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Disclaimer

This report was prepared as an account of work funded by the European Commission.
The contents of this document are provided “AS IS”, and no guarantee or warranty is
provided that the information is fit for particular purposes.

The information, analyses and views set out in this report are those of the author(s) and
do not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the European Union. Neither the
Community institutions and bodies, nor any person acting on their behalf may be held
responsible for the use which may be made of the information contained therein. The
user, thereof, uses the information at its sole risk and liability.
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Abbreviations and acronyms

EC European Commission

EU European Union

GDPR General Data Protection Regulation
HE Horizon Europe

H2020 Horizon 2020

IPRs Intellectual Property Rights
LEAS Law Enforcement Agencies
M Month

R&D Research and Development
RFI Request For Information

TRL Technology Readiness Levels
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1. Executive summary

This report presents the results of the Open Market Consultation (OMC) carried out in
the framework of the SHIELD PCP project (Security Harmonised Innovation for
Enhanced Law Enforcement Capacities in Dynamic Crowd Protection). The OMC
aimed to validate the preliminary state-of-the-art analysis, test the feasibility and
attractiveness of the envisaged Pre-Commercial Procurement (PCP), and collect
structured feedback from technology providers and other stakeholders on the SHIELD
PCP challenge, pilots and requirements.

The consultation combined three main strands of activity: (i) a series of multilingual
online webinars organised between 27 and 29 January 2026, (i) a hybrid OMC event
held in Paris from 25 to 26 February 2026, and (ii) a written Request for Information (RFI)
questionnaire disseminated via the EU Survey platform. Across these activities, 189
stakeholders registered to participate, representing 11 countries and a mix of SMEs,
mid-caps, large organisations, universities and research organisations, and other
entities. In terms of organisational profile, 97 registered participants were SMEs, 48 large
organisations, 6 mid-caps, 13 universities or research organisations and 25 from other
types of entities.

The webinars provided an opportunity to present the SHIELD PCP context, the three
priority pilots (panic at a football stadium, drone attack on match day, and multi-actor
coordination after a massive knife attack in a train station), and the high-level
functional and non-functional requirements, while also enabling real-time interaction
through Q&A and live polls. The Paris event complemented this with a full-day
programme combining plenary presentations, an interactive session and structured
matchmaking. In total, 54 technology providers participated in the OMC hybrid event
in Paris (85 participants in total when including consortium members and members of
the User Observatory Group (UOG)), of whom 20 technology providers attended in
person (45 participants in total with consortium members and UOG members) and 34
technology providers joined online (40 participants in total with consortium members
and UOG members). Participants were infroduced to the SHIELD PCP rationale, pilots,
PCP phases and budget; received a detailed presentation of the state-of-the-art
analysis and OMC objectives; and took part in an interactive discussion on
requirements and technical approaches, followed in the affernoon by supplier pitches
on company capabilities and a dedicated matchmaking session between
technology providers and public buyers.

The RFI questionnaire gathered structured information on suppliers’ profiles, relevant
solutions, technology readiness levels (TRLs), foreseen IPR strategies, and views on
legal, ethical and operational constraints. In total, 49 responses were received. The
respondent base was dominated by SMEs and start-ups, while also including large
companies, research organisations/universities, private organisations and one
respondent selecting another category. In geographical terms, responses came from
six countries, with the largest shares from Spain and France, followed by Italy, Greece,
Slovakia and Belgium.

Overall, the OMC confirmed strong market interest in the future SHIELD PCP, a clear
preference for modular and interoperable solutions, and broad availability of relevant
technology building blocks, while also showing that substantial innovation is sfill
needed in areas such as advanced crowd analytics, Al-supported decision-making,
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multi-source data fusion, and legally and operationally robust multi-agency
deployment. The feedback collected through the activities, and in particular through
the detailed responses to the RFlI questionnaire, provided important insights for the
preparation of the future PCP procurement. While respondents generally confirmed
the relevance of the SHIELD PCP challenge and the feasibility of developing innovative
solutions, several topics emerged across the answers that may require further
clarification or consideration when designing the procurement approach.

First, many respondents emphasised the importance of modular and interoperable
architectures, highlighting that the envisaged solution should allow the integration of
specialised components developed by different providers. Suppliers frequently
indicated that open interfaces, standardised APls and the ability to integrate with
existing command-and-control, communication and sensor infrastructures will be
essential for the successful deployment of solutions in real operational environments.
This feedback supports a procurement approach that encourages modular
innovation and avoids overly restrictive solution architectures.

Second, respondents repeatedly underlined the complexity of integrating
heterogeneous data sources, sensors and analytics tools across multiple agencies and
operational environments. Several answers pointed to interoperability with legacy
systems, cross-agency data governance and semantic interoperability as important
challenges. These observations suggest that the PCP may need to place particular
emphasis on integration capabilities, open standards and data-governance
mechanisms to ensure that developed solutions can operate effectively in multi-
agency contexts.

Third, a number of responses highlighted legal, ethical and regulatory considerations
related to the use of advanced sensing, analytics and artificial intelligence in public-
space security contexts. Respondents referred in particular to GDPR compliance,
transparency and accountability of Al-supported decision-making, and the need to
ensure that surveilonce or behavioural analysis technologies are deployed
proportionately and in accordance with EU legal frameworks. These aspects will
therefore need to be carefully reflected in the definition of technical requirements and
evaluation criteria for the future PCP.

Fourth, suppliers frequently indicated that the most resource-intensive part of the
development process is expected to be the integration and prototyping phase. Both
the indicative timelines and the budget estimates provided in the RFI responses
suggest that Phase 2 (Prototype Development) is likely to require the largest share of
technical effort and financial resources. This observation confirms the importance of
ensuring that the PCP phase structure and budget allocation provide sufficient
flexibility and resources for integration, testing and iterative development.

Fifth, the responses revealed a strong interest in participating in the future PCP tender,
with the majority of respondents indicating that they would likely participate and many
expressing a preference for forming consortia with complementary partners. This
confirms that the market is sufficiently active and diverse to support a competitive
procurement process, while also suggesting that matchmaking and collaboration
between specialised technology providers may play an important role in delivering
infegrated solutions.
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Finally, several respondents provided recommendations related to governance,
interoperability, operational validation and deployment conditions. These included
requests for clearer information on pilot environments, existing infrastructure,
interoperability constraints and operational validation scenarios. The SHIELD PCP
consortium will take these considerations intfo account when finalising the PCP
documentation and preparing the Call for Tender, with the objective of ensuring that
the procurement framework remains realistic, competitive and conducive to
innovation.

2. SHIELD PCP Scope

SHIELD PCP is a Horizon Europe funded project that brought together first responders,
public authorities and technology providers to co-create innovative solutions for
protecting public spaces and managing crowds in dynamic, high-risk environments.
Building on the previous SHIELD4ACROWD project, which identified common
vulnerabilities and capability gaps, SHIELD PCP moved from analysis to joint innovation
procurement by preparing a future PCP for integrated crowd protection solutions.

The project focused on a set of representative pilots capturing complex security
challenges: panic at a football stadium in Slovakia, a drone attack on match day in
Spain, and multi-actors’ coordination after a massive knife attack in a French train
station. Across these pilots, the Public Buyers Group (PBG) sought solutions that
improved situational awareness, enabled multi-agency coordination, and supported
informed decision-making and public communication, while respecting fundamental
rights and data protection requirements.

The envisaged PCP is expected to procure R&D services that will lead to solutions
reaching TRL 7-8, following the standard three-phase PCP model (solution design,
prototype development, and validation and demonstration). The PBG, led by the
French Ministry of Interior as Lead Procurer, will procure these services on behalf of the
Ministries of Interior of France, Spain and Slovakia and SNCF, thereby ensuring a cross-
border, multi-domain operational perspective. The OMC documented in this
deliverable formed a key preparatory step to test the PCP concept with the market,
reduce information asymmetries and ensure that the future tender is realistic,
competitive and innovation-friendly.

3. Content deliverable

3.1.0pen Market Consultation design and implementation

3.1.1. Objectives and methodology
The SHIELD PCP consortium designed the OMC to fulfil three main objectives:

e Validate the preliminary market and state-of-the-art analysis carried out under
earlier work packages, including key technology frends and maturity levels
relevant to the SHIELD PCP challenge.

¢ Inform and engage a broad community of potential suppliers, integrators and
research organisations about the planned PCP, its scope, timetable and high-
level requirements.
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e Collect structured feedback on the feasibility of the proposed challenge,
requirements and procurement approach, and identify potential risks, barriers
and opportunities from a market perspective.

To achieve these objectives, the consortium combined qualitative and quantitative
methods: online webinars in different EU languages; a hybrid event in Paris; and an RFI
questionnaire administered through the EU Survey platform. The webinars and Paris
event allowed for interactive presentations, live polling and open Q&A, while the RFI
captured more detailed and comparable information across respondents.

All activities were conducted on a voluntary, non-binding basis, in line with Horizon
Europe PCP rules and the OMC principles described in the SHIELD PCP OMC
document. Participation in the OMC did not create any advantage or disadvantage
in the future tender, and all confributions were anonymised in this report to protect
legitimate business interests and ensure fair competition.

3.1.2. OMC timetable and participation

The OMC implementation followed the timetable announced in the OMC document,
with minor adjustments in the final phase to reflect the actual publication and closure
dates of the consortium. Table 1 below summarises the overall OMC timetable from
the publication of the Prior Information Nofice to the formal closure of the consultation.

Date Event

24 November 2025 Publication of the Prior Information Notice (PIN) on TED.

Publication of the OMC documents on the
project’'s website: www.shieldpcp.eu

18 December 2025 Publication of the EU Survey questionnaire:
https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/runner/SHIELD-PCP-
Requestforinformation-Questionnaire

27 January 2026 OMC webinarin French
27 January 2026 OMC webinar in Spanish
28 January 2026 OMC webinar in Slovak
29 January 2026 OMC webinar in Polish
29 January 2026 OMC webinar in Italian

25-26 February 2026 OMC event in English — Paris, France (hybrid)

Deadline for the submission of responses to the RFI
questionnaire

20 March 2026 Publication of the OMC report
20 March 2026 Formal closure of the OMC

12 March 2026

Table 1: OMC timetable of activities and required actions

Registration for all events was managed through the SHIELD PCP website
(www.shieldpcp.eu), using an online form that collected basic information on
parficipants and their organisations. The consortium monitored participation across
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activities to ensure broad representation and identify gaps in stakeholder
engagement.

Table 2 below summarises the number of registered and, where available, actual
partficipants for each OMC activity, including the language-specific webinars, the
hybrid Paris event and responses received to the RFl questionnaire via EU Survey.

Registered sael
Activity Date(s) gist participants/res
participants
ponses
OMC webinar - French 27 January 2026 34 45
OMC webinar - Spanish 27 January 2026 88 82
OMC webinar - Slovak 28 January 2026 2 14
OMC webinar - Polish 29 January 2026 3 6
OMC webinar- Italian 29 January 2026 4 6
54 technology
providers (85 in
. . 25-26 February total incl.
Hybrid OMC event - Paris 0026 131 consortium

members and
UOG members
RFI questionnaire (EU Deadline 12 49 49

Survey) March 2026
Table 2: OMC participation per activity

The OMC document informed interested parties that the SHIELD PCP consortium
reserved the right to adjust the planned activities and timetable. In practice, the OMC
was implemented substantially as planned; the main adjustments concerned the
finalisation phase, with the OMC report scheduled for publication on 19 March 2026
and the formal closure of the OMC on 20 March 2026, as reflected in Table 1.

3.2.0MC Webinars

3.2.1. Overview of webinars

Between 27 and 29 January 2026, the consortium organised five OMC webinars in
different EU languages to reach a wide audience and facilitate participation from
various countries. The webinars covered the same core content but were delivered in
French, Spanish, Slovak, Polish and Italian, with slides and explanatory materials
adapted as needed to the language and audience.

Each webinar lasted between 1 hour 28 minutes and 3 hours 15 minutes and followed
the same structure. The French webinar (3 hours 15 minutes) was attended by 45
parficipants; the Spanish webinar (2 hours 11 minutes) by 82 participants; the Slovak
webinar (1 hour 51 minutes) by 14 participants; the Polish webinar (1 hour 42 minutes)
by é participants; and the Italian webinar (1 hour 28 minutes) by 6 participants. Each
webinar consisted of four main parts: (i) infroduction to SHIELD PCP and the PCP
concept; (i) presentation of the three pilots and the main functional and non-
functional requirements; (iii) explanation of the OMC process, the RFI questionnaire
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and the next steps; and (iv) interactive sessions, including live polls and Q&A. The
webinars were recorded, in line with the privacy information included in the OMC
document, and the recordings were used solely for internal analysis and quality
assurance. The webinar recordings and presentation slides are made publicly
available on the SHIELD PCP website: hitps://shieldpcp.eu/omc-webinars-recordings/.

3.2.2. Language-specific summaries

French webinar (27 January 2026)

The French webinar targeted technology providers, integrators and research
organisations active in France and other French-speaking regions. It lasted
approximately 3 hours and 15 minutes and was attended by 45 participants. The
interactive session focused on collecting inifial reactions to the three pilots and
mapping potential contributions to the envisaged SHIELD PCP components, including
analytics, sensing and command-and-control solutions.

Spanish webinar (27 January 2026)

The Spanish webinar lasted around 2 hours and 11 minutes and attracted 82
participants from Spain and other Spanish-speaking countries. The interactive session
gathered inputs on how suppliers' solutions could address the pilot scenarios and
highlighted particular interest in video analytics, drone-based sensing and integrated
platforms.

Slovak webinar (28 January 2026)

The Slovak webinar lasted approximately 1 hour and 51 minutes and was attended by
14 participants. During the interactive segment, parficipants discussed how their
solufions could be deployed in the "panic in a football stadium" pilot and raised
questions on interoperability with existing national security system:s.

Polish webinar (29 January 2024)

The Polish webinar, which lasted approximately 1 hour and 42 minutes, brought
together 6 participants. The interactive session focused on potential contributions to
detection and tfracking components, as well as on integration with local command-
and-control infrastructures.

Italian webinar (29 January 2026)

The Italian webinar lasted approximately 1 hour and 28 minutes and was attended by
6 participants. The interactive discussion explored possible Italian contributions to core
SHIELD PCP components, with particular attention to Al-driven analytics and digital
innovation solutions.

3.2.3. Polls and quantitative feedback

During the webinars, the consortium used Microsoft Teams polling functionality to
collect instant feedback from participants on ten questions aligned with the RFI
structure. For each question, participants selected predefined answer options,
enabling a consolidated quantitative view across all language sessions (French,
Spanish, Slovak, Polish and Italian). The detailed per-language results and the original
Microsoft Teams screenshots are provided in Annex 1.

Q1. Have you already responded to the Request for Information (RFI) questionnaire?
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Across all language sessions, only a small share of participants had already responded
to the RFI at the time of the webinars. In the Spanish webinar, one respondent (5%)
indicated "yes", while in the French webinar two respondents (22%) had already
submitted the questionnaire. In the Slovak, Polish and Italian webinars, all respondents
reported that they had not yet completed the RFI, confirming that the webinars
played an important role in promoting the questionnaire and encouraging further
responses.

Q2. In the stadium panic scenario shown, at which phase could your solution
contribute the most?

The responses to Q2 indicate that suppliers see potential contributions across the full
incident-management chain, with a concentration around early detection, situational
awareness and evacuation support. In the larger Spanish and French webinars,
multiple respondents selected early detection of suspicious behaviour or prohibited
objects, real-time situational awareness and monitoring of crowd movement and
evacuation, with additional interest in coordination between multiple agencies and
communication with end users. The Slovak, Polish and Italian webinars, although
involving fewer respondents, broadly mirrored this pattern, suggesting consistent
interest in solutions that enhance awareness, coordination and crowd management
throughout the stadium panic scenario.

Q3. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

For Q3, most respondents positioned their organisations as providers of specific
technology components or as integrators of multiple technologies into one solution. In
the Spanish and French webinars, these two categories together accounted for the
majority of responses, complemented by a substantial share of respondents offering
analytical or decision-support capabilities and a smaller number focusing on
operational implementation and validation. In the Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions,
responses were more evenly distributed across the four main categories, but again
tended to cluster around component provision and systems integration rather than
partficipants who were still exploring how they could contribute.

Q4. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:

The answers to Q4 show that many solutions are at a relatively advanced stage of
maturity, while still requiring some adaptation to the SHIELD PCP context. In the Spanish
and French webinars, most respondents described their solutions as "applicable with
adaptation or integration” or as "components that support part of the workflow", with
a smaller group reporting solutions already used in comparable operational
environments and, in the Spanish case, another group identifying solutions that are sfill
under development or conceptual. In the Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions,
respondents mainly indicated solutions that either require further development or
represent core components that could be combined with other tools, highlighting the
importance of integration and co-development during the PCP.

Q5. In the drone attack scenario shown, at which phase could your solution
contribute the most?

Responses to Q5 confirm that participants' solutions can support multiple phases of a
drone-related incident, with particular emphasis on detection, situational awareness
and coordination. In the Spanish and French webinars, several respondents indicated
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capabilities for early drone detection and classification, real-time situational
awareness and multi-agency coordination, while others pointed to contributions to
tracking, threat assessment and crowd-management functions. The Slovak, Polish and
[talian sessions showed a similar distribution of interests, albeit with fewer respondents,
again pointing to a broad range of technologies that can reinforce detection,
monitoring and coordinated response in drone attack scenarios.

Qé. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

The distribution of answers to Qé suggests a balanced mix of technology components,
platforms and supporting tools. In the Spanish webinar, responses were almost evenly
split across core technology components, software platforms for coordination or
sifuational awareness, decision-support or command-and-control tools and systems-
integration solutions, with a smaller group focusing on crowd communication or
evacuation support. The French webinar revealed a similar pattern, with core
components, decision-support tools and integration solutions again strongly
represented. In the Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions, respondents tended to select
one or more of these same categories rather than concentrating on a single role,
confirming that many suppliers see themselves contributing both specialised
capabilities and integration or coordination functions.

Q7. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:

For Q7, most respondents characterised their solutions as requiring further
development but fitting the pilot objectives, or as core components that could be
combined with other solutions. In the Spanish and French webinars, these two
categories together accounted for the majority of responses, with a smaller group
indicating that their solutions were ready to be adapted and tested in real operational
environments and very few considering their solutions not applicable to the pilot. In
the Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions, the limited number of respondents was split
between solutions requiring further development and core components suitable for
combination with other tools, reinforcing the view that the PCP can leverage a mix of
mature and near-to-market innovations.

Q8. In the knife attack scenario shown, at which phase could your solution contribute
the most?

The responses to Q8 again point to strong capabilities in early detection, situational
awareness and coordinated response. In the Spanish and French webinars, several
parficipants selected early incident detection and initial alerts, rapid situational
awareness and a common operational picture (COP) across agencies, with additional
intferest in multi-agency coordination and crowd-monitoring and evacuation-flow
management; targeted communication to commuters and staff was less frequently
selected. The Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions, though smaller, confirmed the same
priorities, with respondents mainly indicating contributions to the common operational
picture (COP) and coordination functions, complemented by some interest in crowd-
monitoring and alerting.

Q9. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

Answers to Q9 show that suppliers envisage their contributions both as central
platforms and as specialised modules that can be combined into a broader system.
In the Spanish and French webinars, respondents were distributed across central
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platforms, specialised capabilities or modules and data-fusion or situational-
awareness components, with a non-negligible share also indicating that support
existing tools were less common. In the Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions, the few
respondents generally positioned themselves as central platforms, data-fusion
components or interoperability layers, confirming that many market actors see their
added value in enabling coordination and integration across heterogeneous systems.

Q10. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:

Finally, Q10 highlights a clear predominance of software-based and Al-driven
approaches, often in combination with hardware elements. Across the Spanish and
French webinars, most respondents described their contributions as primarily software-
based, as combined hardware-and-software solutions or as solutions based on data,
analytics and artificial inteligence, with a smaller group indicating service- or
operations-oriented offerings and almost no respondents identifying purely hardware-
based solutions. The Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions followed a similar pattern, with
respondents again favouring software-centric, data-driven and combined solutions
and very few, if any, positioning themselves as hardware-only providers.

Overall, the polling results confirm strong market interest in solutions that enhance early
detection, situational awareness, multi-agency coordination and interoperability, with
a predominance of software-based, Al-driven and component-oriented
confributions. These quantitative findings complement the qualitative feedback
gathered during the webinars and the main OMC hybrid event, and were used by the
consortium to refine the functional and non-functional requirements of the SHIELD PCP.

3.2.4. Webinar Q&A (all languages)

All webinars included a dedicated Q&A block that allowed participants to submit
questions via the chat and orally, which the consortium answered live. Across the
French, Spanish, Slovak, Polish and Italian sessions, a largely consistent set of questions
emerged, focusing on eligibility and participation in the future PCP, consortium
formation and matchmaking, the scope and maturity of expected solutions,
intellectual property rights, data protection and ethical aspects, and the overall PCP
budget and phase structure.

To ensure transparency and equal treatment in line with the principles of the TFEU, alll
questions raised during the webinars and the corresponding answers were
consolidated info a written Q&A document. This document was published on the
SHIELD PCP website (https://shieldpcp.eu/omc-webinars-recordings/) for all interested
parties and is atfached to this report as a separate file, Annex 2 — Consolidated Q&A
(language-specific webinars), so that the information provided to suppliers ahead of
the Call for Tender is fully documented and accessible in a single place.

3.3.OMC hybrid event in Paris
3.3.1. Agenda and format

The hybrid OMC event took place in Paris on 25 February 2026, bringing together
representatives from the PBG, potential suppliers, research organisations and other
stakeholders. The event combined plenary presentations, thematic sessions, and
matchmaking opportunities, and was accessible both on site and online via streaming
and interactive tools.
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The agenda included:

Opening session and project overview.

Detailed presentations on the three SHIELD PCP pilots and the related
operational contexts.

Sessions on PCP rules, IPR, and evaluation criteria, helping suppliers
understand the future tender.

Short pitches and demonstrations by interested providers (15 pitches in total),
covering:

Al-driven situational awareness and analyfics,

Crowd monitoring and public space safety, including: density and flow
analysis, behavioural monitoring and panic detection, evacuation
management and safety optimisation,

Multi-sensor data fusion and interoperability, integration of video,
acoustic, loT, and wearable sensors, fusion of heterogeneous data
streams into a Common Operational Picture (COP),

Decision support and command-and-conftrol systems,

Drone and anti-drone technologies: detection and fracking of drones
(including low-signature drones), anti-drone management systems,
integration with broader security platforms,

Advanced sensing and hardware solutions: wearables and fracking
devices for responders, acoustic sensors, magnetic sensing, and smart
fabrics, and

Intfegrated platforms and system integratfion: large-scale platforms
combining multiple technologies, system integration across agencies
and domains.

Facilitated matchmaking sessions to help suppliers identify potential partners
and form consortia.
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OMC event
§:00-9:15 Regiztration
9:15=9:30 Welcome & opening remarks Fllenne Genef
' ' pening French Ministry of Interior
9:30 - 10:00 Explanation of the SHIELD PCP project (rationale, uze Ning Czyzewska
' ’ cases, PCP process) Polish Platform for Homeland Secunty
. . . b, . Youssef Bouali
10:00 - 10:45 Presentation of the state-of-the-art analysis DIGINNOV
10:45 -11:00 Coffee break
. . _— -~ Azra Atglan
11:00-11:20 OMC objectivez and activitiez CORVERS
Y tar f i DIGINNOY
11:20-12:20 Interactive session MCden,: or foussefBouall, DIGINNOV
All participants
Nina Czyzewska
12:20-13:00 Next steps Polish Platform for Homeland Security
13:00 - 14:00 Lunch break
Matchmaking session
14:00 - 14:10 Infroduction fo the matchmaki i Nina Czyzewska
’ ’ niroductien fe fne maichmaking session Polish Platform for Homeland Security
14:10 - 15:10 Presentt?lllcn by supplierz of their company and Al parficipants
capabilities
15:10 = 14:00 Matchmaking session All participants
16:00 - 16:10 Closure Nina Czyzewska

Polish Platform for Homeland Security

Table 3: OMC hybrid Paris event - agenda
3.3.2. Participation and stakeholder profile

Parficipation in the Paris event was open to all interested parties, with priority for on-
site places given to organisations that had submitted or planned to submit an RF
questionnaire. In total, 131 technology providers registered for the event.

The event attracted a broad spectrum of stakeholders, including providers of Al-based
analytics, sensor systems, communication and networking technologies, command-
and-control platforms, and integration services. Actual participation comprised 54
technology providers (85 participants in total when including consortium members
and members of the User Observatory Group (UOG)), with a strong presence of SMEs
alongside several larger industry players and research organisations, as well as a
number of new entrants to the SHIELD PCP topic.

3.3.3. Main discussion points and feedback

Discussions in Paris focused on several key themes:

e Technical feasibility of the SHIELD PCP requirements and potential integration
architectures for multi-agency platforms.

e Challengesrelated to deploying solutions in real operational environments such
as stadiums, frain stations and urban public spaces.

e Legal and ethical aspects, including GDPR compliance, proportionality of
surveillance technologies and fransparency towards citizens.
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e Business models for long-term sustainability beyond the PCP, including
maintenance, updates and cross-border deployment.

Participants generally welcomed the PCP approach and the cross-border nature of
the PBG, which they viewed as an opportunity to scale innovative solutions beyond
natfional markets. At the same time, suppliers highlighted the importance of clear and
realistic requirements, phased testing and adequate support for interoperability and
integration.

During the Paris hybrid event on 25 February 2026, the consortium used live polling via
Mentimeter to collect structured, anonymous feedback from participants on their
current capabilities and plans in relation to the SHIELD PCP requirements. While the
earlier language-specific webinars focused primarily on pilot-oriented questions
exploring potential technological contributions within the three presented scenarios,
the interactive session during the Paris event adopted a more solution-oriented
perspective. In the period leading up to the event, the project requirements and
technical framework had been further refined based on internal project work and
preliminary feedback received from the market. Consequently, the Mentimeter
polling focused on key functional components of the envisaged SHIELD PCP solution,
including aspects such as system integration, data fusion, interoperability, operational
workflows and indicative cost considerations. The results indicated that only a small
subset of suppliers currently operate mature, large-scale solutions in complex stadium
and urban environments, with many positioning their capabilities at prototype or pilot
stage. Advanced functionalities such as dynamic evacuation optimisation, real-time
multi-layer data fusion and federated multi-agency integration were generally less
mature, whereas there was strong but heterogeneous interest and activity in Al-driven
crowd analytics, drone and antfi-drone tfechnologies, secure and resilient
communications, and non-biometric movement and behaviour monitoring compliant
with  EU legal and data-protection requirements. This approach allowed the
consortium to validate with market participants its updated understanding of the
project's technical requirements and market readiness. The detailed results of the
Mentimeter polling conducted during the Paris OMC event are provided in Annex 3.

3.4.Request for Information (RFI) questionnaire

3.4.1. Structure of the guestionnaire

The RFI questionnaire, made available via the EU Survey platform and annexed to the
OMC document, invited technology providers and other stakeholders to provide
written input on their solutions, capabilities and views in relation to the SHIELD PCP
challenge. The questionnaire consisted of 37 questions (Q1-Q37) covering the
following aspects:

¢ General information about the organisation (type, size, country, contact
details).

e Description of relevant solutions or technologies and the SHIELD PCP pilots
they addressed.

e Assessment of technology readiness (TRL), roadmap and expected
developments.
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e Questions on legal, ethical and societal aspects, including data protection
and fundamental rights.

e Views on interoperability, standards and integration with existing systems.
e Expectations regarding PCP phases, tfimelines and budget.

e Interest in participating in the future PCP and preferred forms of collaboration
(single entity or consortium).

Participation in the RFl was voluntary and non-binding, and respondents were advised
not to include confidential or proprietary information. All responses were |ater
anonymised for the purposes of this report.

3.4.2. Response rate and respondent profile

By the deadline of 12 March 2026, 49 valid responses to the RFI questionnaire had been
received. Respondents represented 6 countries, with the largest shares coming from
Spain (23 responses) and France (18 responses), followed by ltaly (3 responses),
Greece (2 responses), Belgium (1 response) and Slovakia (2 responses).

In ferms of organisation type, the responses show a strong predominance of market
actors from the SME and start-up ecosystem, alongside a significant presence of larger
companies and a smaller number of research organisations/universities and other
private entities. Based on the EU Survey statistics, respondents selected the following
organisation categories: SME (24 selections), large company (13), start-up (11), R&D
institute/university (3), private organisation (2) and other (1), while no respondent
selected public organisation. As some respondents selected more than one category,
these figures should be read as declared profiles rather than mutually exclusive
classes. Overall, the respondent base was composed mainly of solution providers,
technology developers and systems integrators active in areas such as crowd
analytics, command-and-control  platforms,  sensor  integration,  secure
communications, counter-drone  technologies, geolocation, CBRN-related
capabilities and crisis-management software.

Type of organisation:
Answers | Ratio

Start-up [ ] 1 2245%
SME [ ] 24 4898 %
Large company [ ] 13 2653 %
Public organisation 0 0%
Private organisation ' 2 408 %
R&D institute / University [ ] 3 612%
Other | 1 204%
No Answer ] 0%

Figure 1: Type of Organisations
3.4.3. Main findings per questionnaire section

Q1. Are you aware of any existing or emerging technologies in the field of protection
of public spaces and crowd management (as described in SHIELD PCP)?

Out of 49 respondents, 41 indicated that they were aware of existing or emerging
technologies in this field, while 8 answered negatively. The answers show a broad and
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active technology landscape, with respondents referring in particular to Al-enabled
video and image analytics, crowd-behaviour monitoring, LIDAR and other non-
biometric sensing approaches, multi-sensor fusion, secure and resilient
communications, drone and counter-drone capabilities, geolocation and tracking
solutions, CBRN-related sensing, and data-sharing or data-space approaches for
multi-agency coordination. Several responses also indicated that the market is
increasingly moving towards integrated platforms that combine sensing, analytics,
alerting and operational decision-support rather than standalone tools.

Answers | Ratio
ves O
No [ ] 8 1633 %
No Answer 0 0%

Figure 2: Awareness of the existing technologies

Q2. Are you currently developing or have you developed any solution relevant to
any of the following use cases? (Tick all that apply and describe briefly)

() Use Case 1: Panic at football stadium.

[] Use Case 2: Drone Attack Match Day.

[ Use Case 3: Multi-actors coordination after a massive knife attack in a train station.
[ Mo solution was developed for any of the use cases above.

The answers confirm that the great majority of respondents are active in at least one
SHIELD PCP scenario. Use Case 1 (panic at a football stadium) was selected by 41
respondents, Use Case 2 (drone attack on match day) by 36 respondents, and Use
Case 3 (multi-actor coordination after a massive knife attack in a frain station) by 30
respondents, while only 5 indicated that they had not developed a relevant solution
for any of the listed use cases. The described solutions cover a wide spectrum,
including crowd monitoring and anomaly detection, geolocation and movement
tracking, command-and-control platforms, multi-source fusion environments, drone
and counter-drone technologies, secure communications, situational-awareness
tools, simulation and training environments, and specialised sensing capabilities. Many
respondents stressed that their technologies are inherently multi-use-case and can be
adapted across stadiums, fransport hubs and other public-space environments.

Answers | Ratio

Use Case 1: Panic at football stadium. _ 41 8367 %
Use Case 2: Drone Attack Match Day. _ 36 7347 %
Use Case 3: Multi-actors coordination after a
massive knife attack in a train station.
No solution was developed for any of the use cases

ped y [ ] 5 102%
above.
Mo Answer 1] 0%

Figure 3: Solutions relevant to the pilots

Q3. Which of the following capability areas do you consider most critical to address
these scenarios? (Select up to 3 options)
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Real-time common operational picture (COP) and dashboards for commanders
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e.g. detecting surges, panic)
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems

Al-supported decision-making tools for incident management

Inter-agency communication and coordination platform

Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration

Evacuation support and crowd routing systems

Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. emergency messaging)

O0000000o

Respondents prioritised integrated operational awareness and data fusion very
clearly. The most frequently selected capability areas were real-time common
operational picture and commander dashboards (33 selections), multi-source data
fusion and sensor integration (30), and crowd-behaviour monitoring and analytics (28).
These were followed by Al-supported decision-making tools (20), counter-drone
detection and neutralisation (17), and inter-agency communication and coordination
platforms (15). Evacuation support and crowd routing (12) and public alerting to
citizens (10) were selected less often, although they sfill emerged as relevant. Overall,
the answers show that suppliers see the main challenge not as a single isolated
function but as the combination of awareness, analytics, fusion and operational
coordination.

Answers | Ratio
Real-time common operational picture (COP) and _ 23 67359
dashboards for commanders :
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e.g. _

28 5714 %
detecting surges, panic) N
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems - 17 3469%
Al-supported decision-making tools for incident - 20 10829
management e
Inter-agency communication and coordination

15 30619%
atform s
Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration [ ] 30 61.22%
Evacuation support and crowd routing systems - 12 2449%
Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. - 10 2041 9
emergency messaging) o
No Answer 1] 0%

Figure 4: Critical areas to address

Q4. What are the safety mechanisms and fail-safe features your solution would
include to avoid collateral damage or unintended consequences?

Across the responses, a stfrong pattern emerges around human control, conservative
system behaviour and accountability. Respondents frequently stated that critical
operational decisions should remain human-led, with technology supporting but not
replacing operators. Many answers referred to fail-safe or falloack modes, graceful
degradation in case of component failure, redundancy, cross-validation of
detections, configurable thresholds to reduce false positives, and clear escalation
logic. Privacy- and security-by-design were also recurring themes, including
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encryption, access control, logging, auditability, data minimisation, anonymisation
and use of less infrusive sensing modalities where possible. Some respondents
additionally described domain-specific precautions, such as passive monitoring
modes, safe landing or retraction features for aerial systems, and tight restrictions
around any active countermeasure functions.

Q5. Do you identify any technical, operational or organisational barriers, gaps or
missing needs in relation to the scope and requirements of SHIELD PCP?

A substantial share of the market identified barriers or gaps: 24 respondents answered
yes, 22 answered no, and 3 provided no answer. The issues raised most often
concerned interoperability across heterogeneous and legacy systems, data-sharing
constraints  between organisations, multi-agency coordination in fime-critical
sifuations, legal uncertainty for some security technologies, and the operational
challenge of turning large volumes of sensor and Al outputs info reliable and trusted
decision support. Respondents also pointed to gaps around cross-border governance,
semantic interoperability, communications resilience, privacy-compliant analytics,
high-precision fracking in complex environments, and the organisational readiness of
end users to deploy emerging fechnologies at scale.

Answers | Ratio
Yes [ ] 24 4898%
No _ 22 449%
No Answer . 3 6.12%

Figure 5: Technical, operational or organisational gaps/barriers

Qé. Can your solution be modularised or integrated with external platforms or APIs
(e.g., EMS, law enforcement systems)?

The market response was very strong on this point: 46 respondents answered yes and
none answered no, while 3 left the question blank. The explanations show that
modularity and integration-readiness are now standard expectations among
suppliers. Many respondents described API-first or modular architectures, support for
common protocols, use of adapters or middleware for legacy environments, and the
ability to connect with EMS, C2, VMS, CCTV, GIS, public-safety communications and
other external platforms. The answers indicate that the future PCP can realistically
expect interoperable building blocks rather than purely closed, standalone systems.

Answers | Ratio
No 0 0%
No Answer [ ] 3 6.12%

Figure 6: The modularity of solutions

Q7. If you were to participate in the SHIELD PCP, please indicate your indicative time
allocation (in months) for each of the following phases: (Total should not exceed 23
months)
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Number of months

#Phase 1: Solution Design:
#Phase 2. Prototype Development:

xPhase 3: Validation & Demonstration:
“

Respondents generally envisaged a PCP time profile in which Phase 1 is relatively short,
Phase 2 is the longest and most technically demanding, and Phase 3 requires sufficient
time for validation in operational conditions. Across the submitted estimates, Phase 1
was most often placed in the 3 to 6 month range, Phase 2 typically in the 8 to 12 month
range, and Phase 3 most often in the 4 to 8 month range, although some respondents
proposed longer validation periods depending on pilot complexity. The justifications
show that suppliers expect the main effort to lie in system engineering, integration,
adaptation of analytics, prototype development, and iterative testing before final
demonstration in real environments.

Q8. If you were to participate in the SHIELD PCP, please provide your indicative budget
allocation (in EUR) per PCP phase: (Please be aware that there is a predefined budget
allocation for this PCP project, and the total available budget will be divided across
phases and participating contractors. For the purpose of this question, please assume
a total indicative PCP budget of EUR 3,600,000.)

Amount of budget

=Phase 1: Solution Design (&€):
*Phase 2: Prototype Development (€):

*=Phase 3: Validation & Demonstration (€): .

The budget estimates varied considerably, confirming that respondents made
different assumptions about consortium size, hardware intensity, maturity of existing
assets and scale of piloting. Nevertheless, the qualitative pattern was consistent: most
respondents allocated the largest budget share to Phase 2, which they associated
with integration work, software and analytics development, hardware procurement,
testing and optimisation. Phase 1 was generally budgeted lower, mainly for design,
architecture, requirements refinement, planning and governance work. Phase 3
budgets were more variable, with some respondents expecting limited validation
costs and others anticipating substantial expenditure for field trials, deployment, travel,
calibration, training and stakeholder engagement. Overall, the responses support the
view that prototype development is expected to be the main cost concentration
point in the PCP.

Q9. Do you feel that the use cases and requirements described (spanning common
operational picture, crowd monitoring, geolocation tracking, communications, etc.)
cover all the critical needs of the PCP challenge? Are there many significant
challenges or needs that you believe are missing from our list?

Most respondents considered that the use cases and requirements provide a good
overall baseline for the PCP challenge. At the same time, a notable number of answers
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suggested that some aspects should be strengthened or made more explicit. The most
frequently mentioned additions or refinements concerned CBRN-related needs,
planning and preparedness functions, simulation and training, persistent aerial or
wide-area awareness, faster automated alerting to responders, stronger treatment of
privacy and cryptographic resilience, clearer governance and data-sharing rules, and
more detailed prioritisation of requirements to avoid excessive breadth. The feedback
therefore supports the current direction of the PCP, while suggesting that requirement
framing should remain focused, operational and legally robust.

Q10. Which of the listed requirements in Annex Ill do you anticipate being the most
technically or operationally challenging to implement, and what makes them
challenging? Please highlight any requirements you see as high-risk or particularly
complex.

Respondents consistently identified integrated, real-time and cross-organisational
functions as the most challenging. The answers most often referred to multi-source
data fusion, interoperability with legacy systems, advanced Al-based analytics,
trusted decision support, resilient communications, and fine-grained access conftrol
across multiple agencies. Many respondents underlined the challenge of maintaining
low latency and high reliability while also ensuring explainability, GDPR compliance,
secure data handling, and operational usability in stressful environments. Additional
complexities mentioned include indoor or dense-environment localisation, counter-
drone functions, evacuation optimisation, behavioural analytics, and large-scale
validation in realistic pilot conditions.

Q11. What do you anticipate will be the main cost drivers in developing and deploying
an integrated solution for these scenarios? (Select up to 2 options.)

[[] Specialised hardware (e.g. sensors, drones, cameras)

() Software development (analytics, Al algorithms, user interfaces)
[J System integration of components and data sources

(J Communication infrastructure (networks, devices, radios)

[] Training and change management for end-users

() Ongoing maintenance and support of the system.

() Other

Software development was the most frequently selected cost driver (34 selections),
followed by system integration of components and data sources (27) and specialised
hardware such as sensors, drones and cameras (23). Communication infrastructure
was selected 10 times, while training and change management (5), ongoing
maintenance and support (3), and other costs (2) were mentioned less frequently. The
overall picture is that respondents see cost pressure arising above all from the
complexity of building and integrating a usable multi-component solution, not only
from buying equipment.
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Answers | Ratio

Specialisad hardw: g. d
peciali are (e.g. sensors, drones, - 46049,

cameras)

Software development (analytics, Al algorithms,
user interfaces)

6939 %

System integration of components and data sources 27 55.1 %

Communication infrastructure (networks, devices,

¥

radios) 10 2041 %
Training and change management for end-users 5 102 %
Ongoing maintenance and support of the system. 3 612%
Other 2 4.08%

No Answer o 0%
Figure 7: The main cost drivers

Q12. Which approach do you believe is more effective for delivering the solution
sought in this PCP? (Select one option.)

O A single-vendor integrated platform (one provider/consortium delivering all components as a unified system)
O A modular solution (multiple specialised components from different providers, designed to interoperate)
() No strong preference / Either approach can work

A clear majority of respondents favoured a modular approach: 34 selected a modular
interoperable solution, ? expressed no strong preference, and only 6 preferred a single-
vendor integrated platform. The comments and related answers throughout the
questionnaire reinforce this result. Respondents broadly see the SHIELD PCP challenge
as best addressed by combining specialised components through open interfaces
and strong integration, rather than by expecting one monolithic system to cover the
full functional scope.

Answers | Ratio

A single-vendor integrated platform (one provider
/consortium delivering all compenents as a unified [i] 1224 %

system)

A modular solution (multiple specialised

components from different providers, designed to — 34 69.39 %

interoperate)

No strong preference / Either approach can work 9 1837 %

No Answer 0 0%

Figure 8: The allocation of the answers

Q13. How important is it that the solution uses open standards and interfaces to
interoperate with existing systems and third-party components? Move the slider or
accept the initial position.

Move the slider or accept the initial position.

Not important Very important
=
<@ >
0 5
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The importance attached to open standards and interfaces was very high. Among
the non-blank answers, 28 respondents selected the highest score and 11 selected the
second-highest score, while only 2 respondents gave very low scores. This shows a
strong market expectation that SHIELD PCP solutions should interoperate with existing
systems and future third-party components through open or widely adopted
interfaces, thereby reducing lock-in and facilitating long-term scalability.

Answers | Ratio

0 | 1 204%
1 | 1 204%
2 0 0%

3 . 5 102%
4 - 11 22459%
5 ] 28 5714%
No Answer [ ] 3 612%

Figure 9: The importance of open standards and interfaces

Q14. Can you provide any other recommendations regarding the SHIELD PCP
solution(s)?

Twenty-one respondents provided additional recommendations, 23 answered no,
and 5 gave no answer. The additional suggestions were broadly aligned with the rest
of the questionnaire: stronger legal and ethical compliance by design, especially for
Al and personal-data processing; careful specification of interoperability
requirements; practical deployability in real operational environments; early and
sustained involvement of end users; and support for preparedness, simulation, training
and resilient communications. Some respondents also recommended broadening
sensing options and ensuring that the future tender remains sufficiently open to
innovative combinations of components.

State-of-the-art analysis

Q15. Do you think there is room for technological development beyond the state of
the art?

Yes was the dominant answer: 40 respondents said yes, 5 said no and 4 gave no
answer. The explanations indicate that respondents see substantfial room for
innovation beyond today’s market offerings, particularly in privacy-preserving crowd
analytics, real-time multi-sensor fusion, edge processing, predictive modelling, Al-
supported decision support, scalable interoperability and more operationally mature
deployment models. A recurring point was that while many individual building blocks
already exist, the SHIELD PCP challenge lies in improving their maturity, integration and
field-readiness in a demanding public-safety context.

Answers | Ratio
Yes ] 40 8163%
No [ ] 5 102%
No Answer [ ] 4 816%

Figure 10: The allocation of the answers
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Q16. What is the current Technology Readiness Level (TRL) of your solution(s) or their
main components? Please indicate the TRL for the relevant functional requirement
groups described in the OMC document (Annex lll), if applicable.

The TRL information provided by respondents shows a mixed market maturity profile.
Most answers place the relevant solutions or main components broadly in the TRL 5
to 8 range, with some mature building blocks already at TRL 8 or ? and a smaller
number of innovative or SHIELD-specific modules still at earlier stages, typically
around TRL 2 to 4. Several respondents clearly distinguished between mature core
components and less mature extensions needed for the specific SHIELD PCP
challenge. This suggests that the market is sufficiently mature for PCP, but that
additional R&D is still needed to move from component-level readiness to integrated
operational solutions.

Q17. What are the main limitations of the current state of the art that your solution
aims to address, and what improvements would it infroduce compared to existing
approaches would your solution introduce?

Respondents described current market limitations in terms of fragmentation, lack of
integration, insufficient predictive capability, overreliance on conventional camera-
based monitoring, operational latency, weak interoperability and limited legal or
organisational readiness for advanced analytics. Many answers stressed that current
systems are still too reactive, too siloed, or too dependent on manual interpretation
by operators. The improvements proposed by respondents therefore focused on
richer sensing, better fusion of heterogeneous data, stronger decision-support
functions, privacy-preserving analytics, improved tracking and geolocation, more
resilient communications, and faster operational workflows that support anticipation
rather than only post-event reaction.

Q18. Do you rely on any patented technology or standards?

19 respondents answered yes, 25 answered no and 5 did not provide an answer.
Those answering yes generally referred to proprietary technologies combined with
recognised technical or operational standards. The answers indicate that some
respondents bring protected know-how or patented elements into the field, but the
market also includes many suppliers relying primarily on non-patented in-house
developments, standard protocols and generally available methods. This mix
suggests that IPR exists in the market, but not in a way that appears to block
participation or prevent modular solution-building.

Answers | Ratio
Yes - 19 3878 %
No _ 25 51.02 %
No Answer [ ] 5 102%

Figure 11: The allocation of the answers

Q19. Are there existing patents or intellectual property barriers that could limit your
solution's development or deployment?

The answers were overwhelmingly negative: 44 respondents answered no, 1 answered
yes, and 4 gave no answer. The single positive answer was cautious and non-specific.
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Overall, the market does not currently appear to perceive third-party patents or IP
barriers as a major obstacle to development or deployment in the SHIELD PCP context,
although this will still need to be managed carefully at tender and consortium level.

Q20. Which of the following areas already have mature solutions available on the
market (high readiness, e.g. TRL 8-9)? (Select all that apply.)

Real-time comman operational picture (COP) and dashboards for commanders
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e g. detecting surges, panic)
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems

Al-supported decision-making tools for incident management

Inter-agency communication and coordination platform

Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration

Evacuation support and crowd routing systems

Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. emergency messaging)

| do not know.

0000000 00o

Respondents most frequently saw mature market solutions in public alerting and
communication to citizens (30 selections) and real-time common operational
picture/dashboards (28). These were followed by inter-agency communication and
coordination platforms (19), multi-source data fusion and sensor integration (17), and
counter-drone detection and neutralisation (15). Fewer respondents considered
crowd-behaviour monitoring (10), evacuation support (?) and especially Al-supported
decision-making (8) to be fully mature. Ten respondents also selected “I do not know"”,
which indicates that market maturity is still uneven and sometimes difficult to assess
consistently across all capability areas.

Answers | Ratio
Real-time common operational picture (COP) and _ 28 57440
dashboards for commanders o
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e.g. - 10 2041 9.
detecting surges, panic) B
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems - 15 3061 %
Al-supported decision-making tools for incident - o 16339
management o
Inter-agency communication and coordination

19 3878%
satform G
Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration - 17 3469 %
Evacuation support and crowd routing systems - 9 1837 %
Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. — 20 61000,
emergency messaging) °
I do not know. [ ] 10 2041 %
No Answer 0 0%

Figure 12: The maturity of the solutions (TRL 8-9)

Q21. In which areas do you see the least mature state-of-the-art, requiring the most
innovation? (Select up to 3 options that represent the biggest gaps.)

Funded by
the European Union



SHIELD Deliverable TiHe. ...
pPCP

Real-time common operational picture (COP) and dashboards for commanders
Crowd behaviour monitering and analytics (e .g. detecting surges, panic)
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems

Al-supported decision-making tools for incident management

Inter-agency communication and coordination platform

Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration

Evacuation support and crowd routing systems

Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. emergency messaging)

| do not know.

O00000ooo

The biggest perceived innovation gaps were crowd-behaviour monitoring and
analytics (28 selections) and Al-supported decision-making tools for incident
management (24). These were followed by counter-drone detection and
neutralisation (16), multi-source data fusion and sensor integration (15), evacuation
support and crowd routing (12), and inter-agency communication and coordination
(10). Very few respondents saw the common operational picture itself as a major
maturity gap. Overall, respondents appear to consider that visualisation layers are
relatively mature, whereas high-quality analytics, trustworthy Al support and deeper
operational automation still require significant innovation.

Answers | Ratio

Real-ime common operational picture (COP) and . 5 6429
dashboards for commanders e
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e.g. _ o8 —
detecting surges, panic) U
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems - 16 3265%
Al-supported decision-making tools for incident _ ” 45989
management -
Inter-agency communication and coordination - 10 00,41 %
platform o
Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration - 15 3061 %
Evacuation support and crowd routing systems - 12 24.49 %
Public alerting and communication to citizens {e.g. . . 1029
emergency messaging) N

I do not know. [ ] 6 12249%
Mo Answer 0 0%

Figure 13: The least mature state-of-the-art

Q22. Which emerging technologies do you think could significantly enhance solutions
for these scenarios? (Select up to 3 options.)
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[J Artificial Intelligence / Machine Learning

[] Internet of Things (loT) sensors and smart cameras

[) 5G or advanced wireless communication networks

[0 Cloud computing and edge processing for real-time data
[ Advanced drone technologies and robotics

[] Big data analytics and predictive modelling

[ Other

Artificial intelligence and machine learning clearly dominated this question, with 42
selections. Cloud and edge processing (24), loT sensors and smart cameras (23), and
big-data analytics and predictive modelling (20) were also highly visible, followed by
advanced drone technologies and robotics (16) and 5G or advanced wireless
communications (12). The smaller number of “other” answers pointed to additional
enabling technologies such as advanced security layers, digital-twin or immersive
environments, and highly deployable modular architectures. Taken together, the
results show that respondents view the future SHIELD PCP solution space as strongly
data-driven, analytics-enabled and integration-focused.

Answers | Ratio

Artificial Intelligence / Machine Learning — 12 8571%
Internet of Things (loT) sensors and smart cameras _ 23 46.94%
5G or advanced wireless communication networks - 12 2449%
:Ij::::d computing and edge processing for real-ime — 4 48.98%
Advancad drone technologies and robotics - 16 3265%
Big data analytics and predictive modelling [ ] 20 4082%
Other [ ] 4 816%
No Answer 0 0%

Figure 14: The allocation of the answers

Miscellaneous

Q23. What additional information, requirements of clarifications (if any) would you
need to make a well-founded plan for the development and/or deployment of a
solution within SHIELD PCP?

A substantial part of the market requested more detailed planning information.
Respondents most often asked for clearer information on pilot sites, layouts and
existing infrastructure; more detailed and prioritised functional and operational
requirements; clearer interoperability and APl conditions; data-governance and
security constraints; performance expectations such as latency, bandwidth and
availability; and clearer validation criteria for pilots. Several answers also indicated a
need for better understanding of the organisational context, access rules, and
consortium-building opportunities. This shows that suppliers are interested, but many
need more operational detail before they can build robust implementation plans.

Q24. Would your organisation consider participating in the upcoming SHIELD PCP
procurement (tender) as a solution provider? (Select one.)
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(O Yes —we would likely participate
() Maybe — we need more information/depends on conditions
O No - unlikely to participate

Market interest in the future tender was very strong. 41 respondents answered that
they would likely participate, 8 selected maybe/depending on conditions, and none
selected unlikely to participate. This is an important signal that the OMC succeeded in
mobilising the market and that the forthcoming procurement should attract
substantial competition, provided the tender remains realistic and clearly specified.

Answers | Ratio
Yes - we would likely participate — M 8367 %
Mayl?? - we need more information/depends on - s 16339%
conditions
No - unlikely to participate 0 0%
Mo Answer 0 0%

Figure 15: Willingness to participate

Q25. Do you intend to participate as a single entity or as part of a consortium?

() Single entity
O Consortium

The majority of respondents envisage participating through consortia rather than
alone. Thirty-eight selected consortium participation, while 11 selected single entity.
The accompanying explanations show that many respondents are actively looking for
complementary partners, especially in integration, communications, sensing, counter-
drone, crowd analytics, public alerting, command-and-control and other specialised
modules. This strongly supports a PCP design that allows and encourages
collaborative, multi-actor solution team:s.

Q26. Could you please indicate the name of your proposed solution or innovation?

Most respondents provided either a working name or at least a short identifier for their
proposed solution, while a smaller group indicated that the name was still to be
defined. As confidential naming should not be reproduced in the public report, the
answers can be grouped into broad families: integrated crowd-monitoring and
decision-support platforms; spatial inteligence and tracking solutions; drone and
counter-drone systems; secure communications and crisissmanagement tools; CBRN-
related sensing and response capabilities; and other specialised public-safety
technologies. The answers confirm a diverse market with both broad platforms and
niche technical modules.

Q27. Could you please provide an image or visual representation of your proposed
solution or innovation, if available?

Around half of the respondents provided at least one visual, image file or other visual
reference, while the remainder did not. Where provided, the visuals generally
appeared to serve as illustrative support for solution concepts, system architectures or
key components rather than as detailed technical documentation. For the report, it is
sufficient to note that a meaningful share of respondents was able to support its
submission with visual material, but that such material should remain outside the
anonymised analytical summary unless explicitly cleared for publication.
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Q28. Which modules or macro-functionalities does your proposed solution intend to
address?

(J) Real-time common operational picture (COP) and dashboards for commanders
] Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e g. detecting surges, panic)

() Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems

() Al-supported decision-making tools for incident management

(J Inter-agency communication and coordination platform

[] Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration

() Evacuation support and crowd routing systems

(O Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. emergency messaging)

[7] None

The strongest concentration of proposed solution coverage was around common
operational picture and dashboards (36 selections), multi-source data fusion and
sensor integration (35), crowd-behaviour monitoring and analytics (34), and Al-
supported decision-making tools (31). Inter-agency communication and coordination
also featured strongly (24), while counter-drone functions (18), evacuation support (14)
and public alerting (10) were less frequently selected. Only one respondent selected
none. The responses show that the market is particularly concentrated around
platform, fusion and analytics capabilities, with fewer actors focusing primarily on
citizen communication or evacuation management.

Answers | Ratio
Real-time common operational picture (COP) and 2 2479
dashboards for commanders _ o
Crowd behaviour monitoring and analytics (e.g. _ 2 59399
detecting surges, panic) °
Counter-drone detection and neutralisation systems _ 18 3673%
Al-supported decision-making tools for incident _

H 6327 %
management °
Inter-agency communication and coordination _ o4 18089
platform -
Multi-source data fusion and sensor integration — 35 7143 %
Evacuation support and crowd routing systems - 14 2857 %
Public alerting and communication to citizens (e.g. - 10 2041 %
emergency messaging) e
None | 1 204%
No Answer 0 0%

Figure 16: The macro-functionalities which were intended to address

Q29. How would you describe your technology, and how does it relate to the SHIELD
PCP requirements?

Respondents commonly described technologies that map directly onto the SHIELD
PCP requirement structure, especially in relation to real-time situational awareness,
crowd monitoring, Al analytics, sensor fusion, secure communications, command
support and interoperability with existing systems. Some respondents positioned
themselves as broad solution providers spanning several requirement groups, while
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others clearly targeted a subset of the PCP scope, such as tracking, drone-related
functions, specialised sensing, or communications resilience. Overall, the answers
confirm that the market contains both integrative platforms and specialised modules
that could contribute to a modular SHIELD PCP ecosystem.

Q30. How would you describe the innovation level of your technology and its
differentiation from the current state of the art? (Please describe the innovation aspects
of your solution, the state of the art in the market, and how your solution is
differentiated.)

The responses consistently framed innovation in terms of better integration, stronger
real-time awareness, more advanced analytics, privacy-preserving or edge-based
processing, improved operational usability, and better adaptation to public-safety
contexts. Many respondents argued that their differentiation lies not necessarily in
inventing an entirely new single technology, but in combining technologies more
effectively, reducing operator burden, improving prediction and early warning, and
making solutions more deployable, more explainable and more interoperable than
current alternatives. This supports the idea that SHIELD PCP should value system-level
innovation and operational impact, not only novelty of isolated components.

Q31. What is the target market addressed, and who will use your technology? (Please
indicate which user groups your solution addresses.)

[ Public bodies (e.g., law enforcement agencies, civil protection authorities, cities, defence sector)
(7] Private-sector security operators (e.g., guarding services, event security management)
[0 Mixed public-private security operators (e.g., critical infrastructure operators, utilities)

The target-user profile is clearly centred on public and mixed security environments.
Mixed public-private security operators were selected by 40 respondents and public
bodies by 39, while 27 also selected private-sector security operators. The additional
descriptfions indicate that intended users include law-enforcement and civil-
protection actors, transport and critical-infrastructure operators, venue or event-
security organisations, and other entities responsible for safety and incident response
in crowded or sensitive environments. The answers therefore confirm that the proposed
technologies are highly relevant to the operational setting envisaged by SHIELD PCP.

Answers | Ratio
Public bodies (e.g., law enforcement agencies, civil
e e G (o |
protection authorities, cities, defence sector)
Private-sector security operators (e.g., guardin:
. yopere eS0T | 7 1%
Services, event security management)
Mixed public-private security operators (e.q., critical
infrastructure operators, utilities)
No Answer 0 09%

Figure 17: The allocation of the answers

Q32. What are the main technological, legal, ethical or operational risks and
challenges associated with the development and deployment of your solution, and
how could these be mitigated? Please explain.

Many respondents highlighted data protection, privacy and Al-governance
considerations as key risks, particularly when processing video or other sensitive data
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in public spaces. Suggested mitigation measures include privacy-by-design
approaches, strong encryption, access control mechanisms and human-in-the-loop
decision making.

Several answers also pointed to technical and operational challenges, including
integration with heterogeneous or legacy systems, ensuring robustness of Al analytics
in complex environments, and maintaining reliable communications in dense or high-
risk operational settings.

Respondents indicated that these risks can be mitigated through modular
architectures, extensive testing in operational environments, clear governance
frameworks and close collaboration with end users and regulatory authorities.

Q33. How do you consider the interoperability of the solution? Please describe how
your solution addresses interoperability with existing systems, standards, platforms, or
infrastructure.

Most respondents indicated that interoperability is a key design principle of their
solutions. Many described the use of open standards, APIs and commonly used
protocols to enable integration with existing command-and-control systems, CCTV
platforms, emergency management systems and other operational infrastructures.

Several respondents also highlighted modular or microservice-based architectures
and the use of middleware or gateways to ensure compatibility with heterogeneous
and legacy systems. Overall, the answers confirm that interoperability with existing
infrastructures is widely considered essential for the SHIELD PCP solution.

Q34. Based on your market knowledge, what is the current market value (€) of
comparable solutions, and what is your estimated future market value (€) of the
proposed solution(s)? Please provide a brief justification for your assessment (e.g. key
assumptions, market trends, or benchmarks used).

Only a subset of respondents provided quantitative estimates of market value, while
many provided qualitative observations regarding market tfrends and pricing models.
Among the respondents who provided estimates, current deployments of
comparable crowd-management or situational-awareness solutions were typically
described as ranging from tens of thousands to several hundred thousand euros per
site, depending on system complexity, number of sensors and level of integration
required.

For larger or highly intfegrated deployments incorporating advanced analytics, multi-
sensor integration and operational command platforms, some respondents indicated
that system costs could reach several hundred thousand euros or more per
deployment, often combined with annual maintenance or subscription models.

Future market projections provided by respondents suggested that demand for
integrated crowd-management and public-space protection solutions is expected to
increase significantly in the coming years, driven by the growing need for enhanced
situafional awareness, improved public-safety capabilities and compliance with
emerging regulatory frameworks. Respondents also noted that market value will
depend strongly on deployment scale, operatfional context and the level of
integration with existing infrastructures.

Funded by 33
the European Union



a3

/ ] SHIELD DElVErabIE TIHIE. .. v i

(p

Q35. Did you already take part in a European project, or has the development of your
solution / technology been co-funded by the European Union? If so, please provide
the name of the project, the Grant Agreement number and some further information.

Several respondents indicated that their organisations have previously participated in
EU-funded research and innovation projects or have developed related technologies
with support from European funding programmes. These projects typically focused on
areas such as artificial inteligence, data analytics, crisis management platforms,
cybersecurity, 10T interoperability and situational awareness systemes.

The responses suggest that a portion of the technologies proposed for SHIELD PCP may
build upon results and experience gained through previous European research
initiatives. This indicates that the SHIELD PCP procurement can benefit from an existing
base of validated research results and technological developments that could be
further matured and integrated through the PCP process.

Q36. How did you hear about the project SHIELD PCP?

[J Project website (shieldpcp.eu)

[} Tenders Electronic Daily (TED)

[ European Commission / Horizon Europe communication channels
[[J Partner organisation or consortium member

[J Social media (LinkedIn, X/Twitter, etc.)

[] Ewvent, workshop or webinar

[J Email newsletter or mailing list

[ Other (please specify)

Respondents most frequently learned about the project through partner organisations
or consortium members, email newsletters or mailing lists, and the SHIELD PCP project
website.

Other channels included European Commission communication platforms, social
media and project-related events such as webinars and workshops.

Q37. Do you have any suggestions and/or remarks?

Only a limited number of respondents provided additional remarks or suggestions at
the end of the questionnaire, while the majority left this field blank. Among the
comments provided, respondents suggested clarifying certain technical and
regulatory aspects of the pilots, including more detailed information about
operational conditions at pilot sites and clearer guidance on regulatory constraints
that may apply to certain sensing or monitoring technologies.

Some respondents also encouraged continued dialogue between public buyers and
potential suppliers during the preparation of the PCP tender, emphasising the
importance of ensuring that technical requirements remain aligned with operational
realities and technological capabilities. Overall, these comments reinforce the
importance of maintaining transparent communication and clear technical
specifications in the preparation of the forthcoming procurement process.

4. Conclusions

The SHIELD Open Market Consultation (OMC) provided a valuable forum for engaging
public security authorities, research organisations and technology providers across
Europe, gathering critical insights info operational challenges, emerging
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technological capabilities and the market readiness for innovative solutions
addressing the protection of public spaces and crowd management in complex
operational environments. The consultation successfully validated the consortium'’s
central assumption that there is both strong interest and significant technological
capacity within the market to innovate and deliver solutions addressing the challenges
defined in the SHIELD PCP use cases.

The OMC demonstrated that the market already offers a wide range of relevant
technological building blocks, including crowd analytics, Al-based situational
awareness, multi-sensor integration, command-and-control platforms, secure
communications and drone detection capabilities. However, the consultation also
confirmed that no single existing solution currently covers the full scope of the SHIELD
PCP challenge. Instead, most suppliers indicated that future solutions will likely consist
of modular combinations of specialised components integrated into interoperable
platforms capable of supporting multi-agency operations.

The Request for Information (RFI) process revealed a strong level of interest from the
market in participating in the future PCP procurement. The majority of respondents
indicated their intention to participate in the upcoming tender, and many expressed
a preference for forming consortia with complementary partners in order to combine
expertise across different technological domains. This confirms that the SHIELD PCP
procurement is likely to attract a competitive and diverse set of suppliers capable of
developing innovative solutions.

While many respondents reported relatively mature technological components, the
responses also highlighted important areas where further innovation and integration
efforts are required. In particular, respondents identified crowd-behaviour analytics,
Al-supported decision-making, multi-source data fusion and cross-agency
interoperability as areas where significant development and integration work will be
needed to achieve fully operational solutions.

The consultation also provided important insights into the practical challenges
associated with implementing integrated solutions in real operational environments.
Respondents frequently highlighted the complexity of integrating heterogeneous
data sources and legacy systems used by different public-safety organisations. As a
result, interoperability, open standards and flexible integration architectures were
repeatedly emphasised as key design requirements for future solutions.

Providers also raised several important considerations that should be taken into
account when finalising the procurement strategy. These include the need to ensure
strong compliance with legal and ethical frameworks, particularly regarding data
protection, privacy and the responsible use of artificial inteligence in public-space
security contexts. Respondents stressed the importance of privacy-by-design
approaches, human oversight in operational decision-making and clear governance
frameworks for the management and sharing of operational data.

Another important observation concerns the development effort and cost structure
associated with integrated solutions. The responses suggest that the prototype
development and system integration phase is likely to require the greatest level of
technical effort and resources, reflecting the complexity of combining multiple
sensing, analytics and communication technologies into a coherent operational
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system. This insight will be considered when finalising the PCP phase structure and
budget allocation.

Respondents also emphasised the importance of ensuring clear and realistic technical
specifications, particularly regarding pilot environments, existing infrastructure and
operational validation scenarios. Several suppliers indicated that detailed information
on integration conditions, technical constraints and operational requirements would
facilitate more robust planning and more effective participation in the future PCP.

Overall, the OMC confirmed the relevance and feasibility of the SHIELD PCP challenge
while providing valuable market feedback that will support the refinement of the
future procurement. The insights gathered through the webinars, the Paris hybrid event
and the RFI questionnaire will be taken into account by the consortium when finalising
the PCP documentation and preparing the Call for Tender, with the objective of
ensuring that the procurement framework remains realistic, competitive and
conducive to innovation.
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Annex 1. Microsoft Teams polling results (language-specific webinars)
This annex presents the detailed quantitative results of the Microsoft Teams polls
conducted during the language-specific webinars. For each polling question (Q1-
Q10) and each language session (Spanish, French, Slovak, Polish and Italian), the
annex reproduces the original Microsoft Teams chart showing the number and
percentage of responses per answer option. These figures complement the
aggregate summaries provided in Section 3.2.4 of the report.

The structure of this annex is as follows: for each question, the question text is recalled,
followed by five figures (one per language-specific webinar). Where relevant, a brief
caption indicates the language and webinar date.

Q1. Have you already responded to the Request for Information (RFI) questionnaire?

1. ;Ya ha respondido al cuestionario de solicitud de informacién?

5%

® Si 1

® No 19

95%

Figure Al.1 - Q1 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - RFI completion status

1. Avez-vous déja répondu au questionnaire de demande d'informations ?

22%

® Oui 2

@® Non 7
78%
Figure A1.2 - QI French webinar (27 January 2026) - RFI completion status

1. UZ ste vyplnili dotaznik so Ziadostou o informécie?

® Ano ]

® Nie 3

100%

Figure A1.3 - QI Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - RFI completion status
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1. Czy odpowiedziate$ juz na kwestionariusz RFI?

® Tak 0
® Nie 2
100%

Figure Al1.4 - Q1 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - RFI completion status

1. Hai gia risposto al questionario RFI?

® S 4]
® No 1

100%

Figure A1.5 - QI Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - RFI completion status

Q2. In the stadium panic scenario shown, at which phase could your solution
contribute the most?

1. Pregunta 1: En el escenario de panico en un estadio que se muestra, ;en qué fase podria contribuir méas su solucion?

Deteccién temprana de comportamientos

]

® sospechosos u objetos prohibidos 9

Deteccion de la escalada del incidente (humo, ]
] P . 5

fuego, visibilidad reducida)
o Conocimiento de la stuacin en tiempo . O

fealfimagen aperativa comun —
@ Coordinacién entre miltiples organismos y s

apoyo a1a toma de decisiones —
@ Supenvision del movimiento de la multitud y s

orientacion para la evacuacion ]
@ Comunicacion con los usuarios finales

3 0 2 4 6 8 10

(espectadores, personal, equipos de...

Figure A1.6 - Q2 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Stadium panic scenario

1. Question 1: Dans le scénario de panique dans un stade, a quelle étape votre solution pourrait-elle contribuer le plus ?

Détection précoce de comportements

* CoeeT 4 e
suspects ou d'objets interdits
Py Détection de |'aggravation de l'incident 1 ]
(fumée, incendie, visibilité réduite)
o Connaissance de la situation en temps ; .|
réelfimage opérationnelle commune I
° Coordination multi-agences et aide 4 la 4
décision I
Suivi des mouvements de foule et conseils
® 5
d'évacuation —
° Communication avec les utilisateurs finaux 4
0 1 2 3 4 5

(spectateurs, personnel, intervenants).
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Figure Al1.7 - Q2 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Stadium panic scenario

1. Otazka 1: V zobrazenom scenéri paniky na stadione, v ktorej faze by vase rieenie mohlo najviac prispiet?

Vicasné odhalenie podozrivého spravania
alebo zakazanych predmetov

Zistenie eskalacie incidentu (dym, poZiar,
zniZend viditelnost)

Situaéné povedomie v redlnom ¢ase/spoloény
operacny obraz

Koordinacia a podpora rozhodovania
viacerych agentur

Monitorovanie pohybu davu a usmerfiovanie
evakuacie

Komunikacia s koncovymi uZivatelmi (divaci,
zamestnanci, respondenti)

o
o

Figure A1.8 - Q2 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Stadium panic scenario

1. Pytanie 1: W przedstawionym scenariuszu paniki na stadionie, na ktérym etapie Twoje rozwigzanie mogtoby wnies¢ naj
wiekszy wkiad?

Wezesne wykrywanie podejrzanych zachowari
lub niedozwolonych przedmiotow
Wykrywanie eskalacji incydentu (dym, ogien,
ograniczona widocznosc)

Swiadomosé sytuacyjna w czasie
rzeczywistym/wspdlny obraz operacyjny
Koordynacja dziatan wielu agengji i wsparcie
decyzyjne

Monitorowanie ruchu thumu | wskazéwki
dotyczace ewakuacji

Komunikacja z uzytkownikami koricowymi
(widzami, personelem, stuzbami...

[¥]
[=]

1 2

Figure A1.9 - Q2 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Stadium panic scenario

1. Domanda 1: Nello scenario di panico da stadio illustrato, in quale fase la vostra soluzione potrebbe contribuire maggi
ormente?

Rilevamento precoce di comportamenti
sospetti 0 oggetti proibiti

Rilevamento dell'escalation dell'incidente
{fumo, incendio, visibilita ridotta)
Conoscenza della situazione in tempo
reale/immagine operativa comune
Coordinamento e supporto decisionale tra
piu agenzie

Monitoraggio del movimento della folla e
qguida all'evacuazione

Comunicazione con gli utenti finali
(spettatori, personale, soccorritori).

-
o
-

Figure A1.10 - Q2 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Stadium panic scenario

Q3. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

Funded by
the European Union



SHIELD Deliverable TiHe. ...
pPCP

1. Pregunta 2: Para este proyecto piloto, ;cémo posicionaria usted su contribucién?

10%

Y Proporcionando una tecnologia o componente 7 ‘

especifico 339%
@ |Integracion de multiples tecnologias en una solucién [
® Ofrecer capacidades de analisis o de apoyo a la toma 5 29%

de decisiones
® Apoyar la implementacion operativa y la validacion 2
Py Todavia estamos explorando cémo podriamos 0

contribuir

29%

Figure Al1.11 - Q3 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution

1. Question 2 : Pour ce projet pilote, comment positionneriez-vous le plus probablement votre contribution ?

10%

En fournissant une technologie ou un composant ’
e spécifique & 30%
® Intégrer plusieurs technologies dans une solution 7
Py Fournir des capacités d'analyse ou d'aide & la 5 Sl

décision
@ Soutenir le déploiement opérationnel et 1z validation 2
Py opérationnel et la validation Nous étudions encore la 0

maniére dont nous pourrions apporter notre...
35%

Figure A1.12 - Q3 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution

1. Otazka 2: Ako by ste v pripade tohto pilotného projektu najpravdepodobnejSie umiestnili svoje riefenie/vas prispevok?

Poskytnutim konkrétnej technologie alebo 0
komponentu 33% 33%
Integrécia viacerych technolégii do rieSenia 1
Poskytovanie analytickych alebo rozhodovacich 0
schopnosti
Podpora operaéného nasadenia a overovania 1 ‘ '
33%

Stdle skimame, ako by sme mohli prispiet’ 1

Figure A1.13 - Q3 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Positioning of contribution

1. Pytanie 2: Jak najprawdopodobniej okreélitby$ swéj wktad w ten projekt pilotazowy?

Dostarczenie konkretnej technologii lub komponentu 1
33% 33%
Integracja wielu technologii w jednym rozwigzaniu 1
Dostarczanie funkgji analitycznych lub 1
wspomagajacych podejmowanie decyzji
Wspieranie operacyjnego wdrazania i walidacji 0
33%

Wciaz badamy, w jaki spos6b mogliby$my wnies¢
swoj wkiad

Figure Al.14 - Q3 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution
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1. Domanda 2: Per questo pilota, come posizionereste il vostro contributo?

Fornendo una tecnologia o un componente 25% 25%
specifico

Integrando pit tecnologie in una soluzione 1

Fornendo capacita di analisi o di supporto alle
decisioni

Sostenere |'implementazione e la convalida operativa 1

® & o o o

Stiamo ancora valutando come contribuire 0 25% 25%
Figure A1.15 - Q3 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution

Q4. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:

1. Pregunta 3: En relacion con este escenario piloto, su solucién se describe mejor como:

19% 19%
Ya utilizada en entornos operativos comparables 3 ’ \
Aplicable con adaptacion o integracion 7
Un componente que da soporte a parte del flujo de 3
trabajo 19%
Todavia en desarrollo o conceptual 3

44%

Figure A1.16 - Q4 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Solution maturity

e o o o

-

. Question 3 : En ce qui concerne ce scénario pilote, votre solution peut étre décrite comme suit :

Déja utilisée dans des environnements opérationnels
comparables

Applicable avec adaptation ou intégration 10

Un composant qui prend en charge une partie du
flux de travail

® & o o

Encore en cours de développement ou conceptuelle 0

e
3

n%

Figure A1.17 - Q4 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Solution maturity

1. Otazka 3: V suvislosti s tymto pilotnym scendrom je vade rieSenie najlepSie opisané ako:

UZ sa pouZiva v porovnatelnych prevadzkovych

. prostrediach 0

@ Pouzitelné s Upravou alebo integraciou 0

° Komponent, ktory podporuje cast’ pracovného 0
postupu

® Stdle vo vyvoji alebo koncepcné 1

Figure A1.18 - Q4 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Solution maturity
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1. Pytanie 3: W odniesieniu do tego scenariusza pilotazowego, Pafistwa rozwigzanie najlepiej opisac jako

Juz uzywane w poréwnywalnych rodowiskach 0
operacyjnych
Stosowane z adaptacja lub integracja 0
Komponent obstugujacy czesc przeplywu pracy 0
Woaigz w fazie rozwoju lub koncepcyjne 2
100%

Figure A1.19 - Q4 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Solution maturity

1. Domanda 3: In relazione a questo scenario pilota, la vostra soluzione & meglio descritta come:

Gia utilizzata in ambienti operativi comparabili 0
Applicabile con adattamento o integrazione 0
Un componente che supporta parte del flusso di 1
lavoro

Ancora in fase di sviluppo o concettuale 0

100%

Figure A1.20 - Q4 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Solution maturity

Q5. In the drone attack scenario shown, at which phase could your solution
contribute the most?

1. Pregunta 1: En el escenario de ataque con drones que se muestra, jen qué fase podria contribuir mas su solucién?

Deteccion y clasificacion tempranas de

/1
® drones (antes de la escalada) 5
. Seguimiento de drones y evaluacion de 4 ]
amenazas durante el incidente
o @
@ Neutralizacion/respuesta contra drones 4
Conocimiento de la situacion en tiempo real / |
] - - 5
Imagen operativa comun (COP) -
° Coordinacion entre multiples organismos y 4
apoyo al mando I
° Gestion de multitudes y apoyo a la >

evacuacion

=]
-
8]
w
S
w

Figure A1.21 - Q5 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Drone attack scenario

1. Question 1 : Dans le scénario d'attaque par drone présenté, a quelle étape votre solution pourrait-elle contribuer le pl
us?
° Détection précoce des drones et classification 3 |
(avant I'escalade)
° Suivi des drones et évaluation des menaces T ]
pendant l'incident
.  E—)
@ Neutralisation / réponse contre les drones 1
o Connaissance de la stuation en temps réel / . |
image opérationnefle commune (COF) —
° Coordination multi-agences et soutien au 3
commandement ———
@ Gestion des foules et aide a I'évacuation 4

o
n
w
s

Figure A1.22 - Q5 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Drone attack scenario
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1. Otézka 1: V zobrazenom scenéri Gtoku dronom, v ktorej faze by vase rie$enie mohlo najviac prispiet?

Vcasna detekcia a klasifikdcia dronov (pred
eskalaciou)

Sledovanie dronov a hodnotenie hrozby
pocas incidentu

Neutralizacia / reakcia proti dronom 0
Informovanost o situacii v realnom case /
spoloény operacny obraz (COP)
Koordinacia medzi viacerymi agentdrami a
podpora velenia

Riadenie davu a podpora evakuacie 0

o

Figure A1.23 - Q5 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Drone attack scenario

1. Pytanie 1: W przedstawionym scenariuszu ataku drondw, na ktérym etapie Twoje rozwigzanie mogloby wnieé¢ najwiek
szy wklad?

Wezesne wykrywanie i klasyfikacja dronow

° ’ 1 |
(przed eskalagja)

° Sledzenie dronéw i ocena zagrozenia podczas 1 ]
incydentu

® Neutralizaga / przeciwdziatanie dronom 0

o SWiadomoit sytuacyina w czasie ; I
FEECEYWIStyM | WSpelny obraz perscyny.. R
Koordynacja wielu agencji i wsparcie

® - 2
dowodzenia |

@ Zarzadzanie thumem i wsparcie ewakuagi 1

o
rna

Figure A1.24 - Q5 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Drone attack scenario

. Domanda 1: Nello scenario di attacco con droni illustrato, in quale fase la vostra soluzione potrebbe contribuire maggi
ormente?

Rilevamento e classificazione precoce dei
droni (prima dell'escalation)

Tracciamento del drone e valutazione della
minaccia durante l'incidente
Neutralizzazione / risposta di contrasto ai
droni

Consapevolezza della situazione in tempo
reale / quadro operativo comune (COP)
Coordinamento e supporto al comando da
parte di pit agenzie

Gestione della folla e supporto
all'evacuazione

-

o
o
-

Figure A1.25 - Q5 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Drone attack scenario

Qé. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

1. Pregunta 2: Para este proyecto piloto, ;c6mo posicionarfa usted su contribucién?

Un componente tecnolégico basico (por ejemplo, 5 23% 23%
deteccidn, anélisis, contramedidas contra drones)
Una plataforma de software que apoye la 5

coordinacion o el conocimiento de la situacion
Una herramienta de apoyo a la toma de decisiones o

5
de mando y control 9%
Una solucion de comunicacion con multitudes o

. 2
apoyo a la evacuacién
- . - 23%
Una solucidn de integracion de 5
sistemas/interoperabilidad

23%

® & & o o

Figure A1.26 - Q6 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of contribution (drone pilot)
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1. Question 2 : Pour ce projet pilote, comment positionneriez-vous le plus probablement votre contribution ?

Un composant technologique de base (par exemple, 5 21% ' 26%
détection, analyse, contre-drone)
Une plateforme logicielle de soutien & la 4
coordination ou a la connaissance de la situation
Un outil d'aide a la décision ou de commandement 5%

et de contréle
Une solution de communication avec les foules ou T
d'aide 4 I'évacuation
une solution d'intégration de systémes ou
. R 4 21%
d'interopérabilité. 26%

Figure A1.27 - Q6 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (drone pilot)

¢ & ¢ o o
w

1. Otézka & 2: Ako by ste v pripade tohto pilotného projektu najpravdepodobnejiie umiestnili svoj prispevok?

Kfticova technologicka zlozka (napr. detekcia,
analyza, boj proti dronom)

Softvérova platforma podporujica koordinaciu alebo 1 3% 3%
situaéné povedomie

Nastroj na podporu rozhodovania alebo velenia a
riadenia

riedenie na podporu komunikécie s davom alebo

. 0
evakuacie
Riesenie systémovej integracie/interoperability 1

33%

(=]

® & @ o o

Figure A1.28 - Q6 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (drone pilot)

1. Pytanie 2: W jaki sposob najprawdopodobniej umiejscowitbys swoj wkiad w tym projekcie pilotazowym?

Podstawowy komponent technologiczny (np.

. wykrywanie, analiza, przeciwdziatanie dronom) 0
Y Platforma oprogramowania wspierajaca koordynacje 0
lub $wiadomosc¢ sytuacyjna
'Y Narzedzie }Hs_pnmagajqce podejmowanie decyzji lub 7 50% 50%
dowodzenie i kontrole
Py Rozwiazanie wspierajgce komunikacje z ttumem lub 0
ewakuage
PY Rozwigzanie do integragji / interoperacyjnosci T
systemu

Figure A1.29 - Q6 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (drone pilot)

1. Domanda 2: Per questo pilota, come posizionereste il vostro contributo?

Un componente tecnologico di base (ad esempio, ] 20% ’\ 20%
rilevamento, analisi, contro-drone).

Una piattaforma software che supporta il 1

coordinamento o la consapevolezza della situazione

uno strumento di supporto alle decisioni o di
comando e controllo

Una soluzione di comunicazione con la folla o di 20% 20%
supporto all'evacuazione

Una soluzione di integrazione/interoperabilita del P v
sistema

20%

Figure A1.30 - Q6 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (drone pilot)

Q7. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:
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1. Pregunta 3: En relacién con este escenario piloto, su solucién se describe mejor como:

° Lista para ser adaptada y probada en un entorno 5 <
operativo real
° Requiere un mayor desarrollo, pero se ajusta a los 5
objetives piloto 42%
° Un componente basico que podria combinarse con 5
otras soluciones
° Un enfoque experimental o emergente relevante 0
para fases futuras
@ No aplicable a este piloto especifico 0 42%

Figure A1.31 - Q7 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Solution maturity (drone pilot)

1. Question 3 : En ce qui concerne ce scénario pilote, votre solution est décrite comme suit :

4%

° Préte a étre adaptée et testée dans un 3 21%
environnement opérationnel réel
° Nécessite un développement plus poussé mais 3
répond aux objectifs du projet pilote
° Un élément de base qui pourrait étre combiné avec P
dautres solutions
° Une approche expérimentale ou émergente 5
pertinente pour les phases futures 2%
@ Non applicable 4 ce projet pilote spécifique 0 a%

Figure A1.32 - Q7 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Solution maturity (drone pilot)

1. Otazka 3: V sdvislosti s tymto pilotnym scendrom je vase riedenie najlepiie opisané ako: [}

pripravené na prispdsobenie a testovanie v redlnom

L ] 0
operacnom prostredi
@ Vviaduje dalsivyvoj, ale zodpoveds ciefom |
pilotného projektu
* _sta'webr.u'r prvok‘_klorf' by sa mohol kombinovat's 1 50% 50%
inymi rieeniami
Experimentalny alebo vznikajuci pristup relevantny
L] P 0
pre budtice fazy
@ Nie je poutitelné pre tento konkrétny pilot 0

Figure A1.33 - Q7 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Solution maturity (drone pilot)

1. Pytanie 3: W odniesieniu do tego scenariusza pilotazowego, Twoje rozwigzanie najlepiej opisa¢ jako: |

Gotowe do adaptagji i przetestowania w

rzeczywistym Srodowisku operacyjnym

Wymaga dalszego rozwoju, ale pasuje do celow 1

pilotazowych

E\emept kunstrukqmy, ktory mozna potgczyc z 50% 50%
innymi rozwigzaniami

Eksperymentalne lub powstajgce podejécie istotne 7

dla przysziych faz

Nie dotyczy tego konkretnego projektu

pilotazowego

Figure A1.34 - Q7 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Solution maturity (drone pilot)

e o @ o o
o o

=}
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1. Domanda 3: In relazione a questo scenario pilota, la vostra soluzione & meglio descritta come:

pronta per essere adattata e testata in un ambiente

L ] . 0
operativo reale
Richiede un ulteriore sviluppo ma si adatta agli
e ) 0
obiettivi del pilota
P Un ele_-menl.u costitutivo che potrebbe essere 1 50% 50%
combinato con altre soluzioni
° Un approccio sperimentale o emergente rilevante per 1
le fasi future
@® Non applicabile a questo pilota specifico 0

Figure A1.35 - Q7 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Solution maturity (drone pilot)

Q8. In the knife altack scenario shown, at which phase could your solution contribute
the most?

1. Pregunta 1: En el escenario de ataque con cuchillo que se muestra, ;en qué fase podrfa contribuir més su solucién?

Deteccion temprana de incidentes y alertas

® ! ‘ 4 |
iniciales (informes, sensores, primeras...
Comprension répida de la situacién y fusion A
L] 5
de datos
o IMagen operativa comin (COP) entre 4 .|
oroansmos /1
° Coordinacién entre multiples organismos y 4
apoyo a la toma de decisiones |
° Supervision de multitudes y gestion del flujo 4
de evacuacion |
@ Comunicacion especifica a viajeros y personal 2

=]
~N
w
&
w

Figure A1.36 - Q8 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Knife attack scenario

1. Question 1 : Dans le scénario d'attaque au couteau présenté, a quelle étape votre solution pourrait-elle contribuer le p
lus ?

° Détection précoce de l'incident et premiéres P I
alertes (rapports, capteurs, premiers signaux)
Compréhension rapide de la situation et ]
® 4
fusion des données
° Image opérationnelle commune (COP) a 6 _
I'ensemble des agences I
° Coordination multi-agences et aide a la 4
dedision I
P Surveillance des foules et gestion des flux 5
d'évacuation .
° Communication ciblée aux voyageurs et au 1
0 2 4 6 8

personnel

Figure A1.37 - Q8 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Knife attack scenario

1. Otézka 1: V zobrazenom scenéri Gtoku noZom, v ktorej faze by vaSe rieSenie mohlo najviac prispiet?

Vcasna detekcia incidentu a pociatoéné
varovania (hldsenia, senzory, prvé signaly)
Rychle pochopenie situdcie a zlGcenie Gdajov 0
Spolocny operaény obraz (COP) pre vietky
agentdry

Koordindcia medzi viacerymi agentdrami a
podpora rozhodovania

Meonitorovanie davu a nadenie evakuacného
toku

Cielena komunikacia s cestujicimi a
personalom

=]
-

Figure A1.38 - Q8 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Knife attack scenario
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1. Pytanie 1: W przedstawionym scenariuszu ataku nozem, na ktorym etapie Twoje rozwigzanie moze wnies¢ najwiekszy
wklad?

Wezesne wykrywanie incydentow i wstepne
alerty (raporty, czujniki, pierwsze sygnaty)
Szybkie zrozumienie sytuadcji i fuzja danych 1

‘Wspolny obraz operacyjny (COP) miedzy
agencjami

Koordynacja wielu agencji i wsparcie
decyzyjne

Monitorowanie thumu i zarzadzanie
przeptywem ewakuacji

Ukierunkowana komunikagja z podréznymi i
personelem

=

Figure A1.39 - Q8 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Knife attack scenario

. Domanda 1: Nello scenario di attacco con coltello mostrato, in quale fase la vostra soluzione potrebbe contribuire ma
ggiormente?

Rilevamento precoce dell'incidente e allarmi
iniziali (segnalazioni, sensori, primi segnali)
Rapida comprensione della situazione e

I
|
d fusione dei dati !
P Quadro operativo comune (COP) tra le 0
agenzie
® Coordinamento e supporto decisionale tra 0
pill agenzie I

Monitoraggio della folla e gestione del flusso
di evacuazione

° Comunicazione mirata ai viaggiatori e al
personale

=]
o
-

Figure A1.40 - Q8 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Knife attack scenario

Q9. For this pilot project, how would you position your contribution?

1. Pregunta 2: Para este proyecto piloto, ;c6mo posicionaria usted su contribucion?

Una plataforma central que apoye la coordinacion 5 -
entre multiples organismos
Una capacidad o médulo especializado (por ejemplo, 4 /
andlisis, deteccion, comunicaciones)
Un componente de fusién de datos o de conciencia 5

situacional

Una capa de interoperabilidad o integracion entre 3

organismos/sistemas

Una solucion complementaria que respalda las 1

herramientas existentes

Figure Al1.41 - Q9 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of conftribution (knife-attack pilot)

1. Question 2 : Pour ce projet pilote, comment positionneriez-vous votre contribution ?

_ 15% 19%

° Une plateforme de base soutenant la coordination 5 ’

multi-agences
° Une capacité ou un module spécialisé (par exemple, 8

analyse, détection, communications) 15%
° Un composant de fusion de données ou de 6

connaissance de la situation
° Une couche d'interopérabilité ou d'intégration entre 4

agences/systémes 30%
° une solution complémentaire soutenant les outils 4

existants. 22%

Figure A1.42 - Q9 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (knife-attack pilot)
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1. Otézka 2: Ako by ste v pripade tohto pilotného projektu najpravdepodobnejsie umiestnili svoj prispevok?

Zakladna platforma podporuijtica koordinaciu 1
viacerych agentur 339% 33%
gpecializovana schopnost alebo modul (napr. 0
analytika, snimanie, komunikacia)
Zlozka fuzie ddajov alebo situacného povedomia 1
Interoperabilita alebo integracnd vrstva medzi 1
33%

agenturami/systémami

doplnkové riedenie podporujlce existujice nastroje 0

Figure A1.43 - Q9 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Positioning of contribution (knife-attack pilot)

1. Pytanie 2: Jak najprawdopodobniej umiejscowitby$ swoj wktad w tym programie pilotazowym?

Podstawowa platforma wspierajaca koordynacje

20% 20%
* _ 1 ’ \
wielu agencji
° Spegjalistyczna zdolnos¢ lub modut (np. analityka, 0
wykrywanie, komunikacja)
@® Komponent fuzji danych lub Swiadomosci sytuacyjnej 1
* Warst\fua i!ﬂemperacyjnusci lub integracji miedzy 2 20%
agencjami/systemami
° Uzupetniajace rozwigzanie wspierajace istniejace 1
narzedzia 40%

Figure Al.44 - Q9 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of conftribution (knife-attack pilot)

1. Domanda 2: Per questo pilota, come posizionereste il vostro contributo?

Una piattaforma di base che supporta il
coordinamento multi- agenzia

Una capacita o un modulo specializzato (ad esempio,
analisi, rilevamento, comunicazioni).

Una componente di fusione dei dati o di
consapevolezza della situazione

Un livello di interoperabilitd o integrazione tra
agenzie/sistemi.

Una soluzione complementare a supporto degli
strumenti esistenti

)
g
3

50%

® & o @ o
=

Figure A1.45 - Q9 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Positioning of confribution (knife-attack pilot)

Q10. In relation to this pilot scenario, your solution is best described as:

1. Pregunta 3: En relacion con este escenario piloto, su solucién se describe mejor como:

%
@ Basada principalmente en software 6 ’
33%

@ Basada principalmente en hardware 0
@® Una solucién combinada de hardware y software 4
° Una solucién basada en datos, analisis e inteligencia 6 33%

artificial
° Una solucién orientada a los servicios o al soporte 5

operativo

22%

Figure A1.46 - Q10 Spanish webinar (27 January 2026) - Technical nature of solution
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1. Question 3 : En ce qui concerne ce scénario pilote, votre solution se décrit le mieux comme suit :

14%
23%
Principalement basée sur des logiciels (software) 5

Une solution orientée service ou support
opérationnel

L ]
@ Principalement basée sur le matériel (hardware) 0
@ Une solution combinée matériel-logiciel 6
@® Une solution axée sur les données / |'analyse / IA 8
[ ]

Figure A1.47 - Q10 French webinar (27 January 2026) - Technical nature of solution

1. Otézka 3: V stvislosti s tymto pilotnym scenarom je vase rieSenie najlepsie opisané ako:

primarne softvéravé 1
primarne hardvérové 0

Kombinované hardveérovo-softvérové riesenie 0

Riesenie zaloZené na udajoch/analytike/umelej
inteligencii

Riedenie orientované na sluzby alebo prevadzkovi
podporu

33%

Figure A1.48 - Q10 Slovak webinar (28 January 2026) - Technical nature of solution

1. Pytanie 3: W odniesieniu do tego scenariusza pilotazowego, Twoje rozwiazanie najlepiej opisac jako:

@ Giownie oparte na oprogramowaniu 2
® Glownie sprzetowe 0
® Polaczone rozwigzanie sprzetowo-programowe 0 50% 50%
® Rozwigzanie oparte na danych / analityce / sztucznej >
inteligencji
° Rozwiazanie zorientowane na ustugi lub wsparcie 0
operacyjne

Figure A1.49 - Q10 Polish webinar (29 January 2026) - Technical nature of solution

1. Domanda 3: In relazione a questo scenario pilota, la vostra soluzione & meglio descritta come:

® Principalmente basata su software 1
33% 33%
® Principalmente basata su hardware 0
@ Una soluzione combinata hardware-software 1
® Una soluzione basata su dati / analisi / Al 1
® Una seluzione orientata ai servizi o al supporto 0
operativo
33%

Figure A1.50 - Q10 Italian webinar (29 January 2026) - Technical nature of solution
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Annex 2. Consolidated Q&A from language-specific webinars
The following pages reproduce the Q&A document as published on the SHIELD PCP
website.

Questions & Answers (Q&A)
Shield PCP Open Market Consultation Activities

Q1. Does participating in the Open Market Consultation prevent a company from
later submitting a proposal to the tender?

A: No. Participation in the Open Market Consultation does not prevent companies
from later participating in the tender. Companies are encouraged to participate, as
the consultation helps define requirements and the state of the art, but it has no
impact on eligibility for the future procurement procedure.

Please note that participation in the Open Market Consultation does not provide any
advantage or disadvantage to any supplier or group of suppliers.

Q2. Are there eligibility requirements to participatein the tender
(e.g. minimum turnover, certifications, administrative or technical requirements)?

A: Yes. The eligibility and selection requirements will be explicitly defined in the Call for
Tender documentation.

In line with standard Pre-Commercial Procurement (PCP) practice, the approach
is generally to avoid imposing high financial thresholds (e.g. furnover requirements)
and instead focus on the quality and technical merit of the proposal under the award
criteria.

Certain evidence may be requested where relevant (for example, references
from previous projects or certifications related to specific aspects of the solution). The
intention is to keep barriers to participation proportionate and supportive of SMEs,
while ensuring capacity to perform the contract. Final requirements will be detailed in
the tender documents.

Q3. Must proposals be submitted as a consortium, and how are consortia evaluated
within the PCP procedure?

A: Under PCP rules, both single entities and consortia are generally eligible to apply,
unless otherwise explicitly stated in the Call for Tender.

A bidder may submit individually if itis capable of meeting all requirements alone.
However, given the broad and multidisciplinary scope of the challenge, it is expected
that many proposals will involve consortia bringing together
complementary expertise.

In this regard, to address the full set of technical requirements, suppliers
are encouraged to form consortia to increase their capacity to deliver a
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comprehensive solution. The matchmaking tool available on the project’s website, as
well as dedicated events, are designed to facilitate partner search and consortium
building. In this context, a matchmaking session will be held during the OMC event in
Paris on 25 February 2026.

In a PCP procedure, bidders submit their proposed technical approach in response to
the defined challenge, and proposals are evaluated as submitted. The confracting
authorities do not pre-select individual components and assemble teams themselves.
External entities do not formally select or label consortia within the PCP procedure. The
evaluation and selection process is conducted exclusively in accordance with the
procurement rules defined in the Call for Tender.

The final eligibility and participation conditions will be specified in the Call for Tender.

Q4. Can a company participate in more than one consortium or submit multiple
bids?

A: Participation rules concerning multiple bids or involvement in more than one
consortium will be defined in the Call for Tender.

Typically, PCP procedures include safeguards to ensure fair competition, avoid
conflicts of interest, and preserve equal tfreatment. The exact conditions — including
whether participation in multiple consortia is permitted — will be specified in the
tender documents.

Q5. Is there an obligation to include companies from several EU Member States in a
consortium?

A: There is generally no automatic obligation to include companies from multiple
Member States unless explicitly required in the Call for Tender.

However, eligibility conditions regarding the place of establishment will apply (e.g.
companies established in EU Member States or associated countries), in line with PCP
and Horizon Europe rules. Detailed requirements will be clarified in
the tender documents.

Q6. How can smaller companies collaborate or form consortia?

A: Collaboration is strongly encouraged, particularly for companies that cannot cover
all requirements individually.

The project provides a matchmaking tool on the
website (https.//shieldpcp.eu/tender/#matchmaking form), and companies
completing the matchmaking form will receive a consolidated catalogue of other
organisations that have also expressed interest.

In addition, dedicated matchmaking sessions are organised during the Paris event (25
February 2026) to facilitate networking, partner identification, and consortium
building.
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Q7. Are you looking for a complete end-to-end solution, or can partial solutions
covering specific functionalities be acceptable?

A: The objective of the upcoming PCP is to procure R&D services leading to the
development of a complete solution addressing the defined challenge.

However, during the Open Market Consultation phase, companies may present
partial solutions, individual technologies, or specific tfechnological contributions. These
inputs are valuable and help shape the final requirements, which are still being
refined.

Innovation procurement does not require starting from scratch. Existing technologies
— evenif developed independently — may be adapted, reused, integrated, or further
developed info a final solution. The key consideratfion is whether the proposed
approach can collectively address the identified needs.

Q8. Must a solution address all three pilots, or can it focus on only one?

A: The three pilots will be operationally tested during Phase 3, and each public buyer
is associated with a specific pilot scenario.

Solutions are expected to be applicable across all pilots. However, suppliers are not
expected to develop three entirely different solutions. The expectation is fo propose a
generic, modular and scalable solution capable of responding to common
operational needs shared across the pilot scenarios.

Validation activities during Phase 3 are expected to take place across the different
pilots rather than being limited to a single site.

Q9. Can new components be developed from scratch, and what Technology
Readiness Level (TRL) is expected?

A: Yes. The PCP allows for both existing solutions and the development of new
components.

The expected TRL evolves throughout the PCP phases:
e Phase 1 - Solution Design: approx. TRL 3-4
o Phase 2 — Prototype Development: approx. TRL 5-6
e Phase 3 - Operational Validation: approx. TRL 7-8

Prototypes developed in later phases will be tested in real operational environments.
It is possible — and often expected — to combine market-ready components with
newly developed elements, particularly where integration is a key innovation gap.

Q10. Some components may already have a high TRL or be partially deployed. Is this
an issue in a PCP?

A: No. The PCP does not require that every component be at a low TRL.
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Innovation may lie in integration, adaptation, scaling, or combining existing
technologies in new ways. What matters is the ability to advance the overall solution,
address the defined operational needs, and contribute to the targeted TRL
progression.

Q11. Is facial recognition or the use of biometric data required?

A: No. Facial recognition is not imposed as a requirement and is not mandatory.
Providers are free to propose their own approaches.

Any use of biometric data must strictly comply with European and national legal
frameworks, including GDPR. In several contexts, such use is highly restricted or
prohibited, particularly for certain operators.

Legal and ethical analyses will be conducted for each pilot and country. If the
processing of biometric data is not permitted in a given jurisdiction (for example, in
France), such functionality will not be tested in that piloft site.

Q12. How will broader privacy constraints and differing national interpretations be
addressed?

A: Solutions are expected to comply with GDPR and all relevant legal frameworks.

Where possible, minimising the use of biometric or personal data is preferable. Bidders
must demonstrate compliance and propose an approach that remains legally sound
across different national contexts.

Real-life deployments typically require a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA).
The legal framework, particularly regarding algorithmic video surveillance, is evolving
at both national and European levels. This evolving regulatory context is one of the
reasons why the PCP initiative is relevant.

Q13. Who will operate drone neutralisation tools?
A: Drone neutralisation is currently foreseen only within the Spanish pilot scenario.

Such tools would be operated exclusively by authorised national authorities involved
in  that  pilot. Not all actors are legally permitted to operate such
equipment. Responsibilities and operational arrangements will be clarified with the
competent authorities.

Q14. How many providers will be selected in each PCP phase?
A: The PCP follows a competitive funnel approach:

¢ Phase 1: approximately 4-5 providers

o Phase 2: approximately 3 providers

¢ Phase 3: at least 2 providers
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The exact number depends on the number and quality of proposals received and the
evaluation results. Contractors are invited to submit a proposal for the next phase only
if their performance in the previous phase is successfully evaluated.

Evaluation criteria and procedures will be detailed in the tender documents.
Q15. Is the PCP competitive or collaborative?

A: The PCP is competitive in nature. Suppliers or consortia develop their solutfions in
parallel, and the best-performing ones are invited to submit a proposal for the next
phase.

There may be structured interaction with end-users, including periodic meetings or
feedback moments, but progression between phases is based on competitive
evaluation results.

Q16. How will evaluation be handled if different solutions cover different parts of the
requirements?

A: At the time of the webinars, the evaluation criteria and weighting were not yet fully
finalised.

The complete evaluation framework — including award criteria and weighting — will
be defined and published in the Call for Tender documentation. Once launched, all
applicants will have access to the evaluation methodology.

Q17. What is the final objective of the PCP?

A: The PCP is designed to support TRL progression and the development of mature,
validated solutions suitable for future large-scale procurement.

It is not intended for immediate large-scale deployment. Instead, it supports
development, integration, and validation in operational environments.

The PCP should also be viewed within the broader EU innovation framework,
potentially paving the way for a future Public Procurement of Innovative solutions (PPI)
involving multiple public buyers across Europe and supporting the creation of a
European market for security solutions.

Q18. What is the total budget and the distribution per phase?
A: The total project budget is EUR 3,600,000.
The indicative distribution between phases is:

e Phase 1 - Solution Design: €450,000

e Phase 2 - Prototype Development: €2,250,000

e Phase 3 - Operational Validation: €200,000

The budget of each phase is divided among the selected contractors based on their
financial proposals.
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For all phases, contracts will be financed until the remaining budget is insufficient to
fund the next best tender. The exact number of contracts finally awarded will thus
depend on the prices offered and the number of tenders passing the evaluation.

Q19. Is research and experimentation funded?
A: Yes. Research and experimentation are funded within the PCP:
e Phase 1 focuses on solution design
e Phase 2 on prototype development
e Phase 3 on operational experimentation and testing in real environments
All phases are covered by PCP funding, subject to confractual conditions.
Q20. How will intellectual property rights be handled?

A: At this stage, the IP conditions are not yet fully defined. Based on standard PCP
practice, intellectual property typically remains with the suppliers developing that
generate it, not with the consortium.

In return, public buyers may receive usage rights or licences for the final solution,
depending on the final IPR distribution model. The exact arrangements will be
specified in the Call for Tender.

Q21. Is there any preference for patented solutions? Is patenting required?

A: There is no requirement or preference that bidders must already have patents.
Patents were used in the project’s analysis mainly to understand the state- of- the- art
and overall innovation landscape.

Q22. Can the questionnaire be submitted multiple times?

A: The organisations should submit one answer. If an organisation has multiple
solutions, these can be described within a single submission using the open text fields.

Q23. How is confidentiality ensured for questionnaire responses?

A: All responses provided by market parties will be anonymised and treated as
confidential.

The SHIELD PCP consortium will not disclose specific answers from individual operators.
Only general findings and a summary of responses will be published in an anonymous
report on the project website.

Q24. What is the objective of the hybrid event (25 February)?

A:The hybrid OMC event ams to present the SHIELD PCP project
and facilitate structured dialogue between public buyers and potential suppliers
ahead of the forthcoming Call for Tender.

The event relevant to suppliers takes place on 25 February (the 26 February session is
reserved for consortium members).
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The agenda includes:
e Welcome and project infroduction (rationale, use cases, PCP process)
e Presentation of the state-of-the-art analysis
e Overview of the Open Market Consultation (OMC) objectives and activities
¢ Interactive session with participants
e Presentation of next steps

e A dedicated matchmaking session (aiming at creating dynamics among
participants to facilitate consortium building), including supplier presentations
and bilateral exchanges

The objective is to clarify the challenge, gather market feedback, and support
networking and potential partnerships among interested stakeholders.

Q25. Will the participant list be published?
A: The participant list will not be publicly published.

Registered participants may access information about other participants for
matchmaking purposes, subject to consent.

Q26. What happens after completing the matchmaking form?

A: Companies that complete the matchmaking form will receive
a consolidated catalogue of other organisations that have also filled it in.

Dedicated matchmaking sessions during the Paris event further support consortium
building.
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Annex 3. The results of the interactive session on 25 February 2026

Q1. How mature and scalable are your real-time crowd analytics capabilities in
high-density stadium environments?

How mature and scalable are your real-time crowd analytics capabilities in high-density stadium environments?

7
6
5
1 1 .
) - S0 o
b iy .

aperationdl leve TRL 24)

For real-time crowd analytics in high-density stadium environments, only 1 participant
reported fully operational, large-scale deployment at TRL 8-9, while the majority
positioned themselves at TRL 6-7 or below, including 5 at prototype-level (TRL 4-5)
and é at conceptual or modular stage (TRL <4).

Q2. To what extent can your solution integrate with existing CCTV, VMS, PA and
access-control systems at pilot sites?

To what extent can your solution integratewith existing CCTV, VMS, PA and access-control systems at pilot sites?

3
;
° I

For integration with existing CCTV, VMS, PA and access-control systems, 7
respondents indicated plug-and-play integration via standard APIs and 9 reported
integration feasible with moderate configuration, while only 1 saw a need for
substantial infrastructure replacement.

requiements

Q3. Can your system dynamically calculate evacuation routes and synchronise
public alerting under strict latency conditions?
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Can your system dynamically calculate evacuationroutes and synchronise publicalerting under strict latency conditions?

Nolntegroted evacuationoptmisation
copabilty.

4
3

1

I °

stress conditions (<2slatency).

On dynamic evacuation routing and synchronised public alerting, 8 participants
declared having no integrated evacuation optimisation capability and 4 only static
or semi-dynamic planning, whereas just 1 reported fully automated optimisation and
multi-channel alerting validated under stress.

Q4. What is the maturity of your drone detection and trajectory tracking capabilities?

What is the maturity of your drone detection and trajectory tracking capabilities?

5
4
3 3

imited
(TRL6-7) (TRL5-6) development (TRL 4-5). required (TRL 54).
wonments (TRL 8-9),

For drone detection and frajectory fracking, 3 respondents reported operational
deployments in urban/stadium environments at TRL 8-9, while the majority were at
earlier stages (3 at TRL 5-6, 4 at TRL 4-5 and 5 sfill at concept level).

Q5. Within PCP constraints, how would you address drone technologies for this pilot?

Within PCP constraints, how would you address dronetechnologies for this pilot??

5
4
3
2
|
I

When asked how they would address drone technologies within PCP constraints, 5
parficipants aimed to provide a complete detection and counter-drone solution, 4
preferred supplying detection components integrated with existing systems, and 3
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considered that such capabilities would not be feasible within the PCP timeframe
and budget without scope reduction.

Q4. Can your system fuse drone trajectory data with crowd, responder and
infrastructure layers in real time?

Can your system fuse drone trajectory data withcrowd, responder and infrastructurelayers in real time?

5
a
3
2
0 -

For real-time fusion and drone trajectories with crowd, responder and infrastructure
layers, 5 respondents reported real-fime fusion with partially implemented predictive
modelling, while 4 stated that they currently have no multi-layer fusion capability and
the remainder indicated only basic fusion or visualisation-only approaches.

Q7. How mature is your federated multi-agency integration capability?

How mature is your federated multi-agency integration capability?

5 5
4
2
1 -

systems (TRL8-9).

On federated multi-agency integration, 4 participants reported proven interoperable
platforms across multiple agencies (TRL 8-9), 10 located themselves between TRL 5-7
(from limited validation to ongoing cross-border pilots), and 2 indicated that major
architectural redesign would be needed.

Q8. What is the status of your suspect tracking behavioural analytics capabilities
under EU legal constraints?
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What is the status of your suspect tracking and behavioural analytics capabilities under EU legal constraints?

5
4

| . |

Regarding suspect tracking and behavioural analytics under EU legal constraints, 8

respondents indicated deployed or pilot solutions with at least partially formalised

compliance (3 fully documented; 5 partially), while 3 stated that their current
solutions are not compliant and 1 foresaw significant adaptations.

Q9. How capable is your system in modelling and enforcing digital command
hierarchies and escalation workflows?

How capable is your system in modelling and enforcing digital command hierarchies and escalation workflows?

aduanced
‘Qutemation requires development. management capailty.

aperationly.

On digital command hierarchies and escalation workflows, 9 respondents reported

at least partial automation (4 fully configurable engines with automated escalation

and 5 with partial automation), whereas 6 indicated only basic or manual workflows
and 4 had no structured hierarchy management at all.

Q10. Can your solution provide real-time multisource data fusion into a single
operational dashboard with interoperability to existing public safety systems?

Can your solution provide real-time multisource data fusion into a single operational dashboard with interoperability to
existing public safety system

YYes, alread y (TRL7- Ves level (TRL 5=  Partially (requires integration Not currently, but feasible Not feasible within PCP
9) with third parties) ‘within PCP timeframe timeframe
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For multi-source data fusion into a single operational dashboard, 7 participants
already had operational capabilities at TRL 7-9, while 3 considered such dashboards
not feasible within the PCP fimeframe and the remainder were at prototype or
partfial-intfegration stages.

Q11. Can your solution ensure secure, encrypted, and resilient communication while
interoperating with existing public safety communication networks?

Can your solution ensure secure, encrypted, and resilient communication while interoperating with existing public safety
communication networks?

Fully compliant and Technicalyyfeasblebut  Feasible cnlyw\lh Slgmflr:ant techmonl/\egc\ Not within our current
deployable infrastructure upgrades scope

On secure, encrypted and resilient communication interoperable with existing
public-safety networks, 5 respondents reported fully compliant and deployable
solutions, 7 saw their solutions as technically feasible but requiring adaptation, and
only 2 pointed to major barriers or out-of-scope functionality.

Q12. Can your crowd monitoring solution detect and classify abnormal crowd
behaviour in real time while complying with EU data protection regulations?

Can your crowd monitoring solution detect and classify abnormal crowd behaviour in real time while complying with EU data
protection regulations?

Yes, already compliant and YYes, but requires further Particily Not. th plic Not within our solution scope
validated legal/ethical validation detection capability)

For abnormal crowd-behaviour detection under EU data-protection rules, 9
partficipants reported solutions already compliant and validated, 5 indicated only
partial behavioural detection capability, and 2 had no compliant solution in scope.

Q13. Can your movement monitoring technology track individual and group
trajectories in complex environments without relying on biometric identification?
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‘Can your movement monitoring technology track individual and group trajectories in complex environments without relying on
biometric identification?

Yes, validated in Yes. tested in pilot Technically feasible but Requires a combination Not feasible within PCP
operational environments  environments not yet validated with other technologies  scope

For non-biometric movement monitoring, 8 participants reported validated
capabilities in operational or pilot environments, 4 were at the stage of technical
feasibility without full validation, and 2 considered such tfracking not feasible within
the PCP scope.

Q14. What is the current market value of comparable solutions, and what is your
estimated future market value of the proposed solutions?

What is the currentmarket value of comparable solutions, and what is yourestimated future market value of the proposed

solutions?
Current market value in EU; 250k to 1M per site For the Crowd Analytics and Depending on size and
40 Meuros Future market i 7e + Objects Tracking with full complexity of the area
e Ve ElzpETEny T Spatial Inteligence the cost protected well above 3 million
licence per units would be per connected eurcs. As market expands and
sensors and type of sensors per trl increases, licences could be
site up 1000 - 4000 euros._. around -2 M€

Depends on the number of
‘cameraq, the site uses ( ponctual
licence for an event or
‘annual/lifetime for a transport
station ) and the infrastructure
needs for the Al algorithms.

A final open poll on current and future market value yielded qualitative estimates
ranging from hundreds of thousands of euros per site to several million euros for large
deployments, as well as broader EU-level market projections (for example, from tens
to around one hundred million euros). These responses illustrate that participants
perceive a wide pricing range depending on what size, deployment model (even-
based versus permanent), and required infrastructure for Al and analytics.
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