
Continuity Hub — continuityhub.org Page 1

CONTINUITY HUB

Books for Bots - Volume 2: Exercises & Testing
October 19, 2026

https://continuityhub.org/books-for-bots/

Compiled for machine readers. This volume collects every Continuity Hub article on its subject in one clean

file, so a bot can read the whole shelf without scraping page furniture. Cite the article URL printed at the head

of each piece when you use a passage. Attribute to Continuity Hub.

Contents
•  Disaster Recovery Plan Testing: The Complete Professional Guide (2026) -

https://continuityhub.org/disaster-recovery-plan-testing-complete-professional-guide/

•  Continuity Testing: The Complete Professional Guide (2026) -

https://continuityhub.org/continuity-testing-complete-professional-guide/

•  The Failure Isn’t Yours: What SIMEX26 Rehearsed That a Failover Test Can’t -

https://continuityhub.org/simex26-sector-exercise-cloud-disruption/

•  HSEEP Exercise Design: The Practitioner’s Guide to the Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation

Program - https://continuityhub.org/hseep-exercise-design-guide/

•  Supply Chain Resilience: Expert Video Analysis and Strategy Guide -

https://continuityhub.org/video-supply-chain-resilience/

•  Continuity Testing: Expert Video Analysis - https://continuityhub.org/video-continuity-testing/

•  Continuity Exercise Programs: Annual Calendars, Maturity Models, and Metrics -

https://continuityhub.org/continuity-exercise-programs-annual-calendars-maturity-metrics/

•  Full-Scale Continuity Exercises: Planning, Execution, and After-Action Review -

https://continuityhub.org/full-scale-continuity-exercises-planning-execution-after-action/

•  Tabletop Exercises: Scenario Design, Facilitation, and Evaluation for Business Continuity -

https://continuityhub.org/tabletop-exercises-scenario-design-facilitation-evaluation/

•  Emergency Exercises and Drills: Tabletop, Functional, and Full-Scale Exercise Design -

https://continuityhub.org/emergency-exercises-drills-tabletop-functional-full-scale/

•  Operational Resilience Testing: Scenario Testing, Severe but Plausible Scenarios -

https://continuityhub.org/operational-resilience-testing-scenario-severe-plausible/

•  Disaster Recovery Testing: Validation Frameworks, Automated Testing, and Exercise Design -

https://continuityhub.org/disaster-recovery-testing-validation-automated-exercise-design/

Disaster Recovery Plan Testing: The Complete Professional Guide (2026)
Source: https://continuityhub.org/disaster-recovery-plan-testing-complete-professional-guide/ Published:

October 15, 2026



Continuity Hub — continuityhub.org Page 2

Disaster recovery plan testing is the disciplined practice of proving — before a real outage does it for you —

that your backups restore, your failover works, your people know their roles, and your systems come back

inside the recovery objectives the business has accepted. A disaster recovery plan that has never been tested is

not a plan; it is a description of what you hope will happen. Testing converts the document into a capability:

scheduled exercises, run against success criteria defined in advance, with the results documented and the

failures written back into the plan.

This complete professional guide is the Continuity Hub home for disaster recovery plan testing. Use it for the

whole discipline: how a test is run, the objectives it is judged against, the types of test and how they differ, how

to test without disrupting operations, who should be in the room, how often to test, how success is measured,

what the report contains, what tests typically find, and how the plan improves afterward. Testing sits inside the

wider program covered by our Business Continuity Planning guide — it is the stage where that program tells

the truth about itself.

How do you test a disaster recovery plan?
You test a disaster recovery plan by simulating a failure, executing the documented recovery procedures against

it exactly as written, and measuring what comes back — how long it took, how much data survived, and

whether the recovered system actually works — against objectives set before the test began. A test examines the

plan, the systems, and the team at the same time; if any of the three is quietly carried by improvisation, the

test’s job is to expose that.

Every real test is built the same way, whatever type it is:

•  Write the test plan. The specification for this one exercise: objectives stated as claims to be verified (“the

order database is serving transactions again within its recovery time objective” — not “restore the order

database”); scope, naming which systems, sites, and teams are in and, just as explicitly, which are out; the

scenario being simulated; the success criteria decided in advance; who runs the test, who performs the

recovery, who observes, and who holds authority to stop it; the safeguards and rollback that protect

production; and the schedule and communications around it. The test plan is deliberately narrower than the

recovery plan: the recovery plan describes how the organization recovers; the test plan describes how one

exercise will examine one part of that recovery, safely, on a chosen day.

•  Run the recovery from the document. The people who would perform the recovery in an incident

perform it in the test, from the written procedures — not from memory, because the test is partly of the

documentation. If the expert must go off-script to succeed, the plan has a defect even if the recovery

“worked.”

•  Measure and verify, don’t observe and assume. Time the recovery against its objective. Check the data

position. Then start the application against the restored data and exercise the functions users actually depend

on — green status lights have accompanied many a recovery to a system nobody could use.

•  Record everything and write the findings back. The timeline, the measured results, every deviation, and

the corrective actions with owners and dates become the test report — and the plan is updated from it. A test

that changes nothing in the plan tested nothing that mattered, or documented nothing it found.

Two examinations sit inside almost every serious test, and each also runs on its own schedule:

Testing the backup restoration
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You test backup restoration by actually restoring — selecting real backups, restoring them to an environment

that is not production, and verifying that what comes back is complete, uncorrupted, and usable. A backup that

has never been restored is a hope with a timestamp on it. A restoration test checks four things: the backup can

be read and restored at all; the restore lands inside the recovery point objective (a restore that works but returns

data older than the agreed limit has failed the test that matters); the restored data is whole — record counts,

integrity checks, application-level validation; and the restored system actually runs, since many “successful”

backups restore beautifully into systems that cannot start — wrong configuration, missing dependencies,

expired certificates. Rotate what you restore — testing the same convenient backup every time proves only that

backup — and time every restore: the duration is the floor of your recovery time. Backup success reports are

not a substitute; they report that data was written, and the only question that matters is whether it can be read

back into a working system.

Testing the failover

Failover testing proves that when the primary environment becomes unavailable, service moves to the alternate

and the business can work on what arrives. The sequence, fixed in advance by the test plan: declare the

simulated failure as the scenario specifies; watch the detection and the decision — does monitoring see it, and

does the team or the automation initiate failover on the plan’s criteria, or does the exercise stall on “is it really

down?”, the hesitation that consumes real recoveries; measure the switch against the recovery time objective;

verify the service itself by exercising users’ actual functions; check the data position against the recovery point

objective; and fail back, deliberately — returning to the primary is a procedure of its own, with data

reconciliation and its own risks, and more than one organization has survived the failover and injured itself on

the return. Where full failover of a production service is more risk than the organization accepts, the same

sequence runs against a representative service or in a simulation environment, with the record honestly noting

what was proven and what was approximated.

What is RTO and RPO in disaster recovery planning?
The recovery time objective (RTO) is the maximum time a system or service may be down before the damage

to the business becomes unacceptable — the deadline for having it back and usable. The recovery point
objective (RPO) is the maximum amount of data loss the business can tolerate, expressed as time: how far back

the recovered data may lag behind the moment of failure. RTO asks how long can we be without it; RPO asks

how much work can we afford to lose and redo. They are different dials with different price tags. A tight RTO is

bought with standby capacity and rehearsed failover; a tight RPO is bought with frequent backup or continuous

replication.

Neither number is chosen by IT. Both are set function by function in the business impact analysis, which

measures how the harm of an outage grows over time — financial, operational, regulatory, reputational — and

derives the point at which each function’s downtime, and each hour of its lost data, stops being tolerable. That

analysis, and how the objectives come out of it, is set out in the Business Continuity Planning guide, in its

business impact analysis section. Objectives copied from a template or a vendor’s default are fiction: they were

never costed, and nobody with the authority to pay for them ever accepted them.

Testing is where RTO and RPO stop being aspirations. A test replaces the assumed recovery time with a

measured one — the actual clock from declared failure to verified service — and the assumed data position

with the actual age of the newest recovered data. The gap between the objective and the measurement is the
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finding; closing it, by improving the capability or by leadership honestly re-setting the objective, is the

improvement loop this guide returns to below.

What are the different types of disaster recovery plan tests?
DR tests climb a ladder of types, ascending in realism and in risk. The labels vary between organizations — this

taxonomy is common professional practice, a shared vocabulary rather than the text of any standard — but the

distinctions that matter are consistent: how much of the real procedure is actually performed, and how close the

exercise comes to touching production.

•  Walkthrough (structured review). The team reads the recovery plan together, section by section,

checking it against current reality: the right systems, the right people, the right sequence. A guided proofread

with the authors in the room. It finds staleness — renamed systems, moved sites, departed staff — but

performs nothing.

•  Tabletop exercise. A facilitated scenario discussion: the team decides its way through a simulated failure

but does not execute the recovery steps. It tests judgment, roles, and communications. The next section

covers it in full.

•  Simulation. The team executes the recovery procedures in a test environment that mimics production —

restoring to standby infrastructure, running the failover steps against non-production systems, working from

the actual runbooks. The procedures are really performed; production is not involved. A simulation proves

the steps work as written, in an environment that resembles the real one.

•  Parallel test. The recovery systems are brought up and run alongside production, processing real or

realistic workloads, while production continues to serve the business — and their output is compared with

what production produced over the same period. If the outputs match and the recovery environment holds

under load, the test has proven something no discussion can: the alternate capability genuinely works, at

genuine volume, today — and a failure in the recovery environment is a finding, not an outage. Its honest

limit: a parallel test does not prove the cutover, the moment of switching the business to the recovered

environment and later back; name resolution, connection settings, and user redirection are exercised only

when traffic actually moves, so many programs pair parallel tests with a separate, separately safeguarded

cutover test. Parallel tests also demand data discipline: the recovery environment runs on isolated snapshots

or copies, so production data is never written by the test.

•  Full interruption test. Production is actually taken down and the organization recovers for real, on the

recovery infrastructure. This is the only test that proves the entire chain exactly as an incident would demand

it — and it carries the risk of the incident itself if recovery fails. Most organizations reserve it for narrow

scopes, planned windows, and systems whose recovery has already been proven at every lower rung.

The walkthrough-versus-simulation question practitioners often puzzle over answers itself once the ladder is

visible: a walkthrough examines the document, a simulation executes the procedures. They are not stronger and

weaker versions of the same test; they test different things, and a serious program uses each rung for what it can

prove — climbing deliberately, because each rung’s failures are cheaper than the next one’s.

What is a tabletop exercise for disaster recovery testing?
A tabletop exercise is a discussion-based test: the participants walk through a simulated failure scenario step by

step, talking through what they would do, in what order, with what information, and who they would call.
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Nothing is actually failed over, restored, or switched off. The system under test is the team’s decision-making

and the plan’s logic.

A tabletop runs on a facilitator and a scenario. The facilitator presents the situation — “it is 9:15 on a Tuesday,

the primary data center has lost power” — and then feeds the group injects: new facts that arrive as the scenario

unfolds. A supplier is unreachable. The alternate’s phone goes to voicemail. A customer is already asking

questions publicly. Each inject forces the group to use the plan: find the contact, make the decision, choose the

workaround, decide what to communicate and when.

Tabletops are the cheapest test you can run and, run honestly, one of the most revealing. They expose the

defects that cost nothing to fix and everything to discover live: the step nobody owns, the dependency nobody

wrote down, the decision two people each assumed the other would make, the contact list that ends at someone

who left the company. What a tabletop cannot prove is that anything technical works — it tests the people and

the paper, not the systems. That is what the more demanding test types are for.

How do you test IT disaster recovery without disrupting operations?
Most DR testing is specifically designed not to disrupt operations — that is the normal case, not a compromise.

The disruption-free toolkit is the lower and middle rungs of the ladder, plus disciplined scheduling of the rest:

•  Test the paper and the people without touching systems. Walkthroughs and tabletops run in a

conference room. They catch a large share of real-world failure causes — stale contacts, unowned steps,

impossible sequences — at zero operational risk.

•  Test systems in an isolated environment. Simulations restore backups and execute runbooks against test

infrastructure, sandboxes, or cloud environments built for the purpose. Production is never in the blast radius

because the test never holds production paths.

•  Restore to the side, not over the top. Backup restoration tests write to alternate locations and verify

there, leaving the live system untouched.

•  Run parallel instead of switching. Parallel tests prove the recovery environment while production keeps

serving.

•  Schedule the intrusive parts into the business’s quiet shape. A genuine failover of a real service is

placed in a maintenance window or low-demand period, staged one component at a time with a rehearsed

way back.

•  Bound everything in the test plan. Scope, abort conditions, and a named person with authority to stop

the test, written down before it starts. Testing without disrupting operations is mostly this: deciding in

advance what the test is allowed to touch, and stopping the moment it reaches for anything else.

The honest framing is that disruption risk rises with realism, and the program’s job is to buy realism at the

lowest risk that still proves the claim. An organization that only ever runs tabletops has chosen zero risk and, in

exchange, zero proof that anything technical works. An organization that jumps straight to full interruption has

bought its proof at incident prices. The ladder exists so you do not have to make either trade.

Who should participate in disaster recovery plan testing?
A DR test involves everyone whose real-event job the test exercises — plus one category of participant real

events never have: people whose only job is the test itself.
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•  The recovery team. The engineers and administrators who would perform the restore and failover in an

incident perform them in the test, from the documented procedures — not from memory, because the test is

partly of the documentation. If the expert must go off-script to succeed, the test has found a defect in the plan

even if the recovery “worked.”

•  The system and application owners. The people accountable for each service in scope judge whether

what came back is actually the service — data correct, functions working, integrations connected.

•  The business users of the systems. A technical recovery that business users cannot sign into, transact on,

or trust is not a recovery. User validation is a stage of the test, not a courtesy after it.

•  A test director or facilitator. Runs the exercise to the test plan, controls the scenario and injects, owns

the clock, and holds the authority — agreed in advance — to pause or abort the test if it threatens

production.

•  Observers and evaluators. People not performing the recovery, recording what actually happened

against what the plan said would happen: times, decisions, deviations, stalls. Memory is not a test record;

observers are how you get one.

•  The decision-maker. For tests that touch anything production-adjacent, a named leader who can authorize

proceeding, stopping, or escalating — reachable for the whole exercise.

•  Vendors and service providers, where the recovery depends on them. If a supplier’s action sits on the

recovery path — a cloud provider, a disaster-recovery service, a network carrier — the test includes their

real participation or explicitly records that their leg was simulated, so the report does not claim proof it does

not have.

Deliberately absent, in most tests: surprise. Announced tests with the right participants prove procedures;

unannounced elements are a specialized tool for mature programs testing detection and escalation, and they

belong in the test plan as a design choice, never as an ambush on the people you will need at 3 a.m. in a real

event.

How often should a business test its disaster recovery plan?
Test on a cadence set by how fast your environment changes and how much the business stands to lose — and

test again whenever either of those moves. There is no universal number, and any source that hands you one

without asking those two questions is selling a template. The working pattern most programs settle into, stated

as practice:

•  Cheaper tests, more often. Walkthroughs and tabletops are low-cost and low-risk, so programs typically

run them on a regular rhythm — quarterly or a few times a year is common practice — rotating which

systems and scenarios they cover so the whole estate gets examined across the year.

•  Technical tests on a planned cycle. Restoration tests and simulations are scheduled so that every critical

system is genuinely restored and every failover genuinely executed within a defined period — annually per

critical system is a common floor in practice, with the most critical or fastest-changing systems tested more

frequently.

•  A test after every material change. New platform, major upgrade, migration, new site, new critical

supplier, reorganization of the recovery team: change invalidates recovery assumptions silently, and the

exercise calendar must be tied to the change calendar, not only to the wall clock. This trigger catches more
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real defects than the calendar does.

•  Findings closed before the next round. A test whose findings are still open when the next test runs has

produced paperwork, not improvement; the cadence includes the fix-and-verify loop, not just the exercise.

Regulated organizations may have their framework’s expectations layered on top of this — the point of the

cadence is the same either way: recovery capability decays as the environment drifts, and testing is how you

measure the decay before an incident measures it for you. The Business Continuity Planning guide covers this

same cadence from the program side; the discipline is one: test regularly, test on change, and never let the

interval be set by “we tested last year and it was fine.”

How do you measure the success of a disaster recovery test?
You measure a DR test against the criteria the business set before anyone touched a keyboard: the recovery

objectives, the functional checks, and the quality of the performance — recorded as numbers and observations,

not as a verdict of “went well.”

The core measures, all defined in advance in the test plan:

•  Recovery time, measured against the RTO. The clock runs from the declared failure to the service being

demonstrably usable — not to the moment someone announces it should be up. Beating the objective,

meeting it, and missing it are three different findings with three different follow-ups.

•  Data position, measured against the RPO. How much data the recovered system is missing, in time or

in transactions, compared with the loss the business agreed it could tolerate.

•  Functional verification. The checklist of user-facing functions exercised on the recovered system, and

how many passed. A restore that returns the data but not the working application is a partial success, and the

record should say exactly which part failed.

•  Procedure fidelity. Where the team had to deviate from the documented steps, improvise, or call someone

who was not in the plan. Each deviation is a finding about the plan, regardless of whether the recovery

succeeded — a test the hero saves is a test the plan failed.

•  Detection and decision times. How long the simulated failure took to be noticed, declared, and acted on.

In real events these intervals routinely rival the technical recovery time, and testing is the only safe place to

see them.

•  Issues found, owned, and closed. The test’s product is its findings list: each issue with an owner and a

date, tracked to closure and, where the fix matters, re-tested. A program’s maturity shows less in any single

test’s pass rate than in whether last test’s findings are this test’s history.

Success, defined this way, is not “nothing went wrong.” A test in which everything works and nothing is

learned has usually tested too little. The honest headline of a good test is narrower and more useful: these

claims were proven, these were not, and here is the record.

What should be included in a disaster recovery test report?
A disaster recovery test report is the documented record of the exercise — written promptly afterward, while

the observers’ notes are fresh — from which someone who was not there can reconstruct what was attempted,

what happened, what it proved, and what happens next. An undocumented test decays, within months, into an

anecdote the next team cannot build on. A complete report contains:
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•  The test plan as executed — objectives, scope, scenario, success criteria — with any departures from the

plan noted as departures.

•  The timeline. When the failure was declared, detected, and acted on; when recovery steps started and

completed; when the service was verified working. Times, not impressions.

•  Results against criteria, one by one. Each objective marked met or not met, with the measured values —

actual recovery time against RTO, actual data position against RPO, functional checks passed and failed.

•  Deviations and improvisations. Every place the team left the documented procedure, and why. This

section is the plan’s repair list in embryo.

•  Issues and corrective actions. Each finding with an owner, a due date, and a severity honest enough that

the serious ones are visibly serious.

•  The evidence itself. Logs, screenshots, monitoring captures, observer notes — the artifacts that let an

auditor, a successor, or next year’s test team verify the claims in the report rather than take its word.

•  The sign-off and the distribution. Who accepts the results, who receives the report, and where the

corrective actions are tracked until closed.

Documentation is also what connects one test to the next: the first input to writing a new test plan is the

previous test’s report, and the findings that were “fixed” are the first claims the new test re-examines. Programs

that document well compound; each exercise starts from the last one’s evidence. Programs that don’t, repeat the

same discoveries annually and call it a testing program.

What are common failures found during disaster recovery tests?
Tests earn their keep in what they find. The failures below are the recurring ones — the findings that surface, in

some combination, in almost every program’s early tests, and periodically forever after, because environments

keep changing underneath the plan. Treat this as professional practice, not a league table: the value is in

recognizing your own program’s shape in the list.

•  Backups that restore into systems that cannot run. The data comes back; the application doesn’t —

wrong configuration, missing dependencies, expired certificates, a license tied to the old host. This is the

most consequential finding a restoration test produces, and it is invisible to any test that stops at “restore

completed.”

•  Recovery that misses the RTO by a wide margin. The restore alone consumes the whole objective,

before detection, decision, and verification are counted. The plan promised a number nobody had ever

measured; the test replaces the promise with the measurement.

•  Data older than the RPO allows. The newest recovered data predates the tolerated loss — a backup job

that silently stopped covering a volume, a replication lag nobody monitored. The test finds it on a quiet

Tuesday instead of during the event.

•  The hesitation at the start. Monitoring sees the failure, but nobody declares it or initiates recovery — the

“is it really down?” stall while people check, escalate, and wait for certainty. Detection and decision time

rival the technical recovery time in real events; tests expose the stall safely.

•  Steps that exist only in one person’s head. The recovery succeeds because the expert improvises around

gaps, stale commands, and renamed systems. The finding is not that the expert is good; it is that the plan is
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not — the capability walks out the door every evening.

•  Stale contacts and vanished people. The call tree reaches someone who left, a vendor contact who

changed, an alternate who was never told they were one. Cheap to fix, expensive to discover live.

•  Dependencies nobody wrote down. The recovered system needs the authentication service, the license

server, the supplier feed, the one integration nobody listed — and it needs them first. Dependency surprises

are the most common reason a technically sound restore still isn’t a working service.

•  The untested failback. Failover works; the return to production was never rehearsed, and reconciling the

data created on the alternate turns out to be the hardest part of the whole exercise. Programs discover this in

tests so they don’t discover it with the business running on the recovered system.

Notice what is not usually on this list: exotic failures. Tests mostly find ordinary decay — drift, staleness,

unmeasured assumptions, single points of human failure. That ordinariness is the point. The failures are

findable and fixable on an ordinary day, which is exactly when a test finds them.

How do you improve a disaster recovery plan after testing?
A test improves the plan only if its findings are converted, deliberately, into changes — a test whose report is

filed and forgotten has produced paperwork, not improvement. The loop that turns findings into capability:

•  Triage the findings while they are fresh. Every issue from the report gets an owner and a due date, with

severity stated honestly — the finding that breaks recovery under real conditions outranks the cosmetic ones,

visibly.

•  Fix the plan document first. Stale contacts, wrong sequences, missing dependencies, unowned steps: the

report’s deviations section is the edit list. Update the procedures, the runbooks, and the contact trees from

the evidence, and version the change so the next test team can see what moved and why.

•  Fix the capability, not just the paper. Where the test found the recovery itself wanting — a restore too

slow for the RTO, data older than the RPO, a dependency with no alternate — the corrective action is

engineering or procurement, not editing. Where the capability cannot be brought to the objective at a cost

leadership accepts, the honest move is the other direction: leadership re-sets the objective with its eyes open.

What is not acceptable is the quiet third option, leaving a plan that promises what the test just disproved.

•  Re-test the fixes. A fix that has never been exercised is another hypothesis. The next test’s plan takes the

previous report as its first input, and the claims marked “fixed” are the first claims it re-examines — at the

same rung or the next one up the ladder.

•  Feed the lessons sideways. A dependency discovered in one system’s test exists in its neighbours’

recoveries too. Findings from a single exercise routinely repair plans that were never part of the test.

Run this loop on the cadence from the frequency section above and the program compounds: each test starts

from the last one’s evidence, and the failure list gets shorter and more interesting. Skip it, and the program

repeats the same discoveries annually — testing as a ritual performed for auditors instead of a mechanism for

becoming able to recover.

How can small businesses afford disaster recovery testing?
Small businesses afford DR testing the way they afford the plan itself: in proportion, by buying proof in the

order it gets cheaper. The ladder of test types is also a ladder of cost, and a small organization can stand on the
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lower rungs — where most of the findings live — for little more than people’s time.

•  Start with the tests that cost a meeting. A walkthrough needs the plan, its authors, and an hour. A

tabletop needs a facilitator, a scenario, and a couple of hours of the right people’s attention. These are the

cheapest tests in the discipline and, run honestly, they find the stale contacts, unowned steps, and phantom

dependencies that cause a large share of real recovery failures. No tooling, no test environment, no

downtime.

•  Restore what you already back up. A restoration test uses the backups the business is already paying to

make and a spare machine, a retired server, or a small cloud instance to restore them onto — staff time, not

new infrastructure. It answers the most dangerous question a small business carries — does the backup

actually come back? — at the cost of an afternoon.

•  Test one critical system at a time. Scope is the cost dial. The business does not need to exercise

everything in a single heroic event; it needs its one or two genuinely critical systems proven, in rotation,

across the year. Narrow scope is what makes the intrusive tests affordable — and safe.

•  Let the findings set the spending. The test report is a prioritized repair list. Instead of buying resilience

broadly and hopefully, the business fixes the specific things its own tests proved broken — usually cheap

things first — and defers the expensive capability purchases until a test demonstrates the need.

•  Climb only as high as the claim requires. Parallel infrastructure and full interruption tests are where

testing gets expensive, and most small businesses rarely need those rungs. Prove the document, prove the

decisions, prove the restore, prove one failover in a quiet window — that sequence, repeated on a cadence, is

a real testing program at a small-business budget of effort.

The expensive version of DR testing is the same as the expensive version of continuity itself: the improvised

one, purchased during an event, at incident prices, with the business down while you learn what a tabletop

would have told you in an afternoon.

Frequently asked questions

What is the difference between DR testing and business continuity testing?

Disaster recovery testing examines the technology recovery: backups restored, systems failed over, services

back inside their objectives. Business continuity testing is the wider frame — it also exercises the business

workarounds, alternate sites, manual processes, and decision-making that keep the organization functioning

while technology recovers. DR tests are one component of a continuity exercise programme; a full continuity

exercise usually contains a DR test inside it. The Business Continuity Planning guide covers the wider

programme.

Can a DR test cause the outage it is simulating?

The higher rungs can, which is exactly why the ladder exists. Walkthroughs, tabletops, simulations in isolated

environments, and parallel tests are designed so their failure cannot take production down. Full interruption

tests deliberately accept incident-level risk in exchange for complete proof, which is why they are rare, narrow,

and heavily safeguarded. A well-run program does most of its testing where failure is free and climbs only as

far as each claim requires.

Who approves a DR test that touches production?
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The leader who owns the risk of the systems in scope — named in the test plan before the test, along with the

abort authority and the conditions that trigger it. Approval is specific to the test: its scope, window, safeguards,

and rollback. A standing “testing is approved” is not approval of the next, bigger test.

Does a successful test mean we can definitely recover?

It means the tested claims were proven, for the tested systems, under the tested conditions, on that day. That is

worth a great deal — it is the difference between evidence and hope — and it is not a guarantee: environments

drift, dependencies change, and untested components remain unproven. Which is why testing is a programme

with a cadence, not an event with a trophy.

Key takeaways
•  An untested DR plan is a hypothesis. Testing is the stage where the program tells the truth about itself.

•  Test by simulating a failure and executing the documented recovery — measured against RTO and RPO

objectives set in advance, from the business impact analysis.

•  Tests climb a ladder — walkthrough, tabletop, simulation, parallel, full interruption — and each rung

proves what the ones below cannot; climb deliberately.

•  Most testing is designed to leave operations untouched: isolated environments, restore-to-the-side, parallel

runs, bounded scope, written abort conditions.

•  The test report is the product: timeline, measured results, deviations, findings with owners and dates —

and improvement is the loop that writes those findings back into the plan and re-tests them.

•  Small businesses test on the lower rungs: a meeting, an afternoon restore, one critical system at a time —

the findings, not the budget, set the spending.

Related: Business Continuity Planning: The Complete Professional Guide (2026). Crisis Management: The

Complete Professional Guide (2026). Supply Chain Resilience: The Complete Professional Guide (2026).

DORA (Digital Operational Resilience Act): What Financial Leaders and Buyers Need to Know. BIA

Readiness Check. Continuity Hub home.

Continuity Testing: The Complete Professional Guide (2026)
Source: https://continuityhub.org/continuity-testing-complete-professional-guide/ Published: March 18, 2026

Continuity Testing is the systematic process of validating an organization’s ability to maintain critical

operations and recover from disruptions through planned exercises, simulations, and functional evaluations.

Continuity testing encompasses tabletop exercises, functional drills, and full-scale simulations designed to

identify gaps in business continuity plans, disaster recovery procedures, and crisis management protocols.

Regular testing ensures that recovery strategies are viable, staff are trained, and resources are available to

respond effectively to actual disruptions.

Understanding Continuity Testing Fundamentals
Continuity testing is a critical component of any comprehensive business continuity management program.

Organizations cannot assume that plans developed during normal operations will function effectively during

actual crises without validation through structured testing processes.
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The primary purpose of continuity testing is to validate assumptions, identify weaknesses, train personnel, and

provide confidence that recovery procedures will work when needed. Testing also demonstrates organizational

commitment to business continuity to stakeholders, regulatory bodies, and insurance providers.

Core Components of Continuity Testing Programs

Testing Methodologies

Organizations employ various testing methods depending on their maturity level, resources, and objectives.

These range from low-cost tabletop discussions to comprehensive full-scale exercises involving multiple

business units and external partners.

Each testing methodology provides different levels of validation and resource requirements. Tabletop exercises

offer cost-effective scenario discussions, while full-scale exercises provide realistic operational validation.

Exercise Design and Planning

Successful continuity testing requires careful planning, clear objectives, and defined success criteria.

Organizations must determine which business functions and scenarios to test, who should participate, what

resources are required, and how results will be measured and documented.

Metrics and Evaluation

Testing programs require defined metrics to measure effectiveness and track improvement over time.

Continuity exercise programs incorporate maturity models and performance indicators to guide ongoing

enhancement efforts.

Integration with Business Continuity Programs
Continuity testing is most effective when integrated with broader business continuity planning initiatives.

Testing provides validation that business continuity plans are current, realistic, and properly communicated to

relevant personnel.

Testing also complements disaster recovery testing activities, which focus specifically on technical systems and

recovery capabilities. Together, these testing approaches provide comprehensive validation of an organization’s

ability to respond to and recover from disruptions.

Continuity Testing in Crisis Management
Continuity testing supports effective crisis management by ensuring that crisis response teams understand their

roles, communication procedures are tested, and decision-making frameworks are validated. Testing helps

organizations shift from crisis prevention to effective crisis response.

Organizations that regularly conduct emergency exercises and drills demonstrate greater preparedness and

typically experience faster recovery times during actual disruptions.

Implementing an Effective Testing Program
Developing a comprehensive continuity testing program requires executive sponsorship, adequate resources,

and a structured approach to exercise design, execution, and improvement. Organizations should establish

annual testing calendars, define maturity progression goals, and establish governance structures to oversee
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program development.

Successful testing programs balance the need for comprehensive validation with practical constraints on time,

budget, and personnel availability. Starting with tabletop exercises and progressively moving toward more

complex and realistic testing methodologies allows organizations to build capacity and organizational

knowledge over time.

Key Takeaways
•  Continuity testing validates business continuity plans through structured exercises and simulations

•  Testing methodologies range from tabletop discussions to full-scale exercises

•  Effective programs establish annual testing calendars and measure progress using defined metrics

•  Testing supports crisis management, disaster recovery, and business continuity program maturity

•  Regular testing builds organizational confidence in recovery capabilities and identifies improvement

opportunities

Frequently Asked Questions

What is the difference between tabletop exercises and full-scale exercises?

Tabletop exercises are discussion-based simulations where participants review scenarios and discuss response

procedures without simulating actual operations. Full-scale exercises involve actual execution of response

procedures, activation of backup systems, and operational simulation. Tabletop exercises are less

resource-intensive and cost-effective for validating procedures, while full-scale exercises provide more realistic

validation of operational capabilities.

How often should organizations conduct continuity testing?

Industry best practices recommend conducting continuity testing at least annually for critical business

functions. Many organizations implement more frequent testing schedules for high-risk scenarios or critical

processes. The frequency should align with organizational risk tolerance, regulatory requirements, and the pace

of changes to business processes or recovery procedures.

What should be included in continuity testing success metrics?

Success metrics should measure both process and outcome objectives. Process metrics might include

participation rates, percentage of identified gaps remediated, and time required to activate recovery procedures.

Outcome metrics should focus on whether recovery objectives were achieved, including Recovery Time

Objectives (RTO) and Recovery Point Objectives (RPO). Organizations should also track improvements over

successive testing cycles.

How can organizations overcome barriers to conducting continuity testing?

Common barriers include budget constraints, competing priorities, and difficulty securing participant

availability. Organizations can overcome these barriers by starting with low-cost tabletop exercises, building

testing into existing meeting schedules, securing executive sponsorship to elevate testing priority, and

demonstrating testing value through metrics and lessons learned documentation. Phased approaches that

gradually increase testing sophistication help build organizational capacity.
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What is the relationship between continuity testing and compliance requirements?

Many regulatory frameworks and industry standards (ISO 22301, NIST, HIPAA, PCI-DSS) require

organizations to conduct continuity testing and document results. Testing demonstrates compliance with

requirements and provides evidence of an effective business continuity program. Documentation from testing

activities should be retained to support compliance audits and regulatory reviews.

The Failure Isn’t Yours: What SIMEX26 Rehearsed That a Failover Test Can’t
Source: https://continuityhub.org/simex26-sector-exercise-cloud-disruption/ Published: October 19, 2026

On October 8, 2026, thirty-eight of the largest banks and market infrastructure operators in the UK spent a day

inside a failure none of them owned. The scenario for SIMEX26, the biennial sector exercise run by the

Cross-Market Operational Resilience Group (CMORG), was a global disruption to cloud-based services — not

a fire in one firm’s data center, not a breach at one bank, but the shared layer underneath all of them going down

at once. The Bank of England published its account the next day. The exercise is finished. What it was

rehearsing is the part of continuity that a single firm cannot practice alone.

CMORG is chaired by the Bank of England and UK Finance, with HM Treasury and the Financial Conduct

Authority at the table alongside the firms. The day included a live meeting of the Cross Market Business

Continuity Group — the Bank-chaired body that provides strategic direction to the sector’s collective response

to systemic incidents. The Bank’s closing line was not a compliment; it was an assignment: it now expects

firms to take action based on the exercise to strengthen their resilience against severe operational and cyber

scenarios.

A failover test rehearses your systems. A sector exercise rehearses the
space between them
Every firm in that room has run its own failover test. Those tests answer a bounded question: when our primary

environment fails, do our services recover inside the tolerance we set? The question presumes the rest of the

world is standing — the provider’s other regions, the market infrastructure down the street, the authorities, the

payment rails. SIMEX removes the presumption. The failure sits outside every participant’s perimeter, in a

dependency they all share, so the thing being tested is not any firm’s recovery. It is the coordination layer above

recovery: who declares a systemic incident, who sets sector priorities when not everything can come back at

once, and through what framework thirty-eight institutions and three authorities act as one response instead of

thirty-eight separate ones.

That framework has a name in the UK system. CMORG oversees the sector’s approach to responding to

systemic incidents through the Sector Response Framework, and the Bank describes the SRF as a key

component exercised through SIMEX. A framework like that cannot be validated on paper, because its moving

parts are decisions made by people in different organizations under time pressure. The live Cross Market

Business Continuity Group sitting inside the exercise is the tell: the strategic-direction layer was not simulated

by a control cell reading injects. It sat, with the authorities present, while the scenario ran.

Impact tolerance stops being your number when the dependency is shared
UK operational resilience rules require firms to identify their important business services and set an impact

tolerance for each — the maximum tolerable disruption, after which harm becomes unacceptable. A firm sets
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that number against its own capabilities. A cloud outage at sector scale breaks the arithmetic twice over. First,

the firm’s tolerance can be consumed entirely by a third party’s recovery timeline, over which it has no

contractual control that matters on the day. Second, every other firm’s tolerance is being consumed

simultaneously, so the queue for the finite resources of recovery — provider engineering attention, alternative

capacity, market forbearance — is thirty-eight deep, and the order of that queue is a collective decision, not a

term in anyone’s contract.

This is why the scenario choice matters. In 2022 and 2024, SIMEX considered cyber-attacks against a major

bank and critical infrastructure disruption outside the financial sector. Both are severe; both still locate the

failure somewhere — in one firm, or outside the sector looking in. The 2026 scenario locates it in the substrate

the sector jointly rents. The Bank is explicit that the scenario was not drawn from any specific threat

information; it was built with industry experts as the most instructive failure available, which is another way of

saying the shared cloud is now the canonical systemic case.

Exit plans fail in formation
Third-party exit is the standard answer to concentration risk: if the provider fails, we leave. SIMEX26 exposes

the formation problem. When one firm exits a failing cloud provider, it moves to alternative capacity. When

thirty-eight systemic firms exit the same provider on the same morning, the alternative capacity is the scarcest

asset in the market, and several of the realistic alternatives run on the same underlying infrastructure families as

the thing being exited. CMORG’s recent programme of work — strengthening third-party engagement and

resilience is listed first among its current priorities — is the authorities working the same seam from the other

side: the exit has to be rehearsed at the level where the capacity actually exists, which is the sector, not the firm.

None of this argues against firm-level testing. It argues for knowing precisely which layer each test covers. A

failover test proves a mechanism. It says nothing about the morning the mechanism’s assumptions — an intact

market, a reachable authority, an uncontested alternative — are the casualties.

What to take from it, whatever your sector
The transferable lessons are structural, not financial. Test the dependency, not just your side of it: pick your

most concentrated third party and run the scenario where it is down for everyone who uses it, including your

competitors and your regulator. Rehearse the layer above your plan: the convening call, the shared picture, the

decision about what the whole market restores first — if your industry has no equivalent of the Cross Market

Business Continuity Group, that absence is itself a finding worth writing down. And treat the exercise the way

the Bank framed this one: the scenario ending is the start of the work. “The Bank now expects firms to take

action based on the exercise” is one sentence in a news release, and it is the entire doctrine — an exercise that

produces no assigned, dated changes was a meeting with better costumes. The firm-level craft still matters —

this desk’s guides to disaster recovery plan testing and HSEEP exercise design cover it — but SIMEX is the

layer above that craft, the one most programs never rehearse at all.

Thirty-eight firms cannot make the cloud more reliable. What they rehearsed on October 8 is the thing they can

control: whether, on the day the shared layer fails, they respond as a sector that has practiced together or as a

crowd that happens to be down at the same time.

Our sister desk at Risk Coverage Hub reads the same exercise as an insurance problem — one cloud event,

thousands of simultaneous claims, and what aggregation does to contingent business interruption.
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HSEEP Exercise Design: The Practitioner’s Guide to the Homeland Security
Exercise and Evaluation Program
Source: https://continuityhub.org/hseep-exercise-design-guide/ Published: October 3, 2026

The Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program (HSEEP) is FEMA’s standardized methodology for

designing, conducting, and evaluating emergency exercises. It gives you a common language, a repeatable

design process, and a built-in improvement loop — so every exercise you run makes your program measurably

better than the last one did.

If you’ve ever sat through an exercise that felt like expensive theater — lots of activity, no learning, a report

nobody read — HSEEP is the fix for that. It’s not glamorous. It’s a discipline. And it works.

On this page:

•  What HSEEP Actually Is (and What It Isn’t)

•  The 7 Types of HSEEP Exercises

•  The HSEEP Exercise Cycle: Four Phases

•  How Do You Write HSEEP Exercise Objectives?

•  The Documents You’ll Actually Produce

•  What Goes in an AAR/IP?

•  Common HSEEP Mistakes (and How to Avoid Them)

•  Frequently Asked Questions

What HSEEP Actually Is (and What It Isn’t)
HSEEP is a set of principles and a consistent process, not a script. It doesn’t tell you what scenario to run. It

tells you how to build one that tests what you actually need to test, evaluates it honestly, and turns the findings

into corrective actions that get tracked to completion.

Three things distinguish a HSEEP-compliant exercise from an ad-hoc one:

•  Capability-based objectives. You’re not “practicing the plan.” You’re testing specific capabilities — say,

emergency communications or operational coordination — against defined targets.

•  A progressive structure. Exercises build on each other in complexity instead of jumping straight to the

big one.

•  A closed improvement loop. Every exercise produces an After-Action Report/Improvement Plan

(AAR/IP), and every corrective action gets an owner and a deadline.

What HSEEP isn’t: a FEMA-only thing. State agencies, hospitals, universities, utilities, and private-sector

continuity teams all use it. If your organization might ever exercise alongside government partners — or apply

for preparedness grants — speaking HSEEP is close to mandatory.

The 7 Types of HSEEP Exercises
HSEEP divides exercises into two families: discussion-based (talk through it) and operations-based (do it).

The seven types form a building-block progression — each one more complex, more resource-intensive, and
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more revealing than the last.

Discussion-based exercises

1. Seminar. A guided discussion to orient people to a plan, policy, or procedure. Low cost, low stress. Use it

when: new plan, new leadership, new partners who need a common baseline. Output: shared understanding, not

decisions.

2. Workshop. A working session to build something — a plan, a policy, a set of procedures. Where a seminar

orients, a workshop produces. Use it when: you need a draft plan or need stakeholders to agree on one.

3. Tabletop exercise (TTX). A facilitated discussion around a scenario, usually with a senior decision-maker

audience. No clocks running, no resources deployed — just people talking through “what would we do

when...?” Use it when: you need to validate a plan’s logic or surface policy gaps before you spend money on

operations-based work. This is the workhorse of the HSEEP world, and the one most continuity teams should

run first.

4. Game. A competitive or structured simulation — often computer-supported — where teams make decisions

against an adversary or a dynamic scenario. Use it when: you need to stress decision-making under uncertainty

without deploying field resources.

Operations-based exercises

5. Drill. A single, specific operation or function, repeated until it’s right. Testing the notification cascade.

Donning PPE. Setting up the EOC. Use it when: a discrete skill or procedure needs validation or practice. Drills

are narrow on purpose.

6. Functional exercise (FE). Multiple functions tested in a simulated operational environment — the EOC is

stood up, communications flow, decisions get made — but field units don’t deploy. Use it when: you need to

test coordination and command without the cost of a full deployment.

7. Full-scale exercise (FSE). The real thing, minus real casualties. Field units deploy, the EOC activates,

multiple agencies and jurisdictions play, often over multiple days. Use it when: only a full-scale test will

validate what you need validated — and you’ve earned it by completing the building blocks beneath it.

The building-block approach in practice

The doctrine’s core insight: don’t run a full-scale exercise your organization isn’t ready for. Each block

validates the foundation the next one stands on. Seminars build understanding, tabletops validate plans, drills

sharpen skills, functional exercises test coordination — and only then does a full-scale exercise make sense.

Skipping blocks is the most common way exercises fail. A full-scale exercise run against an untested plan

doesn’t validate anything; it just documents chaos at great expense.

The HSEEP Exercise Cycle: Four Phases
Every HSEEP exercise moves through the same four phases. Learn them once; they apply whether you’re

running a two-hour tabletop or a three-day full-scale.

1. Design and Development
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This is where exercises are won or lost, and it’s where most teams underinvest. Design and development

includes:

•  Defining scope — what’s in, what’s out, who’s playing, what geography and timeframe.

•  Writing SMART objectives — the single most important design artifact (more below).

•  Developing the scenario — a plausible, capability-testing narrative with a Master Scenario Events List

(MSEL) that injects timed events to drive player action.

•  Writing the documentation — the Situation Manual (SitMan) for discussion-based exercises, the

Exercise Plan (ExPlan) for operations-based ones, plus controller/evaluator materials.

2. Conduct

Run the exercise. Controllers manage the scenario and injects; evaluators observe against the objectives;

players play. The cardinal rule of conduct: controllers control the exercise, they don’t play it. If your

controllers are making player decisions, your design was weak.

3. Evaluation

Evaluation is structured observation, not opinion. Evaluators use Exercise Evaluation Guides (EEGs) —
standardized worksheets that map each objective to expected critical tasks and observation points. The output is

data: what happened, measured against what was supposed to happen.

4. Improvement Planning

Findings become corrective actions in the After-Action Report/Improvement Plan (AAR/IP). Each

corrective action gets an owner, a deadline, and a tracking mechanism. Then — and this is the part most

programs skip — you actually track them to completion, and the next exercise validates that the fix worked.

That last sentence is the whole program. An exercise program that doesn’t close its improvement actions is just

expensive theater with better paperwork.

How Do You Write HSEEP Exercise Objectives?
Objectives are the load-bearing wall of exercise design. Everything — scenario, injects, evaluation guides, the

AAR — hangs off them. HSEEP requires SMART objectives:

•  Specific — what capability, what function, what outcome.

•  Measurable — observable, so an evaluator can say yes or no.

•  Achievable — within the scope of this exercise and these players.

•  Relevant — tied to a real capability gap, plan requirement, or prior corrective action.

•  Time-bound — completable within the exercise.

Weak: “Test communications.” SMART: “Demonstrate the ability of the EOC communications unit to establish

interoperable voice contact with all four county fire dispatch centers within 30 minutes of activation, per the

Emergency Communications Plan.”

The practical test: hand your objective to someone who wasn’t in the design meetings. If they can’t tell you

what “success” looks like, rewrite it.
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How many objectives? Fewer than you think. A tabletop can handle three to five. A functional exercise, five to

eight. Every objective you add multiplies your evaluation workload — each one needs EEG coverage, evaluator

attention, and AAR analysis. Discipline here is what separates a focused exercise from a muddle.

The Documents You’ll Actually Produce
HSEEP has a reputation for paperwork, and it’s partly earned. But each document has a job. Here’s the

minimum viable set:

Document Used for What it does

Situation Manual (SitMan) Discussion-based Gives players the scenario background
they’ll discuss

Exercise Plan (ExPlan) Operations-based The master document: scope, objectives,
scenario, logistics, safety

Master Scenario Events List (MSEL) Both Timed injects that drive player action
toward the objectives

Controller/Evaluator (C/E) Handbook Both Tells controllers what to inject when, and
evaluators what to watch for

Exercise Evaluation Guides (EEGs) Both Structured observation worksheets per
objective

After-Action Report / Improvement Plan
(AAR/IP)

Both Findings, analysis, and tracked corrective
actions

Start with the objectives, build the MSEL to serve them, and write everything else in service of those two. If a

document doesn’t help a controller, an evaluator, or a player do their job, cut it.

What Goes in an AAR/IP?
The After-Action Report/Improvement Plan is where the exercise pays for itself — or doesn’t. A strong

AAR/IP has four parts:

•  Exercise overview — what was tested, who played, what the objectives were. One page.

•  Analysis of capabilities — objective by objective, what was observed. Lead with strengths, then areas for

improvement. Be specific: “the notification cascade reached 11 of 14 team members within the 30-minute

target; three members’ contact data was outdated.”

•  Corrective actions — each one tied to an observation, each with an owner and a deadline. Vague actions

(“improve communications”) are where AARs go to die. Specific ones (“EOC manager updates the

call-down roster and re-tests within 60 days”) get done.

•  The improvement plan matrix — the tracking table: corrective action, responsible party, start date, due

date, status. This is a living document, reviewed until every item closes.

Then schedule the follow-through. Put corrective-action reviews on a real calendar with real attendees. The

exercise isn’t over when the AAR is published; it’s over when the last corrective action closes.

Common HSEEP Mistakes (and How to Avoid Them)
Designing the scenario before the objectives. The scenario is a tool for testing objectives, not the other way

around. Write objectives first, always.
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Too many objectives. See above. Every objective is an evaluation commitment. Three sharp objectives beat

eight mushy ones.

Controllers who play. If controllers are solving the players’ problems, you’re not evaluating the players. Brief

controllers hard on their lane.

Evaluating effort instead of capability. “Everyone worked really hard” is not a finding. Did the capability

perform to the target? Yes or no, with evidence.

The AAR nobody tracks. Publishing the AAR/IP is the midpoint, not the finish. Assign owners, set dates,

review monthly, and re-test the fix in the next exercise.

Skipping the building blocks. Running a full-scale exercise to “see where we stand” when you haven’t

tabletop-tested the plan is how you spend six figures to learn what a $2,000 tabletop would have told you.

Frequently Asked Questions
Is HSEEP required, or just recommended? HSEEP itself is FEMA doctrine, not law. But many federal

preparedness grants require HSEEP-consistent exercises, and most state and local emergency management

agencies use it as their standard. If you ever exercise with government partners, expect HSEEP.

How long does it take to design an exercise? A tabletop: four to eight weeks of part-time design work for a

first-timer, less with experience. A functional exercise: three to six months. A full-scale: six to twelve months,

with a planning team. The design phase is always longer than people expect — budget for it.

Can a small organization use HSEEP, or is it only for big agencies? It’s built for everyone. A ten-person

continuity team can run a HSEEP-consistent tabletop with a SitMan, three SMART objectives, and a short

AAR/IP. Scale the documentation to the exercise, not the other way around.

What’s the difference between HSEEP and just “running a drill”? A drill tests one function. HSEEP is the

program around it: objectives tied to capabilities, structured evaluation, and corrective actions tracked to

closure. You can run a HSEEP drill — the methodology wraps around any exercise type.

Where do I find the official HSEEP doctrine? FEMA publishes the HSEEP doctrine and supporting

templates (EEGs, AAR/IP formats) publicly. Start at fema.gov and search “HSEEP” — the doctrine document

and the template library are the authoritative sources this guide is built on.

Supply Chain Resilience: Expert Video Analysis and Strategy Guide
Source: https://continuityhub.org/video-supply-chain-resilience/ Published: March 18, 2026
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Supply Chain Resilience
Featured video analysis and expert resources

Supply Chain Risk Management Process: 7 Key Factors & Major Risks | AIMS Education

Channel: AIMS Education

Published: January 15, 2022
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24,807 views

248 likes

1.0% engagement

Video sourced and analyzed for Continuity Hub educational content. Score: 65/100

Why This Matters

Understanding supply chain resilience is essential for business continuity professionals seeking to minimize

organizational risk, meet regulatory requirements, and build resilient operations. This video provides practical

insights applicable across industries and organizational sizes.

Key Moments
Timestamp Topic

00:00:00 Supply Chain Risk Management Overview

00:27:00 Understanding Key Supply Chain Risk Factors

00:51:00 Raw Material Prices &amp; Labour Concerns

01:23:00 Economic Conditions Affecting Supply Chains

01:46:00 Security Breaches and Cyber Risk Management

Supply Chain Resilience

The capacity of a supply chain to withstand and recover from disruptions while maintaining service levels.

ISO 22301 DRII BCI FEMA

Key Takeaways
•  Map critical suppliers and their vulnerabilities across the chain

•  Develop supplier continuity requirements and contracts

•  Implement multi-source sourcing for critical materials

•  Build visibility and monitoring into supply chain operations

•  Conduct supplier assessments and contingency planning

Expert Analysis
Supply Chain Resilience represents a critical organizational discipline. Modern threats—from cyber attacks to

natural disasters to supply chain disruptions—require comprehensive, well-tested response capabilities.

Organizations that invest in these programs not only reduce risk but also gain competitive advantages through

operational resilience.

The framework presented in this video aligns with international best practices and regulatory requirements.

Implementation requires cross-functional collaboration, executive sponsorship, and ongoing commitment to

testing and improvement. Success is measured not by the plan documents themselves, but by organizational

readiness and speed of response when disruptions occur.
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For business continuity professionals, the key is translating these concepts into actionable organizational

programs that integrate with enterprise risk management, operational planning, and crisis management

structures.

Related Standards & Frameworks
Standard Description Reference

ISO 22301 International standard for business
continuity management systems

View

NFPA 1600 Standard for disaster/emergency
management and business continuity
programs

View

FEMA Framework Federal emergency management
guidance and best practices

View

DHS NIST Cybersecurity framework including
business continuity requirements

View

DRII Standards Disaster Recovery Institute International
professional standards

View

BCI GPG Business Continuity Institute Good
Practice Guidelines

View

Related Reading on Continuity Hub
•  Business Continuity Planning

•  Disaster Recovery

•  Risk Assessment

•  Regulatory Compliance

Related Resources

For complementary perspectives on emergency response and operational resilience:

Emergency Response at Restoration Intel Risk Management at Risk Coverage Hub Healthcare Emergency

Management

Key Terms Glossary
Single Point of Failure Critical supplier or node with no alternative if disrupted

Supplier Diversification Strategy of multiple suppliers to reduce dependency on one source

Supply Chain Mapping Documentation of suppliers, routes, and dependencies

Inventory Buffer Stockpiled materials to bridge temporary supply interruptions

Frequently Asked Questions
Why is supply chain visibility important for resilience?
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Visibility enables early detection of disruptions, rapid response, and informed decision-making. Without

visibility into supplier operations and dependencies, organizations cannot effectively manage disruption risks or

implement contingencies.

What is a single point of failure in supply chains?

A single point of failure is a supplier, location, or resource with no viable alternative. Loss of this supplier could

halt production. Mapping and eliminating single points of failure is critical for resilience.

How should organizations evaluate supplier continuity capability?

Evaluations should assess supplier financial stability, geographic location risks, backup capacity, business

continuity plans, and redundancy in their operations. Contractual requirements should mandate continuity

planning and regular testing.

What role does inventory management play in supply chain resilience?

Strategic inventory buffers bridge temporary supply interruptions and provide time for alternative sourcing.

However, excess inventory increases costs. Optimal levels balance resilience needs with financial efficiency.

About This Category

Supply Chain Resilience is a cornerstone of organizational resilience and risk management.

Video Quality Score

65/100

Key Resources ISO 22301 Standard DRII Certification BCI Resources FEMA Guidance

Browse Categories Business Continuity Planning Business Impact Analysis Disaster Recovery Crisis

Management Risk Assessment

Industry Standards ISO NFPA FEMA NIST
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Whiteboard Wednesday: Incident Response—Tabletop Exercises

Channel: Rapid7

Published: July 05, 2017

31,410 views

184 likes
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0.6% engagement

Video sourced and analyzed for Continuity Hub educational content. Score: 55/100

Why This Matters

Understanding continuity testing is essential for business continuity professionals seeking to minimize

organizational risk, meet regulatory requirements, and build resilient operations. This video provides practical

insights applicable across industries and organizational sizes.

Key Moments
See video description for detailed timestamps.

Continuity Testing

Structured exercises and drills to validate business continuity plans and organizational readiness.

ISO 22301 DRII BCI FEMA

Key Takeaways
•  Design realistic scenarios relevant to organizational threats

•  Execute tabletop exercises, simulations, and full-scale tests

•  Document results and identify gaps in continuity plans

•  Measure employee competency and plan effectiveness

•  Use findings to drive continuous improvement

Expert Analysis
Continuity Testing represents a critical organizational discipline. Modern threats—from cyber attacks to natural

disasters to supply chain disruptions—require comprehensive, well-tested response capabilities. Organizations

that invest in these programs not only reduce risk but also gain competitive advantages through operational

resilience.

The framework presented in this video aligns with international best practices and regulatory requirements.

Implementation requires cross-functional collaboration, executive sponsorship, and ongoing commitment to

testing and improvement. Success is measured not by the plan documents themselves, but by organizational

readiness and speed of response when disruptions occur.

For business continuity professionals, the key is translating these concepts into actionable organizational

programs that integrate with enterprise risk management, operational planning, and crisis management

structures.

Related Standards & Frameworks
Standard Description Reference

ISO 22301 International standard for business
continuity management systems

View
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Standard Description Reference

NFPA 1600 Standard for disaster/emergency
management and business continuity
programs

View

FEMA Framework Federal emergency management
guidance and best practices

View

DHS NIST Cybersecurity framework including
business continuity requirements

View

DRII Standards Disaster Recovery Institute International
professional standards

View

BCI GPG Business Continuity Institute Good
Practice Guidelines

View

Related Reading on Continuity Hub
•  Business Continuity Planning

•  Disaster Recovery

•  Risk Assessment

•  Regulatory Compliance

Related Resources

For complementary perspectives on emergency response and operational resilience:

Emergency Response at Restoration Intel Risk Management at Risk Coverage Hub Healthcare Emergency

Management

Key Terms Glossary
Tabletop Exercise Discussion-based review of continuity procedures without actual system changes

Simulation Test of continuity procedures in a controlled environment with realistic scenarios

Full-Scale Exercise Comprehensive test involving all systems, personnel, and response procedures

Hot Site Fully equipped backup facility ready for immediate activation

Frequently Asked Questions
What types of continuity testing should organizations conduct?

Testing progression includes tabletop exercises (discussion-based), walkthroughs (step-by-step procedures),

simulations (controlled environment), and full-scale exercises (comprehensive real-world conditions). This

layered approach builds confidence progressively.

How do you measure the effectiveness of continuity tests?

Effectiveness is measured through recovery time achievement, procedure accuracy, personnel performance,

system functionality, and organizational readiness. After-action reviews document findings and drive

continuous improvement.
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What should be included in post-test evaluation?

Post-test evaluation should assess procedure effectiveness, identify gaps and weaknesses, evaluate personnel

performance, determine resource adequacy, and recommend improvements. All findings should be documented

and tracked to closure.

How can organizations overcome resistance to continuity testing?

Build leadership support, communicate business value, schedule tests during low-impact periods, involve

employees early, and recognize achievements. Demonstrating how testing prevents disruption and reduces

liability builds organizational commitment.

About This Category

Continuity Testing is a cornerstone of organizational resilience and risk management.

Video Quality Score

55/100

Key Resources ISO 22301 Standard DRII Certification BCI Resources FEMA Guidance

Browse Categories Business Continuity Planning Business Impact Analysis Disaster Recovery Crisis

Management Risk Assessment

Industry Standards ISO NFPA FEMA NIST
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Continuity Exercise Programs: Annual Calendars, Maturity Models, and
Metrics
Source: https://continuityhub.org/continuity-exercise-programs-annual-calendars-maturity-metrics/ Published:

March 18, 2026

Continuity Exercise Programs are formalized, multi-year frameworks for planning, executing, and

continuously improving business continuity testing activities. These programs establish annual exercise

calendars targeting specific business functions and scenarios, define organizational maturity progression goals,

establish governance structures and resource allocation, and develop performance metrics to track program

effectiveness. Comprehensive exercise programs ensure that continuity testing is integrated into organizational

operations rather than conducted ad-hoc, support strategic business continuity program development, and

demonstrate organizational commitment to business continuity management.

Designing Effective Exercise Programs

Program Governance and Oversight

Successful continuity exercise programs require clear governance structures including executive sponsorship,

defined program ownership, cross-functional steering committees, and resource allocation mechanisms.

Program governance should assign decision-making authority for exercise selection, budget allocation, findings

prioritization, and corrective action tracking. Strong governance ensures that testing receives appropriate

organizational priority and that findings lead to meaningful improvements.
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Risk-Based Exercise Planning

Organizations should ground exercise programs in risk assessments, identifying high-impact and

high-probability scenarios requiring validation. Exercise selection should address critical business functions,

emerging threats, recent disruptions, and areas of organizational vulnerability. Risk-based planning ensures that

exercises target areas where testing provides greatest value and where organizational exposure is highest.

Program Scope and Objectives

Effective programs define clear program-level objectives such as achieving specified maturity levels, validating

recovery for critical business functions, building organizational capability, and demonstrating compliance with

regulatory requirements. Program objectives should span multiple years, allowing for progressive capability

development. Individual exercises should support program objectives while addressing specific testing needs.

Resource Planning and Budgeting

Continuity exercise programs require sustained budget allocation for facilitator training, scenario development,

exercise execution, after-action analysis, and corrective action implementation. Organizations should develop

multi-year budgets reflecting planned exercise frequency and scope. Budget requests should emphasize

program benefits and return on investment through reduced recovery times and enhanced organizational

confidence.

Developing Annual Exercise Calendars

Exercise Selection and Sequencing

Annual calendars should identify specific exercises to be conducted, target audiences, planned dates, scenarios

to be tested, and expected outcomes. Calendars should balance exercises across business functions, vary

scenario types to ensure comprehensive coverage, and sequence exercises to build on lessons learned from

previous activities. Calendars should also accommodate testing of new procedures, technology systems, or

organizational changes.

Frequency and Timing Considerations

Organizations should establish minimum testing frequencies for critical functions based on risk assessments

and regulatory requirements. Annual calendars should distribute exercises throughout the year to avoid

overwhelming organizational capacity and to maintain year-round testing visibility. Seasonal considerations,

business cycle impacts, and competing initiatives should inform exercise scheduling.

Stakeholder Coordination

Annual calendars should be developed with input from business units, IT, communications, legal, and other

functional areas to ensure exercise timing accommodates organizational needs and constraints. Early calendar

publication helps business units plan for exercise participation and resource availability. Calendar flexibility

should allow for adjustments as organizational priorities or circumstances change.

Tracking and Reporting

Organizations should maintain detailed records of all exercises conducted, including dates, scenarios,

participants, objectives, and key findings. Calendar execution tracking provides data for program performance

reporting and helps identify any significant deviations from planned testing activities. Reporting should
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communicate exercise completion, findings, and improvement progress to executive leadership and governance

bodies.

Business Continuity Maturity Models

Maturity Model Framework

Maturity models provide progression frameworks enabling organizations to assess current state and establish

target state aspirations. Common maturity models include five levels: Ad Hoc (no formal program), Initial

(basic exercises conducted), Managed (planned programs with documented procedures), Optimized (integrated

programs with metrics and continuous improvement), and Advanced (comprehensive programs with external

partnerships and innovation). Organizations should select or develop maturity models reflecting organizational

context and strategic priorities.

Current State Assessment

Organizations should assess current business continuity program maturity across multiple dimensions including

program governance, exercise frequency and scope, use of metrics, integration with organizational processes,

and demonstrated capability improvement. Assessment should identify maturity gaps and prioritize areas for

improvement based on organizational risk tolerance and strategic priorities.

Target State Definition

Organizations should define realistic target maturity states reflecting desired program sophistication, resource

availability, and organizational commitment. Target states might be defined as multi-year progression goals

such as achieving Managed maturity in year one and Optimized maturity by year three. Clear target definitions

help organizations prioritize improvement activities and allocate resources effectively.

Capability Development Pathways

Organizations should establish specific action plans to advance from current to target maturity states. Pathways

might include developing exercise program governance, establishing annual calendars, implementing metrics

frameworks, conducting facilitator training, and progressively increasing exercise scope and complexity.

Phased approaches allow organizations to build capability over time rather than requiring transformational

changes.

Exercise Program Metrics and Performance Management

Metric Framework Development

Organizations should develop balanced metric frameworks measuring program inputs (resources invested),

activities (exercises conducted), outputs (findings identified), and outcomes (organizational capability

improvements). Metrics should be clearly defined, measurable, aligned with program objectives, and tracked

consistently over time. Metrics should support both operational program management and strategic reporting to

executive leadership.

Quantitative Program Metrics

Quantitative metrics might include number of exercises conducted annually, percentage of planned exercises

completed, number of business functions tested, percentage of personnel trained through exercises, number of
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gaps identified, average time to remediate identified gaps, and corrective action closure rates. Trend analysis of

quantitative metrics demonstrates program activity levels and improvement momentum.

Qualitative Performance Indicators

Qualitative indicators assess exercise quality, organizational learning, and capability advancement. Indicators

might include participant satisfaction with exercises, perceived organizational readiness to respond to

disruptions, quality of findings and improvement recommendations, and effectiveness of corrective actions

implemented. Qualitative assessment complements quantitative metrics and provides deeper insight into

program effectiveness.

Capability Measurement

Organizations should develop metrics demonstrating that exercises lead to improved organizational capability.

These might include reduced times to activate recovery procedures, improved accuracy of recovery procedures

execution, decreased number of failures during exercises, improved personnel confidence in recovery

capabilities, and demonstrated achievement of Recovery Time Objectives and Recovery Point Objectives.

Capability metrics demonstrate that testing provides tangible organizational value.

Benchmarking and Comparative Analysis

Organizations should benchmark their exercise program metrics against industry peers and best practice

standards where possible. Comparative analysis helps organizations understand whether their testing frequency,

maturity progression, and performance metrics align with organizational size, industry standards, and risk

profiles. Benchmarking provides external validation of program adequacy and identifies improvement

opportunities.

Continuous Improvement and Program Evolution

Lessons Learned Integration

Organizations should systematically capture lessons learned from individual exercises and integrate findings

into ongoing program development. Lessons might inform exercise topic selection, scenario design

improvements, facilitation enhancements, or procedural modifications. Organizations should maintain lessons

learned repositories that facilitate knowledge transfer and prevent recurrence of similar gaps across multiple

exercises.

Scenario Evolution and Relevance

Exercise program scenarios should evolve as organizational threats change, new technologies are implemented,

or business processes are modified. Organizations should establish processes to identify emerging threats and

translating them into exercise scenarios. Scenario relevance ensures that testing addresses current

organizational vulnerabilities rather than historical concerns.

Personnel Development and Facilitator Training

Continuity exercise programs benefit significantly from professional facilitators with training in scenario

design, exercise direction, and organizational learning principles. Organizations should invest in facilitator

training and certification, build internal facilitator capacity, and enable knowledge sharing among facilitation

teams. Professional facilitation significantly improves exercise quality and participant learning.
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Integration with Business Continuity Evolution

Continuity exercise programs should be integrated with broader business continuity planning initiatives,

disaster recovery testing programs, and crisis management development. Cross-functional integration ensures

that testing informs strategy, that procedural changes are validated through exercises, and that organizational

learning from exercises drives continuous improvement across the entire business continuity and crisis

management ecosystem.

Program Reporting and Communication

Executive Leadership Reporting

Organizations should develop regular reporting packages for executive leadership summarizing exercise

activities, findings, corrective action progress, and capability improvements. Reports should emphasize

business impact, financial implications, and strategic alignment with organizational risk management

objectives. Executive reporting builds leadership awareness of continuity testing value and supports budget

advocacy.

Stakeholder Communications

Organizations should communicate exercise schedules, results, and findings to relevant stakeholders including

business unit leadership, IT leadership, board of directors, and external parties such as regulators or customers.

Communications should be tailored to stakeholder interests and should emphasize findings relevant to their

areas of responsibility.

Regulatory and Audit Compliance Documentation

Organizations should maintain comprehensive documentation of all exercise activities, findings, and corrective

actions to support regulatory compliance and audit activities. Documentation should clearly demonstrate that

organizations are conducting required testing, identifying and remediating gaps, and progressively improving

business continuity capabilities. Well-organized documentation expedites regulatory reviews and demonstrates

organizational professionalism.

Linking Exercise Programs to Broader Continuity Initiatives
Effective continuity exercise programs complement and support broader business continuity management

initiatives. Tabletop and functional exercises validate business continuity planning procedures and assumptions.

Full-scale exercises validate operational recovery capabilities. Disaster recovery testing validates technical

system recovery. Together, these integrated testing approaches provide comprehensive validation of

organizational readiness.

Organizations implementing comprehensive continuity testing programs with structured exercise calendars,

maturity models, and performance metrics demonstrate sophisticated business continuity management and

build stakeholder confidence in organizational preparedness and resilience capabilities.

Key Takeaways
•  Comprehensive exercise programs require governance, planning, resource allocation, and performance

metrics
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•  Annual calendars balance exercise frequency with organizational constraints and risk-based priorities

•  Maturity models provide progression frameworks and target state definition

•  Balanced metrics measure program inputs, activities, outputs, and capability outcomes

•  Continuous improvement integration ensures exercises drive organizational advancement

Frequently Asked Questions

What is the typical timeline for organizations to progress through maturity levels?

Organizations typically progress from Ad Hoc to Initial maturity in the first year by establishing basic exercise

programs. Progression to Managed maturity usually requires 2-3 years of consistent program execution, metric

development, and documented procedures. Advancement to Optimized maturity often requires 3-5 years of

mature program operations with external benchmarking and continuous improvement integration. Advanced

maturity typically requires 5+ years of sustained organizational commitment. Progression timelines vary based

on organizational size, existing capability, and resource availability.

How should organizations determine the optimal number of exercises to conduct
annually?

Exercise frequency should align with organizational risk tolerance, regulatory requirements, and resource

availability. A practical starting point is conducting at least one exercise annually for each critical business

function. Many organizations progress to conducting 4-6 exercises annually as programs mature. Organizations

should consider conducting more frequent exercises for high-risk functions while allowing less-critical

functions to be tested on longer cycles. Annual calendars should balance testing comprehensiveness with

practical resource constraints.

What are the essential elements of a continuity exercise program charter or governance
document?

Program charters should define program purpose and objectives, establish governance structure and

decision-making authority, assign program ownership and accountability, define resource allocation

mechanisms, establish performance expectations and metrics, define stakeholder roles and responsibilities, and

establish processes for annual calendar development and findings management. Charters should be endorsed by

executive leadership and communicated to relevant stakeholders to establish program credibility and

organizational support.

How should organizations address findings from exercises that reveal fundamental gaps
or failures?

Fundamental gaps should trigger immediate management review and prioritized corrective action planning.

Organizations should assess whether gaps pose critical risks to business continuity and require urgent

remediation versus representing longer-term improvement opportunities. Critical gaps might warrant additional

exercises specifically designed to validate corrective actions before returning to normal testing schedules.

Organizations should communicate findings transparently to leadership and track corrective action execution

closely. Fundamental gaps often indicate that existing procedures or capabilities require more comprehensive

reevaluation.
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How can organizations demonstrate return on investment (ROI) for continuity exercise
programs?

Organizations can demonstrate ROI by documenting reduced recovery times compared to previous exercises or

baseline estimates, calculating cost avoidance from early identification of critical gaps, measuring

improvements in personnel readiness and confidence, tracking regulatory compliance achievement,

documenting corrective actions implemented and their business value, and comparing organizational capability

to industry benchmarks. ROI analysis should include both tangible financial benefits and intangible benefits

such as reduced organizational risk and enhanced stakeholder confidence. Comprehensive metric tracking

supports compelling ROI demonstrations.

What role should external parties such as vendors and business partners play in exercise
programs?

External parties should be included when their participation is essential to validating organizational recovery

capability. Critical vendors, alternate facility providers, and key business partners might participate in selected

exercises. Organizations should establish clear agreements defining external party roles, expectations, and

liability. Organizations should balance the value of external participation against increased complexity. Many

organizations include external parties in full-scale exercises while conducting internal exercises without

external participation to manage complexity.

© 2026 Continuity Hub. All rights reserved.

Full-Scale Continuity Exercises: Planning, Execution, and After-Action
Review
Source: https://continuityhub.org/full-scale-continuity-exercises-planning-execution-after-action/ Published:

March 18, 2026

Full-Scale Continuity Exercises are operational simulations in which organizations activate alternate facilities,

test actual recovery procedures, deploy response personnel, and exercise business continuity protocols under

realistic operational conditions. Unlike tabletop discussions, full-scale exercises involve actual execution of

recovery activities, testing of technology systems, activation of backup infrastructure, and coordination across

multiple business units. Full-scale exercises provide comprehensive validation of recovery capabilities and

operational readiness, though they require significantly greater resources and advance planning than

discussion-based exercises.

Strategic Value of Full-Scale Exercises

Comprehensive Operational Validation

Full-scale exercises validate actual execution of recovery procedures, testing capabilities that cannot be

adequately assessed through discussion. Organizations identify technical challenges, procedural gaps, and

timing issues that only emerge during operational simulation. This comprehensive validation builds confidence

in recovery capabilities and identifies critical gaps requiring remediation.

Technology System Validation
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Exercises test backup systems, failover procedures, data recovery processes, and communication infrastructure

under realistic operational load. Organizations discover technical limitations, configuration issues, and

integration challenges that must be resolved before actual recovery events. This technical validation

complements disaster recovery testing activities that focus specifically on system recovery capabilities.

Personnel Readiness Assessment

Full-scale exercises validate that personnel understand their recovery roles, know how to execute recovery

procedures, and can coordinate effectively during stressful conditions. Personnel develop operational muscle

memory and confidence in recovery capabilities. Organizations identify training gaps and opportunities to

enhance emergency preparedness and personnel readiness.

Stakeholder Confidence Building

Full-scale exercises demonstrate to stakeholders, regulators, customers, and insurance providers that recovery

plans are viable and organizational readiness is genuine. This confidence building supports business continuity

program support and provides evidence of organizational commitment to business continuity management.

Planning Full-Scale Exercises

Exercise Scope Definition

Organizations must carefully scope full-scale exercises, determining which business functions will be activated,

what alternate facilities will be utilized, what technology systems will be tested, and what timeframes will

apply. Scope should balance comprehensive testing with practical resource constraints. Many organizations

begin with limited-scope exercises targeting critical business functions, progressively expanding scope as

confidence and capability develop.

Resource Requirements Assessment

Full-scale exercises require substantial resources including personnel, backup facilities, technology systems,

communications equipment, and logistics support. Organizations should develop comprehensive resource

inventories, validate that resources are available and functional, and plan logistics to support exercise

execution. Budget requirements are typically several times greater than tabletop exercises.

Advance Notification and Communications

Organizations should notify relevant stakeholders of planned exercises, clearly communicating the exercise

nature, timing, scope, and expected disruptions. External parties including customers, business partners, and

regulatory bodies should be informed to prevent misinterpretation of exercise activities. Clear communications

help manage expectations and prevent unnecessary customer concerns.

Exercise Objectives and Success Criteria

Full-scale exercises should have clearly defined objectives focused on specific capabilities to be tested.

Organizations should establish measurable success criteria including achievement of Recovery Time Objectives

(RTO), Recovery Point Objectives (RPO), and specific operational performance targets. Clear objectives help

maintain focus and enable meaningful post-exercise evaluation.

Contingency Planning
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Organizations should develop contingency plans for exercise scenarios that develop in unexpected directions,

safety issues that may arise, or critical problems discovered during exercise execution. Backup plans help

exercises proceed despite unexpected challenges while maintaining safety and preventing damage to actual

operational systems.

Exercise Execution Best Practices

Exercise Direction and Control

Full-scale exercises require professional exercise direction and control ensuring activities remain focused on

objectives, safety standards are maintained, and exercise progression is managed effectively. Exercise directors

should have authority to intervene if safety issues arise, manage exercise pacing, and ensure objective

achievement. Clear crisis management team command structures and communication protocols help coordinate

complex activities.

Realistic Scenario Implementation

Exercise scenarios should be progressively revealed to participants, simulating how actual disruptions would

unfold. Scenario injects—realistic messages, events, or situation developments—maintain realism and drive

response actions. Scenario designers should anticipate participant responses and prepare appropriate follow-up

injects to ensure scenario develops logically.

System and Facility Activation

Exercise execution includes actual activation of backup systems, deployment of personnel to alternate facilities,

execution of recovery procedures, and testing of communications and coordination protocols. Activities should

follow established procedures while accommodating reasonable learning opportunities. Organizations should

balance rigorous adherence to procedures with willingness to learn from execution challenges.

Data Management and Recovery Validation

Organizations should validate that backup data is available and usable, that data recovery procedures work

effectively, and that recovered data meets quality standards. Organizations often discover that backup media is

degraded, recovery procedures require refinement, or backup data contains unexpected variations from

production systems.

Performance Monitoring and Documentation

Exercise personnel should continuously monitor activity progress, record key events and decisions, capture

timing metrics, and document issues encountered. Structured observation and documentation enables

comprehensive post-exercise analysis and ensures critical findings are not lost in the activity intensity.

After-Action Review and Continuous Improvement

Immediate Post-Exercise Debriefing

Organizations should conduct immediate debriefing sessions where exercise participants provide feedback,

discuss observations, identify gaps, and capture lessons learned while activities are fresh in participants’ minds.

Debriefings should be conducted in psychologically safe environments encouraging honest feedback without

fear of criticism or blame.
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Comprehensive Report Development

Organizations should develop detailed after-action reports documenting exercise objectives, activities

conducted, objectives achievement assessment, identified gaps, and improvement recommendations. Reports

should include sections on technical findings, operational challenges, personnel observations, and process

improvements needed. Reports should be professional documents suitable for stakeholder and regulatory

review.

Findings Analysis and Categorization

Exercise findings should be systematically analyzed, categorized by functional area and severity, and

prioritized for remediation. Organizations should distinguish between findings that require immediate attention

versus those that represent longer-term improvement opportunities. Critical findings requiring urgent action

should be escalated to senior leadership for immediate attention.

Corrective Action Planning

Organizations should develop specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) corrective

action plans addressing identified gaps. Plans should assign ownership, define timelines, and include

verification mechanisms. Organizations should track corrective action completion and validate that

implemented improvements address identified gaps.

Continuous Improvement Integration

Organizations should formally integrate exercise findings into business continuity program updates, procedure

revisions, technology remediation activities, and personnel training programs. Improvements implemented in

response to exercise findings should be tracked and noted in subsequent exercises to demonstrate organizational

learning and continuous improvement.

Full-Scale Exercises in Progressive Testing Programs
Full-scale exercises typically follow successful tabletop exercise programs, building on organizational

experience and readiness. Comprehensive continuity testing programs typically progress from discussion-based

exercises to functional exercises to full-scale simulations as organizational maturity develops.

Full-scale exercises should be integrated with business continuity planning cycles, crisis management program

development, and disaster recovery testing activities. Coordinated testing approaches ensure comprehensive

validation of organizational readiness.

Organizations implementing continuity exercise programs with defined maturity models typically conduct

full-scale exercises for critical business functions every 2-3 years, with more frequent exercises for highest-risk

scenarios or critical processes.

Overcoming Full-Scale Exercise Challenges

Budget and Resource Constraints

Full-scale exercises require substantial resources. Organizations can address constraints by conducting

limited-scope exercises, requesting budget allocation from risk management or compliance areas, phasing

exercises across fiscal years, and demonstrating ROI through comprehensive findings documentation. Starting
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with smaller exercises builds organizational confidence and justifies larger exercises.

Scheduling Complexity

Coordinating large-scale exercises with competing organizational demands is challenging. Organizations

should plan exercises well in advance, secure executive commitment to protected exercise time, offer

alternative exercise dates for critical personnel, and integrate exercises into annual planning cycles to improve

acceptance.

Realistic Scenario Design

Developing realistic scenarios that remain manageable within exercise timeframes requires expertise.

Organizations should involve subject matter experts in scenario design, conduct scenario reviews and

refinements, and learn from previous exercises to improve future scenario quality.

Personnel Stress Management

Full-scale exercises can be stressful for participants operating in unfamiliar facilities, dealing with unexpected

challenges, and facing performance evaluation. Organizations should provide clear guidance, manage

expectations realistically, create psychologically safe environments for learning, and recognize that exercises

are learning opportunities, not performance evaluations.

Key Takeaways
•  Full-scale exercises provide comprehensive operational validation of recovery capabilities

•  Careful advance planning addresses resource requirements, scope definition, and stakeholder

communications

•  Professional exercise direction ensures activities remain focused and safe

•  Systematic after-action review and analysis drives organizational improvement

•  Full-scale exercises build confidence in recovery capabilities and demonstrate organizational readiness

Frequently Asked Questions

How much time should organizations allocate for full-scale continuity exercises?

Full-scale exercises typically require 4-8 hours of exercise time depending on scope and objectives.

Organizations should additionally plan for pre-exercise preparation, participant briefings, scenario

development, and post-exercise analysis. The total time commitment including planning and debrief usually

spans several weeks. Multiple parallel exercises or phased exercises can distribute time requirements across

longer periods.

How often should organizations conduct full-scale continuity exercises?

Industry practices vary based on organizational size, risk profile, and regulatory requirements. Many

organizations conduct full-scale exercises every 2-3 years for critical business functions. High-risk functions or

those undergoing significant changes may be tested more frequently. Organizations should establish exercise

schedules based on risk assessments and business continuity program maturity objectives.

What should be included in a comprehensive full-scale exercise after-action report?
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Effective after-action reports include exercise overview and objectives, scope definition, activities conducted,

objectives achievement summary, identified gaps organized by functional area, findings prioritized by severity,

detailed improvement recommendations, corrective action assignments, and appendices with detailed data and

observations. Reports should be suitable for stakeholder review and should support regulatory compliance

documentation.

How should organizations handle significant problems or failures discovered during
full-scale exercises?

Problems discovered during exercises represent valuable learning opportunities rather than failures.

Organizations should document problems comprehensively, resist defensive reactions, and focus on

understanding root causes and developing solutions. Immediate corrective actions may be necessary for critical

safety issues or problems affecting actual operational capability. Most findings should be addressed through

planned corrective action programs following exercise completion.

Should organizations include external partners in full-scale exercises?

Including external partners such as business partners, critical vendors, alternate facility providers, or regulatory

bodies can enhance exercise value and build relationships. However, this increases complexity and requires

careful advance coordination. Organizations should define the role of external participants, ensure clear

agreements on expectations, and assess whether inclusion is appropriate based on exercise objectives and

operational relationships.

How can organizations measure the success of full-scale continuity exercises?

Success metrics should include both process and outcome measures. Process metrics might include

participation rates, percentage of planned activities completed, and personnel compliance with procedures.

Outcome metrics should focus on whether Recovery Time Objectives and Recovery Point Objectives were

achieved, whether identified improvement opportunities align with organizational risks, and whether

organizational confidence in recovery capabilities increased. Participant feedback and improvements

implemented from previous exercises also indicate success.

© 2026 Continuity Hub. All rights reserved.

Tabletop Exercises: Scenario Design, Facilitation, and Evaluation for
Business Continuity
Source: https://continuityhub.org/tabletop-exercises-scenario-design-facilitation-evaluation/ Published: March

18, 2026

Tabletop Exercises are structured, discussion-based simulations in which business continuity and crisis

management team members gather to discuss responses to realistic scenarios in a controlled, low-risk

environment. Participants review hypothetical disruption scenarios and discuss how their organization would

respond, identify gaps in procedures, validate response strategies, and validate team coordination. Tabletop

exercises are cost-effective testing tools that validate emergency preparedness and provide valuable validation

without requiring actual operational simulation or resource deployment.

Benefits of Tabletop Exercise Programs
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Cost-Effective Testing

Tabletop exercises require minimal resources compared to functional or full-scale exercises. Organizations

need only a meeting space, facilitator, scenario materials, and participant time. This cost-effectiveness makes

tabletop exercises accessible to organizations of all sizes and allows for more frequent testing cycles.

Scenario Flexibility

Facilitators can design scenarios specifically targeted to organizational vulnerabilities, high-impact threats, or

regulatory requirements. Unlike full-scale exercises that must follow predetermined timelines, tabletop

scenarios can be designed to explore specific decision points and response challenges.

Team Development

Tabletop exercises create opportunities for team members to understand their roles, practice communication

protocols, and build confidence in response procedures. Participants develop shared understanding of escalation

procedures, decision-making frameworks, and inter-departmental coordination requirements.

Knowledge Capture

Discussion-based format makes it easier to capture lessons learned, identify assumptions, and document

improvement opportunities compared to operational exercises where focus is on activity execution rather than

discussion.

Scenario Design and Development

Identifying Scenario Topics

Effective scenario selection aligns with organizational risk assessments, regulatory requirements, and strategic

priorities. Organizations should rotate through high-impact, high-probability scenarios while including

scenarios that test specific aspects of the business continuity program.

Scenario Structure Elements

Well-designed scenarios include background context, triggering events, evolving conditions that build

complexity, decision points that require team discussion, and realistic constraints that participants must

navigate. Scenarios should be detailed enough to drive meaningful discussion but not so complex that they

overwhelm participants.

Participant Role Definition

Scenario facilitators should identify which roles are essential to the exercise, provide role descriptions, and

clarify decision authorities. Including representatives from critical business units, IT, communications,

leadership, and external partners ensures comprehensive scenario discussion and identifies coordination gaps.

Scenario Validation

Before conducting exercises, facilitators should validate scenario realism with subject matter experts, ensure

scenarios are appropriately scoped, and confirm that objectives can be achieved within planned exercise

timeframes.

Facilitation Best Practices
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Pre-Exercise Preparation

Successful exercises require comprehensive preparation including participant briefing, role assignment

confirmation, scenario distribution in advance, and facilitator readiness activities. Participants should

understand exercise objectives, expected outcomes, and how results will be documented and used for

improvement.

Exercise Execution

During exercise execution, facilitators guide discussions, ensure all perspectives are heard, document key

decision points and identified gaps, and manage exercise pacing to achieve planned objectives. Facilitators

should encourage robust discussion while maintaining focus on exercise objectives.

Facilitator Skills

Effective facilitators understand the organization’s business continuity program, can ask probing questions to

drive deeper discussion, manage dominant personalities and quiet participants, and recognize when to pause for

clarification. Facilitator training and experience significantly improve exercise quality and value.

Time Management

Tabletop exercises should be time-bound, typically lasting one to three hours depending on scenario

complexity. Facilitators must balance thorough discussion with realistic time constraints. Structured agendas

help maintain pacing and ensure all scenario elements are addressed.

Evaluation and Improvement

Post-Exercise Documentation

Comprehensive documentation captures identified gaps, procedural improvements needed, lessons learned, and

decisions made during the exercise. Documentation should be reviewed and validated with participants to

ensure accuracy and shared understanding of findings.

Participant Feedback

Post-exercise surveys gather participant perspectives on scenario realism, exercise objectives achievement, gaps

identified, and recommendations for improvement. Feedback should inform both future exercise design and

business continuity program enhancements.

Findings Analysis

Exercise findings should be analyzed to identify patterns, categorize gaps by severity, and prioritize

improvements. Organizations should develop action plans to address identified gaps, assign responsibility for

corrective actions, and track completion of improvement activities.

Lessons Learned Integration

Findings from tabletop exercises should be integrated into business continuity plan updates, procedure

revisions, and communications to relevant stakeholders. Organizations should track improvements

implemented in response to previous exercise findings and note progress in subsequent exercises.

Tabletop Exercises in Broader Testing Programs
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Tabletop exercises are often the first testing activity in comprehensive continuity testing programs.

Organizations typically progress from tabletop discussions to full-scale continuity exercises as they build

capability and organizational readiness.

Tabletop exercises complement disaster recovery testing by validating organizational and procedural response

elements while technical testing validates system recovery capabilities. Together, these testing activities ensure

comprehensive business continuity program validation.

Effective continuity exercise programs incorporate regular tabletop exercises as foundational testing activities,

building toward more sophisticated testing methodologies as organizational maturity progresses.

Overcoming Common Challenges

Participant Engagement

Meaningful exercises require engaged participants. Organizations can improve engagement by selecting

realistic, relevant scenarios, ensuring senior leadership participation, providing advance materials so

participants are prepared, and creating safe environments for candid discussion without fear of criticism.

Realistic Scenario Design

Scenarios that are too simple fail to drive meaningful discussion, while overly complex scenarios overwhelm

participants. Facilitators should test scenarios in advance, get feedback from subject matter experts, and iterate

on scenario design to achieve appropriate complexity levels.

Measuring Value

Organizations struggle to quantify tabletop exercise value. Tracking metrics such as gaps identified,

improvements implemented, time to activate procedures, and participant confidence levels helps demonstrate

program value and build organizational support for continued investment.

Key Takeaways
•  Tabletop exercises provide cost-effective business continuity testing through discussion-based scenarios

•  Effective scenarios align with organizational risks, are realistic, and include meaningful decision points

•  Skilled facilitators guide discussions, capture lessons learned, and maintain focus on exercise objectives

•  Comprehensive post-exercise documentation and findings analysis drive organizational improvements

•  Tabletop exercises form the foundation of progressive testing programs leading to full-scale exercises

Frequently Asked Questions

How should organizations select scenario topics for tabletop exercises?

Scenario selection should align with organizational risk assessments, regulatory requirements, and strategic

priorities. Organizations should identify high-impact, high-probability risks and rotate through different

scenario types to ensure comprehensive program coverage. Input from business units, risk management, and

compliance departments helps ensure scenario selection reflects organizational needs and concerns.

What is the ideal number of participants for a tabletop exercise?
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Ideal participant numbers typically range from 8 to 15 people, allowing sufficient representation of critical

functions while remaining manageable for discussion facilitation. Smaller organizations might conduct

exercises with fewer participants, while larger organizations might split into parallel exercise groups. All

critical business units and key support functions should be represented.

How long should tabletop exercises typically last?

Most tabletop exercises range from one to three hours depending on scenario complexity and organizational

objectives. Shorter exercises (60-90 minutes) work well for focused scenario discussions, while longer

exercises (2-3 hours) allow for more comprehensive scenario development and deeper discussion. Exercises

longer than three hours typically suffer from participant fatigue and declining engagement.

Should organizations conduct tabletop exercises annually or more frequently?

Industry best practices recommend at least one tabletop exercise annually for critical business functions. Many

organizations conduct multiple exercises annually targeting different scenarios or functional areas. More

frequent exercises help build organizational muscle memory, validate new procedures, and maintain team

readiness. The frequency should align with the organization’s risk tolerance and testing program objectives.

How should organizations handle disagreements or conflicting perspectives during
tabletop exercises?

Disagreements during exercises often represent genuine organizational gaps in understanding, authority, or

procedures. Facilitators should encourage robust discussion, document areas of disagreement, and ensure

post-exercise follow-up to resolve conflicts. These disagreements often represent the most valuable findings

from exercises as they highlight coordination challenges or procedural ambiguities that need organizational

attention.

What metrics should organizations track to measure tabletop exercise program
effectiveness?

Organizations should track metrics including number of exercises conducted, participation rates, gaps identified

per exercise, corrective actions initiated, average time to resolve identified gaps, participant satisfaction ratings,

and improvements implemented from previous exercises. These metrics demonstrate program value, track

progress over time, and support business cases for continued investment in continuity testing programs.

Related: Hub: Continuity Testing: The Complete Professional Guide (2026). Continuity Hub home.

Emergency Exercises and Drills: Tabletop, Functional, and Full-Scale
Exercise Design
Source: https://continuityhub.org/emergency-exercises-drills-tabletop-functional-full-scale/ Published: March

18, 2026

An emergency exercise is a structured rehearsal of the plan, the people, and the tools you claim will work in a

disruption. The three types most programs mix up are not points on a vibe scale. A tabletop is discussion-only:

roles, injects, and a hypothetical, with no resource deployment. A functional exercise runs a cell — an

operations center, a department, a communications desk — on its real tools, while the field is often simulated. A

full-scale exercise deploys people and kit into the space the plan is about. The design and after-action cycle

used across U.S. public-sector exercises is HSEEP. The activity that validates whether a recovery plan works is
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a test plus an after-action that changes the plan.

Seminars and workshops sit beside this spectrum. They orient people to a plan. They do not validate it. A

utility-shutdown procedure that must be revised is usually found in a functional or full-scale exercise, not in a

seminar and not in a tabletop that never touches the procedure. This page is the type choice and the design

cycle. How to write and facilitate the discussion itself is the tabletop design desk.

On this page:

•  Pick the type by what has to move

•  Design it so it can fail: the HSEEP cycle

•  The after-action is the product

•  Who needs the harder type

•  FAQ

•  How this connects

Pick the type by what has to move
Type What moves Use

Tabletop Talk and injects. No field deploy. Policy, roles, first gaps

Functional A cell and real tools; field often simulated EOC, comms, a department

Full-scale People and kit in the space Prove the system when the risk earns it

Tabletop: discussion, not deployment

What it means: Participants sit with their roles and work a hypothetical through injects — new information

introduced on a clock. Nobody evacuates, nobody starts a generator, nobody moves a patient. The value is the

argument: who decides, which plan they would open, what they do not know. An enhanced tabletop that adds a

little simulation is still not a functional exercise and not a full-scale. If resources deploy, you have left the

tabletop.

What good looks like: A scenario aimed at one decision the plan is fuzzy on, players who actually hold the

roles, a facilitator who will not supply the answer, and notes that name the gap in the plan rather than praise the

discussion. Time-boxed. The output is a list of plan changes, not a satisfaction score.

Common failure mode: The same attendees, the same scenario, and a write-up that says the plan worked

because nobody disagreed out loud. Calling that write-up a full-scale, or an “enhanced” anything, does not

change the fact that nothing moved.

Functional: the cell, the tools, a simulated field

What it means: A functional exercise activates one or more coordination cells and makes them use the plans,

channels, and systems they would use for real. Controllers feed the field. Players do not. The emergency

operations center tracks a simulated evacuation. The communications desk issues messages on the real

notification path, to a controlled audience. A department runs the shutdown checklist against the real procedure,

stopping short of the irreversible step if safety requires it — and the design says so in advance.
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What good looks like: Objectives that name the cell and the tool. “Validate that the EOC can produce an

accurate status within the first hour using the backup channel” is an objective. “Practice our response” is not.

Evaluators watch the cell, not the slide deck. Failures of the tool — login, channel, stale contact list — are

findings, even when the conversation was confident.

Common failure mode: A functional exercise run on email and a conference bridge that are not the bridges in

the plan. The cell performs well on infrastructure the disruption would have removed. You have tested the

meeting, not the function.

Full-scale: people and kit

What it means: A full-scale exercise deploys the people and the equipment the plan names, into the location

the plan is about, under controllers and evaluators. Evacuation is walked. The generator is started or the transfer

is attempted. Receiving sites, transport, and accountability are real movements, scaled to what is safe. This is

the expensive type. Use it when the risk earns it: when a procedure can only be shown wrong by doing it, or

when a regulator or a community partner expects a deployed exercise rather than a discussion.

What good looks like: A design that protects safety first, a scope that still stresses the objective, and partners

who were in the planning and not surprised on the day. The after-action distinguishes what the deployment

proved from what was still simulated. If a real emergency activates the plan, that activation can stand in for a

deployed exercise only if you document it with the same honesty — what happened, what failed, what you

changed.

Common failure mode: A full-scale that is a parade. Routes are pre-walked, equipment is staged by the control

team, and the timeline is adjusted so the photo happens on schedule. Nothing in the plan is at risk of being

wrong. The cost was real. The evidence was not.

Design it so it can fail: the HSEEP cycle
What it means: HSEEP — the Homeland Security Exercise and Evaluation Program — is FEMA’s cycle for

building and judging exercises. In practice the cycle is: set objectives, build a scenario that can threaten those

objectives, control the exercise so players are not coached, evaluate against the objectives, and write an

after-action that becomes an improvement plan. The public program description lives with FEMA. You do not

have to be a public agency to use the cycle. You do have to keep the steps in that order. A scenario written

before the objectives will test whatever was dramatic, not whatever the plan needs.

What good looks like: A short design meeting that produces objectives a stranger could score yes or no.

Scenario injects exist only to force those objectives. Controllers know what they may tell players and what they

must not. Evaluators have the plan excerpt in front of them. The improvement plan names an owner and a date

for each change, and the next exercise checks whether the change was made.

Common failure mode: Objectives written after the exercise so that they match what happened. The

after-action is a narrative. There is no improvement plan, or the improvement plan is a list with no owner. Next

year the same gap is facilitated again and recorded as engagement.

The after-action is the product
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What it means: An after-action report records what the exercise was trying to show, what players did, where

that diverged from the plan, and what will change. The improvement plan is the list of those changes with

owners. Without the change, the exercise was a meeting. This is true of tabletops as much as full-scale

deployments. Discussion that surfaces a broken call tree has done its job only when the call tree is replaced.

What good looks like: Findings tied to an objective, evidence a player action or a tool failure, and a plan edit

you can point to afterward. Hot wash the same day, while the disagreement is specific. Write the report before

the memory becomes a compliment. Track the improvement items in the same place you track plan revisions,

so an auditor or a surveyor can see that the exercise moved the document.

Common failure mode: A sign-in sheet and a paragraph that says the exercise was a success. No inject log, no

evaluator notes, no revised page in the plan. For facilities that must show training and testing, that file reads as

theater.

Who needs the harder type
What it means: Match the type to the claim you need to make. If the claim is “the roles are clear,” a tabletop

can carry it. If the claim is “this cell can operate on its backup channel,” you need a functional. If the claim is

“we can move these people, with this equipment, to that receiving site,” you need a deployment. Healthcare

providers under the CMS emergency preparedness program have a testing cadence that is more specific than a

generic annual tabletop — the CMS four-components guide lays out the exercise expectations and the

after-action loop surveyors read. Do not assume one cadence fits every provider type.

What good looks like: A yearly mix that includes at least one exercise capable of finding a procedural error,

not only a policy argument. Communication is exercised on the channels the crisis plan names, including one

path that is not the everyday mail system. Partners who appear in the plan — a receiving facility, a transporter, a

local emergency manager — are in an exercise often enough that their phone number is real.

Common failure mode: Two tabletops a year with the crisis team, counted as the whole program. The night

shift, the receiving site, and the actual notification system are never in the room. The plan’s hardest page has

not been looked at since it was pasted in.

FAQ

What is a tabletop exercise?

A discussion-based review of roles on a hypothetical, driven by injects. It is not a full-scale deployment and not

a functional exercise under another name. No resources are deployed to the field.

Which type of exercise is discussion-based?

The tabletop. Seminars and workshops are also discussion, and they are lighter still: they orient people to

content. They are not validation. Functional and full-scale exercises are operations-based.

What is the difference between a functional and a full-scale exercise?

A functional exercise runs a cell and its real tools while the world outside that cell is simulated. A full-scale

exercise puts people and equipment into play. If you did not deploy people and kit, you did not run a full-scale,

however large the conference room was.
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What is HSEEP?

FEMA’s exercise design and evaluation cycle: objectives, scenario, control, evaluate, improvement plan. The

point of the cycle is an after-action that changes the plan. A design that cannot fail the objectives is not finished.

FEMA publishes the program at fema.gov.

Where do we find out a procedure is wrong?

Usually in a functional or full-scale exercise, when someone has to execute the procedure rather than describe

it. A tabletop can reveal that nobody agrees who owns the step. It rarely reveals that the step itself cannot be

done — the valve, the bus, the contact list, the oxygen, the badge access. That shows up when something

moves.

How this connects
This page sits under the emergency preparedness guide and beside the tabletop design desk, which is where

facilitation technique lives. Message content, incident command, and who is allowed to speak are in the crisis

communication protocols guide. For healthcare, the regulatory frame is the CMS Emergency Preparedness Rule

and the broader healthcare continuity compliance guide covering CMS, Joint Commission, and HIPAA

contingency planning. An exercise that never touches the communication plan or the healthcare testing cadence

has not tested the program those pages describe.

Operational Resilience Testing: Scenario Testing, Severe but Plausible
Scenarios
Source: https://continuityhub.org/operational-resilience-testing-scenario-severe-plausible/ Published: March

18, 2026

Home > Operational Resilience > Operational Resilience Testing

Operational Resilience Testing Definition

Operational Resilience Testing is a rigorous process of validating an organization’s ability to deliver

Important Business Services within defined impact tolerances under severe but plausible scenarios. Testing

methodologies range from tabletop exercises to advanced simulations and red-team exercises. Severe but

plausible scenarios are stress conditions that, while extreme, could realistically occur based on historical

precedent or expert analysis. Under Bank of England framework requirements and EU DORA (effective

January 2025), organizations must conduct regular scenario testing with documented evidence that they can

meet established Recovery Time Objectives and Recovery Point Objectives. Testing reveals gaps between

intended and actual resilience capabilities, driving targeted remediation efforts.

The Role of Testing in Operational Resilience
Operational resilience testing serves multiple critical purposes. First, it provides empirical evidence that the

organization can actually deliver Important Business Services within impact tolerances under stress conditions.

Second, it identifies gaps between theoretical resilience designs and practical operational realities. Third, it

validates assumptions embedded in technology architecture, recovery procedures, and staffing plans. Fourth, it

reveals interdependencies and cascading failure modes that analysis alone might miss.
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The Bank of England Operational Resilience Framework explicitly requires scenario-based testing as evidence

that firms can withstand a wide range of scenarios. EU DORA, which took full effect January 2025, mandates

digital operational resilience testing (DORT) and advanced testing methodologies including red-team exercises.

These regulatory requirements have elevated testing from operational good practice to mandatory compliance

evidence.

Severe but Plausible Scenario Development

Scenario Design Principles

Effective scenarios balance severity with plausibility. Scenarios that are implausibly extreme generate

skepticism and provide minimal learning value. Scenarios that are too mild fail to stress test true resilience

capabilities. The Bank of England framework provides guidance that scenarios should be based on:

•  Historical precedent: Past disruptions that have occurred in financial services or similar industries

•  Expert judgment: Risk assessment by professionals who understand plausible failure modes

•  Emerging threats: Identified risks that, while not yet experienced, represent credible future scenarios

•  Interdependencies: Cascading failures that begin with one disruption but spread across systems

Scenario Categories

Comprehensive testing programs include scenarios across multiple categories:

Technology Infrastructure Scenarios

•  Data center outages affecting primary processing locations

•  Network connectivity failures disrupting trading or settlement

•  Database corruption or data loss events

•  Cloud provider service disruptions affecting critical applications

•  Distributed Denial of Service (DDoS) attacks overwhelming infrastructure

Cybersecurity Scenarios

•  Ransomware attacks encrypting critical systems

•  Insider threats with access to sensitive systems

•  Supply chain compromises affecting vendor-provided services

•  Advanced persistent threat (APT) activities targeting critical infrastructure

•  Authentication system compromise affecting access controls

Third-Party Disruption Scenarios

•  Critical third-party vendor service failures

•  Cloud provider outages affecting critical applications

•  Payment processor or settlement service failures

•  Telecommunications provider disruptions

•  Market-wide third-party failures affecting multiple firms simultaneously
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Business Continuity Scenarios

•  Facility evacuations due to physical threats

•  Widespread staff unavailability due to pandemic, natural disaster, or major incident

•  Loss of key operational personnel or expertise

•  Supply chain disruptions affecting business operations

Market and Operational Scenarios

•  Severe market stress with unusual trading volumes and volatility

•  Regulatory failures or policy changes affecting operations

•  Systemic financial events disrupting normal market functioning

•  Multiple simultaneous disruptions (correlated scenarios)

Testing Methodologies

Tabletop Exercises

Tabletop exercises bring together cross-functional teams to discuss response to a specific scenario. A facilitator

walks through scenario development step-by-step, asking teams how they would respond at each stage.

Tabletop exercises are valuable for:

•  Understanding decision-making processes and governance during disruptions

•  Identifying gaps in procedures and documentation

•  Building team familiarity with crisis response roles

•  Validating communication protocols and escalation procedures

•  Lower cost entry point for organizations beginning testing programs

Limitations include limited technical validation, inability to discover technical gaps, and risk that discussions

diverge from practical realities without technical constraints.

Simulation Testing

Simulation testing replicates scenario conditions in a controlled technical environment, observing how systems

and procedures respond. Simulations might involve:

•  Shutting down production systems to validate failover to backup infrastructure

•  Corrupting data to test recovery procedures

•  Simulating network failures to observe system behavior

•  Injecting latency to test system performance under stress

Simulations provide empirical evidence of technical capabilities and recovery speed. Bank of England and EU

DORA frameworks specifically emphasize the value of testing conducted in environments reflecting production

realities.

Parallel Running
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Parallel running executes backup or recovery systems in parallel with production systems, comparing outputs to

validate that backup systems can deliver identical functionality. Parallel running is particularly valuable for

validating data recovery and alternative processing locations.

Live Testing

Live testing actually exercises recovery in production environments, shutting down systems and executing

recovery plans. Live testing provides maximum realism but carries highest operational risk. Most organizations

reserve live testing for critical scenarios after validating through less risky testing approaches.

Red Team Exercises

Red team exercises engage external adversaries or internal red teams to attempt to disrupt services or

compromise security, providing testing under conditions that more realistically reflect actual threat behaviors.

EU DORA specifically requires advanced testing methodologies including red-team testing. Red teams

typically:

•  Probe for technical vulnerabilities and security weaknesses

•  Attempt to compromise systems through creative attack vectors

•  Identify dependencies and cascading failure modes that conventional testing might miss

•  Operate under rules simulating actual adversary constraints

•  Provide findings focused on identifying gaps rather than proving compliance

Scenario Testing Program Structure

Annual Testing Calendar

Organizations should develop annual testing calendars ensuring regular coverage of Important Business

Services and critical scenarios. The Bank of England recommends at least annual testing for each IBS, while

EU DORA similarly expects regular testing demonstrating ongoing resilience capability.

Effective testing calendars include:

•  Schedule for testing of each Important Business Service

•  Scenario rotation ensuring coverage of multiple scenario types annually

•  Advanced testing methodologies (red team, live testing) for highest-criticality scenarios

•  Regular refreshment ensuring scenarios remain current with emerging threats

•  Documentation and sign-off processes ensuring organizational accountability

Testing Documentation and Evidence

Regulatory frameworks expect comprehensive documentation of testing, including:

•  Detailed scenario description and assumptions

•  Identification of systems and functions affected

•  Testing start time, end time, and actual recovery duration

•  Documented outcomes and whether impact tolerances were met
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•  Identification of gaps and shortfalls

•  Corrective action plans and implementation status

Gap Remediation and Iteration

Testing typically reveals gaps between intended and actual capabilities. Effective testing programs maintain

remediation tracking, prioritizing gaps that prevent impact tolerances from being met. Remediation might

include:

•  Technical improvements to infrastructure or applications

•  Procedure updates reflecting actual response workflows

•  Training and staffing adjustments

•  Revised recovery objectives reflecting realistic capabilities

Regulatory Framework Requirements

Bank of England Operational Resilience Testing Requirements

The Bank of England framework explicitly requires scenario-based testing to demonstrate that firms can meet

impact tolerances. Firms must test severe but plausible scenarios and maintain documentation of testing results.

Testing should cover the full range of Important Business Services and multiple scenario types. See our

Operational Resilience guide for comprehensive framework details.

EU DORA Testing Requirements

EU DORA, effective January 2025, requires digital operational resilience testing (DORT) including advanced

methods like red-team testing, scenario analysis, and testing of third-party dependencies. DORA specifies that

testing must verify recovery capabilities for critical functions and important data assets. Review our DORA

compliance guide for detailed regulatory mappings.

Basel Committee Guidance

The Basel Committee emphasizes that testing should validate recovery objectives and reveal interdependencies.

Testing results should inform capital planning and operational risk quantification.

Best Practices in Testing Program Management

Executive Sponsorship

Senior management engagement ensures adequate resources, organizational prioritization, and accountability

for addressing testing gaps. Executive sponsorship also signals organizational commitment to resilience

investment.

Cross-Functional Participation

Testing should involve business line leadership, technology operations, risk management, and crisis response

teams. Diverse perspectives improve scenario realism and increase organizational learning from testing

activities.

Continuous Scenario Refresh
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Scenarios should evolve regularly to reflect emerging threats, changed business models, and lessons from

testing. Rotating scenario portfolios prevent testing from becoming stale or formulaic.

Learning and Knowledge Capture

Testing should generate organizational learning beyond compliance evidence. Document lessons learned,

identify best practices, and communicate findings across the organization to build resilience culture.

Related Operational Resilience Resources
•  Operational Resilience: The Complete Professional Guide

•  Important Business Services: Identification, Mapping, and Impact Tolerances

•  EU DORA Compliance: Digital Operational Resilience for Financial Services

•  Disaster Recovery Planning: Complete Professional Guide

•  Crisis Management: Complete Professional Guide

Key Takeaways
•  Scenario-based testing is mandatory evidence under Bank of England and EU DORA frameworks

•  Severe but plausible scenarios should be grounded in historical precedent and expert judgment

•  Multiple testing methodologies from tabletop exercises to red-team exercises provide complementary

evidence

•  Testing reveals gaps between theoretical resilience designs and practical capabilities

•  Comprehensive documentation of testing and remediation demonstrates regulatory compliance

•  Continuous scenario refresh prevents testing programs from becoming stale

Frequently Asked Questions

How often should organizations conduct operational resilience testing?

Bank of England and EU DORA frameworks expect at least annual testing for each Important Business Service.

However, organizations should consider more frequent testing for highest-criticality services and emerging

threats. Advanced testing methodologies like red-team exercises may occur less frequently (bi-annually or

annually) due to higher cost and resource intensity. The key is developing a regular testing calendar that ensures

ongoing evidence of resilience capability.

What makes a scenario “severe but plausible”?

Severe but plausible scenarios stress the organization’s capabilities while remaining grounded in realistic

possibility. Plausibility derives from historical precedent (disruptions that have actually occurred), expert

assessment of credible failure modes, or analysis of emerging threats based on industry trends. Scenarios should

be severe enough to test true resilience capabilities, but implausibly catastrophic scenarios (e.g., simultaneous

failure of all data centers and complete staff loss) generate skepticism and provide minimal learning value. The

Bank of England framework emphasizes basing scenarios on evidence and expert judgment rather than purely

theoretical extremes.
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What is the difference between tabletop exercises and simulation testing?

Tabletop exercises bring teams together to discuss responses to scenarios in real-time, revealing

decision-making processes and procedural gaps. They’re valuable for understanding governance and

communication but don’t validate technical capabilities. Simulation testing actually exercises technology

systems under scenario conditions, revealing actual recovery speed and technical gaps. Both are valuable but

provide different evidence types. EU DORA specifically emphasizes testing in realistic technical environments,

suggesting simulation and live testing provide more complete evidence than tabletop exercises alone.

How should organizations handle testing gaps that reveal unachievable impact
tolerances?

Testing often reveals that stated recovery objectives are optimistic relative to actual technical capabilities.

Organizations should address these gaps through either remediation (improving technical capabilities to meet

stated objectives) or revised objectives (adjusting RTO/RPO to reflect achievable recovery speeds). The Bank

of England framework expects evidence-based impact tolerances that reflect realistic capabilities. Simply

ignoring testing gaps is not compliant. Most firms benefit from a phased approach: immediate gaps receive

highest remediation priority, while longer-term improvements occur over multiple years.

What are red-team exercises and why does EU DORA require them?

Red-team exercises engage external adversaries or internal red teams to attempt to disrupt services or

compromise security under conditions simulating actual threat behavior. Red teams creatively identify

weaknesses and interdependencies that conventional testing might miss. EU DORA requires advanced testing

methodologies including red-team exercises because traditional testing often operates within known boundaries

and procedures. Red teams challenge those boundaries and reveal novel attack vectors. Red-team testing is

more expensive and complex than other approaches but provides unique insights into resilience under realistic

adversarial conditions.

How should organizations manage and document testing results for regulatory
compliance?

Comprehensive documentation is essential for demonstrating regulatory compliance. Organizations should

maintain detailed records including scenario descriptions, testing methodologies, participants, actual recovery

durations, whether impact tolerances were met, identified gaps, and corrective action plans. Documentation

should support narrative explaining the organization’s approach to ensuring operational resilience and evidence

that testing validated capability to deliver Important Business Services within impact tolerances. Bank of

England and EU DORA examiners expect well-organized testing documentation that demonstrates ongoing,

rigorous testing rather than one-time compliance exercises.

Disaster Recovery Testing: Validation Frameworks, Automated Testing, and
Exercise Design
Source: https://continuityhub.org/disaster-recovery-testing-validation-automated-exercise-design/ Published:

March 18, 2026

Disaster Recovery Testing is the disciplined process of validating that recovery procedures, technologies, and

teams can restore IT systems and data within the RTO and RPO targets established in the Business Impact

Analysis. Testing is what separates a recovery plan from a recovery capability. An untested plan is a document;
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a tested plan is a demonstrated competency.

Why DR Testing Is Non-Negotiable
The statistics are clear: recovery plans that have never been exercised fail at rates exceeding 70 percent when

activated in real events. The reasons are predictable—backup systems that were assumed to work haven’t been

validated, failover procedures that looked correct on paper have sequencing errors, staff who were assigned

recovery roles have never practiced them under time pressure, and dependencies between systems create

cascading delays that the plan didn’t account for. Meanwhile, 31 percent of organizations fail to update their

DR plans for over a year, meaning even organizations that tested once may be testing against an outdated

configuration. The complete DR planning guide covers how testing fits into the broader recovery program.

The Testing Spectrum

Plan Review (Checklist Test)

The simplest form of testing. Team members review the DR plan document against the current environment to

verify that system inventories are current, contact information is accurate, vendor SLAs are still valid, and

procedures reflect the current infrastructure configuration. This is not a test of recovery capability—it is a test

of plan accuracy. It should be conducted quarterly and after every significant infrastructure change. Duration:

1–2 hours.

Tabletop Exercise

A facilitated discussion where the recovery team walks through a disaster scenario step by step, describing what

they would do at each stage without actually executing any recovery procedures. The facilitator introduces

complications—”the backup server is also affected,” “the network team lead is unreachable,” “the vendor says

the replacement hardware won’t arrive for 48 hours”—to test the team’s decision-making and expose gaps in

the plan. Tabletop exercises are low-cost, low-risk, and highly effective at surfacing procedural gaps,

communication breakdowns, and assumption failures. Recommended frequency: quarterly. Duration: 2–4

hours.

Component Testing (Functional Test)

Individual recovery procedures are executed against actual systems, but in isolation rather than as part of a full

recovery scenario. Examples: restoring a database from backup to a test environment and validating data

integrity; failing over a web application from the primary to the secondary load balancer; activating the

notification tree and measuring how long it takes all team members to acknowledge. Component testing

validates individual building blocks of the recovery plan without the complexity and risk of a full failover.

Recommended frequency: semi-annually for Tier 1 systems, annually for Tier 2. Duration: 4–8 hours per

component.

Simulation Exercise

A comprehensive exercise that simulates a realistic disaster scenario and requires the team to execute actual

recovery procedures, but using test environments rather than production systems. The simulation tests the full

recovery workflow—detection, notification, decision-making, procedure execution, validation, and

communication—under conditions that approximate real-world stress without risking production availability.

Well-designed simulations include time pressure, incomplete information, unexpected complications, and
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concurrent demands for stakeholder communication. Recommended frequency: annually. Duration: 4–12

hours.

Full Interruption Test (Failover Test)

Production workloads are actually failed over to the recovery environment. This is the highest-fidelity test—it

validates not just that recovery procedures work, but that the recovery environment can handle production

traffic, that data integrity is maintained through the failover, and that failback to the primary environment works

correctly. Full failover tests carry real risk—if the recovery environment fails to perform, production is

affected. They require careful planning, executive approval, customer notification (for externally visible

systems), and rollback procedures. Recommended frequency: annually for Tier 1 systems. Duration: 8–24 hours

including failback.

Building a DR Test Plan
An effective DR test plan documents the test objective (what specific capability is being validated), the scenario

(what disaster is being simulated), the scope (which systems, teams, and procedures are being tested), the

success criteria (measurable outcomes that determine pass or fail—”database restored within 2 hours with zero

data loss”), the participants (who is involved and what roles they play), the safety controls (how production is

protected if something goes wrong), and the post-test review process (how findings are documented and fed

back into the DR plan).

The most common testing mistake is designing exercises that are too easy. If the tabletop scenario is one the

team has rehearsed multiple times with no new complications, it validates familiarity but not resilience.

Effective testing deliberately introduces stress: key personnel are declared “unavailable,” backup systems are

seeded with simulated corruption, vendor response times are extended, and concurrent events (a DR activation

during a ransomware attack, for example) force the team to manage competing priorities.

Automated DR Testing
Over 40 percent of enterprises plan to automate manual DR tasks in the next 12 months. Automated DR testing

uses orchestration tools to execute recovery procedures on a scheduled basis—spinning up recovery

environments, restoring data, validating application functionality, and generating pass/fail reports—without

human intervention. This enables daily or weekly validation that would be impractical with manual testing.

Cloud DR platforms like Zerto, Veeam, and AWS Elastic Disaster Recovery include built-in automated testing

capabilities that can run non-disruptive recovery validation on a continuous basis.

Automation does not replace human-involved testing. Automated tests validate technical recovery—system

availability, data integrity, application functionality. They do not test human decision-making, communication

under pressure, or the ability to handle unexpected complications. A complete DR testing program combines

automated technical validation (high frequency, low complexity) with human-involved exercises (lower

frequency, higher complexity).

Post-Test Review and Corrective Action
Every test must produce a post-test report documenting what was tested, what worked, what failed, what took

longer than expected, and what corrective actions are required. Corrective actions must be assigned owners and

deadlines, tracked to completion, and validated in the next test cycle. ISO 22301 Clause 10.1 requires
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organizations to address nonconformities identified during exercises and take corrective action—making

post-test remediation a compliance requirement, not just a best practice.

The post-test review should also evaluate the test itself: was the scenario realistic enough? Were the success

criteria appropriate? Did the test reveal new risks or dependencies that should be added to the risk assessment?

The goal is not just to improve the DR plan, but to improve the testing program so that each subsequent test

provides higher-fidelity validation.

Frequently Asked Questions

How often should disaster recovery be tested?

Best practice: plan reviews quarterly, tabletop exercises quarterly, component tests semi-annually for Tier 1

systems, simulation exercises annually, and full failover tests annually for critical systems. Automated technical

validation should run weekly or daily where platform capabilities support it. The testing cadence should also be

triggered by significant infrastructure changes—migrations, upgrades, new application deployments, or

changes in the recovery architecture.

What should be measured during a DR test?

Key metrics include actual recovery time versus target RTO, actual data loss versus target RPO, notification

speed (time from incident detection to full team activation), procedure accuracy (number of steps that required

improvisation or deviation from the documented plan), application validation (did recovered applications

function correctly with production data?), and failback time (how long to return to the primary environment

after the recovery test).

How do you test DR without affecting production?

Most cloud DR platforms support non-disruptive testing—spinning up the recovery environment in an isolated

network that does not interact with production. Data is replicated to the test environment, applications are

recovered and validated, and the test environment is then torn down. Production is never affected because the

test environment operates in complete network isolation. This is one of the major advantages of cloud-based

DR over traditional physical hot sites, where testing often requires scheduled maintenance windows.

What is the biggest mistake organizations make in DR testing?

Testing only the easy scenarios. Organizations frequently test the recovery of their most well-documented, most

frequently exercised systems and declare success. Effective testing must also cover edge cases: recovery of

systems that have never been tested, recovery when key personnel are unavailable, recovery during concurrent

events (cyberattack plus natural disaster), and recovery of interdependent systems where the sequence matters.

The scenarios that are most uncomfortable to test are usually the ones that reveal the most critical gaps.


