomy. The questionnaire included seven thematic work streams (WS) that ‘g¢overymultiple
aspects of bioeconomy and have been identified prior to the start of the project a y. Additionally,
several key-topics were defined in each work stream. The seven work streams cover different ways to
improve nutrient recycling with cross-sectoral approaches (WS1), how to integfate prifiary producers
into bio-based value chains (WS2), forms of digitalisation in the bioeconom 3), efficient regional
infrastructures and biomass logistics (WS4), types of ‘social innovation\in the context of rural
bioeconomies and how to develop and implement them (WS5), the % governance of regional
bio-based systems (WS6) and different strategies to address soci ogical and economic trade-
offs of regional bioeconomy development. The survey participants ed to rate their knowledge
as well as their interest/training need in these key-topics. Wit@w‘fo ation gained from the survey,

the region-specific knowledge and interest about bioeco opics were evaluated, and key
knowledge holders were identified.

In total 98 stakeholders from all six project regions fille e questionnaire. Additionally, six CoP
members also rated their knowledge and interest for the graining topics. The cross-regional comparison
of the survey results showed that the participant§, have a high interest especially in efficient regional
infrastructures and biomass logistics, ways t rate primary producers into the bio-based value
chains and nutrient recycling in circular bi mies. Furthermore, understanding, developing, and
improving business models for bio-based{Solutions as well as different aspects of legislation, regulation
and policies in bio-based work fiek% 0 focus topics that were pointed out as particularly relevant
I

throughout most of the work streams each project region.

With a combination of cross-re
workshops with different ide

wledge exchange in forms of live-presentations and individual
essing methods to address the needs of each region, the participants
of the training programm | brgaden their existing knowledge in bioeconomy topics and should be
able to transfer the theoretigal input to their respective applications. Furthermore, a discussion round
with experts in diﬁ@?i‘d of the work stream shall provide a platform for specific questions from

the attendees an rther possibilities to get the knowledge needed for the evolvement of the

participants id r Bip-based solutions. The training program consists of at least 3 virtual capacity-
building eves r gAematic work stream, spanning from September 2023 to December 2024. In
addition to{ events, it includes regional information packages distributed through the project's

website, bellias site visits and an international study tour in three project regions, providing real-life
bes i xamples and fostering cross-regional and cross-sectoral exchange.

implementation guideline, which includes information for the project partners to use for
su ully planning the structures of their respective work stream trainings and conducting the
capacity-building activities with the regional stakeholders was created. Main subjects of the
implementation guideline are how and when to prepare documents, invitations, and further materials
that are needed for the training, different types of moderation techniques and methods for idea
generation and evaluation as well as a section on technical frameworks.
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1 Introduction

The SCALE-UP project facilitates knowledge exchange and capacity-building for sustainable rural
development by assisting regional stakeholders (private businesses, governments and policymakers,
civil society organisations, and researchers) in identifying and developing innovative bioeconomy-
based business models. This report provides detailed information on the content, structure, and
implementation guidelines for the project’'s capacity training programme, including the objectives,
learning outcomes, methodologies, and timelines for each thematic work stream.

The primary objective of the training programme is to promote cross-sectoral and cross-regional

capacity-building and knowledge exchange among stakeholders in the bio-based sector. The ultimate

goal is to foster innovative and inclusive rural development pathways. By building the c i

relevant actors in the regions, the training programme will contribute to the project's(&j i
egl

share best practices and lessons learned. It is a critical component of the project's eff 0 stpport
sustainable bio-based value chains and promote the bioeconomy in European r m s. The
programme is designed to guide its implementation and ensure alignment with the need priorities
of key stakeholder groups. The capacity training programme was developed base@d og' a structured
needs analysis that identified key knowledge holders and stakeholders with capacity needs. The
analysis was conducted among stakeholders in the six SCALE-UP focal_re s. The programme
comprises seven thematic work streams that cover topics relevant to thé biotbased sector, including
improved nutrient recycling, integration of primary producers into val s, digitalization, efficient
infrastructures and logistics, social innovation, governance, and str or addressing trade-offs.

The programme will be implemented through virtual capacigysbuil events, site visits, and an
Ul

international study tour, with at least three training sessions @ ed for each thematic work stream.
Knowledge holders will be involved in sharing experiencessanthgood practices that can be taken up in
other regions. The training sessions will be planned, fa @ d, and synthesized by project partners
with relevant thematic expertise. The evaluation and synthesis of knowledge exchange and capacity-
building activities will be conducted at the end of the)rogramme, summarizing the lessons learned
and preparing them for uptake by the regiona forms. The results will serve as a key input to the
development of sustainability plans for the regi latforms.

The report is structured in three main se€tions, i which each section thematises different aspects of
the training programme. The first secti eg?an overview of the overall structure and time frame of
the SCALE-UP training. Furthermor x otential structure of the individual training sessions is

included.

The second part presents th comes of the needs analysis questionnaire. The evaluation of the
responses shows the i t d existing knowledge of each region, and a cross-regional
comparison highlights sim and differences of the needs of each region. Based on the outcomes,
focus topics for the p tial Gontents of the training programme are pointed out. In addition, additional
activities that are training programme are elaborated.

The last sectiorfof ghe report is intended for internal use and is particularly useful for the implementation
training sessions. It covers a step-by-step guide on when and what to prepare
for the cape Building events, different methods and tools that can be used to conduct the trainings
as well as'a seetion on the evaluation of the capacity-building events.

Concludiqg, the report finishes with an outlook on how the outcomes of the activities described in this
réport Will be implemented in future project activities and how the results will be used to ensure the
sustairfability of the project results.
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2 Structure and Time Frame of the Training Programme

The training programme is primarily designed to build the capacity of regional actors to identify and
promote innovative bio-based solutions and contribute to the discussion on inclusive pathways for rural
development. To achieve this objective of the training programme, knowledge sharing and mutual
learning between the regions, seven work streams have been identified as main areas of interest in
the bioeconomy. Following sub-chapters give an overview of the structure of the training programme,
including the seven thematic work streams and additional activities that will be conducted besides the
capacity-building events. Furthermore, the time frame with the specific dates of each capacity-building
session for each work stream is included. Lastly, a detailed plan on the potential structure of the

capacity-building sessions is elaborated. @
2.1 Structure of the SCALE-UP Training Programme &

The SCALE-UP training programme includes different activities for participan xpen their
understanding of bioeconomy and related topics. It is based on the specific needs offeach region,

which have been identified with a structured needs analysis survey, conducted within'the frame of the
training programme. Following major activities define the framework of the tfai programme:

» Needs analysis survey

» Capacity-building activities

» International study tour and site visits
>

Best practice examples Q
The core activity is the capacity-building events, that % eld online, and which contents are
\V

determined by the outcomes of the needs analysis. The evaluation of the needs analysis and potential
topics of the capacity-building events are included in Chapter 3. The needs analysis questionnaire as

seven thematic work streams covering different
rior to the project. For each work stream, three
virtual capacity-building events will be or
share experiences and best practice ex%st
iesf'an international study tour, two site visits in the project
e examples round off the training, giving participants real-life
plemented. Figure 1 and Figure 2 show an overview of the

veral sub-topics that were included in the survey as well as the
n to the virtual trainings.

t can be taken up by other regions.

In addition to the capacity-building agti

examples of how bioeconom
seven work streams includi
activities that are planne

Q-
N
O
S
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Figure 1: Structure of the training programme with the seven thematic work streams, international study tour}nd site visits, Part 1
o
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Figure 2: Structure of the training programme with the seven thematic work streams, international study tour
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2.2 Time frame of the SCALE-UP Training Programme

At least three virtual capacity-building events will be organised as part of each thematic work stream.
The training programme starts in September 2023 and lasts until December 2024, a time frame about
16 months with at least 21 training sessions. A trial training was conducted in June 2023, in which the
procedure, structure and set-up of the training sessions were rehearsed with the project partners. In
addition, all technical tools (translation tool, breakout sessions, white boards, creative methods etc.)
will be tested. Table 1 shows the planned dates of the training programme.

Table 1: Planned time frame for the training programme /
/
Trial Training 27.06.2023 TMG, all peject™
partne{'E N
Work stream 4: 07.09.2023 AC3A, BFR
Efficient regional infrastructures and biomass 26.09.2023
logistics. 19.10.2023
Work stream 2: 09.11.2023 %3A, SDEWES
Integrating primary producers into bio-based value 21.11.20
chains: challenges, opportunities, and effective 07.¥72623
mobilisation strategies. < i
Work stream 3: 16.01.2024 TMG, UNI
Digitalisation in the bioeconomy: potentials for rural 06.02.2024
actors. 27.02.2024
Work stream 1: 12.03.2024 BTG, SDEWES

Improved nutrient recycling in the circul 04.04.2024
bioeconomy: challenges, opportunities; effective 23 04.2024

mobilisation strategies. \\

Work stream 5: 14.05.2024 UNI, TMG
Developing and implementing practices of “social 04.06.2024
innovations” in the context of rural bioeconomies. 25.06.2024
Work stream 6: - 05.09.2024 CTA, WIP
Effective and inn vernance of regional bio- 26.09.2024
based system{y: “Rublic support schemes). 17.10.2024
Work stream 7: 31.10.2024 WIP, ECO
Strategies to address social, ecological, and 21.11.2024
economic trade-offs in regional bioeconomy 12.12.2024

development.

IMto enable capacity-building and knowledge transfer across sectors and regions, the trainings
will take place online. This will allow stakeholders from all project regions to work together on the
identified topics and knowledge holders from the regions to present their innovations cross-regionally.

The first training session of each work stream will introduce and provide an overview of the topic. In
the following sessions, the interests and needs identified in the survey will be addressed and
knowledge holders will be invited and immersed in discussions on these very areas. In this way, the
participants will delve deeper into the topics which were previously requested by the stakeholders.
Project partners with relevant thematic expertise will plan, facilitate, and synthesize the events.

D3.1 Training Programme 12



The specific contents and formats of the training programme will be determined by the outcomes of
the needs analysis and chosen by each work stream facilitator individually. Figure 3 shows the draft of
the structure for the sessions within one work stream.

Figure 3: Structure of the capacity-building activities within each work stream

s\Welcome and warm up - eg Mentimenter \
s|Introduction of SCALE-UP, agenda of the day, explain translation tools

*|Introduction of participants

sWorkstream content, review of questionnaire topics + asking for additional topics/discussion round
*Break out session: Expectations of the participants

eCoffee break

#1-2 presentations to introduce the workstream

*Coffee break

*Break out session by region: Workshop about presentations using creativity methods

*Presentation of results

*Conclusion and outlook

-

*Welcome and warmup - eg Mentimeter
#Agenda of the day, summarising outcomes and contents of training session 1
#1-2 presentations to dive further into the topic
*Break out session by region: Workshop about presentations using creativity methods
*Coffee break
*1-2 presentations including answer of questions, maybe best practice examples
*Break out session by region: Workshop about presentations using creativity methods
eCoffee break
ePresentation of results
#Conclusion and outlook
sEvaluation of the session
*Possibility international networking: Breavlgjt session by value chain

AN\
*Welcome and warm up - eg Mentimeter
sAgenda of the day, summarising outcomes and contents of training session 2
#Presentation on hurdles of the workstream
*Break out session by region: Workshop about presentations using creativity methods
*Coffee break
*Presentation of best practice including videos
*Break out session by region: Workshop about presentations using creativity methods
eCoffee break
eConclusion and next steps
eEvaluation of the session
#Possibility international networking: Break out session by value chain /

sEvaluation of the session - eg Mentimeter /

J\

Each sesgi rts with a short warm-up to activate the participants and to enable a collective start.
After enda of the day will be presented. In the first session, there will be an overview of the
proj -UP and information about the content of the respective work stream. In addition, in the
firgst se8sion, the expectations of the participants will be asked and there will be a small round of
intr ions of all participants. Each session will be followed by several presentations by stakeholders.

These have emerged as knowledge holders during the surveys and will thus cover the knowledge
needs of the participants. After the presentations, participants will be divided into breakout sessions
(separated by region) to discuss and exchange ideas about the presentations. The breakout sessions
can also be used by the regions to address country-specific topics that have emerged in the survey or
are well suited to this group based on the knowledge of the project partners.

The survey not only asked about the content and knowledge of the training, but also which training
method the participants would prefer. Lectures and presentations to build knowledge were chosen as
the preferred method, followed by group work in breakout sessions.
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As requested, the trainings will alternate lectures on the current state of knowledge and the
presentation of best practice examples from the regions with breakout sessions where there is room
for discussion. Depending on the training session, 1 to 2 presentations will be given in the introductory
session and 2 to 4 presentations will be given in each of the following in-depth training sessions by
knowledge holders to disseminate knowledge and present best practice examples in the plenary.

The potential contents of the sessions, thus the topics of the presentations, were identified in the needs
analysis and are explained in more detail for each work stream in the following chapters. In addition,
the interests, demands and wishes of the participants are asked in the first session and incorporated
into the following training sessions. The alternation of frontal lectures with translation and discussions
with creative moderation techniques is intended to impart a lot of knowledge, keep the participants'
interest high and encourage active participation.

For some work streams and in some regions a hybrid version with live and onlinesSes is
envisaged. In order to take advantage of the higher interaction of on-site events and40 glarantee a
more active discussion and a higher workshop character of the participants of & for some
regional partners invite the participants to meet on-site. The plenary presentations a@n d together
on a screen and then discussed directly in a workshop.

At the end of each session there is a short unit to evaluate the session.
improve our training program. Afterwards, there is the possibility for i
longer and exchange ideas internationally.

IS Serves to continuously
ed ‘participants to stay

3 Evaluation of Potential Training C t. Needs Analysis
Questionnaire

The previous chapter included the core activities conducte hin the SCALE-UP training programme
as well as the time frame of the capacity-building activities. One major part of the training and also the
basis to determine the focus of the capacity-bullding events within each work stream is the needs
analysis questionnaire conducted in the firs f this project. The following chapter will cover in
the first section the preparatory phase of jhe tionnaire and how the stakeholders of the different
regions were mobilised. The second &‘ cludes a detailed evaluation of the results of the needs

analysis with regional outcomes and gional comparison with similarities between the needs
of the project regions. The evaluation also cludes focus topics for each work stream, that are potential

contents for the training progr e ell as recommendations on how the needs could be met and
how identified challenges co ckled. The last part of this chapter includes information on the
collection of best practice as well as the international study tour and site visits, that will be
conducted within the fram training.

In the stakeholder , the interests and needs in the different work streams were asked for. In all

regions, precise |
the knowledg

ofgiation was provided on the contents of the training programme, the methods how
e conveyed, and which hurdles need to be overcome, so that a tailor-made
training program n be created for the project regions. People who are already well versed in the
topic wer, e and can be used as lecturers. There was a list of experts generated for each work
stream fr ¢’ project regions who can be contacted by the facilitator to provide important input for

the ogramme.

3. reparatory phase

In order to assess the needs, interest and knowledge of each region in the work streams of the training
programme an online survey was prepared which included rating questions to seven different thematic
work streams and relevant sub-topics (see Figures 1 and 2, p. 10-11) that have been defined by the
project partners and should guide the participants through the topics. By providing and gathering
precise information on the needs, the methods how the knowledge should be conveyed in the training
programme, and which hurdles need to be overcome, the potential contents for the tailor-made training
programme can be created. The template of the needs analysis questionnaire is available on request
from the authors.
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The survey was conducted online with the programme “LimeSurvey”. The regional partners sent out
the questionnaire to the stakeholders identified in the stakeholder mapping conducted in previous
project activities. It was sent to over 450 stakeholders from following stakeholder groups:

Primary producers, landowner
Large-scale enterprises
SME/Start-Ups

Governments and policymakers
Civil society

Academia, Research, Education

Financial sector \&@

YV V. V VYV V V V VY

Other (including Clusters, Associations, Business Support Organizations)

With the outcomes of the questionnaire, key knowledge holders and the contents faoF the training
programme were determined. In addition to the interest/know-how rating the stakeholders were asked
to include best practice examples of organisations/products/networks, that are\elevant to the topics
within each work stream. The best practice examples of all regions are ted and clustered in a
mind map for each work stream with their respective region. This informat | be used in the training
programme as a basis for stakeholders to get introduced to in examples from all project
regions and to encourage cross-regional exchanges amongst the traling programme participants.

Participation of additional Community of Practice regiQ
The CoP is the collaboration between the six project and 12 additional regions with their

respective representatives. The CoP is designed to boosgthejexploitation of innovative technological
and non-technological bioeconomy approaches by sharing Best practices, skills and methods used in
the frame of the bioeconomy in the respective regions

Additionally, to the project regions, regions of sociated Community of Practice (CoP) were also
invited to contribute to the training progra h an additional questionnaire. Six representatives of
six different regions of the CoP filled in uestionnaire and shared their interest and knowledge in
the topics of the project work stream s related best practice examples. The participating CoP

regions are Denmark, the Netherlandsy Germany, Portugal, Slovenia, and Croatia.

3.2 Mobilisation s %/

There were different way§, to engage stakeholders from all stakeholder groups to finish the
guestionnaire and p ipate Tn training programme, site visits and international study tour. Depending
on the type of camt ject partner has with their stakeholders, different contacting methods were
applied. The j rtners were free to choose how they contact their stakeholders. Following

methods wegpesa e options to choose from:

> % g the stakeholders per Malil
cting a workshop to explain SCALE-UP and the questionnaire

> e on one appointments/talks and phone calls

> Involvement of the regional platform and steering committee

A\

Using social media to distribute the questionnaire
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3.3 Outcomes of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire

The potential content of the training programme is based on the results of the evaluation of the needs
analysis that was conducted within the frame of the project activities. The following results summarise
the overall outcomes of the needs analysis on a cross-regional and regional level and give an indication
what the training sessions for the work streams focus on. Derived from these needs, the content for
the training programme is established by each project partner that leads the training activities for the
respective work stream. The detailed outcomes of each individual region are included in the regional
information packages that are part of the project activities in T2.4. An overview of the work streams
and their respective sub-themes covered in the questionnaire as well as in the training programme are

economy roll-out, specifically in rural areas, varies throughout the project’s focal region i cts
the variation in participating stakeholder groups of each region. Nonetheless, the individuainterest
given in the sub-topics was high. Table 2 shows the average number of participantsghat rated the work
stream with very high interest (very high = 5).

included in Figures 1 and 2 on page 10-11.
Overall, the knowledge and interest of the seven thematic work streams that are rela%%o-
S

Table 2: Average number of participants of each work stream who rate«w interest as very
high (very high =5 out of 5). .

Average
number of
high interest
participants

Work stream name

s

1 | Improved nutrient recycling in the circular bioec@ 27,8

2 | Integrating primary producers into bio-based value chains 28,6

3 | Digitalisation in the bioeconomy “ 18,6

4 | Efficient regional infrastructure and biomass logistics 29,6

5 | Practices of “social innovatior\NMoeconomies 21,7

6 | Governance of regional bio-based systems 26,5

7 | Strategies to addr Mcological, and economic trade-offs in 19,6

regional bioecono lopment

The results in table w, that the participants of the survey have the highest interest in work stream 4
“Efficient regionafinfr@structure and biomass logistics”, followed by work stream 2 “Integrating primary
producers intohiggbased value chains”. Derived from the survey results it seems, that the interest in

and ecoRo de-offs in regional bioeconomy development” is not as high as in topics that are

digitalisatio i d more politically themed topics, such as “Strategies to address social, ecological
tl the handling of biomasses.

identififed challenges and the interests of each region are included as well. Each sub-chapter contains
a short description at the beginning to introduce the thematic work stream and why it is included in the
training programme.
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3.3.1 Cross-regional and regional participant information and identified hurdles
of the bioeconomy roll-out in rural areas

In total 98 stakeholders from all project regions participated in the needs-analysis survey. All
stakeholder groups were represented, whereas “Academia, Research and Education” and the sector
“Other” had most representatives. The stated stakeholder groups within “Other” were mainly clusters
and business associations. With one participant from Andalusia (ES), the financial sector was the least
represented stakeholder group.

Since the stakeholder group for “Finance” had little representation compared to other groups, the aim
for the training programme is that the project partners invite personal contacts from their clusters that
have the needed expertise to share their experience and knowledge about funding optighs and
financing of demo projects. In this way it is ensured that the identified hurdles regarding fi
addressed, nonetheless. The following graph (Figure 4) gives an overview of the number
per region and which stakeholder groups participated in each region.

Figure 4: Number of participants per stakeholder group in each project re’gioC)

30
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5 .
. — . I —
AT ES FR MK PL SE
B Primary Producers, Land owner & Large-scale-enterprises W SME/Start-Ups
B Governments and policymakers B Civil society W Academia, Research, Education
M Financial sector B Other
The following cross-regio isons of each work stream in the training programme take the
similarities in the needs a dge cross-regionally as well as the individual needs and knowledge

of each region separ
on how the needs
Creating a conn

ly intg,account. The conclusions within the regional evaluations will also reflect
owledge connect to the type of stakeholders that participated for each region.
een the stakeholder groups and the survey outcomes might provide a more
he*region-specific challenges of the bioeconomy roll-out.
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Cross-regional identified hurdles when rolling out bioeconomy topics in rural areas

In addition to the questions to each work stream, the participants were asked at the beginning of the
guestionnaire to rate different challenges that stakeholders are faced with when rolling out bioeconomy
topics. The participants should rate given challenges on a scale from 1-5 in accordance with the
relevance in their region (1 = not relevant in the region, 5 = very relevant in the region). Figure 5 shows
the rating of all participants of each hurdle.

Figure 5: Identified hurdles of bioeconomy development in rural areas of Andalusia (ES), French
Atlantic Arc (FR), Mazovia (PL), Northern Sweden (SE), Strumica (MK) and Upper Austria (AT).
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By i ging the relevance of these hurdles, the contents of the training programme for each region
cap beYadapted to meet the needs of the participants even further. In total, the hurdle rated with the
hig relevance cross-regional was the lack of knowledge on how to transform biomass side streams
into other products/applications.

Furthermore, an insufficiency of consumer and producer awareness regarding bioeconomy as well as
insufficient regional biomass logistics were seen as relevant. The selection of topics in each work
stream that are included in the training programme should coincide with the identified hurdles. A
transition between the hurdles and the sub-topics of the work streams is included in each work stream
evaluation in the respective chapter of this document.

D3.1 Training Programme 18



Region-specific participation information and identified hurdles of the bioeconomy roll-out
in rural areas

The following section contains general participant information of each region as well as the individually
identified hurdles of the bioeconomy roll-out in their region.

Andalusia (ES)

In the Andalusia region, a total of 9 participants filled in the questionnaire. These 9 participants are
mostly from academia, research, and education. The rest of the participants come from the following
fields large companies, SMEs, governments and policy makers and the financial sector.

In addition, the Andalusian participants identified following obstacles as relevant in their regiop#
» Low level of interconnectedness of relevant actors.
» Lack of knowledge on how to transform secondary biomass flows. &
» 78% of our participants agree that these two hurdles stated above are es@ extremely

important.
» Insufficient consumer awareness. It is very important or significa&(ﬁ?% of Andalusian

participants.
Other identified hurdles in Andalusia were:
» Lack of machinery or technology that enhances and impro acilitates the achievement,

application, management, etc. of the product to be rec@ and/or the final product obtained.

» Uncertainty in the adoption of innovations.

» Lack of communication and transfer channels béi research and value chain actors.

» Difficulty in transforming innovations into business models (approaching the market).

» Availability of financial resources: biogecoRomy companies in the region are often of low to
medium size, with lower financial reso hich are typically required to develop innovative,
circular initiatives within the produgtio cesses.

context, where producers how innovative attitudes due to more conservative

» As for the insufficient aware ducers in the region, this has to be seen in a wider
{
management. A

French Atlantic Arc (FR

In the French Atlanti ¢ region, 18 stakeholders participated in the survey. More than half were with
an agricultural ba chamber of agriculture, farmer), and the other were mainly from education
& research bodi€s | governments, or regional bioeconomy clusters. In addition to the survey,
feedbacks pro d Jy the stakeholders involved in other project activities (WP2 cross-regional
assessmey p and WP5 kick-off meeting of the regional platform), as well as the understanding
of the re@ional gontext and value chain gained from the diverse contacts with the stakeholders made
since ject start, were mobilised to draft the conclusions in this report.

for ant hurdles that are in the way of bioeconomy development in the French Atlantic region,
th cipants have identified a low level of interconnectedness of relevant actors along bio-based
value chains due to a lack of facilities, as well as insufficient consumer awareness as the biggest
challenges. Moreover, it was mentioned, that there are no incentives for actors of these value-chains
to switch to bio-based production and therefore the rentability due to high investment and operating
costs is too low.
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Mazovia (PL)

In Mazovia region, 21 stakeholders filled in the needs analysis survey. The stakeholder groups
represented are primary producers and landowners (9.5 %), large-scale enterprises (4.8 %), SMEs
and Start-Ups (38.1 %), civil society (9.5 %), academia, research and education (14.2 %) as well as
other stakeholder groups (23,8 %) including clusters, associations and business support organisations.
Governments and policymakers as well as the financial sector were not represented.

The highest rated hurdles of the bioeconomy roll-out of bioeconomy in the region were:

» “Lack of knowledge how to transform biomass side streams” — more than half of respondents
said it is very important and % said it is important.

» The second identified hurdle is the lack of awareness, both on producer and con side
(“Insufficient consumer awareness, Insufficient producer awareness”), wit /3 e
respondents stating a high to very high relevance.

> “Low level of interconnectedness of relevant actors” was chosen as an ifmpo and very
important by half of participants.

> “Inefficiency or regional biomass logistics” was similar: half of p&ants said that it is
important and very important, but at the same time almost 1/3 sbn important.

> “Inadequate governance framework” was identified as less rel

» “Lack of workforce” almost 30 % of respondents stated tha ry not important, less than
half says it is important and very important.

> “Insufficiently skilled workforce” was chosen as not im by 29 % od participants, and only
41 % said it is important and very important.

Other identified hurdles in the Mazovia region were:
» Lack of transparent information about funging ﬁportunities for bioeconomy activities
Complicated procedures for applying f S.

Lack of facilitators for cooperatiog’on,bideéconomy development.
Gap of the directly connecte x ds.

Low sustainability of bio
Barrier to investment \%IW
External funding f omy-related activities.

Outlining the efits\ef bioeconomy development for different social groups, at the level of the
high schoo -aged generation and retirees.

YV V V V VYV V VY

Northern '@- E)

In the regian afNorthern Sweden (SE), 11 participants from all stakeholder groups except the financial
sect@r presented. The results from the questionnaire give an indication of the existing know-
h@ terests in the Northern Sweden region.

The n hurdles identified in the four northernmost regions in Sweden are a lack of skilled workforce
as well as insufficient consumer awareness. Furthermore, following challenges are important to be
addressed within the training programme:

» Lack of long-term policy instruments and the EU’s desire to regulate forestry in detail.
» The EU's approach to managing forests and their residual streams.

» Lack of knowledge of the conditions for the forest bioeconomy in Sweden

>

The bioeconomy is an academic concept. Many actors are engaged in the bioeconomy without
being aware of it, which is why awareness building is important.
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» The lack of interest among young people to study science and technology will eventually be an
obstacle to the bioeconomy.

» Poor profitability is a threat to primary production.

» The biggest obstacle that can be seen is that bio-based products often compete with fossil
fuels. Often these are cheaper to produce, partly because of a lack of technological
development, partly because they simply become more expensive to produce. Nano-cellulose,
for example, has taken/takes a long time to realize into products because the variation in the
material from the trees is so great. There has been the same problem when making pellets
from logging residues which have a more complex and troublesome nature to deal with than
chips from stem wood, which makes it more expensive. Thus, regulations and policies te?phase
out fossil fuels are needed.

» Economic incentives, political will, lack of understanding of what the bioeconom&) like
as a widespread and well-functioning system at a holistic level where it also ¢ Kﬂl te over
rapid consumption and unsustainable solutions. As well as insufficient effort§ in today's society
for a transition at global, national and local level - interest and understanding must be
increased, bioeconomy choices must be simplified in various s for producers and
consumers. We need to treat it as a crisis and offer other options quicklyy, so the time frame is
also a challenge. Bioeconomy needs to become more attra or both producers and
consumers. If the alternatives are perceived as expensive, co d and have low visibility,
development is too slow. It is also problematic if differen inability solutions are pitted
against each other against each other instead of coexisting a eveloping in parallel.

Strumica (MK) O

The overall number of participants in Strumica region is 25, with every stakeholder group
represented except primary producers and lando nerg@s well as the financial sector.

For the identification of relevant hurdles in St
rating of three from the total responses.
transform biomass side streams as wel
relevant than the rest.

, most hurdles suggested were evaluated with a
sis was laid on the lack of knowledge how to
s gheMnsufficient producer awareness that prevail as more

Furthermore, some of the other identified hurdles on regional level were related to the need of

enhanced stimulation for innovagion ions and appropriate financial support. Nonetheless, a serious
challenge is the insufficient ant data for biomass quality and quantity by varieties, which is
prerequisite for further an a assessment in the bio-based value chains.

/Start-Ups

» YGovernments and policymakers
» Academia/Research/Education and
» Other (Cluster, Association)

About one third of all participants were from the stakeholder group “Academia, Research and
Education”, which is the highest represented group, followed by “Large-scale-enterprises”. Primary
producers, landowners, representatives of civil society and the financial sector did not participate in
the questionnaire.
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For the identification of the biggest hurdles of bioeconomy development in Upper Austria, the
stakeholders voted “Inefficiency or regional biomass logistics” and “Insufficient consumer awareness”
as large barriers. Furthermore, the stakeholders in Upper Austria see the lack of knowledge on how
biomass side streams could be transformed into a product with higher or equal value.

Additional hurdles that were mentioned by Upper Austrian participants are:
» High costs for new technologies that the actors in the value chain are not yet ready to invest.
» A lack of or very limited efficient support of external sustainability consultants.

» Unclear or missing regulations for the cascading use of biomass/residual materials along the

value chain. %
3.3.2 Work stream 1: Improved nutrient recycling in the circular bioeC\o&y.

challenges, opportunities, and effective mobilisation strategi

The current production of fertilizer requires large amounts of fossil fuels (mineral gas), gspecially for
nitrogen compounds. There is a large phosphate shortage coming in the neardtture phosphate is
an important nutrient for agricultural crops. There are several ways to tackle theSg problems. The most
important one is by using bio-based alternatives for fertilizers. Yet, some am barriers that stand
in the way are:

» lack of awareness of the nutrient problem among policy m

lack of information of nutrient resources and potentia !ns mong stakeholders

>
» knowledge gaps between the relevant sectors of the Bio-based value chains
>

Communication gap between policy makers and companies (policy language vs. practical

language)
» Poor business cases, especially for sma scaﬁ applications, and lack of access to financial

support
The training in work stream 1 provide the j#fo jon needed to overcome aforementioned challenges.
Table 3 shows the respective sub-th of gwork stream as well as the rating of knowledge and
interest of all participants. A rating o es very little knowledge/interest, whereas a rating of 5
indicates very high know-how/int t.
Table 3: Cross-regional rati f thre sub-topics in work stream 1 “Improved nutrient
recycling” in the circul ecofiomy” on a scale of 1-5 with the total number of votes from

all participants.

‘%1”

Training toeiQ W rk stream 1 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Regional availability of biomass 8 17 |27 {13 |10|3 |8 |16 |18 |28
Nutri g'ing pretreatment and production |9 |19 (27 |10 |5 |3 |5 |12 |21 |24
@ch ies
Markets and financial feasibility of nutrient 16 |24 {18 (9 |3 |5 |4 |7 |22 |27
recycling
Business models, cooperation, and 15 |17 {21 |9 4 4 4 7 20 | 29
organisation of nutrient recycling
Policy and legal barriers for upcycling 20 |18 |24 |6 |6 |3 |4 |10 |24 |31
nutrients
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The overall interest in the topics of work stream 1 is high throughout all regions (overview in table 3).
The highest rated sub-topic is “Policy and legal barriers for upcycling nutrients”. Since policies and
legal barriers are highly specific for each region, one approach to enhance the knowledge in this field
is to include a keynote speaker for EU policies. Additionally, experience reports of successfully
overcoming legal barriers and subsequent regional discussions how those approaches could be
implemented on a regional basis would be beneficial to all participants.

Similar outcomes were evaluated for the sub-topics “Business models, cooperation and organisation
of nutrient recycling” and “regional availability of biomass®. Stakeholders from the North Atlantic Arc
(FR), Andalusia (ES), Mazovia (PL) and from the CoP could contribute with best practice examples
from their regions.

As for “Markets and financial feasibility of nutrient recycling”, the know-how throughout the r

self-rated as low, especially in comparison to the high interest. There were a few stake in
the regions as well as a participant from the CoP that have more experience within thisy ne way
to cover the need for knowledge building in this sub-topic is to invite targeted sta 0 share
best practice examples, funding opportunities or calculation of cost with a par@ tention to
profitability of nutrient recycling.

the,lowest interest of all
per ‘Austria (AT) were
high. In order to cover

“Nutrient recycling pretreatment and production technologies” was rated
sub-topics in work stream 1. Stakeholders from Andalusia (ES) ang
particularly interested in this sub-topic and rated their knowledge as c
the specific needs of these regions, a cross-regional break-out
would have the highest benefit for knowledge exchange. In addition,
chain ,food" with biomasses from olive oil production in Anda@nd ood waste in Upper Austria.

Besides the rating of knowledge and interest, the survey s were asked to rate their interest
in training of nutrient recycling for specific biomasses ients within those biomasses. Table 4

shows the given biomass options that the participants cou oose from.

Table 4: Overview of number of participanti i&reged (P.i.) in specific biomass and nutrients.

Agricultural residues 35 \av rove biomass (olive pits, pomace);
s\ t residues; Fibre plants
Forestry residues 20 Olive pruning residues
Manure O@\/ -
Sewage sludge 24 Use for insulation and energy
Food waste ‘ 37 food losses and food waste; food waste management in
the future; Valorisation options; household food waste;
(\ Food waste from the HoReCa (catering) industry

«

Four Yregions (AT, ES, FR, PL) had the highest interest in a training targeted on nutrients
from ultural residues and food waste. This matches with the biomasses each region is focused
oy, Forpagricultural residues following nutrients were stated as particularly interesting: Olive grove
bio , Plant residues and Fibre plants. In regard to nutrients from food waste, an additional interest
in the topics of food waste management and valorisation of household food waste was given. For
Strumica (MK) and Northern Sweden (SE) a training for nutrients from forestry residues is of high
interest. For the training, breakout sessions with cross-regional discussions regarding the targeted
biomasses would bring the highest gain for the individual regions.

For this work stream 23 stakeholders indicated that they would share their experiences. For each
region at least one or more key knowledge holders were identified, which facilitates the knowledge
exchange. To get the highest benefit from the capacity-building activities, at least one or more key
knowledge holders should be part of the regional breakout sessions.
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In general, the knowledge rating in this work stream was rather medium-low and from the analysis of
the survey not all sub-topics could be addressed accordingly with the identified key knowledge holders.
Regardless, a few project partners of the SCALE-UP project and as well as a few CoP have a high
level of experience and knowledge in different fields of nutrient recycling, as well as overcoming legal
barriers for biomass use and could therefore contribute with their own experiences to the training
programme.

Rating of identified hurdles of efficient recycling of nutrients from biomass

Additionally, the stakeholders were asked to rate different hurdles of efficient nutrient recycling (table
5) on a scale from 1-9, in which 9 is identified as a major hurdle. The individual ratings of e region
are included in the regional information packages provided in the SCALE-UP project acti/v§

9 oMall

Table 5: Rating of relevance of hurdles for efficient nutrient recycling on scale
participants. %

Availability of suitable biomass (side) streams 10| 3 | 4 2\ 4 | 1|5 /13
Availability of suitable pretreatment and recycling 3|14 |7]|19|4|6|6]|6]|2
technologies

Financial feasibility of nutrient recycling 1(-\ 7‘ 71714521
Lack of knowledge on nutrient recycling 12| 8|6 | 5|54 |5|5]|2
Lack of policy framework on nutrient recycling P 12| 5|82 |7|3|4]|0
Legal barriers ) 716 13|78 |3 |4|1] 4
Lack of targets on nutrient recycling {N - 3|6 |5|7|6|3|5]|5]5
Lack of insufficient financial support 811114 |8 |11 3|6 |10
Lack of businesses interested i Mpivng nutrient 219|110 |7 |7 |1]|6]|7
recycling methods 2

From the summed up ind ults of the regions the biggest hurdle that has been identified is the
availability of suitableiom streams, from which the nutrients can be extracted. Within one of the
training sessions, @n ial solutions or remedial actions could be worked out in cross-regional
itl€S to gain the most beneficial output for all participants. Another big hurdle that
K of businesses interested in developing nutrient recycling methods. To address
tial training activity could include experience reports from participants of different
ps with a subsequent breakout session to develop a small action plan on how to show
dvantages of nutrient recycling.

stakehol
busingsse

© a

Ir@ml rating of interests and knowledge of each SCALE-UP region and identification of
region-specific hurdles of efficient nutrient recycling from biomass:

The following sections include the major outcomes of the regional knowledge/interest ratings, interest
in a specific nutrient recycling from different biomasses as well as the main hurdles that have been
identified within the regions. The detailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional
information packages provided in future project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of
the community of practice survey is provided at the end.
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Andalusia (ES)

For work stream 3 “Improved nutrient recycling in the circular bioeconomy: challenges, opportunities
and effective mobilisation strategies” in Andalusia, all topics have a “high” or “very high” interest. The
topics “Policy and legal barriers for upcycling nutrients” and “Nutrient recycling pre-treatment and
production technologies” stand out, where most of the votes are concentrated on the highest rating
only some of the participants related to academia, research, education showed slightly less interest
and less know-how on this topic. The overall knowledge of the participants is intermediate, representing
33% in all topics with a score of 3 on the scale. The most knowledgeable companies are those related
to the agricultural sector of the value chain. These topics have a high level of interest for all participants
and an intermediate level of knowledge.

It is interesting to note that in the case of "Policy and legal barriers to nutrient recycling”, k -how is
intermediate-low. Similarly, it is also interesting to study the topic " Business models, coggera nd
organization of nutrient recycling”, which has a similar profile of interest and knowledgexth revious
topics.

In the question asked about the interest of training in nutrient recycling, all participants are interested
in food waste, specifically food losses and food waste; food waste manage tin the future, as well
as agricultural residues with a focus on olive grove biomass, e.g., olive pitf: 50 ce.

French Atlantic Arc (FR)

For the Work stream 3, French stakeholders shown a strong igierest i all the proposed sub-themes,
as almost all respondents rated their interest with a score e or more. Stakeholders with an
agricultural background raised training needs particularlyseg ub-themes “markets and financial
feasibility”, “business models, cooperation” and “polic egal barriers”. Regarding the nutrient
recycling, although all options are relevant to the regional ceptext, agricultural residues and food waste
options were particularly popular among the resp ndeys.

Stakeholders could contribute with their kno
biomass availability and valorisation tech
models for nutrient recycling, such as bigrefine
waste, that were mentioned in the survey?

in this work stream mainly on topics related to
,sand by presenting best practices for cooperation
concept or on-farm composting of municipal green

Mazovia (PL)

Know-how:
» Not particularly hig any field

Interest:

, cooperation and organization of nutrient recycling
gal barriers for upcycling nutrients

ecycling: high interest in food waste recycling — for example in HoReCa and
lture residues

Northern Sweden (SE)

The focus in the project region in Northern Sweden is for one on reusing nutrients from logging residues
and residues of biogas production. The Swedish project partners have experience in producing biogas
from household waste, sewage and how to recycle nutrients from the residues of biogas production.
The knowledge exchange on biomass ash recycling to forests will be one of the topics investigated in
the capacity-building activities of the training programme.
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Strumica (MK)

It is evident that there is lower know-how than needs for more information and capacity-building in this
regard. That corresponds to the reasonable rate for knowledge and awareness about the regional
availability of biomass and nutrient recycling and production technologies.

The main interests of the Macedonian stakeholders are in nutrient recycling of agricultural and forestry
residues. Food waste is also considered to be a valuable side stream that could be valorised otherwise
after its initial purpose, rather than on landfill without any sorting process. Based on the responses the
sewage sludge and manure should be further explored, but with less emphasises at first where the
stakeholders could gain more experience about the agricultural waste streams.

Upper Austria (AT)

In total, the interest of Upper Austrian participants in the topics of nutrient recycling i e ‘eirgtilar
bioeconomy was medium, with no particular interest in one specific sub-topic. On the @thergand, the
interest in a training for recycling nutrients from specific biomass gained high i st\from Upper
Austrian stakeholders. Nutrient recycling from agricultural residues, sewage slud@ ood waste
were the biomasses with the highest interest, which is in coherence with the participatisg stakeholder
groups in Upper Austria, as they are mainly from food-related industries. I%)n to the proposed
topics, the Upper Austrian participants show interest in calculating and standing the mechanics
of carbon footprints and life-cycle-analyses. 6

Knowledge-wise the participants rated their overall know-how in the ic Sub-topics as low-medium,
apart from “regional availability of biomass”, with a medium-high knoWwledge. The University of applied
sciences in Upper Austria has several courses that cover th ic of nutrient recycling pretreatment
and production technologies and is therefore regarded as a k ledge holder for this work stream.

Main hurdles for the efficient recycling of nutrients from ass in Upper Austria were identified. The
hurdles with the highest rated relevance in Upper Austria asg

ms/

utrient recycling methods

» Avalilability of suitable biomass (side) str

» Lack of businesses interested in devel

» Availability of a suitable pretreatggengforthe biomass

Community of Practice (CoP) A\

The participants of the proje howed medium-high interest in the topic of improved nutrient
recycling. Nutrient recycli t ent and production technologies had the highest rating in interest
with a similar high rating ledge. Overall, the CoP can contribute meaningfully with their best
practice examples aswwell the experiences from their own organisations. The CoP from the
Netherlands (NL) @ e Zealand (DK) have particular knowledge that the project regions would
benefit from. Ingxchagge, can the CoP join the capacity-building activities of the regions and learn

from the regifn riences.
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3.3.3 Work stream 2: Integrating primary producers into bio-based value chains:
challenges, opportunities, and effective mobilisation strategies.

In the bioeconomy, primary producers are often left behind in the value chain, despite being the
foundation for successful production of bio-based products and processes. This is due to a lack of
information and education on relevant topics, as well as a lack of consistent networking and sharing of
best practices. The integration of primary producers is crucial for the success of the bioeconomy, and
addressing these issues is necessary to ensure their participation and success in the value chain. With
the SCALE-UP training programme, solutions to tackle these issues shall be worked on. The sub-
topics of work stream 2 (overview in table 6) include topics related to integrating primary producers into
bio-based value chains.

Table 6: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest in the sub-topics of w S 2
“Integrating primary producers into bio-based value chains” on a scale of 1-5 wiglf titgtotal
number of votes from all participants. r
Training topics of work stream 2 1 2 3 4 5 ’1\2 3 4 5
Networks, Associations, Clusters 6 10|27 |25 |13| 3 | 8 |16 | 26 | 26
Legislation, Regulation, Funding schemes 13 |20 | 24 QA 3|6 [12]31]|25

Markets and business models for bio-based 4 | 2812515 9 1 7 | 17 | 22 | 33
value chains

New forms of farming in agriculture and 10 &)1 15(13| 4 | 4 |19 | 25| 28
forestry

Ecological load limits of biomass production 10|18 |21 (16|14 4 | 7 |19 |16 | 31

a

Overall, the integration of primary prod & bio-based value chains is relevant in all regions,
represented in the high interest in all iVen sub-topics. The average number of participants that
rated the sub-topics of work stream 2 high (5) is 28.6 participants. This is the second highest
interest in a work stream after work stfearm4 (Efficient regional infrastructure and biomass logistics).

The sub-topic with the highe

chains”, in which four of thessi
In order to cover the need @ g participants to increase knowledge in regard to markets and business
models, a cross-regional ¢
analyses methods
and also gives t nt the opportunity to transfer the gained knowledge into a practical example
and ask questi atvare relevant for their individual biomass/value chain. Furthermore, the results
of these b I ions can be transferred to other work streams, as the topic of bio-based business

erest rating is “Markets and business models for bio-based value

vered in the context of other trainings as well. Regions with knowledge holders in this topic
S), Upper Austria (AT) and one of the CoP. A knowledge transfer in this sub-topic
eneficial to all regions, as the overall existing knowledge is comparably low.

Angthehtopic that garnered high interest is “Networks, Associations, Clusters”, which was specifically
mentiehed by four regions. In contrast to “Markets, Associations, Clusters” the existing knowledge in
this field is medium-high throughout all regions. Since networks, associations and also clusters are
usually region-specific, trainings in regional breakout sessions will have the highest output. In addition
to the interest/knowledge rating, the survey participants were asked to list different networking groups
and communication centres for primary producers. These lists will be incorporated in the regional
information packages as well as in the regional breakout sessions of the training programme.

Similar to other work streams, the sub-topic of “legislation, regulation and funding schemes” is also
rated with high interest. Considering that legislations, regulations, and funding schemes are usually
individual in each region, a cross-regional approach would make sense if EU-policies are covered by
a key-note speaker or if experiences on how regulatory challenges were overcome are shared.
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In case of funding schemes, one Upper Austrian participant stated that they have knowledge in
“Funding and support” and could be a knowledge holder for the knowledge exchange.

The sub-topics “New forms of farming in agriculture and forestry” and “Ecological load limits of biomass
production” both had high rates of interest in all regions and medium knowledge. With best practice
examples of new forms of farming, the needs of the participants could be covered. For “ecological load
limits” presentations from stakeholders from academia or research regarding scientific information of
different biomasses and subsequent regional discussions about opportunities how those limits can be
pushed would cover different needs of all participants. There were several key knowledge holders
identified in different regions, in which participants in Andalusia (ES) have high knowledge regarding
“Ecological load limits”.

One topic that was mentioned by a Polish participant as particular interesting in context of 'v%ﬁing
primary producers are principles of circular economy in agriculture.
Besides the given topics, French participants have further knowledge in following to 'c\«
» awareness-raising on the use of bio-based materials
» how to achieve contractualisation between producers and processin&nstream actors
» how to integrate primary producers in the creation of new market
@ farm level

» economic approach of the issues and impacts of bio-based solut

Since a large part of the French participants are working in a irect contact with primary
producers, the stakeholders identify as potential key knowled ol . In addition, aforementioned
topics can be integrated in the trainings of the sub-topics of eam 2 (table 6).

Cross-regional rating of identified hurdles of integ@ primary producers into bio-based
value chains V4

eholders were asked to rate different challenges
, in which 5 counts as a big hurdle. The cross-
ratings of each region are included in the regional
project activities.

In addition to the knowledge/interest rating, t
of integrating primary producers on a sca
regional rating is shown in table 7. The ghdiyi
information packages provided in the

Table 7: Cross-regional ratirz"&dles of integrating primary producers into bio-based

value chains on a scale of 15.
p3

P

Lack of awarenesmﬁio-based solutions for primary producers 6 4 26 28 20
Not enough coordination between primary producers 3 11 23 22 23
Primary Me not interested in bio-based solutions 7 17 28 17 10

Lack of enabling framework 2 3 26 28 15

@ from the cross-regional evaluation of identified hurdles, the participants rated the lack of
aw ss towards bio-based solutions for primary producers as well as the lack of coordination
between primary producers as high hurdles. Additionally, the lack of an enabling framework received
a comparably high rating as well. In order to find solutions to the identified hurdles, the training
programme includes a section in which the participants discuss existing networking
groups/communication centres for primary producers in their region as well as potential methods on
how to implement such communication structures in their regions. Within the questionnaire, examples
of already existing stakeholder groups and communication centres were asked and will be included as
a best practice list for each region in the training sessions of work stream 2 as well as in the regional
information packages.
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Individual rating of interests and knowledge in work stream 2 of each SCALE-UP region
and identification of region-specific challenges of integrating primary producers

The following sections include the major outcomes of each regional knowledge/interest ratings. The
detailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional information packages provided in
future project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of the community of practice for work
stream 2 is provided at the end of the section.

Andalusia (ES)

For work stream 2 “Integrating primary producers into bio-based value chains: challenges,
opportunities and effective mobilisation strategies” in Andalusia, all the topics presented are interesting
for the Andalusian participants, however, the most important ones are: Networks, Partgerships,
Clusters and Markets and business models for bio-based value chains; with a very high lev ergst.

In terms of know-how, participants mainly present knowledge on Networks, Partnerships, Clusters and,
more generally, on Ecological Load Limits of biomass production. C)\

From the evaluation, following needs were detected in the issues raised:

» Legislation, Regulation, Financing schemes as it presents, in gener&igh level of interest
and the knowledge is intermediate-low among the participants.

» Markets and business models for bio-based value chain presents the highest
percentage of interest among Andalusian participants and ge is intermediate.

French Atlantic Arc (FR)

In Work stream 2, participants shown training needs @ on the sub-themes “Legislation” and
“Markets and business models”. Although two third of thegparticipants consider themselves rather

knowledgeable in the other sub-themes, a large majogity of participants indicated a strong interest in
all proposed topics. Other topics suggested by some of the participants were “Biomass transformation
process” and “Creation of value chains including\ptidary actors/processors in connection with investors
and users”.

French stakeholders could contribut
based materials (in the building sec

knowledge on awareness-raising on the use of bio-
to achieve contractualisation between producers and
processing/downstream actors; tegrate primary producers in the creation of new markets; and
on the economic approach of #ie issues and impacts of bio-based solutions at farm level.

Mazovia (PL) 2

Highest interest:

gew forms of farming in agriculture and forestry

Additional topics:

» KNOW-HOW: advanced material and Industry 4.0 in agriculture
» INTEREST: Circular Economy in agriculture
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Northern Sweden (SE)

Bioeconomy is very well developed in Northern Sweden and primary producers (forest owners) are
already very well organised and integrated into the bio-based value chains. Stakeholders in the region
have good know-how of networking and cluster activities and also show interest to further develop
these skills. Furthermore, the stakeholders express a high interest to learn more about legislation,
regulation, and financing schemes and one representative of an association for primary producer has
commented that “politicians and society need to stand up for the bioeconomy and its future potential,
not just put more restrictions”. Another hurdle for involving primary producers pointed out is, that “the
support schemes that we work with the most do not allow cooperation with primary producers”. Besides
finding ways on how to deal with aforementioned hurdles, there is also a growing interest in new forms
of farming and forestry in Northern Sweden. Q

Strumica (MK) &

The greatest know-how that the stakeholders expressed is in the networks and as@ pillar, and
in the legislation and regulation, which is foreseeable as many of the respondents a rt of regional
governments. On the needs side, the highest responses are equally %ted throughout all
suggested pillars, with a preference of the new forms of farming in agricn@an forestry.

Upper Austria (AT)

The stakeholders of Upper Austria showed high interest in y€tWerks, Associations and Clusters for
primary producers, which markets and business models for b % ed value chains are accessible for
the primary producers as well as the ecological load limit iomass production. New forms of farming
in agriculture as well as “Legislation, Regulation and Fu schemes” were rated as interesting as
well but with less votes as aforementioned topics.

ince the stakeholders showed high knowledge in
networks, associations, and clusters as well, | ral, the survey participants of Upper Austria rated
their knowledge on the other sub-themes stream 2 as medium to low. In addition to the given
topics, participants from the stakeholder{gretip “Academia, Research and Education” stated that they
have knowledge in the topics “Fundin Xy ort” as well as “co-design of process chains of different
actors in a value network”. Both tqpicstar high interest in other regions and a knowledge exchange
of the respective stakeholders#ith e training programme session of work stream 2 (e.g., in an
online world café) is benefici participants. In accordance with other interests in other work
streams, an additional int er Austria stakeholders in work stream 2 was stated in information
on “EU and national fundi ammes”.

Community of Ee (CoP)

The intere@ rticipants of the CoP coincide with the ones from the project regions, in which

The interests also coincide with the knowledge,

the topi rkets and business models for bio-based value chains” as well as “Legislation,
Regulatio unding schemes” has the highest rating of interest. Throughout the CoP, the know-
how:. b-topics is medium, except for “Markets and business models for bio-based value chains,
[ higher knowledge rating. With their contribution to the aforementioned sub-theme and the
programme, for instance with a key-note presentation or participation in cross-regional
workshop activities, the needs and interests of the CoP as well as the regions could be met.
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3.3.4 Work stream 3: Digitalisation in the bioeconomy: potentials for rural actors

As a present and future tool for complementing ground truth data, digital solutions - including
information and communication technologies (ICT), deep-tech and Industry 4.0 solution - may drive
and speed up the development of bioeconomy, especially in the field of transformation of waste
streams, residues and biomass into valuable resources, materials, and energy. Although they offer
new growth paths, still, many private, public, and non-governmental entities find it difficult to keep up
with rapid digital development, knowing which technologies to invest in and how to adopt and deploy
them. Real-time monitoring stations, sensors, Internet of Things (IoT), smart grids, GPS tracking
systems, and blockchain are only some examples of solutions that can be helpful in rural zones to
manage operations in a more efficient way, to reduce costs, to improve products and/or services or to
strengthen the quality and efficiency of the circularity of resources.

The trainings in work stream 3 “Digitalisation in the bioeconomy: potentials for rural actorgfill de
several methods to train the participants on how to get the most out of digitalisation ingestmgnts and
which options there are for bio-based solutions. Table 8 gives an overview of the cro -r&\al interest
and knowledge rating of the sub-topics of work stream 3. < ,

Table 8: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest in the sub&'cs of work stream 3
“Digitalisation in the bioeconomy” on a scale of 1-5 with the total n@ owdvotes from all

participants. R
Training topics of work stream 3 1 2 m ‘5 1 2 3 4 5
Deep-tech (Al, Biotechnology, ...) 29122 |13| 5 | 414 |8 |19|18 |25
Unmanned aerial vehicles 26 | 2117 | 2 | 4| 8 |12 |17 | 16 | 18
o
Space technologies 32116 |11 | 5 | 3 |15| 6 |14 |19 | 14
Robotics and automatization % 17119 7 | 3|19 | 6 |14 21|22
A

Internet of things (loT) and sensors 20| 17|23 | 5 | 3|4 |7 |14| 23|19
Additive technologies (3D printi N 24 113|171 | 6| 8 |8 |10 17| 19
advanced materials N

Virtual reality, Augmented reality, Extended 28| 17|12 3 | 3| 9| 9 |13 | 17| 18
reality, metaverse

Digital teams ar}j co?nmunication 5114|116 (2411|1212 |15| 8 | 20
Digital collaboration 18|17 (14| 8 | 4 1 8 | 9 |11 ] 20| 15
Social I\%) v 4 |10]27|20] 7 [13]13]14]10] 16
Internet security & data protection in bio- 18 (17 (19| 9 | 4 | 6 | 9 |12 | 17 | 24

based systems

Mal, the interest in Digitalisation in the bioeconomy is lower compared to other work streams.
Nonetheless, the interest in the sub-topics, especially in contrast to the existing knowledge is still high.
“Space technologies, Internet of Things (loT) and Digital collaboration were rated with a little less
interest than the other sub-topics.

Following sub-topics were rated as the most interesting ones for mostly all regions:
» Internet of things
» Parts of deep-tech

» Internet Security & data protection in bio-based systems
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In order to provide capacity-building activities with higher quality, the training sessions for work stream
will focus on aforementioned topics with invitations of targeted experts in these fields. Through this,
the knowledge can be built more in depth and the participants might have a better understanding for
digitalisation.

The topics in regard to digitalisation are very diverse in their application, which is why either a clustering
of topics or a selection of prominent topics would be more feasible and meaningful for the outcomes of
the training programme. Since the know-how within the regions is rather low, the approach of the
training is to focus especially on cross-regional approaches with presentations and Q&A sessions with
key knowledge holders. In this way, the participants can focus on obtaining knowledge, rather than
applying it in regional breakout sessions. In terms of existing know-how, the region with the highest

number of potential key knowledge holders is Mazovia (PL). @

Cross-regional rating of identified hurdles of digitalisation in the bioecono &

In addition to the knowledge/interest rating in table 8, the participants were asked t@ selegt the biggest

hurdles of implementing and improving digitalisation in the bioeconomy roll-gut. Thesidentification of

these hurdles shall help to identify further needs of the regions that sh&?et in the training
stive

programme. The individual ratings of each region are included in the resp gional information
packages. Table 9 shows the identified hurdles and the number how, o @ e barrier was selected.
The participants could choose more than one hurdle as relevant.

Table 9: Identification of the biggest hurdles of digitalisatk,\'n th® bioeconomy.

Missing infrastructure (e.g., internet network) V 38
Unwillingness to implement new solutions 42
Rentability of digital solutions /*\ 25
Lack of skilled personnel 39
Unclear regulations for data seﬁ%&b/ﬁ. 20
Difficulties finding right technology suppliers 25
Fear of loss of control 0 vation 32
Technological Iang:age too difficult 37

industry

Lack of comn@o\d for exchange between ICT and bio-based 29

The cros ighal evaluation of the hurdles of digitalisation in the bioeconomy (Table 9) shows, that
the hi rdle of digitalisation in the bioeconomy is an unwillingness of actors in bio-based value
chain implement new solutions. Furthermore, the lack of skilled personnel to work with and on

lutions as well as the lack of the overall infrastructure was selected as great challenges as
well. The challenge of finding and educating personnel in the regard of digitalisation goes hand in hand
with the identified barrier, that the language used is too difficult. Within the SCALE-UP training
programme a session might include a presentation about financing options for digital solutions, as it
could help with implementing the needed infrastructure on the on hand and might counteract the
unwillingness to implement such solutions with providing profitable examples on the other.
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Individual rating of interests and knowledge in work stream 3 of each SCALE-UP region
and identification of region-specific hurdles of digitalisation in the bioeconomy

The following sections include the major outcomes of each regional knowledge/interest rating for work
stream 3. The detailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional information packages
provided in future project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of the Community of
Practice for work stream 3 is provided at the end of the section.

Andalusia (ES)

In the case of work stream 4 “Digitalisation in the bioeconomy: potentials for rural actors” in the
Andalusia region, interest in the topics is very polarised. In general terms, it could be said that
companies related to the agricultural sector of the value chain and some of the participants
academia, research, education are the least interested in most of the topics (they have
votes with a score of 1 out of 5), however one of these participants has proposed a topi &
of interest to them “automation of industrial processes, temperature control, humidi %
pr
I

ed topics,
d sensor.

other hand, Spanish public administration and SMEs/Start-Ups are interested in t
mainly the following ones: Deep-tech (Al, Biotechnology, ...) or Internet of things (

About the know-how of the Andalusian regional participants, all of them esent a low level of
knowledge for this topic. Most of the votes are below 3 on a scale of 5, me@féayerMor the topic “Virtual
reality, Augmented reality, Extended reality, metaverse” the knowledge i @ low (44% of votes 1/5).
The biggest barriers to digitisation in the bioeconomy are “lack of skilled“pefsonnel” and “Difficulties

finding right technology suppliers”, with 5 votes each.

French Atlantic Arc (FR)

Whereas the participating stakeholder’s selves-evaluat knowledge quite poorly on the diverse
sub-themes of the Work stream 4, compared to the othér ork streams, the digitalisation topic seems
to attract less the stakeholders, has the number ofgepli€s and the average interest in lower. The highest
rates were given to the sub-themes “Digital te nd “Digital collaboration”.

Regarding the hurdles, stakeholders i ted particularly the missing infrastructure, the
unwillingness to implement new squtix‘ d the difficulty of the technical language. One participant
{

pointed at that mere access to the intér a hurdle in itself in rural and remote areas, which could
explain why the stakeholders seem less enthusiastic about this topic. Some stakeholders raised the

environmental cost of the devejop f digital solutions and suggested that a “low-tech” approach
would better suit rural and re argas context.

Mazovia (PL)
Interest:

> Internetof'thipgs (loT) and sensors

Security & data protection in bio-based systems

otics and automatization

igital teams and remote communication

» Social Media

> Internet security & data protection in bio-based systems

Hurdles:

» The most often hurdle chosen by respondents was “Technological language too difficult”, the
following two: “Fear of loss of control over information” and “Lack of skilled personnel”.

» The least popular answer were “Unclear regulations for data safety/privacy/” and “Difficulties
finding right technology suppliers”.
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Northern Sweden (SE)

Digitalization is well developed within the forest bioeconomy. The stakeholders have declared an
interest in deep-tech, robotics and automatization, and Internet of things. Furthermore, the topics of
Internet Security & Data Protection in bio-based systems is also of interest. Some best practice
examples that can be shared from the Northern Sweden region in digitalisation include the National
Forestry Survey, the project “Smart Twins for Forest Environment” from Visual Sweden and the loT
laboratory at Linnaeus University.

Strumica (MK)

Digitalisation in the bioeconomy is a hot topic that intersects with various domains; thus it a&sists in
mass popularization and promotion of bioeconomy and bio-based products. Although pro
&EOV

stakeholders rated their current knowledge with rate from 1 to 3, still they are eager to
digital skill and modernize their habits, or just simplify their work.

Additionally, the questionnaire helped in identification of five biggest barriers that re@enhanced
digitalization of the bioeconomy in Strumica: &

» Unwillingness to implement new solutions,

Lack of skilled personnel, O

Missing infrastructure (e.g., internet network),
Lack of common ground for exchange between ICT a@-b ed industry,

YV V V V

Technological language is too difficult.

Upper Austria (AT) :

Similar to other regions, the interest in digjta aticﬁ topics of Upper Austrian participants was

comparably low, also the self-evaluation of t w-how. Selected stakeholders in Upper Austria

showed interest in “Deep-Tech (Al, Biote , ...), Robotics and automatization, Internet of things

(IoT) and sensors as well as Internet se€uri ata protection in bio-based systems. One participant

commented that the field of deep-te \ road and that it would need more clarification for the

training programme which branc% tech will be included. This also determines the know-how
co

with which the stakeholders c te, since knowledge on Al is existent but not for instance on

guantum mechanics used for fic,electronics. In terms of knowledge other stakeholders rated their
knowledge as medium-hi tive technologies (3D printing) and advanced materials. Digital
teams and remote comm as well as use of social media.

In the survey, the p ants were asked to rate some hurdles of digitalisation in the bioeconomy with

relevance to theipregion. Th Upper Austria following hurdles were rated as particular relevant:

> Difficultiegfin finding right technology suppliers

of control over information
pility of digital solutions

, the participants mentioned “a similar understanding of what digitalisation is along the value
stakeholder groups have different views on what digitalisation is. Example: for some it is
digitalisation if they can use an online form instead of a printed one, for others digitalisation means the
communication of a drone with a tractor”. Furthermore, a lack of IT skills for employees was also
identified as a hurdle.

Community of Practice (CoP)

In comparison to the regions, the CoP rated their knowledge in the sub-topics of work stream 3 mainly
as medium with a few topics rated as medium-high. However, the interest of the CoP in these topics is
not as high as the regions. The sub-topic with the highest interest rate is “Space technology”, with a
rating medium-high interest from three CoP representatives.
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3.3.5 Work stream 4: Efficient regional infrastructures and biomass logistics

To be sustainable, bioeconomy needs to apply the principles of the circular economy, by extending the
life cycle of the biomass resources and promoting a cascading use of these resources. Bioeconomy
also aims at contributing to the neutral carbon emission goals by substituting for fossil-based materials
and energy, and by re-localising value chains in the regions. Therefore, sustainable bioeconomy
systems strongly depend on efficient regional infrastructures and biomass logistics, which are still
lacking to fully achieve bioeconomy potential. The following barriers are identified:

» lack of interconnection between actors in the value chain to optimise biomass streams,
enhance recycling, mutualise infrastructures, transport and energy

» lack of locally available infrastructures to process biomass (biorefinery, ...) %
t ral

» lack of knowledge on available solutions (example “low-tech” solutions in the ¢ X
areas), best practices and cooperation models that support efficient biomass W

» lack of awareness of available funding and incentive schemes < ?
The SCALE-UP training programme shall help the actors of bio-based valums in the project
t

ent

regions to tackle aforementioned barriers. Table 10 gives an overview of the topics of work stream
4 that the participants should rate their knowledge and interest in and whi hedbasis of the training
programme contents.

Table 10: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest i b-topics of work
stream 4 “Efficient regional infrastructures and biomass istics® on a scale of 1-5 with the
total number of votes from all participants.

_—

Training topics of work stream 4 1 2v3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Green transport and machinery 14 127 (25| 9 | 916 |11 |14 | 25| 28

g

Digital solutions for supply chain mana@%m 17 124 13| 6 | 7 | 6 |11 |19 | 32

Rural area development 1711922 (15| 9 | 5| 9 | 15|22 | 26

Ecological assessmentoflogich ) 1111932 (10| 6 | 4 | 6 |16 |19 | 34

process/supply chains PN
Sustainable and resilient value chains 12 |21 (22|15 | 5 5 2 |14 | 25| 28

Green transport a@i&ry 14127125 9| 9] 6 |11|14 |25 |28
In general, all E-WP regions showed high interest in the sub-topics of work stream 4. It is the

work streamswi efhighest number of participants that rated their interest with 5 with an average of
29.6 par| - Ecological assessment of logistical supply chain” has the highest number of
intereste olders followed by “Digital solutions for supply chain management”. While the interest
|n i res and logistics is present in all regions, digital solutions are particularly interesting for

trian and Polish stakeholders as well as the participants from the SCALE-UP Community of

CoP In Andalusia and France, the topic of “rural area development” is relevant as well as
for French stakeholders taken from the context of the questions raised by the French participants.
Upper Austrian participants showed high interest in rural area development as well and some
participants stated medium-high knowledge in this field. Mazovian stakeholders also evaluated their
knowledge in rural area development as comparably high. In addition, their region as well as a majority
of the CoP are highly interested in the topic of “sustainable and resilient value chains”. For this topic,
the knowledge is intermediate throughout all regions, similar to the topic of “Green transport and
machinery”, which is important to stakeholders from Northern Sweden and Strumica in North-
Macedonia.
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A cross-regional discussion to enhance knowledge exchange in the sub-topics above would be highly
beneficial for all regions, as each region could contribute their experiences and knowledge to a sub-
topic which is of high interest to other regions. A joint discussion of individual regions could also meet
the needs of the individual participants. For a cross-regional topic “Ecological assessment of logistical
supply chains” is highly recommendable, as all the regions have a high interest in it and intermediate
to low knowledge. An open panel discussion with best practice examples and open question rounds
could stimulate the regions to exchange experiences and learn from each other.

In total there were 18 key knowledge holders identified, that stated that they would share their
experiences and knowledge in different topics of efficient infrastructure and biomass logistics. The
region with the highest number of key knowledge holders is Strumica (MK) with 9 potential presenters.
The North Atlantic Arc (FR) also identified 4 key knowledge holders who could contrib
training programme and knowledge exchange. Additionally, five of six of the CoP-me
o&u

contribute with their individual knowledge as well as best practice examples from all
this work stream and the training programme, especially in the aforementioned field interest. The
regions would highly benefit from their input to deepen their knowledge in t e f efficient
infrastructure and biomass logistics.

Individual rating of interests and knowledge in work stream 4 ofS ALE-UP region

The following sections include the major outcomes of each regional kn e/interest rating for work
stream 4. The detailed evaluation of each region will be included in ional information packages
provided in future project activities. Furthermore, a summar the ‘Gutcomes of the Community of
Practice for work stream 4 is provided at the end of the secti@

Andalusia (ES)

In the regional analysis for work stream 4 “Efficient regi infrastructures and biomass logistics”,
participants from Andalusia have shown interest mainlyzn the following topics: “Ecological assessment
of logistical process/supply chains” and “Rural development”.

r

In terms of know-how, participants prese intermediate knowledge on “Digital solutions for
supply chain management” and “Ecolo asSessment of logistical process/supply chains”, but in
general, knowledge is low on most topigsN€specially for academies or research.

French Atlantic Arc (FR)

The patrticipating stakeho S valuated their knowledge quite poorly on the diverse sub-themes
of the Work stream 4 an a strong interest in the various subthemes (except for the digital
er Seore).

solutions which had W]

The issue of the sea particularly important for the stakeholder in the bio-based building value chain:

indeed, many bio- solutions do exist, but the question is how to “scale-them up”. Faced with the
multiplicity of€iqitfatives carried out by small-scale actors, and the bio-based innovations available
locally in tf @ ories, the question of the massification of these solutions, the increase in the supply

available tResterritories and a more systematic use of bio-based materials in the new constructions

ns of tomorrow remains.

and

@impant asked: how can dispersed productions be grouped together on a territory for effective
an icient logistics in rural areas? Which leads to the training need expressed by another
stakeholder: how to make territorial networking, how to succeed in multiplying initiatives that work to
network the territory on the right scale and succeed in proposing locally available solutions?

The stakeholders could contribute with their knowledge on this work stream by presenting good
practices on how to organise logistics at small scales around hemp (local, short-circuits : i.e. Chanvre
Mellois) ; how to organise collection of biowaste at a larger scale (regional) ; by presenting the pros
and cons of the different methods for biomass transport (look at dry and compact solutions or look at
what is the easiest to produce for the farmer...).
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Mazovia (PL)
The highest interest may be noticed in trainings on:

» Sustainable and resilient value chains

» Digital solutions for supply chain management
Know-How:

» Highest in Rural area development

» Knowledge in general medium to low

Northern Sweden (SE) &d

There is a high knowledge and interest in green transports and machinery in the regio n imdividual
interest that has been stated is in how to mobilise forestry biomass that is not utilis one additional
knowledge that comes from first-hand experience of the Swedish project partne
regarding biomass use and potential ways on how to overcome challenges with legislation.

Strumica (MK) O

Efficient regional infrastructure and biomass logistics is a work stre e most of the stakeholders
gave middle rates for all pillars in the know-how. Hence, theyi willigg to broaden their knowledge

and keep up with the state-of-the-art topics related to regiona astructure and biomass logistics as
that is vital for successful biomass exchange betwee e\priprary producers on one hand, and
processing industries, end-users, or any relevant stake 3 on the other hand. The highest interest
in this work stream was shown in “Green transport and

Y4

Upper Austria (AT)

The high interest in logistics shows the g€le for the stakeholder groups that are represented in
this work stream, since the majority is /large-scale companies, a supermarket chain as well
as food technology related research.

Additional topics that were rat I h interest are digital solutions for supply chain management
as well as the ecological ass ent of logistical process/supply chains. Furthermore, a participant
stated additional interest | a a development. A combination of digital solutions, supply chains
and rural area developme regional breakout sessions would be highly interesting and beneficial
for Upper Austrian s holders.

In terms of the exis wledge, Upper Austrian stakeholders have good knowledge in rural area
development afdgmedium knowledge in green transport and machinery as well as ecological
assessmen istiCal process/supply chains.

f Practice (CoP)

unity of Practice (CoP) showed, similar to the project regions a high interest in the ecological
ass ent of logistical process/supply chains. Additionally, digital solutions and sustainable and
resilient value chains were considered as relevant. The CoP can contribute to the trainings with their
knowledge in the ecological assessment as well as in rural area development.
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3.3.6 Work stream 5: Developing and implementing practices of “social
innovations” in the context of rural bioeconomies.

In order to replace fossil resources with biogenic materials and produce in a synergistic way energy,
food and bio-based solutions, there is a need to rethink and "do things differently" on a large scale.
There is a growing awareness in large parts of society that our "imperial way of life" is not compatible
with sustainable and peaceful coexistence in the long run. However, a truly profound structural change
towards a sustainable society will only succeed through the interplay of courageous "top-down
decisions" and social "bottom-up developments”.

With the help of social innovations, we must collectively change and further develop economic
processes, build new governance models, consumption patterns, value systems and lifesty)€s. The
challenge is twofold: social innovations for the bioeconomy transition must first be dev
second, they need the acceptance of the population to be implemented. Social innovatj
community-driven, depending on regional contexts. Individual initiatives, SMEs agd IRpovative
communities can take on a pioneering role with potential solutions for society at Iar%

ations’ in the

context of rural bioeconomies” in table 11 cover different aspects of dev ing and implementing
social innovations. The participants of the needs analysis survey e their interest and
knowledge in said sub-topics to meet their needs on one hand and to f knowledge exchange
on the other.

Table 11: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest in sub-topics of work stream
5 “Developing and implementing practices of ‘social inns’ in the context of rural

bioeconomies “ on a scale of 1-5 with the total numb g6 from all participants.

The sub-topics of work stream 5 “Developing and implementing practices of ‘sgcial
@&

Training topics of work stream 5 \1 72 '3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5
Policies in context of social innovation 16 |16 |22 |12 | 5| 6 |10 | 20| 19 | 23
Waste and energy management sysAte\rQ/ 12118 (23|17 | 4 | 2 | 9 |17 | 20| 23
Social innovations for water supply strategies | 16 (25|12 |14 | 4 | 1 | 7 |21 | 23| 19

& urban farming

Sustainablebusinessm%w 12|18 |23 |15 | 5 2 6 |12 |29 | 22

Food sharing platforms 8 1222014 | 5| 2 | 9 |14 | 16 | 28
Social Farming /Q~ 1721|1911 3|5 ] 7 [17]23]18
Eco-Villages 1823186 | 3|6 |9 |14]19]19

v

al innovations compared to other work streams had a lower average number of
high interest rating (Average = 21.7 participants). Nonetheless, the sub-topics
the s again have a high rating of interest with medium-low rating of knowledge. Particularly the
pagticipants from the French Atlantic Arc (FR) and Strumica (MK) have high interest in ‘social
innovations’. All regions have identified at least two or more key knowledge holders that can facilitate
the knowledge exchange.

The sub-topics with the highest rating of interest are “Food sharing platforms” as well as sustainable
business models. For the latter, four of the six SCALE-UP regions, have prioritised this topic to other
sub-topics. For both aforementioned topics Mazovia (PL) and Upper Austria (AT) have rated their
knowledge in said topics as comparably high. Furthermore, a few of the Community of Practice (CoP)
have stated a medium-high knowledge in food sharing platforms and can contribute to the trainings
with best practice examples.
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In order to increase the knowledge about food sharing platforms, best practice presentations with a
subsequent Q&A session will have the highest benefit. Depending on if the participants would like to
know about already existing platforms in their regions or get ideas which platforms other countries are
using and could be implemented in their area, the presentations could be either held in regional
breakout sessions or within the whole plenum. As for the capacity-building activities for sustainable
business models, regional breakout sessions with active workshops with business model development
methods and subsequent plenum-discussions regarding potential benefits and risks of the models are
a way to increase the knowledge of the participants sustainably. Additionally, the breakout sessions
for the sustainable business models could be combined in a bottom-up approach with other trainings
since it is featured in other work streams. Additionally, the experiences from the applicants of the Call
of Interest conducted in the other project activities can top off the capacity-building activities in this sub-
topic.

Other sub-topics in the context of ‘social innovations’ that have a high interest rating are&/; es’
and “social farming”. Especially French, Macedonian, and Polish participants gave z%: ting in
interest in contrast to low knowledge. There is no region that has stated high knofvledgeNn either of
these topics, therefore live presentations that cover different aspects of the topiGas well as some
selected best practice examples is a good start to familiarise the participafits with the matter. By
including an open plenum Q&A session with selected experts, individual needskcan be covered, and
the knowledge exchange facilitated. G

For other sub-topics, regional breakout sessions are recommended, a erest of the regions for
said topics is varying. While Upper Austrian and Spanish particip w high interest as well as
medium knowledge in waste and energy management syste rench and Macedonian participants
rate social innovations for water supply strategies & urban fa gyas particularly relevant. Andalusia
(ES) stated medium-high knowledge in the latter sub-tepicNIherefore, a cross-regional capacity-
building activity by pairing the individual regions mighi e the highest benefit to the individual
participants. For Policies in context of social innovation Andigitisian participants as well as a few of the
CoP have high interest in this. Since regional policiesgare too individual for a plenum discussion, a
possibility to meet the interest of the Andalusi rticipants and the CoP, is to include a presentation
on general EU-policies from a key-note speak

In addition to the given sub-topics, partici m the French Atlantic Arc (FR) stated a need in the
training on how to support changing bekavi nd production methods, how to (financially) implement
the social innovations — especially WE\ ent habits are often less expensive. With an awareness
building workshop for all regions articipants can identify their hurdles and other regions deliver

solutions, the needs can be . b order to determine if those topics are relevant to the other regions
as well, the topic can be i cedlin the first training session and the interest of the participants
evaluated. If the interest i capacity-building of these topics can be included in the subsequent

training sessions.

Individual rati erests and knowledge in work stream 5 of each SCALE-UP region

s include the major outcomes of each regional knowledge/interest rating for work
gtailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional information packages
re project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of the Community of

An ia (ES)

In the regional analysis of work stream 6 “Developing and implementing practices of “social
innovations” in the context of rural bioeconomies” in Andalusia, all participants are very interested in
several topics, among them the following could be highlighted: “Waste and energy management
systems” (all votes are between a high and very high classification, 4/5 and 5/5) and “Sustainable
business models”, (67% of the participants' votes represent a high and very high ranking, 4/5 and 5/5
of the total Andalusian regional participants).

About the know-how of the Andalusian participants, they have a high knowledge in “Waste and energy
management systems”, “Policies in context of social innovation” and “Social innovations for water
supply strategies & urban farming”.
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The know-how of companies related to the agricultural sector of the value chain is lower than that of
the other participants. It is worth noting the generally low knowledge of participants on “Food sharing
platforms” and “Eco-Villages”.

French Atlantic Arc (FR)

Important knowledge gaps appear on the sub-themes “Social innovations for water supply strategies
& urban farming” and “Eco-villages”, and the interest of the participating stakeholders is high in all the
proposed sub-themes, the “Social farming” sub-theme getting the highest rate. Additional training
needs have been raised by some of the participants on the topic of behaviour change: support in
changing behaviour and production methods; how people can implement (financial ese
innovations compared to their current habits (often less expensive).

Mazovia (PL) < \|

Interest:
» Sustainable business models &
» Food sharing platforms O

» Eco-Villages

Know-How:
» Waste and energy management systems O
» Sustainable business models Q
» Food sharing platforms ’

Northern Sweden (SE)

Stakeholders have low know-how and 3\0@ interest in this topic.
Strumica (MK) A

The situation is similar as f est’of the sub-sectors, where most the stakeholders do not have the
highest know-how on th i novation issues, yet they are particularly interested in the eco-
villages, food sharing platf and sustainable business models.

medium d to other work streams. The highest interest was shown in the sub-topic of “Waste
and dnagement systems” as well as in “Sustainable business models”. Additionally, “Social

Upper Austria@
The over f Upper Austrian survey participants in social innovations in rural bioeconomies
MP

Farmi is a topic which is also relevant to most of the participants. “Social innovations for water
stpply Strategies & urban farming” was also rated with comparably high interest, especially compared
tot w know-how self-evaluation. A cross-regional capacity-building activity on this topic might be
the most beneficial to Upper Austrian stakeholders, also because Austria in general experienced high-
temperature summers and the beginning of water shortages in some areas.

Know-how is mainly existent in food sharing platforms, which makes sense since most of the survey
participants of Upper Austria have a background in food-related fields. In addition, the participants
could contribute with their knowledge in regards to sustainable business models and partly in waste
and energy management systems. The least know-how was evaluated for “Eco-villages”, but since the
interest shown in this sub-topic is also rather low it might not be a relevant topic in Upper Austria.
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Community of Practice (CoP)

The Community of Practice show medium interest in work stream 6 “practices of social innovation in
rural bioeconomies”, except for the topics of “Sustainable business models” and “Policies in context of
social innovation” with a medium-high interest rate. In accordance, the rating of the know-how of the
CoP in these matters was medium-low, except for “Food sharing platforms”, which was rated with
medium-high.
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3.3.7 Work stream 6: Effective and innovative governance of regional bio-based
systems (incl. public support schemes).

The development and implementation of bio-based systems has the potential to create significant
environmental, economic, and social benefits for regions, including reducing dependence on fossil
fuels, decreasing greenhouse gas emissions, and creating new job opportunities in the bio-based
sector. However, in many cases, regions lack the capacity to effectively govern and support the
development of these systems, particularly in regard to public support schemes, which often lack
innovation and fail to fully realize the potential benefits of bio-based systems.

The goal of this capacity training is to bridge this gap by providing the necessary knowledge, skills, and
tools for effective and innovative governance of regional bio-based systems. This training will fécus on
understanding the governance challenges associated with bio-based systems, and learhind bgst
practices for addressing these challenges, including the use of innovative policy instrur% the
effective management of public support schemes. By developing a pool of experts equipged With these
skills, regions will be better able to promote sustainable development of bio-ba systems while
minimizing negative impacts and maximizing benefits. Table 12 contains an overview of the sub-topics
for the trainings in work stream 6 in which the experts can share their knowl&m

Table 12: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest in the oplts of work
stream 6 “Effective and innovative governance of regional bio-b ems‘ on a scale of
1-5 with the total number of votes from all participants. A

Training topics of work stream 6 1 &) 5 1 2 3 4 5

Participatory governance methods 15(20 (218 (11| 7 | 7 |13 |17 |14 | 21

Relevant policies and public support schemes ,\16 /22111 8|5 |7 |21|20]|27

o~

Communication strategies and techniques 8 |17 |27 |13 | 7 1 (13 (20|18 | 21

~w
Sustainable developments and LCA \Q || 17|27 ]13] 5 2 ]2 16]25]30

4
Open innovation in bio-based systems 18|17 |20(10| 6 | 2 | 4 |12 | 26 | 26

¥
Market analysis and busines@d;[s 1621|1910 8|47 [12]18]34

Compared to other work %Mvcovered in the training programme the governance of regional bio-
based systems is of gmediunminterest overall, with an average number of participants of participants
that rated the inte out of 5 of 26.5. The cross-regional evaluation shows that a training need
in the sub-topi f,“Open innovation in bio-based systems”, “Market analysis and business models”
as well as “S inable developments and LCA” can be found in all project regions and the project
CoP. Sinc analysis and business models” has the highest rated interest but a comparably
low kno intensive training session with cross-regional knowledge exchange and additional
regio ivities will have the highest benefit for all regions. Stakeholders from Mazovia (PL) and

L% stria (AT) have experience in conducting market analyses and developing business models.

IMorden to meet the individual needs of each region for the market analysis and business models,
regl break-out sessions to jointly draft a business model or analyse the market of a region-relevant
biomass are planned.

For “open innovation in bio-based systems”, some of the CoP regions have high experience and
knowledge and could greatly support the region in the trainings, as the overall know-how of the regions
is intermediate. One CoP stated experience with private investments in the bio-based economy, which
is a highly relevant expertise for the capacity-building activities in “open innovation in bio-based
systems” as well as for the “market analysis and business models”.
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Furthermore, there are a few selected stakeholders that have medium-high knowledge in “sustainable
developments and LCA”. Participants benefit from cross-regional activities as well as on a regional
basis, as methods of best practice examples in sustainable developments could provide the necessary
input for region-specific LCA breakout sessions. In order to ensure that the need of a training in this
sub-topic is met, a targeted invitation of experts, apart from the survey participants, from all regions
should be ensured. Further expertise can be brought in with the Community of Practice. With a joint
approach and practical examples (e.g., open discussion round about best practices and how they
tackled challenges of sustainable development), the regions can benefit from the training in this sub-
topic.

Since policies and public support schemes are highly region-specific, a cross-regional approach would
only make sense if the knowledge exchange is based on EU-level policies. For this, extern
can be targeted and invited to the training sessions. Otherwise, regional breakout—sessioK i
ot
s

policy makers would provide a more region- and biomass-specific information exchange
outlining which steps could be taken to understand and apply the local policies. Fo %
combination with “Communication strategies and techniques” and “participatory goyern

topic a
methods”
could also prove to be fruitful for a training, as policymakers are one of the essential StakeRolder groups
in these topics and the training sessions provide a platform for discussions bgtween the policymakers
and other stakeholder groups.

Cross-regional rating of identified hurdles of regional bioe eployment

Within the frame of the questionnaire, the participants were aske@,to cheose the biggest barriers of the
deployment of bio-based systems in their regions. Table 1
been selected by all participants. It was eligible to choos

a

Finance for demo-projects /\‘ 57

Collaboration with end-users 47

Lack of adequate legislation /* A 38

Supply of feedstock of right quality 28

Lack of infrastructure foMﬂ?ﬂSék supply 35
All regions identi @Hﬁimously “Lack of finance for demo-projects” as the greatest hurdle.
Additionally, o h&CoP regions pointed out that there is a need in a training for investors about
the financialgg tigl§ of bio-based economy. This coincides with the aforementioned hurdle. With a

cross-regid ell as cross-sectoral training for investors and other stakeholder groups, essential
informati ansbe shared, which is on the one side the importance and rentability of the bio-based

soluti on the other side the financial feasibility and possibilities of such solutions.
th
Austiia’(

big barrier identified in Andalusa (ES), Northern Sweden (SE), Strumica (MK) and Upper

AT) is the lack of adequate legislation and the respective information flow from the side of
policy makers. Also here, a workshop that includes on one hand policy makers and key-note speakers
that have a good understanding of legislation in bioeconomy and on the other hand applicants of those
legislations to identify targeted challenges where the legislation needs improvement would be most
beneficial to the participants.

Further hurdles that were identified as relevant in some regions (Andalusia, Mazovia, Strumica and the
North Atlantic Arc) are collaboration with end-users and the lack of infrastructure for sufficient feedstock
supply. An approach with a variety of best practice examples from other regions or the Community of
Practice and concluding cross-regional exchange on how these best practice examples were
implemented in the regions would help the participants to tackle those barriers.
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Individual rating of interests and knowledge in work stream 6 of each SCALE-UP region
and identification of hurdles of bioeconomy deployment in the region

The following sections include the major outcomes of each regional knowledge/interest rating for work
stream 6. The detailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional information packages
provided in future project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of the Community of
Practice for work stream 6 is provided at the end of the section.

Andalusia (ES)
The following needs were detected in the issues raised:
» “Market analysis and business models”
» “Open innovation in bio-based systems”
These topics have a high level of interest for all participants and an intermediate level ef knowledge.

As for the biggest barriers to the regional deployment of the bioeconomy, those related t laboration
(both financial for demo projects and with end users) and those related to,theNack/of adequate

legislation have been identified. &
French Atlantic Arc (FR) O

Main knowledge gaps appear to be on “Participatory governance ” and “Market analysis and
business models”, and the stakeholders look very interested jasthe Werk stream, particularly on the
“Relevant policies”, “Sustainable developments” and “Market @ 5is” sub-themes.

Among the main hurdles identified for the regional bioeg® deployment, the lack of infrastructure
for feedstock supply is the most highly rated by the stakeélolders. A comment was also related to the
cost of bio-based solutions that are often more expensiVe than conventional solutions (and so,
affordable only for one part of the population). ’

Mazovia (PL)
High interest: \
» Open innovation in bio-b stems

» Market analysis and b ss models

High knowledge: %
» Participatory ernance methods
> Market& business models
e

barrier for regional bioeconomy deployment participants voted “Finance for
s”. The other important were problems with “Collaboration with end-users” and

]

frastructure for feedstock supply”.

thetn Sweden (SE)

Policy development on an EU level connected to forest management practices and the use of biomass
are of great concern and will have a huge impact on the forest bioeconomy. Emerging biorefinery
technologies are dependent on policy support (political and economic). Stakeholders also show interest
in Sustainable development and Open Innovation biobased systems.

Understanding that landownership and use rights in bio-based systems must be understood and
respected. And that the importance of the products and services that come from bio-based systems
are poorly understood by many people living in cities.
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Hurdles identified in Northern Sweden:
» Lack of finance for demo projects

» Lack of adequate legislation

Strumica (MK)

There is vaguely established governance of regional bio-based systems, as the responses from the
guestionnaire speaks for the on-site happenings. The know-how in Strumica is lagging behind more
developed countries, especially in open innovation in bio-based systems and market analysis and
business models in agricultural bio-based value chains. Nonetheless, they are highly integésted to
widen the approaches and understanding in those pillars, as well as the participator& e
methods.

region are:

» Finance for demo-projects &
» Collaboration with end-users

» Lack of adequate legislation O

>

Upper Austria (AT)
Compared to other work streams, Upper Austrian partic@ave shown less interest in the topics of
Governance of regional bio-based systems. One reason coifd be that a majority of the Upper Austrian
participants have a background in academia, re arciand education and the proposed sub-themes
of work stream 6 are not necessarily releva them. Nonetheless, the participants show higher
interest in “Sustainable developments compared to other sub-topics. “Participatory
governance methods” is the sub-the itiNthe lowest rated interest. For the cross-regional
knowledge-transfer a section for “Oper'\ jon in bio-based systems” would be the most profitable,
a

The biggest identified barriers for regional bioeconomy deployment, thus better gove@n trumica

Supply of feedstock of right quality

since the Upper Austrian participants e knowledge and higher interest in this regard.

knowledge-rating. For the ¢ ity;building activities, the participants can contribute with their
experience in “Communi
models”.

In addition to the satlon, the participants identified the biggest barriers that are in the way of
N

As for the self-evaluation on @ -how, Upper Austrian participants show a high variation in

egies and techniques” as well as “Market analysis and business

the bioeconomy ent in Upper Austria. Similar to other regions “Finance for demo-projects”
and “lack of a e legislation” were rated as the biggest challenges to overcome in Upper Austria.

Commun Qractice (CoP)

The icipating CoP showed very high interest in all sub-topics of regional bio-based systems.
ecidlly, “Sustainable developments and LCA”, “Open innovation in bio-based systems” and “Market
na

A and business models” are particularly relevant. Most of the CoP not only show high interest
in aforementioned topics but have quite high experience and knowledge as well. In addition, a CoP
from Germany has experience with private investments in the bio-based economy, which could
contribute greatly to the project regions interests in “Open innovation in bio-based systems” and
“Market analysis and business models”. Furthermore, the German CoP stated a need in training
investors about the potentials of the bio-based economy. This need coincides with the region’s highest
rated barrier for the regional bio-economy deployment, that is a lack of finance for demo-projects.
Additionally, to the knowledge/interest-rating, two of the CoP regions stated, that they would be willing
to share their experiences and knowledge in this work stream within the frame of the training
programme.
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3.3.8 Work stream 7: Strategies to address social, ecological and economic
trade-offs in regional bioeconomy development.

Regional bioeconomy developments are embedded in existing structures. Implementing new
bioeconomy concepts regionally might lead to social, ecological and/or economic trade-offs. It is
obvious that the achievement of specific bioeconomy goals must not be at the expense of other goals.
Under this work stream, we want to identify related challenges in the six SCALE-UP regions and
discuss how trade-offs between competing interests of different stakeholders on ecosystem
management or use can be effectively addressed by local communities. Focus areas include
landownership in the context of the bioeconomy, sustainable use of biomass residues, increased
demand and competition for biomass inputs, food security, and environmental sustainability of regional
bioeconomies. Table 14 shows the sub-topics to be covered in the training sessions of workgtrgam 7
and the cross-regional rating of the know-how and interests of the survey participants.

Table 14: Cross-regional rating of the know-how and interest in the sub-topic rk’$tream
7 “Strategies to address trade-offs in regional bioeconomy development® onfa scale®of 1-5
with the total number of votes from all participants. Vs
Training topics of work stream 7 1 2 3 4 \U 2 3 4 5
Landownership in the context of bioeconomy 22 26|11 | 2 | 5|5 17|12 |20 |11
Competition for biomass 19 | 17 ﬁ ‘6 6 | 6 |15 26|15
Food security (not enough land for food) 112024 | 8 | 6 | 4 | 6 |15| 19| 24
Ecological boundaries of regional 9 /24V25 8| 914 | 4 |15|23 |24
bioeconomies l\
Sustainable use of biomass residues 11 (19|19 |11 | 8| 4 | 2 |16 |31 | 24

low interest in the sub-topics o rk stfeam 7. One reason could be, that the topics are not of
immediate relevance to the i , since the represented stakeholder groups mostly do not
concern themselves directl strategic work in their daily business. Nonetheless, there are a few
sub-topics that have a hi rating and medium-low knowledge, for which a capacity-building
activity would provide the est benefit.

N
With an average participant number wi Wrest of 19.6 in strategies to address social, ecological,
and economic trade-offs in regional gi my development, the participants showed comparably
ICIp

Both “Food securit nough land for food)” (high priority of 3 out of 6 regions) and “Ecological

boundaries of regionalbioeconomies” (high priority of 4 out of 6 regions) had the highest rate of interest,
followed by “c tition for biomass”. In all of the three sub-topics the cross-regional evaluation
showed th ns have medium-low knowledge, with the highest rated knowledge coming from
Andalusi Strumica (MK), Mazovia (PL) and Upper Austria (AT). Additionally, for “ecological
boundai gional bioeconomies”, one of the CoP regions can contribute with their experiences.
Sin petition for biomass and food security are concomitant, region/biomass specific workshops
v\@ ential combination of those two sub-topics would have the benefit of a cross-sectoral
ap :

With this out-of-the-box method, new ways of tackling occurring hurdles in these topics could
be derived from.

Furthermore, for ecological boundaries of regional bioeconomies a biomass-specific approach instead
of a region-focussed one might have more value since ecological boundaries are highly biomass-
dependent. With biomass-themed and cross-regional breakout sessions, the participants can learn
about the boundaries of their biomass, get to know best practice examples from other countries and
cover individual needs with panel discussions about pushing the ecological boundaries to get the
highest exploitation rate of the biomass use. Moreover, the outcomes of the trainings from previous
work streams related to biomass can provide more information for the participants and their needs.
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Strategies to address the sustainable use of biomass residues were overall also interesting for the
participants, with fewer votes than the aforementioned topics. For this sub-topic an open panel
discussion on what is regarded as sustainable and what the biomass residues could be used for, seems
like the best option to unite the interests of the participants. With a key-note speaker from the
stakeholder group “Governments and policy makers”, barriers of biomass residue use can be
addressed and discussed.

Since all regions have identified at least two key knowledge holders that can contribute with their
experiences in work stream 7, biomass-themed breakout sessions could facilitate the cross-regional
exchange with experts in the participant’s individual value chain and provide biomass-related best
practice examples.

Individual rating of interests and knowledge in work stream 7 of each SCALE- eg

The following sections include the major outcomes of each regional knowledge/inte, Ng or work
stream 7. The detailed evaluation of each region will be included in the regional inferma packages

provided in future project activities. Furthermore, a summary of the outcomes of ommunity of
Practice for work stream 7 is provided at the end of the section.

Andalusia (ES)

For work stream 7 “Strategies to address social, ecological and e trade-offs in regional

bioeconomy development”, the most interesting topics for Andalusia ipants are “Sustainable use

of biomass residues “(78% of participants have a high or very e t) and “Ecological boundaries
)

of regional bioeconomies” (56% of participants have a high high interest). The issue of food

security is also of some interest to the participants.
In terms of know-how, participants are very polarised. I@ral, the knowledge on “Landownership

in the context of bioeconomy” and “Competition for biomass” is low for all participants from the
Andalusian region except for companies related tothe ﬁricultural sector of the value chain that present
a more extended knowledge on “Sustainable biomass residues” and “Ecological boundaries of

regional bioeconomies” for example. @

French Atlantic Arc (FR)
Important knowledge gaps an ro%akeholder interest appear also in this work stream. The sub-
ly

topics “Competition for bi s’y “Food security” and “Ecological boundaries of regional
bioeconomies” seem partj vant for the stakeholders.

Among hurdles mentioned By, the participants, the economic issue was again raised, and a training on

collaborative econ as suggested by one participant.

Stakeholders ¢ tribute with their knowledge on circular (bio)economy and by sharing good

practices arg e penefits of crop rotation with different crop families (agronomic and productivity
U

interest), a % ch the hemp is a good example. A stakeholder mentioned his experience in a 2-3

hectares gctiVe vegetable garden on the outskirts of Nantes (La Couteliere) which is the result of a
citizeéo

Ma a (PL)

Interest:

» Competition for biomass

» Food security (not enough land for food)
Know-How:

» Ecological boundaries of regional bioeconomies

» Sustainable use of biomass residues
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Northern Sweden (SE)

No specific trends or areas of interest can be observed from the stakeholders in the region of Northern
Sweden.

Strumica (MK)

The work stream related to the strategies that are addressing social, ecological, and economic trade-
offs in regional bioeconomy development might be envisaged as complex topic focusing on many
cross-cutting sectors. Therefore, trainings are of high interest for the stakeholders in Strumica region
with an emphasis on the sustainable use of biomass residues and ecological boundaries of gegional
bioeconomies.

There is rather limited, yet valuable know-how on the landownership and biomass c&eti on
regional level, that remains to be shared during the training programmes. \

Upper Austria (AT) &r

There is a high variance in the interest of the topics given for work strea — Sirategies to address
social, ecological and economic trade-offs in regional bioeconomy develt. There is no particular
topic with very high or very low interest, but the sustainable use ofN\bleméss residues as well as
determining ecological boundaries of regional bioeconomies were r quite interesting by most of
the participants. Surprisingly, food security was rated with ipiermediate interest, even though the
competition of land for biomass vs. for food/agriculture wo ectly influence the Upper Austrian
stakeholder groups that have participated in the survey, deripg that their background is mostly in
food-related fields. Lastly, the competition for biomass i bioeconomies is not relevant to Upper
Austrian stakeholders, as the know-how as well as the int are rather low.

practice examples as well as intermediate kn e about how to secure food availability as well as

In regard to the know-how of the region, the Upp Ausffian participants can contribute with a few best
the sustainable use of biomass residues. $

Community of Practice (CoP) \

The sub-topics of the last worl¢ st covered in the training programme regarding strategies to
address social, ecological an onomic trade-offs in regional bioeconomy development, garnered
rather high interest of t artigipating CoP. Particularly interesting are a strategy to address
“competition of biomass”, address the issue of not having enough land for food while using it
for other biomass (F, secwrity) as well as the sustainable use of biomass residues. These topics

were also interesti st of the other regions — the know-how rated by the CoP for those topics
was medium-low.” Qne,CoP rated their knowledge in ecological boundaries of regional bioeconomies
at

as high and ?:s

, that they would contribute in this regard to the training programme.
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3.3.9 Preferred training methods

In order to determine which formats are the most beneficial to the stakeholders, the survey participants
were asked to vote for their preferred way of participating in the online training. Table 15 gives an
overview of the available options and the respective votes of all participants. Additionally, different
methods were highlighted in the context of the questionnaire evaluation in the previous chapters.

Table 15: Cross-regional voting on preferred training method.

Video of visit to best practice company 44 (/
64

Live presentations with experience/best practice examples

Online workshop with breakout sessions r\ v
4
14

Online world café & discussion groups

v
The highest number of votes was given to the options of live presentations™® Xriences and/or best
practice examples. This format is the most beneficial for cross-regiona @ m sessions, as all the
regions can benefit from the input of the presentations. To address individeal needs of the regions,

wn ideas. One idea that was
ce a cross-regional session with
y¥be implemented on a regional level.
goperate a live workshop into the online
on site.

In addition to the given options, the participants could incl
mentioned, is a physical meeting instead of an online traini
more than 6 regions would not be feasible, this option cgtld

The project partners are free to choose if they would likeNg
training sessions to conduct the regional breakout sessions

3.4 Additional activities withi aining programme

In the previous chapter, the outcomes needs analysis questionnaire on a regional level as well
as cross-regionally were discussed t tential contents of the training programme elucidated.
Besides the capacity-building events that based on the needs identified with the questionnaire, the
SCALE-UP training programme?in s further activities for the participants to establish a better
understanding of bioeconom e _subsequent sections include two additional activities that are

conducted within the fram ining.

3.4.1 Videos of site

The survey wasgls ot only to determine the level of knowledge and the needs in the regions in the
field of the bio opvy, but also to ask for best practice examples in the individual work streams.
These exa be presented in the training programme and will also serve as a basis for

Isits/Best practice examples

vitleos should be requested and collected by the project partners for this purpose. These videos can
the either shown directly in the trainings or they will be made available centrally on the homepage.
The demo video should be either in English or with English subtitles to tackle the language barrier.

S% e is no direct capacity to shoot those videos within the framework of the programme, existing

If no information video of a best practice example is available, the regional partners are free to find the
resources to create a short video of the innovations of their regions for the training programme
outcomes. Ideas for the video contents are listed below in table 16. If the project partners and/or
stakeholders are not able to create a short film, the best practice example will be made available via a
short presentation or written article. It is planned that part of the site visits and international study tour
that are conducted within the training programme (see chapter 3.4.2) will also be filmed and a short
video created, in order to provide input for those who are unable to attend the tours.
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Table 16: Ideas for video contents of best practice examples

Introduction of the company and the best practise example

Presentation of the innovation (e.g., what is new, what were challenges during
implementation, how were they tackled?)

References to bioeconomy

Anchoring in the region

3.4.2 International study tour and site visits Q
er

The 21 planned capacity-building activities are completed by two site visits and onefint tonal study
tour in the project regions. These visits are intended to give an even more detailed ipSight into the
activities carried out in the regions. They should help pinpoint specific regiopél needs, capacities and
priorities and build the stakeholders’ and innovators’ capacity to undersiand rket dynamics and
identify business opportunities as well as potential barriers for commg sation (e.g., regulatory
and direct contact to other

?!

schemes, social acceptance issues) through physical discussions, t
regions. Knowledge holders from each platform will be involve ing experiences and good
practices that can be taken up in other regions. They will show best practice examples in specific value
chains and point out possibilities and obstacles pushing bioecghomy in their region. If possible, the site
visits and the study tour should be related to the work stre % the survey for every work stream
and every region various best practise examples were ag ed which can be visited. This will allow
for the new knowledge, experience and network connet generated through these activities to
remain in the region for their further exploitation and expansion beyond the project’s lifetime. Therefore,
we build up capacity in the field of the bioeconomycovéring a wide range of topics but will also facilitate
cooperation between participants to jointl reate business models. Table 17 shows the
chronological time frame of the planned visi

Table 17: Overview of planned site\\& international study tour

Site visit  Autumn 23 v North Agricultural residues and raw materials from
ES Macedonia forest biomass (NM) or sawdust, bark,
ORNBF

Pa R or Sweden logging residues (S)

Internatio  Spring 24

nal study side streams and waste from food industry or
tour TMG Austria forestry residues

Site vis WJmn 24 North Agricultural residues and raw materials from

SDEWES Macedonia forest biomass (NM) or sawdust, bark,

N \ or BFR or Sweden  logging residues (S)
TM schedule of the site visits and international study tour still need some coordination to fix the

exact date and region. The site visits will last one day, during which the project team will look at different
best practice examples from a region together with the regional and international stakeholders. A
guided tour through the companies and a description of the best practice examples will give an
overview of the activities and innovations through the best practice for the market and the region.
Table 18 shows an overview of the planned activities of the site visits.

D3.1 Training Programme 50



Table 18: Planned activities of the site visits

1 A guided tour through the best practice companies

2 Description of the best practice examples

3 Demonstrating the added value for the region

4  Stakeholder input from the regions for the visited
projects

The international study tour will be conducted across countries. The starting point is the capital er
Austria, Linz, which is easily accessible within Europe by air and train. Participatiomyn annual
international conference "Future Forum" is a good introduction to the topic of rNabllity and
bioeconomy. The expert talks are translated synchronously into English for all @ams. In the
following two days, we will visit interesting initiatives, projects, research institugions ompanies in
the north of Upper Austria, as well as in the Czech Republic and Germa&]ich are developing
innovations in the field of bioeconomy. The region is home to numerqu alb and medium-sized
enterprises in the food sector as well as intensive forestry due to the o Forest. Innovations in
both value chains are therefore very pronounced here. Table 19 shows ‘aaOverview of the planned
activities of the international study tour.

Table 19: Planned activities of the international study ton

Day 1 Participation in the Future Forum of Upwr ,Nstria: Conference on Sustainability,
Sector Food or Sustainability \

Day 2 A guided tour through two best practice companies or research institutes situated in
the north of Upper Austria and in the Czech Republic covering two different value
chains (e.g., side streams and waste from food industry or forestry residues)

Day 3 Visiting a best practise\N%y in Germany

Within work package 2 of the ptgjeCt a stakeholder database was created, which covers regional actors
relevant to the individual ins explored in SCALE-UP, but also societal actors that are
interested in shaping (bio rural development pathways in the region. These stakeholders will
be invited to participate in site visits as well as the international study tour directly by email or
personal contact vi spective project partner. Approximately three stakeholder per region are
able to take par of these activities. The travel expanses of these stakeholders are covered by
the project (70 el person per trip). This ensures that people from different company groups can
participatef the s without having to consider travel costs. Additionally, members of the CoP are
invited t % ate in the 2 site visits activities and the international study tour.

O
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4 Implementation Guidelines

With the structure, time frame and needs and therefore the potential contents of the training programme
covered in the last chapters, the last chapter is addressed to the project partners for the facilitation of
the capacity-building events. In general, the implementation guidelines include recommendations on
different tools and methods that can be used in the trainings as well as different moderation techniques
for the breakout sessions. Furthermore, a detailed guideline for the preparation time before the
trainings is included. The last section includes options on overcoming the language barrier of the cross-
regional trainings as well as a guideline on how the capacity-building activities should be evaluated.
With the outcomes and the evaluation of the first trainings, the implementation guideline will be adapted
in order to improve the subsequent trainings.

4.1 Potential online platforms

Each facilitator can decide which online video conference tool or platform sh &Jsed. The
facilitators are different for each work stream and in consequence the technical \supepvision of the

training might also change from work stream to work stream. Within one wqiK streafft, however, the
tool should remain the same. It is important that the facilitators are familiar withththe online tools used.
Table 20 lists the minimum requirements of the platforms that the onlingftoOlmust be able to offer in
any case. If feasible it is recommended, that the same platform will b & roughout the trainings,
in order to avoid confusion on the participant’s side.

Table 20: Platform requirements r\
Chat function b v v v
« £
Possibility to have breakout sessions v v v v
Share screen O\ v v v v
Work with external boards and tools (Concept- v v v v

board, Mural, Mentimeter, etc)

<
4.2 Preparator, pe% d before the trainings

To guarantee a suyc
need to be cafsije

raining, the preparation phase is essential. There are several aspects that

réd and arranged before the training sessions start. This chapter includes

recommendatig hat and how the capacity-building events can be prepared by the work stream

facilitatorss i@ st section includes a detailed plan which work steps should be finished at what point

of time befgréthe session, the second gives an overview on how and when to prepare online materials,

suc pt boards, and the last section covers methods on how to keep the participants engaged
| trainings and how to prepare oneself to apply these methods.

in the

4.2.1 Preparation timeline for the capacity-building activities

Online workshops and seminars need more structure and facilitation than their offline counterparts. It
is much more difficult to get people on board and, above all, to keep them motivated over a longer
period of time. Therefore, the goals of the workshop need to be fixed right at the beginning and
communicated well to the participants. This gives the participants orientation and helps them to
mentally tune in and prepare. It is best to communicate the goal in the invitation and again at the
beginning of the workshop.
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The following questions can help you define your goals:
1. What do you want the participants to take away from the workshop?
2. What do you want the participants to know after the workshop?
3. What results do you want the workshop to deliver?

These goal definitions for each work stream are extracted from the needs analysis and have already
been outlined in the evaluation of the survey. They must now be worked out for each individual training
module in order to determine the content of the training sessions.

Digital training needs to be well structured and planned in detail. Tables 20, 21 and 22 give a detailed
overview of the individual steps needed to plan the work streams and the individual sessions ji
stream and gives a recommendation on when the steps should be done. We recomm
planning for digital workshops, both for the agenda and the timing for each slot or agen

Table 21: Work steps before the work stream sessions starts. ( ‘\

Save the date All stakeholders and survey participants should 4 M@ M TMG, all regional
be reminded of the training programme. This partner
invitation letter should be accompanied by a
calendar entry that automatically enters the
dates of the training sessions in the calenddrs.

Decide on Based on the results of the survey and the 4 Months facilitator of the
focus topics  summary in D3.1. the selection of topics within WS
within the the WS can be made on which to focus the
work stream  training.
Contact With the help of the list from rvey, 3-4 Months  facilitator of the
knowledge knowledge holders can tified who can WS, regional
holder for give input to the trainiAgs#The Tacilitators select partner,
presentations the relevant perso X tact the project knowledge holder
partners from the re ive regions where the
knowledge holéle e from. The project
partners th tact the knowledge holder and

establis ction to the facilitator.
Facilita sses with knowledge holder their

co utionyto the training (presentation,

" n,...)
&

Topics g Mhe breakout sessions, the regional partners 3 Months facilitator of the

breako can address topics that are specific to them and WS, regional
se discuss them with the participants. The partners
facilitators and the regional partners should

decide beforehand the specific topics of the

breakout sessions. These topics may differ from

region to region.

Presentation  The facilitator together with the knowledge 2 Months facilitator of the
fixed holders: it is decided which presentations will be WS
given.
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Creative Based on the topics of the presentations, the 1 Month facilitator of the
methods creative methods in the individual training WS

sessions are decided and the corresponding

additional material is selected and adapted for

the training, the work stream, and the

participants.

PPT slides The facilitators request the PPT from the 1 Month facilitator of the
knowledge holders who give a presentation in WS
the trainings. The slides are in English. These
slides will be sent to all PP to be translated in
the local languages.

Agenda Agenda is fixed. 1 Month facil&)w
w
A

Invitation A general invitation text is written. 1 Month facilitator of the
letter WS
Invitation The invitation will be adapted to the work stream 1 Mo \ facilitator of the

and the content of the training. The invitation will WS, regional

be written in English and sent to all PPs. The partner

PPs will translate the invitation letter into the
local language.
N

Online Decide which online tool you use and create a 1 Month facilitator of the
training tool  link. WS
Create a Create a registration link for all particiw 1 Month facilitator of the
registration which can be included in the invitation email. WS
link for all The participants can register there. So that the
participants  number of participants is kn fore the

event. J/
Invite The invitation letter will be disseminated: 1 Month regional partners
stakeholder - per mail to all stakeholder

- social media and newsletter

- face-to-face talks/phone calls with important

stakeholder
Creative Prepar%’h‘f&r the discussions using 1 Month facilitator of the
methods creative hods. Use the material prepared for WS

e plazpse
Create The presentation should include a short 1-2 weeks facilitator of the
overview overview about SCALE-UP, an overview about WS
presentations the work stream and the addressed topics within
(Welcome, the work stream.
introduction
and closing)
VMUp Create or choose warm up method and design it 1-2 weeks facilitator of the
methods with Mentimeter or PPT. WS

Evaluation of Prepare the template for the evaluation of the 1-2 weeks BTG
the training training programme.
session
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Table 22: Work steps before each training sessions starts.

Work step Time before Partner involved
training start

Contact Keep in touch with knowledge holders who are facilitator of the
knowledge giving a presentation. Send them the agenda WS, knowledge
holder and the link to the training. 1 week holder

Close the registration and list all participants

according to their region. Send the list with the facilitator of the
Registration  participants from the regions to the PP. 3 days WS

The PP sends out the translated PPT to the w
Translated participants in their region. Include also the link
PPT slides to join the training. 1 week rec.;NaI rtner
Create
breakout Create breakout sessions for the regional facilitator of the
sessions workshops (6 rooms). 2 days WS
Presentation Summarize all presentations and structure all S facilitator of the
and agenda according to the agenda, final control 2‘ WS
Al translation Include the Al translation tool into your training facilitator of the
tool session same day WS

‘ ’ facilitator of the
WS, regional
partner,
Training conduct training . same day knowledge holder
L 4

Table 23: Work steps after the training

Work step

Time before
training start

Scope

Partner
involved

facilitator of

the WS,

Lessons Summ essons learned for the regional
learned up(mlin ining and the next sessions same/nextday  partner

The results will be summarised in a short report

with the main conclusions and

recommendations as to use for the training

courses that will be conducted later in the
Evaluation project and after the project period in the
outcome regions. following week BTG

PO)
4.2: reparation of concept boards/collaboration tools

In the breakout sessions, online white boards will be used to support the discussion and to better
explain the moderation techniques. Mural, Miro or concept board can be recommended here
(Table 24). For the various creative moderation tools, there are ready-made boards in the
programmes that can be used and adapted to the needs and questions of the sessions.
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Table 24: Key functions of white boards.

Key functions Concept board Miro Mural
Functions: Post Its, v v v
Texts , Figures, ...

Upload files v v Only 1
Possibility to comment v v 4
Grouping & arranging v v v
Guest access, follow v v &V
me function N
Breakout sessions v

Chat full version NSy
Number of boards unlimited 3 A 5
Map v v A\J v
Template library ok ok big

&,

4.2.3 Preparation of stakeholder engagement m;hods

Online workshops are always a big challenge, fog the preparation, to keep the attention span at all
participants high. A well-designed online wor helps to build knowledge, generate ideas and
solutions and strengthen trust. Becausefit's results that count in a workshop, asynchronous
communication and collaboration tools y factors for any successful online workshop. The key to

achieving high levels of engagementi\ teractive, varied and tailored to your team (Table 25).
to

Table 25: Challenges that negé vercome in virtual online trainings.

Challenges Overcome Methods
Participation Flsure equal participation and Camera on, warm up, icebreaker
involvement of all participants. methods, check in methods,
expectations of participants, reflexion
P and feedback, check out.
Creativity Stimulation of creativity through Breakout sessions with creative
the generation of ad-hoc moderation techniques.
interventions.
@\ Creating the right mix of Presentations and breakout sessions
flexibility and structure. with discussions, preparation of
templates (white boards).
Activate Activating participants for Creative moderation techniques, white
activities can often be boards, discussions.
challenging.
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Start with a CHECK-IN:

The Check In method is a way to start meetings or workshops mentally. Each participant is given the
time to arrive at the training. A good check-in allows all participants to adjust to the work ahead and at
the same time relaxes the atmosphere in the group. It can also be used to remind participants what
the aim of the event is and what everyone can contribute. A question or small activity is posed that is
solved together before starting with the content, objectives, and topics. Usually, creative questions are
used at the check-in, which interactively involve the participants, stimulate their creativity, and
contribute to getting to know each other personally.

Check in keeps participants mentally present:

» A check-in promotes common understanding

» Check-in gives each participant a voice &

» The check-in method strengthens trust among each other \
There are several ways to prepare a check in for each session: C)

» Check in Daresay: https://checkin.daresay.io/ &

» Tscheck: www.tscheck.in
» Digital workplace: https://thedigitalworkplace.com/checkin/ O

4.3 Moderation techniques O

In order to facilitate the capacity-building events, the rebreakout sessions in particular, and to
keep the participants engaged in the activities, several maderation techniques can be applied. This
chapter shows on the one hand general information about the organisation of the capacity-building
events and on the other hand different moderationtechniques which could be used for brainstorming
or generating and evaluating ideas from the ts. All techniques should be seen as suggestions,
it is not mandatory to use them.

4.3.1 Organisation of capa@ ing events

The aim of these events is

emthate among the participants the process of transferring the
contents of the different wg amps, as well as to dynamise the discussion around the topics in the
work streams. In additio will be to generate the necessary spaces and conditions for co-
creation, transparency, an en innovation with representatives such as end users, private investors,
representatives of f g programmes, accelerators, those responsible for open innovation in private
companies, etc.

A stakeholder pe
the propo

cipation strategy is foreseen from the initial phases, with the objective of enriching
¥Owledge and learning, as well as providing legitimacy, transparency, and efficiency
to the co each work streams. If deemed necessary, the capacity event may also include some
bilate s to discuss the conclusions of the meeting, to share the progress of the project and
tora e possibilities of improvement necessary for its exploitation.

Theypreparation of the capacity-building consists of 5 distinct stages, involving successive exchanges
with consortium members for decision-making during the design and coordination of the delivery of the
event.
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Stage 1: Definition of the content, and other key aspects of the capacity event in coordination with
SCALE-UP partners

The organisation of the capacity event will start from a coordination meeting with the relevant members
of the consortium, where the following key aspects will be discussed for the parameterisation and final
design of the workshop:

1.1 Content.
1.2 Date.
1.3 Geographical scope.

1.4 Workshop format: Face-to-face or online

Stage 2: Submission of draft agenda \&

The proposal for the content of the capacity event, with an agreed programme andymetRodology, will
be sent approximately one month before the event is held.

As a preliminary proposal, an event consisting of three distinct sessions@/o d.

1. The first one will consist of a presentation session of the the consortium. The
presentation will be prepared and will be previously contra alidated with SCALE-UP
partners.

2. The second session will consist of dividing the whole nce according to their interests in
different working tables to collect opinions on the different work streams.

3. The third and last part will be based on so
according to the interests of the audience.

teral meetings previously scheduled,

This structure will enable the following objectives be,achieved:

» To develop and implement a de -drven training programme, facilitating knowledge
exchange across the SCALE-UPg¢€qi nd with members of the CoP.

» To build capacity among r akeholders, enabling them to identify and promote
innovative bio-based solutjionsyan contribute to discussions on inclusive rural development
pathways.

Stage 3: Dissemination o shop

The target audien ill be end-users, private investors, funding programme representatives,
accelerators, open i on managers from private companies. The dissemination of the workshop
includes the folldwifng activities:

> Di i6n in the media

Digi mmunication

>
Co cation speakers will be identified to maximise the impact of the dissemination. In this sense,
the co t networks of SCALE-UP partners shall be used.

Stage 4: Holding of the capacity-building event

The event will be delivered by the responsible partner. There are moderators for the different working
groups, to compile conclusions, as well as to guide the different rounds of meetings.
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Stage 5: Follow-up and evaluation of the workshop.

Quantitative and qualitative measurement of the development of the event provides information that
helps to improve and strengthen subsequent phases of the project. Each of the capacity event will be
organised by a partner responsible of one work stream. Following there are descriptions of different
technigues to be used in the capacity event to maximize the interaction between the participant, the
exchange of knowledge and the participation.

4.3.2 WORLD CAFE

The World Café is a straightforward yet sophisticated technique for facilitating meaningful discussions
about significant issues in large group settings. The World Café is an excellent tool for ting
participant interaction and can promote deeper engagement with difficult or complex the .

hegings into

Conversations can be made more focused, laid-back, and interactive by breaking largegat
smaller subgroups. This creates more opportunities for everyone to speak out and tribute equally,
which promotes real sharing of experiences and information. The World Café is a creative) participatory

method best used for:
1. Knowledge exchange.

Capturing collective knowledge quickly. E O

2
3. Tackling multiple related issues.
4

Exploring diverse opinions on issues that matter. O

Methodology Q

Each World Café session is pre-planned with an overarchifig subject determined; 3-5 key questions
are then developed within the theme for debate; @nd €ach question is allocated to a single table host
(an expert or someone with a keen interest in tter).

In order to achieve this, 3-5 tables (one fopea estion) are put up in a "café" setting to foster a laid-
back and informal attitude.) To begin ipants separate into groups and select (or are given) a
table. The discussion of the subject i by a quick introduction from the host.

The host stays behind to reintro
group of participants after the &ll

question and wrap up the preceding conversation for a fresh
e has passed. The thoughts of the new participants are then
r changing what was said by the earlier group.

added to the discussion, i

This procedure is repeatedM@ntil participants have had the opportunity to discuss up to three different

guestions/issues. A ary session follows the discussion to bring it to a close. The debate is made
ion of groups from one table to another because it enables one group to

more valuable by,
expand on the% and views of the prior group on a particular subject.

Practical e@ ork stream 5 (Effective and innovative governance of regional bio-based systems)
will be u basis for the example. In this Work stream the selected topics are: "Open innovation
in bi tems"”, "Market analysis and business models” and "Participatory governance meth-
der to implement the "World Café" methodology, we must set up a table for each selected
ic, s there will be three tables. At each of these tables, the stakeholders participating in the training
me will be seated and will be guided and moderated by the WS 5 partners (there will be one
moderator per table). The sessions at each table will last about 15 minutes, after which the stakeholders

will move to the next table where the moderator will introduce the results of the previous topic and
present the next one. At the end of this second table, the same procedure is followed for the last table.

In the intermission of the session (e.g., between the second and the third table), a coffee break will take
place and then the following sessions will continue.

At the end of the World Café there will be a 20-minute reporting back for each topic.

D3.1 Training Programme 59



4.3.3 DESIGN THINKING

It is a process for producing unique ideas that focuses its efficacy on recognizing and meeting users'
actual needs. It stems from the manner in which product designers work. It is currently defined as "A
discipline that uses the sensibility and methods of designers to match people's needs with what is
technologically feasible and what a viable business strategy can turn into value for the customer as
well as a great opportunity for the market." DESIGN THINKING can be defined by the following terms
indicated in figure 6 below.

Figure 6: Depiction of the definition of design thinking

v

distinguishing characteristics:

1. Generate empathy \
Teamwork
The generation of p e

Playful

High visual@

Methodolo
The De '@king approach is divided into five stages. It is an iterative, non-linear approach
desig% ress complicated difficulties comprised of so-called wicked problems, which are difficult

Design Thinking is established throu% ess that highlights what we view to be its five

o b 0N

tod e and solve.

. JEmpathy phase: A thorough awareness of the needs of the users involved in the solution we're
producing, as well as their surroundings.

2. Definition phase: We will identify problems whose answers will be critical to achieving an
innovative outcome.

Ideation phase: The Ideation stage or phase seeks to generate a plethora of choices.
Prototyping: Making prototypes brings ideas to life and allows us to visualize potential solutions.

5. Testing phase: During the Testing phase, we will test our prototypes with users who are
involved in the development of the solution.
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Practical example: For this methodology, the example for Work stream 5 and the three selected topics
are taken once again: "Open innovation in bio-based systems", *Market analysis and business models"
and "Participatory governance methods".

First, the moderator will present the topic to be discussed to the stakeholders as a whole (example:
"Open innovation in bio-based systems™). Once presented, the first phase of Design Thinking is to em-
pathize (empathy exercise): we are going to begin to characterize our users of the training program
and their skills and knowledge in relation to the selected topic. After which, an "Empathy Map™ is going
to be elaborated (In this case we are going to answer questions about our user: what do they think
(What do they think or know about Open innovation?) and feel (Do they think they Is it useful? How is
it useful to you?), what they hear, what they see, their efforts and their results. For this, the appfication
of multiple online tools already developed for the application of this methodology will be

After the knowledge acquired in the previous stage, the definition exercise begins {synthesize the
knowledge acquired in the previous stage), what is sought is to generate a new pepspective and keep
what adds value (it can be put on an interactive whiteboard).

Idea: Creative and alternative ideas are generated. New visionary ideas are%ht from all the pro-
posals indicated by the stakeholders (they are chosen or improved amonm/r ious definitions).

Prototype: Drawing or model (sketch) that allows us to visualize the ogt ailable to us (Possible
r E

real applicable options).

Test: It aims to validate the solution and solve the needs of getaudience. We will mature the
solution in the training program (for example).

4.3.4 SIX THINKING HATS

The six thinking hats technique allows you to ap oacha subject from six different perspectives. Each
perspective can then be carefully analysed wit aving to argue or jump to conclusions about what
is "right" or "wrong". So, after trying on all si h participant will have a broad collection of ideas
to help them pick their next actions.

Each of the six thinking hats represe x ing:
» Blue Hat: "the Conducto &Alt utilized to control the thought process.

» Green Hat: "the Crea@" It focuses on the possibilities, alternatives, and new ideas of

creativity.
Red Hat: "The Hat far the Heart" It represents feelings, hunches, and intuition.

Yellow Hat ptimist's Hat" It represents brightness and optimism.
Judge'% e Judge's Hat" There are risks, obstacles, and problems.

W -, Wthe Factual Hat" It requests information that is either known or required.
Met Nfogy
X hi

Y V V V

S ing Hats is a helpful technique for approaching decision-making from several perspectives. It
allows people to be more engaged and mindfully immersed in a discussion by offering a disciplined
parallel thinking approach.

1. Brainstorm: Start brainstorming through each of the different hats.

2. Group: Examine responses for recurring topics that can be grouped.

3. Vote: Participants are asked to vote on the themes they would most like to talk about.
4

Share: Share the findings and aid the decision-making process.
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Practical example: For each of the topics, a recommended minimum of 6 stakeholders representing (if
possible) each part of the quadruple helix are brought together. For each of these topics, a group will
be formed and there will be a moderator per topic who will introduce the topic as a pre-decision exer-
cise (therefore, for WS 5 we will have 3 different groups).

Within each group, 6 teams will be formed (each group must therefore consist of at least 6 people) and
each team will have to choose one of the following colours: white, red, black, yellow, green and blue.
Depending on the chosen colour, the facilitator will give each team a hat (white, red, blue...) and an
instruction sheet according to the colour of the chosen hat.

The moderator will then present to the whole group a problematic or interesting situation to analyse.
Each team will have 15 minutes.

The moderator will then ask the members of each team (by colour of hat) to presentyin ag orderly
manner, the ideas obtained in the group, on the topic analysed. Each time a team r takes the
floor, he/she should wear the hat he/she has chosen.

Once all the teams in the group of the selected topic have spoken, conclusio ill be drawn and after
a rest period, the next topic will also be discussed, until the total of the icssghosen for WS 5 has
been completed.

4.4 How to overcome language barriers i

From experience in other EU projects, it was realised that tr @ and workshops in English, which
are often integrated into EU projects, is a hurdle for mal akehdlders and therefore participation in
cross-regional capacity-building is often low. Theseolders and their know-how are not
represented in international discussions. To ensure that noRgEnglish speakers will be able to take part
in the training programme, different simultaneous trangfation tools were tested in order to apply them
in all (cross-regional) virtual events of the E-UP training programme, providing a basis for
discussion and knowledge sharing.

Table 26 gives an overview about the differgnt trahslation tools and techniques which were tested and
analysed to use in the trainings pro .s/he quality of the translation, the price of the tools and
the covered languages differ quite a | K een the translation forms. The project partner decided to
prefer voice translation upon sulbti cause reading subtitles is very tiring and it not feasible for a
half a day training. Life translatiop?would provide the best quality for translation but is far beyond our

financial possibilities.

There is currently heavy@s’ﬁent in the development of Al-driven translation tools. The project
partners have teste ew ofsaid translation tools and decided to use Wordly in the trainings of the
first work strea %mate the practicability and will ask for feedback from the participants.
Translation pr based on Al are a quite recent development and the different tools learn after
each applicati hey increase its quality over time and use.

Table 26°

pro&

nt translation tools and forms analysed for usage within the training

Life Life interpreter  all Good quality Too cost intensive
translation  with channels
for translation

Al quality of translation
Translation is not good, many
tools Stenomatic all all languages mistakes

D3.1 Training Programme 62



Wordly Al- no English, German, Spanish,  no translation of

Powered Macedonia  French full translation, Macedonian, no
Interpretation n translation into Swedish translation from
and Polish, quality of Swedish or Polish
translation for some into other languages

languages quite good,
continuous improvement of
Al, inclusion of glossary

Kudo no no testing possible,
Macedonia very young Al, Jittle
n experience‘o .
Subtitles MS Teams all Cheap reading subtitles is
very tiring, not
Zoom all Cheap feasible for a half
day training
Webex all Cheap

advance and translated into all 6 project languages. Before t g session starts, the
presentations are sent out to all participants. Each participant e e presentation in their
respective language to ensure maximum understanding and commuhjcation.

In addition to the translation of the spoken language in the plenary, all th)ns are collected in

The virtual exchange formats will feature break-out sessiot allow for parallel discussions in
different languages. Local project partners will further in h stakeholders in their region and
ensure that their knowledge and feedback are taken e project activities. Finally, key project
outputs will be made available in local languages.

- , - - -

Ing activities

, content, presentation, and usefulness. For the
s the participants, will be approached.

4.5 Evaluation of the capacity-b

The training will be evaluated on orgasis
evaluation, work stream facilitators, as

The facilitators will be asked to fill o x plate with questions (after each session) to learn what
could be done better the next cilitators will be asked to review the organisation and the
t

appropriate level and content presentations with respect to the background and interests of the
participants. The template i guestions such as:

» How was the COOFQW between work stream facilitators?

> Please des@le organisation of the training session.

» How wo#ld yowyrate the level of knowledge needed to follow the training?
» Ho u rate the contents of the presentation?
>

t well during the training?
could have gone better? And how would you do it differently the next session?

@hat recommendations could you give following this session?

In addition, the training programme participants will be asked to fill in a short online survey (after every
session), in which they will be asked to rate the content, presentation, understandability and the
usefulness with respect to their work in their region.

The results will be summarised in a short report with the main conclusions and recommendations as
to use for the training courses that will be conducted later in the project and after the project period in
the regions.
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5 Conclusions and Outlook

The results of the needs analysis showed which specific topics should be included as potential content
of the demand-driven capacity-building activities. Furthermore, they showed that there are quite a few
similarities in the identified hurdles of each project region, but more varying needs when it comes to
the different stakeholder groups that participated the survey. The assessment clearly indicates that the
work streams that are directly related to biomass are of higher interest than other work streams that
cover strategic work, technology involved in biomass handling or politically influenced topics. This could
again be influenced by the specific stakeholder groups that have participated in the survey. Two
underlying topics that have been rated with high interest through all work streams, but with different
focuses, are the development of bio-based business models as well as different aspects of legi
regulation and policies related to biomass. To make sure that the identified priorities of t ning
participants are met, the contents of the trainings will be built around these priorities.

To ensure the sustainability of the training programme outcomes and to share the kng ge eollected
during the training with the SCALE-UP community, two measures will be taken in gubs nt project
activities. Firstly, the detailed evaluation of the regional needs analysis surveys and the information
collected therein, as well as best-practice examples and further information frgin the questionnaire will
be included in regional information packages that will be disseminated future SCALE-UP
activities. Secondly, based on the framework of the evaluation ions included in the
implementation guideline in this document, a synthesis reports that ses the lessons learned
from the knowledge exchange and capacity-building activities will cogelude the project’s training period.

With the outcomes of the needs analysis survey, the Iessonsd acluded in the synthesis report

and the identified best practice examples, the regional stake ets and members of the SCALE-UP
Community of Practice will be equipped to adopt and imp he results in future activities that may
not be directly related to the project itself. This approa ot only guarantee the sustainability of
the project, but will also facilitate the roll-out of bioecono rural areas, contributing to a resource-
efficient, and sustainable future.

D3.1 Training Programme 64



