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1.​ About this Deliverable 

1.1.​ Role of the deliverable 
 

This deliverable provides an archived copy of the Final Progress Report for the PINNACLE 
project, as submitted to  the Cyprus Research and Innovation Foundation (RIF). The report was 
prepared using the template provided by RIF to the project coordinator. It was submitted to RIF in 
August 2026, as mandated in the PINNACLE Grant Agreement. 
 

1.2.​ Relationship to other PINNACLE deliverables 

The Final Progress Report summarizes the implementation of the PINNACLE project, and 
highlights the progress made on the five objectives laid out in the PINNACLE proposal and its 
resulting Grant Agreement. It also provides an account of project management and resources 
used. 

1.3.​ Structure of this deliverable 

This deliverable consists of one element - the Final Progress Report - in the format requested by 
RIF. 
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Α.2.  DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK CARRIED OUT BY ALL BENEFICIARIES DURING THIS 

REPORTING PERIOD. (Maximum Recommended 3 pages) 

High-level overview of the PINNACLE project outputs and the BRIDGE2HORIZON goals 

In line with the goals of the BRIDGE2HORIZON program, the PINNACLE project enhanced the 
Host Organization’s participation in Horizon Europe, by: i) supporting initial research on 
user-centered AI Evaluation, which served as the basis for coordinating a proposal within the 
Pillar II / Cluster 2 Work Program (Transformations); ii) providing for proposal preparation and 
screening by the Research and Innovation Foundation (RIF) National Contact Point; iii) 
strengthening the team’s network of collaborators. As will be presented in this final report, these 
goals were achieved within the 18 months of the project, with some minor deviations. 
 
When the project started in February 2025, the Horizon calls had not yet been announced. Once 
the calls were opened in May 2025 (Month 4 of the project), there were some adjustments that 
needed to be made, to fulfill the key objective of the project, the coordination and submission of a 
Horizon proposal. It must be emphasized that the team did not find a Horizon call that was a 
“perfect fit” for the PINNACLE concept, as it was described in the project proposal and resulting 
contract; rather, we had to choose the closest one and adjust our concept accordingly. The call 
we chose was HORIZON-CL2-2025-01-TRANSFO-07: Impact of the learning environment and 
the use of digital tools in everyday life on key skills and competence development.  
 
The original PINNACLE concept called for us to work with a range of industry and government 
stakeholders, who would provide us with scenarios for AI evaluation. For instance, we envisioned 
using our methodology to provide answers to questions such as Is my AI-enhanced application 
viewed by end users as treating people fairly? (AI developer scenario) or Do our employees find 
that there is adequate transparency in the use of the AI tool introduced into their workflow? 
(government or industry workplace scenario). However, given the nature of the Horizon call 
pursued, the implementation of PINNACLE needed to focus on educational scenarios for AI 
evaluation, as well as on education-adjacent stakeholders, including teachers and school 
principals, but also, the parents and caretakers of school-aged children. 
 
Although our Horizon proposal, entitled PROMISE: A Participatory Approach to Analyzing the 
Impact of Digital Technologies in School Communities, was not funded, it received a score of 
13.00 / 15.00, which is well above threshold. We are already discussing with the consortium a 
plan to revise our concept for a 2027 Horizon call HORIZON-CL2-2027-01-TRANSFO-05: The 
effective use of artificial intelligence in learning environments in pre-primary and primary 
education. Thus, the PINNACLE project fulfilled the goals of strengthening our organization’s 
participation in Horizon Europe and enabled us to grow our network of valuable collaborators.  
 

Analysis of the PINNACLE project objectives 

PINNACLE addressed the research question: How can we develop a benchmark for user-sourced 
evaluations of AI? The project put forward five objectives, and the scientific and technical work of 
the project focused on defining the components of a benchmark (user-facing evaluation tasks, 
data and data processing, metrics), with the ultimate goal of developing a methodology that will 
support both top-down and bottom-up analyses to answer stakeholder questions, via 
evidence-based, user-sourced evaluations. Here, we present an analysis of the progress made 
on the five objectives, while Section A.3 shall present the detailed explanation of the work 
performed in each Work Package (WP).  

Objective 1: Establish a framework for evaluating deployed AI applications, from the user 
perspective in real life contexts. The work carried out in WP4 laid out a conceptual framework 
for carrying out user-centered evaluations of AI system behaviors. Rooted in the European 
Commission’s Trustworthy AI concept, as well as the scientific literature on AI system 
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trustworthiness and users’ trust in AI systems, the framework assumes that users’ perceptions of 
the trustworthiness of a given system (i.e., the extent to which they believe that it conforms to 
ethical principles, such as technical robustness, protection of personal data, and fair treatment of 
users) will affect, along with a variety of personal and contextual factors, the trust they have in the 
system. The framework is designed to facilitate both bottom-up (i.e., user-driven) and top-down 
(i.e., researcher-driven) AI evaluations, and as will be explained in WP6, we have experimented 
with both types of tasks. These AI evaluations are meant to be useful from two perspectives; on 
the one hand, they can be used to answer stakeholders’ questions about how real users perceive 
the trustworthiness of AI systems in authentic use contexts, and on the other hand, the 
evaluations can serve an educational purpose, particularly when laypersons are asked to carry 
them out (and are appropriately guided to do so). ​
KPIs achieved: PINNACLE stakeholders engaged in two workshops (21 participants), over 20 
scenarios produced via the workshops and post-event conversations (D17); 24 tasks and 
templates evaluated with AI in Everyday Life participants (D28); PINNACLE Conceptual 
Framework developed (D16).  

Objective 2: Develop the protocols. Once the framework for AI evaluation was established, 
WP5 moved onto developing the protocols for our AI evaluation methodology. This included not 
only the technical work (e.g., data collection, aggregation and cleaning procedures) but also, the 
necessary policies and practices for ensuring that users’ data is collected in the most ethical and 
useful manner in PINNACLE. ​
KPIs achieved: report on PINNACLE process in user-friendly language, including reporting 
templates, comparisons to be made and metrics to be used (D22). 

Objective 3: Integrate AI evaluation tasks into our educational program for the public, AI in 
Everyday Life. WP6 carried out the educational activities of PINNACLE. Most importantly, this 
WP describes the design of the top-down and bottom-up AI evaluation tasks that were used 
during the two sessions of our 8-week, online course. In particular, during the Spring 2025, we 
integrated the bottom-up evaluation tasks; participants in the course were asked each week to 
report on an AI application they used during the previous week, evaluating its behaviors and its 
adherence to ethical principles. While this approach yielded highly authentic reports from users, 
which emerged from their daily encounters with AI in everyday life, from an evaluation standpoint, 
there were significant challenges. Specifically, it was often difficult to aggregate the data and 
achieve a critical mass of evaluations concerning the same application. In the Spring of 2026, we 
integrated the top-down evaluation tasks into course assignments. In this session, participants 
were asked to choose one AI chatbot (ChatGPT, Gemini or Copilot) to use during the 8 weeks of 
the course. Each week, we gave specific instructions to participants, to guide them in a structured 
process of evaluating various capabilities of their chatbot, as well as its adherence to ethical 
principles. While this approach ensured that we collected a critical mass of evaluations on the 
same chatbot, the data captured is less “authentic” in terms of users’ everyday life practices with 
AI, as compared to the bottom-up approach. In summary, the integration of the two types of tasks 
into our course allowed us to thoroughly explore the strengths and limitations of each approach. ​
KPIs achieved: 24 AI evaluation tasks integrated across three sessions of AI in Everyday Life 
(EAI) course; shorter, more flexible training formats were tested with two sets of collaborators and 
target audiences (D24). 

Objective 4: Validate the approach in experiments with novice users. We have experimented 
with our AI evaluation approach with members of the public recruited in two ways – via the AI in 
Everyday Life course as described above, during which more than 500 members of the Cypriot 
and Greek communities were engaged, as well as more than 300 individuals via paid crowdwork. 
Concerning the crowdwork, in the initial months of the project, we used the Prolific platform to 
recruit an initial pool of participants located in three regions – the UK, the EU and the US (at least 
100 participants from each region). Our primary goals for this activity were to: i) explore the utility 
of the bottom-up style task, ii) apply our conceptual framework and ensure that it provided a 
logical groundwork for conducting AI evaluation tasks, iii) explore the use of validated 
questionnaires for measuring attributes of users’ attitudes towards AI and their trust in AI, and iv) 
experiment with various metrics and data analysis techniques. Participants completed an online 
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study concerning the trustworthiness of ChatGPT. They were first administered two validated 
questionnaires, concerning their attitudes towards AI in general, and their trust in ChatGPT in 
particular, along with some general questions to capture their demographics, educational 
background and their experience with AI. They were then asked to describe an encounter with 
ChatGPT during the previous week, and to focus on that. Finally, they were asked questions 
concerning their perceived trustworthiness of the chatbot, a binary yes/no answer as to whether 
they ultimately trust it and finally, a free-text explanation of their answer concerning trust. While 
many interesting findings resulted from this study (as detailed in D17), perhaps the most 
important was that it provided support for our conceptual framework. The participants’ 
explanations of their trust were content analyzed for the mentioning of the seven trustworthiness 
principles. We found that most responses mentioned at least one or two of these principles, while 
very few mentioned more than two. This suggests that people do consider AI compliance to 
established ethical norms when forming a perspective on trustworthiness, and that their 
perception of system trustworthiness affects their level of trust in the system, which can be 
assessed via a standardized questionnaire instrument, but also, a single binary question. ​
KPIs achieved: 514 total participants in EAI course (2025+2026), with 245 successfully 
completing all requirements; 2.000+ evaluations collected (D25); 4+ stakeholder-inspired 
scenarios evaluated; over 90% satisfaction on various aspects of the course evaluated 
(effectiveness, interesting, met expectations, etc.) (D27); statistically significant improvement in 
participants’ AI Literacy (on a standardized measure) in both 2025 and 2026 cohorts (D27). 

Objective 5: Seek significant levels of funding at the European level, to support our vision. 
As mentioned above, we coordinated and submitted a Horizon Europe proposal under the Cluster 
2 program. While we were not successful this time around, we already have a plan to try a 
second time based on this same concept. Likewise, we continue to watch for additional 
opportunities for funding, to support the PINNACLE vision. ​
KPIs achieved: Coordinated and submitted one Transformations proposal, receiving a score of 
13.00/15.00. 
Deviations: 

There are two primary deviations that will be documented. As previously introduced, the first 
concerns the key stakeholders of the PINNACLE approach. This deviation does not have to do so 
much with the implementation of the tasks, but instead, the target audiences that we have 
engaged in PINNACLE activities (and in particular, T2.5 – Roundtable Events, which shaped D17 
– Stakeholder scenarios, T6.2 - Design shorter seminars, which shaped D24 - Final seminar 
materials). This deviation allowed us to focus our research in a way that best supported the 
preparation of the target call, as well as the Horizon call that we have identified as a target for 
submitting a revised proposal in 2027. 

The second deviation concerns the timing of the efforts to put into place an exploitation plan for 
PINNACLE (T2.7, D8). As will be explained in WP2, the team was not able to engage the RIF 
Knowledge Transfer Office (KTO) in Month 2 of the project as planned, but has initiated the 
process to engage with KTO immediately in the post-project phase. Ultimately, this alternatively 
timing is much more logical as at M18, we have much more that we can demonstrate such that a 
more helpful and detailed plan can be developed. 

There are also some minor deviations that should be noted. For instance, due to the timing of the 
Horizon Europe calls (official announcement and deadlines), Task 3.4 (Co-writing Retreat) could 
not be organized as an in-person event, which would take time for planning and partners’ travel. 
Instead, this task was implemented via online meetings for sharing progress on the proposal and 
writing “check-ins”.  
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A.3. EXPLANATION OF THE WORK CARRIED OUT PER WORK PACKAGE (WP).  

(Maximum Recommended 3 pages per WP) 

Work Package Number: 1 Start Month: 1 End Month: 18 

Work Package Title 
 

Project Management 

Work Package Leader  J. Otterbacher 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 4     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

WP1 will ensure the efficient and transparent project coordination and management by the Coordinator, according to 

the project work plan. The Key Objectives of WP1 are the: 

●​ Provision of an effective overall management function and structure to ensure that the HO fulfills its 

obligations within the project, with respect to the Grant Agreement. 

●​ Production of reports, organization of team meetings, and liaison with all involved researchers. 

●​ Monitoring/management of project finances. 

●​ Meeting of all legal and contractual obligations; continuous communication with the RIF project officer. 

●​ Assurance of compliance to ethical research practices for the involvement of human participants in 

PINNACLE activities, as well as the appropriate handling of any personal data collected. 

Facilitation of knowledge sharing between the partners and among all parties involved, effective liaison with WP2 

(Dissemination and Exploitation Activities) as to ensure effective exploitation, dissemination and sustainability of the 

PINNACLE approach and methodologies. 

Work Description and Key Results 

 

T1.1: Project Management and Coordination.  

Time management and staffing. Two researchers (E. Christoforou, M. Kasinidou) were hired before the start of the 

project and began supporting PINNACLE in M1. A third researcher (E. Theophilou) who joined the team also provided 

support to the project beginning in M8. 

 

Reporting and communication with RIF: The coordinator maintained communication with the RIF project officer (PO) 

concerning progress implementation and deviations. In particular, the Coordinator informed the PO regarding the 

team’s choice of Horizon Europe Cluster 2 call and processed the necessary grant agreement amendment via the 

RIF IRIS portal. After clarifying that a midterm progress report would not be requested at M9, the coordinator led the 

team in the preparation of the final progress report. 

T1.2: Financial Management. In collaboration with the OUC Research Office, the coordinator provided oversight on 

the project’s financial needs.  
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In terms of hiring of staff, timesheets were prepared to document the involvement of the three researchers who 

contributed to, and were financially supported by, the PINNACLE project (M. Kasinidou – 18 person months (PMs), E. 

Christoforou (11 PMs), E. Theophilou (2.5 PMs). As will be noted in the project’s financial report, additional unpaid 

time was contributed to the project by OUC faculty members.  

 

Travel arrangements. PINNACLE researchers participated actively in the dissemination of results via scientific 

conferences. This aided not only in ensuring the longer-term development and success of the PINNACLE 

methodology but also, the expansion of the team’s network.  

 

Preparation for financial reporting. The coordinator assisted the research office of OUC in the preparation of the final 

financial report and the preparation of timesheets. 

T1.3: Project Meetings. Although the team was in constant contact in the OUC offices, a dedicated monthly meeting 

was also held. Informal minutes were taken and kept in the team’s Google Drive for easy reference by all members. 

Email was also extensively used for daily communication. 

 

T1.4: Risk Management. The Risk Management Plan (Section 5 of D1) provided a reference for dealing with issues 

encountered. Two of the risks outlined in the plan materialized early on in the project - #4 (Identification of a Suitable 

Horizon Europe Call) and #5 (Difficulty in Establishing a Suitable Horizon Europe Consortium). Regarding #4, as 

mentioned, the team did not manage to find a Pillar 2 call that was an ideal fit for the PINNACLE concept as it was 

described in the project contract. Rather than taking the chance of waiting for a later call with a possible better fit, the 

team decided to move forward with a call that related to AI, but specifically within the educational context. As 

explained, this meant that we needed to be flexible and tailor our PINNACLE concept a bit, as well as its target 

stakeholders, and it also meant making a few changes to the project timeline. However, with good collaboration and 

significant creativity, we managed to do it. Regarding #5, for the Horizon call pursued, we needed to onboard partners 

who had access to primary and secondary schools, as well as those who work in the area of educational policy. To 

this end, one of our local partners, CARDET (https://cardet.org/), was essential in facilitating the whole process by 

helping us make the right contacts and also in convincing the partners to trust us and to join our consortium. As 

mentioned above, we ended up with a strong consortium that will allow us to also pursue the 2027 Horizon Call.  

Deliverables 

D1 Operational plan and risk management plan (M1). 

The PINNACLE Operational Plan summarizes all important aspects (managerial, financial, communication, 

administrative, reporting, etc.) that affect the smooth implementation of the project, serving as a reference for daily 

management for involved parties. It includes the management structure, the processes in place for activity monitoring 

and document approval, and the Risk Management Plan. An online version of the plan was shared with all team 

members, along with templates and a logo for use in documents, spreadsheets and presentations. 

D2. Ethical review and approval (M2). 

A fast-track application for an ethical review of PINNACLE research protocols was submitted to the Cyprus National 

Bioethics Committee (CNBC) and the approval was received before the launch of the project. The deliverable 

provides documentation of the application and the approval.​
D3. RIF mid-term progress report (M9). 

Although a mid-term progress report was planned, RIF did not request the team to prepare a report, given the short 

duration of the project. Thus, a placeholder has been prepared as a deliverable. ​
D4. RIF final progress report (M18). 

A copy of the present progress report is provided as Deliverable 4. 
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Work Package Number: 2 Start Month: 1 End Month: 18 

Work Package Title 
 

Dissemination and Exploitation Activities 

Work Package Leader  S. Kleanthous 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 8     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

WP2 focuses on the dissemination and exploitation of the results of the PINNACLE project. To this end, dissemination 

activities shall target the scientific community, with a specific emphasis on high-impact publication venues such as 

top-tier international conferences, as well as scientific journals. In addition, WP2 focuses on communication activities 

to engage the public. The main purpose here is to communicate the results of PINNACLE to the broader community, 

raising their awareness of the impact of AI in their everyday lives and promoting a culture of Participatory AI. 

The Key Objectives of WP2 will be achieved by combining three separate, but related, ambitions: 

1.​ Scientific Dissemination 
Results of the research activities will be shared with all interested parties via the tried and tested modes of academic 

and scientific dissemination. Specifically, the team aims to target top-tier international conferences related to 

interactive media and human factors in computing (e.g., ACM CHI), crowdsourcing and human-centered data science 

(e.g., AAAI HCOMP, AAAI ICWSM), as well as international, peer-reviewed journals (e.g., JASIST, IPM, ACM TOIT). 

In addition, the team members shall seek every opportunity to engage other researchers through seminars / webinars/ 

invited talks.  

2.​ Communication with the Public 
In addition to showcasing the PINNACLE methodology in an easy-to-understand manner in press releases and media 

announcements, the team also plans to engage in at least one event such as the annual European Researchers’ 

Night, in order to communicate results to the public, and encourage participation in user-sourced AI Evaluation. 

3.​ Engagement with Industry in collaboration with CYENS Center of Excellence 

The team plans for a roundtable event with industry stakeholders, at the end of the project, to demonstrate the use of 

the methodology and to elicit feedback on additional uses and services that could be developed in future. 

Work Description and Expected Key Results 

 
T2.1: Web/Social Media Presence and Protocols. As described in Deliverable D5, the team used the CyCAT and 

OUC websites and social media channels to share information about the project. Communication protocols were 

established in M1 of the project to ensure common practices by team members. The website is also being used to 

share the public deliverables produced by the project. 

T2.2: Press releases and media contact. Press releases were shared at the project launch and conclusion of the 

project and shared via the OUC website and CyCAT social media channels. Team members sought high-impact 

media contact (e.g., appearance by S. Kleanthous and J. Otterbacher in a full-length interview on the Prosopikotites 

television show).  

T2.3: Scientific publications. The team members actively engaged with highly competitive, international 

conferences, as to get the word out about PINNACLE research during the short duration of the project. Publications 

included those in some of the premier conferences on computer science education (e.g., ACM ITICSE) as well as 

education and artificial intelligence (e.g., the AAAI conference). Focus was given to conferences with archived, 

although open access, published proceedings. In total, nine scientific publications were produced in double-blind 

peer-reviewed venues, as documented in Deliverable 6. 

T2.4: PINNACLE seminars. The team members engaged in communication activities with broader audiences beyond 

the scientific community by participating in seminars and other events. These activities are documented in Deliverable 
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7 and include participation in the Cyprus Pedagogical Institute’s Safer Internet Day event for children and parents 

(2/2025 and 2/2026), as well as a tailored seminar for the Pancyprian Parents’ Association (3/2026). 

T2.5: Roundtable Events. The team organized two stakeholder events targeting an educational audience, including 

school leaders, teachers and parents / caretakers. This represents a slight deviation in the way the task was 

described in the PINNACLE grant agreement, which described a broad range of stakeholders from the industrial, 

government and educational sectors; the deviation is directly related to the nature of the Horizon Europe call pursued 

by the team, which has an education focus. Specifically, two events were organized and carried out in November 

2025. During these events, the team presented initial research results from PINNACLE, and then engaged 

participants in a discussion focused on identifying the key misconceptions that the public, including children, have 

about AI. Following that, participants were led in an active design task, to identify educational interventions to raise 

awareness of the nature of AI applications and dispel common misconceptions. This process is documented in 

Deliverable 17, WP4). 

T2.6: Data Management and Knowledge Production. The project’s Data Management Plan (D10) was developed 

in Month 2 of the project and guided the manner in which we collected and analyzed data within the project, as well as 

the ways in which we shared the results of our research. As explained in the deliverable, particular emphasis is 

placed on the protection of our participants’ personal data, as when they are reporting on their experiences with AI 

applications in the wild, they may be sharing sensitive information (e.g., mentioning the use of an AI chatbot or a 

search engine to learn about health-related issues, or for advice on personal matters). Datasets collected in 

PINNACLE have been shared anonymously, with each participants’ data associated with a user ID that does not allow 

their identification. In terms of open science practices, we have shared our educational materials, including the 

educational tasks, and have placed emphasis on publications that are open access (e.g., via the ACM and AAAI 

Digital Libraries).  

T2.7: IPR Management & Exploitation Plan. This task guided the team’s interaction with the RIF’s Knowledge 

Transfer Office (KTO). As mentioned in Section A.2, there is a deviation in terms of the timeline and process for this 

task. Since the writing of the PINNACLE proposal, the KTO’s services have expanded, but they have also become 

much more structured; there is a formal process that researchers must go through in order to request the services. 

Specifically, there are three “paths” by which researchers can request and receive KTO services, with Paths 1 and 2 

being “direct access” paths, to which only certain funded projects are eligible. Technically speaking, PINNACLE is not 

eligible for direct access, and thus, the team needed to make a formal request for engagement with KTO, using the 

argument that we should be eligible given that this is a task in our project contract. We submitted a request, in August 

2026, for services, so that we can receive a post-project consultation with KTO, as to expand our plans for 

exploitation of the PINNACLE results. In retrospect, engaging with KTO at Month 2, as described in the grant 

agreement, would not have been very useful, as our conceptual framework was still in development. At M18, we not 

only have a conceptual framework, but also some empirical demonstrations of our methodology; thus, we are much 

better positioned to have a fruitful discussion with the KTO, which will benefit our future efforts to continue to develop 

the PINNACLE vision.  

Deliverables 

D5. Project webpage, social media and communication protocols (M1). This deliverable describes the use of the 

website and social media to communicate PINNACLE activities and results and establishes appropriate 

communication protocols. ​
D6. Publication list and archive (M18). D6 provides the references for the nine publications produced during the 

project duration. It also provides a link to our Zenodo archive. It should be noted that most of our publications are also 

available via open access digital libraries, including the ACM and AAAI Digital Libraries. ​
D7. Presentations / public appearances list and archive of materials (M18). This deliverable provides 

documentation of our presentations in seminars as well as public appearances and contact with the media. Where 

available, links to materials are also provided. 

D8. Request for consultation to the RIF KTO (M2) and summary report of consultations (M18).  This deliverable 

provides a copy of the application we have made to the KTO to request a post-project consultation. Due to the 

delayed timeline of this deliverable, we are not yet able to provide a summary report of the consultation.​
D9. IPR Management & Exploitation Plan (M4, updated at M18). Deliverable 9 documents the team’s policy for 

management of the PINNACLE intellectual property, as well as our current plans for exploiting the project’s results. 

D10. Data Management Plan (M2). D10 documents the team’s policies and procedures for the protection and 

management of the data collected during the project.  
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Work Package Number: 3 Start Month: 6 End Month: 18 

Work Package Title 
 

Coordination of Horizon Europe Proposal 

Work Package Leader  J. Otterbacher 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 6     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

WP3 outlines a strategy for maximizing the likelihood of success of the HO in coordinating a Horizon Europe proposal 

within Pillar 2 / Cluster 2, thus achieving Objective 5. In addition, beyond that specific goal, it outlines steps that will 

result in enhanced R&I capacity for the HO, in the following ways: 

●​ Early and ongoing communication with the NCP at RIF, to ensure that team members interpret the open calls 

accurately and understand the intention of the calls, and the manner in which proposals shall be evaluated. 

●​ Engagement of potential high-quality partners across Europe, strengthening the network of the team. 

●​ Cultivation of an iterative co-writing process to develop proposals in a systematic, yet creative manner. 

Work Description and Expected Key Results 

Note: As mentioned, a Horizon Europe Pillar 2 call, HORIZON-CL2-2027-01-TRANSFO-05 The effective use of 

artificial intelligence in learning environments in pre-primary and primary education, was identified by the team as 

being the closest fit, as to pitch the PINNACLE concept. The call was published in May 2025, with a proposal 

submission deadline of 15 September 2025. 

T3.1. Initial consultation with the NCP. Once our target call was identified, the coordinator initiated contact with the 

Cyprus NCP, Mr. George Christou, to request the acquisition of the proposal screening service. 

T3.2. Development of the proposal concept note and PINNACLE overview. With the information gathered in T3.1 

as input, as well as the expected outcomes of the call and the PINNACLE concept, the OUC team developed an initial 

concept note. This note was shared with the NCP for initial feedback, and was used to start the discussions in T3.3. 

T3.3. Meetings with potential partners. This task implemented a series of bilateral and group meetings for the 

purpose of creating the consortium of the proposal. The resulting consortium consisted of nine partners, spanning 

academic / research institutions, NGOs focusing on policy and dissemination, as well as industrial partners, and had 

good geographical coverage, with seven EU member states represented.  

T3.4 Co-writing retreat. Due to the short timeline for proposal writing (only four months), the physical co-writing 

retreat was not carried out. Rather, the consortium met weekly online to coordinate writing and to discuss the 

evolution of the proposal. In addition, bilateral meetings were conducted at two conferences where partners attended.  

T3.5. Proposal writing. During the four months available for proposal preparation, the team was engaged in a 

process of intense writing. Periodic feedback was sought from the NCP as well. 

T3.6 Pre-screening of proposal. The final draft of the proposal was submitted to the NCP for pre-screening.  

T3.7. Submission of proposal. The final proposal, PROMISE, was submitted via the EC portal on 14 September 

2025.  

Deliverables 

D11. Notes from initial consultation and proposal writing strategy. (M7). This deliverable documents the initial 

strategy used to develop the PROMISE concept. In particular, it outlines the call requirements and maps the 

PINNACLE concept to the PROMISE concept and methodology.​
D12. Proposal concept note. (M10). This deliverable includes the concept note as well as the initial presentation that 

 
10 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fec.europa.eu%2Finfo%2Ffunding-tenders%2Fopportunities%2Fportal%2Fscreen%2Fopportunities%2Ftopic-details%2FHORIZON-CL2-2027-01-TRANSFO-05%3Forder%3DDESC%26pageNumber%3D1%26pageSize%3D50%26sortBy%3Drelevance%26keywords%3D%2522Artificial%2520intelligence%26isExactMatch%3Dtrue%26status%3D31094501&data=05%7C02%7Cjahna.otterbacher%40ouc.ac.cy%7C76b22b07eb364cfbf7fa08de62cfc988%7C2e0d0b8246f747dcaac6ad637a92519b%7C0%7C0%7C639056841761464477%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pcmowqP6F4QxRCqR8lfut1Lf1wSVJjsR3ZrnuAXWxhA%3D&reserved=0


was used to engage potential partners in a discussion aimed at onboarding them and eliciting their feedback. ​
D13. Submission of Request for the acquisition of services by the NCP for proposal screening. (M13). D13 

archives the coordinator’s interactions with the Cyprus NCP for feedback and proposal screening services.​
D14. Proposal first complete draft. (M15). This deliverable archives the first full draft of the PROMISE proposal.​
D15. Proof of submitted proposal (M18). D15 documents the submission of the PROMISE proposal to the EC 

portal. It also provides a copy of the evaluation (ESR) of the proposal.  
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Work Package Number: 4 Start Month: 1 End Month: 12 

Work Package Title 
 

Framework Design and User Evaluation Tasks 

Work Package Leader  E. Christoforou 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 6     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

This is the first of three WPs outlining the basic research activities in PINNACLE, which shall lay the groundwork for 

our user-centered AI Evaluation benchmarking approach. WP4 works towards achieving Objective 1, that is, laying 

down the conceptual framework that will support the PINNACLE approach. Its specific goals are to: 

●​ Identify all stakeholders and components that are part of the PINNACLE framework.  

●​ Identify the communication needs and information exchanged between the different components and 

stakeholders. 

●​ Design two types of tasks, which can be useful both for education and evaluation purposes: i) those that help 

users to recognize AI applications in their everyday life and to record their observations on its behaviors; ii) 

those that help users to gain awareness of the Trustworthy AI requirements, by not only recording AI 

behaviors, but also, evaluating them.  

●​ Execute user studies, aimed at facilitating participatory design of the final set of tasks, as well as the 

assessment of how interesting and easy-to-complete they are. 

Prepare templates for the tasks, using Typeform, a GDPR compliant, web-based platform that enables the creation of 

user-friendly, attractive online forms, and facilitates data collection. 

Work Description and Expected Key Results 

T4.1 PINNACLE conceptual framework. This is the initial task that lays the groundwork for all of the scientific work 

in PINNACLE. A literature review was conducted covering several key topics: i) the democratization of AI; ii) the 

European Commission’s Trustworthy AI concept; iii)  AI evaluation in light of Generative AI; iv) the relationship 

between AI trustworthiness and users’ trust in AI systems. Based on this review, a conceptual model was developed, 

which describes how users evaluate AI systems for compliance to ethical principles, and how this relates to their 

measured levels of trust in the system, along with personal and contextual characteristics. Finally, the components of 

the PINNACLE framework were defined and a Business Process Model was developed. The resulting deliverable, 

D16, guides the implementation of the PINNACLE scientific tasks and deliverables in WPs 4, 5, and 6. 

T4.2 Formation of a stakeholders’ consultation group. To engage a range of stakeholders, an information leaflet 

about PINNACLE and its goals was prepared (see D17, Annex 1). Members of the team communicated with 

stakeholders from the industry, government and education sectors in Cyprus. Once the Horizon Europe call was 

identified, the group was focused on educational stakeholders’ including teachers, school leaders, parents and 

caretakers. Two workshop events were organized, and participatory design activities were used to generate ideas for 

AI evaluation scenarios.  

T4.3. Design tasks for user recognition of AI in everyday life. and T4.4 Design tasks for raising user 

awareness of Trustworthy AI in everyday life. These two tasks were carried out in parallel. Based on the feedback 

received from stakeholders on the PINNACLE methodology, as well as the AI evaluation scenarios and ideas 

generated from the two stakeholder workshops, the team designed tasks that not only useful in terms of answering 

stakeholders’ questions about AI, but also, that were educational in nature for those who would be asked to perform 

the evaluations (i.e., AI Evaluators). These educational goals included recognizing AI and AI-enhanced applications in 

everyday life contexts, as well as understanding the EC’s Trustworthy AI vision, the ethical principles underpinning the 

trustworthy AI concept, and the role that every citizen plays in the Trustworthy AI vision via evaluation.  
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T4.5 Create Typeform templates for all tasks. Once the AI evaluation tasks were implemented on paper, they were 

then “translated” to a Typeform template. Typeform allows users to perform the evaluation tasks on the go, as it has a 

user-friendly interface that is compatible with mobile devices as well as computers. The Typeform tasks were used in 

WP6, for the integration of the tasks into the educational assignments in our AI in Everyday Life course. 

T4.6 Conduct user evaluations. User evaluations were conducted in two ways. As described in D17, we conducted 

initial evaluations, using bottom-up AI evaluations, with participants recruited via the Prolific platform. Participants 

were guided to the relevant Typeform to complete the initial questionnaires assessing user baselines, and then to 

perform the evaluation tasks. User evaluations were also conducted in the context of the AI in Everyday Life course. 

Specifically, in the 2025 course, bottom-up evaluations were conducted, whereas in 2026, top-down evaluations were 

conducted by participants.  

T4.7 Finalize the set of tasks. Based on the insights from the incoming user data, tasks were revised in order to 

improve on their clarity, with the goal of increasing the quality of the data collected. 

Deliverables 

D16. Conceptual framework design with Business Process Modeling flow (M6). This deliverable grounds the 

scientific work of PINNACLE. It first motivates the need for a new AI evaluation methodology, and then develops the 

PINNACLE approach, rooted in the European Commission (EC) concept of Trustworthy AI. Finally, it outlines the 

components of the PINNACLE framework and provides a diagram for the process flow. ​
D17. Report describing the stakeholder scenarios and the process used in developing the tasks (M6). This 

report provides a detailed account of our engagement with stakeholders. It first describes our preliminary work 

conducted with participants recruited via Prolific. It then describes the two stakeholder workshops and the 

participatory design process used to elicit their ideas for AI evaluation tasks. Finally, it provides additional scenarios 

we developed, in consultation with stakeholders, beyond the workshop events.​
D18. Final set of task templates on paper and in Typeform (M12). Deliverable 18 provides an archive of the 

bottom-up and top-down AI evaluation tasks designed and evaluated in PINNACLE. 
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Work Package Number: 5 Start Month: 6 End Month: 18 

Work Package Title 
 

Protocols for a User-Evaluation Benchmark 

Work Package Leader  E. Christoforou 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 10     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

WP5 interfaces closely with WP4, to design the required data processing protocols to establish a user-centered 

evaluation benchmark. Thus, it realizes Objective 2. The specific goals are to: 

●​ Define ethical practices and data protection protocols for the PINNACLE approach. 

●​ Design and evaluate the processes and algorithms behind all data and information flows defined in WP4. 

●​ Develop the data analyses and visualizations for sharing insights on AI Evaluation from the user perspective. 

Important note: Within PINNACLE, we shall conceptually define our user-evaluation benchmarking approach, 

conducting initial experiments with our local stakeholders in Cyprus as to calibrate each component. We also aim to 

demonstrate the usefulness of our methodology for educational purposes, and in promoting Participatory AI. We are 

acutely aware that, to develop a benchmark that can be validated on the large scale, there is much work to do, 

particularly on the technical end (e.g., developing a platform that will support the conduct of large-scale user 

evaluation studies, providing in an integrated manner both front- and back-end support to the various stakeholders, 

and considering scalable data management practices. Thus, WP5 should be considered as laying out the first steps 

towards this longer-term vision.  

Work Description and Expected Key Results 

T5.1 Data flow diagram. This first task initiated the process of moving from the PINNACLE concept, developed in 

WP4 and its deliverables, to the implementation of the protocols that would underlie the PINNACLE methodology. 

Taking as input the deliverables from WP4, the team brainstormed on the types of data that would be needed to 

support each stage of the methodology, and how data would flow within our envisioned PINNACLE platform.  

T5.2 Data protection policy and protocols. Because PINNACLE is a socio-technical solution it was necessary to 

establish early on how participants’ data would be protected by the PINNACLE methodology and platform. This is 

because of its unique approach to AI evaluation, in which real users report on their experiences with AI in real life 

contexts; thus, personal data may be disclosed, even when PINNACLE tasks do not specifically elicit it. 

Privacy-by-design principles were reviewed in this task as a first step. Then, they were used to develop a policy as to 

how data is collected and managed by PINNACLE. The policy also covers how the PINNACLE platform protects 

users and their data, and how data is governed by the team.  

T5.3 Data cleaning. Developing protocols for the cleaning of data ended up being an ongoing task within the WP for 

two reasons. First, we continued to experiment with both closed-form and open-formed questions in our AI evaluation 

tasks in the three rounds of data collection (Prolific study, 2025 and 2026 versions of the AI in Everyday Life course). 

Obviously, the more open-ended the question, the more challenging it was to clean the data. A second challenge was 

that participants never stopped surprising us with the types of unintentional and intentional data-entry “mistakes” that 

they could make (e.g., writing the incorrect user id in their evaluation form, trying to “cheat” and move ahead in the 

course while not providing a genuine response for that week’s evaluation exercise). The resulting set of cleaning 

protocols attempts to address as many of these challenges as possible, as to maximize the usable, high-quality data 

collected. 

T5.4 Meaningful comparisons and data aggregation. A particular challenge faced in our bottom-up evaluation 

approach, in which users chose which AI application and task to report on, was how to aggregate the collected data 

and to make meaningful comparisons between evaluations and users. The bottom-up approach was implemented in 

the 2025 course exercises, and resulted in a diverse set of evaluations, but that had more limited comparability. Thus, 

in the 2026 course we limited participants to evaluating one of three specific chatbots (ChatGPT, Gemini, CoPilot), 

and we provided them with specific evaluation instructions. This resulted in more comparable data being collected, 
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however, it is arguably not as “authentic” as the bottom-up responses. These experiences gave us a means to 

develop protocols for both evaluation methods, but perhaps more importantly, gave us intuition as to the strengths 

and limitations of each approach. 

T5.5 Evaluation metrics. T5.5 defines a set of evaluation metrics, which can be computed based on the 

user-sourced evaluation reports. Specifically, we experimented with a number of closed- and open-ended responses. 

The closed-ended responses asked participants to use a 5-point Likert item to rate their AI application as to its 

trustworthiness (e.g., In general, to what extent does X application deserve users’ trust?), as well as the trust that they 

place in the application themselves (e.g., To what extent do you personally trust X application, [for this particular 

task]?) We experimented with the wording of the questions, as well as how specific to make them. We also asked 

users to rate the AI application on the seven ethical principles (e.g., Based on your observations, to what extent does 

X application respect [your personal data and privacy]?) In terms of open-ended questions, we asked users to explain 

their ratings on trustworthiness and trust, and we experimented with different ways of coding this data.  

T5.6 Reporting mechanisms. During the AI in Everyday Life course, we experimented with different ways of 

analyzing and communicating the results to our participants. Embracing the Ten Principles of Citizen Science
1
, and 

aiming to involve our participants as much as possible in the design and evaluation of our methodology, we shared 

with them, each week during our synchronous session, the data collected the previous week. We experimented with 

various types of single and multi-variate statistical analyses, and discussed openly the value and interpretability of our 

analyses. Our insights on how and what results to present to stakeholders and participants are reported in Deliverable 

22. 

 

Deliverables 

D19. Data flow diagram (M8). This is a confidential deliverable meant to guide the team in the development of the 

protocols. It is the first deliverable of WP5, and “translates” the framework and processes described in WP4 into the 

data paths to be implemented within the PINNACLE methodology and platform.​
D20. Data protection policy and protocols (M12). This deliverable outlines the principles and policies that govern 

the way that data is handled within the PINNACLE methodology and platform, with a particular emphasis on the 

protection of users’ personal data that may be revealed during the conduct of AI evaluations in everyday life contexts.​
D21. Algorithms for data handling, cleaning, analysis (M12, update at M18). This deliverable details the data 

collection, cleaning and aggregation processes used in PINNACLE, along with the analyses of the data.​
D22. Guide for conducting user-sourced evaluations and communicating results (M18). This public deliverable 

presents a guide for those who may wish to conduct a PINNACLE AI evaluation, and highlights the need to 

communicate results effectively not only to stakeholders but also, to PINNACLE participants (i.e., AI evaluators). 

 
 

 

1 https://www.ecsa.ngo/10-principles/ 
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Work Package Number: 6 Start Month: 1 End Month: 18 

Work Package Title 
 

AI Evaluation in Education 

Work Package Leader  M. Kasinidou 

Partner Role HO PA1 PA2 PA3 PA4 

Person Months 10     

Work Package Objectives as described in Annex I of the Contract. 

The HO’s lifelong learning initiatives will be used in PINNACLE as a means to enable users to have the competence 

to participate actively in AI evaluation, promoting Participatory AI. At the same time, additional opportunities will be 

delivered within the WP, to serve the same purposes. Thus, the WP works towards achieving Objectives 3 and 4, 

and has the following specific goals: 

●​ Develop the necessary training and engagement mechanisms, to ensure that participants in PINNACLE 

have the competence required to engage in meaningful AI evaluations. 

●​ Engage members of the public in Cyprus and create a critical mass of “citizen evaluators”. 

●​ Integrate the tasks created in WP4 into the AI in Everyday Life course as interactive exercises. Provide initial 

datasets of user-sourced reports for the development of the protocols described in WP5. 

●​ Evaluate the effectiveness of our approach. 

 

Work Description and Expected Key Results 

T6.1 Enrich educational materials. The user tasks designed in WP4 serve as input to this task, as well as our 

existing course materials for AI in Everyday Life. Our educational materials were enriched with the two types of tasks 

(bottom-up / user-driven and top-down / researcher-driven), as well as with the reporting mechanisms developed in 

T5.6. Materials were evaluated from the participant perspective in T6.5. 

 

T6.2 Design shorter educational seminars. Given that our 8-week, 2 ECTS course may be a big commitment for 

some, we designed shorter seminars that introduce members of the public to Participatory AI. These largely took 

place in the context of invited seminars and presentations, as documented in Deliverable 7. These opportunities 

allowed us to solicit valuable feedback on the PINNACLE concept as well as our evaluation exercises from diverse 

audiences, such as: parents and caretakers of school children, teachers, other researchers, university-level students, 

members of the general public. We also experimented with a more flexible, shorter format of our AI in Everyday Life 

course, in collaboration with two partners (OpenEU, Makerere University), as described in Deliverable 24. 

T6.3 Design of participant incentives. We experimented primarily with two types of participant incentives. First, as 

mentioned, we interacted actively with our participants, sharing openly with them the (anonymous) data collected 

each week, as well as the initial analyses performed. The goal was to make them feel included in an important 

initiative, which would lead to new scientific breakthroughs. Each week, during the synchronous online meeting, they 

had the chance to pose their own questions to us as researchers, as well as to offer alternative interpretations on 

findings. At the end of each course, the full cleaned and anonymized dataset was provided for download to all 

participants, as well as the opportunity to download a record of their own responses. Secondly, we offered a certificate 

of completion to all participants who completed the course. The certificate documented the estimated workload and 

outlined the nature of the AI in Everyday Life course, and was signed by the Dean of the Faculty of Pure and Applied 

Sciences, at the OUC. 

T6.4 Datasets of user-sourced AI evaluations. This task coordinated the “hand-off” between the researchers 

working on the educational initiatives and those working on the development of the framework and protocols. The 

data collected from the course were downloaded weekly, and passed onto the WP5 team for cleaning, aggregation 

and analysis. Essentially though, the process involved two teams of “eyes” looking at the data each week and 

performing quality control (the WP5 and WP6 teams). 
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T6.5 Evaluation of our approach. We designed both questionnaire-based and task-based evaluation of our course 

to assess the following: i) participant satisfaction with our Participatory AI initiatives, ii) participant learning outcomes, 

both for the course and the shorter seminars, iii) the quality and quantity of the data collected in AI evaluation tasks. 

Evaluations were conducted both for the 2025 and 2026 courses, and were presented to and discussed with 

participants during the final presentation both years.  

 

Deliverables 

D23. Final course materials. (M18). D23 provides an archive of the AI in Everyday Life course materials, including 

pre-recording video lectures, and weekly quizzes. Materials are provided in both English and Greek.​
D24. Final seminar materials (M18). This deliverable first motivates the need for a second path to becoming a 

PINNACLE AI Evaluator, beyond the 8-week EAI course. It then details our experiences in running two shorter, more 

flexible seminars with two different audiences, and provides suggestions for going forward. ​
D25. Final set of FAIR user-sourced AI evaluations. (M18). M25 provides an archive of the three, anonymized 

datasets produced in PINNACLE, as shared via the PINNACLE Zenodo.​
D26. Guidelines for integrating AI Evaluation exercises into educational courses, using our approach. (M18). 

This deliverable provides a user-friendly guide, in the form of a flyer, as to how others can integrate our AI evaluation 

exercises into their own educational curriculum.​
D27 Evaluation report. (M18). The final deliverable, D27, provides a summary of the two evaluations conducted 

during our 2025 and 2026 courses, with EAI participants. 

 
 
 

Α.4. TABLE OF WORK PACKAGES 

  Contract 
Actual 

Implementation 

Work 

Package 
Work Package Title 

Start 

Month 

End 

Month 

Start 

Month 

End 

Month 

WP1 Project Management  1 18 1 18 

 

WP2 
Dissemination and Exploitation Activities 1 18 1 18 

 

WP3 
Coordination of Horizon Europe Proposal 6 18 4 8 

 

WP4 
Framework Design and User Evaluation Tasks 1 12 1 12 

 

WP5 
Protocols for a User-Evaluation Benchmark 6 18 6 18 

 

WP6 
AI Evaluation in Education 1 18 1 18 
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Α.5. EXPLOITATION OF RESULTS AND ADDED VALUE (This section only applies for final reports) 

 
As described in Section B3.1 of the PINNACLE contract, the project aims to generate added 
value in two key areas – i) its scientific impact, ii) its benefits to the host organization in terms of 
capacity raising.  

Scientific impact.  

The project results in a total of seven double-blind, peer-reviewed publications, which focused 
on AI education for the public, and the need for oversight of AI and public involvement. 
PINNACLE publications are open access via the publishers’ digital libraries (in particular, the 
ACM and AAAI digital libraries) as well as the PINNACLE Zenodo.  

 
Increased capacity of the HO to compete for funding. 
 
As mentioned, the key goal of the PINNACLE project, being funded under BRIDGE2HORIZON, 
was the increased capability of the Open University of Cyprus to compete for funding at the 
European level. This has been evidenced in two ways; firstly, the team successfully coordinated 
a Transformations proposal, with a diverse 9-partner consortium, and received a score above 
threshold (13.00/15.00) and secondly, the team is already in discussions with the same 
consortium for a resubmission of the proposal in a 2027 Horizon call.  
 
Specific information requested in the template. 
 
As a result of the PINNACLE Project, we report the following outcomes: 
 

●​ Number of Patent and/or Industrial Designs Applications filed - 0 
●​ New job positions (as Full Time Equivalent) created or retained - 2 FTE 
●​ Number of spinoffs created - 0 
●​ Collaboration with organisations abroad (for the participation in follow-up R&D projects, 

technology / know-how transfer, commercial collaboration, etc). - the PROMISE 
consortium, representing six new international collaboration partners for the OUC team 

●​ Number of new Products / Processes / Services (prototype, demonstration, pilot, testing 
and validation of new products processes or services in environments representative of 
real-life operating conditions) - 1 new process (PINNACLE methodology) 

●​ Number of proposals submitted under Horizon 2020 and/or any other European 
Programme - 1 

●​ Amount of funding received from Horizon 2020 and/or any other European Programme - 
none yet 

●​ Number of standards in which project results were incorporated, indicating the 
Standardisation Body for each one - 0 

 
Exploitation pathways for PINNACLE, post-project. 
 
Deliverable 9 of the project includes an exploitation and sustainability strategy for PINNACLE, in 
which the following pathways have been identified: 

Scientific Exploitation 
The current project’s results will be used by the team in ways that further our scientific work, as 
well as that of our research communities. To this end, we plan to engage in: 

●​ Publications of our results, with an emphasis on Open Access venues 
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●​ Benchmark adoption - promotion of the PINNACLE solution within the research 
community, which to date, tends to emphasize system-focus AI evaluation (e.g., audits) 

●​ Follow-on projects - pursuit of additional funding to further our research and support our 
team, including the 2027 Horizon Europe call identified for a resubmission of the 
PROMISE proposal. 

Societal and Policy Exploitation 
PINNACLE research results can and should be used to further progress on societal well-being, 
including the development of effective policies for ensuring that AI applications and systems are 
safe and trustworthy. 

●​ Trustworthy AI - contribute to the discussion on the European vision of Trustworthy AI, 
including using PINNACLE methodology to gauge the progress made 

●​ AI governance - discuss how PINNACLE methodology relates to AI governance and 
which actors might use it and in which ways 

●​ Standards - examination of how PINNACLE methodology relates to industry standards 
and how it might be used by industry actors 

●​ Public sector adoption - partnering with public sector actors (e.g., Ministry of Education) 
to apply PINNACLE, e.g., to assess impact of AI on members of the public 

Industrial Exploitation 
Once PINNACLE results are mature enough to demonstrate to third parties, another pathway 
concerns industrial exploitation. Such actions could include the following: 

●​ Collaboration with industry, e.g., within funded projects 
●​ Future consultancy on industry-driven AI evaluation scenarios 
●​ Prototype evolution 
●​ Evaluation services. 

Long-term Sustainability 
To sustain the PINNACLE mission, the team has discussed the need for the following actions: 

●​ Maintaining repositories of PINNACLE code 
●​ Future funding 
●​ Community building, growing the “crowd” of AI Evaluators as well as researchers who 

want to use PINNACLE 
●​ Integration into education 
●​ Continued methodological development. 
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B.1. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (OPTIONAL) 

 

Deviations concerning the use of resources. 
Other direct costs: No deviations 
Personnel costs: No deviations 
Planned vs. actual person months: We report only a minor deviation, as shown in the table 
below, with an additional 0.75 PMs committed to the project, which is attributed to the additional 
need for faculty involvement in developing the PINNACLE framework (WP4) and in running the 
AI in Everyday Life course (WP6). 
 

Work Package 

Number 
Work Package Title 

Person-​
Months 

Planned 

Person-​
Months 

Actual 

WP1 Project Management  
4 4 

WP2 Dissemination and Exploitation Activities 
8 8 

WP 3 
Coordination of Horizon Europe Proposal 6 6 

WP4 
Framework Design and User Evaluation Tasks 6 6.25 

WP 5 
Protocols for a User-Evaluation Benchmark 10 10 

WP 6 
AI Evaluation in Education 10 10.5 

Total PMs 
44 44.75 

 
Transfer of costs between categories: Not applicable. 
 

 

B.2. FOLLOW-UP OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS FROM PREVIOUS PROJECT 

EVALUATION (Only applicable for the Final Report of Large Projects) 

Include in this section the list of recommendations and comments from the interim project evaluation and give information on 

how they have been followed up.  

 
Not applicable. 
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