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Disclaimer 

 

  

Disclaimer 

The text, figures and tables in this report can be reused under a provision of the Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License. Logos and other trademarks are not 
covered by this license. 
The content of the publication herein is the sole responsibility of the publishers and it 
does not necessarily represent the views expressed by the European Commission or its 
services. 
While the information contained in the documents is believed to be accurate, the 
authors(s) or any other participant in the INEGMA-E2 consortium make no warranty of 
any kind with regard to this material including, but not limited to the implied warranties 
of merchantability and fitness for a particular purpose. 
Neither the INEGMA-E2 Consortium nor any of its members, their officers, employees or 
agents shall be responsible or liable in negligence or otherwise howsoever in respect of 
any inaccuracy or omission herein. 
Without derogating from the generality of the foregoing neither the INEGMA-E2 
Consortium nor any of its members, their officers, employees or agents shall be liable 
for any direct or indirect or consequential loss or damage caused by or arising from any 
information advice or inaccuracy or omission herein. 
 
Responsibility of this publication lies entirely with the authors. The European Commission 
is not responsible for any use that may be made of the information contained therein. 
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Executive Summary  

The main goal of this report is to elaborate on a skill-set for evaluators, which support the recruitment 
process of exercise evaluators and contributes to quality assurance for future exercise evaluations in 
context of civil protection. 

The deliverable gives a short introduction into the general approach to skills and competencies (1), 
and the applied methodology (2), before it focuses on the identified skills and competence 
requirements that are required for exercise evaluators (3). Finally, it ends with some concluding 
remarks (4).  

 

About this project 

In the context of civil protection exercises, well-considered and extensive evaluation plays a crucial 
role in documenting the best practices and shortcomings recognized during the exercises͛�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ. 
By identifying lessons learnt evaluation is essential for a constant improvement in training efforts, thus 
promoting the capacities of response units in the European Union and its neighbouring countries for 
dealing with real disaster scenarios. The project INEGMA-E² is building upon an upcoming approach of 
independent evaluation and aims for a new level of exercise evaluation in context of civil protection, 
which will meet high standards concerning documentation, replicability, and goal orientation.   

The three pillars of the project are: 1) The development of an adequate and versatile evaluation 
methodology, addressing the different types of existing exercises. Each of those has different needs 
and goals, thus requiring diverse evaluation approaches. 2) Exploring the great number of existing 
tools, which can facilitate the data collection throughout the exercise process. Software solutions and 
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technical tools like databases and hand helds empower the evaluators to collect a great amount of 
data even under difficult circumstances as part of the training reality. 3) The creation of an 
international pool of evaluators, which will be accessible by all institutions managing those kinds of 
exercises, to ensure the availability of highly skilled experts when needed. Those invited to this pool of 
evaluators will have to meet a certain skill set developed during the project.  

A strong interconnection of all three essential fields ʹ methods, tools and network ʹ is crucial for 
setting new standards in civil protection exercise evaluation. By ensuring the provision of results for 
future exercises INEGMA-E² will significantly contribute to a continuous improvement of exercise 
outcomes. In addition, it will connect experts with exercise evaluation, will create a mechanism to 
share knowledge and good practices and will be designed for further grow and scale up of evaluation 
quality.  

About this deliverable 

This deliverable identifies skills and competence requirements for exercise evaluators, and by doing so 
it serves as basic document for the conceptualization of a training for evaluators (T4.2) and the concept 
for the network of evaluators (T4.3). For one thing, it derives training priorities, for another thing, it 
derives cornerstones for the competence profiles for the subscribed evaluators and the recruitment 
process.   

The report was elaborated in cooperation of DCNA, AIT and BBK, and with valuable contributions from 
the project consortium. 

Abbreviations and Glossary 

A common glossary of terms for all INEGMA-E2 deliverables, as well as a list of abbreviations, will be 
made available at the INEGMA-E² website. 
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1 dŽǁĂƌĚƐ�Ă�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ�ƉƌŽĨŝůĞ�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ   

Exercise evaluation has long been a relatively neglected topic in scientific literature (Beerens et al. 
2020). Generally, the term evaluation includes both the output of an evaluation (i.e., the evaluation 
report), and the highly demanding process of assessing evaluation objects (Beerens 2020), following 
various concepts, e.g., in terms of goals such as development, accountability or knowledge and/or the 
focal point such as systems, structures or processes (Bruns et al. 2022), and methodologies (Ruoslahti 
and Lonka 2022). In the following report, disaster evaluation refers to the processual dimension and 
includes the whole process from planning to documenting and presenting evaluation findings.   

Exercise evaluation is of high importance for the long-term benefit of civil protection exercises, which 
are often high-demanding in terms of resource input. It is considered to fulfill the critical functions of 
sharing experience and avoiding mistakes, contributing to learning and improvement (Beerens et al. 
2020b). Against this background, there is a need for a shared and solid understanding of options and 
how to best conduct evaluations.   

While some researchers worked on the development and elaboration of tools and methods to support 
ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͕�ůŝƚƚůĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƐĂŝĚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ďĞƐƚ�ǁĂǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŽƵƚƉƵƚ͟�
(Beerens et al. 2020). Topics such as the quality assurance of the evaluation, compliance with certain 
standards, codes of conduct or the adequacy of applied methods and methodologies are rarely 
examined. Previous findings from projects Meta-evaluation, ŝ͘Ğ͘�ƚŚĞ�͞ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͟�ʹ and, 
one may add, the evaluators ʹ Beerens and Thaler (2016) conclude, seems to be a relative blind spot 
in the literature on disaster exercise evaluation. Against this background, there was growing interest 
in the research on how to plan and conduct evaluation. For example, Beerens et al. (2020), elaborated 
a guideline for the evaluation description, or examined the practiƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ͛�expectations from disaster 
evaluation.  

ZĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ�͞ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ͕͟�ƚŚĞƌĞ�Ɛƚŝůů�ƐĞĞŵƐ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�Ă�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͘�>ŝƚƚůĞ�ŚĂƐ�ďĞĞŶ�ƐĂŝĚ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĞ�
requirements for evaluators. Some practical guidelines and handbooks for exercise organizers and/or 
evaluators mention some requirements, such as the need for external evaluators, or the need to train 
evaluators on the specific exercise, e.g., in terms of the participating actors etc. (e.g., Swedish Civil 
Contingencies Agency 2011, 2016). The INEGMA-E2 project contributes to that gap. It analyses the set 
of skills and knowledge needed for a solid evaluation of disaster exercises and develops a competence 
profile for disaster evaluators.   

The competence profile for disaster evaluators is informed by the competence model for the Union 
Civil Protection Mechanism Training Programme suggested by Karapidis and Dworschak (2016, 24 et 
segg.). Using a workshop at DG ECHO, they identified four generic competence classes used to define 
the profiles needed in crisis management organisation. However, the model was not applied to the 
competence profiles of exercise evaluators.   

In the following, knowledge is understood as a body of information, facts, theories, etc., while skills or 
know-how describe the ability to do something. Competence refers to a more abstract level and is a 
combination of various skills and knowledge that enable individuals to achieve certain goals within a 
given context (here: exercise evaluation). It is, so to say, about bringing knowledge and skills into action 
within a given situation. This is also the reason, why terminology in the following report alternates 
;͞ƐŬŝůů-ƐĞƚ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ�ƉƌŽĨŝůĞ͟Ϳ͘�tŚŝůĞ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶ�ǁĂƐ�ƚŽ�ĚĞĨŝŶĞ�a skill-set of evaluators, it became 
very clear that skills (knowledge and know-how) alone not make up a good evaluator, but rather, they 
must be able to make use of their knowledge and know-how within the highly demanding context of 
civil protection exercises.   

We use the term competencies to refer to single knowledge areas or skills/knowhow that, together, 
make up a certain competence.   
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The first competence class suggested by Karapidis and Dworschak (2016) was professional 
competence. This includes skills and knowledge of organizations, processes, tasks and workplaces. 
Usually, it consists of a body of facts, theories and practices and is an outcome of learning.   

Second, methodological competence includes skills that can be applied to different contexts (ibid.). 
Within the INEGMA-E2 project it is understood as both the know-how to apply tools and methods 
needed to evaluate exercises and more general practical skills and competencies that enable 
individuals to master complex situations and navigate through the exercise context. Thus, it is 
suggested to distinguish between methodological competencies (in a narrow sense), and practical skills 
and more ͞ďĂƐŝĐ͟�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘   

Third, social competence enables individuals to act in socially interactive situations. It includes a range 
of ;ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇ͕� ͞ƐŽĨƚ-͞Ϳskills that enable individuals to communicate or collaborate with others 
(ibid.).  

Fourth, personal competence is the ability for individual development (ibid.). While the other 
competence classes relate to content or other actors, personal competence somehow relates to the 
attitude towards oneself and personal traits.   
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2 DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů��ƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ 

As it was not possible to identify a model of requirements for exercise evaluators, the INEGMA-E2 study 
has an exploratory character. Its purpose is the development of a set of skills and knowledge, and, as 
a result, a competence profile for exercise evaluators. To do so, it conducts a delphi expert panel, 
which elaborates on an informed consent among experts, rather than a representative aggregation of 
individual opinions.   

Data was gathered through computer-based, semi-structured questionnaires (see Annex). Two panels 
have been conducted. In the first wave, panellists were invited to an initial assessment of skills and 
competencies required for evaluators. In the second wave, respondents were invited to comment on 
the preliminary results.   

The sampling strategy was a conscious sampling, consisting of researchers (17 identified via Scopus 
Literature Review) and practitioners (evaluators in former ModEx or FSX, self-recruitment during 
Nicosia Risk Forum 2022) in the field of exercise evaluation. As the purpose of a delphi survey is an 
informed consent among the experts, rather than statistical representation, thus a small sample size 
about 10-20 (5-10 scientific experts + 5-10 practical experts) was pursued. 61 have been invited to 
participate in the first wave (66 were identified, 5 invalid contact details). As an incentive, participants 
were offered the opportunity to pre-register for the network of evaluators. A total of n=20 responded 
to the questionnaire, with n=19 having completed the questionnaire, which is a response rate of 31%.  

Regarding the roles of the respondents, 37% are researchers in the field of disaster evaluation, 68% 
are exercise evaluators, 74% are trainers and/or organizers, 74% have participated in an exercise as 
trainee and 10% have other roles related to exercise evaluation (e.g., project manager). The sample is 
rich in the diversity of countries of origin, each located in Europe despite one from Israel. There is a 
strong gender imbalance in the sample with just 21% of female participants. Respondents are on an 
average age of 49, with the youngest being 33 and the oldest being 67. 58% declare an affiliation to a 
practical organisation, e.g., including emergency operation centres, civil protection authorities on 
various scales, humanitarian organizations or first responder organizations. 

Participants were asked to agree on the temporary storage of their data during the duration of the 
study and local storage with accessibility being restricted to the project partners. This consent is 
important for the longitudinal study, as wave 2 refers to answers given in wave 1, thus requiring a 
personalized access key. Further, participants were asked at the end of the questionnaire, if they want 
to pre-register for the network of evaluators1, and agree to store their email-address for this purpose 
in an external file that cannot be linked to the response data, once the study is closed.   

The questionnaire in the first wave was a semi-structured questionnaire, i.e., a combination of closed 
and open questions. Participants were invited to rate the priority of seven sets of items, derived from 
previous deliverables, protocols from discussions and further input from the project consortium and 
ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ͘�&Žƌ�ŽŶĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐ͕�ƚŚĞǇ�ǁĞƌĞ�ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ�ĚĞƌŝǀĞĚ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ǁŚĞŶ�͞ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͟�ǁĞƌĞ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚ�ĂƐ�
requirement for evaluators during the workshops conducted in WP3. For another thing, they were 
indirectly derived, e.g., when it was mentioned during the workshops, that, usually, teams of 
evaluators were deployed for the exercŝƐĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕�͞ĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ͟ was derived as a potential 
skill. Further, they were provided to opportunity to make comments, e.g., on the circumstances or 
additional skills.    

In the second wave, the participants (n=20) were asked to comment on the preliminary results from 
wave 1 (on tendencies, as well as consent or dissent) and were invited to change their initial 
assessment made in wave 1. Thus, the questionnaire consisted of statements derived from the 

 
1 The experts willing to participate will be invited to the online platform directly after the launch of the ͞Network of Evaluators.͟ 
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preliminary findings and the opportunity to comment on these statements. The response rate was at 
40% (n=8) with varying degrees of item non-response. A decrease was expected for qualitative and in-
depth comments.  

Data analysis was oriented towards finding an informed consent among experts. Thus, an analysis of 
descriptive indicators together with a qualitative analysis of open comments is appropriate. Assuming 
that the distances on the response scales are approximately equal, descriptive parameters for the 
items were examined. The mean and mode values were taken as an indicator for the average 
assessment within the expert sample, the standard deviation was taken as an indicator for consent or 
dissent.   

As the sampling strategy for the delphi panel was not oriented towards statistical generalizability, but 
rather was a conscious sample that aims for a set of rich expertise, it is important to explicitly 
emphasize that the values provided below are just valid for the groups of panellists and do not 
represent the opinion of the civil protection community. This is in accordance with the overall purpose 
of the delphi panel that is to find an informed consent on the required skills and competencies required 
for exercise evaluators.  

To do so, the survey conducters examined descriptive parameters (mode, mean, standard deviation - 
ĂƐƐƵŵŝŶŐ�ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ�͞ ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƐ͟�ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ�ŶŽƚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͕�ůŽǁ͕�ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇͿ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƵƚ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐ�
emphasize on the open comments of both rounds. The plots provided below provide information on 
the central tendency (Y-Axes), taken as an indicator for the perceived priority of certain skills and 
competencies, and scattering (X-Axes), taken as an indicator for the consent or dissent of the 
participating experts. The graphs are to be interpreted as follows: Items (skills/competencies) that are 
located on the left-bottom corner are rated, on average, with high priority and high consent. These 
were interpreted as universal requirements, which each evaluator shall feature. Items that are located 
in the upper part are rated with relative low priority. These features were interpreted as nice add-ons, 
that may, indeed, be relevant in specific situations, but not to be taken as pre-requirements for 
exercise evaluators. Items that are located in the middle were rated with moderate priority and neither 
consent nor dissent. These items resemble skills and competencies that either have high priority but 
just for certain tasks and contexts, or as skills and competencies that evaluators should have, but not 
as necessary preconditions for becoming an evaluator. This is in line with the remark of a respondent, 
namely that high priority may indicate a requirement for all evaluators, while lower priority may add 
value to the evaluation teams, but varies along with the roles/tasks and type of evaluation. Another 
one argued, lower priority does not necessarily mean that the competence at hand would not add 
value to the evaluation at all, but that some of the competencies may contribute more, and some 
complement each other. Finally, items that are located on the right-side in the middle, resemble skills 
and competencies with extreme dissent, so to say a bifurcation of the expert group with one group 
assigning high priority and the other low priority to not required (see figure 1). It is important to note 
that discriminatory power is relatively low. Rather, tendencies and distances between items are to be 
considered.   
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Figure 1: Priority of skills and competencies 
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3 ZĞƐƵůƚƐ 

The following section provides the results of the delphi study.  

Figure 2 gives an overview over all 106 items. A broad set of skills and competencies is, on average, 
rated with moderate priority and medium deviation. Beyond that, a smaller set of skills and 
competencies has been rated with high priority on a rather consensual basis (i.e., lower dispersion). 
Few have been rated with no to low priority and some have been rated with very high dissent.   

In this regard, it is interesting that items for professional competence and knowledge (orange) have 
been rated with lower priority than items for other competence areas. None of them may be 
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ� Ă� ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂů� ;Žƌ� ͞ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ͟� ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚͿ� ŽƚŚĞƌ� ƚŚĂŶ� ƐŽŵĞ� ŬĞǇ͕� ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů� ĂŶĚ� ƐŽĐŝĂů�
competencies. Rather, knowledge on specific subject matters may highly depend on the planned 
exercise and its context.   

 



 

 

 

Figure 2: Prioritization of skill
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3.1 Basic Requirements and Practical Skills 

x High priority/consent: Availability2 during exercise, and physical attendance were rated with 
high priority and high consent. Availability during exercise planning/preparation was also rated 
with relatively high priority, but still lower than availability and physical attendance during the 
exercise. Further, analytical skills, contextuality and text comprehension were rated with high 
priority and relative consent. Also, issues that relate to proper behaviour during the exercise 
were rated with high priority and consent such as the knowledge of the safety measures, and 
the rules of engagement.   

x Moderate-high priority/neither nor-dissent: Competencies that enable understanding and 
comprehension were also prioritized, e.g., the familiarity with colloquial language, and the 
knowledge of formal terminology and abbreviations, and intercultural competence (moderate 
to high priority). Further, ability to assess and organisational skills were rated with moderate 
to high priority. Ability to assess was rated with relatively high priority and with higher 
dispersion.   

x Moderate priority/low consent: the knowledge of local culture, as well as creativity, problem 
and solution orientation were rated with moderate priority and lower consent.   

x Moderate to low priority: Indicators for practical experience, such as previous exercise 
participation, evaluation records, an evaluation training degree as well as the affiliation to first 
responder organisations were rated with moderate to low priority and lower consent. The 
same applies to competencies that enable to navigate through the scenery, such as spatial 
awareness/orientation and the capability to apply analog navigation or navigation systems. 
Staff management capabilities were also rated rather low. The same applies to the ability to 
properly communicate with the media and the mastery of the phonetic alphabet.   

x Low priority-not required: Finally, the possession of a driving licence and the ability to provide 
first aid were rated with very low priority or were not required at all.   

We have aggregated and interpreted the results as follows:   

Involvement: The involvement in the exercise is a basic requirement of outstanding importance. In the 
second round of the study, each respondent agreed upon that (n=7). However, exceptions may exist 
in specific cases. Evaluators must be at least available during the exercise. Preferably, they are also 
ĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ƉŚĂƐĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�Ă�ƉƌĞƌĞƋƵŝƐŝƚĞ͘�KŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͕�͞Evaluators 
indeed could be good to participate in the planning phase, but it is not necessary and it is often not the 
case as tŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ�Ăƚ�Ă�ůĂƚĞƌ�ƐƚĂŐĞ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘ Usually, it should be sufficient, if the lead evaluator 
is available then, ͞ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ǁŽƌŬ�ĂƐ�ƚĞĂŵ͕�ĂǀĂŝůĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ĚƵƌŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ�ƉŚĂƐĞ�ĐŽƵůĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞ�
delegated to a 'lead evaluator' and not all evaluĂƚŽƌƐ�ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ͘͟;ZĚ͘�Ϯ).  Further, evaluators 
must physically attend the exercise. This may hold for field-exercises and command-post-exercises 
without any limitation, but there might also be, e.g., discussion-based exercises, that may be created 
ŝŶ�Ă�ĚŝŐŝƚĂů�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕�ǁŚĞƌĞ�ǀŝƌƚƵĂů�ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞĚ͘�,ĞͬƐŚĞ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͕�͞in that 
case if the exercise is partly digital the evaluators need not be present.͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�
ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞In exercises with physical participation (majority ones), the physical participation 
of the evaluators is also a prerequisite. Exception can be computer assisted exercises that players are 
from their offices and the exercise occurs online via an assisting tool. This relatively new type of 
exercise, very effective for multi-ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ĂŶĚ�ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞƐ͕�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŶŽƚ�ďĞ�ŶĞŐůĞĐƚĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�

 
2 ͞Availability͞ is taken as an indicator of temporal availability. However, in the analysis and interpretation stage, the project team 
recognized that it may also be understood as an indicator for being accesible by phone, radio communication or else. This different 
interpretation of the concept must be taken into consideration. 
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2). Here, the mode of attendance seems to correlate with the mode of attendance of exercise 
participants. Further, one shall critically reflect on that even if the evaluator is attending the exercise 
on site, it may not be possible for him or her to be present at each site, which must be taken into 
ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ͕�͞one could also question if it is actually possible for evaluators to be physically present at all 
exercise locations. Here, the objectives and focus of the evaluations should be leading to prioritize 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Compliance with formal and informal behavioral rules: Evaluators must understand how to properly 
act during the exercise. They have to understand and comply with the rules of engagement and safety 
measures at the exercise site(s). In the second round, 7 agreed (n=7) upon that. One respondent 
ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞ evaluators must be a plus and not a concern of exercise organizatioŶ͘͟ (Rd. 2). Despite 
ĂŐƌĞĞŵĞŶƚ͕�ŽŶĞ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚ�ǁĂƐ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ǀĂŐƵĞ͕�͞sounds great but is rather 
vague: what is proper behavior, of course someone needs to behave properly, but what does it mean͘ �͟
(Rd. 2) Thus, it is from high importance to elaborate on the expected role behaviors and the general 
rules of engagement in greater detail during the exercise planning (Code of Conduct), which shall then 
become a key part in the training/briefing of the evaluators. Beyond compliance with formal rules, 
intercultural competence and knowledge of the local culture are valued competencies. Although not 
being a knock-out-criterion, evaluators should be aware of acting within a specific context, i.e., in 
foreign countries and within culturally heterogeneous teams. In round 2, 5 experts (n=7) agreed on 
ƚŚĂƚ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ĂŶǇ�ůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ�;Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͞Indeed it is not a prerequisite but it is a competence that should be 
considered when recruiting"), while others suggested greater importance. One respondent 
ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚĞĚ͕�͞they should indeed comply with this, especially the context of international cooperation 
should be nothing new for them, as they need to be able to act proper in an international environment 
ǁŝƚŚ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ). One expert agreed, but suggested to consider various subcultures as 
ǁĞůů͕� ͞Fully agree, but not only local culture is important, any (sub-) culture (incl. UCPM 'culture') 
ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Comprehension: Evaluators must be able to identify problems and deviance (analytical skills, text 
comprehension) and understand it within their specific context (contextuality): ͞DǇ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�
evaluating and evaluators is that they need to be able to apply a certain level of logic and therefore 
need analyticĂů�ƐŬŝůůƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�In the second round, 7 agreed upon that (n=7). 1 emphasized that this 
may lie Ăƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂƌƚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕�͞evaluation implies comprehension what you see and  write it 
ĚŽǁŶ�ŝŶ�ĂŶ�ĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂů�ǁĂǇ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭ). 2 suggested a more comprehensive wording not being limited to 
identify problems and deviances, e.g., ͞�ǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ� ƐŚŽƵůĚ� ŶŽƚ� ŽŶůǇ� ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ� ;ƚŚŝƐ� ŝƐ�ŵŽƌĞ� ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ� ƚŽ�
observation) but also be able to analyse (not only deviances). Context (in its broadest sense) is very 
important and should be taken into account in the analysis phase that leads to a conclusion 
;ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚͿ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ  

Further, ability to assess was also rated with rather high priority, but on lower consent. This may again 
reflect the variety of evaluator roles and focus. However, in round number 2, just 2 agreed on that 
;ŶсϴͿ͘�/ƚ�ŝƐ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĂƐƐĞƐƐ�ŝƐ�ŽĨ�ŐƌĞĂƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͞I believe that this skill should 
be given a much higher priority. What is written here creates a confusion: An Evaluator is NOT a Note 
Taker! He can do both, but if we are talking about Evaluators, then the ability assess [sic!] what she / 
he observes, and whether this is relevant to her / his task is perhaps the most fundamental aspect of 
ƚŚĞ� ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͘͟� ;ZĚ͘� Ϯ). While one argued, that this is crucial for each evaluator ;͞ŝŶ� Ăůů� ƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ�
ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ƚŽ�ƌĞǀĞĂů�ƵŶĞǆƉĞĐƚĞĚ�ǀŝĞǁƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ͟Ϳ�others understand assessment as 
Ă�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƚĂƐŬ�ĂƐƐŝŐŶĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ƌŽůĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͞I would suggest various phases as 
mentioned in the text so you have various roles/functions (that can be separate or in one person i.e. 
the evaluator): ŽďƐĞƌǀĞƌƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚ�ŽďƐĞƌǀĂďůĞ�ĚĂƚĂ͕�ĂŶĂůǇƐƚƐ�;ǁŚŽ�ĂŶĂůǇƐĞ�ĚĂƚĂͿ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵƚŚŽƌƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�
2) Indeed, mainly the lead evaluator and some evaluators appointed by the lead and the exercise 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂƌĞ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĂƚĂ�ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ͘͟  
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Organizational talented: Even though evaluators should feature organizational skills, staff 
management was rated with lower priority. These skills may add value, but are not equally required 
for each evaluator, e.g., required for lead evaluators. 5 agreed upon that, 1 rather agreed (n=6). 1 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞĚ͕�͞Yes as evaluators are added value and not concern for exercise organisers and may need 
to serve in other roles ŝĨ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Language skills: Clearly, evaluators must be able to communicate and understand and comprehend 
communication between the exercise participants.   

High level of English proficiency: On average, respondents declare an English proficiency level between 
B2 and C1 according to the CEFR as a minimum requirement, listening and reading skills being rated 
somewhat higher than speaking and writing skills. While, in round number 2, 5 fully agreed, 1 
commented on the need for communicative skills (see below), which is more about bringing language 
in action, so to say, than formal language skills, and one questioned, ͞/�ǁŽŶĚĞƌ�ǁŚǇ�ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂƌĞ�
more important that active skills....an evaluator should not only be able to collect but his/her most 
important role is to share the evaluation outcomes and therefor active skills are more important. So in 
ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ĨƵůĨŝůů�ŝƚƐ�ƌŽůĞ�ĂĐƚŝǀĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉƌŽĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘  

English is the working language of the UCPM exercises. Further, English is required during actual 
disasters and international civil protection missions. One respondent in round 1 clearly prioritizes 
English proficiency compared with local language proficiency and highlights, that not just evaluators, 
but also local actors need to communicate in an international language: ͞ůŽĐĂů� ƉĞŽƉůĞ� ŵƵƐƚ� ďĞ�
encouraged to speak, write and understand international languages and especially English as FSX are 
international and in reality, many foreigners will be present during actual disasters.͟ (Rd.1) 

Further, English proficiency requirements also vary along roles and tasks to be conducted. Lead 
evaluators, for example, are required a higher level of English proficiency. In round 2, 5 agreed on that 
(n=5).  

Finally, language requirements also vary along with exercise types. E.g., for an observation and 
evaluation of technical skills, even a lower level of B1 might be sufficient, while the evaluation of 
communication during a high level tabletop exercise (TTX) may require at least C1, one respondent 
ŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ�ďǇ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ͕�ǁŚŽ�ĂƌŐƵĞƐ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�͞for the tabletop (discussion-
based exercise), the level of language (speaking and listening) should be higher, as by definition 
everything is discussion-based͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�/Ŷ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�ϰ�ŽĨ�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ǁŚŝůĞ�ŽŶĞ�ǁĂƐ�ǁŽŶĚĞƌŝŶŐ�
ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞can you provide reasoning behind this? I can imagine that this is due to the possibility to 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĐůĂƌŝĨǇ͘͟ (Rd. 2) 

Team members with local language skills: The required level of proficiency in the local language, on 
the other hand, is rated rather low. If declared as a requirement, basic language skills were declared 
sufficient with slightly higher values for speaking and listening skills. In round 2, 5 of 5 agreed on that, 
ŽŶĞ� ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ� ƐƚƌŽŶŐ� ͞ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞ� ŽŶ� ΖƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶΖ� ŶŽƚ� ĂƐ� ŶĞĐĞƐƐŝƚǇ͟� (Rd. 2).  
However, it may clearly add value to exercise evaluation, as several respondents highlight, and it is 
highly recommended to have an evaluator team, with some being able to understand local language: 
͞the inclusion within the team of evaluators of persons speaking, writing and understanding the local 
language is very useful as all types of exercises and evaluators' tasks, however, cannot be a prerequisite 
ĨŽƌ�ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŶŐ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ͘͟�;Rd.1Ϳ��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽŶĞ�ĂƌŐƵĞƐ͕�͞It is always good to have "local" evaluators who 
know the local language and English at a good level, which makes the job somewhat easier, but if the 
evaluation coordinator knows both languages and the exercises are in the local language, there is no 
ƉƌŽďůĞŵ�ǁŝƚŚ�ůĂƚĞƌ�ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭ). However, others argued that the evaluation team may also be 
provided with assistance for understanding local language, e.g., by providing specific functions such as 
͞ĂŶ�ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĞƌ͟�;ZĚ͘ ϮͿ�Žƌ�͞ĂŶ��ǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ�>ŝĂŝƐŽŶ�KĨĨŝĐĞƌ͕�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŽŶĞ;ƐͿ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĨŽƌ��h�Wd͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ or 
ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů�ĂƐƐŝƐƚŝǀĞ�ƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐ͕�ƐƵĐŚ�ĂƐ�Ă�͞ƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶ�ƐŽĨƚǁĂƌĞ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  
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Further, the priority of local language proficiency also depends on the evaluation objects and 
objectives. In international exercises, English language proficiency is considered sufficient for an 
evaluator focusing on the communication and interactions between the European Union and member 
States and tŚĞ�ůŽĐĂů�ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŐĞŶĐǇ�;>�D�Ϳ͕�ĨŽƌ�ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�͞If the focus is on 
the LEMA then local language skills are required (but not for all evaluators, only the evaluator focusing 
on that partͿ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�dŚĂƚ�͞ specific tasks and objects may require local language skills͟�ǁĂƐ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�
ŝŶ�ZĚ͘�Ϯ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͕�ǁŚŝůĞ�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽŶĞ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƉĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�͞ƐŵŽŽƚŚ͟�;Žƌ�
ŶŽƚͿ�ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�>�D��ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ� ůŝŶŬĞĚ�ƚŽ�ůŽĐĂů�ůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ�ƐŬŝůůƐ͕�͞even if the knowledge of 
local language is absent an evaluator must be capable to understand smooth of LEMA functioning or 
ŶŽƚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Practical language: Evaluators observe and analyse the communication, actions, etc. of the members 
of the emergency management system. Thus, they should also understand formal and informal 
language used within emergency management and the civil protection community, such as formal 
terminology, commonly used abbreviations, and colloquial language.  

Affiliation & Experience vs. Alienness: Interestingly, the need to be affiliated to a first responder 
organization and previous experience with exercises or exercise evaluation was rated with rather low 
priority, with relatively high dissent for affiliation to a first responder organization (Rd. 1). This 
contradicted our expectations, but to some degree is in line with recommendations to favor external 
evaluators, who do not have close ties to the evaluation objects and are not confronted with conflicts 
of interests.   

In round 2, it became even clearer that the relevance of experience and affiliation is quite 
controversial. 4 of 5 agreed that affiliation and practical experience may add value but is not 
necessarily required. One position ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ� ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ�ŽĨ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĂůŝĞŶ͕� ͞Many times you need the 
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƐŝŐŚƚ�ŽĨ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŶŽ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ�ŝŶ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞƐ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƐĞĞ�ƚŚŝŶŐƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ĐĂŶ�ŶŽƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�
2), whereas the other position ŝƐ�ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚ�ďǇ�Ă�ƌĞůƵĐƚĂŶĐĞ�ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ůĂĐŬ�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ͕�͞without 
any previous experience one cannot evalƵĂƚĞ�ƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇ�ŚŽǁ�Ă�ƌĞƐĐƵĞ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞͬŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŝŶŐ͟�;ZĚ͘�
2). The same pattern occurred regarding the perceived benefits of being alien to the organizations and 
ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘�ϰ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�;Ŷс�ϱͿ͕�ǁŝƚŚ�ŽŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƐƚƌŽŶŐůǇ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ�ŝƚ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘�ƐĂǇŝŶŐ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞Fully agree. Need 
to have a "clear" picture that most people closely engaged to an organisation are used to and do not 
ŶŽƚŝĐĞ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ). Others pointed to the fact that being alien must not mean a lack of understanding, 
Ğ͘Ő͕͘�͞Certainly, but you do need to know ƚŚĞ�ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ͕͊͟�ĂŶĚ�ďŽƚŚ�ĂůŝĞŶŶĞƐƐ�ĂŶĚ�ĨĂŵŝůŝĂƌŝƚǇ�
ĂƌĞ� ĂŵďŝŐƵŽƵƐ� ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ͕� ͞ĐŽƵůĚ� ďĞ� ĂŶ� ĂĚĚĞĚ� ǀĂůƵĞ� ďƵƚ� ŝƐ� Ă� ĚŝƐĂĚǀĂŶƚĂŐĞ� Ăƚ� ŽƚŚĞƌ� ƉĂƌƚƐ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ�
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

While this is highly informed by epistemological and methodological stances, the contradiction 
becomes even stronger, when considering practical problems that may occur. 4 out of 6 agreed on the 
statement, that external evaluators, who are affiliated to the same kind of organization, should be 
preferred to internal evaluators. However, 2 respondents strongly contradicted this statement, one 
ƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ�ƌĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ�ŽĨ�ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ͕�͞This is a debatable item. As we are not 
talking about a certification (INSARAG-type), the non-involvement of the conducting organisation (in 
particular) in the evalution process might result in findings which are not 'owned' by the people who 
should care most about them. DG-ECHO has been particularly sensitive about this aspect in its exercises, 
ĂŶĚ�ƌŝŐŚƚůǇ�ƐŽ�;/�ĨĞĞůͿ͟ (Rd. 1), one conƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ�ĂŶ�ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬ�ůŽŽƉ͕�͞addition I really question if 
it is necessary to have (solely) have [sic!] an external evaluator if the purpose of an exercise is learning. 
Internal evaluators with a larger distance to the evaluation object might be even better as the 
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐ�ŐĂŝŶĞĚ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂŵ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘ Again, it seems that a certain attitude 
and soft skills (objectivity, critical distance) is far more important than formal characteristics. Further, 
it becomes clear, that a good evaluation must not just take into account a well performed evaluation 
in terms of theory and methodology, but also must consider, what is required to put the evaluation in 
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ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ͘� dŚĞ� ͞ďĞƐƚ͟� ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͕� ƐŽ� ƚŽ� ƐĂǇ͕� ǁŽƵůĚ� ďĞ� ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐůĞƐƐ͕� ŝĨ� ŝƚ� ŝƐ� ŶĞŐlected and not paid 
attention to its finding.   

This tension is partly solved, when considering the competence area of professional knowledge, where 
the need for understanding was expressed in contrast to mere professional expertise. Finally, having 
mixed teams in terms of practical experience and affiliation may be a good clue, thus including 
evaluators that are familiar with the system and organizational processes and structures, and 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ� ƚŚĂƚ� ĂƌĞ� ĂůŝĞŶ� ƚŽ� ŝƚ͘� /Ŷ� ƌŽƵŶĚ� Ϯ͕� ƚŚŝƐ� ǁĂƐ� ĂŐĂŝŶ� ƌĂŝƐĞĚ� ďǇ� ĂŶ� ĞǆƉĞƌƚ͕� ͞a mix should be 
ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Cognitive maturity: The minimum required formal education was rated between uppers secondary 
ƐĐŚŽŽů�ĂŶĚ��ĂĐŚĞůŽƌ͛Ɛ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞ͘�KŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ƌĞŵĂƌŬƐ͕�͞/ƚ͛Ɛ�ŶŽƚ�ƌŽĐŬĞƚ�ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ͕�ďƵƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�Ăƚ�
ůĞĂƐƚ�ƵƉƉĞƌ� ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ� ƚŽ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ� ƚŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ͟� ;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘ Evaluators must be able to 
understand various concepts, organizational structures, and key competencies such as coherent 
writing, etc. and formal education may indicate these.   

However, respondents are quite reluctant against a too rigid declaration of a minimum education. 
Again, soft skills and attitudes are mentioned as far more important than formal certificates or alike. 
�͘Ő͕͘�ŽŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐƐƵĞ͗�͞An academic degree offers many skills that are useful for an 
evaluator BUT many useful skills are not learned in school, which is why I would not set a minimum 
education a status. In any case, relevant work (or volunteer) experience is far more important than 
formal education͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�,ĞƌĞ�ŝƚ�ďĞĐŽŵĞƐ�ĐůĞĂƌ�ƚŚĂƚ�ĨŽƌŵĂů�ĐĞƌƚŝĨŝĐĂƚĞƐ�may be an indicator for skills 
and competencies, but neither a guarantee nor a logic precondition. Thus, the requirement may rather 
be termed cognitive maturity than formal level of education. One respondent elaborates on that: 
͞More important is the thinking level than the actual formal degree. A thinking the level [sic!] of 
ƉƌĞĨĞƌĂďůǇ�ďĂĐŚĞůŽƌ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŽĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭ). In a similar vein, another respondent argues in favor of academic 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͕�ďƵƚ�ĂůƐŽ�ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞƐ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ͕�͞my experience with evaluating and 
evaluators is that they need to be able to apply a certain level of logic and there for [sic!] need analytical 
skills. Evaluation is comparable to research and this is mostly provided a bachelor/master level. Maybe 
it is better to indicate competences instead of education status. Because some education is less 
ƐƵŝƚĂďůĞ͘͞ (Rd. 1) Again, some diversity in the team composition is favorable.  Teams shall be mixed in 
ƚĞƌŵƐ�ŽĨ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŽĐĐƵƉĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ͘��ĞƐŝĚĞƐ�ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƐ͕�ĂůƐŽ�͞ people of practice͕͟�ŽŶĞ�
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ǁƌŝƚĞƐ͕�ƐŚĂůů�ďĞ�ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ͘��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ŽŶĞ�ĞůĂďŽƌĂƚĞƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚŝƐ�ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ͗�͞Obviously, a degree 
provides a certain status especially for written skills, ability for data elaboration etc., however it 
depends on the specific role of the evaluator and the capability he/she is appointed to evaluate. 
Depending on the role and position of the evaluator, his/her practical experience can be more valuable, 
with some minimum of skills. Different backgrounds and profiles, of a practitioner or of a manager or 
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ�/Ŷ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�;ŶсϱͿ͕�ŽŶĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞŵ�ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ�ĂƌŐƵŝŶŐ͕�͞I think this 
should not be pretested as an independent variable. As you already mention practical experience might 
be equivalent. Maybe other competencies such as language skills, analytical skills, observation skills, 
etc. are important and this is not only taught iŶ�ĨŽƌŵĂů�ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Ability to navigate: Spatial skills (orientation, analog navigation, navigation system) were rated with 
moderate to low priority. They add value but are not to be considered a kick-off criterion. However, 
evaluators must be able to understand exercise plans and maps and to navigate through the 
scenery/sceneries to handle the situation.  

Orientation towards action problems: There was dissent on the evaluators attitude towards action 
problems (problem-oriented, solution-oriented, creativity). While the mere evaluation not necessarily 
depends on these features, they may support evaluators in the evaluation situation. Creativity, for 
example, provides him/her with the ability to find ad-hoc solutions for unforeseen challenges.  



 

 

 
Figure 3: Prioritization of basic skills and competencies
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3.2 Professional competencies  

Interestingly, professional knowledge on diverse subject matters was rated with moderate priority and 
slight differences in the level of consent. The reults were aggregated and interpreted as follows:  

Professional knowledge on the evaluation objects: For one thing, the broad variety of exercises comes 
to the fore. Which professional knowledge areas matter the most, is a matter of the evaluation objects, 
objectives, and exercise goals: ͞tŚŝĐŚ�ĐŽŵƉĞŶƚĞŶĐĞ�ŝƐ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ�ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ŽĨ�ƚŚe exercise 
and compentences related to the objectives should have high priority, but this could be spread by 
priority on different evaluators. F.e. the system is important for an objective related to coordination, 
while the technics are more important for ĂŶ�ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�ŵŽĚƵůĞ͟�
(Rd. 1). Another argues: ͞dŚĞ� ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů� ĐŽŵƉĞŶƚĞŶĐĞƐ� ĚĞƉĞŶĚ� ŽŶ� ƚŚĞ� ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ� ĂŶĚ� ŵŽƌĞŽǀĞƌ�
evaluation aims. If the focus of the evaluation is technical then the evaluator might require some more 
background in this and thus it is a high priority. If the focus is on the system than the systems 
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�ŝƐ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ. Again and again, the respondents emphasized that especially 
regarding the required areas of expertise, there is no answer that fits exercise evaluation in general: 
͞dŚŝƐ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ�ƚŽ�ĂŶƐǁĞƌ�ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ�ůŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�dŽZ�[Task or Role] of the evaluator and 
the exercise objectives.  E.g; if USAR [urban search and rescue] tactics is an objective it requires a 
different skill set than evaluating the Information management in  ƚŚĞ�ǁŽƌŬ�ŽĨ�Ă�ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐ�ƐƚĂĨĨ͟�;ZĚ͘�
1). There simply is no general requirement for an evaluator to cover knowledge in particular areas, but 
rather, evaluators with various areas of expertise shall be properly selected in line with the planned 
exercise and its particular goals at hand: ͞d,��ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ�ĚŽĞƐ�ŶŽƚ�ĞǆŝƐƚ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ĐƌŝƚĞƌŝĂ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�
ĨŽƌ�ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ŐŝǀĞŶ͕�ŶŽǁ�ƚŚĞǇ�ĂƌĞ�ďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇ�ĞƋƵĂůůǇ�;ƵŶͿŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘  

Knowledge on the evaluation objects (what is to be evaluated) is of high importance, one respondent 
argues in line with the others, while, in this regard, the type of exercise and exercise context (scenario 
being trained), matters less: ͞The knowledge of the evaluators depends on what should be assessed 
and what should be strongly emphasized during the training, then the type of exercises does not matter. 
It's good when the evaluators have an experience to be evaluators then the knowledge about the 
specifiĐ�ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ�ŝƐ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƐĞĐŽŶĚ�ƉůĂĐĞ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭ). This was also supported in round 2 (5 of 5 agreed).   

In round 2, it became even more obvious that knowledge on the specific evaluation objects and 
exercise goals being trained is needed. 4 of 5 agreed on that; one highlighted the need to differentiate 
between expertise/professional knowledge and ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ͗�͞�ƚ�ůĞĂƐƚ�ƚŚĞǇ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŐĂŝŶ�
this experience, but the level depends...be careful that this does not contradict earlier statements e.g. 
an evaluator does not have to be an operational commander or so to evaluate them, they rather should 
ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌŽůĞ͘�dŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ΖƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐΖ�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ďĞ�Ă�ďĞƚƚĞƌ�ƚĞƌŵ�ƚŚĂŶ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�
2).  
Accordingly, 3 of 5 experts agreed that it is not possible to list the specific areas of expertise prior to 
the planning of a specific exercise. However, the other 2 remarked, that, again, expertise shall be 
changed with understanding, and that a broad understanding or overview of disaster management 
and civil protection adds much value, thus might be considered a universal requirement, because this 
ĂůƐŽ�ƌĞůĂƚĞƐ�ƚŽ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�͞ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƚǇ͗͟�͞Broad experience offers significant added 
value as many things are connected in civil protection and many times professionals miss the link (i.e. 
disabled people  and civil protection, tourism sector engagement etc). So one must see the broader 
objectives and links of an exercise and decide on expertisĞ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

What is from outstanding importance, is that evaluators must have a solid understanding on their own 
role and functions in the exercise, and how their evaluation may impact the field of civil protection. 5 
of 5 agreed upon that in round 2.   
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Finally, there was disagreement on the conclusion that expertise is not needed a priori, because 
sufficient knowledge on the specific areas can be trained beforehand. While, again, 3 of 5 agreed upon 
that statement, 2 critically remarked that it depends on the time horizon of the training program, or 
questioning the possibility at all: ͞/�ĚŽ�ŶŽƚ�ƐĞĞ�ŚŽǁ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͕�ĂŶ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ŬŶŽǁ�ǁŚĂƚ�ŚĞ�
ŝƐ�ĂƐŬĞĚ�ĨŽƌ�ƐŽ�ŚĞͬƐŚĞ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Going native (to some degree): In line with the cŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ� ĂďŽǀĞ͕� ƚŚĞ� ƌŽůĞ� ŽĨ� ŚĂǀŝŶŐ� ͞ŵĂƚĞƌŝĂů͟�
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�Žƌ�ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�͞ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ͟�ǁĂƐ͕�ƚŽ�ƐŽŵĞ�ĚĞŐƌĞĞ͕�Ă�ĐŽŶƚƌŽǀĞƌƐŝĂů�ŝƐƐƵĞ͘�KŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ�
ƚŚĂƚ�ďĞŝŶŐ�ĂůŝĞŶ�ƚŽ�Ă�ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͕�Žƌ�ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ�ŵĂǇ�ĂĚĚ�ĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂů�ǀĂůƵĞ͗�͞Some times weaknesses are 
revealed by people not so experienced in a topic, so not used to the procedures, and thus able (if they 
have some broader perspective of the situation) the issues that need improvement. It is like external 
ĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂŶƚƐ�ŝŶ�Ă�ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ�;ƚŚĞ�ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ�ĞǇĞͿ͟ (Rd. 1). This is in line with emphasize on independence 
and critical distance mentioned below (personal competencies) and the relatively low priority of being 
affiliated to first responder organizations and exercise experiences (both evaluation records and 
previous participation).   

Further, 4 of 6 have agreed on the statement in round 2. However, going native must not be mixed up 
ǁŝƚŚ�ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ�ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ�Ăƚ�Ăůů͘�KŶĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞lacking relevant knowledge could 
be a problem for the whole evaluator team, which could outweigh the added positive effect of the 
ƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĨŝŶĚ�Ă�ďůŝŶĚ�ƐƉŽƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘ Another one agreed but pointed out that ͞ŝƚ� ŝƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ŐŽŽĚ�ƚŽ�
ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ�ŝŶ�ƚĞĂŵƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ�ďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚƐ͕�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ͕�ĞƚĐ͘͟;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘�And elsewhere, another expert 
remarked that ͞ƚŚĞ� ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ� ŵƵƐƚ� ďĞ� ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĂďůĞ� ŝŶ� Ăƚ� ůĞĂƐƚ� ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ� ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ� ƚŽ� ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ�
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

More and more, it seems that being evaluator requires a certain attitude, role understanding and 
systemic thinking, rather than a bundle of expertise on subject matters: ͞/ƚ� ŝƐ� ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ� ƚŚĂƚ� ƚŚĞ�
evaluator understand the scope of the exercise and the importance that his role have on its outcome, 
ĂŶĚ�ƚŚƵƐ�ƚŽ�ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵ�ŚŝƐ�ƚĂƐŬƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůŝƐŵ�ĂŶĚ�ƐĞƌŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘ In round 2, also 5 out of 5 
agreed that being evaluator seems to be much more about softs skills and key competence, rather 
ƚŚĂŶ�Ă�ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ�͞ůŝƐƚ͟�ŽĨ�ŚĂƌĚ�ƐŬŝůůƐ.  

 



 

 

 
Figure 4: Prioritization of professional knowledge 
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3.3 Methodological competencies  

Methodological competencies were, on average, rated as follows:   

x High priority/consent: Respondents rather agreed that the ability to conduct observations and 
to use computers and forms and checklists are of high priority.  

x Moderate-high priority/neither nor: The ability to use messenger services, evaluation apps, 
smartphones, cameras and VCT were rated with moderate to high priority. The same applies 
to data gathering methods such as interviews, document analysis, surveys, and data 
processing and analytical methods. Meta-competencies such as technical literacy, and the 
ability to select the proper methods were also rated with moderate to high priority. The ability 
to hold After-Action-Reviews and Debriefs was also rated with rather high priority, while 
workshops in general were rated with moderate priority and low consent.   

x Moderate-low priority/neither nor: General methodological competencies in the area of 
qualitative or quantitative research methods, as well as the opportunity to use radio 
communication was rated with lower priority.   

This may be aggregated and interpreted as follows:   

General methodological rigor: Methods shall be applied with rigor. Methodological skills and 
competence seem to be rather important. One respondent emphasized: ͞Complementarity of methods 
and tools is the key to a successful evaluation͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘��ŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐŝǌĞƐ͗�͞Many exercises 
don't progress beyond basic observations and some scribbled notes. Proper data collection, 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ�ŝƐ�ŽĨƚĞŶ�ůĂĐŬŝŶŐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘ In round 2, 5 of 5 agreed, with one pointing out 
that methodological rigor is a cross-ĐƵƚƚŝŶŐ�ŝƐƐƵĞ͕�͞ However this also influences the previously identified 
competences. /ƚ�ŝƐ�Ăůů�ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Basic tools and methods: Evaluators must generally be able to apply basic tools, such as computers 
and forms and checklists, and particular methods, i.e. observation. Beyond that, hardly any 
methodological competence may be considered a universal requirement for evaluators in general. In 
ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�ϰ�ŽĨ�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ͕�ǁŚŝůĞ�ŽŶĞ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶĞĚ͕�͞What about other methods such as interviews, 
surveying, focus-groups, group-ƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ�ĂƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĂƐ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ĨŽƌ�ĂŶ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ͍͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ�This 
ambiguity can be easily resolved, when considering that the ǀĂƌŝĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ͛Ɛ�ƌŽůĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞ�
exercise types, scale and objective. These require the application of certain tools and methods, while 
observation and computers and checklists may be perceived as standard repository of evaluators that 
are important for each role and task.   

Methodological meta-competence for leads and organizers: Firstly, which tools and methods are to 
be prioritized in the selection of proper evaluators varies along with exercise characteristics such as 
type, scale and objectives meaning that not each skill counts as skill in each context and vice versa. 
Here, the priority of methodological meta-competence comes to the fore, i.e., the ability to select the 
proper tools and methods, as one expert emphasizes, ͞tŚĂt is to be evaluated must be observable. It 
is important that the evaluator can decide how the evaluation may best observe the evaluation subjects 
ƚŽ�ŵĞĞƚ�ƚŚĞ�ŐŽĂů͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭ) In round 2, 4 of 6 agreed on that. One highlighted that this is to some degree 
at odds with the endeavour to develop a standardized methodology, ͞If we go towards a unified 
methodology of evaluation it is not necessary, however, ability to judge methodology is important for 
ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ� ŝƚ͘ �͟ ;ZĚ͘� ϭͿ  
However, even meta-competency was not rated on high priority with consent, but moderate to high 
and lower consent. Not each evaluator is equally required to feature methodological meta-
competence. It may be the most required for those, who plan and organize the evaluation approach. 
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This is supported by an expert in round 2, saying that ͞This is certainly not relevant for all members of 
ĂŶ��ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�dĞĂŵ͕�ďƵƚ�ŵŽƐƚůǇ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�WůĂŶŶĞƌƐ�ͬ��ĞƐŝŐŶĞƌƐ�ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Task-related skills: Secondly, it varies along with the role of the evaluator and the assigned tasks. In 
other words, evaluators must be capable of those methods and tools, that they are expected to apply 
during the exercise evaluation. One respondent, for example, emphasized that it makes a huge 
difference if the evaluator has merely to observe practical work or also to conduct interviews and 
analyses. Another referred to the difference between particular mandates and evaluator in the field, 
͞the methods are all very important for an exercise evaluation organizer/lead evaluator/writer of an 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ� ƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕� ďƵƚ� ƚŚŝƐ� ĚŽĞƐ� ŶŽƚ� ŝŵƉůǇ� ƚŚĂƚ� ĂŶ� ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ� ŶĞĞĚƐ� ƚŽ� ŬŶŽǁ� ƚŚŝƐ͘͟� ;ZĚ͘� ϭͿ This is 
confirmed by a further respondent, who emphasizes that ͞ƐŽŵĞ� ŽĨ� ƚŚĞ� ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ͕� Ğ͘Ő͕͘� ĚĂƚĂ�
analysis is of course good to have, but they are the most important for the Lead evaluator and its direct 
team that will do the data analysis and processing based on research methods, and not for every 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŝĞůĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�In round 2, 4 of 5 agreed, one of them adding that, therefor, training is 
necessary, and one expert criticizing that this is a too vague description.   

Methodological competence portfolio to find the best match: There are only few competencies that 
are to be considered "universal" requirements for evaluators. Beyond that, evaluators should provide 
a comprehensive portfolio in terms of expertise (substantial knowledge), methodological competence, 
social and personal competence, to support proper selection and recruitment of evaluators, but must 
not be taken as kick-off-criterion: ͞dŚĞǇ�ĐĂŶ�ďĞ�ƵƐĞĚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌƐͬǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ�ĨŽƌ�ƐĞůĞĐƚŝŶŐ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�
fit for the job but in general they are equally important for performing evaluations... but not for specific 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘ 5 of 6 agreed on that in the 2nd round. However, the issue has been raised that 
there is a need to define some standard repository methods and tools, ͞ƚŚĞ�h�WD�ŵŝŐŚƚ�ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ�ƚŚĞ�
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ĐŽŵŵŽŶ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƉƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚƐ�ŝŶ��h�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞƐ͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ). Once such a standard 
repository is defined, there is no longer a need to provide a comprehensive portfolio. Again, it was 
ĂƌŐƵĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞if we go towards a unified methodology of evaluation, it is not necessary, however, ability 
ƚŽ�ũƵĚŐĞ�ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ�ŝƐ�ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ�ĨŽƌ�ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ�ŝƚ͟�(Rd. 2). Finally, one expert remarked that this may 
ďĞ͕�ĂŐĂŝŶ͕�͞not relevant for all members of an Evaluation Team, but mostly for the Planners / Designers 
ŽĨ�ƚŚĞ��ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Preconditions vs. training agenda: Further, characteristics of the tools and methods should be taken 
into consideration, i.e., the easiness of learning how to apply them. Again, it is more about soft skills 
and meta-competencies than hard skills. One highlights, ͞ŝĨ�ŽŶĞ�ĚŽĞƐŶΖƚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ�ƚŚĞ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�
use them (e.g., software supporting evaluation tasks), they can be learned easily, and I don't think this 
should exclude a competent evaluator from performing his/her role if not very knowledgeable on the 
ƚŽŽůƐ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�While any implicit knowledge, such as digital literacy, may hardly be trained prior to a 
given exercise, certain tools can easily be introduced and learned during exercise briefings, if the 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ�ŬĞǇ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ͘�/Ŷ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�ϰ�ŽĨ�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�ĂŶĚ�ϭ�ƌĂŝƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ŝĚĞĂ͕�ƚŚĂƚ�͞an 
introduction course for evaluators should be designed (for each exercise or in generalͿ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  



 

 

 
Figure 5: Prioritization of methodological competencies  
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3.4 Social competencies  

Social competencies, i.e., the ability for successful social interactions, were rated as follows:   

x High priority/consent: Communicativeness, cooperativeness, appreciative attitude, 
adaptability, tolerance, transparency, and the ability to give constructive feedback were rated 
with high priority and rather high consent.   

x Moderate to high priority/neither nor: The openness to criticism, thus the capacity to receive 
feedback, was rated with moderate to high priority.   

x Moderate priority/low consent: Rhetorical skills, empathy, consensus-oriented attitude, and 
conflict ability were rated with moderate priority and low consent.   

x Moderate-low priority/consent: Assertiveness and being reserved was rated with moderate 
to low priority on a higher level of consent.   

x Low priority-not required/neither nor-dissent: Personal traits such as introversion or 
extroversion were rated with very low priority to not required. The same applies to 
competitiveness, leadership competency, subordination, and willingness to compromise.   

The findings may be aggregated and interpreted as follows:   

Communicativeness: Evaluators must be communicative and transparent. They need to express their 
roles and functions within the setting, and to communicate results and lessons learned to the clients 
in a way that can be easily understood: ͞Social skills are essential for an evaluator fulfilling its role and 
ƵŶĚĞƌůŝŶĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŚĞͬƐŚĞ�ŝƐ�ƚŚĞƌĞ�ŶŽƚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ƉƌŽƚĂŐŽŶŝƐƚ�ďƵƚ�ĂƐ�Ă�ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŽƌ�ŽĨ�ĐŚĂŶŐĞͬŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�
1). �ĂĐŚ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�ŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ�;ŶсϱͿ͘�ZĞŐĂƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ĨŽƌŵĞƌ͕�ŽŶĞ�ĂĚĚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ�͞evaluators are there to be seen 
as supporters and not judges and that must be ĐůĞĂƌůǇ�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞĚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘�Regarding the latter, 
ŽŶĞ�ĂĚĚĞĚ�ƚŚĂƚ͕�͞making findings understood but all participants are important especially in cases of 
non-ƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƐ� ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŝŽŶ� ƚŽ� &^y͟� ;ZĚ͘� ϮͿ͘� Obviously, evaluators are often confronted with 
reluĐƚĂŶĐĞ͘�KŶĞ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͕�͞one could also question why an evaluator needs to 'defend' his/her 
role. This has to do with a more fundamental 'problem' in the way evaluations are used and also 
perceived. Here there is not only a role for the evaluator but for the whole civil protection community 
to demonstrate the added value of evaluations and remove any fears (but we need to know where 
ƚŚĞƐĞ� ΖĨĞĂƌƐΖ� ĐŽŵĞ� ĨƌŽŵ͘͘͘Ϳ͟� ;ZĚ͘� Ϯ). This may also go as far as aggressive attitudes towards the 
evaluation teams. One expĞƌƚ�ƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝǌĞƐ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ�ŽĨ�͞aggressive attitude towards evaluators 
and disagreement with their findings͘͟� ;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘� ^ƵĐŚ�ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ�ŵĂǇ�ĂůƐŽ�ƵŶĚĞƌůŝĞ� ƚŚĞ�ďŝĨƵƌĐĂƚŝŽŶ�
regarding the attitude towards conflicts and problems (consent-oriented, conflict-oriented).  

Team spirit: Further, evaluators usually work within a team. Against this background, respondents 
agree that that evaluators must be team players (cooperativeness), and adapt to teams instead of 
doing his/her own business. Further, it is important that evaluators signal that they work towards the 
same goal as participants, i.e. to assure quality within civil protection, thus, to create the image of 
evaluators and exercise participants being one team. Evaluators, as mentioned above, need to depict 
ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ�ĂƐ�͞facilitator of change/improvement͕͟�ŶŽƚ�ĂƐ�ĞŶĞŵŝĞƐ͘   

Respectfulness: Indeed, evaluators are in the difficult position to illuminate gaps, weaknesses, failures, 
and similar. This may be a sensitive issue. Thus, evaluators must feature a respectful attitude towards 
his/her clients. It is essential that they are able to give feedback in a constructive manner and have a 
tolerant and appreciative attitude. 4 of 5 agreed on that, while one critically remarked that this 
͞Depends on the evaluation type e.g., aprreciative evaluation might be an approach but also other 
approaches can ďĞ� ĐŚŽƐĞŶ͟� ;ZĚ͘� Ϯ). Another respondent warned against relativization of findings, 
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͞Respect, yet independent and not afraid to propose improvements aftehaving explain that we are on 
ƚŚĞ�ƐĂŵĞ�ďŽĂƚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Task-related skills and competencies: Beyond that, consent is rather low, also for those competencies, 
with moderate priority. Generally speaking, social skills and competence are essential for a successful 
evaluation, but ʹ likewise to the other competence areas ʹ there is no such a thing as a closed list of 
required competencies. Unless social skills are not put into practice, it is hardly to define a clear list of 
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͗�͞People are different so you do no[t] a priori which set of social skills will create the 
maximum benefit and it is better thaƚ�ǁĂǇ�ƐŝŶĐĞ�ŝƚ�ŝƐ�ĐůŽƐĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘  

Thus, the priority of the various competencies highly depends on the characteristics of the evaluation. 
dŚĞ�ƌŽůĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƚĂƐŬƐ�ŽĨ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ĂƌĞ�ƉŝǀŽƚĂů͕�ĂƐ�ŽŶĞ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ͗�͞Here it depends on the role 
of an evaluator: is the evaluator only observing and writing down observations or is it a person having 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ�ƚƌĂŝŶĞĚ͍͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘�/Ŷ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ǀĞŝŶ͕�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞƐ͗�͞this also 
depends on the type of evaluation that is performed. As you know there are many types of evaluation 
varying from measuring, analyzing, describing, etc. and various ways of providing feedback (verbal, 
written) this requires different competencies to be important. For example, an evaluator that needs to 
provide a verbal hot wash in front of a large group might not be introvert and should have good 
communicative skills and a good level of proficiency in, e.g., English, whilst if the focus is on a written 
evaluation different competencies are needed. Also, if the evaluation is more of an appreciative inquiry, 
ŝƚ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐ�Ă�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƐĞƚ�ĂƐ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ŝƐ�ĂŝŵĞĚ�Ă�ĐŽŶƐĞŶƐƵƐ�Žƌ�ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ  

 



 

 

   
Figure 6: Prioritization of social competencies
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3.5 Personal competencies  

x High priority/consent: Referring to personal competence, the following characteristics of an 
evaluator seem to be out of question: objectivity, reliability, integrity/trustworthiness and 
flexibility. They were ranked with high priority and with consent.   

x Moderate-high priority/neither nor: Further, a bundle of personal competencies was, in 
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͕�ƌĂƚĞĚ�ŝŶ�ƚŚĞ�ƌĂŶŐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ�ƚŽ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͗�͞>ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�
self-ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕͟  ͞WƌŽĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͕͟� ͞�ĞĐŝƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ͕͟� ͞ZĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞ͕͟� ͞DŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟� ͞Ɛelf-ĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞ͕͟�
͞ĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇ͕͟�͞ƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝƐŵ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�Ă�͞ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐͬĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ͟�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘   

x Moderate-high priority/dissent͗�͞WĂƐƐŝǀŝƚǇ͟�ǁĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�ƌĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŵĞĚŝƵŵ�ƚŽ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͕�ďƵƚ�
with relatively strong dissent.   

x Moderate priority/neither nor͗�͞WĞĚĂŶƚŝĐ�ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ͕͟�͞ƌĂƉŝĚŝƚǇ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƐĞůĨ-determined-working 
ƐƚǇůĞ͟�ǁĞƌĞ�ƌĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ŶĞŝƚŚĞƌ�ĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ�ŶŽƌ�ĚŝƐƐĞŶƚ͘�͞/ĚĞĂůŝƐŵ͟�ǁĂƐ�ĂůƐŽ�
rated with moderate priority, but lower scattering.  

x Low-moderate priority/dissent͗� ͞WƌƵĚĞŶĐǇ͕͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůůǇ� ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ� ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ� ƐƚǇůĞ͟� ŝƐ�
rated between moderate and low priority with rather high deviation.  

x Not required-low priority/neither nor: Finally, impulsiveness was rated in the range of low 
priority to not required.   

The findings are aggregated and interpreted as follows:   

Independency and ability to keep a critical distance: Evaluators must be independent observers of 
ƚŚĞ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ͘�͞KďũĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͕͟�ŝ͘Ğ͘, the ability to keep a critical distance and apply an objective perspective 
on the exercise and evaluation objects, was rated by each of the respondents with high priority. One 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ�ĂƌŐƵĞĚ͗�͞DĂŶǇ�ĂƌĞ�ƚŽ�ĂƐƐĞƌƚŝǀĞ, i.e., imposing their own experience and views and using 
that to reflect on the performance͕�ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ�ŽĨ�ĂŶ�ŽƉĞŶ�ŵŝŶĚ�ĂŶĚ�ĂŶĂůǇƚŝĐĂů�ĞǇĞ͘͞�&ƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕�͞ŝŶƚĞŐƌŝƚǇ�
ĂŶĚ�ƚƌƵƐƚǁŽƌƚŚŝŶĞƐƐ͟�ǁĂƐ�ƌĂƚĞĚ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŚŝŐŚ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ĂŶ�ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŽƌ�ĨŽƌ�ƚŚĞ�ůĞǀĞů�ŽĨ�ƚƌƵƐƚ�
that evaluators do the best of their ability to make their assessments free from influences by third 
ƉĂƌƚŝĞƐ͘� dŚŝƐ� ŝƐ� ĂůƐŽ� ĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚ� ďǇ� ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌŝŶŐ� Ă� ͞ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŝŶŐ͟� ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ� ĂŶĚ� ͞ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐ͟� ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ�
ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ�ƚŽ�Ă�͞ƉĞĚĂŶƚŝĐ͟�ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ͘��ǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ŬĞĞƉ�Ă�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�ĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞ�ĨƌŽŵ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�
evaluation objects and keep in mind the big picture, rather than a too strong focus on details. This is 
also in line with the rather low priority of the affiliation to first responder organizations described 
above and the strong need for external evaluators described in the handbook (Swedish Civil 
Contingencies Agency 2011), which may lead to a too narrow focus or self-identification with plans, 
processes or structures. 

/Ŷ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�ϰ�ŽĨ�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ�ƵƉŽŶ�ƚŚĂƚ͘�,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ͕�ŽŶĞ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚ͕�͞Is independence the same as 
objective? Would objectivity, integrity and trustworthiness not be more important than independence, 
ŝŶ�ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ�ŝŶ�ΖůĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐΖ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘�Elsewhere he or she again questioned͕�͞ŝƐ�ŝƚ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ�
to be fully independent and is it actually possible within a UCPM context (and being experienced in this 
ĨŝĞůĚͿ͕�ǁĞ�ĐĂŶ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ďĞ�ĐůĞĂƌ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚ�ƐŽŵĞ�ŬŝŶĚ�ŽĨ�ΖĨĂŬĞΖ�ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�
2). dŚƵƐ͕�͞ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐǇ͟�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ŵŝƐůĞĂĚŝŶŐ� ŝŶ� ŝƚƐ�ƐĞŵĂŶƚŝĐ�ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ͘�,ĞƌĞ͕� ŝƚ� ŝƐ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚŽŽĚ�ĂƐ�ƚŚĞ�
ability to observe and judge free from external pressure.   

Adaptability: Evaluators must be able to handle complex exercise situations. Experts agree that 
evaluators must be reliable and responsible, i.e., organizers and other actors can rely on the 
completion of the evaluation tasks, and flexible, i.e., be able to adapt to changing situations and 
context. This reflects both the variety of exercise contexts, type, objects and goals of evaluations, and 
the complexity and dynamics within any given exercise (e.g., full-scale exercises). Further, pragmatism 
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was prioritized compared to idealism. Complex and high-dynamic environments, such as civil 
protection exercises, it is crucial to keep the right balance between the principles and ideals of 
evaluation plan and its implementation. This means that one should assure high quality, but still be 
ĂďůĞ�ƚŽ�ůŽǁĞƌ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ƐŝŐŚƚ�ŝŶ�ŽƌĚĞƌ�ƚŽ�ƌĞŵĂŝŶ�ĐĂƉĂďůĞ�ŽĨ�ĂĐƚŝŶŐ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŶŐ�ŽŶĞ͛Ɛ�ƚĂƐŬƐ͘�/Ŷ�ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�
4 of 5 agreed on that. One added, that adaptability is also needed in terms of the evaluation plans and 
ƚŚĞ� ŽǁŶ� ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚƐ͕� Ğ͘Ő͕͘� ǁŚĞŶ� ͞reasonable requests͟� ;ZĚ͘� ϮͿ� ĂƌĞ� ŵĂĚĞ� ďǇ� ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ� ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ͘�
�ůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞ͕�ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ�ĞǆƉĞƌƚ�ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝǌĞĚ�ŝŶ�Ă�ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ�ǀĞŝŶ͕�͞the evaluation is built around various pillars 
such as goals/purposes, requests/questions and these are agreed beforehand. Adapting them during 
the exercise might influence the setup/design and require addition work or creates a heavier workload 
that was not foreseen within the original assignment. All parties should then discuss this change and 
agree upon and discuss the consequences e.g. more time / capacity needed. If it is not possible to 
mitigate the risks of being flexible one should not proceed as it might effect the quality of the 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Diligence: Evaluators must be able to conduct their tasks with diligence. For one thing, referring to 
attitude, again integrity/trustworthiness and reliability/responsibility not just express the need for 
independence, but also that they act to the best of their ability when conducting their tasks. For 
another thing, referring to output͕� ͞ĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇ͟� ;ŚŝŐŚ-moderate) is more important than rapidity 
(moderate priority). Further, it seems to be a secondary trait, if actors decide and act with prudency 
or impulsiveness, but prudency was rated with higher priority than impulsiveness. 4 agreed in round 2 
(n=5).  

Autonomy: �ǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ŵƵƐƚ� ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞ� ͞WƌŽĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͟� ĂŶĚ� ͞�ĞĐŝƐŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ͟� ĂŶĚ͕� ǁŝƚŚ�ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ� ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͕�
͞ƐĞůĨ-ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐ�ƐƚǇůĞ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ƐĞůĨ-ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶĐĞ͘͟�dŚŝƐ�ƌĞĨĞƌƐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ĂďŝůŝƚǇ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ƚĂƐŬƐ�ƐĞůĨ-
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůǇ�ĂŶĚ�ĂƵƚŽŶŽŵŽƵƐůǇ͘�/ŶĚĞĞĚ͕�͞ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůůǇ�ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ�ǁŽƌŬing-ƐƚǇůĞ͟�ǁĂƐ�ƌĂƚĞĚ�with low to 
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ�ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ͕�ďƵƚ�ĚŝƐƐĞŶƚ�ǁĂƐ�ŚŝŐŚĞƌ͘�ϰ�ŽĨ�ϱ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ͕�ŽŶĞ�ƌĂƚŚĞƌ�ĂŐƌĞĞĚ͕�͞but with the sidenote 
ƚŚĂƚ�ŝĨ�ƚŚĞǇ�ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ�ǁŝƚŚŝŶ�Ă�ƚĞĂŵ�ƚŚĞƐĞ�ƚǁŽ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐŝĞƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ďĞ�ŝŶ�ďĂůĂŶĐĞ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Further, passivity was also rated between moderate and high priority, but with rather high dissent. 
This may resemble, for one thing, the variety of roles in evaluation teams (e.g., evaluation lead, mere 
observer), and for another thing, the ambiguous role of evaluators, i.e., being both an observer that 
does not interfere with the exercise and an independent and autonomous actor, responsible for the 
ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ŽĨ�ŚŝƐ�Žƌ�ŚĞƌ� ƚĂƐŬƐ͘�dŚŝƐ�ǁĂƐ� ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ� ŝŶ� ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ͕�Ğ͘Ő͕͘� ͞the evaluator shall not interfere, 
except if there is a risk of injury/daŵĂŐĞ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Capacity to grow: The ability to keep a critical distance and to adapt to changing situations also informs 
ƚŚĞ�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ�ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ�ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ�ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ͘�͞>ĞĂƌŶŝŶŐ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͟�ĂŶĚ�͞ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�ƐĞůĨ-ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͟�ǁĞƌĞ�ƌĂƚĞĚ�
rather high and with consent. Thus, evaluators not just contribute to the critical assessment and 
learning within the civil protection community, but also must be committed to grow themselves. 4 of 
5 agreed upon that, one putting special emphasize on the meta-evaluation and the development of 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͕�͞dŚĞ�ĨŽĐƵƐ�ƐŚŽƵůĚ�ĂůƐŽ�ďĞ�ŽŶ�ŵĞƚĂ-evaluation to improve the 
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ĂŶĚ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌΖƐ�ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘͞�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  

Engagement: Finally, evaluators need to keep themselves engaged with exercise evaluation. Exercise 
evaluation and its complexity and dynamics may be demanding, thus, motivation, self-discipline and 
the ability to handle stress is rated with moderate to high priority.  There was full agreement (n=5). 
Elsewhere, an expert reported the problem of evaluators leaviŶŐ�ƚŚĞ�ƚĞĂŵ͕�͞ �ǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚĞĂŵ�ŵĞŵďĞƌƐ�
leaving the team which influence the evaluation capacity and quality. One needs to deal with the 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ�ďƵƚ�ŝƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ĂĨƚĞƌǁĂƌĚƐ�ǁŝƚŚ�ƚŚĞ�ĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐ�ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  



 

 

 
Figure 7: Prioritization of personal competencies
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3.6 General issues of exercise evaluation  

Moreover, experts were invited to give their opinion on general issues related to exercise evaluation, 
such as the diversity of evaluator teams, the need for trainings, formalization and standardization.   

Figure 8 shows the results for the mean values (dark grey) and the standard deviation (grey). On 
average, there was rather strong agreement with each item, but still, some items seem to be more 
controversial than others.   

Training of evaluators: There is outstanding agreement on the need for the solid briefings of the 
evaluators (on average: fully agree, small deviation). Respondents also agree that standardized training 
programmes may add value, but agreement and consent is lower than for briefings (mean value 
between fully agree and agree). Agreement on the need for internationally recognized certificates is 
rather low. There was also full agreement on that during the second round. In sum, the results 
regarding the training and briefing of evaluators reflect the patterns identified in the prioritization of 
competence areas as well. Indeed, there is a big variety of exercise types, objects and goals, and 
context, as well as roles and goals of evaluators. Thus, training for evaluators must be able to keep the 
balance between flexible adaptation to the cornerstones of specific exercises and some general 
requirements that hold for each setting. 4 agree on that (n=5). One added that briefing should support 
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƚǇ͕�͞Briefing must also reveal any not obvious connections between the exercise and other 
ĨŝĞůĚƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂŬĞ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ďĞƚƚĞƌ�ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ�ƚŚĞŝƌ�ƌŽůĞ�ĂŶĚ�ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ͟�;ZĚ͘ 2). However, one expert 
ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ�ƌĂŝƐĞĚ�ƚŚĞ�ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ�ĂďŽƵƚ�ǁŚŽ�ŝƐ�ŐŽŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ�ƚŚĞ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐƐ͕�͞I wonder who is going to 
brief the evaluators i.e. how is this organised and what are they briefed about? Some type of experience 
in evaluation and training is still needed (or some training aspects such as training interviewing or 
observing or holding group sessions rather than a generaů�ΖĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐΖͿ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘  

Team Composition: Referring to team composition, there was rather strong agreement that evaluator 
teams shall be mixed in terms of occupational background, expertise, experience, and so on. There 
was full agreement in round 2 (n=5), and one put particular emphasize on heterogeneity regarding 
expertise and knowledge areas.  

However, in some situations, heterogeneity is not required in each dimension. E.g., some evaluation 
goals do not necessarily need to involve academics ŝŶ�ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ�ƚŽ�ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ͕�͞it depends on the goal 
of the evaluation, you don't need academics if you only want to evaluate whether a units meets a 
certain criteria (eg. INSARAG [International Search and Rescue Advisory Group] classification, EU 
modeleƐ�ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶͿ͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ͘Ϳ͘   

Respondents also agreed upon the statement that evaluator teams shall be mixed in terms of ethnic 
and gender diversity, but the average was lower. Interestingly, this was controversial. One agreed, one 
ŵĂĚĞ�͞ŶŽ�ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚ͕͟�ĂŶĚ�three declined. The common argument was that recruitment of evaluators 
must be oriented towards competence, not towards quotas. E.g., ͞saving lives is more important than 
meeting certain quotas, therefore recruitment shall be oriented towards expertise and knowledge in 
ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ĨŝĞůĚƐ͕�ĂŶĚ�ŶŽƚ�ŐĞŶĚĞƌ�Žƌ�ĞƚŚŶŝĐŝƚǇ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ͘Ϳ͘ Elsewhere, an expert explicitly recommended to 
ĚĞƉůŽǇ�͞a mix of ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů�;ůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶ�ŽĨ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞͿ�ĂŶĚ�ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ͘Ϳ͘  

Interestingly, agreement on the need to deploy evaluator teams per inject site was quite low, despite 
it may increase objectivity of assessments. But on the other hand, multiple evaluators per site increase 
both the resource input and imbalances in the ratio of trainees and evaluators. There was full 
agreement, with some elaborating on the statement: ͞Sometimes there are 5-6 sites running 
simultaneously, while other times only 1 or 2, therefore it would be a waste of resources to have 12 
evaluators for being able to cover all the sites for that 1-2 hours duration of the exercise when it is 
needed, when at the other 34 hours 6-ϴ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ŚĂǀĞ�ďĞĞŶ�ĞŶŽƵŐŚ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘ One pointed to 
ƚŚĞ�ĨĂĐƚ�ƚŚĂƚ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŝƐ͕�ŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ͕�ŵŽƌĞ�Ă�͞practical difficulty͕͟�ǁŚŝůĞ�ŝƚ�ǁŽƵůĚ�ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ�ďĞ�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂďůĞ�
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to deploy at least one but at best more evaluators per inject site, ͞/ƚ�ŝƐ�ŽďǀŝŽƵƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǇŽƵ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌƐ�
in all exercise sites (if possible), and more than one of them in each site. The more information you 
ĐŽůůĞĐƚ͕�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƚƚĞƌ͊͟ ;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘�dŚĞ�ƵŶĚĞƌůǇŝŶŐ�ŝĚĞĂ�ŽĨ�͞ƚŚĞ�ŵŽƌĞ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ƚŚĞ�ďĞƚƚĞƌ͟�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů�
reflection.   

Further, there was rather strong support for an international pool of evaluators, which is reinforced by 
the high interest of prescribing to the pool (18 out of 19, 1 MV), as well as a pre-defined skill set for 
evaluators. There was slightly stronger agreement that such a skill set shall serve as minimum 
requirements rather than a soft guideline.   

Establishment of landmarks: Further, experts agreed upon the need for the elaboration of the rules 
of the engagement, standard operation procedures and standardized evaluation tools. This indicates 
that a shared understanding of what a good evaluation and proper behaviour of evaluators is about is 
needed within the civil protection community. There was full agreement (n=5).  

However, standardized procedures should consider a variety of, e.g., exercise formats ;͞Apart from 
these, I agree with all the topics about standardized procedures and training of evaluators. This should 
be different for tabletop, functional and full-ƐĐĂůĞ� ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞƐ͘͟� ;ZĚ͘� ϭͿͿ and respondents were quite 
reluctant on a too rigid idea of standardization.   

Standardization may reduce flexibility and adaptability, thus the opportunity to select proper tools and 
methods for a given exercise ʹ ͞Evaluation tools are good to have and useful, but I don't think they 
ŶĞĞĚ�ƚŽ�ďĞ�ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŝǌĞĚ͕�ĂƐ�ƚŚŝƐ�ŵĂǇ�ĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĚ�ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ŶĞĞĚƐ�ŽĨ�ĞĂĐŚ�ĞǆĞƌĐŝƐĞ͟�
(Rd. 1). ʹ ĂŶĚ� ƚŽ�ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ� ĂŐĞŶĐǇ� ŝŶ� ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ� ĂŶĚ� ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐ� ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ͗� ͞Keep flexibility to adapt to 
learning objectives/style of exercise. Too standardized and rigid removes agency/responsibility. Rather 
ŝŶǀĞƐƚ�ŝŶ�ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚŝĞƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ƐŽ�ƉĞŽƉůĞ�ĐĂŶ�ĂĚĂƉƚͬĚĞƐŝŐŶ�ƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐ͘͟ (Rd. 1). This was supported in 
ƌŽƵŶĚ�Ϯ�ĂƐ�ǁĞůů͕�͞I think a mixed approach is more appropriate here. The use of standardised tools (like 
EEGs) set standards, however, evaluators should also operate as ethnographers, in order to be able to 
ƌĞƉŽƌƚ�ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ�ǁŚŝĐŚ�ŝƐ�ŶŽƚ�ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ�ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�Ϯ). Further, too rigid standardization may 
further lead to the establishment of epistemic communities that exclude heterodoxic perspectives, 
thus reduce potential for critical discussion and innovation. One respondent provides the example of 
/E^�Z�'͗�͞A bad example to my opinion is INSARAG classification: it is too much rule driven, leading 
ƚŽ�Ă�ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ�ǁŝƚŚ�ŐƌŽƵƉ�ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϭͿ͘��Ƶƚ�ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ�ŝƐ�ŶĞĞĚĞĚ͕�͞We must allow evaluators to 
describe how they see their role in a specific FSX after we have provided relevant info. We may find that 
ǁĞ�ŶĞĞĚ�ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ�ƐŬŝůůƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ�ƚŚĂƚ�ǁĞ�ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ�ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ�ŽĨ͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ͘ Thus, rather than rigid 
standards, skills and competencies, shall be taken as landmarks that guide recruitment of evaluators, 
but not as kick-off-criteria.  

Holistic approach. Finally, there is a strong need to embed the evaluation into the broader disaster 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ�ĐǇĐůĞ͘�dŚŝƐ�ŝƐ�ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ�ƚŽ�ǁŚĂƚ�ǁĂƐ�ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ�ƵŶĚĞƌ�ƚŚĞ�ŚĞĂĚŝŶŐ�ŽĨ�͞ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƵĂůŝƚǇ͘͟�dŚƵƐ͕�
evaluators must not just be able to conduct high-quality evaluations, but also to provide the system 
ǁŝƚŚ�ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ͕�ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶƐ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽ�ĨŽƌƚŚ͘�͞In most exercises there is no link between the FSX and 
planning activities or how they were elaborated, which in some cases created an isolated environment 
for the exercise regardless of the area and conditions of intervention. One must be able to see the 
ďƌŽĂĚĞƌ�ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞ�ŽĨ�ĞŵĞƌŐĞŶĐǇ�ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͘͟�;ZĚ͘�ϮͿ  
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Figure 8: Agreement upon general issues regarding exercise evaluation 
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4 �ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ  

This deliverable provided detailed findings of the delphi study on the skill set of exercise evaluators. It 
was distinguished between skills and competencies, that evaluators must feature, shall feature or 
(depending on task) might feature. Generally speaking, being evaluator requires a well-defined mix of 
ŬĞǇ�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ͕�ƐŽĐŝĂů�ĂŶĚ�ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů�ĐŽŵƉĞƚĞŶĐĞ�ƚŚĂƚ�ŵĂǇ�ďĞ�ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ�͞ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂů�ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͟�
and a bundle of expert knowledge on subject matters, methods, etc., which are hardly to be defined 
in advance. For a detailed overview, see figure 9.  

Due to a lack of a solid state of the art in the field of meta-evaluation of the evaluators, it was an 
exploratory analysis, and further research is needed to validate and complement the findings. For 
example, further research should strive for a comparison of the identified skill set and the skills and 
competencies of actual evaluators and their experiences. Further, it is required to elaborate on the 
diversity of evaluator profiles, e.g., to develop typologies and present their respective strengths and 
weaknesses. As mentioned in the previous sections, there is not ͞KE��ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ͕͟�and it is more about 
the compilation of a heterogeneous team of evaluators.   

The initial findings suggest that being evaluator may be considered as having a certain attitude and not 
just matching a pre-defined set of skills. This is important, as successful evaluation is considered as 
more than a well-elaborated evaluation. Rather, it depends on the situation dynamics in the evaluation 
process, interactions between evaluators and decision-ŵĂŬĞƌƐ͕� ĂŶĚ� ƚŚĞ� ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ͛Ɛ� ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů� ƚƌĂŝƚƐ�
(Sandermann 2011, 15f). However, the implementation of lessons-learned identified by the evaluators 
was beyond the scope of the project. Further research is needed on the conditions and broader 
context, in which evaluation contributes to a further development in the field.  

Furthermore, it became clear that contextualisation of the required skills and competencies is 
important.  Additional research is needed to elaborate on the link of certain exercises, formats, 
evaluation goals, concepts, etc. The study is limited in this regard, as it did not differentiate for each 
item along with criteria such as evaluation concepts, or even more detailed (e.g., certain tasks and 
roles) etc. for the reason of reducing the complexity of the questionnaire.  

Further, it must be emphasized that the skill-set or competence profile for evaluators is not to be 
considered a fixed list. Adaptability and flexibility is important, especially regarding the specific 
requirements for any specific exercise.  

Moreover, there is a strong need to elaborate on how to bring the skill-set into practice. Partly, this is 
implemented in the INEGMA-E2 project. The findings on the skills and competences presented in this 
report will serve as base for the development of a training concept for evaluators and the 
conceptualization and establishment of the network of evaluators that may, in the future, support 
exercise planners and organizers in the recruitment and selection of evaluators. Beyond that, it is 
recommended to further elaborate on guidance for exercise planners and organizers on how to use 
the competence portfolio as a tool in the selection and recruitment process. 
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Figure 9: Overview of skills and competencies
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Dear Sir or Madam, 

You have been identified as an expert in the field of exercise evaluation. Accordingly, we wish to invite you to participate in the delphi expert panel as a part of the project INEGMA-E (UCPM) for the development of a skill-set

for exercise evaluators. 

The survey is part of the broader UCPM-funded project "INEGMA-E  - International Network of Evaluators & Guideline for a Methodological Approach in Exercise Evaluation."

The goal of the delphi panel is to build an informed expert consensus on the skills and competencies required for evaluation experts. It sets the base for improved recruiting and quality assurance mechanisms.

The survey is a multiple round panel. We will conduct two panels.

In the first round, you will be asked to make an initial assessment of the priority of various skills and further comments.

In the second round (December), you will be invited in a structured feedback, i.e. provided with the preliminary results and asked for further comments.

The questionnaire takes about 20 to 25 minutes. You can save your answers and continue later on ("resume later", in the top right corner). It consists of the following thematic blocks:

1) basic requirements (hard facts)

2) professional competence (areas of expertis)

3) methodological competence (skills and know-how)

4) social competence (skills for social interaction)

5) personal competence (skills for personal development)

6) metalevel questions (further issues regarding the framework for evaluation)

7) personal information

We would highly appreciate your willingness to share your expertise with us! 

In case of any questions or concerns, please don't hesitate to contact us under: 

office@inegma-e2.eu (project-related questions) or 

sandra.pfister@dcna.at (questions related to the delphi panel)

Thank you for your valuable contribution and with best regards 

the INEGMA-E project consortium

There are 27 questions in this survey.

Basic Requirements
The following items refer to some potential basic requirements for evaluators. 

Please indicate the level of priority of the following basic requirements for exercise evaluators. *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

availability at the time of the exercise.

availability at the time of exercise
preparation.

ability to physically attend the exercise
(e.g., international travelling)

affiliation to a practical organizations (e.g.,
first responder organization)

degree in any evaluation training
programme

evaluation records from previous exercise
evaluations.

confirmation of attendance of former civil
protection exercises.

first aid qualification.

driving licence

Please indicate the minimum education status required for evaluators. *
! Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

 no minimum education status required

 primary education (elementary school)

 lower secondary education (e.g., middle school, junior high)

 upper secondary education (e.g., high school, vocational education)

 university degree (Bachelor's, Master's, or equivalent)

 doctoral degree

 I don't know/no opinion

Make a comment on your choice here:

Please indicate the minimum required level(s) of language skills according to the CEFR (Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages) for exercise evaluators? *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

C2
Proficient

User

C1
Proficient

User

B2
Independent

User

B1
Independent

User
A2 Basic

User
A1 Basic

User
not

required

I don't
know/no
opinion

working language of the exercise (i.e.,
English for EU-level exercises), general

working language of the exercise (i.e.,
English for EU-level exercises), reading
skills

working language of the exercise (i.e.,
English for EU-level exercises), writing
skills

working language of the exercise (i.e.,
English for EU-level exercises), speaking
skills

working language of the exercise (i.e.,
English for EU-level exercises), listening
skills

local language of the host nation, general

local language, reading skills

local language, writing skills

local language, speaking skills

local language, listening skills

Language proficiency levels according to the CEFR (Common European Framework of References for Languages)

A1 = Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details

such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.

A2 = Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, employment). Can communicate in simple and

routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters.  Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

B1 = Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken. 

Can produce simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans

B2 = Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular

interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various

options.

C1 = Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. Can use language flexibly and

effectively for social, academic and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

C2 = Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself

spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

Would you like to add any comments on the section "basic requirements"? 
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or the roles and tasks of evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Professional Competencies
The following items refer to professional competence, which includes organization-, process-, task- and workplace-specific skills and knowledge in the context of disaster
management, civil protection and exercise evaluation.

Please indicate the level of priority of the following areas of expertise required for exercise evaluators. *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

previous internatonal missions in civil
protection

specific scenarios being trained (e.g.,
forest fires, CBRN, USAR etc.)

the disaster management system being
evaluated (e.g., set of institutions and
organizations involved in managing
industrial accidents)

mandates (domain/roles) of the involved
organizations and actors

formal structures (hierarchy etc.) of the
involved organizations

tactics and strategies being trained in the
exercise

resources (gear, equipment, etc.) being
applied in the trained scenario

the organizational culture of the involved
organizations ("informal structures", i.e.
norms and values being shared)

preparedness and contingency plans within
the system being trained

the international law relevant for civil
protection exercises and missions

the European Civil Protection Mechanism

the legal framework of the host nation
relevant for civil protection exercises and
missions

different types of exercises (Tabletop,
functional, full-scale, etc.)

EU Modules Exercises (ModEx)

Would you like to add any comments on the section "professional competence"?
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or the roles and tasks of evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Methodological Competencies
The following items refer to methodological competencies, which include skills and know-how on tools and mehods, which can be applied flexibly and in different contexts
to perform tasks. 

Practical skills and competencies

Please indicate the level of priority of the following practical skills and competencies required for exercise
evaluators. *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

analog navigation techniques (readings
maps, etc.)

navigation systems and procedures (GPS,
tracking, etc.)

Spatial awareness / orientation

local culture of the host community

intercultural competency

colloquial language (e.g., slang words)
used in disaster management

formal terminology used in disaster
management

common abbreviations used in disaster
management

text comprehension (e.g., ability to read
and understand contingency plans)

mastery of the international phonetic
alphabet (alpha, bravo, charlie…)

staff management

organization skills

on-site security and safety regulations

rules of engagement (proper behavior and
understanding of tasks, evaluators role)

media competency

analytical skills

contextuality (ability to understand
interdependencies and complex
relationships)

problem orientation

solution orientation

creativity/improvisation

ability to assess

Would you like to add any comments on the section "practical skills"?
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or roles and tasks of the evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Methods expertise 

Please indicate the level of priority of the following methods
competencies required for exercise evaluators.
*
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

quantitative research methods

qualitative research methods

interviews (codes of conducts, use of
interview guidelines, etc.)

observations

surveys

document analysis

data processing

analytical methods (content analysis,
statistics, etc.)

workshops

after action reviews (AAR)/debriefs/hot
wash

methods meta-competency (ability to chose
proper methods)

Please indicate the level of priority of the capacity to properly apply the following tools required for exercise
evaluators. *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

technical and digital literacy

radio/satellite phone communication

messenger services (e.g., Signal, Telegram,
etc.)

video conference tools

computers

smartphones/tablets

application and software supporting
evaluation tasks

cameras/video recorders

forms and checklists

Would you like to add any comments on the section "methods expertise"?
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or roles and tasks of the evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Social Competence
The following items refer to social competencies, which include skills and competencies that enable individuals to socially interact in a communicative,
cooperative and self-organized way.

Please indicate the level of priority of the following social competencies and characteristics required for
exercise evaluators. *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

leadership competency

assertiveness

subordination

adaptability

cooperativeness

competitiveness

conflict ability

willingness to compromise

consensus-oriented attittude

open to criticism

ability to give constructive criticism

appreciative attitude

tolerance and open-mindedness

empathy

transparency (e.g., regarding their own
roles and actions)

communicativeness

rhetorical skills

reservedness

extroversion

introversion

Would you like to add any comments on the section "social competence"?
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or the roles and tasks of evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Personal Competencies
The following items refer to personal competencies, which include the ability to self assessment and development. 

Please indicate the level of priority of the following personal
competencies and characteristics are required for exercise evaluators.
*
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = high priority
2 = moderate

priority 3 = low priority 4 = not required
I don't know/no

opinion

integrity/trustworthiness

reliability/responsible

resilience (capacity to absorb and deal with
pyschologial and physiological burden)

decisiveness (decision-making capacity)

flexibility (ability to meet situational
demands)

objectivity (ability to maintain a critical
distance/to draw conclusions regardless of
the personal stance)

questioning/critical attitude

proactivity

passivity/observant attitude

motivation/eagerness

learning capacity

critical self-assessment

impulsiveness

prudency

self-confidence

self-discipline

self-determined working style

externally determined working style

holistic attitude (considerative of "the big
picture")

pedantic attitude (considerative of details)

rapidity (ability to perform tasks quickly)

accuracy (ability to perform tasks with
diligence)

pragmatic attitude

idealistic attitude

Would you like to add any comments on the section "personal competencies"? 
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or the roles and tasks of evaluators? 
Please write your answer here:

Metalevel Questions
The following items refer to more general requirements for exercise evaluations. 

For exercise evaluation in general, there is a need for…  *
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:

1 = strongly
agree 2 = agree

3 = neither ...
nor 4 = disagree

5 = strongly
disagree

I don't know/no
opinion

...an international pool of evaluators
qualified for exercise evaluation

…a pre-defined skill-set as minimum
criteria for evaluators

…a pre-defined skill-set a soft guideline
for the selection of evaluators

…solid briefings prior to the exercise to
be evaluated.

…standardized training programmes for
exercise evaluators.

…internationally recognized certificate of
qualification for exercise evaluators.

…standard operation procedures (SOPs)
in exercise evaluation.

...rules of engagement for exercise
evaluators.

...standardized evaluation tools.

…the deployment of evaluator teams per
site/inject (rather than individual
evaluators)

…diversity of involved evaluators in terms
of skills and expertise

…diversity of involved evaluators in terms
of gender

…diversity of involved evaluators in terms
of nationality

Would you like to add any comments on the section "metalevel questions"? 
E.g., would you suggest any variation between types of exercises (e.g., tabletop exercise, functional
exercise, full-scale exercise) or the evaluation concept and goals? 

2 

2

2 

https://www.dcna.at/index.php/en/inegma-e2.html


exercise, full-scale exercise) or the evaluation concept and goals? 
Please write your answer here:

Personal information

Please indicate your role(s) related to civil protection exercises.  *
! Check all that apply
Please choose all that apply:

 I'm a researcher in the area of civil protection exercises (please note your research topics in the box below).

 I'm an evaluator of civil protection exercises (please note the type(s) of exercises and the tasks and goals of the evaluations in the box below).

 I'm an organizer of and/or trainer within civil protection exercises (please note the type(s) of exercises and your particular tasks in the box below).

 I have participated in civil protection exercises (please note the type(s) of exercises and your particular tasks in the box below).

 Else (please note further details in the box below).

Further details on your role(s) related to civil protection exercises:
Please write your answer here:

Please select your gender. *
! Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

 male

 female

 diverse

What is your age? *
! Only numbers may be entered in this field.
Please write your answer here:

Are you affiliated to an emergency response organization (e.g., fire brigade, paramedical services,
emergency operation centers, etc.)? 
(If yes: Please note in the comments, which kind of organization)  *
! Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

 Yes

 No

Make a comment on your choice here:

What is your country of residence?  *
Please write your answer here:

Please indicate the level of your English proficiency according to the CEFR (self-assessment). 
! Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

 A1 - Basic User

 A2 - Basic User

 B1 - Independent User

 B2 - Independent User

 C1 - Proficient User

 C2 - Proficient User

Language proficiency levels according to the CEFR (Common European Framework of References for Languages)

A1 = Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where he/she

lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.

A2 = Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, employment). Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a

simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters.  Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

B1 = Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken.  Can produce simple

connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans

B2 = Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers

quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.

C1 = Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic

and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

C2 = Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently

and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

One of the further project goals of INEGMA-E2 is to develop a network of evluators. The network will serve as an expert pool for the future selection and invitation of exercise evaluators.

I want to pre-register for the network of evaluators.
(If yes: Please provide your email-address in the comments).  *
! Choose one of the following answers
Please choose only one of the following:

 Yes

 No

Make a comment on your choice here:

*) Please note that if you agree with being registered, we will store your provided contact details for that purpose in an extra(!) file (not linked to your response data).

Thank you for your participation in our delphi expert panel as a part of the project INEGMA-E (UCPM). We highly appreciate your valuable contribution!

After having evaluated the results from round #1, we will invite you to participate in round #2: structured feedback (expected: December).

In case of any questions, please don't hesitate to contact us under: 

office@inegma-e2.eu (project-related questions) or 

sandra.pfister@dcna.at (questions related to the delphi panel)

With best regards

the INEGMA-E project consortium

20.12.2022 – 10:49

Submit your survey.
Thank you for completing this survey.
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