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Executive Summary 

This deliverable provides an initial assessment of the acceptability and desirability of TeamAware 

components based on data collected through questionnaires during the Ankara mid-term 

demonstration in the last week of November 2022. It is one of the key deliverables of WP13 because 

it establishes an assessment of each TeamAware components and includes some aspects related to 

the usability and usefulness of the tools developed from the perspective of end users. The 

methodology and data collection tools will be explained in the first section of the deliverable. Following 

that, an analysis of each component will be presented and an overview concluding with some 

recommendations for the next demonstration. 
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 Introduction  

This deliverable describes the methodology and tools used to conduct a preliminary assessment of the 

TeamAware components. Two main goals are followed in this context, analysing feedback from those 

who attended the Ankara mid-term demonstration and making recommendations for the next demo 

after establishing an assessment for each component. 

 About this deliverable 

This deliverable's major goal is to define the methodology for conducting an acceptability and 

desirability assessment as well as to evaluate the data from the Ankara demonstration, which will be 

used as the initial evaluation for each of the TeamAware components. 

 Document structure 

This deliverable starts with an overview of the tools created in TeamAware in other WPs, followed by 

an explanation of the methodology and tools used to gather feedback from the attendees of the 

Ankara demo, an analysis of the results for each of the TeamAware components, an overview of the 

results, an overview of the ethical requirements and compliance in research for the project, and finally 

conclusions and recommendations associated with the analysis outcomes. 

 Relation with other tasks and deliverables 

This deliverable relates to WP2, where user needs have been determined, as well as WP3, WP4, WP5, 

WP6, WP7, and WP8, as it provides feedback on areas where technicians and developers may improve. 

Also, it provides an assessment of the tools created within the TeamAware project. Finally, it relates 

to WP15 since ethical and data protection issues were taken into account during the study.  
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 TeamAware project overview 

The main objective of the TeamAware Project is to develop a comprehensive situational awareness 

system for first responders from various sectors, including firefighters, emergency medical services, 

and law enforcement agencies. This system will utilise a variety of sensors, including drone-mounted, 

wearable, and external sensor systems, in order to provide real-time, fused, refined, and manageable 

information to first responders through the use of highly-standardised augmented reality and mobile 

human machine interfaces. 

The goal of the TeamAware Project is to enhance the crisis management, flexibility, and response 

capabilities of first responders by providing them with timely and accurate information. By using 

advanced technologies like augmented reality and mobile human machine interfaces, the TeamAware 

Project aims to improve the ability of first responders to make informed and effective decisions in 

emergency situations. Additionally, the integration and standardisation of different sensor systems will 

enable first responders from different sectors to collaborate more effectively and respond to disasters 

more efficiently. Overall, the TeamAware Project aims to improve the safety and effectiveness of first 

responders in the face of natural or human-made disasters. 

 Technology being developed 

The TeamAware Project is developing a range of advanced technologies to enhance the situational 

awareness and response capabilities of first responders. 

WP3, Visual Scene Analysis, is focused on developing head and drone mounted surveillance systems 

that utilise EO (electro-optical), IR (infrared), and LIDAR (light detection and ranging) sensors to model 

the visual environment, recognise surrounding objects, and provide a first-person view. These systems 

will be used to guide and map the environment, helping first responders navigate and orient 

themselves in unfamiliar or hazardous situations. 

WP4, Infrastructure Monitoring, is focused on developing a system to identify and assess risks and 

threats to structures and infrastructure within the first responder's operational area. This system will 

use a variety of sensors to monitor the condition and stability of infrastructure, alerting first 

responders to potential hazards and helping them prioritise their response efforts. 

WP5, Chemical Detection, is focused on developing wearable chemical detection systems that can 

analyse, detect, and recognise hazardous chemical agents in the environment of the first responder. 

These systems will help first responders identify and protect themselves from chemical threats, 

identify the dispersion of chemicals, therefore allowing them to respond more safely and effectively 

to chemical spills or releases. 

WP6, Acoustic Detection, is focused on developing lightweight, wearable, and drone-mounted 

acoustic detection systems that can identify gunshots, explosions, human whistling, and human speech 

within the first responder's operational area. These systems will help first responders locate and assess 

threats in their environment, and will also be used to help coordinate and communicate with other 

first responders. 
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WP7, Team Monitoring, is focused on developing an integrated continuous outdoor/indoor 

localisation and health and body motion analysis system to monitor the health status, activities, 

motion anomalies, and location of the first responders. This system will use sensors to track the 

movement and vital signs of first responders, helping to ensure their safety and effectiveness in the 

field. 

WP8, Citizen Involvement and City Integration, is focused on developing technologies to enable 

citizen involvement in events through the use of social media, CitizenApp and city IoT (Internet of 

Things) sensor infrastructure. This will allow first responders to leverage the resources and knowledge 

of the community to improve their situational awareness and response efforts. 

 Technology Acceptance 

 Traditional Acceptance Models (i.e., Ease of Use, Usefulness)  

Information system professionals and researchers have studied why and how users decide to use new 

technologies. The prevailing model, which has been expanded greatly since its inception, is the 

Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). At its core [1], the model is interested in what factors of the 

system and the user’s perception of the system predict their actual use (behaviour).  

 

Figure 1: Basic Technology Acceptance Model [1] 

Figure 1 above illustrates the basic model, which has been greatly expanded to account for the 

interaction of user, society, and technology use for systems developed in the TeamAware project. TAM 

while dealing with technology, originated from social psychology from the Theory of Reasoned Action 

(TRA) by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). This fundamental psychology theory explains and predicts 

behaviour as a function of our attitude (e.g., positive feelings) and subjective feelings (e.g., believes 

the action is important). Later the TRA was extended and became the Theory of Planned Behaviour 

(TPB). TPB incorporates a person’s perceived control (e.g., the action feels difficult) as an additional 

predictor of behaviour. These psychology theories, which do not prescribe a context, were extended 

by information systems researchers in 1989 and became the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). 

Since its inception, TAM has been the primary model for predicting and explaining if users will actually 

use new technology. TAM has been extended greatly over the years, but the primary predictors of 

technology use are listed in Table 1 below: 
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Table 1: Primary Technology Acceptance Model Factors  

Perceived Usefulness The user believes the technology will help them accomplish their task 

Perceived Ease of Use Does system improve the user’s status or mirror the social norms of their 

in--group? 

Intention to Use Does the user intend to use the technology if it is available? 

Referring back to Table 1, the perceived usefulness and ease of use of the technology would inhabit 

the first box (perceptions of the technology). The strength and valence (positive or negative 

impression) of these perceptions then predict their intention to use the technology, which ultimately 

motivates them to actually use it. Returning to the TeamAware project, the basic TAM model would 

dictate that users (in our case, first responders) must find the technology useful and easy to increase 

their likelihood of use. This manifests itself differently, but first responders must feel the technology 

helps them do their job and the technologies and corresponding procedures do not add any extra 

burden. 
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 Extensions of Technology Acceptance Model 

In the past decades since the TAM was originally proposed, there have been many extensions and 

improvements to the model [2]. The most important metric predicted by TAM is the intention to use 

and actual use of the new technology. To this end, additional factors have been added to the model, 

which will help predict behaviour. 

 

Figure 2: Technology Acceptance Model 2 [2] 

The updated model is depicted in Figure 2above, which still contains the original TAM model discussed 

previously (i.e., perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, intention to use, and use behaviour). 

However, the model now includes external variables that influence how useful the system is perceived 

to be. These extra variables add additional explanatory power in predicting if users will accept new 

technology. The new factors and what they measure from users are summarised below in Table 2. 

Table 2: Technology Acceptance Model External Variables  

Voluntariness The extent to which system use is perceived to be voluntary. 

Image Does system use improve the user's status or mirror the social norms of 

their in-group? 

Experience How much experience does the user have with the new system? 

Job Relevance How applicable is the new technology for doing their job? 

Output Quality If the system is relevant to their job, how well does the system perform? 

Results 

Demonstrability 

How tangible is the result of using this new system? 

Subjective Norm How much does a person perceive that the most people who are 

important to him think he should or should not perform the behaviour? 
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 Mid-term Demonstrations 

According to the TeamAware project Grant Agreement, the TeamAware system was scheduled to 

undergo a midterm demonstration in the middle of the project (M18) in order to assess the progress 

and status of the project. The demonstration was planned in order to validate and test the individual 

components of the system mentioned above, including the sensor subsystems, communication 

network, platform software, and human machine interfaces. 

As planned, the sensor subsystem providers demonstrated the first versions of their prototypes and 

corresponding subsystem architectures, and the network solution was demonstrated in terms of the 

message protocols, TeamAware domain ontology, and communication network architecture. The 

platform software and AR/mobile interface solution providers also demonstrated the functional 

capabilities of the software with simulated sensor metadata. This midterm demonstration allowed the 

project team to reassess and improve the roadmap for the project based on the self-assessment of the 

components. The final demonstration, which will be conducted at the end of the project in a relevant 

demonstration environment, will further validate the capabilities and performance of the TeamAware 

system. 

The midterm demonstration of the TeamAware system was organised in Ankara, Türkiye by partner 

RAN, with the collaboration and support of partner HAVELSAN. This allowed the project team to gather 

in a central location to test and collect feedback and carry out a first assessment of each of the 

TeamAware components, taking into account the responses of those attending the mid-term 

demonstration, including the first responders. 

 Participants 

The TeamAware project involves the participation of 6 first responder organizations as full partners:  

2 firefighters´ organisations, 3 entities formed by medical first responders, and 1 resilience advisor 

network. Finally, 60 participants were involved in the mid-term demonstration. The strong 

involvement of these end-users and organisations as full partners provides the project with 

coordination and expertise in first responder operations. The skills of the participants highlight the 

multi-disciplinary nature of TeamAware, and the project leaders have been chosen based on their 

proven experience in relevant areas and R&D projects related to the work packages (WPs) of the 

project. The diversity of expertise among the partners will help ensure that the TeamAware system is 

designed and developed to meet the needs of first responders from various sectors and effectively 

address the challenges they face in emergencies. 
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 Methodology for evaluation 

The methodology to evaluate the acceptability and desirability follows a quantitative approach and 

will be used during the interactions that end users and stakeholders will keep with Team Aware tools 

in all project phases. It focuses mainly on the stakeholders’ feedback after testing the tools and devices 

developed during the project. The first assessment was done during the mid-term demonstrations in 

Ankara, using questionnaires to collect feedback from the attendees. 

The quantitative technique is utilised in this instance to gather quantitative data on user impressions 

and views of the TeamAware components. This includes information on user satisfaction, usability, 

and efficacy. Large amounts of information about user opinions and experiences can be gathered by 

using quantitative research techniques, such as surveys. With statistical analysis, the information 

gathered can be reviewed to identify trends and patterns that will help with design and development 

decisions. 

 Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was developed for each of the six technological components of TeamAware. A series 

of sociodemographic variables were collected, such as gender, age, educational level, employment 

profile and other series of relevant variables to establish acceptability and desirability, such as the 

previous use of technologies and the years of experience in the position. 

The questionnaire includes mainly closed and multiple-choice questions, however, some open 

questions were included to let the responders provide additional information. All TeamAware 

components shared the same sociodemographic data and product acceptability questions in the first 

section of the questionnaire, however the second section of the questionnaire featured particular 

questions about the functioning of the TeamAware component that was being evaluated. Following 

the assessment scales predefined in Deliverable 2.4, a 1-10 Likert scale to score each component has 

been used, as can be seen in Table 3. 

Table 3: Scoring scale 

Score Explanation 

1 No increase in awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user 
satisfaction 

2 Very, very difficult to see increase in awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use 
or Overall user satisfaction 

3 Very difficult to see increase in awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or 
Overall user satisfaction 

4 Understandable but needs major reworking to see an increase in awareness, 
knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

5 Understandable but needs substantial adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 
knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

6 Understandable but needs significant adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 
knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

7 Understandable but needs moderate adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 
knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 
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8 Understandable but needs some minor adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 
knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

9 Easy to understand or use but very minor adaptation to see an increase in 
awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

10 Very easy to understand or use. No additional work required to see an increase, 
usefulness, ease of use or Overall user satisfaction 

Attendees are be able to see the scale while completing their questionnaire, and the traffic light system 

helps clarify scoring: 

● Red = Failed to meet the level of expected development at this time. 

● Amber = Acceptable level of development at this time. 

● Green = High level of development at this time. 

The questionnaire has been captured via the online EU survey tool (https://ec.europa.eu/eusurvey/). 

All participants received a briefing on how to complete the questionnaire beforehand. WP13 personnel 

have been available to help if needed during the mid-term demonstration in Ankara, where the first 

feedback regarding the tool developed in TeamAware has been shown. Only anonymous replies have 

been collected. 

It should be noted that the scoring scale has some limitations and attendees cannot provide the reason 

behind giving a certain score. Open questions mitigate this by allowing participants to provide free-

form. The online platform might also influence the speed of their decisions. 

The evaluation of acceptability and desirability has been carried out for each of the components 

developed in TeamAware within each of the work packages. The evaluation has been made with each 

one of the components with which we can have differentiated results. Finally, a global evaluation has 

been carried out. The results will be presented in Chapter 5 for each of the components to finally make 

comparisons of the most outstanding aspects before establishing conclusions, recommendations and 

next steps for developers.  
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 Ethical Requirements and Compliance 

The TeamAware project is committed to ensuring that ethical considerations are at the forefront of all 

its activities. As the ethics partner, the Eticas team has carefully observed the implementation of the 

ethical standards outlined by the European Commission in Work Package 15, which provides guidelines 

on ethical requirements and compliance in research for the project. From the start of the project, the 

team has been aware of the importance of upholding ethical principles and has taken measures to 

ensure that all aspects of the project comply with these requirements. 

There are a number of ethical standards that research activities must take into account, according to 

the European Commission. Informed consent must be obtained from research participants when data 

obtained on this legal basis, participant data must be kept private and confidential, potential harm to 

participants must be minimised, the research must be done fairly and without discrimination, and it 

must not infringe on basic human rights. 

In order to assess any potential ethical implications of the project's activities and to guarantee 

adherence to ethical standards, the European Commission also mandates that research projects be 

subject to an ethical review process. The evaluation of the research's potential risks and advantages, 

as well as the identification of any steps that can be taken to reduce these risks, are part of the review 

process. Overall, the European Commission's ethical guidelines are intended to ensure that research 

projects are carried out in an ethical and responsible way with the aim of safeguarding the rights and 

interests of all participants. 

Within the context of the TeamAware project, there are 11 deliverables that fall under Work Package 

15 and are dedicated to ethical requirements. These deliverables ensure that the project adheres to 

the ethical principles laid out by the European Commission, with the goal of protecting the rights and 

welfare of all individuals involved in the research. These deliverables deal with the following key 

aspects: 

• Informed consent procedures, including templates and information sheets 

• Approval of research by ethics committees/competent authorities 

• Appointment of a Data Protection Officers and implementation of measures to safeguard data 

subjects' rights and freedoms 

• Confirmation of publicly available data for project use 

• Deliverables related to material import/export, health and safety procedures, environmental 

risks, dual-use items, risk assessment, and appointment of an independent Ethics Advisor 

• Details on materials imported/exported from non-EU countries and necessary authorizations 

• Follow health and safety procedures and mitigation measures for environmental risks 

• Address potential dual-use items and provide risk-mitigation strategies 

• Conduct risk assessment and prevent misuse of research findings 

• Appoint an independent Ethics Advisor to submit three reports on their findings 

• Adherence to strict ethical requirements and compliance in all areas 
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The ethical requirements outlined in the TeamAware project play a crucial role in determining the 

acceptability and desirability of the project to various stakeholders. As research involving humans 

becomes increasingly complex and multifaceted, it is essential to ensure that the research is conducted 

in an ethical and transparent manner that respects the rights and welfare of research participants. 

One of the key ethical deliverables of the TeamAware project is the identification and recruitment of 

research participants in a fair and equitable manner. By ensuring that participants are representative 

of the population under study, the project can improve the credibility and acceptability of its findings. 

Similarly, the implementation of informed consent procedures that are clear, concise, and intelligible 

to participants can enhance the project's desirability and reduce the risk of misunderstandings or 

ethical breaches. 

The appointment of an independent Ethics Advisor to monitor the ethical issues involved in the project 

is another crucial factor in determining responsible research. The Advisor can provide guidance and 

oversight on issues related to data protection, privacy, and potential harm to research participants or 

the environment. By demonstrating a commitment to ethical principles and transparency, the 

TeamAware project can build trust and credibility with stakeholders and enhance the project's overall 

acceptability and desirability. 

 Compliance during in the mid-term demonstration  

As part of the TeamAware project's mid-term demonstration, the ethics partner, Eticas, conducted a 

survey to measure the acceptability and desirability of the project among its participants. The survey 

was conducted on members of the consortium who are actively involved in the first response and crisis 

management sector ensuring that the results are representative of the population under study. 

Acceptability and desirability are critical factors to consider in any research and development project. 

Acceptability refers to the extent to which research participants are willing to take part in the study 

and the degree to which they find the research procedures, measures, and ethical considerations 

acceptable. It is crucial to ensure that research is conducted ethically and in a manner that is acceptable 

to the participants, as this fosters trust and collaboration between the researchers and the 

participants. 

Desirability, on the other hand, refers to the extent to which research participants view the research 

as beneficial and desirable. It is essential to consider the desirability of the research because it 

determines whether the research is likely to be supported and sustained in the long run. In this way, 

desirability impacts not only the immediate success of the research but also its long-term impact on 

the community and society as a whole. Therefore, measuring acceptability and desirability can provide 

insight into how the research is perceived by those who are most affected by it, helping researchers to 

tailor their approach and improve the likelihood of success. 

In order to comply with ethical requirements for the mid-term demonstration survey, Eticas provided 

information and consent forms to the participants. These forms ensured that the participants were 

fully informed of the activities to be carried out during the demonstration and what information would 

be collected from them in the surveys. 



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 19 of 48 

 

The purpose of the information and consent forms was to ensure informed consent from the 

participants, which is an important ethical principle in research. The forms provided clear and concise 

information about the survey, the data that would be collected, how the data would be used, and the 

rights of the participants. By providing this information, the participants were able to make an 

informed decision about whether or not to participate in the survey. 

By providing information and consent forms, Eticas was able to ensure that the mid-term 

demonstration survey was conducted in an ethical manner and that the participants were fully 

informed and protected throughout the process. A copy of the information sheet and consent form 

can be found in Appendix 1.  
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 Mid-term demonstration Survey Analysis 

A total of 60 people who were present for the midterm demonstration signed the informed consent 

form. Although the survey received responses from 29 attendees for certain components to 37 in 

others, not everyone attended all of the TeamAware component demo sessions. For them, between 7 

and 10 first responders answered the survey.  

For the analysis, the responses collected from all attendees have been taken into account in 

comparison with the responses collected from the first responders since, as end users of the products 

developed in TeamAware, acceptability and desirability would focus mainly on their assessment for 

future improvements and developments. 

In general, technicians and developers made up the large majority of attendance. The medical staff 

has the highest profile among first responders, followed by firefighters and commanders.  

In terms of gender, men were often represented more heavily than women. The average age for the 

attendees is roughly 40 years old, while the first responders have an average age that is about 10 years 

higher. 

Regarding the educational level, both participants and first responders mostly have a master’s degree. 

High school is the second-most representative choice for first responders, although bachelor’s is the 

choice for the participants. 

As regards the overall participants in the Ankara event, almost half of the participants belong to a 

technical organisation and more than a quarter to an end user organisation. SMEs would be the third 

most represented type of organisation at the Ankara event. 

The TeamAware components were then examined individually. As previously stated, the responses 

provided by individuals present at the midterm demonstration in Ankara were contrasted with those 

made by the first responders present at the same midterm demonstration. 

 WP3-Visual Scene Analysis System-VSAS 

Concerning the WP3 Visual Scene Analysis System, 29 attendees responded to the questionnaire, 8 of 

whom were first responders. The tables that follow provide a description of key aspects for both 

general participants and first responders who completed the questionnaire. As it can be noted in Table 

4, the age average of the first responders is over 10 years older than the age average of all participants. 

In terms of gender, Table 4 shows a greater participation of males than of females, with 100% of men 

in the case of the first responders. 

Table 4: Age average 

  All participants First responders 

Age average 41.5 51 

 

 



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 21 of 48 

 

Table 5: Gender distribution 

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 84% 100% 

Female 12% 0 

Prefer no response 4% 0 

In terms of educational level, the majority of those who responded to the questionnaire have a 

master’s degree. In the case of first responders, there are the same number of representatives with 

master's and bachelor's degrees, with high school being the next most representative option. 

The majority of those attending the demo were technicians/developers. In the case of first responders, 

62.5% were medical personnel, 25% were firefighters, and 12.5% were commanders. The health 

professional profiles outnumber the other FRs profiles. 

In terms of years of experience in their position, 100% of first responders have more than 10 years of 

experience, while 65% of participants have more than 10 years and 19% have between 1-3 years of 

experience. It can be concluded that both samples primarily provide the opinions of professionals with 

extensive experience. 

As regards the use of technology for the first responders, 12.5 % have not used technology and 12.5 % 

have used only Microsoft Package. 12.5 % have used a similar technology to TeamAware and 62.5% 

have used several kinds of technology. In the general example, 12% do not use technology, 54% of 

attendees use several technologies, including another kind of technology and use similar technology 

to TeamAware.   

Regarding questions directed to the VSAS, the average score for all participants and first responders is 

shown in Table 6 regarding the added value of the product, the solution to the needs and the 

recommendation to others. It is important to underline that the score provided by the first responders 

is higher than the score provided by the whole of all participants. In all cases, the score is over 8 points 

meaning that the product is understandable but needs moderate adaptation to see an increase in 

awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or overall user satisfaction. According to the scale 

shown previously, this component has a high level of development at this time and a high level of 

acceptability for the first responders. 

Table 6: Average of score 

  All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate the 

added value provided by this 

product? 

8.61 8.75 0.14 

How would you consider the 

product solves the needs it 

was designed to address? 

8.38 8.37 -0.01 

How would you recommend 

it to other users? 
8.57 8.87 0.30 
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When asked who should pay for the product (Table 7), in the case of first responders, half of them 

consider that the component should be funded by the Public Administrations and over three quarters 

by the end users. In the case of participants in general, a majority considers that it would be the public 

administration that should pay for the VSAS, followed by end users and NGOs. 

Table 7: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 53.8% 50% 

NGOs 3.8% 37.5% 

End users 42.3% 12.5% 

None 0 0 

Other 0 0 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation (Table 8), most of the participants answered that 

they would use it. When asked why, since they are technical entities and not end users, they do not 

see the applicability in their own organisation. In the case of first responders, a huge majority of them 

would use it, and only 12.5 % of first responders would use it in their organisation.  

Table 8: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? All participants First responders 

Yes 53.8% 87.5% 

No 26.9% 12.5% 

I am not sure 19.2% 0 

The Table 9 shows the average score for the functionalities of the VSAS. It is important to highlight that 

on the specific functions of the VSAS the first responders make a lower assessment than that of the 

general public in all aspects, (level of expectation, understanding of information, level of expectation 

in the helmet development and images provided). The level of the images provided got the lower 

assessment in both cases (general public and first responders) below 8 points. The helmet is scored 

below 8 points for first responders as well. Both functionalities show an acceptable level of 

development but being less advanced than other VSAS components. The helmet and the images 

provided are both in the amber zone and an improvement would be expected in later iterations. 

Table 9: Average of score specific components  

  All participants First responders Difference 

How well did the 

prototype demonstrated 

meet the level of 

8.23 8 -0.23 
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expected development 

at this time? 

How well could you see 

the images that were 

provided? 

7.88 7.12 -0.76 

How well did you 

understand the 

information that was 

displayed? 

8.76 8.62 -0.14 

How well did the 

prototype helmet meet 

the level of expected 

development at this 

time? 

8.15 7.87 -0.28 

However, some first responders have underlined the need to improve the images provided and the 

helmet, the huge majority (87.5 %) of first responders would use it in their organisations. As already 

indicated, 62.5% of the first responders are medical staff, and only 37.5 % firefighters or commanders. 

In addition, there is no female representation into the first responders being a challenge to engage 

more females and other FRs profiles in the next demonstration in order to analyse differences that 

could appear due these variables (gender and FRs profile).  

 WP4-Infrastructure Monitoring System-IMS  

Regarding the Infrastructure Monitor System (IMS) developed in the WP4, 37 people responded to the 

questionnaire, 8 of them were first responders. The following tables show a description of these 

aspects both for the participants in general and for the first responders who answered the 

questionnaire. As in the previous case, the age average is more than 10 years higher among the first 

responders compared to the age average of the whole of the participants (see Table 10). 

Table 10: Age average 

  All participants First responders 

Age average 38.02 49.62 

As regards gender, in both samples men predominate over women. Even if there are large differences 

also among the first responders in terms of gender representation, these are smaller compared with 

the entire general sample of participants (see Table 11). However, it would be an added value if, for 

future demonstrations, a more balanced sample was sought in terms of gender. 
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Table 11: Gender distribution 

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 91.89% 87.5% 

Female 5.41% 12.5% 

Prefer no response 2.7% 0 

Regarding the profile of the representatives, the majority of those attending the demo were 

technicians/developers. In the case of the first responders, 3 quarters of the attendees were medical 

staff. 

In terms of years of experience in their position, 100% of first responders have more than 10 years of 

experience, while nearly half of all participants have more than 10 years of experience, while more 

than a quarter have between 1-3 years of experience, with more experienced and less experienced 

participants. 

Concerning the use of technology, there are more first responders who have not used any type of 

technology than in the general sample. On the other hand, no first responder has used a technology 

similar to TeamAware, however a quarter of them have used another kind of technology. 

As regards the questions regarding the IMS, the score for all participants and first responders is shown 

in Table 12, being the score provided by the first responders a little bit lower that the score provided 

by the whole of all participants in relation to the added value, the needs to solve and the 

recommendation to others. In all cases, the score is over 7 points meaning that the product is 

understandable but needs moderate adaptation to see an increase in awareness, knowledge, 

usefulness, ease of use or overall user satisfaction achieving an acceptable level of development at this 

time. 

Table 12: Average of score 

 All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate 

the added value provided 

by this product? 

7.62 7.25 -0.37 

How would you consider 

the product solves the 

needs it was designed to 

address? 

7.65 7.13 -0.52 

How would you 

recommend it to other 

users? 

7.76 7.5 -0.26 
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When asked who should pay for the product, in the case of first responders, they are divided equally 

between the Public administration and end users. In the case of participants in general, a majority 

considers that it would be the public administration that should pay for the IMS, followed by end users 

and NGOs as shown in Table 13. 

Table 13: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 67,57% 50% 

NGOs 10,81% 0 

End users 18,92% 50% 

None 0 0 

Other 2.7% 0 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation, most of the participants answered that they 

would not or that they are not sure. Asking the reason corresponds to the fact that in most cases they 

are technical entities and not end users, so they do not see the applicability in their own organisation. 

In the case of first responders, the vast majority would use it, although still a quarter of first responders 

are not sure if they would use it in their organisation. 

Table 14: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Yes 21.62% 62.5% 

No 32.43% 12.5% 

I am not sure 45.95% 25% 

It is important to highlight that on the specific functions of the IMS the first responders provide a higher 

assessment than that of the general public as shown in Table 15.  In the case of how well the system 

determines threats coming from the damage, the score provided by the FRs achieve 8 points meaning 

a high level of development at this time. It means that the IMS is closer to be understandable but needs 

some minor adaptation to see an increase in awareness, knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or overall 

user satisfaction getting an acceptable level of development in general terms and high level of 

development for the FRs regarding some specific functions.  
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Table 15: Average of score specific components  

 All participants First responders Difference 

How well did the system 

identify damaged 

structures/infrastructure 

(located within the first 

responder operation 

areas) 

7.81 7.87 0.06 

How well did the system 

determine threats 

coming from the damage 

structure/infrastructure 

(located within the first 

responder operation 

areas) 

7.54 8 0.46 

Finally, regarding the assessment made by the first responders, the acceptability is around 7 points for 

this TeamAware component and in some aspects higher than that of the general public. As a 

recommendation, more interaction with the technology and the opportunity to test it in closer 

contexts could help the first responders to accept and use this technology in the future. The vast 

majority (62.5%) of first responders would use it in their organisations. Although, as already indicated, 

75% of the first responders are medical staff, it is therefore recommended for future demonstrations 

to engage a greater number of FRs profiles since the needs and opportunities provided by the 

technology may vary depending on the profile. 

 WP5-Chemical Detection System-CDS 

Regarding the Chemical Detection System (CDS) developed in the WP5, 29 attendees responded to the 

questionnaire, 9 of them were first responders. As in the previous component evaluation, the age 

average is nearly 10 years higher among the first responders compared to the age average of the whole 

of the participants (Table 16) and males are more frequently represented than females (Table 18) 

Table 16: Age average 

  All participants First responders 

Age average 41.44 50 

Table 17: Gender distribution  

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 93% 100% 

Female 7% 0 



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 27 of 48 

 

With regard to educational level, both in the sample of all participants and in the sample of first 

responders, most of those who answered the questionnaire have a Master's. In the case of the first 

responders, the second most representative option is bachelor's and high school (same number of 

representatives), while in the general sample it is Bachelor's. 

Regarding the profile of the representatives, the majority of those attending the demo were 

technicians/developers. In the case of the first responders, 56% of the attendees were medical staff, 

22% firefighters and 22% commanders. As in the previous analysis, medical staff are more represented 

than other FRs profiles. 

In the case of years of experience in their position, 100% of the first responders have more than 10 

years of experience, while in the case of participants in general, 65% of them have more than 10 years 

and 20% of attendees have between 1-3 years of experience. 

As regards the use of technology, most of the first responders used Microsoft packages or drones, 

however, 11% have not used technology. In the general example, 17% do not use technology, 17% of 

attendees use another kind of technology and 13% use similar technology to TeamAware.   

As regards the questions concerning the CDS, the score for all participants and first responders is 

shown in Table 18, being the score provided by the first responders a little bit lower that those 

provided by the whole of all participants in the case of needs solved by the product and 

recommendation to others. However in the case of the added value the score provided by first 

responders is over 8 points and higher than the assessment provided by the general attendees. It 

means that the component is understandable but needs some minor adaptation to see an increase in 

awareness, knowledge, usefulness and ease of use but it still has a high level of development at this 

time. 

Table 18: Average of score 

 All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate 

the added value provided 

by this product? 

7.93 8.11 0,18 

How would you consider 

the product solves the 

needs it was designed to 

address? 

7.96 7.11 -0,85 

How would you 

recommend it to other 

users? 

8.03 7.88 -0,15 

When asked who should pay for the product, in the case of first responders, over half of them consider 

that the component should be funded by the end users and less than a quarter by the public 
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administration. In the case of the general participant, a majority considers that it would be the public 

administration that should pay for the CSD, followed by end users and NGOs as shown in Table 19. 

Table 19: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 58.6% 22% 

NGOs 6.89% 11% 

End users 31.03% 56% 

None 3.44% 11% 

Other 0 0 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation, most of the participants answered that they 

would not use it. Asking the reason corresponds to the fact that in most cases they are technical 

entities and not end users, so they do not see the applicability in their own organisation. In the case of 

first responders, half of them would use it, although still 33 % of first responders would not use it in 

their own organisation as shown in Table 20. FRs underlined the need of performing additional tests, 

improvement in data presentation and testing the results in the worksite as conditions needed before 

incorporating the CSD as a tool in their organisations.  

Table 20: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Yes 27.5% 56% 

No 44.82% 33% 

I am not sure 27.5% 11% 

Concerning the specific functions of the CSD (Table 21) the first responders make a higher assessment 

than that of the general public in the aspects regarding the battery duration and recharging procedure 

of the global navigation satellite system, being the assessment over 7 points that means an acceptable 

level of development at this time. Regarding how well the mix of the historical data and data generated 

meet the level of expectation the average of the first responders is lower than the general public but 

it continues to be around 7 points. 
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Table 21: Average of score specific components  

 All participants First responders Difference 

How well did the mix of 

historical data and 

synthetic data generated 

for the purposes of the 

demonstration work 

meet the level of 

expected development 

at this time? 

7.51 7.22 -0.29 

How well did the aspects 

such as switch on, switch 

off and battery 

recharging procedure 

meet the level of 

expected development 

at this time? 

7.51 7.66 0.15 

How well did the instant 

measurement of the 

global navigation 

satellite system meet the 

level of expected 

development at this 

time? 

7.58 7.88 0.30 

Some first responders have underlined the need for further tests and developments to adapt this 

component. The majority (56 %) of first responders would use it in their organisations. As already 

indicated, 56% of the first responders are medical staff, and only 22% firefighters or commanders. As 

has been said, there is no female representation into the first responders being a challenge to engage 

more females and additional FRs profiles in the next demonstration in order to analyse differences 

that could appear due these variables (gender and FRs profile).  

 WP6-Acoustic Detection System-ADS 

Regarding the Acoustic Detection System (ADS) developed in the WP6, 34 attendees responded to the 

questionnaire, 7 of them were first responders. In this case, the age average is over 13 years higher 

among the first responders compared to the age average of the whole of the participants (see Table 

22). The gender distribution is similar between the general attendees and the first responders, being 

a higher male representation (Table 22) 
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Table 22: Age average 

  All participants First responders 

Age average 39.58 52.71 

Table 23: Gender distribution  

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 82% 86% 

Female 15% 14% 

Prefer no response 3% 0 

Regarding the profile of the representatives, the majority of those attending the demo were 

technicians/developers. In the case of the first responders, 86% of the attendees were medical staff, 

and 14% firefighters, having no representation of commanders in this case. Again, the health 

professional profiles are more represented than other FRs profiles into the FRs sample. 

In the case of years of experience in their position, 100% of the first responders have more than 10 

years of experience, while in the case of participants in general, most of them have more than 10 years 

being both samples formed by experienced professionals.  

As regards the use of technology, 29% of the first responders used only Microsoft packages and there 

is none who does not use technology. In the general public, 2.9% have no use of technology and 14.7% 

use only Microsoft packages. 

Addressing the questions regarding the ADS, the score for all participants and first responders is shown 

in the Table 24. The score provided by the first responders is significantly lower than the score provided 

by the whole of all participants. In the case of the general public, the score is over 8 points meaning 

that the product is understandable but needs moderate adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 

knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or overall user satisfaction perceiving a high level of development. 

However, in the case of the added value the score provided by first responders is more than 1 point 

less of difference, which means that the component is understandable but needs some minor 

adaptation. In the case of the recommendation to other users, the assessment of the first responders 

is more than 1.10 points less that the score provided by the general public. 

Table 24: Average of score 

 All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate 

the added value provided 

by this product? 

8.29 7.28 -1.01 

How would you consider 

the product solves the 
8.44 8.14 -0.30 



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 31 of 48 

 

needs it was designed to 

address? 

How would you 

recommend it to other 

users? 

8.26 7.14 -1.12 

When asked who should pay for the product, in the case of first responders, there is the same 

percentage that consider that the component should be funded by the public Administrations and end 

users. In the case of participants in general, a majority considers that it would be the public 

administration that should pay for the CSD, followed by end users and NGOs as shown in Table 25. 

Table 25: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 67.6% 42.9% 

NGOs 2.9% 0 

End users 26.5% 42.9% 

None 2.9% 14.3% 

Other 0 0 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation, most of the participants answered that they 

would not use it. Asking the reason corresponds to the fact that in most cases they are technical 

entities. In the case of first responders, most of them (57.1%) would not be sure if they would use it in 

their organisation and they suggested that it could be used for training reasons as shown in Table 26.  

Table 26: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Yes 26.5% 28.6% 

No 41.2% 14.3% 

I am not sure 32.4% 57.1% 

Regarding the specific functions of the ADS the Table 27 shows the score provided. In this case, the 

first responders make a lower assessment than that of the general public, such as the aspects regarding 

the level of the expectation at this moment and the availability of the product to be counted in drone. 

For the general public the level of development is higher than expected at this moment being a green 

line. However, for the first responders, the component is an amber line although the product is 

considered acceptable at this level of development.  



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 32 of 48 

 

Table 27: Average of score specific components  

 All participants First responders Difference 

How well did the product 

meet the level of 

expected development 

at this time to - detect 

and localize emergency 

events such as 

explosions, gunshots, 

snipers and human 

voices? 

8.52 7.57 -0.95 

Was this product able to 

be mounted on a drone? 
8.61 7.57 -1.04 

The majority (56%) of first responders would not be sure of the use of it in their organisations. As 

already indicated, 86% of the first responders are medical staff, and only 14% firefighters.  

The product is at an appropriate degree of development for first responders when considering its own 

functionalities, but it is at a high level of development for the general public, highlighting the disparities 

between general attendees and first responders. 

 WP7-Team Monitoring System-TMS 

Regarding the Team Monitoring System developed in the WP7, 31 attendees responded to the 

questionnaire, 8 of them were first responders. The age average is over 11 years higher among the 

first responders compared to the age average of the whole of the participants (see Table 28). 

Concerning the gender distribution, as the Table 28 shows, men have a higher representation in both 

cases. 

Table 28: Age average 

  All participants First responders 

Age average 40.19 51.37 

Table 29: Gender distribution  

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 84% 88% 

Female 14% 12% 

Prefer no response 2% 0 
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Regarding the profile of the representatives, the majority of those attending the demo were 

technicians/developers. In the case of the first responders, 75% of the attendees were medical staff, 

and 12,5% firefighters and 12,5% commanders.  

In the case of years of experience in their position, 100% of the first responders have more than 10 

years of experience, while in the case of participants in general, most of them have more than 10 years 

being both samples formed by experienced professionals.  

As regards the use of technology, 50% of the FRs used multiple technologies. 12.5% of them use only 

Microsoft Package and 12.5% do not use any kind of technologies. Regarding the general public, 12.9 

% of the attendees do not use technology, 12.9% use only Microsoft Package and 41.9% of them use 

multiple technologies.  

As regards the questions regarding the TMS, the score for all participants and first responders is shown 

in the Table 30. The score provided by the first responders is lower than the score provided by the 

whole of all participants. In the case of the general public, the score is over 8 points regarding the 

added value, the adaptation to the needs to be solved and the recommendations to others.  It means 

that the product is understandable but needs moderate adaptation to see an increase in awareness, 

knowledge, usefulness, ease of use or overall user satisfaction and has a high level of development at 

this stage.  

However in the case of all items considered, the score provided by first responders is under the 8 

points, which means that the component is understandable but needs some adaptations and the level 

of development is adaptable at this time for the first responders.  

Table 30: Average of score 

 All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate 

the added value provided 

by this product? 

8.35 7.75 -0.60 

How would you consider 

the product solves the 

needs it was designed to 

address? 

8.06 7.5 -0.56 

How would you 

recommend it to other 

users? 

8.19 7.8 -0.39 

When asked who should pay for the product, in the case of first responders, there is the same 

percentage that considers that the component should be funded by the public administrations and 

end users. In the case of participants in general, a majority considers that it would be the public 

administration that should pay for the TMS, followed by end users as shown in Table 31. 
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Table 31: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 54.8% 37.5% 

NGOs 3.2% 12.5% 

End users 38.7% 37.5% 

Other 3.2% 12.5% 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation, most of the participants answered that they 

would use it. Asking the reason corresponds to the fact that in most cases they are technical entities 

and not end users, so they do not see the applicability in their own organisation. In the case of first 

responders, most of them (62,5%) would use it in their organisation but still a quarter is not sure if 

they would use it as shown in Table 32. 

Table 32: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Yes 41.9% 62.5% 

No 32.3% 12.5% 

I am not sure 25.8% 25% 

Finally, it is important to highlight that on the specific functions of the TMS, the first responders make 

a lower assessment than that of the general public as shown in Table 33. The assessment is below 7 

points for the comfortable units worked on the lower arms and on the head. This is one of the lower 

scores obtained in the demonstration session. For the rest of the assessment provided to the TMS, the 

FRs and general public scores are over 7 points meaning an acceptable level of development at this 

time. For the general public, the assessment is over 8 points for the comfort regarding the motor units 

on the body and the visualization of posture data; however, it should be noted that most of attendees 

are technicians and they do not have experience with the first responders equipment on the field. 

Table 33: Average of score specific components  

 All participants First responders Difference 

Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the upper legs? 

7.83 7.5 -0.65 
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Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the lower legs? 

7.90 7.25 -0.33 

Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the upper arms? 

7.83 7.5 -0.33 

Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the lower arms? 

7.64 6.75 -0.89 

Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the head? 

7.35 6,5 -0.85 

Given the level of 

development how well/ 

comfortable do you think 

the motion units worked 

on the trunk/body? 

8.06 7.87 -0.19 

Given the level of 

development how well do 

you think the posture 

information was 

translated into a 

visualization you could 

understand? 

8.25 7.87 -0.38 

Given the level of 

development how well did 

the system detect 

stumbling, faint, tiredness, 

fallen or laying officers 

and detected actions 

7.70 7.62 -0.08 



D13.3 – Desirability and Acceptability Assessment  Version 1.0 – Final. Date: 23.04.2023 

 

 
Page 36 of 48 

 

(such as walking, sitting 

etc.)? 

Given the level of 

development how well did 

the system provide the 

location information of 

the collapsed or 

unconscious firefighter? 

7.67 7 -0.67 

Given the level of 

development how well 

was this information 

delivered to the 

coordination chief? 

7.67 7,37 -0.30 

The majority (62,5 %) of first responders would use it in their organisations. As already indicated, most 

of the first responders are medical staff, and in this component, the point of view of the firefighters 

and commanders would be really appreciated since they are other profiles on the field with additional 

considerations. As has been mentioned, female representation is low into the first responders being a 

challenge to engage more females and additional FRs profiles in the next demonstration in order to 

analyse differences that could appear due these variables (gender and FRs profile).  

 WP8-Citizen Involvement and City Integration System-CICIS 

Regarding the Citizen Involvement and City Integration System (CICIS) developed in the WP8, 36 

attendees responded to the questionnaire, 10 of them were first responders. As in the previous 

component evaluation, the age average is over 10 years higher among the first responders compared 

to the age average of the whole of the participants (see Table 34) and there is a major representation 

of males regarding the gender distribution (see Table 34) 

Table 34: Age average 

 All participants First responders 

Age average 39.47 49.2 

Table 35: Gender distribution  

Gender (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Male 83% 90% 

Female 14% 10% 

Prefer no response 3% 0 
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Regarding the profile of the representatives, the majority of those attending the demo were 

technicians/developers. In the case of the first responders, 60% of the attendees were medical staff, 

and 30% firefighters and 10% commanders. Again, the health professional profiles are more 

represented than other FRs profiles, however, there is more diversity of profiles in this last component 

analysed than in the other TeamAware components. 

In the case of years of experience in their position, 100% of the first responders have more than 10 

years of experience, while in the case of participants in general, over 50% of them have more than 10 

years of experience and nearly 30% between 1-3 years of experience. 

As regards the use of technology, 10% of the first responders use only Microsoft Package, 10% of FRs 

do not use technology and 10% of them use other types of technology. In the general public, 13,9  % 

have no use of technology and 11.1% use only Microsoft packages, 16.7% use other technologies and 

14% use technology similar to TeamAware.  

Regarding the CICIS, the score for all participants and first responders is shown in table 36.  The average 

of the score provided by the first responders is a little bit lower than the score provided by the whole 

of all participants concerning the add value and the recommendations to other users. However, the 

score provided by first responders and the general public is the same in the perceptions regarding if 

the product solves the needs it was designed for. In addition the assessment is over 8 points in two 

categories considered a high level of development at this time.  

Table 36: Average of score 

 All participants First responders Difference 

How would you estimate 

the added value provided 

by this product? 

7.94 7.30 -0.64 

How would you consider 

the product solves the 

needs it was designed to 

address? 

8.30 8.30 0 

How would you 

recommend it to other 

users? 

8.16 8.00 -0.16 

When asked who should pay for the product (Table 37), in the case of first responders, they consider 

clearly that the component should be funded by the public administrations (70%). In the case of 

participants in general, a majority considers that it would be the public administration too. In both 

cases, approximately 10% consider that none should pay for it.  
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Table 37: Payment for the product  

Who should pay for it? 

(Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

Public Administration 61.11% 70% 

NGOs 5.56% 0 

End users 13.89% 20% 

None 11.,1% 10% 

Other 8.3% 0 

When asked if they would use it in their organisation, most of the participants answered that they 

would use it, being the percentage of first responders that would use it much higher than that of the 

general public, as can be seen in Table 38. 

Table 38: Desirability to use 

Would you use it in your organisation? (Percentage) All participants First responders 

Yes 38.9% 60% 

No 36.1% 20% 

I am not sure 25% 20% 

Finally, it is important to highlight that on the specific functions of the CICIS the first responders make 

assessments similar to that of the general public (see Table 39). In fact, the consideration that the CICIS 

improves the utility and the safety of citizens obtain the same average in both samples. For the first 

responders the product gets a score over 8 points for the availability to retrieve, store and analyse the 

information making available meaning a high level of development at this time. The first responders 

considered at a lower level than the general public that the CICIS enabled citizens to report relevant 

information to first responders.  

Table 39: Average of score specific components  

 All participants First responders Difference 

Was the product able to 

retrieve, store, analyse, 

process to extract usable 

information and make 

that information 

available 

7.94 8.1 0.16 
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Did the product enable 

citizens to report 

relevant information to 

first responders? 

8.19 7.8 -0.39 

Did the product improve 

the utility and safety of 

citizens by providing 

them with guidance to 

guide them during crisis 

events? 

7.80 7.8 0 

The majority (60 %) of first responders would use it in their organisations and consider that the public 

Administration should pay for it. In general terms the assessment of the first responders to different 

considerations to the product is near 8 only being near 7 regarding the added value provided.  

 Overall results 

At the end of the Ankara midterm demonstration and, after an overview of all TeamAware 

components, a series of questions were posed to the attendees in order to make a more comparative 

assessment of the different technologies. 28 people responded to these questionnaires, being 10 of 

them first responders with the aforementioned sociodemographic characteristics.   

In terms of which component is most useful to you, Table 40 shows the main results being most useful 

components for both attendees and first responders are the visual scene analysis (WP3) and team 

monitoring (WP7). Chemical detection (WP5) is considered useful for the general public, however, it is 

not considered by the first responders at all.  

Table 40: Useful for you 

Which product demonstrated this week 

would be most useful for you? (percentage) 
All participants First responders 

WP3 50% 55.6% 

WP5 7.1% 0% 

WP7 42.9% 44.4% 

Concerning the most useful TeamAware component for your organization, as shown in Table 41, half 

of the attendees consider that the team monitoring (WP7) is the most useful component for their own 

organization. The visual scene analysis (WP3) is considered the second most useful component. 

Although, the participants consider the other components of TeamAware useful as well in a lower 

percentage. Regarding the first responders, the dispersion is less since they consider only three 

TeamAware components useful for their organization: team monitoring (WP7), visual scene analysis 

(WP3) and, to a lesser extent than the previous two, citizen involvement and city integration (WP8). 
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Table 41: Useful for your organisation 

Which product demonstrated this week 

would be most useful for your organisation? 

(percentage) 

All participants First responders 

WP3 25% 33.3% 

WP4 3.6% 0 

WP5 3.6% 0 

WP6 3.6% 0 

WP7 50% 44.4% 

WP8 14.3% 22.2% 

In relation to the product on which they would most like to see improvements, the three most 

important components for the general public are WP5 (chemical detection), WP3 (visual scene 

analysis) and WP4 (Infrastructure monitoring) in this order while for the first responders it is WP4, 

WP5 and WP7 (team monitoring) with the same percentage of importance as shown Table 42. 

Table 42: Product to see improvement 

Which product would you most like to see an 

improvement on? (percentage) 
All participants First responders 

WP3 25% 11.1% 

WP4 21.4% 22.2% 

WP5 28.6% 22.2% 

WP6 10.7% 11.1% 

WP7 10.7% 22.2% 

WP8 3.6% 11.1% 

As shown in Table 43, for the general public, WP7 (team monitoring) and WP3 (visual scene analysis) 
are the products that best satisfy the needs in the field. Although with a minor percentage, other 
components are considered as well. For the first responders, three quarters of them consider WP7 
(team monitoring) as the component which best satisfies the needs in the field and one quarter 
consider WP3 (visual scene analysis) as the best product to cover their needs in the field.  
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Table 43: Product best satisfies needs  

Which product best satisfies your needs in 

the field? (Percentage) 
All participants First responders 

WP3 14.3% 33.3% 

WP4 7.1% 0 

WP5 10.7% 0 

WP6 3.6% 0 

WP7 57.1% 66.7% 

WP8 7.1% 0 

In relation to the product which provided solutions that are not currently available in the market, the 

participants consider that the citizen involvement and city integration (WP8) provided a new solution, 

followed by the team monitoring (WP7) and chemical detection (WP5) as shown in Table 44.  For the 

first responders, there are some differences since they consider in a high percentage that the visual 

scene analysis (WP3) provides a solution new in the market, followed with the same percentages by 

chemical detection (WP5), acoustic detection (WP6) and team monitoring (WP7). 

Table 44: Product provide solutions  

Which product provides solutions that are 

not currently available in the market? 

(Percentage) 

All participants First responders 

WP3 14.3% 33.3% 

WP4 3.6% 0 

WP5 21.4% 22.2% 

WP6 10.7% 22.2% 

WP7 21.4% 22.2% 

WP8 28.6% 0 
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 Conclusions and recommendations 

It has been a limitation regarding the profile of those who attended the mid-term demonstration in 

Ankara for this first assessment. As previously stated, the majority of these participants were 

developers and technicians from the consortium's entities. First responders have been under-

represented so it is strongly recommended engaging more first responders for upcoming 

demonstrations. 

On the other hand, there has been little variation in the profile of first responders. They have been 

overrepresented by health professionals and, to a lesser extent, firefighters and commanders. As a 

recommendation for the next demonstration, it is suggested a greater engagement with these profiles 

that have not been represented or to a lesser extent, and involve other profiles, such as security forces 

and professionals that act on the field in case of emergency. It is thought that there may be more 

significant differences in the assessment of the components based on the first responder's profile, 

because some technologies can support the work of some roles more than others. 

In this demonstration, women have been under-represented, particularly among the first responders. 

It is suggested that the consortium attempts to achieve gender balance in the following 

demonstrations to determine if there are differences in the valuation of the various components based 

on gender.  

Due to the fact that all first responders had careers spanning more than 10 years, it was unable to 

identify variances in the evaluation of the TeamAware components based on this variable. The initial 

assumption is that there may be increased resistance to change brought about by new technologies as 

someone gains more professional expertise. It is advised that younger profiles be used in the upcoming 

demonstrations as well in order to show disparities depending on this characteristic. 

In terms of the evaluation of TeamAware  components, it can be determined that all of the items 

analysed are between 7 and 8 acceptance levels, that is, between an acceptable level of development 

at this time and a high level of development at this time. The differences between first responders and 

the general public who attended the Ankara demonstration have been observed and stressed in this 

report. Only the comfortable units working on the lower arms and on the head for the team monitoring 

system received less than 7 points (WP7). Taking these evaluations into account, comparisons can be 

made in the next demo session following the implementation of the developments until the next 

demo. 

Regarding who should pay for the various TeamAware components, both for the general public and 

for first responders, it has been determined that the public administration with competences in civil 

protection and end users are the key financiers, with many nuances that have been recognised in the 

sections before. 

In general, first responders value the team monitor system (WP7), visual scene analysis (WP3), and 

citizen involvement and city integration (WP8) for their organisations. As previously stated, it is 

recommended that more first responders of various profiles will be involved in the next demos, since 

the evaluation of some tools can be heavily influenced by the role and task to be performed by the FRs 

on the field.  
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Results obtained so far led to recommend some preliminary elements in terms of technological 

integration of identified acceptability factors:  

• The placement of the TMS motion units should be reviewed, especially in the head and lower 

arms to ensure that it is more comfortable for first responders. 

• In the case of the VSAS, although FRs have shown an acceptable level of satisfaction, it is 

recommended to pay attention to the presentation of the images and carry out more tests 

with the helmet to ensure that it is comfortable for the first responders. 

• Some participants have identified that some components, such as the ADS, could be used for 

training purposes. It is recommended to explore this functionality because they point to new 

uses of the components developed in TeamAware. 

Still, these requirements must be reviewed in light of future demonstrations and validation activities. 
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 APPENDIXES 

 APENDIX 1 Information sheet and consent form 
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