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Table 1. Refinements of the binary assignments between vulnerable groups / communities and 
vulnerability criteria by BMA 

  Vulnerable (and marginalized) social groups and communities 
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low income x  x x x   x x   x x  

poor living conditions x x x x   x   x       x     

precarious employment   
(repeated) unemployed x x x x x x x x     x       

lack of insurance     x x       x             

low educational 
background       x               x     

limited educational 
opportunities x   x x   x   x     x x     

low digital literacy and/or 
particular need for (IT) 

support 
x     x   x   x             

limited access to 
infrastructure / mobility       x     x x             

limited access to cultural  
resources     x x x x x x       x     

social isolation / loneliness x x       x                 

structural discrimination 
concerning participation     x x   x   x x         x 

facing physical and/or 
verbal violence     x x       x x x       x 

 

Note. The assignments in the cells highlighted in green have been included compared to the initial cross table in 
D1.3, section 2.3, conversely, the assignments in the red cells have been removed compared to the initial 
assignments. 
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Table 2. Refinements of the binary assignments between vulnerable groups / communities and 
vulnerability criteria by the City of Martin 

  Vulnerable (and marginalized) social groups and communities 
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low income x   x x x     x x   x x x   

poor living conditions x   x x   x   x             

precarious employment   
(repeated) unemployed 

x x x x x x   x     x       

lack of insurance     x x       x             

low educational 
background 

      x                     

limited educational 
opportunities 

x   x x   x   x     x x     

low digital literacy and/or 
particular need for (IT) 

support 
x     x   x   x             

limited access to 
infrastructure / mobility 

      x x   x x             

limited access to cultural  
resources 

    x x x x x x       x     

social isolation / loneliness x         x   x             

structural discrimination 
concerning participation 

    x x   x   x x   x   x x 

facing physical and/or 
verbal violence 

    x x   x   x x x       x 

 

Note. The assignments in the cells highlighted in green have been included compared to the initial cross table in 
Deliverable 1.3, section 2.3, conversely, the assignments in the red cells have been removed compared to the 
initial assignments. 
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Variables & criteria Weights 
Brasov (RO) Martin (SK) 

Infrastructure   Yes/no/do 
not want to 
answer 

  Yes/no/do 
not want to 
answer 

Access to internet 0.30 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.30 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Mobile telephone owner 0.30 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.30 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Access to personal transport (car eg) 0.20 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.20 0 / 1 / 0.5 

Access to public transport 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Access to hot water 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Able to heat sufficiently 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Access to electricity 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 
I have the following left over each month at my free disposal 
(for food, leisure activities. clothes....) After deducting all 
monthly fixed costs which are required for living (such as 
electricity, heating, rent, repayments, necessary expenses for 
other people): 

2 

 

2 

Nothing 1.00 1.00 
Less than 200 euros 0.80 0.80 
Between 200 and 500 euros 0.50 0.50 
More than 500 euros 0.00 0.00 
Do not want to answer 0.50 0.50 
Personal situation 1 Yes/no/do 

not want to 
answer 

1 Yes/no/do 
not want to 
answer 

I have physical limitations and / or illnesses 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 

I have mental limitations and / or illnesses 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 1.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
I am satisfied with my financial situation  0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
I feel satisfied with my social life and environment 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
I feel involved in participating in community affairs 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 1.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 

I receive the medical support / care i need 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 2.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 

I have the opportunity to use cultural, social and leisure 
facilities (e.g. Cinema or restaurant visits, sport activities, etc.) 

1.00 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.70 0 / 1 / 0.5 

I am satisfied with the standard/ quality of my living space 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 0.50 0 / 1 / 0.5 
Minority affilitation 1 Yes/no/do 

not want to 
answer 

1 Yes/no/do 
not want to 
answer 

Religious minority 0.2 1 / 0 / 0.5 0.2 1 / 0 / 0.5 
Linguistic minority 0.5 1 / 0 / 0.5 0.5 1 / 0 / 0.5 
Ethnic minority 1 1 / 0 / 0.5 1 1 / 0 / 0.5 
Other minority 0.75 1 / 0 / 0.5 0.75 1 / 0 / 0.5 
Because of the affiliation to this minority, I feel discriminated 
in my daily life 

2 2 

Totally disagree 0 0 
Rather disagree 0.5 0.5 
Rather agree 0.75 0.75 
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Figure 1. Street billboard in the City of Martin to motivate citizens for participation 

The final registration for participation in the AI Citizens' Juries was facilitated by i) providing an online link for 
participants to register from their own devices and without the need to commute to the municipality office, and 
by ii) providing a paper and pencil version at the municipality offices so that registration was also possible 
through physical forms, for those who preferred this format or lacked online access. A third option, especially 
for those, who have difficulties with writing or reading, was the offer of the local municipality officers to fill the 
form for the interested citizens. If this last option has been chosen by an applicant, it was asked in the form as a 
question, in order to prepare the workshop accordingly for citizens that might wish or need more support.  

By combining these recruiting methods, we aimed to ensure a fair and inclusive representation of citizens in 
Martin and Brasov for the AI Citizens' Juries. 

The finally selected participants for the two Workshops received around 80 Euros (per Workshop) as an expense 
allowance. However, the ITHACA team decided to not mention this expense allowance during the recruitment 
process to ensure that intrinsically motivated, civic-mindedness and interested persons applied for the AI citizen 
juries and to avoid economic motivation - which would of course be understandable - being the main reason for 
participation. Just shortly before the first Workshop, they have been informed that they also receive financial 
compensation for taking their time and for their efforts. 
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who have more than 500 euros left over. The detailed distribution of the financial situation can be viewed in 
Figure 7, together with the data from the City of Martin. 
Regarding the existence of social, physical or mental barriers for the involvement and participation in 
community and social life, results of the participation form showed that those are given in Brasov. While no 
applicant explicitly stated to have mental limitations/ illnesses in Brasov, in each other category there are at least 
1/3 of people who have given a vulnerable answer to it. The exact data can be seen in Figure 10.  

 

Figure 10. Existence of social, physical or mental barriers in Brasov (RO) 

 

 

Figure 11. Minority affiliation in Brasov (RO) 
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collectivist to an individualist perspective: We started with the identification of vulnerable and marginalised 
groups and communities and vulnerability variables (see also D1.3, section 2.3) to formulate the participation 
form. Ultimately, however, it was about specific individuals who completed the participation forms, and the 
selection process was concerned with individuals as relevant entities rather than with (self-identified, let alone 
externally determined) affiliations to sociological and socio-demographic collective entities. 

















ITHACA 
Algorithmic risk assessment and human-centred design 

D2.1 
  

 

  

42 
 

  

Group Activity C Form. The main goal of this form was to capture the group discussion outcomes regarding 
the potential use of AI for civic participation, and its potential role as an enabler or a barrier. The form included 
a brief introduction and the following main questions: 

1. Votes of the group participants regarding the main role of Artificial Intelligence (AI) when it comes to 
civic participation and engagement (provided options: enabler, barrier, both) 

2. When and why the AI could be an ENABLER for people from your community?  
3. When and why the AI could be an obstacle or a barrier for people from your community? 

 

Individual Activity D Questionnaire. The main goal of this questionnaire was to allow the project team to 
further understand which technologies and artificial intelligence tools could play an important role for the online 
civic engagement of the citizens in the two pilot cities. The questionnaire included a brief introduction, a short 
disclaimer regarding data anonymization, and the following main questions: 

1. Please indicate the main technologies and AI tools you are currently using or have experience with in your 
everyday life, at home and/or at work,  

2. Have you used in the past any online platform and/or tools to engage in civic activities?  
3. Which technical/technology aspects are impeding/ holding you back from engaging more online in civic 

activities/projects?  
 

Group Activity E Form. The main goal of this form was to capture the outcomes of the group discussion 
during the co-design activities of the ITHACA platform that the group would imagine. The groups had the 
opportunity to explore 3 examples of online platforms for civic participation, among which (i) one example was 
common for both pilot cities, being selected from the best practices platforms established in deliverable D1.1, 
and (ii) two examples selected by the local workshop moderators, as being most relevant for the local context of 
their pilot city. The form included a brief introduction and the following main questions: 

1. Votes of the group participants regarding the degree to which they liked or not the presented examples.  
2. Focus of the ITHACA Platform of your imagination. 
3. Decide on the theme/subject that will be the focus of the ITHACA Platform of your imagination, and 

mention the main reasons for selecting this theme.  
4. Analyse if the ITHACA Platform should include a Personal Information Management System or not, 

and justify your answers.  
 

Question 4 was followed by a Card Sorting activity, where the groups were provided with 6 cards presenting 
various implementation options for PIMS systems and were asked to rank the cards from 1 to 6, where 1 
corresponds to the solution the group considers the best (easiest to use, simple to understand, covering the 
privacy/security settings they consider necessary, etc.). The provided examples were based on the outcomes of 
deliverable D1.2, and included: Consul Democracy, Citizen, Decide Madrid, Facebook, Next Cloud, and 
PimCity. The group had the possibility to further explore them online, as each group was provided with a laptop 
with easy to access links to the examples and appropriate settings for login and local language automatic 
translation. Morphic3 tool from RtF was also installed on the available laptops to provide the quick access bar 
and facilitate easy setting of accessibility options. 

 

                                                           
3 https://morphic.org/ 
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3.4 Delphi Study Results 
Step 1 of the Delphi Study resulted in the collection of potential facilitators/enablers and barriers/obstacles as 
perceived by the Representatives of socially vulnerable citizens. This first step resulted in a large number of 
entry items for the two lists, which were expressed in plain language and unstructured format, both in regard to 
the item description and the justification. Some examples of how similar issues are described and justified in a 
different manner by the participants in the Delphi Study are provided in Table 9. 

 

Table 9. Examples of facilitators/enablers and barriers/obstacles collected from Representatives in Step 1 
of the Delphi Study 

Item type Description Justification 

Facilitator/Enabler Patience Unlimited time by the AI 

Facilitator/Enabler The possibility to ask as 
many questions as you want 

Your very own time with the AI 

Facilitator/Enabler You can change the life in 
this city 

Cooperation with a city council / authority is 
important 

Facilitator/Enabler Bigger chance to be more 
active 

Thanks to AI is bigger chance that be active in 
civic participation can truly show results of such 
steps and show participations that being active 
brings results 

Barrier/Obstacle The language will be too 
complicated 

Questions and data must be chosen wisely 

Barrier/Obstacle The platform will be too 
complicated 

Not user friendly 

Barrier/Obstacle They will not see results Participation with the city authorities is crucial 

Barrier/Obstacle Lack of follow up Sometimes the movement can remain only 
online without being implemented in the society 

 

Step 2 of the Delphi Study resulted in the creation of two (2) aggregated lists based on the input received in Step 
1 and their processing, interpretation and aggregation. The list of facilitators/enablers consisted of a total of 24 
items, which were ordered alphabetically based on the item description, as shown in Table 10. The aggregated 
list of barriers/obstacles consisted of a total of 19 items, which are detailed in Table 11. 

 

 

Table 10. Aggregated list of facilitators/enablers from Step 2 of the Delphi Study 

Facilitators/ Enablers Description/Justification 

(Personalized) Online 
education and skill 
acquisition tools 

Facilitate life-long learning and skill acquisition and practising in relation to AI-
facilitated civic participation and engagement. Facilitate technology adoption and 
increased online participation for all (e.g. through integration of interface-
accessibility tools that facilitate access and use). People in vulnerable social 
groups may see it as an opportunity to develop. Facilitate micro-learning format 
and in multiple ways, passive, engaging, audio, text, video, etc. Repository 
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Facilitators/ Enablers Description/Justification 
impact of engagement and 
encourages new 
engagement) 

(participants, seldom participants, non-participants). 

Platform for anonymous 
reporting and suggestion 

Facilitate quicker identification of illegal activities or proceeding (e.g. building, 
animal cruelty, etc.). Support participation of citizens in the law enforcement and 
increased safety in the city. 

Public personas 
(politicians, actors, 
singers) (i.e. space with 
"personal" daily message 
may have greater impact, 
or dedicated space for 
testimonials) 

They influence a broader audience, who follows their news, respects and admire 
them 

Remote communication 
and support tools 

Facilitate targeted support to vulnerable social groups. Can provide immediate 
access to a human assistant to stop the increasing feeling of unable. 

Smart search and 
information retrieval tools  

Allow easier and faster access to complex and/or distributed information (i.e. 
visualization options from simple to more complex, possibly able to choose 
"style" of platform according to preferences, selecting preferences such as 
"always show summary", "always use plain language", "always show UI options" 
and offer check list of i.e. large font, bold, contrast, etc.) 

Social media (Facebook, 
youTube, TikTok) 

Make it easier to reach out to a broader audience and citizens to receive 
information about civic activities. 

Text analysis and 
information extraction 
tools (e.g. topic 
identification, 
summarization, relevance 
ranking, etc.) 

Facilitate easier identification of topics of interest by extracting key information 
from large texts and raking articles based on similarity to users' interest. 

Tools for demographic 
data collections and 
analysis 

Support civic organization in decision-making for modelling the further 
development of the city. Support citizens in their decision-making when starting 
new projects/initiatives. 

Tools for 
guided/personalized 
communication and 
application submission 

Can facilitate easier communication (e.g. chat-assisted) between citizens and civic 
organizations on official matters. 

 

Table 11. Aggregated list of barriers/obstacles from Step 2 of the Delphi Study 

Barriers/Obstacles Justification 
Complexity and amount of data that 
is required in order to participate 

Registration processes require too much personal data. Questions are 
not clearly formulated. 

Complexity of the approach 

People from vulnerable social groups often do not have access to 
necessary technology and infrastructure, and are facing more stringent 
everyday life problems (e.g. even missing electricity). They might be 
intimidated by the complex technology and approach. 

Fear of using and lack of trust in AI 
and of computer systems used 
without human 
supervision/intervention 

AI algorithms are only as good as the data they are trained on, and if 
that data is biased, then the algorithm will be too. Bias can be 
introduced. It is difficult to understand how decisions are being made 
and who is responsible if something goes wrong (e.g. missing 
explanations/visuals/graphs on how it works, how it reached the 
conclusions, what may be missing and why). 

Financial constraints 

Their finances do not allow them to invest on technology and 
infrastructure (e.g. cannot afford the high cost of smart phones and 
permanent internet connection). Also, making it more difficult to 
"support a cause" even when sympathizing with. 

Infrastructure and technology 
requirements  

Electricity and/or internet not available in the area they are living. Free 
public access to the internet is not available in public areas/spaces (e.g. 
community buildings). 
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Barriers/Obstacles Justification 

Lack of awareness on sensitive data 
handling 

People, particularly younger ones, are not aware of the importance of 
sensitive personal data handling and protection. By not being careful 
with online data sharing, they make it easy for their data to be exploited 
in wrong ways. 

Lack of engaging and easy to use 
educational tools and content 
concerning online civic participation 

People have not received appropriate education and do not have the 
necessary skills to actively engage in online civic discussions or 
activities. Resources in the local language are not available. 

Lack of information, feedback and 
responsiveness from the civic 
organizations 

Makes people feel it is worthless to try to participate or speak out. Lack 
of transparency about how and why certain decisions were made. 

Lack of past experience, interaction 
and involvement in similar 
initiatives. Lack of engaging 
strategies in which they feel 
compelled to participate (in which 
their voice matters) and participate in 
the social impact. 

Large part of the citizens and particularly vulnerable social groups has 
not been involved in the past in such initiatives. There are very few such 
initiatives running at local/national level. 

Lack of support and information for 
safe usage of tools, and  

Vulnerable citizens can become even more vulnerable online without 
the correct support and information to safely use tools and navigate 
online. 

Lack of trust and high concerns 
regarding privacy/safety regarding 
use of tools and data sharing, an 
overall fear of the unknown (e.g. due 
to a lack of transparency, visibility of 
responses, data, impact, 
testimonials). 

Concerns regarding personal data being stolen or used without prior 
approval by others or for wrong purposes (e.g. to hurt the person). 
Difficulty to understand/perceive how non-anonymous participation and 
involvement leads to impact. Potentially linked to lack of information, 
and support while providing the information. 

Lack of trust in AI and of computer 
systems used without human 
supervision/intervention (e.g. linked 
to lack of transparency, information, 
and support of automatic systems)  

AI algorithms are only as good as the data they are trained on, and if 
that data is biased, then the algorithm will be too. Bias can be 
introduced. It is difficult to understand how decisions are being made 
and who is responsible if something goes wrong. 

Low education levels and poor life 
skills (e.g. social, digital, decision-
making, etc.) 

People from vulnerable social groups usually have low educational 
levels, which is also reflected in poor social and life skills. Thus they 
don't fully understand the importance of civic participation (e.g. what 
impact could have on their day-to-day life), or cannot make use of 
online participatory tools (e.g. low digital skills). 

Misinformation and/or 
disinformation 

They often trust the opinion of their community or political leaders (or 
other key persona) who may spread bad information or distort 
facts/events on purpose (e.g. to hurt or damage their political 
opponents). 

One-directional generic message 
may make them feel disengaged and 
not related or aligned with the issues 
at hand (pessimism) 

Own perspective answer feels as if they don't feel "heard", so providing 
a "voicing" space to share personal perspectives and providing 
personalized responses with leads to actionable actions could foster 
engagement of those who carry negativity toward their local govt. 

Personal resources and time 
constraints 

Work and daily life schedule are too demanding/heavy, and the person 
has no personal resources (e.g. energy, mood) or available time left to 
get involved in civic activities. 

Religious or cultural constraints  
Their religion imposes strict rules on everyday life and online presence. 
Their archaic traditions don't fit with the concept of every person being 
able/allowed to speak out or be involved in decision making. 

Technical and/or functional problems 

The design and the implementation of the platform and/or functionality 
are not appropriate. The system has not been checked for 
errors/bugs/functional issues. The allocated computational resources 
introduce delays and discourage people from engaging. 

Technology complexity and high 
language/skills requirements 

Platform, tools and interfaces are too complex (lack of accessibility or 
multiple/confusing navigation, consumption, option), and require too 
high levels of skills and education in order to be used.  Lack of using 
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Barriers/Obstacles Justification 
the proper channels (technology) or tutors, mediators or representatives. 
Lack of accessible multi-input/output platform and solutions that 
account for a wide diverse population, offering multiple channels, 
participation options, sensorial and cognitive facilitation tools and 
strategies, support, etc. 

 

The analysis and data processing of the items ranking performed individually by the Representatives for each of 
the two lists, resulted in aggregated ranked lists of facilitators/enablers and barriers/obstacles, as shown in Table 
12 and Table 13. 

 

Table 12. Aggregated ranked list of facilitators/enablers from the Delphi Study 

Facilitators/ Enablers Average Rank 
Local social services and organizations 7.33 
Accessibility technology and tools 8.89 
Smart search and information retrieval tools  9.44 
Online public consultation and voting tools  9.67 
Remote communication and support tools 9.67 
Platform for anonymous reporting and suggestion 9.89 
(Personalized) Online education and skill acquisition tools 10.00 
Participatory engagement tools and campaigns  10.89 
Social media (Face Book, youTube, TikTok) 11.00 
Information extraction and forecasting tools 11.33 
Tools for guided/personalized communication and application submission 11.33 
Mass media (TV, radio, newspapers) 11.44 
Online connectivity tools (e.g. for group discussions) 11.44 
Public personas (politicians, actors, singers)  11.67 
Online platform and tools for traffic problems reporting and real-time update/notification. 12.67 
News/group subscription and follow-up tools.  13.11 
AI can enforce accountability of civil society stakeholders 13.56 
Decision support tools 14.00 
Text analysis and information extraction tools  14.22 
AI and online platforms potential to revolutionize government-businesses-citizens interaction 14.33 
Tools for demographic data collections and analysis 15.11 
Online publications, and information and knowledge data bases  15.33 
Online ecological patrol platform 15.56 
Chatbots and virtual operators 16.44 
 

Table 13. Aggregated ranked list of barriers/obstacles from the Delphi Study 

Barriers/Obstacles Average Rank 
Lack of information, feedback and responsiveness from the civic organizations 5.44 
Fear of using and lack of trust in AI and of computer systems used without human 
supervision/intervention 6.78 

Lack of engaging and easy to use educational tools and content concerning online civic 
participation 7.22 

Misinformation and/or disinformation 7.56 
Technology complexity and high language/skills requirements 7.56 
Complexity and amount of data that is required in order to participate 8.00 
Complexity of the approach 8.11 
Lack of past experience, interaction and involvement in similar initiatives. Lack of engaging 
strategies in which they feel compelled to participate (in which their voice matters) and 
participate in the social impact. 

8.22 

Low education levels and poor life skills  8.67 
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Table 20. Identification of focus topic for the imaginary ITHACA platform and reasoning at group level 
in Brasov (RO) 

 
 

Table 21. Identification of focus topic for the imaginary ITHACA platform and reasoning at group level 
in Martin (SK) 

 
 

When asked to indicate either their ITHACA platform should integrate a Personal Information Management 
System (PIMS), the vast majority of the participants answered positively (18 YES answers in Brasov-RO, and 
23 YES answers in Martin-SK), justifying their answers by the responsible use of the platform, as the citizens 
undertake responsibility for their actions/postings, the possibility to provide personalized and faster services and 
content/information, and ensure data privacy and security (see . Among the reasons for not using a PIMS, the 
insecurity and fear of potential misuse of personal data along with the re-assurance provided by anonymity (e.g. 
feeling more confident to make negative critique in anonymous mode, fear of potential social consequences 
from public administration when speaking out) were the most important. Time and effort required to set-up the 
options related to the use of PIMS were also mentioned. 
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discriminatory behaviour in the past, all the participants (100%) answered positively. However, only 58% of 
them reacted or have taken action to fight back discrimination (see Figure 26). 

The actions taken usually were in the form of written complaints submitted to the relevant institutions and 
dedicated bodies, calling the police, or asking support for the online platforms (e.g. social networks supervisors, 
group moderators). Speaking out and standing up for others that were discriminated against were also mentioned 
among the actions taken. 

 

 

Figure 25. Knowledge and awareness of own rights when it comes to discrimination (Martin - SK) 

 

 

Figure 26. Percentage of participants reacting or taking action against discriminatory behaviours (Martin 
- SK) 

The main reasons for not taking any actions or reacting to fight back discrimination included: fear of 
consequences, fear of aggressive backlash, fear of conflict escalation, disbelieve in a potential positive outcome 
when taking action, feelings of uncertainty (not sure how to react) and anxiety when facing such behaviours, 
general disappointment and resignation of/from society. 

63%5%
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42%
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Table 25. Descriptive statistics (range, mean, standard deviation, absolute and relative frequencies of 
different age groups) of the overall sample, and the samples from Brasov and Martin. 

Age Group 

 Overall Brasov Martin 

Range 18-82 20-69 18-82 
Mean 47,59 44,55 50,79 

Standard Deviation 19,60 16,77 21,73 

18-30 
Absolute Frequency 9 5 4 

Relative Frequency (%) 23,08 25,00 21,05 

31-60 
Absolute Frequency 17 10 9 

Relative Frequency (%) 43,59 50,00 47,37 

>61 
Absolute Frequency 13 5 6 

Relative Frequency (%) 33,33 25,00 31,58 

 

Table 26. Absolute and relative frequencies regarding highest educational attainment of the overall 
sample, the sample from Brasov and the sample from the City of Martin. 

 Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency (%) 

Overall Sample 

Mandatory Education 8 20,51 

High School Degree 15 38,46 

University Degree 16 41,03 

Brasov 

Mandatory Education 4 20,00 

High School Degree 6 30,00 

University Degree 10 50,00 

Martin 

Mandatory Education 4 21,05 

High School Degree 9 47,37 

University Degree 6 31,58 

 

Table 27. Absolute and relative frequencies regarding experiences with websites and platforms on the 
internet of the overall sample, the sample from Brasov and the sample from the City of Martin. 

 Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency (%) 

Overall Sample 
No experience at all 2 5,13 
Occasional use 11 28,21 
Daily use 26 66,67 

Brasov 
No experience at all 0 0,00 
Occasional use 5 25,00 
Daily use 15 75,00 

Martin 
No experience at all 2 10,53 
Occasional use 6 31,58 
Daily use 11 57,89 
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With regards to qualitative feedback, the open answer field with additional ideas for features and functionalities 
have brought up many suggestions, which can be seen in Table 28. Among the additional ideas, a recurring 
desire for support, guidance and human assistance is salient, especially among citizens in Brasov. 
 

Table 28. Additional ideas brought up by citizens 

Additional Ideas 

  
Features & Functionalities 

Rating & 
Commenting 

Structuring 

Brasov 

Human assistance - having a person to 
provide on-the-spot support via video call 
for those experiencing difficulties in use 

private feedback 
form 

copy and improve this 
platform after successful large 
companies that have already 
implemented customer 
feedback variants or other 
ideas that can be introduced so 
as the platform be successful 
quickly 

Human technical assistance and support 
services  

real and verified 
persons 

  

ideas and guidance when one is not sure    

the possibility to make polls to determine if 
an idea is good or to set the most 
convenient dates for certain meetings, etc. 

   

accessibility of the platform for the 
visually impaired 

   

materials / opinions of specialists on various 
current issues (pros and cons) 

   

    

Martin 

it would be useful for the application to 
have a nice and simple design 

check comments, as 
some information 
may be misleading 

Age limits for topics 

Gamification -only for useful and truthful 
comments/posts. Make the word/post have 
weight. 

Maybe add an 
automatic rating of 
whether the post is 
to the point or 
misleading. 
  

  

I think it's comprehensive   

 

 

5.1.4 Discussion 

Generally speaking, compared to the sub-sample in Martin, more citizens in Brasov managed to imagine the 
listed features, functionalities, rating and structuring possibilities, as indicated by the low rates of the answer 
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5.3 Requirement analysis of municipality workers and managers via 
questionnaire 

5.3.1 Background and Procedure 

At the end of the online-session, the participants were asked to share the requirement questionnaire, the one that 

has also been filled out by the citizens participating in the second round of on-site workshops, in the 

municipality office network with colleagues that did not participate in the municipality interviews, but who 

should also have the opportunity to share their wishes and requirements for the design of the platform. The 

structure and items of the questionnaire remained the same as when handed out to citizens for the end-user 

requirement analysis (see section 5.1 and Annex 9.3.2).  

 

5.3.2 Sample 

The recruiting of further employees and associates of the municipalities in Brasov and Martin was conducted by 
the project managers from the two pilot cities through spreading the questionnaire among their colleagues and 
the municipality board. In Brasov, 30 associates and employees of the municipality filled out the questionnaire, 
whereas in Martin, 5 employees from the social, law, economical, environmental and property departments 
provided their answers to the requirement questionnaire. 

The socio-demographics (gender, education level, experience with online platforms) of the sample can be found 
in Table 29, Table 30, and Table 31.  

 

Table 29. Gender distribution of employees of the municipalities Brasov and Martin, who filled out the 
requirement questionnaire 

 Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency (%) 

Overall 
Sample 

Female 25 71,43 

Male 10 28,57 

Diverse 0 0,00 

Brasov Female 21 70,00 

Male 9 30,00 

Diverse 0 0,00 

Martin Female 4 80,00 

Male 1 20,00 

Diverse 0 0,00 

Note. total sample was n=35 
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Table 30. Distribution of employees of the municipalities Brasov and Martin, who filled out the 
requirement questionnaire, in relation to the highest education level 

 Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency (%) 
Overall Sample Mandatory Education 0 0,00 

High School Degree 2 5,71 

University Degree 33 94,28 

Brasov Mandatory Education 0 0,00 

High School Degree 2 6,67 

University Degree 28 93,33 

Martin Mandatory Education 0 0,00 

High School Degree 0 0,00 

University Degree 5 100 

Note. total sample was n=35 

 

Table 31. Distribution of employees of the municipalities Brasov and Martin, who filled out the 
requirement questionnaire, in relation to the level of experience with online platforms. 

 

Absolute Frequency Relative Frequency (%) 

Overall Sample No experience at all 0 0,00 

Occasional use 2 5,71 

Daily use 33 94,28 

Brasov No experience at all 0 0,00 

Occasional use 2 6,67 

Daily use 28 93,33 

Martin No experience at all 0 0,00 

Occasional use 0 0,00 

Daily use 5 100 

Note. total sample was n=35 

 

5.3.3 Results 

Figure 31, Figure 31, and Figure 31 depict the results of the answers from 35 municipality employees (30 from 
Brasov, and 5 from Martin) to a user requirement questionnaire for a future online platform. The questionnaire 
aimed to identify what features and functionalities on the platform in general (see Figure 31), for reacting on 
contributions from others (see Figure 32) and for structuring the content on the platform (see Figure 33), the 
employees would like to have (green bar), would not like to have (red bar) on the platform, or cannot imagine 
what the feature is able/intended to do (yellow bar). 
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Figure 31. Outcomes of required features and functionalities by the municipality staff in Brasov and 
Martin 

Note. Sample size is n=35, consisting of 30 municipality employees from Brasov and 5 from Martin, for all features and 
functionalities, except for the feature Security Measures that was omitted by the municipality employees in Martin, which is 
why n= 30 for this feature. 
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Figure 32. Outcomes of features and functionalities for reacting on posts and comments required by the 
municipality staff in Brasov and Martin 

Note. Sample size is n=35, consisting of 30 municipality employees from Brasov and 5 from Martin. 

 

 

Figure 33. Outcomes of functionalities for structuring posts and topics required by the municipality staff 
in Brasov and Martin 

Note. Sample size is n=35, consisting of 30 municipality employees from Brasov and 5 from Martin. 

 





ITHACA 
Algorithmic risk assessment and human-centred design 

D2.1 
  

 

  

91 
 

  

 

5.4.3 Results and Outcomes 

The main results of the two workshops with experts have been compiled into a comprehensive list of non-
functional platform requirements and use cases derived from them, ranging from the application format to 
specific tool explanations and designs, as well as specific guidelines for ethical, legal and social implications. 
The list can be found in chapter 6. 

 

5.4.4 Discussion 

The main purpose of the two conducted workshops with IT and AI experts, ethical advocates and experts from 
the fields of psychology and humanities working with AI in their daily business was to identify requirements 
and use cases as guidance for the design and implementation of the inclusive by-design AI solutions of the 
ITHACA platform. The list of platform requirements identified in the workshops can be roughly clustered into 
the topics of Accessibility and Support, Information and Explanation of tools, Usefulness and Social Aspects 
and Content Management, Transparency and Ethics, which are, however, not mutually exclusive as some 
requirements can be allocated to two or more topics. Table 32 depicts some of the assigned requirements to the 
clustered topics.  

 

Table 32. Requirements for the design and implementation of an inclusive by-design online platform for 
civic engagement 

Accessibility 
& Support 

 

Information & 
Explanation of tools 

Usefulness & Social 
Aspects  

Content 
Management 

Transparency & 
Ethics 

App Version 

Accessibility 
configurations 

Support tools 
 

Support for 
Asking 
chatbots 

IP address / 
personal 
account 

Simplification 
tools that 
explain 
difficult term 

Information about a 
used chatbot 

Clarification about 
different output for 
same input 

Advantage of generative 
KI chatbot 

Information about the 
simplification 

Speech-to-text 
transformer: storage of 
voice 

Chatbot - training data 

 

Integration of social 
media 

Enhancing potentials 
for participatory 
processes 

Different chatbots for 
different tasks 

Algorithm-based 
messaging service / 
Targeted notification 
system 

Checking for 
completion 

Gamification & 
Community building 

 

Fact-checker 

Spam-filter: 
standards and 
rules for forums 

Spam-filter: 
human 
moderation 

Security measure 
as standard 

Similarity 
Analysis with 
previous posts 

 

Transparency of 
Recommendations 

Metrics for language 
summarization 
 
Chatbot: disclaimer, 
Signs for AI 
generated content 
 
Fostering critical 
thinking and 
enhancing 
prerequisite AI 
literacy skills 
 
Platform privacy 
information 
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C_16 Automatic rating Maybe add an automatic rating of whether the post is to the point or misleading. Martin 

The automatic rating could be 
based on the consistency and 
congruity with topic and creativity 
aspects, such as originality and 
novelty. 

C_17 Age limits for topics Providing a +16/+18/+21 button or a confirmation of age for topics that might 
include youth endangering contents Martin 

It is not fully clear why at all 
including youth endangering 
contents on a such a platform. 

 
 

Table 36. Comments, suggestions and user requirements from the municipality / city managers / administrators. 

# Short Title Description Who (City) Additional Comment(s) 

M_1 Ask the mayor Providing an opportunity on the platform, similar to a chat, where citizens can ask 
questions to their mayor or point out issues or any stuff related to the city. Martin  

M_2 Questionnaires Providing questionnaires on the platform where the municipality (staff) can ask 
citizens questions.  Martin  

M_3 Information channel Providing an application as an information channel for the citizens that sends mails 
to all citizens with news within the city. Martin  

M_4 Feedback from 
citizens 

Within the daily news that are sent to citizens, providing questionnaires to gather 
feedback from citizens are included.  Martin  

M_5 Keep users logged in 
If ITHACA's website or App requires a log in, it should keep users logged in for a 
longer period as currently, the app logs users out each time and logging in again is 
time consuming and demanding. 

Martin  

M_6 Anonymous option Providing the possibility for citizens to be active (suggestion, ask, etc.) on the 
platform anonymously. Martin  

M_7 Proposal of projects Participatory Budget: Possibility for citizens on the platform to propose projects that 
are funded by the municipality, which is accepted or denied by the municipality. Brasov  

This was not a concrete wish by 
the municipality employee but a 
statement about the current state.  

M_8 Multimedia for 
project proposals 

With regards to the project proposals, users should be able to add text or pictures to 
outline their suggestions. Brasov  

This was not a concrete wish by 
the municipality employee but a 
statement about the current state.  

M_9 Separate project 
proposals for NGOs 

Providing separate opportunities for NGOs to propose their project (ideas) for 
municipality's funding. Brasov  

This was not a concrete wish by 
the municipality employee but a 
statement about the current state.  

M_10 Hybrid debates A site on the platform that enables to join public debates online (life stream) or 
watch the recorded debate later on.  Brasov   
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M_11 Feedback, desires, 
wishes from citizens 

Similar to #M_1 (Ask the mayor): Providing an App for citizens to ask questions, 
give feedback or suggest ideas on a website directed to the municipality. Brasov  

This was not a concrete wish by 
the municipality employee but a 
statement about the current state.  

M_12 Different 
applications 

With regards to the feedback possibility: this opportunity should be provided in form 
of an app on the mobile phone as well as on a website for other devices. Brasov  .  

M_13 Group chat Providing a link service where citizens can join group chats, such as WhatsApp 
groups with different themes to communicate in real-time with each other.  Brasov   

M_14 Voting on project 
proposals 

As an add on to the possibility of proposing projects funded by the municipality, 
citizens should have the opportunity to vote on projects which they think is most 
important for the city development. 

Brasov  
This was not a concrete wish by 
the municipality employee but a 
statement about the current state.  

M_15 Information panel Providing one information panel where all relevant information and forms of one 
department are at one place for better overview.  Martin  

M_16 Structuring feedback Structuring, labelling or summarizing feedback from citizens that arrive from the 
feedback fields, for better or more efficient processing it.  Martin  .  

M_17 One-word chatbot 
Providing a information service similar to a chat, such as ChatGPT where only word 
has to be typed in by the citizens and then all information related to this topic are 
visible. 

Brasov   

M_18 Debate tools Providing small surveys for starting debates if citizens or institutions want to initiate 
one about a subject. Brasov   

M_19 Support tools for 
elderly 

Providing help or support for elderly that have issues reading information online and 
filling forms. For example, a tool that can communicate with citizens and helps to fill 
out forms.  

Martin  

M_20 Pre-filled forms Providing prefilled forms for elder citizens, that include already-answered questions 
can make the forms more accessible.  Martin   

M_21 Information 
collection 

Providing a collection of information from diverse online sources that match the 
topic of a public debate to enable citizens to inform themselves in order to improve 
the service for citizens that cannot attend public debates. 

Brasov   

M_22 Pre-answered 
questions 

Providing pre-answered responses to questions that are asked frequently, in order to 
save time for citizens to ask and for municipality staff to answer. If the IT service 
does not provide the answer, one is linked to contact the municipality.  

Martin  

M_23 Speech-to-text tool 
for questions 

Providing a microphone symbol or similar to access speech-to-text when asking 
questions to the municipality automated answer service.  Martin  

M_24 Explaining / support 
tool of the platform 

Especially for elderly, that might be scared or have no idea on how to use the 
website, a support tool or an explanation would be necessary to educate them how to 
navigate on the platform and convince them that it is an easier way for them. 

Martin  

M_25 Automated support 
for filling out forms 

A tool for signing or filling forms online that labels or signs fields green that have 
been already been filled and those red, that have been forgotten or need to be filled. Martin  
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E_15 
Clarification about 
different output for 
same input 

If a Chatbot similar to ChatGPT is used, that provides different output and answers 
for each query, even in cases of the same prompts or questions, clarification and 
information about the logic and reason behind and the difference to a more 
consistence system like excel-formular for instance, is important to prevent 
confusion in users. 

Sociologist  

E_16 Advantage of 
generative KI Chatbot 

In the case of a generative KI Chatbot (as ChatGPT), there would be the advantage 
that users can encouraged to ask the identical question a second time, since the 
answers might be slightly different. 

Psychologist  

E_17 different Chatbots for 
different tasks 

In case of different functionalities embedded into Chatbots (e.g., community office 
hours, forms and documents, explanation of hot city topics), different Chatbots 
with different names could clarify what queries which of the Chatbots is able to 
answer. Personalizing these Chatbots with names can also help users to 
differentiate their ability or functionality better than only numerical designation 
(Chatbot 1, Chatbot 2,..).  

Psychologist 

Maybe there could be not only 2-3 
ITHACA Chatbots with different 
functionalities, but also a [rule-
based] "Brasov Chatbot" that leads 
/ guides to all kind of social 
services, public authorities, etc.  

E_18 metrics for language 
summarization 

In case of integrating a summarization tool/functionality: Providing metrics or 
parameters to decide for oneself or at least have the information about the extent 
of the summarization (not only that a text has been summarized) 

Psychologist  

E_19 Summarization Disclaimer is required in case a text is summarized - to ensure that users at least 
have in the back of their minds that some context might have got lost.  IT expert  

E_20 Summarization -
context ensurance 

Provide a link to the original text the summarization / simplification / translation is 
based on. Also, to ensure that no legal problems occur (i.e., of people only refer to 
the summarization / simplification / translation).  

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_21 
Simplification tools 
that explain difficult 
term 

Provide a tool that "translates" more or less complex newspaper articles, etc. into 
"simpler" language (such as shorter sentences, avoidance of foreign words, no 
double negations, etc.) to ensure that people with reading and writing difficulties, 
lower education, language barriers, etc.) can actually participate in the political 
discourse. 

Psychologist  

E_22 
Simplification tools 
that explain difficult 
term 

Simplification tools that explain difficult term of a text in a way children would 
understand it as well Psychologist  

E_23 Information about the 
simplification 

If a text / language simplification has been used, an explanation or information on 
how the simplification has been done would be necessary to avoid mistrust of 
excluding relevant information. For example, the information that sentences are 
shortened and difficult terms will be / were replaced by simpler ones.  

Psychologist  

E_24 Speech-to-text 
transformer 

Disclaimer that users should speak clearly and distinctly to ensure that the speech-
to-text transformer works properly  Psychologist  

E_25 Accessibility 
configurations Configurations for accessibility: enabling different font sizes Human-AI 

interaction expert  
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E_26 Accessibility 
configurations Configurations for accessibility: high contrast / contrast change Human-AI 

interaction expert  

E_27 Accessibility 
configurations 

Configurations for accessibility: supporting the integration of screen reader, that is 
especially able to read in the right sequence (important for forms) 

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_28 Accessibility 
configurations Configurations for accessibility: choice of colors Human-AI 

interaction expert  

E_29 Speech-to-text 
transformer 

It should be ensured that users do not need to re-check the results of the speech-to-
text transformer again. Otherwise, it wouldn`t be a simplification or a mean to 
reduce barriers, but would rather require the doubled amount of time on the side of 
the users. Speech-to-text doesn`t work yet perfectly (in particular in other 
languages than English), thus, the interaction design needs to take care of that. As 
an example, pre-defined options / suggestions could be provided and the person 
just needs to say "1", "2" or "3" to make a selection. 

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_30 Speech-to-text 
transformer 

For a more convenient and precise use of the speech-to-text transformer: 
extracting hesitation sounds (eeh, ehhm,..) in order to have a more fluent text Psychologist  

E_31 Speech-to-text 
transformer 

Warning for the efficiency and precision of speech to text transformer for rarely 
spoken languages, such as Romani, as not even German language when spoken is 
not very precise.    

AI expert  

E_32 
Speech-to-text 
transformer: storage of 
voice 

Informing users about the use or storage of their voice. From a technical 
perspective, storage is not necessary, however can be useful to train the system 
with the dialect or language. 

AI expert 

Users could select in their PIMS if 
they agree or do not agree that 
their voice is used for building 
training data sets purpose. 

E_33 
Speech-to-text 
transformer: storage of 
voice 

It should be possible to store the language model and the data locally - this would 
avoid that user need to fear that something (unintended) happens with their data. 
(Federated learning). 

Psychologist & AI 
expert  

E_34 Security measure as 
standard Security measures is seen as standard. 

AI expert & 
Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_35 Spam-filter  Human moderation / human oversight as a must have (in case of a discussion site / 
forum). 

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_36 Spam-filter  
Wisdom of the crowd for spam detection (comment UniGraz: e.g., users should 
have the opportunity to mark comments as "spam" and moderators should take a 
closer look at it). 

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_37 IP-adress / personal 
account It should be ensured that users cannot vote several times  Human-AI 

interaction expert  
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E_38 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

As in most forums, rules are determined of what is allowed and what is not wanted 
- this should be ensure transparency. If there is a moderation (which is highly 
recommended!), it should be also noted that the comments are not immediately 
published (since it requires some time to check them, i.e., by human oversight t/ 
moderators that can be supported by AI functionalities of course) 

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_39 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

In case of picture upload: blurring in case of sensitive content, automated, but as a 
add-on: flagging by the community to ensure that moderators take a closer look / 
human-oversight 

AI expert  

E_40 IP-address / personal 
account 

Bot-detection (e.g., based on the observation of "unusual" behavior - many 
messages within a short period of time. AI expert  

E_41 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

Feedback loop: In case someone feels his or herself treated "unfair" (in case his or 
her posts are filtered / deleted) - it should be made possible for the user to raise an 
objection.   

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_42 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

Feedback and transparency for the user whose comment / content has been filtered 
/ deleted on the underlying reason for the filtering / deletion: The "rules" that have 
been violated and the underlying reasons why the users' comment has been filtered 
/ deleted should be made transparent.   

Human-AI 
interaction expert  

E_43 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

It should be clearly stated that filtering / deletion should not misinterpreted as 
censorship, thus, a clear communication of the underlying reason(s) (see also user 
requirement #E_42) should be stated in a transparent way. Otherwise, people 
might misinterpret it as political censorship and might be demotivated to further 
engage and contribute to ITHACA 

Sociologist See also #E_42 

E_44 Chatbot - Training data Ensure unbiased training data set to avoid social stereotypes are reproduced.  IT expert  
E_45 Accessibility 

configurations 
Option to change text font and sizes, contrast, color scheme (to enhance 
inclusiveness for persons with visual impairments 

AI & Humanities 
expert; See also #E_25-E_26 

E_46 Transparency / 
Recommendations 

When users get recommendations (e.g., posts, news, etc.) they should be provided 
with the parameters that underly the logic of the recommendation (i.e. based on 
gender, age, city they live, etc.), i.e. the underlying rules on who receives what 
recommendations should be transparent.  

HCI expert 

The parameters / weights should 
be changeable by the users or they 
should have the opportunity to 
disregard certain variables / 
parameters (e.g. if someone 
doesn`t want that his/her gender 
plays a role in the weighting of 
recommendations. 
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E_56 
Chatbot: disclaimer & 
supporting critical 
evaluation 

It should be explained that a Chatbot is different to a Google search - that is one of 
the main misconceptions on how a (LLM) Chatbot works. 

Psychologist, Data 
Scientist  

E_57 
Chatbot: disclaimer & 
supporting critical 
evaluation 

In order to avoid above mentioned misconceptions (see #E_53-55), the Chatbot 
could be also forced to ask further questions, such as "was that clear to you?" or 
"do you want to add something" --> This would change the interaction and makes 
it clearer that the role of the Chatbot is that of an assistant. 

AI expert See also #E_54 

E_58 

Fostering critical 
thinking and enhancing 
prerequisite AI literacy 
skills 

Raise awareness on how the digital transformation and the emerging tools (such as 
LLM Chatbot) shape our society as a whole and in which fields. Ethicist  

E_59 Privacy 

It will be crucial to explain and make transparent (potential) privacy concerns: 
how is the data collected, how and how long is the data stored, for what purpose, 
is there anonymity, is there a cross-platform integration? For a user it is important 
to know, how the data is treated.  

AI & Humanities 
expert See also #E_32 

E_60 

Fostering critical 
thinking and enhancing 
prerequisite AI literacy 
skills 

Promoting disenchantment, i.e., the technology is no "supertechnology", it is not 
free from mistakes, errors or biases, it doesn`t work always in the proper way, they 
are created by human beings. People tend to belief that these technologies are 
"supersmart" and free from errors. 

Ethicist See also #E_11 

E_61 

Fostering critical 
thinking and enhancing 
prerequisite AI literacy 
skills 

Raise awareness that (e.g., a Chatbot) may - even in the role as an assistant - may 
reduce the freedom of action of a user, since the Chatbot may guide / recommend / 
frame the interaction and this may lead to certain interactions with the users (while 
all other options of an interaction are - in consequence - somehow cut out. 

Ethicist  

E_62 

Fostering critical 
thinking and enhancing 
prerequisite AI literacy 
skills 

Even for AI experts, LLMs remain to a large extent a "black box" - i.e., the 
relationship between input and output remains incomprehensible at a detail level. 
This should be also made clear to laypersons to ensure critical reflection - i.e., that 
it is not on them (e.g., due to a lack of competence) to not perfectly understand the 
"logic". 

AI & IT expert  

E_63 

Fostering critical 
thinking and enhancing 
prerequisite AI literacy 
skills 

A first step would be to ask the Chatbot "how did you get to this conclusion / 
answer / response?" --> could give a hint on the very basic links between inputs 
and outputs. Asking such "meta-questions" should be encouraged on the users 
side.  

AI & IT expert  

E_64 Simplifcation / 
Summarization 

To make it as simple as possible for users, there should be a button that can be 
clicked (within the ITHACA platform) that provides functionalities such as 
simplification & summarization of a certain text. In other words, the user should 
not need to copy-and-paste the text / document to another tool (such as ChatGPT) 
to get it back in simpler language.  

AI expert  
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E_65 Speech-to-text: 
Disclaimer 

Disclaimer that speech-to-text is not working perfectly (in particular in all 
"smaller" languages) Psychologist See also #E_31 

E_66 Speech-to-text: 
Disclaimer 

Disclaimer that users should try to not speak in their "dialects" (to ensure at least a 
reasonable reliability) AI & IT expert See also #E_30-31, #E_65 

E_67 Speech-to-text 
functions 

There are different functions that could be fulfilled by speech-to-text. It could be 
used in a Chatbot fashion, but also to navigate through the platform, i.e. "go up" 
(and it scrolls up) or "select item". The latter would allow for inclusiveness of 
physically handicap (e.g. paralyzed) persons. 

AI & IT expert  

E_68 Spam-filter 

Users should be able to mark toxic messages from others, there should be human 
oversight, users that write several toxic messages (depending on the severity of the 
netiquette violation) could be banned / excluded. Until the message / comment / 
proposal is "under review" it should not be visible for other users. 

HCI expert 

See also #E_35-36. A gamification 
approach could be adopted, i.e. 
similar to soccer, using "yellow" 
and "red" cards for users. The 
rules should be made explicit.  

E_69 Spam-filter Ensure transparency and clear formulation of the rules & criteria that lead to 
filtering of content / comments / proposals. AI expert See also #E_38 

E_70 Spam-filter: standards 
and rules for forums 

Feedback loop: In case someone feels his or herself treated "unfair" (in case his or 
her posts are filtered / deleted) - it should be made possible for the user to raise an 
objection and it should be stated clearly that this option exists.   

AI expert See also #E_41 (nearly the 
identical suggestion) 

E_71 Speech-to-text and 
vice versa 

If we think about the inclusion of visual impaired persons, they usually have a 
technology already that is used by them, so ITHACA should ensure that their 
solution can be integrated. There are some solutions already there that are used by 
visually impaired people and they should have the opportunity to use them also for 
ITHACA. 

AI & IT expert  

E_72 
Sustainability and 
continuous 
improvement 

If users have suggestions for improvement or if they identify malfunctions / bugs 
at the Platform, it should be made as easy as possible to report these malfunctions 
to the developers to get it fixed. 

Psychologist, Data 
Scientist  

E_73 Transparency 

For all the technologies / functionalities, it should be argued and be made 
transparent why this particular IT / AI functionality is provided or can be used by 
the user. As an example, "The reason to include speech-to-text function is 
(primarily) to include visually impaired persons. 

AI expert  

E_74 Transparency /& 
Ethics Consider ELSI (Ethical, Legal and Social Implications) guidelines and regulations AI expert  

Note: The comments, suggestions and user requirements E_1 to E_44 have been mentioned by the experts at the first Workshop and the remaining ones (i.e., from E_45 to 
E74) at the second Workshop.  
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Nevertheless, we considered it as important to report the results as they are and not to pre-select or omit 
comments and suggestions, e.g. from external experts. The user requirements were subsequently converted into 
a total of seven use cases for imaginary users of the ITHACA platform, with different needs and abilities. These 
use cases provide a solid basis for all partners to understand and envision the end-users, their goals and needs as 
well as the associated features and functionalities that should support the achievement of these goals on the one 
hand, and to better prioritise the functionalities and features as well as the user requirements for the specific 
development work on the other. 
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2020.101475
https://www.coe.int/en/web/europarisks/vulnerable-groups
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11606-007-0126-3












ITHACA 
Algorithmic risk assessment and human-centred design 

D2.1 
  

 

  

128 
 

  

4.) Current occupation: O Student 

O Vocational training 

O Full-time employment 

O Part-time employment  

O Marginal employment 

O Currently Unemployed 

O Maternity leave 

O Sick-leave 

O Retired 

O Do not want to answer 

5.) Type of household: O Own house 

O Condominium 

O Rented Flat 

O Hostel 

O Homeless 

O Assisted Living 

O Other 

O Do not want to answer 

6.) Size of household: 

 

O up to 40 m2 

O 41-60 m2 

O 61-80 m2 

O more than 80 m2 

O Do not want to answer 

 

7.) Number of people in household (yourself included) 

 

Please enter number:____ 

 

Number of children to be cared for in your household: ____ 

Number of (other) adults to be cared for in your household:____  

 

O Do not want to answer 
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9.1.2 Romanian version 
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9.1.3 Slovak version 
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9.2 On-Site Introductory Workshops Materials 

9.2.1 Romanian versions 

9.2.1.1  Activity A - Group Form 
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9.2.1.2 Activity B - Individual Questionnaire 
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9.2.1.3 Activity C - Group Form 
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9.2.1.4 Activity D - Individual Questionnaire 
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9.2.1.5 Activity E - Group Form 
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9.2.2 Slovak versions 

9.2.2.1 Activity A - Group Form 
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9.2.2.2 Activity B - Individual Questionnaire 
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9.2.2.3 Activity C - Group Form 
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9.2.2.4 Activity D - Individual Questionnaire 
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