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ABSTRACT
Sustained adoption of automation is a problem for organizations,
despite the promised benefits of automation and the propensity
for organizations to expect it to transform their workplaces. To
address this problem, previous work in HCI has mostly consid-
ered the perspectives and experiences of users interacting with
automation technologies and has not considered the broader orga-
nizational context consisting of different stakeholders with varying
needs and expectations around automation. Taking Amsterdam
Airport Schiphol as a case study, we examine the challenges faced
by practitioners responsible for integrating automation projects
in its airside ecosystem, in an interview study conducted with 8
participants. Our findings reveal three challenges to the adoption of
automation within the organization - the lack of consensus among
different stakeholders, the need to adapt the technology to the spe-
cific context, and the undefined procedures required to maintain
automation after implementation, that should be further addressed
by the HCI community.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Human-centered computing→ Empirical studies in HCI.

KEYWORDS
Automation Adoption, Responsible Automation, Autonomous Sys-
tems, Organization, Practitioners, Interview Study, Aviation

ACM Reference Format:
Garoa Gomez-Beldarrain, Himanshu Verma, Euiyoung Kim, and Alessandro
Bozzon. 2024. Revealing the Challenges to Automation Adoption in Organi-
zations: Examining Practitioner Perspectives From an International Airport.
In Extended Abstracts of the CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI EA ’24), May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA. ACM, New York,
NY, USA, 7 pages. https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650964

Permission to make digital or hard copies of part or all of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation
on the first page. Copyrights for third-party components of this work must be honored.
For all other uses, contact the owner/author(s).
CHI EA ’24, May 11–16, 2024, Honolulu, HI, USA
© 2024 Copyright held by the owner/author(s).
ACM ISBN 979-8-4007-0331-7/24/05
https://doi.org/10.1145/3613905.3650964

1 INTRODUCTION
Automation technologies are permeating the workplace at an ever-
increasing pace, transforming manual work in organizations [4, 15,
16, 32]. Defined as "the extent to which a system can carry out its
own processes and operations without external control," [5, p. 77],
automation is described as a balance between the "self-sufficiency"
(i.e., ability to self-govern) and "self-directedness" (i.e., the required
level of human intervention) of a system [6]. Due to the current
developments in artificial intelligence and robotics, new possibili-
ties emerge for automating more and more complex organizational
processes [15]. As such, the expected benefits [33] behind the intro-
duction of automation in organizations are significant, including,
for instance, the potential to increase the efficiency and precision
of operations [26], to compensate human workers’ limitations in
uncomfortable, repetitive, or physically straining tasks [2, 23], or
to reduce labor-related costs [22, 28].

However, automation is hard to adopt and make common in
daily operations [18, 33], despite the ambition of organizations to
automate their processes and the implementation efforts carried
accordingly. Prior HCI research widely criticized the technology-
oriented andmarket-led development of AI solutions [24, 27, 30, 39],
and proposed to take human-centered perspectives to study the
integration of automated solutions in real, operational contexts
and produce compelling user experiences [20]. For instance, in the
healthcare sector, Yang et al. [39, 40] investigated clinician work
processes to address the implementation of decision-support tools
in heart pump implant decisions, Wang et al. [38] inquired data sci-
entists within a multinational technology company about the effect
of automated AI in their work practices, or Eißer et al. [15] studied
recruiter acceptance of chatbot-based automated communication
processes in the context of recruitment in enterprises. All these
works exemplify, in different implementation fields, efforts to build
a deep understanding of the needs, perspectives, or daily practices
of the users that will ultimately interact with automated systems.

Nevertheless, based on the work by Breuer et al. [8], we suspect
that there might be a perspective missing to understand the entan-
glement of organizational adoption of automation, the perspectives
of the practitioners who are responsible for its implementation, and
whose work affects adoption greatly. Prior work focused on very
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narrow application areas, and a broader view into the implementa-
tion endeavors within organizations may be lacking [18]. We argue
that taking a step back and looking at the wider organizational
structures is necessary if we strive for a successful automation
implementation. Therefore, in this work, we propose to set the
focus on the role of practitioners that work on automation innova-
tion as well as the implementation approaches that they take. The
following research question summarizes our goal:

RQ. What are adoption challenges as experienced by
practitioners who are responsible for the implementa-
tion of automation in organizations?

To better understand what are the key contributors to this adop-
tion issue, in this study we propose a case study, where we look at
an organization that is immersed in pursuing an ambitious automa-
tion plan, as well as aiming for high automation adoption rates. The
organization is Amsterdam Airport Schiphol, a large international
airport within the Royal Schiphol Group, where the first author
is embedded as an action researcher [13] to facilitate a responsi-
ble transition to airside automation. The intersection of HCI and
automation has previously been analyzed in airport and aviation
contexts, related to, for instance, air traffic control [21] or cockpit
tasks [9]. This research will instead focus on the automation of
ground services at the airport’s airside (e.g., baggage handling or
passenger boarding bridge movements). Airport ground services
constitute an application domain where autonomous processes are
gaining interest, as well as high investment rates [34]. Currently,
worldwide phenomena related to sustainable transition and glob-
alization, paired with a tight post-Covid labor market in Western
contexts, force airports to change their operational models [36].
The traditional approaches might not work anymore, and therefore,
many airports are aiming to implement automation to learn if the
technology could help alleviate those issues.

While many airport groups envision automation as a possible so-
lution to enhance their airside operations, the technology is still not
adopted in their daily operations. The experiences and challenges
faced by practitioners can give insights into the subjacent causes.
Therefore, in this research we aim to understand 1) the perspec-
tives and experiences of practitioners who took part in automation
projects within Amsterdam Airport Schiphol, and 2) the challenges
of automation adoption that they faced. We consider that surfacing
those challenges will allow the HCI community to propose targeted
solutions to address them.

2 PRIORWORK
Our work lies at the intersection between human-centered automa-
tion and automation implementation within organizations. In this
section, we will take a closer look into the approaches taken in
prior research for studying automation adoption in various organi-
zational applications.

2.1 Automation adoption by end users
As stated previously, prior research can be found that takes user-
centered perspectives for the analysis of automation adoption in
workplace contexts. The works of Fox et al. [16] and Roto et al.
[32] are illustrative examples of this approach. The former claim
that worker-centered technology development should be done, and

highlight opportunities to "elicit worker participation at all stages
of technology adoption". The latter emphasize the need to design
automation for employee wellbeing, and take employee engage-
ment and other emotional aspects into account. In this line, Wang
et al. [38] interviewed data scientists within a large, technologi-
cal organization about the potential transformation of their work
practices with the introduction of automated tools for data science.

From a similar perspective, some works reflect on disregarded
user aspects as barriers that hinder automation adoption. For in-
stance, in the healthcare field, Yang et al. [39] diagnose poor contex-
tual fit as the cause of the failure of clinical decision-support tools
in cardiology practice, Verma et al. [37] mention the "overlooked
aspects of clinical and research practices in the development of AI"
in oncological contexts, and Galsgaard et al. [17] note that existing
communication practices are challenged in radiology practice with
AI implementation, ultimately hindering adoption; as such, they
claim a need to further "focus on psychological and leadership pro-
cesses". Baldauf et al. [4] highlight three pressing human-oriented
challenges in the field of automation at workplaces, namely, "en-
countering workplace automation", "collaborating with workplace
automation", as well as "building meaningful relationships". Finally,
Eißer et al. [15] mention "automation anxiety" as a barrier hindering
the adoption of autonomous recruitment processes.

Researchwithin this first categorymainly focuses on the end user
of the automated systems, to study their perceptions [10, 12, 15],
transformed work practices [11, 12, 17, 37–39], or user experiences
[4, 11, 16, 32].

2.2 Automation adoption through a broader
organizational lens

Little research can be found within prior HCI work that takes a
broader view to study the intricacies of automation adoption within
organizations and their innovation paths.

The works by Gyldenkærne et al. [18] and Rozzi and Amaldi [33]
serve as close inspiration for our own. The first one analyzes the
approaches to innovation taken to implement a ML-driven appli-
cation in a medical context, through an action-research approach.
They emphasize the idea that introducing ML solutions requires
sociotechnical changes, as well as tactics that address the man-
agement and practice levels of the organization. The second one
analyzes, in the context of the implementation of an alarm system,
the organizational and inter-organizational precursors for "prob-
lematic automation", that is, automation that results in "undesirable
effects, resulting from the interaction of automation with opera-
tional practices". The main precursors that are identified point at 1)
failing to consider implementations as innovative safety efforts, 2)
lacking assessment of the organizational capabilities to implement
a system, 3) a flawed service provider-software vendor integration,
and 4) underspecified international standards.

In our case, similar to Rozzi and Amaldi [33] and Gyldenkærne
et al. [18], we take a broader organizational view to reveal automa-
tion adoption challenges in the complex airport context that we
study. Besides, we follow the rationale by Breuer et al. [8]. They em-
phasize the idea that practitioners’ understanding of the technolo-
gies and application contexts is crucial, due to their role in shaping
the research and development of new technologies. As such, they
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analyze the imaginaries of healthcare of the engineers involved in
a robotics-related project. Our research takes this premise as a base,
as we incorporate the perspectives of multiple professionals work-
ing on varying automation projects under a shared organizational
automation adoption goal.

3 METHOD
To address the aim of the study, we followed a qualitative approach
and conducted interviews with 8 practitioners from Amsterdam
Airport Schiphol, which we analyzed through reflexive thematic
analysis [7].

3.1 Interview study
In-depth, semi-structured interviews were conducted, which had a
duration between 56 and 80 minutes (average of 67 minutes). The in-
terviews took place either online (n=3) or in person (n=5), according
to the preference of each participant, and they were conducted in
English. We inquired the participants on the following main themes,
which we accompanied by follow-up questions: their role in past
or present automation projects they were part of, the timeline of
the project, the opportunities that motivated the project, success-
ful moments and challenges that occurred in the implementation
of the automation solution, and recommendations for automation
adoption they would think of, based on their experience.

The conversation was audio recorded, after receiving written
consent from the participants. The study was approved by the
Human Research Ethics Committee of our university and partici-
pants were not financially compensated but received a small gift
of equal value to compensate for their time. Once the audio sets
were collected, they were transcribed verbatim using an automatic
transcription tool (i.e., Trint). The transcriptions were checked once
more against the original recording for precision.

3.1.1 Participants. Participants consisted of key informants [29],
information-rich practitioners who were purposefully selected.
The inclusion criteria were as follows: participants have worked
in automation-related innovations located in the airside context,
specifically regarding the automation of manual work. As such, they
should belong to Schiphol Airport’s airside ecosystem, meaning
that they are employed at the airport, airlines, handling companies,
or technology suppliers. Note that the first author is conducting
action research [13] within the organization, and has direct access
to project meetings and internal documentation. From the internal
information that we already had about the stage of the different
projects and the departments involved, we targeted potential inter-
viewees whose role in the project we considered relevant. During
the interviews, snowball sampling was also conducted by approach-
ing further practitioners whom participants had recommended. 8
practitioners agreed to participate in the study (see Table 1).

3.1.2 Projects. Participants belonged to a variety of airside au-
tomation projects. The airside is the external, security-restricted
area of an airport terminal dedicated to supporting airplanes and
their inherent baggage, passenger, and resource flows. Different
automation solutions can be distinguished among the projects, 1)
autonomous vehicles (i.e., autonomous bus, snow fleet, and baggage
transport vehicles), 2) robotic devices (i.e., autonomous lawnmower

Table 1: Overview of the participants who were part of the
interview study. Projects refer to the diverse initiatives that
are taken by the organization to develop autonomous pro-
cesses.

ID Role Project

P1 System owner Lawn mower
P2 Technical expert Snow fleet
P3 Process manager (handler/airline) Baggage handling
P4 Procurement and contracting Snow fleet; Bus
P5 Innovation manager Baggage handling
P6 IT and Data capability manager Snow fleet; Bus
P7 Project manager Boarding bridge
P8 Innovator Bus

and baggage sorting robots), and 3) autonomous passenger boarding
bridge. Those solutions cover different operations within the airport
(e.g., the transportation of travelers, maintenance and supporting
processes, or baggage handling processes.)

3.2 Data analysis
Data was analyzed through a reflexive thematic analysis approach
[7]. After an initial familiarization with the collected transcriptions,
the first author coded the data, by focusing on aspects of the expe-
rience of the participants that reflected challenges of automation
adoption. A further grouping of the codes led to the generation of
themes and subthemes, which were discussed, refined, and iterated
together with the co-authors of the research. The main challenges
encountered by the practitioners in their involvement in automa-
tion projects are detailed in the next section.

4 RESULTS
4.1 Lack of consensus in a multi-stakeholder

landscape
Practitioners mentioned that every automation project is located
in a "multi-stakeholder environment" (P8), since different parties
(including the airport, operators, air traffic authorities, airlines, or
ground handlers) have different ownership, authority, and respon-
sibility levels in the current airport processes. Automation projects
are usually initiated by the airport in collaboration with technology
supplier companies. As such, a common challenge that was encoun-
tered is that some parties within the multi-stakeholder environment
were involved "too late" (P4) in the implementation timeline. For
automation to succeed, participants reported that it is necessary
to bring every party to the table early enough, to build a better
collaboration where everyone’s wishes and opinions are heard.

"...You have different companies at Schiphol, like we are
a very liberal airport and we work a lot with partners.
So it’s hard to really define a single process where we’re
100% the owner of that process. There are always other
people we have to take into account." (P6)

Most of our participants belonged to the airport organization,
and therefore were part of the internal, inter-departmental project
working groups that initiate automation projects. Within those
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groups, challenges have been experienced by the interviewees in
reaching a consensus or sharing a common vision for automation. A
possible and often mentioned cause of this lack of consensus is the
tension between the operational and strategic mindsets and roles
of the different members, who have distinct interests and duties
regarding airport operations. While automating certain processes
might move the organization further toward its future ambition,
it may also destabilize certain crucial daily operations. Therefore,
not every member of the working group is keen on taking the risk
or additional burden to automate certain tasks. As a consequence,
some of the projects would become stagnant in relevant decisions.

"That led to a lot of discussion and that took for about
maybe half a year. We wouldn’t, we were not getting
any steps forward. (...) and that just led to nothing. We
just keep talking in circles and circles." (P2)

Participants often mentioned that "backing from upper manage-
ment" (P6) would be key to overcoming these consensus issues. In
an organization that is characterized by a "polder"-like (P6) deci-
sion making culture, "a lot of talking and making sure that everyone
feels heard and gets taken along" (P6), practitioners experienced a
lack of clear governance, which they considered necessary for the
prioritization of automation projects.

"good governance from the start is key to success. And
for [project name], for example, we don’t have that. We
don’t have the governance. So we’re discussing with
each other." (P4)

4.2 "Plug and play" idea doesn’t work in a
highly regulated environment

Projects are often inspired by other contexts where autonomous
processes already function. Although getting those already working
systems operational at the airport might seem a straightforward
step, in reality, the integration of the technology is harder than
initially expected. Participants listed many different challenges that
might be hindering this initial "plug and play" aspiration.

"...These suppliers often come from material handling,
warehouses, in where spaces are usually (...) a lot more
clean (...). Airports are dusty, baggage systems are quite
rough. (...) So we’re working (in) a very dirty space
in that sense, and that’s something that autonomous
vehicles or AGVs cannot really cope with well... And
they think, «Okay, my AGV can work in a warehouse,
so it can also work in an airport». And what we often
see is that that is just not the case." (P3)

The technological solutions that supplier companies provide
need to be adapted to the airport’s airside context; practitioners
currently address this by training the devices on-site through what
they call "pilot tests". Various technical challenges need to be faced
and tailored in this pilot stage. For instance, the autonomous bus
project entailed the commissioning of its route, the training of the
lidar, and the adaptation of the vehicle to the airside traffic and
the driving behavior of other vehicles. Apart from these, many
technical faults emerge during these piloting phases, which need
to be solved and tuned in collaboration with the manufacturers.

"So basically, it took time to adapt the vehicle to Schiphol
circumstances, because (they) are very specific. People
drive like crazy, (traffic) rules are different, weather
conditions are different... So the technology needs time
to adapt." (P8)

Besides, practitioners find it hard to give time estimations on how
long the project phases will take. This is in part because automation-
related projects are unprecedented in ground operations within
airside contexts, resulting in a lack of previous references to rely
on. This is illustrated by a quote from P7 (see below). Additionally,
participants claimed that the tight operational environment of the
airport made it hard for them to find available testing spots, since
the aprons, routes, or baggage handling carousels that can be "out
of commissioning" (P7) are limited.

"So I don’t know if it takes 2 or 3 days to get the whole
system up and running or it takes two weeks. And as
soon as I get the test and get the first five installed, I can
make a little bit of estimation. But before it, it will be
very difficult." (P7)

Finally, regulatory barriers pose additional challenges to the
integration and testing of autonomous devices. The airside is a
highly regulated and controlled environment, as operational safety
and border control are crucial for its correct operation. As such,
some participants mentioned difficulties in obtaining access for
the devices and engineers of the supplier companies as well as in
obtaining clearance for conducting tests near "high-risk areas" (P1).

4.3 Post-pilot organizational procedures remain
unresolved

Once the pilot tests are successful and the technology is proven
to work in the airside context, an additional challenge lies in mak-
ing autonomous processes become part of the daily operations or
"commodity" (P6) within the airport. According to the participants,
this transformation would require to design new service and busi-
ness cases (e.g., the service provided by the autonomous bus), as
well as to rethink some of the current operations or the standards
associated (e.g., "quality of snow removal", P2).

"...A lot of things currently happening with automa-
tion, (...) it’s mainly inspirational in that regard. And
it’s really difficult to really define the path on how the
implementation after that should look. (...) and we’re re-
ally working along on seeing how they can incorporate
that stuff in their day-to-day work." (P6)

The integration of automation in daily operations also poses a
challenge in defining the new human roles that will be required to
support it, as participants mentioned the need to change the way
how people work at the organization. A function that was often
mentioned is the "safety operator" (P4) or "safety driver" (P8), an
operator that oversees an autonomous system and is required to
intervene in case the system does not function as desired. Partici-
pants stated that the safety driver would still be needed given the
readiness level of current technology, for redundancy reasons, as
well as to give confidence to passengers and to explain to them
how the automated system would work. Finally, participant P4
mentioned that operators could potentially "rely too much on the
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technology to do their work for them," which was stated as a concern
related to overlooking failures in the system.

"...This (current) people, they have sixty years. You need
to drive the bus with a joystick, and you need to be able
to be focused all the time. So it’s a completely different
profile, you know, the one that you need." (P8)

Besides, participants stated the need to create a digital infrastruc-
ture in which to incorporate all autonomous solutions within the
airport system, emphasizing that autonomy requires the integration
of both the physical and digital infrastructure. Apart from that, P3
mentioned that different parties (e.g., airlines, handlers,...) will own
different sets of data, meaning that how these can be shared among
the parties should be thought.

"Because it involves also an IT component to be man-
aged, and we always bought vehicles and now we’re
buying a vehicle with a technology, and this is a new
thing and should be thought of carefully." (P4)

Finally, the need to ensure the continuity and maintenance of the
autonomous systems was mentioned as an additional challenge for
the adoption of automation, mainly when the market for electronic
components moves at such a high pace. P4 stated that, due to the
lack of precedents, it is hard to estimate the duration of the projects,
as well as to calculate the number of spare parts that should be
stored for maintenance.

"Something we design and build now is outdated in a
year. And one of the main issues with a product like
this is that we need to guarantee continuity. (...) Are all
these components still available in the coming twenty
years (...)?" (P7)

5 DISCUSSION
Previous HCI research on the adoption of automation in organiza-
tions has focused primarily on understanding the perspectives and
work practices of the professionals who interact with it. However,
there is a gap in our understanding of the broader challenges faced
by organizations and their constituent multi-stakeholder processes
and collaborations, particularly as they relate to the planning, test-
ing, and sustainment of automated and autonomous systems. Based
on the work of Breuer et al. [8] and Gyldenkærne et al. [18], in
this research we alternatively put the focus on the practitioners
responsible for implementing automation, to surface the challenges
they experience. Using Amsterdam Airport Schiphol and its au-
tomation efforts as an example, we conducted an interview study
with 8 practitioners. Our interviews reveal challenges around three
main themes, namely a) the lack of consensus among affected stake-
holders, b) the need to adapt the technology to the context as op-
posed to the existing approach of retrofitting, and c) the undefined
procedures needed to sustain automation once it is implemented.
Although these findings illustrate the experiences of practitioners
in the specific airport setting examined, and the generalizability of
the results might be limited in such an action research approach, we
argue that many of the lessons can be applied to highly regulated,
multi-stakeholder contexts such as healthcare and fintech.

First, our participants reported that the lack of consensus, as
well as the lack of consensus-building mechanisms, among the var-
ious stakeholders involved in automation efforts, has been a major
impediment to the progress of specific projects analyzed. Conse-
quently, our participants saw early stakeholder involvement, even
while developing a common vision, as an effective way to build
consensus and commitment to automation projects. Previous re-
search has identified these issues when introducing automation into
multi-stakeholder environments (e.g., [19, 31, 35]). For instance, in
healthcare, ethnographic approaches have been used within multi-
stakeholder groups to understand the needs of different parties
towards AI algorithms [17, 39, 40]. Furthermore, in the context of
autonomous vehicles, Kim et al. [25] proposed the creation of a
stakeholder-centric taxonomy to enable collaborative discussions
on the design elements that should be considered. Therefore, we
suggest that organizational mechanisms should be established to
identify and consolidate the expectations and needs of different
stakeholder groups in the early stages of projects, along with guide-
lines to encourage and sustain discussion and decision-making
throughout the automation lifecycle. In addition, these mechanisms
and procedures should be iteratively evaluated and periodically
reinforced.

Second, our interviewees revealed that their organization is con-
ducting “pilot testing” with the incoming autonomous systems to
adapt them, not amalgamate them, within the very specific nature
of the airside ecosystem. This required testing the systems in situ,
as well as resolving any technical issues that arose, and was not
as straightforward as some of the technology vendors had initially
anticipated. In addition, the process was slowed by the operational
intensity of the airport and its regulatory barriers; therefore, our
participants found it difficult to estimate the duration and complex-
ity of the pilots. These challenges are comparable to the ones found
in the work by Rozzi and Amaldi [33], mainly with regard to the
relationship between technology vendors and application contexts.
Future research might also look into the perspective of technology
suppliers, as well as their needs to better serve the in situ pilot
phases.

Third, our interviewees explained that many of the procedures
that would be needed to incorporate “pilot-tested” automated sys-
tems into daily airport operations remain unavailable or incomplete.
A similar challenge has been reported by Gyldenkærne et al. [18]
and Coiera [14] with regard to the transition of AI systems from the
testing to the operational phase, in what is referred to as the “last
mile” in the implementation of AI systems, which in turn is touted
as requiring as much effort as the development of the system in
the first place. The adoption of airside automation would involve,
for instance, the modification of some of the current processes to
allow for a broader adoption of automation, or the establishment
of new services (i.e., business cases) that can potentially lead to
such processes. Our participants also emphasized the need for digi-
tal infrastructures and maintenance protocols that can effectively
integrate new automation systems. In addition, our interviewees
expressed a desire to transform existing work protocols and rethink
new roles for human operators to enable a harmonious transition to
automation. In this regard, Bainbridge [3] argues for avoiding leav-
ing human operators with responsibility for abnormal conditions,
which they argue could cause an increase in the required cognitive
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workload and potentially lead to an increase in human errors. We
argue that future work in HCI should focus on rethinking the role
of the human user, who is increasingly interacting with highly
autonomous systems. In summary, our findings are in line with
a comprehensive need for a responsible “automation policy” [1]
that consolidates the reflection on the impact and implications on
various actors, societal, economic and legal procedures, and ethical
concerns within organizations.

Based on our findings, and as our future work, we aim to consol-
idate these challenges in designing interventions that can enable
the different stakeholders, including those who will eventually be
the users for automation systems (i.e., operators), in establishing
consensus, prescribing custom requirements about various aspects
of automation systems, and facilitating the establishment of proper
procedures for automation systems to function in a responsible
manner.

6 CONCLUSION
In organizations, there is a high ambition to implement autonomous
systems as significant benefits are expected from their operational
use. Nevertheless, automation is hard to adopt and make common
in daily operations. The experiences of practitioners involved in the
implementation of automation can provide insights about the un-
derlying reasons, as well as help broaden the narrow focus of prior
research. Following this rationale, we conducted the present study
in the context of an international airport (i.e., Amsterdam Airport
Schiphol) that is currently focused on automation endeavors. The
results reveal challenges around three main themes, namely, the
lack of consensus among affected stakeholders, the need to adapt
the technology to the context as opposed to the existing approach
of retrofitting, and the undefined procedures needed to sustain au-
tomation once it is implemented. These findings reveal the need for
HCI research to create organizational mechanisms and guidelines
to support stakeholders, technology integration, and automation
procedures.
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