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1. Executive Summary

The deliverable D1.3.2 documents the transnational peer review process of the draft procedures
for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation (D1.2.1). The peer review was designed to ensure that
the procedures are robust, practical and widely applicable by coll ecting feedback from external

experts across participating countries.
The transnational peer review process consisted of several steps:

A Project partners identified and engaged external stakeholders to provide feedback using
structured peer review templat e;

A National inputs were consolidated into national peer review reports, highlighting
countryspecific perspectives;

A Atransnational summary of recommendations was prepared, synthesizing the feedback into
the chapters;

A A co-creation workshop was held on 16 April 2025, where project partners jointly reviewed
the consolidated results, prioritized recommendations and discussed the most relevant

issues for future improvement of procedures.

The feedback collected covered all sections of the draft procedures, ranging from the introduction
and identified barriers for cooperation, to the quadruple helix approach, procedural steps, toolbox
and conclusions. Recommendations included both simple clarifications and more ambitious

proposals, while some suggestions extended beyond the scope of the current project.

This deliverable does not yet include the final improvements to the draft procedures. Instead, it
provides a comprehensive overview of the peer review process and its outcomes as a preparatory
step. The most r elevant recommendations will feed directly into deliverable D1.3.3 (Intersectoral
cooperation procedures for bioeconomy value chain design), which will present the final version

of the procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation.

2. Introduction

The development of effective procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation is one of the
objectives of BIOECOUP project. Building on the activity A1.2, the result of which were the draft
procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation (D1.2.1), the activity A1.3 is focused on

testing and validating these procedures through a transnational peer review.
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The purpose of Deliverable D1.3.2 is to document the peer review process and its outcomes.

Specifically, the peer review aimed to:

A Evaluate the draft procedures from multiple national and sectoral perspectives;
A Gather constructive feedback from external stakeholders who were not involved in earlier

stages within activity A1.2;
A Consolidate and compare national experiences to identify common trends and unique
perspectives;

A Validate and prioritize recommendations during online transnational co -creation workshop.

This activity represents a crucial intermediate step between the drafting of the procedures
(D1.2.1) and the preparation of the final version (D1.3.3). While this deliverable does not yet
incorporate the revisions to the draft procedures, it ensures that the final procedures will be based

on a broad, transnationally validated foundation.

By documenting the methodology, stakeho Ider engagement and consolidated results of the peer
review, D1.3.2 highlights the added value of involving diverse perspectives in shaping intersectoral
cooperation practices. It also demonstrates how the project ensures transparency, inclusiveness

and responsiveness to both project partners and external experts.

3. Methodology of the Peer Review Process

The transnational peer review was designed to ensure that the draft procedures for bioeconomy
intersectoral cooperation (D1.2.1) were critically evaluated by independent experts and enriched
with diverse national perspectives. The methodology was structure d to guarantee transparency,

comparability and active involvement of external stakeholders across all participating countries.
The transnational peer review process consisted of five steps:

1) Preparation of peer review templates
2) Selection of external expe rts

3) National peer review process

4) Consolidation of results

5) Co-creation workshop
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To support a consistent process across partner countries, two templates were prepared:

A A transnational peer review questionnaire for external stakeholders & this document
included a structured feedback table with targeted questions for each section of the draft
procedures (introduction, barriers and challenges, quadruple helix approach, proc edures,
conclusions and recommendations, and toolbox).

A A national peer review report template for project partners 8 this document allowed
partners to systematically compile, summarize and analyse the feedback received in their

country.

Each project partner identified between two to five relevant external stakeholders in their

country. To ensure independent evaluation, these experts were not drawn from those who had
participated in earlier Focused Interviews condu cted within Al.2. Instead, the peer reviewers
represented diverse perspectives on the bioeconomy, including research, industry, policy and civil

society actors.

Selected external experts received the D1.2.1 Draft proced ures for bioeconomy intersectoral
cooperation, including the Annex dthe toolbox with practical solutions to enhance intersectoral

cooperation, and also the peer review guestionnaire with the instructions.

The experts were asked to provide structured fee dback, addressing both content -specific and
overarching questions. Project partners then collected the responses and compiled them into

national peer review reports, which followed a common format and structure.

The national peer review reports were analysed and synthesized into a consolidated summary of
potential improvements and recommendations to the draft procedures for bioeconomy
intersectoral cooperation. This consolidated document grouped feedback according to the
structure of D1.2.1, allowing comparison across countries, whereby various perspectives were
highlighted. Recommendations included simple adjustments (e.g. clarifications, rephrasing), more
extensive proposals (e.g. adding new sections, introducing tools) and also suggestions not feasible

to be implemented within the project (e.g. creating digital platform).
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The consolidated summary served as the basis for the transnational co -creation workshop, held
online on 16 April 2025. Each partner presented the national results and highlighted up to three
recommendations that were particularly relevant and useful, considered essential for inclusion

and/or raised important questions for further discussion.

The workshop enabled open dialogue, validation of findings and prioritisation of proposals across
countries. It ensured that the transnational peer review process was not only a collection of

individual national inputs, but a collective reflection and co  -creation effort.

4. Overview of Peer Review Results

The transnational peer review generated extensive feedback from external stakeholders across all
participating countries. Overall, the draft procedures were positively received, with many
reviewers confirming that the structure, thematic co verage and orientation of the document
provide a solid foundation for strengthening intersectoral cooperation in the bioeconomy. The
step-by-step approach was considered logical and comprehensive, and the inclusion of tools such

as stakeholder mapping and SMART objectives was particularly appreciated.

While national perspectives reflected specific contexts, several common themes emerged,
focusing on opportunities to improve clarity and applicability. The following overview presents the
key trends identifi ed for each section of the draft procedures.

1) Introduction

Stakeholders recommended strengthening the introduction by linking bioeconomy intersectoral
cooperation to EU priorities such as the Green Deal and the Competitiveness Compass. Also, it was
recommended to highlight the contribution of cooperation to sustainable competitiveness,

productivity and resilience of businesses and regions.

Several reviewers emphasised the importance of adding practical examples and good practices to
illustrate the bene fits of intersectoral cooperation for businesses and local communities. In
addition, some comments pointed out the importance of clarifying the target audience of the
document fi whether it primarily addresses policymakers, industry representatives, academi a or

all combined.

In addition, feedback suggested broadening the sectoral scope by referencing a wider range of

industries and emphasising the interconnection of sectors, rather than treating them in isolation.
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2) Identified Barriers and Challenges

Stakeholders largely confirmed the relevance of the barriers presented in the draft, but
recommended giving greater emphasis to additional obstacles such as financial constraints,
regulatory inconsistencies, limited awareness of the bioeconomy concept and insufficient

infrastructure for scaling up innovative solutions.

A recurring theme across several countries was the shortage of trained professionals and the need
to strengthen education and training programmes focused on bioeconomy skills. External
stakeholders also pointed out the persistence of institutional silos and rigid business models,
which, combined with misaligned incentives and limited coordination between ministries and

sectors, continue to hinder collaboration.

Concerns were also raised abou global competitiveness, including the risk of competition from
countries with less developed regulations and the need for international harmonisation of

standards.
3) Quadruple Helix Approach

Reviewers strongly confirmed the importance of engaging stak eholders early in the process and
all owing for adaptive approaches. However, they
means in practice and which actors (public institutions vs. businesses) are expected to

demonstrate it.

The risk of stakeholder fatigue, conflicting priorities and unequal capacities was highlighted,
underlining the need for measures to sustain engagement. Respondents also suggested leveraging
existing networks, clusters and initiatives to strengthen collaboration, rather than ¢  reating

entirely new mechanisms.

Finally, clear communication and transparency were emphasised as essential, including the
definition of common goals, management of conflicting interests and development of trust among

stakeholders.
4) Developing Intersec toral Cooperation Procedures

The step-by-step approach of the draft procedures was generally appreciated, but stakeholders

called for additional guidance and practical examples to illustrate application.
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Many reviewers noted that the challenges of moving from pilot projects to commercialisation were
underestimated and recommended adding elements such as financing models, risk management

strategies and regulatory considerations.

Several proposals were made to integrate decision -making tools into the proce ss, including the use
of key performance indicators (KPIs), risk assessment frameworks and prioritisation methods to
support strategic choices. Stakeholders also stressed the need for conflict management
mechanisms to address diverging interests and avoid stalemates.

5) Conclusions and Recommendations

Feedback indicated that the conclusions in the draft were sometimes too general and should be
more specific, with clear evidence of the benefits and implementation requirements of

intersectoral cooperation.

Stakeholders also highlighted the importance of including timelines, monitoring frameworks and
indicators to track progress over time. Finally, experts recommended reinforcing links to EU and
national policy frameworks and referencing relevant financial i nstruments and international

cooperation mechanisms.
6) Toolbox

The tools provided i such as stakeholder mapping templates, SMART objectives and memorandum
of understanding i were generally considered practical and useful. Nevertheless, reviewers
recommended complementing them with additional resources tailored to financial planning, risk

management and technology transfer.

Many experts suggested including collaborative digital platforms, knowledge -sharing repositories,
and case study databases to strengthen implementation and to inspire stakeholders. The
adaptability of tools to regional contexts was also highlighted, along with the need to ensure they

are used by qualified professionals to generate meaningful outcomes.

Finally, stakeholders proposed measures to enhance the practicality of the toolbox, including
visual aids such as infographics or GANTT charts, standardised impact assessment frameworks and

guides to support commercialisation and financing.
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5. Organisation of the Co -creation Workshop

Onre of the milestones in the transnational peer review process was the co -creation workshop, held
on 16 April 2025 with the participation of all project partners. The workshop provided a space to
jointly review, validate and prioritise the recommendations co llected through national peer

reviews and presented in the consolidated summary document.
The workshop was organised with three main objectives:

A To jointly reflect on the consolidated recommendations from external stakeholders.
A To identify proposals considered most relevant, feasible and impactful for improving the
draft procedures.

A To ensure alignment across all partner countries.

Ahead of the meeting, project partners received the consolidated summary of national peer review
reports. Each partner was asked to review the recommendations carefully and select up to three
proposals that they found particularly relevant, essential to include, or raised questions for further
discussion. This preparatory task ensured that the worksho p discussion was focused and that all

participants arrived with a clear perspective on priorities.
During the workshop:

A Each partner presented the key findings from their national peer review, highlighting the
priorities they had identified.

A The group collectively reviewed overlaps and differences between national perspectives.

A Proposals were discussed in terms of their relevance, feasibility within the project scope

and potential contribution to strengthening intersectoral cooperation in the bioeconomy

The discussion confirmed that while many recommendations were highly valuable, not all could be

i mpl emented within t he projectds ti mefr ame or r
considered oOoout of scopeod wer e r erdeonystrategiesbeyand us e f
the project.

The workshop achieved the following outcomes:

A Validation of key themes: Partners agreed on the importance of issues such as clarifying
the target audience, addressing regulatory barriers, strengthening education an d skills,

enhancing practical tools and providing more specific examples and case studies.
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A Prioritisation of recommendati ons: Each partn

widely supported proposals to be considered for the final revision of the proc edures.

A Shared understanding: The workshop created consensus on how the peer review feedback
should be used. Partners agreed that deliverable D1.3.2 would focus on documenting the
process and outcomes of the peer review, while deliverable D1.3.3 would present the final
revised version of the procedures, incorporating the validated recommendations.

The co-creation workshop was crucial in transforming a set of fragmented national inputs into a
coherent, transnationally validated basis for improvement. It provided sp ace for dialogue,
comparison and negotiation, ensuring that the final procedures will reflect both national

specificities and shared European perspectives.

6. Lessons Learned from the Transnational Peer Review

The implementation of the transnational peer review process provided valuable insights into both
the content of the draft procedures and the methodology of engaging stakeholders across different

countries.

By engaging different experts from multiple countries, it was possible to capture diverse
perspectives, ensuring that the procedures reflect not only theoretical approaches but also
practical realities across different contexts. The external validation enriched the quality of the
recommendations, as experts highlighted spots for potential improve ment, e.g. regarding the
regulatory barriers, commercialization challenges and the role of education and skills

development.

The use of common templates across countries ensured consistency and comparability in the
feedback process. This methodological alignment was crucial for synthesizing national results into
a coherent transnational summary, which subsequently facilitated meaningful discussion at the

co-creation workshop.

While national perspectives varied, the co -creation workshop showed that many challenges and
opportunities are shared across borders. The dialogue between project partners helped to
prioritise issues, balance different viewpoints and confirm which recommendations could

realistically be integrated into the final version of the proced ures.

In addition, it became clear that not all recommendations could be implemented within the scope

of the project. Some proposals of external experts, such as the establishment of new financial
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these inputs remain valuable as they point to longer -term needs and opportunities for policy and

practice.

The peer review process reinforced the importance o f co-creation as a foundation of developing
practical, widely applicable procedures. It also underlined the need for continuous stakeholder
engagement, not only in reviewing documents but also in shaping strategies and monitoring
implementation. These insi ghts will further guide the development of deliverable D1.3.3 linked

with the final version of procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation.

7. Conclusions

The transnational peer review process represented a critical step in validating and strengt  hening
the draft procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation. By engaging independent experts
at the national level and consolidating their feedback into a transnational perspective, the project
ensured that the procedures were critically assessed against practical needs, sectoral experiences

and regional differences.

The co-creation workshop confirmed that many of the recommendations are highly relevant and
should be integrated into the next update of the procedures. At the same time, the discussion also
recognised that some proposals are either too ambitious to berea | i sed within the
timeframe or extend beyond its scope. This balance between ambition and feasibility was essential

to defining the way forward.

It is important to note that this deliverable does not present the final improvements or revised
procedures. Instead, it documents the process of peer review, summarises the feedback received
and records how the recommendations were jointly validated and prioritised at the transnational
level. The results presented here provide a foundation for the prepar ation of the final version of
the procedures (Deliverable D1.3.3), which will incorporate the agreed improvements and

adjustments.

In conclusion, D1.3.2 demonstrates the value of transnational peer review not only in improving
the content, but also in enh ancing legitimacy and ensuring that the final outputs of the project

are both relevant and actionable across different national contexts.
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8. Annexes

Annex 1. Template for Peer Review

Dear Madam/Sir,

Thank you for agreeing to provide feedback on the draft procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation. This dotmeegualelines designed
to enhance collaboration across various sectors within the bioeconomy. Your expertise is invaluatleing éhat these procedures are practical,
relevant, and effective.

We have created a brief table with targeted questions related to specific sections of the document. Your insights oadtess \ul help us refine the
procedures and make them neapplicable to realvorld scenarios. Please take a moment to review the table and provide your feedback. There's no need
to edit the document directty your responses in the table will be sufficient.

Thank you for your time and contributions!

BIOEC@WP tam

Instructions for Reviewers

U Please provide the information regarding the country and institution you represent.

U Please provide concise answers to the questions in the table.

U If you have any general comments or suggestions, feel free to include itha separate section below the table.

U There is no need to use track changes or directly edit the document; your feedback in the table is sufficient.
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General Information

Institution:

Feedback Table
Section

te

NETES

iterreg
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Co-funded by
the European Union

50 SNIS LR 201 dzo

Key Points in the Section  Questions for Feedback Feedback

BIOECO-UP

Introduction

Identified Barriers
and Challenges

Quadruple Helix
Approach

Overview of bioeconomy, 1.
importance of intersectoral
cooperation

Common barriers across | 1.
sectors, challenges specific
to stakeholder groups

N

Lessons from round table 1.
importance of engagement 2.
and flexibility

Does the introduction clearly define the scop
and importance of intersectoral cooperation i
the bioeconomy?

Is there any information or perspective missii
that you believe should be included?

Are the identified barriers and challenges
comprehensive?

Do you see any specific additional barriers?
Do the challenges align with your experience
intersectoral cooperation?

Are the lessons learned accurately reflected
Do you agree with the emphasis on early
engagement and flexibility?
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Developing
Intersectoral
Cooperation
Procedures

Conclusions and
Recommendations

Annex: Toolbox;
Practical Solutions
to Enhance
Intersectoral
Cooperation

Stepby-step guide to
designing and implementin
cooperation

Summary of findings and
suggested actions

Overview of tools for setting
SMART objectives,
stakeholder mapping,
engagement planning and
MoUs to support
intersectoral cooperation

N

N

w
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CENTRAL EUROPE

Co-funded by
the European Union

Are the procedures clear?

Are there any steps that seem unrealistic?
What improvements would you suggest to
enhance the practicality of these steps?

Do the conclusions reflect the main points thi
you consider important?

Are the recommendations actionable and
relevant?

Are there any additional recommendations y«
would propose?

Are the tools provided practical and easy to
implement?

Which tools do you think will be the most
useful for enhancing intersectoral cooperatio
and why?

Are there any additional tools or resources y«
would recommend including in the toolbox?
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Annex 2: National Reports from Peer Review

The individual national peer review reports elaborated by project parthers summarizing the

feedback from external experts are presented in following order:
1. Croatia

2. Czech Republic

3. Hungary
4. ltaly

5. Poland
6. Slovakia
7. Slovenia
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Executive Summary

Provide an overview on the national peer review process and its objectives. Summarize key
findings from the review and outline the most significant conclusions:

A Country: Croatia
A Institutions involved:

oHrvatske gume d.o.o. (Croatian Forests);
0 Society for sustainable development design (DOOR);

o Croatian Association of Drink Producers (GIUPPH);

o University of Zagreb Faculty of Agriculture

o Competence Centre Ltd for research and development

A Number of stakeholders involved: 5
A Summary of key findings from the peer review:

The peer review process provided valuable insights into the current framework for promoting
intersectoral cooperation within the bioeconomy. Reviewers praised the clarity in defining the
scope and importance of cross-sector collaboration but suggested that incorporating additional
perspectives, such as sustainable competitiveness and decarbonization, would further strengthen
the approach.

Feedback also emphasized the need to involve industry players, especially when they lack direct
profitable incentives. Several reviewers highlighted the importance of early engagement in
collaboration efforts, which can foster trust and align stakeholders, while flexibility in the process
helps adapt to evolving challenges.

The provided toolbox, including tools like stakeholder mapping and engagement planning, was
generally seen as practical and relevant. However, suggestions were made to add a risk management
framework and collaborative project management tools to enhance the effectiven ess of
intersectoral cooperation.

Further recommendations included integrating more detailed case studies into the procedures,
lobbying for greater recognition of the bioeconomy within broader EU policies, particularly in the

context of the Clean Industri a | Deal , and ensuring bioeconomy pro
competitiveness goals.

The peer review process confirmed the viability of the existing procedures while proposing
actionable improvements.

1. Findings from Peer Review Process

This section will summarize the feedback received in each section from the reviewers. Refer to
the corresponding sections in the peer review table template.
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Summary of parti ci p antraddction df theeptbbeducek, inadudingt h e

O Z
(.
1.1 Introduction

A Clarity of scope and importance of intersectoral cooperation.

The majority of reviewers agreed that the introduction effectively defines the scope and highlights

the importance of intersectoral cooperation within  the bioeconomy. It successfully emphasizes how
collaboration between industry, government, and research institutions fosters innovation,
sustainability, and economic growth. Additionally, the introduction is commended for addressing

resource efficiency and integrated efforts for sustainable development. However, one reviewer
pointed out the absence of a reference to the Eur
for the EUG6, which could strengthen the discussio

A Suggestions for additional perspectives and missing elements, if any.

While two reviewers found the introduction comprehensive and complete, others suggested areas
for improvement:

A Sustainable Competitiveness: One reviewer suggested incorporating a per spective on
how intersectoral cooperation enhances sustainable competitiveness for local and
regional businesses. The introduction could expand on how collaboration leads to higher
productivity, better environmental practices, and overall business resilien ce, especially
considering Europe's lag in productivity growth over the last two decades.

A Social Inclusiveness: Another reviewer recommended elaborating on how intersectoral
cooperation benefits local communities and marginalized groups. Including example s
such as job creation and community resilienc
dimension.

1.2. Identified Barriers and Challenges

Comprehensiveness of barriers:

A Were the barriers and challenges identified sufficient?

Overall, the identified barriers and challenges are considered comprehensive and well -addressed
by most reviewers. The analysis successfully covers common obstacles across sectors, such as
communication gaps, regulatory misalignment, and differing stakehol der priorities. One reviewer
particularly emphasized that the findings accurately reflect practical difficulties in collaboration,
resource management, and project implementation.

A Did the feedback suggest any additional challenges?

While some reviewers found the coverage complete, others suggested additional emphasis on five
horizontal enablers, which are crucial for enhancing competitiveness across sectors:

A Lowering barriers to the Single Market

A Simplification and reducing administrative burden
A Financing competitiveness
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A Promoting skills and quality jobs
A Better coordination of policies at EU and national levels

Additionally, one reviewer highlighted the challenge of industry participation, noting that
businesses often show little interest in intersec toral cooperation unless there is a clear direct
financial benefit. Another emphasized the persistent issue of financial constraints and differing
goals among partners, which remain significant challenges in fostering cross -sector collaboration.
One reviewer also mentioned the need for a change of mindset of stakeholders.

A Did the findings align with national experience in intersectoral cooperation?

The feedback indicates that the identified barriers strongly align with real -world experiences in
intersectoral cooperation. Reviewers confirmed that the challenges outlined in the report
accurately reflect practical difficulties observed at both national and sectoral levels. The report
effectively captures key obstacles but could further strengthen it s analysis by incorporating the
suggested haorizontal enablers and exploring ways to enhance industry engagement.

1.3. Quadruple Helix Approach

Lessons learned:

A How well were the lessons from round tables and stakeholder engagement reflected?

The lessons learned from roundtable discussions and stakeholder engagement are accurately and
comprehensively reflected in the report. Reviewers highlighted that the report effectively captures
key takeaways, particularly the importance of open communicati on, proactive collaboration, and
adaptive approaches to addressing evolving challenges.

A Was there consensus on the importance of early engagement?

Yes, there was a strong consensus on the importance of early stakeholder engagement as a crucial
factor for successful crosssector collaboration. Reviewers emphasized that early engagement helps
build trust, align priorities, and foster smoother cooperation. Additionally, flexibility in approach
was highlighted as essential for responsive decision-making in a dynamic environment.

However, one reviewer suggested that leveraging existing initiatives should not be overlooked, as
they provide valuable frameworks, networks, and insights that can complement early engagement
and flexibility. Integrating both new appr oaches and established initiatives could enhance the
overall effectiveness of bioeconomy projects.

1.4. Developing Intersectoral Cooperation Procedures

Feedback on the draft procedures:

A Were the steps clear and realistic?

Yes, the procedures are generally clear, well -structured, and logical. Reviewers agree that they
provide a practical framework for designing and implementing intersectoral cooperation. The
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document is easy to follow and aligns well with real -life scenarios. None of the ste ps appear
unrealistic or impractical. Reviewers noted that the procedures consider common challenges and
solutions, making them feasible for implementation. However, some steps, such as pilot -
tocommercialization, may require more detailed explanations due to their complexity in realworld
applications.
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A Were any steps suggested for improvement?

B Clearly define sectoral interests and responsibilities: One reviewer emphasized the need to
strictly identify sector -specific interests and responsible experts (i ncluding names and salaries) to
improve the practicality of further steps.

o Reorder steps for better flow: A modification w
defining market demandsdé, foll owed by orladteinand,yia
then continuing with the outlined steps.

o Provide more details on complex steps: Expanding on pilot -to-commercialization could help

address challenges in real-world applications.

o Include practical tools: A simplified step -by-step infographic or real -world case studies could

enhance understanding and illustrate how the procedures apply in practice.

& Coordinator: the role of coordinator (initiator) in the implementation of these steps should be

emphasized.

1.5. Conclusions and Recommendations

Participants insights on the conclusions and recommendations:

A Did the conclusions align with the feedback received?

Yes, the conclusions accurately reflect the key points raised by participants. They effectively

summarize the importance of cross-sector collaboration, the barriers and challenges identified, and
the strategies needed for effective cooperation. The conclusions also emphasize the need for
improved communication, policy alignment, and capacity -building efforts to strengthen
intersectoral cooperation.

A Additional actionable recommendations proposed, if any.

B Incorporate "sustainable competitiveness" and "decarbonization” as these are among the most
pressing global challenges.

B Lobby for the bioeconomy sector to be include d as a priority in the new EC Competitiveness
Coordination Tool to ensure its role in economic growth and sustainability is fully recognized.

& Ensure the bioeconomy sector is explicitly addressed within the Clean Industrial Deal to integrate
its potenti a | into the EU&s transition strategy.
o Strengthening competitiveness across sectors should be further emphasized in the

recommendations.

O Consider adding a timeline for implementation or a monitoring framework to enhance the

practicality of the recommendations and track progress over time.
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Feedback on the tools provided:
A Practicality and ease of im plementation.

The tools provided are generally practical and well -structured, guiding stakeholders through
essential steps such as goal setting, stakeholder mapping, engagement planning, and formalizing
commitments. However, some tools may require a certain level of kno wledge and experience to be
effectively implemented, which could present challenges for less -experienced users.

A Most useful tools identified.

8 Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) was highlighted as a critical tool, as it serves as a concrete
proof of co operation and ensures long-term commitment.

o Stakeholder Mapping and Engagement Planning were also noted as particularly valuable, as they

help identify key players, define roles, and establish effective communication strategies. B The
SMART Objectives Framework was recognized as a fundamental tool, providing a structured
approach to defining clear, measurable, and strategic goals for collaboration.

A Suggestions for additional tools or resources.

B While the toolbox is largely com prehensive, a risk management framework could be beneficial for
anticipating and mitigating challenges in intersectoral cooperation.

B The inclusion of a collaborative project management tool could further enhance effectiveness
by helping stakeholders tr ack progress, responsibilities, and deadlines.

2. General Comments and Observations

Summarize additional feedback/comments that reviewers may have shared outside the structured
table format. This may include observations on the overall process, methodology, or unforeseen
challenges.

One reviewer noted that the views and opinions expressed in their feedback are personal and do
not necessarily reflect those of their organization. Additionally, they emphasized that the
organization cannot be held responsib le for the views provided.

While no other unstructured comments were explicitly mentioned, this highlights the importance of
clarifying the distinction between individual and organizational perspectives in the review process.

3. Next Steps and Recommenda tions

Identify key actions that should be taken based on the national peer review results. These may
include revisions to the procedures, additional stakeholder engagement, or further research.

Based on the per review process the following actions (or some of them) could be taken:

0 Revisions to the Procedures

A Incorporate sustainable competitiveness and decarbonization as key challenges to ensure
alignment with pressing EU priorities.
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A Modifyt he procedural sequence by making oUnder st
the first step before identifying intersectoral cooperation potential.

O
0 ‘

A Provide more detailed descriptions for complex steps, such as pilot -tocommercialization,
to ensure feasibility in real -world applications.

& Enhancing Stakeholder Engagement

A Strengthen engagement with industry stakeholders, particularly to address their lack of
participation due to a perceived absence of direct financial benefits.

A Ensure that the bioeconomy sector is explicitly addressed within EU competitiveness
frameworks, such as the Clean Industrial Deal and Competitiveness Coordination Tool.

A Highlight the importance of early engagement and flexibility, while also leveraging
existing initiatives for added efficiency.

B Further Research and Development

A Explore a risk management framework to help stakeholders anticipate and mitigate
common challenges in intersectoral collaboration.

A Develop a collaborative project management to ol to improve tracking of progress and
shared responsibilities across sectors.

& Additional Recommendations for Practical Implementation

A Provide real-life case studies and best practices to illustrate how the procedures work in
different contexts.

A Consider creating a step-by-step infographic to simplify complex procedural steps for
stakeholders.

A Define a clearer timeline for implementation and establish a framework for monitoring
progress to ensure long-term impact.

4. Conclusions

Indicate the pri mary takeaways from the peer review. Summarize the overall value and outcomes
of the peer review process in advancing intersectoral cooperation for the bioeconomy.

The peer review highlighted the importance of early engagement, clear communication, and
structured collaboration in advancing intersectoral cooperation for the bioeconomy. It reinforced
the need to address industry involvement while emphasizing the role of sustainability and
competitiveness. The feedback provided actionable recommendations to r efine procedures,
enhance stakeholder engagement and integrate bioeconomy priorities into broader policy
frameworks.

Annex 1: Peer review at national level

Please provide the individual results of p eer review at national level.
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Executive Summary
0 Country: Czech Republic
0 Institutions involved:
VSBTechnical University Ostrava
Forests of the Czech Republic
| REAS, Il nstitute for Structural Policy (I REAS,

Technical University of Liberec

~

0 Number of stakeholders involved: 4

0 Summary of key findings from the peer review:

This report presents the findings of the natio nal peer review process in the Czech Republic, which
evaluated challenges, best practices, and recommendations for strengthening intersectoral
collaboration in the bioeconomy. The review underscored the need for structured governance,
financial support, an d knowledge-sharing mechanisms to enhance synergies among key sectors such
as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, food, and the chemical industry, ultimately driving sustainable
bioeconomic growth.

Experts highlighted the interconnected nature of these sectors and the vital role of research and
innovation. The review identified major barriers, including regulatory inconsistencies, cultural silos,
resource constraints, market uncertainties, competitio n from open economies, misaligned
stakeholder incentives, and limited data sharing. Addressing these obstacles requires early
engagement, knowledge transfer, and leveraging existing initiatives to foster cooperation. The
structured "plan -do-check-act" approach was recognized as a practical framework, though experts
emphasized the need for stronger financial and institutional support to scale up and commercialize
bioeconomic initiatives.

To translate these insights into action, key priorities include improv ing governance structures,
increasing financial support, and fostering digital innovation. Specific recommendations include
aligning policies across sectors, strengthening participation frameworks that integrate academia,
industry, government, and civil so ciety, developing flexible financing instruments, implementing
digital knowledge -sharing platforms and standardized impact assessment tools, and establishing
structured mechanisms to track cooperation success.

The peer review process provided valuable insights into both strengths and areas for improvement
in fostering intersectoral cooperation. By addressing regulatory, financial, and technological
challenges, the bioeconomy can evolve into a more integrated and resilient system, supporting long -
term sustainability and economic growth.
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1. Findings from Peer Review Process

Experts agree that the introduction presents a solid and well -structured framework on the scope
and importance of intersectoral cooperation in the bioeconomy. They highlight its comprehensive
nature, emphasizing the interconnection of key sectors such as a griculture, forestry, fisheries, food,
and the chemical industry. They also value how the relevance of this cooperation for innovation,
sustainability, and resource efficiency is underlined. The fundamental role of research and
innovation in generating int ersectoral synergies is also recognized.

Participants consider the content innovative and relevant and that it meets the requirements
established for this material. However, they suggest that the introduction could have gone into
more depth on the specifi ¢ objectives of the document and the concrete benefits of the proposed
approaches. They also recommend including practical examples that facilitate understanding the
procedures presented and help illustrate successful cases of intersectoral cooperation and their
actual impacts. Suppose the document is primarily addressed to decision -makers. In that case, it
might be helpful to expand the analysis of intersectoral cooperation's economic and social
dimensions, including estimates of its scope and the resource s involved. However, given the level
of uncertainty in these projections, their inclusion should be cautiously assessed.

Finally, it is suggested to highlight the socio -economic benefits further and provide concrete tools
to strengthen cooperation between sectors, such as policy recommendations or good practices
implemented in other regions.

Comprehensiveness of barriers:

0 Were the barriers and challenges identified sufficient?

The description of the barriers is very comprehensive. While it may seem general at first glance due
to the document not focusing on specific areas, this is understandable and appropriate for the
approach taken in this section.

The document presents a comprehensive view by listing various barriers, including cultural and
institutional barriers, lack of alignment in regulatory frameworks, lack of knowledge across sectors,
resource scarcity, market uncertainty, regulatory mismatches, cultural silos, knowledg e gaps,
resource constraints, and market uncertainties. In addition, it includes sector -specific challenges,
reinforcing the robustness and comprehensiveness of the analysis.

0 Did the feedback suggest any additional challenges?

This section does not explicitly address the impact of open economies, or the threat posed by
products from countries where the bioeconomy is not yet developed. This may affect the
competitiveness of companies that adopt cross -sector cooperation approaches within the
bioeconomy. While this barrier is indirectly mentioned, it is not discussed about the global economy.
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Another unmentioned challenge is the difficulty of aligning incentives between stakeholders with
divergent priorities, which may hinder cross -sector cooperation. Furthe rmore, the role of
digitalization and limitations in data sharing as factors that may influence the effectiveness of this
cooperation could be further explored.

Furthermore, it does not detail how to address differences in specific regulatory standards be tween
sectors, an aspect that could be key to the practical implementation of the bioeconomy. However,
this topic may exceed the scope of the paper.

0 Did the findings align with national experience in intersectoral cooperation?

The challenges identified i n the paper are consistent with the experts' experience in promoting
intersectoral cooperation. In particular, regulatory inconsistencies and the need for more
transparent communication between sectors reflect recurring obstacles. Furthermore, unaligned
objectives and different priorities between sectors represent common barriers to intersectoral
cooperation, and these findings are supported by the experts' knowledge and experience in the
field.

Lessons learned:

0 How well were the lessons from round tables and stakeholder engagement reflected?

Experts agree that the document effectively reflects lessons learned from the roundtables and
stakeholder engagement. Although some did not participate directly in these activities, they
consider that the issues mentioned are well described and that the findings capture key aspects of
intersectoral cooperation. The importance of early engagement of stakeholders, clear
communication, flexibility, and adaptation to circumstances is highlighted . Furthermore,
knowledge transfer and leveraging existing initiatives are essential to strengthen collaboration.

0 Was there consensus on the importance of early engagement?

Experts fully agree on the importance of early engagement. They stress that involving stakeholders
from the start enables their needs to be identified, builds trust, and ensures that their interests are
considered from the outset. Furthermore, they point o ut that this approach facilitates the
alignment of objectives and, together with flexibility, allows collaborations to adapt to emerging
challenges and opportunities. Both factors are key to the long -term success of crosssector
cooperation.

Feedback on the draft procedures:

0 Were the steps clear and realistic?

Experts agree that the procedures for intersectoral cooperation are well structured, presented
logically, and outlined in steps from opportunity id entification to implementation and scaling up. It
is highlighted that the approach follows the "plan -do-check-act" management cycle, with a more
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detailed division into the planning phase and an integration of the verification and action phases.
Each step is clearly described, providing practical guidance for developing intersectoral
cooperation.

However, some aspects may present challenges, especially regarding scaling up and
commercialization, which may be difficult to achieve without sufficient financial and institutional
support. Itis also noted that aligning objectives and resources between stakeholders may not always
be straightforward. In addition, specific steps, such as the design of hew business models, may
require more detailed guidance, as their generalization is complex. Finally, each step's feasibility
may depend on each company's size and level of involvement, with institutional support being a key
factor, as mentioned in the third step of the procedure.

0 Were any steps suggested for improvement?

The experts suggest several improvements to strengthen the document. They recommend including
concrete case studies or good practices that illustrate the successful implementation of the
procedures. They also propose adding guidance on securing financing, managing risks, and resolving
stakeholder conflicts to make the procedures more applicable. In addition, they suggest
incorporating specific tools to map synergies between sectors and detailed examples of the
implementation of pilot projects. Finally, they highlight that, in addition to institutional support
from the State, other entities such as alliances, associations, and spin -offs can play a key role in
intersectoral cooperation, which should be mentioned in the document.

Participants insights on the conclusions and recommendations:

0 Did the conclusions align with the feedback received?

Experts agree that the conclusions adequately reflect the main themes of the document,
highlighting the importance of intersectoral cooperation, the challenges involved, and the need for
strategic planning and supporting policies. The recommendations are a cknowledged to be realistic
and useful, especially concerning policies, education, and financing. Furthermore, they are valued
as concrete steps to strengthen regulatory frameworks, improve financing mechanisms, invest in
education, and foster internationa | collaboration.

However, some experts suggest that the order of the recommendations could be adjusted, first
emphasizing the need for awareness-raising on the bioeconomy and its benefits before addressing
other aspects. It is also proposed that some of t he recommended steps be further developed so that
they indicate what is needed and how to achieve it effectively.

0 Additional actionable recommendations proposed, if any.

More international examples of successful initiatives are suggested to be included a s a source of
inspiration. A stronger focus on using digital tools and data -sharing platforms to improve the
efficiency of cross -sectoral collaboration is also recommended. Another valuable proposal is the
development of sector -specific pilot programmes, d emonstrating the feasibility of cooperation in
different contexts. In addition, the need is raised to establish a structured approach to monitoring
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and evaluating progress over time, which would allow for strengthening the long -term impact of
these initiat ives. In terms of awareness-raising, it would be useful to include examples of good
practices that, although they may not be ideal in terms of future objectives, illustrate the potential

of the bioeconomy and the benefits it can offer.

Feedback on the tools provided:

~

0 Practicality and ease of implementation.

The tools presented in the document are practical and feasible for implementation in various
bioeconomy sectors. Their step -by-step approach allows actors to follow a structured process,
facilitating cross -sectoral cooperation. Furthermore, the flexibility of the proposed procedures
allows their adaptation to different national and sectoral contexts, increasing their applicability.

Including stakeholder mapping, stak eholder engagement planning, and using SMART objectives
demonstrates a well -developed approach to strengthening cooperation. Furthermore, the emphasis
on regulatory alignment, knowledge sharing, and creating market opportunities for bioeconomy -
based products and processes provides a solid foundation for their implementation. The toolkit
offers a useful and inspiring guide to advancing the sector's development.

0 Most useful tools identified.

The most useful tools identified include those aimed at the prepa ration and planning phase, such
as formulating initial ideas and approaches. Setting SMART objectives is key to turning visions into
concrete actions, providing a clear roadmap, and preventing strategies from remaining mere
intentions.

Stakeholder mapping and identification also stand out as an essential tool, as stakeholder
engagement is often overlooked despite its fundamental role in the viability of many initiatives.
Implementing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on crosssectoral cooperation in the
bioeconomy can be a strategic step to consolidate alliances and progressively adjust objectives.

Another valuable resource is the structured framework for establishing collaboration networks,
ensuring that cooperation between various actors is developed o n solid foundations. Likewise,
developing integrated value chains boosts resource efficiency and fosters innovation by linking
different sectors in mutually beneficial relationships. Finally, the recommendation to leverage
existing initiatives rather than starting from scratch is especially relevant, as it reduces costs,
capitalizes on prior learnings, and accelerates the implementation of collaborative efforts.

0 Suggestions for additional tools or resources.

To further strengthen intersectoral cooperation, it would be useful to include innovative tools for
identifying and participating key stakeholders beyond the overview in section 1.3 on the
0Stakehol der Engagement Plan Templ ate. ¢

It is recommended that a ¢ ost-benefit analysis be considered to assess the viability of initiatives
and develop a knowledge-sharing platform to facilitate collaboration between sectors.

Page 30



Co-funded by
the European Union

iiterreyg
CENTRAL EUROPE

Furthermore, implementing collaborative digital platforms would allow actors to share informati on,
monitor progress, and communicate in real time, improving the efficiency of joint work. A
repository of best practices with case studies of successful projects could also serve as inspiration
and guidance to overcome common challenges.

Another valuable resource would be a financing guide that includes a directory of sources of
financial support, such as grants and investments, to boost intersectoral cooperation initiatives.
Finally, including standardized impact assessment frameworks would allow for me asuring the
success of cooperation and continuous adjustment of strategies to achieve better results.

2. General Comments and Observations

Summarize additional feedback/comments that reviewers may have shared outside the structured
table format. This may include observations on the overall process, methodology, or unforeseen
challenges.

3. Next Steps and Recommendations

The national peer revie w findings identify some key actions to strengthen intersectoral cooperation

in the bioeconomy. One of the first steps recommended is the review and adjustment of current
procedures to ensure better alignment between the sectors involved. It is essential t o0 establish
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to measure the effectiveness of the strategies implemented
and make adjustments when necessary. This will contribute to creating a more dynamic framework
that is adaptable to the needs of the different actor  s.

In addition, the importance of expanding the participation of stakeholders in cooperation processes
is highlighted. To this end, it is recommended that representatives from the private sector, civil
society, and academia be more actively integrated in developing and implementing intersectoral
strategies. Promoting structured spaces for dialogue will strengthen coordination, generate
synergies, and ensure that different perspectives are considered when formulating bioeconomy
policies and projects.

Another key aspect identified is the need to deepen research and capacity building. It is suggested
that additional studies be carried out on financial and regulatory incentives that facilitate
cooperation between sectors and the factors currently limiting thei r effectiveness. At the same
time, it is essential to develop training and capacity -building programs that reinforce the technical
and managerial skills of the actors involved, ensuring they have the necessary knowledge to face
the bioeconomy challenges.

Innovation and digitalization also play a crucial role in improving intersectoral cooperation.
Exploring digital tools can facilitate knowledge exchange and strengthen the coordination between
sectors, increasing efficiency in implementing strategies. In t his regard, it is recommended to
develop shared data platforms and standardized methodologies that objectively evaluate the
impact of intersectoral cooperation, ensuring that decisions are based on accurate and up -to-date
information.
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Finally, the need to strengthen financing and sustainability strategies for bioeconomy initiatives is
highlighted. It is crucial to design innovative financial mechanisms that facilitate the scalability of
intersectoral projects, ensuring that they have the necessary resource s for their implementation
and consolidation. Furthermore, integrating sustainable financing approaches will help ensure the
long-term viability of these initiatives, allowing cross -sectoral cooperation to generate lasting and
practical impacts on the deve lopment of the bioeconomy.

4. Conclusions

The national peer review has been a valuable exercise to assess the current state of intersectoral
cooperation in the bioeconomy, identifying its strengths and challenges. Through the analysis of
experiences and practices, the need for a more integrated and structured approach to strengthen
synergies between key sectors such as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, food, and chemical industries
has been highlighted.

One of the main results of the review is the recogniti on that, although there are significant efforts
to foster collaboration, regulatory, institutional, and financial barriers that limit its effectiveness
persist. The lack of aligned incentives and the fragmentation of policies have been identified as
recurring obstacles, highlighting the need for more coordinated strategies and governance
mechanisms that facilitate interaction between actors from different sectors.

Likewise, the review process has highlighted the importance of the active participation of all actors

in the bioeconomy value chain. Intersectoral cooperation's success has been proven to depend
mainly on involving representatives from academia, industry, government, and civil society in a
continuous and structured dialogue. This "Quadruple Helix" approach has proven to be key to
building trust, aligning interests, and promoting the adoption of innovative and sustainable
solutions.

Another relevant finding has been the need to strengthen financing mechanisms and access to
resources to promote intersectoral initiatives. The review has highlighted the urgency of developing
financial instruments that allow successful projects to be scaled up, facilitate invest ments in
research and technology, and ensure the sustainability of initiatives. Without a clear and sustainable
financial strategy, many of the identified opportunities run the risk of being left without effective
implementation.

Likewise, the peer review has underlined the value of innovation and digitalization as key tools to
improve intersectoral cooperation. It has been identified that implementing digital platforms for
shared knowledge, developing standardized impact indicators, and using emerging tec hnologies can
significantly contribute to better integration between sectors.

Finally, the review process has allowed us to evaluate the current state of intersectoral cooperation

in the bioeconomy and generate a set of practical recomm endations for its strengthening. The
consolidation of more coherent regulatory frameworks, the strengthening of dialogue between
actors, the improvement of financial instruments, and the commitment to innovation and
digitalization are key aspects that can enhance the impact of the bioeconomy on sustainable
development.
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General Information

Country:

Institution: LwO! {3 LyadAGdziS F2NJ { GNUzOGdzNF £ t 2f AO0& oL w!

Name: WEYy al OKt 6

Feedback Table

Section Key Points in the Qu :stions for Feedback Feedback
Section

Introduction Overview of 1. Does the introduction clearly define the 1. The scope and the importance of intersector
bioeconomy, scope and importance of intersectoral cooperation is very well defined. The introduction
importance of cooperation in the bioeconomy? Is  very accurately captures the relevance of the
intersectoral 2. there any information or perspective problem.
cooperation missing that you believe shoul 2. I'm not missing anything of importance in this

included? section. In case, that the document woudd focused

primary on the decision makers, then perhaps it
would make sense for me to elaborate more on the
economic and social dimensions. For example, give
some estimates of how large the scope for
cooperation is and how much resources it may
involve. Buisince these are only estimates, given th
uncertainty, there may be no point in giving them.

Identified Barriers Common barriers 1. Are the identified barriers and 1. Very comprehensive. Although at first view the

and Challenges | across sectors, challenges comprehensive? Do description of barriers may seem to be more gener:
challenges specificto = 2. you see any specific additional given that the topic is not focused on specifieas,
stakeholder groups barriers?
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Sectin Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback

Section
3. Do the challenges align with your then more detailed descriptions cannot be expected
experience in intersectoral in this section.
cooperation?

2. Within this section | may be missing the problem of
open economies and the fact that the bioeconomy is
partly threatened by the products from countries
where the bioeconomy is not yet developing. These
countries threaten the competitiveness of companies
that are open for bioeconomy intersectoral
cooperation. This barrier is mentioned indirectly (not
in connection to global economy)

3. It matches my experience.

Quadruple Helix Lessons from round 1. Arethe lessons learned accurately 1. Since | did not participate in the activities, | cannot
Approach tables, importance of reflected? judge what was said. However, from my point of view,
engagement and 2. Do you agree with the emphasis on the problems mentioned are well described (including

early engagement and flexibility?

flexibility reflection of lessons learned).
2. Fully agree. It is very advantageous to include the
needs of stakeholders from the very beginning.
Developing Step-by-step guide to 1. Arethe procedures clear? 1. yes, it is corresponding very well with the basic
Intersectoral designing and 2. Are there any steps that seem management process plan-do-check-act. In this case,
Cooperation implementing u”real_'St'C? phase “Plan” is divided in two steps, and phases
Procedures cooperation 3. Whatimprovements would you suggest “check” and “act” are merged into one. Each step is

to enhance the practicality of these

steps? very well described.

2. The individual steps are described realistically.
However, the extent to which they are achieved is
partly determined by the size of the company and
whether the company will play a more active role or a
more passive one. To get started, there must be

Page34



Interreg - Co-funded by

CENTRAL EUROPE the European Union

Sectin Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section

institutional support, which is mentioned in step

three.

3. From my point of view, in addition to institutional
support from the state, other entities such as various
alliances, associations and spin-offs can also play a
role and should be mentioned.

Conclusions and Summary of findings 1. Do the conclusions reflect the main 1. | fully agree with the recommendations. They
Recommendation and suggested actions points that you consider important? capture very well what is needed. From my point of
s 2. Are the recommendations actionable view, | would have chosen a slightly different order of

and relevant?
3. Are there any additional
recommendations you would propose?

recommendations; | think that the key is still to raise
awareness of the bioeconomy and its benefits. Only
after overcoming of the lack of awareness, other
recommendations are more relevant.

2. They are relevant. However, with regard to the
next steps, it would be good to elaborate on some of
them further, so that the formulation of what is
needed can also provide ways to achieve it.

3. | would also include examples of good practice in
the recommendation related to the raising
awareness. While many of the current examples may
not be entirely ideal with respect to future goals, they
do show the way where the bioeconomy can go along
with the benefits provided.

Annex: Toolbox -  Overview of tools for 1. Arethe tools provided practical and 1. The overview presents the tools applicable to the
Practical Solutions setting SMART easy to implement? different steps. From my point of view, they are a
2. Which tools do you think will be the

to Enhance objectives, stakeholder good inspiration that can greatly help to support the

most useful for enhancing intersectoral

development of the topic.
cooperation, and why? P P

mapping, engagement
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Section Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section
Intersectoral planning and MoUs to | 3. Are there any additional tools or 2. The first three tools are suitable for the preparation
Cooperation support intersectoral resources you would recommend and planning phase, when basic ideas, approaches,
cooperation including in the toolbox? etc. are formulated.

Setting SMART goals is important to translate visions
into reality and to set a clear roadmap to avoid visions
remaining just visions.

At the same time, | also welcome the tools for
stakeholder identification and engagement.
Involvement @ stakeholders is often forgotten. They
play a key role in the enforceability of many activities.
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) on
Intersectoral Cooperation within Bioeconomy can
then be a good step to establish and to deep
cooperation leading to the progressive achievemer
of objectives or their adjustment.

3. From my point of view, | would welcome perhaps
more description of innovative tools to include
(reach) stakeholders that are only generally described
within 1.3 Tool: Stakeholder Engagement Plan
Template.

—
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General Information
Country:
Institution: VSBTechnical University Ostrava
Name: Dagmar Juchelkova
Feedback Table
Section Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section
Introduction Overview of 1. Does the introduction clearly define the 1. Yes, the introduction highlights that the bioeconomy
bioeconomy, scope and importance of intersectoral ~ €ncompasses a wide range of sectors such as
importance of cooperation in the bioeconomy? Is CYHEUHNTS, YARESify, EMEHs, [oue) e Eiemee]
intersectoral 2. there anv information or perspective industries, and that linking these sectors is key to
inte ) o y ) PEersp innovation, sustainability and resource efficiencheT
cooperation missing that you believe should be o document could identify more concrete examples fro
included? practice to make the proposed procedures easier to
understand. It may be useful to include successful
examples of cooperation from different sectors.
However, the scope and content are innovative,
adeagiate and meet the requirements of this material.
Identified Barriers Common barriers acros 1. Are the identified barriers and 1. Yes, they are. The document lists a wide range of
and Challenges  sectors, challenges challenges comprehensive? Do barriers, such as cultural and institutional barriers,
specific to stakeholder 2. you see any specific additional mismatched regulatory frameworks, lack of knowled!
groups barriers? between sectors, limited resources and market
3. Do the challenges align with your uncertainty.

experience in intersectoral cooperatior 2 It does not describe in detail how taencome
differences in specific regulatory standards between

sectors, which could be key for practical application,
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Section

Quadruple Helix
Approach

Developing
Intersectoral
Cooperation
Procedures

Conclusions and
Recommendation
s

Key Points in the
Section

Lessons from round
tables, importance of
engagement and
flexibility

Step-by-step guide to
designing and
implementing
cooperation

Summary of findings
and suggested actions
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Questions for Feedback

Are the lessons learned accurately
reflected?

Do you agree with the emphasis on
early engagement and flexibility?

Are the procedures clear?

Are there any steps that seem
unrealistic?

What improvements would you suggest
to enhance the practicality of these
steps?

Do the conclusions reflect the main
points that you consider important?
Are the recommendations actionable
and relevant?

Are there any additional
recommendations you would propose?

Feedback

but this fact is probably beyond the scope of the
submitted document.

Challenges, such as mismatched objectives and
different priorities between sectors, correspond to
common problems of intersectoral cooperation and are
supported by my knowledge.

Yes, the document describes the need for early
engagement, clear communication and flexibility,
which are key factors from the roundtables

This emphasis is beneficial as it fosters trust and
ensures that the interests of all parties are taken into
account from the outset.

The procedures are structured into clear steps, from
identifying opportunities to implementing and testing.
Some steps, such as designing new business models,
may require more detailed practical guidance for
individual cases, their generalization may be very
difficult.

Add specific tools for mapping synergies between
sectors and examples of how to implement pilot
projects, e.g. in the form of best practices?

Yes, the summary highlights key lessons, such as the
need for engagement, communication and building on
existing initiatives.

The recommendations are useful and realistic,
particularly the focus on policy, education and
financing.

It is recommended to include more international
examples of successful initiatives for inspiration.
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' Section Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section

Annex: Toolbax = Overview of tools for 1. Are the tools provided practical and 1. Tools such as SMART objectives, stakeholder mapping

Practical Solutiorssetting SMART easy to implement? and engagement planning are relevant and expertly
to Enhance objectives, stakeholde" Whl(t:h tocf)ls| ]?o yOlrJI thlr!k W'I”tbe th? 2al g(ta;,lféorglagér mapping and SMART objectives seem to
. MOSt usertul 1or ennancing intersecto I Jectv!
Intersectc.)ral mapp-lng, engagement cooperation, and why? be key to collaboration planning and are done with
Cooperation plannlng. and MoUs 103 - Are there any additional tools or expert knowledge.
support intersectoral resources you would recommend 3. | would recommend perhaps considering including a
cooperation including in the toolbox? costbenefit analysis tool and a knowledge sharing
platform.
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General Information

Country:

Institution:

NEEE

Feedback Table
Section

Introduction

Identified Barriers
and Challenges

Quadruple Helix

Approach

Key Points in the

Section

Overview of
bioeconomy,
importance of
intersectoral
cooperation

Common barriers
across sectors,
challenges specific to
stakeholder groups

Lessons from round
tables, importance of
engagement and
flexibility

aaN®» t SUNI

Qu istions for Feedback

. Are the identified barriers and

. Are the lessons learned accurately

iterreg - Co-funded by

CENTRAL EUROPE the European Union

BIOECO-UP

Forests of the Czech Republic

t 2602 gt

Feedback

Does the introduction clearly define th¢ Yes, it is complete and understandable.
scope and importance of intersectoral

cooperation in the bioeconomy? Is

there any information or perspective

missing that you élieve should be

included?

Yes, this section sums up everything that is importe

challenges comprehensive? Do for our point of view.

. you see any specific additional

barriers?
Do the challenges align with your
experience in intersectoral cooperatior

Yes, round tables and knowledge transfer is neces
reflected? step.

Do you agree with the emphasis on

early engagement and flexibility?
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Section

Developing
Intersectoral
Cooperation
Procedures

Conclusions and
Recommendation
s

Annex: Toolbox —
Practical Solutions
to Enhance
Intersectoral
Cooperation

Key Points in the
Section

Step-by-step guide to
designing and
implementing
cooperation

Summary of findings
and suggested actions

Overview of tools for
setting SMART
objectives, stakeholder
mapping, engagement
planning and MoUs to
support intersectoral
cooperation

iterrey

CENTRAL EUROPE

Co-funded by
the European Union

Questions for Feedback

Are the procedures clear?

Are there any steps that seem
unrealistic?

What improvements would you suggest
to enhance the practicality of these
steps?

Do the conclusions reflect the main
points that you consider important?
Are the recommendations actionable
and relevant?

Are there any additional
recommendations you would propose?
Are the tools provided practical and
easy to implement?

Which tools do you think will be the
most useful for enhancing intersectoral
cooperation, and why?

Are there any additional tools or
resources you would recommend
including in the toolbox?

Feedback

Procedures are clear and realistic with stakeholder
support.

The conclusions reflect the main points,
recommendations are relevant.

The tools are practical. The most important is
enhancing market opportunities for bio-based
products and processes.
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Country:

Institution: Technical University of Liberec

Name: 1 334200 tNRTP tI @fF £#NIoO20t I t KP5d

Feedback Table

Section Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section

Introduction Overview of 1. Does the introduction clearly define 1. The document's introduction provides a
bioeconomy, the scope and importance of solid basic framework for intersectoral cooperatit
importance of intersectoral cooperation in the in the bioeconomy. It highlights its importance fo
intersectoral bioeconomy? innovation, sustainability, and economic growth,
cooperation 2. Is there any information or explaining the key sectors involved in this proce!

perspective missing that you believe (agriculture forestry, food, chemical industry,

etc.). It also mentions the role of research and
innovation, which is important for promoting
crosssectoral synergies. However, the introducti
could have been more focused on the specific
objectives of the documentd the benefits of the
proposed approaches.

2. The document draws on experiences fro
seven

European countries and offers a broad perspect
It could have been helpful to analyse specific
examples of successful intersectoral cooperatior
and their practical impacts in more detail. It woul
also have been beneficial to highlight more the
socicemnomic benefits and specific tools to
support cooperation between sectors, for examg

should be included?
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Sectin Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section

in policy recommendations or good practices in
other regions. It is a high-quality and structured
document that could be supplemented with more
specific examples of how the proposed measures
were applied.

Identified Barriers Common barriers 1. Are the identified barriers and 1. Yes, the document provides a thorough overview
and Challenges  across sectors, challenges comprehensive? isalignmen, cltual slos. Knowledge gaps
challenges specific to 2. Do y,ou iee any specific additional resour%e cons;:raints, and m;rket unce%tai%ltlijes’. It
stakeholder groups barriers? ) . also considers sector-specific challenges, making
3. Do the challenges align with your the analysis well-rounded.
experience in intersectoral 2. One potential missing barrier is the difficulty in
cooperation? aligning incentives among stakeholders with
different priorities. The role of digitalization and
data-sharing limitations in intersectoral cooperation
could be explored further.

3. The challenges described align well with practical
experiences in fostering intersectoral cooperation,
particularly regarding regulatory inconsistencies
and the need for clearer communication across
sectors.

Quadruple Helix ~ Lessons from round 1. Are the lessons learned accurately 1. Yes, the document effectively summarizes key
Approach tables, importance of reflected? leSSfms from intersectoral cooperation, including
2. Do you agree with the emphasis on i importance . Stakehf)!der engagement, e
engagement and ) communication, adaptability, and leveraging
flexibility early engagement and flexibility existing initiatives. These insights align with best

practices in collaboration.

2. Absolutely. Early engagement fosters trust and
alignment, while flexibility ensures that
partnerships can adapt to evolving challenges and
opportunities. Both factors are critical for the long-
term success of intersectoral cooperation.
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Section
Developing Step-by-step guide to 1. Arethe procedures clear? 1. Yes, the procedures are well-structured and
Intersectoral designing and 2. Are there any steps that seem logically outlined, providing a step-by-step guide
Cooperation implementing unrealistic? from identifying cooperation potential to
. 3. What improvements would you suggest implementation and scaling.

Procedures cooperation . h

to enhance the practicality of these 2. Some aspects, such as scaling up and

steps? commercialization, may be challenging without

sufficient financial and institutional support. The
assumption that all stakeholders can easily align
their goals and resources may also be optimistic.

3. The document could include more concrete case
studies or best practices to illustrate successful
implementation. Adding guidance on securing
funding, managing risks, and handling conflicts
between stakeholders would make the
procedures more actionable.

Conclusions and Summary of findings 1. Do the conclusions reflect the main 1. Yes, the conclusions effectively summarize the
Recommendation  and suggested actions points that you consider important? document's key themes, emphasizing the
S 2. Are the recommendations actionable importance of intersectoral cooperation, the
and relevant? challenges involved, and the need for strategic
3. Are there any additional planning and supportive policies. They reinforce
recommendations you would propose? the necessity of stakeholder engagement,

regulatory alignment, and sustainable innovation,
which are crucial for successful bioeconomy
collaboration.

2. Absolutely. The recommendations provide
concrete steps that stakeholders can take, such as
strengthening policy frameworks, enhancing
funding mechanisms, investing in education, and
promoting international collaboration. They are
well-aligned with the identified challenges and
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Annex: Toolbox —
Practical Solutions
to Enhance
Intersectoral
Cooperation

Key Points in the
Section

Overview of tools for
setting SMART
objectives, stakeholder
mapping, engagement
planning and MoUs to
support intersectoral
cooperation
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Questions for Feedback

1. Arethe tools provided practical and
easy to implement?

2. Which tools do you think will be the
most useful for enhancing intersectoral
cooperation, and why?

3. Are there any additional tools or
resources you would recommend
including in the toolbox?

Feedback

1.

offer practical solutions to facilitate effective
cooperation.

One potential addition could be a stronger focus
on digital tools and data-sharing platforms to
enhance collaboration efficiency. Another helpful
recommendation would be the development of
sector-specific pilot programs that demonstrate
the viability of intersectoral cooperation in
different contexts. A structured approach to
monitoring and evaluating progress over time
could further strengthen the long-term impact of
these initiatives.

Yes, the tools outlined in the document appear to
be both practical and feasible for implementation
across different sectors within the bioeconomy.
The step-by-step approach ensures that
stakeholders can follow a structured process,
making navigating the complexities of
intersectoral cooperation easier. The emphasis on
stakeholder engagement, knowledge-sharing
platforms, and regulatory alignment provides a
solid foundation for practical application.
Additionally, the proposed procedures allow for
flexibility, which can be adapted to different
national and sectoral contexts, further enhancing
their usability.

One of the most valuable tools is the structured
framework for establishing partnerships and
collaborative networks, as cooperation between
diverse stakeholders is crucial for success. The
emphasis on stakeholder engagement from the
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' Section Key Points in the Questions for Feedback Feedback
Section

beginning, clear communication strategies, and
alignment of common objectives helps to create a
strongfoundation for longterm collaboration.
Another highly useful tool is the development of
integrated value chains, which encourages
resource efficiency ahinnovation by linking
different sectors in mutually beneficial ways. The
recommendation to leverage existing initiatives
rather than starting from scratch is particularly
important, as it helps to minimize costs, build on
past successes, and accelerdte t
implementation of cooperative efforts.

3. To strengthen intersectoral cooperation's
effectiveness further, | suggest incorporating
digital collaboration platforms where
stakeholders can share knowledge, track
progress, and communicate in real time. A best
practice repository witttase studies from
successful cooperation projects could serve asfan
inspiration and provide practical insights into
overcoming common challenges. Another
valuable addition would be specific funding
guidance, such as a directory of financial
resources, grants, and investmearpportunities
that could support intersectoral initiatives. Lastly
including standardized impact assessment
frameworks would help stakeholders measure the
success of their cooperation efforts and
continuously refine their strategies for better
outcomes.
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Executive Summary

Provide an overview on the national peer review process and its objectives. Summarize key findings
from the review and outline the most significant conclusions:

A Country: Hungary

A Institutions involved:

0 Hungarian Chamber of Agriculture;
o € buda Uuy,iDegpartment df Business Sciences and Digital Skills,
o buda University, Keleti K8roly Faculty of Busi

A Number of stakeholders involved: 3

A Summary of key findings from the peer review:

1. Findings from Peer Review Process

This section will summarize the feedback received in each section from the reviewers. Refer to
the corresponding sections in the peer review table template.

Summary of participantds feedback on the introduc

Clarity of scope and importance of intersectoral cooperation

Reviewers agree that both the scope and the importance of intersectoral cooperation & somehow
co-operation 0 is clearly defined, its importance is effectively emphasized and this highly
important and timely issue is well addressed in the introduction. It is highlighted that the
integration of different sectors is essential for maximizing the potential of the bioeconomy,
enabling the efficient use of resources, the development of new products and  services, and the
creation of sustainable value chains.

When narrowing down the findings to the sector, it needs to be mentioned that the field of
bioeconomy is not widely known, particularly in the countries where the roundtables have taken
place. This chapter discusses the concept of the bioeconomy and its overarching paradigm.

Suggestions for additional perspectives and missing elements, if any

One of the reviewers mentioned that the introduction rather focuses on the general aspects of
intersectora | cooperation while not always specifying whether there are any bioeconomy -specific
features . The reviewer thinks it might worth adding references to the specificities and bottlenecks

in intersectoral cooperation in the field of bioeconomy. That is why it is suggested explaining one
or more of the following items in the introduction:

A delimitation between bioeconomy and circular economy;
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A the characteristics and importance of value chains in bioeconomy;
A maybe there is no one-size-fits -all solution, reference to the national/regional/local
level since bioeconomy might often occur in a sustainable way on the local level;

A more detailed information about the stakeholders involved in the focused interviews
and quadruple helix round tables (not only the list of countries, but also the sector, the
organization type etc.);

A a summary of evidence-based insights/good practices.

The other reviewer would like to see more emphasis on the influence of the different sectors on
each other . It is stated that while highlighting specific sectors is valuable, as the introduction
rightly does, itis cr ucial to stress that all sectors can influence their functioning. These highlighted
sectors should be considered flagship sectors within the bioeconomy theme, but all other sectors
are also connected to them, either directly or indirectly, at some level. T oday, sustainability is no
longer the responsibility of just one or a few sectors f all sectors can contribute. There is no doubt
that cooperation must be strengthened. The introduction makes this clear and underscores the
benefits of collaboration, particul arly in areas such as sustainability, resource efficiency,
innovation, and economic growth. It is essential to emphasize that innovation plays a key role in
shaping the bioeconomy and should be more closely aligned with it. Additionally, the state of
social capital in each country should be considered, as its level significantly influences the
potential for cooperation in a given region.

Another reviewer states that while discussing the importance of intersectoral cooperation, the
potential risk that aris es from the - often - competitive status of the value chain actors is
overlooked.

Comprehensiveness of barriers:

Were the barriers and challenges identified sufficient?

Reviewers agree that the identified barriers and challenges are comprehensive and well defined
in the draft document, though the way of reducing the risk coming from the undefined finance, is
not highlighted. The problems and obstacles identified are relev ant to most countries. Indeed,
differences in regulations, institutional frameworks, and resource constraints pose significant
challenges.

Did the feedback suggest any additional challenges?

One reviewer identified a challenge, but provided solutions to it as well. He finds it is important
to highlight that the bioeconomy remains a relatively  unfamiliar concept among economic
operators. While many have heard of it, they often lack a clear understanding of how it functions

or what it truly entails. This un derscores the crucial role of education in raising awareness and
fostering expertise in the field. The text rightly suggests that research institutes and research
centres play a key role and should collaborate more closely with industry. While the need for
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increased focus on bioeconomy-related research is acknowledged, a critical question remains:
What about the training of professionals? Where are the talents who truly understand this field,
and how is the next generation being educated? Training programme s must be designed to equip
individuals with the necessary skills, while younger generations should be encouraged and
motivated to pursue careers in this sector.

While this chapter effectively outlines the key challenges, it is worth considering whether these
challenges are interrelated . Do they stem from a common root cause? Exploring the underlying
factors that have led to these problems could add further depth to the analysis. Additionally, while

the chapter highlights the difficulties faced by various stakeholders, it does not delve deeply into
the reasons behind these struggles. Important questions remain: What has led to the crisis of
confidence among economic operators, and how can it be mitigated? How do regulatory
inconsistencies contribute to mar ket uncertainties? Furthermore, the discussion should extend to
the role of innovation, examining the risks and uncertainties associated with it in the context of

the bioeconomy. The text could also address the cultural differences and varying objectives a cross
sectors that make cooperation challenging.

The key question is how these obstacles can be overcome. To what extent does a lack of trust
contribute to these difficulties, and could it be a barrier to effective collaboration? Another
important consid eration is the role of digitalisation in facilitating cooperation. Effective
communication, information sharing, data storage, and overall technological integration all
require strong digital capabilities. What kind of IT infrastructure or information syst ems are
available to stakeholders in the bioeconomy? What digital tools are commonly used in organic
farming? Additionally, greater attention should be given to  workforce skills , education systems ,
and the supply of trained professionals in the bioeconomy sector. Financial constraints are
another recurring issue. However, the problem is not necessarily the availability of resources but
rather the lack of targeted funding for specific cooperative initiatives. This aspect needs to be
explored in greater detai |. More opportunities should be created to promote intersectoral
cooperation and win -win financial strategies. The problems and challenges outlined in this chapter
are real and significant. Cultural, regulatory, and institutional differences can act as bar  riers to
cooperation. The science and education sectors should take on a more active role in addressing
these challenges, while economic policy should focus on strengthening social capital. The
bioeconomy needs greater visibility and promotion to ensure wi der societal engagement.
Presenting best practices and successful case studies of cooperation could be beneficial.
Furthermore, the chapter should explore motivational factors and market incentives in greater
depth. These aspects deserve thorough analysis to identify effective solutions.

Some additional barriers were also mentioned: industrial silos, policy -making silos, governance
silos, funding silos, etc. The good practices reported in the field of Regulatory Science could be
exploited (how to close th e gap between science and policy in bioeconomy, bioeconomy -specific
insights); which could even help the targeting and development of public -funded research calls, a
better communication between policy -maker s who can oorder 6 th
evidence-based policy and the researchers who should carry out targeted (not blue -sky) research
that will have a positive effect on public issues. And additional barrier can also be the scarcity of
input materials and/or the distance between the source of inp  ut materials and the utilization site
(that might easily render bioeconomy unsustainable). On the governmental side the cycles of
national elections might render the development of long -term strategies difficult.
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The last barrier mentioned is the lack of trust among the participants of the value chain.

Did the findings align with national experience in intersectoral cooperation?

According to the Hungarian experts, challenges and barriers listed are in line with their
experience, however they identified s ome more (see previous sub-chapter) or added some more
layers to the already identified ones.

Lessons learned:

How well were the lessons from round tables and stakeholder engagement reflected?

The answer for this question was contradictory among the reviewers. One says that it cannot be
judged without taking part in/having the verbatim of the round table sessions within the quadruple
helix approach. The other states that they are clear. Itisim portant to develop a common language
and understanding among stakeholders from different sectors, clarifying technical terms,
operational procedures and strategic objectives. This will ensure that all par  es are on the same

page.

Was there consensus on he importance of early engagement?

There was an absolute consensus on the importance of early engagement among the reviewers.
They agree with the emphasis on early engagement and flexibility and the importance of getting
informed the participants as early as it can shorten the time takes to convince the parties involved.

One reviewer states that emphasizing the early and inclusive involvement of stakeholders is an
area where the education system can already play a significant role. In the deeper evaluatio n of
this chapter, the reviewer mentions that this part highlights the importance of communication,
flexibility, and adaptability, all of which are indeed crucial competencies. Additionally, it
acknowledges that existing initiatives could be expanded upon. While this is certainly true, such
efforts should be undertaken on a much larger scale. The chapter rightly identifies flexibility as
an essential factor. However, a key question arises: From whom, specifically, is flexibility
expected, and in what form? The concept of flexibility differs depending on whether it applies to
institutions or businesses. It is crucial to clarify who should be expected to demonstrate flexibility
and adaptability. Furthermaore, it is important to consider the potential limitation s of flexibility
and adaptability and explore strategies for overcoming them. The emphasis on early stakeholder
involvement and adaptability is well -founded. Engaging stakeholders at an early stage allows for
the identification and resolution of conflictin g interests before they become obstacles to
cooperation. An inclusive approach not only strengthens stakeholder engagement but also
enhances the long-term sustainability of intersectoral initiatives. Finally, fostering an innovative
approach is essential for the development of the bioeconomy. The key question is: How can this
be facilitated? Innovation inherently requires creativity, critical thinking, diverse perspectives,
flexibility, and adaptability. If the goal is to truly advance bioeconomy developmen t, itis essential
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to cultivate an innovative mindset among stakeholders. Achieving this will require targeted
instruments, appropriate incentives, strong support structures, and long -term strategic planning.

Some suggestions arrived as well for considering also the following factors:

A Which party should lead the process among the stakeholders?

AWhi ch party could serve as the oignitioné6 for

A Should stakeholders be included in the same way, at the same grade?

A Is it sure that stak eholders can express their needs properly? If not, how to help them in
this?

A How to ensure the representation of the different interests of the different stakeholders?

A What will be the leverage point for the stakeholders, in other words, why would the
stakeholders spend their time on this process?

Feedback on the draft procedures:

Were the steps clear and realistic?

Reflections to this part were different. According to one reviewer, steps are clear and there are
no unrealistic ones.

Other reviewer rather finds this chapter as a list of relevant items/factors than a step  -by-step
procedure that could be followedlike a o0cookbookd6. As for the unreali:
factors she says that they should be judged on the local/regional level, where the actual

bioeconomy processes occur. On the EU level one might do a stock of steps that should be further

refined and tailored to the geospatial level of the actual processes. Maybe one of the biggest

factors that might lead to the perception that one or more steps are unrealistic is the system of

adequate interests, possible gains, financial resources, and timeframe that might be bottlenecks

not only in the private sector but also in the public sector.

According to the third reviewer, this chapter offers valuable insights into identifying opportunities
for collaboration, developing synergies, and testing new approach es. These are all useful
recommendations, and in some cases, practical advice is provided to enhance understanding.

Were any steps suggested for improvement?

To resource mapping one reviewer would recommend to add mapping the ability to provide added
value. She would also consider not only raw materials but also the input ones as well. She would
also consider the limitations of bioeconomy and the needs for targeted standards (e.g. the BSE
outbreak was in a way a result of a process that falls within the remit of bioeconomy/circular
economy; to prevent such public health crisis clear animal health standards would have been
needed).
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The other reviewer lists certain aspects could be further elaborated. One key issue that remains
unaddressed is how businesses of different sizes can bridge gaps in funding and resources. A crucial
guestion is how these businesses should begin the process: What should be their first step, and
who will guide them in taking those initial steps? Additionally, who will support them in
implementing pilot projects? While the overall process is clear, some details still require further
clarification. Another criti cal aspect that should be explored is the extent of regulatory and
bureaucratic barriers in different countries and how they can be minimized. The chapter does not
sufficiently address the variations in legal frameworks across sectors or the degree of bure aucratic
obstacles involved. Furthermore, a more in -depth discussion of the differing interests of
stakeholders within each sector would be beneficial. The priorities of a university, for instance,
differ significantly from those of a local governmentora  private business. Where interests diverge,
there is a high potential for tensions, conflicts, and disagreements. A key question is how these
conflicts can be managed effectively. What conflict resolution strategies could be implemented,
and can a structured framework for conflict management be developed? Based on these
considerations, the following practical steps could be recommended: presenting a more detailed
financial model to address funding challenges, identifying and addressing regulatory barriers,
introducing conflict management mechanisms or mediation strategies to facilitate cooperation
between stakeholders with differing interests, developing strategic steps to reduce bureaucratic
hurdles, establishing measurable key performance indicators (KPIs) to track progress,
implementing continuous evaluation and feedback monitoring mechanisms. Ultimately, fostering
trust, openness, and reliability among stakeholders remains a fundamental element in building
successful cooperation.

Participants insights on the conclusions and recommendations:

Did the conclusions align with the feedback received?

Reviewers agree that the conclusions reflect the main, macroscopic points that are important.
Recommendations are relevant, h owever, their exact nature (whether they are actionable or not)
can only be judged on the geographical level where the given bioeconomy process occurs.

In a deeper analysis it has been found that conclusions and proposals are always a crucial part of
a document, as they help define the direction for future development. The recommendations and
suggestions presented in this document are all significant, with points on innovation and education
being particularly valuable. Additionally, there is a clear need f or improvement in areas such as
funding, regulatory frameworks, knowledge sharing, and sustainability. The proposals are
wellstructured and highly relevant to bioeconomy cooperation. Most of the recommendations are
feasible, but their successful implementa tion depends on the right institutional and economic
policy framework. It is important to note that some elements may require a longer timeframe to
materialize fi such as international harmonization of regulations or the promotion of global
cooperation. These aspects must be supported by long-term strategic plans with clearly defined
milestones, ensuring a gradual and structured approach to progress. Similarly, addressing
regulatory challenges, reducing bureaucratic barriers at the international level, and fos  tering trust
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among stakeholders will require sustained coordination over time. To achieve this, it is essential

to establish the necessary institutional and technological infrastructure to support effective
longterm implementation. Moreover, key tools such as feedback mechanisms, digital and
technological solutions, pilot projects, and social studies fias previously mentionediican play a
vital role in facilitating cooperation.

Additional actionable recommendations proposed, if any.

Only few recommendations were proposed.

One reviewer states that the conclusions and recommendations section, while valuable, is
relatively brief. Given the importance of this topic, there is significant potential to expand on
possible solutions in greater depth. It is assumed th at further research and analysis will be
conducted to refine and elaborate on these proposals.

The other reviewer adds that based on the draft document she cannot see the references and the

data that would support the following statement (significant pote  ntial) in the Conclusions chapter:

0The analysis conductedéhas showed both the sign
would recommend adding more evidence, among others data to the text.

Another advice is that more focus should go on recommendati on on deepening the involvement of
participating parties and communicating the individual participation benefits of the project and
the actors (supporting the benefits with appropriate utility calculations).

Feedback on the tools provided:

Practicality and ease of implementation.

The theoretical background provided in the draft toolbox was found relevant, practical, and
evidence-based. However, the factors that might enhance/hinder their implementation mainl vy
depends on the geographical area where the given bioeconomy process occurs.

The tools presented here appear to be applicable, but their effectiveness ultimately depends on
the expertise of those who use them. It is crucial that these tools are operated by professionals
with the necessary knowledge and that the results generated by the models are interpreted by
qualified experts.

The listed tools are commonly used in strategic planning, relatively easy to implement the concept

of SMART (Specific, Measurale, Achievable, Relevant, and Time -Bound) objectives. Higher focus
should go on the way to transfer the aims into a
diagram, design methods also can make easier the implementation.

The Stakeholder Mapping is ane of the first step to design the network and connections between
the parties of the value chain. The method can be applied appropriately according to the
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connection diagram and table provided. If the communication between the parties is iterative, in
tim e, the Stakeholder Engagement Plan will work.

The Memorandum of Understanding on intersectoral cooperation in the field of bioeconomy is a
necessary statement, but cannot be considered
be of interest onl y for some types of stakeholders. In case of certain stakeholder types a MoU
could even be considered as redundant/superfluous/risky.

Most useful tools identified.

Stakeholder mapping was found to be the most practical tool since it might be standardize d also
on the EU level, and can serve as a base for any further, national/regional/local level analysis.

Suggestions for additional tools or resources.

Cohen model (including risk management) was suggested by one of the experts.
Some suggestions for inprovement are given for the listed tools as well:

One reviewer has some comments for the proposed stakeholder mapping tool and mentions that
the guidance for identifying the preferred communication (vs. reference to the stakeholder
mapping on page 12) could not be found. She suggests examining also the preferred, concrete
communication channels and language for each stakeholder group, their preferred
spokesman/spokeswoman/interlocutor etc. She also gives ideas on how to incentivize the different
stakeholder groups to take part in the mapping, in the actual bioeconomy cooperation etc. If
stakeholders are expected to invest their time, knowledge etc. in the mapping process etc., they
might expect financial/in -kind/etc. compensation.

Related to the Memorand um of Understanding, it is recommended adding a disclaimer that due to
the differences of the relevant legislation among Member States/their regions, a local legal control

is needed before applying the provided template and the authors do not take any resp onsibility,
neither legal, nor other, for the application of the template provided.

The importance of expertise must continue to be emphasized. There is no doubt that the tools and
processes discussed in the text can contribute to fostering cross -sectoral cooperation. However, a
key question remains: how can these stakeholders be brought together, encouraged to engage in
dialogue, and motivated to recognize the potential benefits of collaboration? Tools such as SMART
goal setting, stakeholder mapping, and stakeholder engagement plans are all straightforward and
valuable for project management and stakeholder interaction. Nonetheless, further exploration is
needed to determine how software and technical support can be provided to stakeholders, what
additional digital solutions can facilitate collaboration, how experiencesharing should be
structured, and which IT applications, platforms, or systems can best support cooperation. The
role of education and innovation has already been highlighted in previous secti ons, but their
promotion requires additional tools and proposals, as does the development of social capital and
trust among economic operators. One of the most effective tools for this purpose is stakeholder
mapping, which not only identifies key stakehold ers but also clarifies their roles in collaboration.
Beyond simple identification, models should be employed that analyze
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stakehol dersd contributions and the value created

of collaboration is necessary to generate mutual benefits. If required, new models should be
developed, research conducted, and networks analyzed. A stakeho Ider map can help actors from
different sectors understand who the key partners are and what roles they play in achieving
successful cooperation. A stakeholder-interest analysis matrix can also be beneficial, but the
primary question is: how much value doe s collaboration bring to each stakeholder? If the potential
benefits can be clearly demonstrated, stakeholders will be more willing to engage in cooperation.
While a structured framework could be useful, it may not be as practical for smaller businesses or
less experienced organizations that lack the capacity for long -term planning. Given the volatility
of today's business environment, long-term planning is often challenging, as numerous
unpredictable factors can influence the path to a given goal. Therefor e, a rigid framework may
not be widely adopted by all stakeholders.

Additional substantive proposals could enhance the effectiveness of cross -sectoral cooperation.
First, greater emphasis should be placed on risk management, as such collaborations inhere ntly
involve risks. ldentifying, assessing, and mitigating these risks should be a priority. Similarly,
project management should receive more attention, as it plays a crucial role in guiding the
establishment and execution of cooperation initiatives throu ghout their entire life cycle. It is
recommended that stakeholders acquire more advanced project management knowledge and
skill s. Mor eover, the devel opment of digital
proficiency in digital tools, online p latforms, applications, and database management will
facilitate closer and more efficient collaboration. Strengthening these digital capabilities will
enable stakeholders to establish and maintain effective communication, streamline data sharing,
and improve overall cooperation within and across sectors.

2. General Comments and Observations

Overall, the reviewers found the document valuable, however suggested some improvement or
some in-depth analysis of some parts of the document. There comments were added to the
relevant sections, although some of their reflections had a more general nature  worth considering.

3. Next Steps and Recommendations

Key actions proposed by the Hungarian reviewers should be the following:

A analysing the suggested points in the Introduction part and adding the missing
information Aexamining the role of digitalisation, as this point of view is missing

A checking the provocative questions listed by the reviewers and adding the answers if
possible or relevant

A as many comments and critics were addressed to the Toolbox chapter, we recommend
reconsidering it
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4. Conclusions

According to the reviewers from Hungary, the document is well -designed and deals with very
important aspects of advancing intersectoral coop eration for the bioeconomy, however some
finetuning is essential to be carried out.

Annex 1: Peer review at national level

Please provide the individual results of peer review at national level.
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Dear Madam/Sir,

Thank you for agreeing to provide feedback on the draft procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation. This dottineeigualelines designed to
enhance collaboration across various sectors within the bioeconomy. Your expertise is invalunsigrig that these procedures are practical, relevant,
and effective.

We have created a brief table with targeted questions related to specific sections of the document. Your insights oadtiess will help us refine the
procedures and make them neoapplicable to realvorld scenarios. Please take a moment to review the table and provide your feedback. There's no need to
edit the document directty your responses in the table will be sufficient.

Thank you for your time and contributions!

BIOEC@Pteam

Instructions for Reviewers

i
i
i
i

General Information

Please provide the information regarding the country and institution you represent.

Please provide concise answers to the questions in the table.

If you have any general comments or suggestions, feel free to include them in a separate section below the table.
There is no need to use track changes or directly edit the document; your feedback in the table is sufficient.

the review is based on the experience gained during working for the Hungarian Chamber of Agriculture (202
2023)

Andrea Gyorffy
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D.1.3.2 Transnational peer review of draft procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation

Feedback Table
Key Points in the Section  Questions for Feedback Feedback
Introduction Overview of bioeconomy, 1. Does the introduction clearly define the scop 1. Yes, the introduction clearly defines the scope :
importance of intersectoral and importance of intersectoral cooperation i importance  of intersectoral cooperation |
cooperation the bioeconomy? bioeconomy. However, the introduction rather focus
2. Is there any information or perspective missir on the general asgcts of intersectoral cooperatio
that you believe should be included? while not always specifying whether there are &

bioeconomyspecific features. | think it might wort
adding references to the specificities and bottleneck
intersectoral cooperation in the field of bioeconomy
2. | suggest explaining one or more of the following ite
in the introduction: delimitation between bioeconorr
and circular economy; the characteristics &
importance of value chains in bioeconomy; may
there is no onesizefits-all solution, referencdo the
national/regional/local level since bioeconomy mig
often occur in a sustainable way on the local le
more detailed information about the stakeholde
involved in the focused interviews and quadruple he
round tables (not only the list of catries, but also the
sector, the organization type etc.); a summary
evidencebased insights/good practices.

Identified Barriers Common barriers across 1. Are the identified barriers and challenges 1. The identified barriers and challenges
and Challenges  sectors, challenges specific comprehensive? comprehensive in the draft document.

to stakeholder groups 2. Do you see any specific additional barriers? | 2. Additional barriers might be: industrial silc

3. the challenges align with your experience in policymaking silos, governance silos, funding silos,

intersectoral cooperation? The good practices reported in the field of Regulat

Science couldbe exploited (how to close the g
between science and policy in bioeconor
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Quadruple Helix
Approach

Lessons from round table
importance of engagement
and flexibility

1. Are the lessons learned accurately
reflected?

2. Do you agree with the emphasis on early
engagement and flexibility?
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bioeconomyspecific insights); which could even h
the targeting and development of pubifanded
research calls, a better communication between pel
YI1SNB 6K2 @lregearch2fdiBeSdipin
evidencebased policy and the researchers who shc
carry out targeted (not blusky) research that will hay
a positive effect on public issues. And additional bai
can also be the scarcity of input materials and/or
distance between the source of input materials and
utilization site (that might easily render bioeconol
unsustainable). On the governmental side the cycle
national elections might render the development
longterm strategies difficult.
It cannot be judged without taking part in/having tf
verbatim of the round table sessions within tt
quadruple helix approach.
| agree with the emphasis on early engagement
flexibility, while | would suggest considering also -
following factors: Wich party should lead the proce:
among the stakeholders?; Which party could serve
GKS aAIyAGA2yE F2N Y|
stakeholders be included in the same way, at the st
grade?; Is it sure that stakeholders can express t
needs poperly? If not, how to help them in this?; Ho
to ensure the representation of the different interes
of the different stakeholders?; What will be tt
leverage point for the stakeholders, in other worc
why would the stakeholders spend their time on ti
process?
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Developing

Intersectoral

Cooperation
Procedures

Stepby-step guide to 1. Are the procedures clear?
designing and implementin 2. Are there any steps that seem
cooperation unrealistic?

3. What improvements would you sugge
to enhance thepracticality of these steps?

1.
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| rather find this chapter as a list of releve
items/factors than a stefby-step procedure that coul
0S F2ft26SR tA1S I aoO2:
expectations of the funding body, | do not feel entitl
to give moreinsights on this point.

The unrealistic nature of the mentioned factors sho
be judged on the local/regional level, where the act
bioeconomy processes occur. On the EU level

might do a stock of steps that should be further refir
and tailored to the geospatial level dhe actual
processes. Maybe one of the biggest factors that m
lead to the perception that one or more stapes ¢
unrealistic is the system of adequate interests, poss
gains, financial resources, and timeframe that mighr
bottlenecks not only inte private sector but also in th
public sector.

To resource mapping | would recommend to
mapping the ability to provide added value. | wol
also consider not only raw materials but also the in
ones as well. | would also consider the limitatioris
bioeconomy and the needs for targeted standards (
the BSE outbreak was in a way a result of a process
falls within the remit of bioeconomy/circular economn
to prevent such public health crisis clear animal he
standards would have been neatle
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Conclusions and = Summary of findings and 1.

Recommendations suggested actions

Annex: Toolboxg  Overview of tools for setting 1.
Practical Solutions SMART objectives,

to Enhance stakeholder mapping, 2
Intersectoral engagement planning and
Cooperation MoUs to support

intersectoral cooperation 3

Do the conclusions reflect the main points thi
you consider important?

Are the recommendations actionable and
relevant?

Are there any additional recommendations y«
would propose?

Are the tools provided practical and easy to
implement?

Which tools do you think will be the most
useful for enhancing intersectoral cooperatio
and why?

Are there any additional tools or resources y«
would recommend including in the toolbox?
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Yes, the conclusions reflect the main, macrosc
points that | consider important.

The recommendations are relevant, however, tf
exact nature (whether they are actionable of not) «
only be judged on the geographical level where
given bioeconomy process occurs.

Based on the draft document | cannot see

references andthe data that would support th
following statement (significant potential) in tt
| 2y Of dzaA2ya OKFLWGSNY «a
aK2gSR 020K GKS aAx3ayairs
statement | would recommend adding more eviden
among others data tthe text.

| think that the theoretical background provided in tt
draft toolbox is relevant, practical, and evidencebas
The factors that might enhance/hinder the
implementation mainly depends on the geographic
area where the given bioeconomy process occurs.
| think stakeholder mapping is the most practical tc
since it might be standardized also on the EU level,
can serve as a base for any furthe
national/regional/local level analysis.

| would like to mention that in the stakeholde
mapping | could niofind a guidance for identifying the
preferred communication (vs. reference to tf
stakeholder mapping on page 12). | would sugg
examining also the preferred, concrel
communication channels and language for ec
stakeholder group, their preferred
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spokesman/spokeswoman/interlocutor etc. | woul
also give ideas on how to incentivize the differe
stakeholder groups to take part in the mapping, in t
actual bioeconomy cooperation etc. If stakeholde
are expected to invest their time, knowledge etc.
the mapping process etc., they might expe
financial/inkind/etc. compensation. | think the Mol
tool is not practical and might be of interest only fi
some types of stakeholders. In case of cert
stakeholder types a MoU could even be considerec
redundant/superfluous/risky. As for providing
template for MoU: | would recommend adding
disclaimer that due to the differences of the releva
legislation among Member States/their regions, a lo
legal control is needed before applying the provid
template and the authors do not take an
responsibility, neither legal, nor other, for th
application of the template provided.
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Dear Madam/Sir,

Thank you for agreeing to provide feedback on the dra procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral coopera on. This doconpregumdlines designed to
enhance collabora on across various sectors within the bioeconomy. Your expevsduebile in ensuring that these procedures are prac cal, relevant, and
effec ve.

interreg
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D.1.3.2 Transna onal peer review of dra procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral coopera on

We have created a brief table with targeted ques ons related to specific sec ons of the document. Your insights oonisesil egsus refine the procedures
and makehem more applicable to reaforld scenarios. Please take a moment to review the table and provide your feedback. There's no need to edit the
document directly your responses in the table will be sufficient.

Thank you for your me and contribu ons!

BIOECOUP team

Instruc ons for Reviewers

Please provide the informa on regarding the country and ins tu on you represent.

Please provide concise answers to the ques ons in the table.

If you have any general comments or sugges ons, feel free to include them in a separate sec on below the table.
There is no need to use track changes or directly edit the document; your feedback in the table is sufficient.

et e e e

General Informa on

Cbuda University

Prof. Dr-GY¥RKGECEKatalin
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Feedback

Introduc on

Iden fied Barriers
and Challenges

Quadruple Helix
Approach

Overview of bioeconomy, 1. Does the introduc on clearly define the scope

importance of intersectoral
coopera on

Common barriers across
sectors, challenges specific
to stakeholder groups

Lessons from round tables,
importance of engagement
and flexibility

1.

2.
3.

and importance of intersectoral coopera on ir
the bioeconomy?

Is there any informa on or perspec ve missin
that you believe should be included?

Are the iden fied barriers and challenges
comprehensive?

Do you see any specific addi onal barriers?
the challenges align with your experience
intersectoral coopera on?

1. Are the lessons learned accurately reflecte

2. Do you agree with the emphasis on early
engagement and flexibility?

Both the scope and the importance of intersec
coopera ofi somehow cepe oni is clearly defined ir
introduc on. It is highlighted that the integra on
different sectors is essen al for maximizing the pote
of the bioeconomy, enabling the efficient use
resources, the development of new piiduand
services, and the crea on of sustainable value chair

. While discussing the importance of intersectol

coopera on, the poten al risk that arises from then
- compe ve status of the value chain actors
overlooked.

The iden fied barriers and challenges are well defin
though the way of reducing the risk coming from t
undefined finance, is not highlighted.

Barrier of the lack of trust among the par cipants of
value chain.

Yes, including the formerly men oned one.

Yes, they are clear. It is important to develops
common language and understanding am
stakeholders from different sectors, clarifying techn
terms, opera onal procedures and strategic objec
This will ensure that all par es are on the same.pag

Yes, to get informed the par cipants as early as
possible can shorten the me takes to convince the |
involved.
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Developing Stepby-step  guide  to 1.
Intersectoral designing and implemen n 2.
Coopera on coopéera on 3.
Procedures

Conclusions and Summary of findings an 1.

Recommenda ons Suggested ac ons

2.

Are the procedures clear?

Are there any steps that seem unrealis ¢? W
improvements would you suggest to enhance
prac cality of these steps?

Do the conclusions reflect the main points thi
you consider important?

Are the recommenda ons ac onable and
relevant?

Are there any addi onal recommenda ons yol
would propose?

=
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Part, speaking of fDeve

Coopera on Proceduresi
steps that builds on each other can be implemented
resources are available.

| have not found any unrealis ¢ step.

| do not have any other improvement.

Yes.
The recommenda ons for future ac ons, including
APromote public awarence

carried out, they are relevant and promote the suc
of the project.

More focus should go on recommenda on on deep
the involvement of par cipagnpar es and communi
ng the individual par cipa on benefits of the project
the actors (suppor ng the benefits with appropriate
calcula ons).
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Annex: Toolboxi  Overview of tools for 1. Are the tools provided prac cal and easy to 1. The listed tools are commonly used in strat
Prac cal Solu ons se ng SMART objec ves, implement? planning, rela velyeasy to implement the concept
to Enhance stakeholder mapping, 2. Which tools do you think will be the most SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relev:
Intersectoral engagement planning and  yseful for enhancing intersectoral coopera on, and TimeBound) objec ves. Higher focus should go
Coopera on mfeLszSectoratl(I)coopsruapg(rjlrt and why? the way to transfer the
3. Are there any addi onal tools or resources cases the usage of GANTT diagram, design met
you would recommend including in the also can makeeasier the implementa on. T
toolbox? Stakeholder Mapping is one of the first step to de
the network and connec ons between the par es (
value chain. The method can be applied appropri
according to the connec on diagram and table prov
If the canmunica on between the par es is itera v¢
me, the Stakeholder Engagement Plan will work.
Memorandum of Understanding on intersecty
coopera on in the field of bioeconomy is a neces
stat ement , but cannot o]
2. 1,2, 3.0nes.
3. Cohen model (inlcuding risk management).

D.1.3.2 Transna onal peer review of dra procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral coopera on
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Dear Madam/Sir,

Thank you for agreeing to provide feedback on the draft procedures for bioeconomy intersectoral cooperation. This dotimasrguidelines designed to
enhance collaboration across various sectors within the bioeconomy. Your expertise is invalusldng ghat these procedures are practical, relevant, and
effective.

We have created a brief table with targeted questions related to specific sections of the document. Your insights orestiess il help us refine the
procedures and make them neapplicable to realvorld scenarios. Please take a moment to review the table and provide your feedback. There's no need to edit
the document directly your responses in the table will be sufficient.

Thank you for your time and contributions!

BIOEC@P eam

Instructions for Reviewers

i
i
i
i

General Information

Please provide the information regarding the country and institution you represent.

Please provide concise answers to the questions in the table.

If you have any general comments or suggestions, feel free to include them in a separate section below the table.
There is no need to use track changes or directly edit the document; your feedback in the table is sufficient.
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Feedback Table
Key Points in the Section  Questions for Feedback Feedback
Introduction Overview of bioeconomy, 1. Does the introduction clearly define the scop: The document addresses a highly important and timely is
importance of intersectoral and importance of intersectoral cooperation i The field of bioeconomy is not widely known, particularly in
cooperation the bioeconomy? countries where the round tables have takedage. The
2. ls there any information or perspective missit introduction effectively emphasizes the importance
that you believe should be included? intersectoral cooperation. It discusses the concept of

bioeconomy and its overarching paradigm. While highligh
specific sectors is valuable, as the introduction rightly does,
crucial to stress that all sectors can influence their functioni
These highlighted sectors should be considered flagship se
within the bioeconomy theme, but all other sectors are a
connected to them, either directly or indirectly, at some le\
Taday, sustainability is no longer the responsibility of just ¢
or a few sectors all sectors can contribute. There is no dot
that cooperation must be strengthened. The introducti
makes this clear and underscores the benefits of collaborai
particulaly in areas such as sustainability, resource efficiel
innovation, and economic growth. It is essential to empha:
that innovation plays a key role in shaping the bioeconomy
should be more closely aligned with it. Additionally, the st
of socialcapital in each country should be considered, as
level significantly influences the potential for cooperation ii

given region.
Identified Barriers Common barriers across 1. Are the identified barriers and challenges | This chapter effectively summarises the main challenges.
and Challenges  sectors, challenges specific comprehensive? problems and obiscles identified are relevant to mos
to stakeholder groups 2. Do you see any specific additional barriers? countries. Indeed, differences in regulations, institutiol
3. Do the challenges align with your experienc: frameworks, and resource constraints pose signific
intersectoral cooperation? challenges. In addition to these issues, it is important

highlight that the bioeconomy remains aagvely unfamiliar
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concept among economic operators. While many have heat
it, they often lack a clear understanding of how it functions
what it truly entails. This underscores the crucial role
education in raising awareness and fostering expertise in
field. Thetext rightly suggests that research institutes a
research centres play a key role and should collaborate n
closely with industry. While the need for increased focus
bioeconomyrelated research is acknowledged, a criti
guestion remains: What ala the training of professionals
Where are the talents who truly understand this field, and h
is the next generation being educated? Training programi
must be designed to equip individuals with the necessary s
while younger generations should bacouraged and motivate:
to pursue careers in this sector. While this chapter effecti
outlines the key challenges, it is worth considering whet
these challenges are interrelated. Do they stem from a comr
root cause? Exploring the underlying fastdhat have led tc
these problems could add further depth to the analys
Additionally, while the chapter highlights the difficulties faced
various stakeholders, it does not delve deeply into the reas
behind these struggles. Important questions r@m What has
led to the crisis of confidence among economic operators,
how can it be mitigated? How do regulatory inconsistenc
contribute to market uncertainties? Furthermore, the discuss
should extend to the role of innovation, examining theks and
uncertainties associated with it in the context of tl
bioeconomy. The text could also address the cultural differer
and varying objectives across sectors that make coopere
challenging.
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The key question is how these obstacles cambercome. To
what extent does a lack of trust contribute to these difficultit
and could it be a barrier to effective collaboration? Anott
important consideration is the role of digitalisation
facilitating cooperation. Effective communication, infation
sharing, data storage, and overall technological integratior
require strong digital capabilities. What kind of IT infrastruct
or information systems are available to stakeholders in
bioeconomy? What digital tools are commonly used in oigjs
farming? Additionally, greater attention should be given
workforce skills, education systems, and the supply of trai
professionals in the bioeconomy sector. Financial constre
are another recurring issue. However, the problem is
necessariljthe availability of resources but rather the lack
targeted funding for specific cooperative initiatives. This asy
needs to be explored in greater detail. More opportuniti
should be created to promote intersectoral cooperation a
win-win financial strategies. The problems and challencg
outlined in this chapter are real and significant. Cultu
regulatory, and institutional differences can act as barriers
cooperation. The science and education sectors should tak
a more active role in addssing these challenges, whi
economic policy should focus on strengthening social caf
The bioeconomy needs greater visibility and promotion
ensure wider societal engagement. Presenting best praci
and successful case studies of cooperationada beneficial.
Furthermore, the chapter should explore motivational factt
and market incentives in greater depth. These aspects des
thorough analysis to identify effective solutions.
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