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Abstract  
This deliverable (D4.6) presents the midterm recruitment report for Study 2 of the SUNRISE project. 
Study 2 evaluates a classroom-based intervention in which educators implement a set of digital tools 
within regular school lessons. For this reason, recruitment depends not only on school participation, 
but also on teacher engagement, consent procedures, class organisation, baseline completion, and 
the practical fit of the intervention within routine teaching. 

By late March 2026, Study 2 had reached 1,929 completed baseline assessments across the 
consortium. Progress, however, is uneven across sites. The Basque Country has already exceeded its 
reported target, while Greece and Belgium have also achieved comparatively high baseline numbers. 
Slovenia and Valencia show steady progress, whereas Romania, Cyprus, and Switzerland remain at 
earlier stages of completion relative to their reported targets, despite ongoing recruitment activity. 

The midterm evidence indicates that recruitment in Study 2 is workable across diverse educational 
settings, but that it requires substantial coordination at school level. Several sites introduced practical 
adjustments during recruitment, including simpler consent routes, additional school outreach, more 
direct classroom support, and flexible baseline formats adapted to local timetables. In light of the 
remaining site-level variation, the consortium agreed to extend the recruitment window through 
October 2026. This extension remains compatible with the overall project schedule and provides 
additional room for sites that need to continue recruitment into the next academic cycle. 

Overall, the midterm results indicate that Study 2 is progressing across sites and has reached a 
substantial proportion of the planned recruitment. While variability across countries is evident, these 
differences are primarily driven by contextual implementation conditions rather than by 
inconsistencies in the study design. From a project perspective, recruitment remains feasible, with 
mitigation measures already in place to support completion within the extended recruitment window. 

 

Legal Notice 
The information in this document is subject to change without notice. 

The Members of the SUNRISE Consortium make no warranty of any kind with regard to this document, including, 
but not limited to, the implied warranties of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. 

The European Commission is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information it contains. 
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1. Introduction 
Recruitment in Study 2 is closely linked to implementation and cannot be considered as a purely 
administrative or numerical process. Evidence shows that digital and school-based interventions for 
changes in adolescent health behaviour depend not only on adoption, but also on contextual factors 
such as school organisation, teacher engagement, available resources, and the quality of 
implementation [1–4]. This is particularly relevant in classroom-based programmes, where the 
practical integration of activities into routine teaching determines whether interventions can move 
from initial agreement to actual delivery. 

Study 2 of the SUNRISE project is designed as a multicentre, multinational school-based study 
targeting students aged 10 to 19 years. In contrast to Study 1, which focuses on a predefined digital 
intervention, Study 2 follows a more flexible implementation model. Educators are expected to select 
and apply a set of digital tools through the Authoring Tool and the wider implementation framework, 
adapting content to the age group and classroom context [5,6]. As a result, recruitment in Study 2 
involves more than student enrolment. It depends on school agreement, teacher participation, 
consent procedures, class organisation, and the feasibility of completing baseline assessment within 
the school timetable. 

This difference is central to the interpretation of recruitment in Study 2. Recruitment is not a discrete 
phase preceding implementation, but an integral part of classroom planning and early delivery. 
Progress therefore depends on whether teachers can allocate lesson time, coordinate consent, 
organise classes, and integrate baseline completion into routine teaching activities. For this reason, 
recruitment outcomes should be understood as an early indicator of implementation feasibility rather 
than as a stand-alone measure of enrolment. 

With this in mind, Deliverable D4.6 provides a structured midterm overview of recruitment progress 
in Study 2 across the participating pilot sites. It describes how the common recruitment pathway has 
been operationalised under different educational conditions, identifies the main barriers and 
adaptations observed during implementation, and assesses the extent to which recruitment is 
progressing in line with study objectives. The findings also contribute to WP4 monitoring and provide 
key input for subsequent evaluation activities in WP5. 
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2. Recruitment progress overview 
Recruitment progress in Study 2 is summarised in Table 1. This overview provides a midterm snapshot 
of the extent to which each pilot site has progressed towards its reported recruitment target and the 
level of baseline completion achieved across the consortium. Given the classroom-based nature of 
Study 2, these figures should be interpreted not only as enrolment indicators, but also as a proxy for 
early implementation feasibility within routine school practice. 

 

Table 1. Recruitment progress across pilot sites 

Pilot site Partner 
Schools 
contacted 

Schools 
recruited 

Reported 
target 

Baseline 
completed 

Recruitment 
progress (%) 

Greece HMU 5 2–3 320 275 85.9 

Belgium UGENT 59 6–8 350 291 83.1 

Slovenia AMEU 6 3 267 178 66.7 

Spain – 
Valencia 

FISABIO 7 3 107 62 57.9 

Spain – 
Basque 
Country 

OSA 15 8 533 624 117.1 

Italy FAVO 72 2 640 233 36.4 

Romania IOCN 17 6 1,067 161 15.1 

Cyprus PASYKAF 25 5 160 23 14.4 

Switzerland ISGF n/a* 35 639 82 12.9 

Total  206 + n/a* 73-75 4,083 1,929 47.3 

*Totals are based on reported figures across sites. Switzerland is excluded from “schools contacted” due to the 
decentralised recruitment model. Ranges reflect ongoing recruitment at the time of reporting. 

 

By late March 2026, a total of 1,929 students had completed the baseline assessment across the 
consortium. The total reported recruitment target across sites is 4,083 students, meaning that current 
baseline completion represents approximately 47.3% of the planned sample. This indicates 
meaningful progress at the consortium level, although performance remains heterogeneous across 
sites. 
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To support the interpretation of recruitment progress across sites, Figure 1 presents the absolute 
number of baseline completions in relation to the reported recruitment targets. 

 

 

Figure 1. Study 2 recruitment progress by pilot site 

 

As shown in Figure 1, recruitment performance varies considerably across sites. The Basque Country 
has exceeded its reported target, while Greece and Belgium show strong progression towards 
completion. Slovenia and Valencia demonstrate moderate but steady progress. In contrast, Romania, 
Cyprus, and Switzerland remain at earlier stages relative to their targets, despite ongoing recruitment 
efforts. Italy presents a mixed situation, with a relatively high number of completions in absolute 
terms but still a substantial gap relative to its target. 

 

Figure 2. Baseline completion relative to the reported target 
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From an implementation perspective, recruitment efficiency differs across sites primarily due to 
variations in teacher engagement, lesson time allocation, and the feasibility of integrating the 
programme into routine classroom practice. Unlike Study 1, where the main bottleneck was the 
transition from consent to baseline completion, Study 2 introduces an additional critical constraint: 
the need to secure sufficient classroom capacity and teacher commitment to support both baseline 
assessment and subsequent intervention delivery. 

A second factor influencing recruitment progress is the operational burden associated with Study 2. 
Several sites report that the longer baseline questionnaire, the younger age profile of participants, 
and the increased classroom time required have made Study 2 more difficult to schedule than Study 
1. In some settings, this has led schools to prioritise participation in the less demanding study when 
both could not be accommodated equally well. 

Overall, the midterm picture confirms that recruitment in Study 2 is feasible across diverse educational 
systems, but feasibility  depends on local implementation conditions.  Unlike Study 1, where the 
primary blockage was the transition from consent to baseline completion, Study 2 introduces a more 
embedded constraint as progression depends on the ability to align study procedures with classroom 
organisation, teacher capacity, and school planning cycles. Sites that have managed this alignment are 
advancing steadily; those that have not are likely to require targeted support in the second half of the 
recruitment period. 
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3. Schools contacted for Study 2 that did not enter the 
study 
In addition to the schools that participated in Study 2, the pilot teams also contacted a wider group of 
schools that did not go on to take part. This section complements the recruitment figures presented 
in Chapter 2. Together, these figures give a fuller picture of the recruitment effort across sites. 

 

Table 2. Schools contacted for Study 2 that did not enter the study 

Pilot site 

Schools 
contacted that 
did not enter 

Study 2 

No response 
after contact 

Active refusals or 
partial non-

participation 

Main reasons 
reported 

Belgium 70 40 30 active refusals Delayed 
decisions, lack of 
institutional 
approval, limited 
school interest 

Italy 69 63 6 active refusals; 
3 class-level cases 

Time constraints, 
low perceived 
benefit, consent 
burden, limited 
staff availability 

Spain – Basque 
Country 

14 3 11 active refusals Insufficient 
curriculum time 
and delayed 
internal decisions 

Cyprus 13 3 10 active refusals Limited school 
interest, 
competing 
activities, 
insufficient 
curriculum time 

Romania 9 3 6 active refusals; 
2 partial cases 

Insufficient 
curriculum time, 
competing 
priorities, staff 
availability 

Spain – Valencia 4 1 3 active refusals Insufficient 
curriculum time 
and programme 
burden 
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Greece 0 school-level 
denials 

0 3 partial class-
level cases 

Time constraints, 
perceived 
complexity, 
limited parental 
engagement and 
digital barriers 

Switzerland n/a n/a n/a Decentralised 
recruitment; 
refusals are not 
systematically 
recorded 

 

Across the reporting sites, the most common pattern is not formal refusal after extended negotiation, 
but the fact that schools were contacted and, despite follow-up, did not move into participation. This 
is especially visible in Belgium and Italy, where the number of contacted schools that did not enter 
Study 2 is particularly high. 

In the other sites, the main reasons are more closely tied to the classroom-based demands of Study 
2. The Basque Country, Cyprus, Romania, and Valencia all report that curriculum time, internal school 
priorities, or limited staff availability affected whether schools could proceed from interest to 
participation. Greece is different, since the available material does not point to school-level refusal, 
but rather to partial non-participation at class level once schools had already agreed to take part. 
Switzerland also needs to be interpreted separately, because its decentralised model does not 
generate centrally comparable refusal data. 

These data show that recruitment in Study 2 depends not only on initial school interest, but also on 
whether schools feel able to incorporate the programme into their timetable, staffing arrangements, 
and internal organisation. 
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4. Recruitment procedures across pilot sites 
In Study 2, recruitment functioned less as a stand-alone enrolment process and more as the first stage 
of classroom implementation. Across sites, schools were not only asked whether they wished to 
participate, but also whether teachers could identify appropriate classes, allocate lesson time, manage 
consent procedures, and accommodate baseline completion before introducing the selected tools. As 
a result, the practical route into schools was shaped as much by teaching arrangements as by school-
level agreement itself. 

A first group of sites relied mainly on existing school networks and structured teacher coordination. 
In Greece, schools were approached through municipal principal meetings and prior collaboration, 
and once they agreed, teachers facilitated access to classes and supported registration during in-class 
sessions. Belgium also worked through established school networks, using email, phone calls, and 
Teams meetings to secure participation before organising baseline sessions jointly with schools. In 
Valencia, schools were identified through regional mapping with priority given to FISABIO-linked 
schools, and teachers played a central role in family communication, class scheduling, and the 
organisation of baseline sessions during tutoring or regular lesson time. 

A second pattern is visible in sites where recruitment depended strongly on close classroom support 
after school agreement had already been secured. In Slovenia, the main issue was not access to 
schools, but helping students complete the early study steps reliably, which is why the process shifted 
towards more researcher-led in-class support. Romania followed a more structured school-entry 
route through education authorities and local mapping, but similarly relied on the research team being 
present during baseline sessions to keep completion consistent and manageable. In Cyprus, 
recruitment also became closely tied to implementation planning, since teachers were involved not 
only in distributing consent forms but also in selecting tools and identifying how delivery could fit 
within class schedules. 

A third pattern is observed in the Basque Country and Italy, where the key issue was not simply access 
to schools, but the practical integration of the programme into existing school routines. In the Basque 
Country, recruitment drew on direct contact, alumni links, and public health networks, but the process 
moved forward only once teachers had helped define the participating classes and assess 
implementation fit. In Italy, recruitment was more formalised, beginning with systematic school 
mapping and phone outreach, followed by the identification of teacher liaisons who could coordinate 
classes, consent return, and baseline workshops. In both sites, participation depended on whether the 
study could be translated into a workable classroom format rather than remaining an external 
proposal. 

A fourth and distinct pattern is observed in Switzerland, where recruitment was based on a 
decentralised, practice-based model in which regional addiction prevention centres worked through 
their existing relationships with schools. In most cases, teachers mainly supported scheduling and 
classroom integration, while baseline sessions were conducted during regular lessons by study staff 
or prevention-centre staff. This approach reduced some of the school-entry burden observed in other 
sites, although Study 2 remained more demanding to schedule than Study 1, as the baseline typically 
required approximately two lessons rather than one. 

Overall, recruitment in Study 2 was closely tied to the practical entry of the programme into routine 
teaching. What varied across sites was not only access to schools, but the extent to which schools, 
teachers, and research teams were able to coordinate effectively to enable classroom delivery from 
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the outset. These findings reinforce the role of organisational and teaching-related factors as key 
determinants of implementation feasibility in school-based interventions. 

The different recruitment pathways and approaches described above are summarised in Figures 3 and 
4. 

 

Figure 3. Study 2 recruitment and implementation pathway 

 

 

Figure 4. Recruitment approaches used in Study 2: entry routes into schools 
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5. Participant profile 
Participants in Study 2 were recruited through schools and classes rather than through targeted 
selection of specific student groups. The study therefore brings together pupils from a wide age span 
and from different educational stages, depending on how each pilot site organised implementation 
locally. Across the consortium, the reported study population covers students approximately between 
10 and 19 years of age, although in practice many sites are working predominantly with younger 
cohorts than in Study 1. 

A second defining feature is that participation is structured at class level. Students enter the study 
because a school agrees to participate, teachers identify suitable classes, and baseline completion is 
then organised within those classes. As a result, the Study 2 sample is shaped less by individual-level 
recruitment dynamics than by the educational structure and organisational characteristics of 
participating schools. 

The available site material indicates that the sample spans a wide range of educational and socio-
demographic contexts rather than a single type of setting. Across the consortium, efforts have been 
made to include schools from different educational stages (primary and secondary), as well as diverse 
geographical and institutional contexts, including urban and rural areas, and both public and private 
schools with varying levels of available resources. 

In addition, several sites report participation from socially heterogeneous populations, including 
students from lower socio-economic backgrounds, migrant communities, and other potentially 
vulnerable groups. While the study was not designed to target specific vulnerable populations, this 
diversity reflects the real-world implementation approach of SUNRISE and increases the relevance of 
the findings for different educational and social contexts across Europe. 

At site level, some differences are also observed. In Valencia, participating schools are mainly urban 
or peri-urban and include students from varied sociocultural backgrounds. In the Basque Country, 
participants are predominantly drawn from primary education, resulting in a younger implementation 
profile within Study 2. Romania reports participation mainly from urban schools with mixed socio-
economic backgrounds, while Cyprus describes a socially diverse middle-school population. 
Switzerland also includes schools from different regions and organisational contexts. 

For interpretation, it is important to consider not only who the participants are, but what their profile 
implies for implementation. Several sites note that younger students require more structured support 
during onboarding, additional explanation of study procedures, and more classroom time to complete 
baseline assessment. In this sense, the Study 2 participant profile is not only broader in age range, but 
also more demanding from an implementation perspective, as successful recruitment depends on 
how well the study can be delivered within routine teaching conditions across diverse school 
environments. 
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6. Consent process 
In Study 2, the consent process was not only a formal requirement for participation, but also one of 
the main points at which school organisation, family communication, and classroom planning came 
together. Because the study is delivered through schools and classes, consent had to be completed 
early enough for teachers and research teams to organise baseline sessions within the school 
timetable. In practice, this meant that the consent pathway worked best when it could be handled 
through familiar school routines rather than through stand-alone procedures outside the school 
setting. This highlights that consent in Study 2 is not a discrete procedural step, but an integral 
component of implementation, directly influencing the feasibility of classroom delivery. 

A first pattern observed across sites corresponds to  paper-based or school-mediated systems. Several 
sites relied on forms distributed and collected through schools, often with teachers acting as the key 
link between families and the research team. Belgium used paper forms together with Smartschool-
supported communication, while Italy combined paper forms with the school electronic register. 
Romania allowed schools to choose between paper and electronic return depending on local 
preference. In all three cases, the common feature was not a single preferred format, but the effort 
to align consent collection with school practice rather than treating it as an external administrative 
task. 

A second pattern is visible in sites where the main difficulty lay in family response rather than in the 
consent model itself. Valencia reports that the process in Study 2 was more demanding than in Study 
1 because younger students still required parental consent, and response rates from families 
remained limited even when schools were supportive and sent reminders. Greece reported a similar 
issue at the start, since the initial email route proved impractical for many families; paper forms 
distributed through students worked better in practice. Cyprus also depended on teacher-led paper 
distribution and collection, but return remained slow. 

The Basque Country illustrates a slightly different situation. There, consent was collected through a 
school-mediated paper process, but once forms had been returned, the next steps could move 
forward in a more structured way because the research team was able to schedule baseline directly 
with the school. This seems to have reduced the distance between consent completion and classroom 
baseline activity, which is especially important in a study where recruitment and implementation are 
closely linked. Slovenia also points in this direction, although through a more researcher-led route: 
when students could complete consent procedures and registration directly during classroom 
sessions, progress was more reliable than when the process depended on follow-up outside the 
lesson. 

Switzerland again differs from the other sites. In most cases, students in the relevant age group could 
consent independently, so parental consent did not create the same bottleneck as elsewhere. This 
made the early stages of recruitment lighter and helped reduce the administrative burden on schools. 

In addition, engagement with families emerged as an important factor influencing consent 
completion. Clear communication through school-mediated channels, particularly in younger age 
groups, helped address concerns related to data protection, the use of digital tools, and the purpose 
of the intervention. Building trust between families and the research team was therefore a key 
element in facilitating participation. 

Overall, the consent experience in Study 2 indicates that the key determinant was not the format 
(paper or digital), but the extent to which consent procedures could be embedded within routine 
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school communication and completed with minimal burden for families. Where this integration was 
achieved and closely aligned with classroom scheduling, recruitment progressed more efficiently. 
Conversely, where consent required multiple steps, repeated follow-up, or additional effort from 
families, delays were more likely to occur. 
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7. Ethics and institutional approvals 
Study 2 was implemented within an approved ethical framework across all pilot sites. Ethics approval 
had been obtained prior to the start of recruitment activities, and all participating teams operated in 
accordance with relevant national regulations, institutional requirements, and European standards for 
research involving minors, including data protection (GDPR) and Good Clinical Practice principles. 

At the same time, the midterm experience indicates that ethics approval alone was not the decisive 
threshold for implementation readiness in Study 2. Given the classroom-based nature of the study, 
the involvement of teachers, and the longer baseline procedure compared to Study 1, the practical 
start of recruitment depended not only on ethical clearance, but also on additional layers of 
educational and organisational approval. 

A first pattern observed across sites is that recruitment timelines were influenced by the sequencing 
of ethical and educational authorisations. In Italy, the National Ethics Committee approval process 
took longer than anticipated, and by the time authorisation was obtained, many schools had already 
finalised their academic planning for the year. This reduced the available timeframe for recruitment 
and delayed implementation. 

A second pattern relates to settings where ethics approval formed part of a broader administrative 
pathway. In Cyprus, in addition to ethical clearance, approval from the Pedagogical Institute was 
required, and schools also needed to proceed through the relevant inspector route before 
implementation could begin. These additional steps extended the time needed to translate approval 
into actual classroom access. 

Overall, the evidence from Study 2 suggests that formal ethical approval was a necessary foundation, 
but not sufficient on its own to ensure implementation readiness. What ultimately determined the 
start of recruitment was the extent to which ethical clearance could be translated into timely access 
to schools, effective teacher coordination, and sufficient classroom capacity to complete baseline 
procedures and prepare delivery. 

These findings highlight that, in school-based research involving minors, ethical approval should be 
understood as part of a broader implementation process. Ensuring alignment between ethical 
requirements, educational systems, and school-level organisation is essential to enable timely and 
feasible study delivery in real-world conditions. 
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8. Barriers and challenges 
The barriers observed in Study 2 are closely linked to the fact that recruitment and implementation 
begin almost simultaneously. Once a school expresses interest, the subsequent steps already require 
teacher time, classroom space, consent collection, baseline completion, and preparation for delivery. 
As a result, the main obstacles reported across sites are not limited to initial school access but relate 
to whether the study can be effectively integrated into routine teaching practice without creating 
disruption. This highlights that barriers in Study 2 are primarily implementation-related rather than 
purely recruitment-related. 

A first key barrier concerns the central role of teachers. Participation depended not only on school 
agreement, but on whether educators were willing and able to allocate lesson time, support classroom 
organisation, and remain engaged throughout the early implementation stages. In Belgium, 
recruitment depended heavily on teacher commitment and sustained follow-up with schools and 
classes. In Valencia and Cyprus, implementation was similarly shaped by the extent to which teachers 
could coordinate parental communication, classroom scheduling, and the integration of study 
activities within already constrained timetables. 

A second barrier relates to the time demands of Study 2. Several sites reported that the study was 
more difficult to schedule than Study 1 because the baseline required more classroom time and the 
questionnaire was perceived as longer and more demanding. Switzerland illustrates this clearly: Study 
2 typically required two lessons rather than one, reducing feasibility and increasing the likelihood that 
schools prioritised participation in Study 1 when time was limited. Romania reported a similar effect, 
noting that the greater burden reduced school willingness to participate under tight scheduling 
conditions. 

A third barrier is linked to the younger age profile of many Study 2 participants. Several sites reported 
that younger students required more explanation, more structured support during onboarding, and 
additional time to complete the baseline assessment. Valencia and Cyprus both highlight that 
registration and questionnaire completion were more demanding among younger students, 
particularly in primary-level settings, increasing the complexity of classroom delivery. 

A fourth set of barriers relates to technical and organisational frictions. Although less central than the 
above in nature, these factors became more visible in contexts where classroom time was already 
limited. Reported issues included connectivity problems, password recovery, platform usability, and 
the effort required to prepare and manage digital tools within one or two lessons. 

A fifth barrier concerns competing priorities within schools. Several sites indicate that Study 2 had to 
be balanced against other ongoing activities and institutional demands. This is reflected in delayed 
decisions in Belgium, competing priorities in Romania, timetable pressure in Cyprus, and the need in 
Valencia to expand recruitment through additional schools. 

In response to these challenges, considerable effort has been devoted to the development of 
supporting materials to facilitate implementation in schools. A wide range of resources has been 
produced to support teachers in planning, onboarding, and classroom delivery, including programme 
guides, lesson kits, visual materials, and structured activity content. These materials have been 
adapted to different educational levels (primary and secondary), translated into multiple languages, 
and designed to accommodate diverse school contexts, including variations in resources, 
organisational capacity, and student populations. 

Examples of these implementation support materials are presented in Figure 5 and appendix A. 
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Figure 5. Implementation support materials developed to facilitate classroom delivery in Study 2.  

 

The availability of these materials has helped reduce implementation burden, support teacher 
engagement, and improve feasibility across sites. In particular, they have been instrumental in 
supporting delivery in heterogeneous environments, including schools with fewer resources and those 
working with socially and culturally diverse populations. This reinforces the role of implementation 
support as a key enabling factor for recruitment and delivery in Study 2. 

Overall, the barriers identified in Study 2 suggest that the main challenge was not securing initial 
interest from schools, but sustaining sufficient organisational capacity to move from agreement to 
classroom delivery. Sites that progressed more smoothly were those where teacher engagement 
remained strong, lesson time could be protected, and early study procedures were supported directly 
within the classroom. These findings reinforce the importance of aligning study requirements with 
school organisation, teaching practice, and implementation support as key conditions for successful 
delivery in real-world settings. 
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9. Deviations from the original plan 
During the recruitment period, several pilot sites introduced targeted adaptations to the operational 
delivery of Study 2 within schools. These adaptations were implemented to improve feasibility, reduce 
procedural burden, and better align the recruitment pathway with local school practices and 
classroom constraints, while preserving the core design and methodological integrity of the study. 

A first pattern of adaptations concerned the early recruitment steps, particularly consent procedures 
and initial school engagement. In Belgium, the site moved away from relying solely on the original 
Authoring Tool pathway and instead combined paper-based consent, Smartschool-supported 
communication, and teacher guidance materials to facilitate participation. Greece similarly simplified 
the process by replacing email-based consent return with paper forms and by removing parental 
involvement in the registration step. In both cases, the aim was not to modify the study pathway, but 
to reduce complexity and ensure that early administrative steps could be completed without delaying 
classroom implementation. 

A second pattern of adaptations related to recruitment coverage and school-level organisation. 
Greece incorporated additional classes (Tylissos) to complete recruitment, Slovenia introduced a 
replacement school, and Valencia continued recruitment through an additional site. Belgium also 
implemented a second outreach round to recover recruitment capacity. These adjustments were 
aimed at maintaining recruitment momentum under variable school conditions. 

A third pattern concerned the organisation of baseline completion and classroom delivery. Romania 
provides the clearest example, adopting flexible formats such as working with multiple classes 
simultaneously and adapting communication and planning to each school context. Cyprus introduced 
suggested programme packages to support teachers while maintaining flexibility in tool selection. In 
the Basque Country, Belgium, and Valencia, the research team progressively assumed a more direct 
role in classroom-based implementation, particularly where additional support was needed to sustain 
progression from consent to baseline completion. 

A fourth pattern relates to sites requiring few adaptations . Switzerland stands out in this respect, 
reporting almost no procedural changes beyond the need for an extended recruitment period, 
reflecting the suitability of its decentralised, practice-based model for classroom implementation. 

Overall, these adaptations are best understood as context-driven implementation refinements rather 
than deviations affecting the study design. The target population, overall recruitment pathway, 
intervention delivery, and evaluation framework remained unchanged across all sites. What changed 
was the way in which these elements were operationalised to ensure feasibility within diverse 
educational settings. 

While these adaptations may introduce some variability in implementation processes across sites, 
they do not compromise the internal consistency or scientific objectives of Study 2. On the contrary, 
they reflect the pragmatic nature of the study and provide valuable insights into how classroom-based 
interventions can be effectively integrated into routine teaching practice. These aspects will be 
explicitly considered in the interpretation of results and in subsequent evaluation activities (WP5). 
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10. Extended recruitment window 
According to the SUNRISE Description of the Action, recruitment for Study 2 was planned between 
months M18 and M32. However, the operational start of recruitment coincided with the end of the 
2024–2025 academic year (June 2025), when most schools had already finalised their teaching 
schedules and were no longer able to incorporate additional activities. As a result, effective 
recruitment could only begin at the start of the following academic year (September 2025), leading to 
an operational initiation delayed beyond plan across several sites. 

In addition, the planned end of the recruitment period (M32, August 2026) coincides with the summer 
break in most participating countries, when schools are closed and recruitment activities cannot be 
conducted. This creates a structural constraint that limits the ability to complete recruitment within 
the originally defined timeframe, particularly in sites where Study 2 requires additional classroom 
planning and coordination. 

An additional factor contributing to the adjusted recruitment timeline is the ethical and regulatory 
requirements for working with minors and implementing classroom-based digital interventions. 
Several countries require detailed ethical and institutional approval processes addressing data 
protection, informed consent procedures, and the use of digital tools in educational settings. These 
processes were conducted in full compliance with GDPR, national regulations, and Good Clinical 
Practice principles, ensuring robust protection of participants and high ethical standards. While this 
introduced some delays in specific contexts, it reflects the necessary level of scrutiny when conducting 
research in school environments involving vulnerable populations. 

In response to these constraints and based on ongoing monitoring of recruitment progress across 
sites, the consortium agreed to extend the recruitment window until October 2026. This extension 
allows recruitment and early implementation to be aligned with the school calendar, including the 
start of the 2026–2027 academic year, where necessary. 

Importantly, this adjustment does not reflect a change in the study design, target population, or 
evaluation framework. Rather, it ensures that Study 2 can achieve a sufficient sample size to support 
robust, interpretable results, particularly in a context where variability across classroom settings is 
expected. 

In Study 2, the intervention programme typically requires approximately 4 to 6 months of classroom 
implementation. The extended recruitment window, therefore, provides sufficient time for newly 
recruited schools to complete both baseline and intervention phases within the following academic 
cycle. This creates a substantial opportunity to improve upon the current recruitment level (47.3%), 
which represents approximately midterm progress, and to consolidate implementation across sites. 

In this context, the extended recruitment window is a critical enabling measure that is expected to 
support the completion of recruitment and facilitate reaching the planned sample size, thereby 
strengthening the robustness and interpretability of Study 2 outcomes. 

From a project implementation perspective, the revised timeline remains fully compatible with the 
overall SUNRISE schedule (ending in April 2028). The intervention phase, follow-up assessments, and 
subsequent evaluation activities (WP5) can be completed without compromising study integrity or 
delivery of downstream tasks. 

Furthermore, the extension does not introduce risks for the implementation of other work packages. 
The sequencing of activities remains coherent, and no dependencies are negatively affected. On the 
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contrary, the extended recruitment window strengthens the feasibility of the study by allowing sites 
to align implementation with real-world school conditions and by increasing the likelihood of reaching 
target sample sizes. 

Overall, the extension should be understood as a pragmatic, context-driven adjustment that preserves 
methodological robustness, enhances feasibility in diverse educational settings, and improves the 
capacity of Study 2 to generate meaningful and generalisable evidence. 

 

 

Figure 6. Extended recruitment window and its role in supporting Study 2 implementation. 
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11. Updated timeline 
The current recruitment outlook for Study 2 remains manageable at the consortium level, but it is 
more spread out over time than in Study 1. 

 

Table 3. Updated expected recruitment completion by pilot site 

Pilot site Expected completion Current note 

Greece Early April 2026 Final registration expected 
after completion of Tylissos 
classes 

Belgium Late April 2026 Recruitment close to 
completion, but school 
scheduling remains tight 

Slovenia To be confirmed Timing depends on whether an 
additional school can be 
brought in 

Spain – Valencia May 2026 Third school entering 
recruitment phase 

Spain – Basque Country Completed Reported target exceeded; 
recruitment already 
consolidated 

Italy Early April 2026 Recruitment close to 
completion, although final 
enrolment is likely to remain 
below target 

Romania June 2026 Ongoing recruitment and 
additional baseline sessions 
planned 

Cyprus October 2026 Recruitment to resume after 
summer once the new school 
year begins 

Switzerland September 2026 Additional large school session 
already scheduled 

 

Overall, the timeline shows that recruitment in Study 2 is expected to close over a wider period than 
in Study 1, ranging from early April to October 2026 depending on the site. This does not indicate a 
loss of control over implementation. Rather, it reflects the fact that Study 2 depends on classroom-
level feasibility and therefore unfolds according to the practical opportunities each school system can 
offer during the academic year. 
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12. Lessons learned 
A first key lesson is that recruitment in Study 2 was most effective when the programme was 
embedded as a supported classroom activity rather than treated as an additional external task. Across 
several sites, the transition from school agreement to completed baseline participation was more 
reliable when teachers were actively involved in planning lesson time, identifying participating classes, 
communicating with families, and coordinating early classroom steps together with the research 
team. In this respect, teacher engagement emerges as the primary enabling condition for 
implementation in Study 2. 

A second lesson is that feasibility matters as much as interest. Several pilot sites indicate that schools 
may value the aims of the programme but still struggle to accommodate it if the baseline is long, the 
questionnaire is demanding, or the study requires substantial lesson time. Switzerland and Romania 
are particularly clear on this point: Study 2 was harder to integrate than Study 1 mainly because it 
required more classroom time, and in some cases, schools prioritised participation in the less 
demanding study when both could not be accommodated equally. This reinforces that feasibility in 
classroom-based studies is determined not only by interest in the programme, but also by the capacity 
of schools to integrate study requirements into routine teaching practice. 

A third lesson concerns the value of direct, in-person support during onboarding and baseline 
completion. Valencia, Cyprus, Greece, and Romania all indicate that classroom visits, step-by-step 
guidance, and immediate troubleshooting helped students complete registration and questionnaires 
more reliably than indirect follow-up alone. This was especially important in younger classes, where 
students required more explanation and more time to progress through the baseline process. 

A fourth lesson relates to the need for flexibility in implementation. The reports suggest that a single 
standardised delivery route is unlikely to work equally well across all schools. Romania highlights 
differences in communication flow, internal organisation, and support needs across schools, while 
Cyprus reports that teachers required flexibility to select tools that best matched their timetable and 
teaching priorities. 

A fifth lesson concerns the role of implementation support materials. The availability of structured 
programme guides, lesson kits, visual resources, and digital content helped reduce the burden on 
teachers and facilitated classroom delivery. These materials were particularly important in schools 
with fewer resources or less prior experience with similar interventions, contributing to improved 
feasibility across diverse educational settings. 

Finally, the relationship between Study 1 and Study 2 provides an important insight. Experience gained 
in Study 1 supported a more structured and proactive approach in Study 2, particularly in 
communication with schools, scheduling, and classroom support. At the same time, the comparison 
between the two studies highlights a key boundary condition: when the organisational and time 
burden on schools becomes too high, even well-designed and well-supported recruitment strategies 
face limitations. This underlines the importance of balancing scientific ambition with implementation 
feasibility in school-based research. 
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13. Implications for study validity and evaluation 
The midterm recruitment and implementation experience in Study 2 highlights raises several 
considerations relevant to cross-site comparability, sample representativeness and the interpretation 
of study outcomes. 

First, recruitment pathways and implementation conditions vary across sites, particularly in relation 
to teacher engagement, lesson time allocation, and the integration of study activities into routine 
classroom practice. These differences reflect real-world educational contexts and are inherent to the 
pragmatic design of Study 2, but they may influence participation patterns and should be considered 
when assessing cross-site comparability. 

Second, the recruitment approach is based on school and class-level feasibility rather than on random 
selection. Participation depends on school agreement and the capacity of teachers to incorporate the 
programme into their schedules. As a result, the study sample may reflect a degree of selection 
towards schools and classrooms with higher organisational capacity or motivation, which may have 
implications for representativeness. 

Third, variability in classroom implementation, including differences in teacher involvement, baseline 
administration, and use of supporting materials, may influence both baseline completion and early 
engagement with the intervention. In particular, the younger age profile of participants in some 
settings introduces additional variability in the level of support required during onboarding and data 
collection. 

Importantly, these factors do not compromise the feasibility or integrity of Study 2, but rather reflect 
the conditions under which classroom-based interventions are implemented in real-world settings. In 
line with the implementation science framework underpinning the project, these contextual and 
operational differences will be explicitly considered in WP5 analyses, including subgroup analyses and 
evaluation of implementation processes. 

Overall, the findings reinforce that recruitment and implementation are closely interconnected in 
Study 2, and that interpretation of outcomes should account for the influence of school-level 
organisation, teacher engagement, and contextual delivery conditions. 
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14. Conclusions 
At midterm, Study 2 has reached a substantial level of recruitment across the consortium. Although 
progress varies across sites, the overall picture confirms that implementation is advancing under 
diverse educational conditions. The strongest results to date are observed in the Basque Country, 
which has exceeded its reported target, while Greece and Belgium have also achieved high baseline 
numbers. Other sites remain at earlier stages but continue to progress through ongoing school 
engagement, classroom planning, and additional recruitment efforts. 

The cross-site experience clearly shows that recruitment in Study 2 depends less on school agreement 
in principle than on the practical feasibility of integrating the programme into routine teaching. 
Teacher involvement, availability of lesson time, family consent processes, and the organisational 
effort required to complete baseline assessment have all shaped recruitment outcomes. In this sense, 
the main challenge has not been initial access to schools, but securing sufficient classroom capacity to 
move from interest to delivery. 

A second key conclusion is that the study framework has proved adaptable without compromising 
consistency. Sites introduced context-specific adjustments to consent procedures, school outreach, 
classroom support, and baseline delivery in order to maintain feasibility. These adaptations did not 
alter the core design or objectives of Study 2, but enabled the common implementation pathway to 
be translated into workable formats across different educational contexts. 

The extension of the recruitment window until October 2026 should be interpreted within this 
implementation context. It represents a proportionate and necessary adjustment to align recruitment 
with the school calendar and classroom constraints, rather than a deviation from the study design. 
This extension provides a critical opportunity to improve upon the current midterm recruitment level 
and to support completion of the study under realistic conditions. 

Importantly, the extended timeline allows newly recruited schools to plan implementation from the 
beginning of the academic year, integrating the programme more effectively into their teaching 
schedules. This is expected to facilitate recruitment progression and increase the likelihood of 
reaching the planned sample size. 

Overall, Study 2 demonstrates that classroom-based interventions targeting adolescents are feasible 
across heterogeneous educational systems, but successful delivery is shaped by local implementation 
conditions. The findings highlight that reaching the planned sample requires alignment between study 
procedures, teacher engagement, and school organisation, supported by adequate implementation 
resources. 

The cross-site experience also carries broader relevance. In contexts where scalable, school-based 
public health interventions depend on integration into routine educational practice, Study 2 provides 
evidence not only on recruitment feasibility, but  on the organisational and contextual conditions that 
make sustainable implementation possible. 
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Appendix A 

A1. Sunrise Program Flyer 
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A2. Sunrise Program Poster 

 

A3. Sunrise Short Program Schedule in greek 
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A4. Sunrise Large Program Schedule in 
Romanian 
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A5. Sunrise Program 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 34 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 35 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 36 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 37 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 38 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 39 

 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 40 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 41 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 42 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 43 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 44 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 45 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 46 

 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 47 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 48 

 

 

 



 

Deliverable D4.6 – Midterm Recruitment and Implementation Progress Report – 
Study 2 

 

 

 

Version 1   I   2026-04-13   I   SUNRISE 49 

 

 

A6. Sunrise Materials: Poster in Spanish 
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A7. Sunrise Materials: Poster in Basque 
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A8. Examples of Sunrise materials: Task sheets 
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A9. Examples of Sunrise materials: Task sheets 
2 
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A10. Examples of Sunrise materials: Task sheets 
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A11. Examples of Sunrise materials: Fact sheets  

 


