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1. Introduction 

The SYNERGIES Malta Evaluation Workshop (EW) took place on June 17th and 18th at the 

AX ODYCY Hotel, Qawra, Malta. This was the third in a series of three Evaluation Workshops 

designed to assess the project's outcomes in collaboration with local stakeholders and 

members of the Advisory Board. 

The workshop brought together 30 local stakeholders representing key organizations, 

including; 

● Ministry for Environment, Energy & Public Cleanliness 

● Maltese Emergency Nurses Association 

● San Pawl Il-Bahar Local Council 

● Public Works Department, Malta 

● Commission for the Rights of Persons with Disability, Malta 

● Malta Police Forensic Science laboratory 

● Malta Police Force 

● Ministry for Transport, Infrastructure, and Public Works (MTIP), Malta 

● Mater Dei Hospital – Emergency Department 

● University of Malta  

● Local Enforcement System Agency (LESA), Malta 

● Met Office, Malta 

● Emergency Department, Malta 

● Malta Hotel & Restaurant Association (MHRA) 

● Malta International Development & Economic Affairs Dept. (MFT) 

● Civil Protection Dept. 

● Malta Airport 

● Order of Malta – Canine Search and Rescue Team 

2. Objectives 
 

The objectives of the Malta Evaluation Workshop were to assess five key project results 

against the pre-established criteria outlined in the Evaluation and Validation Plan (D1.1) in the 

context of the Malta Preparedness Case scenario and to explore opportunities for future 

exploitation of these results. Initially, the results assigned to the Preparedness Case for 

stakeholder evaluation (by DoA) included:  

● R1.2 - Preparedness Self-Assessment Tool,  

● R2.1 - Roadmap and Training Packages,  

● R3.1 - Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and Communication,  

● R3.2 -  Automated Early Warning. 

However, during the Steering Phase, following consultations with members of the Local 

Support Team and local stakeholders, new needs and priorities emerged. Specifically, the 

discussions highlighted limited communication between local actors and disaster managers, 
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insufficient involvement of volunteers in preparedness and emergency response activities and 

the need to identify responsible stakeholders, establish clear organizational structures, and 

define operational rules.  

To more effectively address these needs and bridge the identified gaps, the results assigned 

to PC Malta for the evaluation phase were revised and updated. The new results assigned 

are: 

● R2.1 - Roadmap and Training Modules, 

● R3.1 - Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and Communication, 

● R3.2 - Automated Early Warning, 

● R4.1- Support System for Integrating Spontaneous Volunteers in Preparedness Plans, 

● R4.2 - Tabletop Game on the Role of Spontaneous Volunteers. 

 

3. Results evaluated 
 

Table 1 provides an overview of the project results that were presented and evaluated during 

the Malta EW. Contrary to what had been established during the revision phase of the result 

allocation to the Preparedness Case, the needs arising from the organization of the working 

sessions and the development of the results required some adjustments. Specifically, R4.1 

and R4.2 were evaluated together, due to their interconnected development. The result R1.2 

was reintegrated among the results to be evaluated, while R2.1 was not evaluated due to time 

constraints. 

Table 1 - Results presented during the Malta Evaluation Workshop 

No. Result name Description Owner 

R1.2 Tool for preparedness 

assessment 

A structured, scenario-based 

approach that integrates risk and 

social vulnerability analysis to 

identify capacity gaps, governance 

roles. It supports targeted, cross-

sector strategies to strengthen 

disaster preparedness, especially 

for vulnerable groups. 

 UT / 

WGS 

R3.1 Knowledge Base for Innovative 

Channels and Communication 

The Knowledge Base for Innovative 

Channels and Communication 

serves as a knowledge repository 

that offers guidance and resources 

to authorities for effectively engaging 

citizens during the preparedness 

phase of crisis, by innovative 

communication channels and 

SIC 
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strategies. 

R3.2 Tool for early warning 

messaging 

The SYNERGIES Tool for Early 

Warning Messaging converts 

technical emergency alerts into 

clear, accessible messages 

tailored to specific audiences. 

Leveraging multilingual adaptation 

and community profiling ensures 

that diverse groups, such as 

vulnerable populations, tourists, 

and non-native speakers, receive 

information in the most effective 

format. In practice, it acts as a 

smart translator for crisis 

communication, converting 

complex alerts into easy-to-

understand messages. 

WGS 

R4.1 Support System for Integrating 

Spontaneous Volunteers 

The Support System aims to make 

knowledge about the topic 

accessible and usable, especially 

by providing a database of tools, 

methods and guidelines that have 

been used with success. 

In addition to providing specific 

solutions, the objective is to 

generate interest and inspiration to 

implement new approaches, and 

help users identify relevant 

solutions for their needs. 

SINTEF 

R4.2 Tabletop Game The serious game aims to facilitate 

the development and sharing of 

knowledge on the topic of 

spontaneous help across 

stakeholders. It is expected to be 

used in conjunction with the 

Support System and facilitate its 

use. 

SINTEF 
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4. Set up 
4.1. Preparation 

In preparation for the event, several coordination meetings were held with the project 

coordinator (DBL), result owners (ISIG, UTARTU, SIC, WBG, SINTEF), and the Preparedness 

Case team (RT, ISTC, SAVETC) to align efforts and define the overall approach. A shared 

spreadsheet was developed to allow result owners to specify the desired profiles of local 

stakeholder participants. Based on these inputs, the Preparedness Case team compiled a 

targeted list of relevant stakeholders. Invitations were sent to both local stakeholders and 

Advisory Board members, asking them to confirm their availability via an online form. Upon 

confirmation, participants received a calendar invitation with their designated timeslots. One 

week prior to the Evaluation Workshop, all confirmed participants received supporting 

materials, including the PC Booklet, the Malta Preparedness Case scenario description, and 

the workshop agenda. For a detailed overview of these materials, please refer to the  

Appendices. 

4.2. Event set up 

The Malta Evaluation Workshop spanned two days, with each day dedicated to specific 

Results. Day one centered on citizen empowerment and the role of spontaneous volunteers, 

while day two addressed communication strategies for preparedness. 

Table 2 below outlines the distribution of the project Results evaluated on each day. 

Table 2 - Distribution of Project Results 

Day 1 (June 17) Day 2 (June 18) 

Atlas of Empowerment Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels 

and Communication 

Tabletop Game Early Warning Tool 

 

As shown in Table 2, the workshop was structured in two distinct thematic areas: citizen 

empowerment and spontaneous volunteers on Day 1, and communication for preparedness 

on Day 2. This allowed stakeholders to engage with all topics across the two days. For a 

detailed agenda of both workshop days, please refer to the Appendices. 

https://synergiesproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/SynergiesBookletA4_ENG_print.pdf
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Prior to the start of the workshop, all participants were provided with an informed consent form 

to review and sign, ensuring they were fully aware of the purpose of the event, how their input 

would be used, and their rights regarding participation.  

5. Data collection 
 

5.1. Tool for preparedness assessment 

 

Disaster preparedness often lacks a solid foundation in vulnerability analysis, despite the 

importance of risk assessments. The WP2 Preparedness Assessment System introduces a 

scenario-based system to define hazards, vulnerabilities, and exposed elements like 

populations and critical services. The approach helps identify capacity gaps and governance 

roles, enabling tailored strategies that address diverse social needs. Integrating social 

vulnerability into capacity-building enhances risk prioritisation and cross-sector coordination. 

 

5.1.1. Methodology 

 
The Malta workshop brought together practitioners and researchers to explore how disaster 

preparedness can be strengthened through scenario-based vulnerability assessments. The 

session began with an introduction to the Preparedness Assessment System, which offers a 

structured approach to identifying risks, vulnerabilities, and capacity gaps. The workshop 

started with a scenario-based vulnerability triage, conducted in two facilitated groups. The key 

questions considered revolved around which population groups might be at risk, the types of 

support they would require, and which authorities are responsible for delivering that support. 

Following a short break, the workshop reconvened for a joint analysis of priority areas for 

capacity building, guided by Mentimeter slides. The discussion centred on five key domains: 

governance, infrastructure and critical services, disaster risk reduction, communication, and 

engagement and empowerment. Participants considered which areas should be prioritised 

over the next three years. We also presented a platform that could support next steps. 

The final session invited feedback and reflection. Participants assessed the strengths and 

limitations of the proposed assessment system, its potential integration into existing disaster 

risk management workflows, and the types of training needed for implementation. Subthemes 

included institutional fit, mandates for collaboration, political sensitivities, and the perceived 

value of dynamic vulnerability analysis. Practical considerations such as ease of use, 

accessibility, and implementation costs were also discussed. 

5.1.2. Key findings 

 
The earth-quake scenario-related assessment of current disaster risk management capacities 
reveals a mixed but generally moderate level of preparedness, with stronger performance in 
coordination and communication, and weaker performance in structural safety, legislative 
development, and citizen-level preparedness. 
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Low scores related to the creation of disaster legislation and intersectoral coordination indicate 
that foundational policy frameworks remain underdeveloped. Assessment points out gaps in 
formalising and operationalising comprehensive emergency frameworks. In comparison, 
coordination structures show comparatively strong capacity, as designated crisis coordination 
bodies score above average. Yet weaknesses are highlighted in physical resilience and 
accessibility of essential facilities. 

Capacity for hazard and vulnerability assessments and performance reviews across critical 
services are assessed as moderately developed but not yet comprehensive. Preparedness 
training varies: it is stronger for first responders while less consistent in  broader care 
organisations. 

Communication capacities were assessed among the strongest performing areas. Systems 
that present risk information clearly and maintain public–authority trust demonstrate significant 
maturity. However, the overall citizen preparedness remains low, as competence among 
citizens and practical self-preparedness are among the weakest indicators. 

Overall, the preparedness assessment demonstrated that the disaster risk management 
capacity profile reflects well-established coordination and communication mechanisms but 
insufficient structural resilience, legislative consolidation, and public-level preparedness. 

Following the assessment, the main priorities for capacity development over the next three 
years are to strengthen the strategic foundations of disaster management and improve 
operational readiness. This includes advancing the creation and implementation of disaster 
legislation and response plans, and ensuring clear crisis roles and responsibilities across 
government. Finally, capacity development should focus on expanding preparedness training, 
both for emergency services and first responders and for care organisations and teachers, to 
build essential skills for crisis situations. 

In the feedback discussion round, Maltese stakeholders recognised the assessment process 
useful as a structured opportunity to step back from daily operations and reflect on the overall 
disaster risk management system, while thinking through a specific earth-quake scenario 
triggering multiple cascading effects. They pointed out the greatest value in that the process 
brought together different sectors around a shared framework, helping create a more 
coordinated understanding of what is working well and where gaps remain. The participants 
suggested that by highlighting inconsistencies between sectors and offering a clear, evidence-
based picture of strengths and weaknesses, the assessment supports more informed 
prioritisation and long-term planning. The participants brought out that the assessment results 
provide a baseline for tracking future progress and justifying investments.  

 
5.1.3. Overall Evaluation Scores 

As part of the standardised evaluation conducted by DBL across all SYNERGIES Results (see 
section 7), participants in Malta rated the Tool for preparedness assessment on four main 
criteria (scale 1-5). The results were as follows (Figure 1): 
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Figure 1 - Results of the standardised evaluation for the Tool for preparedness assessment 

Usefulness 

The workshop generated enthusiasm and raised expectations. While operational actors 

responded actively, it was emphasised that stakeholders, with the help of the vulnerability 

analysis and preparedness assessment they were also disenchanted with the shortcomings 

of the current state (lack) of risk assessments. The proposed tool gives a more nuanced, social 

vulnerability triage basis for preparedness building. 

 

Participants emphasised that there is a mutual reinforcement between public and political 

complacency regarding earthquake hazards and the related poor willingness to take up risk 

and preparedness assessments. A lack of political will stems from reluctance to acknowledge 

the issue, as doing so would require taking on additional responsibilities. This avoidance 

contributes to limited public awareness and engagement. 

 

Transferability 

Participants emphasised the importance of fostering a sense of ownership and avoiding a top-

down, lecture-style approach in introducing the preparedness assessment approach. Without 

genuine engagement, stakeholders are unlikely to support the initiative.  The workshop was 

seen as highly valuable, and there was a clear request to be consistently included to ensure 

shared understanding and participation moving forward. Participants stressed the importance 

of continuity in the started preparedness assessment discussions, cautioning against 

restarting from scratch with new attendees in future sessions. They expressed concern about 

being excluded from conversations on earthquake hazard and preparedness, noting a lack of 

information and engagement. 

 

Compatibility 

It was emphasised that some cultural specificities like lack of participatory governance culture, 

may hinder inclusive risk and preparedness assessment foreseen in the proposed 

preparedness assessment tool. In highly hierarchical societies, such as the one referenced in 

Malta, decision-making environments can be dominated by senior experts, often leaving less 

experienced voices unheard. This dynamic poses challenges to fostering inclusive dialogue 

and ensuring that all individuals—regardless of rank—have equal opportunities to contribute 

their assessments and insights. Creating space for diverse perspectives requires intentional 

effort to counterbalance structural power imbalances. 
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5.2. Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and Communication 

 
The SYNERGIES Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and Communication (KB4ICC) is 
a key outcome of Work Package 3 (WP3), designed to enhance crisis communication and 
disaster preparedness through structured knowledge sharing. By integrating best practices, 
innovative communication channels, and insights from previous projects, the KB aims to 
support professionals in accessing and applying critical information efficiently. The platform 
has already been tested in previous evaluation workshops in Rotterdam (Netherlands) and La 
Réunion (France), providing valuable feedback on usability and practical relevance in diverse 
geographic and institutional contexts. The evaluation workshop in Malta offered a further 
opportunity to assess its value and applicability in simulated real-world crisis scenarios. 
 

5.2.1. Methodology 

 
The evaluation session in Malta was conducted in person and began with an introductory 

presentation to explain the purpose and concept of the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base for 

Innovative Channels and Communication (KB4ICC). Participants were first introduced to the 

background and objectives of the platform, including an overview of the needs and 

expectations that had been expressed by stakeholders prior to its development—such as the 

desire for a structured, user-friendly, and context-sensitive repository for crisis communication 

knowledge. 

Due to the group size and limited access to notebooks, participants worked in small groups of 

2-3 people. This was perceived positively as it encouraged discussion. 

Following this introduction, a live demonstration of the KB4ICC was provided. This 

walkthrough showed how the platform is structured, where to find specific types of content, 

and how to navigate key features such as the search function, the categorization, and the 

suggested entry questions. This practical demonstration helped participants understand the 

logic behind the system and how it supports users during phases of crisis preparedness. 

  

The session also referred to the scenario designed for the Malta workshop, including detailed 

guidance on how it is connected to the KB4ICC. Access instructions were provided to facilitate 

a hands-on exploration, and each participant received a printed guide to accompany the self-

directed exploration phase. This guide served as a structured roadmap, offering a step-by-

step pathway through the platform, including example questions to pose to the KB4ICC. These 

questions were designed to prompt interaction with various areas of the platform and ensure 

broad engagement with its features. 

During the exploration phase, participants used their own devices to interact with the platform. 

Throughout the session, the Work Package Leader continuously supported the participants' 

work and were available for questions and discussions. Questions and clarifications were 

addressed directly throughout the session. In parallel, feedback was continuously gathered 

through a shared Mentimeter survey. This approach allowed for the immediate collection of 

input linked directly to user experience and interaction with the KB4ICC. The Mentimeter 

questions included: 
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●  What are your expectations about the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base? 

● Were the answers helpful? Try to briefly describe why yes, why no 

●  What information was missing? 

● Do you see an added-value in the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base? 

● Did the suggested questions (“entry points”) help you? 

● Do you have any suggestions for further "entry points"? 

● Can you imagine further situations where you could need such a system? 

● What other features, resources, or improvements would you like to see in the 

SYNERGIES Knowledge Base? 

● Would you like to be updated on further Updates on the development of the Knowledge 

Base? 

● What role can local influencers or community leaders play in spreading reliable 

information? 

 

This methodology ensured a balance between structured guidance and open exploration, 

allowing for both qualitative and quantitative feedback to support further development of the 

KB4ICC. 

 

5.2.2. Key findings 

 
Expectations 

Participants in Malta expressed diverse expectations for the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base 

for Innovative Channels and Communications (KB4ICC), which can be summarised into 

several key themes: 

● Access to reliable, up-to-date information to support crisis response and 

preparedness. 

● Practical usability, with a tool that is simple to navigate and accessible to all relevant 

stakeholders. 

● Depth and quality of content, providing detailed, well-structured guidance to support 

decision-making, coordination between agencies, and public communication. 

● Local relevance, with stronger contextualisation to Malta’s specific risks  

● Continuous updating, ensuring that information remains current and incorporates 

emerging best practices, alerts, and verified data sources. 

 

Usefulness of Responses  

Overall, the KB4ICC was appreciated for its clarity, logical structure, and the ability to link to 

further resources. Positive feedback highlighted: 

● Clear presentation of information 

● Useful recommendations for crisis preparedness 

● Straightforward language and an accessible interface 

  

However, several limitations and improvements were also noted: 

● Some information was outdated or contained inaccuracies (e.g., incorrect references 

to organisations or structures) 
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● Certain responses were overly generic and did not address the question directly 

● Limited Malta-specific content, particularly regarding local resources or procedures 

● Long text sections that were difficult to scan, with missing source attribution alongside 

answers 

  

Missing Information  

Participants pointed out several content gaps, including: 

● Detailed, locally verified information on Malta’s organisations, emergency protocols, 

and volunteer networks 

● Inclusion of official national sources 

● Clear distinction between national and international information 

  

Suggestions for General Improvement  

Feedback included a number of practical recommendations: 

● Technical enhancements: more prominent search button, filtering options by country 

or region 

● Content expansion: Malta-specific scenarios 

● Structure and presentation: shorter, more concise answers, clear key-point summaries 

● Updating process: regular content maintenance in cooperation with local actors and 

subject matter experts 

 

Entry Points  

Existing entry points were generally considered helpful by most participants, as reflected in 

the accompanying figure (Figure 2) showing the distribution of responses to the Mentimeter 

question “Did the suggested questions (“entry points”) help you?”. The majority indicated a 

positive reception, while no participants found the entry points unnecessary. This suggests 

that the current structure provides a useful starting framework for users exploring the KB4ICC. 
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Figure 2 - Mentimeter Question about entry points 

However, some participants noted that the entry points could benefit from a more intuitive 

organisation. Suggestions focused on grouping entry points by overarching themes or 

scenario types or better guide users through relevant content based on specific crisis contexts 

or interests, 

In addition to the existing entry points, new ideas emerged from the discussion, aimed at 
enhancing the practical value and relevance. These include:  

● Contact lists for relevant organisations 
● Hazard maps  
● Geographical and infrastructural details specific to Malta 
● Direct integration with official government data portals 

 
Use Cases 
Beyond the tested scenario, participants identified potential applications such as: 

● Training and exercises for responders and researchers 
● Public-facing versions to raise awareness among citizens 
● Various crisis scenarios including heatwaves, pandemics, tsunamis, industrial fires, 

floods, and blackouts 
● International cooperation and cross-border information sharing between agencies 

  
Perceived Value and Future Interest 
The majority of participants perceived the KB4ICC as having moderate to high added value, 
particularly as a centralised national and international repository for crisis communication 
knowledge. This is the accompanying figure (Figure 3), which shows the results of the 
Mentimeter question “Do you see an added-value in the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base?”. 
However, they emphasised that this potential can be fully realised with ongoing updates, 
stronger localisation, and improved usability. 
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Figure 3 - Mentimeter question about added-value 

Related discussions also highlighted the potential use of local influencers and community 
leaders in spreading reliable information during crises. Participants considered their 
involvement highly beneficial for building trust and reaching diverse audiences, but stressed 
that the timeliness and credibility of the information shared must be carefully maintained to 
prevent misinformation. 
 

5.2.3. Overall Evaluation Scores 

 
As part of the standardised evaluation conducted by DBL across all SYNERGIES Results (see 
section 7), participants in Malta rated the Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and 
Communication (KB4ICC) on four main criteria (scale 1-5). The results were as follows (Figure 
4): 
 

 
Figure 4 - . Results of the standardised evaluation for the KB4ICC 

The scores indicate that the KB4ICC was generally perceived as moderately useful and user-

friendly, with high potential for transferability to other contexts. Compatibility with existing 

systems and practices received the lowest score, reflecting the need for further alignment with 

local procedures and operational tools. 
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Conclusion 

The Malta Evaluation reinforced the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels 

and Communication potential as a valuable, practical tool for crisis communication and 

preparedness. Participants respond positively to its structured organisation, clear 

presentation, and capacity to serve as a centralized repository for both national and 

international resources. The hands-on group work format encouraged discussion and 

collaborative exploration, while the Mentimeter feedback confirmed a generally high perceived 

value and the helpfulness of existing entry points. At the same time, participants identified 

concrete areas for improvement. These insights, combined with suggestions for new features 

and broader use cases, will directly inform the refinement of the KBICC, ensuring that it 

becomes an adaptable and operationally relevant resource for a variety of crisis scenarios 

across Europe. 
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5.3. Early Warning Tool 

The SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning Messaging (R3.2) is a core outcome of WP3, 
developed to improve the clarity, inclusiveness, and effectiveness of public alerts during 
emergencies. The tool transforms technical warning information - such as CAP or RSS-based 
alerts - into clear, audience-tailored messages adapted to different languages, vulnerabilities, 
and communication channels. Key features include message enrichment through contextual 
community data from the KB4ICC, multilingual adaptation, and a human-validation dashboard 
to ensure accuracy and trustworthiness before dissemination. 

The Tool for Early Warning Messaging has been conceptually validated through evaluation 
workshops in Rotterdam and Malta, where emergency operators and communication experts 
assessed its practical value, usability, and relevance in realistic crisis scenarios. Their 
feedback is currently informing the ongoing prototype development, ensuring the tool evolves 
in line with operational needs and supports timely, effective crisis communication across 
Europe’s diverse communities. 

 

5.3.1. Methodology 

 
The workshop focused on presenting and testing the conceptual design and initial components 
of the Tool for Early Warning Messaging (R3.2). Participants were engaged in scenario-based 
discussions and walkthroughs aimed at exploring the tool’s potential to support the 
transformation of technical alerts into clear, targeted, and accessible messages for different 
population groups and communication channels. 

The session also served to collect structured feedback on key aspects such as usability, 
perceived operational value, message appropriateness, and integration challenges. These 
insights will directly inform the ongoing development and refinement of the R3.2 prototype, 
ensuring that it evolves in alignment with real-world needs and practices. 
 

5.3.2. Key findings 

 
Below are presented the questions submitted to the audience via Mentimeter questionnaire 
and the related answers collected (Table 3). 

Table 3 - Overview of the Mentimeter survey with participants 

N. Question Answer Note 

Q1 How clear is the 

purpose and scope 

of the SYNERGIES 

Tool for Early 

Warning 

messaging? 

Average score: 4.4 

(Scale 1–5) 

Participants 

found the 

scope and 

purpose 

clear and 

well 

communicat

ed. 
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N. Question Answer Note 

Q2 How 

understandable is 

the message 

drafting and 

validation 

workflow? 

Average score: 4.2 

(Scale 1–5) 

Most found 

the 

workflow 

understand

able and 

logical. 

Q3 How 

realistic/usable are 

the example 

messages? 

Average score: 3.8 

(Scale 1–5) 

Some 

participants 

requested 

more 

situationally 

specific 

examples. 

Q4 Which 

communication 

channels should 

SYNERGIES 

prioritize for 

disaster alerts in 

Malta? 

Votes collected: 

● Mobile App: 14 

● Radio: 13 

● TV: 10 

● Social Media: 17 

● Other: 4 (e.g., sirens, loudspeakers) 

Insight: 

mobile-first 

channels 

are the top 

priority, with 

support for 

multi-

channel and 

radio/speak

er delivery. 

Q5 What added value 

can the tool offer in 

a real crisis? (Word 

Cloud) 

Frequent keywords: 

Information, rapid communication, 

accessibility, scalability, timely, clear 

instructions, tailored distribution, large public. 
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Q6 How well would the 

tool be able to 

support the 

response during a 

disaster such as 

the Malta 

earthquake 

scenario? 

Examples mentioned: 

· It clarifies information, reassures the public as 

to the right steps to take. Counters 

misinformation. 

· Advising the public about logistics hubs, 

shelter points, evacuation points, 

communication information etc. 

· Cut time in producing the message and 

reaching specific groups. 

· The tool would be able to convey a quick clear 

concise message on what has happened and 

the next best steps to support in evacuation to 

safety. 

· It can prevent people from panicking, it will 

allow to quickly prepare messages and 

proceed with other urgent tasks. 

· Instructions for the public following the event 

– example: how to stay safe, how to alert 

authorities about trapped people. 

· It can give directions and guidance what to do 

after the event. Where people can go as a safe 

place and/or meet emergency responders. 

· Keeping people updated about the evolution 

of the event. 

· Avoiding disinformation spreading. 

· Besides giving the necessary safety info, it 

can be used to reassure victims or those 

involved that help is on its way or being 

organised. 

· Relevant information to the population. 

· More targeted communication groups. 
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Q7 What is your top 

recommendation 

for improving this 

tool before full 

deployment? 

Feedback excerpts: 

· Make the messages attractive. 

· Test it with the target groups (end users). 

· Highlighting key points in the message. 

Avoiding long text – preferably bullet points. 

· Try the interface on end users. 

· Further test cases on user focus groups. 

Testing in real life simulations to see 

effectiveness. Better research on focus 

channels for messaging. 

· Secure the most effective possible integration 

with local/national emergency plan procedures. 

· Feed as many examples to it as possible, in 

as many languages as possible, so it can learn. 

· May to include audio messages and visual 

pictures. 

· Increase public awareness, otherwise people 

won't appreciate how important it is. 

· Testing it in a real scenario. 

· Make it very very easy to use! 

· Make it easy to integrate images, map links, 

etc. 

· Operators should be alerted of a new CAP 

and should not need to be on the system 

waiting for it. Predefined subsets available for 

specific alarms. 

· Include relevant information, such as 

assembly points. 

· Add an API to integrate with other systems. 

· Clear and concise info even multilingual. 
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· Consider which service would be best to reach 

the largest number of people. Consider 

geolocation to avoid people going to the 

affected area just out of curiosity after receiving 

a message. 
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Summary of feedback from the Malta Evaluation Workshop 

The Malta Evaluation Workshop provided a valuable opportunity for collecting stakeholder 

feedback on the SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning messaging, designed to support quick 

creation of warning messages in case of emergencies. Overall, the tool was positively 

received, with participants demonstrating a clear understanding of its objectives and usability. 

Clarity of the tool purpose and workflow 

Participants affirmed that the purpose and scope of the SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning 

messaging were clearly communicated. The concept was seen as both relevant and 

necessary within the Maltese disaster preparedness context. The workflow for drafting, 

refining, and validating alert messages was regarded as intuitive and well-organised. Notably, 

participants appreciated the balance between machine automation and human oversight. The 

inclusion of a human edit and validation layer, before making the message ready for 

distribution, was seen as a key strength, ensuring coherence and relevance with the context 

as well as message clarity and trustworthiness. 

Communication channel preferences 

A significant portion of the discussion focused on communication delivery mechanisms. There 

was strong agreement that Malta should adopt a multi-channel strategy for emergency 

communication. Digital channels such as mobile app and social media were prioritised, while 

traditional media like radio and television remained essential, particularly for reaching older or 

less digitally connected populations. 

At the same time, the group underscored the importance of redundancy in communication 

infrastructure. In scenarios involving power outages or network disruption (e.g., earthquakes), 

fallback options like loudspeakers and sirens were deemed indispensable. This reinforced the 

need for SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning messaging to be resilient under degraded 

communication conditions. 

Language, accessibility, and inclusivity 

Participants stressed that the tool's multilingual capability and inclusive design is crucial for 

the Maltese context, where a significant portion of the population includes Maltese speakers, 

non-English speakers and third-country nationals (foreigners, workers and tourists). There 

was strong support for tailoring messages by language and audience groups, including 

children, migrants, tourists, and individuals with lower literacy levels. 

Moreover, the workshop highlighted a desire to expand the system’s messages accessibility, 

integrating additional formats. Suggestions included functionalities to add visual iconography, 

infographics, and text-to-speech functionality, ensuring that messages could be understood 

even by those with limited reading ability or visual impairments. 

Integration and feasibility 

There was broad support for the integration of SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning messaging 

into Malta’s existing Civil Protection Department (CPD) infrastructure, as well as with national 

alert systems. However, some participants voiced concerns regarding institutional readiness 

and technical scalability. As a solution, several attendees proposed a phased rollout, starting 
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with controlled pilot deployments – perhaps within specific municipalities or regional CPD units 

- before moving on to a potential broader national implementation. 

Scenario relevance and practical use 

The SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning messaging was viewed as highly relevant to the 

Malta earthquake scenario. Participants emphasised the tool’s usefulness in improving clarity 

of public instructions, mitigating panic and minimising delays in preparing messages. They 

noted that it would help citizens understand what steps to take before, during, and after the 

event, thus supporting responders' operation during the emergency. The tool was also seen 

as especially useful in directing affected populations to shelters, evacuation points, and 

logistics hubs, and in updating the public as the situation evolved. 

Equally important is the tool’s role in countering misinformation and ensuring consistency 

across channels. Its use in keeping spontaneous volunteers, vulnerable populations, and non-

native speakers informed was highlighted as a major operational advantage in a real crisis. 

The capacity to reassure the public while enabling authorities to focus on operational tasks 

was seen as a strong benefit. 

Recommendations for Improvement 

While the tool was broadly endorsed, participants offered several practical recommendations 

to strengthen it further before full deployment. These included improving the usability of the 

dashboard for message validators, simplifying the interface for non-technical users, and 

ensuring alerts can be generated and distributed rapidly - without requiring constant system 

monitoring. 

Participants also advocated for integrating audio and visual formats, such as voice messages 

and maps, and expanding the system’s capacity for predefined messages tailored to specific 

groups or events. It was also emphasised that SYNERGIES Tool for Early Warning messaging 

should work in harmony with local emergency plans and third-party systems via APIs. Finally, 

participants stressed the importance of real-world testing with focus groups and public 

awareness campaigns to build trust and ensure the system functions effectively when truly 

needed. 
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5.3.3. Overall Evaluation Scores 

 
As part of the standardised evaluation conducted by DBL across all SYNERGIES Results (see 
section 7) participants in Malta rated the Tool for Early Warning Messaging (T4EWM) on four 
main criteria (scale 1-5). The results were as follows (Figure 5): 
 

 

Figure 5 - Results of the standardised evaluation for the Tool for early warning messaging 

The evaluation results indicate that the Tool for Early Warning Messaging (T4EWM) scored 
highest in Usefulness and Transferability (3.8), reflecting strong perceived value and 
applicability across diverse emergency contexts. Compatibility was rated moderately (3.6), 
suggesting a good alignment with existing alerting practices, though further work on integration 
and interoperability with national systems is required. The lowest score was attributed to 
Usability (3.1), which reflects the early development stage of the prototype and highlights the 
need for a more intuitive interface and improved workflow guidance for end users. 

Conclusion 
The Malta Evaluation workshop confirmed the potential of the T4EWM as an innovative 
solution to enhance clarity, consistency, and inclusivity in public alerting. Participants 
recognised its value in tailoring messages for different audiences, improving public 
understanding and protective behaviour during emergencies. 

Feedback collected through the standardised evaluation and the workshop discussion 
identified clear development priorities. These insights will be directly incorporated into the next 
iteration of the tool, ensuring that the prototype progresses toward a more operationally 
relevant, user-aligned, and scalable solution for diverse European emergency contexts. 

5.4. Support System and Tabletop Game  

 
The Support System is the central result from WP4: it is a knowledge base of tools, methods 
and guidelines (“solutions”) for improving the integration of spontaneous help from the 
population in disaster management activities. The Tabletop Game aims primarily to support 
the use of the Support System: it puts stakeholders in a concrete situation (event) in which, 
confronted with challenges and opportunities for integrating spontaneous help, they reflect on 
their practices and identify potential solutions for improvement from the Support System. 
 

5.4.1. Methodology 

 
The session was organized around the Tabletop Game. The Support System was used and 
discussed as part of the serious game, not on its own. 
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The session started with a short introduction to present the project’s understanding of the 
topic, especially through the core elements of the model of spontaneous help integration 
described in D4.1 (event stages, actors, functions), as the conceptual model provides the 
underlying structure and organisation of the Tabletop Game. The objective was also to collect 
feedback on the model through participation in the game. 
 
The session then consisted of playing the different rounds of the game and finishing with a 
debrief. This took about 3 hours in total and was facilitated by SINTEF while different partners 
took notes in the groups. 
 
The game presented in Malta is a 2nd version of the Tabletop Game, which was significantly 
revised after a first prototype was used in Rotterdam a couple of months earlier. In particular, 
the new version included more elements of gamification, the use of a central board and various 
cards deck and mechanisms to encourage collaboration and a friendly competition. The 
underlying structure, however, remained similar. 
 
14 participants joined the session, most of them representing experienced members of 
emergency, law enforcement and civil protection organizations, or authorities. Many 
participants indicated occasional experiences with spontaneous volunteers, one reported 
regular experiences. 
 
For the conduction of the game, the 14 participants were separated in 4 groups and each 
group was provided with: 

● a booklet providing a description of the functions and subfunctions from the model and 
a link to the Support System prototype to get more information (more details on the 
solutions in the booklet as well as more solutions) 

● a notebook (“Stages analysis and pitches”) allowing each group to take notes of 
selected solutions, and prepare a pitch for their selected solutions for each round/stage 

● a set of solutions cards from the deck 
In addition, a “debrief” sheet was expected to be used by the group of participants as a whole. 
 
The rounds consisted in exploring the stages of the management of a fictional large seismic 
event (from the perspective of the integration of spontaneous help), informed by local context 
and adapted from the scenario of PC Malta. The organisation of each round was as follow: 

● Description by the facilitator of the events and actions of formal actors at that stage, 
then of actions of informal actors 

● Discussion with the groups of the types of actors involved as that stage 
● Identification by the groups of the key functions for the stage, then of potential solutions 

from the Support System 
● Development of the pitches in the groups 
● Delivery of the pitches between groups and vote of each group to select the “best” 

solution for the stage 
 
During the debrief, the participants were asked to collectively build a basic recommendation 
report (2 or 3 recommendations based on identified solutions, indications of implementation 
concerns) and provide feedback and comments on the Tabletop Game and Support System. 
In addition to verbal exchanges, this information was captured in a document provided to the 
participants. 
 

https://synergiesproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/SynergiesBookletA4_ENG_print.pdf
https://synergiesproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/SynergiesBookletA4_ENG_print.pdf
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5.4.2. Key findings 

 
Overall, the game worked well and participants were engaged in discussions about the 
integration of spontaneous volunteers as well as searching for approaches using the game 
cards and web interface of the Support System. 
The solution cards were used extensively, although participants commented that they lacked 
time to absorb all the content from the cards and Support System. As a result, the 
representation of the main functions in the cards and interface seemed to function as a way 
to direct participants attention to potentially relevant solutions. This aspect needs to be 
confirmed in future evaluations. In addition to cards representing solutions described in the 
Support System, a number of blank cards were provided to allow groups to record other 
relevant solutions they knew about. 
The actors and function cards did not seem to provide the intended value. These elements 
are important and were topics of discussion, but new mechanisms will be developed in future 
versions of the games to better capture these aspects. 
Among the handouts, the notebook used at each stage to collect the groups’ understanding, 
choice of a solution card, and rationale used in the pitch functioned well and provided useful 
data to get insights into elements that matter to potential users of solutions (e.g., main 
functions at each stage, perceived functionality and implementation aspects). It also created 
an effective mechanism to orient participants to the Support System in order to find richer 
information they could use to understand the solutions and build their pitches. However, the 
quality of the data collected varied across the groups. A similar mechanism will be used in 
future versions, although attempts will be made to simplify it further. 
 
Data collected through the notebooks includes, for each stage and each groups: 

● Main functions 
● Functions selected (from the deck of solution cards each group had - so, a different 

“hand” for each group)  
● Notes for the pitch (i.e., especially, strengths of the selected solution), in the form of 

perceived functionality, relevance for Malta, feasibility and maturity 
 
3 blank solutions cards were used by the groups to propose their own solutions. Data collected 
did not correspond to specific solutions, but rather to ideas about how to use existing tools or 
mechanisms, potentially in innovative ways, to address the needs of the stage. Propositions 
made were: an informant network in communities to facilitate exchanges of information, the 
use of drones to survey and establish communication in remote areas, and the need for a 
mechanism to better integrate NGOs in the reconstruction. 
 
Unfortunately, the debrief and final report phase had to be shortened due to time constraints. 
The handout was not used.  
 

5.4.3. Overall Evaluation Scores 

 
As part of the standardised evaluation conducted by DBL across all SYNERGIES Results (see 
section 7), participants in Malta rated the Support System for integration of Spontaneous 
Volunteers in Preparedness Plans and the Table top game on four main criteria (scale 1-5). 
Since the Support System and Tabletop Game were only used together, we have combined 
the scores and indicated the same for each result. Evaluation scores are provided below 
(FIgure 6): 
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Figure 6 - Results of the standardised evaluation for the Support System for integration of 

Spontaneous Volunteers in Preparedness Plans and the Table top game 

These results suggest an overall satisfaction of participants, pointing especially to perceived 
usefulness and transferability. The Tabletop Game tested in Malta confirmed the effectiveness 
of the overall structure of the activity and represented a significant improvement from the initial 
prototype tested in Rotterdam, especially in terms of: 

● Engagement of participants 
● Specificity of the discussion of solutions (including local relevance and implementation 

consideration 
● Data collected 

As a second iteration, it also suggests different directions for improvement 
● Efforts need to be made to better manage time due to the large amount of content 

expected to be covered. At least two versions should be developed, a long version that 
allows to explore all stages of the model (as was done in the workshops), and a shorter 
version that allows for an initial discovery and more targeted exploration of  the topic. 

● Usability can be improved with regards to simplifying mechanisms to capture and 
discuss elements such as relevant functions and actors are at different stages, as well 
as considerations of implementation. 

● Mechanisms such as observation sheets should also be considered to allow facilitators 
to observe and capture elements representing the evaluation criteria (usefulness and 
usability especially). 

The Tabletop Game will be revised and tested with these elements in mind. 
 

6. Evaluation Questionnaire Results 
 
The questionnaire was designed to gather comprehensive feedback from participants 
regarding the relevance, usability, and potential impact of the SYNERGIES Results. It aimed 
to capture the perspectives of key stakeholders, focusing on their roles, assessments of 
applicability, and willingness to adopt the presented outcomes. 

The questionnaire included questions covering the following areas: 

● Participant Demographics: questions identifying the actor type and participant 

capacity at the workshop, establishing the respondent profile. 
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● Result Selection: a question asking participants to specify the SYNERGIES Result 

they were evaluating, ensuring focused feedback. 

● Perceived Usefulness and Applicability: questions gauging whether the result 

addressed participant needs and its potential for recommendation to colleagues in 

similar organizations. 

● Resource Implications and Adoption Potential: questions assessing participant 

willingness to invest resources (time, funds, personnel) and evaluating the ease of 

integration into existing workflows. 

● Usability and Adaptability: questions exploring the tool's intuitiveness and its 

adaptability across various hazards, contexts, and communities. 

● Transferability and Compatibility: questions determining the result's compatibility 

with existing systems and operational practices. 

● Open-Ended Feedback: a section for general observations, suggestions, and any 

additional comments from participants. 

The questionnaire also included a consent statement, ensuring participants were informed of 

the voluntary nature of their participation and their right to withdraw at any time. The analysis 

of the responses to these questions provides valuable insights into the reception and potential 

impact of the SYNERGIES Results. 

6.1. Participant Demographics and Engagement 

 

The evaluation questionnaire for the Malta Evaluation Workshop received responses from 49 

individuals, representing a diverse range of sectors and roles as shown in the image below. 

Of these respondents, the largest group came from public authorities, with 25 completing the 

questionnaire. They were followed by 12 from first and second responders, seven from 

research organizations, two from civil society organizations, two from business companies, 

and one from the education system (Figure 7). 

 

 
Figure 7 - Type of actors 
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The respondents’ roles were also detailed, with 20 individuals identifying as Advisory Board 

members and 29 as members of the local support team. The local support team included three 

Community Police Officers, two members each from the Emergency Department, Civil 

Protection, and local enforcement. Other roles represented among the respondents were 

scientists, first responders, a retired academic, a forensic expert, an academic from the 

University of Malta, and various individuals from local authorities and preparedness 

organizations (Figure 8). 

 

 
Figure 8 - Role of the actors 

Participants were free to choose which of the SYNERGIES results they wanted to evaluate, 

which led to varying numbers of responses for each result (Figure 9).  

 

 
Figure 9 - SYNERGIES Results selected by participants 

At the workshop, participants evaluated various SYNERGIES results, with the Table top game 

& Support System for integration of Spontaneous Volunteers in Preparedness Plans being the 

most frequently assessed tool. This was largely due to high engagement from public 
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authorities and first/second responders, with 13 and 7 participants evaluating it, respectively. 

Additionally, three research organizations, one business company, and one education system 

representative also evaluated the table top game. The Preparedness Assessment Tool was 

reviewed by a diverse group, including seven public authorities, three first/second responders, 

two research organizations, and one representative each from civil society and business. 

Fewer evaluations were conducted for KB4ICC, with three public authorities and one each 

from first/second responders, research organizations, and civil society participating. The Early 

Warning Tool had the fewest evaluations, with two public authorities and one each from 

first/second responders and research organizations assessing it (Figure 10). 

 

 
Figure 10 - SYNERGIES Results selected by participants 

6.2. Usefulness 

  
The SYNERGIES results are generally well-received, with a strong inclination for users to 
recommend them to their colleagues. This highlights the perceived value and relevance of the 
results. While there is a positive sentiment towards their ability to facilitate activities and 
address needs, the willingness to invest resources is slightly lower, suggesting that potential 
users might require more clarity on the return on investment or support for implementation. 

The question “Could the Result / idea facilitate your activity and address your needs?” received 
an average score of 3.53 out of 5 (Figure 11). This solid score reflects a strong, positive 
perception that the SYNERGIES results are relevant and useful. It indicates that the tools and 
concepts are well-aligned with the practical needs and operational activities of the target 
audience, suggesting they could effectively streamline processes or provide solutions to 
existing challenges. 
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Figure 11 - Answers to the question “Could the Result / idea facilitate your activity and 

address your needs?” 

A high willingness to recommend a tool to one's professional network suggests that the 
respondents found the SYNERGIES results not only useful for their own work but also valuable 
enough to endorse to peers, acting as a powerful indicator of their perceived quality and utility 
(Figure 12). 

 
Figure 12 - Answer to the question “Would you recommend this Result / idea to colleagues in 

an organisation similar to yours?” 

As shown in Figure 13, there is a potential gap between perceived utility and the practicalities 
of implementation. While users may see the value in the results and are willing to recommend 
them, the decision to invest significant resources could be influenced by a number of factors. 
These might include the perceived cost of implementation, the complexity of integrating the 
results into existing systems, or the resource limitations and strategic priorities within their 
respective organizations. This suggests that while the tools are well-received conceptually, 
their adoption may depend on a more detailed analysis of implementation costs versus 
benefits. 
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Figure 13 - Answer to the question “Would you be willing to invest resources (time, funds, 

personnel, etc.) to use it? 

 

6.3. Usability 

 
The SYNERGIES tools are generally considered easy and intuitive to use. However, there's 
a recognized need for some assistance or investment (e.g., training, supervision) to fully 
integrate them into existing workflows or for colleagues to effectively utilize them. This 
suggests that while the tools are well-designed from a user-friendliness perspective, 
successful broader implementation might benefit from accompanying support or resource 
allocation. 
 
The answer to the question “I found this tool easy and intuitive” indicates that respondents 
generally found the SYNERGIES tools to be relatively easy and intuitive to use (Figure 14).  
 

 
Figure 14 - Answer to the question “I found this tool easy and intuitive” 
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Answering the question, “I think that my colleagues would need assistance to be able to use 
this Result”," it is clear that some initial guidance or training is necessary for broader adoption 
of the tools. While this indicates a potential need for support, it also suggests that it's not a 
significant barrier to implementation. The need for assistance is a manageable challenge, 
implying that a bit of help could ensure colleagues are able to use the tools effectively (Figure 
15). 
 

 
Figure 15 - Answer to the question “I think that my colleagues would need assistance to be 

able to use this Result” 

Answering the question related to the need of investments or resources to use the evaluated 
tool, , respondents generally indicated that the SYNERGIES tools do, in fact, require some 
level of investment (Figure 16). This suggests that while the results are valuable, they aren't 
completely free to implement. This finding aligns with the observation that colleagues may 
need some assistance, implying that the required ”investment” is likely in the form of training 
or supervision rather than significant financial resources. 
 

 
Figure 16 - Answer to the question “The Result does not require investment/resources (e.g. 

training, supervision) to be used” 
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6.4. Transferability 

 
The SYNERGIES results are perceived as highly adaptable, particularly in relation to different 
hazards and contexts. This strong sense of adaptability is a significant positive aspect, 
suggesting that the tools and ideas have broad potential for application in various scenarios 
and settings. The adaptability to different communities is also seen as positive, although to a 
slightly lesser extent. These findings collectively indicate that the SYNERGIES results are 
considered flexible and versatile, which is crucial for their potential uptake and effectiveness 
in a range of real-world situations. 
 
The question about adaptability to other types of hazards shows that the tools and ideas are 
viewed as highly versatile, suggesting they can be effectively applied to various risk scenarios 
beyond their initial scope (Figure 17). 
 

 
Figure 17 - Answers to the question “How adaptable do you think the content of this Result 

would be for use with other types of Hazards?” 

Adaptability to other types of Contexts/Environments also received a very positive score  
(Figure 18). This confirms that the results are not seen as limited to specific settings but are 
instead considered applicable in a wide range of situations. 
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Figure 18 - Answers to the question “How adaptable do you think the content of this Result 

would be for the use with other types of Contexts / Environment?” 

 

Finally, adaptability to other types of Communities indicates that the tools are seen as 
reasonably flexible and can be tailored for use with diverse groups of people (Figure 19).  
 

 
Figure 19 - Answers to the question “How adaptable do you think the content of this Result 

would be for use with other types of Communities” 

Overall, the consistent positive feedback across these categories highlights the perceived 
versatility and broad applicability of the SYNERGIES results. 
 

6.5. Compatibility 

 
The results are perceived positively in terms of both their potential for easy integration into 
existing systems and their compatibility with current operational working practices. These 
findings are encouraging for the potential uptake and implementation of the results, as they 
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suggest that users do not anticipate significant technical hurdles or conflicts with their 
established ways of working. The slightly higher score for compatibility with working practices 
compared to ease of integration might suggest that while some minor technical adjustments 
for integration are expected, the conceptual alignment with current practices is strong. 
 
As shown in Figure 20, a generally positive perception is associated with the possibility to 
easily integrate the SYNERGIES results into existing systems and platforms. 

 

Figure 20 - Answers to the question “The Results could be easily integrated into existing 

systems and platform without major modifications” 

From the questionnaire findings was indicated a strong perception that the SYNERGIES 

results are compatible with current operational working practices (Figure 21). This suggests 

that the tools and ideas align well with existing workflows and methods, making them 

potentially easier to incorporate into daily operations. 

 

Figure 21 - Answers to the question “The Result is compatible with other current operational 

working practices” 
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6.6. Recommendations from the Commission for the Rights of Persons with 

Disability   

During the workshop, the Commission for the Rights of Persons with Disability (CRPD) put 

forward several written recommendations. As Malta's public regulator for the disability sector, 

the CRPD's feedback is crucial for ensuring that the SYNERGIES project's results are 

inclusive and accessible to all users. The following points represent their key suggestions, 

which are vital for a successful and equitable implementation of the tools. 

● Inclusion of Detailed Guidelines: integrate clear, detailed instructions on supporting 

persons with disabilities and marginalized groups during emergencies, addressing 

specific requirements, such as physical accessibility, sensory accommodations, and 

cognitive support. 

● Specific Information for Malta: ensure platform materials explicitly reference the 

Maltese context, particularly tailored to Malta’s demographics and infrastructural 

realities. 

● Platform Accessibility: enhance overall accessibility of the platform for users with 

various disabilities, ensuring compliance with international accessibility standards 

(WCAG). 

● Ease of Use: prioritize intuitive navigation and simple interface design to facilitate rapid 

adoption and effective utilization by all users, including those with limited technological 

skills. 

● Easy Language Materials: provide comprehensive materials in easy language, 

allowing broad and inclusive accessibility, particularly benefiting individuals with 

cognitive and intellectual disabilities or language barriers. 

 

7. Conclusions and Next Steps 

The Malta Evaluation Workshop successfully achieved its objectives by bringing together a 
wide range of stakeholders to evaluate and provide feedback on key SYNERGIES project 
results. The interactive and participatory format fostered meaningful dialogue on the 
challenges, usability, and applicability of tools, especially it highlighted the significant potential 
of the SYNERGIES Knowledge Base for Innovative Channels and Communications (KB4ICC) 
and associated tools. Participants expressed appreciation for the KB4ICC’s structure and 
clarity but also identified areas for enhancement to better serve Malta-specific needs. 
Suggestions such as improved content relevance, agile updating processes, and multi-
channel communications were noted as steps for future development. 

The Early Warning Messaging Tool was positively received with its purpose and workflow 
deemed clear, and the balance between machine automation and human oversight seen as 
its strength. Emphasis was placed on employing a multi-channel strategy for communication, 
with attention to redundancy in infrastructure to ensure message delivery even in challenging 
conditions. The relevance of tailoring messages by audience and providing accessibility 
improvements such as multilingual support and various messaging formats was underscored. 
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Feedback from the evaluation questionnaire revealed a strong perceived utility and ease of 
use of the SYNERGIES results, suggesting their adaptability to various hazards, contexts, and 
communities. While there was overall willingness to recommend the tools, the readiness to 
invest resources suggested a need for further clarification on implementation benefits and 
support. 

To ensure comprehensive integration, the tools must align with Malta’s existing systems, 
comply with best practices, and involve stakeholder collaboration. The suggestions for real-
world testing, training, and public awareness campaigns are critical to build trust and ensure 
system reliability. Furthermore, recommendations from the Commission for the Rights of 
Persons with Disability emphasize the necessity for the tools to be inclusive and accessible, 
aligning with international standards. 

Overall, the workshop's insights are vital for refining the SYNERGIES results, ensuring they 
evolve into robust, user-friendly tools that strengthen crisis communication and preparedness 
in Malta and across Europe. 

Building on the valuable insights and feedback gathered during the Malta Evaluation 
Workshop, the SYNERGIES consortium will undertake the following actions: 

● Refinement of Tools: incorporate participant feedback to improve the clarity, usability, 
and contextual adaptability of all evaluated results. 

● Enhanced Integration and Localization: work towards better alignment with national 
protocols, local operational practices, and language needs to increase the tools’ 
relevance and compatibility. 

● Continued User Engagement: foresee workshops and sessions with stakeholders, in 
line with the results validation plan, to further validate project outcomes and co-develop 
them in real-life settings. 
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8. Appendices  
 

8.1. Agenda  
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8.2. Scenario 

 
 

 


