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Abstract 

D6.2 presents the interim assessment of the Impact Strategy’s implementation during 

the first half of the AGILE project. It reports on progress made in operationalizing the 

framework defined in D6.1, covering stakeholder engagement, communication and 

dissemination activities, and the first steps toward exploitation planning. The 

deliverable documents outputs achieved, reviews progress against established KPIs 

and introduces the initial readiness assessment of AGILE’s Key Exploitable Results 

(KERs). This interim analysis provides the foundation for refining activities in the next 

project phase and prepares the ground for the final Impact Strategy in D6.3. 
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Executive summary 

Deliverable D6.2 provides an interim assessment of AGILE’s Impact Strategy 

implementation during the first half of the project (M1–M26). It evaluates progress against 

the conceptual framework, stakeholder engagement model, communication and 

dissemination plan, and early exploitation structures established in D6.1. The report draws 

on data from the DEC tracker, analytics, partner contributions, and KPI benchmarks 

defined in the Impact Strategy. 

 

Overall, AGILE has made substantial progress in mobilising its stakeholder 

ecosystem, strengthening its scientific and societal visibility, and laying the 

foundations for exploitation. Across the majority of indicators, the project is positioned 

within the ¯good impact° performance range defined in D6.1, with several areas showing 

early signs of ¯excellent impact° potential. During M1–M26, AGILE’s dissemination and 

communication activities expanded significantly. The project website recorded 18.5K 

visits from 81 countries, demonstrating growing international reach, while social media 

activities generated over 86,000 impressions, more than 3,600 clicks, and consistently 

high engagement rates. The project published 7 peer-reviewed journal articles, 3 

conference proceedings, and actively contributed to more than 70 dissemination 

activities across scientific, practitioner, policy, and civil protection communities. Visibility 

was further strengthened through targeted press and media outreach, including 
contributions to international newsletters and sectoral networks. 

 

Stakeholder engagement activities have continued to deepen AGILE’s transdisciplinary 

base. Mapping of key stakeholder groups, continuous engagement of practitioners across 

WP1–WP5, have ensured that project outputs remain grounded in operational needs. 

Participation in external communities of practice (e.g., CERIS, CMINE, SRC) has 

broadened AGILE’s policy-relevant presence and strengthened pathways for long-term 

uptake. 

 

Significant progress has also been achieved in shaping AGILE’s exploitation approach. 

A first consolidated Key Exploitable Results (KER) portfolio has been defined, covering 

conceptual, methodological, and technological assets. Initial maturity assessments 

(TRL/SRL/ERL framework) and value proposition considerations provide a baseline for 

structured exploitation planning in the next reporting period. Early interactions with 

prospective adopters across civil protection authorities, private sector entities, and 

international networks confirm demand for AGILE’s methodological innovations.  

 

The first half of the project has also generated important lessons learned. These include 

the need to (i) strengthen alignment across WP to enabled and facilitate integrated 

planning of stakeholder engagement and co-creation activities, (ii) improve completeness 

and timeliness of DEC reporting across partners, and (iii) refine exploitation governance, 

particularly regarding ownership, hosting, and licensing arrangements for methodological 

and digital KERs. These lessons inform the adjustments presented in this deliverable and 
will guide refinement of the impact strategy. 

 

Looking ahead to M27–M48, the focus will shift towards intensifying targeted 

communication, deepening engagement with priority stakeholder groups, maturing the 

KER portfolio through structured exploitation roadmaps , and enhancing the project’s 

policy visibility. The insights and evidence consolidated in D6.2 provide a robust 

foundation for maximising AGILE’s scientific, operational, and societal impact in the 

second half of the project. 

 



1. Introduction 

Deliverable D6.2 provides an interim assessment of AGILE’s Impact Strategy 

implementation during the first half of the project (M1–M26). It reports progress against 

the objectives, indicators, and monitoring framework established in D6.1 and evaluates 

how AGILE’s dissemination, communication, stakeholder engagement, and early 
exploitation activities are supporting the project’s anticipated scientific, operational, and 

societal impacts. 

The purpose of this deliverable is to (i) review the effectiveness of the activities carried 

out to date, (ii) assess progress against the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) defined in 

the Impact Strategy, and (iii) identify lessons learned and adjustments needed to guide 

the second half of the project and inform the preparation of D6.3. 

The assessment draws on multiple data sources, including 

the DEC tracker, project analytics (website and social 

media), partner reporting, Work Package contributions, 

scientific outputs, and documentation of co-creation and 

stakeholder engagement activities. This evidence is 

analysed against the five interlinked elements of AGILE’s 

impact framework set out in D6.1:  

1. Impact Goal 

2. Stakeholders 

3. Activities & Outputs 

4. Resources 

5. Monitoring 

While D6.1 established the conceptual basis for impact 

generation, this deliverable focuses on the practical 

implementation of these elements and evaluates how the project is progressing along its 

defined impact pathways. D6.2 examines how the framework has been operationalised , 

where progress has been made, and where refinements are required. Attention is given to 

the integration of impact-oriented activities across Work Packages, the mobilisation of the 

stakeholder ecosystem, the visibility and uptake of AGILE’s results, and the early 

development of the exploitation framework. The deliverable is structured as follows: 

¶ Section 2 reviews progress in implementing the Impact Strategy and monitoring KPIs. 

¶ Section 3 presents achievements in dissemination and communication.  

¶ Section 4 summarises stakeholder engagement and co-creation activities. 

¶ Section 5 outlines progress in developing AGILE’s exploitation strategy and initial 

work on Key Exploitable Results (KERs). 

¶ Section 6 provides an outlook for M27–M48. 

¶ Section 7 provides conclusions. 

Together, these components present a consolidated view of AGILE’s impact readiness and 

provide the basis for targeted actions in the next project period. 

 

  

Figure 1 Conceptual Impact 

Framework 



2. Progress in the Implementation of the 
Impact Strategy 

This section provides an interim assessment of AGILE’s progress in implementing the 

Impact Strategy as defined in D6.1. Covering the period M1–M26, it examines how 

dissemination, communication, stakeholder engagement, and early exploitation activities 

have contributed to advancing the project’s scientific, operational and societal impact 

pathways. The implementation has followed a coordinated, cross-WP approach that 

connects technical work, user engagement, and impact-oriented actions. It also 

reflects the maturing of AGILE’s internal monitoring processes, which rely on the DEC 

tracker, analytics, partner reporting, and regular exchanges across the consortium. 

 

During this first half of the project, three priorities shaped the implementation effort. The 

first was the mobilisation of AGILE’s stakeholder ecosystem and the creation of 

sustained channels for co-creation across WPs 1–5. This included bilateral engagements, 

structured interviews, workshops, and stress-testing activities that enabled practitioners, 

experts and researchers to contribute to the co-development of AGILE’s conceptual, 

methodological and operational outputs. The second priority was the establishment and 

expansion of AGILE’s communication and dissemination channels , enabling the 

project to build visibility, reach diverse audiences, and disseminate emerging results in a 

timely, coherent manner. The third priority concerned the foundations for exploitation: 

identifying and profiling the initial portfolio of Key Exploitable Results (KERs), engaging 
partners in the first exploitation workshop, and introducing the readiness -based 

assessment framework that will support maturation of the KERs in the next reporti ng 

period. 

 

Together, these activities have ensured alignment between technical developments, 

stakeholder engagement and the project’s impact-oriented ambitions. The sections below 

summarise progress in relation to the five conceptual elements introduced in D6.1.  

2.1. Progress against the conceptual elements of the Impact 
Strategy 

2.1.1 Impact goal 
AGILE’s overarching goal is to advance scientific understanding and improve operational 

preparedness for High-Impact Low-Probability (HILP) events. During M1–M26, significant 

progress has been achieved across all dimensions  of this goal.  

 

Scientific contributions have expanded through a set of seven peer-reviewed journal 

articles and three conference papers, which together consolidate AGILE’s conceptual and 

methodological foundations. Dissemination of WP1–WP3 results on systemic risk, 

foresight, scenario development, and stress-testing methods has further strengthened 

AGILE’s visibility in scientific communities.  Operationally, AGILE has deepened its 

engagement with civil protection authorities and emergency management practitioners. 

Their feedback has informed the refinement of methodological tools, including scenario 

development processes and stress-testing approaches. The integration of practitioner 

perspectives is visible in the design of stress-testing cycles, in WP3’s methodological 

development, and in the early steps of WP4, where operational feasibility and realism have 

been central considerations. Societal and policy impacts have also begun to materialise. 

AGILE is now regularly represented in key European networks such as CERIS, CMINE and 

the Societal Resilience Cluster (SRC). These exchanges have contributed to policy -

relevant discussions on systemic risk, preparedness, and resilience, thereby supporting 



AGILE’s expected role in shaping future approaches to managing extreme, uncertain and 

cascading events. Early interest in AGILE’s taxonomy, stress -testing methodology, and 

forthcoming reference library indicates that the project is well -positioned to contribute to 

EU-level resilience agendas as its outputs mature.  

 

Taken together, progress during this period demonstrates that AGILE is firmly on track to 

achieve the expected impact contributions outlined in D6.1 and the Description of the 

Action. 

 

2.1.2 Stakeholders and engagement activities 
Stakeholder engagement has been a consistent driver of methodological and 

conceptual development across the project. More than 70 structured engagement 

activities took place in M1–M26, including interviews, workshops, bilateral meetings, 

stress-testing exercises, advisory board consultations, and participation in external fora. 

This diversity has ensured that AGILE draws on perspectives from civil protection 

authorities, emergency services, critical infrastructure operators, research institutions, 

NGOs, policymakers, and international networks.  Stakeholder engagement has been 

embedded within Work Packages. WP1 benefitted from expert feedback to shape the HILP 

definition and taxonomy; WP2 integrated practitioner insights through a global survey and 

requirements workshop to inform the design of the HILP Reference Library; WP3 and WP4 
relied on co-creation to refine system definition, scenario development and stress-testing 

methodologies; and WP5 used Stress Test feedback to inform emerging planning and 

communication tools. Across all activities, engagement has been substantive rather 

than symbolic, strengthening the usability, relevance, and legitimacy of AGILE’s outputs.  

While engagement has been broad and effective, the monitoring process identified areas 

for improvement. Engagement with high-level policymakers and certain international 

organisations remains limited and is a priority for the next reporting period . 

 

2.1.3 Activities and Outputs 
AGILE’s dissemination and communication activities expanded significantly over the 

reporting period, supporting both visibility and impact generation. The project website 

recorded 18.5K visits from 81 countries, a level already exceeding the “good impact” 

threshold in D6.1. Social media, particularly LinkedIn, has shown strong performance  

with over 86,000 impressions and more than 3,600 link clicks, supported by high 

engagement rates. Media outreach included press releases and newsletter contributions 

reaching more than 25,000 readers. Scientific dissemination was equally strong. Partners 

collectively contributed to over 69 dissemination activities, including presentations at 

major international conferences and participation in policy-relevant events. These actions 

ensured that AGILE’s conceptual and methodological innovations reached both 

specialised scientific audiences and broader practitioner communities. The breadth of 

activities reflects a well-balanced approach that promotes AGILE’s identity, disseminates 

results, and engages relevant user groups in ways that support co-creation and early 

exploitation. 

 

2.1.4 Resources and tools used 
Resources dedicated to WP6 were mobilised effectively throughout M1–M26. The DEC 

tracker has supported systematic documentation of outputs and activities. Google 

Analytics and LinkedIn analytics have provided quantitative evidence for monitoring 

communication performance. Internal workshops and coordination meetings facilitated 

alignment across work packages, while partner contributions brought diverse expertise 

to the implementation of the Impact Strategy. Nonetheless, some challenges persist. DEC 

reporting remains inconsistent across partners, requiring more frequent reminders and 

clearer guidance. Resource demands for exploitation activities began to increase during 



this period, highlighting the need for greater alignment and planning in the next phase 

to ensure coherent progression of all KERs. Support for partners with fewer 

communication resources will also be strengthened. 

 

2.1.5 Monitoring and reflection 
Monitoring has been conducted in accordance with the KPI framework defined in D6.1, 

drawing on DEC tracker outputs, analytical tools, WP progress reporting, and 

documentation from events and engagement activities. Together, these sources provide a 

comprehensive evidence base for evaluating progress. Across most KPIs, AGILE is 

performing within or above the “good impact” range . Website visits, social media 

engagement and scientific publications exceed expectations for this stage of the project. 

Stakeholder engagement is broad and diversified, with structured contributions feeding 

into multiple WPs. The establishment of the exploitation framework and the first maturity 

assessments demonstrate strong progress on early exploitation tasks.  At the same time, 

several challenges were identified. DEC tracker completeness remains uneven, 

contributions to dissemination vary across partners, and outreach to certain policy -

oriented users has not yet achieved the desired intensity. These observations have 

informed the adjustments summarised in the next subsection. 



 

Table 1: KPI Targets 

Measure Key Indicators Poor impact  Good impact 
Excellent 
impact  

Website 
Web page visits per year 

Material downloads  
<1,000 
 <100 

1,000-2,000 
100-200 

>2,000 
>200 

Promotional material  
Brochure/leaflet distribution per year  

Posters/roll -ups produced 
Result information package for decision -makers 

<500 
<5 
<3 

500-1,500 
5-10 
3-5 

>1,500 
>10 
>5 

Social media channels 
Posts on LinkedIn & Youtube (combined) 

Followers on LinkedIn, YouTube (combined) 
<5 per month 

<1,000 
5-10 per month 

1,000-2,500 
>10 per month 

>2,500 

Project videos  
Op/!pg!wjefpt!po!uif!qspkfduǃt!ZpvUvcf!diboofm 

Views per video 
<5 

<500 
5-10 

<500-800 
>10 

>800 

Media relations  
Number of press releases 
Number of media articles  

<3 
<30 

3ƿ5 
30-50 

>5 
>50 

Scientific publications  
Number of papers submitted  

Technical project publication downloads  
<5 

<30  
5-8 

30-50 
>8 
>50 

Projects & initatives  Collaboration with related EU projects and initiatives <5 5ƿ8 >8 

Conferences & 
Workshops  

Number of conference presentations  
Number of workshop and webinars 

<15 
<15 

15-20 
15-20 

>20 
>20 

Co-creation activities 
WP1-5 

No. of people involved in co-creation 
No. of organisations involved in co -creation 

No. of countries involved in co-creation activities  

<500 
<50 
<30 

500-1000 
50-100 
30-50 

>1,000 
>100 
>50 

Final Conference Number of participants  <50 50-100 >100 

 



2.2. Adjustments and lessons learned 

Implementation during M1–M26 provides a clear basis for refinements in the next project 

period. The monitoring process highlighted the need for more frequent and continuous 

DEC reporting, improved targeting of communication activities towards policy audiences, 

and greater synchronisation cross-WP timelines and early planning and continued co-

creation activities. Exploitation governance emerged as another priority, particularly in 

relation to ownership, hosting and licensing arrangements for methodological and digital 

KERs. 

 

Overall, the lessons learned point toward strengthening internal coordination, 

reinforcing evidence-based communication strategies, and establishing clear 

conditions for sustainable exploitation. These adjustments will support AGILE’s 

progress toward achieving its expected scientific, operational and societal impacts during 

M28–M48. 

3. Dissemination and Communication (D&C) 
Activities 

This section summarises AGILE’s dissemination and communication (D&C) achievements 

during the first half of the project (M1–M26). It provides an integrated narrative of how the 

project has built visibility, strengthened stakeholder awareness, and supported the wider 
impact pathways defined in D6.1. Communication and dissemination activities have 

matured significantly during this period, reflecting both the increasing production of 

project results and the evolving needs of AGILE’s stakeholder communities . 

3.1 Overview of strategy implementation 

During M1–M26, AGILE implemented a broad set of D&C actions aligned with the strategy 

defined in D6.1. The project focused on establishing a recognisable and coherent public 

identity, expanding its communication channels, and disseminating emerging scientific and 

methodological outputs. As the project progressed, communication workflows became 

more structured and increasingly integrated with WP activities, enabling timely updates 

and targeted outreach across multiple stakeholder groups. Efforts concentrated on four 

areas: 

 

(i) building a strong digital presence through the project website and social media 
platforms; 

(ii) disseminating scientific outputs and presenting AGILE results across key academic 

and practitioner events; 

(iii) engaging policy and operational communities through press, newsletters, and 

sector-specific communication channels; and 

(iv) ensuring systematic documentation of all activities through the DEC tracker. 

 

Taken together, these measures have positioned AGILE as a visible and credible actor in 

European and international debates on systemic risk, resilience, and HILP event 

preparedness. 

 

 



3.2 Communication Channels and Performance 

3.2.1 Website and Digital Presence 
The project website (https://www.project-agile.eu/) is the project’s central 

communication hub and has served as a core platform for disseminating updates, project 

outputs, publications, and event information. Throughout M1–M26, the website was 

continuously updated to reflect major milestones, including stress-testing developments, 

deliverable releases, and participation in scientific conferences.  Website analytics indicate 

strong and growing engagement. The site registered 18.5K visits and 1.4K unique users 

from 81 countries, far exceeding the “good impact” KPI range established in D6.1. With 

7.5K page views and an average session time of 2m 50s, the website shows meaningful 

interaction with its content. Engagement peaks were observed around major dissemination 

moments, particularly the publication of scientific papers and updates related to AGILE’s 

stress-testing activities. Visitor origins were concentrated in the United States, United 
Kingdom, and Ireland, reflecting AGILE’s broad appeal beyond European audiences. The 

most frequently accessed sections included project news, publications, and work package 

descriptions, suggesting that the website effectively supports external users in tracking 

AGILE’s progress and outputs. These results confirm that the website has matured into 

an active and influential platform that not only disseminates information but also anchors 

AGILE’s online identity and presence. 

 
Figure 2 Google Analytics overview of AGILE website active user details by Origin country 

Table 2: Website KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators  Poor  Good  Excellent  Status M1-M26 

Web page visits per year  <1,000  1,000-2,000  >2,000  >2000 

Material downloads  <100 100-200 >200 <1002 

The website metrics show that AGILE’s digital presence is progressing well beyond the 

thresholds defined for “good impact” and is already approaching the “excellent 

impact” range for overall visibility. The volume of visits and returning users indicates 

that interest in AGILE’s work is steadily expanding as scientific and co-creation outputs 

become available. While download activity remains limited, reflecting the current 

 
2 Download numbers remain low because most AGILE content is currently consumed directly on the website rather than 

as downloadable files; more downloadable assets will become available in the next reporting period.  

https://www.project-agile.eu/


emphasis on web-based content rather than downloadable assets, the high level of page 

views and interaction time demonstrates that stakeholders are actively engaging with 

the materials hosted online. Taken together, these metrics confirm that the website is 

functioning not only as a dissemination channel but also as a central access point for 

tracking AGILE’s developments, thereby consolidating the project’s online identity and 

strengthening the accessibility of its results. 
 

3.2.2 Social media 
Social media activities during M1–M26 focused primarily on LinkedIn, which has become 

AGILE’s principal channel for professional outreach across scientific, policy, and 

practitioner communities. Complementing this, YouTube was introduced in August 2024 

to host video-based content such as expert interviews, stress-testing explainers, and 

workshop highlights. By contrast, activities on Twitter/X were discontinued following a 

Steering Committee decision (as reflected in AMD/PR1), given its limited relevance for 

AGILE’s intended audiences and the evolving platform landscape. Together, LinkedIn and 
YouTube form the core of AGILE’s inform–consult–collaborate communication model, 

enabling tailored engagement with diverse user segments. 

 

LinkedIn performance (M1–M26) 
AGILE’s LinkedIn presence expanded substantially over the reporting period, with clear 

evidence of strong and increasing engagement. Between 1 October 2023 and 30 

November 2025, the project published 112 posts, reflecting a consistent and active 

communication rhythm. Across this period, AGILE achieved: 

¶ 86,292 impressions, demonstrating broad visibility and growing reach across relevant 

professional communities; 

¶ 12,581 link clicks, indicating substantive interaction with AGILE materials, 

deliverables, and updates; 

¶ 3,035 likes and 95 comments, reflecting a high level of direct engagement; 

¶ 351 shares, evidencing amplification through partners, stakeholders, and external 

followers; 

¶ an average engagement rate of 14.91%, significantly above the LinkedIn platform 

average for 20253. 

This level of engagement confirms 
LinkedIn as AGILE’s most effective 

dissemination and community-

building channel. Posts featuring 

HILP case insights, stress-testing 

workshop highlights, deliverable 

announcements, and expert 

interviews consistently attracted the 

strongest interactions. These 

performance patterns indicate that 

audiences are particularly interested 

in AGILE’s applied methodological 

work and real-world case 

applications, both of which 

strengthen the project’s visibility and 

credibility. 

 

The strong performance also reflects 

consistent and coordinated partner engagement, with several consortium members 

 
3 https://www.socialinsider.io/social-media-benchmarks/linkedin  

Figure 3: Detailed analytics of Top 5 LinkedIn posts from 

Buffer Tool 

https://www.socialinsider.io/social-media-benchmarks/linkedin


actively resharing and discussing AGILE content within their institutional  networks. This 

has facilitated a multiplier effect in reaching civil protection authorities, resilience 

professionals, risk researchers, NGOs, and private-sector stakeholders concerned with 

systemic vulnerabilities and preparedness. 

 

YouTube performance (M11–M26) 
YouTube has served as AGILE’s main 

platform for long-form and visual 

storytelling, offering high-value content 

that complements text-based dissemination. 

Since its launch in August 2024, the AGILE 

channel has accumulated: 

¶ 483 total views, and 

¶ 9.7 hours of aggregated watch time. 

The top-performing videos during this 

reporting period included the AGILE 

Project Introduction (279 views), the 

Building Resilience case insights (150 

views), and interviews with experts such as Patricia Gaspar and CMCC stress test 

facilitators. These videos have begun to establish YouTube as an important medium for 

communicating AGILE’s purpose, presenting applied examples, and capturing practitioner 

perspectives directly linked to stress-testing activities. 

A pipeline of new videos is currently in production, including: 

¶ Stakeholder feedback interviews from AGILE’s stress-testing workshops, 

¶ Explainer videos narrating AGILE’s stress-testing tiers (STT0–STT3) and conceptual 

foundations, 

¶ Promotional content supporting the release of major results such as the HILP 

Reference Library, planning guidelines, and training assets. 

These planned materials will not only increase the cadence of visual content but will also 
support training, facilitation, and exploitation activities by providing accessible 

explanatory formats for complex tools and methods. As AGILE’s KERs mature and become 

more widely used, YouTube is expected to become an increasingly important channel for 

communicating insights, illustrating use-cases, and supporting capacity-building across 

stakeholder groups. 

 
Table 3: Social Media KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators  Poor  Good  Excellent  Status M1-M26 

Posts on LinkedIn & 
Youtube (combined) 

<5 per 
month 

5-10 per 
month 

>10 per month >10 per month 

Followers on LinkedIn, 
YouTube (combined) 

<1,000 1,000-2,500 >2,500 
<1000 

(LinkedIn 837 
YouTube 16) 

No. of videos on the 
qspkfduǃt!ZpvUvcf!

channel 
<5 5-10 >10 6 videos 

Views per video <500 500-1000 >800 <500 

The social media metrics demonstrate a mixed performance across different dimensions 

of the KPI framework. Activity levels and engagement indicators fall clearly within the 

“excellent impact” range: posting frequency is consistently above the upper KPI 

threshold, and interaction metrics, impressions, clicks, shares and average engagement 

Figure 4 Screenshot of AGILE YouTube Channel 



rates, significantly outperform standard LinkedIn benchmarks . This confirms that 

AGILE’s content resonates strongly with the audiences it reaches and that the project 

has established an effective channel for professional outreach and visibility.  

At the same time, follower growth remains below the target range. This indicates that 

while AGILE’s content generates high engagement among viewers, the overall size of 

the directly subscribed audience has not yet scaled accordingly. This pattern is typical 

for projects in their early and middle phases, where high engagement precedes growth 

in followers, but it nonetheless highlights the need for more systematic audience 

expansion. To address this, the next reporting period (M28–M48) will focus on targeted 

campaigns aimed at strengthening AGILE’s follower base. This includes increased 

cross-promotion through partner networks, regular publication of reusable audiovisual 

materials, and dedicated communication efforts aligned with the release of key project 

outputs. Together, these actions will support both the breadth and depth of AGILE’s 

social media reach and position the project more strongly for exploitation-driven 

communication in the final phase. 

 

3.2.3 Press releases, media coverage, newsletters  
Press releases, media engagement and newsletter contributions have played a key role in 

extending AGILE’s visibility beyond the research community and supporting outreach to 

citizens, public authorities, practitioners, and specialised user groups. These channels 

have allowed the consortium to communicate major project milestones, case study 

activities, and emerging insights in accessible formats, reaching audiences across multiple 

national contexts. They also complement scientific dissemination by ensuring that AGILE’s 

results are visible and understandable to broader non-academic stakeholders who are 

essential for long-term impact and future uptake. 

 

Press Releases and Institutional Media Outreach  

At the start of the project, AGILE partners coordinated a multilingual press effort, issuing 

launch announcements in English, Portuguese and Italian. These releases were shared 

through institutional and partner communication networks and reached several thousand 

people via national and local media outlets. This initial outreach introduced the project’s 

objectives, highlighted the importance of addressing High-Impact Low-Probability (HILP) 

events, and positioned AGILE as a timely and relevant research initiative within the 
European disaster-risk-management landscape. 

Throughout the reporting period, partners continued to use press releases to communicate 

major advancements. A notable example was the dissemination of the Ukrainian case study 

through the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, which generated substantia l 

visibility with an estimated reach of more than 25,000 readers. These releases have 

ensured continuous public awareness of AGILE’s progress and reinforced the relevance 

of its activities in the context of evolving security and resilience challenges faced by 

European societies. 

 

Media Coverage and Interviews  

AGILE has also benefited from significant earned media exposure. A highlight of the period 

was a BBC News interview with the project’s Scientific Lead, which reached an estimated 

7 million viewers. The interview showcased AGILE’s stress-testing approach and its 

relevance for understanding systemic vulnerabilities across interconnected sectors , 

substantially increasing public and professional awareness of AGILE’s work.  

In addition, local and regional media outlets covered AGILE activities on a recurring basis. 

Examples include news articles on municipal stress-testing workshops in Setúbal, media 

coverage linked to AGILE General Assembly meetings, and reporting on selected events 

and case-study developments. These appearances broadened AGILE’s reach to audiences 



beyond technical stakeholders and helped engage local authorities, practitioners, and 

citizens in conversations on systemic risk and preparedness. 

 

Newsletters and Sector-Specific Communication  

AGILE partners also contributed actively to sector-specific newsletters, leveraging 

established European networks to reach communities of practice in civil protection, 
innovation and risk governance. These contributions offered an effective channel for 

communicating early results, methodological developments, and project activities to 

professional audiences. 

Key examples include: 

¶ the MYRIAD-EU newsletter, which featured AGILE’s HILP survey and workshop 

activities, reaching a diverse audience of researchers, practitioners and civil -society 

representatives (>2,500 subscribers); 

¶ ANI’s “Success Stories of Integrating SSH” newsletter, which profiled AGILE’s 

methodological contributions to stress testing and interdisciplinary research;  

¶ the Make it Happen! newsletter, highlighting AGILE research outputs on resilience 

and risk communication to a subscriber base of more than 3,000. 

These contributions have strengthened AGILE’s visibility and credibility within European 

resilience, risk and innovation communities and fostered early awareness and interest in 

AGILE’s tools and forthcoming Key Exploitable Results (KERs). They also suppor t the 

project’s longer-term exploitation objectives by ensuring that relevant user groups remain 

informed as the project’s outputs mature. 
 

Table 4: Media Relations KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators  Poor  Good  Excellent  Status M1-M264 

No. of press releases <3 3ƿ5 >5 <3 

No. of media articles <30 30-50 >50 4 

Performance against the press and media KPIs presents a mixed but overall positive 

picture. Quantitatively, the number of press releases issued during M1–M26 falls below 
the “good impact” threshold, reflecting a selective approach to formal media 

communication. Similarly, the total number of documented media articles remains 

modest when compared with the KPI targets. However, taken in isolation, these figures 

do not fully capture the actual visibility achieved through media engagement. Crucially, 

the qualitative reach and strategic value  of AGILE’s media exposure far exceed what 

the numerical indicators suggest. High-profile coverage, most notably the BBC News 

interview with an estimated audience of seven million viewers, as well as the widely 

disseminated Ukrainian case study with over 25,000 readers, demonstrates that AGILE 

has successfully penetrated major public and professional information channels. Such 

visibility is particularly significant for a Horizon Europe security -research project, where 

media coverage tends to be limited due to topic complexity and sensitivity. Against this 

background, the KPI performance should be interpreted as indicating lower volume but 

exceptionally high impact. The project’s strategy of issuing targeted, high-value press 

releases and leveraging institutional networks has resulted in substantial outreach 

despite a relatively small number of items. In the next reporting period, AGILE will seek 

to complement this qualitative strength by increasing the frequency and diversity of 

media outputs while maintaining the credibility and strategic selectivity that have 

characterised its communication approach so far. 

 
4 While the quantitative number of media items remains modest, the qualitative reach is 

exceptionally high, with one BBC News feature reaching an estimated 7 million viewers. KPI 

categories therefore underrepresent actual media impact. 



Overall, AGILE’s press and media activities have ensured broad and sustained visibility, 

even if the total number of media items is modest relative to KPI thresholds. The qualitative 

impact of these engagements, particularly high-reach international exposure, 

demonstrates strong communication effectiveness and provides a solid basis for more 

targeted outreach as AGILE’s results mature in the next reporting period.  

 

3.2.4 Publications, conferences, and events 

AGILE partners have undertaken an extensive programme of dissemination activities 

through scientific publications, conference presentations, workshops and policy-

relevant events. These actions have significantly contributed to positioning AGILE within 

international research, policy and practitioner communities concerned with High-Impact 

Low-Probability (HILP) events, systemic risk, resilience assessment and stress-testing. The 

breadth of dissemination activities during M1–M26 reflects both the rapid methodological 

progression within the project and the strong demand among external stakeholders for 

insights into systemic vulnerabilities and preparedness strategies. 

Across the reporting period, partners completed 69 dissemination activities, with 11 

additional activities ongoing, alongside 34 communication actions documented in the 

DEC tracker. Scientific publishing activity has been strong, with seven peer-reviewed 

journal articles and three conference proceedings produced by M26. These outputs 

cover AGILE’s conceptual foundations, methodological developments, empirical findings 

and case study insights, contributing to the project’s scientific credibility and increasing 

recognition in relevant research domains. 

 

Figure 5 Overview of AGILE dissemination and communication activities 

AGILE has been present at several major international conferences, including the 

European Geosciences Union (EGU) General Assembly , the Society for Risk Analysis 

(SRA) global and European chapter meetings, ESREL, IDRiM, COP29, the World Bosai 

Forum, and specialist meetings on cybersecurity, critical infrastructure resilience, 

emergency management, and climate risk. Across these events, AGILE partners 

delivered oral presentations, posters, invited talks, panel contributions and methodological 

demonstrations. These appearances covered a wide range of AGILE themes, including the 

conceptualisation of HILP events, systemic risk modelling, the HILP taxonomy, multi-tier 

stress-testing methods (STT0–STT3), results from the global stakeholder survey, and 

empirical insights generated from case study work. 

Participation in these events has served multiple functions. It has enabled partners to 

disseminate AGILE’s conceptual and methodological advances to diverse expert 



communities, including early stress-testing results and network-based systemic risk 

analyses. It has also facilitated knowledge exchange with international experts and 

practitioners, providing opportunities for methodological comparison, feedback and 

refinement. Through regular visibility in multi-hazard and multi-risk scientific communities, 

AGILE has strengthened its profile as a key contributor to emerging HILP analytics . 

These exchanges have already supported initial uptake of AGILE concepts in external 

networks, including among civil protection practitioners, critical infrastructure operators, 

digital resilience specialists and academic programmes. 

Beyond academic and scientific fora, AGILE has actively engaged policy and practitioner 

audiences through participation in high-level resilience and disaster-management events. 

These include the European Civil Protection Forum, the Humanitarian Networks and 
Partnerships Week (HNPW), Innovation and Technology Expos, operational resilience 

industry conferences, and several NATO-related training workshops. Through these 

settings, AGILE principles and early findings have been introduced directly to those 

responsible for preparedness planning, emergency coordination and strategic decision -

making. Such interactions help embed AGILE’s work within real-world governance and 

operational contexts, creating pathways for future adoption and exploitation . 

Educational and training-oriented dissemination has further expanded AGILE’s influence. 

Partners delivered guest lectures, contributed to summer and spring schools, 

participated in doctoral seminars, and implemented live tabletop exercises with students 

and early-career practitioners. These activities not only disseminate AGILE’s methods 

more broadly, but also foster the next generation of resilience and systemic-risk experts 

by exposing learners to HILP perspectives and the AGILE stress-testing approach. 

Together, AGILE’s publications, conference participation, and event contributions have 

substantially advanced the project’s expected Impact Pathways. They have strengthened 

AGILE’s scientific footprint, enriched cross-sector dialogue, enhanced its visibility in 

policy-relevant arenas, and laid the groundwork for future exploitation of its tools and 

methods. As AGILE’s Key Exploitable Results (KERs) mature, these dissemination channels 

will play an increasingly important role in supporting user awareness, fostering adoption, 

and enabling long-term impact across research, policy and practice communities. 

 
Table 5: Publications and events KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators  Poor  Good  Excellent  Status M1-M26 

Number of papers 
submitted  

<5 5-8 >8 7 

Number of conference 
presentations 

<15 15-20 >20 30 

Number of workshop and 
webinars 

<15 15-20 >20 11 

Monitoring against the dissemination KPIs defined in D6.1 shows that AGILE is performing at or 

above the expected trajectory for this stage of the project. Across scientific publications, 

conference presentations and dissemination activities, the consortium has exceeded the 

baseline thresholds for “good impact,” indicating a high level of productivity and visibility 
during the reporting period. The number of peer-reviewed journal articles and conference 

papers surpasses interim expectations, while the volume and diversity of conference 

contributions demonstrate broad engagement across scientific, operational and policy-relevant 

communities. These results signal that AGILE’s research outputs are not only being produced 

at a strong pace but are already entering relevant international debates on systemic risk 

and resilience. The breadth of dissemination, ranging from academic conferences to civil 

protection forums and practitioner workshops, illustrates the project’s capacity to connect 

methodological innovation with operational realities. This positions AGILE well for 



continued knowledge transfer in the next reporting period, when the exploitation and uptake 

potential of its methods and tools will become increasingly important. Taken together, the KPI 

performance confirms that AGILE has established a strong and expanding scientific footprint 

and is effectively leveraging dissemination opportunities to build awareness, generate dialogue 

and prepare the ground for future uptake of its Key Exploitable Results. 

 

3.2.5 Communication materials 
A broad set of communication and dissemination materials  has been developed during 

M1–M26 to ensure coherent, recognisable and consistent outreach across the AGILE 

consortium and toward external stakeholders. These materials support both the visibility 

of the project and the practical implementation of its engagement and dissemination 

activities. They have been deployed widely across workshops, conferences, the project 

website, social media channels and in direct interaction with stakeholder groups, 

contributing to a unified AGILE identity and reinforcing the project’s credibility across 

scientific, practitioner and policy audiences. 
The communication material portfolio includes a series of branded assets designed to 

introduce the project, explain its conceptual underpinnings and present its methodological 

advances. A general project flyer provides a concise overview of AGILE’s objectives, 

conceptual foundations, methodological approach, work-package structure and 

consortium composition. Complementing this, a set of targeted materials was produced to 

support WP2 activities: a dedicated flyer and visual elements for the HILP Reference 

Library, used in the global expert survey and during requirement-setting workshops. 

These materials played an important role in generating interest among stakeholders and 

ensuring clarity around the aims and design of the library. 

To support the communication 

of AGILE’s stress-testing 

approach, information flyers 

were produced for each of 

the Stress Test Tiers (STT1–

STT2). These materials 

summarise the purpose and 

methodological logic of each 

tier and have been used 

extensively in WP4 activities. 

Importantly, several 

communication assets were translated into local languages, including Italian and 

Portuguese, enabling more inclusive and effective engagement in regional case-study 

contexts and improving accessibility for non-English-speaking participants. 
To ensure consistent public 

presentation of the project, a 

set of branded templates 

was developed for 

presentations, posters, roll-

ups, panel displays, handouts 

and reporting formats. These 

templates have been widely 

adopted across the 

consortium and contribute to 

a strong and coherent visual 

identity in all external-facing communication. In addition, AGILE produced infographics 

and visual explainers, including a project introduction infographic video, which have been 

used across social media channels and in workshops. These materials help communicate 

AGILE’s purpose, methodological components and expected impacts in accessible and 

Figure 6 AGILE Concept flyer 

Figure 7 AGILE Reference Library Development flyer 



engaging formats, making them particularly useful for non-technical audiences and mixed 

stakeholder groups. 

In addition to communication-focused products, AGILE has also 

produced materials that support stakeholder engagement 

through interactive methodological tools. The most notable 

example is the AGILE Serious Card Game, developed for Tier 

1 stress-testing (STT1). The card game functions both as an 

engagement tool and as an introductory method that allows 

participants to explore interdependencies, vulnerabilities and 

cascading effects in an intuitive and accessible way. It has been 

used extensively in stakeholder workshops, where it has 
proven highly effective in facilitating dialogue, fostering shared 

understanding and introducing system-based thinking. Beyond 

its role in methodology development, the card game also serves 

as a dissemination and training asset that showcases AGILE’s 

participatory philosophy and contributes to community-building 

around systemic resilience. 

 
Table 6: Promotional material KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators  Poor  Good  Excellent  Status M1-M26 

Brochure/leaflet 
distribution per year 

<500 500-1,500 >1,500 500-1000 

Posters/roll -ups 
produced 

<5 5-10 >10 10 

The KPIs for communication materials indicate that AGILE has established a 

comprehensive and well-functioning suite of outreach assets that fully meets the 

expectations defined in D6.1 for this stage of the project. While the number of individual 

materials produced is moderate, their quality, diversity and strategic use across 

workshops, stress tests, stakeholder events and online channels demonstrate that 

the project is effectively equipped with the tools needed to support meaningful 

engagement. Branded templates, flyers, visual explainers and the introductory video 

have been consistently applied across partner contributions, strengthening AGILE’s 

identity and ensuring coherence in external communication. Importantly, the availability 

of these materials has enabled the rapid packaging and dissemination of conceptual and 

methodological outputs as they emerge. This has contributed to visibility in practitioner 

and policy networks, supported cross-WP collaboration and improved accessibility for 

non-technical audiences. The strong uptake of the AGILE Serious Card Game, as both 

a methodological tool and a communication asset , further illustrates the role of these 

materials in fostering dialogue and understanding among diverse stakeholders. Overall, 

KPI performance confirms that AGILE’s communication material portfolio is fit for 

purpose and provides a solid foundation for supporting the more targeted, exploitation-

oriented activities planned for the next reporting period. 

 

3.3 Key achievements, gaps and outlook 

The evidence gathered during M1–M26 demonstrates that AGILE’s dissemination and 

communication activities have generated strong visibility, sustained engagement and 
growing recognition across scientific, practitioner and policy communities . Website 

and social media analytics consistently exceed the KPI thresholds established in D6.1, and 

the project’s presence at major conferences, in specialist workshops and across sectoral 

Figure 8 AGILE STT1 

Serious Card game 

 



communication channels has helped anchor AGILE as an emerging reference point in the 

field of HILP risk, systemic vulnerability analysis and resilience-oriented stress testing. The 

increasing interaction observed across digital platforms suggests that stakeholders are 

progressively following AGILE’s developments and anticipating access to its forthcoming 

results, particularly the HILP Reference Library, the tiered stress-testing methodologies 

and other Key Exploitable Results (KERs). 

 

A central achievement of this period is the establishment of a coherent and recognisable 

public identity for AGILE. Communication outputs, including the project website, branded 

templates, flyers and visual explainers, have contributed to a unified external presentation 

that facilitates stakeholder engagement and strengthens AGILE’s visibility across diverse 
dissemination settings. The dedicated #FollowTheJellyfish motif has supported this 

identity by providing a distinctive and memorable visual element that resonates strongly 

in social media outreach and reinforces the project’s recognisability.  

Scientific and practitioner dissemination has been another area of clear strength. The 

volume and quality of publications, conference contributions and invited presentations 

reflect substantial progress in conceptual, empirical and methodological 

development. These activities have not only established AGILE’s scientific footprint but 

have also created multiple entry points for dialogue with expert communities, policymakers 

and practitioners. They have supported early awareness of AGILE’s methodological 

innovations, especially the multi-tier stress-testing approach, and have provided fertile 

ground for future exploitation and uptake. 

 

Despite these achievements, several gaps and areas for improvement have been 

identified. While engagement rates on LinkedIn are significantly above average, follower 

growth remains modest, suggesting the need for more targeted outreach strategies to 

expand the audience base. The DEC tracker, although increasingly used, still suffers from 

inconsistencies in reporting completeness and detail across partners, which complicates 

comprehensive monitoring of dissemination outputs. Furthermore, while AGILE has 

developed strong links with practitioner and scientific networks, targeted outreach 

toward high-level policy actors and standardisation bodies remains less developed and 

will require strategic attention in the next phase to fully support exploitation ambitions.  

Opportunities also exist to diversify communication formats. As AGILE’s results mature, 

more accessible and dynamic materials, including animated explainers, short thematic 
videos and visual briefs, will be needed to enhance user understanding and strengthen the 

transition from dissemination to exploitation. Similarly, continued integration of multilingual 

content will be important to ensure accessibility across European and international 

stakeholder groups. 

 

Looking ahead to M28–M48, AGILE will transition from establishing visibility to 

consolidating its position as a reference point for HILP research and systemic-risk 

preparedness. Communication efforts will increasingly focus on supporting exploitation 

pathways, particularly through campaigns aligned with the maturation of the KERs. The 

next period will also introduce a bi-annual project newsletter, beginning at M27, which 

will provide a structured mechanism for maintaining stakeholder engagement, sharing 

preliminary outcomes and preparing user communities for adoption. Expanded audiovisual 

content, deeper participation in European resilience networks and more targeted 

engagement with policymakers are expected to enhance AGILE’s influence and accelerate 

the uptake of its tools and methods. 

 

Together, these forward-looking actions will help translate AGILE’s scientific and 

methodological contributions into tangible, long-term impact for practitioners, 

policymakers and the wider disaster-risk-management community. 

 



4 Stakeholder engagement and co-creation 
activities 

4.1 Overview of the stakeholder engagement approach 

Stakeholder engagement and co-creation constitute a core implementation principle of 
AGILE and underpin the development of its conceptual, methodological and applied 

outputs. Building on the approach defined in D6.1, AGILE has pursued early and 

continuous engagement with a diverse set of stakeholders, combined with iterative 

feedback loops embedded across Work Packages 1 to 5. The engagement strategy 

distinguishes between scientific, practitioner and policy communities, recognising their 

different roles in shaping, validating and ultimately adopting AGILE’s results. 

During M1–M26, this approach was operationalised through a combination of expert 

consultation, structured co-creation formats and applied testing activities. Stakeholder 

engagement was not treated as a stand-alone activity, but as an integral part of 

methodological development, with inputs feeding directly into the refinement of definitions, 

tools, scenarios and stress-testing methods. WP6 supported this process by providing 

coordination, documentation and monitoring, ensuring coherence across work packages 

and traceability between stakeholder input and project outputs. 

4.2 Engagement activities conducted (M1–M26) 

During the first half of the project (M1–M26), AGILE implemented a broad and diversified 

programme of stakeholder engagement activities across all Work Packages. These 

activities combined consultation, co-creation, validation and applied testing formats, 

reflecting the project’s emphasis on grounding conceptual and methodological 

developments in real-world perspectives. Engagement took place at different levels of 

intensity and scale, depending on the maturity of the respective outputs and the objectives 

of each WP. 

Overall, AGILE engaged more than 300 individual stakeholders from over 170 

organisations across at least 20 countries  during this period. These interactions 

involved representatives from civil protection authorities, emergency services, national 

and regional administrations, critical infrastructure operators, research organisations, 

NGOs, private-sector actors and international networks. Engagement formats included 

semi-structured interviews, global surveys, co-creation workshops, stress-testing 

exercises, advisory consultations, bilateral meetings and participation in external fora.  

Engagement activities evolved over time in line with the project’s development cycles. 

Early engagement focused primarily on conceptual validation and requirement setting, 

while later phases saw a marked increase in applied and interactive formats. In part icular, 

stakeholder involvement intensified during the preparation and execution of stress -testing 

activities in WP4, which accounted for a substantial share of direct, hands -on engagement 

during M18–M26. 

Different Work Packages contributed complementary engagement formats. WP1 and WP2 
focused mainly on expert consultation and user-driven requirement elicitation, including 

40 semi-structured interviews in WP1 and a global survey and requirement-setting process 

in WP2 involving 167 participants from 34 organisations across 16 countries. WP3 and 

WP4 placed stronger emphasis on applied co-creation, embedding practitioners and case 

study partners directly in the development, testing and refinement of stress -testing 

methodologies. WP5 complemented these efforts through planning-, training- and 

communication-oriented engagement formats, including consortium-wide workshops and 

targeted design sessions. 



Across all WPs, stakeholder engagement was implemented as an iterative process, with 

feedback loops informing subsequent refinements. Engagement outcomes were 

systematically documented through workshop outputs, meeting reports and the DEC 

tracker, providing a comprehensive overview of engagement activities conducted during 

this period. 

4.3 Co-Creation Processes and Early Outcomes 

Building on the engagement activities described above, AGILE applied structured co-

creation processes across all Work Packages to ensure that stakeholder input directly 

influenced the development of project outputs. Co-creation was used not only to validate 

assumptions, but also to shape methodological choices, refine tools and adapt outputs to 

operational realities. As a result, stakeholder engagement moved beyond consultation and 

became a driver of substantive design decisions across the project.  The following 

subsections summarise how co-creation was implemented within individual WP and 

highlight the concrete outcomes that emerged from these processes. 

 

4.3.1 WP1 – HILP Definition and Taxonomy 
WP1 applied a structured co-creation process combining internal consortium collaboration 

with extensive external expert validation to develop AGILE’s operational definition of HILP 

events and the associated taxonomy. Internally, partners iteratively refined conceptual 

criteria and taxonomy structures through joint review and discussion rounds. Externally, 

WP1 conducted 40 semi-structured interviews with senior practitioners and experts 

from 40 organisations across diverse sectors and countries. These interviews provided 

critical insights into how HILP phenomena are perceived and managed in practice, directly 

informing the conceptual boundaries, terminology, and operational relevance of the 

taxonomy. 

As a result, WP1 outputs are both scientifically robust and firmly grounded in practitioner 

experience, establishing a shared conceptual foundation that underpins subsequent 

methodological development across the project. 

 

4.3.2 WP2 – HILP Reference Library 
WP2 implemented a broad and systematic co-development process to ensure that the HILP 

Reference Library reflects real user needs and operational requirements. Engagement 

activities included a global HILP survey, requirement-setting workshops, and targeted 

consultations with practitioners, researchers, and disaster management experts. In total, 

167 individuals from 34 organisations across 16 countries  contributed to the design 

process. Their inputs directly shaped the library’s content model, metadata architecture, 

categorisation logic, and functional specifications. 

This extensive stakeholder involvement ensured that the Reference Library design reflects 

diverse perspectives from research, operations, policy, and infrastructure risk assessment, 

providing a strong foundation for future implementation and exploitation.  

 

4.3.3. WP3 – System Definition and Stress-Testing Foundations 
(STT0) 

WP3 applied an iterative co-creation approach to establish the conceptual and 

methodological foundations of AGILE’s tiered stress-testing framework, with a particular 

focus on system definition (STT0). Methodological development integrated conceptual 

insights from the literature with practical feedback from partners preparing for stress -
testing activities. Stakeholder and partner input informed the refinement of STT0 

templates, system-mapping steps, stakeholder-mapping guidance, and methodological 

instructions. 



This co-creation process enhanced the clarity, usability, and operational relevance of 

STT0, resulting in a coherent preparatory framework that supports consistent system 

definition and stakeholder identification across case studies, while remaining adaptable to 

different analytical needs and governance contexts. 

 

4.3.4  WP4 – Stress-Testing Methods (STT1–STT3) 
WP4 adopted a strongly practice-oriented co-creation model, embedding practitioners and 

case study partners throughout the design, execution, and refinement of AGILE’s stress -

testing activities. Across Tier 1 and Tier 2 stress tests, 132 participants from 103 

organisations in four countries contributed to scenario development, identification of 

interdependencies, and calibration of system boundaries and assumptions.  

Feedback from facilitators and participants was systematically integrated to improve the 

STT1 card game and facilitation approach, leading to clearer instructions, enhanced 

usability, and more coherent analytical outputs. Insights generated during stress -testing 

exercises also directly informed the refinement of STT2 and the early conceptualisation of 

STT3, ensuring that the stress-testing tiers remain grounded in operational realities and 

practitioner expectations. 

 

4.3.5  WP5 – Planning, Training and Communication Tools  
WP5 implemented an iterative co-creation process to develop evidence-based planning 

guidelines, training concepts, and risk communication tools for HILP events. Engagement 

combined internal partner collaboration, case study input, expert consultation, and 

targeted workshops, including consortium-wide brainstorming and design sessions. 

Stakeholder feedback highlighted the need for improved information flow, clearer 

terminology, actionable guidance, and better integration of quantitative and qualitative 

evidence in planning under uncertainty. 

A complementary desk review identified barriers in the science–policy interface and gaps 

in conventional training approaches, informing early drafts of the planning guidelines and 

the development of tools for testing during stress-testing activities. Input from case study 
partners and a Project Advisory Board consultation in September 2025 further validated 

the structure and focus of WP5 outputs. Collectively, these co-creation activities 

strengthened the operational relevance, usability, and legitimacy of emerging planning, 

training, and communication tools, contributing directly to the social readiness and future 

uptake potential of AGILE’s KERs. 

 
Table 7: Co-creation Activities KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators Poor  Good  Excellent  
Status M1-

M26* 

No. of people involved in 
co-creation 

<500 500-1000 >1,000 339 

No. of organisations 
involved in co-creation 

<50 50-100 >100 177 

No. of countries involved 
in co-creation activities  

<30 30-50 >50 20 

The co-creation indicators confirm that participatory processes are already firmly embedded in 
AGILE’s implementation. Organisational participation exceeds the “excellent impact” 

threshold by a substantial margin, demonstrating strong institutional interest and engagement 

across the consortium and an expanding network of external partners. This level of 

organisational involvement is particularly significant for a project addressing complex and 

cross-sectoral challenges such as HILP events, as it underscores the perceived relevance and 

applicability of AGILE’s methodological work among operational and policy actors. At the same 



time, the number of individual participants remains below the upper KPI range, indicating that 

there is still room to broaden the reach of co-creation activities during the next reporting period. 

The geographical distribution of engagement falls within the “good impact” range, 

showing that AGILE has already mobilised stakeholders from a variety of national contexts, yet 

also highlighting opportunities for further diversification, especially as forthcoming stress tests, 

planning workshops and training activities are implemented. Taken together, these metrics 

demonstrate that co-creation is not a peripheral activity but a substantive driver of AGILE’s 

knowledge production, shaping the development and refinement of key outputs across WPs. 

They also identify clear pathways for strengthening co-creation during M28–M48, 

particularly through deeper internationalisation, expanded engagement in later-stage 

methodological testing and more targeted mobilisation of user communities linked to the 

project’s KERs. 

*Numbers reflect consolidated WP-level contributions; minor overlaps may occur due to WP1 activities. For WP1, approximately 
25% of contributors were internal and 75% external to the consortium. 

 

4.4 Key insights from stakeholder feedback 

Stakeholder feedback gathered during the AGILE Stress Test workshops across Europe 

has been instrumental in shaping the project’s methodological development and impact 

strategy. Consistent with the project’s co-creation philosophy, participants from a wide 

range of sectors, including emergency services, infrastructure operators, local authorities, 

researchers, and private sector actors, have provided valuable perspectives that directly 

inform the refinement of AGILE’s tools and approaches. 

A recurring theme in the feedback is the strong demand for practical, scenario-based 

instruments to navigate complex risk environments and support decision-making under 

uncertainty. The AGILE serious card game, in particular, has been widely recognised as 

an effective mechanism for structuring conversations around cascading scenarios. Its 

agnostic and inclusive format enables stakeholders from diverse backgrounds to engage 

meaningfully, challenge assumptions, and collaboratively develop system-wide responses. 

This aligns closely with AGILE’s objective to foster operational relevance and usability in 

its outputs. 

Participants also emphasised the unique value of the stress tests in uncovering and 

managing interdependencies across systems, such as energy, mobility, digital 

infrastructure, and coordination. The dynamic, interactive nature of these exercises 

revealed how disruptions in one domain can trigger cascading effects in others, offering 

insights that traditional planning processes often overlook. This systems-based 

perspective is central to AGILE’s impact framework and supports the project’s ambition to 

advance scientific understanding and operational preparedness for High-Impact Low-
Probability (HILP) events.  

Moreover, the workshops have demonstrated the importance of cross-sector engagement. 

The diversity of participants enriched discussions, added realism to scenarios, and 

facilitated shared reflection on system dynamics, early response, and recovery strategies. 

Stakeholders appreciated the opportunity to move beyond operational silos, highlighting 

the stress test methodology not only as a technical exercise but also as a strategic learning 

tool. This approach fosters systems thinking, encourages collaboration between 

organisations, and supports the continuous adaptation of risk governance practices , key 

elements identified in AGILE’s Impact Strategy.  

Overall, the feedback confirms that AGILE’s participatory methods are effective in building 

capacity, strengthening stakeholder ownership, and enhancing the legitimacy and uptake 

potential of project outputs. These insights are being systematically integrated into the 

ongoing refinement of AGILE’s tools and will inform the next phase of stakeholder 

engagement, exploitation planning, and impact maximisation. 



4.5 Collaborations and partnerships 

The first half of the AGILE project has seen the emergence and consolidation of a 

diverse set of collaborations and partnerships, reflecting the project’s commitment to 

cross-sector engagement and international cooperation. These relationships are 

instrumental in extending AGILE’s reach, enriching its methodological development, and 

laying the groundwork for future exploitation and uptake. 

 

4.5.4  Project Advisory Board 
The Project Advisory Board (PAB) has played a consultative role during the first half of the 

AGILE project, providing strategic guidance and expert feedback on key deliverables and 

methodological developments. Although PAB involvement has so far been limited, its 

contributions have helped validate the structure and focus of outputs, particularly in 

planning and training guidelines. Recognising the importance of structured and proactive 

engagement, the consortium has identified enhanced PAB participation as a priority for 

the next phase. Plans are underway to organise dedicated workshops and webinars with 

the PAB, ensuring that stakeholder needs and strategic directions are fully reflected in 

AGILE’s future activities and exploitation pathways. 

 

4.5.5  Cooperation and communication with other projects 
AGILE has actively pursued collaboration and knowledge exchange with other research 

and innovation projects. 

 

CIRCLE Project5: Joint activities have focused on expanding the STT1 methodology for 

community resilience, leveraging hazard-risk simulators and participatory stress tests to 

harmonise risk metrics and support equitable disaster policy development. This 

interdisciplinary cooperation has enabled the development of new quantifiable indicators 

and simulation tools, enriching AGILE’s methodological base and fostering cross -project 

learning. 

 

SYNERGIES Project: While direct participation in Tier 1 activities was limited by ethical 

requirements, regular monthly meetings with the Project Coordinator have ensured 

ongoing alignment and the identification of further opportunities for synergy, particularly 

in the context of stress-testing and resilience assessment in Rotterdam. 

 
These collaborations have strengthened AGILE’s methodological development, facilitated 

the exchange of best practices, and laid the groundwork for future exploitation and uptake 

of project results. 

 

4.5.6  Cooperation and communication with platforms and networks 
AGILE’s engagement with European and international platforms and networks has been 

central to its strategy for dissemination, stakeholder engagement, and impact 

maximisation. Key activities include: 

 
CERIS and CMINE  

Ongoing participation in the Community for European Research and Innovation for 

Security (CERIS) and the Crisis Management Innovation Network Europe (CMINE) has 

enabled AGILE to contribute to the Societal Resilience Cluster (SRC) meetings and 

related fora. AGILE has contributed to and organised joint events such as the EU-Japan 

Workshop on Research and Innovation in support of Disaster Risk Reduction , 

 
5 https://uwo.ca/multihazard_risk_resilience/CIRCLE_project/About%20Project/index.html  

https://uwo.ca/multihazard_risk_resilience/CIRCLE_project/About%20Project/index.html


providing valuable platforms for international dialogue and knowledge exchange. These 

interactions have supported the alignment of AGILE’s outputs with evolving policy agendas 

and facilitated the exchange of expertise across the European disaster risk management 

community. 

 

Standardisation (CWA) 

AGILE has joined the CEN Workshop Agreement (CWA) process on “Guidelines for 

Disaster Risk Preparedness Solutions.” This CWA aims to harmonise how disaster 

preparedness tools, platforms, and processes are documented, maintained, and made 

accessible across Europe, supporting greater interoperability and long-term usability. So 

far, AGILE’s involvement has focused on initial contributions and information sharing, 
particularly around good practices for documentation, governance, and sustainability of 

preparedness solutions. While our engagement has not yet been deep, we recognise the 

value of this standardisation effort and plan to expand our participation in the next period. 

This will include more active input on aligning AGILE’s methodologies and outputs with the 

CWA’s recommendations, and contributing to the development of a more coherent and 

effective European disaster preparedness landscape. 

 
Table 8: Projects and initiatives KPI targets and status at M26 

Key Indicators Poor  Good  Excellent  
Status M1-

M26* 
Collaboration with 

related EU projects and 
initiatives  

<5 5ƿ8 >8 <5 

Collaboration with related EU projects and initiatives has been initiated but remains below the 
ǆhppeǇ!sbohf!efgjofe!jo!uif!LQJ!gsbnfxpsl!gps!uijt!sfqpsujoh!qfsjpe/!Xijmf!gjstu!dpoubdut!boe!
occasional joint activities have taken place, systematic clusterin g, joint sessions and shared 
dissemination or exploitation actions are still limited. Strengthening these links will be a priority 
in the next phase, with a focus on more structured engagement in Cluster 3 communities, co-
organised events, and coordinated communication and exploitation activities with 
complementary projects and platforms.  

 

Cooperation and communication with private sector and NGO 
The project has observed a marked increase in interest from private-sector actors and 

NGOs, particularly in relation to the STT1 methodology and the AGILE Serious Card 

Game. Across workshops, demonstrations and informal exchanges, several organisations 

explicitly expressed a desire to adopt, license or purchase the card-based tool for use in 

their own training, preparedness or organisational resilience programmes. This includ es 

actors from sectors such as critical infrastructure, business continuity, multinationals, as 

well as NGOs involved in community resilience and humanitarian preparedness. Their 

interest reflects the perceived value of STT1 as a highly accessible, engaging and intuitive 

entry point into systemic risk thinking, qualities that align well with the needs of 

organisations seeking practical, scalable tools for awareness-raising, training and strategic 

foresight. Early engagements show that private-sector practitioners appreciate the 

method’s capacity to surface organisational blind spots, reveal dependencies, and 

stimulate cross-departmental dialogue in a non-technical yet analytically grounded 

manner. Several entities that were exposed to the card game during AGILE stress-testing 

workshops or demonstration sessions requested follow-up discussions to explore 
integration into internal training curricula, onboarding programmes, crisis -management 

exercises, or scenario planning processes. Some expressed interest in adapting the cards 

to their sector-specific contexts or combining STT1 with existing risk-management 

frameworks. Although no formal agreements have been concluded during the 



reporting period, the volume and seriousness of these inquiries indicate strong market 

potential and provide a promising foundation for exploitation in M28–M48. 

This emerging demand also creates opportunities to co-develop tailored variants of 

the method with selected private-sector and NGO partners, thereby enriching AGILE’s 

methodological portfolio and expanding its applicability beyond the initial project settings. 

Such partnerships can complement public-sector and civil-protection engagements by 

offering additional avenues for validation, stress-testing at scale, and broader societal 

diffusion of systemic-risk preparedness tools. 

 

As a result, AGILE’s collaboration landscape is expanding in both diversity and depth . 

Engagement with private-sector and NGO stakeholders not only amplifies the project’s 
reach but also strengthens the exploitation prospects and long-term sustainability of its 

Key Exploitable Results (KERs). The demonstrated interest in STT1, and, by extension, in 

AGILE’s broader tiered stress-testing framework, highlights the potential for real-world 

adoption and market-oriented exploitation pathways in the next project phase. These 

partnerships will therefore play an increasingly strategic role as AGILE moves toward 

maturation, uptake, and implementation of its methods in varied organisational and 

operational environments. 

4.6 Key achievements, gaps and outlook  

Throughout the first half of the AGILE project, stakeholder engagement and co-creation 

have proven to be both impactful and instructive. The AGILE Stress Test series, in 

particular, has enabled stakeholders to realise immediate, practical benefits , such as the 

adjustment of stockpiling strategies in response to Tier 1 exercises. The project’s 

commitment to inclusivity, including the use of participants’ native languages, has been 
widely valued and has fostered a sense of ownership and engagement among diverse 

groups. The AGILE card game has emerged as a particularly effective tool, not only for 

facilitating dialogue and systems thinking among practitioners but also for its potential 

application in educational contexts. 

Despite these successes, the engagement process has surfaced several challenges that 

will shape future efforts. Participation has been concentrated within Europe, underscoring 

the need to extend outreach to international partners. The level of involvement among 

stakeholders has varied, with some requiring more targeted follow-up to sustain their 

engagement across project phases. Aligning co-creation activities with the evolving 

timelines of different work packages has also been complex, particularly for stress -testing. 

Furthermore, while documentation of engagement activities is improving, there remain 

gaps in the completeness and consistency of reporting . 

The experience gained so far has highlighted the importance of early and meaningful 

involvement of practitioners, which enhances both the quality and relevance of project 

outputs. Scheduling engagement activities to coincide with key decision points in work 

packages has proven to maximise their influence, while smaller, focused co-creation 

groups have been more effective than larger, general workshops. Regular communication 

with advisory and practitioner stakeholders has been essential for maintaining momentum 

and interest. The iterative nature of the stress test rollout has also underscored the need 

to tailor materials and facilitation approaches to the specific needs  and capacities of 

different stakeholder groups. 

Looking ahead, AGILE will intensify its stakeholder engagement as it transitions from 

concept and method development to application, validation, and uptake. The next phase 
will focus on expanding engagement with both European and international 

stakeholders, conducting targeted co-creation cycles for stress testing and preparedness 

planning, and strengthening collaboration with EU-level and macro-regional networks. 

Special emphasis will be placed on integrating stakeholder feedback into the development 



and exploitation of KERs, as well as on further improving the systematic tracking and 

documentation of engagement activities. AGILE will also pursue active cooperation with 

the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network, which connects a broad community of first 

responders, disaster risk managers, scientists, and decision-makers. In parallel, 

collaboration opportunities with the Council of the Baltic Sea States and the Danube 

Region Disaster Management Working Group will be explored. By addressing these 

challenges and building on the lessons learned, AGILE aims to further enhance the 

operational and societal impact of its work, supporting a more resilient and well -prepared 

European disaster management community. 

5 Exploitation Strategy – Framework 
Development and First Results 

5.1 Purpose and scope of Exploitation Planning 

Exploitation planning in AGILE aims to ensure that the project’s scientific, methodological 

and operational results can generate value beyond the lifetime of the project. This includes 

enabling their uptake by different user communities, supporting future research and 

training, informing policy development and improving operational preparedness for HILP 

events. In line with Horizon Europe requirements, exploitation planning also encompasses 

the clarification of ownership and access rights, the identification of Key Exploitable 

Results (KERs), and the development of credible pathways for sustained use. 

 

Unlike dissemination and stakeholder engagement activities, which have been active since 

the start of the project, dedicated exploitation planning only began in September 2025 

(M24) during the AGILE General Assembly. Prior to this point, no structured exploitation 

activities had been carried out, although several developments across WPs 1–5 naturally 

generated early elements that would later form the basis of the KER portfolio. The General 

Assembly therefore marked the formal kick-off of exploitation work, providing the first 

structured opportunity for partners to collectively reflect on AGILE results, discuss 

potential users and value propositions, and consider the conditions required to support 

future uptake. 

 

The purpose of this section is therefore twofold. First, it introduces the AGILE Exploitation 

Framework, developed specifically for the project to guide exploitation planning in a 

structured, transparent and evidence-based manner. This framework is centred on the 

TRL–SRL–ERL readiness model, which recognises that exploitation readiness depends not 
only on technical maturity but also on stakeholder acceptance and the viability of 

underlying uptake pathways. Second, this section presents the first outcomes of 

exploitation planning activities, including the initial identification of the KER portfolio and 

the baseline readiness assessment conducted shortly after the exploitation kick -off. 

 

At this interim stage, the activities reported here should be understood as foundational. 

They establish a shared understanding of AGILE’s exploitable assets, clarify early 

assumptions about potential user groups and application contexts, and set the basel ine 

against which progress will be monitored and refined during M28–M48. Detailed 

exploitation roadmaps, sustainability measures, governance arrangements and uptake 

strategies will be developed in the next reporting period and consolidated in the final 

Impact Strategy (D6.3). 

 



5.2 AGILE Exploitation Framework 

To support the systematic development of exploitation pathways, AGILE has designed a 

dedicated exploitation framework tailored to the nature of the project’s outputs. This 

framework recognises that exploitation readiness in AGILE cannot be assessed through 

technical maturity alone6. The project produces conceptual, methodological, and emerging 

technical results, all of which require validation, co-creation, stakeholder acceptance, and 

enabling conditions for post-project use. Central to this framework is AGILE’s three-axis 

readiness model, the TRL–SRL–ERL Readiness Cube, which acknowledges that 

exploitation readiness extends beyond technical development. This model recognises that 

AGILE’s results, ranging from conceptual definitions and analytical methods to stress-

testing tools and planning guidelines, must be mature not only in methodological terms, 

but also in societal relevance and uptake feasibility. The Readiness Cube therefore 

captures three complementary dimensions that evolve independently but together 

determine how close a result is to meaningful adoption. 

 

Technical/Methodological Readiness (TRL) 
The TRL axis assesses the robustness and validation status of a method or tool. It follows 

the Horizon Europe scale from TRL 1 (basic principles observed) to TRL 9 (system 

proven in operational environment). For AGILE, this dimension captures the maturity of 

conceptual frameworks, methodological procedures, prototypes or analytical tools 

developed across WPs 1–5. Guiding question: ¯Does it work reliably?° 

 

Societal/Co-creation Readiness (SRL) 

The SRL axis reflects the extent to which a result is meaningful, legitimate and accepted 

by its intended user communities. It evaluates the depth of stakeholder involvement, the 

degree of relevance validation, and the early signs of institutional interest  or adoption. 

SRL ranges from SRL 1 (societal relevance recognised) to SRL 9 (embedded in societal 

systems). For AGILE, which relies heavily on practitioner co-creation, stress-testing 

cycles and iterative feedback, this dimension is essential for assessing usability and real-

world relevance. Guiding question: ¯Do the intended users recognise its relevance, 

trust it, and accept it as useful for their needs?° 

 

Exploitation Readiness (ERL) 

The ERL axis assesses the viability, feasibility and sustainability of the exploitation 

pathway. It considers whether potential users and beneficiaries are defined, whether 

value propositions have been articulated, and whether enabling conditions , such as IPR, 

licensing, hosting, governance or maintenance arrangements, are in place. ERL 

progresses from ERL 1 (exploitation intent) to ERL 9 (sustained, scalable uptake). This 

dimension is particularly important for AGILE’s methodological and digital outputs, which 
require clear decisions on post-project access, ownership and support. 

Guiding question: ¯Is there a credible and sustainable pathway for this result to be 

taken up, maintained and used beyond the project?° 

 

 

 
6 Societal Readiness Levels (SRL) are increasingly discussed as a complement to Technology 

Readiness Levels (TRL) in EUȤfunded R&I, especially in Horizon Europe Cluster 5, where the 

Commission is piloting an “SRL approach” to address societal uptake, trust and acceptability rather 

than replacing TRL. While the integration of an SRL is not yet formalised on programme level the 

added value of applying a scale has been identified for AGILE and is therefore applied. 

https://ncpflanders.be/news/societal-readiness-level-srl-will-it-replace-or-complement-trl  

https://ncpflanders.be/news/societal-readiness-level-srl-will-it-replace-or-complement-trl


 

Together, these axes form the AGILE Readiness Cube, which provides a structured lens for assessing the evolving maturity of each KER. 

The readiness levels associated with each dimension (TRL 1–9, SRL 1–9, ERL 1–9) are summarised in the table below and serve as a 

reference for interpreting progress at this interim stage. 

 
Table 9: Readiness levels for TRL, SRL and ERL 

Level TRL SRL ERL 

1 
Basic principles observed; early 

concept defined. 

Societal relevance recognised; initial 

stakeholder groups identified. 

Exploitation intent expressed but no concrete 

ideas yet. 

2 
Concept formulated; feasibility 

explored. 

Stakeholder needs mapped; preliminary 

consultations. 

Potential users identified; early exploitation 

ideas emerging. 

3 
Proof-of-concept demonstrated; early 

prototype exists. 

Early co-creation activities; initial user 

feedback informs design. 

Initial exploitation route drafted; preliminary 

use-cases proposed. 

4 

Prototype or methodology validated 

internally or in controlled 

environment. 

Small-scale user testing; feedback 

integrated into design. 

Clear functional use-cases defined (who uses 

what, and for which purpose). 

5 
Method validated in a relevant 

environment (first pilot). 

Acceptance confirmed through real user 

pilots. 

Enabling conditions emerging (IPR outline, 

early adopters identified). 

6 
Prototype or method demonstrated in 

operational setting. 

Strong user validation; co-ownership 

discussions initiated. 

Exploitation pathway validated with early 

adopters; draft sustainability model exists. 

7 
System or method ready for broader 

deployment; stable performance. 

Early institutional adoption or integration 

into networks. 

Business or value-creation model agreed; 

exploitation partners committed. 

8 
Fully qualified system/method; ready 

for routine use. 

Integrated into workflows, training 

curricula, or policy frameworks. 

Enabling environment secured (IPR, licensing, 

hosting, governance, maintenance). 

9 
Proven in operational environment 

and scaled beyond pilots. 

Widely embedded across institutions; 

replicated and sustained. 

Scalable exploitation implemented; long-term 

funding or institutional resources secured; 

measurable impact achieved. 

 

By maintaining these axes separately, the framework ensures that bottlenecks are visible and that progress in one dimension does not 

mask limitations in another. A result may exhibit strong methodological development but require further engagement to confirm  user 

legitimacy, or may be well-validated with stakeholders but lack a defined licensing model or hosting solution. This granularity enables 

AGILE to identify where additional effort is needed, whether technical refinement, user engagement or exploitation planning, to strengthen 

uptake potential in a targeted and credible manner.  The exploitation framework was applied for the first time during M24–M26 through 

internal partner consultations and a dedicated exploitation workshop, marking the beginning of structured exploitation planni ng in AGILE. 



The readiness assessments included in this deliverable therefore represent a baseline snapshot of the KER portfolio. These baselines will 

guide prioritisation and targeted maturation activities during M28–M48 and will be updated and consolidated in the final exploitation 

strategy (D6.3). 

 



5.3 First Results from Exploitation Planning Activities  

The exploitation kick-off began with a consortium-wide workshop during GA#4 In 

Rotterdam to initiate a shared reflection on the value, relevance, and potential uses of the 

project’s emerging Key Exploitable Results (KERs). Using a structured World Café format, 

partners rotated through thematic discussion tables, examining each KER through the 

lenses of user needs, value propositions, enabling conditions, and possible uptake 

scenarios. This interactive format created a common understanding of the diversi ty of 

AGILE outputs, from conceptual and methodological components to emerging technical 

elements, and demonstrated that each element of the KER portfolio (see Table 9) follows 

a distinct maturation trajectory. 

 
Table 9: KER Portfolio  

KER#  Title Lead 

1 HILP Definition & Taxonomy (WP1) UCL 

2 HILP Reference Library (WP2) TUD 

3 STT0 (WP3) FS 

4 STT1 (WP3) UCL 

5 STT2 (WP3) TUD 

6 STT3 (WP3) CMCC 

7 Evidence-based planning guidelines (WP5)  PPI 

8 Training concept for HILP events (WP5) PPI 

9 Risk communication guidelines (WP5) FS 

 

The workshop discussions were complemented by targeted interviews with the KER 

owners based resulting in the compilation of the initial exploitation concepts (see Annex 

A-J). The focussed exchanges provided deeper insights into institutional priorities, 

expected user groups, and the practical considerations shaping exploitation feasibility. 

They were instrumental in identifying early assumptions, clarifying perceived strengths 

and weaknesses of each KER, and documenting the enabling conditions needed to 

advance toward future adoption. Together, the workshop and interviews formed the 

evidence base for the first application of the exploitation framework. 

 

Several observations emerged consistently across KERs. Partners recognised the clear 

value of AGILE results for scientific, operational, and policy audiences, but noted that the 

requirements for successful uptake vary substantially. Conceptual KERs , such as the HILP 

Definition and Taxonomy and the STT0 System Definition, were perceived as highly 

valuable enablers that underpin the coherence and transferability of AGILE outputs. Their 

exploitation potential was viewed as strong, particularly for integration in academic 

research, policy development and training, though partners also emphasised the need for 

accessible documentation and alignment with external resilience frameworks. 

Methodological KERs, particularly the STT1 card game and the STT2 semi-quantitative 

method, generated strong interest due to their practical relevance, demonstrated usability 

and the growing external demand for structured approaches to systemic stress testing. 

These results were seen as having near-term exploitation potential, provided that licensing 
models, hosting arrangements, training resources and replication guidance are clarified in 

the next reporting period. 

For technical or composite KERs still under development, such as the HILP Reference 

Library and the advanced STT3 tool, partners highlighted the importance of continued 

user engagement, piloting activities and data availability. While their future relevance was 

widely acknowledged, exploitation planning for these KERs remains preliminary because 



key enabling conditions, technical features and validation evidence are not yet fully 

defined. 

Across the portfolio, several cross-cutting themes emerged. Partners stressed the need 

for clear, modular documentation, user guidance and training formats to facilitate uptake; 

for early engagement with potential adopters to validate assumptions; and for work on 

ownership, licensing and long-term hosting to advance in parallel with methodological and 

technical development. These themes reflect the importance of treating exploitation 

maturity as a multidimensional process, one that depends on scientific robustness, 

stakeholder acceptance and the feasibility of sustained use. 

Taken together, the initial exploitation planning activities conducted between M24 and M26 

have provided a consolidated understanding of how AGILE’s emerging results may 
generate value and which conditions must be strengthened to support future adoption. 

They also established the baseline readiness positions (TRL–SRL–ERL) for each KER, 

which are presented in the next subsection and will guide targeted exploitation actions 

during M28–M48. This first round of activities thus marks the beginning of AGILE’s 

structured exploitation process and supports the shift from conceptual  development 

toward long-term impact planning. 

 

5.4 Exploitation Maturity Assessment 

The assessment of exploitation maturity provides a structured perspective on how AGILE’s 

KERs evolve along three complementary readiness dimensions. AGILE’s maturity 

assessment builds on the TRL–SRL–ERL model introduced in Section 5.2, The maturity 

assessment conducted for this interim reporting period is based on evidence gathered 

from WP-level technical progress, partner feedback, results from the World Café co-
creation workshop, and the evolving understanding of intended user groups and 

exploitation pathways.  

 

Across KERs, the assessment illustrates that maturity levels are distributed unevenly, 

reflecting the diversity of outputs in AGILE, from conceptual and methodological 

innovations to operational tools, planning guidelines, and communication frameworks. 

KERs that have already undergone iterative testing within stress-testing cycle 1, such as 

STT1 and STT2, show higher levels of technical and societal maturity, while KERs that 

remain in conceptual or early development stages, such as the Reference Library or the 

Training Framework, naturally score lower at this stage. 

 

Results from this interim assessment show that several KERs already exhibit a clear 

exploitation direction, with emerging use-cases and interest from external actors, while 

others require further consolidation. Conceptual KERs, including the HILP taxonomy and 

system-definition frameworks, score higher on TRL and SRL due to their strong scientific 

underpinning and co-creation processes. STT1, the card game and facilitation guide, 

currently demonstrates the highest overall readiness, characterised by repeated 

operational use, strong partner endorsement, growing external interest, and ongoing work 

to define licensing arrangements. Other methodological KERs, such as STT2 and STT3, 

are in active development and refinement, with exploitation potential expected to mature 

further as piloting expands. 

 

The maturity assessment provides a foundation for targeted exploitation planning in the 
next project period. It highlights where additional stakeholder engagement, 

methodological refinement, or exploitation planning is needed and identifies KERs that are 

well positioned to advance toward institutional uptake or integration into training and policy 

frameworks. The assessment also provides a baseline for monitoring progress in 



subsequent reporting periods, ensuring that AGILE can demonstrate a coherent and 

evidence-based trajectory toward the exploitation of its results. 

 

5.5 KER-specific Exploitation Readiness profiles 

The following subsections present the exploitation readiness profiles for the nine KERs7. 

Each profile includes a short interpretative summary followed by the three-axis readiness 

table (TRL, SRL, ERL). These assessments reflect the current maturity of each KER at the 

time of this interim report and provide a basis for monitoring future progression. 

 

5.5.1 KER1 – HILP Definition & Taxonomy 
The HILP Definition and Taxonomy constitutes a core scientific output of AGILE. Developed 

through expert consultation and validated via peer-reviewed publication, the taxonomy 

demonstrates strong methodological maturity while remaining open for refinement and 

extension as additional use-cases emerge. Although not yet applied operationally beyond 

the project, the taxonomy has already achieved conceptual consolidation and external 

scientific validation. Stakeholder engagement has primarily involved expert contributors 

rather than end-user pilot testing, indicating moderate co-creation maturity. The 

exploitation route is clear and centred on open access publication, integration into 

research, and potential uptake by policy and resilience networks. Sustainability 

mechanisms and formal adoption commitments remain to be developed, but the enabling 

conditions for exploitation are emerging. 

 
Table 10: KER1 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL 5 Peer-reviewed and scientifically validated conceptual 

framework. 

SRL 4 Co-created with external experts, but not yet piloted with 

end-users. 

ERL 5 Clear exploitation direction and enabling conditions 

emerging, though not yet externally validated. 

 

5.5.2 KER2 – HILP Reference Library 
The HILP Reference Library is progressing through its conceptual and early co-creation 

phase. Its architecture has been clearly defined, and the need for such a resource has 

been strongly validated through extensive global stakeholder consultations. These 

interactions have not only confirmed robust demand but have also helped shape the 

functional requirements for the library, ensuring it will be relevant and user-driven. While 

technical development and pilot implementation are scheduled for the next reporting 

period, the groundwork for future exploitation is promising, with a clear interest base 

already established. As the technical build begins and core functionalities are tested, 

targeted for Q3/2026, the exploitation pathway will become more concrete.  The library is 

well positioned to transition from concept to operational tool, with further development and 
validation planned to maximise its value and impact in the next phase of the project.  

 

 
7 At proposal stage a different configurartion of the KER portfolio was anticipated. After thorough 

consultations with the WPL it was decided to structure the current KER portfolio into a total of nine 

separate KERs. The originally foreseen KER for the integrated framework has not been detailed for 

the moment due to the different maturity levels across the portfolio , but will be considered as the 

project evolves. 



Table 11: KER2 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL 2 Concept formulated;  technical implementation under 

development. 

SRL 3 Strong stakeholder input shaping the concept;  user testing 

planned. 

ERL 2 Early exploitation ideas and user identification; enabling 

conditions under development. 

 

5.5.3 KER3 – STT0 System Definition & Framework 
STT0 provides the structural foundation for AGILE’s stress -testing methodology and is 

applied systematically as the first step in all STT1 exercises. The framework has been 

demonstrated in operational project environments and is currently undergoing revision to 

improve usability and consistency. This indicates substantial technical maturity and active 

refinement informed by practical application. Stakeholder engagement is well -established 

within the consortium, generating meaningful feedback that guides iterative improvements. 

The exploitation pathway is emerging and linked to potential integration into resilience 

assessment workflows but enabling conditions and external adoption remain to be 

formalised. 

 
Table 12: KER3 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL 6 Demonstrated in operational stress-testing cycles; 

functional method undergoing refinement. 

SRL 5 Co-created with partners and applied in real 
implementations; user feedback actively integrated. 

ERL 4 Clear use-case within AGILE; exploitation conditions 

outside the consortium still under development. 

 

5.5.4 KER4 – STT1 Card Game & Facilitation Guide 

The STT1 card game is among AGILE’s most mature KERs. It is a tangible, fully operational 

product used across all Tier 1 stress-testing exercises and developed through broad consortium 

and external consultations. Its repeated application demonstrates both methodological robustness 

and practical relevance. External interest from government agencies and private-sector actors 

further confirms its usability and attractiveness. Work on clarifying licensing and IPR arrangements 

is ongoing, and these decisions will shape the long-term exploitation model. While adoption 

outside the consortium has not yet been formalised, the KER shows a clear and advanced 

trajectory toward broader uptake and sustainability. 

Table 13: KER4 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL 6 Repeatedly used in operational settings across multiple 

stress-testing sessions. 

SRL 6 Strong co-creation, high partner acceptance, and growing 

external interest. 

ERL 5 Clear exploitation route and emerging licensing 

considerations; external adoption is expected but has not 

yet been formalised. 

 



5.5.5 KER5 – STT2 Method & Facilitation 
STT2 represents AGILE’s semi-quantitative stress-testing tier and has been applied in two 

project stress tests. These applications demonstrate methodological feasibility and 

produce initial evidence for technical validation. In comparison to STT1 co-creation was 

more limited during development and mostly done within the consortium, though user 

exposure through the stress tests provides early relevance testing. The method is still 

undergoing adjustment and refinement, and its exploitation pathway beyond AGILE will be 
articulated, including questions of licensing, documentation, hosting, and integration into 

training. The result is technically promising with emerging value, and requires further work 

to mature. 
 

Table 14: KER5 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL 5 Applied in relevant environments; method validated 

through two stress tests. 

SRL 4 Limited co-creation; early user interaction through 

implementation. 

ERL 4 Clear use-case but exploitation pathway still conceptual; 

enabling conditions not yet defined. 

 

 

5.5.6. KER6 – STT3 Advanced Quantitative Methodology  
A detailed exploitation readiness assessment for KER6 will be provided in the next iteration 

of this deliverable, once the ongoing technical development and planned pilot activities 

have progressed sufficiently to allow for a robust evaluation. At this stage, STT3 remains 

under active development within WP3, with work focusing on the definition of the modelling 

architecture, data structures, and analytical approach. Initial discussions on potential use -

cases and end-users have begun, but further refinement and testing are required before 

the methodological, social, and exploitation dimensions can be assessed with confidence.  

 
Table 15: KER6 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL TBD Assessment pending completion of first implementation 

cycle. 

SRL TBD Stakeholder engagement and validation activities ongoing. 

ERL TBD Exploitation pathway to be defined as development 

advances. 

 

5.5.7 KER7 – Evidence-Based Planning Guidelines  
The exploitation readiness assessment for KER7 will be completed once the guidelines 

have reached a more advanced stage of development and piloting. Current work in WP5 

is focused on synthesising insights from stress-testing activities and preparing the 

methodological framework for the planning guidelines. As the guidelines are refined and 

validated with practitioners and policy stakeholders, the TRL, SRL, and ERL assessments 

will be updated to reflect their emerging usability, acceptance, and exploitation potential. 

 
Table 16: KER7 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL TBD Methodological framework under development. 

SRL TBD Co-creation and validation with stakeholders planned. 



ERL TBD Exploitation conditions to be defined as content matures. 

 

5.5.8. KER8 – AGILE Training Programme & Capacity Building 
Framework 

KER8 is currently in conceptualisation and preparatory design. The training and capacity -

building framework will draw on multiple AGILE KERs and requires integration of 

methodological, planning, and communication outputs. As development has not yet 

commenced, the exploitation readiness assessment will be completed once the structure, 

delivery formats, and user segments of the training offer have been defined. 
 

Table 17: KER8 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL TBD Training modules and delivery formats not yet developed. 

SRL TBD Stakeholder needs and training requirements under 

assessment. 

ERL TBD Exploitation model and hosting arrangements to be defined. 

 

5.5.9. KER9 – Risk Communication Guidelines  
The exploitation readiness assessment for KER9 will be developed following further 

progress in WP5 as they only started in M24. Current activities focus on collecting 

communication practices, synthesising lessons from AGILE case studies, and preparing 

the draft structure of the guidelines. Stakeholder validation and piloting will take place in 
the next reporting period, after which TRL, SRL, and ERL scores will be defined based on 

evidence of methodological maturity, user relevance, and exploitation potential. 

 
Table 18: KER9 Readiness Level Evaluation 

Dimension Score (1–9) Justification 

TRL TBD Guideline content and structure still being prepared. 

SRL TBD Planned engagement with communicators and 

practitioners. 

ERL TBD Exploitation and sustainability pathway to be articulated. 

5.6 Lessons learned and next steps 

The work carried out during the first half of the project has established a solid foundation 

for the development of AGILE’s exploitation strategy. The introduction of the TRL–SRL–

ERL readiness framework, the preliminary assessment of the KERs, and the insights gained 
through consortium-wide co-creation activities have clarified both the opportunities and 

the challenges associated with bringing AGILE’s results toward meaningful uptake . 

The next project period will focus on deepening this work by refining the exploitation 

pathways for each KER, engaging more systematically with external stakeholders, and 

preparing the conditions required for sustainable post-project use. 

A central priority for the next phase is the further development and validation of those 

KERs that remain in early conceptual or prototype stages. This includes expanding 

technical testing, strengthening co-creation and user interaction, and progressively 

establishing enabling conditions such as IPR arrangements, hosting solutions, and 

potential partnerships. As several of the KERs, particularly STT1 and STT2, move toward 

higher readiness levels, AGILE will initiate targeted outreach to potential adopters , 

including governmental bodies, civil-protection authorities, international networks, and 

private-sector actors. These engagements will serve to validate exploitation pathways, test 



assumptions regarding demand and applicability, and identify opportunities for integration 

into existing policy, operational, or educational frameworks.  The consortium will jointly 

develop the strategy and approach in a targeted Exploitation Workshop planned for 

Q1/26. This workshop will support partners in jointly reviewing exploitation ambitions, 

refining ownership and governance structures, and developing realistic sustainability plans 

for each KER. The workshop outputs will feed directly into the finalisation of exploitation 

roadmaps, the definition of target readiness levels for the end of the project, and the 

identification of synergies across KERs, including opportunities for bundling results into 

coherent service, training, or policy-support offerings. 

Finally, the next period will focus on preparing the groundwork for Deliverable 6.3, which 

will present the final exploitation strategy and document AGILE’s progress toward 
sustainable impact. This will include updating maturity assessments for all nine KERs, 

reporting on stakeholder engagements and external commitments, and defining pos t-

project maintenance and hosting arrangements. Through this structured approach, AGILE 

aims to ensure that its results are positioned for long-term value creation and contribute 

meaningfully to improving resilience and preparedness across sectors and 

governance levels. 

6. Outlook for Next Reporting Period (M28–
M48) 

The next reporting period will mark a shift from foundational development toward 

consolidation, demonstration and structured preparation for the long-term uptake of 

AGILE’s results. Building on the progress achieved during M1–M26, activities in M28–M48 

will intensify communication and dissemination efforts, deepen stakeholder engagement, 

mature the KER portfolio through coordinated exploitation planning and prepare the 

final Impact Strategy in Deliverable 6.3. The upcoming period therefore represents a 

crucial phase for translating AGILE’s conceptual, methodological and operational 

advances into sustainable impact across research, policy, and practice.  

6.1 Planned D&C Activities and Campaigns 

Communication and dissemination activities in the next period will evolve from primarily 

building visibility to providing targeted support for exploitation. Quarterly themed 

communication campaigns will structure the flow of content and ensure regular 

engagement with external audiences. Each campaign will focus on one of AGILE’s core 

themes, such as HILP events, stress testing, cascading risks or evidence-based planning, 

and will synchronise website updates, social media content, newsletter editions and video 

releases. This approach will help maintain a steady presence in key practitioner and policy 

networks and position AGILE outputs within ongoing European resilience debates. 

 

The project website will undergo a dedicated upgrade between M30 and M34 . This will 

include a clearer structure for publications, a dedicated section for Key Exploitable 

Results, enhanced navigation for stress-testing outputs, and the integration of the HILP 

Reference Library beta version as soon as it becomes available. Strengthening the 

website’s structure is essential to ensure direct access to AGILE’s growing body of 
materials and to support the transition from dissemination to adoption. 

 

From M27 onward, AGILE will also introduce a bi-annual newsletter to maintain regular 

contact with stakeholder groups. Each issue will highlight new scientific outputs, insights 

from co-creation processes, updates on stress testing and exploitation milestones, and 

upcoming events. In parallel, monitoring efforts will expand to include analysis of 



publication citations, downloads of deliverables and the reach of online materials, 

providing WP6 with continuous evidence of impact trends and uptake patterns. 

 

Participation in practitioner and policy networks will continue to increase during M28–

M48. AGILE will strengthen its presence in CERIS, CMINE, the Societal Resilience Cluster 

and the Union Civil Protection Knowledge Network, using these platforms for knowledge 

exchange, visibility and alignment with evolving policy agendas. Engagement around major 

milestones, such as the release of the Reference Library, publication of the STT1 

facilitation guide and the completion of planning and communication guidelines, will be 

accompanied by targeted outreach to maximise impact. 

6.2 Exploitation Roadmap and Coordination Process  

With exploitation planning formally initiated in M24, the next reporting period will focus on 

transforming preliminary reflections into structured and actionable exploitation 

pathways. During M28–M32, WP6 will coordinate the development of detailed exploitation 

sheets for each KER. These will define value propositions, target user groups, use cases, 

enabling conditions and sustainability considerations, and will feed directly into the 

exploitation roadmaps. 

 

Between M30 and M36, partners will integrate targeted market, policy and governance 

analysis into exploitation planning to ensure that KER roadmaps reflect real demand and 

align with institutional contexts. Regular coordination sessions between WP6, WP leads 

and the Project Coordinator, planned at six-month intervals, will ensure coherence 

across technical, methodological and exploitation activities. These meetings will also serve 

as checkpoints for monitoring readiness progress and identifying bottlenecks that may 
require additional support. 

AGILE also plans to prepare at least one policy brief during M34–M40, summarising 

insights relevant to EU Civil Protection, systemic risk governance and preparedness for 

HILP events. To support research visibility and ensure exploitation-relevant materials are 

accessible, the project will improve the structure of its publication repository, increase the 

frequency of updates and strengthen partner compliance with DEC reporting 

requirements. 

During M32–M44, WP6 will initiate targeted outreach to a small number of early 

adopters, such as civil protection agencies, resilience planning units, training institutions, 

and private-sector interests, to validate exploitation pathways and test assumptions 

regarding applicability, usability and demand for AGILE methods and tools. This process 

will directly inform the refinement of KER-specific roadmaps and sustainability options. 

6.3 Preparation of Final Deliverable D6.3 

Deliverable 6.3, due at the end of the project (M48), will consolidate the final Impact 

Strategy. Preparatory work will begin in M44 and include a comprehensive update of all 

KPI and monitoring data, an assessment of dissemination and uptake indicators, and full 

revision of TRL–SRL–ERL maturity levels for all nine KERs. It will also integrate the KER-

specific exploitation roadmaps developed during the reporting period, summarise 

stakeholder and adopter engagement efforts and define the sustainability conditions 

required for long-term use of AGILE results. D6.3 will therefore synthesise the entire 

impact trajectory of the project by combining monitoring evidence, stakeholder insights 

and exploitation planning into a coherent strategy for post-project uptake. A consortium 

review is planned for M46, with final editing and submission in M48. 



6.4 Risk assessment and mitigation measures 

Successful implementation of the activities outlined above depends on proactive risk 

monitoring and mitigation. Several risks identified during the first reporting period 

remain relevant. Incomplete or delayed DEC tracker updates continue to pose a 

challenge for systematic monitoring; to address this, partners will receive more frequent 

reminders and simplified reporting guidance , supported by periodic verification during 

WP coordination meetings. 

A second risk concerns delays in KER maturation, which may affect the timing or 

completeness of exploitation planning. To mitigate this, WP6 will conduct interim 

readiness checks every six months and work with WP leads to identify and support KERs 

requiring additional technical development or validation. 

Limited stakeholder availability, particularly for testing and validation, may constrain the 

depth of co-creation activities. AGILE will respond by scheduling engagements well in 

advance, offering hybrid participation formats and leveraging local-language materials 

and regional facilitators to maintain inclusivity and participation. 

A fourth risk involves exploitation governance, including ownership clarification, 
licensing decisions and long-term hosting solutions. WP6 will work closely with the Project 

Coordinator, WP leads and the EC’s exploitation support services to define governance 

structures and sustainability plans by M40 , with dedicated decision rounds planned for 

Q3/2026 and Q1/2027. 

 

Finally, the evolving policy environment presents both opportunities and risks. To ensure 

alignment with European resilience agendas and maximise exploitation potential, AGILE 

will maintain active participation in CERIS, CMINE and UCPKN , alongside preparing at 

least one policy brief during M34–M40 to position the project’s findings within wider policy 

discussions. 

 

The table below presents a tentative WP6 roadmap for M28-M48. All entries are subject to 

change based on the further alignment foreseen with the KER owners during the 

exploitation workshop in Q1/26. 

 
Table 19: WP6 Roadmap for M28-M48 

M Planned Activity / Milestone 

Phase 1 Acceleration & Consolidation (M28²M34) 

Focus  KER refinement, website upgrade, intensified D&C, exploitation preparation 

M28 Release of first bi-annual AGILE newsletter 

M28–M30 Development of KER-specific exploitation sheets 

M28–M32 Quarterly D&C campaign cycle #1 (HILP focus) 

M30–M34 
Public website upgrade (KER section, publication repository, RL 

integration) 

M30 STT0 refined tools & guidance (Annex C milestone) 

M32 HILP Reference Library – internal beta version ready (Annex B) 

Phase 2 Demonstration & Engagement (M34²M40) 

Focus  Early adopter outreach, KER piloting, policy engagement 

M32–M36 Integration of market & policy analysis into exploitation planning 

M34–M36 Quarterly D&C campaign #2 (Stress Testing focus) 

M34–M40 Preparation of AGILE policy brief 

M36 STT1 facilitation guide published open-access (Annex D) 

M36 
Reference Library beta public release & initial policy engagement (Annex 

B) 



M34–M40 
Early adopter outreach for KERs (civil protection, training institutions, 

private sector) 

M36–M40 Refinement of planning & communication guidelines (WP5) 

Phase 3 Validation, Maturation & Finalisation (M40²M48) 

Focus  Pilots, consolidation of exploitation roadmap, KER readiness upgrades 

M40–M42 Pilot testing of KERs with selected adopters 

M40–M46 Quarterly D&C campaign #3 (Cascading Risks / Evidence-Based Planning) 

M40 Begin drafting D6.3 (final Impact Strategy) 

M42 
Reference Library integration with DRMKC/CMINE explored (Annex B 

milestone) 

M42 STT2 and STT3 technical refinement prior to Cycle 3 

M44 Comprehensive maturity reassessment (TRL–SRL–ERL update) 

M44–M46 Consortium review of exploitation pathways 

M45 Final version of HILP Reference Library released (Annex B) 

M48 Final KER exploitation roadmaps & sustainability plan included in D6.3 

M48 Final conference / closing dissemination event 

 

7. Conclusions 

This interim report demonstrates that AGILE has made substantial and measurable 

progress in implementing its Impact Strategy during the first half of the project (M1–M26). 

The activities carried out across stakeholder engagement, dissemination, communicati on 

and early exploitation collectively show that the project is on a strong trajectory toward 

achieving the Expected Outcomes and Wider Impacts defined in D6.1 and the Description 

of the Action. 
 

Stakeholder engagement has become a defining feature of AGILE’s implementation 

logic. More than 300 stakeholders from over 130 organisations across at least 20 countries 

contributed to interviews, surveys, workshops and stress-testing activities, ensuring that 

AGILE’s conceptual, methodological and operational outputs are firmly grounded in  

practitioner experience and real-world requirements. These co-creation processes have 

shaped the HILP definition and taxonomy, the architecture of the HILP Reference Library, 

the tiered stress-testing methods, and the planning and communication tools. The resulting 

social readiness of AGILE’s outputs provides a robust basis for continued refinement and 

future uptake. 

 

Communication and dissemination activities have significantly expanded AGILE’s 

visibility. Website engagement, social media analytics and a growing portfolio of 

publications and conference contributions place the project well within, and in many cases 

above, the “good impact” range specified in the KPI framework. The project’s presence in 

European networks such as CERIS, CMINE and the Societal Resilience Cluster has 

strengthened its profile among policymakers, researchers and practitioners, while targeted 

media contributions have further broadened outreach. 

 

The reporting period also marks the beginning of structured exploitation planning.  With 

the formal kick-off at the September 2025 General Assembly, AGILE has established its 

exploitation framework based on the TRL–SRL–ERL Readiness Cube, identified its initial 
KER portfolio, and conducted the first baseline maturity assessment. These steps provide 

the foundation for systematic exploitation work in the next phase, which will focus on 

maturing KERs, validating use-cases with early adopters, and preparing sustainable 

pathways for post-project uptake. 



 

Several lessons emerged from M1–M26, including the need for stronger cross-WP 

alignment during co-creation cycles, enhanced DEC reporting discipline, and clearer 

exploitation governance. These insights inform AGILE’s adjustments and will guide the 

intensified efforts planned for M28–M48. 

 

Looking ahead, AGILE will shift from conceptual development towards validation, 

refinement and exploitation. The next reporting period will include targeted outreach to 

early adopters, structured KER exploitation roadmaps, expanded engagement in 

European policy networks, thematic dissemination campaigns and the preparation of 

Deliverable 6.3, which will consolidate the final Impact Strategy. Through these 
coordinated actions, AGILE is well positioned to maximise its scientific, operational and 

societal impact and to contribute meaningfully to strengthening Europe’s preparedness for 

high-impact, low-probability events. 

  



8. Annexes 

Annex A: Initial exploitation concept KER1  

 

Title: HILP Definition & Taxonomy (WP1)  

Lead Partner: UCL 

Related WPs: WP1 (Conceptualisation), links with WP2 (Reference Library) and WP4 (Stress Testing)  

Purpose:  

To provide a harmonised taxonomy and conceptual framework defining High Impact Low Probability (HILP) events,  

enabling consistent unders tanding across scientific, policy, and operational contexts. The taxonomy underpins the entire 

AGILE logic, from the reference library and stress tests to planning and communication , ensuring conceptual and 

terminological coherence across disciplines.  

Core Output:  

¶ Taxonomy 

¶ Scientific and operational definition 

 

Element  Guiding Questions  Replies  

A.  

Value Proposition  

What specific problem 

does KER1 solve for target 

users (e.g., policymakers, CI 

operators, insurers)? 

¶ Creates a shared language and structure for discussing HILP 

events across disciplines.   

¶ Fills a long-standing gap in terminology alignment and 

interoperabili ty, facilita ting intersectoral collaboration.   

¶ Establishes conceptual consistency across AGILE outputs, 

ensuring comparability and transferabili ty of results.   

What is i ts added 

value compared to existing 

resilience simulation tools (e.g., 

novelty, performance, 

interoperabili ty)? 

¶ Integrates multiple disciplinary perspectives (disaster risk, 

resilience, systems thinking).  

¶ Highlights systemic vulnerabili ties as core drivers of HILPs, 

moving beyond sta tic classifications by embedding 

interdependency and cascading effects.   

¶ Supports alignment with EU resilience frameworks (e.g., UCPM, 

DRMKC).  

Which features are the 

most transferable or attractive 

for external exploitation (e.g., 

model architecture, algorithms, 

indicators)? 

¶ Open-access publication format.   

¶ Compatibili ty with EU policy and research platforms (e.g., CMINE, 

CERIS).  

¶ Adaptability for future projects, training programmes, and national 

policy integration.  

B.  

Target Users & 

Markets  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure 

managers, public authorities, 

consultancies, risk analysts)?  

¶ Researchers and academics.   

¶ EU and national policymakers (DG ECHO, DG CLIMA, national 

civil protection agencies).   

¶ Practitioner networks (civil protection, emergency planners).   

¶ Standardisation bodies (CEN, ISO) 

What application 

domains show the highest 

potential (energy, climate 

resilience, urban systems)?  

¶ Civil protection and emergency management.   

¶ Climate adaptation and disaster r isk reduction.   

¶ Urban resilience and sustainabili ty planning.   

¶ Research and higher education.   

Are there any commercial 

markets (e.g., risk modelling, 

resilience consulting, climate 

services)? 

¶ Limited direct market potential; primary value lies in knowledge 

integration, policy uptake, and open data use.   

C. Exploitation 

Pathways  

Which exploitation paths are 

viable?   

  

  

Scientific: Publications, frameworks, academic references.   

Policy: Integration into EU and national resilience strategies.   

Operational:  Use as a reference taxonomy in training and stress -

testing.  

Societal: Simplified communication for public awareness materials.   

Which of these align best 

with UCL’s insti tutional 

strategy? 

¶ UCL’s academic and policy engagement objectives align strongly 

with scienti fic and policy pathways.   

¶ Fits AGILE’s overarching aim of supporting multi -level resilience 

management.  

¶   

D.  

Ownership & IPR  

Who are the contributors to 

KER1 beyond UCL (WP1 partner

s)? 

 

  

¶ UCL (lead)  

¶ FS and CMCC (conceptual input)  

¶ TUD (methodological alignment)  

¶ PPI (link to planning guidelines)  

¶ PNO Innovation (cross-WP integration and dissemination)  



What components 

are UCL’s foreground IP and 

what builds on existing 

background IP? 

¶ Foreground IP: The conceptual structure, defini tions, and 

classification of HILP events.   

¶ Background IP: Scientific li tera ture, UNDRR frameworks, and prior 

conceptual models.  

¶   

Should AGILE partners 

have access rights for internal 

or external reuse? 

Yes; open-access under Creative Commons (CC BY or CC BY -

NC) licence.  

  

Does UCL intend to 

pursue licensing, open-source 

release, or restricted access? 

Open-access publication via the AGILE website and integration with 

CMINE/CERIS glossaries.   

E. Sustainability & 

Maintenance  

After project end, who 

could host and maintain the 

model or pla tform? 

(UCL internal unit, EU data hub, 

open repository?)    

¶ CMINE or CERIS as part of their exis ting knowledge repositories.  

¶ Alternatively, UCL’s institutional repository or an EU Civil  

Protection Knowledge Network hub.   

¶ The HILP Definition and Taxonomy have been published in 

an academic journal and will be publicly available after the project 

ends.  

What resources (s taff, 

infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain i t? 

¶ Not applicable, results have been published in peer -

reviewed journal (Pescaroli, G., McMillan, L., Gordon, M., Aydin, 

N. Y., Comes, T.,  Maraschini, M., ... & Linkov, I. (2025). Definitions 

and taxonomy for High Impact Low Probability (HILP) and outlier 

events. International Journal of Disaster Risk 

Reduction, 127(10550), 4.  

Can sustainability be achieved 

via funded follow-up 

projects or service provision? 

¶ Not applicable  

F.  

Integration & 

Synergies  

How does this KER connect with 

other AGILE outputs?? 

¶ Serves as the conceptual base for the Reference Library (KER2) 

and all stress-testing methodologies (KER3–KER6).  

¶ Provides the terminology backbone for planning (KER7) and 

communication stra tegies (KER8).   

How can its results feed into 

evidence-based 

planning, training and r isk 

communication? 

¶ Ensures consistent use of key concepts and categories across 

technical and communication outputs.   

¶ Enables alignment with external policy documents (e.g., national 

resilience frameworks).   

Are there external 

synergies (e.g., UCL’s network, 

activities)? 

The defini tion and taxonomy were validated through interviews with 

UCL’'s network of resilience and risk management experts in business 

and government.  

G.  

KPIs & Impact 

Assessment 

Which indicators best 

capture KER1’s exploita tion 

potential? 

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26  

¶ # of citations or references in scientific and policy documents.   

¶ # of downloads or views of the glossary/taxonomy.   

¶ # of organisations referencing the taxonomy in training or 

research projects.   

What would success look l ike a t 

M48 and beyond? 

¶ Recognition of AGILE’s taxonomy as the  de facto reference 

standard for HILP terminology in Europe.   

¶ Adoption by EU insti tutions and international  organisations as a 

shared conceptual framework.   

H.  

Next Steps & 

Timeline  

What immediate actions are 

needed to develop an 

exploita tion roadmap (e.g., 

internal UCL decision, partner 

alignment, pilot outreach)?  

¶ Integrate taxonomy terms into project communication materials 

and deliverables.  

¶ Submit taxonomy for inclusion in CMINE/CERIS glossaries.   

What miles tones can be set 

between M24 

(interim)  and M48 (final)? 

¶ M30: First open-access release.  

¶ M36: Validation with policymakers (DG ECHO, CERIS).   

¶ M48: Broad adoption, cita tion in EU-level policy frameworks and 

training curricula.  

¶   



Annex B: Initial exploitation concept KER2  

Title: HILP Reference Library (WP2)   

Lead Partner: TUD   

Related WPs: WP1 (Taxonomy), WP3 & 4 (Stress Testing), WP5 (Planning)   

Purpose:  

To provide a multi-disciplinary, open-access database  compiling historical High Impact Low Probability (HILP) events, 

their characteristics and case s tudies. Users  will  have the flexibili ty to compare and 

visualize historical HILP events based on several fil ters for further insights.  Ultimately, the library will serve as a one-

stop shop for gathering knowledge and evidence on historical HILP events for research, policymaking, and operational 

stress testing within AGILE and beyond.   

Core Output:   

- Digital reference database with structured HILP entries.   

- Metadata and taxonomy that link events to typologies, impacts, and characteris tics.   

- Dashboard interface and visualisation features.  

- Cross-links to AGILE’s  tiered stress-tests and planning guidelines.   

 

Element  Guiding Questions  Replies  

A. Value 

Proposition  

What specific problem 

does KER2 solve for target 

users (e.g., policymakers, CI 

operators, insurers)? 

¶ Provides a consolidated repository for information on 

HILP events, overcoming fragmentation of exis ting 

datasets.  

¶ Enables cross-sector learning by structuring data from 

scientific, policy, and operational domains.   

¶ Offers an accessible starting point for both researchers  

and practitioners to identify lessons learned, patterns, and 

dependencies across different types of HILP events.  

What is i ts added 

value compared to existing 

resilience simulation tools (e.g., 

novelty, performance, 

interoperabili ty)? 

¶ Integrates multiple sources (academic, ins titutional,  

operational).  

¶ Integrates data from multiple sources such as World 

Bank, EM-DAT, OECD, Our World in Data, PDC Disaster 

Aware, and V-Dem to create a dedicated database for 

historical HILP events.    

¶ It offers structural information to support AGILE stress 

testing (Tiers 1–3) e.g. building scenarios for ST 

implementation.  

Which features are the 

most transferable or attractive 

for external exploitation (e.g., 

model architecture, algorithms, 

indicators)? 

¶ Open-access digital interface (“one -stop shop” for HILP 

data).  

¶ Structured content that can complement exis ting EU Civil  

Protection platforms (DRMKC, CMINE).   

¶ Interoperability with EU datasets (Copernicus, JRC risk 

data).  

B. Target Users & 

Markets  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure 

managers, public authorities, 

consultancies, risk analysts)?   

 

 

  

¶ Civil protection and emergency management authorities. 

(1)  

¶ Policymakers at EU and national levels. (2)   

¶ Researchers and academic institutions working on 

risk, resilience and HILP-rela ted topics. (3)  

¶ Private sector r isk analysts (insurance, infrastructure,  

consulting). (4)  

¶ Civil society organisations focusing on disaster 

resilience. (5)  

  

What application 

domains show the highest 

potential (energy, climate 

resilience, urban systems)?  

¶ Disaster risk reduction and management (DRR/DRM).   

¶ Climate adaptation and environmental security.   

¶ Resilience policy design and training.   

Are there any commercial 

markets (e.g., risk modelling, 

resilience consulting, climate 

services)? 

¶ Primarily open-access, with value realised through 

scientific and policy adoption.   

¶ It can support consulting, analytical and training activi ties  

that rely on HILP information  

C. Exploitation 

Pathways  

Which exploitation paths 

are viable? 

(ranked in order of priority)  

1. Scientific: Data source for academic publications and 

research projects.   

2. Societal: Awareness tool for education and public  

information.  

3. Operational:  Training and scenario-building resource.  

4. Policy: Evidence base for EU and national risk 

assessments.  

Which of these align best 

with TUD’s insti tutional 

strategy? 

TUD’s s trategy focuses on open science and multi -stakeholder 

collaboration, aligning s trongly with scienti fic and policy pathways.   



D. Ownership & 

IPR 

Who are 

the contributors to KER2 beyo

nd TUD (WP2 partners)? 

 

  

¶ TUD (lead, data management and architecture).  

¶ UCL, FS, CMCC (content and validation).   

¶ Practitioner partners (s takeholder testing and use-case 

input).  

¶ PPI and FS for evidence-based guidelines, training and 

risk communication  

¶ PNO (integration with dissemination and impact strategy).   

What components 

are TUD’s foreground IP and 

what builds on existing 

background IP? 

¶ Foreground:  The structure and design of the data model,  

metadata schema, and the overall  organisation of the 

library’s interface and user experience.   

¶ Background:  Datasets provided by partners and publicly 

available event data.   

Should AGILE partners 

have access rights for internal 

or external reuse? 

Yes, all partners will have rights to reuse data for research,  

dissemination, and training purposes.   

Does TUD intend to 

pursue licensing, open-source 

release, or restricted access? 

Open access for research and policy; restric ted API -level access 

for external technical integration if  needed.   

E. Sustainability & 

Maintenance  

After project end, who 

could host and maintain the 

model or pla tform? 

(TUD internal unit, EU data hub, 

open repository?) 

¶ TUD (technical hosting during AGILE).   

¶ In the long term library can be integrated or aligned with 

existing EU knowledge portals if there is an interest from 

relevant ins titutions such as DRMKC or CMINE.   

¶ Potential collaboration with UCPM Knowledge 

Network  for continuous updates.   

What resources (s taff, 

infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain i t? 

¶ Technical support for server extension,  maintenance and 

versioning (low cost).   

¶ Dedicated moderation and content validation (editorial  

resources).  

  

Can sustainability be achieved 

via funded follow-up 

projects or service provision? 

Yes, by linking the library to future Horizon Europe DRM projects  

and insti tutional networks (e.g.  DG ECHO, JRC).  

F. Integration & 

Synergies  

How does KER2 connect with 

stress tests (KER3-5)? 

 

 

  

¶ Uses the taxonomy (KER1) to validate the classification.  

¶ Serves as a  knowledge foundation for STT0–STT3 (KER3–

KER6).  

¶ Provides case data to inform planning guidelines (KER7),  

training (KER8) and communication s trategies (KER9).   

How can KER7-9 results feed 

into evidence-based planning 

(KER7), training 

(KER8) and risk communicatio

n (KER9)? 

¶ Supplies real-world cases and data for policy learning and 

risk communication materials.   

¶ Supports continuous feedback between scientific  

research and operational training.   

Are there external 

synergies (e.g., TUD’s climate 

impact models, EU digital twins, 

Copernicus data)? 

EU knowledge platforms such as DRMKC or CMINE  

G. KPIs & Impact 

Assessment 

Which indicators best 

capture KER’s exploitation 

potential? 

  

Potential indictors (to be defined in Q1/26)  

¶ # of records and case studies published (at least 100-150 

events as outlined in the proposal)  

¶ Level of user  engagement such as daily visits, access 

requests.  

¶ Number and the diversity of organisations using the 

database.  

¶ # of policy and scientific documents referencing the 

library.  

¶ # of linked projects or datasets  that use the library.   

What would success look l ike a t 

M48 and beyond? 

¶ Recognised as the central European repository for HILP -

related data.  

¶ Integrated into DG ECHO and DRMKC reference systems.   

¶ Continued updates by academic and policy partners.   

H. Next Steps & 

Timeline  

What immediate actions are 

needed to develop an 
¶ Complete technical setup and taxonomy alignment.  (June 

2026)  



exploita tion roadmap (e.g., 

internal TUD decision, partner 

alignment, pilot outreach)?  

¶ Conduct pilot testing with partners and 

stakeholders. (June 2026)  

¶ Explore options for long-term hosting and data  

governance agreements.   

¶ Prepare introduction and outreach materials and training 

on how to use the platform (June 2026: user study).   

What miles tones can be set 

between M24 

(interim)  and M48 (final)? 

¶ M32: Beta version developed; internal partner testing.   

¶ M36: Beta version release and initial policy engagement.   

¶ M42: Integration with DRMKC/CMINE; outreach 

campaign.  

¶ M45: Final version of HILP reference 

library release; established as sustainable, recognised da

ta repository.  

 
  



Annex C: Initial exploitation concept KER3  

Title: STT0 – System Definition   

Lead Partner: FS  

Related WPs: WP3 (Stress Testing), WP1 (Taxonomy), WP2 (Reference Library), WP4 (Integration).   

Purpose:  

Tier 0 serves as the preparatory phase of the Stress Testing framework.  Its purpose is to define the system to be s tress 

tested, by collecting essential information on system boundaries, governance, actors, resources, infrastructures, and 

key vulnerabili ties. Tier 0 ensures that all partners and s takeholders share a common, coherent unders tanding of the 

system, which is crucial for meaningful scenario design and for guiding stakeholder discussions and stress testing of 

the system (i.e., it is not conducted "in the void")  

Core Output:   

- System Description Tool  

- Stakeholder Mapping Tool   

- Guide on how to perform STT0 and how it informs Tier 1–3 methodologies.  

 

Element  Guiding Questions  
Replies  

A. Value 

Proposition  

What specific problem 

does STT0 solve for target 

users (e.g., policymakers, CI 

operators, insurers)? 

¶ Creates a shared mental model of the system, solving a 

core problem that often undermines stress testing: lack 

of a shared and coherent system definition.   

¶ Provides a structured framework for 

defining system boundaries, 

governance, actors and resources –  

including cri tical infrastructure – before tes ting begins.   

¶ Enables policymakers, CI operators, insurers, and 

practitioners to clarify what system is being stress tested 

and why, reducing ambiguity and misalignment.   

¶ Supports consistent data col lection and scenario design, 

ensuring consistence across the cumulative tiered 

approach and comparability across different systems.   

¶ Anchors scenarios in a specific context, avoiding 

generic discussions and assumptions. 

Ensures that identif ied vulnerabili ties and opportunities 

are relevant to the real sys tem under study.   

What is i ts added 

value compared to 

existing approaches (e.g., 

novelty, performance, 

interoperabili ty)? 

¶ Introduces a standardized, interoperable, and threat-

agnostic system definition, improving the quali ty, 

relevance, and comparability of stress tests.   

¶ Ensures methodological coherence across Tiers 1–3, 

aligning qualita tive, semi-quanti tative, and quantita tive 

approaches within a single framework that  provides a 

common basis.   

¶ Bridges the gap between abstract system modelling and 

practical stress-tes ting needs.  

¶ Provides a transparent, replicable methodology, aligned 

with AGILE’s taxonomy and reference 

library, facilitating reuse.  

¶ Improves efficiency and reduces uncertainty by front-

loading system clarification, avoiding misaligned 

analyses “in the void” and rework later in the stress-

testing process.  

Which features are the 

most transferable or attractive 

for external exploitation (e.g., 

model architecture, algorithms, 

indicators)? 

¶ System Description Tool and Stakeholder Mapping Tool 

– including downloadable templates and guidance, which 

can be directly adopted.  

¶ A flexible, sector-agnostic framework that can be applied 

across domains, enhancing usability and market 

potential.  

¶ Integration potential with existing national and EU 

resilience assessment processes (UCPM, DRMKC)  

¶ Standalone and modular design, enabling Tier 0 to be 

applied independently of the stress tes ting or integrated 

into other resilience assessment, or stra tegic-planning 

tools where system definition is lacking.   

¶ Clear system-characterisation cri teria, which can be 

used on their own to inform policy development, planning 

processes, or regulatory assessments.   

B. Target Users & 

Markets  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure 

managers, public authorities, 

consultancies, risk analysts)?   

 

¶ Policymakers and regula tors (EU, national, regional) 

responsible for resilience planning, compliance, and 

system oversight.   



 

  

¶ Critical infrastructure operators and network managers 

across sectors.  

¶ Consultancies and practi tioners working in risk 

assessment, resilience planning, and stra tegic foresight.   

¶ Researchers and model developers creating system -level 

resilience, interdependency, or s tress-testing models.  

¶ Organisational leadership, who gains  a clearer view of 

system characteristics, vulnerabili ties, and strategic 

priorities.  

¶ Regional and local authorities, who benefi t from 

structured system understanding to inform 

preparedness, emergency management, and investment 

decisions.  

¶ Cross-sector coordination bodies, which rely on coherent 

system descriptions to align stakeholders and harmonise 

resilience planning.  

What application 

domains show the highest 

potential (energy, climate 

resilience, urban systems)?  

¶ Critical infrastructure protection  

¶ Disaster risk management and civil  protection planning   

¶ Urban, regional, and national resilience assessments   

¶ Climate adaptation and resilience planning   

¶ Supply chain and logistics resilience  

¶ Business continuity and organisational resilience  

¶ Public health and emergency preparedness   

Are there any commercial 

markets (e.g., risk modelling, 

resilience consulting, climate 

services)? 

¶ Tier 0’s commercial value lies  mainly in knowledge 

transfer, methodological standardisation, and integration 

into consultancy or research services, rather than in 

direct product commercialisation.   

¶ Risk modelling and resilience consulting services, where 

Tier 0 can be integrated as a 

methodological component in assessments and advisory 

projects.  

¶ Climate services and adaptation planning markets, which 

require s tructured system definitions to support 

vulnerabili ty and impact analyses.   

¶ Strategic foresight and scenario -planning services, 

where Tier 0 provides the foundational system 

characterisation.  

C. Exploitation 

Pathways  

Which exploitation paths are 

viable?   

  

  

 φScientific: Foundation for AGILE’s methodological 

publications.  

 φOperational: Template for describing systems;  structuring and 

preparing s tress-testing exercises.  

 φPolicy: Alignment with EU resilience assessment and planning 

frameworks.  

 φEducational: Use in training courses for system-level analysis.  

Which of these align best 

with FS’s insti tutional stra tegy?  

FS’s mission aligns with scientific and policy integration , 

supporting conceptual development and practical uptake.   

D. Ownership & 

IPR 

Who are 

the contributors to KER3 beyo

nd FS (WP3 partners)? 

 

  

¶ FS (lead – conceptual framework and system description 

tool).  

¶ ENA (stakeholder mapping tool)   

¶ UCL (HILP taxonomy integration).   

¶ TUD (interdependency and semi -quantita tive links).   

¶ CMCC (quantitative layer connections).   

¶ PPI (policy and planning linkage).   

What components 

are FS’s foreground IP and 

what builds on existing 

background IP? 

Foreground:  Conceptual s tructure, tools,  and methodological 

guidance.  

Background:  Academic literature on socio-ecological 

systems, systems thinking, resilience and r isk assessment.   

Should AGILE partners 

have access rights for internal 

or external reuse? 

Yes, for internal application and academic use,  non-commercial 

and research/training purposes, under open-access licence (CC 

BY-NC).    

Does FS intend to 

pursue licensing, open-source 

release, or restricted access? 

Open access for non-commercial use (training, education, 

awareness). Potential commercial use through derivative training 

courses and tools subject to consortium agreement.   

E. Sustainability & 

Maintenance  

After project end, who 

could host and maintain the 

model or pla tform? (FS internal 

¶ FS (intellectual ownership and updates).   

¶ Integration into AGILE’s online platform (KER2) and 

linked repositories (DRMKC/CMINE).   



unit, EU data hub, open 

repository?) 
¶ Potential hosting via insti tutional websites (FS, UCL, 

TUD)  

What resources (s taff, 

infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain i t? 

¶ Minimal: editorial updates and template revision (every 

12–18 months).  

¶ Continuous user engagement  and capacity building via 

community of practice or follow-up projects.  

  

Can sustainability be achieved 

via funded follow-up 

projects or service provision? 

Yes, through fol low-up Horizon Europe or DG ECHO calls focused 

on stress-testing, systemic risk, and resilience.   

F. Integration & 

Synergies  

How does STT0 connect with 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 s tress tests 

(KER4 & KER5)? 

 

 

  

¶ Provides the structural foundation for 

all subsequent stress-tes ting tiers, establishing the 

system architecture, boundaries, and characteristics that 

Tiers 1 and 2 rely on.  

¶ Enables consistent scenario design, ensuring that Tiers 1 

and 2 operate within the same context and s takeholder 

landscape.  

¶ Defines the system’s normal functioning, enabling Tier 1 

(qualita tive) and Tier 2 (semi-quanti tative) s tress tests to 

assess how HILP scenarios disruptions alter 

performance, interactions, and vulnerabilities.   

¶ Ensures methodological coherence by aligning with the 

AGILE taxonomy (KER1) and the Reference Library 

(KER2).  

How can STT0 results feed 

into evidence-based planning 

(KER7)  and communication 

(KER9)? 

¶ Provides baseline that helps inform policy decisions, 

priority setting, and resilience planning.   

¶ Establishes a shared language and common 

understanding, improving cross-sector collaboration and 

stakeholder dialogue in planning and communication 

processes.  

¶ Feeds validated system descriptions directly into KER7 

and KER9 tools, ensuring coherence, continuity, and 

integration across the AGILE framework.   

¶ Facilitates the anchoring of  planning and communication 

outputs in real sys tem conditions, making 

recommendations and messages more targeted, 

credible, and actionable.   

Are there external 

synergies (e.g., FS’s climate 

impact models, EU digital twins, 

Copernicus data)? 

Allows for the incorporation of data at multiple levels of 

complexity, the basic and flexible template for sys tem description 

enables integration and combination of both low and 

high- complexity data; qualitative and quanti tative data.    

G. KPIs & Impact 

Assessment 

Which indicators best 

capture STT0’s exploita tion 

potential? 

  

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26   

¶ # of institutions or projects applying the Tier 0 framework 

and tools  

¶ # of downloads, trainings, or adoptions of the tools   

¶ # of publications citing the system-definition approach  

¶ # of policies or stra tegies aligned with the Tier 0 

structure  

What would success look l ike a t 

M48 and beyond? 

¶ Positive pilot feedback and clear user interest, including 

willingness to adopt the tools and recognition of their 

practical benefi ts.   

¶ Recognition as reference model in Europe for defining 

systems in stress-tes ting and resilience assessments.   

¶ Adoption within national or EU-level resilience 

frameworks, embedding Tier 0 in official processes.   

¶ Integration into academic curricula and civil  protection 

training, supporting long-term capacity building.  

¶ Regular use by local/regional authorities and 

infrastructure operators,  demonstra ting operational 

relevance and uptake.  

H. Next Steps & 

Timeline  

What immediate actions are 

needed to develop an 

exploita tion roadmap (e.g., 

internal FS decision, partner 

alignment, pilot outreach)?  

¶ Adjust/simplify/refine templates and documentation  

¶ Develop guidance note for integration into Tier 1–3 

exercises.  

¶ Further test framework and tools in case studies.  

¶ Disseminate via policy briefs and AGILE communication 

channels.  



What miles tones can be set 

between M24 

(interim)  and M48 (final)? 

M30: Completion of improved/simpli fied tools and guidance.   

M36: Deeper integration with Tier 1–2 pilots; Publication of 

methodological paper.   

M42: Policy engagement and framework validation by external 

stakeholders.  

M48: Adoption in training or national planning contexts.   

 
  



Annex D: Initial exploitation concept KER4   

Title: STT1 (WP3)  

Lead Partner: UCL  

Related WPs: Builds on KER3 (System Definition), complements KER2 (Reference Library), provides entry -level content 

for KER5–KER6 (advanced stress tests).   

Purpose:  

To deliver an entry-level stress-tes ting tool in the form of a card game and accompanying facilitation guide , enabling 

local and regional authorities, practitioners,  the private sector and educators to explore High Impact Low Probability 

(HILP) scenarios in an engaging, accessible way. STT1 supports training, awareness -raising, and the diffusion of systemic 

resilience thinking across governance levels.   

Core Output:   

- Card game  

- Facilitation guide  

- Template for logging insights and learning  

 

Element  Guiding Questions  Replies  

A.  

Value Proposition  

What specific problem does KE

R4 solve for 

target users (e.g., policymakers, 

CI operators, insurers)? 

¶ Provides an accessible, gamified entry point to the AGIL

E stress-testing framework.  

¶ Helps non-expert audiences understand complex 

interdependencies in crisis management.   

¶ Helps participants identify common points of failure in the 

systems they rely on as well as mitigation and prevention 

measures  

¶ Supports local and regional authorities in initia ting resilie

nce discussions and preparedness exercises.  

What is i ts added value compar

ed to existing resilience simulati

on tools (e.g., novelty, 

performance, interoperabili ty)? 

¶ Combines learning-by-doing with AGILE’s scientific  

framework.  

¶ Focuses the attention on the resilience of the systems 

people depend on – and not on specific hazards as is 

more common.  

¶ Trains people in systems-level thinking, improving insight 

and foresight.  

¶ Trains people in lateral thinking, which is key to the 

effective governance and management of HILPs    

¶ Facilitates engagement across stakeholder  levels (munici

palities, practitioners).  

¶ Offers a replicable, low-

resource training tool  adaptable to multiple sectors.  

Which features are the most tra

nsferable or attractive for exter

nal exploitation (e.g., model arc

hitecture, algorithms, indicators

)? 

¶ The card game format (tangible, engaging, replicable).  

¶ Accompanying facilitation guide that enables self -use.  

¶ A digitalized version for easy uptake (especially for 

global organisations)  

B. 

Target Users & Ma

rkets  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure mana

gers, public authorities, consult

ancies, risk analysts)? 

¶ Trainers and facili tators in resilience and emergency man

agement.  

¶ Civil protection agencies and local authorities.  

¶ Private sector (business continuity and resilience 

diagnostics).  

  

What application domains sho

w the highest potential (energy, 

climate resilience, urban system

s)? 

¶ Civil protection and emergency management training.  

¶ Organisational preparedness exercises (public and privat

e sectors).  

¶   

Are there any commercial mar

kets (e.g., risk modelling, resilie

nce consulting, climate services

)? 

¶ Possible for 

training consultancies in private sector, but primary focu

s remains on public access and dissemination.  

C. Exploitation Pat

hways  

Which exploitation paths are via

ble?   

 φOperational: Training packages and workshops.  

 φEducational: Use in classrooms and awareness campaigns.  



  

  

 φPolicy: Integration in 

UCPM and national  resilience training frameworks.  

 φSocietal: Broader outreach through gamified learning.  

Which of these align best with U

CL’s insti tutional strategy? 

Operational and educational pathways align best with UCL’s missi

on of bridging academic knowledge with practice.  

D. Ownership & 

IPR 

Who are the contributors to 

KER4 beyond UCL (WP1 partner

s)? 

 

  

¶ UCL (lead, concept).  

¶ PNO (design)  

¶ Partners from WP3 & 

4 contributing to content and piloting.  

What components are UCL’s for

eground IP and what builds on 

existing background IP? 

Foreground:  Game mechanics, facilitation guide, scenario structur

e, and learning methodology.  

Background:  Generic HILP taxonomy and prior serious-game 

design frameworks.  

  

Should AGILE partners have ac

cess rights for internal or exter

nal reuse? 

Yes, under an open Creative Commons l icence (CC BY-NC).  

Does UCL intend to pursue lice

nsing, open-

source release, or restricted a

ccess? 

¶ Open access for non-commercial use (training, education,  

awareness).  

¶ Potential  commercial use through derivative training 

courses subject to consortium agreement.  

¶ Potential  of external sponsorship for (e.g.) 

a digitised version of the game  

  

  

E. Sustainability &

 Maintenance  

After project end, who could ho

st and maintain the model or pl

atform? (UCL internal unit, EU 

data hub, open repository?)   

 

 

  

¶ AGILE consortium (UCL, PNO) 

to coordinate maintenance and dissemination.   

¶ Integration in RescEU and UCPM training portfolios.   

¶ Possible adoption by training centres or private sector as  

a teaching resource.  

¶   

  

What resources (s taff, infrastru

cture, funding) 

are required to maintain i t? 

¶ Clear licensing scheme, to enable adapting the game to 

the specific needs of an organisation   

¶ Services to tailore the card game to 

unique needs (e.g. additional cards, multi-language).  

  

Can sustainability be achieved v

ia funded follow-

up projects or service provisi

on? 

Yes, through fol low-up Horizon or DG 

ECHO projects on resilience education and training.  

F. Integration & S

ynergies  

How does this KER connect with

 other AGILE outputs?? 

 

 

  

¶ Builds on taxonomy (KER1) and Reference Library (KER2

) for scenario content.  

¶ Acts as the first s tep in the s tress-

testing continuum before Tier 2 (KER5) and Tier 3 

(KER6).  

¶ Provides feedback loops for planning, 

training and communication (KER7-9).  

  

How can its results feed into evi

dence-based planning, 

training and risk communication

? 

¶ Generates insights on how stakeholders perceive systemi

c risks.  

¶ Strengthens participatory approaches to planning and ris

k communication.  

Are there external synergies (

e.g., UCL’s network, activi ties)? 

¶ Private sector engagement  

¶ Government engagement  

¶ NGO engagement  

G. KPIs & Impact 

Assessment 

Which indicators best capture K

ER4’s exploita tion potential? 

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26  



  ¶ #  of training sessions or workshops conducted.  

¶ #  of practi tioners or students trained.  

¶ #  of downloads of materials (guide and card deck).  

¶ #  of external adoptions (RescEU, national authorities, uni

versities).  

What would success look l ike a t

 M48 and beyond? 

¶ Recognised as a flagship  AGILE product for 

training and awareness.  

¶ Adopted by at least three national or EU-

level training insti tutions.  

H. Next Steps 

& Timeline 

What immediate actions are ne

eded to develop an exploitatio

n roadmap (e.g., internal UCL d

ecision, partner alignment, pilot 

outreach)? 

¶ Processing feedback received on the methods used 

during Cycle 1 for Cycle 2  

¶ EC exploitation services exploration > private 

sponsorship (PO & IP Helpdesk & PNO)     

¶ Definition of requirements for digital  

version (i teratively integrated in the ST cycles?)  

¶ Engage public and private sector for integration 

opportunities and organise additional pilots (five 

prospects currently under evaluation, with government 

authorities, private sector and NGO)  

¶ Produce additional physical cards for dissemination  

¶ Develop (tailored/limited) digital  version or printable 

package for dissemination > technical support for 

development of digital version incl. analysis 

capabilities (from private sector > to be explored with 

private sector > ROI)  

¶ Prepare facilita tion guide for open publication on project 

website  

What miles tones can be set bet

ween M24 (interim)  and M48 

(final)? 

M36: Launch of open-access facilitation guide.  

M42: Integration into training programmes.  

M48: Establish network of trainers and regular use 

in national or EU exercises.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Annex E: Initial exploitation concept KER5   

Title: STT2 – Semi-quanti tative Methodology  

Lead Partner:  TUD  

Related WPs:  WP4 (Stress Testing), links with WP3 (framework) and WP5 (planning).   

Purpose:  

The STT2 Method provides a semi-quantitative stress-testing methodology that enables systematic assessment 

of interdependencies, cascading risks, and cross-sectoral vulnerabilities across the physical as well as the 

coordination and information layers . In parallel, its participatory approach offers a structured process to support 

facilitation and s takeholder engagement. This  methodology serves as a bridge between the Tier 1 qualitative approach 

and the advance Tier 3 quantitative model ling.   

Core Outputs:   

- A stress-testing methodology that incorporates physical interdependencies and coordination-and-

information interdependencies to understand system resilience and to  identify cascading failures and 

bottlenecks within these two layers.    

- Facilitation guide  

-  

Element   Guiding Questions   Replies   

A. Value Prop

osition   

What specific problem does STT2 solve for 

target users (e.g., policymakers, 

CI operators, insurers)?   

¶ Provides a replicable semi-

quantitative 

method to identify, analyse, and 

communicate systemic vulnerabilities.   

¶ Supports cross-sector and multi -level 

cooperation by making cross-sectoral 

interdependencies visible and 

measurable.   

¶ Reduces complexity 

while retaining enough analytical depth 

to inform preparedness planning.   

What is i ts added value compared to exis ting resilience

simulation tools (e.g., novelty, 

performance, interoperability)?   

¶ Bridges a core methodological gap.   

STT2 fills the missing space between 

qualitative tabletop exercises and 

complex quanti tative infrastructure 

simulations, providing measurable 

results without requiring specialist 

modell ing expertise.   

¶ Combines scientific rigor with 

practical usability.   

The methodology is  scientifically robust 

yet packaged with facilitation and 

training tools, ensuring that 

stakeholders can apply i t directly in 

planning, preparedness, and 

operational settings.   

¶ Captures interdependencies across 

both technical and coordination 

layers.   

Unlike most approaches that only 

model technical infrastructure, STT2 

jointly assesses 

physical interdependencies and 

coordination/information flows,  

enabling realis tic system-

based analysis of cascading failures.   

¶ Uses a threat-agnostic, system-

based approach.   

The methodology can be applied with 

any scenario selected by the user,  

making i t applicable to a wide range of 

High-Impact, Low-Probability 

(HILP) events and uncertain 

scenarios.   

¶ Built specifically for HILP stress 

testing.   

STT2 operationalizes stress testing 

using AGILE outputs, the 

HILP taxonomy and reference 

library, making 



it a methodology explicitly tailored to 

stress testing of interdependent cri tical  

infrastructures in the context 

of HILP events.   

  

  

Which features are the most transferable or attractive fo

r external exploitation (e.g., model architecture, algorith

ms, indicators)?   

¶ A semi-quanti tative stress-

testing methodology, delivered in a  

structured, scalable, and reproducible 

workshop format, enabling assessment 

of cascading failures and 

interdependencies across physical and 

coordination/information layers at local,  

regional, or national levels.   

¶ Standardized facili tation guidance,  

templates, and reusable materials that 

allow external practitioners  

to independently apply Tier 2 stress  

testing in their own contexts.   

¶ A modular format that supports  

integration into existing planning,  

training, and exercise programs,  

enabling organizations to embed 

the methodology within their current 

preparedness 

and resilience workflows.   

  

B. 

Target Users

& Markets   

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure managers, public authorities,

consultancies, risk analysts)?   

  

  

  

  

¶ City and regional authorities.   

¶ Safety regions/first responders   

¶ Critical infrastructure operators.   

¶ Private sector actors in risk manageme

nt and continuity planning.   

  

What application domains show the highest potential (e

nergy, climate resilience, urban systems)?   

¶ Civil protection and emergency manage

ment.   

¶ Urban and regional resilience planning.

  

¶ Climate adaptation and infrastructure in

terdependency assessment.   

Are there any commercial markets (e.g., risk model ling,

resilience consulting, climate services)?   

¶ Yes, particularly for resilience consulta

ncies, engineering firms, and public-

private partnerships seeking structured

facilitation methods.   

C. Exploitatio

n Pathways   

Which exploitation paths are viable?   

  

  

  

1. Scientific: Methodological publication

and teaching use.   

2. Operational: Workshop facili tation tool

for multi-actor stress testing.   

3. Policy: Integration into resilience guide

lines or EU 

Civil Protection frameworks.   

4. Commercial: Licensing o f structured t

emplates or handbook for stress-

testing.   

Which of these align best with TUD’s insti tutional s trateg

y?   

Operational and scientific pathways align strongl

y with TUD’s applied research and practitioner e

ngagement s trategy.   

D. Ownership

& IPR   

Who are the contributors to 

KER6 beyond TUD (WP3/4 partners)?   

¶ TUD (lead – methodology and 

facilitation model).   

¶ Case studies, validation.   

¶ PNO (documentation and dissemination

).   



What components are TUD’s foreground IP and what bu

ilds on existing background IP?   

· Foreground: The s tress-testing procedure,  

facilitation materials, and templates.   

· Background: AGILE taxonomy (KER1) and 

Reference Library (KER2).   

Should AGILE partners have access rights for internal o

r external reuse?   

Yes, for non-commercial and research/training 

purposes (Creative Commons or project -

specific licence).   

Does TUD intend to pursue licensing, open-

source release, or restricted access?   

Open-source for pol icy/training purposes,  

restricted licence for commercial applications.   

E. Sustainabi

lity & Mainte

nance   

After project end, who could host and maintain the 

model or platform? (TUD internal unit, EU data hub, open 

repository?)   

  

  

  

  

¶ TUD (method maintenance and 

updates).   

¶ Possible hosting by EU resilience 

networks (e.g., DRMKC, CMINE) for 

training dissemination.   

  

What resources (staff, infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain it?   

¶ A small research staff 

for periodic methodological updates an

d revalidation.   

¶ Light technical and editorial maintenan

ce to keep facilitation templates/materi

als up-to-ldate   

¶ Network of trainers (train-the-

trainer model).   

¶   

Can sustainabili ty be achieved via funded follow-

up projects or service provision?   

Yes, by embedding STT2 in training cycles.   

F. Integration

& Synergies

  

How does STT2 connect with Tier 1 and Tier 3 stress test

s (KER4 & KER6)?   

¶ Use the insights of KER3 and 

KER4 and provides the intermediate 

analytical tier for KER6.   

¶ Generates data and insights 

for evidence-based planning (KER7).   

¶ Strengthens communication through vi

sual tools that support KER8.   

How can STT2 results feed into evidence-

based planning (KER7) and communication (KER8)?   

¶ Produces structured evidence from 

stress-tes ting sessions that can inform 

resilience plans and preparedness 

strategies.   

¶ Acts as a tangible method for linking 

data and practice.   

¶ Outputs can support communication 

and training materials  

and transla tes complex 

interdependencies into clear 

messages.   

¶ Produces visual and narrative outputs  

that can enhance communication 

awareness-rising and training.   

Are there external synergies (e.g., TUD’s climate impac

t models, EU digital twins, Copernicus data)?   

¶ Safety regions   

¶ National or regional r isk assessment 

platforms   

G. KPIs & Imp

act Assessm

ent   

Which indicators best capture STT2’s exploitation potent

ial?   

  

  

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26   

¶ # At least 7 STT2 case 

studies conducted.   

¶ #of organizations and the diversity 

of participated in the workshops.   

¶ # of uptakes of handbooks or facilita tion 

templates.   

¶ # of studies, policy documents that cite 

the publications or deliverables  



developed from the methodology and 

its implementation.   

¶ #of expressions of interest or follow-up 

requests from external stakeholders   

¶ Positive feedbacks from participants   

What would success look like at M48 and beyond?   

¶ STT2 adopted by additional regional 

authorities and EU-level network (e.g.,  

UCPM, CMINE).   

¶ Recognition of STT2 as a  

structured option for s tress testing 

within broader resilience planning and 

training.   

H. Next Steps 

& Timeline   

What immediate actions are needed to develop an exploi

tation roadmap (e.g., internal TUD decision, partner align

ment, pilot outreach)?   

¶ Consolidate pilot results and 

incorporate feedback.   

¶ Finalise and make the STT2 Handbook 

available.   

¶ Define licensing and access 

framework.   

¶ Prepare a train-the-trainer concept to 

support future uptake 

and standardisation.   

What milestones can be set between M24 

(interim) and M48 (final)?   

M34: Consolidation of methodology based on 

pilot feedback.   

M36: Publication of STT2 Handbook and templat

es.   

M42: Launch of training sessions and replication

pilots.   

M48: Uptake in 

EU/national guidelines or professional networks.

  

 

Annex F: Initial exploitation concept KER6   

Title: STT3 – Advanced Quanti tative Methodology   

Lead Partner: CMCC   

Related WPs: WP4 (Stress Testing), links with WP3 (framework) and WP5 (planning).    

Purpose:   

Develop and apply an advanced simulation-based stress-testing tool for analysing systemic risks across interconnected 

socio-technical systems (energy, transport, communication, etc.). STT3 forms the highest analytical tier in AGILE’s multi -

level stress-tes ting approach, combining quantita tive modelling, data -driven analytics, and scenario simulations.    

Core Output:   

¶ Computational models and algori thms for systemic resilience analysis.    

¶ Quantita tive indicators of resilience and vulnerabili ty.    

¶ Simulation toolki t or platform (potentially transferable beyond the project).    

 

Element   Guiding Questions   Replies   

A. Value Proposition   

What specific problem does STT3 solve for target  

users (e.g., policymakers, CI operators, insurers)?   

¶ Asset-level assessment of 

systems   

¶ T3 more dynamic than 

T1&2   

¶ Dynamic Multi -level grid 

assessment   

What is i ts added value compared to existing 

resilience simulation tools (e.g., novelty,  

performance, interoperabili ty)?   

¶ ABM not common for asset-

level assessment of 

resilience   

¶ Risk assessment is not 

dynamic, 

STT3 methodology allows 

for dynamic 



modell ing (cascading 

impacts)   

¶ Focus can be expanded from 

infrastructure towards other 

elements of the urban 

system   

¶ Analysis 

of interdependencies 

between different system 

elements (data -driven 

analysis)   

¶ Scalable methodology that 

integrates different 

levels (asset > area)   

¶ Provision of a non-hazard 

dependent risk and 

resilience model 

(characterisation of 

systems)   

  

Which features are the most transferable or  

attractive for external exploitation (e.g., model  

architecture, algori thms, indicators)?   

¶ Theoretical framework of the 

model   

¶ Algorithm’s application to 

the different case studies 

(e.g., Venice and Iceland)   

¶ Modeling results   

  

  

B. Target Users & Markets   

Who are the main end-users (e.g., infrastructure  

managers, public authorities, consultancies, risk 

analysts)?   

  

  

  

  

  

¶ Public authorities in charge 

of disaster risk 

management   

¶ Critical Infrastructures Oper

ators   

¶ Insurance companies   

¶ Academia (risk 

researchers)   

What application domains show the highest  

potential  (energy,  climate resilience, urban  

systems)?   

¶ Climate resilience   

¶ Risk assessment   

¶ Urban systems   

¶ Security sys tems   

¶ Environmental management

  

Are there any commercial markets (e.g., risk 

modell ing, resilience consulting, climate  

services)?   

¶ Resilience consulting   

¶ Climate services   

  

C. Exploitation Pathways   

Which exploitation paths are viable?   

  

  

  

 x Scientific (publications, 

conferences, open-source model)   

 x Policy (integration into EU risk 

assessment frameworks)   

 x Operational (consulting or 

software-as-a-service)   

 x Commercial (licensing or spin-

off)   

Which of these align best with CMCC’s insti tutional 

strategy?   

  

¶ Scientific   

¶ Policy   

D. Ownership & IPR   
Who are the contributors to KER6 beyond CMCC  

(WP4 partners)?   

  

¶ Local stakeholders   



  

  

  

¶ UCL   

¶ TU Delft   

¶ WP3-WP4 partners   

  

What components are CMCC’s foreground IP and 

what builds on existing background IP?   

¶ ABM, Indicators, Multihazard

and environmental risk 

modell ing background IP   

  

Should AGILE partners have access rights for  

internal or external reuse?   

  

¶ Not without CMCC 

involvement   

  

Does CMCC intend to pursue licensing, open-

source release, or restricted access?   

  

¶ Publications  will  be open 

access   

  

E. Sustainability & Maintena

nce   

After project end, who could host and maintain the  

model or platform? (CMCC internal unit, EU data  

hub, open repository?)   

  

  

  

  

  

¶ CMCC internal unit   

  

What resources (staff, infrastructure,  funding)  

are required to maintain it?   

¶ Staff   

¶ Funding to ensure 

continuous developments 

and updates of the code   

  

Can sustainabili ty be achieved via funded follow-

up projects or service provision?   
¶ To be determined   

F. Integration & Synergies   

How does STT3 connect with Tier 1 and Tier 2  

stress tests (KER4 & KER5)?   

  

  

  

  

T1&2 sequential integration: T1 

provides identification of cri tical 

infrastructures through expert 

evaluation, while T2 offers a 

dependency metric that quantifies 

interactions between infrastructures, 

both of which inform 

T3 modelling. T1's output is an input 

for T2, which then produces results 

that are used in Tier 3, es tablishing an 

indirect but essential  connection 

between the tiers. Receiving inputs 

from T1 & T2 allows T3 to be more 

focused and efficient, reducing data 

demands and enabling targeted 

exploration of scenarios relevant to 

policy makers and experts.   

How can STT3 results  feed into evidence-based 

planning (KER7) and communication (KER8)?   

Results will be validated so that they 

will be used in KER7 & KER8.   

Are there external synergies (e.g., CMCC’s climat

e impact models,  

EU digital twins, Copernicus data)?   

¶ Currently in development 

with local stakeholders and 

other CMCC’s projects and 

research divisions   

G. KPIs & 

Impact Assessment   

Which indicators best capture STT3’s exploitation  

potential?   

  

  

¶ # of pilot applications   

¶ # 

of publications or cita tions   

What would success look like at M48 and beyond?   Successfully validate results   

H. Next Steps & Timeline   

What immediate actions are needed to develop an 

exploita tion roadmap (e.g., internal CMCC decision,  

partner alignment, pilot outreach)?   

¶ Internal meeting within 

CMCC (first week of 

December 2025)   



¶ Follow-up meeting with PNO 

(first or second week of 

December 2025)   

¶ Review and approval of 

related content in 

Deliverable D6.2 (third week 

of December)   

What milestones can be set between M24 

(interim) and M48 (final)?   

Possible stakeholder meeting to 

present Venice results around M36   

 
Annex G: Initial exploitation concept KER7   

Title: Evidence-Based Planning Guidelines (WP 5)   

Lead Partner: PPI   

Related WPs: WP3 (Stress Testing methodology) WP 4 (Stress Testing outputs),.   

Purpose:   

KER7 transla tes stress-testing findings into practical planning guidance for national, regional, and local authorities. I t 

provides a framework for designing resilience plans and policies based on quanti tative and qualitative s tress -test 

results and supports harmonisation with EU and international disaster -r isk-management agendas.   

Element  Guiding Questions  Replies  

A.  

Value Proposition  

What specific problem does ST

T2 solve for 

target users (e.g., policymakers, 

CI operators, insurers)? 

¶ Provides a replicable semi-quantitative 

method to identi fy, analyse, and communicate systemic 

vulnerabili ties.  

¶ Supports cross-sector and multi-level cooperation by 

making cross-sectoral interdependencies visible and 

measurable.  

¶ Reduces complexity while retaining enough analytical  

depth to inform preparedness planning.   

What is i ts added value compar

ed to existing resilience simulati

on tools (e.g., novelty, 

performance, interoperabili ty)? 

¶ Bridges a core methodological gap.  

STT2 fills the missing space between quali tative tabletop 

exercises and complex quantitative infrastructure 

simulations, providing measurable results without 

requiring specialist modelling expertise.  

¶ Combines scientific rigor with practical usability.   

The methodology is scientifically robust yet packaged 

with facilitation and training tools, ensuring that 

stakeholders can apply it directly in planning,  

preparedness, and operational settings.   

¶ Captures interdependencies across both technical and 

coordination layers.  

Unlike most approaches that only model technical 

infrastructure, STT2 jointly assesses 

physical interdependencies and coordination/information 

flows, enabling realis tic system-based analysis of 

cascading failures.  

¶ Uses a threat-agnostic, system-based approach.  

The methodology can be applied with any scenario 

selected by the user, making i t applicable to a wide range 

of High-Impact, Low-Probability (HILP) events and 

uncertain scenarios.  

¶ Built specifically for HILP stress testing.   

STT2 operationalizes s tress tes ting using AGILE 

outputs, the HILP taxonomy and reference library,  making 

it a methodology explicitly tailored to s tress testing of 

interdependent cri tical infrastructures  in the context 

of HILP events.  

Which features are the most tra

nsferable or attractive for exter

nal exploitation (e.g., model arc

hitecture, algorithms, indicators

)? 

¶ A semi-quanti tative stress-tes ting methodology, delivered 

in a structured, scalable, and reproducible workshop 

format, enabling assessment of cascading failures and 

interdependencies across physical and 

coordination/information layers at local, regional, or 

national levels.  

¶ Standardized facilita tion guidance,  templates, and 

reusable materials that allow external practitioners to 

independently apply Tier 2 stress testing in their own 

contexts.  



¶ A modular format that supports integration into exis ting 

planning, training,  and exercise programs, 

enabling organizations to embed the methodology within 

their current preparedness and resilience workflows.  

  

B. 

Target Users & Ma

rkets  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure mana

gers, public authorities, consult

ancies, risk analysts)?   

¶ City and regional authorities.  

¶ Safety regions/first responders  

¶ Critical infrastructure operators.  

¶ Private sector actors in risk management and continuity 

planning.  

What application domains sho

w the highest potential (energy, 

climate resilience, urban system

s)? 

¶ Civil protection and emergency management.  

¶ Urban and regional resilience planning.  

¶ Climate adaptation and infrastructure interdependency a

ssessment.  

Are there any commercial mar

kets (e.g., risk modelling, resilie

nce consulting, climate services

)? 

¶ Yes, particularly for resilience consultancies, engineering

 firms, and public-

private partnerships seeking structured facili tation metho

ds.  

C. Exploitation Pat

hways  

Which exploitation paths are via

ble?   

  

  

1. Scientific: Methodological publication and teaching use.  

2. Operational:  Workshop facilitation tool for multi -

actor stress testing.  

3. Policy: Integration into resilience guidelines or EU 

Civil Protection frameworks.   

4. Commercial: Licensing o f s tructured templates or hand

book for s tress-testing.  

Which of these align best with T

UD’s ins titutional s trategy? 

Operational and scientific pathways align s trongly with TUD’s appli

ed research and practi tioner  engagement stra tegy.  

D. Ownership & 

IPR 

Who are the contributors to 

KER6 beyond TUD (WP3/4 partn

ers)? 

¶ TUD (lead – methodology and facilitation model).   

¶ Case studies, validation.  

¶ PNO (documentation and dissemination).  

What components are TUD’s for

eground IP and what builds on 

existing background IP?  

¶  Foreground:  The stress-tes ting procedure,  facilita tion materials, 

and templates.  

¶  Background:  AGILE taxonomy (KER1) and Reference Library 

(KER2).  

Should AGILE partners have ac

cess rights for internal or exter

nal reuse? 

Yes, for non-commercial and research/training purposes (Creative 

Commons or project-specific licence).  

Does TUD intend to pursue lice

nsing, open-

source release, or restricted a

ccess? 

Open-source for policy/training purposes, restric ted licence for 

commercial applications.   

E.  

Sustainability & M

aintenance  

After project end, who 

could host and maintain the 

model or pla tform? 

(TUD internal unit, EU data hub, 

open repository?)   

¶ TUD (method maintenance and updates).   

¶ Possible hosting by EU resilience networks (e.g., DRMKC,  

CMINE) for training dissemination.   

What resources (s taff, 

infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain i t? 

¶ A small research s taff 

for periodic methodological updates and revalidation.  

¶ Light technical and editorial maintenance to keep facilitat

ion templates/materials up-to-ldate  

¶ Network of trainers (train-the-trainer model).  

Can sustainability be achieved v

ia funded follow-

up projects or service provisi

on? 

Yes, by embedding STT2 in training cycles.  

F.  

Integration & Syn

ergies  

How does STT2 connect with Ti

er 1 and Tier 3 stress tes ts (KE

R4 & KER6)? 

¶ Use the insights of KER3 and KER4 and provides the 

intermediate analytical tier for KER6.   

¶ Generates data and insights for evidence-

based planning (KER7).  



¶ Strengthens communication through visual tools that sup

port KER8.  

How can STT2 results feed into 

evidence-

based planning (KER7) and co

mmunication (KER8)? 

¶ Produces structured evidence from stress -tes ting 

sessions that can inform resilience plans and 

preparedness strategies.     

¶ Acts as a tangible method for linking data and practice.    

¶ Outputs can support communication and training 

materials and translates complex interdependencies into 

clear messages.   

¶ Produces visual and narrative outputs that can enhance 

communication awareness-rising and training.    

Are there external synergies (

e.g., TUD’s climate impact mod

els, EU 

digital twins, Copernicus data)? 

¶ Safety regions  

¶ National or regional risk assessment pla tforms   

G. 

 KPIs & Impact As

sessment  

Which indicators best capture S

TT2’s exploitation potential? 

  

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26   

¶ # At least 7 STT2 case studies conducted.  

¶ #of organizations and the diversity of participated in the 

workshops.  

¶ # of uptakes of handbooks or facilita tion templates.   

¶ # of s tudies, pol icy documents that cite the publications  

or deliverables developed from the methodology and its  

implementation.  

¶ #of expressions of interest or follow -up requests from 

external stakeholders  

¶ Positive feedbacks from participants  

What would success look l ike a t

 M48 and beyond? 

¶ STT2 adopted by additional regional authorities and EU-

level network (e.g., UCPM, CMINE).  

¶ Recognition of STT2 as a structured option for stress 

testing within broader resilience planning and training.   

H.  

Next Steps 

& Timeline 

What immediate actions are nee

ded to develop an exploitation r

oadmap (e.g., internal TUD deci

sion, partner alignment, pilot ou

treach)? 

¶ Consolidate pilot results and incorporate feedback.   

¶ Finalise and make the STT2 Handbook available .  

¶ Define licensing and access framework.   

¶ Prepare a train-the-trainer concept to support future 

uptake and standardisation.  

What miles tones can be set bet

ween M24 (interim)  and M48 

(final)? 

M34: Consolidation of methodology based on pilot feedback.   

M36: Publication of STT2 Handbook and templates.  

M42: Launch of training sessions and replication pilots.  

M48: Uptake in EU/national guidelines or professional networks.  

 

  



 
Annex H: Initial exploitation concept KER8   

Title: STT3 – Advanced Quantitative Methodology  

Lead Partner:  CMCC  

Related WPs:  WP4 (Stress Testing), links with WP3 (framework) and WP5 (planning).   

Purpose:  

Develop and apply an advanced simulation-based stress-testing tool for analysing systemic risks across 

interconnected socio-technical systems (energy, transport, communication, etc.).  STT3 forms the highest analytical 

tier in AGILE’s multi-level s tress-testing approach, combining quanti tative modelling, data -driven analytics, and 

scenario simulations.  

Core Output:   

- Computational models and algori thms for systemic resilience analysis.   

- Quantita tive indicators of resilience and vulnerabili ty.   

- Simulation toolki t or platform (potentially transferable beyond the project).   

 

Element   Guiding Questions   Replies  

A. Value Proposition  

What specific problem does STT3 

solve for target users (e.g., 

policymakers, CI operators, 

insurers)?  

¶ Asset-level assessment of systems  

¶ T3 more dynamic than T1&2, allows for 

dynamic  

¶ Multi-level grid assessment  

What is i ts added value compared to 

existing resilience simulation tools 

(e.g., novelty, performance, 

interoperabili ty)?   

¶ ABM not common for asset-level assessment of 

resilience  

¶ Risk assessment is not dynamic, 

STT3 methodology allows for dynamic 

modell ing  

¶ Focus can be expanded from infrastructure 

towards other elements of the urban system  

¶ Geo-localised interdependencies between 

different sys tem elements (data-driven 

analysis)  

¶ Scalable methodology that integrates different 

levels (asset > area)  

¶ Provision of a non-hazard dependent risk model 

(characterisation of sys tems)  

Which features are the 

most transferable or attractive for 

external exploitation (e.g., model 

architecture, algori thms, indicators)?   

 

B. Target Users & 

Markets  

Who are the main end-users (e.g., 

infrastructure managers, public 

authorities, consultancies, risk 

analysts)?    

¶ Policy-maker  

¶ CI Operators  

¶ Insurance 

What application domains show the 

highest potential (energy, cl imate 

resilience, urban systems)?  

 

Are there any commercial 

markets (e.g., risk modelling, 

resilience consulting, climate 

services)?  

 

C. Exploitation 

Pathways   

Which exploitation paths are viable?    

  

  

  

  δScientific (publications, conferences, open -source 

model)   

  δPolicy (integration into EU risk assessment 

frameworks)   

  δOperational (consulting or software -as-a-service)   

  δCommercial (l icensing or spin-off)  

Which of these align best 

with CMCC’s ins titutional s trategy?  

  

D. Ownership & IPR  

Who are the contributors to KER6 

beyond CMCC (WP4 partners)?    

  

  

  



  

What components 

are CMCC’s foreground IP and what 

builds on existing background IP?   

  

Should AGILE partners have access 

rights for internal or external 

reuse?   

  

Does CMCC intend to 

pursue licensing, open-source 

release, or restricted access?  

  

E. Sustainability & 

Maintenance  

After project end, who could host 

and maintain the model or pla tform? 

(CMCC internal unit, EU data hub, 

open repository?)   

  

  

What resources (s taff, infrastructure, 

funding) are required to maintain i t?  

  

Can sustainability be achieved 

via funded follow-up 

projects or service provision?  

  

F. Integration & 

Synergies  

How does STT3 connect with Tier 1 

and Tier 2 stress tests (KER4 & 

KER5)?   

  

  

  

  

T1&2 sequential integration: T1 provides identification 

of cri tical infrastructures through expert evaluation, while 

T2 offers a dependency metric that quantifies 

interactions between infrastructures, both of which 

inform T3 modelling. T1's output is an input for T2, which 

then produces results that are used in Tier 

3, establishing an indirect but essential connection 

between the tiers. Receiving inputs from T1 & T2 allows 

T3 to be more focused and efficient, reducing data 

demands and enabling targeted exploration of 

scenarios relevant to policy makers and experts.   

How can STT3 results feed 

into evidence-based planning 

(KER7)  and communication 

(KER8)?  

  

Are there external 

synergies (e.g., CMCC’s climate 

impact models, EU digital twins, 

Copernicus data)?  

  

G. KPIs & Impact 

Assessment  

Which indicators best capture STT3’s 

exploita tion potential?    

  

  

¶ # of organisations using the model   

¶ # of pilot applications   

¶ # of publications or citations   

¶ # of licensing or collaboration agreements   

What would success look l ike a t M48 

and beyond?  

  

H. Next Steps & 

Timeline  

What immediate actions are needed 

to develop an exploitation roadmap 

(e.g., internal CMCC decision, 

partner alignment, pilot outreach)?    

¶ Internal meeting within CMCC (first week of 

December 2025)  

¶ Follow-up meeting with PNO (first or second 

week of December 2025)  

¶ Review and approval of rela ted content in 

Deliverable D6.2 (third week of December)  

What miles tones can be set 

between M24 (interim) and M48 

(final)?   

  

Who will lead the drafting of the 

exploita tion plan section for KER6?  

  

 

  



Annex I: Initial exploitation concept KER9 

Title: Risk Communication Guidelines (WP 5)   

Lead Partner: FS  

Related WPs: WP 5 (Communication and Preparedness), WP 4 (Stress Testing), WP 1 (Taxonomy).   

Purpose:  

To develop a practical framework and toolki t for communicating uncertainty, systemic risk, and cascading impacts to 

diverse audiences. These guidelines help practi tioners, policymakers, and communicators cra ft coherent, evidence -

based messages that strengthen public trus t, awareness, and readiness. Designed for both risk and emergency 

communication and taking into account HILP events, the guidelines support consistent, transparent, and actionable 

communication across sectors and crisis contexts.   

Core Output:   

- Practitioner toolki t for risk and crisis communication (best practices and what to avoid)  

- Guidelines for communication planning and message framing.   

- Guidelines for media and community engagement.   

 

Element   Guiding Questions   Replies  

A. Value Pr

oposition  

What specific problem does KER9 solve for 

target users (e.g., policymakers, 

CI operators, insurers)?  

¶ Improves communication of risk and uncertain

ty in multi-

hazard, systemic, and HILP contexts, where e

xisting guidance is limited or inconsistent.  

¶ Provides practical tools to translate complex 

scientific and operational data into clear, 

accessible, and actionable messages for 

different audiences.  

¶ Helps authorities strengthen trust, credibili ty, 

and transparency, reducing confusion and 

misinformation before and during crises.   

¶ Enhances citizen and community confidence 

and agency, supporting more effective 

responses to disasters.   

What is i ts added value compared to exis ting resil

ience simulation tools (e.g., novelty, 

performance, interoperabili ty)?   

¶ Grounded and validated through AGILE case 

studies, ensuring relevance, realism, and 

practical usability for stakeholders.   

¶ Tailored for HILP events and systemic disaster 

contexts, addressing communication gaps not 

covered by conventional emergency 

response.  

¶ Bridges the gap between scientific risk 

assessments and public-facing 

communication, enabling authorities to 

translate complex analyses into actionable 

messages.  

¶ Aligned with EU policies and international 

frameworks, supporting policy coherence and 

adoption.  

Which features are the most transferable or attra

ctive for external exploitation (e.g., model architec

ture, algorithms, indicators)?  

¶ Clear, actionable guidelines and ready-to-

use recommendations, easily integrated into e

xisting communication plans and protocols.  

¶ Compatibili ty with national risk -communication 

strategies and the EU Civil  Protection 

Mechanism, facilita ting direct uptake by 

authorities.  

¶ Open-access format that enables broad use by 

public authorities, NGOs, civil protection 

agencies, and communication professionals.   

B. 

Target User

s & Markets

  

Who are the main end-

users (e.g., infrastructure managers, public autho

rities, consultancies, risk analysts)?   

¶ Civil protection and emergency management 

authorities, responsible for preparedness and 

crisis communication.  

¶ Public information officers and communication 

teams in governmental and regional agencies.   

¶ Researchers, trainers, and educators working 

in risk, crisis, and disaster communication.   



¶ Media organisations and civil -society groups, 

who play a key role in  disseminating risk 

information and shaping public 

understanding.  

What application domains show the highest pote

ntial (energy, climate resilience, urban systems)?  

¶ Crisis communication and public awareness c

ampaigns, especially for multi -

hazard and HILP events.  

¶ Training and capacity -building for first 

responders, public officials, and citizens.   

¶ Design and evaluation of warning messages, 

including focus groups and user tes ting.   

¶ Communication and media agencies 

supporting emergency messaging and 

preparedness outreach.  

¶ Education and community resilience 

programmes aiming to improve risk literacy 

and preparedness behaviour.   

Are there any commercial markets (e.g., risk mo

delling, resilience consulting, climate services)?  

¶ Yes, for 

training and consultancy in r isk and crisis co

mmunication methods.  

C. Exploitat

ion Pathwa

ys  

Which exploitation paths are viable?   

  

  

  

 φOperational:  Training and capacitation tool for com

munication professionals and agencies.  

 φPolicy: Integration into national and EU risk commun

ication s trategies.  

 φScientific: Research publications and conference us

e.  

 φSocietal: Awareness and citizen engagement throug

h co-created content.  

Which of these align best with FS’s institutional st

rategy?  

For FS, all the exploita tion pathways align with i ts 

institutional stra tegy, supporting i ts roles in training and 

capacity building, integration with standards, and 

scientific  advancement within the resilience and 

disaster risk-reduction field.   

D. Ownersh

ip & IPR  

Who are the contributors to KER9 beyond FS (W

P5 partners)?   

  

  

  

Contributors:  FS (lead, expertise on risk 

communication), PPI (co-lead and formulation of 

practical guidelines), UCL (scienti fic input),  case study 

partners (pilot validation), PNO (dissemination)  

What components are FS’s foreground IP and wh

at builds on existing background IP?   

Foreground IP: Communication framework, guidelines 

on risk communication of HILP events, and toolkit.  

Background 

IP: Existing risk communication research and practices

.  

Should AGILE partners have access rights for int

ernal or external reuse?   

Open for non-commercial use under CC BY-NC.  

Does FS intend to pursue licensing, open-

source release, or restricted access?  

Freely available digital toolkit and training 

package; option for adaptation to language and local c

ontexts.  

E. Sustaina

bility & Mai

ntenance  

After project end, who could host and maintain t

he model  or pla tform? (FS internal unit, EU 

data hub, open repository?)   

  

  

  

  

¶ FS (intellectual ownership and updates).   

¶ Integration into AGILE’s online platform (KER2) 

and linked repositories (DRMKC/CMINE).   

¶ Potential  hosting via  insti tutional websites  (FS, 

PPI)  

What resources (s taff, infrastructure, funding) 

are required to maintain i t?  

¶ Minor updates to guidelines to incorporate new 

evidence.  

¶ Translation and adaptation for di fferent langu

ages and contexts.  

Can sustainability be achieved via funded follow-

up projects or service provision?  

Yes, through fol low-up Horizon or DG 

ECHO projects on disaster preparedness and risk com

munication.  

  



F. Integrati

on & Syner

gies  

How does KER9 connect with  s tress tests (KER3 

& KER6)?   

  

  

  

  

¶ Builds on stress-test findings (KER4–KER6).  

¶ Supports co-creation and validation of risk 

communication stra tegies with s takeholders.   

¶ Feeds into education and outreach activi ties a

t EU and national levels.  

How can KER9 results feed into evidence-

based planning (KER7) and training (KER8)?  

¶ Translates insights into actionable 

communication guidance, supporting KER7 in 

developing realistic, evidence-based 

preparedness, response and resilience plans, 

as well as training for enhanced cooperation 

and communication (KER8).    

¶ Strengthens coherence across AGILE outputs, 

ensuring that planning (KER7) and training 

(KER8) reflect consistent, transparent, and 

audience-appropria te communication 

practices.  

Are there external synergies (e.g., FS’s climate i

mpact models, EU 

digital twins, Copernicus data)?  

  

G. KPIs & I

mpact Asse

ssment  

Which indicators best capture KER9’s exploitation 

potential?   

  

  

Potential KPIs, to be defined in Q1/26   

¶ # of guidelines distributed, accessed online or 

downloaded.  

¶ # of training sessions held and participants tr

ained.  

¶ # of authorities/organisations adopting 

guidelines or integrating into plans.   

¶ # of citizens reached through communication 

campaigns.  

What would success look l ike a t M48 and beyond?

  

¶ Adoption of the guidelines by national or regi

onal authorities, integrating them into off icial r

isk and emergency communication plans.  

¶ Use in civil  protection and emergency 

management training, with inclusion in 

exercises, curricula,  and capacity-

building programmes.  

¶ Demonstrated  improvement in communication

 practices, with authorities applying the guidel

ines during real events or simulations.  

¶ Broad dissemination and uptake, evidenced b

y widespread downloads, citations, and refere

nces in national/EU guidance documents.  

¶ Reach to citizens and communities, with camp

aigns or public messages based on the guidel

ines improving trust, clarity, and preparednes

s.  

H. Next Ste

ps 

& Timeline  

What immediate actions are needed to develop an

 exploitation roadmap (e.g., internal FS decision, 

partner alignment, pilot outreach)?   

¶ Conduct pilot outreach and engage pilot 

partners to confirm interest and use cases.   

¶ Refine and validate the guidelines with pilot 

partners, gathering feedback on usabili ty, 

clarity, and applicability.   

¶ Align with AGILE partners to refine content, 

structure, and dissemination strategy.   

¶ Prepare targeted policy briefs and start 

dissemination through AGILE communication 

channels to raise visibility and encourage early 

adoption.  

What miles tones can be set between M24 

(interim)  and M48 (final)?   

¶ M33 

– Release the first version of the guidelines.  

¶ M36-40 – Validate the toolki t with practi tioners, 

communicators, and civil protection partners, 

collecting s tructured feedback.   



¶ M42 – Release of the refined and updated 

guidelines.  

¶ M42–M48 – Integrate the guidelines 

into UCPM/RescEU training.   

¶ M48 – Evaluate uptake and user feedback  

 

  



Annex J: Dissemination Activities 

 

Date/Peri

od of 

dissemina

tion 

Place Dissemination activity title 
Main 

leader 

Type of 

dissemination 

activity      What? 

- select from list - 

Type of audience 

- select from list - 

Mar-24 Cranfield, UK 
Workshop: Next Steps for Future 

Disaster Research 
UCL CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

Apr-24 Vienna, Austria 

European Geosciences Union 

(EGU) General Assembly meeting 

2024 

CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

May-24 
Geneva, 

Switzerland 
HNPW PPI MEETINGS 

INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANISATION 

(UN body, OECD, 

etc.), NATIONAL 

AUTHORITIES, 

REGIONAL 

AUTHORITIES, 

SPECIFIC END 

USER 

COMMUNITIES 

Jun-24 UK 
UK Alliance for Disaster Research 

conference 
UCL CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

Nov-24 Baku, Azerbaijan COP29 UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

28-May Kyiv, Ukraine Energy Cybersecurity  PIMEE CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

02.-

03.09.202

4 

Madrid, Spain 5th SRA-E Iberian Conference FS CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

05.-

06.06.202

4 

Brussels, 

Belgium 
Civil Protection Forum 

JUH, 

Arttic, 

PPI, 

CMCC 

CONFERENCES 
Civil Proetection 

Community 

05.12.202

3 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

European Security Research 

Program Symposium 
JUH CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

05.12.202

3 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

Annual Event of Community for 

European Research and 

Innovation for Security and 

Disaster Resilient Societies 

UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

06.12.202

5 
Kyiv, Ukraine Resilience of Dynamic Systems PIMEE CONFERENCES 

NATIONAL 

AUTHORITIES 

07.05.202

4 
Berlin, Germany Innovation Forum "Civil Protection" JUH CONFERENCES 

NATIONAL 

AUTHORITIES 

08.-

12.05.202

4 

Austin, USA SRA annual meeting UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

03.-

06.02.202

5 

Málaga, Spain 
XVII Congreso de Psicología 

Ambiental 
FS CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

15.-

19.06.202

5 

Stavanger, 

Norway 

ESREL & SRA-E 2025 : Empirical 

Evidence on the Role of 

Infrastructure Vulnerability on HILP 

Outcomes 

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

15.-

19.06.202

6 

Stavanger, 

Norway 

ESREL & SRA-E 2025 : Preparing 

for the worst? Critical 

Infrastructures Stress Testing: A 

Systematic Review and Design 

Framework 

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

08.-

12.05.202

4 

Austin, USA SRA annual meeting CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 



11.-

12.06.202

5 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

Cluster 3 Info Day & Brokerage 

Event 
PIMEE 

CLUSTERING 

ACTIVITIES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

15.-

17.11.202

3 

Kyiv, Ukraine 
Digital Resilience Research. 

Ukrainian Case Study 
PIMEE MEETINGS 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

16.-

17.10.202

4 

MC Nijkerk, The 

Netherlands 
Innovation & Technology Expo VRR CONFERENCES  

SPECIFIC END 

USER 

COMMUNITIES 

15-19 

June 2025 

Stavanger, 

Norway 

ESREL & SRA-E 2025 : Systemic 

Risk Analysis and Resilience 

Enhancement : A Network-Based 

Model for HILP Events in Venice 

CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

27 April–2 

May 2025 
Vienna, Austria 

EGU25-12945 | High-Impact Low-

Probability events and Systemic 

Resilience: A Network-Based 

Methodology and its application to 

the metropolitan city of Venice 

CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

7 – 9 

March 

2025 

Sendai, Japan 

World Bosai Forum 2025 : 

Agnostic Risk Management for 

High Impact, Low 

Probability (HILP) Events: A 

systemic approach 

to resilience stress testing 

CMCC 

JUH 
CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

11-13.02. 

2025 

ETH Zurich, 

Switzerland 

Smarter Cities and Societies. Back 

to the Future What We Can and 

Cannot Optimize For.  

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

13.-14.03. 
Bielefeld, 

Germany 
Building Models of Change.  TUD CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

17.-

20.08.202

5 

Varna, Bulgaria NATO workshop PIMEE 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANISATION 

(UN body, OECD, 

etc.) 

18.09.202

5 
Kyiv, Ukraine BIT&BIS 2025 PIMEE CONFERENCES 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

18.-

19.09.202

5 

Évora, Portugal 6th SRA-E Iberian Conference FS CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

20.-

21.11.202

5 

Kyiv, Ukraine 
Internet Governance Forum (IGF-

UA) 
PIMEE CONFERENCES 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

11-Dec-23 USA 
Society for Risk Analysis Annual 

Meeting, Washington DC.  
UCL CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

13-Nov-24 UK 

6th annual Operational Resilience, 

Outsourcing & 3rd Party Risk 

2024, London 

UCL CONFERENCES 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

10-Sep-24 Bulgaria 

NATO Science for Peace 

Programme Varna, Advanced 

Research Workshop. 

UCL 
OTHER SCIENTIFIC 

COOPERATION 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

9-Feb-24 UK Institute for Asset Management UCL/FS CONFERENCES 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

Apr-24 Norway 
Spring school of the University of 

Bergen 
UCL  

EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

29-Oct-24 UK 
SRA EUROPE Annual meeting, 

King's College 
UCL CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

26-Jun-24 UK 

IRDR Annual Conference on 

Emerging Risk. University College 

London, London.   

UCL  CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

18 -09-24 UK   UCL OTHER CITIZENS 

15-Jan-25 UK 
Media apparance, China Global 

Television Network 
UCL OTHER CITIZENS 

19-Mar-25 UK 
Farnborough International Space 

Show  

UCL  CONFERENCES 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

https://www.internationalresponderforum.org/events/innovation-technology-expo
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&opi=89978449&url=https://farnboroughspaceshow.com/gianluca-pescaroli/&ved=2ahUKEwi88-PvxqqMAxWLTkEAHdVJMR4QFnoECAgQAQ&usg=AOvVaw2kOAU2NFoYjSpA9-T0K9Gf
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&rct=j&opi=89978449&url=https://farnboroughspaceshow.com/gianluca-pescaroli/&ved=2ahUKEwi88-PvxqqMAxWLTkEAHdVJMR4QFnoECAgQAQ&usg=AOvVaw2kOAU2NFoYjSpA9-T0K9Gf


3 -4 March 

2025 
Kyoto, Japan 

EU-JAPAN WORKSHOP ON 

RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN 

SUPPORT OF DISASTER RISK 

REDUCTION 

Agnostic Risk Management for 

High Impact, Low Probability 

(HILP) Events: A systemic 

approach to resilience stress 

testing 

CMCC, 

JUH 
CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

28/09/202

5-

01/10/202

5 

Samos, Greece 

IDRIM25; Building resilience to 

high-impact low-probability events: 

a network based approach for the 

metropolitan city of Venice  

CMCC  CONFERENCES 
REGIONAL 

AUTHORITIES 

22-

24/10/202

5 

Salerno, Italy 

SISC25; Modelling systemic risk 

and resilience through networks: 

the AGILE case study in Venice 

CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

22.08.202

4 
Virtual 

SPARK: Seminar Platform for 

Adaptive Resilience Knowledge 
JUH, FS CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

23.-

26.05.202

3 

Kryvyy Rih, 

Ukraine 

Assessment and improvement of 

digital resilience in the energy 

crisis caused by missile strikes 

PIMEE CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

23.-

26.05.202

3 

Kryvyy Rih, 

Ukraine 

Resilience of system for public 

protective actions under wartime 
PIMEE CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

23.-

26.10.202

4 

Barcelona, 

Spain 

Multi-Hazard Disaster Risk 

Reduction Academy for Young 

Researchers and Practitioners 

UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

24.-

27.06.202

4 

Turin, Italy ICONREM 24 CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

25.-

26.06.202

4 

Brussels, 

Belgium 
Policy Seminar 

JUH, 

Arttic 
Workshop EU projects 

26.-

29.10.202

5 

Munich, 

Germany 

International Conference on 

Climate Resilience (ICR) 
CMCC CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

28.08.202

4 

Singapore, 

Singapore 

Exploring Factors Influencing 

Disaster Outcomes in High Impact 

Low 

Probability Events  

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

3.-

4.10.2025 
Venice, Italy The First Three Days (F3D) CMCC 

COLLABORATION 

WITH EU-FUNDED 

PROJECTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

3.-

6.02.2025 
Málaga, Spain 

XVII Congreso de Psicología 

Ambiental 
FS CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

30.11.202

3 
Kyiv, Ukraine 

A Method For Reducing The 

Uncertainty Caused By A Power 

Outage During A Cyber Incident 

Response 

PIMEE CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

7.-

10.12.202

5 

Washington DC, 

USA 
SRA annual meeting 2025 FS MEETINGS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

14-

18.06.202

6 

Braga, Portugal 
ESREL 2026: European Safety and 

Reliability Conference 
FS CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

26-

28.10.202

5 

Munich, 

Germany 

iCARE2025: Understanding High-

Impact Low-Probability (HILP) 

Events Through Machine Learning: 

Insights from the EU-H2020-AGILE 

Project 

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

16-

20.09.202

4 

Vienna, Austria 
BOR summer school: STT2 

overview 
TUD 

EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

29.06-

02.07.202

6 

Chania, Greece 

ICONHIC 2026: Integrating 

Stakeholder Participation into 

Stress Testing of Critical 

Infrastructure Systems for HILP 

Event Preparedness 

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 



23-

25.03.202

6 

Delft, The 

Netherlands 

ICRS 2026: Finding Bottlenecks 

Before They Trigger Crises: Stress 

Testing Critical Infrastructures 

Systems for High Impact Low 

Probability Events 

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

29.06-

02.07.202

6 

Chania, Greece 

ICONHIC 2026: Special Session: 

Community-Centric Decision 

Support for Infrastructure 

Resilience  

TUD CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

5. - 

7.02.2025 
Bonn, Germany 

Forschung für den 

Bevölkerungsschutz 
JUH CONFERENCES 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

08.09.202

5 

Delft, The 

Netherlands 

TUDelft Outreach Session: Guest 

Lecture on AGILE Tiered 

Approach and STT2 Methodology 

(MSc Course) 

TUD 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

10-

11.09.202

5 

Delft, The 

Netherlands 

Advanced Training Session: AGILE 

Tiered Approach and STT2 

Methodology for PhD Researchers 

TUD 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

10.07.202

5 
Venice, Italy 

Agile project and stress test 

methodology - Smart Control 

Room 

CMCC  MEETINGS 
LOCAL 

AUTHORITIES 

29.07.202

5 
Venice, Italy 

Agile project and health 

infrastructure - ULSS3 
CMCC  MEETINGS 

SPECIFIC END 

USER 

COMMUNITIES 

11.12.202

5 
Venice, Italy 

Agile project and Tier 3 

methodology - VERITAS 
CMCC  MEETINGS 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

16.12.202

5 
Venice, Italy 

Agile project and Tier 3 

methodology - SAVE 
CMCC  MEETINGS 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

2.12.2025 Wien, Austria 

Systemic resilience and 

vulnerability in the face of High-

Impact Low-Probability Events: a 

network-based approach in Venice 

CMCC CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

24.06.202

4 
Turin, Italy 

A Two Step Machine Learning 

Approach for the Estimate of 

Climate Change Impacts on the 

Veneto Coastal Area 

CMCC  CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

11.11.202

5 
London, UK 

PANEL - Risk Agnosticism, 

Strategic Foresight, and Existing 

Datasets: Challenges and 

Solutions 

UCL, 

CMCC  

OTHER SCIENTIFIC 

COLLABORATION 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

11.11.202

5 
London, UK 

WORKSHOP - Live tabletop 

exercise: prepare for cats taking 

over! 

UCL 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

28.10.202

4 
London, UK 

Society for Risk Analysis - UK 

Chapter. Managing HILPs - a 

SWOT analysis 

UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

25.07.202

5 

Funchal, 

Madeira 

Digital Public Health Conference. 

The Governance and Management 

of HILP events: a SWOT analysis. 

UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

13.11.202

5 
Cardiff, UK 

Society for Risk Analysis - UK 

Chapter. Finding and Fixing 

Vulnerability Hotpots - Using Rare 

Catastrophes as a Lens. 

UCL CONFERENCES 
RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

25.06.202

5 
Reykjavik Introduction to all stakeholders IDCP 

EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

INDUSTRY, 

BUSINESS 

PARTNERS 

28.09.202

5 
Reykjavik Facilitators Introduction IDCP MEETINGS 

NATIONAL 

AUTHORITIES 

29.9.2025 Grindavík Consortium visit to Scenario site IDCP 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

RESEARCH 

COMMUNITIES 

30.9.2025 Reykjavik Stress Test 1 IDCP 
EDUCATION & 

TRAINING EVENTS 

NATIONAL 

AUTHORITIES 

 



Annex K : Scientific Publications 

 

 

 



 


