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3. Summary 

Exceeding the ambitions of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR) 2015-2030, 
to switch the focus of DRR solutions from top-down to people-centred approaches, requires a 
better understanding of the complexity and dynamics of co-creation processes. Co-creation can 
be defined as a process where stakeholders are involved in the design, development and 
implementation of DRR solutions. This deliverable reports on the activities of the International 
Disaster Risk Reduction nexus Forum (I-DRRnF), an initiative organized by The HuT project 
(WP5). During the project, four I-DRRnF workshops are planned. The first one focused on how 
to improve stakeholder engagement processes and collaborations on the local level, how to raise 
interest in and awareness of the topic, and on how to transfer and integrate knowledge from 
different sectors.  

To better understand the common barriers for stakeholder engagement and possible enabling 
factors to overcome those barriers, we collected information from different research projects, case 
studies, and from the experiences of participants in The HuT project. More specifically, we 
involved representatives from the ten The HuT demonstrators around Europe where innovative 
solutions to reduce/manage risks associated with climate change are being developed and tested. 
The demonstrators’ representatives are active in stakeholder engagement within the Local DRR 
Nexus Forums (WP1). The methodology applied for the I-DRRnF includes: (1) a literature review 
on barriers and enablers for successful co-creation processes, including an analysis of 26 
research papers published between 2015 and 2023, (2) a questionnaire administered to 
representatives of The HuT demonstrators and (3) a workshop with two thematic sessions in three 
working group discussions held during The HuT general assembly. 

The results show that barriers are numerous and despite many enabling factors being identified, 
there is often a lack of direct and applicable solutions for several barriers experienced by 
participants involved in co-creation processes. The results of the literature review, the 
questionnaire, and the group discussion, indicate that the first crucial but challenging step for a 
successful co-creation process is to increase the stakeholder interest and motivation and raise 
their awareness on the topic of risk and DRR. The magnitude and frequency of impactful events 
can make the difference. However, in absence of recent events, it is important for researchers 
and practitioners to combine different tools, e.g. visual aids, to raise risk awareness and to show 
that they are interested in sharing responsibilities, whilst also giving local stakeholders a sense 
of ownership. Other major barriers to co-creation of DRR solutions include lack of financial 
resources, policy/decision-making stalemates and conflicts, as well as the lack of time for the 
different stakeholder groups to participate in these processes. Developing and implementing 
binding policy instruments for stakeholder engagement has been proposed as a possible solution 
both in the literature and in the stakeholder consultations.  

Transferring and integrating knowledge is not only a challenge across the public and private sector, 
but also within the scientific community. For knowledge transfer, the importance of using 
dissemination methods tailored to different stakeholder groups is the most critical point. When it 
comes to knowledge integration, the main objective is to gain a mutual understanding of goals 
and success, which can be a major challenge when collaborating across sectors.  

Sharing experiences and knowledge about stakeholder engagement and co-creation processes 
among the participants of The HuT project is crucial in order to learn from each other, gain insights 
on similarities and differences amongst demonstrators, and ultimately to achieve an impact in the 
frame of the project and beyond. 
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4. Introduction 

In the last decades, the number and extent of disasters, resulting in catastrophic damages and 
losses to vulnerable communities has increased (Calvin et al., 2023), indicating that Disaster Risk 
Reduction1 (DRR) as a field of research and practice still has major challenges to overcome. In 
order to address them, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction (SFDRR) 2015-2030 
advocates the development of people-centred approaches for DRR (UNDRR, 2015; Yore et al., 
2023). These approaches are based on the assumption that involving people in risk decisions 
empowers them, encourages ownership, responsibility, and participation. This may result in more 
effective DRR outcomes (Basher, 2006; Oxley, 2013). The building pillars of these approaches 
include increased stakeholder participation, responsibility shifts from the authorities to the public, 
two-way risk communication and emphasis on social/institutional capacity building (Scolobig et 
al., 2015). 

However, whilst the need to promote people-centred approaches is largely acknowledged, there are 
numerous barriers that make their implementation a challenging task. The first The HuT 
International DRR Nexus Forum (I-DRRnF) workshop focused on how to overcome these 
barriers, as well as on the enablers of effective stakeholder engagement for the co-creation of 
DRR solutions. The I-DRRnF aims at fostering reciprocal learning across hazards, the project 
demonstration cases (WP1) and domains of expertise (WP2, WP3, WP4), and at improving the 
transferability of DRR solutions.  

The I-DRRnF members include The HuT partners, knowledgeable stakeholders, and representatives 
from each demonstrator/local DRRnF. The members are involved in various ways, including 
interviews, surveys, and workshops at the yearly The HuT General Assemblies. During the Forum 
activities, they deliberate on how to: 

• improve DRR strategies; 

• address critical challenges related to DRR in The HuT demonstrators; 

• propose new ideas for governance and policy mechanisms supporting DRR; 

• transfer good practices and upscale DRR solutions. 

 This deliverable reports on the first I-DRRnF workshop entitled “Co-creating inclusive disaster risk 
reduction strategies”. The workshop was held in Valencia on October 26, 2023, and it focused on 
how to engage and work with different partners and communities to co-create DRR strategies as 
well as on how to integrate knowledge across the involved sectors and disciplines. 

  

 
 
 
1 DRR is aimed at developing strategies and plans to reduce existing and prevent new disaster risks 

through strengthening the economic, social, health and environmental resilience of communities 
and countries (UNDRR, 2016, p. 16).  
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5. Methodology 

As preparatory work for the first I-DRRnF, we conducted a literature review on research and 
practices to facilitate community engagement in the co-creation of DRR solutions. More precisely, 
we aimed to analyse (1) which factors influence the motivation of local stakeholders and 
communities to engage in the topic of DRR, (2) what are the challenges for successful stakeholder 
engagement and co-creation of DRR solutions, and (3) which strategies and actions enable a 
successful community engagement in the co-creation of DRR solutions. We selected research 
papers focusing on the above-mentioned topics, written in the English language from the period 
between 2015-2023, after the implementation of the SFDRR. 

In addition, we distributed a questionnaire survey to the ten The HuT demonstrators to collect 
information on topics they would be interested to discuss, their experiences with stakeholder 
engagement, expected barriers and enabling factors to successful stakeholder engagement and 
co-creation, transfer and integration of knowledge from different sectors, and finally their expected 
impacts through The HuT project. The HuT demonstrators focus on DRR for different types of 
hazards (i.e. forest fires, droughts, heatwaves, landslides, floods and storms) in eight countries, 
namely Germany, Hungary, Lithuania, Iceland, Italy, Spain, Switzerland, and United Kingdom 

more information available on https://thehut-nexus.eu/). 

Based on the information collected through the literature review and survey, we structured and 
planned the I-DRRnF workshop (see the agenda in appendix). The half-day workshop lasted 4 
hours and was divided in two sessions. The first one emphasised barriers and enablers for 
successful stakeholder engagement and co-creation of DRR solutions. The second session 
focused on the topic of knowledge transfer and integration. Each session of the workshop 
consisted of two presentations of 15 minutes followed by working group discussions. The first 
presentation of each session aimed at providing an overview of the literature respectively on DRR 
solutions co-creation and behavioural change promotion. The second presentation provided 
examples of good practices implemented in the city of Valencia, focusing on citizen engagement 
(Las Naves:  https://www.lasnaves.com/) and smart platforms respectively. 

After the presentations, three working groups were held in parallel for each session. Project partners 
(namely GWP CEE, HEREON and UNIGE) facilitated the group discussions using the same 
protocol. The discussions have been audio recorded. At the end of the workshop, one 
representative from each working group summarized the key messages in front of all the 
participants. 

Overall, 60 participants attended the workshop, including working group moderators. The 
participants’ background spans across different scientific disciplines (e.g. geotechnical 
engineering, geology, meteorology, social sciences, economy, psychology, etc.). Participants 
included researchers and practitioners from public and private sectors.  The appendix includes 
the workshop agenda including key topics addressed as well as the list of participants. 
Participants signed a consent form to agree on the use of the information provided during the 
workshop. 

 

https://thehut-nexus.eu/
https://www.lasnaves.com/
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6. Preparatory Work 

In this section, we present, compare, and contrast the results of the literature review on enablers 
and barriers to stakeholder engagement for the co-creation of DRR solutions with the experiences 
of the partners involved in The HuT project demonstrators. Co-creation processes - defined as 
analytical-deliberative procedures for stakeholders to achieve better DRR outcomes - can support 
hazard/risk assessment, the design, implementation, maintenance of risk reduction measures 
and plans, emergency and risk communication strategies, early warning systems, and/or recovery 
plans (Kench et al., 2018).  

The first and necessary step of these co-creation processes involves motivating local stakeholders 
to engage with the topic of DRR. For this reason, we will first describe factors that influence the 
motivation and willingness of community members to participate. Here we focus both on internal 
and relational factors as well as specific actions and approaches developed by practitioners that 
can influence community members’ motivation to participate. Subsequently, we present a number 
of challenges and enablers for a successful co-creation process of DRR solutions in the phases 
of problem framing, solution design, implementation, monitoring and maintenance. Finally, we 
focus on experiences and expectations about stakeholder engagement in The HuT 
demonstrators. 

6.1. Literature review 

For the literature review, we selected 26 scientific papers written in the English language published 
between 2015-2023, after the implementation of the SFDRR. Based on the selected literature, 
we identified the key points relevant to answering the research questions presented above. The 
key points were divided into motivational factors for participation and practical factors that have 
an influence on the success of co-creating DRR solutions. In both categories, we identified 
enablers and challenging factors. Here below, we report the results of the literature review based 
on the selected scientific papers (Buchori et al., 2022; Clegg, 2022; Fekete et al., 2021; 
Geekiyanage et al., 2020; Gerkensmeier & Ratter, 2018; Gill et al., 2021; Gupta et al., 2019; 
Haworth et al., 2016; Haynes et al., 2020; Johnston et al., 2022; Kench et al., 2018; Lakhina et 
al., 2021; Lim et al., 2022; Marchezini et al., 2017; Perera et al., 2020; Preuner et al., 2017; Ripin, 
2023; Ryan et al., 2022; Sanquini, 2016; Satizábal, 2022; Shah, 2022; Sharma, 2021; Sufri, 2020; 
Thaler & Seebauer, 2019; Wesely, 2021; Yasmin et al., 2023). 

6.1.1. What motivates local stakeholders and communities to participate? 

Motivation is one of the overarching factors for successful stakeholder engagement. It is connected 
to individual feelings, values, and relationships. Research results reveal that one of the main 
drivers for the motivation to engage in the topic of DRR is risk awareness and perception, which 
is influenced by, amongst other factors, the experience of recent past events, the familiarity with 
the hazard, the level of personal knowledge, the trust in experts, etc.  

Cultural beliefs, social networks and community relations are two additional factors that influence 
the willingness of stakeholders to engage. Research results show that a culture of neglect or an 
enduring narrative that someone else (typically the authorities in charge) is responsible for 
ensuring adequate safety levels, is an important factor for lack of proactive preparedness 
behaviours or actions. Concurrently, social norms and community expectations can also have a 
positive impact on the willingness of individuals to engage. Moreover, deep attachment to 
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ancestral land can be a barrier to engagement because at risk community members may be 
sceptical towards the technologies used by scientists and government agencies and fear that 
their local knowledge and practices will not be taken into account.  

Trust and good relationships between actors of different sectors and strong bonds within the 
community were the two most frequently mentioned prerequisites for local stakeholders’ 
motivation to engage in DRR. Strong community bonds can lead to a sense of cooperation to 
help each other locally and an increased desire of individuals to become more involved in the 
community, which facilitates a participation in DRR activities. Those two factors are also largely 
dependent on the attitude of the municipal government towards involving citizens, whether they 
have frequent discussions with their citizens or not and if they are willing to share some of their 
decision-making power and leadership. Trust and good relationships across sectors can lead to 
a sense of ownership and the feeling of having a real influence, which was mentioned as a 
motivational factor in several studies. For example, a transparent and clear communication will 
let the community feel that the process is worth of their trust while the lack of it can lead to 
scepticism. 

Common barriers for the motivation of community members to engage include economic factors and 
the fear of responsibility and labour-intensiveness. A lack of financial support and fear of high 
operational costs leads to a lower willingness to engage. In addition, low-income individuals have 
more urgent problems to deal with than DRR, and tight schedules lead to inability to attend 
meetings and training. A possible action from the practitioner side to reduce the reluctance due 
to economic factors would be to offer part-time workplaces by contract, for example for 
infrastructure maintenance or weather observation. Several studies also mentioned that 
community members fear that committing to DRR will entail a lot of responsibility and work. 
Another factor hindering the willingness of local stakeholders to engage in DRR is the fear of 
highlighting the risks associated with disasters, which may conflict with local touristic and 
economic development. 

6.1.2. Barriers and enablers for a successful co-creation of DRR solutions 

Once local stakeholders are motivated to engage in the topic of DRR, there are still several 
challenges and barriers to overcome to ensure a good collaboration and co-creation of long-term 
solutions. First, the main challenge in co-creation is to find the ideal level of participation in the 
different steps, thereby finding the right balance between command and control and shared 
responsibility. Developing binding policy instruments (e.g. establishing participatory processes for 
the co-design of emergency plans) can serve as a tool to promote stakeholder engagement and 
to define why and how communities should participate. However, in some cases, bottom-up 
approaches may be hindered by institutional structures such as top-down/command and control 
institutional frameworks.  

Second, a frequently mentioned concern stretching across all steps is time availability. During the 
process of problem framing and solution design, it is challenging to align the agendas amongst 
stakeholders. Often researchers or practitioners have difficulties to mobilise local individuals who 
can devote time for community activities. Also, for the installation and maintenance of DRR 
solutions, time availability is an issue among community members. To ensure long-term 
maintenance after solution implementation, it is therefore important to develop long-term 
relationships with partners such as NGOs and national institutions. However, the limited time of 
scientists, initiative takers, councils and NGOs to engage in a sustainable way after the project 
ends is a critical barrier to that endeavour.  

Some key enabling factors for a successful co-creation of DRR solutions ranging across all 
engagement steps are communication and collaboration. Achieving a strong inter-institutional and 
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inter-sectoral collaboration and communication is a determining factor for the success or failure 
of the process of co-creation. Some actions that scientists working with stakeholder engagement 
can take to strengthen cross-sector communication and collaboration are to (1) Maintain regular 
personal interaction emphasising information exchange; (2) Identify local contact persons or 
community groups who can serve as mediators between local stakeholders and external 
practitioners; and (3) Create multi-stakeholder partnerships to ensure a voluntary but enforceable 
commitment between partners of different sectors.  

A main challenge to consider in the design and implementation of those actions is, however, how to 
overcome language barriers between different actors, both technically and in spoken and written 
language. Even amongst experts, the use of different technical vocabularies and work cultures, 
for example between natural and social scientists, can pose a major challenge to a successful 
collaboration. Below, we present the results of the literature review of challenges and enabling 
factors across the different phases of DRR solution implementation. 

Problem framing and solution design 

In the problem framing phase, an in-depth analysis of different stakeholder perspectives should be 
conducted to better understand if there are stalemates, conflicts or simply different views about 
the DRR problem and its solution. For example, in the case of landslide risk reduction, some 
stakeholders might prioritize the implementation of structural measures, while others might prefer 
natural engineering measures. Some stakeholders will support low cost early warning systems, 
while others will be in favour of high-tech solutions or simply of the relocation of the households 
at high risk. 

In this phase, it is vital for the external actors to conduct stakeholder mapping to gain an 
understanding of the community structure and needs. To ensure a successful co-design and 
implementation of DRR strategies, experts and external initiative takers must be willing to deeply 
engage and learn from community perspectives, be flexible in the research design and include 
local stakeholders in decision-making from the start, already in the phase of developing project 
aims. Actively engaging local stakeholders from the beginning serves as a kickstart for the 
development of a strong social capital.  

Actions that can be taken to involve local stakeholders from the beginning are, for example, to 
establish self-help and youth groups, to organize thematic focus groups between different 
stakeholder groups, and to hold voluntary educational and training workshops. Creating multi-
stakeholder partnerships who actively participate in the solution design can also contribute to a 
closer collaboration. On the third sector side, stakeholders such as NGOs, faith-based, and civil 
society organisations should be included, while on the community side, local leaders and 
community action groups should be engaged as connectors between the public and the 
practitioners. The establishment of such cross-sectoral networks ultimately facilitates the design 
of community tailored activities, emergency plans, and actions with the inclusion of both local and 
scientific knowledge. 

Another aspect that is important from the beginning of a co-creation processes is clear and 
transparent communication across all sectors, ranging from the outlining of all actors’ roles to the 
sharing of design and implementation strategies. To ensure transparent communication, not only 
in the beginning of the co-creation process, but throughout all the steps, an effective approach 
mentioned in the literature is to hold regular critical evaluation and information sessions with all 
relevant stakeholders. A major challenge in the co-design of solutions is, however, to 
institutionalise and homogenise them. Using agreements, memorandums, and policy instruments 
such as recommendations can facilitate the procedure. 
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Solution implementation and monitoring 

In the phase of solution implementation and monitoring, the main challenge is to implement long 
term solutions, both practically and financially. The government often has budget constraints and 
there is a lack of human resources and technical expertise to engage in implementing and 
maintaining DRR solutions. In addition, external actors such as scientists, NGOs or municipal 
councils often do not have the possibility to contribute after the end of the project. To ensure a 
successful implementation and maintenance of DRR solutions, it is therefore important to 
establish long-term partnerships, extending beyond the duration of a specific project, with external 
partners such as NGOs and national or regional institutions. If financial means are available, 
individual programs where local citizens are engaged to monitor hazards, can be employed, and 
compensated for their work to ensure a continuation of the monitoring after the solutions are 
implemented. 

6.2. Results from the survey with The HuT demonstrators 

Eleven researchers, practitioners, and private sector representatives engaged in the ten 
demonstrator areas2 of The HuT project replied to a survey focused on: 

1) their experiences with local stakeholder engagement, 
2) what challenges they encountered and expect to encounter during the process, 
3) which enabling conditions for successful stakeholder engagement they have identified 
4) how they are planning to transfer and integrate scientific and local knowledge 
5) what impacts they are expecting to have on local communities through The HuT project 

At the time of the survey, all demonstrators except one had already held meetings with local 
administrations and relevant stakeholders in their areas. However, the ways in which the different 
demonstrators organized these meetings varied significantly across the different arenas. The type 
of involvement ranged from engaging with stakeholders on a district level event (Dem 5), holding 
open information sessions (Dem 6), conducting interviews and surveys (Dem 8, 10) or workshops 
and education sessions on natural hazards (Dem 2, 6, 9). While some demonstrators focused 
more on contact establishment with the local government and relevant external institutions, others 
worked on establishing partnerships with relevant stakeholder groups as e.g., civil protection 
service. In three demonstrator areas, discussions were directed to the collaboration for the 
installation, implementation, and use of instruments and DRR measures (Dem 2, 8, 10). 

Based on their past experiences with stakeholder engagement, the demonstrators identified a total 
of 21 challenges and 20 enabling factors for a successful stakeholder engagement, which will be 
presented in more detail in the next paragraphs. 

Five out of ten demonstrators mentioned challenges concerning how to engage and establish ways 
of communication with local stakeholders (Figure 1). These include difficulties in deciding which 
stakeholder groups to approach and how to gain their trust (Dem 3,4,8,9,10), as well as to which 
level to engage them in the different steps of co-creation. Factors mentioned in this category 
referred to concerns about inclusion of all social groups (Dem 5,6) and involving stakeholders in 
the use of technologies before they are fully developed (Dem 2). These challenges could be partly 

 
 
 
2 Demonstrator areas in the HUT: Dem 1 = Valencia; Dem 2 = Val d’Aran; Dem 3 = Lattari mountains; Dem 4 

= Vilnius; Dem 5 = Schleswig-Holstein; Dem 6 = East Fjords; Dem 7 = Tisza River Basin; Dem 8 = 
Ogliastra; Dem 9 = Dorset; Dem 10 = Berne Canton 
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accounted to the limited experience with stakeholder engagement by the HuT partners (Dem 4,8). 
A second main category of barriers concerns political, institutional, and financial issues. The main 
challenges that the demonstrators face within this category are the time availability of potential 
participants in all sectors (Dem 3,6), the lack of knowledge on available resources, the lack of 
political and financial support (Dem 3,4) and the understanding of administrative and 
governmental structures which may partly hinder a successful engagement (Dem 1,8,9). In 
addition, partners mentioned gaps in the understanding of roles and responsibilities, e.g., across 
the warning value chain (Dem 9), limited interest of stakeholders to engage in the topic of DRR 
(Dem 8), internal stakeholder conflicts (Dem 8), and the lack of trusted long-term relationships 
(Dem 3). These last factors can be grouped into a third category that we labelled individual 
motivation. 

 

Figure 1: Main categories of challenges and enablers identified by partners of the HuT project. The 
bars indicate the number of factors identified in each category. 

 
Despite the many encountered challenges, the demonstrators also identified a number of enabling 

factors for successful stakeholder engagement. These factors concerned primarily three 
categories: communication strategies, trust and relationships, and political, institutional and 
financial concerns (Figure 1). Frequent and transparent communication in the form of e.g. 
information and evaluation meetings to learn from each other (Dem 2,9,10), providing concrete 
examples of possible solutions (Dem 3,8) and asking stakeholders about their expectations (Dem 
10) were mentioned as enabling communicational factors. Furthermore, demonstrators suggest 
that developing educational material and strategies devoted to different generations and social 
groups (Dem 2,5,6) can enhance the quality of knowledge exchange and raising of awareness. 
Moreover, in the category of trust and relationships, building trust between those responsible for 
the organisation of external initiatives and the local communities can be facilitated by engaging 
local experts and building relationships with municipalities and different administrative units. 
Making data and results openly available (Dem 10), visualising them in a simple way (Dem 4) and 
disseminating them (Dem 2,4,6) through internal platforms may also contribute to improve both 
communication and cross-sector relationships. On the policy side, demonstrators mentioned 
supporting local forums through civil contingency institutions (Dem 9), providing background for 
developing new types of financing mechanisms and regulations (Dem 8), building interregional 
natural hazard partnerships (Dem 9), and developing tools for co-creation of risk prevention 
protocols (Dem 4) as possible enablers for successful co-creation processes.  

In addition to barriers and enablers for successful stakeholder engagement, the HuT partners were 
asked how they are planning to integrate scientific and local knowledge in the ongoing fieldwork 
and stakeholder engagement processes. The responses could be divided into two categories, 
namely knowledge transfer and knowledge integration. To ensure knowledge transfer across 
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different sectors, the HuT partners suggested using dissemination platforms to enable two-way 
knowledge transfer (Dem 6), combining science-based tools with local narratives (Dem 5), and to 
gather local knowledge through meetings with different local stakeholder groups (Dem 6). 
Regarding the integration of different types of knowledge in the co-creation process, the HuT 
partners proposed that local knowledge of past events can be integrated in the risk analysis to 
validate modelling results (Dem 2,8,9,10), to create an inventory of local events (Dem 3), to detect 
potential multiple hazards (Dem 10), and to assess previous actions for risk prevention and 
reaction (Dem 4). In addition, one partner suggested that scientific knowledge can contribute to 
an increased understanding of phenomena and their dynamics, as well as to the monitoring of 
phenomena and potential adaptation solutions (Dem 3). 
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7. International DRR nexus Forum: first 
workshop 

This section provides a summary of the first The HuT I-DRRnF workshop, held at the annual meeting 
of the project at UPV in Valencia on October 26, 2023. The forum was divided in two sessions. 
The first one was focused on enablers and barriers for a successful stakeholder engagement to 
co-create DRR solutions. In the second session, the presentations and discussions evolved 
around knowledge transfer and integration across different sectors and disciplines. 

7.1. Session 1: Co-creation and stakeholder engagement 

Barriers and enablers  

In the first part of the thematic session, participants were asked to individually think about barriers 
and enabling factors for successful stakeholder engagement and co-creation processes, write 
them down on sticky notes and classify them in the categories resulting from the preparatory work 
(see survey results presented in section 5.2) (Figure 2). Moreover, participants could add new 
categories, if deemed appropriate. For the barriers, the main categories were engagement 
strategies; political, institutional, and financial barriers; and individual motivation. For the enablers 
the pre-defined categories were communication strategies; trust and relationships; and political, 
institutional, and financial enablers. After the workshop, a framework to connect identified barriers 
and enabling factors to overcome them (Table 1) was developed based on the post-it answers 
from all the three working groups (see section 4 for a description of the methodology). The results 
were categorised into ten main types of barriers for a successful stakeholder engagement process 
and co-creation of DRR solutions. In parallel, enablers to overcome each barrier type were 
identified. 

Time or the lack of it was mentioned as a barrier in different contexts by the participants in all three 
groups, showing that it is a central issue to ensure successful co-creation processes and 
sustainable solutions. Another main barrier identified was the interest and motivation to devote 

time to the topic, both from the practitioner/scientist 
and the local stakeholder side. In addition, the limited 
availability of both human and financial resources as 
well as unfavourable policy environments (e.g. the 
lack of political interest, competence, and legal 
frameworks) were mentioned as two main challenges. 
Collaborating across sectors, understanding 
community needs and structures to ultimately be able 
to work towards common objectives were also 
emphasised as three main challenges to overcome. 
To overcome the above-mentioned challenges, a 
major barrier is posed by the lack of expertise from the 
scientist/practitioner side in working with 
stakeholders, as well as the lack of experience in 
dealing with natural hazards from the community side. 
Finally, the importance and role of the media was 
recognised while common issues and challenges in 
dealing with the media were also emphasised. 

Figure 2: Whiteboard with sticky notes on 
the different categories of barriers 
and enablers. Photo: Jogscha 
Abderhalden 
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Table 1: Barriers and enablers (to overcome the respective barriers) identified during session one 
of the first I-DRRnF workshop 

IN
T

E
R

E
S

T
 A

N
D

 M
O

T
IV

A
T

IO
N

 

- motivation of researchers and 
practitioners to devote time to the 
topic 

o stakeholder engagement is not 
 valued in academia (only 
 publications are considered a 
 steppingstone for professional 
 advancement) 

- motivation of local stakeholders and 
practitioners to devote time to the 
topic  

o importance is not understood 
o lack of interest in local 

 communities 
o not having experienced 

extreme  events recently 
o individuals that are not 

impacted  
- life stress – there are more urgent 

things/pressing issues to take care of 

➔ increase recognition of stakeholder engagement 
in academia, provide space and funds for 
professional development in stakeholder 
engagement 

➔ strong community bonds and personal 
commitment of mayors or trusted community 
members in small municipalities can raise interest 

➔ simulations of climate extreme events 
➔ using visuals to help people understand the risk 

 

R
E

S
O

U
R

C
E

S
 

- lack of long-term solutions 
o timed resources and budget 
o lack of long-term engagement 

of stakeholders and 
participants 

o lack of capacity to attract 
funding 

- lack of manpower and resources 
- low or no budget dedicated to 

stakeholder participation 
o low willingness to participate 

without economic resources 
o low political will  

➔ dedicated funding  
➔ communicating the benefits of participation to the 

community 
➔ funded EU projects on the topic 
 

P
O

L
IC

Y
 

E
N

V
IR

O
N

M
E

N
T

/ 

IN
S

IT
U

T
IO

N
A

L
 

C
A

P
A

C
IT

Y
 

- legal and competency limitations 
- process legitimacy 
- disagreement between political 

bodies 
o low sense of responsibility in 

local authorities and 
institutions  

➔ active participation and integration with existing 
policies 

➔ policy guidance 
➔ global planning procedures 

o inviting diverse political groups 
➔ work with local leaders 
➔ recognise capacities and remits of organisations 

 BARRIERS ENABLERS 

T
IM

E
 

- finding time to meet 
o tight schedules of practitioners 

 and local stakeholders 
- lack of understanding of the time and 

effort stakeholder engagement takes 
o from funding bodies  
o from scientists and 

practitioners 

➔ having long-term project partners 
➔ recognizing capacities and remits of 

stakeholders 
➔ building long-term networks 
➔ understanding that stakeholder engagement and 

co-production is a process and takes both time 
and effort  

➔ taking time to get to know people  
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C
O

L
L

A
B

O
R

A
T

IO
N

/ 

C
O

O
R

D
IN

A
T

IO
N

 

- working in silos 
o lack of collaboration between 

local and regional institutions 
o lack of collaboration between 

different scientific disciplines 
- not speaking the same “language” 

o across sectors 
o within the scientific community 

➔ cross-organisational connection and roles within 
the municipality 

➔ using interactive and two-way communication 
➔ implementing meetings for residents 
➔ using different modes of communication, taking 

account for different ways of expression and 
language 

➔ simplify language and avoid using technical 
terms 

➔ having transdisciplinary mediators within 
scientific projects 

C
O

M
M

U
N

IT
Y

 N
E

E
D

S
 

- lack of knowledge and awareness of 
risks and complexity of risks not 
addressed in political spheres 

- reaching all social groups 
- lack of knowledge on community 

needs 
o lack of understanding of 

community structure and 
social groups 

➔ apply local knowledge and experiences of risk 
management approaches  

➔ experience or recent events 
➔ educational strategies and implementing the 

topic in formal education 
➔ developing information, dissemination tools 

targeting all social groups 
➔ fostering two-way communication 
➔ engaging with “local champions” and 

knowledgeable community members 
➔ mapping existing relationships and community 

stakeholders 

C
O

M
M

O
N

 

O
B

J
E

C
T

IV
E

S
 - divergent views on key issues 

- challenges identifying and 
establishing long term relationships 
with key contacts and stakeholders, 
getting foot in the door (reaching 
beyond activists/loudest voice) 

➔ find common ground, core areas to connect such 
as the common goal for community to succeed 

➔ involve all stakeholders and a wide spectrum of 
opinions  

➔ listening and respecting different views and 
opinions 

➔ identifying shared goals early in the process 

T
R

U
S

T
 A

N
D

 

IN
C

L
U

S
O

V
E

N
E

S
S

 

- lack of trust that 
researchers/practitioners are non-
biased/neutral participants (difficult to 
convince stakeholders to be part of 
the change) 

- top-down approaches and only 
engaging with stakeholders through 
consulting are often applied 

➔ early communication and low-threshold meetings 
with municipality 

➔ communicating the benefits of participation to the 
community 

➔ involving stakeholders in the design process 
➔ listening and not always telling 
➔ showing results and impact 
➔ implementing bottom-up engagement 
➔ involving stakeholders in decision-making, give 

them ownership 
➔ appreciate and use feedback by stakeholders 

E
X

P
E

R
T

IS
E

 - lack of experience and expertise 
o of scientists/practitioners in 

 engaging with stakeholders 
o of municipalities in working with 

hazards and extreme weather 

➔ establishing stakeholder engagement 
mechanisms 

➔ being flexible and build trust between experts 
and residents in communities at risk 

M
E

D
IA

 - misinformation from media 
o information being 

disseminated through social 
media before the responsible 
authorities can inform 

➔ effective communication such as videos 
➔ involving the media in early warning especially at 

local level 
➔ closely collaborate with media to avoid 

dissemination of wrong information 
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In all the working groups, participants agreed that the basis for stakeholder engagement is motivation 
and interest. Motivation of scientists and practitioners to actively engage with local stakeholders 
and build relationships, and the interest and motivation of local stakeholders to be involved and 
participate in the topic of DRR are essential. Starting with the motivation of HuT partners to 
commit to these processes, one of the researchers participating in the workshop mentioned that 
for them, stakeholder engagement is a passion that goes beyond the physical sciences and the 
modelling of risks. Indeed, this allows them to help communities in finding solutions. However, a 
main barrier to actively engage with stakeholders, especially for scientists, is that it is not valued 
in a scientific career path and thus it has limited career benefits. Despite being motivated to 
engage with stakeholders, several participants stated that trying to make a difference can be 
frustrating when participants show little interest or do not even attend meetings. One participant 
even experienced that stakeholders joined a participatory process with the aim to stop or hinder 
it. These experienced problems brought the discussion to the issue of reaching beyond the 
“loudest voices” (people that are already interested in the first place) to engaging the public to 
find solutions or strive for change (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3: Group discussing barriers and enablers for successful co-creation and stakeholder 
engagement. Photo: Jogscha Abderhalden 

 
According to the HuT partners, a main reason for the lack of interest and motivation of local 

communities to engage in the topic of DRR is the lack of awareness and sensitivity to the topic, 
which is amplified in case of absence of recent extreme events. As an example, participants from 
Hungary and Italy stated that local stakeholders do not have enough knowledge and experience 
with natural hazards to understand the urgency of the topic and show little interest to engage. On 
the other side, Icelandic partners stated that in their case it is the opposite and people are eager 
to engage because the frequency of events is high, and people know what they are dealing with.  
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To the question on how we can increase awareness of risks and extremes in areas where there is a 
lack of recent events, participants in one of the groups suggested that we must start investing in 
the education section and bring the topics of climate change, disaster risk and sustainability into 
formal education, in different formats including artistic and musical projects. Even though the topic 
is given some attention in schools, where it can increase schoolchildren’s awareness and 
perception, forum participants agree that there is a lack of legal engagement mechanisms. This 
is valid not only for the education sector, but also for engagement strategies with stakeholder 
groups to implement DRR strategies. From a Civil Society Organisation (CSO) perspective, 
involving stakeholder engagement in binding processes is a crucial step to move from a 
consultation only approach to engaging communities in decision-making and to having a real 
impact. One of the workshop participants brought a good example of how such a process can 
look like in real life, where stakeholders are actively involved in the decision-making process for 
climate change adaptation strategies in urban areas (Box 1). A participant working in an NGO 
mentioned a similar example of a Global Network of CSO’s for Disaster Reduction called “Views 
from the Frontline” where local stakeholders showed increased interest and motivation to 
participate because they gained a sense of ownership for the implemented solutions through 
active participation in the process.  

Through processes as the examples presented just above, stakeholders shared a common goal and 
agenda, and listened to each other. This was mentioned as an important prerequisite to build trust 
and good relationships in several of the working groups. Another way to engage with citizens 
actively or passively, to collect specific knowledge or opinions, is crowdsourcing. One of the tasks 
of the HuT project is exposure mapping of buildings in different areas and for different hazards 
(Task 4.3), where crowdsourced information from the open street map is used as the main input 
(Box 2). 

Despite having good practice examples showing that such frameworks could solve numerous issues, 
participants see major barriers to develop and successfully implement legal frameworks and 
stakeholder engagement mechanisms, especially concerning the political and financial sectors. 
To establish real engagement mechanisms, politicians need to be willing to lose some of their 
power and share responsibilities, which is usually not something they want. In addition, engaging 
with stakeholders and establishing co-creation processes in a sustainable way takes, as stated 
by several participants, a lot of time and effort, i.e., a lot of resources. 

Box 1 – Best practice example of stakeholder engagement mechanism applied in urban areas in 
Italy:  

In some urban areas in Italy (e.g., Milan), a renovation approach where citizens are actively 
involved in all steps of decision-making has been applied. The process starts with a 
municipality deciding to renovate an area. As a first step, municipality representatives 
approach residents, and ask them for suggestions and ideas for the renovation of their 
residential area. Next, the suggestions are evaluated together with experts, e.g., architects 
and other relevant stakeholders, and then implemented, if possible.  After the 
implementation, the new solutions are monitored and then implemented permanently if 
deemed successful/purposeful. As an example, in Milan some areas that were previously 
crowded and had a lot of traffic have been transformed into pedestrian areas with a 
playground and local services for young people. In this way, municipalities have found a way 
to achieve positive changes through active involvement of local citizens.   
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This cycle of limited time and resources on the one hand, and the requirement of devoted time and 
focused resources on the other, makes it very difficult to successfully engage stakeholders and 
co-create sustainable DRR solutions. Unfortunately, fundings and resources are rarely allocated 
specifically to co-creation processes. Even in cases where enough financial resources are 
available, it is unclear which part of the budget will be invested in adaptation to climate extremes. 
In some cases, local authorities do not know or do not have the authority to access such fundings. 

Another frequently mentioned problem regarding the time and financial resources of the scientists is 
the lack of long-term solutions reaching beyond the timeline of specific projects. Workshop 
participants found it challenging to identify specific solutions to this challenge. One suggested 
solution was to allocate budget more specifically to stakeholder engagement in project proposals, 
which could also contribute to enhancing the value of such engagement in a scientific career and 
thus increase the motivation of scientists to commit to such work. 

A final main challenge that was discussed during the thematic session was how to deal with the 
media. Generally, participants agree that the media are crucial both to raise risk awareness, 
perception and understanding of the population, and to inform what is going on. Nevertheless, 
several participants reported issues and challenges in dealing with media regarding early 
dissemination of information, sometimes even before official information, that results in scaring 
people more than informing constructively. Partners mentioned the issue that media often present 
a one-sided picture of the problem and fail to replicate and show the complexity of the matter. 
Despite working in close collaboration with media and dedicating specific human and financial 
resources to the topic, misinformation and disinformation are a recurring challenge that 
practitioners in the HuT project face concerning the media and dissemination of information.  

7.2. Session 2: Knowledge integration and impact 

Using the same logic adopted for the first thematic session, participants wrote down some key 
aspects linked to knowledge integration and classified them in the categories resulting from the 
preparatory work (see survey results presented in section 5.2). Moreover, participants could add 
new categories, if deemed appropriate. The key aspects identified by the participants served as 
a basis for the ensuing group discussions. In the next paragraphs, we first describe the key points 
of discussion that emerged during the workshop around the topic of knowledge transfer. 
Afterwards, challenges and examples of knowledge integration are presented. 

Concerning knowledge transfer, the working groups focused mainly on multi-tool/multi-sense 
communication strategies with an emphasis on reaching all social groups and on ways to share 
experiences and best practices. The proposed dissemination modes (Table 2) mentioned by the 
participants range from social media over narrative media, arts (Figure 4), print media and public 
speaking. Public events such as science festivals can contribute to sharing knowledge on the 
topic of DRR and raise public awareness. In addition, dissemination platforms such as geoportals, 
monitoring platforms, weather observation websites and open database repositories where both 

Box 2 – Exposure mapping using crowdsourced data  
One of the HuT partner organisations (GFZ) crowdsourced information about buildings from the 

open street map and used it as an input for building exposure modelling and mapping. Open 
street map is a large open-source platform for spatial data, where people can add their own 
data via a smartphone application. Such platforms are an easy approach to engage with 
citizens and collect place-specific data. In addition to crowdsourcing through the open street 
map, the researchers also directly approached local stakeholders riding the bus to collect 
data for their maps and models. 



Deliverable D5.3 
Minutes from I-DRRnF workshops 
 
 
    

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe  
research and innovation programme under grant agreement N° 101073957 21 

local stakeholders, practitioners and scientists can upload information, are considered effective 
tools for two-way knowledge transfer and ensuring that everyone has access to information. Such 
platforms can be developed on a community basis for specific projects but can also be upscaled 
to regional and national levels across sectors and organisations. A good example of the value of 
such endeavours was brought up in one of the groups where health and meteorological 
organisations connected and harmonized databases. In this way, they detected new weather-
related diseases that have not been explained/understood before.  

 
 
Table 2: Suggested communication and 
dissemination strategies to ensure knowledge 
transfer 

  

 Examples 

SOCIAL MEDIA ➔ YouTube 
➔ TikTok 
➔ Blogs 

NARRATIVE MEDIA ➔ Storytelling 
➔ Playback theatre 
➔ Serious games 

MEDIA ART ➔ Sci-art as cartoons 
➔ Videos 
➔ Pictograms 
➔ Infographics  

PRINT MEDIA ➔ Scientific papers 
➔ Popular science books 

PUBLIC SPEAKING ➔ Webinars 
➔ TEDx talks 
➔ Conferences 

Figure 4: Example of how cartoons can be used 
to illustrate issues in knowledge transfer. 
Artists: Hameed Khan and Eugenia Rojo 
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Moving on to the integration of knowledge across sectors, one main topic that was discussed in two 
of the three working groups was the issue of speaking the same language and having a mutual 
understanding of common goals and objectives (Figure 5). The discussion started off with 
communication issues within the scientific communities. Here, several participants stated that 
breaking silos, even within single departments, is critical to improve DRM knowledge and 
capacities. Others mentioned that even though scientists and practitioners from different fields 
decide to work together, there is a lack of a common language and understanding of how to 
measure the success of the project. This applies not only to the definitions of the same terms 
(e.g. risk, vulnerability) across disciplines but also to the shared understanding of what robust 
research means. One participant mentioned the issue that such differences in views are often 
addressed and noticed late, which can be problematic. Therefore, there is a need for 
intermediaries, i.e. people working at the interface between disciplines and sectors (Box 3). 

 

 

Figure 5: One of the working groups discussing the topic of knowledge integration. Photo: Ilan 
Kelman 

Box 3 – Why do we need intermediaries/facilitators for knowledge integration across sectors and 
who are they? 

The knowledge, skills, and capabilities of intermediaries - i.e. professionals who are able to 
interact with colleagues from different sectors and disciplines - are extremely valuable. Even 
if there is a high demand of such professionals, e.g., applied scientists that can build a 
bridge between experts in atmospheric sciences, social sciences and citizens, it is often 
difficult to find them.  These intermediaries have, for example, geography degrees and can 
understand and communicate the point of view of both physical and social scientists. On 
the one side, physicists may work on the model development, and, on the other side, a 
geographer may ask: “Great, but what are the practical implications?” (practitioner). Another 
example is expertise in risk/disaster related economics that is often difficult to find but it is 
highly valuable, e.g., to contribute breaking silos between the public and private sector.   



Deliverable D5.3 
Minutes from I-DRRnF workshops 
 
 
    

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe  
research and innovation programme under grant agreement N° 101073957 23 

In the same way as scientists and practitioners sometimes do not understand each other across 
silos or sectors, scientists and local stakeholders often struggle to communicate effectively and 
reach a mutual understanding of phenomena and local conditions. Thus, it is important for 
scientists to use simple language and not to assume that scientific knowledge is best. One of the 
Italian partners brought a best practice example where shepherds, firefighters and scientists 
achieved a common understanding of the problem and developed a solution to deal with 
prescribed burns (Box 4). In this case, a particularly important step has been to include different 
views of “what the problem is” and “how it can be solved”. However, it was also emphasized that 
being able to work towards a common objective is a time consuming and long-term process (10 
years).  

Time is not only critical to gain a mutual understanding between local stakeholders and scientists 
but also within scientific communities and across scientific fields. Several participants emphasised 
the importance of getting to know each other and socialising within a scientific community, 
especially in international and interdisciplinary projects such as the HuT, where people are 
coming from different places, different disciplines, and different cultures. Partners underlined that 
physical meetings such as general assemblies with informal events are very valuable to create 
shared meaning and understanding, to ultimately achieve an impact on the local, regional, 
national, and European level through the project.  

Most of the participants are working on local and regional levels. It was emphasised during the 
discussion that making impacts and doing changes on the local level is easier and more 
straightforward than scaling up and transferring across levels. Nevertheless, partners in the HuT 
project recognise the importance of transferring and scaling up local experiences and best 
practices to national and European levels and are hopeful that this goal can be achieved.  

To achieve an impact beyond the local and regional levels, cross-level communication is key. We 
need to learn about processes in different regions and identify the best practices. Then we need 
to brand them and understand not only what is working but also why it is working. As mentioned 
above, dealing with different countries with different cultures, regulations, and methodologies is 

Box 4 – “The shepherds and the firefighters” 

During the working group discussion, an example about wildfire risk reduction was reported. It 
focused on the use of pastoral fires to rejuvenate the pastures in the Ogliastra region in 
Sardegna, Italy. One of the critical issues is related to a gap of knowledge transfer between 
shepherd generations concerning prescribed burns. This type of burn is a tradition, and part 
of their agricultural practice. The local research team wanted to better understand the effect 
of prescribed burning on the landscape.  

As reported during the working group by a researcher involved in this project: “The most difficult 
part was putting everybody around a table and gain a mutual understanding of the different 
needs and objectives and trying to find common solutions. For example, we developed this 
program that we have run since 2011 together with the forest service, which helped the 
shepherds with prescribed burning, selecting specific days, analysing the weather condition, 
weather window, vegetation dryness, and all the physical components. We helped the forest 
service in analysing the weather conditions and selecting suitable days. Now the shepherds 
are happy, the forest fighters are happy because they can train their own personnel, and 
especially the young people, in understanding how fires can spread and how they can be 
controlled. Finally, we are also happy because we are collecting a lot of information on 
prescribed burning impacts on the territory.” (researcher) 
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a challenge. Therefore, it is crucial to understand the context of approaches and practices that 
are working to be able to adjust them to different local contexts and eventually scale them up to 
national or European levels. Gained knowledge does not only need to be transferred from the 
local level to the national and European levels but also the other way around.  

In that respect, questions came up in several groups about how we can ensure that we make an 
impact and how we can measure that impact. Policy briefs or summaries for policy makers are 
important deliverables that can be crucial for a project to have an impact. The problem is that 
while such documents often exist, they often do not reach out to policy makers and communities. 
We need to learn to make better use of policy briefs, for which several participants mentioned 
that Interreg Europe3 projects are a good example. Interreg projects have a scheme that is 
focused on changing the policy document used for the project. Project participants are required 
to have a strict connection with the regional government from the start to be sure that they will 
adopt the proposed changes in the end. 

In order to achieve an impact, the timing of reporting is also essential. On the one hand, impact may 
not happen directly after project completion, thus it might be useful to continue reporting for 
several years after the project, as is the case for example in the UK. Although it is a lot of work 
and a tedious process, participants see the value in such long-term reporting. A remaining issue 
is that there are no regulations for consequences if no impact is achieved. On the other hand, in 
cases where disasters happen before a project ends and suggestions for change go into policy, 
important information should be delivered to local authorities in urgent situations. 

Nonetheless, it is difficult to assess whether a positive trend after a project is an impact resulting 
from the work done within the project or if other variables affected the outcome. An example 
mentioned in one of the groups was a tornado Early Warning System (EWS) in the US where the 
number of fatalities had been reduced after the implementation of the new EWS. However, it was 
impossible to assess whether this trend could be attributed to the performance of the EWS as no 
major event happened for a long period after the implementation. Therefore, a better approach to 
measure impact rather than looking at the number of fatalities would be to focus on the effect on 
the community, on their awareness, perception, and their satisfaction with implemented changes. 
In Europe, we will likely have much fewer fatalities caused by natural hazards than in developing 
countries in Asia. Still, this does not necessarily mean that the impact of implemented changes is 
less. It is important to consider that measuring impacts is relative to the scale of implementation 
of changes (local-national-global) as well as to the geographic region.  

 
 
 
3  “Interreg Europe is an interregional cooperation programme, co-funded by the European Union. The 

European Union strives to reduce disparities in the levels of development, growth and quality of life in 
and across Europe’s regions. The programme contributes to this objective and runs from 2021 to 2027.” 
(Interregeurope, 2023) 
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8. Conclusions 

This document summarises the results of a literature review, questionnaire and working group 
discussions of the first I-DRRnF focusing on barriers and enablers to successful stakeholder 
engagement for the co-creation of DRR solutions. Special emphasis was devoted on how to gain 
stakeholder’s interest and develop collaborations on the local level as well as on how to transfer 
and integrate knowledge from different sectors. A literature review and a questionnaire submitted 
to project partners served as preparatory work for the I-DRRnF workshop which represents the 
main body of this deliverable.  

The discussions and presentations during the first I-DRRnF illustrated challenges as well as crucial 
aspects for the success of co-creation processes for disaster risk reduction, which were largely 
aligned with the findings from the literature review. The workshop participants discussed topics 
including barriers for successful stakeholder engagement, how to overcome those barriers 
through different actions and approaches, how to transfer and integrate knowledge from different 
sectors to ultimately make an impact on local communities, and beyond. 

Strategies to encourage local stakeholders to engage in the topic of DRR have emerged, yet the 
challenge of reaching beyond the “loudest voices” and raising local communities’ risk awareness 
remains, often due to the absence of recent natural hazard events. Establishing structured 
frameworks and implementing engagement mechanisms to facilitate stakeholder engagement 
and co-creation processes is an ongoing need.  

During the workshop discussions on knowledge transfer and integration, the effective utilisation of 
dissemination platforms targeted for different stakeholder groups was emphasised as an 
important tool for knowledge transfer. Challenges in working across silos and gaining a mutual 
understanding of terms, needs and success were identified as main obstacles to collaboration.  

Examining the expected impacts of stakeholder engagement processes remains a challenge. 
Participants agreed that it is often easier to foresee and measure impacts at the local level than 
attempting to achieve and assess them at national or European level. Notwithstanding, project 
participants exhibited optimism regarding the transfer and amplification of insights derived from 
the local level and think that the HuT project can be a good example in bringing those learnings 
and good practices to other contexts. Suggestions such as design of policy briefs for 
dissemination and reporting impacts over several years after the project end were proposed. 
When measuring the impact of a project or endeavour, it is important to account for the context, 
including the geographic location or DRR measures already in place.  

Overall, the I-DRRnF represents a platform for sharing experiences and discussing common issues 
amongst scientists and practitioners in the HuT project. Group discussions in the thematic group 
sessions enhance mutual learning, reflexivity, contribute to building stronger connections, and 
foster a collective motivation to engage with stakeholders to implement or improve co-creation 
processes and solutions. Sharing learned lessons and best practice experiences within a 
transdisciplinary research project is vital to guide future collaborative efforts and to ensure that 
everyone is working towards common objectives. 
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10. Appendix 

10.1. Presentations 

- “Co-creating inclusive disaster risk reduction strategies” 
Anna Scolobig and Jogscha Abderhalden, University of Geneva 

- “Good practices: Las Naves co-design experience, MAtchUP” 
Las Naves, Valencia 

- “Raising awareness and preparedness – the challenges of promoting behaviour change for 
warnings” 
Carina Fearnley, Ilan Kelman and Maryam Rokhideh, University College London 

- “Good practices & Co-design of the smart platform for monitoring and generating warnings 
in València” 
Ernesto Faubel-Cubells, Smart City Valencia, Universitat Politècnica de València 
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10.2. Workshop agenda 
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