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Executive Summary 

This deliverable D12.3 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports – 

V1 describes the quality management plan and risk management plan of the RESPONSE project at the 

current stage of the project (M12).  

In a quality management plan, standards and procedures are designed to maintain high quality of the 

RESPONSE project outcome. They are also strictly monitored and controlled through different 

management bodies, guidelines and specific processes.  

The risk management plan is described by implementing a three-step approach of risk identification, risk 

treatment (quantification and probability assessment) as well as risk mitigation. Moreover, a risk time 

frame is defined by categorizing them as short- and long-term basis. The corresponding mitigation 

actions to prevent these risks, as well as contingency plans to solve them in case of their occurrence have 

been carefully elaborated and are detailed in the document. 
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Chapter 1 - Introduction 

 Objectives 

This report corresponds to D12.3 Quality Management Plan, Risks Assessment and Contingency Planning 

Reports - V1. It has been prepared as part of T12.2 Quality and Risk Management of the RESPONSE project. As 

mentioned in the Grant Agreement (GA), the Quality Management Plan (QMP) includes the checkpoints of 

each WP, the expected results and the alternative solutions in case of non-achieved goals. The main objectives 

of the D12.3 are to:   

• Ensure that all results delivered within the project correspond to the quality expectations of the 

RESPONSE project 

• Establish and update the main sources of risks and contingency plans 

 Scope 

The main scope of this deliverable is to explain the steps and procedures to main the quality of the project 

outcome and prepare a risk management plan for the RESPONSE project.  

In establishing the Quality Management Plan (QMP), appropriate means to monitor the quality of project 

results and its deliverables will be defined. It will allow the Project Management to analyse and rank the quality 

of delivered project results and to initiate appropriate measures to ensure high quality. The QMP will be 

agreed upon among all partners. 

Risk management includes risk assessment and contingency planning. It will be performed by a) identifying 

any risk that may arise during the project implementation, b) evaluating the reasons and effects of the 

identified risks, c) defining alternative tasks/pathways, and d) supervising and guiding the implementation of 

the proposed alternative tasks/pathways. The Project Coordinator will be responsible for the overall risk 

management.  

 Relation to other deliverables 

Four versions of the deliverable will be prepared throughout the RESPONSE project. This D12.3 is delivered as 

a public report at M12 and will be updated with novel risks and appropriate mitigation measures within the 

D12.11 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports – V2, D12.12 Quality 

Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports – V3 and D12.13 Quality Management 

Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports – V4 at M24, M42 and M60, respectively. 

This deliverable is complementary to the Grant Agreement (GA), to the Consortium Agreement (CA), to D12.9 

Project Management Plan and to D12.1 Project Management Handbook -V1. It is also related to the D12.6 



 

2 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Ethical Monitoring and Contingency Plan – V1, D12.19 Ethical Monitoring and Contingency Plan – V2, D12.20 

Ethical Monitoring and Contingency Plan – V3, and D12.21 Ethical Monitoring and Contingency Plan – V4 which 

are due at M12, M24, M42 and M60, respectively.  

 Structure of the deliverable 

This document is structured into three main chapters. Chapter 1 explains the overall objective and scope of 

the deliverable. Chapter 2 introduces the quality management plan, while Chapter 3 gives an in-depth risks 

assessment and their mitigation plan, which are summarized in a risk matrix. 
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Chapter 2 – Quality management plan 

The quality management plan of the RESPONSE project is described with the quality management bodies and 

quality management approach.  

 Quality management bodies 

The RESPONSE Project consists of 53 partners from 13 different countries. In order to guaranty an effective 

and smooth collaboration among them, the RESPONSE project management is structured with 4 management 

bodies such as The Project Steering Committee (PSC), The Technical & Innovation Board (TIB), The Site 

Management & Replication Board (SMRB) and The Consortium Plenary Board (CPB) as well as 2 Advisory 

boards such as The External Advisory Board (EAB) and The Ethics Board (EtB). Along with these bodies, the 

Project Coordinators, Work Package Leaders, Task Leaders, as well as Quality, Risk and Ethics Manager (QREM) 

monitor and implement high quality outcomes through the lifetime of the RESPONSE project (Figure 1).  The 

main roles and responsibilities of these bodies are described in the following sections. 

The names and contact details of the members of these bodies are shared in the project’s MS Teams 

repository, which is accessible to the partners. Further complimentary information on how those bodies are 

ruled and how decisions are made was described in the D12.1 Project Management Handbook – V1. In order 

to ensure transparency, information on project bodies and the respective updates will be followed up in the 

upcoming deliverable D12.11 Project Management Handbook – V2, which is due in M18. 

 

Figure 1 – Main management bodies to monitor and implement high-quality RESPONSE project outcome  

2.1.1 Management bodies 

2.1.1.1 The Project Steering Committee (PSC) 

The PSC is responsible for monitoring the project’s performance, managing the technical audits, supervising 

the preparation of the deliverables and the daily management of the project. Reasons for any deviations from 

4 Management bodies

• Project Steering 
Committee

• Technical & Innovation 
Board 

• The Site Management 
& Replication Board

• The Consortium 
Plenary Board

2 Advisory boards

• External Advisory 
Board

• Ethics Board

4 Core project 
management leaders

• Project coordinators

• Work package leaders

• Task leaders

• Quality, risk and ethics 
manager
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the project plan are identified and the necessary corrective actions will be agreed by the PSC, resolving any 

differences between project participants as they arise. Major changes in the project plan (e.g. reallocation of 

resources) may be decided within the PSC. The PSC meets every three months (physical or remotely), in order 

to provide a quick and efficient response to the events that arise. 

2.1.1.2 The Technical & Innovation Board (TIB)  

The TIB consists of Technical & Innovation Manager (TIM), Deputy Technical & Innovation Manager, 

Demonstration Coordinator and the 5 Transformation Axis Expert groups. This panel is responsible for 

monitoring the technical and innovation progress of the respective activities under the 5 Transformation Axis 

of the project, diagnosing the continuous evolved market needs and continuously updating the main goals of 

the project in order to follow and fulfil the continuous market changes. 

2.1.1.3 The Site Management & Replication Board (SMRB) 

The SMRB is led by the Replication Manager (RM), liaises and reports to Demonstration Coordinator and 

consists of the following members: 

• Replication Manager (RM) is responsible for the overall planning and coordination among the 

LH and FC cities for the smooth rollout of the replication roadmap. 

• Business Modelling Manager (BMM) is responsible for the coordination of the development of 

the innovative business models of the different RESPONSE integrated solutions. 

• Monitoring and Evaluation Manager (MEM) provides oversight for a program’s planning, 

evaluation, knowledge management and monitoring. 

• Citizen Engagement Manager (CEM) is responsible for the coordination of citizen engagement 

and co-creation methodologies to ensure citizen-driven focus and community empowerment in 

support of the development of business models. 

• Advisor on EU Data Protection Law (ADPL) is responsible for providing advice on legal and 

regulatory, privacy and regulatory provisions on privacy and data protection, against which the 

impact of the RESPONSE will be assessed. 

• Lighthouse City Site Managers (LCSM) as well as the Fellow Cities Site Managers (FCSM) are 

responsible for representing and coordinating the activities within the local city ecosystems. 

 

2.1.1.4 The Consortium Plenary Board (CPB)  

The CPB is the ultimate decision body of the project, chaired by the Project Coordinator (PC) and consists of 

all the members of the PSC, along with the WP Leaders and representatives of all project partners. One 

representative person from each beneficiary will participate in the CPB being responsible for major parts of 

the work. The CPB shall be in charge of supervising the project progress and deciding upon all relevant 
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technical and administrative issues, such as redirection of work in a WP, major transfer of resources across 

WP or Partners (over 20%), technological choices, changes in time plans, inclusion of a new Partner, 

substitution or exclusion of existing Partner, resolution of conflicts between different WP. All partner 

representatives will have a single vote. In case of equal votes, the vote of the PC shall be the decisive one. This 

group will meet once every year, being the project’s driving force. 

2.1.2 Advisory board 

2.1.2.1 The External Advisory Board (EAB)  

The EAB brings together distinguished stakeholders. The PSC liaises with the EAB to ensure all stakeholders 

are involved in decision-making. The external advisory board will not have decision authority in the project 

but will provide advice and feedback on the activities and results of RESPONSE. Annual meetings will be held 

between the representatives of the EAB and the PSC.  

2.1.2.2 The Ethics Board (EtB) 

The EtB provides ongoing support to the consortium concerning ethical and legal issues as well as instant 

advice when ethical dilemmas arise during a project. These will increase the quality and acceptability of the 

research outcome of the RESPONSE project. Due to the involvement of a large number of project partners, 

greater complexity and involvement of many cities, the consortium has established the EtB consisting of a 

total of eight members having different roles and responsibilities in the project (Table 1). 

Table 1: Members of the Ethics Board (EtB) 

Person Partner Responsibility in RESPONSE project 

Monjur Murshed EIFER Quality, Risk and Ethics Manager 

Nikolas Nikolopoulos CERTH Technical and Innovation Manager 

Oanez Codet Hache DM Member of Dijon City 

Sini Lamoureux TURKU Member of Turku City 

Lea Kleinenkuhnen BRU Member of Fellow Cities 

Emmanuel Py UBFC Responsible for Data Protection 

Igor Kotsiuba ISOLUT Responsible for Data Security 

Catarina Milhazes SPI Responsible for Gender Aspects 
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EtB holds periodic meetings throughout the lifetime of the RESPONSE project and in case of urgency on ad hoc 

basis. The board also establishes: (a) a program of work lasting for the duration of the project that includes 

reporting deadlines and (b) procedures for conducting its work that apply the principles of appropriate 

participation, procedural justice, responsible stewardship, accountability, transparency, effectiveness and 

coherence. The EtB will strictly follow the guidelines described by the EC71. 

2.1.3 Core project management team 

2.1.3.1 Project Coordinator (PC) 

The two PCs take responsibility for the overall project management including interactions with the European 

Commission (EC) on contract-related issues as well as chairing regular management meetings. Further roles 

and responsibilities include administrative and financial tasks such as negotiating contracts with the EC’s 

Project Officer, represent the consortium in internal and external workshops and official meetings, collect 

administrative reports from partners and forward periodical reports to the Project Officer, prepare and update 

the consortium agreement between the participants, administer project resources and project spending, etc. 

Considering the broader scope and higher ambitions of the RESPONSE Project, the role of Project Coordinator 

is shared by two representatives of the European Institute for Energy Research (EIFER). Their respective roles 

are variable and designed to ensure a high degree of efficiency in performing the Project Coordinator’s 

allocated tasks. 

2.1.3.2 Work Package Leader (WPL) 

The main responsibilities of the WP leaders are to:  

• Prepare and maintain a work plan for the work package 

• Coordinate the tasks of the WP  

• Coordinate and interact with other WPL to accomplish the tasks 

• Implement decisions taken by the PSC and the CPB  

• Attend any meetings where they would be invited by the PC 

• Monitor the compliance of their WP with both the GA and the CA  

• Review and analyse risks related to the WP and maintain a contingency plan  

• Regularly report WP progress and any possible delays to the PC  

• Contribute to the content of the technical periodic reports and interim reports  

2.1.3.3 Task Leader  

The main responsibilities of the Task Leaders are to: 

                                                           
1 https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/data/ref/h2020/other/hi/ethics-guide-advisors_en.pdf. 
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• Implement tasks at an adequate level of quality 

• Prepare and maintain a task plan 

• Report to the WP leader on technical progress  

• Coordinate and interact with other task leaders to accomplish the tasks 

2.1.3.4 Quality, Risk and Ethics Manager (QREM) 

One of the Project Coordinators of the RESPONSE project act as a QREM. The main responsibilities of the 

QREM are to: 

• Ensure the timely delivery of the quality, risk and ethics related deliverables  

• Identify main areas of possible risks and define appropriate contingency or mitigation plans  

• Coordinate the ethics, privacy, legal and regulatory aspects of the project 

 Quality management approach 

2.2.1 Review process of the deliverables 

In the RESPONSE project, certain quality control criteria have already been set and implemented to finalize 

the deliverables in M3, M6 and M9. For example, The WP leaders are responsible for ensuring the highest 

quality of their WP deliverables. Therefore, before submitting the deliverables onto the EC portal, WP leaders 

have to send the documents to the assigned reviewers, PC and QREM to receive appropriate feedback which 

should be taken into consideration to finalize the deliverables. Each deliverable is reviewed by at least 

reviewers. In order to ensure a systematic and transparent review, each reviewer can summarize their 

comments and improvement suggestions in the template called "RESPONSE deliverable review sheet", 

prepared by the project management body (see Appendix A).  

The reviewers of all project deliverables have been defined in a Reviewer Matrix at the beginning of the project 

and can be found on the Team’s Project Repository. Each project participant will act as a reviewer of one or 

more deliverables in proportion to its share of the total budget of RESPONSE. In order to ensure a smooth 

reviewing process, a two weeks period is allocated for “light” deliverables (not technical deliverables) and 

three weeks for “heavy” deliverables (when it is not easily discernible whether the deliverable is light or heavy, 

the WP leaders will discuss with the PCs). Thus, the WP leaders have to consider this time in their schedules. 

A detailed process and timelines of the deliverable are explained in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 – Review process of the deliverables in RESPONSE 

2.2.2 Document templates 

Several templates have been prepared to ensure consistent structure and content of all project-related 

materials. They have been finalized after multiple interactions with the project partners and PCs. Following 

templates (such as .docx, .xlsx, .pptx, .png, etc.) are saved in the Team’s Repository of the project. 

• MS Word templates for 

o Deliverable 

o Short report 

o Short note 

o Agenda 

o Minutes 

o Attendee list 

o Informed Consent Forms in multiple languages 

• MS Excel template for 

o Data collection or preparation of lists 

• MS PowerPoint templates for  

o Presentations 

• Icon and logos for  

o Project-related activities such as Integrated Solutions (IS), Transformation Axis (TA), 

etc. 

Draft shared with WP leader and QRM manager outlining the 

missing contributions 

Deliverable sent to the reviewers, QRM manager and PC 

Reviewers inputs integrated, final version shared with the PC 

Main author uploads the Deliverable in the EU’s portal 

PC validates the Deliverable in the EU’s portal 

 

Table of Contents finalized and validated by the WP leader 

Needed contributions identified and templates shared on Teams 
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Moreover, certain standards have been proposed to name the different documents and presentations 

coherently. For example, in preparing deliverables, it is recommended to follow a specific naming convention 

such as: RESPONSE_DX.Y_Title of Deliverable_Vx. 

For example: RESPONSE_D12.3_Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning 

Reports - V1_V3. 

Further explanation of the naming convention is explained in D12.1 Project Management Handbook – V1. 

2.2.3 Project repository in MS Teams 

Microsoft Teams is used as RESPONSE project’s communication and repository tool. The PCs host Microsoft 

Teams in their premise (EIFER) and invite the partners to connect to the Team Workspace as Guest Users. They 

must have official Email addresses to register and passwords to access Teams. The data is backed up locally 

several times a day. Moreover, in order to ensure a secured connection, an authentication system is 

introduced during the log in process. 

RESPONSE’s Teams Workspace enables partners to: 

• Share documents 

• Collaboratively work on documents (Edit, comment, review, etc.) 

• Perform instant conversation with any partners or any group of partners 

In RESPONSE Teams, the works space is grouped by multiple channels: 

• 0 – General: Provides general information to the partners. The following tabs can be found: 

o List of the project participants contact 

o List of the body members 

o List of the Deliverables and Milestones 

• 1 – WP1: channel for WP1 

• 2 – WP2: channel for WP2 

• 3 – WP3: channel for WP3 

• 4 – WP4: channel for WP4 

• 5 – WP5: channel for WP5 

• 6 – WP6: channel for WP6 

• 7 – WP7: channel for WP7 

• 8 – WP8: channel for WP8 

• 9 – WP9: channel for WP19 

• 10 – WP10: channel for WP10 

• 11 – WP11: channel for WP11 
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• 12 – WP12: channel for WP12 

• 13 – WP13: channel for WP13 

• 14 – Project Steering Committee 

• 15 – Technical and Innovation Board 

• 17 – Work Package Leaders Community 

• 18 – Ethics Board 

• 20 – Lighthouse Cities Coordination Group 

It is also possible to add further channels. 

Every user has unrestricted access to 0 - General to 13 – WP13 Channels, whereas Channel 14 to 20 have a 

restricted access to certain members. 

2.2.4 Communication and dissemination 

The External Communication Plan is fully described in D11.1 Dissemination and Communication Plan V1, which 

has been submitted in M6. It will also be updated in D11.9 Dissemination and Communication Plan V2, due in 

M24. 

2.2.5 Progress report 

In order to check the quality and timely progress of the project activities, all partners need to submit periodic 

progress reports. The detailed description and schedules of the progress report are described in D12.1 Project 

Management Handbook – V1.  
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Chapter 3 – Risk management plan 

 Objective 

The main objective of the Risk Management Plan (RMP) is to avoid or minimize the impact of potentially 

possible but unforeseen or unlikely external or internal events that could change the likelihood to achieve the 

targeted outcome in projected time, quality or cost. 

This RMP will be thoroughly applied throughout the RESPONSE project under the supervision of the 

Coordination Team, mainly the Quality Risk and Ethics managers.  

 Methodology 

The Risk Management Plan in the RESPONSE project consists of 3 main tasks:  

• Risk identification  

• Risk evaluation 

• Risk treatment 

The risk identification task includes a definition of the type of risks that may arise considering the status of the 

deliverables, schedule and scope of the deliverable, and ongoing communication between WP leaders and the 

project management team. The risk time frame can also be specified by categorizing them as short- and long-

term basis (current/future). 

The identified risks are then evaluated based on how severe are they (Impact analyses) and how probable are 

their occurrences (Likelihood analyses) and whether they become problems (Low / Medium / High) (see Figure 

3). 

• Low: very unlikely, but not impossible 

• Medium: quite possible 

• High: more likely to happen and have a large impact 

Medium High High 

Low Medium High 

Low Low Medium 

 

Figure 3 – Evaluation of risk in terms of impact and likelihood 

Im
p

ac
t 

Liklihood 
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In the next step, the evaluated risks are treated by the respective WP leader and associated project partners 

in order to identify effective risk mitigation plan and are communicated with the project coordinators, who 

also work closely to identify the effectiveness of those risk and mitigation plans. The Quality Ethics and Risk 

Manager (QREM) then updates the risk matrix.  

 Risk handling approach 

Throughout the RESPONSE project lifetime, periodic (every 3 months) risk assessment is performed with the 

WP leaders in order to identify the likelihood and impact of possible risk as well as to define risk mitigation 

strategies. The results are shared with the consortium members (available in Project’s Repository) and 

discussed during the PSC meetings.  

The Project Coordinator (PC) will be ultimately responsible for Risk Management procedures. Each partner has 

the responsibility to report immediately to their respective WP leader and to the Technical Coordinator any 

risky situation that may arise and may affect the project objectives or their successful completion. Any change 

in the time schedule of the deliverables or in the allocated budget must be reported to the corresponding WP 

leader or to the Project Coordinator. In case of problems or delays, the Project Steering Committee will be 

consulted, and it may set up task forces in order to take the necessary actions. In case there is no resolution, 

the PSC will establish mitigation plans to reduce the impact of risk occurring.  

 Risk matrix 

In preparing this deliverable (D12.3), all WPL are requested to describe some recently identified risks, their 

time frame, likelihood and impact, as well as contingency plan/risk mitigation measures. These are then 

consolidated by the QREM to finalize the risk matrix at the current project stage (see Table 2). Currently, five 

critical risks2 having a high probability of occurrence and high likelihood are identified in WP3, WP6 and WP10. 

Appropriate measures have been planned to tacle these risks. 

The previous version of the Risk matrix is explained in Table 3 of Appendix B. Moreover, several critical risks 

and associated mitigation strategies were foreseen during the proposal stage of the project and were 

illustrated in the GA of the RESPONSE project (see section 1.3.4 WT5 Critical Implementation risks and 

mitigation actions, p. 103 - 1063).  

 

 

 

                                                           
2 These are illustrated in bold red fonts in Table 2. 
3 See the Grant Agreement of the RESPONSE project. 
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Table 2: Risk Matrix of the RESPONSE Project (version August 2021) 

WPs Identified risk (as on 

Aug 2021) 

Risk timeframe 

(current/future) 

Likelihood 

(low/medium/

high) 

Impact 

(low/medium/

high) 

Proposed risk-mitigation 

measures (what to do if this risk 

becomes a reality) 

WP1 1. Unavailable or 

difficult to access pilot's 

data for some of WP6 

ISs (see details in WP6 

related risks) 

Current High Medium • Monitor situation in the scope of 

WP6 and update accordingly 

2.  The citizens' 

acceptance survey data 

from FCs is not available Current High Medium 

• Follow the situation with FCs. As 

soon as data is available, the D1.1 

to be updated 

3. Changes in the WP6 

and WP7 solutions may 

affect the up-to-date 

quality of WP1 

deliverable reports 

Current & 

Future Medium Medium 

• In case of considering changes in 

WP6 & WP7 implementations, 

update WP1 del report accordingly 

by M18 and M24 

WP2 

1.  LH Cities and FC's 

different metrics and 

monitoring systems may 

cause difficulties in the 

data processing.  Future Medium High 

• Constant communication 

between respective partners to 

address the potential difficulties 

on early stage and find a common 

solution.  The solution can be 

based on defining common data 

sharing protocols and standards.  

2. Potential risk of some 

important KPIs to not be 

able to be measured Future Medium  High 

• Constant communication with 

KPI responsible partner. 

WP3 1. Scheduling issues 

(e.g. physical assets are 

not available to connect 

streams, data is not 

available to develop 

algorithms, contractual 

barriers are delaying 

data availability, etc.) 

delaying the 

Current High High 
• Strong role and engagement of 

the onsite managers will be 

ensured. He/she will guarantee 

the coordination of Innovative 

Elements at the local scale by the 

appropriate planning and 

scheduling at the local scale 

• Proper identification of 

innovative elements and their 

interdependencies in the T3.1 
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developments and 

deployments 

Master Planning should be 

defined 

 2. Legal or regulatory 

barriers to the sharing 

of data between 

partners 

Current & 

Future 

High High 
• Legal analysis driven in T3.2 

planned for M15 (Short term and 

future) 

• Local animation of data sharing 

with early and regular exchange 

between data providers and users 

to identify the relevant 

frameworks for data access (Short 

term) 

 3. Data leak, privacy 

leak, which reduces 

trust and acceptability in 

the ICT infrastructure by 

partners, users and/or 

the population 

Current & 

Future High Medium 

• Cyberhygiene framework to be 

deployed by ISOLUT on both LHC 

ecosystems. 

WP4 1. COVID 19 related 

restrictions and impact 

on events and working 

practices related to 

engagement and co-

creation 

Current & 

Future High Medium 

• Reactive planning and better 

integration of digital tools and 

practices, new methods  for 

reaching citizens 

2. Providers of technical 

solutions do not 

understand their role in 

WP4 

Current & 

Future Medium High 

• In addition to the WP4 kick-off 

meeting, the discussion with 

technical providers should be 

continued on a regular basis 

• Technical providers are involved 

in planning the first local 

environmental workshop in PED 

3. Citizens are not 

interested in energy 

issues 

Current & 

Future Medium Medium 

• Mentors will be provided with 

accurate knowledge. They will also 

be supported with appropriate 

information materials so that 

other PED residents feel interested 

4. Mentors become 

tired of working 

Current & 

Future Medium Medium 

• New mentors should be 

recruited from time to time 

• Mentors will be given 
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voluntarily or they move 

away from the PED 

opportunities, which they can 

utilize in their CVs  

5. Other project tasks 

require a lot of effort 

and limits the working 

time for the WP4 tasks 

Current & 

Future Medium  Medium 

• Updating the work division 

among the Turku UAS´ WP4 team 

WP5 

1. Unavailable or 

difficult to access pilot's 

data for energy social 

and economic flows Future Medium Low 

• Perform the analysis with 

partially correct and partially 

estimated data 

• Perform a final assessment 

towards the end of the project 

2. Unavailable or 

difficult to access pilot's 

data for business 

models Future Medium Low 

• Perform the analysis with 

partially correct and partially 

estimated data 

• Perform a final assessment 

towards the end of the project 

WP6 1. District heating RES 

share lower than 

expected Future High High 

• Under discussion with technical 

partners to find alternative 

solutions 

2. Capacity to install 

industrial hot water tank 

before Jan. 2023 (IE 

3.2.2) Future High Low 

• Moderate delay expected. 

Detailed planning is under 

construction to guarantee that the 

storage can be operating before 

September 2023. 

3.  The leagl obligation 

to obtain PV panel 

certification4 (for IE 

1.1.1, 1.1.2 & 1.1.3) 

may induce delays in 

installation (later than 

2022) and additionnal 

costs Future High High 

• Budget overrun may be 

compensated by the lower need 

for battery capacity (under 

discussion) 

• The leagl aspects are currently 

being evaluated and possible 

alternative solutions are currently 

in plan 

                                                           
4 In France, all innovations should comply to the French regulations which are very strict. Some technologies need to be certified with a French 
certification called Atex.  
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4. IE 2.2.3 Green 

certificates still not 

allocated for RESPONSE 

project Future Medium Low 

• Dijon Métropole and Coriance 

can find other sources of Green 

Certificates to buy 

5. Materials price 

volatility (metals, 

microchips) - may 

induce delays if 

allocated budgets are 

exceeded and then 

require a municipal 

council voting Future Medium Medium 

• In order to identify any budget 

overruns as soon as possible: 

Monthly meetings with Dijon 

energy department  + 

intermediate financial report every 

6 months 

6. V2G batteries may 

not be technological and 

economically relevant 

(low capacity and low 

technological relevance, 

other IEs will grant 

enough storage capacity 

for PEB needs) Future High Low 

• Resources can be reallocated to 

other IEs 

WP7 

1. Key staff absence / 

leave during critical 

phase 

Current & 

Future Medium Low 

• All partners attempt to re-assign 

or recruit experienced staff that 

may replace and take over the 

work of the leaving member, 

either temporarily or permanently. 

2. Local RES share 

decrease compared to 

the estimations 

Current & 

Future Low Medium 

• A broad variety of solutions 

deployed in PED overall would 

assure adequate energy positivity 

3.  Extended time to get 

building permits for 

implementing solutions 

at the retrofitted block Future Low Low 

• Partners involved in these 

solutions under coordinated by the 

working group leader devise 

various scenarios with speeded up 

actions to complete all planned 

activities in good time 

WP8 1. Limited involvement 

of LHs and certain 

technical partners in 

Current & 

Future Medium High 

• Involvement of LHs and technical 

partners from the start of the WP 

and at critical points throughout. 
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replication activities due 

to limited or non-

existent resource 

allocation in this WP  

• Solutions are sought to find 

synergies between activities 

planned in other WPs that can 

feed the WP8 activities and this 

WP 

2. Lack of focus on the 

2050 bold city visions  

because work on the 

replication roadmaps 

requires already a lot of 

resources Future Low Medium 

• Guidance on developing the bold 

city vision will be included in the 

WP's cross-cutting activities 

WP9 

1. Poor knowledge 

transfer from LHs to FCs 

hinders replication 

planning 

current & 

Future Low High 

• To promote the active 

participation and mentoring of 

stakeholders, partners, and key 

actors to transfer knowledge. In 

addition, the organization of 

specific meetings can be done 

during the assessment activities in 

order to ensure the knowledge 

transfer. 

2. Cities use different 

monitoring 

methodologies and 

metrics, producing 

incomparable datasets. 

Difficulty in generating 

relevant monitoring 

data future Medium Medium 

• A common data sharing and 

monitoring platform and protocol 

and benchmarking standard will be 

specifically designed.  

• Solutions and their 

implementation will comply with 

agreed metrics and protocols to 

ensure the comparability of 

performance data and datasets. 

3.  Technical/ 

administrative 

disagreement, 

cooperation 

problems among 

partners, 

lack of staff 

competences at 

the city level 

Current & 

Future Medium High 

• Active participation of key 

partners is expected in WP9.  

• Follow-up meetings will be held 

in order to boost cooperation and 

data sharing among technology 

providers and city staff. 
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WP10 1. Restrictions due to 

COVID pandemic can 

limit on-site visits and 

face-to-face dialogues Future Low Medium 

• Virtual visits, reports and 

dialogues can be set up 

2. Low internal and 

external interest in 

webinars, as project's 

staff can turn over 

during Project's lifetime 

Current & 

Future High High 

• More explanations on 

RESPONSE's challenges and 

fallout/ spin offs can be produced 

and repeated  

3. Non respect of 

deadlines by partners to 

complete the tasks on 

time 

Current & 

future Medium High 

• Response's Outreach Secretariat 

will send frequent reminders via 

Emails and Teams 

4. Staff unforeseeable 

absence or leave during 

key project's phases 

Current & 

Future Medium Medium • Temporary recruitments 

WP11 

1. Low external interest 

in webinars  

Current & 

Future 
Medium High 

• The partners are well connected 

to relevant scientific, industrial and 

other relevant practitioners’ 

networks (as well as with 

European policy-makers) and will 

engage appropriate participants in 

due time to make a high-profile 

participation likely 

2. Communication and 

coordination failures 

Current & 

Future 
Low High 

• The overall success of RESPONSE 

depends on a constant exchange 

of information between the SC, PC 

and WPL. The work plan includes 

activities where responsibilities 

and timelines are clearly assigned. 

To reduce miscommunication or 

dis-coordination, a governance 

structure and decision-making 

procedures with clear 

responsibilities have been defined. 

• Further, the risk matrices will 

increase the probability of the 

project success by identifying 
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potential challenging tasks early 

on, and foreseeing mitigation and 

contingency measures to avoid or 

decrease the probability of 

unwanted changes in the project 

objectives and defined activities. 

3. Insufficient 

thoroughness and 

consistency of 

prospective 

stakeholders 

Current & 

Future 
Medium High 

• The project team will maintain 

an extensive database of contacts, 

with emphasis on repeated 

meetings with the same users. It 

will rearrange efforts spent on 

contacts if resources are limited. 

The database of contacts will be 

reassessed consistently with timely 

checks. 

4. Low subscriptions to 

the newsletter  

Current & 

Future 
Medium Medium 

• The project team will 

disseminate the newsletter on 

social media and will promote 

public presentations and between 

project partners 

5. Delay in delivering 

project updates by 

partners 

Current & 

Future 
Medium Medium 

• The project team will send 

regular reminders via Email and 

Teams 

6. Lack of information 

for the monitoring 

process 

Current & 

Future 
Medium Medium 

• The project team will send 

regular reminders, via Email and 

Teams 

• A specific monitoring tool has 

been developed by the project 

team and will be used to 

monitoring the information flow 

WP12 1. Deliverables may not 

achieve the expected 

quality 

Current & 

Future 

Medium High • The quality of deliverables is 

ensured by an internal peer-

reviewed system. The task leader 

responsible for the deliverable first 

finalize it after confirmation with 

the WP leader and then sends it to 

PC, QREM and to the assigned 

reviewers for feedback. They have 
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two weeks to review. The final 

version of the deliverable is 

approved by the project 

coordinator before its submission 

2. Partners do not 

respect deadlines of 

their corresponding 

deliverables and/or 

milestones. 

Current & 

Future 

Low High • The project coordinators keep 

track of deadlines and sends 

reminders to the partners through 

regular communication by email 

and in urgent cases via phone calls 

• During monthly Work Package 

Leaders’ meetings, follow-up on 

the upcoming deliverables and 

milestones are performed 

3. Small financial 

deviations from initially 

planned budgets may be 

requested by partners 

during the project, 

which do not imply a 

change in the overall 

budget amount. 

Current & 

Future 

Low Medium • Partners send financial reports 

every six months to the 

Coordination Team for supervising 

the appropriate development of 

the project. The Coordination 

Team keeps smooth and regular 

communication with partners to 

discuss any potential financial 

barrier and tackle it as soon as it is 

identified. 

 4. The projects 

coordinators may not be 

informed about a new 

risk arising in different 

WPs within the project. 

Current & 

Future 

Medium Medium • The project coordinators 

maintain smooth and regular 

communication within the 

consortium. Every week the LHC 

representatives meet with the 

coordinator, every 3 months the 

PSC meets and the WP leaders 

meet in-between each PSC’s 

meeting. 
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Chapter 4 – Conclusion 

This deliverable describes the quality management plan and risk management plan of the RESPONSE project.  

In this Quality Management Plan (QMP), standards and procedures have been designed to maintain high 

quality of the RESPONSE project outcome. They are also strictly monitored and controlled through different 

management bodies, guidelines and specific processes.  

A Risk Management Plan (RMP) has been described through introducing the three-step methodology, along 

with the main risks identified at the time of writing this deliverable. These are regularly discussed with the 

consortium members and the corresponding risk matrix is being updated accordingly. In case of their probable 

occurrence, corresponding mitigation actions to partially or completely prevent these risks have been carefully 

elaborated for each of the WP. They are detailed as a risk matrix.  

The QMP and RMP will serve as references for the consortium during the execution of the project. 

As a next step, this deliverable will be updated as D12.11 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and 

Contingency Planning Reports – V2, D12.12 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency 

Planning Reports – V3 and D12.13 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning 

Reports – V4 at M24, M42 and M60, respectively



 

25 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

 

 

Bibliography 



 

26 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Bibliography 

None 

 

 



 

27 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Appendixes 



 

28 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Appendixes 

Appendix A. RESPONSE deliverable review sheet for reviewers  

 



 

29 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Appendix B. Risk matrix defined in May 2021 

Table 3: Risk matrix of the RESPONSE Project (version May 2021) 

  Description Likelihood Impact Proposed risk-mitigation measures 

WP1 Wrong selection of 

techniques for 

understanding real needs 

and incomplete 

requirements analysis 

Low Medium The scientific, technical and management 

expertise of the consortium participants 

will prevent and ensure the selection of 

appropriate elicitation analysis 

Technical/administrative 

disagreement and 

cooperation problems 

among partners 

Medium High Continuous communication between all 

the partners 

Consortium Bodies will work on conflicts-

resolution. If necessary, the CPB will decide 

the right solution according to the CA 

Coordinator will establish proper 

communication tools and methods and, if 

needed, rearrange bilateral meetings 

Unavailable or difficult to 

access pilot's data  

Low High Solutions functional requirements (WP1) 

driving detailed deployment plans 

considering data access. 

Creation of synthetic data based on Tech 

Partners expertise. 

Inclusion of technologies of 

TR6 can pose a threat to the 

timely implementation and 

result in under-performance 

Low Medium Participation of all relevant technology 

providers/industrial partners to the 

consortium 

Technologies have been pre-piloted by the 

partners involved 

 

Low quality information 

about regulation in target 

countries 

Low Medium Regulatory information received from 

some countries might be outdated due to 

frequent changes in regulation or there 

might be big regulatory gaps due to the 

disruptive nature of many pilots. 
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To mitigate this risk, an early identification 

of data requirements will be done, and 

close contact will be kept with national 

partners through the duration of the task. 

Missing information may be collected from 

public reports and databases from relevant 

institutions. 

Lack of a clear business 

model in some pilots when 

sending the deliverable 

Medium High This risk will be mitigated by identifying 

best practices and by considering different 

alternatives or past pilots from other 

projects. 

WP2 Technical/administrative 

disagreement and 

cooperation problems 

among partners 

Medium High Continuous communication between all 

the partners 

Consortium Bodies will work on conflicts-

resolution. If necessary, the CPB will decide 

the right solution according to the CA 

Coordinator will establish proper 

communication tools and methods and, if 

needed, rearrange bilateral meetings 

Insufficient details in the 

defined requirements, and 

performance monitoring 

framework leading to wrong 

governance decisions  

Medium High Coordination and participation of all 

relevant partners towards defining 

relevant KPIs that ensure performance 

goals are correctly monitored.  

Validation of the Online KPI Monitoring 

Platform and the Governance related 

derived suggestions. 

Monitoring and impact 

assessment - Cities use 

different monitoring 

methodologies and metrics, 

producing incomparable 

datasets  

Medium High A common data sharing and monitoring 

platform and protocol and benchmarking 

standards will be specifically designed.  

Solutions and their implementation will 

comply with agreed metrics and protocols 

to ensure the comparability of 

performance data and datasets. 
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WP3 Scheduling issues (for 

instance: physical assets not 

available to deploy streams, 

data not available to develop 

algorithms, contractual 

barriers delaying data 

availability, etc.) delaying 

developments and 

deployments 

High High Master Planning in WP3.1; implication of 

all the stakeholders to the master plan 

Frequent updates of the progress and 

calendar 

Strong role of on-site managers in Turku 

and Dijon, and of IS#4 onsite managers 

Document each technical component and 

its dependencies 

Coordination of many assets 

to interconnect over several 

stakeholders, disciplines, 

locations, contractual 

settings, systems, WP, tasks: 

risk to fail delivery or add 

delays 

Medium High Interconnect systems = interconnect 

stakeholders 

Master planning with a clear identification 

of leaders and modalities of concertation 

and reporting 

Strong role of on-site managers in Turku 

and Dijon, who should have a clear vision 

of what should be deployed and when by 

WP, Tasks and partners 

Build a technical system 

which does not match the 

needs of stakeholders 

Medium Medium Careful analysis of the needs of 

stakeholders 

Ensure a good flow of communication of 

these needs across partners 

When relevant, implicate stakeholders and 

future users during the design, 

implementation and test 

Document the role and goal of each 

technical component prior developments  

WP4 Limited participation of 

external third parties in the 

Open Innovation Contests  

Medium High RESPONSE has already identified and 

involved an adequate number of members 

originating from the ecosystem around 

each participating LH city. Experts on 

citizen engagement will collaborate and 

closely cooperate with the cities’ 

ecosystem to train the local cities’ coaches 
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for ensuring wide participation of local 

third parties by organizing open innovation 

challenges and by allocating a certain 

amount of budget as a prize for such a 

purpose.   

Insufficient details in the 

defined requirements, and 

RESPONSE performance 

monitoring framework that 

could lead to 

underestimating the 

performance of solutions to 

be achieved that could lead 

to wrong governance 

decisions. 

Low Medium Coordination and participation of all 

relevant partners towards defining 

relevant KPIs that ensure performance 

goals are correctly monitored. Validation of 

the Online KPI Monitoring Platform and the 

Governance related derived suggestions 

will also be performed during RESPONSE.   

WP5 Underperforming partners Low High Proper internal peer review procedures will 

be in place and Regular WP & technical 

meetings will be 

held to ensure that activities are 

streamlined 

Technical/ administrative 

disagreement, cooperation 

problems among partners, 

lack of staff competences at 

the city level. 

Medium High The PC, STM and QAM will work on 

problem solving during the project 

Key staff illness / leave 

during critical phase 

Low Medium  Staff may replace and take over the work 

assigned 

WP6 Barriers and limitations in 

legislation, regulation, policy 

cannot be affected within 

duration of the project and 

are keeping solutions in pilot 

stages 

Medium Medium Obtain sufficient knowledge and 

understanding on all potential regulatory 

and legal fragmentations and lead by 

Comillias, expert in regulation issues, 

reduce risks of delay, due to regulations, in 

implementation. Communicate and 

cooperate from the start with relevant 

networks (EIP-SCC, SCC projects, Covenant 

of Mayors, EUROCITIES etc.).  
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Unavailable or difficult to 

access pilot’s data 

Low High Solutions functional requirements (WP1) 

driving detailed deployment plans 

considering data access; Last resource: 

creation of synthetic data based on Tech 

Partners expertise. 

Poor coordination of the 

implementation and 

demonstration activities / 

Long and slow evolution of 

the implementation due to 

policy and legal barriers 

Low Medium Detailed technical, business, user 

requirements, elicitation and specification 

of implementation, and regulatory 

framework investigation will lead to 

detailed and solid master plans for each LH 

city. Master plans will be revised and 

updated adapting to the on-the-fly 

identified implementation deadlocks in 

WP7.  

Inclusion of technologies of 

TRL6 can pose a threat to the 

timely implementation and 

Low Medium Participation of all relevant technology 

providers/industrial partners, and research 

organizations to the consortium ensure 

that all technologies high performance of 

technologies. Solutions have already been 

pre-piloted by the partners involved. 

threat to the timely 

implementation and under-

performance of results 

Expected energy savings are 

not adequate enough 

Low High RESPONSE repository of solutions for both 

LHs is comprised by a wide variety of 

solutions, leading to adequate energy 

savings. Performance monitoring will last 

for 3 years in accordance with SCIS 

guidelines. 

WP7 Barriers and limitations in 

legislation, regulation, policy 

cannot be affected within 

duration of the project and 

are keeping solutions in pilot 

stages 

 Medium Medium Obtain sufficient knowledge and 

understanding on all potential regulatory 

and legal fragmentations and lead by 

Comillias, expert in regulation issues, 

reduce risks of delay, due to regulations, in 

implementation. Communicate and 

cooperate from the start with relevant 

networks (EIP-SCC, SCC projects, Covenant 

of Mayors, EUROCITIES, etc.).  

Unavailable or difficult to 

access piloting data 

 Low High Solutions functional requirements (WP1) 

driving detailed deployment plans 
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considering data access; Last resource: 

creation of synthetic data based on Tech 

Partners expertise. 

Poor coordination of the 

implementation and 

demonstration activities / 

Long and slow evolution of 

the implementation due to 

policy and legal barriers 

 Medium High Detailed technical, business, user 

requirements, elicitation and specification 

of implementation, and regulatory 

framework investigation will lead to 

detailed and solid master plans for each LH 

city. Master plans will be revised and 

updated adapting to the on-the-fly 

identified implementation deadlocks in 

WP7.  

Inclusion of technologies of 

TRL6 can pose a threat to the 

timely implementation and 

under-performance of 

results 

 Low Medium Participation of all relevant technology 

providers/industrial partners, and research 

organizations to the consortium ensure 

that all technologies high performance of 

technologies. Solutions have already been 

pre-piloted by the partners involved. 

Expected energy savings are 

not adequate Enough   

 High Medium RESPONSE repository of solutions for both 

LHs is comprised by a wide variety of 

solutions, leading to adequate energy 

savings. Performance monitoring will last 

for 3 years in accordance with SCIS 

guidelines. 

WP8 Limited exchange between 

LH cities and FC which makes 

replication difficult 

Medium High Continuous communication between all 

the partners 

The establishment of the Site Management 

& Replication Board SMRB which aims to: 

Coordination and overall planning among 

the LH and FC; 

Coordination of development of the 

innovative business models of the different 

RESPONSE integrated solutions. 
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Provision of oversight for a program’s 

planning, evaluation, knowledge 

management and monitoring 

Coordinating citizen engagement and co-

creation methodologies to ensure citizen-

driven focus and community 

empowerment in support of development 

of business models; 

Providing advice on legal and regulatory, 

privacy and regulatory provisions on 

privacy and data protection, against which 

the impact of the RESPONSE will be 

assessed. 

Providing a detailed proposition about 

GDPR problem to the PSC that requires a 

decision 

WP9 Poor knowledge transfer 

from LHs to FCs hinders 

replication planning 

Low High Active participation and mentoring of 

stakeholders,  

Sufficient resources, staff exchange and 

practicing sessions 

Cities use different 

monitoring methodologies 

and metrics, producing 

incomparable datasets. 

Difficulty in generating 

relevant monitoring data 

Medium Medium A common data sharing and monitoring 

platform and protocol and benchmarking 

standard will be specifically designed.  

Solutions and their implementation will 

comply with agreed metrics and protocols 

to ensure the comparability of 

performance data and datasets. 

WP10 The implementation of the 

WP 10 is strongly connected 

with progress of all other WP 

Low Medium Maintain links with WP leaders  

COVID 19 Crisis and impact 

on motilities, conferences 

and on-site visits 

High the 

first year 

Medium The strategy plan will anticipate this 

situation and integrate digital tools.  
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No interest among cities of 

becoming members of the 

engaged smart cities 

European network  

Medium  Medium Before initiating activities to have city-

members minimum 5 “test cities” will be 

consulted in order to identify, how to 

become attractive for network 

membership – and cooperation will be 

established with existing networks to 

obtain synergies effects.  

WP11 Low external interest in 

webinars  

Medium Medium The partners are well connected to 

relevant scientific, industrial and other 

relevant practitioners’ networks (as well as 

with European policy-makers) and will 

engage appropriate participants in due 

time to make a high-profile participation 

likely.  

Communication and 

coordination failures 

Low High The overall success of RESPONSE depends 

on a constant exchange of information 

between the SC, PC and WPL. The work 

plan includes activities where 

responsibilities and timelines are clearly 

assigned. To reduce mis-communication or 

dis-coordination, a governance structure 

and decision-making procedures with clear 

responsibilities have been defined. Further, 

the risk matrices will increase the 

probability of the project success by 

identifying potential challenging tasks early 

on, and foreseeing mitigation and 

contingency measures to avoid or decrease 

the probability of unwanted changes in the 

project objectives and defined activities. 

Insufficient thoroughness 

and consistency of 

prospective stakeholders 

Medium  Low The project team will maintain an 

extensive database of contacts, with 

emphasis on repeated meetings with the 

same users. It will rearrange efforts spent 

on contacts if resources are limited. The 

database of contacts will be reassessed 

consistently with timely checks. 
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WP12 Underperforming partners Low Medium Low quality of work/ deliverables; 

systematic delays, etc. Such issues will be 

clarified on the Quality Plan and CA. Proper 

internal peer review procedures will be in 

place, to ensure quality of the deliverables 

and their preparation in a timely manner. 

Regular WP & technical meetings will be 

held to ensure that activities are 

streamlined, and lessons learnt are shared. 

Technical/ administrative 

disagreement, cooperation 

problems among partners, 

lack of staff competences at 

the city level 

Medium Low Continuous communication between all 

the partners. The PC, STM and QAM will 

work on problem solving during the 

project. If necessary, the Plenary Board will 

decide the right solution according to the 

CA. The Quality Plan will define the 

communication procedures and 

communication tools. The PC is responsible 

of solving communication problems, 

establishing communication flows and 

methods and calling to bilateral meetings if 

necessary, also in cooperation with LCSM, 

and FCSMs. 

Limited or inadequate 

resources to manage the 

project complexity 

Low high The RESPONSE consortium members have 

long experience in large-scale pilots and in 

the implementation of large and complex 

systems, thus the possibilities of such 

problems compromising the project are 

relatively low. However, the limited 

financial resources and extended project 

duration may increase the respective risk. 

In response to this, the PC will closely and 

quarterly monitor resource allocation, 

while the STM will focus on the efficient 

use of the personnel resources throughout 

the project duration. Finally, pilots 

planning, and preparation will examine in 

depth potential non-anticipated costs and 

recommend alternative solutions at early 

stage. 



 

38 

D12.3   

 Quality Management Plan, Risk Assessment and Contingency Planning Reports - V1  

Consortium has no harmony Low Medium The PC will continuously be in contact with 

all partners. This guarantees that any team 

problems are identified and solved before 

they escalate. 

Lack of physical meetings might make the 

exchange less fluid. PC and the whole 

consortium commits to finding new ways 

of communication and follow closely 

lessons learned from other projects and 

recommendations by EC. 

Partner leaves Consortium Medium Medium Consortium is of sufficient strength and 

diversity so that partners can be replaced if 

required.  

The coordinator will ensure appropriate 

control and management of the work in 

progress so that the remaining partners 

can complete the work, until a new partner 

is found (in case that is considered 

necessary). 

Key staff illness / leave 

during critical phase 

Medium Low All partners have experienced staff that 

may replace and take over the work 

assigned to the leaving member, either 

temporarily or permanently. 

Staff absence due to office 

closure or lock down 

High Medium All partners have experienced staff that 

may replace and take over the work 

assigned to the leaving member, either 

temporarily or permanently 

Underestimation of required 

resources for realizing 

RESPONSE 

Low Low Iterative design and development 

methodology with prioritized 

functionalities. 

Unwilling partners to 

cooperate with the social, 

ethical and legal 

requirements 

Low Medium Compliance with the impact assessment 

framework will be continuously monitored 

and should any issues arise the EAB and 

the PC will take corrective actions through 

the management structures and 

procedures defined in Section 3.2. 
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