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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report provides an overview of the GoNano Winter School, covering the objectives, planning
and execution, and presenting the material used and gathered at each phase.
The GoNano Winter School was held on 4-7 February 2020 and hosted by the project partner
RMIT, at its European hub in Barcelona. This activity formed part of the project’s training and
educational efforts, targeting Masters and PhD students as an important group for building a
future community of practice that is supportive and capable of adopting Responsible Research
and Innovation (RRI) practices. The overall objectives of the winter school were therefore to:
attract this target audience; teach them the skills and knowledge required to understand,
operationalise and implement RRI and co-creation processes; assess their outputs; and evaluate
their learning experience.
Initial planning of the winter school began almost a year before its implementation. Throughout
this period, the educational content and logistical aspects of the winter school were co-developed
with the GoNano project partners, and prospective participants were recruited through partners’
networks. Of the 113 applicants, 40 participants were invited to the winter school, of whom 20
were offered financial support for their travel and accommodation. The selection process took
into consideration a variety of distinguishing characteristics, to ensure diversity with respect to
level and country of studies, field of expertise, and gender.
Ultimately, a total of 35 individuals from a variety of backgrounds and countries participated in
the winter school. Over the four days of the winter school, these participants were introduced to
the key concepts of RRI and the process of co-creation, and how they can be used to add value to
research and innovation activities. They were then tasked with applying their newfound
knowledge to their own research topics, having been provided the tools to critically reflect on the
purpose of their research, its context, and its wider reaching effects and impact on society.
At the end of the event, participants’ feedback comments indicated that they found the GoNano
Winter School experience to be both enlightening and beneficial, with their expectations met or
surpassed and most aims and objectives achieved. This was mainly due to the open and
enthusiastic attitudes of both participants and teaching staff, which produced a positive
environment that was fully conducive to the creative learning experience we had set out to
achieve. Overall, the GoNano Winter School was considered to be a huge success not only on its
own, but also for the project, especially as many participants left with the intention of continuing
their involvement with the GoNano project and expressed their desire to adapt their research
approaches to be more aware of and responsive to societal inputs.
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1. INTRODUCTION
As part of its training and educational efforts, the GoNano project organised a Masters/PhD level
winter school that was held on 4-7 February 2020 and hosted by the project partner RMIT, at its
European hub in Barcelona. Masters and PhD students are an important target group for building
a future community of practice that is supportive and capable of adopting RRI practices. The aim
was therefore to have a group of students of diverse educational backgrounds ranging from
natural scientists, engineers and the social sciences, experience the GoNano co-creation
methodology and increase their capacity to implement RRI practices in their own research
projects and areas of investigation in nanotechnology. This report provides an overview of this
key event for the GoNano project – looking at how it was planned and executed and reflecting on
these processes and the evaluated outcomes.

2. OBJECTIVES
2.1.

OBJECTIVES OF WORK PACKAGE 6 – TRAINING AND COMMUNITY CAPACITY BUILDING

Work package (WP) 6 aims to provide training and community capacity building in the use of cocreation and sustainable open innovation approaches, through a series of events and activities.
The main objectives of WP6 are:
•

To stimulate integration and learning of responsiveness: Vertically across different levels
of governance (e.g. local, national and international), and horizontally across different
disciplines and groups of ‘expertise’ (e.g. among natural and social sciences, humanities,
engineering, policy, industry, consumer and special interest and professional groups);

•

To develop conditions and opportunities for mutual learning and collaboration among
citizens, policy, industry, consumer and special interest and professional groups, with
researchers and engineers;

•

To enhance policy and industry feedback and learning, for the RRI business case;

•

To enhance the public understanding and trust in Nano Research and Innovation (R&I).

The expected outcomes for WP6 relating to these objectives are:
•

To develop online webinars to train researchers and engineers to design and implement
nanotechnology research that appropriately sources and promotes societal needs and
contributes to solving societal challenges;

•

To produce a downloadable toolkit for running a Living-Lab on RRI in Nanotechnology;

•

To publish guidelines and information kits for stakeholders and publics, available online;

•

To plan and run a Masters/PhD level winter school in Barcelona;

•

To plan and run the GoNano project’s final two-day conference in Brussels.
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2.2.

OBJECTIVES OF TASK 6.3 – THE GONANO WINTER SCHOOL

As previously mentioned, Masters and PhD students are an important target group for building a
future community of practice that is supportive and capable of adopting RRI practices. The winter
school targeted this audience and a set of suitable learning objectives were devised by the GoNano
consortium.
At the end of the GoNano Winter School, participants should be able to:
i)

demonstrate sound knowledge and understanding of the theoretical concepts
surrounding co-creation and RRI;

ii)

select and plan appropriate interactions (online and face-to-face) for engaging
effectively with various stakeholder groups, including citizens; and

iii)

plan a co-creation process with these stakeholder groups.

The overall objectives of the winter school were therefore to: attract the target audience;
teach them the skills and knowledge required to understand, operationalise and
implement RRI and co-creation processes; assess their outputs; and evaluate their
learning experience.

3. PLANNING AND PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT
Planning of the winter school fell under the general management and organisational plan for the
project, and that of WP6, led by project partner RMIT. Contact between WP partners and
consortium members was established at the project kick-off meeting in M1 (September, 2017)
and has been maintained since, mainly through email, telephone, e-meetings and regular face-toface consortium meetings. WP6 partners have communicated through these general means and
through additional WP- and task-specific exchanges coordinated by RMIT.

3.1.

PLANNING – LOGISTICS

RMIT as principal organiser and host of the winter school proposed its own centre in Barcelona
as the venue for the winter school. At its premises in Barcelona, RMIT Europe has conference
facilities that include a meeting space for 70 people and two breakout rooms, which hold 25
people each. RMIT hosted the fourth project consortium meeting in the previous year (M19, March
2019) that was attended by most consortium members and the project advisory board (AB),
during which the suitability of the facilities for hosting the winter school was agreed by all other
GoNano partners. At the same meeting, preferred dates and other organisational parameters were
proposed and feedback from partners and AB members was gathered. This feedback was
integrated into the planning and decision-making process and an initial draft programme was
presented to the consortium at the fifth consortium meeting in Rome (M27, November 2019).
More feedback was gathered at this meeting, and further changes were made to address
remaining issues raised about session content and the need to have a clear and coherent theme,
resulting in a final drafted programme eventually being agreed upon by the whole consortium in
M28 (December 2019). The winter school programme was then shared with consortium members
and specific contributing project partners took on the responsibility of preparing content for the
individual sessions.
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3.2.

PLANNING – CONTENT

Project partners who had previously identified themselves as teachers or facilitators for the
winter school (DBT, DPF, RMIT, UT, and TC-CAS) worked in collaboration with each other and
with RMIT to prepare relevant educational content for each of the sessions. The knock-on effects
of the delay in agreeing to the final programme meant that the main work to prepare the detailed
session content began in M29 (January 2020), one month before the delivery date of the winter
school. The team of contributing partners, without exception, are to be commended on their
resourcefulness and efforts to produce high quality teaching material on such a tight timeline. All
teaching material was ready and shared with consortium partners for review prior to its delivery
at the winter school. This material was also shared online with winter school participants after
the event and is now available in the downloadable toolkits publicly available on the GoNano
website1.

3.3.

PARTICIPANT RECRUITMENT

Recruitment process: Recruitment of participants for the winter school officially launched at the
beginning of M26 (October 2019) through announcements on websites and newsletters, and a
combination of email and social media campaigns. Partners RMIT, DPF and DBT prepared visual
and informative material for distribution (Figures 1, 2 and 3). Partners within the consortium
disseminated the material among their networks to raise awareness of the event and invite
students and researchers to register their interest.
Registration process: Registrations were managed on the online platform, Eventbrite2. In addition
to registering interest in the event, registrants were asked to submit a 2-page curriculum vitae
(CV), and a 200-word cover letter expressing their motivation to participate in the winter school,
via email to the organisers. The initial deadline for registration was set at the end of M27
(November 2019) and was extended by one week to allow time for initial registrations of interest
to submit their supporting documents. There were 149 registrations of interest via Eventbrite and
113 CVs and cover letters submitted.
Application evaluation and selection process: The week after the registration process closed, CVs
and cover letters were shared across the consortium partners for evaluation. Partners were asked
to return the following information for each applicant: Name of current institution; Masters or
PhD enrolment level; Field of expertise; Gender; Years of relevant research experience; Quality of
motivation letter; and Other notes. RMIT collated the information returned by consortium
partners to produce a pool of applicants with suitable profiles (i.e. motivated students and early
career researchers) for the winter school. From this pool, places were first allocated to twenty
PhD and Masters students who were eligible to receive financial support for their travel and
accommodation3. A further twenty places were offered without financial support. Care was taken
during the allocation of places to ensure diversity with respect to country of study, gender and
field of expertise. All applicants were notified of the outcome via email on 13 December 2019, one
week after registration closure. Successful applicants were given one week to accept the offer of
places, which most did; places that were not accepted were subsequently offered to applicants on

http://gonano-project.eu/
https://www.eventbrite.com/
3 It was agreed at the outset of the project that 20 students should receive funding support for transport
and accommodation to facilitate their participation at the winter school. Students from both Europe and
globally were to be encouraged to apply, but additional students to this quota and other students from
outside of Europe were expected to fund their own participation.
1
2
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the reserve list4. Email contact was established with all forty successful applicants and used as the
main mode of communication between applicants and the organisers. Individual requests and
queries from applicants were responded to in a timely fashion and regular emails were sent to the
pool of applicants, which included instructions and information relating to their participation,
some background reading material (from GoNano project documents) and a small assignment,
which involved the preparation of a single PowerPoint slide for a two minute presentation on the
first day of the winter school (see Annex 1).

Figure 1. Bulletin for email dissemination prepared by RMIT.

The reserve list included applicants who met the suitable criteria for participation, but were not included
in the first round of offers due to the limited availability of places.
4
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Figure 2. Graphic for social media dissemination prepared by DBT.
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Figure 3. Poster for off-line dissemination prepared by DPF.

4. ORGANISATION AND OUTCOMES
4.1.

PROGRAMME

The GoNano Winter School programme was agreed upon by consortium partners in M28
(December 2019) and shared with participants in M29 (January 2020). The full programme,
including activity titles and timings for each day, is shown in table 1.
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Table 1. The GoNano Winter School programme.
Duration
Timeslot
Activity at RMIT Europe
Day 1

Tue. 4 Feb.

Arrival and Introductions

1 h 30 min

12:00-13:30

Arrival, Registration and Lunch

15 min

13:30-13:45

Welcome

30 min

13:45-14:15

Introduction in plenary

1h

14:30-15:30

Participant presentations (2-minute pitches)

30 min

15:30-16:00

Voting for ‘problem owners’ on participant presentations

3h

17:00-20:00

Culinary thinking workshop (at Culinary Institute of Barcelona, CIB)

Day 2

Wed. 5 Feb.

Co-creation Steps – part 1

5 min

09:00-9:05

Welcome to the second day

1 h 30 min

09:05-10:35

Talk: The co-creation journey: Overview and finding the destination

1 h 30 min

11:00-12:30

Workshop: Exploration

1h

12:30-13:30

Lunch

1 h 15 min

13:30-14:45

Talk: The co-creation journey: Methodologies and planning

55 min

15:00-15:55

Workshop: Ideation (part 1)

1 h 5 min

15:55-17:00

Workshop: Ideation (part 2)

Day 3

Thu. 6 Feb.

Co-creation Steps – part 2

1 h 20 min

09:00-10:20

Workshop: Prototyping

30 min

10:20-10:50

Workshop: Reflection

1 h 40 min

11:20-13:00

Panel: Engaging stakeholders (talks and panel discussion by experts)

1h

13:00-14:00

Lunch

1 h 30 min

14:00-15:30

Talk & Exercise: Practical examples of implementation of RRI
principles and co-creation activities in industrial settings

1 h 15 min

15:45-17:00

Preparation of co-creation action plans

Day 4

Fri. 7 Feb.

Co-creation Action Plans

30 min

09:00-9:30

Final touches to action plans

1h

09:30-10:30

Presentation of co-creation action plans

30 min

10:45-11:15

Selected pitches – plenary presentation

45 min

11:15-12:00

Reflection and wrap-up

12:00

Winter School closes

4.2.

PARTICIPANTS

Of the 40 registered applicants, 35 participated in the winter school, including all 20 of the
applicants who received bursary funding to cover their travel and accommodation, plus 15 who
paid their own way (or lived locally). Institutions from over ten countries were represented:
Belgium, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Sweden, UK and
Australia. Most participants were aged in their twenties. The male to female ratio was 16:19, very
close to the desired 50:50. There were 24 PhD and 7 Masters students, plus 1 undergraduate
student and 3 postdocs or research staff. The research domains of the participants varied greatly,
but were mostly in natural sciences and engineering. Table 2 shows brief descriptions of the
projects that the participants are working on during their studies or professional activities.
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Table 2. GoNano Winter School participants’ projects.
Participant
Brief description of participant’s project
1

PhD student

Development of energy storage systems

2

PhD student

Research in the development of new functional stimuli responsive materials

3

PhD student

4

PhD student

5

Masters student

Design and fabrication of novel plasmonic nanostructures to enhance sensitivity of
spectroscopic techniques and improve early disease diagnosis or water pollution
Synthesis and characterisation of iron oxide, gold and bismuth sulfide nanoparticles to
be used in biomedical applications
Matching materials & electrolytes for high energy supercapacitors & hybrid devices

6

PhD student

Synthesis of nanomaterials and application for new energy storage and conversion

7

Masters student

Research on solar cells and photovoltaic materials

8

PhD student

Cubosomes –Liquid crystal nanoparticles as a potential bioimaging systems

9

PhD student

10

PhD student

Development and characterization of organic thin films used in different fields, such as
optoelectronics (for example OLEDs) via thermal techniques
GNaM group, study of the role of the molecular orientation in the stability of a glass

11

Masters student

Sustainable Nanotechnology and Innovation

12

PhD student

Experimental 3D model of liver cancer to model disease and test (nano)therapies

13

PhD student

Valorising sorghum agricultural residues into sustainable nanocellulose materials

14

PhD student

15
16

Intern / Freelance
researcher
Consultant

17

PhD student

18

PhD student

19

PhD student

20

PhD student

Part of Mistra Environmental Nanosafety (phase II) investigating stakeholder power
relations in EU nanotech., including ethics paradigms, safety science and risk society
Bridging the practice - theory gap in data driven metamaterial design (using tools from
nanophotonics as a starting point)
Project manager of the CheckNano project which designs a fast test for harmful
nanoparticles (in charge of the public relation and administration work)
Multi-task nanomaterials using polydopamine (PDA) to deliver combination
chemotherapeutics and photothermal therapy (PTT) to fight multidrug resistance
Next generation nanomaterial regulation and guidance with consideration of ecocorona formation
Designing new active packaging with nanoparticles for fruits and vegetables using
antimicrobial, antifungal and antioxidant nanoparticles
Hybrid nanoplatforms for biosensor and nanomedical applications

21

PhD student

22

PhD student

Extraction, characterization and encapsulation of natural extracts into liposome
nanoparticles and biodegradable nanofibers, and their cytotoxicity testing
Liposome, alginate encapsulation of plant extracts

23

Masters student

Design Innovation

24

PhD student

25

Postdoc. researcher

Application of biomimetic coatings in advanced therapy of liver cancer - designing a
drug delivery system based on mesoporous PDA nanoparticles and cell membranes
Development of plasmonic photonic materials

26

PhD student

Study of magnetic domains motion induced by electrical current in nanostructures

27

PhD student

Nano engineered materials for early diagnosis

28

Graduate student

Biomedical applications of light scattering

29

Undergrad. student

Fluorescent nanoparticle synthesis and cell uptake studies

30

PhD student

31

Masters student

Developing DNA nanostructures embedding G-quadruplex motifs for application in
dynamic DNA-nanotech and drug delivery
MESC+ Erasmus mundus programme: Materials for Energy Storage and Conversion

32

PhD student

33

Masters student

34

Masters student

35

PhD student

Generation of nanometric deformation gradients in a multiferroic material to change
the polarization of ferroelectric domains
Fabrication of rubber bands to be used in prosthetic devices for patients suffering from
muscular weakness in arms
Creating and evaluating in vivo neural interfaces: Graphene-based electrodes for
intracortical devices (implanted) for recording/stimulation in freely moving mice
Using micro computed tomography to model fibrous materials

11

4.3.

ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOMES

4.3.1. GENERAL OVERVIEW
During the GoNano Winter School, postgraduate students and early career researchers from a
broad range of disciplines were challenged to step out of their comfort zones and work together
to increase their responsiveness to societal needs and values in nanotechnology innovations.
Over four days, the participants were introduced to the key concepts of RRI and the process of cocreation, and how they can be used to add value to research and innovation activities, using the
experiences of GoNano and other projects as examples. Participants learned about practical
examples of RRI principles and co-creation activities in industrial settings, and also had the
opportunity to unleash their questions on expert panellists. These experts were also interviewed,
along with the students and GoNano consortium members in the teaching faculty present at the
winter school, asking them a range of questions relating to RRI and the co-creation process, in
order to provide video content for use in the dissemination and training materials stemming from
the GoNano project.
Besides listening to and learning from our team of experts and educators, the participants worked
together in diverse groups throughout the winter school in order to experience the process of cocreation: exploring needs and values of citizens, creating solutions, and sharing knowledge. In the
final phases, participants applied their newfound knowledge to their own research topics, having
been provided the tools to critically reflect on the purpose of their research, its context, and its
wider reaching effects and impact on society. This experience was found to be both enlightening
and beneficial for the participants, as expressed in their feedback comments.
“I think I will try to take action organising an event using co-creation tools…. I am more
conscious about the impact of my research, understanding the roles of the different
stakeholders.”
“This should be included in all research programmes as a taught subject through teaching
co-creation and RRI concept.”
[statements from winter school participants]

4.3.2. DAY ONE
Participants started by pitching their own research projects to each other, highlighting not only
the technical aspects but also the social and ethical challenges that their research is addressing.
This was a good exercise for getting to know the other participants, but also to get a first glimpse
of the diverse research topics and social challenges everyone is dealing with. The first day finished
with a culinary thinking workshop at the Culinary Institute of Barcelona, where participants were
introduced to design thinking and immediately put it to use as they worked together to create
their own appetising montaditos (open sandwiches).
“It was very interesting to get to know what other researchers study in the nano field. As well
as their visions and inputs in the research projects of others.”
[statement from winter school participant]
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Figure 4. Photos of activities from day one.

4.3.3. DAYS TWO AND THREE
Four interactive breakout sessions were held, following the GoNano co-creation
process: Exploration, Ideation, Prototyping, and Reflection. Participants explored innovative
nanotechnology concepts selected from the pitches on day one, taking into account the needs and
values of citizens as well as their own, and then developed ideas for future nanotechnology
applications that are designed to be better aligned with these societal needs and values. These
interactive sessions were complemented by two panel discussions – one on the methodologies
and planning of a co-creation process, and another on stakeholder engagement – and two lectures:
an overview of co-creation and introduction to the co-creation roadmap, and standardisation as a
practical example of RRI principles and co-creation activities in industrial settings. Each activity
was openly received and completed with great energy and enthusiasm, leading towards the final
goal of the winter school: enabling participants to create their own personal roadmap to co-create
and innovate responsibly.
“Panel discussion: three different perspectives, very interesting and enriching points of view.
I loved the fact that we had time to debate a bit about different aspects.”
“All the workshops were highly valuable as it helped me to identify the possible impact of my
research and the steps I need to follow to introduce it into industry.”
[statements from winter school participants]
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Figure 5. Photos of activities and completed templates from days two and three.

4.3.4. DAY FOUR
On the last day, participants did a stellar job pitching their co-creation action plans to each other,
with one audience-selected plan from each group pitched again to an expert panel. The winter
school ended with a short reflection on participants’ experiences and the presentation of gifts (to
presenters of group-selected plans on day four and presenters of selected pitches from day one)
and certificates to all participants.

Figure 6..Photos of the final presentation session and the winter school cohort on the last day.

“The co-creation action plan was good at framing some of the questions needed for [cocreation] workshops. To run a workshop, it’s essential to have a vision and to anticipate many
of the challenges you might face. Using the templates are good for framing those questions.”
[statement from winter school participant]
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5. EVALUATION AND REFLECTION
Live surveys provided moments of reflection for the participants to think about what they had
done and learned, and were used as the principal tool to evaluate the efficiency and
appropriateness of the materials and methods used during the winter school. Face-to-face
interviews were also carried out with selected participants to gather further thoughts and
opinions on their experiences during the winter school. These interviews were recorded and will
be developed into testimonial videos for dissemination on the project website and social media
outlets. The survey results are shared in the following section and annex 2.

5.1.

PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESPONSES – DAY ONE

Two surveys were run over the course of the winter school, one on the first day and one on the
last day. The purpose of the survey on day one was for the organisers to evaluate the cohort’s
knowledge in relevant areas. A total of four questions were asked:
i)

What do the three letters in RRI stand for?

ii)

Which of these stakeholders is the most important to include in the development of
new nanotechnologies?

iii)

What do you think co-creation means?

iv)

What role can citizens play in the development of new nanotechnologies?

100% of respondents (38 in total as some teaching staff participated) answered the first question
correctly, i.e. RRI = Responsible Research and Innovation. The result of the poll in question two was
also satisfying to see (Table 3), as were most of the answers to questions three and four:
“Creation or development of an idea/project carried out by several people taking into
account each of their perspectives.”
“Public opinion is a key aspect in the political decisions taken with respect to research.”
“They [citizens] can give an insight of how these technologies can be received by the general
public and what are some issues that they think are necessary in our society.”
[participants’ answers to questions three and four of day one survey]
Table 3. GoNano Winter School participants’ responses to question two.
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These results suggested that the participants were well informed about key aspects of the winter
school, something that was likely achieved through the provision of background reading and video
material before coming to the winter school.

5.2.

PARTICIPANT SURVEY RESPONSES – DAY FOUR

The survey on the final day of the winter school was completed as part of the reflection session
just before the wrap-up and closure of the winter school. This exercise was designed to gather
anonymous feedback across the entire spectrum of activities completed throughout the winter
school. This survey was therefore relatively long; however, most participants completed it during
the session or in the following days after the event (34 responses in total) and provided answers
to both Likert scale type and open questions. Responses to the survey are shown in Tables 4-6
and in Tables 7-9 in Annex 2.
Table 4. Responses to the final day survey – part 1.
Question
Overall, how satisfied were you with the event?

Response #
(Likert scores out of 5)
4.2

How would you rate each of the sessions and activities?
Day 1: Participant presentations (2-minute pitches)

4.1

Day 1: Creative workshop at the Culinary Institute of Barcelona

3.9

Day 2: Talk – The co-creation journey – Overview and finding the destination

3.9

Day 2: Panel discussion – The co-creation journey – Methodologies and
planning

4.1

Day 3: Panel discussion – Engaging different stakeholders

4.2

Day 3: Talk – Practical examples of RRI principles and co-creation activities
in industrial settings (Co-creation and standardisation)

3.6

Of the sessions that you rated highly, what was the main reason for this? *
Example answers:
"I thought the cocreation lectures are really good because they were very precise and knowledgeable in
their domain"
"I like the last session on day three presenting real RRI activities. Gave me the possibility to better
understand the process of co-creation as a whole."
How would you improve the sessions you didn't rate highly? *
Example answers:
"The co-creation process explanation should be more motivating"
"Start with topics that are more general and more participants can relate to"
#

(All 34 respondents answered all questions). * All free-text answers are shown in Table 7 in Annex 2.
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Table 5. Responses to the final day survey – part 2.
Question

Response #
(Likert scores out of 5)

How useful did you find each of the following workshops, exercises or templates?
Day 2: Workshop – Exploration (essential, ideal, non-essential)

3.9

Day 2: Workshop – Ideation

4.1

Day 3: Workshop – Prototyping (storyboards)

4.1

Day 3: Workshop – Reflection (Post Motorola)

3.8

Day 3: Stakeholder mapping exercise – Practical examples of RRI principles
and co-creation activities in industrial settings

3.8

Day 3: Co-creation action plans

4.3

Of the workshops, exercises or templates that you rated highly, which was the most useful or
valuable about these? *
Example answers:
"Exploration workshop was fantastic and thought provoking to consider all the different social values"
"The co-creation plan, I had the chance to use the co-creation to my own research"
"The story board was a very interesting process by which we could clearly visualize the all the aspects of
the research."
How will you use these in your own future research or professional activities? *
Example answers:
"Story board telling as well as Motorola template are the ones which I will probably use for my future
research activities."
"All the information will be really useful for me to understand the society better and to keep it on
consideration all the time."
"I will use Exploration to select future research topics. Ideation with my colleagues and superiors to look
for alternatives to solve a problem. Maybe I would use storyboards to visualize my projects. I could apply
Reflection to evaluate, correct problems, errors or change the direction of my research projects."
Do you have any comments on the workshops, exercises or templates you didn't rate highly? *
Example answers:
"I think the first group session might have been better with a general topic like health than with a specific
project."
"Would have been better to have more time to develop our action plans"
"I think they were all valuable, although sometimes the time was very limited"
#

(All 34 respondents answered all questions). * All free-text answers are shown in Table 8 in Annex 2.
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Table 6. Responses to the final day survey – part 3.
What additional comments do you have about the programming and structure of the winter
school? *
Example answers:
"It was very well structured with strong emphasis on directness and aptness. I have been to other
conferences which have been all over the place (mismanaged). But this one, I would say, m aintained
interests at all time. A big thumbs up!"
"The activities might be spaced a bit better. The overall school was intense and the pacing was fast.
Most of the other participants I interacted with were basically half dead after the first couple of
days."
Please add anything else about the winter school that you would like to share. *
Example answers:
"It was informative and really helpful to understand the connection b etween science and the
society."
"This is should be included in all research programmes as a taught subject through teaching co
creation and RRI concept"
* All free-text answers are shown in Table 9 in Annex 2.

5.3.

CRITICAL EVALUATION

Overall, the GoNano Winter School was considered to be a huge success on its own, as well as for
the project. Expectations were met, and in some cases surpassed, as most aims and objectives
were achieved: Attendance of the winter school was very high among the target audience, with
the only main area of improvement being the level of participation by individuals from social
science backgrounds. Despite this, the participants from natural science and engineering
backgrounds were open to learning about the concepts of RRI and co-creation. In general, the
participants clearly understood the information presented to them and used it to successfully
complete the tasks given to them. The open and enthusiastic attitudes of the participants and the
teaching staff produced a positive environment fully conducive to the creative learning experience
we set out to achieve. Satisfaction ratings were all positive (scores of 4.2/5 overall, and ranging
from 3.8 to 4.3 for individual sessions) and free-text feedback was generally positive and
constructive.
Many participants left with the intention of continuing their involvement with the GoNano project
and also expressed their desire to adapt their research approaches to be more aware of and
responsive to societal inputs. The winter school can thus be seen as a major achievement for the
GoNano project, proving to be an effective tool for training and community capacity building, and
moving towards future change.
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ANNEX 1 – TEMPLATE FOR FLASH PRESENTATIONS AND INFORMATION
PACK SENT TO WINTER SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS
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ANNEX 2 – COMPLETE RESPONSES TO THE FINAL DAY SURVEY
Table 7. Complete free-text responses to the final day survey – part 1.
Of the sessions that you rated highly, what was the main reason for this?
"I thought the cocreation lectures are really good because they were very precise and knowledgeable in
their domain"
"The emphasis on important topics as well as engagement of audience was the best thing about the panel
discussions. The relevance and apt material added to that."
"I like the last session on day three presenting real RRI activities. Gave me the possibility to better
understand the process of co-creation as a whole."
"It was a fun way to access the topic. Very nice to work together with a group of engaged people. Very
good to have the diversity."
"Preferred the panel discussions"
"All of the sessions were really informative and creative."
"I like how all the methodology was presented and actually performed. The idea of this path is really
nice."
"Engaging the different stakeholders has been really interesting specially the following discussion with
the panel"
"The culinary school was amazing although i couldn't see the nano aspect of it"
"Presentation pitches: as I got an insight of the state-of-the-art nanotechnology, not only the research on
the lab but also regulation needs of nano. I also liked the co-creation talk, as it helped me identify the
necessary processes"
"Very interesting theoretical knowledge in the co-creation journey workshop"
"Panel discussion: three different perspectives, very interesting and enriching points of view. I loved the
fact that we had time to debate a bit about different aspects."
"Well facilitated. Felt like we were well supported during the co creation process."
"Panel discussion, RRI were the most interesting: introduced key words (safe-by-design, risk/benefit...),
and reflections (about nano safety, standards, social responsibility...)"
"1st session: presentation pitch. It was very interesting to get to know what other researchers study in
the nano field. As well as their visions and inputs in the research projects of others.
2nd session: I didn't know anything about co-creation and I was glad to get introduced to it and learn the
true meaning of a co-creation project"
"The session explaining RRI was very practical and everyone immediately related it to their project"
"All of the sessions were well done prepared and interesting."
"I rated highly Creative workshop at the CIB because it was funny and delicious, but also it was a good
exercise of co-creation"
How would you improve the sessions you didn't rate highly?
"The talk about Practical examples wasn't interesting for me, maybe it would be better another
examples."
"Afternoon classes: It will be nice if presenters had prepared questions during their talk to keep our
attention."
"By more interaction"
"I recommend to link definitions with examples to better understand an main stream/idea."
"The session on RRI, standards, and industry was very long and wordy, making it hard to see the takeaway"
"Culinary experience: I understand the aim of the activity but I think it wasn't completely well planned.
It was too rushed and we didn't get to learn much"
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"I think the panel discussion on the gonano journey felt like something I couldn't directly use"
"Practical use of RRI in standardization: maybe not as relevant"
"More organization in the workshops of the first day, clear and simple instructions (not only in
PowerPoint but printed on the table maybe), one moderator per table, not switching"
"Had a hard time with long lecture after lunch. Also some of the accents took a little time to get used to,
especially on Thursday afternoon."
"Give more time to really explain the topic and explain HOW to do it, not only descriptive information, as
well as promoting debates."
"More time for the standardisation workshop"
"I think I did not get the standardization talk’s purpose, as I could not identify its link with the workshop
that followed the talk"
"More exciting pitches. More energy, less text. Simple and straightforward"
"Standardization - the second part was difficult to follow"
"The co-creation process explanation should be more motivating"
"I would give the attendants a booklet with a brief topic. The time was running and if there was something
that I didn’t fully understand I started not to be focused and the speaker even skipped some parts of to
make the presentation faster."
"I would like to learn something more from you, not asking us about everything"
"Regulation session: more dynamic"
"Co-creation and standardization – maybe if we had more time to think or learn about action plans"
"Clearer content and well-defined goals"
"Group sessions were too specific"
"Start with topics that are more general and more participants can relate to"
"More didactic"
"The diversity is also a drawback as you cannot go into depth"
“…Regarding the initial 2 min pitch I would have liked more previous information (before the beginning
of the workshop) in order. To frame the work slightly better."
"More participation"
"Discussions were generally too vague and sometime there was not enough time for everybody's
questions. Talking about the CIB experience, the workshop was interesting and the creative thinking
hints were pretty useful…."
"There were some topics (such as explanation standardization) which I did not really feel are important
from science and communication point of view. The public does not have anything to do with it. It is
something for the scientists and the researchers. But this can be a personal opinion."

Table 8. Responses to the final day survey – part 2.
Of the workshops, exercises or templates that you rated highly, which was the most useful or
valuable about these?
"Ideation allowed us to gather several solutions to the same problem, which could complement each
other."
"Those on the day second because it was most creative as we were in groups trying to solve one problem
together."
"Real examples, social aspects, higher awareness of the nanoissues among a society."
"Prototyping, in making your idea very concrete"
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"The last one about applying the co-working process to our own project"
"Roadmapping"
"Exploration, build upon each other ideas, Action plan, apply learning objectives in practice"
"The co creation action plan was good at framing some of the questions needed for cc workshops. To run
a workshop it’s essential to have a vision and to anticipate many of the challenges you might face. Using
the templates are good for framing those questions."
"Exploration workshop was fantastic and thought provoking to consider all the different social values"
"All the workshops were highly valuable as it helped me to identify the possible impact of my research
and the steps I need to follow to introduce it into industry"
"To have a guideline of how to start is extremely useful"
"Ideation and prototyping - it was useful in the meaning of science communication exercise and idea
exchange between various areas of expertise"
"To debate the essentials and not is really interesting to compare points of views and to see outside our
box"
"Exploration and prototyping. Is it good to start finding the best way to do the project and make it
happen"
"The co-creation plan, I had the chance to use the co-creation to my own research"
"Co creation action plans"
"Ideation exercise. Useful brainstorming"
"The best workshops were where we were sharing different ideas"
"Template 5 because the students could work on their own projects"
"Prototyping"
"Thinking about the stakeholders and risks was most useful"
"Co-creation action plans"
"Ideation"
"The story board was a very interesting process by which we could clearly visualize the all the aspects of
the research."
"Ideation"
How will you use these in your own future research or professional activities?
"I would definitely try the cocreation for my PhD thesis"
"Story board telling as well as Motorola template are the ones which I will probably use for my future
research activities."
"I would like to engage the public by having my group organise a nanotech fair"
"The workshop really change the way I see conversation with public (outreach) and industry
stakeholders."
"The process of getting stakeholders on board is different. The canvas to the product development helps
to get through the process, the template action plan."
"Will use co-creation in future collaboration with industry"
"All the information will be really useful for me to understand the society better and to keep it on
consideration all the time."
"I will think about be more open"
"As much as I can"
"To speak more about my own ideas and talk about it with people/citizens"
"I will try but my situation as PhD makes it difficult"
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"I will be more aware of how to communicate my research to non-specialists and the aspects I not
necessarily recognized as problematic before"
"To organize research projects, workshops, and in class activities"
"To identify the steps that need to be follow before introducing the technology into the market for the
users to take profit. Also, I appreciate a lot the group experiences, as we can have contact and create a
network"
"Will start my action plan as soon as I get home!"
"I think I will try to take action organising an event using co-creation tools. Also: now I am more conscious
about the impact of my research, understanding the roles of the different stakeholders"
"Co creation template. Also design thinking methods."
"Creative thinking for organizing outreach activities"
"Include Co-creation activities, especially citizens"
"Everything to do with standards"
"I will reflect on the process to help consider future research"
"I hope I will use their principles in my future job to engage stakeholders into my projects."
"I will use Exploration to select future research topics. Ideation with my colleagues and superiors to look
for alternatives to solve a problem. Maybe I would use storyboards to visualize my projects. I could apply
Reflection to evaluate, correct problems, errors or change the direction of my research projects."
Do you have any comments on the workshops, exercises or templates you didn't rate highly?
“I did not qualify much prototyping (storyboards) because I think it is useful to visualize the project, but
not so much to create."
"Last templates were repetitive. It is good to write same things twice to think about it again but three
times is a bit much."
"I think the first group session might have been better with a general topic like health than with a specific
project."
"Would have been better to have more time to develop our action plans"
"I think they were all valuable, although sometimes the time was very limited"
"The 4 questionnaires were too complex for the time given, in other cases the instructions were
sometimes not that clear"
"The action plan it is difficult to do and apply because our current situation of PhD does not give up us
enough freedom and tools to do it"
"Some parts seemed to be quite similar."
"Everything was fine but sometimes time limitation was a bit of a problem."
"Goal of each workshop should be clearly defined. Instructions and recommendations should be
provided"
"Some of the things were too long. I would have loved some more controversy discussion"
"Time schedule was kind of tight"
"The stakeholder template, together with the standardisation workshop, was definitely too far from the
life of a PhD student. Realistically speaking, we are just students following a project which has not been
designed by us and we are incredibly far (unless industrial PhD students) from business strategies and
product commercialisation."
"It was difficult and a bit confusing to start with the Essential/Non-Essential workshop because we did
not have a clear about what to do. We were mostly getting into technical aspects of the given research
topic which was not good for other people of the group who were non-technical. Also, the discussions
were long and not that meaningful. I would suggest that the discussion should be focused on science and
communication aspects rather than only science. Also, a general topic to start with for everyone's comfort
can help."
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Table 9. Responses to the final day survey – part 3.
What additional comments do you have about the programming and structure of the winter
school?
"I just wish it was longer"
"It was very well structured with strong emphasis on directness and aptness. I have been to other
conferences which have been all over the place (mismanaged). But this one, I would say, maintained
interests at all time. A big thumbs up!"
"The activities might be spaced a bit better. The overall school was intense and the pacing was fast.
Most of the other participants I interacted with were basically half dead after the first couple of
days."
"Very well organized"
"It was really well organized and I hope to participate next time as well."
"I think it was planned very well and we spent the time here efficiently, also including some f ree
time in the evenings. Thank you so much, organizers :)"
"Maybe it could have been a little longer so we had more time to develop our ideas. Maybe the got
stuck in a very initial step"
"Longer would have been great"
"I wanted to have more theory, specific strategies to stimulate creative thinking"
"Exercises could be designed to remove conversations that may not lead towards the object of each
stage. Otherwise you need a longer workshop"
"A little more time for activities that take longer to prepare such as storytelling"
"It would be good to have some more homework to prepare and get more credits"
"It was well programmed even though a bit dense. In the afternoon after 5 PM when we had free
time I was so exhausted so I went just back to the hotel and went sleep :)"
Please add anything else about the winter school that you would like to share.
"Thank you, we had a wonderful time and hope we meet again"
"Well, I think that the concepts and methodologies they taught us can be applied to several projects,
not just to nanotechnology development."
"Was a nice event! Keep up"
"I was first time at the Winter School. It was a great experience for me to socialize with other young
scientists, share my research with experts."
"I had a great time"
"Might it be possible to collaborate with other organisations from other fields also trying to co
create?"
"Overall great experience"
"It was great!"
"Everyone including staff and other students were extremely friendly and helpful throughout"
"Thank you for everything! The organisation was amazing"
"Well done organised"
"It was informative and really helpful to understand the connection between science and the
society."
"I have learned a lot of new things"
"Good networking instance"
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"I would suggest the winter school or similar events to my students and colleagues"
"We were taken care of quite well! Maybe there could have been an optional drinks session to close
the gap further between faculty and students ;)"
"This should be included in all research programmes as a taught subject through teaching co
creation and RRI concept"
"Disappointed about the lack of recycling... Come on guys."
"All was very good, except the audio."
"Excellent contact with the organizer ;)"
"Nice teachers/organizers of the winter School!"
"Maybe having regular coffee instead of Nespresso pods would be more ecological and be better for
the amount of people in the programme."
"It was amazing. Hopefully I can participate more conferences like this. Maybe more energy related
topics"
"Nice and valuable event"
"I like the group meetings"
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