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1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction to the project

In June 2023, the European Commission (EC) Directorate-General for Research and
Innovation (DG RTD) commissioned Ipsos to conduct research on enhancing stakeholder
involvement in the EU Bioeconomy policies. The objective was to better understand the
current stakeholder landscape and existing engagement initiatives of different stakeholders
of the EU Bioeconomy to develop recommendations to DG RTD for the enhancement of
stakeholder involvement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy (RTD/2023/SC/006).

More specifically, the objectives of this study, as defined by the study Terms of Reference,
are to:

1. Carry out mapping of stakeholders' within the EU bioeconomy sphere?

2. Carry out mapping of stakeholder engagement initiatives led by the EC, by EU
Member States, and by third parties?

3. Develop an optimum strategy for better stakeholder involvement (focusing on
effectiveness, feasibility, etc.)

This Final Report constitutes the final deliverable of this study and builds upon the written
feedback of the Draft Final Report from the Commission in February 2024 and the Interim
Report submitted in December 2023. This report presents the key deliverable of
‘recommended actions to improve stakeholder engagement in the Bioeconomy Strategy’
which have been agreed by the Commission.

The purpose of this Final Report is to consolidate the findings from the study’s activities (the
literature review, social media listening (Synthesio), the stakeholder engagement workshop,
the expert review, the case studies, and the development of actions, options and
recommendations), and to conclude the study with the final Recommended Actions for DG
RTD. These final Recommended Actions will be used by DG RTD to inform their updated
Bioeconomy Strategy.

1.2. EU Bioeconomy Policies and Strategy

The EU adopted its Bioeconomy Strategy in 2012. An updated version of the strategy was
published in 2018, providing a definition of the bioeconomy as a “multi-layered concept
referring to the use of renewable biological resources from land and sea, like crops, forests,
fish, animals and micro-organisms to produce food, materials and energy”’. The EU
Bioeconomy “encompasses all sectors and associated services and investments that

1 Stakeholders are defined in this study as “actors, public or private, operating within the bioeconomy sphere
on a level that is related to the work of DG RTD with the EU Bioeconomy Strategy”.

2 The methodology and findings of the stakeholder mapping and the stakeholder initiative mapping can be
found in Appendix 1 and 2.



produce, use, process, distribute or consume biological resources”.® This 2018 definition
does not include pharmaceutical products but does include ecosystem services.

The DG RTD is the Directorate-General (DG) managing the EU Bioeconomy Strategy and
Action Plan, working in close collaboration with other DGs, including: Internal Market,
Industry, Entrepreneurship and SMEs (DG GROW), Agriculture and Rural Development (DG
AGRI), Energy (DG ENER) and Maritime Affairs and Fisheries (DG MARE), Environment
(DG ENV), Climate Action (DG CLIMA) and the Joint Research Centre (JRC). The EU
Bioeconomy Strategy aims to deliver the following five strategic objectives:

1. Ensure food and nutrition security;

2. Manage natural resources sustainably;

3. Reduce dependence on non-renewable, unsustainable resources;
4. Mitigate and adapt to climate change; and

5. Strengthen European competitiveness and create jobs.

Furthermore, the EU’s understanding of bioeconomy is that it is an enabler to deliver on all
three key dimensions of sustainability:

1. Environment: management of land and biological resources within ecological
boundaries.

2. Economy: sustainable value chains and consumption.
3. Society: social fairness and just transition.

1.2.1. The importance and role of stakeholder engagement

The design and the implementation of EU Bioeconomy policy can be improved through
ongoing and high-quality stakeholder engagement, which adheres to the principles of good
stakeholder engagement and ensures the inclusion of diverse perspectives. It is an essential
tool for policy making.

“Stakeholder engagement initiatives” are defined as dedicated efforts to engage, at scale,
with groups of stakeholders (external to EC) to support policy work. They can originate from
the side of policymakers (e.g. expert groups set up by the EC, EC conferences, the German
Bioeconomy Council, European Bioeconomy Policy Forum (EBPF)), or from specific
stakeholder groups (e.g. CEPl.org), or can be the purpose of independent platforms (e.g.
Member States under BIOEAST or the Circular Bio-based Europe Joint Undertaking (CBE
JU) Partnership).

3 Mubareka, S., Giuntoli, J., Sanchez Lopez, J., Lasarte Lopez, J., M barek, R., Ronzon, T., Renner, A. and
Avraamides, M., Trends in the EU bioeconomy. (2023). EUR 31434 EN, Publications Office of the European
Union, Luxembourg, ISBN 978-92-68-00295-7, doi:10.2760/835046, JRC132639.



The Better Regulation and Transformative Innovation Policy* states that stakeholder
engagement is likely to enhance future policy development by ensuring the key principles of
comprehensive approach, participative approach/co-creation, evidence-based approach,
transparency and learning from experience, are met.

Policy design and implementation, in a broader sense, are enhanced through cooperative
and deliberative interactions with stakeholders. As highlighted in the Inception Report,
stakeholder engagement principles can augment and support a range of policy tasks. For
instance, the principle of adopting a comprehensive approach to co-creation contributes to a
holistic understanding of the policy. This allows for the identification and comprehension of
all perspectives and expertise, thereby promoting greater inclusivity, legitimacy, and
effectiveness in the policy-making and decision-making processes.

Table 1.1 outlines the purposes of stakeholder engagement through the relevant stakeholder
engagement principles outlined in the EC's Better Regulations Guidance, and shows how
they can be achieved through implementing different policy tasks.

4 Information about this policy can be found here: Better regulation - European Commission (europa.eu)



https://commission.europa.eu/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation_en

Table 1.1: Purposes of Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder
engagement
principles

Comprehensive
approach

Co-create and
participate

Evidence-base

Agenda setting and

strategy development

Being comprehensive
ensures legitimacy and
completeness. It allows for
a holistic understanding to
ensure that all relevant
aspects and perspectives
are considered. It can also
promote collaboration and
consensus-building.

Fosters collaboration,
inclusivity, and diverse
perspectives, leading to
more innovative, relevant,
and effective strategies
that have greater
stakeholder buy-in and
support.

Ensures that strategies
are informed by reliable
data, research, and input
from stakeholders, leading
to more informed,
targeted, and effective

Develop and/or update
policy action and/or
legislative work

Being comprehensive
ensures all perspectives
are covered to ensure
successful measures,
identify and prioritise key
issues, and anticipate and
address potential
challenges that may rise
during implementation.

By co-creating policy and
legislation with
stakeholders, key actors
are mobilised and
invested, developing more
appropriate policy or
legislation.

Ensures that policy
decisions are informed by
reliable data and input
from relevant
stakeholders, resulting in
more effective, targeted,

Policy implementation

Ensures that all relevant
perspectives and
expertise are taken into
account, fostering
greater inclusivity,
legitimacy, and
effectiveness in the
policy-making process.

Enhances the legitimacy
of the policies, increase
public ownership and
trust, and promote
effective implementation
by ensuring that the
policies align with the
needs and preferences
of the stakeholders
involved.

Ensures that policy
decisions are rooted in
reliable and objective
data, enhancing the
effectiveness, credibility,

Assess progress and
provide
recommendations

Allows for the collection
of diverse perspectives,
expertise, and feedback,
resulting in more
comprehensive,
accurate, and credible
assessments and
recommendations that
address the needs and
interests of all
stakeholders involved.

Involves a diverse range
of stakeholders,
enabling collective
expertise, feedback, and
perspectives to be
considered, resulting in
more comprehensive
and credible
assessments with
Recommended Actions.

Ensures that decisions
and recommendations
are informed by reliable
data and research,
increasing the accuracy,
credibility, and

Policy tasks

Representing
EUl/international
forums and
negotiations

Ensures that a wide
range of perspectives
are being represented at
EU or international
forums and negotiations,
leading to more inclusive
and informed decision-
making processes that
reflect the interests of all
relevant stakeholders.

Ensures the inclusion of
diverse perspectives,
expertise, and interests,
leading to more inclusive
and effective decision-
making processes that
better reflect the needs
and preferences of all
stakeholders involved.

Ensures that decisions
and positions are
grounded in accurate
and reliable data,
enhancing the credibility
and effectiveness of the



Stakeholder
engagement
principles

Transparency

Learning from
experience

Agenda setting and

strategy development

strategies that are based
on objective evidence.

Allows stakeholders to
understand the decision-
making process, fosters
trust, and enables their
active participation,
leading to more effective
and informed strategic
development.

Allows for the identification
of best practices, lessons
learned, and areas for
improvement, leading to
more informed and
effective strategies that
are grounded in real-world
knowledge and insights.

Develop and/or update
policy action and/or
legislative work

and informed policy
actions that address the
actual needs and
challenges at hand.

Promotes accountability,
trust, and allows for better
collaboration and input
from stakeholders, leading
to more informed and
effective policy decisions.

Allows for the identification
of successful practices,
challenges, and lessons
learned, enabling
policymakers to make
informed decisions and
refine policies based on
real-world experiences
and feedback from
stakeholders.

Policy implementation

and transparency of the
implementation process.

Promotes accountability,
trust, and enables
stakeholders to
understand and
participate in the
decision-making
process, fostering
effective implementation
and buy-in from those
affected by the policy.

Allows policymakers to
understand what works
and what doesn't,
enabling them to make
informed adaptations,
improvements, and
decisions that lead to
more effective and
successful policy
implementation.

Assess progress and
provide
recommendations

effectiveness of the
assessment process.

Allows for greater
visibility of the decision-
making process, fosters
trust, and enables
stakeholders to evaluate
the accuracy and
fairness of the
assessment and
recommendations,
enhancing the credibility
and effectiveness of the
outcomes.

Allows for a more
informed and evidence-
based evaluation of past
actions, enabling the
identification of effective
strategies, areas for
improvement, and the
formulation of well-
grounded
recommendations for
future progress.

Policy tasks

Representing
EUl/international
forums and
negotiations

representation in these
forums.

Enhances credibility,
fosters trust among
stakeholders, and allows
for better understanding
and evaluation of the
decision-making
process, leading to more
effective representation
and outcomes.

Equips representatives
with valuable insights,
lessons learned, and
evidence-based
knowledge that can
inform their positions,
negotiations, and
decision-making
processes, leading to
more effective and
impactful representation.



1.3. Objectives and structure of the Final Report

This Final Report is the last deliverable of this study. It maps the entirety of the methodology
and findings from the literature review, the social media listening (Synthesio) analysis,
stakeholder workshop, expert review, the finalised case studies (which have undergone
consultation with stakeholders engaged in each initiative), and develops the suggested
actions, options and recommended actions for the study. The report concludes with
commentary on the synergies of the recommended actions for DG RTD to improve
stakeholder engagement in the EU bioeconomy policies.

The report proceeds as follows:
e Section 2 details the methodology;

e Section 3 highlights the key findings across the case studies and provides a summary
of each case study;

o Section 4 identifies the actions to improve stakeholder engagement within EU
bioeconomy sphere and reports on the high-level multi-criteria analysis (MCA) conducted
on three actions;

e Section 5 reports the Recommended Actions for improving stakeholder engagement
within the bioeconomy;

e Section 6 highlights the synergies between the Recommended Actions, presenting initial
considerations for implementing the Recommended Actions; and

e Section 7 concludes this report by summarising the findings from the study.
1.4. Progress and updates to the interim phase

Since the delivery of the final Interim Report and this draft Final Report, there have been a
few methodological changes implemented which are summarised below. Chapter Two
outlines the project’s detailed methodology.

e Further consultation with DG RTD, as the owners of the proposed actions identified from
the activities of the study, was required prior to conducting the MCA or further developing
the actions for improving stakeholder involvement. Consequently, one of the three
webinars initially proposed for dissemination and refinements of the findings of the study
was used to undertake this consultation.

e The development of the long list of options was originally proposed to undergo an in-
depth MCA. However, since the different potential actions for improving stakeholder
engagement had iteratively undergone revisions throughout the study, conducting an in-
depth MCA across all the potential actions was superfluous. From the potential actions,
there were only three actions that had identified multiple options in which a light-touch
mini-MCAs was carried out. These MCAs used a similar criteria assessment as identified
in the Inception and Interim Report.

10



In replacement of another webinar, an infographic will be developed to provide DG RTD
with a concise deliverable of the study focusing on good stakeholder engagement
principles for policymakers, current best practices of stakeholder engagement in the EU
bioeconomy and finally a summary of the Recommended Actions to better engage
stakeholders.

11



2. Methodology

2.1. Overview

Aligned with the Better Regulations Guidelines and Toolbox, the methodology deployed took
a collaborative and iterative approach to provide effective and meaningful outputs. Figure 2.1
provides a summary of the timescales, tasks and activities completed throughout the study.

Figure 2.1: Overall approach to the study

2. Stakeholder mapping
(Jul-Oct 23)

{ p
5 . ~Literature review A 5. Reporting and

1: Inception phase +Social media analysis 4. Development and ) dissemination

(Jun-Aug 23) -Expert review assessment of actions (Jan — Mar 24)

+Desk research (Dec 23 — Jan 24) y «Reporting, policy brief,
+Scoping interviews «Identification and screening ~ | infographic
) . «Light-touch MCA +Presentations and webinars
3. Mapping of initiatives \
and best practices

(July-Dec 23)

«Identification of initiatives
+Workshop
«Case studies

2.2. Literature review

The purpose of the literature review was to gather as much relevant literature on previous
stakeholder engagement activities relevant to the EU Bioeconomy as possible with the aim
of identifying good and less good practices for stakeholder engagement, as well as EU
bioeconomy stakeholders and stakeholder engagement initiatives. To do so, an explicit and
systematic method was used.

The literature review was comprised of the following five stages:

Initial scoping: In the inception phase of the study, an initial desk-based review of key
literature sources was undertaken, with the objective to gain an in-depth understanding of
the EU bioeconomy, helping to inform the development of a scoping interview discussion
guide. Four scoping interviews were held with key bioeconomy stakeholders to identify and
collect any additional literature. Each literature or research document provided by DG RTD
or in the scoping interviews was reviewed using an analysis grid developed in accordance
with the study objectives to identify best practices, enablers/barriers for bioeconomy, and
existing stakeholders and initiatives.

Developing search terms and identifying additional literature: Based on the initial
scoping stage and research objectives, relevant search strings were developed to conduct a
systematic online search. The systematic search was conducted using Boolean searches
consisting of key words such as “European Union” and “bioeconomy” or “circular economy”
combined with Boolean operators (AND, OR). The developed and used Boolean queries are
listed below.

The search terms used were:

e (eu OR"european union") AND (bioeconomy OR “bio-economy” OR “bio economy”) AND
("stakeholder”)

12



e (eu OR"european union") AND (bioeconomy OR “bio-economy” OR “bio economy”) AND
("initiatives”)

e (eu OR"european union") AND (bioeconomy OR “bio-economy” OR “bio economy”) AND
(“public participation” OR “public engagement”)

e (eu OR"european union") AND (bioeconomy OR “bio-economy” OR “bio economy”) AND
("stakeholder”) AND (biomass)

e (eu OR"european union") AND (bioeconomy OR “bio-economy” OR “bio economy”) AND
("stakeholder initiatives”).

The search terms helped with extracting relevant papers within the scope of the research
(e.g., date of publication between 2012 and 2023, relevant policy areas and specificity to the
EU). The search terms used were further developed based on the search results. For
example, for the terms where few results were found, the search was made broader to gather
more information. The searches were conducted on Google Scholar, JSTOR, and
ScienceDirect to identify a long list of relevant literature. Originally, Google News and the
Knowledge Centre for Bioeconomy were also to be used for gathering literature, but as the
initial searches in these systems provided no literature of relevance to the above-listed search
strings, they were disregarded. The output of these tasks was an Excel spreadsheet listing
the search string, key information about the paper (title, author, date of publication) and a link
to the article. The produced longlist of compiled literature contained 412 entries once
duplicates had been removed.

Shortlisting literature for review: The titles of the compiled literature were reviewed against
three criteria: i) whether the title of the document was relevant to the research topic; ii)
whether the document was published between 2012 and 2023 and iii) whether the document
was relevant to the EU. If unclear, the document was included. The second stage of the
screening process was to scan through the abstracts to ensure that the document was
relevant to bioeconomy stakeholder engagement. The criteria were set to identify
publications with the greatest degree of relevance. Following these criteria, a shortlist of 56
publications was developed for further review.

Evidence review: The shortlisted publications were systematically reviewed against the
study objectives of identifying existing practices and actors within bioeconomy, and
information of relevance was placed into the same analysis grid that had been used to review
desk research literature in the initial scoping phase (described above), identifying enablers,
barriers, actors, and existing initiatives. This review also included assigning each of the
documents with a level of confidence of the source.

e High confidence: Peer-reviewed literature

e Medium confidence: Secondary source (i.e., news outlets, online articles)

e Low confidence: Personal quotes, not a reputable source, no references made.
Synthesis of evidence: Drawing on the analysis grid containing the findings of the desk
research and literature review, information about EU bioeconomy stakeholders and
bioeconomy initiatives was compiled and analysed during the Interim Phase of the study,
generating the categorisation of the stakeholder categories as follows: Research and

Academia, Sectoral associations, federations and clusters, National and Regional
Representatives, EU Representatives, NGOs, Industries and SMEs; and Investors.

13



2.3. Synthesio

To add to the findings from the literature review, Synthesio, a social media listening
technology, was used to analyse and understand mentions of the EU Bioeconomy Policy
online. Synthesio can identify who has posted, re-posted, tagged, and/or commented about
the EU’s Bioeconomy Policy, or relevant initiatives.® It trawls the social web (e.g., X (formerly
known as Twitter), YouTube, Instagram and Facebook) and mainstream media to monitor
online presence and generate actionable insights. The use of Synthesio involved applying
filters to the search, comprising of time period, countries, noise categories and publisher
categories. Additionally, different queries were applied to the search with different Boolean
string searches to firstly target social media users who mentioned the words “EU
bioeconomy” in their publication to identify stakeholders most directly and clearly involved in
(or commenting on) the EU Bioeconomy. Secondly, another query was developed from a list
of key words extracted from the EU Bioeconomy strategy documentation and website, to
show the intersection between eu OR “european union” OR europeanunion and other related
sectors including “circular economy”, “natural capital”’, “bio-based sector” and “resource
efficiency”. The third query was implemented to identify stakeholders through the policies and
regulations they refer to in their social media publications, to show the intersection of eu OR
“european union” OR europeanunion AND policies such as “green deal”, “blue economy”,
LULUCF/ “land use, land use change and forestry” and “circular economy action plan”.
Finally, the fourth query was used to identify stakeholder initiatives relevant to the EU
bioeconomy strategy, which combined the search strings of query one and two, and this
query was carried out between 01/03/2022 and 01/07/2023.

2.4. Workshop

Ipsos and DG RTD hosted a workshop on “Engaging the future: Stakeholder Involvement in
the EU Bioeconomy” on 4 October 2023. The team drew upon the initial findings of the
stakeholder mapping task to identify approximately 50 stakeholders to invite to the workshop.
This was vital to ensure a degree of representativeness of the EU bioeconomy at the
workshop. The workshop brought together stakeholders from national and European
stakeholder engagement initiatives covering the predominant sectors of the bioeconomy
including biomass, agriculture, fisheries, and textiles. The team also selected a small number
of stakeholders, in conjunction with DG RTD, to carry out a series of short presentations. The
workshop presentation themes were designed to address two sides of the topic of
stakeholder engagement in the EU bioeconomy strategy. The first theme addressed best
practices and case studies in stakeholder engagement, whilst the second theme addressed
the importance of stakeholders to support the EU Bioeconomy Strategy. In total, there were
six presentations delivered by experts from a diverse range of stakeholder initiatives and
areas. Having made a shortlist of potential speakers from the mapping, the team selected
the most representative group possible, balancing stakeholder type, level of government and
geography. A range of stakeholders presented their work to show the breadth of players
involved in the bioeconomy, including a speaker from an NGO, a youth forum, EU-wide
networks and National forums.

The workshop also included interactive activities that were designed to gain the insights of
stakeholders on key research issues including how they engage in the bioeconomy

5 To caveat, social media presence varies between different stakeholders, whereby consultants have a large
portion of the online presence given their own commercial interests, as opposed to other more involved yet
less online present stakeholders. This creates a slight bias within the data collected by Sythesio which skews
the list of stakeholders identified by Synthesio.

14



ecosystem, what they thought was enabling or hindering participation and what changes they
would like to see. Stakeholders were assigned to different breakout groups and asked to work
on three activity titles and question prompts.® Each group was managed by a member of the
Ipsos team, and these discussions were facilitated using the Slido tool (to begin with
icebreaker activities) and the Mural board (a virtual Whiteboard). These applications enabled
an interactive collaboration between different stakeholders, where their ideas were typed
onto virtual post-it notes, generating a live mind-map, showing intersecting ideas on the
scope of the three activities from the different groups. This was particularly successful as the
facilitators could monitor engagement, even if stakeholders were not comfortable conversing
in breakout groups. Furthermore, participants were able to access the Mural board after the
workshop, meaning that lessons learned, and examples of best practice be shared, and any
additional comments could be added.

2.5. Expert review

The aim of the expert review was to validate the workshop findings with stakeholders. First,
the experts were asked if the findings so far provided a representative picture of the
bioeconomy stakeholder landscape and to identify any neglected or inadequately addressed
factual information. This expert review allowed the study team to further triangulate findings
from the social media analysis and stakeholder engagement workshop. Interviewees were
chosen based on their roles within organisations that are significantly engaged in the EU
Bioeconomy Policy or possess extensive knowledge of the EU Bioeconomy landscape. In
total, eleven experts were interviewed. Most of the interviewees came from different DGs:
GROW, AGRI, ENER and MARE, but also from the JRC. The DG Unit interviewees remained
high priority research participants given their organisational proximity to DG RTD,
representing a top-down stakeholder organisational perspective. Other interviewees came
from organisations chosen for their extensive and long-term involvement within the EU
bioeconomy landscape. This included a stakeholder from the Danish Agency for Science and
Higher Education, representing an exemplary case of synergies between the Danish
government, academia, and industry in co-ordinating bioeconomy efforts. Another participant
was a regional representative from the Research and Innovation Agency of Flanders,
recognised as an early adopter of the EU bioeconomy strategy.

Within the planning stage of the interviews, a discussion guide was developed to provide a
structure to the discussion, with sub-sections focusing on the description of the stakeholders
mapping, the mapping of stakeholder engagement initiatives, and the social media listening

6 During the workshop, the stakeholders were split into breakout groups to engage with three activities.
Activity 1 was titled ‘Enablers and barriers of stakeholder engagement’, and the groups were assigned the
following four questions: (1) Which groups would you say are currently underrepresented in the bioeconomy
strategy?, (2) What are some key barriers to stakeholder engagement in the bioeconomy strategy?, (3) What
are some key drivers of stakeholder engagement in the bioeconomy strategy?, (4) How can we enhance the
enablers or overcome the barriers?. Activity 2 was titled ‘Supporting the EU Bioeconomy policy’ and the
stakeholders were assigned the following two questions: (1) How do you (or your organisation) currently
support the EU bioeconomy strategy?, (2) How could you (or your organisation) provide more support to the
EU bioeconomy strategy in the future?. Finally, activity 3 was titled ‘Blued-sky thinking session’, and the
stakeholders were given the following three questions to discuss in their groups: (1) How could you improve
any current stakeholder engagement initiatives (regardless of budget/resources) to better engage
stakeholders?, (2) Are there any new stakeholder engagement initiatives which you would like to see created
to support the EU bioeconomy policies?, and (3) Discuss the most effective stakeholder engagement
initiatives (current or not to be developed) that could support the EU bioeconomy policies.
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and workshop findings. Interviews were carried out online using MS Teams, and interview
participants were sent a summary of the results from the study to date prior to their interview.

This summary of results included definitions, the number of stakeholders and stakeholder
engagement initiatives found, and provisional designations of stakeholder types and
stakeholder engagement initiatives. During the interviews, participants were asked whether
they agreed with the findings so far and to provide feedback on the social media listening and
workshop recommendations to guide the categorisation and defining of stakeholders and
stakeholder engagement initiatives.

The methodology and findings of the stakeholder mapping and the stakeholder initiative
mapping can be found in Appendix 1 and 2.

2.6. Case studies

The case studies were selected by reviewing the stakeholder engagement initiatives found
in the desk research and literature review, then putting together a longlist of initiatives which
were assessed in accordance with a set of developed case study criteria. The criteria,
outlined below, considered each initiative on a basis of:

The types (and variety) of stakeholders it involves,
e Whether stakeholder engagement is a primary objective,
e Whether it is ongoing or still relevant to the EU Bioeconomy Strategy,

e Which policy priorities of the EU Bioeconomy Strategy it covers (e.g., ensure food and
nutrition security, manage natural resources sustainably, reduce dependence on non-
renewable, unsustainable resource, mitigate and adapt to climate change, and
strengthen European competitiveness and create jobs),

e Whether it has been successful or influential (based on outputs and results mentioned in
literature or found during the initial high-level research of initiatives),

 Whether material is readily available for the initiative to facilitate further research.

Using these criteria, the longlisted initiatives (identified from the desk-based review and the
literature review) were given an overall label of ‘high’ (all criteria fulfilled), ‘medium’ (majority
of criteria fulfilled), and ‘low’ (minority or none of criteria fulfilled), outlining their
appropriateness as potential case studies. However, as four case studies were selected
together, there was also a need for the chosen initiatives to be different from each other,
complementing each other in the process of identifying best practices, for maximised output.
For this reason, four initiatives all labelled ‘high’ were put together in a shortlist on a basis of
their joint fulfilment of the following criteria:

e Most-different cases (in comparison to one another as regards geographic scope, actors
involved, topical focus, etc.),

e Covering all (or most) stakeholder groups,

e Covering all five EU Bioeconomy Strategy policy priorities.
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This shortlist was presented to DG RTD together with four alternative case study options.
Following feedback, the final constellation of four case studies was selected. The chosen
case studies are the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel, the German Bioeconomy Council,
the BIOVOICES initiative, and the European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform.

Following the selection of the case studies, in-depth desk research and three interviews with
stakeholders involved in the initiatives were conducted to develop the case study. The
interviews were intended to provide a balanced view as they enabled the team to obtain
information from participants in different capacities (e.g., the chair, a participant, and the
coordinator) and from different backgrounds. Participants provided different views on the
effectiveness, efficiency, advantages, and drawbacks of the initiatives.

Detailed information about each case study can be found in Appendix 3-6.
2.7. Development of Suggested Actions and Recommended Actions

This stage brought together all the prior strands of the study to build a list of Recommended
Actions through which DG RTD could improve stakeholder engagement. The recommended
actions were formulated based on the identified gaps and areas for enhancement in
stakeholder engagement as per the study, the existing array of stakeholder engagement
initiatives by DG RTD/EC, and successful instances and methods of stakeholder
engagement drawn from the case studies. Using an iterative process, an initial list of
suggested actions for improving stakeholder engagement was developed and refined using
the prior research and consultation with DG RTD. In instances where there was scope for
introducing new RTD initiatives, the team identified a range of potential options for these new
initiatives, resulting in a high-level multi-criteria analysis (MCA). The culmination of the results
of the MCA and initial list of suggested actions were then developed into a final list of
recommended actions. The finalised recommended actions contain both steps for adapting
pre-existing initiatives and developing new options, detailing their rationale and need,
creating a timeframe for implementation and identifying which stakeholders should be
involved. Below is an illustration of the process from the suggested actions to recommended
actions.
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Figure 2.2: Approach to developing the Recommended Actions
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2.7.1. Development of actions

Initially, the study team developed seven suggestions which could help DG RTD strengthen
stakeholder engagement. These actions bridged two major components of the study,
combining the learnings from the case studies with the research on the state of play in the
European Bioeconomy stakeholder landscape, drawing on the workshop, interviews and
mapping of bioeconomy stakeholders and initiatives.

The starting point for the construction of the initial list of suggested actions was summarising
the three principal areas of improvement and gaps in stakeholder engagement which could
potentially be resolved, as seen in Figure 2.2 above. These three areas of improvement which
the actions need to address are listed below (and elaborated in the relevant chapter):

A) Making the most of current EC initiatives to engage stakeholders: In line with
the principles of Better Regulation, which advises against introducing superfluous
initiatives, it was imperative that the proposed actions were incorporated where
possible into DG RTD existing bioeconomy strategy and action plan. The suggestion
of a new structure would only arise if there was a clear void in stakeholder
engagement that could not be filled by the existing array of initiatives.

B) Strengthening engagement with specific (and underrepresented) stakeholder
groups: Many of the proposed actions aimed to enhance and correct disparities in
engagement levels among different stakeholder groups, as identified in the
stakeholder mapping process. Based on the stakeholder mapping, these groups
notably included young individuals, environmental NGOs, the investment
community, and worker/consumer representatives.

C) Improving the understanding and communication of what the bioeconomy is
and what it involves: In response to a prevalent need, some of the actions
addressed the feedback from various stakeholders who found the existing
communication and information infrastructure challenging to navigate. They also
pointed out the definitional complexity of the bioeconomy as a hindrance to
engagement.

The subsequent phase of the study involved assessing DG RTD's range of stakeholder
engagement initiatives. This assessment drew from a mapping of these initiatives conducted
earlier in the study. The aim of this assessment was to identify which stakeholder
engagement issues could potentially be addressed by existing entities and measures. By
cross-referencing these aspects, significant gaps in stakeholder engagement became more
evident. This clarity enabled the proposal of two types of actions:

e Suggested New Actions: In these cases, the existing structures were not sufficient to fulfil
some clear areas of need; therefore, new actions would have to be created.

e Suggested Supporting Actions: The rest of the actions were pieces of advice for the
Commission to consider regarding its current stock of initiatives and how they might be
improved.

The suggested actions excluded actions that were either outside the remit of DG RTD or
could be combined with other actions to ensure overlap was minimal and each suggestion
fulfilled a distinct function in terms of improving stakeholder engagement.
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From this foundation, the next stage was to develop the suggested action based on its
rationale from the prior analysis. Background information on pertinent past initiatives was
reviewed to complement this process. These initiatives could be related to the supporting
actions directly (for example, the EBPF or BYA), or they could be initiatives related to the
bioeconomy that might serve as potential models for new actions due to their structure,
actions, or focus. The suggested actions were designed with specific target stakeholder
groups in mind. They were either tailored to specific stakeholders (for instance, youth) or
were generalist in nature, offering benefits to all stakeholders.

Engagement with DG RTD

There was constant dialogue with key members of DG RTD throughout the process of
identifying and developing the suggested and recommended actions. DG RTD’s input was
crucial for identifying internal Commission initiatives and providing depth on their operation
beyond what was publicly available.

An informal workshop was also conducted in November 2023 where DG RTD team members
were invited to discuss the initial long list of actions and how they could be improved. This
process was essential for constructing a more succinct list which would improve the final list
of recommended actions and fill gaps which arose from the research. The same participants
were invited to provide feedback on the final list of actions in January 2024 before the
development of the final recommended actions.

2.7.2. Multi-criteria analysis (MCA)

There were three suggested new actions in which a MCA was conducted. This process
enabled the comparison of several options to identify the optimum recommended action in
supporting DG RTD improve stakeholder engagement in the bioeconomy.

As identified in the Better Regulation Toolbox, a MCA provides a framework for the
assessment of policy options and are a useful method of integrating different comparative
criteria. By quantifying different dimensions into a common comparator (ranging from “major
positive” to “major negative”), the likely overall impact between various options was
estimated. In this case, the MCAs also weighted three criteria (“Key DG RTD criteria”) which
were worth double other criteria, reflecting the principal goals of stakeholder engagement to
DG RTD. Below is a summary of the dimensions and criteria which were used in the MCA.
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Table 2.1: Dimensions, weighting and assessment criteria of the high-level MCA

Weighting | Assessment Criteria

Key DG RTD criteria 2 Potential to support policy tasks

Potential to enable balanced representation and
conflict resolution

Potential to ensure proactive engagement
Additional Criteria 1 Potential to facilitate raising awareness
Potential for synergies with existing structures

Relevance to the needs and gaps identified in the
study

Obstacles and cost 1 Level of legal, political or technical obstacles

Cost

2.7.3. Recommended Actions

The resulting recommended actions from this Stage were divided into two categories. First,
the recommended actions for new initiatives (see Sections 5.1 to 5.3 for more details) are
based on the results of the MCA (see Section 4) with the option which scored most highly
forming the basis of the recommended action. The recommended actions then expanded on
the blueprint of the highest scoring option, providing more depth on the rationale and
practicalities such as the structure and governance. Furthermore, the recommended actions
also integrated any components of the other options which scored lower in the MCA but could
nevertheless add value to the recommended action. The recommended actions also take into
account the success factors and challenges observed in successful past initiatives, as
identified through case studies. These insights could assist any new DG RTD initiatives in
replicating these success factors and avoiding potential pitfalls.

Likewise, the recommended actions for supporting existing initiatives (see Sections 5.4
to 5.7) were the next step in the development of the corresponding list of initial suggested
actions. Drawing on the case studies, communication with RTD and the prior research, the
final list of recommended actions contains more detail of the practical tools and building
blocks which could help DG RTD to implement these recommended actions.
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3. Case studies

As part of this study, four case studies of successful stakeholder engagement initiatives have
been explored to inform the development of stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy
policy. Beyond describing the four selected initiatives, the case studies outline their outcome
and impact, the factors of success, challenges and gaps, as well as key take-aways to inform
this study. As such, the case studies represent best practices and provide both
recommendations and lessons learnt for informing EU stakeholder engagement within the
bioeconomy landscape.

The following key themes and best practices have been identified across the case study
initiatives. They also encompass elements of stakeholder engagement that interviewees
expressed a desire to see more of. Such insights could prove valuable in guiding future
stakeholder engagement efforts within the EU Bioeconomy policies.

o Enabling stakeholders to be a part of the policy making process. Several
interviewees from different case studies mentioned that one of the best ways to engage
stakeholders is by allowing them to have a say in the making of the EU Bioeconomy
Policy. This involvement can occur either through sessions where stakeholders can offer
feedback on draft proposals, or through direct meetings with policymakers to discuss
their perspectives. A notable example is the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel. Here,
the opportunity for informal, non-hierarchical discussions with policymakers was
highlighted as a positive model of a safe environment that encourages private sector
stakeholders to voice their opinions.

e Creating a bioeconomy community. While meeting policymakers attracts
stakeholders, the case studies show that the opportunity for stakeholders to meet each
other is similarly an attracting factor. By creating a platform where stakeholders can
network and exchange ideas and solutions in their work with bioeconomy, best practices
can be adopted by other stakeholders, boosting bioeconomy efforts as a whole, while
also providing real-time insight into the work and challenges of stakeholders.

e Arranging problem-specific events. The BIOVOICES initiative implemented
stakeholder engagement events based on challenges identified during the initiative's
establishment. This information was gathered through stakeholder feedback via
questionnaires and desk research. By organising a variety of events, each designed to
address specific stakeholder groups and particular bioeconomy challenges, the
relevance of each event to its participants was maximised. This approach not only
enhanced attendance but also increased the motivation to participate. Moreover, by
consolidating and analysing the outcomes from these detailed events, more informed
decisions could be made at a broader level, which may not have been possible through
a generic discussion on bioeconomy.

e« Emphasising bioeconomy as a cross-sectoral matter. A crucial success factor
identified among national initiatives is the broad-based approach to bioeconomy,
extending it beyond the purview of just one government department. Interviewees noted
that if bioeconomy is solely controlled by a single department, there is a risk of it
becoming overly focused on that department's specific area, whether that be agriculture,
forestry, or research and innovation. By emulating the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory
Panel's co-management model, which involves multiple departments, the bioeconomy
stays comprehensive. This approach attracts a wider range of stakeholders, not just
those associated with a particular governmental department.
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¢ Improving stakeholder capacity-building. Interviewees identified a problem in
stakeholder events where certain participants lacked the necessary knowledge or
capacity, reducing the event's effectiveness. They believed that by intensifying efforts to
build stakeholder capacity around bioeconomy, its specifics, and stakeholders’ role in it,
participants will become better equipped for meaningful discussions. Moreover,
stakeholders previously uninvolved with bioeconomy may gain a deeper understanding
of its complexity and intricacies.

e Being flexible in implementation. The BIOVOICES project highlighted the benefits of
flexibility in shaping its results as the project evolved. The shift to online activities due to
the COVID-19 pandemic freed up funding initially intended for in-person events. This
allowed BIOVOICES to respond to emerging needs identified during the project,
reallocating unused funds toward initiatives like the creation of the European
Bioeconomy Network and educational materials for youth. One interviewee stressed that
many stakeholder engagement efforts are constrained by grant agreements set years
prior, unable to adapt to recent developments due to rigid funding structures. However,
BIOVOICES' reactive approach enabled them to generate relevant engagement based
on stakeholders' real-time needs.

e Learning from previous efforts. Some interviewees expressed that the insights and
materials from older bioeconomy initiatives are not sufficiently considered in the
development of newer programmes. The considered that effectively taking stock and
applying lessons from past initiatives where possible, bioeconomy engagement efforts
can avoid redundancy and keep the bioeconomy progressing, thereby maintaining
stakeholder interest.

e« Engaging the younger generation. Young people represent a critical stakeholder
group that interviewees repeatedly emphasised. Suggested methods for engaging youth
included creating educational resources on bioeconomy, like a children's book offering a
comprehensive view of its various aspects. Interviewees stressed the importance of
youth engagement in ensuring the bioeconomy's future and diversifying the age range
of engaged stakeholders, which could stimulate more discussions and fresh ideas.

In the sections below, summaries of each case study are presented. For the full case studies,
please see Appendix 3-6.

3.1. BIOVOICES

BIOVOICES, a project that ran from 2017 to 2020 under the Horizon 20207 funding, aimed
to unite policymakers, business, academia, and civil society (i.e., the ‘quadruple helix’). The
goal was to stimulate discussion, mutual learning, and devise solutions for bioeconomy
challenges through in-person and online activities.®,°® The project's stakeholder engagement
was promoted through Mobilisation and Mutual Learning (MML) workshops, designed based
on an established methodology that considered the unique knowledge and challenges of

" BIOVOICES webpage https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/, accessed 27 October 2023.

8 Jacobi et al. (2019), ‘BIOVOICES methodological approach for Mobilization and Mutual Learning
(MMLY)',available at:

https://www.transition2bio.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/BIOVOICES D4.4.methodological-approach-to-
MML.pdf

9 European Commission (2021), ‘Mobilization of a plurality of voices and mutual learning to accelerate the
Bio-based sector’, available at: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/774331
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different stakeholders at various geographic levels.'® This information was gathered through
preliminary desk research and questionnaires. The project organised over 70 workshops and
events of a varied nature, tailored to specific stakeholders or geographies, often in
collaboration with other stakeholder engagement projects.! The project had to adapt
considerably to the COVID-19 pandemic, as its many events were originally planned to be
in-person. This adaptation involved restructuring the use of the Horizon 2020 funds, primarily
intended for live workshops, towards alternative methods of stakeholder engagement, such
as virtual events, prizes, and educational materials.'?

Despite its short lifespan, the BIOVOICES initiative was prolific in its outputs. One significant
action was that the initiative founded the European Bioeconomy Network, which is an alliance
of more than 150 EU-funded projects and initiatives that promote the bioeconomy.'® One of
the most impactful areas of BIOVOICES was its youth engagement. For example, it produced
bioeconomy games and prizes, as well as a flap book for children aged 5 to 7.%,'5 The
positive impact of this initiative spanned beyond the increased awareness of the bioeconomy
for a range of stakeholders, including citizens, young people, academics, and industry
leaders. BIOVOICES not only raised awareness about bioeconomy among a wide range of
stakeholders, including citizens, young individuals, academics, and industry leaders, but also
focused on capacity building. It conducted events that not only aimed at finding solutions to
bioeconomy challenges but also explained the concept of bioeconomy and the specific roles
stakeholders play within it.'® This was particularly beneficial for the events arranged on local
and sub-national levels, where bioeconomy was described as a less established concept.

Interviewees associated with BIOVOICES attributed the project's success to its high
motivation, diverse and tailored events, and flexible implementation strategy. Key lessons
from the initiative included arranging problem-specific events to maximise stakeholder
interest, flexibility in implementation to meet evolving stakeholder needs, capacity
building to enhance event outcomes, and robust youth engagement. The need to better
incorporate lessons from previous initiatives into successor projects to advance the
bioeconomy and avoid repeating past mistakes was also emphasised.

3.2. European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform

The European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform (ECESP) was established in March
2017 as a joint initiative of the European Economic and Social Committee (EESC) and the
European Commission. The objective of the ECESP is to drive the implementation of the
circular economy in the Member States, in regional and local governments and among civil
society organisations and businesses. Furthermore, the Platform aims to strengthen
cooperation among stakeholder networks to facilitate the exchange of expertise, good
practices, knowledge, and lessons learned in the circular economy. Lastly, it seeks to identify
social, economic, and cultural barriers to the transition towards a circular economy with the
intention of informing policy at all levels of governance. The ECESP was initially launched for
a period of three years from 2017 to 2020. Following its success, the European Commission

10 Jacobi et al. (2019), ‘BIOVOICES methodological approach for Mobilization and Mutual Learning
(MML)',available at: https://www.transition2bio.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/BIOVOICES D4.4.methodological-approach-to-MML.pdf

" Interview

2 Interview

3 EUBioNet (2023), ‘EUBIoNet’, available at: https://eubionet.eu/

4 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘The BIOES game’, available at: https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/results/serious-game/
5 BIOVOICES (2020), ‘REGIONAL MML: Increase Bioeconomy Acceptance involving Teachers and
Students’, available at: http://www.BIOVOICES-platform.eu/registeredarea/events/viewEvent/6410

'8 Interview
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(represented by DG ENV and DG RTD) and the EESC continued to manage the Platform
jointly after 2020.

The ECESP is a network of networks through which stakeholders from all levels in Europe
can engage. lts structure comprises a Secretariat, a Coordination Group, and Leadership
Groups. The Leadership Groups work to facilitate knowledge exchange, debates, and
engagement about a range of themes selected by the Coordination Group. The findings of
their discussions are presented during public events, called Circular Talks, and at the ECESP
annual conference. The website of the ECESP also serve as a repository of knowledge where
a significant number of strategies, studies, good practices, guidelines, toolkits, and other
useful documents are inventoried.

The Platform has been highly successful in achieving its objectives and inspired the
establishment of similar platforms in other regions. All stakeholders interviewed believed that
the platform had influenced the policymaking process and that policymakers valued its inputs.
The interviewees also highlighted the diversity and number of stakeholders engaged, the
high visibility achieved by the platform in Europe, the significant networking opportunities
created, and the stakeholder-driven nature of the initiative. Despite its achievements, the
ECESP faces challenges such as the need for increased budget and staffing to expand its
scope, the difficulty of engaging smaller stakeholders with less resources (such as trade
unions) and raising awareness within other Directorates-General of the European
Commission. Key take-aways for an EU-led bioeconomy stakeholders engagement initiative
include leveraging existing networks for wider reach, allowing stakeholder ownership
to drive participation, ensuring visibility through proactive communication,
reconciling conflicting objectives, supporting (financially) small stakeholders, and
raising internal awareness within the EU institutions. Additionally, in-person meetings
are encouraged to strengthen relationships and collaboration.

3.3. Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel

The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel was a government-led initiative aimed at involving
various stakeholders in Finland's bioeconomy. Operating at a national level, the Panel
engaged a diverse group of stakeholders from academia, NGOs, ministries, consumer
organisations, export promotion agencies, private companies represented by trade
associations, and regional entities from across Finland. The Panel held physical meetings,
co-chaired by the Minister of Economic Affairs and Employment and the Minister of
Agriculture and Forestry. In these sessions, government officials presented draft plans for
the new bioeconomy strategy. Meanwhile, stakeholders shared their opinions and
perspectives on the proposed content of the new strategy and its implementation.'” With
face-to-face meetings between stakeholders and policymakers stakeholders were able to
provide feedback on draft plans before their implementation, rather than reactively, offering
them a real opportunity to impact the future shape of the policy.'®

The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel has been very influential in the development of the
overall national policy on bioeconomy in Finland, advising policymakers on the shape of the
Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy, but also in encouraging the establishment of local bioeconomy
strategies in Finnish regions. Furthermore, the Panel has been successful in influencing
bioeconomy engagement beyond the Finnish borders, as meetings have been arranged with

17 https://www.biotalous.fi/biotalouspaneelin-jasenet/
8 Interview
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representatives from France, Italy, and Ireland, where best practices have been exchanged
and a joint effort is being made to influence bioeconomy policy on an EU-level. '

Interviewees involved with the Panel emphasised the initiative's openness, informal
approach, and the tangible impact it offered stakeholders as key success factors. They also
appreciated the networking and knowledge-sharing opportunities that came from gathering
bioeconomy stakeholders in one place. Therefore, the first two essential insights from the
Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel for this study are the importance of engaging
stakeholders early in the policy-making process and leveraging the Panel as a platform to
foster a bioeconomy community through networking. The third and fourth insights are the
need to treat bioeconomy as a cross-sectoral issue, for example, by having multiple
ministries share responsibility and ownership of the bioeconomy concept, and the importance
of engaging younger generations, which was an area interviewees wished had been
explored more.

3.4. German Bioeconomy Council

The German Bioeconomy Council, or Bio6konomierat, was first established in 2009 by the
Federal Ministry of Education and Research (BMBF) and the Federal Ministry of Food,
Agriculture and Consumer Protection (BMEL) to support the German Federal Government in
implementing the Bioeconomy. The Council was renewed twice in 2012 and 2020, and the
mandate of the third Council terminated in December 2023. The case study developed for
this report pertains to the most recent Bio6konomierat.

As an independent advisory body, the Council sought to develop knowledge-based
contributions to the implementation and development of the bioeconomy in Germany, with
the involvement and participation of civil society, industry, and politics. It identified and
evaluated developments, political fields of action, measures, and framework conditions to
make proposals as to which objectives, fields of action and funding topics should be
addressed as a priority. Based on the outputs of workshops, dialogues, expert discussions
and annual forums, the Council formulated 57 recommendations that were submitted to the
BMBF and the BMEL in 2023.

Regrettably, the stakeholders interviewed were unable to discern if any of the 57 proposed
recommendations had influenced or were influencing the plan currently being developed by
the German Government for the implementation of the National Bioeconomy Strategy. To
date (February 2024), there has been no consultation or communication between the German
Government and the Council regarding this publication since its initial submission.
Nevertheless, two ancillary benefits surfaced during the interviews. First, it appears that the
Council’'s Working Groups stimulated communication and coordination between participants
from similar sectors. New networks emerged as a result, thus increasing the capability of and
collaboration between bioeconomy stakeholders. Secondly, the Council played a substantial
role in amplifying the bioeconomy in Germany by actively participating in bioeconomy-related
events, orchestrating yearly forums, and arranging workshops and social gatherings. Its
efforts were instrumental in highlighting and sustaining the bioeconomy's presence and
importance among government agencies, industrial sectors, and the general public.

The stakeholders interviewed highlighted the independence, discussion process, and
specificity and clarity of the workshop topics. They also praised the Council’s efforts to
engage local actors to discuss the more practical barriers undermining the implementation of

9 Interview
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the Bioeconomy in Germany. On the other hand, the interviewees were concerned that the
Council was mainly used by two ministries, with other ministries only engaging in a very
limited way. They also regretted the absence of guidance from the Federal Government,
which caused the Council to omit topics that might have needed attention in view of Federal
concerns and ambitions. Therefore, the most important take-aways of this case study are the
following. An EU-led bioeconomy stakeholder engagement initiative would benefit by
developing synergies and collaboration between all the thematic departments involved
to promote policy coherence across thematic domains as a joint government initiative. It
should also be independent, but with some guidance regarding what topics most urgently
needs to be discussed. Further, the definition of the topics and the stakeholder
recruitment process should go hand in hand, as specific topics will attract more relevant
stakeholders, if the recruitment process is transparent and open. Lastly, stakeholders
should be kept informed of the impact of their participation during and after the
engagement process, as not doing so will undermine their trust and willingness to participate
in the future.
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4. Suggested supporting actions and the MCA of the suggested
new actions

4.1. Overview

The objective of this study is to enhance stakeholder involvement in the EU’s Bioeconomy
Policy. Following the methodology previously described (see Section 2, and also Figure 2.2)
a set of recommended actions were identified. These actions are highlighted in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: Summary of suggestions for new and supporting actions

Suggestions for new actions Suggestions for supporting actions

e Building and supporting a European ¢ Making information on the EU

network for bioeconomy stakeholders bioeconomy and EU Bioeconomy
Strategy more widely available and
o Developing a more structured easier to access

approach to stakeholder involvement in
the European bioeconomy policy e Clarify what the bioeconomy is and
processes what it means for stakeholders, seeking
to reduce definitional complexity
e Increasing the representation and
participation of young people in the e Enhancing the awareness-raising work
bioeconomy discussion and ecosystem of the Youth Ambassadors programme

e  Further increase active engagement of
Member States in EBPF

Together these actions address three areas of improvement in the current bioeconomy
stakeholder engagement landscape.

A) There is potential to build on current DG RTD and EC initiatives to engage
stakeholders: While there are issues in the stakeholder engagement landscape that likely
need to be resolved by going beyond current structures, the Commission should look to
improve and adapt existing initiatives where possible. With a focus on practicality and
pragmatism, this could include higher levels of exploitation and dissemination of past projects
(including best practices, lessons learned, etc.) and longer time horizons. In addition to
individual initiatives, synergies between initiatives should be augmented with a greater
networking and ecosystem-wide focus, creating a multiplier effect of bioeconomy initiatives.
In areas where this is not sufficient, only then would it be more practical to introduce new
structures and initiatives in this space.

B) There is potential to bolster engagement with specific (and underrepresented)
stakeholder groups: A key part of the EU’s current bioeconomy strategy is promoting its
economic, environmental, and societal benefits. The last of those dimensions, societal, refers
to the potential of the bioeconomy’s ability to promote sustainable trade and social fairness
in Europe through mobilised civil society. Part of the rationale behind this stems from the
stakeholder engagement principle of having a “comprehensive” approach, where
stakeholders from across a diverse range of fields and background are involved. Through the
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inclusion of the perspectives of different social groups, a strategy is more likely to be future-
proofed and relevant to the needs of previously underrepresented stakeholders.

However, a key finding from the mapping exercise was the absence of youth, grassroots, and
citizen-centric perspectives in both the stakeholder landscape and stakeholder engagement
initiatives. A consistent comment in the expert review was that groups representing young
people and other social groups were conspicuous by their absence. Most of the experts were
concerned about this lack of involvement in their area of the bioeconomy and called for more
inclusion. The possible reasons for this are both top-down and bottom-up and relate to the
historical trajectory of the bioeconomy sector. With its roots in research and innovation as
well as its progress in less mainstream domains such as forestry and aquaculture, this lack
of awareness about the bioeconomy in general, outside of its main stakeholders who are
active in the sector, is unsurprising. Furthermore, some of the interviewees explained that,
while young people and NGOs are key stakeholders in other areas of EU sustainability policy
such as the circular economy, this interest is yet to extend to the bioeconomy, partly due to
its technical background and complexity, and potential ambiguity regarding its remit.

C) There is potential to improve the understanding and communication of what the
bioeconomy is and what it involves: Finally, the research also highlighted a perceived
fragmentation of the Commission’s information & knowledge on the bioeconomy with the
current structure and ways of working being reported as, at times, somewhat disjointed and
difficult to navigate. With regards to the Commission’s current website on the bioeconomy
and other related pages, participants explained that SMEs and other interested parties often
found it hard to navigate and find what they needed. This is particularly related to
explanations for use cases and the wider ecosystem, information on funding and clarity on
and more explanation regarding definitions of key words and concepts in the bioeconomy. It
was acknowledged that the JRC has already produced a considerable amount of useful
material. Stakeholders are more likely to be engaged if clearer information is provided, which
is more readily accessible and navigable, thus facilitating a more efficient user journey to the
existing wealth of knowledge on the bioeconomy provided by the JRC Bioeconomy
Knowledge Centre and others. Furthermore, based on the information provided from the
workshop and the expert review, that there is a degree of confusion around the definition of
the bioeconomy and its scope. Understanding, whereby stakeholders have a good sense of
the main concepts, actors, sectors and trends of the bioeconomy, is a driver of engagement
in of itself; which some stakeholders felt they were currently lacking.

This section describes the process and outputs from a series of high-level multi-criteria
analyses, a method of assessing the benefits and limitations of a selection of different
initiatives, to identify the optimum option for the final recommended actions which could help
RTD’s next steps for stakeholder engagement. Section 4.2 illustrates the process and
outcomes of these high-level MCAs which was used to refine the recommended actions for
a small number of new initiatives.

In addition, Section 4.3 outlines the other actions of table 4.1 which RTD could take to
enhance stakeholder engagement.
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Table 4.1: Summary of suggestions for new and supporting actions

Suggestions for new actions Suggestions for supporting actions

e Building and supporting a European
network for bioeconomy stakeholders

e Developing a more structured
approach to stakeholder involvement in
the European bioeconomy policy
processes

e Increasing the representation and
participation of young people in the

Making information on the EU bioeconomy
and EU Bioeconomy Strategy more widely
available and easier to access

e Clarify what the bioeconomy is and
what it means for stakeholders, seeking
to reduce definitional complexity

e Enhancing the awareness-raising work
of the Youth Ambassadors programme

bioeconomy discussion and ecosystem
e Further increase active engagement of
Member States in EBPF

4.2. MCA of the potential new actions

The MCA, and its specific criteria, reflect the stakeholder engagement principles from the
inception phase of the study and the stakeholder engagement principles of collaboration for
improving policy based on the Better Regulations Guidance. The MCA process combines
these principles with the practicalities of setting up an initiative and the need for public
administrations to provide good value for money and be feasible in terms of the political and
institutional context. The criteria are described in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Assessment criteria for the MCA

Assessment criteria Description

Potential to support policy tasks Does the option increase the ability of
stakeholders to support the development
and implementation of policies relevant to
the bioeconomy?

Potential to enable balanced representation
and conflict resolution

Does the option give a voice to multiple
stakeholders from the bioeconomy and
does it help resolve conflicts between
diverging views and increase the likelihood
of win-wins?

Potential to ensure proactive engagement  Does the option keep stakeholders
regularly and meaningfully engaged in the
EU bioeconomy landscape?

Potential to facilitate raising awareness Does the  option help increase
understanding of the fundamentals and
state of the art of the bioeconomy in addition

30



Assessment criteria Description

to new opportunities for engagement and
collaboration?

Potential for synergies with existing Does the option have potential to

structures complement existing initiatives and
activities in a way that contributes to the
growth of the bioeconomy?

Relevance to the needs and gaps identified Does the option address the areas of need
in the study which have been identified over the prior
stages of the study?

Level of legal, political or technical How feasible is the study and does it face
obstacles significant challenges that are legal,
technical or political in nature?

Cost How expensive will the option be to set up
and maintain?

The following sub-sections provide the assessment using the criteria in the table above for
the following three actions:

e MCA 1: Building and supporting a European network for bioeconomy stakeholders;

e MCA 2: Developing a more structured approach to stakeholder involvement in the
European bioeconomy policy processes; and

e MCA 3: Increasing the representation and participation of young people in the
bioeconomy discussion and ecosystem.

4.2.1. MCA 1: Building and supporting a European network for bioeconomy
stakeholders

While stakeholder engagement has been well supported in the past by a range of RTD-
funded initiatives, there is currently a lack of a more structural platform to host and network
communities, tools, projects and initiatives that work on bioeconomy innovation. The study
thus far has identified the following needs for an initiative of this type:

1) A more formalised stakeholder network should effectively leverage past investments
in similar past projects, like BIOVOICES, bioeconomy-specific networks, like the
EUBIioNet and the raft of bioeconomy research and innovation projects such as those
funded under Horizon 2020 and Horizon Europe. These projects both individually
and collectively provide significant value and need to be fully exploited in a more
structured manner than has been the case in the past.

2) Key stakeholders have highlighted the lack of capitalisation of synergies with other

relevant EC initiatives which have considerable potential to improve and grow the
bioeconomy ecosystem. Creating synergies with initiatives that are (tangentially)
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relevant to the bioeconomy and work in areas like circularity (ECESP) and regional
development (S3, CCRI) is both important and mutually beneficial to other initiatives.

3) The research conducted for this study revealed that several groups, which are key
to a thriving European bioeconomy ecosystem, are currently underrepresented in
terms of the level of stakeholder engagement. These groups are key to a thriving
European bioeconomy ecosystem. There is a need for a bioeconomy community to
more actively engage stakeholders who could participate more and those who may
not yet be aware that they have a role to play in the bioeconomy. These groups
include: youth groups and bodies, NGOs (both environmental and social), the
investment community, trade unions and consumer groups.

There were three options developed to build and support a European network for bioeconomy
stakeholders.

Option 1: Supporting the Community of Practice on the Bioeconomy managed by the
EC’s Knowledge Centre for Bioeconomy (KCB)

Option 1 effectively represents a continuation of the status quo with DG RTD continuing to
support the existing community of practice (CoP) on the bioeconomy. The role of the KCB'’s
CoP is to provide a space for peer-to-peer interaction with other experts, submit and comment
on knowledge pieces on the platform and participate in working groups. The community’s
members include stakeholders from the EC itself as well as the research and innovation, and
practitioners from private and public sector. As of early 2024, the CoP has been expanded to
a wider range of stakeholders organised by expertise themes, which can then be contacted
to participate in events and scientific discussions around specific priority topics.

Option 2: Initiate a programme to increase knowledge sharing and capitalisation

For Option 2, DG RTD could potentially fund another coordination and support action (CSA)?°
to recreate a network with knowledge sharing and capitalisation at its core. This option could
fulfil a similar role to the BIOVOICES project (a case study detailed in Section 3) and build
on the experiences of that project while tendering a new CSA through and open, competitive
process. Additional resources for this project could come through another CSA or European
Economic and Social Council (EESC) funding. The stakeholder engagement activities for this
style of network could include:

e Mobilisation and Mutual Learning (MML) workshops aimed to increase stakeholder
engagement according to five different methodological aspects (market development,
awareness and trust-building, supporting policies and standards, supporting environment
and regional and local development);

e Dissemination tools such as a newsletter and BioArt Gallery; and,

e Youth Engagement: "Bioeconomy Prize", "Bioeconomy flap book"?".

2 Type of initiative under Horizon Europe

21 These are examples of stakeholder engagement activities suggested for improving youth engagement to
raise awareness of the bioeconomy, as implemented by the BIOVOICES project. The Bioeconomy prize was
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Option 3: Create an official EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform to form a network of
networks

For Option 3, DG RTD could provide more long-term funding to an official bioeconomy
stakeholder platform, which is more holistic and expansive in scope than the other two
options. In addition to fulfilling some of the functions from the two options above, the
stakeholder platform should try to involve as many bioeconomy stakeholders as possible and
be a "network of networks" as well as building capacity in stakeholders. The stakeholder
engagement activities for this style of network could include:

e Capacity building for bioeconomy stakeholders with a knowledge hub;
e An annual conferences and additional workshops and events with other networks;
e A coordination group which includes a diverse range of stakeholder types;

e  Working/leadership groups which focus on a specific sector, ad-hoc need or stakeholder
group;

e Monitoring and evaluation work; and,
e Catalogue and mapping of national/regional stakeholder strategies.
The assessment of the three options against the criteria can be found below.

e Potential to support policy tasks: Although policy inputs are not necessarily the
primary aim of a stakeholder network (which is more within the scope of the next action),
all three options could likely be beneficial for DG RTD’s policy tasks. Rather than agenda
setting and strategy development, an engaged network of bioeconomy stakeholders
should undoubtedly benefit policy implementation due to a better flow of information and
communication in the network. This should make Option 3 the best option to support
policy goals, although Option 2, and its emphasis on lessons learned from past
initiatives, could also provide value for the policy formulation process. However, this is a
policy task that is probably better suited to other initiatives like the EBPF and a
stakeholder policy advisory panel (see MCA 2 below). The CoP like Option 1 is
undoubtedly a net positive for both policy formulation and implementation but the overall
impacts are likely to be limited to a specific group of already engaged stakeholders.

e Potential to ensure proactive engagement. At the core of any policy focused
stakeholder network is proactive engagement between community members and the
value that interaction between individuals and organisations, the public and private
sector can bring. Collaboration can range from the discussion of lessons learned from
past experiences to the potential of matchmaking and future partnership and cross-
pollination of ideas for new use cases and bioeconomy value chains. Achieving this
requires a network to have dedicated spaces for collaboration whether that be
workshops, working groups or larger events. In the case of Option 1, the platform is

for a winning project that paid particular attention to the entire lifecycle of a product, from the use of raw
materials of biological origin to sustainable production, up to disposal (end of life), with a view to circular
bioeconomy. The Bioeconomy flap book could be an educational book for ages 5-7, describing and promoting
the bioeconomy and bio-based products in a simple and digestible way.
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useful for bringing individual experts together but is not designed for organisations and
larger groups to be engaged on a regular basis. The style of Option 2, with its focus on
dedicated workshops that address the issues that really matter to stakeholders is likely
to create meaningful engagement as was the case with similar past initiatives. Finally, a
more official and formal stakeholder network like Option 3 could also provide the scope
for proactive engagement from stakeholders whether that be through working groups,
talks and seminars or larger conferences/events.

Potential to facilitate awareness raising: Many stakeholders highlighted the lack of
reach of the bioeconomy outside of its current stakeholder group and the need to raise
awareness amongst different actors to grow the bioeconomy. Option 1 has undoubtedly
generated interest amongst stakeholders but the current participants in the CoP tend to
be experts with a high level of knowledge on the bioeconomy rather than new groups.
Looking at past examples, Option 2 could generate awareness through creative outputs
based on best practices of other bioeconomy initiatives which have included activities
like a bioeconomy prize and bioeconomy book in the past. This was also complemented
by a considerable presence on social media which is invaluable in raising awareness on
a network and the wider bioeconomy. Finally, building upon the potential of Option 2,
Option 3 also has significant potential to facilitate awareness raising by playing “the
numbers game” and using connections with other networks to reach as many potential
stakeholders as possible.

Potential to enable balanced representation and conflict resolution: A stakeholder
network that is managed by the EC (or in particular DG RTD) may have more potential
to ensure balanced representation and resolve conflicts within the bioeconomy, as is the
case in Options 1 and 3 (although Option 1 tends to include stakeholders mostly from
the research and innovation sector). Playing an executive role, the Commission should
be able to arbitrate disputes and ensure any conflict was more likely to result in a win-
win scenario which is essential for the success of a vibrant network of stakeholders. With
Option 2, whilst measures can be put in place to guide the application process such as
the evaluation criteria, the Commission does not control the applicant consortia for CSAs
in practice meaning they are not guaranteed to be representative in terms of stakeholder
type. Nevertheless, based on past examples like the BIOVOICES project, balanced and
representative consortia are possible.

Potential for synergies with existing structures: Option 1, the current CoP, is proof
of concept that this style of initiative can be complementary to other structures.
Furthermore, by its very design, Option 2 is set up to complement existing European
initiatives on the bioeconomy and capitalise on current networks of knowledge, helping
to improve each project and the ecosystem. Option 3 could build equally valuable
synergies with other structures outside the immediate orbit of the bioeconomy. A
“network of networks” connected to the European Circular Economy Stakeholder
Platform, the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) and Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
networks should see fruitful synergies with other policy areas, geographies and
stakeholder types.

Relevance to the needs and gaps identified in the study. Option 1 effectively
represents the baseline scenario for the study as it is an ongoing initiative. It addresses
the need for stakeholders to have access to a wider network where they can exchange
ideas to some degree. However, it is somewhat limited to a few stakeholders and
stakeholder types and lacks representation of some key stakeholder groups identified
over the course of the study. Both Options 2 and 3 could help continue the work carried
out in previous initiatives that were invaluable to sustained stakeholder engagement. The
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former addresses several needs amongst existing bioeconomy stakeholders such as
more exploitation of initiatives while the latter addresses the need to expand the
stakeholder base and bioeconomy ecosystem.

o Level of legal, political or technical obstacles: As an ongoing initiative, there are
minimal legal, political or technical obstacles for Option 1 given the platform is fully
operational. As a semi-repetition of a past H2020 CSA with a successful track record,
any barriers for Option 2 should be relatively negligible and require a simple adaptation
of the CSA to Horizon Europe procedures and sign-off. There could likely be more
barriers if the network were to receive EESC funding. While there has not been an official
bioeconomy stakeholder network before, given the current EU Bioeconomy Network
(EUBIioNet) is coordinated by third parties, as with Option 3, given the success of a
similar EC-led structure in the circular economy, there is legal precedent for a network
like this and Commission expertise that could help with the technical set-up.

e Cost: Similarly, as an ongoing initiative, the cost for Option 1 is the lowest of the three
options with no set-up required. However, for Option 2, the contribution from the EU for
the BIOVOICES CSA was around 3 million euros in 2017, so a similar venture now, could
cost considerably more due to inflation. Finally, Option 3 is harder to project in terms of
cost, but projects with similar functions of capacity building and networking, such as
Digital Europe Programme’s Digital Transformation Accelerator, were tendered at the
cost of 4 million euros in 2021. However, all of the Options would require human
resources to help manage and sustain the initiative.

Following this assessment, the Table below provides the scoring of the MCA, with Option 3
(create an official EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform) providing the most benefits
using the weighted criteria. However, a similar score for Option 2 (animate a successor
programme for the BIOVOICES project) and 3 was scored using unweighted criteria.
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Table 4.3: Summary of MCA results for Building and supporting a European network
for bioeconomy stakeholders (MCA 1)

Key Impacts Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:
Support the Animate a Create an
EC’s KCB programme to | official EU
CoP increase Bioeconomy

knowledge Stakeholder
sharing and Platform
capitalisation

Key Criteria  Potential to + +/++
support policy

tasks

Potential to ensure 0/+
proactive
engagement

Potential to +
facilitate
awareness raising

Additional Potential to enable +
Criteria balanced

representation and

conflict resolution

Potential for +/++
synergies with
existing structures

Relevance to the 0/+
needs and gaps

identified in the

study

+
+

Barriers Level of legal, 0
political or
technical obstacles

Cost 0
Scores: weighted (unweighted) 8 (5.5) 13.5(8.5) 14 (8.5)
++: Major +: Minor 0: No or - Minor --: Major
positive impact  positive impact negligible negative negative
impact impact impact
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4.2.2. MCA 2: Developing a more structured approach to stakeholder involvement in
the European bioeconomy policy processes

The study has suggested that a more structured involvement of stakeholders should be
required to ensure stakeholders are contributing to the EU bioeconomy strategy and policies.
The case studies showed the value of having a formalised group of stakeholders discussing
bioeconomy strategy and relevant initiatives with policymakers. A bioeconomy stakeholder
panel is critical for helping EU policymakers understand how to shape the EU Bioeconomy
Policy based on stated needs, wishes, and best practices. Therefore, the EC could benefit
from a body which can feed into and scrutinise future European bioeconomy strategies,
maintain ongoing dialogue with stakeholders and engage the relevant industries with the
implementation and goals of the bioeconomy strategy.

A more structural approach to stakeholder involvement will give an opportunity to further
involve those groups which are underrepresented, such as young people, and engage with
those groups who are currently not represented. There is a need for a more formalised way
of representing the views of these groups in the broader policy discussion as well as a need
for awareness raising. To this effect, a recurring theme of the workshops was the desire for
greater stakeholder input to the policymaking process and more bottom-up activities rather
than merely top-down agenda-setting.

Three options were developed to build a more structured approach to stakeholder
involvement in the European bioeconomy policy processes.

Option 1: Seek stakeholder inputs on policy developments through an Open Public
Consultation

Open public consultations are a common tool used by the Commission to acquire inputs on
possible interventions. Over a short period (one to two months), the public could have the
opportunity to provide feedback on a proposed bioeconomy strategy having been provided
with key information such as the political context, problem definition and subsidiarity check,
the aims and implementation strategy of the initiative and the Better Regulation context. The
"have your say" portal allows the Commission to organise consultations into several useful
categories including type of stakeholder (e.g., academic institution, business, NGO etc.) as
well as country of origin.

Option 2: Commission takes an active role in facilitating a panel to co-create and
deliberate bioeconomy policies

A co-creation panel could be an EC-led initiative, comprised of a representative group of
bioeconomy stakeholders that should help deliberate bioeconomy policy/strategy and
maintain ongoing dialogue with stakeholders. The agenda could be set by a smaller (but still
diverse) steering group which could be chaired by DG RTD. Its ultimate goal could be to
deepen cooperation and interaction between government, research and industry and channel
this into more collaborative and inclusive policy development.

Option 3: Commission to provide funding for an independent advisory panel which
can provide autonomous council on policy development

An independent advisory panel could work autonomously to scrutinise and evaluate EC
strategy/policy on the bioeconomy. Drawing on different stakeholder groups, an advisory
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panel?? in the policymaking process could receive public funding to help set-up and animate
the panel. Meeting on a semi-regular basis, an Independent Council could use working
groups and meetings to plan their strategy for advisory.

The assessment of the three options against the criteria can be found below.

e Potential to support policy tasks: Option 1 has the potential to provide support to
policy tasks from agenda setting and strategy development, developing and/or updating
policy action and/or legislative work, policy implementation and assessing the progress
and provide recommendations. However, due to the broad nature of the public
consultation (not able to target specific stakeholders), there may be limited response
rates and may not be representative of the public. Response rates are often
unpredictable; a European Court of Auditors report highlighted consultations with single
figure responses?®. Although there was a good response rate to the last open public
consultation in 2018 (92) response, meaningful and representative inputs are not
guaranteed?*. Similarly, Option 2, a panel led by the EC, can facilitate supporting all
policy tasks at all stages where necessary. A panel comprised of stakeholders from the
principal stakeholder groups will be highly beneficial for building a more effective
bioeconomy strategy providing it has a clear link through to policy tasks. Finally, an
independent advisory council like Option 3 may have limited potential to support policy
tasks and could be dependent on the policymakers, or how the agreement in the set-up,
structure and governance of the council.

e Potential to ensure proactive engagement. As Option 1 is a one-off time to provide
feedback, it will not help to provide continuous and proactive engagement. However,
under Option 2, stakeholders could be engaged proactively through activities like
sectoral workshops and preparation of policy analysis. The study has revealed that
stakeholders are more likely to be engaged if policymakers are also part of the process.
Similarly, stakeholders could be engaged proactively through activities like sectoral
workshops and preparation of policy analysis for Option 3. Yet without the direct
presence of EU officials on the council, stakeholders may feel too detached from the
process or may be willing to speak openly enabling policy to be developed in a
transparent and honest way.

e Potential to facilitate awareness raising: Given that open consultations are published
on the EC website and disseminated through numerous channels, it is therefore likely
that Option 1 should help to spread awareness of the bioeconomy. Similarly, although it
may not be their primary functions, the insights and feedback from Option 2 and Option
3 could be exploited and disseminated to raise awareness about the bioeconomy and
highlight the transparency of the policymaking process. Additional effort or integration

22 Government, industry, academia, and society

28 "Have your say!” Commission’s public consultations engage citizens, but fall short of outreach activities.”
(2019) European Court of Auditors. Available at: https://op.europa.eu/webpub/eca/special-reports/public-
participation-14-2019/en/index.html

24 "Have your say” Update of the 2012 Bioeconomy Strategy (2018). European Commission, available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-sayl/initiatives/1599-Update-of-the-2012-
Bioeconomy-Strategy/feedback_en?p_id=175722
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into the purposes of the panel could be required to raise awareness of the bioeconomy
beyond the already engaged stakeholders.

Potential to enable balanced representation and conflict resolution: For Option 1,
due to the open nature of public consultation, no representativeness can be guaranteed.
Option 2, on the other hand, is EC-led and has the ability to be both representative as
well as manage and arbitrate disputes between stakeholders and look for win-wins.
However, some stakeholders may not want to engage if EC-led and should be
considered in the extent of their policy influence. Finally, past versions of the type of body
of Option 3 identified a barrier to its success was the inability to resolve disputes
between stakeholders, creating a stalemate. However, creating a separate arm of the
Council (for example, a Steering Group) could implement a method for arbitration that is
co-developed with all stakeholders in the council during its inception.

Potential for synergies with existing structures: Option 1 is unlikely to create any
meaningful synergies because the consultation only takes place over a short period of
time with timescales relevant to the specific policy/action drafted for consultation.
However, there are potential synergies for both Option 2 and Option 3 with existing
structures such as the EBPF that could provide support for the work of other initiatives
as the bioeconomy can often be seen as an umbrella sector. The existing structures that
stakeholders in the panel are involved within across different sectors, industries and
geographies can provide the initial links for creating positive synergies.

Relevance to the needs and gaps identified in the study: In isolation, public
consultations like Option 1 do not tend to address the main needs and gaps in
stakeholder engagement in the EU bioeconomy policies due to the short timespan and
the lack of control to provide representative feedback across the public and industries.
Meanwhile, for Option 2, a representative (range of sectors and stakeholder types) panel
of the bioeconomy could provide solutions to many of the issues identified in the study
such as the need for greater participation and transparency of a broader pool of
stakeholders in the policymaking process and deepening cooperation and interaction
between government, ministries and stakeholders, creating a bridge between research
and industry and government. Finally, regarding Option 3, greater representation of the
bioeconomy sector and an independent council to input and influence policies addresses
the study needs. There will, however, be a lack of representation of the policymakers
itself. However, because it is an independent advisory council, the longevity of the council
will be limited and therefore more funding could be required for this to be a sustainable
solution.

Level of legal, political or technical obstacles: There are minimum legal, political or
technical obstacles for Option 1 as public consultation is an accepted form of
engagement by the Commission. For Options 2 and 3, there will be some legal and
political obstacles to overcome to develop and implement this type of panel. A Terms of
Reference or contract will need to be drawn up for those included in the panel with roles
and responsibilities, governance, and budget. This will require some legal input and
political will.

Cost: Similarly, there will be minimal costs for Option 1 as there are tried and tested
methods for public consultation (e.g., Have your say portal), but still requires some
modification to develop the right engagement material (e.g., survey questions). On the
other hand, for Option 2, since it is EC-led, budget and personnel will be required for its
development, implementation and operation, particularly if this panel is an on-going
initiative without a specified endpoint. Cycles (e.g., four year cycles) may need to be
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considered to allow for different representatives and could incur further costs. To a lesser
extent, there will be some costs for the initial set-up for the Council in Option 3 and could
thereafter rely on volunteers.

Following this assessment, the Table below provides the scoring of the MCA, with Option 2
(Commission taking an active role in facilitating a panel to co-create and deliberate
bioeconomy policies) providing the most benefits using the weighted and unweighted
criteria.
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Table 4.4: Summary of MCA results for developing a more structured approach to
stakeholder involvement in the European bioeconomy policy processes

Key Impacts

Key Criteria

Additional
Criteria

Barriers

Potential to
support policy
tasks

Potential to
ensure proactive
engagement

Potential to
facilitate
awareness
raising

Potential to
enable balanced
representation
and conflict
resolution

Potential for
synergies with
existing
structures

Relevance to the
needs and gaps
identified in the
study

Level of legal,
political or
technical
obstacles

Cost

Scores: weighted (unweighted)

Option 1: Seek
inputs on policy
developments
through an open
public
consultation

Ly

Option 2:
Commission
take an active
role in
facilitating panel
to co-create and
deliberate
bioeconomy
policies

8 (7)

Option 3:
Commission to
provide funding
for an
independent
advisory panel
which can
provide
autonomous
council on policy
development

6 (3)



Key Impacts Option 1: Seek | Option 2: Option 3:
inputs on policy | Commission Commission to
developments take an active provide funding
through an open | role in for an
public facilitating panel | independent
consultation to co-create and | advisory panel

deliberate which can

bioeconomy provide

policies autonomous
council on policy
development

++: Major +: Minor 0: No or - Minor --: Major
positive impact  positive impact negligible negative negative
impact impact impact

4.2.3. MCA 3: Increasing the representation and participation of young people in the
bioeconomy policy discussion and ecosystem

A consistent finding of the study has been the need to increase the representation and
participation of young people in the bioeconomy. In line with the previous action on
broadening the influence of different stakeholders, the research has revealed a perceived
and real disconnect between the EU bioeconomy and young people to the extent that a youth-
specific action is warranted rather than just another component of the previous action.
Increasing the ability of young people to get involved in the bioeconomy should help rectify
the lack of awareness amongst this key demographic. The current Youth Ambassadors
initiative has been an effective initiative for awareness-raising but is not a representative body
and there is a need for another structure to gather young people’s inputs on the direction and
management of the bioeconomy. While some of the needs addressed by this Action could
potentially be resolved in the previous Action (2), the need for increased youth engagement
was so apparent as to justify its own structure for the time being.

There were two options developed to increasing the representation and participation of young
people in the bioeconomy policy discussion and ecosystem.

Option 1: Outreach to targeted groups of young people through youth organisations
to create a Bioeconomy Youth Forum

A Bioeconomy Youth Forum could provide an opportunity for the Commission to conduct
dedicated stakeholder engagement with young people. Organised either as an independent
event or as part of other RTD stakeholder engagement campaigns, the Forum could conduct
panels or bilaterals on specific bioeconomy issues raised by the RTD (e.g., feedback on draft
plans) with a number of youth organisations that are fully representative of young people.
With more representation across youth organisations and a formal structure developed and
funded by the Commission, this option could increase the capacity of young people to join
events and meetings through dedicated funding for travel and other expenses. To make sure
there is a wide representation of views in the panels, RTD should include a diverse range of
youth organisation with generalist and specific thematic (and bioeconomy relevant) foci such
as the European Young Farmer Council or the European Youth Forum. A forum could include
keynotes, panels and roundtable deliberative exercises on the Bioeconomy Strategy and
related youth initiatives.
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Option 2: Conducting a representative survey of youth on specific bioeconomy
policies and issues

The Commission could also conduct research targeted at young people to better understand
their opinion on bioeconomy-related specific issues, and also the drivers and barriers of the
lack of youth engagement in the bioeconomy. This initiative could only occur when specific
bioeconomy-related issues arise or ideas are developed which require consultation (i.e., it
would be more reactive than proactive). Then, representative surveys of youth across the
EU, followed by interviews with young people could provide in-sight that could be integrated
into policy-making and processes. The findings from the research could then be condensed
into a formalised report and disseminated.

The assessment of the two options against the criteria is provided below:

e Potential to support policy tasks: A forum like Option 1 that includes a selection of
leading and thematically relevant European youth organisations is likely to provide value
on each of the policy tasks, particularly in terms of strategy development and policy
implementation. Furthermore, research like Option 2 that uses a sufficiently large and
well-formulated survey will yield some interesting insights from young people of the
bioeconomy policy. Nevertheless, a survey is unlikely to provide as many in-depth
qualitative insights as an in-person forum.

e Potential to ensure proactive engagement. Despite previous difficulties increasing
youth engagement, a dedicated initiative for young people and the signal that it sends
like Option 1 could hopefully reverse this trend and help establish the bioeconomy as
more of a key priority for youth organisations. Alternatively, engagement under Option
2 is a reactive initiative, only taking place when deemed important for youth engagement.
There may be an option to supplement the survey results with qualitative interviews, but
it could require extensive resources and time to ensure a representative sample in
qualitative interviews.

e Potential to facilitate awareness raising: As with previous options, a Youth Forum that
involves the main youth organisations could use these bodies for awareness raising and
could help provide linkages with stakeholders outside of the immediate world of the
bioeconomy. Option 1 could also produce interesting communication outputs such as
recordings of sessions, meeting minutes and social media. Likewise, Option 2 could also
generate awareness due to receiving the invitation to complete the survey or interview,
but also the publication of the findings.

e Potential to enable balanced representation and conflict resolution: If carried out
effectively, Option 2 could reach a high level of representativeness through a well-
executed sampling and survey. While Option 1 could not claim to involve a completely
representative sample of the EU’s young people, a diverse range of youth groups from
different sectors could allow a Youth Forum to achieve a wider representation of youth,
but not necessarily representative of the youth demographic. There would be a need in
this option to identify the gaps in representation across the youth groups and a concerted
effort would be needed to try and address these gaps.

e Potential for synergies with existing structures: Option 1 could see the Commission
realise the potential for collaboration with thematically relevant youth groups and could
provide it with the opportunity to increase synergies between them and its existing youth
initiative in the Bioeconomy Youth Ambassadors. Option 2 has very limited potential for
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synergies since it is a standalone and reactive initiative but could potentially be
streamlined with the open public consultation tool.

* Relevance to the needs and gaps identified in the study: Both options address the
need to better include young people in the bioeconomy which was one of the clearest
gaps in stakeholder engagement identified over the course of the study. A dedicated
initiative for young people like Option 1 and 2 is a clear way to help fill this gap and should
have the dual benefit of increasing participation, representation, and raise awareness
(an objective of the Youth Ambassadors programme which is expanded in
Recommended Action 4). However, Option 1 should be able to further support aims to
increase awareness of the bioeconomy across the youth using different strategies whilst
Option 2 could only raise awareness through specific research and timescales.

o Level of legal, political or technical obstacles: Given the political imperatives to
increase the prevalence of youth, as shown by agendas like the European Year of Youth
in 2022, there should be sufficient internal enthusiasm to overcome any major barriers.
Initiatives like Option 1 are also quite commonplace in the EC world meaning that legal
and technical issues should not be a major concern. Similarly, the EC regularly tenders
research in the style of Option 2 highlighted above and the processes are very well
established.

e Cost: The set up and operational costs of an in-person forum, Option 1, will incur some
cost, especially if there is budget provided for travel from around the EU and a large
space is required for a sufficiently representative number of youth stakeholders to
participate. Tendering research like Option 2 to external consultants will also have some
cost though this is likely to be less expensive than Option 1 since the costs will only incur
at specific points in time.

Following this assessment, the Table below provides the scoring of the MCA, with Option 1

(Bioeconomy Youth Forum) providing the most benefits using the weighted and
unweighted criteria.
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Table 4.5: Summary of MCA results for increasing the representation and participation
of young people in the bioeconomy policy discussion and ecosystem

Impacts Option 1: Bioeconomy | Option 2: Conducting a
Youth Forum representative survey of

youth on specific
bioeconomy policies
and issues

Potential to
support policy
tasks

Key Criteria

+

Potential to +/++ +
facilitate

awareness

raising

Potential to
ensure proactive
engagement

Additional Potential to + +
Criteria enable balanced

representation

and conflict

resolution

Potential for
synergies with
existing structure
Relevance to the +/++
needs and gaps
identified in the
study

Barriers Level of legal,
political or
technical
obstacles

Scoring: weighted (unweighted) 11 (6.5) 6.5 (4.5)
++: Major +: Minor 0: No or - Minor --: Major

positive impact  positive impact negligible negative negative
impact impact impact
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4.3. Suggested supporting actions

The EU bioeconomy's growth and progress show that the initiatives led by DG RTD have
been successful, as they already promote significant stakeholder involvement in the
bioeconomy. Instead of creating new initiatives, stakeholder engagement in this study
highlighted areas that could be improved. There are also easy opportunities, or "low hanging
fruit", that existing initiatives could take advantage of. These are summarised in the actions
below and further detailed in Section 5.

Supporting Action 1: Making information on the EU Bioeconomy and EU Bioeconomy

Strategy more widely available and easier to access

Area of improvement: B) Bolstering engagement with specific (and underrepresented)
stakeholder groups. C) improving the understanding and communication of what the
bioeconomy is and what it involves

Rationale: The findings of the study to date have revealed that stakeholders feel they are
missing a one-stop shop to familiarise themselves with bioeconomy. There are several
different EC websites which currently host very relevant bioeconomy content from various
angles producing an incredible wealth of resources. Yet stakeholders, especially those
smaller organisations such as primary producers and SMEs, described the difficulties of
accessing all the information they needed in the current website.

Target beneficiary/stakeholder groups: All stakeholders

Description of the existing programme: The website of the European Commission,
particularly the part on Research and Innovation and Bioeconomy (Bioeconomy strategy -
European Commission (europa.eu)) can be found within the ‘environment’ research area
and its home page includes information such as: why the EU supports bioeconomy
research and innovation, Regional Innovation Valleys, three key research areas, funding
opportunities, projects and results, collaboration and jobs, scientific publications, tools and
databases, factsheets, news and events. The JRC's Knowledge centre for bioeconomy is
a hugely valuable resource on the bioeconomy primarily for policymakers but also other
interested stakeholders. It supports policymaking by identifying, filtering and structuring
relevant information and making it accessible, bringing together researchers, policymakers
and other experts in the field, and analysing, synthesising available evidence and
communicating it in a transparent, tailored and concise manner.

Supporting Action 2: Clarify what the bioeconomy is and what it means for stakeholders,

seeking to reduce definitional complexity

Area of improvement: B) Bolstering engagement with specific (and underrepresented)
stakeholder groups. C) improving the understanding and communication of what the
bioeconomy is and what it involves.

Rationale: Many stakeholders reported a sense of ambiguity about what the bioeconomy
is and what it entails, with the implication that the information on the current definition is
not sufficiently clear and/or has not been sufficiently communicated. A well-communicated
definition of the bioeconomy, as well as some key terms, is absolutely essential to help
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existing stakeholders clarify their relationship to the bioeconomy as well as and making it
more accessible to new types of stakeholders looking to get involved.

Target beneficiary/stakeholder groups: All stakeholders

Description of the existing programme: The official documentation describing the
bioeconomy can be found on the DG RTD website (not on the main page). It is a 3-page
document on the current EU bioeconomy Strategy which outlines four points on the
bioeconomy's potential, DG RTD's three-tiered plan, some examples of EU-funded
research and innovation project and overall figures on the bioeconomy. On social media,
there are two X (formerly known as Twitter) accounts, one for Horizon Europe
(@HorizonEU) and another for the DG itself (@EUSciencelnnov) which are shared
between DG RTD and the JRC. There is also a shared active presence on LinkedIn (‘EU
Science, Research and Innovation’).

Supporting Action 3: Enhancing the awareness-raising work of the Bioeconomy Youth

Ambassadors (BYA) programme

Area of improvement: A) Building on current DG RTD and EC initiatives to engage
stakeholders. B) Bolstering engagement with specific (and underrepresented) stakeholder
groups.

Rationale: The current Youth Ambassadors initiative has been a very effective initiative
for awareness-raising, but the programme could look to build bridges with other youth
organisations to further build the profile of the bioeconomy.

Target beneficiary/stakeholder groups: Young people

Description of the existing programme: The BYA is a tool for raising awareness on
bioeconomy and currently involves 15 young people from around Europe. Their main tasks
are to lead by example through thought leadership on the bioeconomy, inform and inspire
others about sustainable and circular bioeconomy; reach out to communities: students and
civil society, and engage decision-makers; raise awareness about the role of the
bioeconomy in everyone’s life especially in youth communities; support the ongoing youth
and education related processes of the European Union.

Supporting Action 4: Support increased Member State (MS) engagement in the

European Bioeconomy Policy Forum (EBPF)

Area of improvement: A) Building on current DG RTD and EC initiatives to engage
stakeholders. B) Bolstering engagement with specific (and underrepresented) stakeholder
groups.

Rationale: The EBPF is one of the main avenues of policy development and coordination
at the disposal of the EC and has been very successful in its functions thus far. Therefore,
DG RTD could consider integrating stakeholder engagement more significantly within the
forum. There are varying levels of engagement between MS’s with certain countries
described as more passive than others. Throughout the study, stakeholders have
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highlighted a slight feeling of disconnect between the policy level and day-to-day reality of
the bioeconomy and wish their views were represented more at the highest level of the
bioeconomy.

There are several EC initiatives with a similar focus to EBPF and its work on policy
coordination with the Member States like the Circular Cities and Regions Initiative (CCRI)
and the Smart Specialisation Strategies CoP (S3 CoP). These initiatives are currently
working in isolation and could greatly benefit from collaborating which should in turn aid
policy implementation. Better coordination with the initiatives represents "low hanging fruit"
for the EBPF and a response to Member States requests for increased cooperation and
knowledge exchange. With increasing importance of the bioeconomy in other sectors,
there may also be a need to expand the membership of the EBPF beyond the core DGs.

Target beneficiary/stakeholder groups: Policymakers

Description of the existing programme: The EBPF fulfils the EC’'s commitment to
establish this forum. It also addresses specific policy needs among the ministries
responsible for developing and implementing bioeconomy policy across EU MS. A
dedicated forum for multipartite exchange at MS level is needed to facilitate sharing of best
practices and coordinated approaches in developing policy solutions. structured dialogue
between the Commission and MS.
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5. Recommended Actions

This section presents the final list of recommended actions informed by the study findings.
The seven recommended actions target specific areas of stakeholder engagement and
include recommended actions for new initiatives and to support existing initiatives. The
recommended actions are described in further detail in this section and include context, the
rationale and some likely objectives. Furthermore, based on the learnings of the project,
further suggestions on possible activities, organisational structure and implementation steps
are provided. However, these will need more serious consideration during a future feasibility
study and elaboration if the recommended actions were to be implemented.

Table 5.1 provides a summary of the recommended actions for DG RTD to enhance
stakeholder involvement in the EU bioeconomy.

Table 5.1: Summary of Recommended Actions

W Recommended action title

Recommended actions for new initiatives

1. Creating and supporting an EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform
2. Set-up and support an EC-led Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel
3. Establishing a Bioeconomy Youth Forum

Recommended actions to support existing initiatives

4. Make information on the EU Bioeconomy and EU Bioeconomy Strategy more
widely available and easier to access

5. Clarify what the bioeconomy is and what it means for stakeholders, seeking to
reduce definitional complexity

6. Enhancing the awareness-raising work of the Youth Ambassadors programme

7. Further increase active engagement of Member States in EBPF
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5.1. Recommended Action 1

Action Title

Creating and supporting an EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform

Description

An official EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform could give the bioeconomy ecosystem its
own “network of networks” where all types of stakeholders can interact and exchange
experiences and ideas. A formalised network could increase participation among
previously underrepresented groups, allow stakeholders to build their capacity and expand
the bioeconomy into exciting new areas.

By creating a platform where stakeholders could network and exchange ideas and
solutions in their work with bioeconomy, best practices could be taken into use by many
more, boosting bioeconomy efforts as a whole, while also providing real-time insight into
the work and challenges of stakeholders.

The main purpose of this entity would not be to directly affect policy development, but to
facilitate interaction and communication between peers within and across different sectors.
Nevertheless, collaboration with more policy-centric bodies like the EBPF (and
hypothetical Stakeholder Policy Panel in Action 2) should be beneficial and encouraged to
ensure effective feedback loops of stakeholders onto the policy process.

Objectives

e Strengthening cooperation among stakeholder networks to facilitate the exchange of
expertise, good practices, knowledge and lessons learned in the bioeconomy

e Engaging stakeholders through mobilisation and mutual learning as well as identifying
solution pathways to challenges within the bioeconomy.

e Increase the profile of the bioeconomy in Member States, regional government, civil
society and the private sector.

Rationale

Only marginally the highest-scoring option, this recommended action is based on the
framework of ‘creating an official EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform’ (Option 3) and
components of Option 2, and establishing a project similar to past initiatives such as the
BIOVOICES project. Components of Option 2 could include its style of workshops and
dissemination tools which have been quoted as successful tools for stakeholder
engagement. Therefore, the recommended action combines both Options which could
expand the reach of the bioeconomy and its influence, while also working to improve
engagement amongst existing stakeholders. While stakeholder engagement has been well
supported in the past by a range of RTD-funded initiatives, there is a currently a lack of a
more structural platform to host and network communities, tools, projects and initiatives
that work on bioeconomy innovation. The justification for this initiative is outlined in four
main points :
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(1) The need to improve stakeholder engagement among un/underrepresented
stakeholders

A successful network is a reflection of a broader community of diverse stakeholders. Part
of the rationale behind this stems from the stakeholder engagement principle of having a
“comprehensive” approach, where stakeholders from across a diverse range of fields and
background participate in the bioeconomy ecosystem. However, the research thus far has
revealed that several groups are currently underrepresented in terms of the level of
stakeholder engagement. These groups that are key to a thriving European bioeconomy
ecosystem include:

¢ Youth groups and bodies; these were identified as both very underrepresented and
important to engage as part of a vibrant bioeconomy community.

e« The investment community; Besides boosting the vitality of research, innovation,
start-ups, and SMEs in the bioeconomy through private investments, it could be very
useful to understand the private sector's needs better. By engaging the investment
community more widely, it should enhance the visibility of the bioeconomy and create
more opportunities to expand existing use cases and synergies.

e NGOs; this group was identified as underrepresented in the bioeconomy community.
There is a need to change perceptions that the bioeconomy is prone to unsustainable
practices that can prioritise the economic dimension rather than
environmental/societal sides of the bioeconomy. Ultimately, increasing buy-in from
civil society will help make the bioeconomy more equitable and pluralist.

e Workers; interviews outlined a lack of workers’ representation participation in the
bioeconomy and a sense of misplaced hostility of it as a threat to jobs rather than a
driver of them.

e Consumers (i.e. residents and households); some key RTD stakeholders underlined
the growing importance of consumers (and by extension consumer representatives)
as a key stakeholder group.

(2) “Widening” the bioeconomy

In addition to including more stakeholder groups representative of the bioeconomy, a
stakeholder platform should also consider representatives across different geographies in
the EU. One of the main stakeholder engagement principles outlined in the Inception
Report for this study was the need for the EU’s Bioeconomy Strategy to encourage
participation and to “involve and mobilise all interested parties in the development of
policies and actions across the strategic, operational and instrumental level”. This speaks
to the importance of co-creation in the development of bioeconomy strategies.

A recurring theme of the study, to date, has been the imbalance in stakeholder
engagement and participation between parts of Europe. One of the primary findings from
the scoping interviews, which was subsequently supported by the stakeholder
engagement initiatives mapping, was the lack of strategic prioritisation. As of late 2023, 12
countries located mostly in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) are still yet to publish an
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official bioeconomy strategy?®. This is even more pronounced at the regional level with
only two regions in CEE countries publishing a bioeconomy strategy. Conversely, some
Member States such as France, Germany and Denmark have an increasing number of
multiple regional bioeconomy strategies being developed to complement existing national
plans. This strategic void has been filled somewhat by macro-regional initiatives such as
the BIOEAST initiative which many stakeholders hailed as a success story in widening the
bioeconomy and increasing Eastern European engagement. Nevertheless, even with
participation in research and innovation initiatives at the EU level through programmes like
Horizon Europe, widening engagement should be priority.

(3) The need to capitalise on synergies with other EC initiatives

In addition to greater inclusion of other social groups, increasing stakeholder engagement
will rely on “mainstreaming” the principles of the bioeconomy through building synergies
with other networks and other sectors. Creating synergies with networks that are relevant
to the bioeconomy and work in areas like circularity (ECESP) and regional development
(S3, CCRI) is both important and mutually beneficial to other initiatives. There are also
existing networks which could be leveraged to reach out to stakeholder groups that are
less familiar with bioeconomy. These include: the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP)
network, a forum through which National CAP Networks, organisations, administrations,
researchers, entrepreneurs and practitioners can share knowledge and information (e.g.,
via peer-to-peer learning and good practices) about agriculture and rural policy.
Furthermore, the EEN (European Enterprise Network) helps businesses innovate and
grow on an international scale. It is the world’s largest support network for SMEs with
international ambitions. Finally, the EU Platform on Food Losses and Food Waste (DG
SANTE), coordinates efforts to tackle food waste by limiting the generation of surplus food
at each stage of the food supply chain (i.e., production, processing, distribution and
consumption) to combat food waste and acts as a specific platform that feeds into the
bioeconomy.

Stakeholders reported that a larger and more diverse community could help create a more
system-based and holistic understanding of the bioeconomy with more balanced
participation and representation between stakeholders. Furthermore, raising awareness
among more marginal groups and facilitating discussion between different types of
stakeholders is likely to help demonstrate that collaboration is mutually beneficial. This
shift should help rectify the common complaint that the current ecosystem can, at times,
be overly combative and competitive between different stakeholder groups with little
incentive to look for win-win scenarios as well as the potential for new use cases and value
chains previously mentioned. There was acknowledgement that, even as the number of
synergies increased and the bioeconomy grew in prominence, strong coordination of a
network is crucial to ensure leadership and effective organisation. This could allay the fear
that the inclusion of the bioeconomy in other areas could become something purely
cosmetic and another form of “greenwashing”, while ignoring the core ideas behind the
bioeconomy.

% "Bioeconomy Country Dashboard” (2023) JRC, available at:
https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/visualisation/bioeconomy-different-countries_en
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(4) The need to maximise and exploit past bioeconomy investments by DG RTD
(Framework programmes for R&l funding)

A more formalised stakeholder network could effectively leverage past investments in the
wealth of relevant Horizon Europe (HE) Projects, HE research and innovation Partnerships
and Missions. The findings from these investments could be integrated, to some extent,
into a bioeconomy community, providing an evidence base for best practices and lessons
learned. The BIOVOICES initiative performed a similar function and aggregated the
findings and insights across the bioeconomy Horizon projects; this could be replicated by
another DG RTD initiative.

Possible Organisation

Secretariat. Led by DG RTD, the Secretariat could facilitate the flow of information
between the Coordination Group and Leadership Groups. The Secretariat could oversee
the preparation of meetings, coordinate the platform’s activities and business continuity.

Coordination Group. A Coordination Group could be comprised of a representative group
of stakeholders who could take turns to operate the platform. A suggestion for the
composition of such a Coordination group could be:

o Representatives from DG RTD and other relevant DGs

¢ Representatives from existing national, regional and local multi stakeholder networks
specialising in the field of the bioeconomy

¢ Representatives from bioeconomy business, trade unions groupings and the
investment community

e Representatives from civil society organisation including Environmental NGOs, youth
groups and consumer groups

e Representatives from the knowledge community, including universities, research
organisations, think-tanks specialising in the bioeconomy

The mandate of the Coordination Group could be to provide guidance to the Platform’s
activities. This could reinforce the interaction between stakeholders active in the field of
the bioeconomy, while supervising and facilitating the exchange and mapping of good
practices for national, regional and local bioeconomy strategies as well as examples from
businesses, trade unions and civil society organisations. This could foster European
debates on issues related to the bioeconomy and to identify approaches that could help
removing obstacles that are inhibiting the growth of the bioeconomy, by liaising with
existing European policy initiatives, advisory groups or committees and existing EU
Platforms relating to the bioeconomy.

Working Groups. A series of Working Groups could be constructed by Platform members
and the Coordination Group. Working Groups could be organised around different themes
and aim to coordinate experts and businesses to discuss practical methods to best
participate in the bioeconomy and identify the policy implications for the EC.
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Possible Activities

Mobilisation and Mutual Learning Workshops

Mobilisation and Mutual Learning (MML) workshops are a methodological approach
developed during the BIOVOICES project which are centred around the knowledge and
specific challenges faced by different stakeholders. Stakeholders are engaged on a
targeted basis, thus ensuring the highest possible relevance of stakeholders vis-a-vis
topics for each tailored event, helping to emphasise to stakeholders the benefits and
relevance of their participation for said particular event.

Overall, five different methodological aspects were considered to increase stakeholder
engagement in the bioeconomy, including market development, awareness and trust
building, supporting policies and standards, supporting environment and regional and local
development.

The European Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform could make use of this methodology and
arrange engagement events in this style. These could be targeted to specifically address
the challenges identified in the set-up of the initiative through feedback provided by
stakeholders in questionnaires and desk research. By organising a variety of events, each
specifically designed for a group of stakeholders and a particular issue within the
bioeconomy, the events could hold significant relevance for all attendees. Moreover,
collectively, these events could yield comprehensive insights for a detailed overall
analysis.

Networking activities

A Bioeconomy Platform could also build bridges with existing networks to reach out to
stakeholder groups that are less familiar with the bioeconomy to raise awareness on the
topic and grow its influence. The Platform could organise specific network-to-network
events with explanatory talks, collaboration brainstorming sessions and examples of
interesting synergies and use cases. These networks could also be used to disseminate
and distribute explanatory materials and new development on EU bioeconomy strategies
and policies.

Annual conference

A Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform could hold an annual conference to bring together
stakeholders and allows participants to foster partnerships. A conference could include
networking opportunities, keynote speeches, panel discussions and workshops to better
educate stakeholders.

Thought leadership
A Platform could also have a role to play in knowledge production and thought leadership
and could be encouraged to produce outputs like policy briefs, action plans and

recommendations. Working Groups could publish material like reflection papers which
could cover their activities and serve as a useful output to be disseminated.

54



Knowledge Hub

These outputs could be stored in a dedicated part of a website in a repository of information
that stakeholders can freely access to browse the Platform’s outputs and the experience
of other stakeholders. The Knowledge Hub could showcase projects that align with the
bioeconomy and inventories best practices, sector-specific knowledge, strategies,
commitments and pledges. There could also be information about financing in the EU, and
advertises a large number of trainings, toolkits and technical reports relating to
bioeconomy issues. A distinct interface to the JRC’s existing platform, a repository of this
style could focus more on success stories and toolkits for primary producers and SME
stakeholders rather than the more scientific content produced by the Knowledge Centre
for Bioeconomy. Nevertheless, the KCB’s content could be easily accessible through a
federated one-stop-shop which is detailed in a later recommended action.

Communication activities

Use of social media is imperative, and a Platform could be active across different platforms
such as X, Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn to distribute content about bio-based
products, research or success stories about the bioeconomy. These communications help
to fully engage stakeholders and could be complemented by a website newsletter and
content and social media. These activities allow for conversations to continue outside of
the formal conferences and events on the social media websites.

Past initiatives like BIOVOICES helped produce innovative communication outputs which
helped raise the profile of the project and wider bioeconomy. These included:

e A BioArt Gallery that showcased promising feedstock like tomatoes, algae and the
applicability of these products in daily life, identifying to the public the breadth of the
bioeconomy within schools and conferences across Europe. This gallery was made
into a booklet to further develop interest in the bioeconomy.

e« The BIOES Serious game, challenging players on their knowledge of bioeconomy and
sustainability.

e A ‘Bioeconomy Prize’ for high school students engaging with bioeconomy related
efforts. Bioeconomy Prize was created for high school students to create ideas and
solutions for the bioeconomy.

e Educational flap book for children aged 5 to 7, describing the bioeconomy and bio-
based products in a simple and accessible manner. The book, now translated into 15
languages and distributed in 25,000 copies, received critical acclaim, and was given
patronage by the EC.

Similar initiatives

ECESP, BIOVOICES, EUBioNet
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5.2. Recommended Action 2

Action Title

Set up and support an EC-led Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel

This Recommended Action addresses the need for a more structured and longer-term
approach to stakeholder engagement in the European policy process. This recommended
action suggests a mechanism for a more effective and balanced channelling of inputs from
the diversity of actors who have a stake in the Bioeconomy strategy in the form of a Panel.
Coordinated by the EC but pluralist in nature, a Panel could provide stakeholder feedback
and advice on bioeconomy efforts but also participate in the development of policy through
proactive co-creation. This body could help create a more transparent and equitable
bioeconomy strategy and strengthen cooperation between the public, private, third sector,
and youth.

Objectives

e Support policy goals by jointly deliberating the development of European bioeconomy
strategy using co-creation to ensure that any potential intervention is as relevant to as
many stakeholders as possible.

e To monitor wider trends in the bioeconomy and the process of the development of any
strategy to maximise the success of policy implementation.

e To evaluate EU, national and regional policies and facilitate knowledge exchange and
best practices

Involving stakeholders in the policymaking process (from information exchange to
co-creation)

Much of the research indicated that one of the best ways to engage stakeholders is by
giving them more agency and influence in the development of bioeconomy policy. In past
initiatives, this included opportunities for stakeholders to provide feedback on draft plans
or meet with policymakers directly to discuss their views. Offering stakeholders an
opportunity to both contribute to and help shape the future of the EU Bioeconomy Strategy
could foster a more collaborative and less hierarchical approach to policymaking. One of
the key reasons behind the success of the EU Bioeconomy Stakeholders Panel,
operational until 2020, was that it provided stakeholders with an opportunity to have some
impact on the policies that directly influence them.

The need to represent the diversity of bioeconomy stakeholders in a structured
panel

This Recommended Action could seek to improve the diversity of actors and perspectives

which currently advise on the policy process. As discussed above, groups that currently
have limited inputs on policy development include NGOs, trade unions, interest groups,
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customer association, and youth (the same underrepresented groups as previously
described).

A key part of the EU’s current Bioeconomy Strategy is its economic, environmental, and
societal dimensions. The last of those dimensions, societal, refers to the potential of the
bioeconomy’s ability to promote sustainable trade and social fairness in Europe through
mobilised civil society. Part of the rationale behind this stems from the stakeholder
engagement principle of having a “comprehensive” approach, where stakeholders from
across a diverse range of fields and background are involved. Through the inclusion of the
perspectives of different social groups, a strategy is more likely to be future-proofed and
relevant to the needs of previously underrepresented stakeholders.

During consultations, some stakeholders, including NGOs, expressed a desire for greater
involvement in the bioeconomy, as they felt their current role was somewhat symbolic.
There were also calls to expand beyond existing stakeholder structures to include other
societal groups like refugees, the unemployed, and vulnerable individuals in the
bioeconomy. By incorporating and giving more weight to these diverse perspectives, future
bioeconomy strategies are expected to be of higher quality and more comprehensive.

The composition of public and private sectors in any future panel is fundamental to its co-
creation aspect, which should be mirrored in the panel's structure. Diversity is also
essential for a Panel to fulfil its role as a representative organisation. The Panel must
carefully consider the stakeholder recruitment process to allocate roles in the high-level
policy group and Working Groups, ensuring maximum transparency. The clarity and
openness of the process will bolster trust in stakeholder engagement and might attract
stakeholders who may not have been identified otherwise. The Panel needs to balance
practicality with reach, striving to function effectively while reflecting the policy preferences
of the broader stakeholder ecosystem as much as possible. With these governance goals
in mind, a Panel could contain the following components:

e A Coordination Committee of Commission services could help coordinate
stakeholders from their respective policy areas and help gather feedback for agendas.
It could also support with the administration of the Panel.

¢ High-level policy group comprised of a representative from each working group (see
below) which must also have representation from each stakeholder type to be chaired
by DG RTD. This group should discuss any recommendations from the Working
Groups and adapt them into coherent policy inputs.

o Working groups: Groups of stakeholders could address specific policy issues in a
project-oriented work unit (“working groups”). These groups could carry out thematic
workshops and maintain regular dialogue which could in turn feed into the work of the
overall Stakeholder Policy Panel.

e Participation in co-creation sessions during the policy development phase to ex-ante
help build any future bioeconomy strategies. This process should ensure the inclusion
of expert advice, from diverse composition of stakeholder types and specialisations,
before any policy measures are finalised.
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e Identifying and monitor policy trends and developments, political fields of action,
measures and framework conditions that could help with the process and
implementation of EU bioeconomy policy. This should complement and build on the
prior work of the JRC’s KCB partial 2022 survey of bioeconomy initiatives in Member
States and make use of its EU Bioeconomy Monitoring System to inform its thinking.

e Evaluate European, International and national policy ex-post to provide
recommendations on how to improve future policy.

Aside from these activities, the Panel should also engage in a number of communication
and knowledge sharing activities to bring media and public attention on relevant
bioeconomy issues and promote the bioeconomy.

Similar initiatives

German Bioeconomy Council, Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel

5.3. Recommended Action 3

Action Title

Establishing a Bioeconomy Youth Forum

Description

A Bioeconomy Youth Forum could establish more permanent dialogue between the EC
and youth organisations. The need for more structured interaction is not reserved for just
young people, as reflected in Recommended Action 1, but a dedicated youth structure
addresses the current lack of engagement of young people and its importance. A Youth
Forum should strive for continuous and meaningful engagement of young people through
a combination of physical activities, such as a yearly event, as well as offline interactions
through discussion groups to target bioeconomy topics more specifically and take a more
bottom-up approach.

Objectives

e Gather perspectives on bioeconomy policy development and implementation from a
representative sample of young people

¢ Increase engagement and awareness of the bioeconomy among young people

o Complement existing youth initiatives operating in the bioeconomy and
green/sustainable policy

Rationale

Need for more representativeness and legitimacy of youth engagement

A recurring theme of the study is the necessity to engage young people more in the
bioeconomy and address the lack of awareness among this important demographic. The
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youth's role is vital for expanding the bioeconomy, as their influence as a stakeholder
group is already noticeable in areas like the circular economy and sustainability. The
current Youth Ambassadors initiative has been very effective for raising awareness, but
it's also resource-intensive considering the small number of young people it directly
reaches. To genuinely represent the youth's voice in the bioeconomy, DG RTD should
consider collaborating more closely with Europe's youth organisations for a more
transparent inclusion of stakeholders in the policy-making process.

Targeted engagement with youth to increase participation

A key take-away from the study’s mapping exercise was the absence of youth, grassroots,
and citizen-centric perspectives in both the stakeholders and stakeholder engagement
initiatives. A consistent comment in the expert review was that groups representing young
people and other social groups were conspicuous by their absence. As mentioned above,
there are some standout successes in this area such as the EU Bioeconomy Youth
Ambassadors, a highly subscribed EC initiative which involves 15 young people carrying
out awareness-raising activities on the bioeconomy such as participating in workshops,
producing a podcast, and developing a Youth Bioeconomy Manifesto. Nevertheless, the
fact that such a small number of volunteer ambassadors are currently the only
representatives of youth in the bioeconomy, especially following the European Year of
Youth in 2022, indicates that this key group is currently underserved.

A dedicated option for youth acknowledges the reality that different groups of stakeholders
require different approaches to engagement. Given the diversity of stakeholders in the EU
bioeconomy, a strategy for improving stakeholder engagement needs to be strategic and
include targeted measures which acknowledge the relationship and level of understanding
which different groups have about the bioeconomy. Rather than a one-size-fits-all
approach, the strategy needs to be streamlined and ensure that stakeholder interactions
are as efficient as possible. This requires an appraisal and understanding of the needs of
each stakeholder group to streamline engagement.

Possible Organisation

The Bioeconomy Youth Forum could be jointly managed by the EC, through several DGs
to share the organisational burden, in conjunction with a single or small selection of youth
organisations. Through this division of labour between DGs, a Forum should reflect the
cross-disciplinary nature of the bioeconomy and prioritise important youth themes such as
entrepreneurship, sustainability, and education into a Bioeconomy Youth Forum. In terms
of outreach to relevant youth organisations for participation in Bioeconomy Youth Forum,
DG RTD could consider the following organisations:

e The European Youth Forum is the biggest platform of youth organisations in Europe,
representing over 100 youth organisations, which bring together tens of millions of
young people from all over Europe and is co-funded by the EC and Erasmus+
programme. One of its key actions (under the sustainable development theme) is
climate. The forum publishes a newsletter, a resolution and has events with its
network.

e The European Youth Portal is a vital information source in areas like sustainable
development and offers European and country level information about opportunities
and initiatives that are of interest young people who are living, learning and working
in Europe. The portal also provides a feedback mechanism for young people on a
range of online content (e.g., articles on sustainability).
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e The European Youth Foundation (part of the Council of Europe) carries out activities
in sustainability and has access to a large network of youth organisations through its
funding grants.

¢ Independent youth bodies such as the YEE (Youth and Environment Europe), which
is the largest independent European network of environmental youth organisations.
YEE unites 42 member organisations from 25 countries. The YEE is also part of
Generation Climate Europe — a network of networks for young people and climate
change.

Possible Activities

Yearly event

The centrepiece of a Forum could be a yearly meeting, preferably as a standalone event
but also effective as part of e.g., youth conferences. The event could feature keynote
speakers, panels with a range of Youth and Commission representatives and
brainstorming sessions on the state of the bioeconomy and the EC strategy. It could also
give the opportunity to present the work of discussion groups (see below).

Discussion groups

Fulfilling a similar function to working groups in other initiatives, a Forum could have groups
of young people working on the most important themes of the bioeconomy. These groups
could assist RTD will key policy tasks by representing the perspective of youth during the
process of agenda-setting, policy implementation and monitoring.

Bioeconomy network events

With increased legitimacy because of its links with European youth organisations, member
of the Bioeconomy Youth Forum could carry out the policy task of representing the sector
at EU and international forum and negotiations. Greater transparency provided by links
with youth organisations enhances credibility, fosters trust among stakeholders, and
allows for better understanding and evaluation of the decision-making process, leading to
more effective representation and outcomes. There is also considerable potential for
synergies between a Bioeconomy Youth Forum and other existing RTD initiatives like the
BYA, EBPF as well as potential initiatives like a policy platform (Recommended Action 2)
and wider stakeholder network (Recommended Action 1).

Communication activities

Disseminating material from all the activities above could give youth engagement a
significant boost. A well-run presence on social media publishing content from events and
discussion groups could be instrumental in growing the profile of the bioeconomy, as
exemplified by BIOVOICES creating a series of creative outputs such as the bioeconomy
prize.

Similar initiatives

Circular Economy for Youth, European Youth Forum
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5.4. Recommended Action 4

Action Title

Make information on the EU Bioeconomy and EU Bioeconomy Strategy more widely
available and easier to access

Description of existing initiative(s)

At present, a wealth of information about the EU Bioeconomy is available on the DG RTD's
website, specifically within the "environment" research area. The homepage features a
variety of information including the reasons for EU support towards bioeconomy research
and innovation, Regional Innovation Valleys, three primary research areas, funding
opportunities, projects and results, collaboration and job opportunities, scientific
publications, tools and databases, factsheets, and news and events.

However, the JRC's Knowledge Centre for Bioeconomy stands as an incredibly valuable
resource for the bioeconomy, mainly catering to policymakers but also other stakeholders
with an interest in the field. It aids policymaking by identifying, filtering, and structuring
relevant information for easy access. It also facilitates collaboration between researchers,
policymakers, and other field experts. Additionally, it focuses on the analysis and synthesis
of available evidence, which it communicates in a clear, tailored, and succinct way.

Rationale

The findings of the study to date have revealed that stakeholders feel they are missing a
one-stop shop to familiarise themselves with bioeconomy. There are several different
websites of the EC which currently host very relevant bioeconomy content from various
angles producing an incredible wealth of resources. However, stakeholders described the
difficulties of accessing all the information they needed in the current website, particularly
stakeholders from smaller organisations such as primary producers and SMEs.

Possible steps for implementation

The DG RTD bioeconomy homepage serves as a vital initial point of contact for many
stakeholders. It houses a vast array of bioeconomy information and numerous web links,
which could potentially overwhelm users due to the information overload. This could be
enhanced by better structuring the European Commission's online resources to more
effectively display the available resources, key terms, and synergies with other policies
and sectors.

In addition, the DG RTD website could evolve into a more unified, one-stop-shop platform,
making it simpler to access bioeconomy information and expand on the existing content.
This could provide a more intuitive user pathway to the EC's Knowledge Centre on
Bioeconomy, DG RTD/Horizon Europe funding opportunities, other pertinent RTD
initiatives like the EBPF and SCAR, as well as the potential EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder
platform outlined in Recommended Action 1. By more clearly directing information through
a well-designed and efficiently managed one-stop-shop, users could access the content
that is most relevant to them about the bioeconomy's action areas, the concerned
stakeholders, initiatives, events, and capacity-building. A notable, illustrative example of
this type of architecture is DG SANTE's EU Food Loss and Waste Prevention Hub, which



has well-organised resources on relevant news and initiatives/trends at the Member State
level.

Timeline

The estimated timeline for implementing this recommended action is short, as most of the
necessary material already exists and simply needs to be collated in a coherent way.

Stakeholders

This recommended action concerns all stakeholders within the bioeconomy, who may
seek information on the topic. This is especially relevant for those who are still familiarising
themselves with the concept, and those who might need a deeper understanding of the
bioeconomy before they can identify where their participation and engagement would be
most beneficial and have the most impact.

5.5. Recommended Action 5

Action Title

Clarify what the bioeconomy is and what it means for stakeholders, seeking to reduce any
definitional complexity.

Description of existing initiative(s)

The essential information on the current EU Bioeconomy Strategy is currently found on
the DG RTD website as a three-page factsheet, outlining four points on the bioeconomy’s
potential, overall figures on the bioeconomy, DG RTD'’s three-tiered plan for it, as well as
some examples of EU-funded Research and Innovation projects. Furthermore, the EC’S
KCB has produced (and is currently revising) a highly insightful glossary of terms as well
as explainers on dedicated topics such as forestry, biomass and algae which include
videos and policy briefs.

On social media, there are two X (formerly known as Twitter) accounts, one for Horizon
Europe (@HorizonEU) and another for the DG itself (@EUSciencelnnov).

Rationale

Many stakeholders reported a sense of ambiguity about what the bioeconomy is and what
it entails, with the implication that the information on the current definition is not sufficiently
clear and/or has not been sufficiently communicated.

A clearly articulated definition of the bioeconomy, along with some key terms, is crucial in
assisting existing stakeholders to define their connection to the bioeconomy, and in making
it more approachable for new stakeholders seeking to participate.

Possible steps for implementation

First, the understanding of the bioeconomy could be improved by developing or
signposting content that explains the bioeconomy to different types of stakeholders. While



DG RTD has already produced some useful material on the bioeconomy, such as the
above-mentioned factsheet, more content and clarification is needed. There is a wealth of
useful sources for the bioeconomy, such as those produced by initiatives like BIOVOICES,
which produced a BioArt Gallery as well as a flap book on bioeconomy for kids. National
bioeconomy bodies can also be a useful source, explaining bioeconomy in a more local
context. DG RTD could draw inspiration from much of this material and further seek to
increase their own production of accessible material on the topic. DG RTD should also
look to collate content that appeals to different groups of stakeholders in the bioeconomy,
tailoring the content on a basis of the stakeholder to ensure their interest as well as
understanding of their own role within the concept.

Second, the understanding of the bioeconomy can be improved by better dissemination of
content and material. As outlined above, the EU’s KCB has a considerable amount of
explanatory material that is ideally suited for increasing awareness and understanding
which could be exploited more through increased dissemination (given the EU’s KCB lacks
its own social media presence, although it shares management of the RTD accounts). One
of the key factors identified by the BIOVOICES case study as important to the initiative’s
success was its use of social media, with regular content about bio-based products,
research outputs, or success stories related to bioeconomy and stakeholder engagement.

Timeline

The estimated timeline for implementing this recommended action is short, as most of the
necessary material already exists and simply needs to be collated in a coherent way.

Stakeholders

Like the one prior, this recommended action concerns all stakeholders within the
bioeconomy, who may seek information on the topic. This is especially relevant for those
who are still familiarising themselves with the concept, and those who might need a deeper
understanding of the bioeconomy before they can identify where their participation and
engagement would be most beneficial and have the most impact.

5.6. Recommended Action 6

Action Title

Enhancing the awareness-raising work of the Youth Ambassadors programme.

Description of existing initiative(s)

The Bioeconomy Youth Ambassadors, an initiative to raise bioeconomy awareness among
young people, consists of fifteen young individuals from various European countries. Their
main tasks are to lead by example through thought leadership on the bioeconomy and to
inform and inspire others about sustainable and circular bioeconomy. They also reach out
to communities like students, and civil society, and work to engage decision-makers on
the topic. The Ambassadors seek to raise awareness about the role of the bioeconomy in
the lives of the general public, particularly in youth communities. Furthermore, they support
the on-going youth and education related processes of the European Union.
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Rationale

Although resource-intensive, the existing Bioeconomy Youth Ambassadors initiative has
been very effective in its awareness-raising efforts. It is necessary to broaden this initiative
to reach a larger audience and continue enhancing young people’s awareness about the
bioeconomy.

Possible steps for implementation

When it comes to raising awareness, the current Youth Ambassadors initiative has been
highly effective in mobilising a group of young individuals and generating outputs, such as
the Bioeconomy Matters podcast and Youth Manifesto. However, this initiative could
benefit from stronger connections with other relevant European programmes that focus on
stakeholders within institutions like schools and universities, as well as young
professionals and entrepreneurs. This collaboration could involve workshops with young
people from initiatives like the BlueSchools4Algae and the European Bioeconomy
Universities, aimed at brainstorming and creating content on the bioeconomy to further
boost awareness among young people in a more customised manner. This specific
engagement should consider the young stakeholders’ current life stage, as well as their
own potential impact.

Timeline

The timeline to implement an enhanced Bioeconomy Youth Ambassadors initiative
depends on the coordination with other youth initiatives, as well as the Bioeconomy Youth
Forum (Recommended Action 3).

Stakeholders

The stakeholders impacted by this recommended action are young people, who have been
consistently highlighted throughout this study as a crucial group to involve in the
bioeconomy. Their involvement is key for the longevity of the bioeconomy concept,
enabling knowledge transfer from older generations while also integrating the ideas and
perspectives of young people in the future development of bioeconomy initiatives.

5.7. Recommended Action 7

Action Title

Further increase active engagement of Member States in the European Bioeconomy
Policy Forum (EBPF).

Description of existing initiative(s)

The European Bioeconomy Policy Forum works to support the strategic advancement of
a circular and sustainable bioeconomy in Europe. It also addresses specific policy needs
among the ministries responsible for developing and implementing bioeconomy policy
across EU Member States. This dedicated forum for multi-party exchange at Member
States level is useful to facilitate sharing of best practices and coordinated approaches in
developing policy solutions. The Forum further acts as a channel for structured dialogue
between the Commission and the EU Member States. Coordinated by DG RTD, the Forum
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contains several other DGs as well as representatives from the EESC, Committee of the
Regions and Member States and is organised into a high-level and expert-level structure.

Rationale

The EBPF is one of the key instruments of policy development and coordination at the
disposal of the EC and has been very successful in its functions thus far. Therefore, DG
RTD could consider integrating stakeholder engagement more significantly within the
forum.

First, engagement levels differ among Member States, with some countries being
described as more passive in their involvement. By promoting and incentivising increased
active participation from all Member States, especially those with previously limited
engagement, the Forum could truly tap into its full potential.

Secondly, throughout the study, stakeholders have expressed a slight sense of
disconnection between the policy level and the everyday reality of the bioeconomy. Some
stakeholders wish for better representation of their perspectives at the highest level of the
bioeconomy, as Member States may not always effectively communicate the diversity of
national views and opinions. Despite the EBPF convening every 3-6 months, either as
high-level and/or expert groups, more frequent interactions could foster more focused
engagement from more passive Member States. RTD representatives have cited some
beneficial workshops conducted with the JRC, which could be duplicated in other areas
based on the Forum's specific needs.

Thirdly, several Commission initiatives with a focus similar to the EBPF and its work on
policy coordination with Member States, such as the Circular Cities and Regions Initiative
(CCRI) and the Smart Specialisation Strategies CoP (S3 CoP), currently operate
independently. Collaborating could be highly advantageous for these initiatives, aiding in
policy implementation. Improved coordination between these initiatives represents an
easily achievable goal for the EBPF and also responds to Member States' requests for
increased cooperation and knowledge exchange.

Possible steps for implementation

The EBPF operates in a domain similar to several other bioeconomy-related initiatives
such as the CBE JU’s States Representative Group, the CCRI and S3 CoP. These groups
could enhance their collaboration to prevent overlap and confusion in policy development
and implementation.

Currently, the EBPF has a “light governance” structure which proves to be very effective,
allowing participation from all Member States and EU institutions based on their specific
interests. However, the EBPF could consider the following strategies for increased and
active Member State engagement in the EBPF, and thus, the bioeconomy.

First, the formation of additional working groups within the EBPF could involve
stakeholders from other initiatives like the CCRI, which comprises 12 pilot cities and 25
"fellow" cities, potentially serving as valuable partners for knowledge-sharing regarding
regional policy and circularity, facilitating the desired coordination. Although the CBE JU
is already a key player in the EBPF, the Joint Undertaking’s States Representatives group
could effectively stimulate engagement from underrepresented areas. Similarly, the
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BIOEAST+ project could play a crucial role in understanding and addressing the lack of
engagement amongst the "widening" member states.

Secondly, as suggested by the case studies, the EBPF could arrange smaller, ad-hoc
workshops at the expert level with stakeholders, which should be less resource-intensive,
to address specific issues and foster a more continuous sense of engagement. These
could follow the MML workshop methodology used by the BIOVOICES initiative, involving
the aforementioned stakeholders in addition to national ministries. Such workshops could
ensure closer cooperation between policymakers and stakeholders, bridging the gap
between the two while also combating regional imbalances within Member States through
its smaller and more localised events.

Thirdly, as the bioeconomy gains prominence and becomes increasingly relevant in other
sectors, the EBPF could consider expanding its membership beyond the core DGs.
Considering the growing importance of bioeconomy-related services, bioenergy, and the
twin transition imperatives, the EBPF could consider including representatives from DG
EMPL, ENER, and CNECT, either through shorter workshops or seminars, or on a
permanent basis.

Lastly, in line with earlier recommended actions concerning the EC’s communication and
information architecture, the work and outputs of the EBPF could be more extensively
publicised and disseminated. Given the current absence of a dedicated website for the
EBPF, increased visibility should aid stakeholders from the wider bioeconomy in
understanding the decision-making of such a significant body in the bioeconomy. A
communication plan, a work programme featuring more specific workshops, and the
involvement of a broader range of members could ultimately form the foundation of a long-
term plan for the EBPF, refining its functions and activities.

Timeline

While initiating stakeholder engagement and establishing new working groups will
necessitate careful planning, the existing procedures and Forum, coupled with the
identification of similar initiatives, should facilitate a relatively swift implementation
process.

Stakeholders

Policymakers are the relevant stakeholders for this recommended action, as the EBPF is
a key instrument for policymakers on Member State and EU level to meet and coordinate
their work on the bioeconomy.



6. Potential cumulative benefits of the recommended actions and
cross-cutting considerations

The recommended actions have been developed to address the identified gaps and barriers
with regards to stakeholder engagement, in view of future work on EU Bioeconomy Policy.

Each one of them can individually contribute to the three target outcomes of (a) supporting
policy tasks and processes, (b) increasing representation, and (c) increasing awareness and
understanding in the bioeconomy are the pillars for improving stakeholder engagement in the
bioeconomy. Additionally, each of the recommended actions were further categorised into
mechanisms for engagement (e.g., panels, forums, etc.) and actions that can be conducted
by the mechanisms. Each of these mechanisms and actions complement and support one
another enabling the achievement of enhanced outcomes in a synergistic manner. The Table
below identifies the target outcomes each of the recommended actions aims to achieve.

Table 6.1: Target outcomes of the recommended actions

Recommended Mechanism | Target outcomes
action or action?

Increase Increase Support

representation | awareness policy
and tasks and
understanding | processes

1 Creating and Mechanism v v v
supporting an EU
Bioeconomy
Stakeholder
Platform

2 Set-up and support Mechanism v X v
an EC-led
Bioeconomy
Stakeholder Policy
Panel

3 Establishing a Mechanism v X 4
Bioeconomy Youth
Forum

4  Make information Action X v X
more widely
available and
easier to access

5 Reduce definitional Action X v X
complexity of the
bioeconomy

6 Enhancing the Action X v X

awareness-raising
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Recommended Mechanism | Target outcomes
action or action?

Increase Increase Support

representation | awareness policy
and tasks and
understanding | processes

work of the Youth
Ambassadors
programme

7 Further increase Mechanism v X v
active engagement
of Member States
in EBPF

These three target outcomes work together to enhance EU bioeconomy policies, as depicted
in Figure 6.1. Increasing both the representation and awareness and understanding of the
EU bioeconomy will bolster policy efforts and procedures, provided that appropriate policy
mechanisms are in place and actions are implemented. Policy tasks and processes, in turn,
can also facilitate the goals of expanding representation and comprehension by utilizing
policy outputs and leverage existing structures and processes. Furthermore, enhancing
awareness and understanding can also lead to a boost in representation. As more
stakeholders recognize their role in the bioeconomy or understand the bioeconomy as a
whole, un- and under-represented stakeholders can be identified and addressed.
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Figure 6.1: Synergy between the target outcomes and the recommended actions
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The recommended actions aim to achieve multiple outcomes, recognising the potential
overlap across the recommended actions. It is important to acknowledge that these
recommended actions will interact and mutually reinforce each other and that the collective
set should have a more substantial impact than the sum of its parts. Their complementarity
strengthens the representation and awareness of the bioeconomy as a whole, making the
actions more effective together and creating the building blocks to form a stakeholder
engagement strategy for DG RTD’s bioeconomy policies.

Examples of how these recommended actions can work together and provide cumulative
benefits is further described below and depicted in Figure 6.2.

e The crux of the recommended actions is the harmonisation and interplay between the
potential EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform and the EC-led Bioeconomy Stakeholder
Policy Panel. The importance of considering these platforms jointly is crucial, as their
reciprocal and mutually reinforcing benefits are significant. Whilst the EC-led
Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel should enable wider representation of the
bioeconomy in policy tasks and processes, they could request the EU Bioeconomy
Stakeholder Platform to develop an evidence base and best practice, or support on
developmental areas of the bioeconomy, learning in real-time and providing the practical
experience of the bioeconomy into policy. This evidence base or best practice could more
efficiently be developed and compiled since one of the main objectives of the EU
Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform is to serve as a formal network for exchanging ideas
and solutions in their work with the bioeconomy. The EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder
Platform could inform the Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel's agenda, raising gaps
or barriers in implementing EU bioeconomy policies in their experience.

e The EC-led Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel and EBPF are envisaged as distinct
but connected entities. Dialogue should be maintained between the two strengthening
the link between the EBPF and policy tasks and processes and improving buy-in into the
EBPF.

o Establishing a Bioeconomy Youth Forum should provide enhanced representation of this
currently under-represented sector. This Bioeconomy Youth Forum could also be
represented on the EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform and the EC-led Bioeconomy
Stakeholder Policy Panel to amplify the youth voice across different networks and
strengthen their position in shaping the future of the bioeconomy.

e Although there are two separate recommended actions to establish a Bioeconomy Youth
Forum and enhance the awareness raising work on the Bioeconomy Youth
Ambassadors programme, the two initiatives should work together to further highlight the
importance of the youth voice in the bioeconomy and the potential impact they could
have in shaping the future of the bioeconomy.

e The two recommended actions to ‘clarify what the bioeconomy is and what it means for
different stakeholders’ and to ‘make the information on the EU bioeconomy and strategy
more widely available and accessible’ could be conducted separately. However, using
the EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform to implement these actions and provide a ‘one-
stop shop’ for the bioeconomy should bolster its validity and enable diverse
representation in its implementation.
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Figure 6.1: Synergies between the recommended actions
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The EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform may well be the critical component necessary for
the success of all other proposed recommended actions. This platform has the potential to
prioritize the enhancement of awareness and understanding, while simultaneously bolstering
representation in relation to policy tasks and procedures. Serving as a conduit for
communication, the platform could facilitate a deeper understanding of diverse stakeholder
perspectives. Moreover, it could act as the catalyst for initiating dialogue, thus creating an
opportunity for convergence of viewpoints.

These recommended actions and their synergies could form the building blocks of a renewed
EU bioeconomy strategy. In order to optimise the synergies and mutual benefits derived from
these recommended actions, it is imperative to bear the following considerations in mind:

e Conducting a feasibility study for all proposed actions is crucial as an initial step. This
will allow a thorough understanding of the potential advantages, disadvantages,
economic implications, impacts, and other relevant factors.

o Developing a strategic framework to look at the recommended actions as a whole could
better outline how they should be implemented to maximise the benefits, effectiveness
and efficiency (with regards to time and resources).

e Determining a governance structure and accountability processes for both the EC-led
Bioeconomy Stakeholder Policy Panel and EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform should
be co-developed together to ensure synergy. In addition, the governance and
accountability processes should specify the relationship and touch points between the
Panel and Platform. Governance considerations must consider long term resourcing of
both entities rather than these being time limited.

e Within the Bioeconomy Youth Forum, EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform, and EC-
led Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform, there should be a concerted and transparent
effort to include a representative yet diverse set of stakeholders. This should consider
various industries, socio-economic and socio-demographic populations across the EU
and what an equal, fair and just bioeconomy looks like.

Lastly, wider considerations from the lessons learned from the study have been reiterated
below and are necessary to consider for the feasibility of these recommended actions and
support their development and implementation.

e Adaptability: Any stakeholder engagement activity and its engagement strategy should
embody flexibility and the ability to respond to the emerging and dynamic character of
the bioeconomy and its stakeholders. Regular reviews and updates will be essential due
to the evolving nature of the field.

e Evaluation: It is crucial to regularly assess the effectiveness of both the individual
initiatives and the overarching strategy. This evaluation can be guided by the EC’s
established evaluation framework and conducted through stakeholder feedback and
analysis of stakeholder influence on policy decisions.

e Time and resource allocation: Careful consideration of the time and resources required
for these initiatives is essential, ensuring effective and efficient implementation.

e Ethical and legal considerations: The engagement process must uphold fairness,
inclusivity, and respect for all stakeholder’s rights and interest, aligning with the
principles of a just transition.
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7. Conclusion

The study provides insights that are fundamental to the future of stakeholder engagement in
EU Bioeconomy Policy. The findings describe the current state of the stakeholder landscape
of the EU Bioeconomy, highlighting the degree of engagement, as well as related best
practices and lessons learned across various initiatives. This mapping exercise has been
crucial in identifying gaps and opportunities for enhancing stakeholder engagement in EU
Bioeconomy policies.

The recommended actions resulting from this study build upon existing successful
stakeholder engagement initiatives, but also suggest the creation of new initiatives to fill the
identified gaps in stakeholder engagement to support policy-making and implementation of
the EU Bioeconomy Strategy. These recommended actions can be implemented individually
or as a collection of mutually reinforcing measures that are part of a more strategic approach
to stakeholder management by EC policy makers. Whether it is the creation of new initiatives
such as an EU Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform and an EC-led Bioeconomy Stakeholder
Policy Panel, or the enhancement of existing initiatives like the Bioeconomy Youth
Ambassadors programme, each recommended action has been developed with an
overarching aim of improved stakeholder engagement and in cognisance of the impact of
other actions.

The call for the establishment of platforms and forums stands out in particular due to its
potential impact. These platforms are envisaged as dynamic spaces that stimulate dialogue,
facilitate knowledge exchange, and ensure representation of a diverse set of stakeholders,
including those that are currently underrepresented (e.g. youth, environmental NGOs, the
investment community, and worker/consumer representatives). The emphasis on improving
engagement with youth, in particular, recognises the vital role that the younger generation
will play in shaping the bioeconomy's future. The potential establishment of a Bioeconomy
Youth Forum and the augmentation of the Bioeconomy Youth Ambassadors programme
could be important moves to bring youth voices to the forefront, ensuring their perspectives
are heard in the policy-making process, and possibly acted on.

In addition, the study underscores the critical role of effective communication when fostering
effective and genuine stakeholder engagement. The call for demystifying the concept of the
bioeconomy and making related information more accessible is a significant step in this
direction. Furthermore by also serving as a 'one-stop shop' for such information, an EU
Bioeconomy Stakeholder Platform could play a pivotal role in bridging knowledge gap on the
bioeconomy and enhancing stakeholders' understanding.

The formulation of these recommended actions is an important first step. Their subsequent
integration in policies and action plans and their implementation necessitates further work. A
broader strategic framework is needed incorporating detailed governance structures and
accountability processes. Furthermore, the strategy needs to be flexible and adaptable,
capable of responding to the bioeconomy and its stakeholders' dynamic nature. Regular
evaluations are imperative to assess the effectiveness of initiatives and make necessary
adjustments.

Also resource requirements will need to be further considered. Effective and efficient
execution of the recommended actions requires careful consideration of the time and
resources (human and financial) needed.

In conclusion, the recommended actions and their synergies, as presented in the report, have
the potential to help strengthen the EU bioeconomy strategy and its impact. They lay the
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groundwork for more inclusive, dynamic, and effective stakeholder engagement, thereby
contributing to accelerate the transition to a bioeconomy that is efficient, fair and sustainable.
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8. Appendices

The Appendices include:

Appendix 1: Stakeholder Mapping

Appendix 2: Mapping of Stakeholder Engagement Initiatives

Appendix 3: BIOVOICES Case Study

Appendix 4: European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform Case Study
Appendix 5: Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel Case Study

Appendix 6: German Bioeconomy Council Case Study
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Appendix 1: Stakeholder Mapping

As previously mentioned, bioeconomy stakeholders are defined in this study as ‘actors, public
or private, operating within the bioeconomy sphere related to the work of DG RTD, and other
Commission services, on the EU Bioeconomy Strategy’. It is acknowledged that stakeholders
can also consist of all those affected by the EU Bioeconomy Strategy. However, the inclusion
of this segment would go beyond the scope and ambition of this study and was thus excluded
from the definition in this study.

The stakeholder mapping undertaken as part of this study is not exhaustive and does not
intend to provide a comprehensive list of actors. It is acknowledged that the bioeconomy has
many more stakeholders than the ones identified in this study. Rather, the objective of this
section is to get a sense of the different categories of actors involved in the bioeconomy at
national and EU level. The mapping was developed from the stakeholders identified from the
scoping phase, literature review, social media listening (Synthesio), the workshop and then
reviewed and refined in the expert review.

Categorisation

This section outlines the seven bioeconomy stakeholder categories developed to map the
diverse stakeholder landscape in the bioeconomy. These categories are defined below and
provide example stakeholders within each of these categories.

1. Research and Academia: Actors in the fields of scientific research and academic study
who play a role in shaping policies, driving innovation and advancing knowledge across
various areas relevant to the EU Bioeconomy. This includes those with an interest in
bioeconomy research such as organisations, private or public, or consortium of
organisations who have secured funding from Horizon 2020 or LIFE programmes. LIFE
has co-financed about 5,000 projects,?® and Horizon 2020 about 8,600. It is worth noting
that these projects, also called initiatives, were relevant to both the stakeholder mapping
and the initiative mapping, and thus some overlap occurred. Other Research and
Academia stakeholders include:

e Think tanks/policy research institutes, such as the International Advisory Council
on Global Bioeconomy, a non-profit think tank that analyses bioeconomies across
the world and provide insights and recommendations under the form of policy
guidelines; the European Forest Institute, which provides support and promotes
the dissemination of scientifically sound policy-relevant information on forests and
forestry; or the European Policy Centre.

e Universities, such as the Universities of Bari, South Bohemia, Wageningen,
Hohenheim and others.

e Scientific research centres, such as the Fraunhofer Institute specialising in applied
sciences; or the Industrial Biotechnology Innovation Centre, which provides
companies with key tools and support to accelerate and de-risk innovation across
the bioeconomy (scale-up facilities, talent development, funding).

26 https://single-market-economy.ec.europa.eu/industry/strategy/hydrogen/funding-guide/eu-programmes-
funds/life-programme_en
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Sectoral associations, federations, and clusters: Organisations that bring together
companies, businesses or other entities operating in a specific sector or industry relating
to the bioeconomy. They represent the interest of their members and promote
collaboration, knowledge sharing and advocacy within the sector. Sectoral Associations,
Federations and Clusters consist mainly of lobbying entities such as the European
Biotechnology Association (EuropaBio) representing the interests over 2,600 biotech
companies, or the European Chemical Industry Council (Cefic) which is the voice of
large, medium and small chemical companies across Europe. Not all of these entities
are operating at EU-level, as the stakeholder mapping also identified smaller
organisations operating at national or regional level such as the Spanish Fishing
Confederation, the Spanish Federation for Food and Drinks industries, or Paper
Province — a business cluster within the forest bioeconomy, owned and operated by
more than 120 member companies and based in Karlstad, Sweden.

National and Regional Representatives: Individuals or organisations representing the
interests of a specific country or region in the context of the EU Bioeconomy. They
included ministries (e.g., Italian Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry Policies, or
the Bulgarian Ministry of Agriculture) but also other governmental entities like the
Interdepartmental Working Group for the Bioeconomy (IWG BE) in Flanders, Belgium.

EU representatives: Individuals or organisations chosen to represent the interests of
the EU in various contexts, such as negotiations, meetings, or decision-making
processes relevant to the bioeconomy. They represented 11% of the stakeholders
identified, which is not altogether unexpected. EU representatives, though important,
are intrinsically limited in number as they consist mostly of relevant EU DGs such as DG
AGRI, DG ENER, DG MARE, DG GROW, DG ENYV or other specialised EU-led entities
such as the European Economic and Social Committee.

NGOs: Non-Governmental Organisations, or non-profit organisations that are
independent from government control, operate for the benefit of society, and focus on a
topic relating to the bioeconomy or one of its components. NGOs accounted for 9% of
the sample of stakeholders and, similarly to EU representatives, NGOs influencing EU
policies at a national or EU level are rare. This explains why the NGOs identified were
either notorious environmental NGOs (WWF, Friends of Earth, Birdlife) or NGOs
specialising in a relevant sector of the bioeconomy (BioFuelWatch, Fern, Oceana
Europe).

Industries and SMEs: The economic sector involved in the production of goods and
the provision of services relevant to the EU Bioeconomy. It encompasses a wide range
of sectors such as primary producers, manufacturing, construction, finance, technology,
and more. Examples of Industry & SMEs present in the sample of stakeholders are
Novamont, Drax, Lanzatech, Innovarum, Fiusis, Tecnon Orbichem. The small
proportion of industries and SMEs can be explained by the existence of the previously
mentioned sectoral associations, federations and clusters, who already represent and
defend their interests.

Investors: Individuals, organisations or entities that allocate capital or resources with
the expectation of generating a financial return or achieving a specific goal relating to
the EU Bioeconomy or one of its components. The single investor identified was the
European Circular Bioeconomy Fund. However, this observation should not be
interpreted as an absence of investors in the bioeconomy stakeholder’s landscape.
Industries and SMEs, such as Drax or Novamont, also invest in bioeconomy related
innovation, systems and processes, and so do EU representatives through various

7



public investment programmes — e.g., Horizon 2020 (2014-2020) worth €80bn; Horizon
Europe (2021-2027) worth €95.5bn; or Life (2021-2027) worth €5,4bn.

Findings

In total, 125 stakeholders were identified across the literature review, Synthesio and the
workshop. The proportions of each category can be visualised in Figure A1.1 along with the
counts for each of the seven categories in parenthesis. Overall, Research and Academia
(27%), Sectoral Associations, Federations, and Clusters (26%) and National & Regional
Representatives (18%) were the most prominent groups, while EU representatives (11%),
NGOs (9%) and Industry & SMEs (8%) represent a smaller proportion of the stakeholder
sample. Lastly, Investors only represented 1% of the stakeholders.

Figure A1.1: Stakeholders mapping overview — proportion by group

u EU Representatives

9% (11) 27% (39) ® Industry and SMEs

Investors
National and Regional Representatives

mNGOs
26% (33)
u Research and Academia

S 1% (4) m Sectoral Associations, federations and

clusters

The 89 publications shortlisted?” in the evidence review identified 66 stakeholders. Three
main groups were found to be more present in the evidence reviewed: National and Regional
Representatives (33%); Research and Academia (30%); and Sectoral Associations,
Federations and Clusters (29%). NGOs (3%), EU representatives (2%), and Industries &
SMEs (3%) were less mentioned, while investors were altogether absent. Through the social
media listening tool, Synthesio, 67 stakeholders were identified, of which only 37 were new
—i.e., 30 stakeholders were already in the list from the literature review. Again, Research and
Academia (32%), and Sectoral Associations, Federations and Clusters (30%) were more
represented. However, unlike the literature review stakeholders, NGOs and Industry & SMEs
were more present (19% each), while Investors were not identified in Synthesio. The
workshop identified 22 additional stakeholders, most of whom were EU representatives, and
one investor. Again, the low number of investors in the overall sample of stakeholders should
not be interpreted as an absence of investors in the bioeconomy stakeholder landscape, as
industries and SMEs as well as EU institutions also invest in bioeconomy related innovation.

27 please note this is the list of articles shortlisted after thorough review by the research team, not the initial
list of 412 articles retrieved.
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Appendix 2: Mapping of Stakeholder Engagement Initiatives

Alongside the mapping of EU bioeconomy stakeholders, stakeholder engagement initiatives
in the EU bioeconomy sphere found in the literature review, social media listening
(Synthesio), stakeholder workshop, and expert review were mapped and categorised. This
was done to provide an understanding of the landscape of the stakeholder engagement
initiatives in the bioeconomy and identify best practices applicable to the EU Bioeconomy
Policy. The resulting list of mapped stakeholder engagement initiatives is by no means
exhaustive, but instead is meant to provide a sample of what types of stakeholder
engagement initiatives that can be found in the EU Bioeconomy space. This sub-task
identified initiatives that fall within one of the following categories:

o Stakeholder engagement initiatives in bioeconomy at the EU, macro-regional, national,
or regional level; and

e Stakeholder engagement initiatives at the EU level in other policies that may serve as a
reference for bioeconomy.

Regarding the initiatives at EU level in other policy fields, the research focused on policy
areas that are related to bioeconomy (e.g., circular economy, use of resources, food systems,
etc.) or tackling stakeholder engagement in another policy area successfully, bringing
together stakeholders from across different scientific fields, with different perspectives of what
the future EU policy should look like, to allow for comparability with bioeconomy (e.g.,
sustainability, carbon neutrality, etc.). The research was also intended to identify, more
broadly, best practice examples that are signposted in the literature or that are recommended
by the stakeholders consulted and/or the Commission.

Furthermore, other initiatives where stakeholder engagement was not a main objective, were
also identified in the literature review and desk research. While all initiatives involve
stakeholders in one way or another, these initiatives were not identified as focusing on
stakeholder engagement as such, which is why they were separated from stakeholder
engagement initiatives into an ‘other’ category, excluded for the more detailed analysis and
categorisation.

The desk research and literature review were crucial to the initial gathering of stakeholder
engagement initiatives, mapping different initiatives on a basis of their geographic scope,
type of engagement, type of stakeholders involved, alignment with EU Bioeconomy Strategy
objectives, and others. The Synthesio task provided further initiatives to this list. After these
first tasks, a qualitative assessment of the entries was made, categorising the initiatives on a
basis of the type of stakeholder engagement they promote. This categorisation was
presented to stakeholders in the workshop and, more importantly, in the expert review, where
said stakeholders were given the opportunity to comment on the categorisation and its overall
structure. The feedback provided helped inform a further development of the categorisation
in consultation with DG RTD.

Categorisation

The finalised categorisation was developed as a result of the several tasks to identify
stakeholder engagement initiatives. While originally developed in the mapping done during
the literature review, the expert review interviews provided much useful feedback regarding
categorisation development. Among other things, the need to separate underrepresented
groups in bioeconomy was emphasised, and the EC Joint Research Centre (JRC) mapping
of bioeconomy initiatives in a select few EU countries was mentioned as a good practice
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worth taking inspiration from. Consequently, the three categories presented below are based
on a wider categorisation used and developed by the JRC, where the sub-categories for
‘collaboration initiatives’ have been viewed as appropriate to apply to bioeconomy
stakeholder engagement initiatives.?® These are measures enabling multi-stakeholder
involvement and dialogue, initiatives promoting transfer of technology, and bottom-up
collaboration initiatives, described in further detail below:

e Measures enabling multi-stakeholder involvement and dialogue: Initiatives to share
knowledge, carry out networking, fundraising or advocacy. An example is the European
Bioeconomy Policy Forum, promoting knowledge-sharing and networking within the
bioeconomy sphere for optimised policy solutions.

¢ Initiatives promoting transfer of technology: Initiatives engaging stakeholders
through capacity-building, innovation and research. While stakeholders from academia
and research are common engagers in this category, all types of stakeholders are
represented. An example of an initiative promoting transfer of technology (while also
focusing on stakeholder engagement) is D-Carbonize, empowering and providing
stakeholders with tools to measure their own carbon footprint.

e Bottom-up collaboration initiatives: Initiatives providing a channel for stakeholders on
a grass-root level to engage with bioeconomy and provide input to policymakers. This
includes efforts to engage groups less heard on the policymaking stage, such as citizens
and youth. An example is Allthings.bioPRO, which seeks to get citizens involved in the
bioeconomy and making their voices heard.

Findings

The stakeholder initiatives gathered from the above-mentioned tasks, 258 in total, were all
compiled and split between initiatives focusing on stakeholder engagement and ‘other
initiatives (i.e., those whose main focus of the initiative is not stakeholder engagement). The
164 initiatives identified as stakeholder engagement initiatives were divided into the above-
mentioned categories on a basis of their way to engage stakeholders. As mentioned, the list
of initiatives was in no way exhaustive, but merely a snapshot of the landscape of stakeholder
engagement initiatives found as part of the research tasks described above. A majority of the
164 engagement initiatives were identified in the desk research and literature review (131),
while further initiatives were also found in the Synthesio-task (29) and expert reviews (4).

With the 164 stakeholder engagement initiatives categorised following the above structure,
as a result of the expert review feedback, it becomes clear that measures enabling multi-
stakeholder involvement and dialogue are the most common (143 entries), compared to
initiatives promoting transfer of technology (15) and bottom-up initiatives (6). The split is
presented in percentages in Figure A2.1..

28 https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/visualisation/bioeconomy-different-countries _en#ep initiatives
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Figure A2.1: Categorisation of stakeholder engagement initiatives identified in
mapping exercise

m Measures enabling multi-stakeholder
involvement and dialogue

H |Initiatives promoting transfer of
technology

m Bottom-up collaboration initiatives

The uneven split between the three categories can be naturally explained by their respective
nature, and the purpose of this mapping. While the study’s mapping has shown that there
are many bioeconomy initiatives within the latter two categories, many are not focusing on
stakeholder engagement as such, which is why they have not been included in this mapping,
as explained previously. The first category, measures enabling multi-stakeholder involvement
and dialogue, on the other hand, denotes a focus on stakeholder engagement in its very
name. Initiatives within this category include platforms for knowledge-sharing, networking,
fundraising, but also assessment in the form of monitoring schemes, in the cases where these
have stakeholder engagement as a key activity. For the latter two categories, the stakeholder
engagement initiatives included are those trying to engage stakeholders with research and
innovation, as well as initiatives seeking to engage groups often less represented in
policymaking settings, such as citizens and young people. Nevertheless, the overwhelming
representation within the first category shows that most stakeholder engagement initiatives
focus on several types of stakeholders at once for increased dialogue or cooperation, rather
than being tailored towards one specific type of stakeholder.

A majority of stakeholder engagement initiatives identified were operating on an EU or
European level (70). Similarly, macro-regional initiatives (52) were also common, focusing on
several European countries. National (25), regional (12) and international (5) scopes were
less common, which is likely to also be an effect of the scope for this study, the approach
taken to developing the search strategy for the evidence review, and the stakeholders
engaged with this study.
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Figure A2.2: Geographic scope of stakeholder engagement initiatives identified in
mapping exercise

mEU

m Macro-regional

= National
Regional

H International

Furthermore, the tasks for stakeholder engagement initiative mapping helped inform the
selection of case studies for this study. The selected initiatives for the case studies had all
been identified in the early desk research and literature review and were presented in the
expert reviews for feedback from experts on the four selections. As mentioned, the four
selected case studies comprise of:

e  Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel

e German Bioeconomy Council

e BIOVOICES

e European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform

In the expert reviews, the feedback towards these choices was positive, with the former two
initiatives being acknowledged as well-known for their success, and the latter two being good
to understand stakeholder engagement on an EU-level. In particular, the European Circular
Economy Stakeholder Platform was heralded as a good choice due to its topical similarity to
bioeconomy, where many good practices for engagement could be gathered.
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Appendix 3: BIOVOICES Case Study

Introduction

The BIOVOICES project, engaging bioeconomy stakeholders through mobilisation and
mutual learning workshops, is one of the case studies selected for the study on stakeholder
engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy (RTD/2023/SC/006). It has been chosen for its
many outputs and ways to engage stakeholders on the EU-level, including young people,
which is of particular interest for this study. Of the four case studies, BIOVOICES stands out
in its position as a stakeholder engagement initiative operating on an EU-level while focusing
specifically on the topic of bioeconomy. As such, findings from this case study are likely to
be particularly applicable to work with increasing stakeholder engagement in the EU
Bioeconomy Policy, due to the geographic and topical similarity.

Sources of evidence

The sources of evidence for this case study draw on two different sources, firstly interviews
were carried out with key stakeholders that were involved with the project during its course
and secondly desk research. Interviews were carried out online using Microsoft Teams from
25 to 31 October 2023. The interviewees represented three partner organisations involved in
the management of the initiative, engaged through their different roles and capacities.

The online sources used for the desk research were:

o The BIOVOICES project official website

o EC website

o EUBioNet website

e Jacobi et al. (2019), ‘BIOVOICES methodological approach for Mobilization and Mutual
Learning (MML)’, BIOVOICES

Description

BIOVOICES is a completed project, that ran for three years between 2017 and 2020, funded
under Horizon 2020 and led by the organisation APRE (Agency for the Promotion of
European Research) in a consortium of thirteen partners.?® The main goal of the BIOVOICES
project was to bring together policymakers, business, academia, and civil society (i.e., the
‘quadruple helix’), to stimulate discussion, mutual learning, and identify solution pathways to
challenges within bioeconomy.*°

BIOVOICES targeted quadruple helix stakeholders across the EU, and created a platform
where stakeholders could collaborate, engage and network through in-person and online
activities.®" The engaged stakeholders covered a wide range of sectors such as building,

29 BIOVOICES webpage https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/, accessed 27 October 2023.

30 Jacobi et al. (2019), ‘BIOVOICES methodological approach for Mobilization and Mutual Learning
(MML)',available at: https://www.transition2bio.eu/wp-

content/uploads/2022/11/BIOVOICES D4.4.methodological-approach-to-MML.pdf

31 European Commission (2021), ‘Mobilization of a plurality of voices and mutual learning to accelerate the
Bio-based sector’, available at: https://cordis.europa.eu/project/id/774331
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insulation, and construction, packaging, agriculture, and municipal waste.? The initiative was
governed in a similar way to other Horizon 2020 projects, with the organisation APRE acting
as the lead co-ordinator in a consortium of thirteen partners involved with managing the
project.3® The consortium included organisations operating on different geographic levels
within the EU, within different Member States.3* While much of the working structure was set
between the partners prior to project commencement, decisions made underway were done
by the leading partners.3®

Stakeholder engagement in BIOVOICES was facilitated through Mobilisation and Mutual
Learning (MML) workshops in accordance with a developed methodology taking into account
the knowledge and specific challenges faced by different stakeholders on various geographic
levels as a result of initial desk research and questionnaires.3® The project organised over 70
workshops and events of a varied nature as they were tailored to certain stakeholders or
geographies, often engaging and collaborating with other stakeholder engagement projects
in the arranging of such events.3” Stakeholders were engaged on a targeted basis, thus
ensuring the highest possible relevance of stakeholders vis-a-vis topics for each tailored
event, helping to emphasise to stakeholders the benefits and relevance of their participation
for each specific workshop.® Overall, five different methodological aspects were considered
to increase stakeholder engagement in the bioeconomy, including market development,
awareness and trust building, supporting policies and standards, supporting environment and
regional and local development.® In addition, BIOVOICES aimed to gauge interest for youth
with educational and interactive activities that centred around the bioeconomy given the need
to sustain interest and engagement of the bioeconomy going forward.*® This was done both
through events and physical outputs. Moreover, BIOVOICES’ use of social media was
extensive, as it engaged a community of 6,500 followers across different platforms including
Twitter (now X), Facebook, Instagram and LinkedIn through new daily content about bio-
based products, research or success stories about the bioeconomy.*!

The project had to adapt considerably to the COVID-19 pandemic, as its many events were
originally planned to mainly be in-person. This included adapting the use of funding, provided
in its entirety by Horizon 2020, where much of what was meant to be used for hosting live
workshops was put into engaging stakeholders through physical output instead.*? Though
successful, the project came to an end in 2020 as planned and agreed within the Horizon
2020 funding framework, but many of its outputs were picked up or continued by subsequent
initiatives, many of which were managed by the same organisations, as described in the next
section.

32 Interview

33 Interview

34 Interview

35 Interview

36 Jacobi et al. (2019), ‘BIOVOICES methodological approach for Mobilization and Mutual Learning
(MML)’,available at: https://www.transition2bio.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2022/11/BIOVOICES D4.4.methodological-approach-to-MML.pdf

37 Interview

38 Interview

3% BIOVOICES (2020), ‘Connecting bio-based forces for a sustainable world’ available at:
https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/assets/digitalbrochure 20200629.pdf

40 Interview

41 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘The BIOVOICES project: results from a three-year journey’, available at:
https://youtu.be/CTftMSEHqgpo

“2 Interview
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Outcomes and impact of the initiative

Despite its short lifespan, the BIOVOICES initiative was prolific in its outputs. One significant
action was that the initiative founded the European Bioeconomy Network, which is an alliance
of more than 150 EU-funded projects and initiatives that promote the bioeconomy.*® The
EUBIioNet has been successful in facilitating cross-project collaboration and knowledge-
sharing, to the extent where it was mentioned in the EU Bioeconomy Strategy 2018 as a
model of best practice to engage stakeholders within the bioeconomy.** Furthermore, despite
BIOVOICES being operational for only three years, its creation of the extant European
Bioeconomy Network meant that much knowledge and best practices from the BIOVOICES
project could continue to be implemented through the ongoing Network. Further, under
BIOVOICES, the still-remaining BioArt Gallery was created to showcase how promising
feedstock like tomatoes, algae, municipal waste, and similar products, are used in daily life,
identifying to the public the breadth of the bioeconomy within schools and conferences across
Europe.*® This gallery was made into an online booklet to further develop interest in the
bioeconomy.*8

Moreover, one of the most impactful areas of BIOVOICES was its youth engagement. For
this, it produced several outputs, such as the BIOES Serious Game, challenging players on
their knowledge of bioeconomy and sustainability, and a ‘Bioeconomy Prize’ for high school
students engaging with bioeconomy related efforts.*’,*® Bioeconomy Prize was created for
high school students to create ideas and solutions for the bioeconomy. However, one of the
most impactful and applauded creations was the BIOVOICES production of an educational
flap book for children aged 5 to 7, describing promoting bioeconomy and bio-based products
in an easy way.*® The book, now translated into 15 languages and distributed in 25,000
copies, received critical acclaim, and was given patronage by the EC.%° There was also a
great interest in the book from the international scene, with foreign governments asking for a
copy.®'

Finally, after the course of the project, the BIOVOICES administrators used all the information
gathered from activities and workshops to produce four policy briefs on findings and solutions.
These contributed to the stated action plan to create recommendations and guidelines to
raise awareness and citizen engagement, ultimately leading to the uptake of bio-based
products and the wider bioeconomy.®? The presence of BIOVOICES on social media was
also impactful, engaging social media users with bioeconomy content and boosting social
media usage among SMEs and bio-based start-ups for the showcasing of their products,
ideas and stories.%®

43 EUBioNet (2023), ‘EUBIoNet’, available at: https://eubionet.eu/

4 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘The BIOVOICES project: results from a three-year journey’, available at:
https://youtu.be/CTftMSEHgpo

4 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘BioArt Gallery’, available at: https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/gallery/

46 European Bioeconomy Library (2019), ‘The BIOArt Gallery Booklet', available at: https://www.bioeconomy-
library.eu/the-bioart-gallery-booklet/

47 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘The BIOES game’, available at: https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/results/serious-game/
48 BIOVOICES (2020), ‘REGIONAL MML: Increase Bioeconomy Acceptance involving Teachers and
Students’, available at: http://www.BIOVOICES-platform.eu/registeredarea/events/viewEvent/6410

“® Transition2bio (2023), ‘Games’, available at: https://www.transition2bio.eu/games/

%0 Interview

5! Interview

52 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘Policy Briefs and Action Plan’, available at:
https://www.BIOVOICES.eu/results/policy-briefs/

53 BIOVOICES (2023), ‘The BIOVOICES project: results from a three-year journey’, available at:
https://youtu.be/CTffMSEHgpo
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From a policy perspective, BIOVOICES was impactful in working for increased awareness of
the bioeconomy for a range of stakeholders, including citizens, young people, academics,
and industry leaders, as many of its events focused not only on finding solutions to
bioeconomy challenges, but also on capacity building.%*

Factors of success

The interviewees mentioned several factors contributing to the success of BIOVOICES.
Beyond the generally high level of motivation reported among the consortium working with
the project, the arranging of many events at local, regional, national and European level,
was seen as a great way to ensure the participation of as many as possible, engaging
stakeholders that would have potentially been overlooked in events trying to encompass
bioeconomy more broadly. As such, stakeholder engagement was also facilitated by the fact
that, thanks to the many events, each one could be highly specific and tailored to a certain
issue or area, gathering the most relevant stakeholders for the specific topic for maximised
output.

Furthermore, the flexibility in implementation of the project was mentioned by the
interviewees as key to the success of BIOVOICES. While all projects tend to have a set
workplan at the very start, the interviewees mentioned how important it is to stay vigilant to
developments once the project is underway, informing the further implementation of the
project. Although much of the flexibility in implementation was made possible due to project
funds being made available as a result of the events being moved from physical meetings to
online as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, it stills serves to show that attentiveness during
the implementation phase can be very useful to maximise project impacts.®

Challenges and gaps

While the BIOVOICES project was successfully implemented, there were some issues that
were mentioned in the interviews as challenges or gaps. The most obvious challenge was
the COVID-19 pandemic, hindering the implementation of the project as originally planned,
with all in-person meetings and events. Nevertheless, as seen with the effective hosting of
online events and the re-allocation of funding to outputs such as the kid’s educational book,
this challenge can be described as effectively overcome through the project team’s
adaptability. Overall, the team was proactive in suggesting and experimenting with new
formats for outreach as well as online supporting tools, like Mentimeter and MIRO.5%¢

As for engaging all types of stakeholders, there were some groups that interviewees
described as slightly harder to engage. The public sector and civil society were mentioned
as such stakeholders, as well as the business sector.” Nevertheless, the interviewees
emphasised that this could be overcome through tailored invitations, highlighting why it would
be beneficial for the specific stakeholder to get engaged, for example attracting businesses
by mentioning that policymakers would be present, and so on.

Another issue mentioned was that in some cases, stakeholders joining events were not as
familiar with bioeconomy as would have been useful for the purpose of the specific session,
particularly when engaging with stakeholders on a local level. For this reason, BIOVOICES
engaged with capacity building prior to some events, to ensure that stakeholders got the

5 Interview
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opportunity to first become conscious of their own place within the bioeconomy, as well as
their strengths and weaknesses.

Finally, it was mentioned by the interviewees that there was a sentiment of BIOVOICES
material not having been used and taken into account to a degree that it could have been,
with the many useful insights into bioeconomy it produced.®® It was mentioned that as much
EU funding went into the project, the EC could have made even more use of the money by
incorporating the findings of BIOVOICES into other projects and efforts.® This learning has
been incorporated into the work with the European Bioeconomy Network, which facilitates
knowledge exchange among past, ongoing and future projects in its ‘Projects2Projects’
format.®®

Key take-aways

The BIOVOICES project showcases several good examples of stakeholder engagement on
an EU-level, and some key contributors to this success are presented below, to be of potential
use to the work with engaging stakeholders with the EU Bioeconomy Policy.

The first key take-away is the arranging of problem-specific events. In BIOVOICES,
stakeholder engagement events were arranged on a basis of challenges identified in the set-
up of the initiative through feedback provided by stakeholders in questionnaires and desk
research. By hosting a multitude of events, each one tailored to a set of stakeholders and a
certain challenge within bioeconomy, the events could be of high relevance to all attending,
with all events together providing material for an overall analysis of great detail.

The second take-away is improving stakeholder capacity-building. The lack of
bioeconomy knowledge and capacity of certain stakeholders in events arranged by
BIOVOICES, as mentioned in interviews, occasionally rendered the event less useful
compared to what it could have been had all stakeholders had the same level of awareness
about bioeconomy and what their roles within it are. By strengthening capacity-building
efforts, stakeholders will not only be better prepared to engage with bioeconomy efforts, but
other stakeholders previously unengaged with bioeconomy will become aware of its
importance.

The third take-away is being flexible in implementation. One key aspect raised within the
BIOVOICES project is the many good outcomes that came from the flexibility that the initiative
had in shaping its outputs as the project developed. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, funding
meant for in-person events was not used once activities were moved to be held online. This
left BIOVOICES with flexibility to assess the emerging needs seen so far in the project,
allocating the leftover funding towards tasks such as the creation of the European
Bioeconomy Network, as well as bioeconomy learning material for young people. One
interviewee emphasised that many stakeholder engagement efforts are results of grant
agreements made years earlier, not being able to take into account recent developments or
priorities due to a lack of flexibility in matters like funding. By being able to act reactively,
BIOVOICES could create relevant engagement with stakeholders in real time, responding to
their evolving needs and interests throughout project implementation.

The fourth take-away is learning from previous efforts. The sentiment among some
interviewees so far that the learnings and materials produced by previous bioeconomy
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initiatives are not properly taken into account and used for the building of newer initiatives
could be used to inform a more formalised incorporation of project findings, for optimised use
of EU funding. By better utilising lessons learned from previous activities, bioeconomy
engagement efforts are less likely to discuss the same things, always moving bioeconomy
forward, which in turn is likely to keep stakeholders interested in continuous engagement.

The fifth take-away is engaging the younger generation. BIOVOICES provides a range
of examples of how youth can be engaged, and interviewees emphasised the importance of
engaging the younger generation for bioeconomy permanence and growth. The EU
Bioeconomy Policy similarly engages youth, but the many good practices of BIOVOICES can
be used to inform the future EU efforts and outputs.
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Appendix 4: European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform
Case Study

Introduction

The European Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform (ECESP, the “Platform”) has been
selected as a case study for the study on stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy
Policy due to its many outputs and its success in engaging stakeholders from all over Europe
at all levels. The Platform is a joint initiative co-founded by the EESC and the European
Commission. It was established in March 2017 as part of the 2015 EU Action Plan, which
required engagement with stakeholders involved in the circular economy to support the
exchange of good practices, and following the EESC opinion on the Circular Economy
Package, which called to explore the feasibility of an open European platform for the circular
economy bringing together stakeholders and civil society from the public, semi-public or
private sectors involved in resource-efficiency. The Platform, hosted by the EESC, seeks to
support the transition from a linear to a circular economic model by engaging stakeholders
from all levels and sectors, be they public authorities, businesses, trade unions, consumers,
or civil society. The specific objectives of the Platform comprise:

e Driving the circular economy in the Member States, in regional and local governments
and among civil society organisations and businesses

e Strengthening cooperation among stakeholder networks to facilitate the exchange of
expertise, good practices, knowledge and lessons learned in the circular economy

e Identifying social, economic, and cultural barriers to the transition towards a circular
economy with the intention of informing policy at all levels of governance.

The ECESP was initially launched for a period of three years from 2017 to 2020. Following
the success of the initiative, the European Commission (represented by DG ENV and DG
RTD) and the EESC continued to manage the Platform jointly after 2020.

The ECESP stands out as an initiative focusing specifically on the European transition to a
circular economy, a topic intertwined with the development of the European bioeconomy. As
such, findings from this case study are likely to be particularly applicable to enhancing
stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy, due to the organisational and topical
similarity.

Sources of Evidence

This case study is based on information provided during three in-depth interviews with key
stakeholders involved in the ECESP (EESC Members, ECESP Secretariat and CG co-chair).
Desk-based research was also conducted to supplement these findings. Online sources used
for the desk research comprise:

e The ECESP website - About

e Public documentation about the ECESP aim and structure
e The ECESP Annual Activity Report 2022

e The ECESP Coordination Group terms of reference

e The ECESP website - leadership groups
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Description

The ECESP is best conceptualised as a “network of networks” that goes beyond sectoral
activities and offers a communication channel between policy and practice. It is a space
where stakeholders can express their views, share their experience and existing initiatives,
and express their concerns and identify barriers in the circular transition. This section
provides an overview of the ECESP governance and activities.

ECESP Governance.

Secretariat. The Secretariat facilitates the flow of information between the stakeholders
(especially the Coordination Group and its Leadership Groups) and the “parent” institutions
namely the EESC and the European Commission (DG ENV and DG RTD). The Secretariat
is anchored in the EESC. It supports and oversees the preparation of meetings, coordinates
the platform’s communication and activities, and ensure business continuity. In particular, the
Secretariat supports the preparation and implementation of the Coordination Group work
plan, publishes the activities and outputs of the Coordination Group on the ECESP website,
and manages the social media accounts, website, and newsletter of the Platform.

Coordination Group (CG). The Coordination Group is set up as a special expert group of
the Commission. It consists of 24 circular economy stakeholders who were selected as
ambassadors for the platform. While the members of the Coordination Group have ownership
over the management and activities of the Platform, its terms and conditions require that the
Coordination Group be composed as follows:

e Up to six representatives from existing national, regional and local multi stakeholder
networks specialising in the field of the circular economy;

e Up to six representatives from circular economy-relevant business and trade unions
groupings, and civil society organisations;

e Up to six representatives from existing networks of public authorities at national, regional
or local level that are relevant to the circular economy.

e Up to six representatives from circular economy-relevant organisations from the
knowledge community, including universities, research organisations, think-tanks
specialising in the circular economy

The mandate of the Coordination Group is to provide guidance to the Platform's activities. It
aims to reinforce the interaction between stakeholders active in the field of the circular
economy, while supervising and facilitating the exchange and mapping of good practices for
national, regional, and local circular economy strategies as well as examples from
businesses, trade unions and civil society organisations. The Coordination Group’s mission
is also to foster European debates on issues related to the circular economy and to identify
approaches that could help removing obstacles that are inhibiting the transition towards a
circular economy, by liaising with existing European policy initiatives, advisory groups or
committees and existing EU Platforms relating to the circular economy.

Leadership Groups (LGs). The LGs are assigned and led by the CG. They comprise
members of the CG and external stakeholders from the circular economy community. The
LGs are organised around different sectoral and transversal themes and aim to coordinate
experts and businesses to discuss practical methods to best participate in the circular
economy and identify practical and policy implications. The term of the LGs operates in the
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period between the annual conferences, where the LGs present the outcomes of the
discussion. After each conference, the CG members revisit the groups and decide whether
their respective group will continue or whether a new arrangement of LGs is required. At the
time of writing, the themes of the LGs include citizen engagement and circular behaviour,
textiles, bioeconomy, built environment, biodiversity and climate, circular procurement,
critical raw materials in a circular economy, economic incentives and cities and regions.

ECESP activities.

Annual conference. As previously mentioned, the ECESP’s annual conference brings
together stakeholders and allows participants to foster partnerships and reinforce the role of
the circular economy to drive sustainable development. The conferences are comprised of
networking opportunities, keynote speeches, panel discussions and workshops to better
educate stakeholders (whether they be civil society members or businesses) on how to
successfully advance on the circular transition. Day 1 is usually policy-oriented and organised
by the EC whereas day 2 is hosted at the EESC and focused on stakeholders and the
implementation of circular policies.

Circular talks. The ECESP has delivered 52 circular talks, which are discussions to engage
stakeholders within the ECESP. They facilitate interactions and discussions between
stakeholders by focusing on specific circular economy topics on the platform. These talks can
take the form of online workshops, webinars or interviews with high-profile experts and
ensuring a level of interaction with the audience. Further, if stakeholders are unable to attend
specific talks, they can be watched via recordings on the Platform’s YouTube channel, adding
to the wealth of information accessible to stakeholders.

Reflection papers. These are produced using the recommendations provided by the LGs.
The reflection papers aim to encompass a wide range of policy areas that are affected by the
circular economy, and act as formal documentation to outline the issues facing the circular
economy and how best to tackle these going forward. Examples of reflection papers include
Circular Construction and Demolition, Circular Taxation and Working Towards a Sustainable
Europe by 2030.

CG activities. CG members can jointly organise online or hybrid activities, with the support
of the Secretariat for the communication and logistics aspects. The platform sets up these
events in collaboration with different businesses from different key areas and sectors of the
circular economy, covering different scopes ranging from regional to EU to international level
collaboration.

Events. the platform supports the promotion and publication of events organised by the CG
members and stakeholders through its various communication channels and the ECESP
newsletter.

Communication activities. These communications help to fully engage stakeholders within
the EU circular economy and operate through the ECESP website newsletter and content as
well as the social media. These activities allow for conversations to continue outside of the
formal conferences and events on the social media websites X (formerly Twitter) and
LinkedIn.

Knowledge sharing. Businesses and other organisations are actively encouraged to share
any useful knowledge on the ECESP website. The ECESP website acts a repository of
information that stakeholders can freely access to browse the Platform’s outputs and the
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experience of other stakeholders. The Knowledge Hub®' showcases projects that align with
the circular economy and inventories best practices, sector-specific knowledge, strategies,
commitments and pledges. The Toolbox®? provides information about Circular Economy
financing in the EU, and advertises a large number of trainings, toolkits and technical reports
relating to circular economy issues.

Outcomes and impact of the initiative

As of January 2024, the ECESP has cooperated with 193 networks® and delivered 52
circular economy talks®. Its website advertises 68 strategies®®, 784 good practices® and 512
studies, reports, presentations and position papers®” - all developed and published by
stakeholders. As of 2022, when the last annual report was published, the ECESP website
had accumulated 500,000 visits since its launch in 2017, and the Platform’s number of
followers on social media had reached 6,927 on LinkedIn and 7,347 on Twitter. In the eyes
of all interviewees, the ECESP fully fulfiled each of the three objectives outlined in the
previous section. One of them argued that the best illustration of this success was the
establishment of similar platforms in other countries and continents, directly inspired by its
success®.

Policy Influence

As a network of network, providing recommendations to policymakers was not one of the
attributions of the ECESP. However, the ECESP linked policy with practice through the
events described in earlier sections of this case study. The stakeholders interviewed
highlighted that establishing a causal relationship between these events and specific policy
outcomes was difficult, but all were convinced that policymakers listened to the LGs
reflections. For example, as described by one interviewee, policymakers sometimes request
the CG’s opinion on legislations that are in the later stages of the policymaking process and
have already been debated internally. The Platform then contribute to the policymaking
process by bringing potential issues to policymakers’ attention or confirming that they are on
the right track. Another interviewee described how DG ENVIRONMENT had recently reached
out to the Platform to get the CG's expertise and to hold a workshop on what the priorities of
the next horizon programme should be. The same interviewee also related that, at least twice,
an EESC rapporteur appointed a CG member as an official adviser to give guidance and help
the drafting process of an opinion paper. Although these types of involvement cannot be
linked to specific impacts, they suggest that the platform has an important role in ensuring a
communication flow between the Commission and the CG members and stakeholders in the
policy cycle, and that the Commission values the CG’s opinion.

New networks

The workshops and events organised by the ECESP brought together stakeholders from
various sectors and regions, reaching the circular economy community beyond the EU.
They provided networking opportunities to participants, and one of the stakeholders

61 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/knowledge-hub

62 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/toolbox

83 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/dialogue/existing-eu-platforms

84 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/eu-circular-talks

85 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/strategies

86 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/good-practices

57 https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/knowledge

68 See for instance the ASEAN Circular Economy Stakeholder Platform,
https://circulareconomy.europa.eu/platform/en/dialogue/existing-eu-platforms/asean-circular-economy-
stakeholder-platform
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interviewed witnessed the creation of new partnerships and collaborations. Therefore, the
Platform improved communication between, and coordination of, stakeholders.

Forward Momentum

According to all stakeholders interviewed, the ECESP outputs and events significantly
contributed to giving momentum to the Circular Economy in Europe. All interviewees felt
that the Platform was ready to expand its scope and scale up its activities.

Factors of success

The following factors of success were identified during the interviews.

Stakeholder driven. While the ECESP is operated by the EESC and the EU Commission,
the platform is guided by the 24 circular economy stakeholders of the CG. The LGs also
feature a horizontal coordination where stakeholders, led by a CG member, freely decide on
the members of the LG, how to structure their group and how to address the respective topic.
This approach to governance has encouraged others to participate in the initiative, and the
presence of the Commission representatives at the EUCircularTalks and annual conferences
has helped to establish a direct link between practice and policy.

Visibility. The Platform achieved a high degree of visibility thanks to its communications on
social media (X (Twitter), LinkedIn), publications on the ECESP website, a monthly ECESP
newsletter subscribed by more than 10,000 individuals, and the annual stakeholder
conferences, which are regularly attended by high-level representatives. These successful
activities, and the cooperation and contributions of numerous stakeholders, established the
ECESP as a central platform for the circular economy.

Networking opportunities. In addition to providing stakeholders with the opportunity to
express their concerns, share their experience, and obtain inspiration from others, the
ECESP provides significant networking opportunities to the members of the CG and LGs.
External stakeholders also benefit from networking opportunities through their participation
in the LGs, EUCircularTalks and the annual conference. Overall, the opportunity to build new
partnerships and collaborations provided an additional incentive to get involved in the
Platform and fostered participation.

Cross-cutting activities. The ECESP organised activities to reconcile diverging views
across different LGs. For instance, the LG on Biodiversity and Climate organised an
EUCircularTalk with the LG on Bioeconomy to discuss the circular economy in the context of
a limited supply of biomass, as biomass may be harmful to the environment. The ECESP
organised cross-LG workshops to discuss how the narratives of each LG could be reconciled
and an EU circular talk came out of these discussions. Such activities ensure that the
Platform’s recommendations are coherent within and between the LGs and contribute to their
credibility.

Diversity of backgrounds. The ECESP endeavours to engage stakeholders from various
background to ensure that all perspectives are considered and that disagreement and
concerns can reach policymakers through the Platform. The composition of the CG, outlined
in the Description section, is a good illustration of this effort.
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Challenges and gaps

Compensations. Participation in the ECESP is not remunerated and getting involved in the
Platform has been more challenging for small actors like SMEs and trade unions than for big
players, who have more time and resources. Trade unions, in particular, were involved in the
Platform from 2017 to 2020 and, according to a stakeholder interviewed, their participation
may have stopped because of a lack of resources.

Budget and personnel. All interviewees argued that, given the Platform’s success, the time
had come to expand and scale up its activities. However, this ambition is not currently being
translated into concrete actions because doing so requires more budget and staffing. The
financial provisions of the ECESP are provided separately from the EESC and Commission
budgets, and setting up a joint budget for the ECESP would require the creation of a novel
interinstitutional structure. Therefore, increasing the ECESP dedicated budgets will take time
and negotiations.

Going beyond Europe was a recurrent suggestion for the future of the Platform. The ECESP
is already part of the WCEF2024, and global conferences like the COP and Dubai expo.
However, stakeholders argued that the ECESP should explore how to further expand its
activities internationally, given the importance of developing a circular economy in all
continents.

Cooperation with other stakeholder platforms. The ECESP has a lotin common with other
stakeholder platforms, such as the Zero pollution stakeholder platform, and could do more to
cooperate with them. For instance, they could run workshops jointly and present the results
in circular talks.

Awareness of the platform within the commission. One of the stakeholders interviewed
noted that, apart from DG ENV and DG CLIMA, some DGs like DG ENER and DG EMPLOY
were still unaware of the Platform. Raising awareness within the Commission is one of the
gaps that the Platform is currently trying to address.

Key take-aways

Use pre-existing networks (European, regional, national and local) to enhance the
reach of the initiative. The “network of networks” approach encourages the development of
a robust and diverse ecosystem of stakeholders. It involves connecting different networks,
including sector-specific networks, regional networks, and networks of different stakeholder
groups, to promote the exchange of ideas, share successes, and collaboratively address
challenges. This network structure can enhance the reach and impact of initiatives and
facilitate the sharing and scaling up of effective strategies and solutions.

Let stakeholders be the owners of the initiative. A stakeholder engagement initiative
owned and managed by its stakeholders fosters participation. This approach ensures that
the platform meets the needs of its users, incorporates a wide range of perspectives, and
maintains a direct link between practice and policy. This approach also ensures that the
platform's activities and initiatives are responsive to the needs and concerns of its
stakeholders, fostering a sense of ownership and commitment among participants.

Visibility is key. Achieving high visibility across Europe and beyond can be facilitated by
regular and proactive communications. This can include the use of social media channels,
newsletters, and a well-maintained, user-friendly website. Furthermore, organising and
participating in high-profile events and conferences can raise the platform's profile, attract
new stakeholders, and showcase the platform's work and successes.
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Identify and address conflicting objectives across topics. Organising activities that
reconcile conflicting objectives across different topics will ensure that the goals and
recommendations of the future bioeconomy stakeholder engagement initiative are coherent
and credible. This can be achieved through cross-sector workshops, discussions, and
consultations, allowing for the exchange of perspectives and the development of mutually
beneficial solutions. Similarly, cooperation with other stakeholder platforms may be
beneficial and could be achieved through joint initiatives, shared events, and regular
communication between platforms. Making this effort can lead to synergies, increase the
impact of activities, and avoid duplication of efforts.

Help small stakeholders overcome resource constraints. The future bioeconomy
stakeholder engagement initiative should proactively identify challenges to participation and
develop strategies to address them. These challenges include the resource constraints that
may affect smaller actors such as SMEs and trade unions.

Raise awareness internally. Within the EU institutions, active efforts should be made to
raise awareness about the future Bioeconomy Stakeholder engagement initiative within
relevant DGs. An increased awareness within key bodies will enhance the platform's
influence, increase its impact, and foster stronger partnerships.

Meet in person as often as possible. One of the stakeholders interviewed argued that
despite the geographical dispersion of stakeholders, efforts should be made to facilitate in-
person meetings. These meetings can foster stronger relationships, enhance collaboration,
and provide opportunities for more nuanced and in-depth discussions. This could be achieved
through regional meetings, or travel grants for key stakeholders or stakeholders with less
resources.
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Appendix 5: Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel Case Study

Introduction

The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel was a government managed initiative to engage
stakeholders in the bioeconomy in Finland. As part of the study on enhancing stakeholder
engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy (RTD/2023/SC/006), the Finnish Bioeconomy
Advisory Panel has been selected as a case study to provide an example of successful,
government-led, stakeholder engagement in bioeconomy on an EU Member State level as
well as locally within the country. The best practices and lessons learned from the national
level can be used to inform and inspire bioeconomy efforts on the EU level, where applicable.

Sources of evidence

This case study has been informed by evidence captured from interviews and via desk
research. The interview contacts were provided by DG RTD. Three interviews were
conducted with three different key stakeholders, with the aim of collecting feedback from
participants with different roles and experiences of the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel.
The interviewees represented two Finnish ministries and one Finnish industry federation. The
interviews were conducted between the 19 October and 3 November 2023, using Microsoft
Teams.

Following the interviews, desk research was conducted to complement the information
provided by the interviewees, for further depth and detail. Some online sources were
particularly useful, namely:

e The official webpage for the Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy

e The Finnish Government website

Description

The governmentally created Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel functioned as a platform to
advise the government on its bioeconomy strategy, to maintain ongoing dialogue with
stakeholders, and to engage the relevant industries and actors with the implementation and
goals of the bioeconomy strategy.®® The work of the Panel was meant to highlight to the
relevant industries that the government is attentive to, and seeking to promote, work and
efforts within bioeconomy.” The Panel was created twice, both times with the objective of
providing stakeholder input and advice on bioeconomy efforts in Finland along with the lines
of the Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy, first drafted in 2014. The first Panel was operational
between November 2015 and April 2019, and was first created to deepen cooperation and
interaction between government, ministries, and stakeholders, seeking to create a bridge
between research and industry and government. The second Panel, operating from October
2020 until mid-2023, had the similar basic duties, but with the extended mandate to
participate in the creation process of a renewed Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy.”’

% Finnish Government (2022), ‘The Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy’, available at: https://www.biotalous fi/wp-
content/uploads/2022/05/The-Finnish-Bioeconomy-Strategy-Sustainably-towards-higher-value-added-

VN_ 2022 5.pdf

0 Finnish Government (2020), ‘Bioeconomy Advisory Panel meets for the first time with the aim of creating

sustainable growth from the bioeconomy’, available at: https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-//1410877/bioeconomy-

advisory-panel-meets-for-the-first-time-with-the-aim-of-creating-sustainable-growth-from-the-bioeconomy

™ Interview
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The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel operated on a national level in Finland, engaging
stakeholders from a wide range of areas including academia, non-governmental
organisations, ministries, consumer organisations, export promoting agencies, private
companies represented through trade associations as well as regional bodies and
organisations from various parts of Finland. The stakeholders mainly came from the
agriculture and forestry sectors, but also included representatives from the food sector, forest
and park service, chemical industry, and mechanical engineering industry. As such, the Panel
covered a wide spectrum of stakeholders operating in different topical areas as well as within
different geographies and regions of Finland. A Steering Group of ministry officials set the
agenda for the Panel, reaching out to the stakeholders they wanted to involve, but also
receiving requests from further stakeholders wishing to join.”? Due to the high level of interest,
not everyone interested was able to join the Panel for its first creation, and so the Steering
Group selected the Panel members with the intention of gathering a range of sectors and
stakeholder types.” The Panel was coordinated and funded by the Ministries of Economic
Affairs and Employment, of Agriculture and Forestry, and of the Environment.”

In physical meetings co-chaired by the Minister of Economic Affairs and Employment and
Minister of Agriculture and Forestry, the Panel with its 49 members (in the period 2020-2023)
met to discuss the new strategy for bioeconomy, with government officials presenting draft
plans and stakeholders providing their opinion and views on the suggested content for the
new Strategy, as well as its implementation.” In this way, stakeholders and policymakers
met face to face, with the latter not just listening to feedback on a set Strategy, but on a draft
one, offering stakeholders a real opportunity to impact the future shape of the policy.”®
Beyond the meetings of the Panel itself, the initiative also hosted a range of events, arranging
workshops on a sectoral basis with stakeholders beyond the Panel to identify the most
relevant issues for specific sectors, as well as webinars, and working groups, each tailored
towards a certain topical area or stakeholder for maximised input.”” The Panel also
encouraged regions within Finland to establish their own strategies for bioeconomy,
facilitating this through bioeconomy forums and webinars on a regional basis where anyone
interested was welcome to join on-site in the region and put forward their opinions.”8,7®

Following the 2023 Finnish Parliamentary election, resulting in a change of government in
Finland, the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel became dormant due to competing political
priorities.®® There are currently ongoing discussions about the future of the Panel, and no
official decisions about its future shape or scope have been made.®'

2 Interview

7 Interview

" Finnish Government (2020), ‘Bioeconomy Advisory Panel meets for the first time with the aim of creating
sustainable growth from the bioeconomy’, available at: https://valtioneuvosto.fi/en/-//1410877/bioeconomy-
advisory-panel-meets-for-the-first-time-with-the-aim-of-creating-sustainable-growth-from-the-bioeconomy
7S https://www.biotalous.fi/biotalouspaneelin-jasenet/

8 Interview
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8 Interview

8 Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry of Finland (2020), ‘Series of regional bioeconomy forums started in
Central Ostrobothnia’, available at: https://mmm.fi/en/-/series-of-regional-bioeconomy-forums-started-in-
central-ostrobothnia
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Outcomes and impact of the initiative

The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel has been very influential in the development of the
overall national policy on bioeconomy in Finland, advising policymakers on the shape of the
Finnish Bioeconomy Strategy as it was developed and subsequently updated in 2022. By
gathering a wide range of stakeholders for feedback sessions, the policymakers got a better
view of the bioeconomy landscape and what to make a priority, while the stakeholders got
the opportunity to actually influence policy directly.®? Moreover, the Panel has contributed to
the work of encouraging Finnish regions to establish their own strategies and implementation
plans for bioeconomy, with several having done so in 2023 or earlier.8 One example of such
efforts can be seen in the region of North Karelia, where the Regional Council has developed
a regional implementation plan for the national strategy in cooperation and dialogue with local
stakeholders.? Another example is the Kainuu region, which acknowledges bioeconomy as
the largest private sector industry in the region in terms of turnover and number of people
employed in the sector, having defined its regional bioeconomy development goals in its 2021
‘Kainuu programme’.®> Among these goals is to create a bioproduct factory in the region for
commenced production by 2024.%

Furthermore, the Panel has been successful in influencing bioeconomy engagement beyond
the Finnish borders, as meetings have been arranged with representatives from France, Italy,
and Ireland, where best practices have been exchanged and a joint effort is being made to
influence bioeconomy policy on an EU-level.®” Moreover, Finnish governmental
representatives involved with the Panel have been working with representatives from
Sweden in the development of a Swedish Bioeconomy Council .

Factors of success

The interviewees provided several reasons for the successful implementation of the Finnish
Bioeconomy Advisory Panel. All interviewees highlighted the general openness of the
initiative, where stakeholders were offered the opportunity to take part in the draft plans of
the Strategy from an early stage, meaning that as well as being able to comment on existing
content, they could provide ideas and reflections before any government decisions were
made. This openness from the policymaker side further generated another factor of success,
which was that the Panel offered the chance for stakeholders to cause actual impact. In
helping to shape the updated Strategy and generally providing policymakers with feedback
on the work with bioeconomy implementation in Finland, the Panel made it worthwhile for
stakeholders to get engaged.®®

The openness and meaningfulness were facilitated by a third factor, namely the informality
of the setting in which the Panel took place. Interviewees emphasised that the relaxed setting
of the meetings in which policymakers and stakeholders could mingle was key to ensuring
that an egalitarian and inclusive atmosphere was created, where opinions on bioeconomy
could be raised, discussed, and heard. Moreover, the informal setting and wide engagement
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84 Regional Council of North Karelia (2022), ‘Implementation plan of the national bioeconomy strategy,
available at: https://pohjois-karjala.fi/kansallisen-biotalousstrategian-jalkauttaminen/

8 Regional Council of Kainuu (2021), ‘Kainuu-ohjelma’, available at:
https://kainuunliitto.fi/assets/uploads/2022/11/Kainuu-ohjelma-web-final.pdf
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of many different types of stakeholders created networking and knowledge-sharing
opportunities for participants, providing an added value that further boosted stakeholder
desires to be a part of the Panel.®°

Finally, the interviewees emphasised the importance of the cross-ministerial work in
organising and leading the Panel. Interviewees argued that the engagement of government
officials from several ministries enabled a wider focus and scope of the Panel than had it
been managed within one ministry alone. With this wider scope, more stakeholders could
identify the relevance of bioeconomy to their own interests, facilitating wider engagement with
bioeconomy instead of siloing the concept towards a particular ‘niche’ or sector.®!

Challenges and gaps

In general, the interviewees reported few challenges with the initiative as a whole. Overall,
more funding for the Panel was reported as something that would have been useful, but did
not act as an impediment to the Panel’s implementation and work. Similarly, the interviewees
mentioned that enhanced reactiveness to bioeconomy developments on an EU as well as
national level on a real time basis would have benefited the Panel, although it was otherwise
mentioned as very well-prepared in its implementation. 2

As for the stakeholder engagement itself, there were some groups and sectors that the
interviewees reported as missing, or harder to engage than others. Environmental NGO’s
and other stakeholders within the nature conservation area were mentioned as stakeholders
not voluntarily reaching out to join the Panel, but that their engagement was successfully
arranged once targeted requests had been made from the governmental side. Others, such
as stakeholders representing youth, were described as missing, perhaps because the value
of their inclusion was not originally recognised but appreciated over time once the Panel’s
work was underway. As such, a gap that interviewees identified was the lack of engagement
of young people in particular, which they considered important to consider in future initiatives.

As for sectors involved, the interviewees described that it would have been useful to include
more stakeholders within the blue bioeconomy and biotechnology sectors. The lack of the
latter was described as partially due to the exclusion of the medical sector from the Finnish
definition of ‘bioeconomy’, meaning that biotechnology in this context only included its
application in the biomass and industry spheres.® While the exclusion of the medical side
was mentioned as a wise decision, desires to further expand the focus on biotechnology
within bioeconomy were raised by the interviewees.

Key take-aways

The Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel and its work has provided this study with some key
take-aways of good practices as well as reflections on gaps and challenges that can be used
to inform future efforts with stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy, as
outlined below.

The first key take-away is to let stakeholders be a part of the policy making process.
The interviewees all mentioned that one of the best ways to engage stakeholders is by
allowing them to have a say in the making of bioeconomy policy. This can be either through
sessions in which stakeholders can provide feedback on draft plans, or by getting to meet
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policymakers directly and discuss their views with them. Offering stakeholders an opportunity
to not only comment on, but also to participate in the future shaping of the EU Bioeconomy
Strategy, could lead to similar progress as seen in the Finnish case. Notably, this was not
one of the goals of the EU Bioeconomy Stakeholders Panel, which existed until 2020, where
the focus instead was on monitoring the implementation of the already existing strategy,
among other things.%

The second key take-away is the benefit of creating a bioeconomy community. While
the opportunity to meet policymakers encourages stakeholder engagement, the case of the
Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel shows that the chance for stakeholders to meet each
other is a similarly incentivising factor. By creating a space in which stakeholders can network
and exchange ideas and solutions relating to their bioeconomy work, best practices can be
adopted by more organisations. Not only does this boost bioeconomy efforts as a whole once
stakeholders learn from each other, but it also provides policymakers with real-time insight of
the work and challenges of stakeholders. While there are several initiatives gathering
bioeconomy stakeholders on an EU-level, such as the European Bioeconomy Network,®®
these are not managed by the EC itself, nor are they formally organised into a council or
panel to provide feedback on the EU Bioeconomy Strategy. As such, the case of the Finnish
Panel showcases how policymakers can successfully create, and be equal participants in, a
bioeconomy community of their own creation.

The third key take-away is to emphasise bioeconomy as a cross-sectoral matter. A key
factor of success for the Finnish Bioeconomy Advisory Panel was the treatment of
bioeconomy as a concept spanning across government departments. In the interviews it was
mentioned that if only one department controls the bioeconomy, it risks becoming siloed
towards whatever focus the department in question has, be it agriculture, forestry, or research
and innovation. By following the example of the cross-departmental co-management of the
Finnish Panel, bioeconomy instead remains overarching, attracting all stakeholders rather
than only those who affiliate with a certain government department. While DG RTD already
works closely with other DG’s in its efforts with the EU Bioeconomy Strategy, the example of
the Finnish Panel shows that bioeconomy can be co-managed even further. This could be
positive for engagement as some stakeholders may not view bioeconomy as relevant for
them if it is managed by a government body with which they do not usually engage. By
increasing cross-departmental ownership of bioeconomy as a concept, more stakeholders
may view it as a topic relevant to their own interests.

The fourth key take-away is to engage the younger generation. Young people make up
a group of stakeholders that were repeatedly mentioned by interviewees as important to
engage in the discussions on bioeconomy, as their input is valuable to provide an alternative
angle and potentially new ideas, and to ensure the longevity of bioeconomy overall. By
introducing young people to bioeconomy now, the existing knowledge and best practices can
be passed onto the next generation, enabling greater embedding of the bioeconomy as a
permanent concept that will continue to be important in the future. The key message here,
therefore, is the evident gap with regards to youth representation that should be addressed
in future initiatives.

% European Commission (2020), ‘EU Bioeconomy Stakeholders Panel’, available at:
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-
groups/consult?lang=en&do=groupDetail.groupDetail&grouplD=2859

% EUBIoNet (2023), ‘Collaborations’, available at: https://eubionet.eu/collaborations/

100


https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=2859
https://ec.europa.eu/transparency/expert-groups-register/screen/expert-groups/consult?lang=en&do=groupDetail.groupDetail&groupID=2859
https://eubionet.eu/collaborations/

Appendix 6: German Bioeconomy Council Case Study

Introduction

The German Bioeconomy Council, or Biobkonomierat, is one of the case studies selected for
the study on stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy (RTD/2023/SC/006). It
has been chosen for its many outputs and ways to engage stakeholders from different regions
in Germany, which is of particular interest for this study. Of the four case studies, the German
Bioeconomy Council stands out as a stakeholder engagement initiative operating on a
national level in a federal state, while focusing specifically on the topic of bioeconomy. As
such, findings from this case study are likely to be particularly applicable to work with
increasing stakeholder engagement in the EU Bioeconomy Policy, due to the organisational
and topical similarity.

Sources of Evidence

Three in-depth interviews were conducted with key stakeholders involved in the Council as
engaged stakeholders and chair members. Desk-based research was carried out to
triangulate the information and validate the findings. Online sources used for the desk
research include:

e Recommendations for actions to implement the National Bioeconomy Strategy submitted
to BMBF and BMEL

o  Working paper of the Bioeconomy Council — Bioeconomy: Shaping a sustainable future
together

e German Bioeconomy Council Website

e German Federal Government — National Bioeconomy Strategy

Description

Establishment of the initiative. The German Bioeconomy Council, or Bio6konomierat, is an
independent advisory body supporting the German Federal Government in implementing the
bioeconomy in Germany. The Council was established in 2009 by the Federal Ministry of
Education and Research (BMBF) and the Federal Ministry of Food, Agriculture and
Consumer Protection (BMEL) to act as an independent advisory board to the German Federal
Government. At the end of the first Council's term of office, the second Bioeconomy Council
took up its work in 2012 and continued supporting the Federal Government in an advisory
capacity until the end of 2019. The purpose of the first two Councils was to provide important
suggestions for the design of the National Research Strategy Bioeconomy 2030 and the
National Bioeconomy Strategy (NBOS). In December 2020, the third Bioeconomy Council
was appointed and consists of 20 experts from science, industry and society. As an
independent and neutral body, the third Bioeconomy Council advise the Federal Government
on the implementation of the NBOS in the form of recommendations and statements, while
also promoting public debate on the bioeconomy. This case study mainly pertains to the third
Biodkonomierat.

Purpose of the initiative. With the participation of civil society, industry and politics, the
Council seeks to address possible conflicts of objectives that may arise in the implementation
of the sustainable development goals (SDGs) linked to the bioeconomy and develop
proposals for solutions. Its specific objectives comprise:
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e Developing knowledge-based contributions to the implementation and development of
the Bioeconomy in Germany, in exchange with and with the involvement of different
groups in society.

o Identifying and evaluating developments, political fields of action, measures and
framework conditions.

e Making proposals as to which objectives, fields of action and funding topics as well as
which impact assessment issues should be addressed as a priority.

e Making recommendations on the implementation of the research results

Stakeholders and governance. The central steering and decision-making of the third
Council was assured by 20 permanent members who independently discussed and
determined the thematic and strategic orientation of the work. The Council meetings also
coordinated the objectives of the working groups and discussed work assignments and
communication occasions. Participants were appointed council members and staff from the
Council Secretariat, which was managed by the VDI Technology Centre (VDI TZ).

The main purpose of the Council meetings was the identification, formulation, and
prioritisation of key topics. The Council received expert input for its key topics from members
of the Council itself, through the preparation of factual issues by the Secretariat, from the
results of the respective working groups and workshops, from the annual meetings of the
national Bioeconomy Forum and from the exchange with the Interministerial Working Group
on Bioeconomy (IMAG). Exchange with the IMAG was ensured through regularly held plenary
sessions.

The role of the working groups, understood as temporary work units, was to define and
discuss central questions about eight key topics identified by the Council. The technical
composition and the number of participants varied greatly depending on the objective of the
work units. The Council endeavoured to involve a mix of experts, members of interest groups
and representatives of the federal states, technically responsible federal authorities and their
subordinate institutions. Each work unit was supervised by at least two council members
knowledgeable about the topic. Transparent processes, in which as many interested parties
as possible participate, were basic prerequisites for cooperation and ensured a high degree
of legitimacy.

Activities coordinated by the initiative. The first task of the Council was to identify and
select the topics to be treated over the course of its mandate. Four fields of action derived
from the National Bioeconomy Strategy served as points of reference:

1) Sustainable land and land use;

2) Measures and innovations for reducing greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions;

3) Resource shift, or the replacement of raw fossil materials with biogenic materials;

4) Reliable framework conditions for sustainable innovations in the bioeconomy.

Eight concrete topics were identified and selected due to their significance and leverage
effect for the implementation of the bioeconomy strategy:

1) Dialogue and participation
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2) Approaches for greater policy coherence and policy integration
3) Promoting innovation

4) Carbon accounting

5) Land management diversification

6) Alternative protein sources

7) Valorisation of material flows in biorefineries and biogas plants
8) Wood/lignocellulose

The specific challenges posed by these topics were discussed in project-oriented work unit
(“working groups”) by more than 150 bioeconomy experts during workshops, expert
discussions and dialogues. Each work unit held thematic workshops and continued dialogue
over a period of six months, at the end of which a background paper was published. The
views and conclusions of the Background Papers only reflected the contents of the
discussions conducted by and with experts and were expected to form the basis for topic-
specific recommendations for the implementation of the National Bioeconomy Strategy.
Further discussions with external experts took place to develop the recommendations for
actions. The Council’s recommendations were published in Position Papers.

Aside from these activities, the Council also engaged in a number of communication and
knowledge sharing activities to bring media and public attention on relevant bioeconomy
issues and promote the bioeconomy. Examples of such activities include the Bioeconomy
Forum, where experts in the bioeconomy (and all those interested) were invited to discuss a
selection of topics on which the Council had formulated recommendations. The Council was
also pivotal in establishing the Global Bioeconomy Summit (GBS), a platform for the
exchange of knowledge between international experts. Lastly, the Council published Official
Statements, understood as official comments on public consultations, current issues and
implementation of measures for a sustainable bioeconomy.

Outcomes and impact of the initiative

This section presents the outcomes and impacts of the Biodkonomierat's activities and
outputs. It is worth noting that not all the stakeholders interviewed were involved in the first
and second Councils. Therefore, as mentioned at the start of the previous section, the below
paragraphs pertain to the outcomes and impacts of the third Council.

Publications

The third German Bioeconomy Council published six Background Papers, three Position
Papers and two Official Statements.®® Of all these publications, the Council’s
recommendations for actions on the implementation of the National Bioeconomy Strategy®’
were identified by all stakeholders interviewed as the most important output produced by this

9% https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/

9 Recommendations for action to implement the National Bioeconomy Strategy submitted to BMBF and
BMEL (Official Statement, 28.06.2023), accessible at:
https://www.biooekonomierat.de/en/publications/statements/2023/Implementing-a-bioeconomy-

sustainably.php
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Council. These recommendations, 57 in total, built upon the Council’s Background and
Position Papers as well as one year of stakeholder engagement activities.

Regrettably, the stakeholders interviewed were unable to discern if any of the 57 proposed
recommendations had influenced or were currently influencing the Implementation Plan
currently being developed by the German Government. As of this writing, there has been no
consultation or communication between the German Government and the Council regarding
this publication since its initial submission. This opaque process sparked scepticism among
the interviewed stakeholders about the influence of their participation in the third German
Bioeconomy Council on policy formation. This scepticism, however, cannot be confirmed or
negated until the Implementation Plan is officially published. Yet, during these interviews, two
ancillary benefits surfaced.

New networks

The Council’s working groups improved the communication and coordination of participating
stakeholders and led to increased capability and collaboration. The working groups brought
together experts from various sectors (paper industry, chemical industry, pharmaceutical,
forestry, biotech) to discuss sector-specific problems. Two interviewees praised the Council
for initiating these networks, which still meet regularly to discuss common issues and
coordinate actions.

Forward Momentum

The Council significantly contributed to giving momentum to the Bioeconomy in Germany by
participating to conferences, and organising forums, workshops, get-togethers, and other
events. It helped to put and maintain the Bioeconomy on the radar of Government
departments, industry and the public. In the eye of one stakeholder, doing so was crucial as
developing the Bioeconomy is a long-term commitment requiring continuous efforts from all
actors.

Factors of success

The interviews highlighted a number of key factors that contributed to the success of the
German Bioeconomy Council.

Independence. The German Bioeconomy Council, although led by the BMBF and the BMEL,
had complete independence while designing the recommendations that were submitted in
2023. Interviewees argued that this characteristic was essential, as the recommendations
would have been of less value if they had been influenced by the political preferences of the
Ministries.

Discussion process. To overcome disagreement and develop the best possible
recommendations, the German Bioeconomy Council adopted a deliberative cyclical process
with strict deadlines and milestones over a period of six months. First, the Council formulated
a clear question about a specific topic and invited relevant stakeholders to participate in a
workshop to discuss. The outputs of the workshop were then sent to the members of the
Council, gaps were identified, and new questions were formulated. A new workshop was
organised, and the process repeated as much as necessary, until final recommendations
were made. According to interviews, the Council remained divided until the end of the process
about only one recommendation out of 57.

Involvement of local actors. The Council successfully brought together local actors to
identify and discuss the practical barriers undermining the implementation of the
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Bioeconomy. One stakeholder argued that involving only political actors would have been
regrettable, as political perspectives may miss the practical realities of the Bioeconomy. This
approach led to 7 recommendations. %

Specificity and clarity of the workshop topics. The Council endeavoured to make the
topics and questions discussed during the workshop as specific as possible. One interview
highlighted that vague topics are likely to attract stakeholders whose expertise range across
issues that are not necessarily relevant to each other. As a result, it is unlikely that any of
these issues will make any progress. Because the Council’s topics and questions were
specific, their recommendations were as actionable as possible.

Forums. According to interviews, the organisation of forums was particularly helpful in
keeping the momentum of the Bioeconomy in Germany.

Challenges and gaps

The German Bioeconomy Council also encountered a number of challenges and the
interviews pointed to a number of gaps.

The Bioeconomy Council Design and Scope

Overall, all interviews suggested that the German Bioeconomy Council should not have been
led by only two ministries, with the other ministries only seconding. Bioeconomy is a vast
topic with implications for most or all ministries, and as such the Bioeconomy Council should
have been a joint government initiative integrating all ministries.

The topics treated by the Council were also criticised. For instance, one of the stakeholders
interviewed regretted that the Council did not discuss or formulate recommendations about
gene editing, despite this being a controversial and important topic. Another stakeholder
explained that, while independence is positive, the complete absence of guidance from the
Government on which topic to address had been problematic. He argued that the process
would have been more effective if the Government had specified concrete topics to prioritise,
such as gene editing.

Working Groups composition

Although the Council endeavoured to engage local and hard-to-reach stakeholders and to
gather a diversity of views and opinions, the interviews pointed at two specific gaps.

e Overrepresentation of research stakeholders and academics in the working groups: The
composition of the Bioeconomy Council reflected the BMBF and BMEL'’s leadership in
the implementation of the national bioeconomy strategy. A stakeholder deplored the
dominance of research stakeholders and academics in the working groups and
highlighted that this imbalance had limited the scope for industry participation. They
added that an inter-ministerial council might have prevented or reduced this issue.

% See chapter 3.2 of the Recommendations for action on the implementation of the National Bioeconomy
Strategy,
https://www.biooekonomierat.de/publikationen/stellungnahmen/2023/Erste_Handlungsempfehlungen des Bi
ooekonomierates.php
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e Underrepresentation of the food sector: A stakeholder regretted that, in his working
group, all sectors were represented except the food sector — despite being a pivotal
sector of the bioeconomy.

Recommendations

As mentioned already, the lack of transparency regarding the policymaking process on the
government side left the stakeholders of the Bioeconomy Council unknowing regarding
whether the recommendations for action developed would be taken into account in the
implementation plan for the National Bioeconomy Strategy, which has yet to be drawn up. It
was clear from all interviews that the Bioeconomy Council should have been involved in all
political discussions and decision-making processes relevant to the bioeconomy in order to
keep stakeholders informed. In particular, the Bioeconomy Council will not participate in the
development of the Implementation plan planned for 2024, as its mandate terminates on
December 31, 2023, and the Federal Government has not made any official statements on
the continuation of the advisory body.

Other events organised by the Council.

In addition to the activities coordinated by the Council (annual forums, workshops, get-
togethers and informal discussions), one interviewee asserted that the Council could have
done more to organise conferences and fairs to gather the different Bioeconomy clusters.
While all other activities were good, this interviewee highlighted that no other bodies were
better placed to organise this kind of event than the Bioeconomy Council.

Key take-aways

Some of the successes and gaps of the German Bioeconomy Council stakeholder
engagement are transferable to the EU Bioeconomy Strategy’s future approach. The key
take-aways of this case study are listed in this section.

An EU-led bioeconomy stakeholders engagement initiative should not be dominated
by one or few directorates. The definition of Bioeconomy is quite broad, and its
implementation will have implications across many directorates. The relevance of the
Bioeconomy is more obvious for some Directorates such as DG AGRI, DG ENV, DG ENER,
DG MOVE, DG RTD, or DG MARE. However, these are not the only DGs affected, and all
should be involved. For example, the Bioeconomy will likely influence European
competitiveness (DG COMP® remit), or may import essential resources from abroad (DG
Trade remit). Developing the Bioeconomy also means rethinking the way we cultivate our
lands and how cities spread (DG REGIO' remit). Therefore, any EU-level Bioeconomy
stakeholders engagement initiative should be led jointly, with cooperation across all
directorates.

Ensure continuity and renewal of ideas in the design of the initiative. Developing the
bioeconomy is intrinsically a long-term commitment, which is not well supported by time-
limited stakeholder engagement initiatives. Such initiatives were deemed inadequate for two
reasons: 1) The board usually remains the same from start to end and it is difficult for new
ideas and perspective to get in; 2) if the whole board changes when the initiative ends, some
precious experience and knowledge are lost, and stakeholder engagement lacks continuity.
A stakeholder suggested that future EU-led bioeconomy stakeholder engagement initiatives

9 DG for Competition
1% DG for European Regional and Urban Policy
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be designed to last over longer periods of time to guarantee the continuity and coherence of
the activities, while a share of the permanent members would change every 2-3 years to
ensure that new ideas can get in.

Let members of the initiative choose the topics but give some guidance. Because
stakeholders’ priorities may differ for reasons unknown to policymakers, allowing
stakeholders to independently propose and choose their own topics is a good practice.
However, the EU Commission has its own policy priorities and it is the stakeholder
engagement initiative’s purpose to inform these. Therefore, the Commission should give
guidance about which topics should be discussed. Doing so will ensure that the most pressing
topics are addressed.

Define the topic of the workshop and the question to answer as precisely as possible.
The issues affecting the bioeconomy are often too broad in scope to be covered
comprehensively by one workshop. Therefore, these issues must be reduced to their
smallest components before being discussed, one by one. The risk of keeping a broad topic
is to invite stakeholders who are only “broadly” relevant. Because each stakeholder can
contribute to a different specific issue, the discussion is likely to remain high level. Many
issues may be mentioned, but it is unlikely that any of them will find a solution.

Make the stakeholder recruitment process as transparent as possible. It is a good
practice to publish the list of questions, describe the process from start to end and invite all
stakeholders interested to participate. The transparency and openness of the process will
increase trust in the stakeholder engagement process and may attract stakeholders who
would not have been identified otherwise.

Endeavour to represent a diversity of actors and perspectives. Specific attention should
be given to representing a diversity of actors (e.g., research and academia, NGOs, Trade
Union, interest groups, customer association, youth initiatives) and perspectives (e.g.,
political, practical, ethical). An effort should be made to engage hard-to-reach stakeholders
(e.g., local companies, local authorities, CEOs) as, in the words of one interviewee:

“If you want real content, talk to an industry CEO, not a lobby organisation,
because [lobby organisation] always generate a mean of all their members.
They represent the common dominator, not the avant-garde talk.”

Stakeholder engagement should not end after completion of the stakeholder
engagement activities. It is acknowledged that stakeholder involvement in the policymaking
process is not always feasible or advisable. However, stakeholders have given their time and
energy to inform future policy decisions and the absence of any feedback from the
policymakers over a long time may reduce their trust in the initiative or stakeholder
engagement in general — thus undermining future engagement. To prevent this, it would good
practice for policymakers to update stakeholders on the impact of their recommendations on
the policymaking process. " Giving a clear deadline for this update would also help to reduce
uncertainty on stakeholders’ side.

Create and maintain momentum for the bioeconomy. EU-led initiatives are perfectly
positioned to organise forums, conferences, and fairs that will be attended by political

91 This could take the form of a public statement, or a note that the coordinators of the initiative circulate with
the stakeholders who participated.

107



personalities from within the EU and the member states. They should also create momentum
for the bioeconomy and maintain it over time.
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9. Glossary of terminology

Better Regulation

Toolbox

Bioeconomy
(defined by the
EU 2018
Bioeconomy
Strategy)

"CoP

DG RTD

EC

JRC

MCA
SDGs

SME

Stakeholder
engagement
Initiatives

Stakeholders
(are defined in
this study)

The better regulation guidelines set out the principles that the
European Commission follows when preparing new initiatives and
proposals and when managing and evaluating existing legislation.
The guidelines apply to each phase of the law-making cycle.

A multi-layered concept referring to the use of renewable biological
resources from land and sea, like crops, forests, fish, animals and
micro-organisms to produce food, materials and energy. It also
encompasses all sectors and associated services and investments
that produce, use, process, distribute or consume biological
resources”. The 2018 definition does not include pharmaceutical
products but does include ecosystem services.

Communities of Practice: Communities of people (practitioners)
sharing and stewarding a domain of knowledge with a collective
intention.

Directorate General for Research and Innovation, responsible for the
development and implementation of EU research and innovation
policies.

European Commission

The Joint Research Centre, which provides independent and
evidence-based knowledge and science to support EU policies to
positively impact society.

Multi-Criteria Analysis
The UN’s Sustainable Development Goals

Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises, which represent 99% of
businesses in the EU.

Dedicated efforts to engage, at scale, with groups of stakeholders
(external to EC) to support policy work. They can originate from the
side of policy makers (e.g., expert groups set up by the EC, EC
conferences, the German Bioeconomy Council, European
Bioeconomy Policy Forum (EBPF)), or from specific stakeholder
groups (e.g., CEPl.org), or can be the purpose of independent
platforms (e.g., Member States under BIOEAST or the Circular Bio-
based Europe Joint Undertaking (CBE JU) Partnership).

Actors, public or private, operating within the bioeconomy sphere on
a level that is related to the work of DG RTD with the EU Bioeconomy
Strategy.
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU

In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the address of the
centre nearest you online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union.
You can contact this service:

— by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,

- via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en.

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU

Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the Europa
website (european-union.europa.eu).

EU Publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications.
Multiple copies of free publications can be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation
centre (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official language
versions, go to EUR-Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).

EU open data

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies and agencies.
These can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-commercial purposes. The portal
also provides access to a wealth of datasets from European countries.
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This report explores ways to boost stakeholder engagement in

EU bioeconomy policy, a crucial step in shaping a sustainable and
circular economy. After identifying key gaps and opportunities, the
study proposes seven recommendations to enhance stakeholder
involvement. By strengthening stakeholder engagement, the EU can
ensure that its bioeconomy policy is more inclusive, effective, and
responsive to the needs of all stakeholders.
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