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1. Introduction
Background & objectives of SCORCH
Extreme temperatures, including heat and cold waves, are climatological hazards. Both in the EU
as well as in EU-Neighbourhood countries research has shown that heatwaves cause a rise in
morbidity and mortality. Since heatwaves are not restricted to country borders a cross-border
approach is required to ensure collective preparedness and response to mitigate the impacts on
communities and limit the financial and health costs.
The overall objective of SCORCH is to reduce the impact of heatwaves on vulnerable, urban
populations through improved risk communication strategies based on existing EU plans and
guidelines. As part of this, we have measured risk perception, knowledge and behaviour in
communities in EU-neighbourhood countries through surveys and foster a cross-country culture
of prevention and cooperation.

This deliverable
The aim of D4.1 is to delineate a design for a heatwave risk communication campaign which helps
to reduce the health risks during heatwaves in Georgia, Israel and Tunisia. It is envisaged that this
design also serves as a template that could be used for many more years and for other EU
Neighbourhood countries. This deliverable provides a design for a risk communication campaign
targeting the general population while a next deliverable (D4.2) of this Work Package 4 (WP4) will
outline a special orientation guideline for communicating heatwaves risks for vulnerable groups.
This deliverable is developed based on i) the former 5 deliverables of SCORCH (D2.1-D2.4 and
D3.1) resulting from WP2 and WP3, ii) a tailored review of literature on risk communication, and
iii) the results of stakeholder meetings in Georgia and Israel.

2. Methodology
Overall, the methodology for delineating the risk communication campaign is informed by 3 main
theoretical dimensions:
-

Use of scientific evidence and international experience
Risk perceptions of affected populations
Participation and engagement of local stakeholders

2.1 Use of scientific evidence and international experience
Results from work package 2 of SCORCH provide a solid knowledge base on the European
heatwave plans (and related risk communication components, where available), their application
in reducing health impacts of heatwaves in European countries, and available scientific evidence
on effectiveness of heatwave plans in EU countries. In addition, a specific review of literature was
conducted to explore the effectiveness of existing national heat health action plans in Europe,
which always contain detailed risk communication plans, to assure that design of the risk
5

communication campaign is well-informed by the available international evidence and/or
experiences.
Review of the SCORCH work package 2 deliverables
All four deliverables of work package 2 were reviewed:
-

Heat plan compilation (D 2.1)
Literature review (D2.2)
Key informant interviews (D2.3)
Critical analysis of heat plans and interviews (D2.4)

The review of the deliverables entailed a comprehensive process and aimed to extract aspects
that are relevant to risk communication of heatwaves. Topics were considered of interest if they
directly referred to “risk communication” or if they had an indirect relation with risk
communication e.g. “raise awareness” or “stakeholders”. The extracted themes were then
explored in view of other sources of information, for example, knowledge gaps regarding
heatwave risks (from population surveys) or adaptability to local contexts (from stakeholder
meetings in target countries).
Review of literature on risk communication
Google Scholar was used to search for special aspects of risk communication combined with the
term “heat wave”. Filters (5 years or 1 year ago) were used to focus on the relevant recent
literature. Various combination of search terms including "risk communication", "heatwave",
"efficient risk communication", "trust", "protection measures", "transparent communication",
"transparent decision making" were used. Relevant literature was reviewed to understand
important successful and barriers that is of relevance to design a risk communication campaign
for heatwaves.
Use of International Council of Risk Governance (IRGC) framework
Among several risk governance frameworks available, the IRGC framework for was used as the
basis for designing the risk communication campaign. There are at least 3 main reasons why the
framework was used. First, it provides guidance for early identification and handling of risks,
involving multiple stakeholders. Second, it recommends an inclusive approach to frame, assess,
evaluate, manage, and communicate important risk issues, often marked by complexity,
uncertainty, and ambiguity. Third, the framework is generic and adaptable. Heatwaves risks relate
to a good extent to the context of IRGC framework because they are complex and ambiguous (e.g.
many do not see them as risk) and all relevant response measures acquire a multi-stakeholder
approach. Besides the IRGC framework adaptability makes it good choice to be used in outlining
risk communication campaigns and processes. The IRGC-Framework proposes a roadmap
entailing series interrelated steps for risk communication detailed in figure 1 below:
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Figure 1: IRGC framework roadmap for developing risk communication campaigns
Accordingly, a series of activities were performed that are briefly detailed below (Figure 2) to
provide an overview of related methodologies used:

7

Figure 2: Methodological aspects of the design of the risk communication campaign using IRGC
framework

2.2 Risk perceptions of affected populations
To understand the dimensions how (and if) the affected populations in the target countries
perceive heatwave as a risk is crucial for designing a heatwave risk communication campaign.
Furthermore, current knowledge levels on heatwave-protective measures, and in particular any
gaps in knowledge, are essential to understand which type of knowledge (and behaviour) should
be improved in each of the countries. Work package 3 of SCRORCH explored various aspects of
risk perception, knowledge level and adaptive behaviour related to heatwaves in the general
population in Georgia, Israel, and Tunisia. Methodological aspects of these surveys are described
in the deliverable D3.1. The results of the surveys (also outlined in D3.1) were thoroughly
reviewed and the information that relevant to risk communication were extracted and used in
the design of the risk communication campaign.
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2.3 Participation and engagement of local stakeholders
The results of the WP2 and WP3 from SCORCH clearly show that participation and engagement
of stakeholders in developing heatwave plans and risk communication campaigns is vital for
responding effectively to the heatwave risks. The IRGC framework also puts the involvement and
participation of stakeholders in the centre of any risk governance process including risk
communication.
This design of the campaign according to the IRGC-framework allows an iterative process to take
the contents of several sources into account and discuss these contents with the stakeholders in
the target countries. As shown in the figures 2, the design starts with the exploration of the system
(results in WP2 and the surveys in the partner countries from WP3). Figure 3 shows an overview
of the stakeholder participation in the design of the risk communication campaign.

Figure 3: Overview of stakeholder participation toward design of the risk communication
campaign
A stakeholder meeting in Tunisia was planned as well, but due to COVID19 pandemic, and a shift
in priorities for stakeholders in Tunisia working in the field of heatwave protection, this has not
taken place until now. We will undertake this at a later time in the project.
The stakeholder meetings were conducted to discuss the preconditions for the risk
communication campaign: to identify the stakeholders and communication pathways in the
partner countries, to explore barriers for risk communication and to identify vulnerable groups.
The concept of the stakeholder meetings followed four key questions, developed in close
cooperation with the consortium partners:
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1 What are the stakeholders of heatwave risk communication and of risk communication
in general?
2 What are or could be the pathways between the stakeholders for effective heatwave risk
communication?
3 What are the barriers which block behavior change, even if a risk is perceived?
4 Who are the vulnerable groups that need to be addressed?
We invited stakeholders that function as communicators in crisis situations to the stakeholder
meetings. These stakeholders were identified based on the information in D2.1 and D3.1, and
following recommendations of the consortium partners in Georgia and Israel. In Israel, experts in
risk communication and in crisis management were invited as well. One of the tasks in the meeting
was to name more stakeholders relevant for risk communication in the country, who will be
invited for the final workshop. In the stakeholder meeting in Georgia, nine stakeholders and 4
SCORCH members were present (13 participants in total). In the virtual meeting in Israel the
number of participants was limited to six in order to have a good “face to face” (video)-contact
with them on the screen: three Stakeholders and three SCORCH members were present. The
meetings took place over a period of about 1.5-2 hours. The stakeholder meeting was organized
as a round table discussion. This method allowed for an associative and discursive approach to
discuss the relevant topics (in Georgia, see ANNEX II). The facilitator had a neutral role and was
responsible for collection and visualization of the results.
To facilitate the collection of information from the participants, flipchart-posters (in Georgia, see
ANNEX II) and slides (in Israel in the virtual meeting) were shown, which covered the following
topics:
•
•

Stakeholders in risk communication of heatwaves in Europe (based on D2.3)
Possible groups vulnerable for heatwave risk in Georgia (based on D3.1)

The results of the discussion were visualized on posters by the facilitator, and arising discussions
and comments related to the results were noted. After the meeting detailed minutes were sent
to the participants for comments. In Israel the virtual discussion was video-recorded (consentForm see ANNEX V), fully transcribed and analysed.
(see Annex II for the minutes of the Georgian meeting, Annex III for the facilitation guideline and
Annex IV for the minutes of the virtual meeting in Israel).
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3. Results
Overall, a pragmatic approach was used in extracting information (from SCORCH former
deliverables and stakeholder meetings) that could guide development of a design for risk
communication campaign.
3.1 Use of scientific evidence and international experience
Results from SCORCH deliverables regarding risk communication
The heat plan compilation (D2.1)
Main points that has a relevance or implication (direct or indirect) for the design of the risk
communication campaign extracted from the compilation are presented below:
-

Awareness raising on health impacts of heatwaves (related to risk communication) would
need to target various groups including the general public, vulnerable populations, and their
caretakers, health workers, involved authorities, social services and voluntary organisations;

-

Awareness raising is a main theme in the objectives of almost all reviewed heat plans;

-

Definition of flow for the dissemination of information between different levels of
government (e.g. federal or sub-areas) and various stakeholders are needed;

-

Review and update of the guidelines for prevention of health effects of heat plans

-

Timeliness of the information and coordination;

-

There are various alert levels (Level 0 preparedness, Level 1 vigilance, Level 2 hot weather;
Level 3 heatwave, and Level 4 emergency) in a heatwave warning system and risk
communication which might have implications for risk communication activities/campaigns;

-

There are at least 3 communication and service flows in warning systems, of which the second
focuses on raising awareness using various channels including television and radio, websites,
online newsletter, telephone hotline, and leaflets or posters;

-

Various stakeholders (meteorological agency, care providers (i.e. hospitals, elderly homes,
GPs, nurses, etc.), Ministry of Health, local or regional authorities and other ministries that
might have one or more of 7 roles (Author, Activator, Coordinator, Informer, Monitor,
Implementer, Evaluator) with influence on risk communication activities;

-

Some of the action levels (mitigation, preparedness, response, recovery, and evaluation) in
heatwave plan (if not all) would acquire risk communication activities;
11

-

Successful implementation of risk communication activities (similar to other heatwave
related response activities) are dependent upon availability of resources including data, and
human (volunteers, mobile teams, additional staff) and financial resources (funding for
information documents or broadcasting on television and radio).

The literature review (D 2.2)
With a focus on two aspects i.e. implementation effectiveness of heatwave plans in EU countries
and the extent to which plans were effective in changing behaviour and perceptions of the general
public and vulnerable groups (we will focus on the latter in Deliverable 4.2), following main
implications were withdrawn for the design of the risk communication campaign:
-

-

-

-

-

There is a need for social, care and voluntary staff to be made aware of heatwave plans/risk
communication campaigns. Most of these staff do not perceive heatwaves to require
prioritization in their summer routines;
Barriers such as communication of information between managers and frontline heath staff
can exist regarding heatwave plan (which also entails risk communication component/plan)
Preventive measures in the national heatwave plan (including risk communication) should
have a wider focus on the population aged 0-64. Another study observed GP visits across all
age groups but highest for children and people over 75;
Foreigners were less informed about heatwave plans and should be targeted in
communication plans;
Some studies showed that the majority of those who have been informed about risks of
heatwaves and related protective actions tend to implement more of such behaviours
themselves or support vulnerable people;
Care organisations were reported to have low familiarity with heatwave plan and deem heat
a low priority;
Age, ethnic and cultural backgrounds might have a role in interpretation of color and number
system of heat-health watch systems and there is a need to pay attention to this in risk
communication campaign;
Roles/responsibilities/tasks among stakeholders should be clearly assigned. One reason for
confusion is that heatwave plans were developed without involvement of stakeholders;
There is need for formal structures (not always only top-down) to improve communication
and collaboration between stakeholders. Also, two-way communication between managerial staff
and nursing/home care assistance has been lacking;

-

-

Barriers identified for implementation of protective measures are lack of funding and time,
inadequate contact with target groups, delays caused by the need for authorisation of extra
visits, and difficulties in realising a behavioural change;
The coverage of heatwave plan (nationally or only some sub-areas; wider or only traditional
June-September period) might have a role in reducing heat-related mortality.
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-

Communication plans can target health and social care professions, care home managers and staff,
and the general public;

-

Pamphlets for the general public outline vulnerable groups, symptoms of heat illness and
protective behaviour during a heatwave. However, the pamphlet does not contain advice on
how to prepare for heat before it occurs, nor provides aid with such preparation. These topics
are only covered in publications that target professionals;
Respondents received information on protective measures through TV or Met Office or have
heard or read heatwave preventive information. Foreigners and those with lower education
can benefit of more targeted information;
In some cases, heat warnings may trigger positive memories about summers which are then
used as cues to become unconcerned about risk protection (heat warnings must avoid
evoking positive feelings about heat);
Similarly, men and low-income earners are less likely to take protection measures. Women
are more likely to seek information on health risks, whereas high income earners face less
barriers in adapting their behaviour;
Carers in nurisng homes are aware of potential heat-risks and have previously applied
preventive strategies. However, they also find the degree of information on heat warnings is
insufficient, which can be dangerous for those dependent on carers;
It can be that heat and heatwave plans (and dependent risk communication campaign) are
not considered a public health priority to justify related preparations;
It is advisable to create effective formal structures to smoothen communication between
actors at the same and different levels;
Improve the awareness among health professionals about the definition of a heatwave, the
heatwave plan and their role in it, as well as information about heat risks and protective
measures;
Cross-country collaboration on raising awareness and exchanging strategies can be beneficial
for policy;
Insights in barriers for behavioural change linked to socioeconomic and demographic
characteristics can help to encourage long-term adaptation;
Heatwave plans (including risk communication messages) tailored to specific stakeholders,
such as care facilities, may help overcome the lack of clear responsibilities and ambiguity
about how messages should be communicated to staff.

-

-

-

-

-

-

Key informant interviews (D 2.3)
With an aim to gain insights into the functioning of the national heatwave plans (also entailing
the risk communication components), the interviews provide the following inputs for the design
of risk communication campaign:
-

Risk communication campaign should consider stakeholders not only at the national levels
but also in the regional and local levels;
Not all stakeholders see heatwaves as a high priority;
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-

-

Heatwave plans exist on different levels: national, regional, municipal or organisational. This
use of various levels differs between countries;
Communication flow in the warning system could be used also for risk communication
campaigns;
There are various stakeholders in heatwave response activities, and they have various roles
that have implications for risk communication;
A total of 13 types of communication tools and/or media were named for communication
with the general public, targeted vulnerable groups and involved stakeholders. These include
App, colour coded maps, newsletters, open days, phone, SMS, (e)mail, press release,
prevention kits, printed material, social media, television, newspapers and radio, telephone
hotline, trainings, website;
The choice of communication depends on who the message is targeted at; the type of
message that is being disseminated; and the available resources;
It is important to communicate messages that are brief and coherent. Messages that use
visual elements (e.g. colour codes) are easier to read than long texts;
It is very important that all involved stakeholders relay the same message to the public to
avoid confusion;
Repetition and continuation are key. In practice, this implies the repeated and simultaneous
use of multiple communication tools and channels.
Methods to evaluate risk communication campaigns might include morbidity and mortality
data, surveys, webpage analytics, download data, and number of likes and followers on social
media.

Critical analysis of heatwave plans and Key informant interviews (D 2.4)
Here we present only the relevant results that were not directly presented in the related
deliverables above:
-

Often, multiple communication tools are used to communicate the same message;
Almost all stakeholders are considered to be informers and are expected to use these tools
to inform the public and specific vulnerable groups;
A potential issue is that these communication tools are described in a general way, and it is
not explained which tools are best to use specific target groups;
Total information coverage might be reached by combining multiple communication tools;
It is advised to design qualitative, coherent and easy messages:
Template messages for communication to different audiences can be provided;
Information should be diffused at the appropriate times;
Both short- and long-term communication need to be considered;
Finally, the effectiveness of the communication plan should be assessed regularly, and
modifications made accordingly.
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Barriers of Communication
Challenges and barriers for risk communication of heatwaves have to be overcome in order to
design a working risk communication campaign. Personal communication of stakeholders seems
to be the most helpful form to get information about things, which are not working, as usually
not a lot of written information exists about failures or problems. Detailed analysis of the results
(from stakeholders meetings) is provided in the annex to this report. A summary of the barriers is
presented here:
Barriers regarding identification and management of stakeholders
-

Diversified health care system with many responsible actors
Budget shortage
Local authorities don`t have the power they need
Local authorities/municipalities "working on their own" without sticking to national plan
Missing of a good coordination between national and local coordinators.

Barriers regarding content of the campaign
- The communicated content is not in line with the content other stakeholders
communicate
Barriers regarding communication methods
- Information management: Coordination and similarity in time of information spreading
- Communication in social media can interfere with official communication
- Language barriers
Barriers regarding communication tools
- People can be cut off from information communication line (can't be reach)
Results of literature review on risk communication on heatwaves and aspects of barriers
As understanding the barriers and addressing them in the design of heatwave plans is of high
importance, we provide here an overview of recommendations to overcome barriers extracted
from the literature review, and which were supported by deliverables of SCORCH and stakeholder
meetings (detailes available in the annex).
Recommendations to overcome the barriers of risk communication
The recommendations (table 1) 1 to 5 illustrate the modality and timeline of the heatwave
risk communication, whereas recommendations 6 to 12 deal with the content of the
heatwave risk communication.
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Table 1. Recommendations to overcome barriers of risk communication

Barrier to heatwave risk communication

References

Lessons learned for
heatwave risk
communication

Draft
Recommendations

Changes in situation or strategy employed to
respond to the specific risk have to be directly
communicated, particularly as first information or
strategy tends to be anchored'

Renn et al., 2020

Communication should not be
stopped when the situation
changes (for better or for
worse)

Rec 1. Inform early,
always up to date and
comprehensive

Long term risk communication areas more efficient
than short-term;
Early communication in the weather forecasts
facilitate preparations
Slow emerging risk, suddenly very heavy

von Petersdorff, W.,
2020
Khan 2017
Ebi 2007
Schwyzer, A. 2020

Communicate an emerging
risk as early as possible

Incomprehensive communication of statistical
measures

Kurtz-Milcke et al.
2008

Many people at risk were not attentive to the risks
that they faced, such as dehydration

Lefevre et al. 2015

Comprehensive and
transparent communication
necessary - individuals make
up their own mind
Communicate not only on
demand, but proactively

Raise awareness of slow
emerging risks

Rec. 2: Communicate
proactively, bi-directional,
and transparently
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Drink enough water today, but have water for the
rest of the week, because the heatwave will
continue over longer time
Trust in government in Germany high, in Uganda
very low. This has implications for the possibility to
ensure the obedience to measures

Khan 2017
Ebi 2007

Scientists as "stars" of communication, trust in
scientists is high, they can answer questions

Drosten, 2020

Trust as incremental part of efficient risk
communication

Lefevre et al. 2015

Other countries are always been used as frames of
reference, therefore country-specific risk measures
and their justifications have to be clearly
communicated

Zinkant, 2020

Renn, Levine 1991
Wachinger et al.
2013

High risk in refugee camps and for displaced
populations
Measures of protection (cool the house, air
condition) depends on economic health

Rec. 3: build up trust in
institutions and identify
trustful communicators

Ensure direct communication
with scientists (questions and
answers)

Ferguson et al.2020
Brücker 2007
He et al. 2019

Measures that deviate from
those in other
countries/regions/communiti
es need to be explained and
justified
As risks are comparable
across countries, both
communication and
assistance have to cross
borders
Communicate solidarity for
elderly people, who are most
vulnerable

Bakhsh et al. 2018
He et al. 2019

Communicate solidarity with
refugees
Communicate measures to
improve economic conditions

Cross border communication and help is necessary
(especially in regions with cross-border geographic
areas and dependencies, e.g. deserts, water
supply)
Mortality rises with age;
Elderly an ill as most vulnerable

Communicate the scientific
evidence and uncertainties
together with a time frame
Build up trust in institutions

Rec. 4: Be transparent
about pros and cons of
various options to act but
be clear about the
emerging consensus
among and between
regions ensure cross
border communication,
take a transnational
perspective
Rec. 5: Identify vulnerable
groups
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Refer to the experience of corona (similar risk
situations and vulnerabilities, similar actions or
even deaths of famous people);
Personal experience has influence on risk
perception
Evident overlap, when considering COVID-19 and
climate change deniers;
personal experience has influence on risk
perception
People ask for a direct communication (in Tunisia:
meteorological agencies should inform us)

Wachinger et al.
2013;
Wassenhove et al.
2012;
Weber et al. 2019
Wachinger et al.
2013

Refer to familiar situations
and cases

Drosten, 2020
Briggs 2010

Use participative and dialogic
formats of communication

Stakeholder participation

Briggs 2010

Ask the public for own ideas

Participation in development of a risk
communication plan

IRGC-white paper
2005

More effective communication;
addressing all public is resource intensive,
therefore stakeholders must be evolved to
effectively communicate risk

Briggs 2010

Ask the public for
participation when
developing a good risk
communication
Communicate through
stakeholders

Knowledge and adaptive behavior differ between
groups due to diversity in risk perception and other
factors

Fischer et al., 2020;
Grothman et al. 2017

These camps are very hard to cool down

Blasberg et al., 2020

Rec. 6: Refer to familiar
and former experiences
with risk situations

Address groups who are
dismissing scientific evidence

Communication efforts for the
promotion of behavioral
change have to be groupspecific
Communicate solidarity with
economic poor people

Rec. 7: Ensure
involvement and
participation of the public
(ask for ideas, strategies,
policy options)

Rec. 8: Design
communication programs
to different
constituencies and
audiences
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Mortality rates can be exponential in heatwaves

Dickmann et al.,
2017, Vandentorren
et al 2004, WaltnerToews et al., 2020;
MAiLab 2020
Renn et al., 2008

Ensure perception of
exponential curves

Uncertainty has to be communicated transparently

Renn et al., 2020

Reduce uncertainty where
possible, otherwise
communicate reasons for
uncertainty clearly

Rec. 10: Reduce
uncertainty where
possible, otherwise
communicate why these
uncertainties exist and
how they are addressed

Feelings of being personally threatened tend to
reduce the ability for collectivistic action,
reassurance and self-efficacy should be increased

Renn et al., 2020

Ensure positive
communication of
responsibilities and ideas

Stop dehydration in elderly homes

Renn et al., 2020

More positive risk handling through communicated
protective behaviours;
People better informed have a more optimistic
look towards dealing with heatwave risks
Climate change requires large-scale changes in
economy and society, including behavioral change

Lefevre et al. 2015

Communicate solidarity with
other groups (elderly, ill
people)
Communication lowers fear

Rec. 11: Send positive
messages about success
of risk reduction
measures

Charisius, 2020

Policies and interventions
have to be supplemented
with campaigns to achieve
behavioral change

Short time reaction (stay inside for 4 days) versus
long time planning

Renn et al., 2020

Differenciate between short
time and long-time measures

Heatwaves cost more lives than other climate
change hazards

Rec.9: Explain exponential
growths and delayed
effects and illustrate the
uncertainties inherent in
models and simulations

Have in mind that severe
effects are underestimated

Rec. 12: Communicate
clear behavior
recommendations and
explain why they are
needed or required
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3.2 Risk perceptions of affected populations
The surveys in the partner countries (D 3.1)
Here we present some main findings from the population survey in the three target countries that are
essential to incorporate in a communication campaign.
Tunisia (respondents):
-

Relatively good knowledge on heatwave occurrence; the overall majority considers heatwaves a
problem, and also believes that heatwaves will occur more frequently in the future;
The majority indicated that they would like to receive heatwave notifications in the future, and they
expect this in particular from the meteorological agency;
Communication campaigns need to have more focus on areas with higher average temperature and
those with low education level;
protective measures such as increasing fluid consumption, cooling the body and visiting cooler areas
were reported by less than a third of respondents;

Georgia (respondents):

-

-

Mixed knowledge on heatwave occurrence; two-third of respondents consider heatwaves a problem
and believe that they will occur more frequently;
More than two-third would like to receive heatwave notifications in the future, and they expect
information on what to do during a heatwave in particular from health authorities and health care
professionals;
The two main media that people use to obtain information about the weather and measures are
television and internet (Google);
People who work mainly outdoors consider themselves not well-informed about heat risks and this
group should be urgently addressed in future campaigns;
Knowledge on recognising symptoms and protection measures (staying inside during warm times,
adjusting clothing appropriately, cooling the body and avoiding physical activity) was relatively low;

Israel (respondents):
-

-

Low level of knowledge on occurrence of the last heatwave; the majority considers heatwaves a
problem and feels that heatwaves will occur more frequently in the future;
More than 70% indicated that they would like to receive heatwave notifications in the future. They
see the media as well as healthcare professionals as the main sources of information about what to
do during a heatwave;
Recommendation the involvement of healthcare professionals in formulating appropriate heatwave
protection measures, which should be distributed broadly through various media channels;
The use of other measures, such as staying inside, cooling the body and limiting physical activity,
should be further encouraged;
Males and those of 56 years and over reported to be less well-informed regarding heatwaves, and
should receive specific attention in awareness-raising campaigns;
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3.3 Participation and engagement of local stakeholders
Results of the stakeholder workshops
The stakeholder meetings in Georgia and Israel were an important step in the development of the
risk communication campaign. The participants were asked to name actors (see Annex I), who are
involved in the heatwave risk communication, the channels of communication and the vulnerable
groups. Results related to vulnerable groups are not presented here but will be provided in D4.2.
Actors and pathways of communication
The organizational capacity in Georgia is mainly located in the Ministry of Health, which includes
the National Center of Disease Control NCDC, especially the epidemiology department and the
emergency department (see figure 4). Representatives of both of these institutions were present
at the stakeholder meeting. They provided a list of designated actors, who should be included in
the development of a heatwave risk communication campaign (some of these actors were
personally present in the meeting). The participants indicated pathways of communication, which
play a role in the communication of heatwaves (at present or in the future):

Figure 4: Communication pathways in Georgia: Results of the first stakeholder-meeting
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The environmental and the meteorological agencies inform the Ministry of Health (and on
demand as well the media) about the weather forecast and upcoming heatwaves (red arrows in
figure 4). The Red Cross is an important player as well, and cooperates with the communities,
provides training for the homecare nurses and runs a hotline to the med offices (in Fig. 4, the
thickness of the red arrows indicates the strength of the respective connections).
In the virtual stakeholder meeting in Israel the stakeholders interpreted the figure 5, which was
provided to them as an input for the discussion. The organizational capacity for risk
communication in Israel is located in the Ministry of Health as well as in other ministries, which
are cooperating.

Figure 5: Communication pathways in Israel: Results of the first stakeholder-meeting
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The stakeholders in Israel named additional actors to involve in risk communication, and
particularly emphasized the role of NGOs and grassroot movements. In Israel, Magen David Adom
plays the same role in communication as the Red Cross in Europe.
Some stakeholders seem to take on roles in risk communication, which are not specified in risk
management plans (the civil protection and homefront command was named in this respect),
because on the national level these roles are not described in detail.

4. Conclusion
Design a risk communication campaign
The results above lead to the design of a generic risk communication campaign that focuses on
risk communication. The experience of risk communication during heatwaves in Europe (results
of former deliverables of SCORCH), the requirements for a best practice risk communication
(observation and expert experiences regarding other current risks), and the experience of
stakeholders and experts in the partner countries (results of the stakeholder meetings in Georgia
and Israel) provide the basis for an integrated risk communication campaign covering the
following components:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

Identification and management of stakeholders
Vulnerable groups
Content of the campaign
Communication methods
Communication tools

It is a critical success factor for risk communication campaigns to systematically address all of the
above aspects. Attempts to shortcut or omit any of these components have proven to jeopardize
the whole campaign.
4.1 Stakeholders and their roles
The stakeholders in risk communication do not only represent the role of the “sender” (authors),
but also of the executing party in the risk communication campaign for heatwaves: the
stakeholders develop, coordinate and deliver the risk communication messages in their countries.
In Europe it appears to be very effective when the stakeholders involved in the heatwave risk
governance in general, also collaborate in risk communication, both in preparation for a heatwave
and during the heatwave. Based on the stakeholder roles in Europe, we were able to identify
specific stakeholders in heatwave risk communication in Georgia as well as in Israel (details in the
results section).
Trust in the communicator is a core factor for effective risk communication, which places a strong
and country-specific focus on specific stakeholders, who are trusted most by the general public:
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These may be well-respected individuals (like the head of the NCDC, or a representatives of a well
trusted institution), or well-respected institutions in general (like the Church or the military in
Georgia). In Israel, NGOs and certain grassroot movements as well as the civil protection home
front command were mentioned, who play a non-official but very well-trusted role in risk
communication.
4.2 Vulnerable groups
While some vulnerable groups are similar in European countries and in target countries (Georgia,
Isreal and Tunisia) e.g. elderly, additional groups were mentioned as vulnerable in tar e.g. military,
internally displaced etc. The individual circumstances (e.g. people with illnesses, elderly people,
outdoor workers, farmers refugees) require a targeted communication plan (more details in the
D4.2). For example, in the context of heatwaves, elderly people are a typical vulnerable group for
their risk of dehydration; and while this vulnerable group is found in all countries, their
circumstances of living differs significantly. On the other hand, certain vulnerable groups may be
characteristic of one country but different in other countries, for example employed outdoor
construction workers with fixed working hours in Georgia (as opposed to self-employed farmers
that have established routines to avoid heat problems); while farming in Israel is widely done by
employed workers with fixed working hours: Consequently, “farm workers” is not a suitable
universal vulnerable group, nor is “employed worker”; rather the definition of vulnerable groups
must take local circumstances and practices into account.
4.3 Content of the campaign
The content (messages) of the risk communication campaign should at least focus on two main
aspects i.e. heatwave risk including symptoms of heat morbidities and protection measures.
Four basic messages, which save lives during heatwaves, are at the core of the campaign:
1 Drink enough water or other fluids
2 Look for shadow and cool places and use them
3 Cool your house and workplace
4 Help vulnerable people
The successful delivery of these messages depends on three important qualifying factors:
1. The location where the heatwave occurs (here: the different regions in the partner
countries
2. The time frame, when the heatwave happens (both in relation to seasons, and to overlay
risks e.g. the COVID-19-crisis)
3. The type and degree of vulnerability of the addressed group.
The four basic messages therefore must be put in the context of the three qualifying factors.
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The first message: “Drink enough water” is the most important advice to communicate (even if
it might not be appropriate for all people). But it can only be recommended, if water can be
provided in a form which is available to the respective vulnerable group. In Georgia, a traditional
public system of clean and safe water fountains exists in the cities and villages. But at the coasts
and beaches and even in certain touristic regions in the mountains these fountains are no longer
in use because of water shortage or conflicting commercial interests. Here it could be
recommended as a precautionary approach to re-build the fountains and/or to recommend
storing water bottles at home. In Israel on the contrary, people are used to drinking enough water
in hot weather. But the awareness for the risk of heatwaves has to be sharpened by
demonstrating the danger in alert messages and potentially through pictures.
The second message: “Look for shadow and cool places” makes only sense where shadow in
public spaces is accessible or when houses are safe places for the vulnerable people. During the
COVID-19-crisis the advice to seek shelter in shops or air-conditioned public buildings were
counter-productive and even against the law, when distancing rules were in place. It is key for a
successful campaign to carefully take the social, legal and practical contexts into account.
The third message: “Cool your house and workplace” is highly dependent on the (economic)
conditions of each (vulnerable) person. People who have neither air conditioning nor the
possibility to open the windows of their houses at night (e.g. because of noise or security issues)
will have a problem to follow this recommendation. A similar clash of advice occurred when the
advice during the COVID-19-crisis (for example: “open all windows in the schools”) contradict the
Israelian recommendations for heatwave protection (“use air condition”), as it was reported by
stakeholders from Israel. So, this message has to be thoroughly evaluated in space and time
according to the situation of the vulnerable groups in each individual partner country.
The fourth message: “Help vulnerable people” is only meaningful if people know how to help
and if the contact to vulnerable people is possible. Again, the COVID-19-crisis imposed limitations
in many regions to even visit vulnerable relatives in order to make sure that they are not
dehydrated. Here the advice must be to develop individual solutions for care takers, family
relatives and for people with handicaps. Again, the solution must be specific for each vulnerable
group in a given situation and in a specific country / region.
4.4 Communication methods
Recommendations to overcome the barriers
Recommendation 1: Ensure early, always up to date, and comprehensive information
Early information during heatwaves is important to save lives. Measures can be taken in advance
(e. g. buy water, arrange health care for vulnerable groups, keep your house cool). Risk
information has to be up to date and ongoing throughout the whole crisis. A sudden pause in
communication causes fear.
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Recommendation 2: Communicate proactively, bi-directionally and transparently
Interviewees of the public in Tunisia requested direct information about protective measures to
be taken in heatwaves to be provided by the meteorological agencies (D 3.1). It is important to
offer possibilities of a bi-directional communication (such as interactive questions and answers in
a live streamed press conference, in chat rooms and talk shows, as well as the comment function
in newspapers). Transparent news is appreciated as they give more security, even if these are bad
news.
Recommendation 3: Build up trust in institutions and identify trustful communicators
Scientists in risk communication are considered as very trustful by the public, as long as they
communicate facts and news about the risk and avoid giving political advice. Diverse opinions
among scientists should be transparently communicated. Facts should be separated from
measures. The institutions, organizations, and individuals, who could be trustful communicators,
should be identified for each country and for special target groups.
Recommendation 4: Be transparent about pros and cons of various options to act, and be clear
about the emerging consensus among regions. Ensure cross border communication
Induction of behavioral change through clearly communicated measures can be difficult if these
measures are specific to certain regions and thus differ geographically. The challenge is to
coordinate these measures - their common denominators and their differences – among
countries and to jointly communicate the emerging consensus. As heatwaves are a global climate
change risk, cross-border communication is essential.
Recommendation 5: Identify vulnerable groups
People that are vulnerable to heat-related health risks require more protection. Therefore, it is
necessary to identify vulnerable groups in advance. Communication pathways and
communication campaigns as well as the recommended measures can only be effective if they
are adapted to the vulnerable groups (and to their means of communication, e.g. smartphone
availability). (See also communication strategies to reach vulnerable people mentioned in D 3.2.,
P 32, 40)
Recommendation 6: Refer to familiar and former experiences with risk situations
Familiarity with risk situations or with people at risk, as well as the experience of former
heatwaves, are strong determinants in risk perception (see D 4.1). It is helpful to refer to previous
heatwave situations or other experienced risks (“stay at home, as you did during the COVID-19
crisis, your personal risk might be even higher during a heatwave”).
Recommendation 7: Ensure involvement and participation of the public (ask for ideas,
strategies, policy options)
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If people can contribute their own ideas and solutions, they become more willing to act and may
adapt their behavior. As seen during the COVID-19 crisis, many good ideas emerged from the civil
society, some of them very innovative. Asking for ideas improves the effectiveness, the quality of
risk communication and the measures to be taken.

Recommendation 8: Design communication programs tailored for different constituencies and
audiences
Different groups are exposed to different health risks during heatwaves. They also might have
different abilities and different ways to communicate. Therefore, a risk communication campaign
has to be tailored specifically to different target groups, considering their values, norms,
resources etc. (See also communication strategies to reach vulnerable people mentioned in D
3.2., P 32, 40)
Recommendation 9: Explain exponential growth of health consequences and delayed effects
using illustrations, models and simulations
Exponential growth is rarely graspable by the public, which leads to an underestimation of the
risk of heatwaves. Fatalities during a heatwave can grow exponentially (D 4.1). Models and
simulations (possibly interactive) can help the public to understand exponential growth, as well
as delayed effects. (See also communication strategy: “making the message less technical”
mentioned in D 3.2., P 32, 40)
Recommendation 10: Reduce uncertainty wherever possible, otherwise communicate why
these uncertainties exist and how they are addressed
Uncertainties of risk prognoses can lead to the public’s perception that scientists are not
sufficiently knowledgeable concerning the risk and unable to communicate clear warnings. It is
necessary to describe the uncertainties that characterize the risk assessment and to provide a
transparent explanation of the potential impact by these uncertainties on the severity of the risk
consequences.
Recommendation 11: Send positive messages about success of risk reduction measures
If only bad news and warnings are communicated, and fear is caused in order to emphasize the
severity of the risk, people will follow the communicated measures only as long as they are afraid
of the risk. It is recommended to provide good news, too, in order to empower the individuals:
To inform about a declining risk situation, about successful measures, and to show, how altruistic
behavior is effective in saving others from a threat. (“To make people aware of their risk and then
to base the prevention on solidarity between generations, between neighbors, etc.”, as it was
framed by a representative of a public health agency in France see D 3.2. 40)
Recommendation. 12: Communicate clear behavior recommendations and explain why they
are required
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Recommendations for risk mitigation and behavioral change have to be well explained. Every
measure has its side effects (e.g. if people stay at home, they could face other risks) and these
have to be taken into account in risk assessment and risk communication. Simple measures, which
all people are able to follow, will be most effective.
4.5 Communication tools
Technical communication tools that are used in preparation of a heatwave as well as during and
after the wave, are listed below. They are used in different risk communication approaches in
Europe and also in the partner countries. The list can be classified by different parameters (origin
and ownership of the tool, economic source, technical medium, length and style of the delivered
message, etc.). These different characteristics become important during the implementation of
the risk communication campaign. As learned from the recommendations, bi-directional /
interactive communication appears to be very useful, which can be provided by some of the tools
only. It should also be kept in mind that delivering complex explanations of difficult background
information in order to sensitize the risk perception, will require different tools than for efficiently
sharing to-the-point messages in acute risk situation.
• TV news
• TV talk shows
• Radio news
• Podcasts
• Online platforms (Scientific)
• Live streams (of
• Newspapers printed
• Online newspapers
• Social media (Facebook, twitter, threema, WhatsApp, etc..)
• Phone calls (landline, mobile)
• Hotlines
• Personal communication (neighborhood aid, religious feasts, police)
• Posters
To adapt these tools for use with specific vulnerable groups in the partner countries, the specific
recommendations (for example: use bi-directional communication, communicate through trusted
persons and authorities) will be evaluated together with stakeholders in the partner countries.
The parameters and questions to be addressed concerning the vulnerable groups are for example:
•
•
•

Which group uses which tool?
Which tool can be provided by the stakeholder/authorities and maybe advertised to the
vulnerable groups in preparation of a heatwave?
Which communicators are trusted by the vulnerable group?
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•

Which possibilities for a bi-directional communication would the group use
(spokesperson, hotline, chatrooms, group meetings)?

5. Summary
The SCORCH-project has shown so far that risk communication for heatwaves has diverse forms
in the European and in the partner countries. To be effective, the generic risk communication
campaign as described above includes a systematic approach to adapt the content and pathways
of the campaign to the specific situation in every partner country. Part 2 of work package 4 (D 4.2)
will therefore elaborate on the detailed manifestations of the generic campaign for specific
vulnerable groups in specific partner countries. The only way to do this effectively is to develop
this risk communication campaign for vulnerable groups together with the stakeholders in the
partner countries, and together break down the recommendations listed above for the
application with specific vulnerable groups.
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ANNEX I: Conceptional Framework – Risk communication
of systemic risks
“Interconnectivity between systems is one of the defining features of our modern world, which is
becoming ever more complex and dynamic. While interconnectivity can increase system
efficiency and improve service delivery, it can also reduce resilience and expose the various
layered systems to risk of various shocks and stresses. Shocks to interconnected systems may
cause feedback and cascading effects, extreme events, and unwanted side effects. Even when
external shocks are absent, our interdependent global systems are vulnerable to failure at all
scales, posing serious threats to society” (IRGC, 2018) The unpredictability of natural hazards and
their consequences is increasingly experienced world-wide. Due to climate change, the variability
of weather patterns is expected to become even more irregular resulting in an increasing
frequency and intensity of hydro-meteorological events (Blöschl et al, 2019). A range of studies in
risk communication research has shown the importance of inclusive and target-group specific
approaches to overcome biases in risk perception, and limit inadequate responses to crisis
situations due to underestimation or ignorance of climate change. When setting goals and
formulating strategies for risk communication, it is essential to be aware of the associations,
perceptions and concerns of the affected populations. International experience has shown that it
is important to conduct an assessment of risk perception in accordance with the guidelines of the
International Risk Governance Council (US-National Research Council, 1989; IRGC, 2005; Fischhof
et al., 2011).
The IRGC Framework for the governance of systemic risks (IRGC, 2018) emphasizes three major
requirements for an effective risk communication program: “The first requirement is a better
performance of all institutions dealing with risk assessment, management and regulation; the
second is pursuing an open and transparent information policy with the various constituents;
and, the third is structuring the risk communication program mainly as a two-way communication
process”.
By carefully reviewing the performance of the professional risk managers, by tailoring the content
of the communication to the needs of the target groups, and by adjusting the messages to the
changes in values and preferences, “risk communication can convey a basic understanding for the
choices and constraints of risk and crisis management and thus lay the foundations for a
trustworthy relationship between the communicator and the targeted audience” (Aven et al,
2010). The ultimate goal of a risk communication program is not to ensure that everyone in the
audience readily accepts and believes all the information given by the authorities; instead, it aims
to enable the recipients to process this information so to build a well-balanced judgment in
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accordance with the factual evidence, the arguments of all sides, and one’s own interests and
preferences. In the context of heatwaves, fast and effective risk communication is of utmost
importance to secure adequate behavioral responses.
Participatory uncertainty assessments are necessary in close collaboration with stakeholders. The
local knowledge of the stakeholders about how to identify uncertainties and unexpected barriers
will be essential for developing a risk communication campaign. SCORCH not only provides
approaches and necessary insights for regional actors to design adaptation policies, it also
develops processes for enacting an inclusive governance mode, which incorporates input from
social stakeholders and affected citizens (IRGC, 2018). This model is based on the foundations of
deliberative democracy (Hajer et al.,2003). Deliberative methods are used as a major approach to
identify and address the people and organizations that might be affected by risks related to
climate change, and ensures their active participation in the development of a risk communication
campaign, anticipating potential conflicts and problems. These methods also provide platforms
for resolving such conflicts and problems in an efficient, effective, resilient and fair manner. (Renn
et al., 2014; Wachinger et al., 2018). This is best accomplished by combining analytic and
deliberative processes of processing information and forming evidence-based as well as
judgements based on common good orientations. The US-Academy of Sciences has provided
guidance of how to design and structure analytic-deliberative processes (US-Research Council
1998; 2008). The main objective is to link the scientific expertise (analytical component) with
innovative procedures of public and stakeholder involvement (deliberative component). Such an
analytic-deliberative process produces more valid, reliable and fair decisions as it enriches the
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decision-making process with relevant viewpoints, interests, values and information (Bohmann et
al.,1997).
Figure 1: Elements of the IRGC’s Systemic Risks Governance Guidelines. (IRGC Guidelines for the
Governance of Systemic Risks, IRGC, Report, 2018, p 19)

A Risk communication campaign for heatwaves to overcome the risk perception paradox

“The risk perception paradox occupies a key role in conceptualizing the gap between risk
perception and behavioral action in natural hazards. As the paradox demonstrates, the
assumption that the perception of risk is positively correlated with the likelihood of protective
actions, is not necessarily a lived reality” (Wachinger et al., 2013). The risk perception paradox
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describing the gap between risk perception and protective action, can be addressed by identifying
the opportunities of, and barriers to, risk-adaptive behavior and by enabling target-specific and
inclusive risk communication.

Figure 2: The gap between perception and personal action (Wachinger et al, 2018). Main factors
determining risk perception are shown in green. The thickness of the green arrows symbolizes the
importance of the factor.
Increased engagement between citizens and authorities as a bridge between perception and
action contributes to improved social trust, enhanced motivation of individuals in local and
regional contexts, and ultimately, adequate action towards preparedness on the part of citizens.
The role of trust comes into play particularly with natural disasters due to their inherent
uncertainty and infrequency, and is therefore crucial for influencing a layperson’s decision to heed
advice from authorities in moments of crisis. Trust between authorities and citizens in risk
communication is a cornerstone towards action (see figure 2, Wachinger et al., 2018).
Actor groups in risk governance
As mentioned, a risk communication campaign can only be effective and lead to behavioral
response, if it overcomes the risk perception paradox. The development of an effective campaign
requires a participative approach adapted to the specific risk situation and the specific country.
Who are the actors to be involved? The IRGC framework mentions four circles of involvement
(see figure 3): The organizational capacity, the actor network, the public perceptions and values,
and the political and regulatory culture. In case of SCORCH the organizational capacity can be
seen as the ministries of health in the partner countries, in close cooperation with other
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ministries. The actor network forms the group of stakeholders invited to participate in the
interviews and workshops to develop the risk communication campaign
The public perceptions and values are addressed through the survey in the three partner
countries and will be analyzed in the stakeholder workshops, especially for vulnerable groups.
The political and regulatory culture plays no direct actor role within the project SCORCH, but the
recommendations are designed to inform the political and social decision-makers aiming at more
effective and efficient protective measures.

Figure 3: The actors of the IRGC risk governance framework
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Annex II – Minutes of the stakeholder workshop in
Georgia

Preparatory Meeting of the Project
Supportive Risk Awareness and Communication to
Reduce impact of Cross-Border Heatwaves
(SCORCH)
28th November 2019
Venue:
Ministry of IDP from the Occupied Territories, Labour, Health
and Social Affairs of Georgia
144, Ak. Tsereteli Ave. Tbilisi 0119 Tbilisi, Georgia
Minutes: Gisela Wachinger
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Participants
Name

Stakeholder/Project

Institution/Function

Stakeholder

Dr. Lia Megrelidze

National Environmental Agency,
Department of Hydrometeorology.
Head of Meteorology and Climatology
Office
Senior Specialist of the Department of
Healthcare, Ministry of IPD from
Occupied Territories, Labour, Health
and Social Affairs of Georgia
Senior Specialist of the Department of
Emergency Situations, Ministry of IDP
from Occupied Territories, Labour,
Health and Social Affairs of Georgia
NCDC, Head of Noncommunicable
Diseases Department
NCDC, Head of Preparedness and
response to Public Health Risks
Division
Red Cross Georgia

Stakeholder

Marina Baidauri

Stakeholder

Eka Kapanadze

Stakeholder

Lela Sturua

Stakeholder

Ana Kasradze

Stakeholder

Ina Girard

Stakeholder

Dali Trapaidze

Stakeholder
SCORCH
SCORCH

Nana Ninashvili
Dr. Nia Giuashvili
Tamar Kashibadse

SCORCH

Prof. Michael Marx

SCORCH
SCORCH

Dr. Ahmad Zia Shams
Dr. Gisela Wachinger

41

Cardiologist, Georgian Association of
Hypertension
Tbilisi State Medical University
NCDC, Advisor
NCDC, Public Health Specialist of
Environmental
Health
Projects
Management Working Group
Evaplan International Health at the
University
Hospital
Heidelberg,
Germany
Evaplan
DIALOGIK, Germany

Program
Time
3:00-3:10 pm
3:10-3:20 pm
3:20-3:30 pm

3:45-4:00 pm
3.55-4.30 pm

4.30 pm

Topic

Facilitation/Remarks

Welcome and introduction
Round of introductions
Project overview and Introduction

Dr. Nia Giuashvili (NCDC)
All participants
Prof. Michael Marx,
Dr. Ahmad Zia Shams (Evaplan
International Health at the
University Hospital Heidelberg,
Germany)
Tasks and timeline of the design of a Heat Dr.
Gisela
Wachinger
Wave Campaign in Georgia
(DIALOGIK, Germany)
Facilitated discussion
Dr.
Gisela
Wachinger
1. Questions by the Participants:
(DIALOGIK, Germany)
2. What are the important institutions
All participants
and stakeholders which have to be
involved in a heat wave campaign?
Whom should we invite to the
meeting 2020?
3. What are the communication
pathways in heat waves?
4. What are the vulnerable groups?
Summary and End of the meeting
Dr. Nia Giuashvili (NCDC)

Welcome
Dr. Nia Giuashvili (NCDC) welcomes the participants and thinks them for coming and their
contribution to the project SCORCH. She explains the task of NCDC to develop a heat wave
management plan within the next months. The project results of SCORCH can therefore be
implemented into these national guidelines in Georgia. This opens a great opportunity for the
SCORCH consortium to work on a ongoing project in a country which is affected by heat waves.
The participants are all experts in this field, their knowledge wil be of great value for the European
project SCORCH.

Introduction of the Project SCORCH
Dr. Ahmad Shams, the project leader of SCORCH, presented an overview of the aims and the
current state of the project (see attached document 1).
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Results of the Meeting
Stakeholder Mapping
Dr. Gisela Wachinger showed a slide with possible stakeholders in heat wave governance, who
had been identified on the base of the results of WP2 and WP3. She asked all participants of the
meeting to work on this list and to identify important stakeholders, who could be invited for the
workshop in June 2020. These stakeholders are listed in the following table. It can be the draft of
a participant list for the workshop in June 2020 and will be filled in by all participants in an
exchange via mail:

Stakeholders, who should participate for the Workshop in June 2020:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Ministry of IDP from Occupied Territories, Labour, Health and Social Affairs of Georgia
Ministry of Environment Protection and Agriculture
Ministry of Education, Science, Culture and Sport of Georgia
Ministry of Internal Affairs of Georgia
Ministry of Defence of Georgia
National Center for Disease Control and Public Health (NCDC)
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7. National Environmental Agency
8. National Food Agency
9. Hydrometeorology Office
10. Red Cross
11. Tbilisi City Hall
12. Georgian Association of Hypertension
13. Georgian Association of Primary Health Care
14. Tbilisi Kindergarten Management Agency
15. Apostolic Autocephalous Orthodox Church of Georgia
16. Mobile Phone Companies
17. UNICEF Georgia
18. WHO Georgia Office

Pathways of Communication
The participants collected first examples about communication pathways regarding heat waves.
These information was collected in the flipchart picture as a first draft. The following ppt-graph
shows the communication pathways between the stakeholders indicated by the participants in
the informal discussion ( red arrows). These first results will be further developed by an internal
exchange of documents (see attached ppt-presentation).
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Vulnerable Groups

Flipcharts drawn during the meeting
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Next Step
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Useful basic information could be provided by the heat wave plan. NCDC will provide a copy
to the SCORCH-consortium. WP4 can identify possible stakeholders and communication
pathways. Parts of the heat wave plan are based on a WHO document, which could be
useful for SCORCH as well.
The non-communicable diseases department of NCDC has a good potential of dissemination
of messages through mobile phones which could be used.
Georgia RC needs to be further talked to see how a communication campaign could be
supported by them.
The meteorological department provides the basic weather information. We need to know
what criteria is considered as heatwaves.
Based on these minutes the participants will collect a list of possible stakeholders, who will
be invited to the workshop in June 2020
DIALOGIK will develop a draft for a risk communication campaign which will be discussed
Main questions to be solved in the campaign should be:
o What are the best practices of heat wave risk communication in European countries?
o Are the current communication pathways in Georgia sufficient for heat wave
management plans?
o How can we reach vulnerable groups?
o How can we identify any problems we may come across?
o Can standard communication text examples be provided?
SCORCH will share the draft of the national heat wave plan with all participants entailing a
risk communication campaign component to them to have their ideas and inputs
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Annex III – Facilitation guideline for the virtual stakeholder
workshop in Israel
Facilitation outline for the group interview in Israel
Stakeholder Meeting “Risk Communication During Heat
Waves”
The meeting will take place through Zoom, on June 24th at 11:00 (Israel time), through the following link:
https://zoom.us/j/98242215823

Participants:
Prof. Nurit Guttman
– from the communication department in the Tel Aviv University; Nurit has an advanced expertise in
designing communication campaigns concerning health issues; consults the MoH on varied aspects of
health-related communication
Ronit Ringel
– from the Emergency & Disaster Management Division of the MoH; Ronit is the director of the emergency
preparedness & management of the community health services; has been involved in varied large-scale
emergencies including former security situations and the current COVID-19 crisis
Gili Shenhar
– Gili is the academic coordinator of the Master’s program in emergency & disaster management in the
Tel Aviv University; he is a member of UNDAC and has been involved in many large-scale disasters; is a
member of the National Risk Communication team of the Home Front Command and has been involved
(and a leader) in numerous emergencies as one of the communicators in varied media channels.
Dr. Bruria Adini (facilitator)
Head, Department of Disaster
School of Public Health| Sackler Faculty of Medicine
(Dr. Gisela Wachinger (facilitator 2) member of Dialogik, a German company that specializes (among
others) in risk communication. She is a member of the SCORCH consortium (as am I) that focuses on
promoting preparedness to heat waves. As such, she is in charge of designing a proposal for risk
communication campaigns that will enhance the preparedness of the European countries (and Israel) for
this hazard.)
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Time

TOP

Content

Responsible

Method/Questions

Material

(Example)
10:30-11:00

Internal
Briefing

SCORCH-Team
Bruria, Gisela

Zoom-link,
Video-recording Bruria,
audio recording (double)
Gisela

Technical
test
11:00-11:10

Welcome,
project
overwiew

11:10-11:20

Questions
Stakeholder
about
mapping
stakeholders
to
be
involved

Bruria

Gisela
(Bruria
add)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
1)
will 2)

Welcome
This is the aim of the project
Why do we need you?
What will we do with the data?
Do you agree with this method?
Welcome from my side
Please introduce yourself: name. institution,
involvement in risk communication or risk
management
3) Who do you think should be involved into heat wave
risk communication? Please name institutions and
their role.
Additional questions:
4) Which other institution would you communicate with
(regarding risk communication development or
heatwave risks)?
5) Could you please comment and specify the list of
institutions, SCORCH has elaborated in D 2.3?
6) Who should be personally invited to a next meeting?
7) Who could be concerned by heat wave
communication?
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Consent form, questions

Stakeholder map can be
shown, see attachment

Time

TOP

Content

Responsible

Questions
about
the
pathways of
communicati
on

Bruria
Chances
and
(Gisela
barriers of the
add)
communication
between
institutions

Method/Questions

Material

(Example)
11:20-11:30

11:30-11:45

11:45-11:55

Unexpected
Bruria
In
depth
barriers of heat (Gisela
discussion
wave
add)
communication
and
possible
solutions

Questions
about
vulnerable
groups

Vulnerable groups Gisela
and the barriers
(Bruria
of communication
add)
with them

1) What are your experiences with risk communication?
will 2) How strong and valuable is the communication with
other institutions named above?
3) How do you see the constitutional process of
developing risk communication regarding heat waves?
4) Do you see any need for change in the future?
1) Which stakeholders use which communication tools?
will 2) Which other existing relations/communication
channels could or should be used for communication in
the context of heatwaves?
3) What are the challenges/barriers in communication
between the different stakeholders?
4) What could be a possible “Risk communication expert
group”? Who should be involved?

1) What are the vulnerable groups with respect to heat
waves in your country?
2)
What are the barriers in communication to the general
will
public and to vulnerable groups? How could these
barriers be addressed?
Possible additional questions (if we have time)
3) Could you please elaborate the list of vulnerable
groups from the SCORCH online survey in Israel?
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stakeholder map can be
shown.

Based on the answers on
these rather general
questions and based on
the
examples
the
stakeholders tell us, the
interviewer/facilitator can
ask in depth in different
directions, using some of
the following questions.
Interesting for us are
especially the practical
insights
and
the
unexpected barriers:
The
section
about
vulnerable groups is
aimed to prepare the
deliverable D 4.2. If we
don’t have time in this
meeting, we could do it in
a later meeting.

Time

TOP

Content

Responsible

Method/Questions

Material

(Example)

11:55-12:00

Wrap up

Summary,
Information

Bruria
(Gisela
add)

12:00-

4) How can these people be reached as a group (for
example elderly people in elderly homes, pregnant
women by medical practitioners)?
5) Which institutions/organisations/players/person do
you think the general public/vulnerable groups will
trust most?
6) Which communication actions should be emphasized?
7) Which aspects are the most valuable in terms of
implementing risk communication?
8) Where do you recommend improvements?
1) Thank you
2) What are the next steps?
will 3) How would you like to be informed about the results?
4) Would you participate in a next virtual meeting to
discuss the recommendations

End of the
meeting
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The slide with vulnerable
groups can be shown.

If possible, we announce
(or even schedule) a
second virtual meeting
this summer

Annex IV– Minutes of the virtual stakeholder workshop in
Israel
Virtual meeting on June 24th at 11:00 (Israel time), through the following link:
https://zoom.us/j/98242215823

Participants:
•

•

•

•

•

•

Prof. Nurit Guttman (NG) – communication department at the Tel Aviv University; Nurit has
an advanced expertise in designing communication campaigns concerning health issues;
consults the MoH on varied aspects of health-related communication
Dr. Ahmad Shams (AS) – project coordinator of SCORCH, evaplan, Heidelberg, Germany. The
SCORCH consortium (research institutions and health authorities from Belgium, Germany,
Georgia, Israel, the Netherlands and Tunisia) works on promoting preparedness to heat
waves.
Hanna Zafrir (HZ) –ministry of health; department of emergency & disaster preparedness;
community department, in charge of regional health councils. – Hanna is a trained nurse;
she has a Ph.D. in information science.
Gili Shenhar (GS) (facilitator) – Gili is academic coordinator of the Master’s program
“Emergency & disaster management” at the Tel Aviv University since 15y; he is a member of
UNDAC and has been involved in many large-scale disaster management programss;
member of the National Risk Communication team of the Home Front Command,has been
involved (and a leader) in numerous emergencies as one of the communicators in varied
media channels, HMO Spokesman for public emergencies.
Dr. Gisela Wachinger (GW) (facilitator 2, minutes) – member of DIALOGIK a German
nonprofit organization that specializes (among others) in risk communication. For evaplan
(SCORCH) she is in charge of designing a proposal for risk communication campaigns for heat
waves in Israel, Georgia and Tunisia.
Marius Michel (MM) (minutes, transcription) – member of DIALOGIK, student at Master of
Science program “Planning and Participation” at the University of Stuttgart, Germany.
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Welcome and Introduction
GS welcomes the participants and hands over to GW.
GW thanks the experts for participating in the meeting and being part of the project SCORCH.
She addresses briefly the following topics:
• What is the aim of the project?
• Why do we need you?
• What will we do with the data?
All participants agree to video-transcription and the methods of analyzing the data.
They will sign the consent form and send it back to GS. The link to the videorecording as well as the transcribed text will be sent to the participants.
They will be informed about the results before publication. The draft of the
Deliverable 4.1., which includes the results of the meeting will be sent to the
participants in July.

Introduction round
The participants are asked to introduce themselves and to give an information about the
role of their institutions and their involvement in risk communication or risk management

Project overview
Ahmad Shams gives an overview over the project SCORCH, its aims and the current research.

Communication pathways
A slide is presented to the participants, which shows the results of project SCORCH regarding
stakeholders in risk communication of heat waves in Europe (see figure 1). The experts are
asked to apply these findings to stakeholders in Israel: As heat waves are not a “high priority”
risk in Israel (GS), first risk communication actors and pathways are discussed in general.
The next question of GW is: Who do you think should be involved into heat wave risk
communication?
The results of the discussion are visualized on flip chart by the facilitator, the virtual discussion
is video-recorded, will be fully transcribed and analysed and sent to the participants for
comments.
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Figure 1: Communication pathways according to SCORCH, D 2.3, key stakeholder interviews in Europe, table
2, p 21 «Communication flows in the warning system» in Europe shown to the stakeholders in Israel
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Figure 2: Stakeholders which are relevant in risk communication in Israel: Results of the first virtual
stakeholder-meeting in Israel
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Barriers of and recommendations for risk communication
An open discussion is started by GW with the question: “What are barriers in risk
communication in Israel?”
First brief notes can be given here, but the transcript of the discussion will be analysed in
detail and be part of D 4.1. – the design of the risk communication campaign in Israel.
Two topics especially addressed are “trust” and “multi risks”.
To use the findings for the design of a risk communication campaign for heat waves in Israel,
the discussion also covers recommendations by the experts.: One focus lies on the
involvement of the stakeholders and the public into the design of a risk communication
campaign. Participation are named as a key to overcome barriers of risk communication. The
cooperation between institutions involved in risk management in Israel is also emphasized.

Vulnerable groups
The results of a population survey done by the SCORCH consortium are shown to the
participants of the meeting (see figure 3). They are asked to fill these general characteristics
of vulnerability with group names for vulnerable people and with possible pathways to reach
them.

Figure3: Vulnerable groups according to D 3.1, population survey in Israel, question 58b, shown to the
participants of the first stakeholder meeting in Israel

56

Figure 4: Vulnerable Groups in Israel: Results of the first stakeholder-meeting

Next Steps
The minutes of this meeting will be sent to the participants and they will be asked for
corrections. They will be informed about all results of the meeting.
All participants agree to be invited for a next virtual stakeholder meeting to discuss the general
recommendations and develop specific advices for a risk communication campaign for heat
waves in Israel. The experts’ advice of this meeting is to start a participation process with
representatives of vulnerable groups for the design of a risk communication campaign for heat
waves. This is in line with the results of D4.1. in SCORCH. SCORCH will try to fulfil this advice
even with limited resources.
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Annex V– Consent form for the virtual stakeholder
workshop in Israel
1.
Informed Consent Form
You are invited to take part in a research project entitled ‘Supportive Risk Awareness and Communication
to Reduce Impact of Cross-Border Heatwaves (SCORCH) ’conducted by the consortium of SCORCH:
https://www.evaplan.org/eu-scorch/. Dr. Bruria Adini is a member of the consortium, the lead of the
project are Prof. Dr. Michael Marx and Dr. Ahmad Shams, evaplan. Dr. Bruria Adini invites you to the
meeting. Dr. Gisela Wachinger is a researcher at the German nonprofit organization DIALOGIK, a
subcontractor of evaplan. Dr. Gisela Wachinger will work with the data, which will be created during the
meeting.
This form is part of the process of informed consent. It should give you the basic idea of what the research
is about and what your participation will involve. It also describes your right to withdraw from the study.
Please contact Gisela Wachinger (wachinger@dialogik-expert,de, Tel: +49—176-48844169), if you have
any questions about the study or for more information not included here before you consent.
2.
Purpose of study:
The overall objective of the project SCORCH is to reduce the health impact of heat waves on vulnerable,
urban populations through improved risk communication strategies. These strategies will be informed by
existing EU plans and guidelines, and by surveys on the risk perception and behavior of urban populations
in EU neighborhood. In addition, we will foster a culture of prevention and cooperation across countries.
We are interested in your expertise on risk communication structures in Israel in general and your
recommendations for heat wave risk communication in your country in the future.
What you will do in this study:
We are asking for your personal opinions on risk communication, based on your professional experiences.
The format will be a online group discussion as a zoom meeting, facilitated by an Bruria Adini and Gisela
Wachinger.
3.
Withdrawal from the study:
You can withdraw from the study at any time you wish by stopping participation. There are no
consequences for withdrawal. In the case of an interview, any data collected by you up to that point will
be used unless you ask us to remove it, at which point that data will be removed. If you wish to have any
images, personal information, or data recorded during the meeting about you or provided by you deleted
from our files, we will accommodate that as well. However, once images or data are incorporated into
published or printed materials they will not be removed or altered.
4.
Recording of Data:
This meeting will be documented with video- and audio recordings and written records. The audio will be
transcribed. The estimated time for these group discussion s is 60 - 90 min.
5.
Anonymity and Confidentiality
Anonymity is impossible due to the nature of virtual group meetings. Assuring anonymity can be done only
partially since participation takes place in groups and individuals who take a prominent position in current
policy discourse around risk communication might be identified by their specific argumentation. For each
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meeting DIALOGIK will additionally record: 1) the name of the participant, 2) his/her institutional affiliation
and 3) position in the institution. This is necessary in case we need to contact the individual researches for
validation purposes or clarification of details. Any personal information given will be for the research team
only and will be kept for a minimum of five years, after which it will be deleted.
6.
We will do our best to assure anonymity by storing personal data and discussion data in separate
places and by reporting only statements and arguments without any personal information and names of
the participants in dissemination activities; except for the cases in which participants have given explicit
consent to be quoted. Participants will be informed about this in the informed consent phase. The
recordings will be used solely as a back-up for writing the transcripts of the dialogues. After the written
transcripts are made, the audio recording will be destroyed. The raw data of the interviews will not be
made publicly available, in order to guarantee for the dialogue participants to speak freely and to assure
their anonymity. Only the outcomes of the dialogues, main points and arguments, will be communicated
in publications and via the project website. The participants will be notified about this. The raw data of the
public dialogues (transcripts) will be stored in PDF format at least ten years after the last publication based
on the data as the result of the project and in compliance with the data management code of conduct (28
Abs. 3 Datenschutz-Grundverordnung (DSGVO) and the agreement between evaplan and DIALOGIK.

7.
Possible benefits:
Being directly involved in the research your answers can allow for being included in a risk communication
campaign for heatwave risks in Israel and other countries. Your point of view, interests, and concerns will
directly influence the type of research we do.
8.
Possible harms:
There are no risks to you beyond what you would encounter in a normal day.
9.
Reporting of Results:
A final report on the findings will be prepared and posted on the website SCORCH:
https://www.evaplan.org/eu-scorch/. You will be notified by email when the report is posted online.
10.

Consent:
I have read what this study is about and understood the risks and benefits. I agree to participate
in the research project understanding the risks and contributions of my participation, that my
participation is voluntary, and that I may end my participation.
I agree to be audio-recording during the meeting
Yes No
11. I agree to the use of quotations
Yes No
12. I allow my name to be identified in any publications resulting from this study
Yes No

13.
14.

___________________________
Signature of participant

_____________________________
Date
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Annex VI – Recommendations for risk communication of
different risks
The current crisis provides an unprecedented experimental field for risk communication. Even if
it is not at all comparable regarding the origin of the risk (climate change risks are driven by
multiple factors, most of them are long term, whereas Sars-Cov-2 emerged very suddenly as a
single factor – to mention only one aspect), the COVID-19 crisis bears quite a few lessons for risk
communication research. Already in 2017, Renn et al. warned about pandemics and climate
change hazards as systemic risks: “While most OECD countries have been rather successful in
reducing risks to human lives, health, and the quality of the environment, the record for new
global risks such as climate change, pandemics, financial breakdowns, and social inequality is
much less convincing. This is the challenge of systemic risks” (Renn 2017).
In the following section (Table 3) current observations from the risk communication of different
risks (COVID-19 crisis (column 1 in table 3) and climate change risks (column 2) are put in relation
to heatwave risk communication (column 3). References and examples are collected in column 4
and 5. The attempt was made to draw conclusions regarding the heatwave communication and
to condense them as “lessons learned” (column 5). These conclusions are focused on the
communication between experts and the public; this communication aims for an effective change
in the behaviour of the target groups to lower their health risks. In column 7 the “lessons learned”
are summarized as 12 draft recommendations. These draft recommendations will serve as an
input to the stakeholder meetings in the partner countries. They provide the framework for the
concrete content of the specific risk communication campaigns in the three countries to
overcome the barriers shown above.
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Table 3: Recommendations for heatwave risk communication
Observations from the
risk communication in
the ongoing COVID-19Crisis

Observations from
risk
communication in
climate change
related risks

Heatwave risk
communication

References

As opposed to previous
public health interventions,
'staying inside' (and practice
social distancing) is
communicated as the
recommended behavior

Staying inside as the
adaptive behavior

Live streams and regional
news stopped when the
numbers of confirmed cases
became higher; changes of
strategy were not
communicated. Hospital
capacities were
communicated late

Changes in situation or
strategy employed to
respond to the specific
risk have to be directly
communicated,
particularly as first
information or strategy
tends to be 'anchored'

Inconsistency across news
and dashboards (e.g. case
counts differ between RKI
and John Hopkins
University); regional news
as an important local
stakeholder

Inform consistently
and keep numbers up
to date; communicate
reasons for
inconsistencies or
insecurities

Early communication is
necessary: "Panic saves
lives"

Long term risk
communication as
more efficient than
short-term

Early communication
in the weather
forecasts facilitate
preparations
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Examples
Lessons learned for Draft
(former
heatwave risk
Recommendations
deliverables communication
and nonscientific
hints)
One should focus on
behavior changes that
reduce exposition or
expression of the
specific risk

Renn et al.,
2020

Communication should
not be stopped when
the situation changes
(for better or for
worse)

Communication has to
be up to date, regional
and transparent

von
Petersdorff,
W., 2020.,
Khan 2017;
Ebi 2007

D 3.1

Communicate an
emerging risk as early
as possible

Rec 1. Inform early, always
up to date and
comprehensive

Slow emerging risk over
several months, suddenly
very heavy with strong
consequences for all fields
of life
Incomprehensive
communication of statistical
measures

Slow emerging risk,
suddenly very heavy

People frequently felt
uninformed regarding risks,
impact, or measures taken

People better informed
have a more optimistic
look towards dealing
with heatwave risks

Complying to acute
measures does not mean
that long-term measures
won’t still be necessary: you
will have hard measures
now, but also "soft
measures" for a long time

Long term risk
communication as
more efficient than
short-term

Trust in institutions varies
across countries and
situations: e.g.
meteorological agencies
highly trusted in Tunisia; in
Georgia Churches and
Military are trusted much
more than the government

Different public actors
with different
approaches shape
perception of risk

Schwyzer, A.
2020

Raise awareness of
slow emerging risks

Kurtz-Milcke
et al. 2008

Comprehensive and
transparent
communication
necessary - individuals
make up their own
mind
Communicate not only
on demand, but
proactively

Many people at risk
were not attentive to
the risks that they
faced, such as
dehydration
drink enough water
today, but have water
for the rest of the
week, because the
heatwave will continue
over longer time

Lefevre et al.
2015

trust in government in
Germany high, in
Uganda very low. This
has implications for the
possibility to ensure
the obedience to
measures

Renn, Levine
1991,
Wachinger et
al. 2013
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Khan 2017;
Ebi 2007

Communicate the
scientific evidence and
uncertainties together
with a time frame

D 3.1,
stakeholder
meeting
Georgia

Build up trust in
institutions

Rec. 2: Communicate
proactively, bi-directional
and transparently

Rec. 3: build up trust in
institutions and identify
trustful communicators

Virologists have become
new "stars" of
communication, trust in
scientists is high, they can
answer questions

Vgl. Drosten

Trust as incremental
part of efficient risk
communication

Lefevre et al.
2015

In Germany trust in
scientists and the relation
between politics and
science was discussed
already before COVID-19,
now that discussion is much
more acute and public

Trust in science
(regarding climate
change) is a political
issue and a reflection
of party politics

efforts and measures
implemented on the
regional or national levels
are difficult to communicate
if they strongly differ from
practices in other regions or
countries

Other countries are
always been used as
frames of reference,
therefore countryspecific risk measures
and their justifications
have to be clearly
communicated

Closing the borders was not
always communicated as a
measure to reduce the
mobility, but also perceived
as a measure to keep the
country "clean" (which is
irrelevant in phase 2 )

Cross border
communication and
help is necessary
(especially in regions
with cross-border
geographic areas and
dependencies, e.g.
deserts, water supply)
mortality rises with age

Mortality rises with age

Elderly an ill as most
vulnerable

Ensure direct
communication with
scientists (questions
and answers)
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Communicate the trust
of the politicians in
science

Zinkant, 2020

Measures that deviate
from those in other
countries/regions/com
munities need to be
explained and justified

health
authorities in
partner
countries
(Georgia)

Ferguson et
al.2020;
Brücker 2007;
He et al. 2019

As risks are comparable
across countries, both
communication and
assistance has to cross
borders

Communicate solidarity
for elderly people, who
are most vulnerable

Rec. 4: Be transparent
about pros and cons of
various options to act but
be clear about the
emerging consensus among
and between regions
ensure cross border
communication, take a
transnational persepctive

Rec. 5: Identify vulnerable
groups

Discussions on risks of
spreading in refugee camps,
both in Germany and
abroad. First measures were
taken such as the
evacuation of children

High risk in refugee
camps and for
displaced populations

Virus affects all countries,
but the infection rate and
the number of deaths
depends strongly on
economic health/ health
insurance

Measures of protection
(cool the house, air
condition) depends on
economic health

Bakhsh et al.
2018, He et al.
2019

Wachinger et
al. 2013;
Wassenhove
et al. 2012;
Weber et al.
2019

Refer to familiar
situations and cases

Wachinger et
al. 2013

Address groups who
are dismissing scientific
evidence

Best-practice examples and
ways to take own action are
perceived as reassuring and
empowering

Refer to the
experience of corona
(similar risk situations
and vulnerabilities,
similar actions or even
deaths of famous
people)
Evident overlap, when
considering COVID-19
and climate change
deniers
Showing good
examples and helping
ideas could increase
perceived self-efficacy

Blogs, live streams, hotlines
and reader forums in online
newspapers are very
popular and trusted
communication pathways

People ask for a direct
communication (in
Tunisia: meteorological
agencies should inform
us)

Vgl. Drosten
Briggs 2010

D 3.1,

Use participative and
dialogic formats of
communication

Ask for development of new
forms

Stakeholder
participation

Briggs 2010

New forms or
traditional
forms of

Ask the public for own
ideas

Refer to the experience of
corona: similar risk
situations (influence,
EBOLA), actions or even
deaths of famous people

Personal experience
has influence on risk
perception

Evident overlap, when
considering COVID-19 and
climate change deniers

Personal experience
has influence on risk
perception
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D 3.1,
stakeholder
meeting
Georgia

Communicate solidarity
with refugees

D 3.1,

Communicate
measures to improve
economic conditions

Show good ideas and
best-practice examples

Rec. 6: Refer to familiar
and former experiences
with risk situations

Rec. 7: Ensure involvement
and participation of the
public (ask for ideas,
strategies, policy options)

greetings to
Avoid shaking
hands
"Heinsberger
Gruß" in
Germany
Participation in
development of a risk
communication plan
Addressing all public is
resource intensive,
therefore stakeholders
must be envolved to
effectively
communicate risk
Compliance to government
recommendations for
behavior changes varies
between age groups (see UK
survey)
The spread of the virus
cannot be stopped when
people are living very close
to each other
"Flatten the curve" can be
explained and
communicated to a broader
audience

Mortality rates will go down
days/weeks after infections

Participation in
development of a risk
communication plan

IRGC-white
paper 2005

More effective
communication

Briggs 2010

Knowledge and
adaptive behavior
differ between groups
due to diversity in risk
perception and other
factors
these camps are very
hard to cool down

Fischer et al.,
2020;
Grothman et
al. 2017

D 3.1,

Communication efforts
for the promotion of
behavioral change have
to be group-specific

Blasberg et
al., 2020

D 3.1

Communicate solidarity
with economic poor
people

Mortality rates can be
exponential in
heatwaves

Dickmann et
al., 2017,
Vandentorren
et al 2004,
WaltnerToews et al.,
2020;
MAiLab 2020

Mortality rates will go
down days/weeks after
the heatwave
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Ask the public for
participation when
developing a good risk
communication
Communicate through
stakeholders

Ensure perception of
exponential curves

Communicate, that the
effects of measures will
be delayed

Rec. 8: Design
communication programs
to different constituencies
and audiences

Rec.9: Explain exponential
growths and delayed
effects and illustrate the
uncertainties inherent in
models and simulations

(and after measures are
taken)
Severity was
underestimated by most of
the people ("it is like a
normal flu")
Uncertainty in numbers is
quickly detected and
therefore requires
transparent communication
from the beginning

Heatwaves cost more
lives than other
climate change hazards

Renn et al.,
2008

Uncertainty has to be
communicated
transparently

Renn et al.,
2020,

Threats and fears as
communication elements
are not helpful and reduce
the commitment among the
general population

Feelings of being
personally threatened
tend to reduce the
ability for collectivistic
action, reassurance
and self-efficacy
should be increased
Stop dehydration in
elderly homes

Renn et al.,
2020

More positive risk
handling through
communicated
protective behaviours
Climate change
requires large-scale
changes in economy
and society, including
behavioral change

Lefevre et al.
2015

Communication lowers
fear

Charisius,
2020

Policies and
interventions have to
be supplemented with
campaigns to achieve
behavioral change

Many examples of helping
ideas are communicated (go
shopping, walk the dog, call
elderly relatives and
neighbours)
People better informed
have a more optimistic
look towards dealing
with heatwave risks
Policies and public health
interventions are ineffective
without compliance of the
population at large
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Renn et al.,
2020

Have in mind that
severe effects are
underestimated
Fauci: "I can`t
give you a
number"

Stakeholder
meeting
Georgia

Reduce uncertainty
where possible,
otherwise
communicate reasons
for uncertainty clearly

Rec. 10: Reduce
uncertainty
where possible, otherwise
communicate why these
uncertainties exist and how
they are addressed

Ensure positive
communication of
responsibilities and
ideas

Rec. 11: Send positive
messages about success of
risk reduction measures

Communicate solidarity
with other groups
(elderly, ill people)

Rec. 12: Communicate clear
behavior recommendations
and explain why they are
needed or required

short time reaction (stay
inside for 4 weeks) than
long time "dance"

Short time reaction
(stay inside for 4 days)
than long time
planning

67

Renn et al.,
2020

Differenciate between
short time and longtime measures

