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Summary
This report presents the minutes of the final project meeting of the MAGIC consortium. The meeting
was hosted by the team of the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona (UAB) and took place 05-06 March
2020 at the Institute of Environmental Science and Technology (ICTA) in Bellaterra (Barcelona), Spain.
The General Assembly also united during the progress meeting, on 05 March 2020. Due to travel
restrictions and advisories related to the COVID-2019 pandemic, several consortium members were
obliged to, or chose to participate remotely.
Following a concise overview of the progress achieved in the various work packages and the project
as a whole, discussions at the meeting focused on the outstanding overarching tasks and
corresponding deliverables, the organization of the final scientific and policy events, and other
dissemination and engagement activities aimed at achieving visibility and impact. The end-of-project
challenge of how to make effective use of the wealth of results produced and the experiences gained
during the course of the project was a central theme. The minutes summarize the main points
discussed, as well as the specific action points and responsibilities agreed upon. PowerPoint
presentations during the meeting have been instrumental in shaping the discussions and are available
to the consortium in its shared google drive.
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1. Objectives, agenda, and participants
The MAGIC final project meeting was hosted by the team of the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona
(UAB) and took place 05-06 March 2020 (two full days) at the Institute of Environmental Science and
Technology (ICTA) in Bellaterra (Barcelona), Spain. The General Assembly also united during the
progress meeting, on 05 March 2020. Due to travel restrictions and advisories related to COVID-2019,
several members of the consortium were obliged to (JRC, UNINA, UiB1), or chose to (UT) participate
remotely. Remote participation was facilitated through Zoom Pro.
The project meeting was preceded by a two-day work session (3-4 March 2020) on Task 5.7 ‘Quality
check climate’, attended by UAB, CA and ITC, and a write-shop on the 4th of March 2020, organized
by the team of The James Hutton Institute (HUTTON), in which the consortium’s social scientists
elaborated ideas for joint papers addressing cross-cutting issues related to governance.
The objectives of the MAGIC final project meeting were to:





Provide an overview of the progress achieved in the various work packages and the project as
a whole;
Decide how to make effective use of the wealth of results produced and the experiences
gained during the course of the project in the outstanding overarching tasks;
Concretize the organization of the final scientific and policy events, and other dissemination
and engagement events aimed at achieving visibility and impact;
Take stock of and exploit emerging cross-cutting themes and transdisciplinary thinking in the
consortium.

The Agenda of the progress meeting, as well as the list of participants is provided in Annex 1. All
project partners were represented at the meeting, either physically or remotely.
PowerPoint presentations during the meeting have been instrumental in shaping the discussions. They
are available to the consortium members in its shared google drive, but are not publicly accessible.
For this reason, the content of the presentations has been summarized.
The minutes are presented chronologically following the agenda items. The General Assembly meeting
is reported on separately, in section 3. Action points are summarized in section 4.
At the time of writing this deliverable, some of the plans and actions agreed upon at the project
meeting were already overtaken by events due to the rapid evolvement of the COVID-2019 crisis, and
it is now expected that many of the engagement and dissemination activities planned during the last
spurt of the project will be difficult if not impossible to carry out. Nonetheless, the minutes are faithful
to what was presented, said, and decided during the meeting.

1

Silvio Funtowicz and Bruna De Marchi, UiB team members residing in Milan, Italy.
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2. Minutes of the final project meeting
Day 1

Welcome by local organizers
The meeting opens with a brief welcome address by the coordinator and one minute of silence in
memory of Arjen Hoekstra. Following practical observations by the project manager, the moderator
of the day, Roger Strand, starts the meeting.

Where do we stand? – Synthesis of achievements
The project coordinator, Mario Giampietro, synthesizes the overall achievements of the project:
1) Sharing the meaning of the project. MAGIC is not about the quality of the results per se, but about
the quality of the process developed to obtain the results. It is about taming the complexity of
impredicativity. The consortium has shown a remarkable evolution in terms of understanding the
MAGIC approach from an initial situation of confusion to a final state of assimilation (reflection).
2) Identifying quality criteria for the analysis of governance. The basic idea of MAGIC of how to
contextualize epistemic boxing (-> concern -> problem -> solution) within the social context
(prioritizing concerns, etc.) has been advanced, as well as the different lenses used to check the
quality of governance for sustainability.
3) Converging while keeping diversity. Success of MAGIC shown by the convergence of WP6
deliverables to a common framing (e.g., common concerns).
4) Theoretical advancement of the MAGIC tool-kit. How to move quantitative assessments across
levels and dimensions of analysis to check feasibility, viability, desirability and the level of openness
of the metabolic pattern of a social-ecological system? The marauder’s map has been an important
achievement in this regard. The visit of Advisory Board member Aloisius Louie (expert in relational
analysis) to the UAB in the fall of 2019 has been instrumental.
5) MAGIC outputs have generally been well received. Major engagement and dissemination events
are summarized, as well as the papers already published. MAGIC is having impact – positive or
negative feedback – but we are being noticed!
The UiB lead affirms this last point, commenting on the feelings during the MAGIC special session at
the International Seminar on Environment and Society in Lisbon just preceding the final project
meeting. What we present is unique and far ahead of the state of the art, combining the biophysical
side with the social science side and relating to policy not just as spectators. But it can be
overwhelming for the audience, it must be unpacked.
Referring to the slides presented, the coordinator is reminded to be careful not to label only
quantitative science as ‘science’ – social science looks at the other aspects of how concerns, problems
and solutions are framed.
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The last spurt! – Global picture of outstanding tasks and challenges
The coordinator, Mario Giampietro, summarizes the outstanding tasks and deliverables for all the
work packages and emphasizes that after 31 May (month 48) the main focus will be on engagement
and dissemination to achieve impact. We have promised a lot of dissemination activities in the
extension request and we must deliver on this. Another legacy of the project extension is the EU Learn
training and the permanent platform. A large part of the meeting will be dedicated to these activities.
In the discussion following, it is observed that we should give due importance to opportunities for
cross-project ‘meta’ insights, such as those addressed in the writeshop preceding the meeting.

Briefing on achievements in WP6, WP5, WP4, WP2 & WP3 since Twente
meeting
WP6: The WP6 lead, Raimon Ripoll Bosch (WU), sets out observing that the common ground of
understanding of the innovation tasks reached at the Twente Meeting was successfully implemented
during the past year. All innovation deliverables were built on a common structure and the timeline
agreed was observed (with the exception of D6.6 Green bonds which is delayed). The internal review
process was successful and the feedback of the reviewers was very useful. All innovation cases are
available on the Knowledge Hub, with a link to the material produced. The focus is now on
dissemination and further engagement to obtain feedback. The aim is to produce at least one
publication per innovation, preferably two, as well as common publications on cross-cutting tasks and
experiences.
Action point: Inform the project manager on whether or not to wait with uploading the WP6
deliverables on the website (to avoid issues with the material being submitted for publication).
WP5: The WP5 lead, Keith Matthews (HUTTON), reports that the team has received many useful offers
(ideas, data sets) for the last phase of WP5. Although the focus of the deliverables D5.1 and D5.2 will
be relatively narrow, this does not mean that these activities cannot be further explored as part of
Tasks 5.8 and 5.7. The past year has also seen important progress in the finalization of phase 1
(individual policies), such as: i) dissemination of outputs (the policy cases have been posted on the
website [but environmental policy]; policy briefs/concern sheets have been produced; articles and
conference papers have been published, Nexus Times articles released) and ii) further engagement
(Milestone 16). If there are other engagement activities that regard policies, please let Hutton and JRC
know.
The discussion following touches upon the organization of the material on the project website, which
is currently based on the Description of Action (by tasks) and not very meaningful for the potential
user (e.g., no cross-cutting issues entries). The project manager explains that this is the motivation for
the development of the Uncomfortable Knowledge Platform, which will be organized by concerns.
Action point: The WU lead commits to posting the environmental policy on the website.
WP4: The WP4 lead, Mario Giampietro (UAB), reports on last year’s progress in the relational analysis
of metabolic systems. Important results were obtained and presented at several science-policy events:
the 2019 ALTER-Net Conference 'The EU Biodiversity Strategy Beyond 2020’ in Ghent (Marauder’s
11
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map), the EMP-E 2019 conference in Brussels (decarbonization of electricity production), and the EU
Conference on Modelling for Policy Support, Brussels (externalization of food production/land-use).
There is interest from policy makers, and we have learned how to better promote our methodology.
WP2: The WP2 lead, Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC), summarizes the main achievements:
 An expanding Nexus Dialogue Space – in addition to the nexus dialogue space on the project
website through Zoom, MAGIC is now also on the major sharing platform of the Commission:
Connected.
 Connecting different communities, epistemologies – various off-line engagement processes of
heterogeneous nature have been carried out to inform WP5 and WP6.
 The hybrid qualitative and quantitative set of participatory procedures of quality assurance of
policy narratives and options. The alternative water sources innovation in the Canary Islands in
particular is a real hybrid of quantitative and qualitative work that can be an example to explore
in other contexts.
WP3: The WP3 co-PI, Michele Staiano (UNINA), provides an update on the outstanding tasks:
 Implementation of Data Management Plan – monitoring shows that there is still a lot of work:
i) most NIS data sets are still in preliminary form and need to be consolidated by partners to
conform with DMP; ii) Zenodo data sets accompanying publications should also be shared in the
NIS; iii) fresh G-drive data sets should also be shared in NIS. Sharing on the NIS will allow further
work on visualizations. A NIS survey will be circulated shortly, to be completed by all partners.
 Tool-kit to support nexus structuring framework – examples are shown of the visualization of
the MuSIASEM case study architecture.
 Visualization – The deliverable on visualization has been delayed further until month 48 in order
to include visualization of data and results of WP5 and WP6 deliverables. Practical applications
to project results are currently limited to the educational nexus game given that the parallel
scheduling of deliverable due dates prevented a timely sharing of data/results from WP5 and
WP6. More data/results are needed to show what can be done in terms of visualization.
Action point: All partners are requested to check the compliance of the shared data with the Data
Management Plan, especially with regard to enabling reuse of the information.

WP5: Closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
Preliminary results to inform D5.1 and answer task 5.8 (lessons learnt on policy QST)
The WP5 lead, Keith Matthews (HUTTON), briefs on the work on task 5.8 and the shape of the
corresponding deliverable D5.1. Efforts center on the CAP as focal policy for sustainability, notably
SDG2 ‘zero hunger’. Relevant narratives derived from the first QST cycle forming the basis for the
analysis are: CAP is a nexus policy, influencing a number of SDGs involving water, climate and the
environment; CAP operates within the EU boundaries but is consistent with EU development policies
supporting other countries to achieve the SDGs.
The work for D5.1 spans the levels: pan EU – Member States – NUTS 2. It builds on societal metabolism
analysis (see Figure 1), using the FADN data base (both biophysical and monetary variables), and
12
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involves a new QST cycle to communicate with policy makers. Current focus is diagnostic mode.
Results cover: how data shapes the analysis (limitations of the FADN database; granularity vs impact;
how to add geography into the social metabolism analysis?); EU environmental pressures and impact
associated with agricultural production pathways (biodiversity, soil erosion; water use); pressures and
impacts associated with imported inputs and commodities supporting EU agriculture (externalization);
supply systems (embodied energy, social consequences – desirability); nutrition (connecting
commodities and diets – desirability). Facing the end-of-project challenge: How to use the wealth of
results/data produced in the project?

Fig. 1: CAP as focal policy for sustainability (SDG2 Zero Hunger): societal metabolism approach

Implications of the results: Are environmental pressures within and beyond EU justified by the social
outcomes of the agri-food system? New methods such as MuSIASEM are needed to complement
existing metrics (understanding both extent and intensity; connecting production and consumption);
The CAP is not yet truly coherent to support SDGs.
As for EC stakeholder engagement, it is difficult but certainly not impossible to recruit stakeholders.
“Expecting specific policy recommendations” remains a problem. Engagement typically has not
offered pre-digested material, and demanded stakeholders to think about it and understand.
Further plans include iterating QST for SDG2 including MuSIASEM in simulation mode to address ‘the
degree and nature of change required for policy narratives to be coherent with SDGs’ (in collaboration
with UAB).
The discussion focuses on the following issues:
13
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 Various partners share the experience of stakeholders expecting a policy recommendation. It
raises questions about the process of policy making and responsibility. Who generally provides
the policy recommendations? The role of interest groups in digesting scientific information and
transforming it into policy recommendation is not to be underestimated. The problem is then
linked to the discussion of the epistemic box. EC stakeholders are inside the epistemic box.
MAGIC provides results that are not in their option space.
 The UiB lead observes that the expert role and role of stakeholders is a recurrent theme in the
work of MAGIC. Institutions insulate themselves from uncomfortable knowledge, and this
blocks institutional change. Change is the problem, and relates to the earlier observation that
perhaps policy-makers need/seek a social license to do so. Note that there is only one key
performance indicator (KPI) in Horizon 2020 for Responsible Research & Innovation, i.e.
“institutional change”, but this KPI is then normally assumed to measure changes everywhere
else than within the EC directorates themselves.
 The European Green Deal and new Parliament are creating an unexpected window to inform
and influence (impact) policymakers.
 The UT lead flags synergies between WP5 and WP6 (e.g., crop residues for ethanol). HUTTON
suggest that soil may be the missing link. So many things come back to soil – a key issue because
there is no soils directive. A concern sheet on soil is proposed and anyone interested in cross
issues is invited to contact Kirsty Blackstock.

Preliminary results to inform D5.2 and answer task 5.7 (quality check climate)
Chelsea Jones (CA) briefs on the ongoing work for D5.2. The deliverable will focus on an analysis of the
EU’s climate change mitigation strategy and the role of land-based carbon dioxide removal with its
resulting effects on the WEF nexus. The goals are two-fold: i) Contribute to improving the integrated
assessment approach (IAM) in modelling land use effects of future mitigation options, especially
biomass & bio-energy with carbon capture and storage (BECCS); ii) Facilitate alternative mitigation
narratives and futures that can bring both social and ecological benefits. Accordingly, there will be
two levels of analysis:
1. Analysis of the assumptions used in modelling trade-offs in common IAMs; this covers
assumptions on future socio-economic conditions and rates of change as well as assumptions
related to BECCS and bioenergy, such as future crop yields, bioenergy feedstock, land-use &
land-cover, and carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology readiness. Focus will be on the
2050 1.5-degree scenarios. Alternative analysis based on MuSIASEM will be explored.
2. Analysis of the policy narratives surrounding the trade-offs; this will cover a literature review
on known nexus trade-offs from BECCS and bioenergy production and a qualitative comparison
between the trade-offs recognized by the scientific community and how they are addressed
through EU policy. The analysis will be organized according to the feasibility-viability-desirability
of narratives. Possible alternatives to current mitigation planning & large-scale BECCS
deployment and alternative methods of evaluation for mitigation options (including cobenefits) will be explored.
Comments and questions focus on the following point:
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 Land-use changes: How are the carbon benefits of the movement of pasture land to forestry
being assessed? Is the quality of the land (soil) being taken into account? For instance, in the
majority of cases in Scotland there are no benefits. The CA team recognizes that the IAMs do
broad brush working, but even if it cannot be (fully) quantified, it must indeed be discussed.
 Co-benefits: where is the push coming from? Least-cost options were agreed in Paris in order
to get some agreement as countries worried about cost. The co-benefits discussion comes in
from a diversity of stakeholders, mostly from developing countries (China and India). Cobenefits are a driver of the development in these countries.
 It is questioned whether CCS is a feasible option and whether there is use for CCS capacity. The
CA team argues that right now the technologies are extremely expensive and, even if they are
feasible and desirable, still unreachable. The question of capacity versus demand needs to be
looked into in more detail.
 It is observed that work on biomass tradeoffs has already been carried out (and published) in
the WP6 biofuel deliverable. These results, as well as work in WP4, can feed both the pending
WP5 tasks. The WP5 task leads are asked to share their work more actively so that partners can
contribute.

WP4: Closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
The UAB lead observes that only one deliverable is pending in WP4 on applications of relational
analysis (MuSIASEM) and lessons learned (D4.4). For this task, the team is focusing on:
1) MuSIASEM grammars (e.g., biofuels) in collaboration with ITC to support the development of NIS
tools;
2) The ‘marauder map’ for food production. This work involves the FADN database and is expected
to inform D5.1 (Task 5.8);
3) The ‘marauder map’ for energy – this does not involve other partners;
4) The structuring of the biofuels and biomass analysis in support of deliverable 5.2 (task 5.7). The
focus here is on the assumption of biomass availability for biofuel or bioelectricity in the scenarios
analyzed in Task 5.7. The competition for land with food production suggests this is impossible, as
was already pointed out earlier in D4.3 in the chapter by UT. Agrobiofuels are phased out in the
RED II. Use of biomass for electricity may only be relevant in rural areas of developing countries,
although stabilization of the grid would be problematic. Given this logic, only the basic narratives
will be examined. However, there are other interesting narratives related to D5.2 that deserve
further exploration, time permitting:
a) Land-use – this issue is mostly neglected or discussed only in terms of minimum costs; it should
be valued in terms of soil health (e.g., soil erosion) (UAB-HUTTON-WU)
b) High-yields crops – is the energy used for fossil-based inputs accounted for when assessing
carbon captured?
c) CCS - is it feasible or a wishful construct?
5) Collaboration with the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency to apply MuSIASEM in the
Sweden 2050 project.
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In addition, the UAB team is working on WP4 input to the knowledge hub – based on the idea of
progressive disclosure. This includes papers and videos.
The discussion following the presentation focuses on the following points:
 Several partners (WU, UT, HUTTON) flag time and personnel constraints in response to the new
ideas put forward. It is considered more important now to link the work already done to the
pending tasks rather than embarking on new ideas. A working group is suggested to link the
WP6 outputs to D5.1 and D5.2. UAB suggests to also use D4.3.
 HUTTON expresses interest in the outcomes of the work with the Swedish Environmental
Protection Agency and suggests we should take into account what stakeholders are interested
in rather than what we as consortium want to do.
The moderator makes a connection to the overarching papers suggested in the writeshop at the UAB
immediately preceding the project meeting (04 March 2020). Kerry Waylen, who led the writeshop,
reports that three big cross-cutting ideas were identified, focusing on governance: 1) governing in/for
complexity (nexus or SDGs) (lead UiB); 2) Methodological learning about QST (lead HUTTON); 3) What
do dominant societal narratives (framing) mean for long-term sustainability (lead UAB). The notes of
the writeshop are available in the shared google drive under WP7, Task 7.4, filename ‘20 03 04 MAGIC
Writeshop notes.docx’.

WP6: closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
Lessons learned on Innovation Assessment (Task 6.10)
The UiB team presents the progress on the outstanding task 6.10 ‘Lessons learned on innovation
assessment’, due 31 May 2020 (month 48). This concerns an overarching task that will provide insights
from a science and technology studies (STS) angle. Given the selection criteria of the WP6 cases, a
strict comparative analysis will be avoided. Instead, to make sense of the full suite of WP6 material,
the taxonomy of technology levels from Allensby & Sarewitz’s book ‘The Techno-Human Condition’
will be used (level I: shop floor level; level II: (socio)technical network; level III: technology as an Earth
system). This approach shows that at levels II and III, the innovation (and the observer) become
something different from the sheer definition of the technology (level I) by getting out of the specifics
and looking at social practices and how our identities are changed by these interactions (radical
contingency). For instance, we do not look so much at the electric car itself (level I), but at the
imaginary or narrative of the electric car that is introduced into the policy. The emphasis will be on
governance in (rather than of) complexity.
A central question for each of the innovation cases is: What is the relevance of the innovation for the
Nexi – biophysical reality, political reality, social reality; where relevance is analyzed in terms of the
narrative or imaginary of the innovation introduced into nexus policy (including a stated rationale in
terms of level I, II, III effects). Doing this quality check allows us to consider if the innovation narrative
is perhaps not feasible or viable, perhaps not a silver bullet or perhaps not credible. The approach is
briefly illustrated for each of the individual innovation cases.
The presentation of this quality check, may or may not present uncomfortable knowledge, depending
on the rationale. Sometimes the actual rationale is a belief in the silver bullet (desperate optimism,
16
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worshipping of novelty and innovation in itself), sometimes it provides the policy makers with a
solution to a value problem (stalemate situation) through a reduction of the option space. There are
also cases that embody a good intention or desired value.
The discussion following the presentation touches on the following topics/questions:
 It is observed that generally negative responses are expected in the quality check on the
innovations. Can there be a positive response? The PI of CA argues that often innovations work,
but not if scaled up. So not necessarily, reactions will always be negative. The very selection of
our cases and the type of analysis seeks a confrontation. We set out to sell uncomfortable
knowledge. That is fine, but what is missing is the offer of an alternative. UiB responds that
sometimes we need to recognize that things are done for a reason (the need to close down the
option space to write the Directive) but we need to also acknowledge and speak to the issues
that are generated by this closing-down process (e.g. what are the problems with the way that
the directive is framed in terms of win-win solutions?).
 How do the three levels of technologies relate to the three types of narratives (justificationnormative-explanation) used in the electric car innovation? The UiB team argues that they are
different, the former relating more to levels of complexity. The coordinator observes that the
narratives can be integrated within the technology levels through relational analysis (e.g., final
cause, epistemic boxing).
 It is suggested that a historical perspective could be useful. Level I alone worked fine for a long
time (linear progress, no limits), but now the context has changed.
 The UiB team is asked to get back to the task leads of the individual innovations for a feedback
on the analysis.

Innovation EU low-carbon strategy (Task 6.9)
The PI of CA, Jan Sindt, briefly explains the context of the overarching task 6.9 (‘innovation EU lowcarbon strategy) and the corresponding deliverable 6.1 (Report on the carbon-intensity of case-study
technologies). The basic idea of the task is to compare the potential of each innovation to contribute
to the EU’s Low Carbon Economy Strategy, based on their contribution to emissions reduction and
climate change mitigation. However, a cross-cutting analysis of the innovations shows that not all
innovations are equally relevant for decarbonization. Some contribute directly (electric car and
biofuel), others may indirectly through land-use changes, while some are mainly relevant for climate
change adaptation (see Fig. 2).
Given that most of the innovation work does not lend itself for quantitative analysis at EU level, the
green bonds taxonomy (analyzed in Deliverable 6.6) will be used to assess in how far any of the
innovations would qualify for financial support of the green economy (sustainable investments). In
order for a project/technology to get funding from a green bond, it must comply with standards
ranging from explicitly climate-change related to broader environmental sustainability and social and
economic considerations. Relevant eligible investment categories include storage systems; water
treatment plants (incl. desalination); biomass, biogas and bioliquid power plants (renewable energy
power plants); land use and land management activities for agricultural production; etc. The green
bond taxonomy defines screening criteria and primary and secondary screening metric for each
category considered.
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Fig. 2: Exploratory analysis of potential contribution of innovations to EU mitigation goals

The discussion/questions following the presentation cover the following points:
 The UT lead puts forward suggestions on how their innovation (saving water in irrigation), which
is currently not given much relevance in the cross-cutting task, links to climate mitigation policy.
The CA lead is aware, but how to fit it in the framework of the cross-cutting task? Innovation
leads are encouraged to send their feedback on the analysis to CA and make further suggestions
on how their work could contribute to the assessment.
 The project coordinator suggests to add some caution about the use of the financial
narrative/assessment chosen: What is the relevance? What is it assessing? The very idea of
using price to assess decarbonization innovations is questionable and it might be good to make
this explicit. The CA acknowledges this limitation but argues that if we want to communicate to
policy makers we need to use their language – but yes, caution can be added.
 The slides presented show a lot of potential implications (see figure above), and it is suggested
to include a section on uncertainty in modelling the effects of innovation on climate change.
The project manager reminds the WP6 lead (WU) and the cross-cutting task leads (UiB and CA) to set
up the internal review process well in advance.
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WP3: Closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
Paula Moreno (ITC) gives a demo of the new features of the NIS user interface (frontend). The interface
is tailored to different user skills. Important novelties for users (non-programmers):
 NIS Web: Definition of semantics at the front end; this enables the user to draw the semantic
representation of the system with processors, levels, interfaces etc., and the NIS converts it into
the database format (graphical editor). Results can be saved in Nextcloud. This semantic
representation simplifies the elaboration of the database (the format of which is not very user
friendly).
 The ShinyApp has been linked to the NIS in order to visualize the results. It enables different
types of visualizations for a case study. It is useful for a first exploration of the datasets.
 Jupyter Notebook has also been connected to the NIS – a friendly app to use Python and R. It
allows the use of programmed code for the visualization, but also allows changing it. It has more
advanced options than Shiny.
Rafa Nebot (ITC) discusses the aim, content and structure of the forthcoming deliverable D3.3 ‘Report
on datasets and tools supporting QST’ (due 31 May 2020). He recalls that the aim of the NIS is to
standardize and formalize the application of MuSIASEM and ensure replicability, reproducibility, and
reusability. The deliverable will focus on the main NIS features developed during the course of the
project, including the underlying model, the solver and analytic features, as well as the various NIS
components such as frontend, NIS Client, and backend. The deliverable will be structured according
to these different pieces of work developed. To foster further development, the backlog registry of
specific ideas and features will be annexed. A reciprocal link with Deliverable 4.4 will be established
in collaboration with UAB to show how the NIS has been or can be used in specific MuSIASEM case
studies. Reference will also be made to D6.6, where the NIS has been employed. Integration of
MuSIASEM and NIS with other techniques, formalisms and methodologies to cope with specific
problems will be briefly explored.
Michele Staiano (UNINA) briefly touches upon deliverable D3.2 ‘Report on NIS visualization methods’
of which a draft is already available. The deadline of this deliverable has just been extended to also
include the visualization of the nexus game as well as results of WP5 and WP6. The focus of the
presentation is on the use of fuzzy inference rules to assess the feasibility-viability-desirability
challenge (define benchmarks for FVD indicators).
Following the presentation, clarification is requested by the UAB team about the stated use of
‘optimization’ in the NIS solver. The ITC and UNINA teams explain that the tool offers the possibility
to use scale relations to develop optimization-problem-generating scripts to link with external solvers
– as well as sensitivity analysis – so that the output from the NIS can be used for several different
purposes and connected to other analytical methods. Another question regards user pre-requisites. It
is clarified that the graphical editor was purposefully introduced to facilitate the use of the NIS (given
the difficulties encountered by the users in handling the dry format of the datasets).
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What has been concluded today? & Formation of parallel working groups
The moderator reflects on the positive coming together of the various tasks and results and the
learning process of the consortium. He then proceeds with an inventory of the ideas for working
groups. Four main ideas have come up during the course of the day for tomorrow’s working groups:
1. Green Week and possibly other policy events (led by Kerry Waylen, HUTTON)
2. How could WP6 innovation deliverables inform WP5 overarching deliverables? How could
results from both WP5 and WP6 cases feed into the overarching deliverables?
3. Progress work on NIS – Marauder map (led by Mario Giampietro)
4. Soils concern sheet as a cross-cutting issue (led by Kirsty Blackstock, HUTTON)
It is decided to have two consecutive rounds of two parallel sessions each. It is further proposed that,
before the discussions of tomorrow, we all take stock of what we want to do, what we will be able to
do and when, and what our stakeholders have asked us to do.

DAY 2

Debriefing PI meeting and other WP1 issues
The project manager, Sandra Bukkens (UAB), debriefs on the outcomes of the PI meeting, and briefly
reminds the consortium about (i) the obligation to put funding acknowledgement and disclaimer on
all dissemination, (ii) the obligation to publish in open access and to make data available, (iii) informing
the project manager about conference attendance and other events for dissemination through Twitter
and the website, and for reporting. The consortium is also requested to purge the shared Google Drive
as several Gmail users are experiencing space problems. The remainder of the slot and the ensuing
discussion focus on the pending tasks in the implementation of the Synergy Plan, and in particular the
common case study with SIM4NEXUS.
Several synergies have been employed, not only with SIM4NEXUS, but also other initiatives. Examples
are the testing of the SIM4NEXUS serious game (UT), the nexus special session at the ECCA2019 event
(UAB and CA), participation in the 2019 Nexus Cluster meeting (HUTTON), the working group with
ECLIPSE on the IPBES report (UAB), and the organization of the EMP-E 2019 conference (UAB).
Forthcoming synergy activities are: (i) application as Nexus Cluster for exhibition space at the Green
Week (June 2020) by our HUTTON team (little interest from SIM4NEXUS and DANE though), (ii)
participation of the nexus projects at the Dresden Nexus Conference in June 2020 (UAB, UiB), (iii)
SIM4NEXUS Advisory Board meeting (UAB).
As for the common case study (Netherlands, biofuels) with SIM4NEXUS, the WU team (Raimon Ripoll
Bosch) contacted Vincent Linderhof (SIM4NEXUS) several times, but the idea of a joint event did not
receive much enthusiasm. This may be due to the widely different methodologies employed and the
contradicting results obtained. The WU lead will try again to set up a joint workshop in May at
Wageningen University.
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Action Points:
• All: Purge shared Google Drive (only your own documents)
• WU lead: contact Vincent Linderhof of SIM4NEXUS again to see whether a joint event can be set
up at Wageningen University.

WP2: Plans and partner input for D2.2 and D2.3
The WP2 lead, Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC), presents an update on and further plans for the
deliverables D2.2 ‘Lessons learned in interaction with EU administration’ and D2.3 ‘Lessons learned in
operation of the nexus dialogue space’, due respectively month 49 (30 June 2020) and month 48 (31
May 2020).
As concerns D2.2, the WP2 lead observes that the scope of this deliverable will be expanded to also
include other actors (e.g., local policy-makers). The deadline of the deliverable has been extended
with the last amendment to month 49 (30 June 2020), to allow the inclusion of the EU Learn
experience. A great deal of material for this deliverable is already available in the various WP2/5/6
milestone reports. In addition, a survey has already been designed by the JRC team (and shared with
the HUTTON team) to collect information on the experiences gained in MAGIC in the process of
engagement of different actors. This survey will be launched shortly. JRC seeks individual responses
from every person who has been involved in stakeholder engagement (organizing, interacting,
analysing) (not a partner-level response). If needed, there will be a follow up with interviews. Some of
the questions/topics that will be covered by the survey include:






Key practical challenges encountered when doing engagement
To what extent could you control or mitigate them, which did you have to accept or adapt to?
Were participants familiar with the nexus concept? Their understanding? Was it a useful
‘object’ of discussion?
Was there any interest shown in our MAGIC work? In what forms?
How did the engagement events inform your work?

The deliverable D2.2 will be structured as follows:




Challenges of engagement
Connecting different communities, exploring different epistemologies
Reflexivity: ways in which engagement activities changed our work

As concerns D2.3, this will be both about on-line and off-line engagement. As for the on-line dialogue
space, this will cover the planned follow-up engagement in the Canary Islands case study, as well as
the use of the ‘connected space’ online platform within the Commission. Thus far the use by the
partners of the on-line dialogue space on the MAGIC website has not been a success, and it is a good
reflection for the consortium to understand why this platform did not motivate partners to use it. To
this purpose, the JRC team is developing a questionnaire about the non-usage of the on-line dialogue
space, which will shortly be sent to everybody in the consortium. As for the ‘connected space’ within
the commission, a MAGIC page has been created and this has been populated with material that
partners have sent to the JRC team (notably Hutton).
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The offline dialogue space will be analysed with a lens of ‘engagement as a place of work’. This should
be a highlight in MAGIC rewards. The analysis will cover: co-creation as a way to mobilize knowledge,
affections and imaginations; co-creation as a way of initiating social change; and a reflection on the
portfolio of engagement methodologies used in MAGIC (how have these fostered or hindered the
progress of the project).
So, in a nutshell, deliverable D2.3 will be structured as follows:




Online experiments, challenges, reflections
Offline engagement activities (based on analysis done already in MS9, 11 and 16)
Engagement as place of work

In the ensuing discussion, the following points emerge:








In regard to the challenges in D2.2, it is important to not only focus on failures but also on the
achievements. The project reviews and feedback received from colleagues at conferences and
events suggest that MAGIC is actually very successful in engaging with policy-makers. The JRC
lead explains that the questions shown were just a snapshot of the survey and that, as
heralded even in past project reviews, this project has indeed been very successful at engaging
with different actors on different phases.
On request of several participants, the PI from JRC further elaborates on the ‘connected
space’, as it is not visible from outside the Commission. She explains that the JRC team has
put the videos produced in a MAGIC space, as well as project explanation, briefs, etc., and that
it can be further populated with more material (a mirror of what is available in the project
website). The idea is to use progressive disclosure of information. Announcements, such as
the EU Learn training, will be posted with tagging of relevant people within the Commission.
Suggestions for people to be tagged are welcome. Although people who are tagged receive
an e-mail notification, these are mostly ignored, and the idea is to eventually create a user
group of which you can be member, which may be more effective.
WP2 lead affirms that, if notified, engagement events taking place after the questionnaire can
still be included in D2.2, such as the webinar with EEA on March 20th organized by HUTTON,
or the planned de-briefing interviews with stakeholders engaged with earlier in WP5.
The HUTTON team plans to turn the experiences with stakeholder engagement into a paper.
The WP2 lead confirms interest and sees scope for at least one paper regarding D2.2, but also
D2.3. The JRC lead is involved in the shaping of the Conference on the Future of Europe and
this may provide further ideas on the ways people interact with the institutions.

Action points:




All: Collaborate with the upcoming survey & questionnaire for D2.2 and D2.3;
All: Send relevant MAGIC material for Connected to JRC lead;
All: Update JRC lead on new engagement activities.

Engagement and dissemination for impact (WP2/WP7)
To what did we commit in the GA, the dissemination and exploitation plan, and the request for project
extension?
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EU Learn
The WP2 lead, Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC), shares the draft program for the two EU-learn modules
planned: Module 1: “Dealing with the “Uncomfortable Knowledge” generated by the WEF Nexus”,
focusing on the water and food dimensions of the nexus, and Module 2 “Uncomfortable Knowledge’:
circular economies and the road to decarbonization”, focusing on the energy dimension of the nexus
and the circular economy.
The two modules will be independent (no prerequisite to have done the first, to enrol in the second)
and take place on different days. The duration of each training session (module) will be one full day
(one day or half a day is the usual format of EU Learn). In the morning there will be talks (showing
alternative views), in the afternoon hands on and/or reflection (focus on methods, engagement).
Drawing on previous experiences, publicizing the event three weeks before the start date is sufficient
to draw full house (providing of course the topic is of interest – importance of sexy topic, to draw
attention). Suggested dates for the modules are in the periods May 11—15, May 18-20, and/or
September 10-11, based on the availability of WP2 lead and coordinator (but we need to see the
evolvement of the coronavirus for the May dates). However, it is still open who would present and
facilitate the practical work. We will need technical expertise for the morning presentations, and social
science/science in governance expertise in the afternoon sessions. The WP2 lead will shortly circulate
the draft concept and make suggestions of who could help deliver the training.
Action points:


WP2 lead: circulate draft concept with suggestions of whom could deliver the training

EU Green Week Side Event
Kerry Waylen (HUTTON) briefly explains what the yearly EU Green Week entails (see:
https://www.eugreenweek.eu/en). Themes usually related to ongoing policy debates, this year the
focus is on nature and biodiversity. The event is relevant for the evaluation of the EU 2020 Biodiversity
Strategy, for informing the 2030 Strategy, the Green Deal and the COP15. The main event will take
place 2-5 June in Brussels, partner events happen in the same window across Europe and can apply to
use branding. The Green Week is a good opportunity to disseminate and discuss MAGIC outcomes,
both methods and different views developed, with relevant policy-related groups. The HUTTON team
has made an application for exhibition space as the “nexus cluster”. Competition is stiff, but if it is
granted we will have two poster spaces – one for the cluster, one for a nexus project (rotating project)
– and the possibility to display briefs, videos, and games (although videos may need to be subtitled if
audio problematic). Material and human resources will be needed for this. In addition, the HUTTON
team plans a MAGIC side event and for this space has been booked space on Tuesday morning, the
2nd of June in the Scotland House, which is located next to Schuman. The side event still has to be
worked out. A drop-in-format is envisioned and a broad focus covering Farm-to-Fork as important part
of the Green Deal. Partner support will be needed.
During the brief discussion following, it is suggested that soil could be an entry point for the side event
(it is a recurrent topic in several MAGIC policy and innovation analyses), but suggestions for other
topics that cross both food production and consumption are welcome. The discussion will be
continued in a parallel working session in the afternoon.
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Action points:


All: contact Kerry Waylen with further expressions of interest and ideas.

EU Sustainable Energy Week Side Event
The coordinator, Mario Giampietro (UAB), briefly explains the plans of the UAB team for organizing a
side event at the EU Sustainable Energy Week (EUSEW: https://www.eusew.eu/) in Brussels, in the
week of 22-26 June. The idea is to organize an event at/with the European Parliament (EP), open to
the public, on the topic of the Cartesian dream of control and prediction (bottom-up versus topdown): “A reflection on the governance of the EU energy transition and implications for executive
decisions”. Suggested format:
1) Introduction (10 m) – Chair of the session
2) Reflections and concerns
a) Analysis from a scientific perspective (30 m) – reflecting on the findings of the EU project
(MAGIC) – the expected hurdles to a quick energy transition
b) Concerns from social actors (possibly 2 speakers, from Catalonia and North Rhine–Westphalia,
20 m each) – examples of local experiences and reflections
3) Implications for actions
a) Round table with MEPs (45 m)
b) Discussion with the public (45m)
The idea is inspired by the 2018 EP Post-Growth Conference, but still in an early stage: a concept note
has been circulated among existing contacts, German and Catalan Greens, but other parties will also
be involved, possibly through contacts from the previous Post-Growth Conference.
The ensuing discussion focuses on the importance to also involve other political parties than the
greens (to avoid sectorial ‘attack’) as well as the public, and how to position MAGIC. It is suggested to
make contact with the parliamentary grouping holding the portfolio (ITRE) and those who earlier
attended the Parliamentary Breakfast. The UAB lead stresses that the aim is to have regional and local
level involvement given the theme of the proposed event.
The UiB lead expresses interest in being involved in the organization. The idea of an analysis of the
situation we are in is interesting and there are multiple rationales we are dealing with here. It can also
be lock-in. This can affect the didactics when you try to organize this. The UAB lead confirms that when
more feedback and interest has been received from the people contacted, more people of the
consortium will be involved.
Action points


UAB: Follow up with partners when feedback on draft concept has been received.

Summer School
The coordinator, Mario Giampietro (UAB), briefly exposes the plans for another MAGIC-LIPHE4
summer school. While the three previous ones focused on the progress in MuSIASEM (nexus
structuring), this year the idea is to broaden up the theme to include also other MAGIC results and
reflect on the project experience. As for the format, this would be the usual: 1 full week, classes in the
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morning and hands-on/discussion (project development) in the afternoon. The only time frames
possible for the UAB team are the first or second week of July. It would take place at ICTA, UAB.
The discussion following emphasizes the need for stock-taking. There are many nice initiatives for
dissemination and engagement to achieve impact, but partners are limited by human resources and
cannot contribute to everything. It would be useful if all the proposed initiatives could more clearly
indicate where there is a clear role for what partner. The UiB team is potentially interested in
collaborating in the summer school—broadening the QST approach with more policy analysis—but
cautions that it must be kept in mind what is realistic to achieve in one week. The coordinator observes
that the summer school is not a high visibility event, but a learning event, both for the participants
and the consortium (organizers, teachers) through a feedback and reflection on our own work.

Other conferences & dissemination
The project manager, Sandra Bukkens (UAB), briefly touches upon other dissemination events and
activities.
A brief overview is given of forthcoming conferences and events where MAGIC will be represented.
Partners are requested to update the project manager on any activities not yet listed. She reminds
everybody that this information is not only needed to give it visibility through twitter and the website,
but also for the deliverable D7.4 ‘Report on scientific publications and conference presentations’
(responsible: UAB).
As for policy briefs, all WP6 innovations have produced at least on policy brief (but Green Bonds which
has incurred delays). Several policy briefs are also expected on the SDGs, in line with the 4-tiered plan
of the WP5 lead. Policy briefs now need to be disseminated, posting on the website is not sufficient.
Partners are encouraged to distribute briefs at policy events and conferences (also those of other
partners) and to post them (or request to have them posted) on relevant platforms with high visibility,
such as the resource nexus platform. It is also recalled that partner UiB has a deliverable (D7.11)
‘Second report on fact sheets and policy briefs’. The UiB team is interested to know where policy briefs
have been distributed and posted and if there have been any reactions.
Several videos have been produced since the last project meeting, by the UAB, UiB and WU teams.
The videos have been posted on the project website and under the various innovation and policy
pages, and those of the UAB have been grouped in a dedicated YouTube channel (more than 1000
views to date). Everybody is requested to update the project manager on forthcoming videos, and to
give maximum publicity to those already available.
The last topic concerns the Nexus Times. Unfortunately, the December 2019 issue had to be
postponed for various reasons. The March 2020 issue on governance is in progress. It is further
suggested to dedicate the June 2020 to the ongoing work on the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) (WP5) and the HUTTON team is asked to consider guest-editing. The final, September issue
could be dedicated to Post-Normal Science and build on the final PNS5 event. As the current TNT chief
editor, Zora Kovacic (UiB) is soon going on maternity leave, the project manager will take over her task
unless another volunteer steps forward. The Nexus Times articles are the most-visited pages of the
website!

25

D1.4 – Minutes of the Final Project Meeting

Suggestions following the presentation include: Anticipating the release of the September issue of the
Nexus Times to help prepare for the PNS5 symposium and making a small booklet out of the Nexus
Times contributions (possibly also concern sheets).
Action points:




All: Inform project manager of upcoming dissemination events and activities, including
conferences, publications, policy briefs, videos, etc.
HUTTON: Confirm proposed guest-editing of the TNT June issue.
Project manager: Follow up on suggestions regarding the Nexus Times.

MAGIC Final Events
Final scientific event at PNS-5
Silvio Funtowicz (UiB), co-organizer of the 2020 Post-Normal Science symposium (PNS-5), provides
details on the event (website: https://pns5.biostatistica.net/, location, organizers, scientific
committee, and invited keynote speakers). The event is relatively small scale and aims at 100
participants. Six special sessions have been approved, among which the MAGIC final scientific event.
In addition, several MAGIC presentations have been submitted outside of this special session
(submission period still open until 15 March, and further project submissions are encouraged). There
is also a special session organized by the University of Osnabrück (Carolina van Bers) who is a partner
of the DAFNE consortium (synergy exploitation). MAGIC will also be present in a satellite event of the
symposium with a theatrical performance, led by the PI of JRC, that will consists in a reflection on the
MAGIC engagement activities (based on the feedback of the WP2 survey). Silvio Funtowicz is available
for any further questions regarding the event.

Final Policy Event in Brussels
The final policy event in Brussels will be led by the PI of the JRC team, Ângela Guimarães Pereira. She
sets out that plans are not yet concrete; effective ways and formats to launch the event are currently
explored and advice has been sought from her Head of Unit. Experience says that a lot of project
policy events don’t have any legacy (one shot events). If we want to make it an exemplary event with
a legacy, it must be ensured that the event is connected to a substantiated connective web page,
where people can find further information and follow up training. One possibility is to use existing
options from the Commission to ensure impact, such as the EU Policymaking Hub that was launched
very recently (not yet publicly accessible, only from within the commission). This Hub has various
functions, including a repository of knowledge. It was launched with an exceptional narrative,
recognizing that we do not know it all, and that we need to invite different types of knowledge.
Another option could be to involve the EC Scientific Advice Mechanism (SAM). We could see whether
there are grounds for organizing the event in connection to their activities.

EEA Event
The request for an event on the final MAGIC outcomes comes from the European Environment Agency
(EEA) itself. However, the idea is still in a preliminary phase. The thematic entry point/link would be
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the State of the Environment Report (SOER), which is a yearly recurring exercise. Preferred timing for
the EEA would be September 2020. It has been agreed that the coordinator, Mario Giampietro, will
send a brief memo to the contact person in the EEA on ideas of what we could present. We could
possibly (partially) use the same content as for the policy event in Brussels.
The Hutton team observes that they are having a webinar on the 20th of March 2020 with the EEA in
the context of WP5, Task 5.8. Information will be shared on who is attending that webinar, and what
will be presented, and it is suggested to wait with the memo till after the webinar.
In the further discussion, various partners emphasize that MAGIC collaboration with the EEA has been
very positive throughout the project and that a stable contact has been established. The EEA is also
involved in MAGIC’s final scientific event at the PNS-5 Symposium and in writing joint papers.
Action points:



HUTTON: Share information with Mario Giampietro on what will be presented during the EEA
Webinar and who participated.
UAB: Share information on the development of the event with partners so as to enable
planning of human resources.

Uncomfortable Knowledge Platform
The project coordinator, Mario Giampietro (UAB), briefly presents the plans for the Uncomfortable
Knowledge Platform (UKP), formerly also referred to as the “Juke Box”. It is clarified that the UKP is
distinct from (in addition to) the project website. Referring to earlier suggestions during the meeting
to re-organize the information in the project website to improve accessibility, the coordinator states
that the project website will remain in existence with its current structure (project centred). Instead,
the main challenge for the UKP is indeed the presentation and organization of the available results.
The information on the UK Platform will be primarily organized by concern (topic) and according to
the principle of progressive disclosure. As for the latter, different layers for each topic are envisioned:
teasers, such as 90-second videos; animated PowerPoint presentations with audio of 5-10 minutes;
Interviews of 2-5 minutes; scientific papers and other relevant material. The coordinator then
illustrates some examples of possible concerns that could be addressed (topics of ‘uncomfortable
knowledge’) and underlines the importance of seeking affective connections with the selected issues
(e.g., the untold story behind saving the climate is saving our standard of living). Concerns could be
linked to the European Green Deal. The UKP will provide the legacy of the project results on which we
can build for the final policy event.
The discussing that follows covers the following points:


Identification of target audience: Who is our target audience, how to identify them, and how
to reach them? In earlier meetings and memos, it was suggested to target people who have a
specific concern with an affective connection. How can we identify people willing to change
their viewpoints so that their epistemic boxes can actually be blown up? How to reach those
that have different concerns from ours? The existence of merely symbolic actions in the policy
realm that do not actually address problems/concerns felt by society but only aim at stabilizing
the status quo (reducing the stress associated with change) makes some people sceptical of
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green progressive political parties and creates the perfect storm for populisms to mainstream
their framings. Can we actually engage in a productive dialogue with those that now belief in
populist narratives (a post-normal science challenge)?
How to reach the target audience (framing of the issue): Communication surprise and
provocation, such as the San Genaro miracle video shown, can be useful to destabilize
mainstream discourse, but there is the risk of going too far, repelling other audiences (e.g.,
climate scientist community). Experimentation with the types of messages is needed to
manage the risk.
Epistemic boxes: Many of us have the same concerns (e.g., maintaining standard of living,
decent future for our children), but a different problem framing. It is the epistemic boxing of
the concern that differs among people. Mainstream framings imposed by powerful actors
(e.g., Green Deal) dominate but not necessarily address the concerns. Epistemic boxes hide
untold stories. The coordinator opinions that blowing up an epistemic box and opening up
other discussions cannot easily be done from within. It is a delicate issue and needs
experimentation. If the lock-in is due to the affective component of the concerns, risks are
increased by inaction. How to transfer this message, is indeed a challenge. Lock-in is enforced
by social roles. In this regard, a website is a powerful means of communication as it can be
watched privately (without political consequences).
How to proceed from here: The UKP task and deliverable is led by the UAB. However, the UAB
will need input from the other partners on the selection of the epistemic boxes and topics to
address and how to deliver the messages and is open for further suggestions and
collaborations to prepare the material.
Reflection: It is relevant to reflect on the choices we make when we present results. We
influence in the way we write up the results. It may be useful to review how we present our
information to open the deliberation about uncomfortable knowledge.

Nexus Game
The task lead and PI of UT, Joep Schyns, briefly presents the progress in the nexus game. The aim of
the task is to develop a game with educational character that provides the player an understanding of
how changes in production systems and consumption patterns affect internal resource use and
external dependency, focusing on the water-land-food-energy nexus. The game is already available in
excel in single and multi-player version. A demo of the excel prototype is given. The interactive
dashboards show the footprints, including the externalization outside the EU. The UNINA
subcontractor is translating the game into a webapp, which should make it more user-friendly. The
excel version has been tested at UT (single and multi-player version) and at the UAB (single-player
version). In response to the feedback received from the UAB, new features have been added, in
particular: different levels to play the game and a desirability penalty linked to choices made (to
discourage the player from making choices that are too drastic). UT is planning to present the game
at the 10th iEMSs Conference: ‘Modelling for Environmental Sustainability’, 6 -10 July 2020, in
Brussels, Belgium (abstract submitted).
The discussion following the presentation touches on the following topics:
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Target audience: It is clarified that the game is intended for people without a detailed
understanding of nexus interconnections, to test different trade-offs, for instance related to
decisions on how to reduce resource consumption vs externalization. This could be bachelor,
master or PhD students, as well as policymakers. In the single-player game you are asked by
the president of the Commission to achieve a certain outcome. You must submit your
dashboard and key messages to the President, a way to test what the player has learned. In
the multi-player version, you compete among regions and externalization is a very visible
component here.
Logic/assumptions: The coordinator observes that the game is based on simplified linear
relations, which is not how MuSIASEM works. Not that one model is better than another, but
it must be clarified (disclaimer). The task lead agrees and clarifies that the purpose of the game
is only to raise awareness (educational purposes) and not to inform policy (it is not a proper
model of the nexus in the EU). This disclaimer will be clearly pointed out in the instructions
and background document. The task lead also points out that this ‘linear approach’ has been
agreed upon in the task description of the deliverable.
Uncomfortable knowledge: It may be useful to explore the player’s experience with regard to
comfortable versus comfortable knowledge and especially the grey area in between. For
instance, a set of questions could be added to see what the users learned and what they found
desirable out of the options and pathways they chose, so participants can reflect on their
learning and evaluate themselves. It could be a way to introduce the penalty of the desirability
and/or it could be linked to the response of the President of the Commission.
Disclosure of countries: It is suggested to disclose the countries represented by the four
regions to add a more playful element to the multi-player version. However, the UT lead
points out that making the game too realistic carries the risk of disorienting the educational
purpose; care needs to be taken that the game is not confounded with an analytical tool.

Parallel Working Groups
Working group 1.1: Organization of Events
The discussion, led by Kerry Waylen (HUTTON), centres on the organization of the MAGIC side event
at the Green Week: the concept, format and commitment to come to Brussels.
As for the concept, it is agreed that a clear hook is needed in order to get people interested to come.
This type of event is massive and the audience(s) and the ‘hook’ message must be clearly defined.
HUTTON proposes that the event focus on Farm to Fork, this has proved a salient hook in past events,
people are looking for methods, data or insights about why we need this and how to make it work. It
is a key part of the Green Deal, and there is a window of opening to alter CAP. Audience would be
environmental policy and related people (NGOs, academics, policy-makers) on the way to the main
policy conference and policy people who work near Schuman, e.g. DG AGRI. HUTTON will use their
existing contact books, and those of Scotland Europa if possible. JRC can help advertise through
Connected.
As for the practical format, HUTTON proposes themed tables of materials (i.e. policy briefs, videos),
posters behind tables. Possible themes for tables could be: water, energy, agriculture, biofuels, carbon
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footprint/CC. However, each theme/table would need someone who can represent it. The nexus game
developed by UT can be shown, but if people walk in and out the multi-player version is not
appropriate (requires 4 persons, and takes 1.5-2 hours). Better the single player version (0.45- 1 hour).
UNINA can support the game via a mini-site. A demo video of the game would be useful, but would
have to be developed. Short speed talks can be used as an ‘advertorial’ to introduce the material
(MAGIC coordinator available for this). Posters can be a helpful spur for conversation, e.g. about
whether our material is uncomfortable knowledge and why. It is important to reflect on the kind of
physical (material) thing that could attract people into this space. Is there time to materialize some
object that draws the attention of people?
Partner commitments to be present at the event: HUTTON (3 persons); UAB – Mario Giampietro (if
needed a second person for the exhibition space); UiB – Roger Strand; WUR – Abigail Muscat. CA
cannot attend, Joep Schyns (UT) neither, but perhaps somebody else from the UT team.
Action points:




HUTTON will provide a more coherent concise concept within 2 weeks.
UT: confirm whether Bunyod Holmatov can participate in the event.
UAB & ITC: confirm if somebody can represent water.

Working group 1.2: Nexus Information Space
In this working group, Mario Giampietro (UAB) shares some recent advancements regarding the
relations across scales used when producing quantitative analyses in MuSIASEM.
Action point:


UAB partners and ITC partners are to continue discussions via email, to implement the
advancements in the Nexus Information Space, through specific case studies.

Working group 2.1: WP5/6 cross-cutting issues
The working group, led by Kerry Waylen (HUTTON), focuses on the various ways partners can
contribute to the overarching tasks in WP5 and WP6. Some partners are eager to contribute but it is
unclear how they can do so.
UT lead, Joep Schyns, re-iterates that Bunyod Holmatov’s work on footprints of crop residues could
feed into the cross-cutting work of CA on scenarios for biomass and land-use changes. The ITC lead,
Baltasar Peñate, also flags synergy with the decarbonisation/climate issue (e.g., the role of energy
used in water treatment facilities, and the glaring lack of a policy linking the nexus elements) and CAP
(taxes promoting the imports of good make locals struggle to produce food for themselves) (WP6 ->
WP5 link). Cristina Madrid (UAB), lead of the shale gas innovation, observes in relation to the UiB
overarching task that it is important to consider economics in the formation of narratives. The
Commission still has shale gas on the table, they have not completely dismissed it: It would be
interesting to highlight how uncomfortable knowledge goes down – they will not change their mind
due to it. How do you create a system of evaluation to falsify a narrative – do we know? In relation to
the overarching task of CA, she observes that natural gas might be one of the next resources for
batteries – non-functional wells might become functional again.
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The WP5 and WP6 cross-cutting tasks leads are urged to consult with the various partners leading
innovation and policy tasks for input and feedback. The CA lead, Jan Sindt, confirms that they will try
to link these suggestions up to the WP6 cross-cutting task, but they will not be able to quantify the
climate impact of the innovations. The UiB team will draw mostly on the circular economy in their
overarching task because it is new (‘innovation’). The WU lead observes that it is important not only
to consider the topics put forward, but also why we are doing this. Underline why PNS is needed. A
lot of people are currently looking for alternative ways of framing now, including PNS, this clearly
emerged at the World Biodiversity Forum in Davos.
Another blind spot that is put forward is land degradation and its implications for soil and biodiversity.
In particular, Maddalena Ripa (UAB) observes that, in relation to CA’s Deliverable D5.2, it is relevant
to consider the implications of decarbonisation via biomass on other policy and innovation areas. In
this regard, the work presented in D4.3 by Maarten Krol (UT) is relevant as well as that on the CAP,
and of course the biofuel innovation. Consider work already done in WPs 4-5-6. The coordinator
confirms that the D4.3 message is relevant, if there is not enough land/water to produce food, how to
produce biomass for energy (electricity and biofuels)?
The CA lead explains that the idea of focusing on BECCS for their WP5 and WP6 tasks is that it is the
most cross-cutting issue available. There is a direct link to land, water and food. The idea is not to have
a cross-cutting assessments of the innovations per se, but to highlight the main concerns. If this can
be done drawing on the existing material, all the better. Indeed, if we are not able to produce enough
for food, we also need to take land degradation into account. It is not covered well by EU policy.
The coordinator suggests to think about a paper about how all different entry points – food, water,
energy – lead to soil.

Working group 2.2: Soil concern sheet
Ideas for a soil concern sheet (cross-cutting theme) were drafted up by Kirsty Blackstock (HUTTON)
and shared on the google drive (in the folder of the meeting).
Action point:
 All people interested in contributing provide feedback on the memo and further input.

Feedback from Working Groups and Summary of the Final Challenges
The moderators of the working groups provide feedback. The moderator of the day, Kirsty Blackstock,
concludes that the final challenge is to closely collaborate in the last spurt to complete the overarching
tasks (please respond to mails for inputs!) and to deliver on all the proposed dissemination events so
as to achieve impact.
The project coordinator closes: “We happen to be in the right place at the right moment. I think we
(MAGIC) can make a difference. Especially for young people, we are doing something new, framing
things in a different way. It would be foolish not to take advantage of it. Make an extra effort in the
last spurt for dissemination and interacting with policy makers. Alone we cannot do it, we need to
collaborate. We can really achieve something important. “
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3. Minutes of General Assembly Meeting (05 March 2020)
Present: Mario Giampietro (UAB), Keith Matthews (HUTTON), Raimon Ripoll-Bosch (WU), Roger
Strand (UiB), Baltasar Peñate Suárez (ITC); Sandra Bukkens (project manager); Remote: Joep Schyns
(UT), Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC), Roberta Siciliano (UNINA), Jan Sindt (CA).
The agenda of the meeting covers the following points:
1. Budget: financial reporting at project closure (30/09/2020)
2. Person month allocations: expected deviations from GA (if any)
3. Staff availability after official project end date (30/09/2020) for reporting, review meeting,
and possible revision of deliverables
4. Questions & observations
1. None of the partners foresees significant problems with their budget or final financial reporting. ITC
mentions less sub-contracting expenses than anticipated in the amendment, and more personnel
expenses (at the end most of the tasks were resolved with in-house expertise), but these differences
compensate each other. WU reports a higher than expected average personnel cost; but tasks have
been and can be completed with less total effort. UNINA expects to move some of its other direct cost
budget to personnel costs to complete tasks. JRC observes that they are in the process of subcontracting some outstanding tasks, but this is already foreseen in the GA. Furthermore, it is likely
that some specific credits will be transferred to personnel as there is next to little in that expense
category. CA inquires about the possibility of sub-contracting to complete outstanding tasks but given
that they do not yet have subcontracting in their budget and the nature of the work, the project
manager advises against this. UAB foresees exceeding their personnel budget because of the project
extension. This was already mentioned in the amendment request, where it was also indicated that
back-up funds are available should need arise. UAB also mentions that their cost of open access fees
is higher than expected (little institutional support compared to that received in other partner
institutions).
2. As for person months (total effort, allocation among WPs), all partners report difficulty in the time
writing to work packages, given that these are closely interrelated. The project manager advises to
follow the same logic as done during the grant proposal (but not in all cases the person involved in
writing the proposal is still working on the project). Some partners (WU, UiB) expect a deviation on
the average person month cost, which will affect the effort (see also point 1 above). The project
manager recalls that all significant deviations must be justified in the technical report.
3. The project manager summarizes the final reporting process, including the certificate on the
financial statement, the project review meeting, the outcome of the review, possible revision of
deliverables, and final payment. It is agreed that the project manager also sends this information to
the PIs by e-mail, to facilitate PIs to set aside work time beyond the project end date. It is clarified that
a revision can be requested of all deliverables that have not yet been officially approved (all those of
RP3, and the ones of RP2 that required revision).
4. There are no further questions or observations and the meeting is closed.
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4. Summary of action points

Who

What

When
WP1

ALL

Purge shared Google Drive (only your own
documents)

Immediately

WU

Contact Vincent Linderhof of SIM4NEXUS again to
set up joint event for NL common case study at
Wageningen University

Asap

ALL

Inform project manager of dissemination activities

Continuously

WP2
All

Collaborate with the upcoming survey &
questionnaire for D2.2 and D2.3

As per instructions
provided

All

Send relevant MAGIC material for Connected to
JRC lead

As it becomes
available

All

Update JRC lead on new engagement activities

Continuously

JRC

Circulate draft concept of EU Learn modules with
suggestions of whom could deliver the training

31 March 2020

WP3
All

Implement data management plan (see minutes)

Asap

ALL

Upload data from Zenodo and Gdrive also on NIS

Asap

WP4
UAB

Share work with Swedish EPA with HUTTON

Asap

WP5
HUTTON

Share information on EEA Webinar with UAB

After webinar

HUTTON & CA

Share work-in-progress with partners so that they
can contribute

Asap

WU

Post the environmental policy on the website

31 March 2020

ALL

Inform HUTTON/JRC on WP5 engagement (if any)

Asap

WP6
WP6 task leads

Inform project manager whether or not to wait
with upload WP6 deliverables on website

31 March 2020

WU, UiB, CA

Set up the internal review process

31 March 2020

UiB

Get back to the task leads of the individual
innovations for a feedback on the analysis

Asap
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ALL

Send suggestions to CA on how innovation work
could contribute to the overarching climate
assessment

31 March 2020

WP7
HUTTON

Provide a more coherent concise concept of Green
Week side event

23 March 2020

All

Contact Kerry Waylen with further expressions of
interest and ideas for EU Green Week

31 March 2020

UT

Confirm EU Green Week participation of Bunyod
Holmatov

31 March 2020

UAB & ITC

Confirm if somebody can represent water at Green
Week event

31 March 2020

UAB

Follow up with partners on EUSEW side event
when feedback on draft concept has been received

Asap

All

Inform project manager of upcoming dissemination Continuously
events and activities, including conferences,
publications, policy briefs, videos, etc.

HUTTON

Confirm proposed guest-editing of TNT June issue

31 March 2020

Project manager

Follow up on suggestions regarding the Nexus
Times

Asap

UAB

Share information on the development of the EEA
event with partners so as to enable planning of
staff commitment

Asap

Cross-cutting issues
All interested

Provide feedback on soil memo (on google drive) 31 March 2020
and further input

All interested

Consult memo writeshop on google drive and 31 March 2020
provide input/feedback
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ANNEX 1: Agenda and Participants of the Final Project Meeting
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AGENDA
MAGIC FINAL PROJECT MEETING
05-06 MARCH 2020
Institute of Environmental Science and Technology (Z/022-23), Universitat Autònoma de
Barcelona, Bellaterra (Barcelona), Spain

THURSDAY — 05 MARCH 2020
Moderator and Coach of the Day: Roger Strand (UiB)

09:00—09:10 Welcome by local organizers
Mario Giampietro & Sandra Bukkens (UAB)
09:10—09:30 Where do we stand? – Synthesis of achievements
Mario Giampietro (Coordinator, UAB) & Roger Strand (Moderator, UiB)
09:30—09:50 The last spurt! – Global picture of outstanding tasks and challenges
Mario Giampietro (Coordinator, UAB)
09:50—10:50 Briefing on achievements in WP6, WP5, WP4, WP2 & WP3 since Twente
meeting (10 min each + 10 questions at the end for clarification)
WP leads: Raimon Ripoll Bosch (WU), Keith Matthews (HUTTON), Mario
Giampietro (UAB), Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC), Michele Staiano (UNINA)
10:50—11:20

Coffee break

11:20—12:40 WP5: closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
11:20—12:00 Preliminary results to inform D5.1 and answer Task 5.8 (Lessons
learnt on Policy QST) — Keith Matthews (HUTTON)
12:00—12:40 Preliminary results to inform D5.2 and answer Task 5.7 (Quality
check climate) — Chelsea Jones (CA)
12:40—13:10 WP4: closing the outstanding tasks related to D4.4 – final challenges and
partner input
Mario Giampietro (UAB)
13:10—14:25

Lunch on campus – buffet (offered by UAB)
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14:25—15:30 WP6: closing the outstanding tasks – final challenges and partner input
14:25—14:30 A short word from WP6 lead — Raimon Ripoll Bosch (WU)
14:30—15:00 Lessons learned on Innovation Assessment (Task 6.10) — Zora
Kovacic and Roger Strand (UiB)
15:00—15:30 Innovation EU low-carbon strategy (Task 6.9) — Jan Sindt (CA)
15:30—15:45

Wellness break

15:45—16:30 WP3: closing the outstanding tasks related to D3.2; D3.3; D3.5 – final
challenges and partner input
Paula Moreno (ITC); Rafa Nebot (ITC); Michele Staiano (UNINA)
16:30—17:00 What has been concluded today? & Formation of parallel working groups for
tomorrow
Discussion let by Roger Strand (moderator)
17:00—18:00 PI Meeting

20:15

Social dinner (offered by UAB)

FRIDAY — 06 MARCH 2020
Moderator and Coach of the Day: Kirsty Blackstock (HUTTON)

09:00—09:20 Debriefing PI Meeting and other WP1 issues
Sandra Bukkens (UAB)
09:20—09:50 WP2: Plans and partner input for D2.2 and D2.3 (Lessons learned in interaction
with EU administration and operation of Dialogue Space, resp.)
Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC)
09:50—11:05 Engagement and dissemination for impact (WP2/WP7): To what did we
commit in the GA, the dissemination and exploitation plan, and the request
for project extension? (5 min presentation + 10 min discussion each)
EU learn — Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC);
EU Green Week Side Event — Kerry Waylen (HUTTON);
EU Sustainable Energy Week Side Event — Mario Giampietro (UAB);
Summer School — Mario Giampietro (UAB);
Other conferences & dissemination — Sandra Bukkens (UAB)
11:05—11:30 Coffee break
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11:30—12:30 MAGIC final events (10 min presentation + 10 min discussion each)
Final scientific event at PNS5— Silvio Funtowicz (UiB);
Policy event in Brussels —Ângela Guimarães Pereira (JRC);
EEA event — Mario Giampietro (UAB)
12:30—12:50 Uncomfortable Knowledge Platform (10 m presentation + 10 m discussion)
Mario Giampietro (UAB)
12:50—13:00 Nexus game
Joep Schyns (UT)
13:00—14:15

Lunch on campus (offered by UAB)

14:15—16:30 Parallel working groups (wellness break as needed)
First session
1. Green Week and other policy events
2. NIS and Marauder Map
Second session
1.
2.

Cross-cutting themes WP5 & WP6
Soil and other concern sheets

16:30—17:00 Feedback from working groups and summary of the final challenges
Kirsty Blackstock (moderator) & working group leads
17:00 – 17:10 END OF MEETING AND FAREWELL
Mario Giampietro (UAB)
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LIST OF PARTICIPANTS
MAGIC FINAL PROJECT MEETING, 05-06 MARCH 2020
NAME

AFFILIATION

1

Mario Giampietro

UAB

2

Maddalena Ripa

UAB

3

Raúl Velasco Fernández

UAB

4

Violeta Cabello

UAB

5

Cristina Madrid

UAB

6

Ansel Renner

UAB

7

Louisa Jane Di Felice

UAB

8

Sandra Bukkens

UAB

9

Keith Matthews

HUTTON

10

Kirsty Blackstock

HUTTON

11

Kerry Waylen

HUTTON

12

Abigail Muscat

WU

13

Raimon Ripoll-Bosch

WU

14

Roger Strand

UiB

15

Zora Kovacic

UiB

16

David R Manrique

JRC

17

Chelsea Jones

CA

18

Baltasar Peñate Suárez

ITC

19

Paula Moreno Fajardo

ITC

20

Rafael Nebot Medina

ITC

REMOTE PARTICIPATION
21

Bunyod Holmatov

UT

22

Joep Schyns

UT

23

Silvio Funtowicz

UiB

24

Bruna De Marchi

UiB

25

Ângela Guimarães Pereira

JRC

26

Paulo Rosa

JRC

27

Roberta Siciliano

UNINA

28

Michele Staiano

UNINA

29

Carmela Iorio

UNINA

30

Jan Sindt

CA
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