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Executive summar y  
D2.2 presents the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda Framework (AAF), a structured yet 

flexible framework designed to support European regions in the development, 

implementation and monitoring of Regional Acceleration Agendas (AAs) for food system 

transformation. The framework addresses the need for place-based governance tools that 

translate policy ambitions and research and innovation (R&I) priorities into coordinated and 

actionable regional pathways, while accommodating diverse territorial contexts and levels 

of innovation ecosystem maturity. 

The deliverable builds on a solid evidence base combining empirical insights from WP1—

including regional context analysis, Food Innovation Platforms (FIPs), Quadruple Helix (QH) 

configurations and RRI alignment- with the analytical work of WP2 Task 2.1, which reviewed 

and compared existing governance models and regional innovation agendas. In total, 26 

regional agendas and good practices were analysed, achieving the target set under KPI9. 

The analysis confirms that effective food system transformation does not rely on a single 

governance model. Instead, it requires clear strategic direction, inclusive coordination 

mechanisms and the ability to adapt over time. AAs with the highest transformative 

potential function as living coordination frameworks, aligning policy, R&I and stakeholder 

action around shared objectives rather than acting as static strategies. 

Building on these findings, the AAF consolidates fragmented practices into a coherent and 

operational structure. It is aligned with the key pillars of food system transformation 

defined in VISION4FOOD (GA page 12 Part B) and supports progress towards healthier diets, 

climate resilience, biodiversity conservation, circularity and community well-being. The 

framework embeds Quadruple Helix collaboration and Responsible Research and 

Innovation (RRI) principles as core design elements. 

The AAF is conceived as both a practical tool for the VISION4FOOD pilot regions and a 

transferable template for other European regions. It provides guidance on structuring 

Acceleration Agendas, translating priorities into mission-oriented pathways, and 

embedding monitoring and learning mechanisms. Its main target groups include regional 

and local authorities, FIPs, R&I actors, SMEs and civil society organisations. 

D2.2 plays a foundational role within the VISION4FOOD project. The framework underpins 

the co-creation of Regional Acceleration Agendas in WP3, structures the implementation 

and evaluation of regional missions in WP4, and informs cross-regional collaboration, 

replication guidelines and policy recommendations in WP5.  



    

 

8 

 

1. Introduction 

European regions face increasing pressure to accelerate the transformation of their food 

systems while responding to diverse territorial contexts, governance capacities and 

innovation ecosystem maturity levels. In this landscape, the development of Regional 

Acceleration Agendas (AAs) emerges as a critical instrument to translate high-level policy 

ambitions and research and innovation (R&I) priorities into coherent, place-based action 

frameworks. Rather than prescriptive roadmaps, Regional AAs are conceived as strategic 

coordination tools that help regions structure priorities, mobilise Quadruple Helix actors, 

and align existing initiatives towards shared transformation objectives in a flexible and 

adaptive manner. 

D2.2 addresses to this need by presenting the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda 

Framework (AAF), a structured yet adaptable framework designed to support regions in the 

design, co-creation, implementation and monitoring of their own Regional Acceleration 

Agendas. The scope of this deliverable is twofold: first, to consolidate scientific and 

empirical knowledge on existing regional acceleration and governance approaches 

relevant to food system transformation; and second, to translate this knowledge into an 

operational framework and template that regions can realistically apply within their own 

institutional, policy and innovation ecosystems. 

Acceleration Agendas play a critical role in catalysing systemic change towards healthier 

and more sustainable food systems by helping regions connect R&I priorities with concrete 

transformation pathways. In this sense, the AAF explicitly supports progress towards 

healthier diets, climate resilience, biodiversity conservation, circularity and community 

well-being, by structuring coordinated action across policy, innovation, business and civil 

society domains. The framework is fully aligned with the key pillars of food system 

transformation: sustainability, efficiency, health and inclusiveness. 

The AAF is conceived not only as an internal project tool, but also as a transferable and 

reusable template for other European regions. It provides practical guidance on how to 

structure an Acceleration Agenda, how to operationalise it through missions and actions, 

and how to embed monitoring and learning mechanisms over time. Its primary target 

groups include regional and local authorities, Food Innovation Platforms (FIPs), research 

and innovation actors, SMEs and food system businesses, and civil society organisations 

involved in food system governance and implementation. This shift towards more 
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integrated and mission-oriented transformation processes responds to the limitations of 

fragmented, project-based and sectoral approaches, which often generate isolated pilots 

with limited scale, coherence and long-term impact. By offering a common yet flexible 

structure, the framework supports regions with different levels of maturity in moving from 

fragmented initiatives towards more integrated and mission-oriented transformation 

processes. 

The development of this deliverable has been informed by a comprehensive evidence base 

generated across the first two WPs of the project. In particular, D2.2 draws on insights 

from WP1, including the analysis of regional contexts and FIPs carried out in Task 1.1, the 

mapping of QH configurations and identification of stakeholder needs and gaps in Task 1.3, 

and the alignment of VISION4FOOD objectives with RRI principles in Task 1.4. These 

empirical findings are complemented by the conceptual and analytical work conducted in 

WP2, notably Task 2.1, which reviewed existing governance models, innovation agendas 

and good practices relevant to food system transformation at regional and interregional 

levels. 

Beyond its standalone contribution, D2.2 plays a foundational role within the overall 

VISION4FOOD architecture. The Acceleration Agenda Framework developed here will be 

operationalised in WP3, particularly in Task 3.3, where regions will be supported in the 

concrete formulation of their Regional Acceleration Agendas, and in Task 3.4, where cross-

regional learning, mutual feedback and iterative refinement of the agendas will be 

facilitated. 

Furthermore, the framework directly feeds into WP4, providing the structural backbone for 

the implementation, monitoring and evaluation cycle of the Regional AAs. In Task 4.1, the 

AAF supports regions in the identification and definition of locally grounded regional 

missions, ensuring coherence between strategic priorities and actionable objectives. 

These missions are subsequently implemented by the regions in Task 4.2, following the 

transition pathways and sequencing defined within their respective AAs. The progress, 

outcomes and impacts of these missions are then assessed in Task 4.3, which evaluates 

the effectiveness of the Regional AAs and their contribution to food system transformation 

across different territorial contexts. 

D2.2 also establishes a clear and functional connection with WP5. Task 5.2 builds on the 

AAF by supporting cross-regional, multi-stakeholder collaboration, which is essential for 

the successful implementation and long-term sustainability of the AAs. The insights, 
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experiences and comparative evidence generated through these collaborative processes 

feed directly into Task 5.3, enabling the synthesis of lessons learned into practical 

replication guidelines and policy recommendations aimed at facilitating the uptake of the 

VISION4FOOD approach beyond the initial pilot regions. 

This deliverable fulfils KPI9 of the project objectives, which requires the collection and 

analysis of innovation agendas and good practices: 25. 

Finally, this deliverable is structured as follows: Section 1 introduces the rationale, 

objectives and scope of D2.2. Section 2 presents the scientific literature review and the 

identification and analysis of existing regional AAs. Section 3 focuses on the alignment of 

the AAF with key transformation pillars, QH models, stakeholder needs, Smart 

Specialisation platforms and RRI principles. Section 4 details the design of the AAF, 

including its core components and logic. Section 5 addresses the transferability and 

scalability of the framework across different regional contexts. Section 6 concludes the 

deliverable, summarising key findings and outlining their relevance for subsequent project 

activities. 

  



    

 

11 

 

2. Scientific literature review & Identification and 
analysis of existing regional Acceleration Agendas 

2.1 Scientific Literature Review 

2.1.1. Scientific Literature Review methodology 

Search Strategy 

A structured literature was made with the purpose of distilling key governance, territorial 

and innovation-related insights that directly inform the design of the VISION4FOOD 

Acceleration Agenda Framework. The search was performed using Google Scholar, 

Science Direct, and Scopus. These databases were selected to ensure both breadth 

(Google Scholar) and depth in peer-reviewed, indexed journals (Science Direct, Scopus) 

while capturing interdisciplinary research spanning governance, policy and innovation 

studies. To mitigate reproducibility limitations associated with Google Scholar, searches 

were conducted using consistent search strings and screening criteria across all 

databases. 

The search string applied across all databases was: 

regional AND "food policy" AND governance AND (framework OR plan OR agenda OR 

strategy). 

This combination of keywords targeted research on regional and sub-national food 

governance frameworks, policy strategies, and transformation agendas, in line with the 

objectives of the VISION4FOOD project. Searches were conducted for publications 

between 2015 and 2025. The period 2015–2025 was selected to capture the consolidation 

of integrated and territorial food policy approaches following the adoption of key 

international and European policy frameworks, including the Milan Urban Food Policy Pact 

(2015), the Sustainable Development Goals, and more recent EU strategies such as the 

Farm to Fork Strategy. 

Eligibility Criteria 

Inclusion criteria: 
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● Publications addressing regional or sub-national food governance frameworks, 
strategies or agendas. 

● Studies examining food system transformation at regional or sub-national levels. 

● Research related to innovation ecosystems, multi-actor governance or 
coordination mechanisms in food systems. 

● Publications in English. 

● Document types: peer-reviewed journal articles and selected technical reports. 

Exclusion criteria: 

● Studies focused exclusively on global or national governance levels without 
regional relevance. 

● Publications addressing food safety or nutritional aspects without governance or 
coordination dimension. 

● Conference abstracts without full text availability. 

● Publications inaccessible via institutional subscriptions. 

● Book chapters. 

Screening Process 

The review process was conducted in successive stages to ensure methodological rigor 

and relevance. First, records retrieved from the three databases were compiled. Then, 

both titles and abstracts were reviewed and screened against inclusion and exclusion 

criteria. Duplicates were removed and 215 eligible studies were retained for full-text 

analysis. Two independent reviewers conducted the screening. Disagreements were 

discussed and resolved by consensus. 

Results of the Search 

The search and screening results are summarized in Table 1: 

Table 1. Results of the literature review 

Database Initial results Title/abstract 
screened 

Included 

Google Scholar 234,000 500 159 

Science Direct 1,565 509 85 

Scopus 1 1 1 

Total 245 
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Duplicates -30 

Total full-text analysis 215 

2.1.2. Literature review 

This literature review is structured around four complementary lenses that inform the 

design of regional Acceleration Agendas: (i) policy integration and governance innovation, 

(ii) stakeholder engagement and co-production, (iii) territorial food system perspectives, 

and (iv) acceleration frameworks and transition pathways. Together, these lenses move 

from “how to govern coherently”, to “how to engage actors”, to “where transformation 

happens”, and finally to “how to accelerate implementation and monitor progress”. 

Policy Integration and Governance Innovation 

The transformation of regional food systems depends on the ability to integrate food 

policies across sectors, levels of governance and spatial scales. Siloed policymaking—

where food, health, environment, and economic agendas are managed separately—often 

undermine system-wide coherence and hinders progress toward sustainability and 

resilience goals [1]. A growing body of research underscores the need for territorially 

grounded, cross-sectoral strategies that acknowledge the interdependence between 

urban and rural actors, resource flows, and governance mechanisms [2]. 

Integrated food policy approaches recognize urban–regional–rural linkages as critical 

levers for change. Cities rely on peri-urban and rural areas for fresh produce, food 

provision, biodiversity protection and ecological services, while rural economies rely on 

urban centers for market access, logistical support, infrastructure and innovation to reach 

urban consumers [2]. Bridging these spatial divides through coherent planning and joint 

investment frameworks can enhance food security, reduce environmental pressure and 

ensure fairer access to resources [3] [4] [5].  

In practice, to realise these ambitions, governance must be both multi-sectoral and multi-

level. Multi-sector governance implies coordination across domains such as health, 

agriculture, education, transport, and economic development—addressing shared goals 

through unified action [6]. Multi-level governance, meanwhile, involves aligning strategies 

across European, national, regional and municipal levels. For instance, regions can 

translate EU food system missions (e.g., Farm to Fork) into context-specific Acceleration 

Agendas, enabling innovation to spread through local networks while connected to broader 
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frameworks [7]. Such coordination helps avoid duplication, improve policy coherence, and 

maintain momentum even amid political changes. 

Beyond coordination, a critical dimension of progress lies in governance innovation. 

Mechanisms such as Food Policy Councils, food policy networks, and public-private-people 

partnerships (PPPPs) are reshaping the landscape of collaborative governance. Food 

Policy Councils bring together diverse stakeholders—public officials, farmers, researchers, 

NGOs, and citizens—to co-design strategies, promote trust, and mediate competing 

interests [8]. Food policy networks offer platforms for knowledge exchange, 

experimentation, and scaling of successful practices [9]. PPPPs can catalyze shared 

investment in infrastructure, local supply chains, or public procurement reforms that align 

market incentives with sustainability objectives [10]. 

For integrated governance to deliver systemic benefits, food policies must be closely 

aligned with other global and regional priorities—notably those related to climate change, 

biodiversity, health, and inclusive economic development. On the climate front, reducing 

emissions from agriculture and food transport, encouraging dietary shifts, and curbing 

food waste are policy priorities [11]. Biodiversity objectives benefit from agroecological 

practices, crop diversification, and reduced chemical inputs in farming systems [12]. 

Health-related ambitions can be supported through standards for school meals, food 

labelling, and urban design that promote healthy eating [13] [14] [15] [16]. On the economic 

side, policies can strengthen local food value chains, support food SMEs, and stimulate 

green jobs through green public procurement and cluster-based innovation [17]. 

Evidence from diverse regions confirms that when integration, governance innovation, and 

alignment are pursued together, results include higher resilience, improved health 

outcomes, environmental sustainability gains, and stronger local economies [18] [19]. 

Building on this governance perspective, the next subsection focuses on how such 

integrated approaches are operationalised through stakeholder engagement and co-

production mechanisms. 

Stakeholder Engagement and Co-Production 

Transforming food systems requires the active involvement of a diverse set of actors 

across governance, science, industry, and civil society. In this context, participatory 

approaches grounded in co-production are increasingly recognised as essential to address 

complexity, promote legitimacy, and foster innovation [20] [21]. 



    

 

15 

 

A quadruple helix model—bringing together public authorities, academia, business actors 

and civil society—offers a robust framework for systemic transformation [22]. The 

complexity of food systems, spanning ecological, social, cultural, and economic 

dimensions, means that technical expertise alone is insufficient. Instead, the inclusion of 

farmers, citizens, SMEs, and community-based organisations fosters richer problem 

definitions and better contextualisation of solutions [23]. 

Co-creation mechanisms such as participatory foresight, deliberative processes, and co-

designed workshops enable the negotiation of priorities among actors with divergent 

values and interests [24]. For example, foresight exercises can help map possible futures 

of regional food systems and anticipate conflicts, trade-offs and opportunities [25] [26]. 

Evidence shows that inclusive processes increase acceptance of food strategies, improve 

implementation and foster shared ownership [25] [27] [4]. 

To operationalize co-production, Living Labs (LLs)—spaces where users, researchers and 

policymakers co-develop and test innovations—have proven especially useful to foster 

systemic change [28] [29]. In the food domain, LLs facilitate collaborative 

experimentation on issues like local procurement, circularity, or food poverty [30]. They 

enable iterative learning and flexibility, allowing regional actors to adapt responses to local 

conditions and evolve over time [31]. 

Participatory approaches also empower local authorities and grassroots organisations to 

shape food governance agendas [4]. Several city-regions have demonstrated how bottom-

up co-production can inform regional food strategies and reorient procurement, land use, 

and social policy [32]. In the Netherlands, for instance, food policy emerged from citizen 

activism and evolved into a cross-sectoral agenda supported by local authorities [33]. 

Research confirms that stakeholder engagement enhances legitimacy, transparency, and 

policy coherence [34]. It builds capacity among actors—especially marginalised voices—to 

participate meaningfully in governance processes [35]. However, engagement must go 

beyond consultation. It must empower stakeholders with real decision-making power, 

adequate resources, and institutional support [36]. 

Ultimately, stakeholder engagement and co-production are not complementary to 

innovation—they are the innovation. Involving people in shaping their food environments 

fosters ownership, accelerates implementation, and builds systemic resilience. 

Embedding co-production within regional acceleration agendas is essential to ensure that 

transformation is just, inclusive and grounded in local realities [37]. These participatory 
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processes become most actionable when anchored in specific territorial contexts, which 

is why the following subsection introduces regionalisation and the territorial food system 

perspective. 

Regionalisation and Territorial Food System Perspective 

Transforming food systems requires place-based approaches that recognise the diversity 

of ecological, economic, and cultural conditions across territories [38]. Regionalisation 

offers a strategic level of action to bridge the gap between national food policy and local 

implementation, especially by reinforcing the connections between urban and rural areas 

[2]. 

Regions have unique institutional, administrative, and socio-economic capacities that 

position them as key agents in food system transformation. Unlike municipalities, they can 

influence rural development, land use planning, food processing and logistics, and often 

manage key instruments such as innovation funding and Smart Specialisation Strategies 

[39] [40]. For example, Castilla y León has aligned its regional food strategy with its smart 

specialisation agenda to support agro-industrial innovation clusters [41]. 

Regional institutions are also well placed to mediate between national and EU directives 

(e.g., Farm to Fork, Biodiversity Strategy) and local needs. Through participatory planning, 

regions can interpret these high-level frameworks into territorial strategies that reflect 

specific agricultural landscapes, production systems, and consumption patterns [4]. 

The territorial food system perspective focuses on the interdependence of production, 

processing, distribution, and consumption across urban, peri-urban and rural spaces [2]. 

It challenges fragmented “siloed” policies by emphasising circularity, local value creation, 

and system resilience. 

Strengthening urban–rural linkages—for example, through city-region food systems—can 

improve market access for rural producers, ensure steady food flows to urban areas, and 

support joint infrastructure investments (e.g. logistics hubs, food innovation centres) [4] 

[42]. This has been observed in the approach adopted by the city-region of Milan and the 

surrounding rural zones, with positive outcomes in procurement and circular economy 

pilots [2]. 

Such linkages also open space for circularity and sustainability: urban food waste can be 

transformed into compost or biogas for rural use, while short supply chains reduce 
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emissions and support local economies [17]. Territorial governance allows coordination of 

these flows, aligning environmental, social, and economic goals [5]. 

European regions such as Emilia-Romagna (Italy) and Flanders (Belgium) have pioneered 

territorial food policies that support agroecology, promote regional branding, and 

stimulate SME participation in food innovation ecosystems [43] [44] [45]. These regions 

have institutionalised food governance bodies that integrate actors across government, 

civil society, and industry. Smart Specialisation Strategies (S3) are increasingly used to 

identify priority food sectors—such as alternative proteins, circular bioeconomy or digital 

farming—backed by innovation investments and EU programmes [39] [46]. By embedding 

food in regional development strategies, S3 supports long-term innovation pathways 

aligned with territorial capacities. 

Participatory instruments such as Living Labs and multi-actor platforms play a vital role in 

these regional frameworks [32]. In regions like Castilla y León and Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes, 

they have enabled co-design of public procurement schemes, citizen-led land access 

strategies, and digitalisation tools for producers [47] [48]. 

The territorialisation of food policy contributes to multiple outcomes [20]: 

● Resilience to external shocks by shortening supply chains and reinforcing local 
food networks. 

● Sustainability through alignment with biodiversity and climate objectives. 

● Equity and inclusion by empowering rural producers, cooperatives, and food-
insecure groups. 

● Economic regeneration through regional innovation ecosystems, green jobs, and 
SME support. 

When supported by coherent multi-level governance, territorial food systems enable 

systemic transformation grounded in place-based capacities and democratic participation 

[39]. Regions are thus not only intermediaries but active designers of acceleration 

agendas, where food becomes a lever for integrated territorial development [4]. Once the 

territorial scale and governance setting are clarified, the final step is to consider how 

regions can structure and sequence change—hence the focus on acceleration frameworks 

and transition pathways in the next subsection. 

Acceleration Frameworks and Transition Pathways 

Systemic transformation of food systems requires well-structured acceleration 

frameworks. These frameworks serve as comprehensive roadmaps that guide coordinated 
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action across diverse stakeholder groups, sectors, and governance scales [49]. Food 

systems are complex and interconnected, requiring coordinated transformation across 

sectors and scales. Incremental or isolated interventions are insufficient. Instead, 

frameworks must drive integrated, rapid, and inclusive transformations capable of 

delivering resilient and sustainable outcomes [50] [51]. 

Acceleration frameworks have emerged in response to the urgency of these interrelated 

challenges. Frameworks translate high-level policies into concrete, place-based 

strategies that can be operationalized at regional and local levels [52]. For example, the 

Emilia-Romagna region in Italy operationalizes its regional food strategy by integrating 

smart specialization priorities with agroecological farming and local food networks, 

aligning regional innovation with European Green Deal goals [43]. Similarly, the Auvergne-

Rhône-Alpes region in France has deployed a living labs approach to co-create policies and 

innovations tailored to its particular agricultural landscape and socio-economic context, 

enabling grounded and participatory transitions [48]. These regional cases illustrate how 

acceleration frameworks function as practical bridges between high-level policy ambitions 

and actionable, context-specific interventions involving multiple stakeholders [39]. 

These frameworks play a critical role in fostering cooperation across government 

departments, private sector actors, civil society, and local communities. They encourage 

a shared vision and collective responsibility, while addressing systemic barriers such as 

fragmented governance and competing interests [53]. Through co-created acceleration 

processes, stakeholders can mobilize the innovation and investments necessary to 

achieve rapid sustainable outcomes [37]. 

In the food domain, acceleration frameworks have been integrated in regional strategies 

through tools like Smart Specialisation Strategies (S3), living labs, and policy innovation 

platforms [54]. These frameworks are not blueprints but adaptive roadmaps: they offer 

guiding principles while remaining flexible to local contexts and emerging knowledge [55] 

[26]. 

A core feature of acceleration frameworks is the identification of leverage points—

strategic intervention areas able to cascade changes throughout the food system [53]. 

According to Jury et al. the leverage points often included in food system acceleration 

frameworks are short supply chains, public procurement policies, digital technologies, 

alternative proteins and agroecology approaches, financial instruments as key enablers for 

the development and implementation of the above-mentioned policies and programmes; 
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and last but not least, a monitoring system that provides data on progress, outcomes and 

emerging challenges. Policy mixes represent a powerful lever, harmonizing climate 

mitigation, nutrition improvement, and economic development objectives. Examples 

include regulations supporting agroecology, restrictions on unhealthy food marketing, and 

incentives for circular economy business models [50]. 

Transition pathways, as laid out in acceleration frameworks, combine socio-technical 

innovation with governance reforms and institutional capacity building. These pathways 

foster systemic shifts in consumer behaviour, production practices, value chain 

organization, and policy environments [49]. For instance, blending agroecological 

methods, digital farming technologies, and inclusive, multi-stakeholder governance can 

produce reinforcing benefits that strengthen sustainability and resilience [68]. 

Central to these pathways is inclusiveness and equity. Ensuring marginalized groups, 

including smallholder farmers, women, Indigenous Peoples, and vulnerable consumers, 

have meaningful participation in transformation processes promotes justice and 

increases long-term viability [50].  

To complement the conceptual discussion on acceleration frameworks, the final part 

highlights recurring priority areas and enabling capacities identified in the literature as 

practical levers for implementation. 

Priorities and Strengths in Driving Change 

Building resilient regional food systems that can withstand external shocks is a growing 

priority globally. Food systems face multiple risks from climate extremes, pandemics, 

geopolitical conflicts, and economic instability, which disrupt supply chains and threaten 

food security [69] [70]. Resilience is defined as the capacity of a food system to absorb 

disturbances, reorganize, and continue functioning effectively over time [69]. Regional 

food systems are especially vital because they link production, processing, and 

consumption within defined territories, allowing quicker recovery and adaptation 

compared to globalized networks [71]. 

Chavez-Miguel et al. 2024 [72] showed that effective resilience-building strategies focus 

on diversification of livelihoods and products, strengthening local networks, and 

enhancing social capital among producers, consumers, and institutions. In his article, 

different examples are visible. Farmers practicing agroecology in Peru diversified crops 

and species to mitigate risks from climate and market shocks while relying on community 

reciprocity networks for mutual support. In contrast, farmers in the United States and 
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Germany enhanced resilience through technological adoption and expanded marketing 

channels, such as online sales and cooperative storage facilities. 

In Europe, several regions have embedded resilience goals into their food strategies by 

promoting agroecology, circular economy, and robust local value chains [43] [45]. They 

combine local sourcing with supportive policies such as sustainable public procurement 

and logistics platforms [58]. The case of several European cities, such as Liège (Belgium) 

and Mouans-Sartoux (France), exemplifies how public procurement is strategically used to 

promote local foods through well-designed contracts and logistics platforms that facilitate 

participation and build trust between producers and buyers [58]. This approach 

strengthens local food networks while ensuring reliable supply, even during crises like the 

COVID-19 pandemic [67]. 

Social innovation also reinforces resilience. Cooperatives, community-supported 

agriculture, and solidarity networks not only ensure food access but also build trust, 

reciprocity, and civic engagement [39]. These intangible assets are critical to collective 

action in times of stress. 

Strengthening regional innovation ecosystems around sustainable food is key to 

accelerating transformation. Innovation ecosystems comprise producers, researchers, 

businesses, and public authorities collaborating to develop and spread new technologies, 

practices, and policies, in the end, sustainable innovation [49]. They are particularly 

effective when supported by clear territorial strategies and smart specialisation priorities 

[46]. 

Building on S3 priorities, regions such as Castilla y León, Emilia-Romagna, and Auvergne-

Rhône-Alpes have focused investment on sustainable food, circular bioeconomy, and 

agroecological transition [41] [43] [48]. 

Living Labs are widely used in regional innovation ecosystems. In France, Living Labs in the 

Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes region support logistics coordination, market access, and 

traceability [48]. In Castilla y León, they enable social inclusion, digitalisation, and public 

procurement innovation [47]. 

Innovation ecosystems also need enabling infrastructure—such as digital platforms, 

incubators, testbeds, and knowledge hubs—to support experimentation and scaling [73]. 

The World Economic Forum has launched Food Innovation Hubs in several regions, 

including the Netherlands and Asia, which bring together regional actors—companies, 

universities, startups, governments, and social organizations—via digital platforms, 
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testing labs, and knowledge centers to accelerate the adoption and scaling of food 

innovations. These hubs foster collaboration on precision agriculture, alternative protein 

products, digital traceability solutions, and agroecological practices, ensuring that 

innovations move swiftly from concept to market and benefit diverse food system 

stakeholders [73] [74]. 

Equally important is investing in human capital and institutional capacity [7]. Training 

programmes, extension services, and knowledge-sharing platforms improve skills and 

empower regional stakeholders to drive innovation and adapt to challenges [7] [75]. EU 

initiatives such as EIP-AGRI connect regional actors with European research and funding, 

promoting alignment and reducing fragmentation in food system innovation [75]. 

Digitalisation and smart specialisation tools are powerful enablers of food system 

innovation. Digital tools improve traceability, supply chain efficiency, and data-driven 

decision-making [59]. Smart farming technologies—such as drones, sensors, and AI-

assisted planning- help reduce resource use and increase productivity. Digital logistics 

platforms reduce food waste, optimise delivery routes, and improve access to markets, 

especially for small producers [59]. The Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes region's digital platforms 

exemplify this trend by integrating living labs with digital logistics and traceability tools, 

reducing food waste and enhancing local market linkages [48]. 

Digitalisation enhances governance as well. Real-time dashboards, citizen-generated 

data, and participatory mapping improve accountability and enable more responsive policy 

[76]. However, the digital divide remains a risk. Investment in digital literacy, 

infrastructure, and inclusive design is essential to avoid excluding smallholders, elderly 

farmers, and marginalised groups [77]. 

Smart specialisation strategies provide a framework to integrate digital tools with regional 

goals. By focusing on sectors where regions hold specific assets—such as digital 

agriculture, alternative proteins, or bio-based packaging—S3 supports targeted innovation 

with long-term impact [46]. 

2.2 Case studies of Acceleration Agendas 
A set of 26 case studies was identified to illustrate how acceleration agendas for food 

system transformation are being operationalised across different territorial contexts. 

These regional strategies - drawn mainly from Europe (21 cases) and complemented by 

international examples (5 cases)- were selected for their explicit focus on structured, 

cross-sector and multi-actor approaches to food system change. Many of the analysed 
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agendas are embedded in Regional Smart Specialisation Strategies (RIS3/S4), while others 

stem from European innovation and territorial cooperation programmes such as URBACT 

or REGIONS4FOOD. The cases span multiple NUTS levels (1, 2 and 3) and include both 

holistic food system strategies and more thematically focused agendas, for instance 

addressing digitalisation, circular economy or agri-food innovation. 

The comparative analysis was conducted in two sequential analytical stages, both 

reflected in Table 2. In the first stage, the 26 agendas were examined in detail using a set 

of analytical constructs capturing their main structural features and implementation 

conditions. These constructs are represented in Table 2 through multiple descriptive 

dimensions, including participatory processes, helix models, supportive policy 

environments, funding arrangements, RRI alignment, key thematic areas, identified gaps 

and qualitative notes on governance or implementation. This first stage provides a 

granular, evidence-based overview of how acceleration agendas are designed and 

implemented across different regions. 

Based on this cross-reading of Table 2, the second analytical stage consisted of identifying 

recurring patterns, strengths and gaps across cases, which led to the definition of four 

essential conditions that characterise the most complete and resilient acceleration 

agendas. Resulting from the comparative analysis of the existing 26 agendas (Table 2), the 

most complete agendas combine: (1) stable multi-level governance; (2) sustained and 

diversified funding; (3) clear monitoring and learning frameworks; and (4) systemic 

approaches linking innovation, sustainability, equity and territorial anchoring. These four 

conditions do not correspond to single columns in Table 2, but are instead synthetic 

analytical constructs derived from the combination of several dimensions. 

Specifically, stable multi-level governance is inferred from the presence of structured 

participatory processes, the type and maturity of helix models, the degree of institutional 

anchoring reflected in supportive policy environments, and qualitative evidence reported 

in the notes. Sustained and diversified funding is primarily assessed through the “sustained 

funding” dimension, complemented by the extent to which funding is embedded in long-

term policy instruments (e.g. CAP, ERDF, regional programmes). Monitoring and learning 

capacity is identified through explicit references to evaluation mechanisms, indicators or 

adaptive management tools in the notes, as well as through gaps indicating their absence. 

Finally, systemic orientation is assessed through the breadth and integration of key 

thematic areas, the presence of RRI-related dimensions, and the extent to which agendas 
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address innovation, sustainability, equity and territorial anchoring in an interconnected 

manner rather than through isolated sectoral actions. 

This analytical framework highlights several structural patterns that are highly relevant for 

the design of the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda Framework. Most regions 

demonstrate strong multi-stakeholder engagement, commonly through quadruple-helix 

governance and, in more advanced cases, quintuple-helix models integrating 

environmental and societal actors (e.g. Skåne, Catalonia, Halifax). However, long-term 

institutionalisation of these arrangements remains uneven, with many agendas relying on 

project-based or ad-hoc structures that risk discontinuity once funding cycles end (e.g. 

Coimbra, Gorenjska, South Tyrol). In contrast, regions with more permanent governance 

structures—such as food councils or formalised interdepartmental coordination—tend to 

show greater continuity and coherence. 

The analysis also reveals strong policy alignment with EU and national frameworks, 

particularly where agendas are embedded in S3/S4 processes or CAP instruments (e.g. 

Wallonia, Emilia-Romagna, Pays de la Loire, Basque Country). Nevertheless, this alignment 

often contrasts with limited implementation capacity due to unstable or short-term 

funding, especially where agendas depend heavily on project-based financing (e.g. 

Andalucía, Navarra, Wellington, Sjaelland). Monitoring and evaluation systems represent a 

further cross-cutting gap: only a small number of regions have formalised and operational 

learning frameworks in place (e.g. Catalonia’s governance scorecard, Regio Foodvalley’s 

Telos indicators, Bretagne’s adaptive management model), while most lack systematic 

impact tracking. 

In the final step of the analysis, and building on the four essential conditions, the 26 

agendas were categorised into three levels of maturity—advanced, moderate and weak—to 

synthesise their overall degree of institutionalisation, resourcing, monitoring capacity and 

systemic coherence. This categorisation is not intended as a ranking, but as a visual and 

analytical synthesis that facilitates interpretation of the diversity observed across cases. 

The results of this classification are integrated into Table 2 through colour coding: green 

for advanced agendas, yellow for moderate agendas and red for weak agendas. 

In this typology, advanced agendas demonstrate strong performance in at least three of 

the four essential conditions, typically featuring institutionalised multi-level governance, 

diversified and stable funding, formalised monitoring systems and a systemic approach 

connecting innovation, sustainability, equity and territorial anchoring. Moderate agendas 



    

 

24 

 

meet two conditions clearly or show partial progress across all four dimensions, often 

combining functional governance and mixed funding models with more limited monitoring 

mechanisms or less integrated system-wide approaches. Weak agendas fulfil none or only 

one condition, and are characterised by fragmented or project-based governance, short-

term or unstable funding, absence of monitoring frameworks and thematic or sectoral 

approaches that lack systemic integration. 

Overall, this two-step analytical approach-combining detailed comparative assessment 

with a synthetic maturity typology-provides a clear analytical bridge between the empirical 

review of existing agendas and the development of the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda 

Framework (AAF) presented in Chapter 3. 
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Table 2. Comparative overview of 26 regional acceleration agendas across governance, funding, policy alignment, RRI integration and 
thematic focus 

Region Type Year / 
Horiz

on 

Participator
y process 

Helix 
model 

Supportive 
policy 

environment 

Sustained 
funding 

RRI 
alignm

ent 

Key areas / 
topics 

Main gaps Notes 

Andalucía 
(ES) [78] 

Action Plan – 
agrifood 
digitalisation 

2020–
2022 
(S4 
2021–
2027) 

Yes (peer 
reviews, 
seminars) 

Quadruple RIS3 & S4 
alignment 
(ERDF OP) 

Partial 
(ERDF 
80%) 

Partial DIH Agrotech, 
governance 
reform, digital 
skills 

Narrow scope, 
limited 
sustainability 
focus, short-
term funding 

Creates agri-
food working 
group in S4 
governance 

Asturias 
(ES) [79] 

Food system 
strategy 
within RIS3 

2021–
2027 

Yes (survey 
& 
consultatio
ns) 

Quintuple Integrated with 
RIS3, EU 
Bioeconomy 

Partial Yes Bioeconomy, 
healthy foods, 
renewables, 
SMEs 
digitalisation 

Weak funding 
continuity, 
limited rural 
digitalisation 

Links food, 
health & 
rural 
developmen
t 

Basque 
Country / 
Euskadi 
(ES) [63] 

Regional Food 
Strategy 
(RIS3) 

2021–
2024+ 

Yes (labs, 
PPPs) 

Quadruple
→Quintupl
e 

RIS3 Euskadi, 
Green Deal 

Partial Partial Digitalisation, 
bioeconomy, 
gastronomy, 
branding 

Limited 
evaluation, 
incomplete RRI 
monitoring 

Food Global 
Ecosystem, 
BIND 4.0 
acceleration 

Bavaria 
(DE) [80] 

Food Cluster / 
strategy mix 

2006–
ongoi
ng 

Yes (200+ 
projects) 

Quintuple Supported by 
StMELF 

Yes Partial AI, circularity, 
regionalism, 
education 

No systematic 
impact 
evaluation 

Raum Null 
Lab, Global 
Food 
Summit 

Bretagne 
(FR) [81] 

Smart 
Specialisation 
Strategy 

2021–
2027 

Yes (co-
constructio
n) 

Quadruple Breizh COP, 
SRDEII, EU 
Green Deal 

Yes Yes Resilient agri-
food, marine 
biotech, 

SME digital 
gaps, need for 
metrics 

Noé 
Bretagne 
platform 
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circularity, 
education 

Catalonia 
(ES) [82] 

Strategic 
Food Plan 
(PEAC) 

2021–
2026 

Yes (452 
citizens 
etc.) 

Quintuple Interministerial
; SDGs & Green 
Deal 

Partial Yes Sustainability, 
equity, 
territoriality, 
health 

Fragmentation, 
low 
investment, 
funding 
continuity 

Catalan 
Food 
Council; 
governance 
scorecard 

Central 
Macedonia 
(GR) [83] 

SinCE-AFC 
circular 
agrifood plan 

2022; 
OP 
2021–
2027 

Yes 
(workshops) 

Quadruple ROP 2021–27; 
RIS3 

Planned 
(ROP 
funds) 

Partial Circular SMEs, 
by-product 
valorisation 

Support 
mechanism not 
yet operational 

Liaison 
Office 
planned 

Coimbra 
(PT) [84] 

URBACT 
Integrated 
Action Plan 

2022+ Yes (ULG 
process) 

Quadruple EU & national 
policy 
alignment 

Partial Partial Local producer 
networks, 
school food 
labs 

Legal barriers, 
weak 
digitalisation, 
unstable 
finance 

“Pop-up 
Shop” pilot 
linking 
tourism & 
food 

East 
Midlands 
(UK) [85] 

Regional Food 
Strategy & 
Action Plan 

2017 Yes (GFEM 
network) 

Quadruple Linked with 
Public Health 
England 

No Partial Health, food 
poverty, 
procurement, 
waste 
reduction 

Lacks stable 
funding & 
monitoring 

Coordination
-focused 
soft 
acceleration 

Emilia-
Romagna 
(IT) [86] 

Regional 
Action Plan 
(REGIONS4FO
OD) 

2020–
2023 

Yes (Clust-
ERs, 
hackathons) 

Quadruple Integrated in 
ERDF/ESF & 
S3 

Yes Yes IoT, Big Data, 
skills foresight, 
demo farms 

Low SME 
digital uptake, 
limited co-
creation 

Living labs & 
training 
pilots 
funded by 
Clust-ERs 
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Gorenjska 
(SI) [87] 

URBACT 
Integrated 
Action Plan 

2022–
2030 

Yes (ULG, 
interviews) 

Quadruple Green Deal, 
CAP, S3 

Partial Partial Branding, short 
chains, tourism 
linkages 

Weak cross-
sector 
cooperation, 
youth 
engagement 

Alpine food 
identity; 
nine 
concrete 
actions 

Halifax 
(CA) [88] 

Municipal 
JustFOOD 
Action Plan 

2023–
2025+ 

Yes (100+ 
orgs) 

Quadruple HalifACT, 
Inclusive Econ. 
Strategy 

Partial Yes Governance, 
food justice, 
urban ag, 
grants 

Funding 
shortfalls, slow 
implementatio
n 

Indigenous & 
African Nova 
Scotian 
leadership 

Limburg 
(NL) [89] 

Regional 
strategy – 
agrifood 
digitalisation 

2023 Yes 
(SWOTs, 
surveys) 

Quadruple ERDF OP South 
NL; CAP 

Yes Partial DIH, Fieldlabs, 
IoT/robotics, 
skills 

Weak AKIS, 
trust in data, 
talent shortage 

Cross-
border 
cluster in 
South NL 

Navarra 
(ES) [90] 

S4 food 
priority area 

2021–
2027 

Yes (co-
creation) 

Quadruple S4 / PCTI Partial Partial Circular 
bioeconomy, 
healthy diets, 
digitalisation 

No impact 
framework, 
weak citizen 
engagement 

Governance 
& financing 
mechanisms 
evolving 

Pays de la 
Loire (FR) 
[91] 

Regional 
Action Plan – 
agrifood 
digitalisation 

2023 Yes 
(workshops, 
hubs) 

Quadruple ERDF 21–27, 
RIS3 

Yes Partial DIH (DIVA-
EDIH), digital 
training, 
AI/robotics 

Weak agri-
digital linkages, 
skills gaps 

6-month 
participatory 
evaluation 

Pazardzhik 
(BG) [92] 

Regional 
Action Plan 

2023 Yes 
(AGRIFocus 
platform) 

Quadruple S3 2021–27; 
regional dev. 
plan 

Partial Partial Governance 
accelerator, 
precision ag, 
digital literacy 

Rural 
broadband & 
skills gaps 

Institutionali
sed 
participatory 
committee 
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Regio 
Foodvalley 
(NL) [93] 

Strategic 
Agenda 2020–
2025 

2020–
2025 

Yes (Triple 
Helix 
platforms) 

Triple→Qu
adruple 

Regio Deal 
Foodvalley; 
AgriFood2030 

Yes Yes Circular ag, 
healthy diets, 
energy, human 
capital 

Citizen 
engagement 
not 
institutionalise
d 

“Broad 
prosperity” 
indicators 
for 
monitoring 

Sjaelland / 
Zealand 
(DK) [94] 

Regional Food 
Strategy 

2025 Yes (4 
workshops) 

Quadruple
→Quintupl
e 

National & EU 
Green Deal 
aligned 

No Partial Regenerative 
ag, local 
processing, 
logistics, 
education 

Lack of long-
term funding, 
weak 
monitoring 

Pilot-based 
incremental 
implementat
ion 

Skåne (SE) 
[95] 

Regional Food 
Strategy 2030 
(“Smart mat”) 

2030 Yes 
(dialogmöte
n) 

Quintuple Det öppna 
Skåne 2030, 
national 
strategy 

Partial Implici
t 

Circularity, 
health, 
digitalisation, 
entrepreneursh
ip 

Weak 
institutionalisa
tion, ageing 
farmers 

Uses 
“samhandlin
g” for cross-
sector 
action 

South 
Ostroboth
nia (FI) 
[96] 

Regional Food 
Strategy / 
Action Plan 

2023 Yes (120+ 
interviews) 

Quadruple Regional & 
Rural Dev. 
Programmes 

Yes Yes Food Tech 
Centre, 
DigiFarmi, data 
coop, AI waste 

Sector 
fragmentation, 
low ICT 
capacity 

“Food 
Province” 
branding & 
RDI 
leadership 

South 
Transdanu
bia (HU) 
[97] 

Regional 
Action Plan 

2023 Yes (multi-
phase) 

Quadruple GINOP / DAS 
alignment 

Partial Partial Digitalisation, 
skills, 
cooperation, 
pilots 

Lacks long-
term finance & 
governance 
stability 

Education as 
accelerator 
(MSc in 
Digital Agri-
food) 
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South 
Tyrol (IT) 
[98] 

NEST – 
emerging 
food strategy 

2021–
2025 

Yes (78 
actors, 
workshops) 

Quadruple Linked to 
provincial 
climate & 
sustainability 
plans 

Limited Partial Regional hubs, 
gastronomy 
innovation, 
plant-based 
diets 

No central food 
governance, 
weak 
monitoring 

Recommend
s creation of 
food policy 
unit 

Vancouver 
(CA) [99] 

Regional Food 
System 
Strategy 

2016 Yes (80+ 
stakeholder
s) 

Quadruple Integrated in 
Regional 
Growth 
Strategy 

No Partial Land 
protection, 
local hubs, 
education, 
waste 

No sustained 
funding or 
indicators 

Regional 
Task Force; 
incremental 
change 

Wallonia 
(BE) [100] 

CAP Strategic 
Plan (regional) 

2023–
2027 

Yes 
(consultatio
ns) 

Quadruple Full CAP 
integration 

Yes Partial Organic 
farming, eco-
schemes, 
gender, AKIS 

Limited AKIS 
interaction; 
weak citizen 
role 

Strong 
budget & 
performance 
framework 

Wellington 
(NZ) [101] 

Regional Food 
System Plan 

2022+ Yes (WRLC, 
iwi hui) 

Quadruple
→Quintupl
e 

Linked to 
national Future 
of Food & Fibre 

No Partial Food security, 
regenerative 
farming, 
circularity 

Lacks funding, 
monitoring, 
digital tools 

Indigenous-
led 
governance 
(kaitiakitang
a) 

Wisconsin 
(USA) 
[102] 

Regional 
planning & 
programmes 

2021–
2025 

Yes 
(advisory 
committee
s) 

Quadruple 
(+tribal) 

Supported by 
state & USDA 

Yes Partial Food access, 
equity, hubs, 
waste 
reduction 

Post-grant 
continuity, 
digital infra 
gaps 

Focus on 
disadvantag
ed 
producers & 
tribes 
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2.3 Evidence-based systemic gaps and design recommendations for 
the Acceleration Agenda Framework 
The combined evidence from the scientific literature and the comparative analysis of 26 

regional AA reveals a set of recurrent structural, operational and governance gaps that 

continue to hinder regional capacities to accelerate FS transformation. These gaps tend 

to persist over time due to several underlying factors, including project-based funding 

logics, underpowered convening structures, unresolved data governance issues, weak 

mid-chain economics, and the perception of monitoring and evaluation as 

administrative overhead. To ensure these challenges are overcome, this section presents 

a consolidated gap analysis followed by a set of design recommendations to support the 

development of the AAF proposed in D2.2. 

2.3.1 Evidence-based systemic gaps 

Fragmented and siloed governance with unclear mandates 

Despite strong alignment with EU frameworks, governance remains fragmented across 

departments and levels. Multi-level coordination is often weak, mandates and decision 

rights are unclear, and Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation Systems (AKIS) connections 

are inconsistent. In many regions, dedicated food governance bodies are absent or lack 

authority, while policy and regulatory frictions (e.g., procurement, data governance, 

hygiene requirements for short supply chains) impede coherent action. This structural 

fragmentation also limits the ability of participatory mechanisms to evolve into durable 

governance arrangements. 

Limited institutionalisation of participatory and inclusive governance 

Although participatory processes are widely reported, they rarely evolve into long-term 

structures. Engagement often ends after strategy design, with limited stakeholder 

involvement in monitoring, decision-making or resource allocation. Participation among 

youth, environmental actors and marginalised communities remains uneven, and few 

regions have established mechanisms that empower these groups or integrate them into 

long-term decision-making processes. 

Insufficient territorialisation and weak urban–rural linkages 

Many strategies acknowledge territorial perspectives but apply them narrowly or in a 

sectoral manner. Urban–rural interactions in logistics, procurement, circularity and market 

development remain underdeveloped. These territorial gaps are closely linked to missing 
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mid-tier infrastructure—processing, cold storage, logistics hubs— that limits the viability 

of short supply chains, regional value creation and food system resilience. 

Partial or missing acceleration frameworks and transition pathways 

Only a minority of regions articulate full AAF with missions, milestones and transition 

pathways. Strategies frequently rely on isolated pilots and fragmented innovation 

infrastructures that are poorly integrated with Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation 

Systems (AKIS). Technological solutions tend to dominate, while socio-institutional 

transformation mechanisms, scale-up pathways and regulatory sandboxes remain 

underdeveloped, resulting in persistent “pilotitis”. 

Weak monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) and insufficient data systems 

Monitoring systems are limited, with few shared KPIs, baselines or forward-looking 

indicators. MEL processes are rarely participatory, open or independent. Data ecosystems 

suffer from low interoperability, unclear data ownership arrangements, low SME analytics 

capacity and rural digital divides. These limitations constrain learning, accountability and 

the ability to demonstrate impact. 

Limited long-term, stable funding and financial architectures 

Most agendas depend on short-term project cycles or EU calls. Long-term, multi-source 

and blended financing models are uncommon, threatening the durability of governance 

structures, digital infrastructures and staff capacity. Mid-chain investments are capital-

intensive and face uncertain margins, limiting regional commitment and slowing structural 

transformation. 

Uneven integration of sustainability, health, equity and resilience dimensions 

Many agendas remain focused on specific domains (e.g., digitalisation or circular economy) 

without systematically embedding climate adaptation, biodiversity, nutrition, equity or 

resilience objectives. Climate-risk metrics are seldom operationalised, and gender/equity 

requirements are inconsistently applied, reducing the potential for systemic and just 

transitions. 

Skills shortages, digital divides and low innovation absorption capacity 

Regions face deficits in interdisciplinary skills (agronomy, ICT, sustainability), innovation 

brokers, and procurement expertise. SMEs and farmers struggle with limited digital and 
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innovation literacy, while youth involvement and succession planning remain weak, 

exacerbating territorial inequalities and slowing innovation diffusion. 

Implicit rather than operationalised RRI practices 

Although participation is common, explicit RRI approaches—ethics, gender equity, open 

science/data, inclusive governance—are inconsistently embedded and rarely monitored 

through indicators, limiting transparency, trust-building and accountability within regional 

innovation ecosystems. 

Underlying structural causes 

These systemic gaps persist because regional strategies largely operate under project-

driven logics that prioritise short-term deliverables over institution-building. Convening 

bodies often lack the mandates or budgetary authority required to drive transformation. 

Data governance challenges continue to deter SMEs due to unclear returns on 

digitalisation and unresolved trust issues. Mid-chain investments remain financially risky, 

slowing adoption and ambition. Finally, monitoring and evaluation are often perceived as 

administrative burdens rather than essential tools for securing long-term financing and 

enabling adaptive governance. Collectively, these factors prevent regions from 

progressing beyond isolated pilots toward institutionalised, financed and measurable 

transitions capable of enduring beyond project cycles. 

2.3.2 Design recommendations for the Acceleration Agenda Framework  

The following design recommendations derive directly from the systemic gaps identified 

above. They provide the functional foundations for shaping an AAF capable of supporting 

long-term, mission-oriented and place-based food system transformation: 

● Build integrated, multi-level and cross-sector governance architectures: 
Promote institutionalised food governance structures (e.g., Food Councils), clear 
mandates, and formal coordination mechanisms across agriculture, environment, 
health, digital and social departments. 

● Institutionalise participatory and inclusive co-production: Embed continuous co-
creation mechanisms—living labs, stakeholder assemblies, foresight processes 
and citizen panels—ensuring real decision-making power and inclusion of youth, 
SMEs, farmers and vulnerable groups. 

● Strengthen territorialisation and urban–rural linkages: Adopt a territorial food 
systems perspective, connecting production, processing, logistics, markets, 
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procurement and circular bioeconomy strategies through place-based transition 
pathways. 

● Define clear AAF and transition pathways: Provide missions, milestones, leverage 
points and innovation infrastructures, and facilitate scale-up mechanisms that 
integrate technological, social, governance and business-model innovation. 

● Create robust monitoring, evaluation and data ecosystems: Establish 
harmonised indicators, shared data templates and digital tools (dashboards, data 
spaces) enabling real-time monitoring, transparency and collective intelligence. 

● Ensure long-term, blended and multi-source financing: Promote durable funding 
models combining EU programmes, regional budgets, mission-oriented 
instruments, blended finance and private capital mobilisation. 

● Foster capacity-building, skills development and innovation literacy: Support 
cross-disciplinary training, digital skills, public-sector capabilities, transition 
brokers and youth pathways to enhance innovation absorption capacity. 

● Mainstream sustainability, health, equity and resilience: Embed climate 
adaptation, biodiversity, healthy diets, circularity and social justice objectives 
across all agenda components. 

● Integrate RRI principles as cross-cutting dimensions: Operationalise ethics, 
gender equality, open science/data and inclusive governance with clear indicators 
and reporting mechanisms. 
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3. Acceleration Agenda Framework Alignments 

Chapter 3 clarifies how the VISION4FOOD AAF is anchored in the empirical evidence 

generated in WP1 and aligned with key strategic references of the project. Building on T1.1 

(D1.1), T1.3 (D1.2) and T2.1 (D2.1), it explains how the AAF translates the four key pillars of FS 

transformation into regional practice, reflects existing QH collaboration models, and 

responds to stakeholder needs identified across the FIPs. It further shows how the AAF 

remains coherent with the S3 Thematic Platform on agri-food and related regional R&I 

agendas, while fully integrating the RRI principles set out in the GA. Together, these 

alignments ensure that the AAF is both scientifically robust and practically usable across 

diverse territorial contexts. 

3.1 Alignment of the key pillars of Food System Transformation 
The GA (Part B, p.12) establishes four key pillars that guide the transformation of European 

FS: Inclusiveness, Sustainability, Efficiency, and Health. These pillars provide the 

overarching orientation for developing regional AA, ensuring that the process of FS 

transformation remains fair, environmentally responsible, resource-efficient, and 

supportive of nutritious and healthy diets for all. They serve as a strategic foundation for 

shaping regional objectives and for assessing the coherence and ambition of the agendas 

over time.  

3.1.1. Barriers to Integrating the Key Pillars in Regional AA 

Although the four pillars are widely recognised at EU level, their integration into regional 

innovation and policy agendas is not straightforward. The comparative analysis conducted 

in Section 2 shows that regions face specific challenges for each pillar, which limit their 

ability to translate these principles into concrete objectives and actions. 

• Inclusiveness: Many regions lack structured mechanisms for continuous 

participation of QH actors. Engagement often remains project-based, with limited 

involvement of citizens, SMEs, or civil society organisations in agenda-setting and 

monitoring processes. As a result, inclusiveness tends to be acknowledged in 

principle but weakly embedded in governance routines. 

• Sustainability: While regions frequently reference sustainability in strategic 

documents, environmental goals are not always operationalised or connected to 

food system priorities. Translating EU-level sustainability ambitions into 
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actionable regional measures remains challenging due to limited technical 

capacity, fragmented policy responsibilities, and insufficient tools for assessing 

environmental impacts. 

• Efficiency: Food security and equitable access are seldom explicit objectives in 

regional innovation agendas. Regions often prioritise competitiveness, value-

chain development, or technological innovation, leaving limited room for 

addressing structural issues related to affordability, distribution, or access to 

nutritious food- especially for vulnerable groups. 

• Health: Nutrition and public health considerations are weakly integrated into 

regional food system planning. Responsibilities for health, education, agriculture, 

and social services typically sit in different departments, making it difficult to 

articulate shared objectives around healthy diets or to design coordinated 

interventions. As a result, health tends to remain peripheral to regional food 

innovation efforts. 

These barriers highlight that integrating the four key pillars requires not only political 

commitment but also governance capacities, coordination practices, and methodological 

guidance—elements that the VISION4FOOD Framework aims to support. 

3.1.2. Addressing the Key Pillars within the AAF 

The AAF provides a structured yet flexible approach to help regions translate the four 

pillars into clear objectives, coherent strategies, and adaptive governance processes. 

Rather than prescribing specific actions, the AAF supports regions in progressively 

embedding these pillars into the design and implementation of their agendas. 

• Inclusiveness: The AAF promotes participatory and transparent governance 

arrangements, particularly through the activation of FIPs following a QH approach. 

Regions are encouraged to foster balanced representation, create opportunities 

for meaningful engagement, and document how stakeholder perspectives inform 

the development of objectives and actions. Inclusiveness becomes thus a guiding 

principle for shaping the content and the governance of the AA. 

• Sustainability: The AAF supports regions in articulating sustainability-related 

objectives that align with EU priorities while remaining grounded in regional 

realities. It encourages the identification of environmental pressures within the FS, 

the formulation of actions that reduce negative impacts, and the integration of 

responsible innovation and ethical considerations. This enables regions to move 
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from general sustainability commitments to actionable and context-specific 

priorities. 

• Efficiency: To strengthen efficiency, the AAF helps regions clarify the contribution 

of their AA to food security and access. This includes reflecting on how regional 

objectives address resource use, coordination across supply-chain actors, or the 

affordability of healthy foods. By encouraging mission-oriented thinking and long-

term institutional anchoring, the AAF allows regions to better align innovation 

efforts with societal needs related to access and availability. 

• Health: The AAF supports the integration of health considerations by encouraging 

regions to define objectives that promote healthier food environments and 

improved dietary outcomes. This may involve aligning actions with public health 

strategies, engaging communities and professionals in the identification of 

priorities, and considering how proposed actions influence nutrition, well-being, 

and equity. 

Through these mechanisms, the AAF ensures that the four key pillars of the food system 

transformation are treated as practical orientations that guide the formulation of regional 

objectives and the evolution of governance, participation, and learning processes. Their 

integration will be assessed over time through qualitative evidence, including 

documentation of stakeholder participation in FIPs, records of how regional objectives 

address inclusiveness, sustainability, efficiency and health, and examples of cross-sector 

coordination. Iterative reflection will be embedded in the periodic review of Acceleration 

Agendas, using workshops, internal assessments and reporting activities to support 

learning and adjustment. 

3.2 Alignments with QH models 
The QH model is a central reference in VISION4FOOD, as it frames FS transformation as a 

collaborative process involving government, academia, industry, and civil society. T1.3 

(D1.2) and T2.1 (D2.1) showed that QH dynamics shape how regions mobilise knowledge, 

distribute responsibilities, and build legitimacy for innovation. This section examines how 

the AAF aligns with the existing QH models observed in regional food innovation 

ecosystems, identifies barriers that limit their integration into current agendas, and 

explains how the AAF supports regions in progressively embedding QH principles into the 

design and implementation of their AA. 
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3.2.1. Identification of QH models within regional food innovation ecosystems 

T1.3 (D1.2) examined how QH actors—government, academia, industry, and civil society—

are represented and interact within existing FIPs and broader regional food innovation 

ecosystems. The analysis identified three recurring patterns that reflect different levels of 

maturity in QH collaboration: 

● Institutionalised QH models, where structured platforms or councils exist with 
regular engagement mechanisms and a clearer distribution of roles across the four 
helices. 

● Semi-structured QH models, where coordination occurs but is largely project-
dependent, leading to fluctuating involvement of SMEs and civil society actors. 

● Emerging QH models, where interactions remain fragmented or informal, and FIPs 
function mainly as consultation or networking spaces rather than co-creation 
arenas. 

These patterns describe the current governance landscape across regions and highlight 

substantial variation in how deeply QH collaboration is embedded in everyday practices. 

This mapping provides the empirical basis for understanding how the AAF can help regions 

strengthen or stabilise QH interactions over time. 

3.2.2. Barriers to integrating QH models in existing agendas 

Findings from T1.3 and T2.1 converge in showing that regional agendas rarely succeed in 

embedding QH collaboration as a structural element of governance. Instead, QH 

interactions often remain confined to project periods or isolated initiatives, lacking 

continuity and institutional anchoring. 

Several barriers limit the integration of QH models into existing regional agendas: 
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● Asymmetric participation across helices, with public authorities and research 
organisations typically dominating decision-making while SMEs and civil society 
actors face obstacles to sustained involvement. 

● Fragmented institutional arrangements, where departmental silos, limited cross-
sectoral coordination, and unclear mandates hinder the embedding of multi-actor 
collaboration. 

● Unequal resources and capacities, particularly affecting SMEs, farmers, and 
grassroots organisations, which reduces their ability to participate meaningfully in 
co-design or monitoring processes. 

● Limited reflexive and feedback mechanisms, as most agendas lack tools to 
assess the inclusiveness, effectiveness, or learning potential of their governance 
practices. 

● Weak multi-level alignment, where regional QH initiatives are insufficiently 
connected to national or EU policy frameworks, reducing opportunities for scaling, 
coherence, or shared learning. 

These barriers indicate that - although widely recognised in principle- QH collaboration is 

not yet systematically integrated into regional food system governance. This highlights a 

clear need for guidance on how QH principles can inform agenda design, implementation, 

and monitoring. 

3.2.3. Addressing the QH model within the AAF 

The AAF incorporates the QH model as a guiding principle for shaping inclusive, coherent, 

and knowledge-rich transformation processes. The AAF offers conceptual guidance and 

practical reflection points that help regions progressively integrate QH collaboration into 

their agendas, building on the governance insights developed in T2.1. 

Specifically, the AAF supports regions by: 

● Highlighting the importance of balanced multi-actor involvement, encouraging 
reflection on whether all helices are adequately represented in agenda-setting, 
implementation, and monitoring processes. 

● Providing criteria to analyse roles and contributions across helices, helping 
regions identify participation gaps, dominance patterns, or missing actors that 
may affect legitimacy and effectiveness. 

● Encouraging adaptive and reflexive governance practices, in line with the 
governance dimensions identified in D2.1—actors and power, rules and institutions, 



    

 

39 

 

goals and directionality, and scale and coordination—so that QH considerations 
become embedded throughout the agenda’s development. 

● Facilitating alignment between agenda objectives and the collective priorities of 
QH actors, supporting regions in articulating shared directionality while respecting 
their institutional realities. 

● Signaling opportunities for multi-level and cross-sector coordination, helping 
regions identify where linkages with national or EU initiatives could increase 
coherence, leverage resources, or strengthen systemic impact. 

Through these mechanisms, the Framework positions the QH model as a cross-cutting 

orientation that enhances inclusiveness, legitimacy, and learning capacity within regional 

food system transformation pathways 

3.3 Alignment with stakeholders needs 
This section examines how the needs of regional stakeholders identified in T1.3 align with 

the design of the AAF. It distils evidence from stakeholder analyses to inform the 

framework’s governance, participation, and support mechanisms, ensuring that regional 

AA are responsive to the priorities of actors across the food system. In doing so, it creates 

a bridge between the empirical insights generated in WP1 and the conceptual and 

operational design choices developed in WP2, guiding how these insights are translated 

into actionable features of the AAF. 

3.3.1. Identification of Stakeholder Needs 

Based on T1.3 results, this section provides a cross-regional synthesis of the main needs 

observed among stakeholders involved in the pilot regions. It identifies common 

dimensions that are relevant for the design and implementation of the AAF. These 

dimensions reflect the areas where regional ecosystems require additional support, 

coordination, or adaptation to enable effective food system transformation. 

• Governance and coordination: Across the pilot regions, stakeholders highlight the 

need for more stable and structured cooperation mechanisms that facilitate joint 

decision-making and long-term engagement. While multi-actor collaboration is 

well recognised in principle, many regions still rely on project-based or informal 

arrangements that limit continuity and institutional learning. Strengthening 

coordination among public authorities, businesses, research organisations, and 

civil society actors is a recurrent priority. 
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• Capacity and knowledge: Stakeholders frequently report the need for improved 

access to knowledge, technical support, and training opportunities. This includes 

specialised expertise (e.g. digitalisation, circular economy, sustainable production) 

and transversal skills related to project design, communication, and innovation 

management. Regions point to the importance of knowledge transfer mechanisms 

that translate research results into practical solutions for local enterprises and 

communities. 

• Financing and support mechanisms: Limited access to tailored funding 

instruments remains a barrier for many local actors, particularly SMEs, farmers, 

and grassroots organisations. Stakeholders call for more flexible and inclusive 

financing schemes that can support experimentation, innovation uptake, and 

collaboration across sectors. The capacity to mobilise existing regional, national, 

and European funding in a coordinated way is also seen as a critical enabler of 

transformation. 

• Engagement and participation: Several pilots highlight the challenge of ensuring 

broad and consistent participation from all stakeholders, particularly SMEs and 

citizens. While some regions have well-established participatory structures, others 

lack effective channels for involving non-institutional actors in agenda-setting and 

monitoring processes. Strengthening communication, trust, and perceived 

relevance of regional food policies emerges as a shared need. 

• Policy coherence: A final recurring need concerns the alignment between local 

initiatives and regional or national policy frameworks. Stakeholders often 

experience fragmentation among strategies, limited interdepartmental 

coordination, and misalignment between innovation agendas and territorial 

realities. Increasing policy coherence across governance levels is essential to 

reinforce the systemic impact of food-related actions. 

Taken together, these needs highlight that food system transformation in regions is 

constrained less by a lack of ambition than by gaps in coordination, capacity, participation, 

and policy alignment. For the Acceleration Agenda Framework, this implies the need to 

explicitly consider stakeholder engagement conditions when supporting regions in the 

design and implementation of their agendas. By acknowledging these recurring needs, the 

AAF provides a common reference point to help regions reflect on how their acceleration 

processes can become more inclusive, coherent, and responsive to their innovation 

ecosystems. 
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3.3.2. Barriers to Integrating Stakeholder Needs in Existing AA 

Building also on the findings of T1.3, this section analyses the main barriers that limit the 

integration of stakeholder needs into regional acceleration agendas. Understanding these 

challenges helps to clarify the context in which regional actors will work when developing 

and implementing their acceleration agendas. 

• Fragmented governance structures: In several regions, responsibilities for FS 

transformation are distributed across multiple departments and agencies with 

limited coordination mechanisms. This fragmentation often results in overlapping 

initiatives and a lack of shared strategic direction. Consequently, stakeholder 

inputs tend to remain confined within isolated projects rather than informing 

coherent regional strategies. 

• Limited institutional capacity: A recurrent challenge concerns the human and 

organisational resources required to manage participatory and innovation 

processes. Regional and local administrations frequently operate with limited 

staff, technical expertise, and continuity, which reduces their capacity to maintain 

regular dialogue with stakeholders and to translate their inputs into concrete policy 

or programme adjustments. 

• Weak participatory culture and short-term engagement: In several pilot areas, 

participation is still primarily project-driven, taking place through temporary 

consultations or workshops rather than through institutionalised mechanisms. 

This leads to fluctuating involvement and reinforces the perception among 

stakeholders that their participation has limited impact on decision-making. The 

absence of systematic feedback mechanisms further discourages long-term 

commitment. 

• Political and administrative discontinuity: Changes in political leadership, funding 

priorities, or administrative structures can interrupt ongoing initiatives and 

partnerships. Such instability weakens trust and hinders the establishment of 

durable cooperation models, making it difficult to sustain stakeholder engagement 

beyond project or political cycles. 

• Disconnection across governance levels: Finally, limited alignment between local, 

regional, and national strategies remains a barrier to the coherent integration of 

stakeholder needs. The absence of multi-level coordination prevents regions from 

fully exploiting available resources and policy synergies, and can dilute the 

systemic impact of regional food agendas. 
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These barriers indicate that the successful inclusion of stakeholder needs in AA 

depends not only on participatory processes, but also on broader governance 

capacities and stable coordination mechanisms. Their identification in T1.3 provides 

valuable insights for understanding the practical constraints that regional actors face, 

which will be further considered when testing and refining the AAF in WP4. 

3.3.3. Addressing Stakeholder Needs within the AAF 

The AAF recognises stakeholder engagement as a key condition for effective 

transformation processes and for ensuring a genuine QH approach. Addressing 

stakeholder needs is therefore essential to build trust, relevance, and continuity in regional 

acceleration activities. 

The AAF seeks to ensure that regional AA are developed through balanced and 

representative participation of public authorities, research and education actors, 

businesses, and civil society. It supports reflection on the alignment between regional 

priorities and stakeholder expectations, encouraging regions to consider how engagement 

practices and governance arrangements can evolve over time. 

By linking the analysis of stakeholder needs with the broader principles of coordination, 

participation, and monitoring, the AAF contributes to strengthening collaboration and 

coherence across the QH. This will help regions progressively develop AA that are both 

context-specific and responsive to the needs of their innovation ecosystems. 

3.4 Alignment with existing platforms: Thematic Smart 
Specialization Platform on Agri-food 

The VISION4FOOD AAF is designed to remain closely coherent with the Smart 

Specialisation Strategies (S3) Thematic Platform on Agri-food, its Thematic 

Partnerships, and other European platforms supporting food system transformation. The 

alignment ensures that the AAF is conceptually compatible with the priorities, governance 

principals, and innovation logics promoted through these platforms. This coherence 

enables regions to more easily connect their AA to existing European and regional 

innovation ecosystems, should they wish to do so during or after the project.  

3.4.1. Strategic alignment with the S3 Thematic Platform on Agri-food 

The S3 Thematic Platforms, jointly led by the EC (DG REGIO and other DGs), bring together 

more than 70 European regions committed to shared Smart Specialisation priorities. The 
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S3 Thematic Platform on Agri-food covers areas such as High-Tech Farming, Sustainable 

and Resilient Food Systems, Traceability or Circular Bioeconomy, among others. 

Within this context, the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda Framework ensures strategic 

coherence by: 

● Referencing S3 partnership priorities (e.g., circular bioeconomy, smart sensors, 
traceability) as optional point of alignment for regional acceleration actions. 

● Drawing inspiration from S3 governance mechanisms, such as quadruple-helix 
participation, open innovation platforms, and structured monitoring systems. 

● Strengthening dimensions related to Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) 
principles (ethics, inclusiveness, gender equality) which complement and 
reinforces areas not fully developed in some S3 partnerships. 

● Increasing compatibility with EU strategic priorities, such as the Green Deal and 
Farm to Fork, so that regional agendas can more easily interact with wider 
sustainability, resilience, digitalisation, and inclusion goals. 

● Supporting coherence between RIS3 priorities and regional R&I capacities, 
enabling universities, technological centres and businesses to more easily 
contribute to acceleration actions. 

● Considering digital and data principles consistent with European Data Spaces, 
ensuring that the framework does not generate barriers to interoperability, should 
regions pursue such approach in the future.  

3.4.2. Leveraging the Thematic Smart Specialisation Partnerships 

The S3 Agri-food Platform is organised in eight Thematic Partnerships, which offer 

operational structures for interregional collaboration and policy learning: 

● Biosolutions for Sustainable Agriculture 

● Food for Positive Health Impact 

● Food Packaging 

● High-Tech Farming 

● Ingredients for a Circular Economy (I4CE) 

● Plant-Based Food Innovation 

● Smart Solutions for Agri-Food 

● Traceability & Big Data in the Agri-Food Value Chain 

Several VISION4FOOD FIPs, particularly Emilia-Romagna and Northern Ostrobothnia, 

already have experience engaging with some of these thematic areas, while other regions 

analysed in D2.2 (Andalusia, South Ostrobothnia, Pays de la Loire, and others like Navarra, 
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Basque Country, Bretagne, Central Macedonia) illustrate how similar thematic logics are 

commonly embedded within RIS3/S4 frameworks. 

To facilitate alignment these partnerships in a realistic and feasible manner, the AAF builds 

on existing regional experience and introduces a structured reflection process within the 

design of the Acceleration Agendas. Regions with prior involvement in S3 Thematic 

Partnerships are encouraged to share practical insights, governance lessons and 

examples of collaboration formats through peer-learning exchanges within the FIPs, 

supporting mutual learning across regions with different levels of experience. 

In parallel, the AAF incorporates a dedicated mapping step that guides regions to review 

the eight S3 Agri-food Thematic Partnerships and assess their relevance in relation to 

their food system priorities, RIS3/S4 focus areas and regional innovation capacities. This 

assessment is supported by a simple analytical template included in the Framework, based 

on guiding questions and a prioritisation logic, allowing regions to identify those thematic 

areas where alignment or interaction could be strategically beneficial. The process is 

intended to support informed decision-making rather than to impose formal participation 

requirements. 

Finally, the Framework encourages regions to monitor how their Acceleration Agendas 

relate to S3 thematic areas over time through light and feasible indicators (KPIs). These 

indicators focus on observable forms of engagement, such as participation in thematic 

events, knowledge exchange activities or coherence between regional priorities and 

partnership themes, without requiring formal membership or long-term commitments to 

the partnerships. 

3.4.3. Alignment with other existing European platforms on agri-food 

Beyond S3 Partnerships, the AAF promotes conceptual coherence with other European 

platforms relevant to food system transformation, including: 

● EIP-AGRI / AKIS, supporting innovation in agriculture through Operational Groups, 
living labs, and advisory networks. 

● CLEVERFOOD Mission Hub Network, coordinating EU-level actions for food system 
transformation under Food2030. 

● FAO Urban Food Agenda, supporting cities and regions in designing sustainable 
food policies. 

The Framework does not establish formal connections with these platforms. Instead, it: 
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● Identifies complementarities so that Acceleration Agendas can be easily linked to 
these platforms  

● Suggests opportunities for cross-platform exchange, such as participation in 
joint events, or the use of shared knowledge tools, and interregional pilots. 

● Provides KPIs that regions can use to monitor levels of engagement and 
cooperation across platforms. 

3.4.4. Connection with Regional Research and Innovation (R&I) Agendas 

While S3 provides the strategic umbrella, regional R&I agendas provide the operational 

tool for innovation deployment. Evidence from regions such as Catalonia, Bretagne, and 

Emilia-Romagna show that strong coherence between S3 and R&I agendas contributes to 

more durable transformation processes. 

To support this integration, the AAF proposes: 

● Inviting R&I actors involved in S3 thematic priorities to the VISION4FOOD 
“Network of Interest” as a way to enable information exchange and enhance 
visibility of regional innovation capacities.  

● Supporting each FIP in identifying opportunities for interregional collaboration 
aligned with RIS3 or HE priorities. 

● Including KPIs to track connections between regional R&I agendas and the FIPs 
Acceleration Agendas, such as joint projects, shared infrastructures, or co-
organisation of events. 

● Using S3 matchmaking tools, including Interregional Innovation Investments (I3) 
and the S3 Community of Practice, as reference mechanisms that regions may 
choose to explore if relevant to their long-term strategies. 

By ensuring conceptual coherence with the S3 Thematic Platform on Agri-food, its 

Thematic Partnerships, other European platforms, and regional R&I agendas, the 

VISION4FOOD AAF reinforces its compatibility with key EU innovation ecosystems. This 

alignment does not create new commitments for regions but provides a structured and 

coherent foundation that enables regional actors to strengthen their AA and, if they 

choose, connect them to broader Smart Specialisation networks and investment 

opportunities in the future. 

3.5 Alignment with RRI principles 

The VISION4FOOD project centers on the societal and open science dimensions of 

innovation in food systems. According to the GA, all project tasks should be aligned with 

the RRI principles (science education, gender equality, governance, open science, public 
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engagement, and ethics) to ensure the delivery of outcomes that meet society’s needs and 

maximize impact.  

D2.2 has been developed in full alignment with the RRI principles and guided by the 

methodology steps and indicators defined in T1.4- Roadmap for the Integration of RRI 

principles into the Project’s activities. The deliverable follows a transparent and evidence-

based approach, grounded in a structured literature review, and an analysis of regional AA. 

Governance, inclusivity and openness were considered as cross-cutting principles to 

ensure that the resulting framework reflects responsible and inclusive innovation 

practices consistent with the overall RRI strategy of the Project. 

• Gender Equality: Although gender was not used as a specific keyword in the 

literature review, diversity was ensured through the geographical and cultural 

variety of the acceleration agendas analysed. Furthermore, each reviewed 

document and regional AA was examined to identify whether and how gender 

aspects were integrated in design and implementation. This aligns with the T1.4 

principle of gender-sensitive participation and with KPIs MP-2 (vulnerable 

populations and gender considered) and PM-3 (gender-balanced composition of 

project teams), which monitor gender balance and inclusiveness across project 

activities. 

• Governance: Governance represents a central pillar of D2.2., guiding both the 

analytical process and the conclusions of the study. In the literature review and the 

analysis of existing AA, “Policy integration and governance innovation” were 

identified as key dimensions for enabling regional FS transformation. Policy 

integration supports coherence across policies and governance levels, helping 

avoid fragmentation and duplication, while governance innovation promotes 

institutional learning, adaptability, and collaboration across sectors and actors. 

These two dimensions together define the governance approach adopted in the 

framework, ensuring that regional transformation processes are transparent, 

accountable, and responsive to change. Together, these principles make 

governance transparent, inclusive, and adaptable, fully aligned with the RRI 

approach promoted by VISION4FOOD. Its integration is reflected in KPIs IME-1 

(governance maturity for social innovation), IME-3 (systematic documentation of 

knowledge), and MP-1 (consideration of intersectional variables), which jointly 

assess the capacity of regional structures to support responsible and inclusive 

innovation. 
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• Science Education: Science education is integrated into D2.2 through its approach 

to knowledge creation and dissemination. The research combined searches in 

specialized scientific databases (Science Direct and Scopus) with broader sources 

like Google Scholar to ensure a comprehensive and accessible evidence base. In 

addition, the analysis of existing acceleration agendas—many of which were 

developed under principles of co-creation and stakeholder engagement—provides 

practical examples of how science can connect with society. The resulting AAF will 

be used by the FIPs as a learning tool to develop their own regional AA. This 

promotes scientific literacy, critical engagement and awareness of its societal 

impact in line with the RRI principles. It is monitored through KPIs MFSD-3 

(inclusive engagement of stakeholders) and SE-3 (capacity-building and awareness 

raising in project activities). 

• Open Science: Open science underpins the transparency and replicability of D2.2. 

This deliverable is publicly available through the project website and the 

VISION4FOOD Knowledge Exchange Platform, ensuring open access to all results 

and facilitating their reuse by regional and international stakeholders. This 

commitment extends to the systematic documentation of processes and findings 

to ensure traceability and reproducibility of knowledge. These aspects are 

monitored through KPIs CD-2 (number of outputs shared via open-access 

channels) and IME-2 (percentage of identified assets assessed for ethical and 

societal impact). Together, they ensure that the deliverable contributes to 

responsible, transparent and socially accountable knowledge production in line 

with the RRI framework.  

Specific KPIs were used to monitor the integration of RRI principles in the present 

deliverable (Table 3). 

Table 3. KPIs used to monitor the RRI integration in D2.2 

KPI Code Description Relevant 
RRI Pillars 

MP-1 

Intersectional variables considered: When mapping sustainable 
agriculture practices, circular economy policies, R&I policies and 
opportunities for technology integration, regional food 
ecosystems, crisis resilience policies, etc., it evaluates the extent 
to which they take into consideration multiple, overlapping social-
economic, demographic geographical or environmental factors 
(e.g., age, income, education, ethnicity, geographic location). 

Governance
, Ethics 
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MP-2 

Vulnerable populations and gender considered: Assess whether 
the EU policies, regional food ecosystems, and R&I initiatives and 
opportunities for technology integration etc., that are being 
mapped identify and address vulnerable groups, as well as women 
and other underrepresented populations. 

Gender 
Equality, 
Governance 

MF-SD3 

Inclusive engagement of stakeholders: Tracks the extent to which 
governance and decision-making structures (related to surveys, 
model development, scenario creation, framework validation, etc.) 
incorporate plurality and diversity of perspectives, and evaluates 
the breadth, depth, and quality of participation across different 
actors. 

Governance
, Science 
Education, 
Public 
Engagemen
t 

CD-2 

Number of outputs shared via open access channels: Tracks how 
many project outputs (reports, papers, datasets, etc.) are made 
publicly accessible, promoting wider knowledge dissemination and 
transparency. 

Open 
Science 

IME-1 

Governance maturity for Social Innovation: Assesses the 
readiness and effectiveness of structures and processes in enabling 
responsible and inclusive innovation initiatives within regional food 
innovation ecosystems. 

Governance 

IME-2 

Percentage of identified assets assessed for ethical and societal 
impact: Measures the proportion of innovation assets (processes, 
intellectual property, etc.) that have been evaluated for potential 
ethical and societal impacts, ensuring responsible research and 
innovation. 

Ethics, Open 
Science 

IME-3 

Percentage of background knowledge systematically 
documented: Tracks how much knowledge, such as processes and 
lessons learned are formally captured and documented to support 
ongoing innovation, reproducibility, and knowledge transfer. 

Governance
, Open 
Science 
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4. Acceleration Agenda Framework  

The following template provides a structured framework to support the development of 

Regional AA within the VISION4FOOD project. Each FIP is expected to complete its own AA 

using this template, adapting the content to its specific territorial context, priorities and 

stakeholder ecosystem. The template is designed to ensure coherence and comparability 

across regions, while allowing sufficient flexibility to reflect regional diversity. It 

incorporates the eleven thematic blocks defined in the GA (Part B, p.12), ensuring alignment 

with the project’s core transformation areas and providing a common reference for the 

design, implementation and future refinement of regional AA. Each thematic block is 

embedded where it is most operationally relevant:  (1) priority-setting and transformation 

objectives are addressed through the definition of Strategic Priorities and Missions; (2) 

research, innovation and (3) SME capacity building are reflected in the formulation of 

priorities, missions and stakeholder roles; (4) sustainable agriculture, (5) supply chain 

optimisation and (6) digital transformation are incorporated as transversal themes 

guiding regional priorities; (7) policy advocacy, governance innovation and (9) responsible 

business practices are addressed through the governance, participation and 

implementation sections; (8) community engagement and education are integrated 

through the needs diagnostic and participatory context; (10) cross-regional collaboration 

is explicitly covered in a dedicated section (4.5); and (11) monitoring and evaluation are 

addressed through a specific monitoring framework aligned with the four food system 

transformation pillars. This integrated approach ensures that all eleven thematic blocks 

are systematically covered throughout the template in a coherent and non-fragmented 

manner. 

4.1 Introduction of the AAF 

4.1.1. Objective:  

Each region should provide a short introduction summarising the purpose of its AA. 

Each city must define four specific objectives (SMART), corresponding to the four key 

pillars of food system transformation: 

• Inclusiveness: Ensuring equity in the participation in the food system 

The main objective of the AAF is to catalyse transformative change towards healthy 
diets, climate resilience, biodiversity conservation, circularity and community wellbeing 
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• Efficiency: Ensuring food security and access to food 

• Sustainability: Decreasing the negative environmental impact of the food system 
and supporting the objectives of the Green Deal, the Farm to Fork Strategy, and 
organic farming. 

• Health: To supporting the consumption and access to nutritious and healthy foods 
for everyone. 

4.1.2. Alignment with existing platforms on agrifood (Smart Specialization 
Platform in AgriFood (Europe) 

Explain whether the region participates in any European platforms related to agrifood 

innovation, and how these platforms can support the AA. 

Example 1 (region already linked to a platform) 

Our region participates in the S3P Agri-Food partnership on food traceability and in the 

CLEVERFOOD Mission Hub on sustainable diets. These platforms offer valuable opportunities 

for learning from other regions, aligning our agenda with European transitions, and co-

developing interregional pilots. 

Our Acceleration Agenda is aligned with the priorities promoted by S3P Agri-Food and 

CLEVERFOOD, which emphasise food system resilience, digital innovation, and healthier 

food environments. These platforms provide reference frameworks that guide the 

orientation and structure of our regional agenda 

Example 2 (region linked to a different type of platform) 

These platforms bring together regions, research organisations, businesses, and public 
authorities to collaborate, exchange practices, and develop joint projects on food 

system innovation. They often provide access to knowledge, networks, and funding 
opportunities. 

Examples of relevant platforms beyond S3P Agri-Food: 

• S3P Agri-Food: Interregional cooperation on specific agrifood topics (existing 
thematic priorities: Biosolutions for sustainable agriculture, Food for positive 
health impact, Food packaging, High Tech Farming, Ingredients for a Circular 
Economy (I4CE), Plant-based food innovation, Smart Solutions for Agri-food, 
Traceability and Big Data in the agri-food value chain. 

• EIP-AGRI / AKIS: Applied Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation Networks. 
• CLEVERFOOD Mission Hub Network: European coordination supporting food 

system transformation under Food2030. 
• FAO Urban Food Agenda: City-level collaboration on sustainable food policies. 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_food_biosolutions_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_food_for_positive_health_impact_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_food_for_positive_health_impact_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_food_packaging_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_high_tech_farming_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_ingredients_circular_economy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_ingredients_circular_economy_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_plant_based_food_innovation_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_smart_sensors_for_agrifood_en
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/policy/communities-and-networks/s3-community-of-practice/partnership_agrifood_traceability_big_data_en


    

 

51 

 

The region is actively involved in the FAO Urban Food Agenda network. This collaboration 

supports our transition efforts by providing tools and peer examples on urban–rural food 

governance and community engagement strategies. 

Example 3 (region NOT linked to any platform) 

The region is not currently part of any European agrifood platform. However, the Acceleration 

Agenda includes a commitment to join a relevant network—such as S3P Agri-Food or 

CLEVERFOOD Mission Hubs—to strengthen collaboration, access shared methodologies, and 

increase opportunities for joint initiatives. 

The region is not currently part of any agrifood platform. However, the Acceleration Agenda 

has been designed to align with European frameworks such as the Green Deal, Food 2030, 

and the S3P Agri-Food priorities. The region intends to explore joining one of these platforms 

in the future to strengthen policy alignment and access shared methodologies 

4.1.3. Alignment with national agrifood strategies 

Explain how the regional Acceleration Agenda supports or complements national 

strategies related to food, sustainability, climate, health, or innovation. 

This should be about alignment, not listing documents. 

Example: 

The Acceleration Agenda contributes to the National Food Strategy by promoting healthier 

diets and reducing food insecurity through community education programmes. It reinforces 

the National Circular Economy Strategy by supporting waste reduction and green business 

models. The Agenda also aligns with the National Climate Adaptation Plan by fostering 

climate-resilient agricultural practices, and with the National Digital Agenda by introducing 

digital tools in supply-chain management 

4.2 Regional Context 

How your agenda aligns with national policies that support the European Green Deal, the 
Farm to Fork Strategy, the 2030 Agenda, and the Sustainable Development Goals. 
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4.2.1. Regional Innovation and Policy Landscape for Agrifood 

• Summarise the most relevant S3/S4 priorities. 

• Describe ongoing or past R&I or food-related initiatives. 

• Explain how the Acceleration Agenda builds on or complements them. 
Example: 

Our S3 strategy prioritises sustainable agri-food systems and digital innovation. The 

Acceleration Agenda will build on this foundation by introducing new actions on protein 

diversification and digital traceability, ensuring consistency across regional innovation 

policies 

4.2.2. AgriFood Context in the region  

Elements to include: 

To ensure full coverage, cities should organise the text around the following pillars: 

a) Primary production 

• Main farming sectors (crop, livestock, horticulture…) 

• Production models (intensive, extensive, regenerative…) 

• Key vulnerabilities (climate pressures, soil degradation, water scarcity) 
b) Food processing and manufacturing 

• Presence of SMEs and food industries 

• Innovation capabilities 

• Specialisation patterns (e.g., dairy, meat, cereals, plant-based foods) 
c) Distribution and logistics 

• Structure of wholesale and retail channels 

Explain how your existing regional strategies and innovation agendas relate to the 
Acceleration Agenda. 

The objective is to show coherence between current regional priorities and the new 
agenda. 

Provide a clear picture of the regional food system, focusing on its territorial 
characteristics and sustainability challenges. 

This section should describe comprehensive overview of the regional food system, 
covering all segments of the food chain—from production to consumption and waste—

while considering environmental, social, and economic dimensions. 
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• Logistics bottlenecks 

• Role of cooperatives and producer organisations 

• Emerging digital solutions 
d) Consumption and dietary patterns 

• Urban–rural dynamics 

• Consumer preferences and purchasing behaviour 

• Public procurement (schools, hospitals…) 
e) Food waste and circularity 

• Waste hotspots across the chain 

• Existing recovery or valorisation practices 
f) Environmental pressures 

• Climate impacts 

• Biodiversity loss 

• Water/soil/air constraints 

• Emissions from food-related activities 
g) Social and economic vulnerabilities 

• Food insecurity 

• Income disparities 

• Dependence on external markets 

• Skills gaps 
Example: 

The region features a diversified agricultural base, with cereals and vineyards dominating the 

southern plains while livestock farming is concentrated in the mountain areas. Production 

faces increasing climate pressure, particularly water scarcity and soil erosion in vulnerable 

districts. 

The food processing sector consists mainly of SMEs in dairy, cured meats and specialty 

products. Innovation potential is high, but fragmentation and limited access to technology 

create barriers. 

Distribution channels rely on a mix of local cooperatives, regional wholesalers, and large 

retail chains. Logistics costs are significant in remote areas, although digital ordering 

platforms are emerging as support mechanisms for short supply chains. 
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Urban consumers increasingly demand sustainable and healthier products, while rural–urban 

links are maintained through weekly markets and direct sales.  

Public institutions are exploring opportunities to introduce healthier menus in schools. 

Food waste occurs mainly at processing and retail stages. There are opportunities to expand 

circular solutions such as composting hubs and food waste valorisation into bio-based 

materials. 

Economically, many small farms face limited profitability, and food insecurity affects 

vulnerable urban neighbourhoods. 

4.2.3. Needs Diagnostic and Participatory context 

Regions should summarise the priority needs identified through stakeholder engagement 

activities (in the case of VISION4FOOD project activities carried out in T1.3), as well as 

complementary regional consultations where relevant.  

Note for VISION4FOOD regions: This section should not reproduce the full analysis from 

T1.3, but provide a strategic synthesis of the most relevant needs that the Acceleration 

Agenda is expected to address. 

Some topics to be considered could be: 

1. Governance, coordination and policy coherence needs 

• Lack of stable and structured cooperation mechanisms beyond project-based 
initiatives 

• Fragmentation of responsibilities across public departments and governance 
levels 

• Limited continuity of multi-actor collaboration and institutional learning 

• Weak alignment between food-related initiatives and regional or national policy 
frameworks 

• Need for clearer long-term vision and coordination structures for food system 
transformation 

This section summarises the main needs, priorities and insights that emerged from the 
co-creation activities carried out by VU under Task 3.3 within the FIPs. 

The objective is to provide a concise and structured reflection of what stakeholders 
consider essential for transforming the regional food system and how these needs will 

be addressed through the AA. 
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2. Capacity, skills and knowledge needs 

• Limited access to technical expertise in areas such as sustainable production, 
digitalisation, circular economy or value-chain innovation 

• Insufficient training opportunities for farmers, SMEs and local organisations 

• Gaps in transversal skills (project design, innovation management, communication) 

• Weak mechanisms for translating research and innovation results into practical, 
locally applicable solutions 

• Need for stronger links between academia, applied research and regional actors 
3. Economic, financial and support-related needs 

• Limited access to tailored and flexible funding instruments for SMEs, farmers and 
grassroots initiatives 

• Barriers to experimentation, pilot activities and innovation uptake 

• Difficulties in mobilising and coordinating existing regional, national and European 
funding sources 

• Need for support mechanisms that combine financial resources with advisory and 
capacity-building services 

4. Engagement, participation and trust-building needs 

• Difficulties in ensuring consistent participation of all QH actors, particularly SMEs 
and citizens 

• Limited involvement of non-institutional actors in agenda-setting and follow-up 
processes 

• Low levels of trust or perceived relevance of food system initiatives among some 
stakeholder groups 

• Need for clearer communication, inclusive participation formats and long-term 
engagement mechanisms 

5. System-specific transformation needs across the food chain 

• Primary production: need to adopt more sustainable and resilient practices, 
supported by advisory services and training 

• Value chains: weak cooperation among actors, logistics inefficiencies, limited 
processing capacity and market access challenges 

• Digitalisation and innovation: low uptake of digital tools, poor interoperability of 
data systems, need for innovation brokerage 

• Social and nutritional aspects: unequal access to healthy food, limited food literacy 
and need for community-based initiatives 

Example 



    

 

56 

 

During the stakeholders needs diagnosis actors stressed the lack of stable governance and 

coordination mechanisms capable of sustaining collaboration beyond individual projects, as 

well as weak alignment between food-related initiatives and existing policy frameworks. 

Stakeholders also identified significant capacity and knowledge gaps, particularly in relation 

to sustainable production practices, digitalisation and innovation management. SMEs and 

farmers pointed to difficulties accessing tailored support and funding mechanisms, which 

limits experimentation and innovation uptake. 

Engagement challenges were highlighted, especially regarding the participation of SMEs and 

citizens in agenda-setting processes. These governance, capacity and engagement needs 

translate into system-level challenges across primary production, value chains, digital 

innovation and access to healthy food, which the Acceleration Agenda aims to address 

through its Strategic Priorities and Missions. 

Participatory context 

Regions should address the following elements: 

1. Actor groups and their roles 

Identify which QH actors will participate and what type of contribution they will make: 

• Public authorities: provide policy insights, align the agenda with regional 
strategies, identify regulatory constraints. 

• Academia and research centres: provide evidence, data, knowledge and scientific 
support. 

• Business and SMEs: provide operational insights, market opportunities, feasibility 
perspectives and innovation capacity. 

• Civil society organisations: provide insights on community needs, social 
vulnerabilities, behavioural change and citizen`s expectations. 

2. How the QH will be involved (participation mechanisms) 

Describe the formats and mechanisms through which the QH will participate in the co-

creation and refinement of the agenda: 

• FIP meetings 

• co-design workshops 

• advisory groups 

HOW the Quadruple Helix will be included in the development and refinement of the AA. 
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• technical working groups 

• mission co-definition sessions 

• feedback loops for refining priorities during agenda updates 

• participation in monitoring 

• collaborative digital platforms 

• Interviews and surveys 
Each actor group may have different modes of participation (consulted, co-design, 

decision-making, validation). 

3. How their needs and expectations will be integrated 

Regions should explain how the needs identified in the Needs Diagnostic (section 2.3.1) will 

be: 

• Prioritised and discussed 

• translated into Strategic Priorities 

• reflected in the Missions (WP4) 

• periodically reviewed and updated as needs evolve 

• used to adjust the Acceleration Agenda over time 

• formally documented so that the rationales behind priorities is transparent 
This ensures transparency and traceability between needs → priorities → missions → 

actions. 

4. Ensuring continuity of participation 

Regions should describe how different actors (QH) will remain engaged over time, 

specifically regarding: 

• Periodic consultations 

• Updated needs assessments 

• Structured opportunities to provide feedback 

• Involvement in monitoring reflections 

• Updates of the AA 
Focus on continuity of engagement. 

Example: 

The Acceleration Agenda will actively involve the Quadruple Helix through a structured 

participation model. Public authorities will lead coordination and policy alignment; 
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universities will support evidence-based decision-making; SMEs and cooperatives will 

contribute business insights and test innovative solutions; and civil society organisations will 

ensure that community needs and vulnerable groups are represented. 

Participation will take place through FIP meetings, mission co-definition workshops and 

thematic working groups (digitalisation, sustainability, value-chain integration) and 

structured feedback loops. Needs identified in the diagnostic—such as logistics bottlenecks, 

digital skills gaps and access to healthy foods—will be incorporated into the Strategic 

Priorities and later Missions. Participatory activities will continue periodically to reassess 

needs and strengthen alignment between stakeholder expectations and agenda updates. 

4.3 Strategic Priorities  

Strategic Priorities define the core transformation domains that each region will address 

through its Acceleration Agenda. They reflect the outcomes of the needs assessment 

(Section 2.3), the regional context (Section 2.2), and the transformation direction that the 

region intends to pursue. Strategic Priorities provide the framework through which 

Missions and Action Pathways will be developed. 

4.3.1. What Strategic Priorities Are 

A Strategic Priority is a medium-term transformation domain that articulates: 

• the territorial challenge or opportunity the region aims to address, 

• the desired change in the food system, 

• how the priority aligns with the Vision4Food Transformation Pillars (Inclusiveness, 
Sustainability, Efficiency, Health), 

• how it leverages or responds to the needs identified in Section 2.3, 

• and how it connects—when relevant—to the transversal themes of the project. 
Strategic Priorities are directional, not operational. They orient action; they do not yet 

define specific interventions. These will be developed through Missions and Actions. 

4.3.2. Transversal Themes Guiding Strategic Priorities 

Although regions will define their own Strategic Priorities during T3.3, the VISION4FOOD 

project identifies three transversal themes that underpin food system transformation: 

• Sustainable Agriculture 

• Value Chain Optimisation 

• Digital Transformation 
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These transversal themes serve as cross-cutting lenses that may strengthen Strategic 

Priorities. However: 

• Not every Strategic Priority must incorporate all three transversal themes. 

• Some priorities may naturally align with one, others with two, and some with all 
three. 

• The link must be meaningful, not artificial. 
The transversal themes help regions ensure that their Strategic Priorities contribute to 

long-term transformation and systemic coherence. 

4.3.3. How Strategic Priorities Should Be Formulated  

Each Strategic Priority must clearly express: 

• a transformation objective: What system change is the region seeking? 

• the type of change it pursues: e.g., improved resilience, efficiency, transparency, 
equity, sustainability. 

• how it contributes to the AA Pillars: Inclusiveness, Efficiency, Sustainability, 
Health. 

• how it responds to needs identified in Section 2.3: The priority should be grounded 
in evidence, not intuition. 

• how (and if) it relates to transversal themes: Only when relevant and natural. 
Example of a well-formulated priority 

Strengthen regional value chains to improve efficiency, transparency and access to quality 

food, especially for SMEs and rural communities. 

This priority: 

• responds to needs (logistics gaps, SME constraints), 

• contributes to Efficiency and Health, 

• aligns with the transversal theme of Value Chain Optimisation, 

• is directional but not yet operational. 

4.3.4. From Strategic Priorities to Missions 

Each Strategic Priority will be operationalised through one or more Missions, which 

represent targeted transformation programmes derived from the priority. 

A Mission should: 

• stem directly from a Strategic Priority, 
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• address at least one identified system need, 

• align with one or more transversal themes, 

• define a specific transformation pathway, 

• involve clear Quadruple Helix participation. 
Example 

Priority: 

Strengthen regional value chains to improve efficiency and transparency. 

Possible Missions: 

• Develop coordinated logistics and aggregation infrastructure for SMEs. 

• Increase adoption of digital traceability tools. 

• Reduce food loss in mid-chain segments. 

4.3.5. From Missions to Actions (Action Pathways) 

Within each Mission, the region will identify a structured sequence of Actions that 

concretely advance the mission’s objectives. 

Actions must: 

• be specific and feasible, 

• involve relevant stakeholders, 

• be logically sequenced, 

• respond to needs, 

• contribute to measurable outcomes. 
Example 

Mission: 

Develop coordinated logistics and aggregation infrastructure for SMEs. 

Actions: 

• Mapping current logistic assets 

• Creating shared aggregation points 

• Designing a pilot shared delivery model 

• Training SMEs on order consolidation 

4.3.6. Structure of the Annex: Priority and Mission Sheets 
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Each Strategic Priority will be summarised in this section, however, the fully detailed 

priority will be described in T4.2 and T4.3, which includes: 

PRIORITY SHEET 

1. Regional Context 

2. Objective of the Priority 

3. Quadruple Helix Actor Model 

a. actors involved 

b. roles 

c. needs addressed 

4. Previous Related Initiatives 

5. International Collaboration: (EU Green Deal, S3/S4, cross-regional synergies) 

6. Missions derived from this Priority 

MISSION SHEET 

1. Mission general objective 

2. SMART objectives 

3. Description (Actions / Activities) 

4. Alignment with transversal themes 

5. Monitoring and evaluation elements 

6. Expected impact 

4.4 Governance and Implementation of the Acceleration Agenda  

Clear governance and a solid implementation approach ensure that the agenda can evolve 

over time, remain inclusive, and stay connected to regional needs. 

4.4.1. Coordinating Organisations and Mandate 

Regions must identify the organisation formally responsible for leading and updating the 

AA, and explain why it is the appropriate institutional anchor. 

How the AA will be led, coordinated, validated and updated. 

This section describes who leads the AA, how public departments coordinate, how QH 
stakeholders participate in decision-making and how transparency, cross-regional 

collaboration and responsible innovation are ensured throughout the agenda’s 
development and implementation. 
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Regions must describe: 

• Which organisation(s) will coordinate the AA (regional authority, municipality, 
development agency…) - Name of the coordinating institution 

• Why this organisation is best positioned to lead the agenda 

• The specific unit, team or service responsible for implementation 

• Roles of staff involved (even minimal) 

• How the coordinating organisation integrates the agenda into existing strategies, 
plans, mandates or policy frameworks 

• How continuity will be ensured beyond the project 
Some guiding questions for cities will be: 

• Who is formally responsible for leading and updating the AA - and within which 
unit/team? 

• What internal structure ensures that decisions consider the perspectives of all 
relevant actors? 

• How will internal and external communication and reporting be organised? 
Example 

Example 1 – Regional Authority 

The Acceleration Agenda will be coordinated by the “Junta de Castilla y León” through the 

Directorate-General for Agri-Food Competitiveness within the Regional Ministry of 

Agriculture, Livestock and Rural Development. A Food Transformation Unit—composed of 

one senior officer and two technical staff—will oversee agenda development, stakeholder 

engagement, and annual updates. 

The AA will be integrated into the regional Smart Specialisation Strategy (S4) and the Agri-

Food Strategic Plan 2021–2027. This ensures a formal mandate, alignment with existing 

priorities, and a pathway for continuity once VISION4FOOD ends  

Example 2 – Sectoral Organisation 

In Emilia-Romagna, the AA will be coordinated by Confagricoltura Emilia-Romagna. The 

Innovation and Sustainability Unit will lead the work, supported by specialists in primary 

production, value-chain development and digitalisation. Two staff members will manage 

coordination with producers, SMEs and public bodies. 
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The AA will be integrated into the regional Bioeconomy Strategy and aligned with the 

Innovation Roadmap for Agriculture coordinated by Confagricoltura, ensuring coherence 

with existing programmes and long-term continuity. 

4.4.2. Interdepartmental Coordination and Policy Coherence 

What regions must describe 

• Which regional departments are involved (agriculture, environment, health, social 
affairs, education, innovation…). 

• Their roles and contributions. 

• Mechanisms used to coordinate policies and avoid fragmentation. 

• How information, decisions and monitoring data will be shared across 
departments. 

• How the AA serve as a mechanism for cooperation between departments 
Possible mechanisms 

• Interdepartmental Food System Committee 

• Joint strategies, action plans or shared strategic documents 

• Cross-department working groups 

• Shared monitoring indicators 

• Regular policy alignment meetings 
This AA could be itself a cooperation mechanism. 

Examples 

Example 1. The AA as a cooperation mechanism 

The Acceleration Agenda will act as a cross-departmental coordination tool. The Agriculture, 

Environment and Health Departments will co-develop joint actions on school food reform, 

combining local sourcing, nutritional standards and food education. The AA provides the 

shared framework that aligns their programs and budgets. 

Example 2. Cooperation between two departments 

Food system transformation requires coherent action across multiple policy domains. 

Regions must explain how different departments will align goals, share responsibilities 
and jointly support the implementation of the AA. 
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The agriculture and environment departments will co-design guidelines on soil and water 

practices and review progress monthly. Shared indicators will track water efficiency and soil 

organic matter improvements. 

Example 3. Cooperation between three departments 

Agriculture, health and education departments will coordinate school food improvements: 

agriculture ensures local sourcing, health sets nutritional standards, and education 

integrates food literacy. An annual School Food Action Plan will align their actions. 

Example 4. Cooperation between four or more departments 

A Food System Interdepartmental Committee involving agriculture, environment, innovation, 

social affairs and economic development will meet quarterly to harmonise actions on waste 

reduction, digitalisation, food access and value-chain resilience. 

4.4.3. Participation and Decision-Making across de QH 

 

What regions must describe 

• Representation from each QH actor group 

• Participation mechanisms (steering committee, FIP plenaries, working groups…) 

• How decisions are taken (consensus, voting rules, validation steps) 

• How vulnerable groups or less represented actors will be included 

• How disagreements or conflicts will be handled 
Example 

Example 1. Voting by Helix 

The Steering Committee will include 12 members: 3 from public authorities, 3 from academia, 

3 from SMEs and 3 from civil society. Each helix will have one collective vote. Decisions will 

be taken by consensus when possible; otherwise, a 3/4 majority will apply. Conflicts (e.g., 

between producers and NGOs) will be mediated through a facilitated dialogue before a vote 

is held. 

Example 2. Co-decision in strategic areas 

Regions must describe how public authorities, academia, businesses and civil society 
will participate, influence decisions, and share responsibility for the evolution of the 

AA. 
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Strategic Priorities and annual AA updates will be co-decided by public authorities, business 

associations and civil society organisations, each holding one vote. Research institutions 

participate with full voice but no vote. Disagreements will trigger a two-step refinement: a 

technical review followed by a simple majority vote. 

Example 3. Working groups + Steering Committee validation 

Four thematic Working Groups will prepare proposals on agriculture, value chains, 

digitalisation and social equity. These groups work by consensus. The Steering Committee 

validates final decisions, each QH group having one vote. Diverging views are escalated with 

a documented rationale to ensure transparency. 

4.4.4. Communication and Reporting for Transparency 

What regions must describe 

• Communication channels (websites, dashboards, newsletters) 

• Frequency of reporting 

• Publication of minutes, decisions and agenda updates 

• Feedback tools for stakeholders 
Example 

Progress will be reported twice per year through a public online dashboard. Meeting minutes 

and decisions will be published on the regional website. A feedback form will allow 

stakeholders to propose adjustments or raise concerns. 

4.4.5. Alignment with RRI Principles  

How the agenda promotes responsible, inclusive and transparent innovation across the 

region. 

What regions must describe 

• Gender balance and diversity in governance structures  

• Ethical and sustainability considerations in mission selection, in innovation and 
business practices  

Regions must describe how they will ensure clear communication, public 
documentation and accessible reporting. 

Regions must explain how RRI principles will be embedded in governance: ethics, 
gender balance, inclusion, transparency and open knowledge. 
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• Open access to data and knowledge where possible 

• Engagement of communities and vulnerable groups 

• Measures ensuring fairness and accountability 
Example 

RRI principles will guide the governance of the AA. The Steering Committee will ensure 

gender-balanced representation. Ethical considerations will be reviewed for each mission. 

Non-sensitive results and data will be made publicly available to support transparency and 

learning 

4.5 Cross-regional Collaboration 

What regions must describe 

• Participation in European networks (e.g. S3 Thematic Platforms, CLEVERFOOD 
Mission Hubs, VISION4FOOD Network of Interest). 

• Cooperation with other regions that share similar challenges or priorities. 

• Opportunities for joint learning, peer-to-peer exchange or co-development of 
practices. 

• How cross-regional insights will feed back into agenda updates. 
Examples 

Example 1. Network-based collaboration 

The region will participate in the VISION4FOOD Network of Interest and the CLEVERFOOD 

Mission Hubs to exchange methodologies, attend thematic sessions and collaborate on 

shared challenges related to digitalisation and sustainable diets. 

Example 2. Bilateral or multilateral cooperation 

The region will establish a cooperation path with two European regions facing similar 

logistics challenges to co-develop approaches to value-chain optimisation and compare 

monitoring indicators. 

Example 3. Peer-learning processes 

Regions should explain how they will collaborate with other European regions to 
accelerate learning and innovation, exchange knowledge and participate in multi-

regional initiatives related to food system transformation. 



    

 

67 

 

Cross-regional lessons will be integrated through study visits, online exchanges and 

participation in thematic working groups on circularity, food access and digitalisation 

4.6 Implementation Guide  

Its purpose is to support regions in applying the agenda coherently, maintaining alignment 

between priorities, missions and actions, and ensuring that the agenda remains 

responsive, relevant and grounded in regional needs over time. 

4.6.1. Using the Acceleration Agenda to guide implementation 

Regions should explain how the Acceleration Agenda will be used as the main reference 

document to steer implementation during the project. What regions should describe 

• How the AA will guide the implementation of the Missions and Actions. 

• How it will support coordination across departments, projects and initiatives 
related to food system transformation. 

• How it will ensure coherence between Strategic Priorities, Missions and Actions 
throughout implementation. 

• How the agenda will be consulted, referenced and used in day-to-day 
implementation activities. 

• How and when the agenda will be reviewed and updated as implementation 
progresses. 

Example 

The Acceleration Agenda will serve as the main reference document for coordinating all food-

related actions implemented under VISION4FOOD. Missions and Actions defined in the Annex 

will guide implementation planning, help align ongoing initiatives and reduce fragmentation. 

The agenda will be periodically consulted by involved actors and reviewed to ensure 

continued coherence between priorities, missions and actions. 

4.6.2. Ensuring responsiveness, learning and adaptation 

The Acceleration Agenda is conceived as a dynamic and adaptive instrument, capable of 

evolving in response to implementation experience, monitoring results and contextual 

changes. What regions should describe 

• How and when the AA will be reviewed (e.g. annual or mid-term reviews). 

Regions should describe how regions will use the AAF and the resulting AA as a living 
operational tool throughout the VISION4FOOD project. 
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• How monitoring results and stakeholder feedback will inform adjustments to 
Missions and Actions. 

• How learning from other regions, project exchanges and cross-regional activities 
will be incorporated. 

• How the agenda will remain relevant beyond individual project activities, 
supporting longer-term transformation. 

Example 

The Acceleration Agenda will be reviewed annually through a structured reflection process 

involving key stakeholders. Monitoring results, implementation experience and cross-

regional learning will be used to update Missions and Actions where necessary. This process 

will ensure that the agenda remains responsive to changing conditions and continues to 

support long-term food system transformation. 

4.7 AA Monitoring and Evaluation  

The monitoring system of the Acceleration Agenda (AA) ensures that the Agenda remains 

functional, effective and capable of achieving the strategic objectives defined by the 

region. It enables continuous learning, supports adaptive management and provides 

evidence of progress towards food system transformation. 

The AA monitoring system serves four purposes: 

• Track progress against the strategic and transversal priorities defined in the 
Agenda. 

• Assess the effectiveness of missions and actions in contributing to the four key 
pillars of food system transformation (Health, Sustainability, Efficiency and 
Inclusiveness). 

• Detect external changes in the regional context that may require adjustments to 
the Agenda. 

• Provide structured inputs to the broader evaluation activities performed in Task 
4.3, which will assess outcomes and impacts towards the key pillar of food system 
transformation. 

Monitoring is therefore both an internal management tool and a mechanism to ensure 

accountability, coherence and strategic learning throughout the implementation of the AA. 

Each region must designate a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) responsible, who oversees 

the monitoring system, ensures data quality and coordinates reporting. However, 

monitoring is a shared responsibility. All actors involved in the AA must contribute to data 

collection and validation. 
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4.7.1. Types of Indicators  

The AA uses two complementary types of indicators: context indicators and performance 

indicators.  

1. Context Indicators 

Context indicators capture the regional environment in which the AA operates. 

Their role is to help interpret performance results by identifying how external conditions 

may influence progress. They do not evaluate the AA, but provide an understanding of 

factors that may accelerate or hinder its implementation. 

2. Performance Indicators 

Performance indicators assess the results achieved through the implementation of the AA, 

including the effects of strategic priorities, transversal axes and missions. 

They allow regions to determine whether the actions undertaken are contributing to the 

expected outcomes and whether the AA is progressing as intended (Table 4). 

The indicator table organises context and performance indicators according to the four 

Key Pillars of Food System Transformation: Health, Sustainability, Efficiency, 

Inclusiveness 

This structure ensures that monitoring reflects the multidimensional nature of food 

system transformation. Regions will progressively populate the table with the indicators 

that best capture the progress of their AA priorities and missions. 

The indicators will generate evidence of real change, allowing regions to measure the 

contribution of the AA to systemic transformation across the four pillars. 
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Table 4. Example of indicators that respond to the Key pillars of Food System Transformation  

INCLUSIVENESS   EFFICIENCY 
CONTEXT PERFORMANCE  CONTEXT PERFORMANCE 

IC-1. Presence of food-related policies and 
targets with a specific focus on socially 
vulnerable groups – MUFPP 

IP-1. Total number of participatory 
activities carried out 

 E-C1. Annual regional investment in the 
agro-food/food system (MUFPP). 

E-P1. Number of advocacy 
meetings/emails/events (Advocacy indicator 
FUSILLI) 

IC-2. Basic diversity of actors previously 
involved in food processes (number of 
stakeholders present). 

IP-2. Total number of participants in 
VISION4FOOD activities 

 E-C2. Percentage of the regional 
budget allocated to food initiatives. 

E-P2. Number of initiatives that complement 
or join VISION4FOOD. 

IC-3. Number of active basic channels where 
actors can obtain information (social 
networks, websites, newsletters, community 
centres). 

IP-3. Multi-stakeholder diversity (helices) 
present in the activities 

 E-C3. Number of active funding lines or 
programmes for the food system. 

E-P3. (KPI 9)- Improvement of 
entreprneurship potencial in pilots (>20%) 

IC-4. % of actors who report a lack of 
specialised expertise (digitalisation, circular 
economy, sustainable production). 

IP-4. Number of communication and 
dissemination materials produced 

 
E-C4. Percentage of relevant 
regional/national/European funds 
used in food system projects. 

E-P4. (KPI 11)- Number of new jobs created 
through open innovation per pilot (>20 per 
pilot) 

IC-5. % of actors who report a lack of prior 
knowledge in project design, innovation 
management, communication or marketing. 

IP-5. Number of external initiatives 
joining or collaborating with 
VISION4FOOD 

 
E-C5. Number of active food projects 
in regional programmes (ERDF, EAFRD, 
NextGenEU, etc.). 

  

IC-6. Percentage of women among key actors 
in the regional food system (e.g. farmers, SME 
owners, cooperative leaders, food 
entrepreneurs) 

IP-6. Number of platforms, networks or 
interaction spaces activated 

 E-C6. Number and type of companies 
in the regional food system (MUFPP).   

  IP-7. Number of feedback mechanisms 
implemented (‘feedback loops’) 

 E-C7. Number of jobs in the food 
system in the region (MUFPP).   

  IP-8. Number of departments or areas 
involved in collaborative initiatives 

 
E-C8. Total volume of regional food 
production (agriculture + livestock) 
(MUFPP). 
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IP-9. (KPI-2) People to be empowered of 
which women, smes, farmers (>500, 
>50%, >30%, >25%) 

 
E-C9.Number of products with 
territorial identity (PGIs, local labels, 
regional brands). 

  

 
IP-10. Percentage of women in decision 
making and coordination roles    

  IP-11. (KPI 4) - Number of local citizens 
engaged in pilot activities (>1000) 

 
E-C10.Number of regional strategies, 
plans or initiatives relevant to the food 
system developed outside 
VISION4FOOD. 

  

  

IP-12. (KPI 10) - Improvement in 
stakeholder awareness around open 
innovation (improvement 50% pre-post 
comparison) 

     

  IP-13. (KPI 3)- Increase in adopted rri 
principles in food innovation (>40%) 

     

SUSTAINABILITY  HEALTH 

CONTEXT PERFORMANCE  CONTEXT PERFORMANCE 

S-C1. Presence of municipal policies and 
regulations that allow and promote agriculture 
production and processing in the municipal 
area 

S-P1. Number of workshops or activities 
focused on food sustainability. 

 
H-C1. Number of regional 
strategies/plans that include elements 
related to food health, nutrition or 
healthy diets. 

H-P1. Number of workshops or activities that 
integrate health, nutrition, or sustainable 
diets. 

S-C2. Proportion of agricultural land (m²) in the 
regional area. 

S-P2. Percentage of participants in 
workshops or activities related with food 
sustainability. 

 H-C2. Average level of nutritional 
knowledge (food literacy index). 

H-P2. Percentage of participants in 
workshops or activities related with food 
health issues. 

S-C3. Proportion of agricultural land under 
sustainable agriculture (m²).    H-C3. Number of food education 

programmes in compulsory education.   

S-C4. Total annual volume of food losses & 
waste (kg).    

H-C4. Percentage of schools that 
include food education in their 
curriculum. 
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S-C5. Presence of policies addressing food 
waste prevention and recovery (yes/no).        

S-C6. Number of active agricultural 
conservation or biodiversity initiatives.        

S-C7. Existence of climate-related policies in 
the food system (yes/no). 

       

S-C8. % of organic production at regional level        



 

             

4.8 Financial Plan  

The Financial Plan provides a high-level and forward-looking reflection on how the Acceleration 
Agenda may be sustained over time. Its purpose is to support regions in thinking strategically 
about resources, continuity and long-term feasibility, without requiring detailed budgets or firm 
financial commitments. 

4.8.1. Reflecting on future resource needs beyond the project 

Regions are invited to reflect qualitatively on which elements of the Acceleration Agenda may 
require continued resources once the VISION4FOOD project has ended. This reflection is 
exploratory in nature and does not require certainty, detailed financial planning or the 
identification of specific funding instruments. What regions should describe 

• Which types of activities may require continued support, such as: 

o maintaining coordination or facilitation functions, 

o continuing stakeholder engagement and collaboration, 

o consolidating or scaling up successful actions or pilots. 

• Whether some Missions or Actions could naturally continue within existing regional 
programmes, strategies or institutional routines. 

• Which elements of the Acceleration Agenda appear most relevant or promising for 
longer-term continuation. 

Example 

Beyond the project, continued resources may be required to maintain coordination activities and 
to further develop or scale successful actions initiated under the Acceleration Agenda. Some 
Missions could be integrated into existing regional programmes related to innovation, 
sustainability or rural development, supporting their continuation beyond the project timeframe. 

4.8.2. Keeping the Financial Plan flexible and realistic 

Regions should acknowledge that financial conditions, policy priorities and institutional 
capacities may change over time, and that flexibility is essential to ensure the relevance of the 
Acceleration Agenda. What regions should describe 

• That the Financial Plan is indicative and may be revised as the agenda evolves. 

• That the Acceleration Agenda is designed to adapt to changing financial and policy 
contexts, rather than relying on fixed funding assumptions. 

• That learning from implementation, monitoring and stakeholder feedback will inform 
future reflections on resource needs. 

Example 

This Financial Plan is indicative and will evolve based on implementation experience, monitoring 
results and changing regional priorities. The Acceleration Agenda is designed to remain flexible, 
allowing the scope and ambition of actions to be adapted to available resources and emerging 
opportunities.   
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5. Transferability and Scalability of the AAF 

5.1 Transferability across European regions 
The transferability of the AAF is grounded in its non-prescriptive and context-sensitive design. 

Rather than offering a standardised governance or policy model, the Framework provides a 

structured reference that regions can adapt to their specific institutional settings, policy 

traditions and innovation ecosystem characteristics. This allows the AAF to be applied in regions 

with different levels of governance maturity, ranging from emerging coordination arrangements 

to more institutionalised food innovation platforms. 

A key enabling factor for transferability is the modular structure of the Framework. Its thematic 

and procedural components can be selectively adopted and combined depending on regional 

priorities, meaning that regions may choose to apply only those elements that address their 

most pressing needs, such as agenda-setting, stakeholder coordination or alignment with 

existing strategies, while postponing or omitting others. Regions are therefore not required to 

implement the Framework as a whole, but can focus on those elements that respond most 

directly to their identified gaps or opportunities. 

Transferability is further supported by the alignment logic embedded in the AAF. The Framework 

is explicitly designed to connect with existing regional instruments, such as Smart 

Specialisation Strategies (S3), regional R&I agendas, food strategies or sustainability plans. By 

building on established policy cycles and governance structures, the AAF lowers entry barriers 

for new regions and facilitates its integration without requiring major institutional 

reconfiguration. 

Importantly, the Framework does not assume the prior existence of fully developed Food 

Innovation Platforms. Where such structures are absent or weak, the AAF can be used as a 

diagnostic and structuring tool to progressively strengthen coordination, stakeholder 

engagement and strategic direction-setting. 

5.2 Scalability over time and across levels 
Scalability within the AAF refers to the capacity of regions to expand, consolidate and sustain 

food system transformation efforts beyond initial pilots or project-based activities. Rather than 

focusing on the replication of individual actions, the Framework prioritises the scalability of 

processes, governance arrangements and strategic orientations. 
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The AAF supports temporal scalability by encouraging regions to design Acceleration Agendas 

with a medium- to long-term perspective. This includes reflecting on how Missions and Actions 

can evolve from experimental initiatives into embedded policy instruments, programmes or 

funding priorities. The Framework explicitly invites regions to consider continuity, institutional 

anchoring and resource needs beyond the project lifecycle. 

Scalability is also enabled through the emphasis on iterative learning and monitoring. By framing 

Acceleration Agendas as living documents, subject to periodic review and adjustment, the 

Framework allows regions to progressively upscale successful approaches, discontinue 

ineffective ones and respond to changing contextual conditions. 

At a cross-regional and multi-level scale, the use of a shared conceptual structure across 

Acceleration Agendas facilitates comparability and mutual learning. While agendas remain 

region-specific, the common logic of the Framework supports the transfer and adaptation of 

effective practices across regions, as well as alignment with national and European policy 

objectives. 

5.3 Enabling conditions and limits 
Both transferability and scalability depend on certain enabling conditions, including political and 

administrative commitment, minimum coordination capacity, and openness to Quadruple Helix 

and RRI-oriented approaches. 

These conditions may, however, be only partially met in many regional contexts. For example, 

political commitment may exist at technical or departmental level but lack formal endorsement 

at higher decision-making levels; coordination capacities may rely on informal networks or 

project-based structures rather than stable institutional arrangements; or stakeholder 

engagement may be uneven, with limited involvement of certain Quadruple Helix actors such as 

civil society or SMEs. 

In such contexts, the Framework can still provide significant value as a reflective and diagnostic 

tool. By applying the AAF, regions can make existing constraints more explicit, identify gaps in 

governance, participation or strategic alignment, and prioritise incremental capacity-building 

steps. This allows regions to use the Framework not only as a structuring instrument for action, 

but also as a means to progressively strengthen the conditions required for more ambitious and 

scalable food system transformation over time. 
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6. Conclusions  

The analysis carried out in D2.2 confirms that there is no single optimal model for regional food 

system acceleration. Instead, it highlights the clear need for structured, place-based 

frameworks capable of accommodating diverse governance capacities, levels of innovation 

ecosystem maturity and territorial priorities. Regional AAs prove to be most effective when they 

combine clear strategic directionality with flexibility, adaptability and iterative learning 

processes. 

Across the 26 analysed regional agendas, AAs emerge not as static strategies, but as critical 

coordination instruments. Those with stronger transformative potential function as living 

governance tools that continuously align research and innovation priorities, policy objectives 

and stakeholder action, rather than as one-off planning documents. This reinforces the 

understanding that effective food system transformation cannot rely solely on technological 

solutions. Instead, it requires the integration of governance, innovation and societal 

dimensions, embedding inclusive governance arrangements, Quadruple Helix collaboration and 

Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) principles from the outset. 

In this context, the VISION4FOOD AAF consolidates previously dispersed practices into a 

coherent, operational and evidence-based structure. By synthesising scientific literature, 

existing regional agendas and empirical insights from the Food Innovation Platforms  (FIPs), D2.2 

provides a framework that is directly applicable by regions while remaining adaptable to 

different contexts. Strategic coherence is further strengthened through the explicit alignment 

of the framework with the core pillars of food system transformation, including healthy diets, 

sustainability, climate resilience, biodiversity, circularity and social well-being, thereby 

supporting integrated rather than fragmented action. 

The adoption of a mission-oriented logic significantly enhances the implementability of Regional 

AAs. The AAF establishes a clear bridge between strategic agendas and concrete regional 

missions, enabling regions to translate long-term objectives into actionable pathways that can 

be implemented, monitored and adjusted over time. Importantly, monitoring and learning are 

embedded from the design phase, with the framework providing the structural basis for 

subsequent monitoring and evaluation activities in WP4. This ensures that progress, outcomes 

and impacts can be assessed in a consistent and comparable manner without overburdening 

regional actors. 
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Transferability and scalability are addressed through modularity and conceptual clarity rather 

than standardisation. The value of the AAF lies in offering a common logic, language and 

structure that regions can tailor to their specific conditions, making it suitable for uptake beyond 

the VISION4FOOD pilot regions. The comparative analysis also highlights cross-regional 

collaboration as a key enabler of acceleration, underlining the added value of peer learning, 

mutual feedback and shared reflection spaces, and reinforcing the relevance of WP5 activities 

focused on exchange and replication. 

Overall, D2.2 provides a critical foundation for subsequent project activities. It informs WP3 by 

offering a practical framework for the co-creation and refinement of Regional AA, underpins 

WP4 by structuring the identification of regional missions, their implementation pathways and 

the evaluation of outcomes and impacts, and supports WP5 by generating the analytical basis 

for cross-regional collaboration, replication guidelines and policy recommendations. In doing 

so, the deliverable fulfils and exceeds KPI9 through the systematic collection and analysis of 26 

regional innovation agendas and good practices, strengthening the robustness and credibility of 

the VISION4FOOD Acceleration Agenda Framework as a reference tool for European regions. 
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