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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In Euro-MED area, fisheries and aquaculture have been key socioeconomic 
drivers for millennia, providing livelihoods and being the Mediterranean 
diet’s basis. Aquaculture is still key economic sector for the area, but faces 
many challenges, such as the lack of strategies for sustainable development 
and public sector’s relevant low capacity; linear economy practices and 
business models that are traditionally used; complicated legal and licensing 
framework; the lack of dialogue between stakeholders; limited access to 
space.  

The overarching challenge of sustainable aquaculture is jointly tackled in 
AZA4ICE project, specifically in close-to-coast and inland waters, where it 
has great potential for local economies and consumption system. AZA4ICE 
amplifies the transition to Inclusive and Circular Economy in the sector, 
implementing innovative ecosystem spatial planning approach embedded 
with circular practices-production systems in close-to-coast and inland 
waters. It brings together stakeholders of Quintuple-Helix (5-Helix) to 
increase their knowledge and skills, to exchange experience and collaborate 
in drafting their vision and Action Plan for sector’s transition. This will result 
in filling the lack of dialogue and blunting conflicts of different uses, leading 
to new business opportunities and an eco-consciousness society. AZA4ICE 
aquaculture spatial planning approach, stakeholder engagement 
methodology and Action Plans are the main outputs to be used by public 
authorities, private sector and academia to benefit the whole society. 
AZA4ICE approach builds on partners’ existing knowledge and engages 5- 
Helix actors increasing their capacity by exchanging cross boarder 
experiences.  

With the ultimate scope of bringing together 5-Helix actors and engaging 
them in the project’s activities, AZA4ICE develops a multi-level and multi-
sectoral stakeholders’ engagement methodology to be followed by projects 
partners to set up cooperation patterns, the Living Responsible Research 
Innovation Ecosystems (LiRRIEs). The methodology is built on BLUEfasma 
Living Lab methodology (BLUEfasma project) enriched with Responsible 
Research Innovation-RRI (European Commission) principles following RRI 
Roadmap (MARINA project). In this way, AZA4ICE goes beyond Living Lab 
(LL) focusing on co-creation and co-decision of involved stakeholders based 
on a common vision to be drafted at LiRRIEs beginning. The stakeholders-
members of LiRRIEs will represent the 5-Helix (a.k.a. academia – industry -

https://bluefasma.interreg-med.eu/
http://www.marinaproject.eu/
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government - civil society - environment) and several sectors (e.g. tourism) 
due to the co-existence of aquaculture with other economic operations. 
LiRRIEs goal is to bring together these stakeholders to co-create Allocated 
Zones for Circular Aquaculture (C-AZA) results, co-decide project Action 
Plans, increase their Circular Economy (CE) capacity and transnational 
collaboration/networking in the Euro-MED area and beyond.  

AZA4ICE LiRRIEs will be the concrete innovative product of integrating 
Living Lab methodology and Responsible Research Innovation Roadmap. 
LiRRIEs cannot be efficiently realised by segmenting them at 
national/regional/local level. Axiomatically, they demand transnational 
exchange and cross-fertilization of knowledge to support stakeholders at 
local/regional level to co-create C-AZA results and co-decide on Action Plans’ 
drafting. In particular, during a series of project’s educational, training and 
mentoring events, AZA4ICE will achieve transferring of cross-border 
knowledge, know-how, expertise and validated common solutions (hardly 
achievable at local level); increasing 5-Helix CE capacity in aquaculture, and 
transnational collaboration and networking in the Euro-MED area and 
beyond in a long-term scope. For instance, public sector will increase its 
capacity in aquaculture areas’ management and monitoring, and receive 
mentoring on circular aquaculture spatial planning; private sector’s capacity 
on aquaculture circular practices and innovative circular production models 
will be increased receiving training/mentoring for new circular businesses 
and upgrading existing ones towards circularity; awareness campaigns will 
be launched to increase society’s acceptance on aquaculture development 
in their area and trigger consumers’ behavioral change on innovative 
aquaculture food. Project partners and stakeholders, benefiting from the 
generation of a systematized knowledge and creation of cooperative 
structures and transnational synergies in the framework of the LiRRIEs, will 
be transformed into a pool of actors working transnationally to reach critical 
mass for the common need to the transition to Inclusive and Circular 
Economy in aquaculture, multiplying Euro-MED efforts towards this 
direction. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The present document is Deliverable 2.1.1, named LiRRIE methodology. It 
consists of two main parts, Part I and Part II. The aim of Part I is to provide 
general understanding of Living Lab (LL) concept and Responsible Research 
and Innovation (RRI) principles, while Part II details the LiRRIE methodology 
describing step by step the approach for setting up the LiRRIEs in AZA4ICE 
project; thus guiding and supporting project partners in their relevant 
activities.  

In Part I, the general understanding of Living Labs and Responsible 
Research Innovation - RRI concept is established by providing general 
description and definition of both terms. Regarding the Living Labs, by 
presenting different types, key components and principles of Living Lab 
environment, AZA4ICE partners will gain valuable background knowledge 
of Living Lab concept. Several valuable conclusions from studying existing 
Living Labs are introduced to partners and taken into knowledge while 
forming LiRRIE methodology. Concerning Responsible Research 
Innovation, the RRI Roadmap (MARINA project) is shortly presented, 
focusing on its transferrable principles and the achievements that can 
derived from its application. The background knowledge gained from Part I 
will assist partners to build LiRRIEs able to address their problems and 
opportunities throughout innovation process. 

In Part II, the detailed methodology on setting up AZA4ICE LiRRIEs is 
presented. The set-up of LiRRIEs includes seven phases, each following 
several steps. The aim of each phase, the roles of the involved parties, the 
approach, the activities and the deliverables are described in concise way to 
efficiently guide partners throughout the establishment and the 
operationalisation of LiRRIEs. 

 
 

 

 

http://www.marinaproject.eu/
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Part I 

2. WHAT IS A LIVING LAB (LL)? 

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The idea of Living Lab has a long history, going back in 1749 when the term 
“living laboratory” was first used by Knight, according to Tukiainen et al. 
(2015). Since then, the emergence of the contemporary Living Lab 
movement has been affected and shaped by numerous researchers and 
innovators (Ballon and Schuurman, 2015). In the modern context, 
Westerlund and Leminen have defined living labs as: "physical regions or 
virtual realities, or interaction spaces, in which stakeholders form public-
private-people partnerships (4Ps) of companies, public agencies, 
universities, users, and other stakeholders, all collaborating for creation, 
prototyping, validating, and testing of new technologies, services, products, 
and systems in real-life contexts" (Leminen, 2013; Westerlund & Leminen, 
2011). Living labs are argued to offer a variety of benefits for stakeholders, 
including new business opportunities, more effective innovation processes, 
and savings in R&D costs. 

While the terms “Living Lab”, “living laboratory” and “living labbing” have 
been used interchangeably in the literature, there are two distinguishable 
approaches to Living Labs: the North American view and the European view. 
The early North American approach and the more recent European 
approach share the concept of involving users in innovation activities in real 
environments. The North American approach, however, considers Living 
Labs as demo-homes, home labs, or houses of the future; whereas the 
European approach views them as a platform to study users' everyday habits 
(Schuurman et al., 2011; Leminen and Westerlund, 2016). 

Some studies suggest that the Living Lab concept originated from Prof. 
William Mitchell of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (e.g. Bergvall-
Kåreborn et al., 2009; Budweg et al., 2011; Schuurman et al., 2011). In addition, 
ENoLL credits him as the father of the concept (ENoLL, 2018), especially 
because Mitchell and his team played a significant role in boosting early 
Living Lab activities in Europe (Leminen et al., 2017a). Other studies (e.g. 
Følstad, 2008b; Leminen and Westerlund, 2016) identify pioneers in the field 
prior to Mitchell, such as Abowd and his colleagues at the Georgia Institute 
of Technology. The Living Lab concept appeared in scholarly discussion in 
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the 1990s, when the EU began funding various large-scale living lab projects 
(Følstad, 2008a; Veeckman et al., 2013; Leminen et al., 2017a). 

Studies of Living Labs have been appeared in a broad range of journals and 
conference proceedings. The publication trend for Living Labs had been 
accelerating between 2006 and 2014. There was also a significant jump in 
the number of publication in 2015 and the subsequent three years. A 
systematic review of Living Lab Literature was carried out by Hossain et al., 
2019. The existing literature considers Living Labs to be a multidisciplinary 
(Bergvall-Kåreborn et al., 2009) upper-level concept covering diverse 
activities, typologies and types of open innovation. Prior studies have used 
the term ‘Living Labs’ in association with innovation systems, 
experimentation, user involvement in the product development process, 
and organizations facilitating an innovation network and offering relevant 
services (Leminen, 2013).  

The definition of Living Labs offered by ENoLL puts forward five key 
dimensions: innovation settings, operating environments, influence on 
innovation processes, user engagement and expected outcomes (Edwards-
Schachter et al., 2012). Similarly, Bergvall- Kåreborn et al. (2009) point out five 
key principles: openness, influence, realism, value, and sustainability. Many 
definitions stress the collaboration between different actors, combining 
technological research with user research (Rits et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, Living Labs include a set of features and principles (Bergvall-
Kåreborn et al., 2009; Guimont and Lapointe, 2016), namely technological 
infrastructure, an ecosystem of stakeholders, an open innovation process, a 
human-centric design approach, community involvement, and users' 
natural environments. Bergvall-Kareborn and Stahlbrost (2009) also point 
out that Living Labs are open innovation environments in real-life contexts 
for new products and services. Living Labs aim to co-create innovation 
through the involvement of users in real-life settings (Dell'Era and Landoni, 
2014). 

Meanwhile, the global economy is moving towards a knowledge-intensive 
model and the European Union (EU) has identified innovation as a key driver 
(Gray et al., 2014) for economic and social growth. At the same time, 
sustainability has increasingly become a global challenge (Hossain et al., 
2019). Indeed, in September 2015, 193 countries met to define and adopt the 
17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) of the 2030 Agenda for 
Sustainable Development. Companies, individuals, governments, 
universities and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) must all 
contribute to protect the planet, to end poverty and to ensure peace and 
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prosperity (UN General Assembly, 2015). Although various studies have dealt 
with sustainable development and innovation (Mulder, 2007), the 
relationship between innovation and sustainability processes is neither 
obvious nor simple. Indeed, sustainable development can only be a 
structural driver for innovation if it is pursued adopting a transdisciplinary 
approach (Fourati-Jamoussi et al., 2019). 

 

2.2 LL DESCRIPTION AND DEFINITION 

Living Labs present a specific trend in open innovation approaches. In Living 
Lab approach, external ideas are resources in innovation process. The aim of 
the Living Lab approach is to support innovation process with a usable 
solution (product or service) as a result of the innovation process. Different 
stakeholders are involved in the Living Lab, from researchers, developers 
and end users aiming to co-create innovative products and services in a real-
world environment. 

A Living Lab is considered a multidisciplinary phenomenon and it 
encompasses various research domains. The existing literature views Living 
Labs simultaneously as landscapes, real-life environments and 
methodologies, and it suggests that they include heterogeneous 
stakeholders and apply various business models, methods, tools and 
approaches.  

The Living Lab concept is based on a systematic user co-creation approach 
integrating research and innovation processes (bringing together users, 
R&D institutions, producers, service providers and all relevant stakeholders 
in focused and integrated development process). These are integrated 
through the co-creation, exploration, experimentation and evaluation of 
innovative ideas, scenarios, concepts and related technological artefacts in 
real life use cases, as shown in Figure 1. 

Such use cases involve users, not only as observed subjects, but also as 
a source of creation. This approach allows all involved stakeholders to 
concurrently consider both the global performance of a solution and its 
potential adoption by users. This consideration may be made at the earlier 
stage of research and development and through all elements of the solution 
(e.g. a product) life-cycle, from design up to recycling. Living Labs usually 
exploit opportunities of modern ICT and can be seen as “a large, broadly 
conceptualized laboratory”. Cooperation of all stakeholders (from users, to 
companies, ICT providers, developers, government organizations, 
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universities and other involved institutions) is sought. Although there have 
been numerous attempts to define what an LL is (Table 1), there is still no 
one widely accepted definition (Dell’Era and Landoni, 2014). 

Last but not least, Living Labs face some challenges, such as temporality, 
governance, efficiency, user recruitment, sustainability, scalability and 
unpredictable outcomes. In contrast, the benefits include tangible and 
intangible innovation and a broader diversity of innovation. 

 

 

Figure 1. A visual representation of the Living Lab process (Vicini et al. 2012). 
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Table 1. Different perspectives on Living Labs definition (Compagnucci et al., 2020) 

Living Labs definition Source 

LLs include “a research methodology for sensing, 
prototyping, validating and refining complex solutions in 
multiple and evolving real-life contexts” 

Eriksson et al. 
(2005) 

An LL is “an experimentation environment in which 
technology is given shape in real-life contexts and in which 
(end) users are considered ‘co-producers’” 

Ballon et al. 
(2005) 

An LL represents “an R&D methodology where innovations, 
such as new services and products, or application 
enhancements, are created and validated in collaborative, 
multi-contextual, empirical, real- world environments within 
individual regions” 

de Leon et al. 
(2006) 

LLs “are experimentation and validation environments 
characterized by early involvement of user communities, 
closely working together with developers and other 
stakeholders, and driving rapid cycles of ICT-based 
innovations” 

Schaffers and 
Kulkki (2007) 

LLs are “collaborations of public-private-civic partnerships in 
which stakeholders co-create new products, services, 
businesses and technologies in real-life environments and 
virtual networks in multi- 
contextual spheres” 

Feurstein et al. 
(2008) 

An LL is an innovation intermediary community which shares 
the view of a user innovation approach 

Ståhlbrost and 
Bergvall-
Kåreborn 
(2008) 

An LL consists of a social configuration which is arranged for 
innovation creation by contact, communication and 
collaboration 

Dutilleul et al. 
(2010) 

An LL is an enhancement or implementation of public and 
user involvement, such as a public-private- people 
partnership (4Ps or quadruple helix) 

Arnkil et al. 
(2010); Ferrari 
et al. (2011); 
Molinari (2011) 

LLs are “open innovation intermediaries that seek to mediate 
between users, research, and public and private 
organizations, (and to) advance our concept of technology 
transfer by incorporating not only the user-based 
experimentation, but also by engaging firms and public 
organizations in a process of learning and the creation of pre-
commercial demand” 

Almirall and 
Wareham 
(2011) 
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2.3 LL AS AN ENVIRONMENT 

Living Lab is a real-life environment in which various stakeholders (Guzman 
et al., 2013) experiment, develop, co-create, validate and test existing 
products, services and systems, as well as develop new products and 
services (Følstad, 2008a; Leminen et al., 2012). Unlike conventional laboratory 
settings, Living Labs assume real-life environments. There is a diverse set of 
environments, ranging from a single isolated place to broader environments 
such as educational institutes, people's homes and workplaces, and even a 
city or a part thereof (Nystrom et al., 2014; Leminen et al., 2017b).  

In the Living Lab environment researchers, developers and end-users co-
create innovative solutions (products or services) in the shortest possible 
time according to the needs of end-users and test the idea in the real-life 
environment (a city, a region, a country, an industry or a supply chain). 
Different types of Living Lab environments exist such as the ones 
demonstrated in the Figure below which are commonly used. However, the 
constant development of the concept, leads to more types of Living Labs. 

Figure 2. Different types of Living Lab environments 

 

•focusing on performing research on several aspects of the innovation process.

Research Living Lab 

•focusing on having a physical place where they invite stakeholders to co-
create innovations.

Corporate Living Lab

•where the members of an organization co-creatively develop innovations.

Organizational Living Lab 

•in which different partners are invited to collaboratively innovate in a neutral 
arena.

Intermediary Living Lab

•as a support for the innovation process in a project. The Living Lab closes 
when the project ends.

A time limited Living Lab 
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2.4 LL KEY COMPONENTS 

The term ‘Living Lab’ covers multiple topics, thus its key characteristics have 
been discussed from various perspectives. 

Folstad (2008b) identifies several characteristics of Living Labs: context (e.g. 
context research, familiar context, real-world context), users (involving users 
as co-creators), activity (e.g. co-creation, technical testing, evaluation), 
challenges (discovery), and innovative outcomes (e.g. large-scale solutions). 
Mulder et al. (2008) in turn propose six elements of Living Labs: user 
involvement, service creation, infrastructure, governance, innovative 
outcomes, and methods and tools. Furthermore, Bergvall-Kereborn et al. 
(2009), as well as Vicini et al. (2012), point out five key components: ICT and 
infrastructure, management, partners and users, research, and approaches, 
as shown in Figure 3. They share the views of Folstad (2008b) and Mulder et 
al. (2008).  

 

Figure 3. Living Lab key components (Vicini et al. 2012) 

 

Meanwhile, Leminen and Westerlund (2016), identify four key aspects in nine 
identified research avenues for Living Labs, namely (i) systems (networks 
and ecosystems), (ii) milieu (real-life environments) and approach, (iii) user 
and public involvement, and (iv) the activity, project, or management tool. 
Finally, Voytenko et al. (2016) list geographical embeddedness, 
experimentation, learning, participation, user involvement, leadership, 
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ownership, evaluation, and refinement as key characteristics of Living Labs, 
thus aligning with most of the previously identified key characteristics of 
Living Labs. Based on literature review, and in line AZA4ICE project needs, 
the following key components were identified.  

 

 

Figure 4. The key components of a Living Lab in line with the AZA4ICE project. 

Organizational structure - The Living Lab 
environment is viewed as an innovation 

system. That is based on a sound strategic 
concept and fronted by suitable 

representatives with a significant role to play 
for long term objects.

Approach - Represents the methods and 
techniques for Living Lab practices which are 

necessary for professional and successful 
Living Lab operations.

Structured working methods - Constituted 
by the appropriate methods, knowledge and 
expertise when involving users in their own 

environments for cooperation in the 
development process. These methods 

facilitate the creation of knowledge which is 
transferable to new areas and new markets.

Management - Represents the ownership, 
organization and policy aspects. A Living Lab 
can be managed by consultants, companies 

or researchers.

Stakeholders (Partners & Users) - Those who 
bring their own specific wealth of knowledge 

and expertise to the collective, helping to 
achieve boundary spanning knowledge 
transfer and those who actually use a 

solution (product or service). This embraces 
various stakeholders representing the 

quadruple helix.

Technical platforms - Constituted by the 
sufficient technological equipment in order 
to facilitate the necessary communication 

between the user and the innovation system 
to obtain the view of the user.

ICT & Infrastructure - Outlines the role that 
ICT technology can play to facilitate new 
ways of cooperating and co-creating new 

innovations among stakeholders.

Research - Symbolizes the collective learning 
and reflection that takes place in the Living 

Lab. Technological research partners can also 
provide direct access to research that can 

benefit the outcome of a technological 
innovation.
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2.5 LL STAKEHOLDERS 

Stakeholders can be considered the most important component for the 
successful implementation of a Living Lab. It is pointed out that Living Labs 
are built around innovation and structured cooperation. A Living Lab is not 
similar to a test-bed as its philosophy is to turn users, from being traditionally 
considered as observed subjects for testing modules against requirements, 
into value creation in contributing to the co-creation and exploration of 
emerging ideas, breakthrough scenarios, innovative concepts and related 
artefacts.  

Hence, a Living Lab rather constitutes an experiential environment, 
where users are immersed in a creative social space for designing and 
experiencing their own future. Living Labs can be used by policy makers, 
research organisation, private sector and users/citizens for designing, 
exploring, experiencing and refining new policies and regulations in 
real-life scenarios in order to evaluate their potential impacts before 
actual implementation. 

The existing literature about Living Labs emphasizes on the presence of 
multiple stakeholders and highlights the makeup of public-private 
partnerships (3Ps) (e.g. Feurstein et al., 2008; Almirall and Wareham, 2011) or 
public-private-people partnerships (4Ps) (e.g. Bergvall-Kereborn et al., 
2009a; Veeckman et al., 2013). Whereas the former encompasses 
collaboration with citizens, companies and public authorities (Almirall and 
Wareham, 2011), the latter puts forward the notion that companies, public 
agencies, universities, various institutions, and users participate in 
innovation activities in Living Labs (Westerlund and Leminen, 2011). In other 
words, Living Labs assume a quadruple helix approach, i.e. a collaboration 
between business, research and education, public administration, and civil 
society/users. (Hyysalo and Hakkarainen, 2014).  

In contrast to many other forms of innovation, Living Labs involve 
heterogeneous stakeholders such as academics, developers, industry 
representatives, citizens, and users, as well as various public and private 
organizations in living lab networks (Ballon and Schuurman, 2015; 
Schuurman et al., 2011). For example, Living Labs involve users in a way that 
can be addressed by companies, public organizations, policy makers, and 
research institutions (Almirall and Wareham, 2008a). Evans et al. (2015) add 
that Living Labs bring a broad variety of stakeholders-such as researchers, 
students, citizens, user communities, external people, non-profit 
organizations, small firms, consultants, university estates, and facilities staff- 
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together to co-create knowledge for sustainable products and services in 
real-world settings. 

According to Westerlund and Leminen (2011), Living Labs comprise four key 
actors: enablers, providers, users, and utilizers. Enablers refer to the 
organizations that make it all possible, those that enable the activities of 
Living Labs and support them by promoting them or allocating financial 
backing or space for Living Labs. Enablers could be public actors, financiers, 
or non-governmental organizations (such as towns), municipalities, and 
regional development organizations (Leminen et al., 2012). Providers, 
meanwhile, are development organizations such as educational institutes, 
universities, or consultants that bring knowledge and expertise, as well as 
innovation support activities (Leminen et al., 2016). Users represent the 
citizens or end customers, and they are active or passive actors that 
participate in living labs in various roles. Finally, utilizers are the public or 
private organizations that will benefit from the results of innovation 
activities in many ways (Leminen et al., 2012).  

Living Labs are used to structure user participation in real-life settings 
(Schuurman and De Marez, 2012). In so doing, Living Labs involve users in 
the innovation process by providing cohesion, offering support, developing 
competencies and promoting participants (Almirall and Wareham, 2008a). 
They can be open or closed in terms of participation. Open Living Labs imply 
that anyone can participate, while in closed living labs, participating users 
are preselected (Dell'Era and Landoni, 2014). The open approach is simple to 
implement, and it helps gather diverse feedback. The closed approach, in 
contrast, enables living labs to remain highly focused, and this approach 
requires engaging appropriate participants to solve problems. 

AZA4ICE project is a pioneer, involving stakeholders representing the 
Quintuple-Helix, going beyond Quadruple-Helix stakeholders which are 
traditionally involved in the Living Labs.  

The Quintuple-Helix innovation model is even broader and more 
comprehensive by contextualizing the Quadruple-Helix and by additionally 
adding the helix (and perspective) of the ‘natural environments of society’. 
In a Quadruple Helix understanding, the sustainable development of a 
knowledge economy requires a coevolution with the knowledge society. 
The Quintuple Helix stresses the necessary socioecological transition of 
society and economy in the twenty-first century; therefore, the Quintuple 
Helix is ecologically sensitive. Within the framework of the Quintuple Helix 
innovation model, the natural environments of society and the economy 
also should be seen as drivers for knowledge production and innovation, 



 

 
 

 
   

 20 

therefore defining opportunities for the knowledge economy. The European 
Commission in 2009 identified the socioecological transition as a major 
challenge for the future roadmap of development. The Quintuple Helix 
supports here the formation of a win-win situation between ecology, 
knowledge and innovation, creating synergies between economy, society, 
and democracy. (Carayannis et al, 2012) 

In other words, the Quintuple-Helix bring together stakeholders 
representing academia, industry, government, civil society and 
environment. In more detail the subsystems of the Quintuple-Helix model 
are shown in Figure 5. 

 

Figure 5. The subsystems of the Quintuple Helix model. Modified from Etzkowitz 
and Leydesdorff (2000) and Carayannis and Campbell (2009; 2010). 

 

The Quintuple-Helix model is a theoretical and practical model for 
knowledge exchange among the five societal subsystems, in order to 
generate and promote a sustainable development of society (Carayannis 
and Campbell, 2010). In this Cumulative Model of Quintuple Helix, the 
resource of knowledge moves through a circulation of knowledge from 
subsystem-to-subsystem (Barth 2011a), as shown in Figure 5.  
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Figure 6. The Quintuple Helix model and its function (functions). Modified from 
Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (2000), on Carayannis and Campbell (2006, 2009, 2010), 
and on Barth (2011a). 

 

2.6 LL ROLES 

Living Labs success is conditional to have a clear understanding (and 
acceptance, as well) of different roles inside the process. According to what 
is proposed by Nesterova and Quak (2016), there are at least four main roles 
that have to be considered within the Living Lab framework (Figure 7): 

 Living Lab Owner: this role is crucial as a promoter, enabler and 
partner of the Living Lab itself; it is suggested to appoint an 
organization of one/two people (inside each single Living Lab 
Owner) in order to lead the whole Living Lab process, i.e., setting up, 
organizing, conducting and monitoring. 

 Living Lab Stakeholders: organizations and/or group of citizens that 
need to be involved in the Living Lab process, since they are 
considered useful in order to contribute to one or more LL phases. 

 Users: organizations and/or group of citizens that are involved in real 
life testing of the proposed LL solutions; LL Users can be also LL 
Stakeholders, but as users their role is different, since they are only 
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in charge of testing the LL proposed solutions. 

 Costumers: organizations and/or group of citizens that benefit from 
the LL results. 
 

It should be noted that, notwithstanding the differences between the 
roles listed above, it is possible to play different roles. For instance, a LL 
Stakeholder can be at the same time a User and a Costumer, testing and 
benefiting respectively from the proposed solution and for which it 
contributed in the development. 

 

Figure 7. Living Lab roles 
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Living Lab processes support the 
process of understanding if the 
customer or user has a need for a 
service and how intense their 
attraction or repulsion for that 
service is in the real-world 
context. Living Labs can support 
processes by allowing users to 
elaborate with the service in their 
context to determine if it 
provides a value for them. In 
addition, a Living Lab can also 
provide insights about how users 
perceive value. These insights can 
guide the innovation process to 
deliver innovations that are 
perceived as valuable from a 
business and a customer 
perspective.

VALUE To take the step from 
participation or involvement to 
influence, domain experts’ and 
users’ needs and ideas should be 
clearly traceable in concepts, 
prototypes, and the finished 
product. One important issue 
that Living Labs need to manage 
is how to assure that 
participation, influence, and 
responsibility among different 
partners are balanced and 
harmonised with each other and 
with the ideology of the user 
influence of the project.

INFLUENCE

2.7 KEY PRINCIPLES FOR THE LL 

In Living Lab’s activities there are five Key Principles that should permeate 
all operations: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Five key principles that should permeate all LL operations 

Focusing on the sustainability 
of the Living Lab highlights 
aspects such as continuous 
learning and development 
over time should be 
considered. Here, the research 
component of each Lab plays a 
vital role in transforming the 
generated knowledge from 
Living Lab operations into 
models, methods and 
theories.

SUSTAINA-
BILITY

The key principle openness 
emphasises creating an 
innovation process that is as 
open as possible with the 
stakeholders since multiple 
perspectives bring power to 
the development process. 
Openness is crucial for 
innovation processes in Living 
Labs to gather a multitude of 
perspectives in order to 
develop as attractive an 
innovation as possible. 
Opening up innovation 
processes also offers potential 
to decrease the time to 
market and to better utilise 
collective creativity. 

OPENNESS

When it comes to facilitating realistic 
use situations, two different approaches 
can be observed in relation to Living 
Labs. In the first approach, 
environments for testing and evaluating 
products or services are created in ways 
that are similar to the real world, while 
in the second approach, products and 
services are tested and evaluated in 
users’ real-world environments.

REALISM
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2.8 LL COMMON ELEMENTS 

Living Labs can be characterized in multiple ways and serve several 
purposes. They are both practice-driven organisations that facilitate and 
foster open, collaborative innovation, as well as real-life environments or 
arenas, where both open innovation and user innovation processes can be 
studied and experimented with, and where new solutions are developed. 

Living Labs operate as intermediaries among citizens, research 
organisations, companies, cities and regions for joint value co-creation, rapid 
prototyping or validation to scale up innovation and businesses. These 
activities take place across many different domains, typically in health and 
wellbeing, smart cities and circular economy, culture and creativity, energy 
and mobility. Despite the multiple different implementations, Living Labs 
share certain common elements that are central to the approach: 

✓ Multi-method approaches: there is no single Living Lab 
methodology, but all Living Labs combine and customize different 
user-centred, co-creation methodologies to best fit their purpose. 

✓ User engagement: this is rooted already in the origins of Living Labs, 
the key to success in any activity is to involve the users already at the 
beginning of the process. 

✓ Multi-stakeholder participation: even if the focus is on users, 
involving all relevant stakeholders is of crucial importance. These 
include all the quadruple helix actors: representatives of public and 
private sector, academia and people. 

✓ Real-life setting: a very specific characteristic of Living Labs is that 
the activities take place in real-life settings to gain a thorough 
overview of the context. 

✓ Co-creation: typically, especially in technology projects, activities are 
designed as top-down experiments, benefiting from users being 
involved as factors rather than actors. There is an increasing 
recognition that this needs to change so that users become equal 
contributors and co-creators rather than subjects of studies. The 
Living Lab approach strives for mutually valued outcomes that are 
results of all stakeholders being actively engaged in the process from 
the very beginning. 
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Figure 9. Living Labs common elements (Malmberg et al., 2017) 

 

2.9 CHALLENGES 

The previous literature also suggests the importance of close collaboration 
between participants in Living Labs in order to accelerate innovation 
activities. In so doing, stakeholders bring heterogeneous resources and 
knowledge into joint activities, and there may be a collision of ideas between 
stakeholders and between a context and stakeholders (Leminen and 
Westerlund, 2012). Although prior studies are quite unified in their view of 
close collaboration and the benefits it brings to different stakeholders, they 
stress challenges related to the methods and concepts of Living Labs. These 
challenges are diverse and associated with the type of Living Lab and the 
context in which it operates. They include temporality, governance, 
unforeseen outcomes, efficiency, the recruitment of user group(s) and the 
sustainability and scalability of their innovation activities.  

Also, the previous literature discusses the temporality of Living Labs and 
their activities. For example, Leminen et al. (2012) suggest that utilizer-driven 
Living Labs often have a short-term focus on organizational needs. Key 
participants may leave living lab activities, and there will be a need to replace 
such players (Leminen and Westerlund, 2012). The long-term value of Living 
Labs is also often difficult to demonstrate to businesses, user communities, 
and society (Guzman et al., 2013). 
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Next, the governance of Living Labs is challenging due to the multifaceted 
situation (van Geenhuizen, 2013), and project management tools that 
assume linear thinking do not support activities (Westerlund and Leminen, 
2011). Living Labs comprise multiple stakeholders who are often beyond 
organizational boundaries, and they cannot manage or control stakeholders 
but rather just motivate them to engage in innovation activities (Ståhlbrost 
and Bergvall-Kåreborn, 2011; Leminen and Westerlund, 2012). Diverse 
competences and the interests of the actors may complicate technology 
development projects (Hakkarainen and Hyysalo, 2013), and stakeholders 
may provide negative feedback that may be difficult to embrace 
(Dvarioniene et al., 2015).  

Furthermore, prior studies report that Living Labs steer innovation activities 
through their results with multiple stakeholders (Ståhlbrost, 2008), and such 
results often lead to unforeseen outcomes (Leminen et al., 2017b). Hence, 
Living Labs cannot guarantee the achievement of the anticipated results, 
and their activities often lead to unforeseen outcomes due to feedback from 
users. In fact, Almirall and Wareham propose that a Living Lab faces 
challenges in gaining support for better products and social readiness. 

Moreover, the efficiency of innovation activities depends on learning in the 
innovation process (Leminen and Westerlund, 2012). Scholars frequently 
suggest that collaborative learning in real-life environments is one of the 
main rationales for setting up a Living Lab (Hakkarainen and Hyysalo, 2013). 
Hence, the success of Living Labs depends on transferring knowledge 
between different parties. Often, a painful and conflicting effort is required 
to establish a valuable learning environment. Learning is lost on many 
occasions as groups disband and the outcomes of a Living Lab are 
commercialized by people unrelated to the project.  

Living Labs research so far describes both passive and active user 
participants (Leminen et al., 2015). As regards passive user participants, 
recruitment of user groups may be challenging because new technologies 
may attract people with certain personal traits (Bergvall-Kareborn and 
Stahlbrost, 2009). Conversely, active user participants have their own 
interest in innovation activities (Nystrom et al., 2014). User participation is 
high when sustainability is highly relevant to participants. User engagement 
should therefore not be taken for granted, even if the activities seek to solve 
real-life problems faced by the participants.  

Finally, Living Labs require long-term funding to sustain and scale up their 
innovation activities (Guzman et al., 2013; Evans et al., 2015). They may rely 
heavily on public funding, which limits their growth. The underlying 
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assumption is that the intended goal emerges based on the achieved results 
of living lab activities among the stakeholders. Living Labs face challenges, 
such as a lack of standardization and insufficient criteria for living lab 
performance (Schaffers and Turkama, 2012). In summary, the challenges 
that Living Labs face are diverse and vary significantly from one instance to 
another. 

 

3. WHAT IS RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH AND 
INNOVATION (RRI)? 

Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) aims at an interactive process 
where societal actors, researchers and innovators actively cooperate to co-
define, co-design and co-construct solutions, services and products that are 
socially acceptable, sustainable and resolve important societal issues 
(Schneider, 2019).  

European funded Programmes perceive RRI as a crucial horizontal principle 
that their projects should follow, especially the ones which bring together 
societal actors to work during the whole research and innovation process for 
better aligning its outputs with the values, needs and expectations of the 
civil society. To fulfill this European Commission’s volition, policy makers and 
academia representatives should involve and collaborate with societal 
actors for co-defining the vision mutually, co-mapping the real needs and 
societal challenges, and co-designing the most appropriate solutions.  

Sustainability and environmental protection are overarching principles in 
the concept of RRI, in the sense that RRI supports research and innovation 
results not only in societal benefits, but also simultaneously in 
environmental benefits.  

Through Research and Innovation (R&I) solutions can be found to face the 
society’s main challenges, such as blue growth, green growth, climate 
change, circular economy, poverty, food safety, energy security, resources 
depletion, demographic change and well-being. All these challenges have 
the same origin: they are caused by intensive human activities and 
pressures. United Nations set the 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 
in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which was adopted by all 
United Nations Member States in 2015; thus recognizing these challenges. 
European Union strives for RRI as an enabler to address them. In addition, 
RRI can play a pivotal role for bridging science and policy and for enabling 
policy makers to increase their knowledge and capacity for improved 
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policies to reach the SDGs. Moreover, public governance and corporate 
governance should be aiming for integrity and responsible actions for 
avoiding sole focus on individual corporate and political interests in the 
expense of other stakeholders, the natural environment and society at large. 

“RRI is a concept for responsibly addressing societal issues, including the 
sustainability of the natural environment, through research and innovation 
actions. Another way of looking at RRI is like a social quality assurance 
system, which is applicable to private and public funded research and 
innovation. RRI is simply asking researchers, scientists, businesses, 
policy-makers and research funders to be responsible socially, ethically, 
environmentally and politically. RRI is an enabler for any research and 
innovation centre to include in their research and innovation processes not 
only profit goals and economies of scale, but also social value. Social value 
may be a longterm asset for any business for improving its goodwill. 
Likewise, RRI in the EU funded research is expecting positive social impact 
by pushing for a mind-shift towards socially responsible research and 
innovation for addressing societal challenges. As RRI approach is 
increasingly present in funding calls, both explicitly and implicitly, EU-
funded projects must promote social value, sustainability, ethical 
acceptability and governance in research and innovation results, products 
and services.” (MARINA Project) 

3.1 THE RRI ROADMAP 

The RRI Roadmap was developed in the framework of the MARINA EU-
funded project “Marine Knowledge Sharing Platform Federating 
Responsible Research and Innovation Communities”. The MARINA project 
had four main aims: 

1. Promote Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) with focus on 
marine societal challenges and engage all stakeholders in 
participatory dialogue about marine issues. 

2. Create an all-inclusive Knowledge Sharing Platform to facilitate and 
stimulate the engagement of all stakeholders. 

3. Collect lessons learned and good practices for advancing RRI in 
research and innovation initiatives. 

4. Provide policy recommendations concerning RRI in Blue Growth. 

RRI Roadmap’s aim is to provide an approach for addressing a challenge 
through the application of RRI and the involvement of diverse stakeholders 
such as citizens, civil society, researchers and scientists, policy makers, policy 
implementers, business and industry people.  

http://www.marinaproject.eu/
http://www.marinaproject.eu/
http://www.marinaproject.eu/
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The RRI Roadmap provides clear milestones and steps to guide processes of 
for working together to engage, co-design, co-construct and co-implement 
solutions for addressing a specific challenge by considering stakeholders’ 
perspective, experience and knowledge. 

The European Commission has defined RRI through six dimensions (Figure 
10) as listed below and which were used in the RRI Roadmap milestones:  

▪ public engagement 
▪ gender equality  
▪ science education  
▪ open access 
▪ ethics 
▪ governance 

  

Figure 10. European Commission’s RRI dimensions (RRI Roadmap, 2019) 
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In short, the purpose of the RRI Roadmap is to enable anyone to initiate and 
address effectively any important issue by considering the responsible 
research and innovation concept and dimensions. This will ensure viable, 
sustainable and worthwhile actions towards a solution that is created and 
accepted by the majority of stakeholders. 

 

3.2 WHO SHOULD USE THE RRI ROADMAP? 

The RRI Roadmap is for any: 

❖ Organisation or groups of organisations that wish to address a 
societal issue in a holistic manner through the involvement of diverse 
and multidisciplinary stakeholders. 

❖ Research and Technology Organisations and Universities performing 
research and development activities and/or innovation activities and 
wish to focus their activities for assisting wide societal challenges. 

❖ Enterprises and businesses that perform research and innovation 
activities and wishes to involve end-users and other stakeholders to 
ensure wide acceptance of their work and results. 

❖ Governmental Organisations that wish to improve their policy-
making and policy implementation abilities for addressing effectively 
societal issues. 

❖ Policy making organisations that wish to base their decisions on 
scientific results and wish to involve several types of stakeholders. 

❖ Project Coordinators that submit a project proposal for EU-funding. 

❖ Research and Innovation Funding organisations aiming at making 
research and innovation relevant for the society since the funding is 
coming from public funds. 
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3.3 WHAT IS ACHIEVED BY THE USE OF RRI ROADMAP? 

Τhe RRI Roadmap enables the involved stakeholders representing all types 
of actors within a society (citizens, civil society organisations, businesses, 
policy makers and implementers, researchers and innovators) to: 

 
Figure 11. RRI Roadmap achievements (RRI Roadmap, 2019) 

Summarising, RRI Roadmap helps its users to achieve: 

✓ Responsible growth 
✓ Building trust 
✓ Mobilising knowledge 
✓ New engagement opportunities 
✓ Common vision 
✓ Common action plan 
✓ Common Implementation 
✓ New growth opportunities 

-> Achieve pragmatic goals, create good relationships and build trust.

Responsible growth is about creating new innovations and economic development,
but in a sustainable and responsible manner for the environment. Engaging with
other societal actors can improve relationships, acceptance for change and create
networks for sharing knowledge and enabling growth through responsible actions. In
the last few years, scientific measurements and advice has enabled informed and
concrete decisions to better manage and tackle societal challenges. However, much
more progress is required in the science-policy communication, which is hindered, by
mistrust and miscommunication. RRI can help improve science-policy
communication by also including industry and society.

-> Make better decisions, share and mobilise knowledge

Growth, environmental challenges and societal issues need greater awareness by all
in order to make better decisions for innovation and environmental protection.
Engaging and openly discussing possibilities and challenges allow learning across
disciplines, knowledge co-production and informed decisions for action.

-> Create new opportunities though common vision & co-defined action plan

Actors collectively produce ideas that after discussion may lead to a common vision
of new opportunities. Through dialogue, stakeholders can consult each other, seek
and co-define an action plan with actions to address societal needs, support new
opportunities for growth and empower each other to implement these actions.
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3.4 THE RRI ROADMAP MILESTONES 

The RRI Roadmap has 8 distinct milestones. Each milestone illustration is 
linked to its predominant RRI dimensions to guide their application and the 
focus of the efforts.  

 

Figure 12. RRI Roadmap milestones (RRI Roadmap, 2019) 
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Part II 

4. LiRRIE METHODOLOGY AND SET-UP  

AZA4ICE aims to amplify the transition to Inclusive and Circular Economy in 
aquaculture sector, implementing an innovative ecosystem spatial planning 
approach in close-to-coast and inland waters. AZA4ICE will develop Action 
Plans for this transition in line with Smart Specialisation Strategies uptaken 
by public authorities, enhancing transnational cooperation, leading to new 
business opportunities & eco-consciousness society. To achieve its 
objectives, AZA4ICE partnership has acknowledged the importance of the 
engagement of 5-helix stakeholders in project co-creation and co-decision 
processes and the main activities implementation. Only in this way, the 
project results can achieve wide users’ acceptance and thus being 
sustainable. 

AZA4ICE develops a multi-level and multi-sectoral stakeholders’ 
engagement methodology to be followed by PPs to set up cooperation 
patterns, the Living Responsible Research Innovation Ecosystems 
(LiRRIEs).The methodology is built on BLUEfasma Living Lab methodology 
(BLUEfasma project) enriched with Responsible Research Innovation-RRI 
(European Commission) principles following RRI Roadmap (MARINA 
project). In this way, AZA4ICE goes beyond Living Lab (LL) focusing on co-
creation and co-decision of involved stakeholders based on a common 
vision to be drafted at LiRRIEs beginning. The stakeholders-members of 
LiRRIEs will represent the 5-Helix (a.k.a. academia – industry - government - 
civil society - environment) and several sectors (e.g. tourism) due to the co-
existence of aquaculture with other economic operations.  

LiRRIEs goal is to bring together these stakeholders of 5-helix to increase 
their knowledge and skills, exchange experience and collaborate in drafting 
their vision and Action Plan for sector’s transition; thus filling the lack of 
dialogue and blunting conflicts of different uses. Through LiRRIEs the 
involved stakeholders will co-create Allocated Zones for Circular 
Aquaculture (C-AZA) results, co-decide project Action Plans, increase their 
Circular Economy (CE) capacity and transnational collaboration and 
networking in the Euro-MED area and beyond.  

AZA4ICE partners will be LiRRIEs’ initiators, whose responsibility is to set up 
and realise LiRRIEs following the present methodology composed of several 
phases, as developed by AZA4ICE LP. Before LiRRIEs denouement, UPatras 
will present in detail the methodology to all partners during the 2nd project 

https://bluefasma.interreg-med.eu/
http://www.marinaproject.eu/
http://www.marinaproject.eu/
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meeting in Cadiz (4-6 June 2024) to ensure that they have deeply 
comprehended methodology and its steps, thus assuring LiRRIEs successful 
implementation.  

The LiRRIE methodology will be applied in eight participating countries and 
consists of 7 phases i.e. Identify and Map, Motivate and Connect, Frame and 
Cross-fertilise, Deepen, Co-decide and Co-construct, Evaluate and Adjust, 
Intensify and Disseminate, as shown in Figure 13. Within project, 8 LiRRIEs 
are planned to be set up.  

Through LiRRIEs approach stakeholders need to be involved not only as 
observed subjects but active contributors and as a source of creation. 
Namely, innovations (including new approaches and tools) generally face 
resistance from users especially if users are not sure about benefits to be 
gained - this might be especially true for public sector and citizens. 
Experiential learning is one of the most powerful teaching and learning tools 
to overcome this reluctance and to facilitate change of people behaviours. 
Experiential learning involves: a reflective learning phase, a learning phase 
coming from exchange and from feedback.  These phases are well aligned 
with the LiRRIE phases “Frame and Cross-fertilise”, “Deepen”, “Co-decide 
and Co-construct”, “Evaluate and Adjust” of the LiRRIE methodology. 

The main types of stakeholders to be targeted are public sector, policy 
makers, SMEs/clusters/networks, professional associations including 
clusters/networks, business support organisations, NGOs, citizens’ 
associations, environmental agencies, research and academia. LiRRIEs 
should also involve policy stakeholders with power to design public policies 
for blue circular eco-innovation and action plans for CE in aquaculture. Due 
to the co-existence of aquaculture with other economic operations in close-
to-coast and inland waters, LiRRIEs target groups will not be restricted to 
those involved in the aquaculture sector. For example, LiRRIEs target groups 
will be SMEs/businesses such as aquaculture enterprises, enterprises 
involved along the entire fish chain e.g. dealing with post-harvest fish 
processing and industrial transformation, SMEs providing innovation 
services in the sector, but also tourism and transportation enterprises acting 
in the pilot areas and having interests influenced by the AZA4ICE spatial 
planning results. Beside mentioned, also mentoring/financing experts could 
be involved to share their expertise in funding/mentoring opportunities in 
the sector.  

In every country, the correspondent LiRRIEs’ initiators will identify the 
relevant stakeholders and will launch an open invitation to them. The 
stakeholders who will respond to the invitation and will be engaged in the 
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LiRRIE will become the LiRRIE members composing an informal “LiRRIE 
forum”. This “LiRRIE forum” will be participating in the LiRRIE phases and 
the corresponding events without formalisation in terms of legal 
commitments. The informal establishment of LiRRIE, not requiring 
establishment of new legal entity but only formal commitment to 
participation (Declaration of Participation or similar) should ease the 
involvement of stakeholders.  The national “LiRRIE fora” will work together 
following the same methodology and exchanging experiences.  

The activities of each LiRRIE will follow the phases of the LiRRIE 
methodology as shown below. If needed, the LiRRIE methodology will be 
slightly adapted to national/regional specificities. 

 

Figure 13. LiRRIE methodology. 

 

The LiRRIE methodology is described in detail in the following sections (5.1 – 
5.7.). Every section presents a different phase detailing the aim of the phase, 
the approach to be followed by the LiRRIE initiator, the events to be 
organise, the involved parties and the final output. The set-up of LiRRIEs 
combines seven phases, each consisting of several steps. The LiRRIE set-up 
time plan is presented in Figure 14. 
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Figure 14. Time plan of LiRRIEs phases set-up. 

 

AZA4ICE partners who are responsible for the LiRRIE establishmen and 
operationalisation in their country will follow step by step LiRRIE 
methodology. After the finalisation of each phase, the LiRRIE initiator will 
report the activities carried out during the phase filling in the LiRRIE report 
template, which is developed by the University of Patras. In this regard, in 
the following sections of the LiRRIE phases, there is reference to the report 
template when needed; thus guiding exactly the partners which specific 
section should fill-in. When reporting the activities implemented in LiRRIE 
phases, the initiators must focus on the co-decided conclusions and 
lessons learnt. In their report, they should also highlight the challenges 

INTESIFY AND DISSEMINATE

Start: February 2026 End: March 2026

EVALUATE AND ADJUST

Start: December 2025 End: January 2026

CO-DECIDE AND CO-CONSTRUCT
Start: July 2025 End: November 2025

DEEPEN
Start: March 2025 End: June 2025

FRAME AND CROSS-FERTILISE
Start: January 2025 End: February 2025

MOTIVATE AND CONNECT
Start: November 2024 End: December 2024

IDENTIFY AND MAP
Start: July 2024 End: October 2024
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faced to setup LiRRIE, stakeholders’ participation, interactions and 
communication channels used. 

As regards the events which are described in the phases below, it is advised 
to be organised with physical presence of the stakeholders. The success of 
multi-stakeholder participatory schemes, like LiRRIEs, depends significantly 
on the collaboration of the different stakeholders. As widely known, meeting 
people face-to-face can create a more personal approach by bringing the 
stakeholders together to work and co-decide on an issue. There is more 
opportunity for interaction, to ask questions, listen to others’ opinions, build 
trust and reach a consensus. In case that a physical event is not possible or 
LiRRIE initiator considers that the desired level of stakeholders’ participation 
cannot be reached, then online format of events organisation can be 
considered. In case of online event, online collaborative tools (e.g. Miro, 
Jamboard) should be available to facilitate the co-creation process. 

 

4.1 PHASE 1 – IDENTIFY AND MAP 

 

The main elements of Phase 1 – Identify and Map are shown below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors - 

Aim To identify the current challenges, needs, barriers and 
opportunities to be tackled in the framework of LiRRIE 
and to draft the corresponding LiRRIE vision. Also to 
map the relevant stakeholders from all economic 
sectors (due to the co-existence of aquaculture with 
other economic operations in close-to-coast and inland 
waters) to be invited becoming LiRRIE members. 

How - 
approach 

The initiator of LiRRIE is identified within the project 
consortium to take over the LiRRIE set-up activities. The 

IDENTIFY AND MAP

Start: July 2024 End: October 2024
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LiRRIE initiator identifies the current challenges, needs, 
barriers and opportunities related to Circular Economy 
in the aquaculture sector to be tackled in the 
framework of LiRRIE. This identification process is 
carried out based on partners’ experience, work done in 
AZA4ICE completed activities, knowledge gained in 
previous projects (e.g. BLUEfasma), desk research, etc.  

Based on the identification results, the common 
problem or opportunity for collaboration is identified. 
Accordingly, LiRRIE initiator drafts the vision of the 
LiRRIE to be presented later to the LiRRIE forum, 
modified and finally agreed. The vision should be 
concise and clear, able to attract stakeholders’ attention 
and fulfil their ambitions for the future of the sector. 

A mapping process is also carried out by the LiRRIE 
initiator to identify the stakeholders with interest and 
appropriate skills to participate in the LiRRIE. 

Deliverables ✓ Identified LiRRIE initiator 
✓ Identified current challenges, needs, barriers and 

opportunities and the user driven 
problem/opportunity 

✓ Drafted LiRRIE vision 
✓ List of potential stakeholders to participate in 

LiRRIE 

 

The step-by-step approach follows:  

 

➢ STEP 1: DEFINE LiRRIE LEADERSHIP 

Activities Identify the initiator of LiRRIE, responsible for 
coordination of LiRRIE at each country. The 
organisations acting as initiators are the AZ4ICE 
partners as foreseen in the project Application Form. 
Beyond the partner organization, a person(s) within the 
partner organisation is identified to lead the set-up and 
operation activities of LiRRIE. The LiRRIE initiator is 
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responsible to coordinate all LiRRIE activities, motivate 
stakeholders to actively engage in them, arrange 
meetings/workshops/training courses, correspond to 
stakeholder needs or requirements, ensure that 
activities are carried out with time plan and develop the 
corresponding reports. 

Deliverables Identified LiRRIE leadership (organisation and contact 
person(s)) 

The description will be reported in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
(chapter X.X. Identify and Map - X.X.X The leader of 
LiRRIE). 

 

➢ STEP 2: IDENTIFY COMMON PROBLEM OR OPPORTUNITY AND DRAFT 
LiRRIE VISION 

Activities Identify the current challenges, needs, barriers and 
opportunities to be tackled in the framework of LiRRIE 
and define a user driven problem/opportunity in order 
to define key areas for improvement. The problem can 
be identified either by partners’ institutional experience, 
knowledge gained in previous projects, AZA4ICE 
implemented activities, and desktop research, 
stakeholders’ consultations, interviews with PAs and 
SMEs and brainstorming evets. The 
problem/opportunity will lead the LiRRIE initiator to 
draft the LiRRIE vision. 

Deliverables Short report on the identified challenges, needs, barriers 
and opportunities, the user driven problem/opportunity 
and the draft LiRRIE vision. This short report will be 
incorporated in the internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs 
denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. Identify and 
Map - X.X.X LiRRIE VISION).  

 
➢ STEP 3: MAP STAKEHOLDERS 
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Activities Map the relevant stakeholders ensuring the 
representation of the 5-Helix. The main types of 
stakeholders to be targeted are public sector, policy 
makers, SMEs/clusters/networks, professional 
associations including clusters/networks, business 
support organisations, NGOs, citizens’ associations, 
environmental agencies, research and academia. These 
stakeholders should have time, resources and interest 
to participate in LiRRIE.  

Deliverables List of LiRRIE potential stakeholders  

 

4.2 PHASE 2 – MOTIVATE AND CONNECT 

 

The main elements of Phase 2 – Motivate and Connect are shown below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors -  

Aim To form the “LiRRIE forum” of complementary 
stakeholders of 5-Helix addressing the common 
problem/opportunity towards the achievement of the 
LiRRIE vision with clear understanding of  LiRRIE 
leadership,  stakeholder’s commitment, necessary 
activities and resources. 

How - 
approach 

Based on the stakeholders mapping (carried out in the 
previous phase “Identify and Map”), LiRRIE initiator 
addresses an open invitation as well as targeted 
invitations to interested stakeholders inviting them to 
become members of the LiRRIE. Several channels and 

MOTIVATE AND CONNECT

Start: November 2024 End: December 2024
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dissemination tools (official project website, partners’ 
websites, promotional material, social media, etc.) 
should be used to address potential stakeholders. The 
invitations should be formed in such way to highly 
motivate the stakeholders explaining shortly the draft 
vision, the LiRRIE aim and the benefits to be gained. 

For highlighting the importance of stakeholders’ active 
participation and engagement throughout all LiRRIE’s 
phases, each stakeholder should be asked to sign the 
Declaration of Participation (DoP) in LiRRIE (or similar 
document) to define the purpose of such participation 
and collaboration. University of Patras has developed a 
template for the DoP . 

Deliverables ✓ Invitations (of any kind) addressed to stakeholders 
✓ List of stakeholders who are LiRRIE members 

forming the “LiRRIE forum” 
✓ Signed DoPs 

 

The step-by-step approach follows:  

 

➢ STEP 1: ADDRESS AND MOTIVATE STAKEHOLDERS 

Activities Address potential stakeholders by: 

• Publishing an open invitation ensuring the equal 
opportunity of all potential interested stakeholders 
to participate in LiRRIE using: 

­ AZA4ICE website and social media accounts 

­ Partners’ institutional websites and social 
media accounts 

• Using contacts from stakeholders participated in 
previous AZA4ICE activities 



 

 
 

 
   

 42 

• Using contacts from stakeholders participated 
BLUEfasma project and other relevant on-going 
and past projects 

• Using channels to find people and organizations 
with relevant interests  

Reply to any request for clarifications, send reminder 
emails, perform phone calls and/or visits to 
stakeholders’ offices, provide further details when 
requested.  

Deliverables Published and sent invitations. Also, short report on 
interaction with stakeholders mainly highlighting the 
good practices for inviting them and the difficulties in 
reaching them. This short report on interaction with 
stakeholders will be incorporated in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
(chapter X.X. Motivate and Connect - X.X.X Inviting 
Stakeholders). 

 

➢ STEP 2: LAUNCH “LiRRIE forum” 

Activities Exchange further with the stakeholders who expressed 
interest in becoming LiRRIE member. LiRRIE initiator 
organises a physical or online meeting with each 
stakeholder to provide more insight on the scope and 
the activities of LiRRIE. Also, this first bilateral meeting 
facilitates LiRRIE initiator understand better the needs 
and capacity of each stakeholder. Further, this meeting 
eases the signing of the Declaration of Participation 
(DoP). The LiRRIE initiator should clearly explain that no 
formal obligation arises for the stakeholders through 
this document’s signing. Based on previous experience, 
this clarification eases the signing procedure. The 
signatory should not necessarily be the legal 
representative of the stakeholder’s organisation; the 
signatory could be the person who will mainly 
participate in LiRRIE activities representing the 
stakeholder organisation.   
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LiRRIE initiator launches the “LiRRIE forum” by sending 
a common informative email to all stakeholders being 
LiRRIE members concerning the next steps. 

Deliverables The signed DoP will be incorporated in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
as appendix. 

 

4.3 PHASE 3 – FRAME AND CROSS-FERTILISE 

 

The main elements of Phase 3 – Frame and Cross-fertilise are shown 
below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors Members of LiRRIE forum 

Aim To fine-tune the LiRRIE vision with the stakeholders, to 
cross-fertilise their ideas on AZA4ICE methodology and 
to collect data for the AZA4ICE tests. 

How - 
approach 

Following the present LiRRIE methodology, every 
LiRRIE initiator establishes a solid LiRRIE plan with 
necessary time frame and resources.  

LiRRIE initiator organises the 1st LiRRIE event and the 
active participation of the members of LiRRIE forum 
should be ensured. The preparation of the event should 
be well-organised and the invitation to the LiRRIE 
members should be sent well in advance to allow them 
save the date and get prepared (review material sent 
along with the invitation, collect request data, etc). The 
invitation should include details on the event format 
and the expected type of stakeholders’ participation.  

FRAME AND CROSS-FERTILISE

Start: January 2025 End: February 2025
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The event includes the following: 

- Presentation of LiRRIE plan   

- Presentation of challenges, needs, barriers and 
opportunities, the user driven problem/opportunity 
and the draft LiRRIE vision. 

- Fine–tune LiRRIE vision with the stakeholders and 
shape the final version. 

- Presentation of the AZA4ICE methodology (D.1.1.1) 

- Cross-fertilise stakeholders’ ideas on AZA4ICE 
methodology 

- Collection of stakeholders’ data for the AZA4ICE 
pilot areas (linked to A.1.2) 

- Application of BLUEfasma circularity self-
assessment tool to measure stakeholders circularity 
(linked to D.2.2.1) 

Deliverables ✓ Define LiRRIE plan  
✓ Organisation of the 1st LiRRIE event  
✓ Final version of LiRRIE vision 
✓ Exchange on AZA4ICE methodology 
✓ Application of BLUEfasma circularity self-

assessment tool 

The step-by-step approach follows:  

➢ STEP 1: DEFINE LiRRIE PLAN 

Activities Following the present LiRRIE methodology, every 
LiRRIE initiator establishes a solid LiRRIE plan with 
necessary time frame and resources. The plan provides 
main LiRRIE objectives and goals, activities, 
stakeholders roles etc. within the expected time frame 
(Gantt Chart) including milestones. The general time 
frame of the several LiRRIE phases is described in the 
present methodology and this should be followed since 
it is in accordance with the AZA4ICE Application Form 
and the timing of the deliverables. However, slight 
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deviations can be occurred based on the national-
regional needs of each LiRRIE.  

Deliverables LiRRIE plan including objectives, activities, partner roles, 
agreements and time frame. 

 
➢ STEP 2: FRAME LiRRIE  

Activities The organisation of the 1st LiRRIE event is of high 
importance for the progress and the successful 
implementation of the LiRRIE. The event has a dual 
objective; a) to frame the LiRRIE in presence of the 
LiRRIE forum and b) to cross-fertilise ideas and data. The 
first objective is described in this step, while the cross-
fertilisation is described in the next step. 

The 1st LiRRIE event should begin with the:  

­ Presentation of the identified challenges, needs, 
barriers and opportunities and the user driven 
problem/opportunity to be tackled during the 
LiRRIE. 

­ Presentation of the draft LiRRIE vision. 
­ Presentation of LiRRIE plan. 
­ Presentation of the AZA4ICE methodology. 

The above presentations introduce the stakeholders to 
the main content of the AZA4ICE project and the LiRRIE 
plan. In this way, the LiRRIE initiator frames the LiRRIE 
and all members become integral part of the 
participatory process. 

Deliverables Report on the 1st LiRRIE event corresponding sessions 
and the interaction with stakeholders emphasising on 
their reaction (e.g. what found interesting, if they were 
participating with questions and comments). This 
report will be incorporated in the internal deliverable 
“D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. 
Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 1st LiRRIE event). 
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➢ STEP 3: CROSS-FERTILISE IDEAS AND DATA 

Activities During the 1st LiRRIE event, the cross-fertilisation of 
ideas and data occurs among the LiRRIE members 
under the coordination and guidance of the LiRRIE 
initiator. This part of the event demands the active 
participation of all LiRRIE members. 

After the presentations carried out during the previous 
step “Frame LiRRIE”, the LiRRIE initiator starts a 
dialogue among the stakeholders to express their 
opinion on the draft version of the LiRRIE vision. It is 
important that all stakeholders participate in this 
process, since the aim is to fine–tune LiRRIE vision and 
shape the final version. Towards to this vision, LiRRIE 
work will be carried out. 

Then, the LiRRIE initiator launches another round of 
exchange concerning the stakeholders’ ideas on the 
presented AZA4ICE methodology. Their ideas, 
comments, concerns, etc are reported to be taken into 
account for methodology’s adaptation/improvement.  

Next, the LiRRIE initiator and the technical personnel of 
each partner (staff members and/or external experts) 
coordinate the collection of stakeholders’ data for the 
AZA4ICE pilot areas (linked to A.1.2). The stakeholders 
should be informed well in advance (since the invitation 
to the event) about the data that they are expected to 
provide. The type of the data varies based on the type of 
the stakeholder.  

Last, this event offers a great chance to the LiRRIE 
initiator to apply the BLUEfasma circularity self-
assessment tool to measure stakeholders’ circularity 
(linked to D.2.2.1). The tool is applicable for SMEs and 
companies acting in the any stage of the value chain of 
the aquaculture sector. Thus, at the end of the event, 
LiRRIE initiator supports the SMEs and companies who 
participate in the event to fill in the online tool (the time 
needed is around 10 min). 
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Deliverables Report on the 1st LiRRIE event corresponding sessions 
and the interaction with stakeholders emphasising on 
their input. This report will be incorporated in the 
internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per 
partner (chapter X.X. Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 1st 
LiRRIE event). 

Measurement of businesses circularity level and 
willingness to invest in blue CE based on the 
BLUEfasma circularity self-assessment tool composes a 
separate deliverable, D.2.2.1. 

 

➢ STEP 4: EVENT’S EVALUATION 

Activities After every LiRRIE event, an evaluation survey will be 
sent to the participants to collect their feedback to be 
valorised for improving the next event. The evaluation 
survey is shared through the AZA4ICE official website 
(using the website’s dedicated functionality). 

Deliverables Short presentation of event’s evaluation results. This 
presentation will be incorporated in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
(chapter X.X. Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 1st LiRRIE 
event). 

 

 

4.4 PHASE 4 – DEEPEN 

 

The main elements of Phase 4 – Deepen are shown below: 

DEEPEN

Start: March 2025 End: June 2025
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Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors Members of LiRRIE forum 

Aim To deepen LiRRIE members’ knowledge in CE practices 
and opportunities in the aquaculture sector, as well as 
in the current legal/regulatory context and licensing 
processes that frame aquaculture development 
activities and relevant innovative circular production 
systems (e.g. IMTA/RAS). This phase will enhance LiRRIE 
members’ relevant capacity which facilitate later the co-
development of the AZA4ICE Action Plans. 

How - 
approach 

LiRRIE initiator organises the 2nd LiRRIE event and the 
active participation of the members of LiRRIE forum 
should be ensured. The preparation of the event should 
be well-organised and the invitation to the LiRRIE 
members should be sent well in advance to allow them 
save the date and get prepared. The invitation should 
include details on the event format and the expected 
type of stakeholders’ participation.  

The event includes the following: 

- Educational/training/mentoring modules on CE in 
aquaculture (linked to A.2.4) 

- Analysis of the current legal/regulatory context and 
licensing processes that frame aquaculture 
development activities and relevant innovative 
circular production systems (e.g. IMTA/RAS) (linked 
to A.2.3) 

- Application of BLUEfasma circularity self-
assessment tool to measure stakeholders’ 
circularity (linked to D.2.2.1) 

Deliverables ✓ Educational and training material (D.2.4.1) 
✓ Application of BLUEfasma circularity self-

assessment tool  
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The step-by-step approach follows:  

➢ STEP 1: EDUCATE AND TRAIN 

Activities Aiming to increase stakeholders’ knowledge and skills, 
LiRRIE initiator organises the 2nd LiRRIE event offering 
to the LiRRIE members 
educational/training/mentoring modules on CE in 
aquaculture (linked to A.2.4). LiRRIE initiator content-
wise adapts the modules to each stakeholder type to 
effectively transfer targeted knowledge/know-
how/expertise. Indicatively: 

­ Educate LiRRIEs members on CE 

- Present the analysis of the current legal/regulatory 
context and licensing processes that frame 
aquaculture development activities and relevant 
innovative circular production systems (e.g. 
IMTA/RAS) (linked to A.2.3) 

­ For public stakeholders: mentoring and best 
practices on aquaculture management-monitoring 
across and beyond Euro-MED 

­ For private stakeholders: training on circular 
practices, innovative circular production models, 
waste management reduction, economic recovery 
of aquaculture waste, collaboration between supply 
chains & sectors, symbiosis. Such practices are 
available in BLUEfasma Knowledge Base. LiRRIE 
initiator will further identify relevant practices. 

­ Mentoring for new businesses & upgrading existing 
ones to circular. Knowledge in BLUEfasma capacity 
building instrument will be used. PPs will conduct 
events evaluation to collect participants’ feedback 
for improvements. 

The educational and training material will be available 
online via project’s website. Material includes 
presentations, tools, literature, user manuals, 
demonstrative videos, useful sources etc. 
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Deliverables Report on the 2nd LiRRIE event. This report will be 
incorporated in the internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs 
denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. Deepen - X.X.X 
2nd LiRRIE event). 

Also, the educational and training material used for the 
need of the 2nd LiRRIE event composes the D.2.4.1. 

 
➢ STEP 2: MEASURE CIRCULARITY 

Activities Similarly to the 1st LiRRIE event, this event offers a great 
chance to the LiRRIE initiator to apply the BLUEfasma 
circularity self-assessment tool to measure 
stakeholders’ circularity (linked to D.2.2.1) to any 
private stakeholder who did not participate in the 1st 
LiRRIE event and did not already use the tool. The tool is 
applicable for SMEs and companies acting in the any 
stage of the value chain of the aquaculture sector. Thus, 
at the end of the event, LiRRIE initiator supports the 
SMEs and companies who participate in the event to fill 
in the online tool (the time needed is around 10 min). 

Deliverables Measurement of businesses circularity level and 
willingness to invest in blue CE based on the 
BLUEfasma circularity self-assessment tool. This input is 
incorporated in D.2.2.1. 

 

➢ STEP 3: EVENT’S EVALUATION 

Activities After every LiRRIE event, an evaluation survey will be 
sent to the participants to collect their feedback to be 
valorised for improving the next event. The evaluation 
survey is shared through the AZA4ICE official website 
(using the website’s dedicated functionality).  

Deliverables Short presentation of event’s evaluation results. This 
presentation will be included in the internal deliverable 
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“D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. 
Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 1st LiRRIE event). 

 

4.5 PHASE 5 – CO-DECIDE AND CO-CONSTRUCT 

 

The main elements of Phase 5 – Co-decide and Co-construct are shown 
below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors Members of LiRRIE forum 

Aim To co-decide and co-construct the C-AZA results (linked 
to A.1.2), the common transnational Strategy for drafting 
the AZA4ICE Action Plans (D.3.2.1) and the AZA4ICE 
Action Plan (D.3.2.2). 

How - 
approach 

LiRRIE initiator organises the 3rd LiRRIE event and the 
active participation of the members of LiRRIE forum 
should be ensured. The preparation of the event should 
be well-organised and the invitation to the LiRRIE 
members should be sent well in advance to allow them 
save the date and get prepared (review material sent 
along with the invitation, collect request data, etc). The 
invitation should include details on the event format 
and the expected type of stakeholders’ participation.  

The event includes the following: 

- Presentation of C-AZA results produced from the 
pilot testing of the AZA4ICE methodology in the 
pilot area in A1.2.  

CO-DECIDE AND CO-CONSTRUCT

Start: July 2025 End: November 2025
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- Discussion on C-AZA results and stakeholders’ 
feedback used as input to A1.3 and internal 
deliverable D.1.3.1. 

- Presentation and co-decision on the common 
transnational Strategy for drafting the AZA4ICE 
Action Plans (D.3.2.1) 

- Co-construct the AZA4ICE Action Plan based on the 
transnational Strategy approved before (linked to 
D.3.2.2) 

Deliverables 
 

✓ Stakeholders’ feedback on C-AZA results (linked to 
A1.3 and internal deliverable D.1.3.1). 

✓ Final version of the common transnational Strategy 
for drafting the AZA4ICE Action Plans (D.3.2.1). 

✓ First version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2). 

 

The step-by-step approach follows:  

➢ STEP 1: Co-decision and co-construction 

Activities The organisation of the 3rd LiRRIE event is the core of the 
LiRRIE, since in this event the co-decision of two main 
project outputs, the C-AZA results and the AZA4ICE 
Action Plan, takes place. 

The 3rd LiRRIE event should begin with the presentation 
of C-AZA results, as these are produced from the 
implementation of the AZA4ICE methodology in the 
pilot area in A1.2. After the results presentation, LiRRIE 
initiator launches a discussion among stakeholders 
facilitating them to express their opinion and objections 
(if any) on the C-AZA results. For the feedback collection, 
a targeted survey has been developed by IMC in the 
framework of D.1.3.1 with specific evaluation criteria per 
target group. This survey can be filled-in by the 
participants during the event or ex-post (in the 
framework of the next LiRRIE phase “Evaluate an 
adjust).  
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Next, LiRRIE initiator presents the draft version of the 
common transnational Strategy for drafting the 
AZA4ICE Action Plans (D.3.2.1), as it is drafted by the 
AZA4ICE partnership. The Strategy details the steps to 
be followed, actors to be involved and their roles, actors’ 
interactions needed before and after Plan’s drafting; to 
ensure its successful development and inclusiveness. A 
round of discussion follows with the active participation 
of stakeholders. Their suggestions and comments are 
being incorporated in the Strategy and thus the final 
version is co-decided. 

After the collaborative work carried out by the LiRRIE 
members on the Strategy, the co-development of the 
first version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2) 
ensues. LiRRIE cumulative knowledge and experience 
gained by the analysis of the current territorial needs; 
the legislative and licensing framework; the 
educational, training, mentoring events; discussions 
and exchanges between the members and external 
sources; best practices from other areas inside and 
outside Euro-MED; will be valorised for drafting the 
AZA4ICE Action Plan for the transition to Inclusive and 
Circular Economy in aquaculture sector. 

Deliverables Report on the 3rd LiRRIE event and the stakeholders’ 
participation. This report will be incorporated in the 
internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per 
partner (chapter X.X. Co-decide and Co-construct - X.X.X 
3rd LiRRIE event). 

Also, the final version of the Strategy for drafting the 
AZA4ICE Action Plans composes D.3.2.1. 

Further, the first draft version of the AZA4ICE Action 
Plan composes D.3.2.2. 
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➢ STEP 2: EVENT’S EVALUATION 

Activities After every LiRRIE event, an evaluation survey will be 
sent to the participants to collect their feedback to be 
valorised for improving the next event. The evaluation 
survey is shared through the AZA4ICE official website 
(using the website’s dedicated functionality).  

Deliverables Short presentation of event’s evaluation results. This 
presentation will be incorporated in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
(chapter X.X. Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 3rd LiRRIE 
event). 

 

4.6 PHASE 6 – EVALUATE AND ADJUST 

 

The main elements of Phase 6 – Evaluate and Adjust are shown below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors Members of LiRRIE forum 

Aim To collect LiRRIE members’ evaluation feedback 
concerning the C-AZA results and the first version of the 
AZA4ICE Action Plan, and adjust these outputs 
accordingly. 

How - 
approach 

LiRRIE initiator systematises the collection of the LiRRIE 
members’ evaluation feedback concerning the C-AZA 
results. The C-AZA results have been presented and 
discussed among the LiRRIE members during the 3rd 
LiRRIE event (of the previous LiRRIE phase). LiRRIE 

EVALUATE AND ADJUST

Start: December 2025 End: January 2026
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initiator gets stakeholders feedback including users’ 
acceptance and satisfaction on the results. For the 
feedback collection, a targeted survey has been 
developed by IMC in the framework of D.1.3.1 with 
specific evaluation criteria per target group. This 
targeted survey can be sent by email communication to 
LiRRIE members or in any other way which is 
considered more convenient for the collection and the 
analysis of the evaluation results (e.g. Google form). If 
LiRRIE initiator considers it more efficient, the LiRRIE 
members can respond to the survey in presence during 
the 3rd LiRRIE event. LiRRIE members respond to the 
targeted survey identifying the potential impact of C-
AZA. The analysis of stakeholders’ evaluation feedback 
on C-AZA results is presented in the internal deliverable 
D.1.3.1. 

Also, LiRRIE initiator sends the first draft version of the 
AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2) - which was co-developed 
in the 3rd LiRRIE event – to the LiRRIE members for 
review. Taking into account LiRRIE members’ answers 
and the cumulative knowledge and experience gained 
during the AZA4ICE project, LiRRIE initiator adjusts the 
draft Action Plan and delivers the first version of the 
Action Plan for the transition to Inclusive and Circular 
Economy in aquaculture sector. 

Deliverables 
 

✓ Analysis of stakeholders’ evaluation on C-AZA 
results (linked to A1.3 and internal deliverable D.1.3.1). 

✓ First version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2). 
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4.7 PHASE 7 – INTENSIFY AND DISSEMINATE 

 

The main elements of Phase 7 – Intensify and Disseminate are shown 
below: 

Responsible LiRRIE initiator (AZ4ICE partners) 

Contributors Members of LiRRIE forum and general public  

Aim To intensify the transition to Inclusive and Circular 
Economy in aquaculture sector and disseminate 
AZA4ICE outputs.  

How - 
approach 

LiRRIE initiator presents the first version of the AZA4ICE 
Action Plan (D.3.2.2) and launces an open public 
consultation to get feedback for the final delivery of the 
Action Plans. LiRRIE initiator chooses to proceed with 
face-to-face (4th LiRRIE event) and/or digital 
consultation. 

LiRRIE initiator disseminates the “Guide with circular 
aquaculture business practices and opportunities” 
(D.3.1.1); focusing on the transition of the private sector 
and facilitating businesses’ operational change. 
Dissemination through project communication 
channels and/or an event (4th LiRRIE event).  

For uptaking the AZA4ICE Action Plans after the 
project’s end, AZA4ICE partnership will develop a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to be signed by 
PPs and the relevant public agencies, policy and 
decision makers in the involved areas. LiRRIE initiator 
engages the LiRRIE members who represent the 
aforementioned target groups in signing the MoU and 
in parallel seeks for engaging more stakeholders 

INTESIFY AND DISSEMINATE

Start: February 2026 End: March 2026
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beyond the LiRRIE forum. This is done through face-to-
face communication (a collective event such as a 4th 
LiRRIE event and/or bilateral meetings) and follow-up 
phone/online communication.  

Deliverables 
 

✓ Final version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2) 
incorporating the open public consultation 
feedback. 

✓ Signed MoU. 

 

The step-by-step approach follows:  

➢ STEP 1: Open public consultation 

Activities LiRRIE initiator launches the open public consultation of 
the first version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2) 
through face-to-face and/or digital modality. The first 
option is achieved via the organisation of the 4th LiRRIE 
event, while for the digital modality the most 
appropriate project digital communication channels 
are used. In both modalities, LiRRIE initiator should 
ensure equal opportunities for all to contribute to the 
shaping of the final AZA4ICE Action Plan, meaning that 
the invitation is not restricted to the LiRRIE forum, but it 
is open to public. Also, the format in both modalities is 
that the first version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan (D.3.2.2) 
is presented and then the stakeholders’ feedback is 
requested for the finalisation of the Action Plan. In 
general, meeting people face-to-face can create a more 
personal approach by bringing the stakeholders 
together to discuss the consultation issue. There is more 
opportunity for interaction, to ask questions, listen to 
others’ opinions, build trust and reach a consensus. As a 
result, the feedback is likely to be richer and more in-
depth.  

Deliverables Report on the open consultation process and the 
stakeholders’ participation. This report will be included 
in the internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs 
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denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. Intensify and 
Disseminate - X.X.X Open public consultation). 

Also, the final version of the AZA4ICE Action Plan 
composes D.3.2.2. 

 

➢ STEP 2: Facilitating businesses’ operational change  

Activities Disseminate the “Guide with circular aquaculture 
business practices and opportunities” (D.3.1.1) through 
project communication channels and/or an event, the 
4th LiRRIE event. This document includes guidelines to 
support existing aquaculture businesses to become 
circular and trigger the creation of new circular ones. 
The guide includes successful circular aquaculture 
business practices and models, as well as opportunities 
(gaps in the market, funding, financing, mentoring); 
thus should be disseminated among the corresponding 
target groups. 

 

➢ STEP 3: MoU signing 

Activities LiRRIE initiator engages public agencies, policy and 
decision makers relevant to AZA4ICE content (being 
members of LiRRIE forum and beyond) to sign the 
AZA4ICE MoU. LiRRIE initiator will go beyond the ones 
already involved in LiRRIEs reaching higher policy level 
actors at regional and national level.  

With the objective to set the ground for the uptake of 
the AZA4ICE Action Plans in the Euro-MED area, 
AZA4ICE partnership will develop an MoU to be signed 
by PPs and the stakeholders expressing a convergence 
of will for Action Plans uptaking after the project’s end. 
PPs will also commit themselves in supporting public 
actors in their country regarding the uptake of the 
AZA4ICE Action Plan and the efficient identification of 
Allocated Zones for Circular Aquaculture in the future. 
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The MoU signing is done through face-to-face 
communication (a collective event, the 4th LiRRIE event 
and/or bilateral meetings) and follow-up phone/online 
communication. 

Deliverables Short report on the MoU signing process and the 
stakeholders’ participation. This report will be included 
in the internal deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs 
denouement” per partner (chapter X.X. Intensify and 
Disseminate - X.X.X MoU signing). 

Also, the collection of signatures composes D.3.3.1. 

 

➢ STEP 4: EVENT’S EVALUATION 

Activities After every LiRRIE event, an evaluation survey will be 
sent to the participants to collect their feedback to be 
valorised for improvement. In case of organising the 4th 
LiRRIE event, the evaluation survey is shared through 
the AZA4ICE official website (using the website’s 
dedicated functionality).  

Deliverables Short presentation of event’s evaluation results. This 
presentation will be incorporated in the internal 
deliverable “D.2.2.2 - LiRRIEs denouement” per partner 
(chapter X.X. Frame and Cross-fertilise - X.X.X 4th LiRRIE 
event). 
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