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[bookmark: _Toc140828173]Preamble

This codebook was developed from the SCAPE analytical scheme (REF). ‘Scheme for the comparative analysis of public environmental decision- making’ (SCAPE) enables a systematic comparison of various cases of public decision-making, aiming to uncover causal connections between the characteristics of a decision-making process and its outcomes. The framework is designed to be applicable to a broad spectrum of public decision-making processes, with a specific focus on environmental governance processes while not being limited to them.

In the following document, most of the variables are directly extracted from the proposed SCAPE analytical booked. Some of them were modified to apply to our problematic : mostly, the largest change is to change the key analytical unit of scape, the public decision-making process (DMP), to participatory processes regarding biodiversity. Some variables have been reorganized in different order to better suit literature regarding participatory process regarding biodiversity. Also, while the variables regarding the stakeholders and actors mapping are used again, they are not applying in a mapping way as proposed by SCAPE in order to add information about the field in which the participants are involved with. Finally, we focus mainly on the potential biodiversity outcomes, while as in the SCAPE projects, we look at the social outcomes as well. 

Finally, variables were added to go deeper in understanding the power dynamics occurring in participatory processes and focus on the multidimension of power. Those variables come from literature review on power literature and discussion with an expert group during 3 workshops. Those new adding are highlighted in blue. 
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	Term (abreviation)
	Definition / description

	Bridging leader
	Bridging leaders who are effective in fostering collaboration in multistakeholder contexts are able to engage both within and outside their own group. They not only need to have legal recognition but also gain perceived legitimacy by establishing trust with other stakeholders. Furthermore, successful inclusive collaboration necessitates the presence of emotionally intelligent bridging leaders who possess integrity, humility, empathy, and cultural awareness. These qualities enable them to prevent elite capture, effectively communicate, and empower and support others in the process.
(Rice, 2022)

	Capacity building
	Capacity-building is defined as the process of developing and strengthening the skills, instincts, abilities, processes and resources that organizations and individual need to survive, adapt, and thrive in a fast-changing world. (UN, s.d.)

	Civic space
	Respect in policy and practice for the freedoms of peaceful assembly, association and expression which are underpinned by the state’s duty to protect civil society. Civic space can be seen as a set of universally-accepted rules, which allow people to organise, participate and communicate with each other freely and without hindrance, and in doing so, influence the political, economic and social structures around them. (Civicus, s.d.)

	Citizens
	Non‐organised individuals (e.g. consumers, residents, etc.), and ad‐hoc, temporary and issue‐related citizen initiative.

	Civic sector (nonprofit)
	A collection of entities and groups that are organised (institutionalised), non‐governmental, non‐profit, self‐governing, and voluntary (e.g. NGOs, churches, unions) (adapted from Salamon & Anheier 1997: 33f).

	Communication
	One‐way information flow from the process initiator/organiser to the public.

	Competent
authority (CA)
	The authority that has legal responsibility for the issue and is therefore responsible for the PPB.

	Compliance
	Rule conformity (i.e. to do what a rule prescribes). This includes more or less simple tasks, including to refrain from doing something. Whereas implementation implies to actively (and creatively) design a solution, compliance simply means adherence to the rule (i.e. compliance is typically a single or repeated action, rather than a process).

	Conservation 
	As an actor, actor group, or policy orientation: To preserve, protect or restore the natural environment and ecosystems (including the atmosphere, biodiversity, terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and flora and fauna) largely independently of their instrumental value to humankind.

	Conservation leader
	Leadership has been considered critical to achieve conservation and involve strategies 
comprising skills to motivate effectively and positively, and interact with and inspire others toward a shared conservation outcome. In an individual, this is represented by an individual who demonstrate unwavering passion for the conservation cause engage and inspire partners and participants, catalyse support, build and maintain trusting relationships, and persist through the fluctuations of conservation action. (Webb, 2022)

	Consultation
	One‐way information flow from the public to the process initiator/organiser.

	Dialogue
	Two‐way information flow and direct interaction between the process initiator/organiser and participants, and among participants. Dialogue implies more than just extensive communication and/or consultation and requires responsive on‐going interaction, and exchange of relevant information (i.e. assumes the possibility to ask questions and respond to comments).

	Empowerment
	Empowerment includes measures of public capacity building by means of information and education with the aim of “levelling the playing field between the public and the government”, and facilitating individual and collective public agency in the PPB (Stern & Fineberg 1996, cited in Beierle & Cayford 2002: 15).

	Facilitator
	Someone who helps a person or organization do something more easily or find the answer to a problem, by discussing things and suggesting ways of doing things. (Cambrige, s.d.)

A facilitator is a specialist who helps people design effective meetings and problem-solving sessions, and acts as the meeting leader on behalf of the group. A facilitator does not have the authority to make substantive decisions, but may have a say in how the meeting is run, and will consult with the group about major process decisions, such as a significant change in agenda or meeting procedures (adapted from Creighton 1998).
Skilled facilitation consists of the following elements:
· Assistance with designing meetings;
· Helping to keep meetings on track;
· Clarifying and accepting communication and feelings;
· Stating problems in a constructive way;
· Suggesting appropriate procedures or problem-solving approaches;
· Summarising and clarifying direction;
· Consensus-testing
· Managing power imbalances between participants.


	Facilitator approaches
	Facilitator can take different stand regarding their practice which can be separated between dialogue orientated stance and critical oriented stance. 
For dialogue-oriented approaches, the primary challenge in fostering effective collaboration among stakeholders with diverse interests lies in the absence of communication and mutual understanding. Overcoming these communication barriers opens the door to developing a shared understanding of the situation among stakeholders and facilitates the formation of a consensus, providing a solid foundation for collective action. (Pretty, 1995)
Advocates of critical approaches argue for the active and strategic management of power imbalances within participatory processes. This is essential to prevent dominant power asymmetries from overshadowing discussions and exacerbating existing inequalities. According to these proponents, the facilitator of a participatory approach cannot be seen as neutral. Instead, they must intentionally intervene in the discussion arena to ensure that the voices of marginalized stakeholders are amplified and heard. (cUlrich, 2003)

	Facilitation
	The act of helping other people to deal with a process or reach an agreement or solution without getting directly involved in the process, discussion, etc. yourself. (Cambrige, s.d.)

	Group dysfunction
	Group dysfunction refers to situations where internal group dynamics eliminate discursive principles based on reason and argument and lead to unfavourable transformations of the participants’ attitudes and behaviour. Common types of group dysfunction are risky shift, Abilene paradox and group think (explained below) (Cooke 2001: 106 ff.).
Risky shift: Refers to a situation in which a group discussion leads its members to take more risky decisions than they would otherwise have taken as individuals (Cooke 2001: 106 ff.).
Abilene paradox: In collective decision making processes group members may agree to a certain action because everyone else is in favour of this action. An Abilene paradox arises where all group members agree against their genuine will because all others seem to be in favour, leading an organisation or group to act in contradiction to its own objectives (Cooke 2001: 109).
Group think: May occur in situations where an ‘ingroup’ versus ‘outgroup’ mentality prevails. In the context of a collective decision-making process, group think may result in irrational and dehumanising reactions to the views of outgroups. The more amiability and esprit de corps there is among the ingroup, the greater the danger of group think replacing independent critical thinking (Cooke 2001: 112).

	Government sector
	All governmental actors and organisations at various levels engaged in the formulation of policies and their execution (i.e. involved state agencies), including quasi non‐governmental organisations fulfilling functions of government.

	Inclusivity
	The practice or policy of providing equal access to opportunities and resources for people who might otherwise be excluded or marginalized, such as those having physical or intellectual disabilities or belonging to other minority groups. (Oxford, s.d.)

	Impact
	Actual (or very likely) changes in the environment (or, if applicable, unchanged conditions), typically as an effect of the outcome (which refers to the change in behaviour of the actors that are affected by the output). In certain cases, impacts may be observed although no decision (output) was made.

	Implementation
	The process of putting a plan or rule into operation, e.g. by developing specific measures (i.e. in contrast to compliance, implementation is a process). This is typically done by government sector actors.

	Influence
	The degree to which an actor or a group of actors develops or determines the output of a PPB.

	Institution
	Institutions are established rules or laws that govern (aspects of) society. Note that this definition is much broader than that of organisations.

	Integrative negotiation process
	The integrative negotiation process involves a collaborative approach where parties work together to find a mutually beneficial solution to their dispute, aiming for a "win-win" outcome. The term "integrative" refers to the possibility of combining the parties' interests in a way that creates joint value or expands the available options. This strategy focuses on reaching agreements that address the interests of all parties involved, taking into account their needs, desires, concerns, and more. One important steps in the integration is the exploration of multiple issues in the negotiation because it allows for trade-offs across these issues, ultimately leading to a satisfying outcome for both sides. At the opposite, positional negotiation process refers to negotiation that stay fixed on actors position, and on what they want, regardless of underlying interests. (Fisher et al. 2011)

	Invisible power
	Invisible power” refers to beliefs, ideology, social norms, and culture that shape people’s sense of what is right, normal, and real. This includes deeply-held, often unconscious prejudices based on factors such as gender, race, class, sexuality, location, age, and ability.

	Legitimacy
	Legitimacy refers here to input‐legitimacy deriving from the consent of the public and the authentic expression of its will in the behaviour and decisions of the government (Wolf 2002). Public participation “provides a mechanism for obtaining the consent of the governed in more specific ways than are possible with elections. In the ideal case, public participation is a form of democracy in action, and its results are likely to be widely accepted as legitimate (Nonet, 1980)” (Dietz & Stern 2008: 2‐15).

	Local and indigenous knowledge
	Local and indigenous knowledge refers to the understandings, skills and philosophies developed by societies with long histories of interaction with their natural surroundings. For rural and indigenous peoples, local knowledge informs decision-making about fundamental aspects of day-to-day life (UNESCO)
This kind of knowledge is characterised as implicit, informal, context-dependent, and resulting from collective experience, and can concern known parameters and/or new perspectives. This includes knowledge that may be ‘expert’ knowledge (e.g. of local people) but not in the sense of knowledge that is published (e.g. in a handbook) (cf. Berkes & Folke 2002: 122).

	Lobbying
	Group of people who represent a particular industry or interest who publicly try to use different strategies to persuade someone in authority, usually an elected member of a government, to support laws or rules that give your organization or industry an advantage.

	Non‐state actor
(NSA)
	Civic sector (non‐profit) and private sector (for‐profit) actors, and individual citizens. Excludes government sector actors

	Opinion leader
	“Opinion leadership is the degree to which an individual is able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behaviour informally in a desired way with relative frequency. This informal leadership is not a function of the individual’s formal position or status in the system. Opinion leadership is earned and maintained by the individual’s technical competence, social accessibility, and conformity to the system’s norms” (Rogers 1995: 26).

	Outcome
	Changes in human perceptions or actions that directly result from an output. Change means departure from the scenario had there been no output. This refers mainly to the planned consequences of the output (such as compliance with a new rule). Unintended consequences are normally not included under outcome. As opposed to ‘impact’, ‘outcome’ does not refer to changes in the environment. In certain cases, outcomes following a PPB may be observed although no decision (output) was made

	Output
	The decision made at the end of the decision‐making process. This decision is typically set down in writing, in the form of a management plan, a permit, a law, etc. 

	Participant
	Any actor taking part in the decision‐making process due to a position granted by the PPB organiser. This can apply to certain interest groups or the general public, be restricted to specifically invited individuals, certain experts or even just the applicant for a permit, or certain  tate agencies; or apply to no one at all.

	Participatory
process (PP)
	A decision‐making process (or parts of it) involving an element of participation by non‐state actors, who have some degree of input or are given some degree of process control and/or decision control

	Participatory
process regarding biodiversity (PPB)
	A decision‐making process (or parts of it) involving an element of participation by non‐state actors, who have some degree of input or are given some degree of process control and/or decision control where one axis of the discussion is about biodiversity

	Policy addressee
	Any person or group potentially responsible for implementing the output (= policy). Policy addressees can be anyone from the stakeholder field.

	Power resources
	Power resources, as the measurable basis of power, refer to “anything that can be used to sway the specific choices or the strategies of another individual” (Dahl 1961: 226), and might include: access to time, money, information and human resources as well as social standing, charisma, legitimacy and legality.

	Private sector
(for profit)
	All for‐profit organisations that are owned or operated by private individuals, and companies engaged in the supply of goods and services (i.e. productive private enterprises, farmers, industry, etc.), including umbrella organisations representing industry, and state‐owned enterprises that are mandated to return a profit from their commercial activity.

	Process initiator
	An organisation or group who (formally) initiated the decision‐making process. A process initiator can be a governmental or a non‐state actor (of the private or civic sector, or the citizenry). If multiple actors contributed to process initiation, process initiator is the one who had the formal responsibility to do so. The initiator’s goal is used as a proxy for the original orientation of the decision‐making process.

	Process organiser
	The organisation or group responsible for organising, designing and managing the process. The process organiser can be a government sector actor or a non‐state actor (of the private or civic sector, or the citizenry), and may even be contracted specifically to manage the process (e.g. facilitation consultants). The process organiser may be identical to the process initiator, but this is not necessarily the case.

	Representation
	The extent to which the composition of process participants mirrors the interest constellation in the public. Full representation is reached when there is a sufficient number of representatives for all relevant public groups and when these representatives are fully accepted as such by their constituencies.

	Social learning
	To be considered social learning, a process must: (1) a shift in understanding within the individuals who are part of the process; (2) newly acquired knowledge or insights are shared and embraced by others within the social context, contributing to collective learning and development; and (3) occurs through social interactions and processes among actors who are interconnected within a social network. (Reed et al., 2010)

	Stake
	“Stake […] involves all those – regardless of where they live, what their nationality is or what their level of information/skills may be – that could be materially or even spiritually affected by a given measure” (Schmitter 2002: 63). Affectedness can derive from different factors, such as proximity, economic interest, usage, social concerns or values.

	Stakeholder
	Anyone potentially affected by the environmental problem and the consequences of possible solutions (e.g. redistribution effects, loss of access to resources, etc.). Stakeholders are defined independently of who actually participates in (or is invited to) a PPB. 

	Systematic power
	Systemic power recognizes deeply embedded logics at work that shape and structure social and economic arrangements, such patriarchy, structural racism and white supremacy, capitalism, and colonialism-imperialism.

	Trust
	“Trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about another’s intentions or behaviors” (McEvily et al. 2003).

	Venue Shopping
	The term policy venue refers to institutional locations where authoritative decisions are made concerning a given issue (Baumgartner & Jones 1993: 32). Venue shopping describes the activities of participants seeking access to alternative venues to influence the process (Weible 2006: 101).

	Veto player
	“A veto player is an individual or collective actor whose agreement is required for a policy decision” (Tsebelis 1995:293), or who may potentially obstruct the implementation of this decision.

	Win-win
	Win-win (or Pareto optimal) solutions are those that provide gains (or at least: no losses) to all involved parties. These are always positive-sum solutions compared to the non-collaborative alternative. Win-win solutions include solutions where compensation is provided to those who would otherwise suffer losses. Win-win solutions are not necessarily limited to the environmental issue at hand, but may be linked to alternative issues and competing interests on and off the table, as well as to future decisions (Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000: 50).




[bookmark: _Toc140828175]Power dimensions framework 

[image: ]Figure 1. The multidimension of power . Adapted power framework from JASS (2023) and from the power cube (https://www.powercube.net/). “Power over” interact with “Transformative power” where : "Power over" is the predominant considered form of power, referring to the capacity of one actor or group to significantly limit the choices of another actor or group; “Transformative power” refers to how power is also an essential and positive force for change – personal, social, political, and organizational. It shows how both form of power can occur in different contested arena of power (1), under the form of different expression (2) in different spaces (3) and at different level (4) 
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Number of coders : In principle, at list 10 %  of all the articles will be coded by two coders. Any discrepancies between the two reviewers will be discussed and resolved. If the inter-rater agreement falls is low, an additional 10% of the articles will undergo double coding. The main coder also reserves the right to discuss further article if he has doubt about certain variables for one article

Variable scales: For semi‐quantitative variables (s‐q), we typically use a 5‐level scale from 0 to 4. This can be interpreted as:
0 corresponds to 0‐20 per cent;
1 corresponds to 20‐40 per cent;
2 corresponds to 40‐60 per cent;
3 corresponds to 60‐80 per cent;
4 corresponds to 80‐100 per cent;
with 100 per cent corresponding to a theoretical maximum, to be expected under realistic optimal conditions. For details on additional scales, see the full ‘list of scales used’ below.

Coding is to be based only on evidence from the text(s). Annotation field will be provided to reviewer for any comments that they might have where they can discuss they substantiated judgments or informed guesses on the variables. Coder are invites to cut and paste text from the study on which they would base those judgments or informed guesses for potential qualitative review. Although, if the text invites the reader to review other literature with more information on the case, the coder can retrieve this literature, add it to the literature list and use it to code this case. 

Coding is to follow as closely as possible the authors’ assessment rather than the interpretation of the coder. This does not imply following the authors’ terminology, as it may deviate from that of codebook. Authors’ terminology may need to be ‘translated’ into that of this codebook.


Logically uncodable variables: If a variable cannot be coded because this would make no sense logically, it receives the value ‐99. Where a reason for coding ‐99 is specified for a given variable (e.g. “Code ‐99 when there was no output”), this is not exclusive, and ‐99 can still be coded for other reasons. This then would have to be mentioned in the annotations field. If (99) is specified in the variable description, the variable cannot be coded ‐99. 

Annotations to variable codes: Annotation field will be provided to reviewer for any comments that they might have where they can discuss they substantiated judgments or informed guesses on the variables. Coder are invites to cut and paste text from the study on which they would base those judgments or informed guesses for potential qualitative review.
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(99)		 Variable cannot be coded ‘‐99’
(NIL)		 Variable cannot be coded ‘NIL’
Bin.		 Binary scale
CA 		 Competent authority
Interv.		 Interval scale
NGO 		 Non‐governmental organisation
Nom.		 Nominal scale
NSA		 Non‐state actor(s)
PO		 Process organiser(s)
PFor		 Power for
PHidd		 Hidden power
PInv		 Invisible power
PLev		 Level of power
PP 		 Participatory process
PPB		 Participatory process regarding biodiversity
PSca		 Scale of power
PTo		 Power to
PVis		 Visible power
PWith		 Power with
PWithin		 Power within
Qual. 		 Qualitative scale
S‐q 		 Semi‐quantitative scale
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In addition to the usual five‐point scale outlined above, the following scales are also used. Due to technical reasons, NIL and ‐99 will be coded differently in some scales.

	Scale
	Coding possibilities
	NIL
	-99

	[0/1]
	0, 1
	NIL
	‐99

	[‐1/0/1]
	‐1, 0, 1
	NIL
	‐99

	[0..2]
	0, 1, 2
	NIL
	‐99

	[0..3]
	0, 1, 2, 3
	NIL
	‐99

	[0..4]
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4
	NIL
	‐99

	[‐4..4]
	‐4, ‐3, ‐2, ‐1, 0, 1, 2, 3, 4
	NIL
	‐99

	[0..6]
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
	NIL
	‐99

	[0..8]
	0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8
	NIL
	‐99

	Text
	Enter text
	NIL
	‐99

	Text area
	Enter text
	NIL
	‐99

	Number
	Enter numbers
	‐77
	‐99

	Date
	Enter date
DD.MM.YYYY
	00.00.0000
	13.13.1313
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	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Variable full name : explanation

	CASE ID
	qual.
	Text
(rel)
	Case identification: Unique case name.

	CODER
	qual.
	Text
(rel)
	Coder: Initials of coder.

	REFERENCES
	qual.
	Text
(rel)
	References: Full bibliographic references to all literature used; internet URLs with access dates.

	PUBL DATE
	date.
	Date
(99)
	Publication date: Date of publication or production of the latest text considered.

	SOURCE GREY
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Source grey: Is the source classified as grey literature, including scientific or nonscientific literature without ISBN or ISSN (e.g. conference contribution or academic report, not published in citable proceedings; Bachelor or Master thesis)?

	SOURCE PUBL
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Source published: Is the source classified as a citable, commercially published (but
not necessarily peer‐reviewed as in SOURCE PEER) book or journal publication not listed in Scopus? (if yes, it must have ISBN or ISSN).

	SOURCE PEER
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Source peer reviewed: Is the source classified as a peer‐reviewed journal publication
listed in Scopus?

	CODING DATE
	date
	Date
(99)
(rel)
	Coding date: Date of completion of coding. Format: DD.MM.YYYY.

	SUMMARY
	qual.
	Text
area
(rel)
(NIL)
	Summary: Brief description of the case (ideally between 150 and 300 words). Provide a concise account including a brief description of the environmental issue at hand and the situation leading to the PPB, a characterisation of the PPB itself, and a short account of the process output and possible outcomes and impacts. Use short sentences and include any special characteristics of the case that are not captured by the variables.

	AUTH ORG
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Author organiser: Was the author involved in the PPB as an organiser, facilitator or mediator? In cases of multiple authors, consider all co‐authors.

	AUTH STKH
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Author stakeholder: Was the author involved in the PPB as a participant (including as the CA) instead as a non‐participating stakeholder? In cases of multiple authors, consider all co‐authors.
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	 AUTH ACTIVE
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Author active researcher: Was the author actively involved in the PPB as a researcher (through action research or mission‐oriented contract research etc.)? In cases of multiple authors, consider all co‐authors.
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	AUTH NEUTRAL
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	Author neutral researcher: Was the author a neutral researcher (if involved in the PPB then as neutral observer)? In cases of multiple authors, consider all co‐authors.
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	PPB DURATION
	date
	Date
(99)
	(*)Participatory process regarding biodiversity duration : Number of months that the PPB lasted. 
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a. [bookmark: _Toc135827250][bookmark: _Toc140828181]Space and governance


	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	COUNTRY
	qual.
	Text
(99)
	PLev
	(*) Country: Country or countries in which the PPB took place. If multiple countries were involved, name in order of importance starting with the most important one (typically the one in which the Competent Authority is located).
Format: Internet domain suffixes (e.g. for USA use ‘us’), separated by commas.

	CONTI-NENT
	qual.
	Text
(99)
	PLev
	(*) Continent: Continent in which the PPB took place (if in doubt, take the seat of the Competant Authority). Europe, North America, or Australia and New Zealand.

	CA LEVEL
	s‐q
(ord.)
	[0..8]
(99)
	PLev
	Jurisdictional level of the competent authority.
0 = locality / municipality;
1 = cross‐municipality;
2 = county (or e.g. département);
3 = cross‐county;
4 = subnational level such as federal state, province, autonomous region, Kanton
5 = cross‐subnational (as defined in 4; i.e. within a federal system);
6 = country (in the sense of a sovereign state, e.g. Germany, UK, USA);
7 = bilateral or multilateral;
8 = supra‐national (e.g. EU, UN).

	GOVCE SCALE
LEVEL
	s‐q
(ord.)
	[0..8]
(99)
	PLev
	Governance scale level: Policy level of the PPB (which is not necessarily equal to CA LEVEL).
0 = locality / municipality;
1 = cross‐municipality;
2 = county (or e.g. département);
3 = cross‐county;
4 = subnational level such as federal state, province, autonomous region, Kanton
5 = cross‐subnational (as defined in 4; i.e. within a federal system);
6 = country (in the sense of a sovereign state, e.g. Germany, UK, USA);
7 = bilateral or multilateral;
8 = supra‐national (e.g. EU, UN).

	INITR NAME
	qual.
	Text
(99)
	Desc
	(*) Initiator name: Enter the name of the main formal process initiator – that is, the main organisation or group through whose action the participatory process was initiated.

	INITR FIELD
	qual.
	Text
(99)
	PVis
	Initiator field of intervention : Choose in the list below the participants field of intervention 
· Agriculture
· Forestry
· Fisheries
· Mining
· Tourism
· Planners
· Conservationist
· Hunting
· Sports
· Transportation
· Water management
· Aquaculture
· Others

	INITR TYPE
	qual.
	Text
(99)
	PVis
	Initiator type: Classify the main formal process initiator.
Select the appropriate code for the stakeholders group from this list and enter it in the text field:
GOVT = government sector;
PRIV = private sector, for‐profit;
CIV = civic sector, non‐profit;
CIT = citizens, ad hoc citizen groups.

	INITR CLAIM
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PSpa
	Initiator claim :  The PPB is the result of  bottom-up claim, such as resistance movement against certain project. 
0 = initiator come from a top-down decision;
2 = initiator answer to a mixt of top-down interest and claim on the ground;
4 = initiator come from a bottom-up movement.

	PP INITN GOVT
	s‐q
(ord.)
	[0..8]
	PLev
	Participatory process initiation government: Administrative level of the government sector organisation that initiated participation.
In the case that a PP was initiated by government sector as well as non‐state actors, consider here only the government sector actor. If initiated in (cross‐border) collaboration, where different levels were involved, code the most important one; if equally important, code the highest one (e.g. Saarland and Luxemburg collaboration would be coded bilateral = 7).
0 = local / municipality;
1 = cross‐municipality;
2 = county;
3 = cross‐county;
4 = state;
5 = multi‐state (e.g. within a federal system);
6 = country;
7 = bilateral or multilateral;
8 = supra‐national (e.g. EU, UN).
Code ‐99 if no government sector organisation was involved in the initiation of participation

	PP INITN NSA
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PLev
	Participatory process initiation non‐state actors: Size of the non‐state organisation that initiated participation. Non‐state actors include civic sector and private sector actors, and individual citizens.
Size refers here to the size of the organisation’s constituency or membership.
In the case that a PP was initiated by non‐state as well as government sector actors,
consider here only the non‐state actor.
0 = individual citizens that demanded the opportunity to participate in a PPB;
1 = small scale, local non‐state organisation;
2 = medium scale and/or regionally active non‐state organisation;
4 = large scale, supra‐nationally operating organisation.
Code ‐99 if no non‐state actor was involved in the initiation of participation

	INITR GOAL CONS
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PVis

	Initiator goal conservation: Degree to which the main formal process initiator, as specified in  INITR NAME, pursued an environmental conservation goal in the PPB, i.e. only code the position towards the PPB issue, not general goals.
‐4 = initiator pursued a goal highly incompatible with, or antagonistic to, conservation;
‐2 = initiator pursued a goal moderately incompatible with, or antagonistic to, conservation;
0 = initiator pursued a goal neutral to conservation;
2 = initiator pursued a moderately ambitious conservation goal;
4 = initiator pursued a highly ambitious conservation goal.

	RAT 
	s‐q
	Enter text
	PVis
PHid
PInv
	Rationale: Which overall rationale was cited for the chosen type of PPB ?

Empowerment includes measures of public capacity building by means of information and education with the aim of “levelling the playing field between the public and the government”, and facilitating individual and collective public agency in the PPB (Stern & Fineberg 1996, cited in Beierle & Cayford 2002: 15).

Legitimacy refers here to input‐legitimacy deriving from the consent of the public and the authentic expression of its will in the behaviour and decisions of the government (Wolf 2002). Public participation “provides a mechanism for obtaining the consent of the governed in more specific ways than are possible with elections. In the ideal case, public participation is a form of democracy in action, and its results are likely to be widely accepted as legitimate (Nonet, 1980)” (Dietz & Stern 2008: 2‐15).

Effectiveness : effective achievement of specific substantive goals (= outcomes as opposed to process) (e.g. environmental, social, economic),

Long‐term efficiency refers to the achievement of lasting and more satisfactory decisions, avoiding potential obstacles such as litigation and gridlock that characterise much environmental decision‐making (Susskind & Cruikshank 1987).

Acceptance, [in this context], ranges from mere toleration despite a lack of approval up to support of and identification with a decision.” (Newig 2007: 62).

Legal requirement : That is, higher order policies or laws required a certain level of participation; in the absence of these policies or laws participation would not have taken place.

Ethical duty implies an individually perceived sense of obligation on the part of the initiator deriving from his/her personal values, societal position as a citizen of a democratic political community, and the social responsibilities attached to that. “These obligations include responsibility for establishing and maintaining horizontal relationships of authority with one’s fellow citizens, seeking ‘power with’ rather than ‘power over’ the citizenry” (Cooper 1984: 143).
Pvis = if clearly stated
Phidd = linked to secret motives
Pinv = if related to belief and norms

	RAT LEGITI-MACY
	s‐q
	Text
area
	PVis
PHid
PInv
	Rationale legitimacy: Degree to which (democratic) legitimacy was an overall rationale for the chosen type of PPB.
Legitimacy refers here to input‐legitimacy deriving from the consent of the public and the authentic expression of its will in the behaviour and decisions of the government (Wolf 2002). Public participation “provides a mechanism for obtaining the consent of the governed in more specific ways than are possible with elections. In the ideal case, public participation is a form of democracy in action, and its results are likely to be widely accepted as legitimate (Nonet, 1980)” (Dietz & Stern 2008: 2‐15).
Indicators include: acceptance, transparency, etc.
0 = legitimacy provided no rationale for the chosen type of PPB;
2 = legitimacy provided a significant rationale for the chosen type of PPB;
4 = legitimacy provided a very strong rationale for the chosen type of PPB.

Pvis = if clearly stated
Phidd = linked to secret motives
Pinv = if related to belief and norms

	OPEN RAT
	s‐q
	Text
area
	PVis
PHid
PInv
	Open rationale: Note any further rationale(s) for the chosen type of PPB
Code ‐99 if nothing to add




b. [bookmark: _Toc135827251][bookmark: _Toc140828182]Issue

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	ISSUE DESCR
	qual.
	Text
area
(rel)
	Desc
	Issue description: Brief description of the environmental issue at stake. Describe what was at stake for environmental quality. If there was disagreement among actors, describe multiple perspectives

	ISSUE PERCEP
CONS
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PFor
	Issue perception conservation: Degree to which conservation was perceived as important by stakeholders.
Conservation: To preserve, protect or restore the natural environment and ecosystems (including the atmosphere, biodiversity, terrestrial and aquatic habitats, and flora and fauna) largely independently of their instrumental value to humankind.
0 = conservation not perceived as important by stakeholders;
2 = conservation perceived as very important by a few stakeholders, or somewhat important by most stakeholders;
4 = conservation perceived as very important by most stakeholders.

	RURAL URBAN
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Rural urban: Degree to which the environmental issue can be characterised as predominantly urban or rural. In characterising the issue, consider the urban/rural nature of both the geographic area of cause and effect, and the type of land‐use or human activity that gives rise to the issue. Consider whether the issue is more accurately described as pertaining to the city or the countryside.
0 = predominantly rural;
2 = intermediate/mixed;
4 = predominantly urban.

	PRE-VIOUS
ATTEMPT
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	PWith
	Previous attempt: Had there been a previous ‘unsuccessful’ attempt at resolving the issue at stake (perhaps framed slightly differently)? ‘Unsuccessful’ means that either no output or an insufficient output was produced or that an output was not accepted, implemented or complied with, and that therefore a new attempt was made which led to the current PPB.
0 = no;
1 = yes.




c. [bookmark: _Toc135827252][bookmark: _Toc140828183]Social context

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	CIVIC SP
	Number
	0 - 100
	PInv
	Civic space (+) : Unter the score of civic space of the country where the PPB occurs (https://monitor.civicus.org/)

	SC TRUST GOVT
ACTORS
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
	PWith
	Social capital trust in governmental actors: Degree of trust of stakeholders and the specific governmental actors potentially involved in the decision‐making process – before the PPB. “Trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about another’s intentions or behaviors” (McEvily et al. 2003). Levels of trust likely depend on the existence of a prehistory of either antagonism or cooperation between stakeholders and government sector actors. Where there is no prehistory of interaction, there is possibly (but not necessarily) neither trust nor distrust between the parties.
‐4 = very high levels of distrust between stakeholders and governmental actors;
0 = stakeholders and governmental actors neither trust nor distrust each other;
1..3 = more or less trust between few and many stakeholders and governmental actors;
4 = very high levels of trust between stakeholders and governmental actors.
Code ‐99 if there were no governmental actors involved in the PPB at large.

	SC TRUST STKH
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Social capital trust among stakeholders: Degree of trust among stakeholders potentially involved in the PPB – before the PPB. “Trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about another’s intentions or behaviors” (McEvily et al. 2003). Levels of trust likely depend on the existence of a prehistory of either antagonism or cooperation among potential participants. Where there is no prehistory of interaction, there is possibly (but not necessarily) neither trust nor distrust among the parties.
‐4 = very high levels of distrust among stakeholders;
0 = stakeholders neither trust nor distrust each other;
1..3 = more or less trust between few to many stakeholders;
4 = very high levels of trust among stakeholders.

	SC SHARED
NORMS
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Social capital shared norms: Degree of social capital in the sense of informal values or norms shared among stakeholders that permit cooperation among these (Fukuyama
1997) – before the PPB.
0 = very low level of norms shared among stakeholders permitting cooperation among these;
4 = very high level of norms shared among stakeholders.

	PARTN CULT
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Participation culture: Degree to which participation and cooperation were accepted as appropriate means to resolve social and political conflicts and make public decisions, at the scale of the PPB. In assessing participation culture, consider the following elements (Note: these elements need not all be present to justify a high code):
· Legal requirement to adopt cooperative conflict resolution;
· Scope to apply participatory procedures across a variety of political and social areas (ranging from singular policy areas to the wider political system as under conditions of neocorporatism or deliberative democracy);
· Degree of NSA involvement in public policy‐making (ranging from information rights to consultation to participation rights);
· Degree of public acceptance of participation and cooperation as decision making procedures;
· Length of participatory tradition.
0 = absence of participation culture;
4 = long‐standing and strong tradition of public participation

	GREEN CULT
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Green culture: Degree to which the societal context was characterised by a culture of environmental awareness, at the scale of the PPB. This variable estimates the extent to which environmental and sustainability concerns were present in the public consciousness and inform community action and decision‐making. In assessing environmental awareness, consider the following elements (Note: these elements need not all be present to justify a high code):
· Public awareness of environmental laws and regulations, and understanding of rights, interests, duties and responsibilities with respect to these laws and regulations, and the social, environmental and economic consequences of non‐compliance;
· Prevalence of social action and environmental campaigns at the community level;
· Prevalence of environmental awareness‐raising by public sector authorities, environmental NGOs or interest groups;
· Coverage of environmental issues in local and national mainstream media and community media.
0 = absence of a culture of environmental awareness;
4 = strong culture of environmental awareness.

	PUBLIC ATTN IN
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Public attention in: Degree to which the issue at stake attracted public attention before the PPB started. The public is hereby restricted to those living inside the jurisdictional area covered by the decision, as in GOVCE SCALE LEVEL. Important indicators include: media attention, surveys (issue salience), discussion of issue in political debates and among experts.
0 = issue has attracted no public attention;
4 = issue has attracted high public attention.

	PUBLIC ATTN OUT
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Public attention out: Degree to which the issue at stake attracted public attention before the PPB started. Public is hereby restricted to the public living outside the jurisdictional. area covered by the decision, as in GOVCE SCALE LEVEL. Important indicators include: media attention, surveys (issue salience), discussion of issue in political debates and among experts.
0 = issue has attracted no public attention;
4 = issue has attracted high public attention.

	PERCEIVED
URGENCY
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Perceived urgency: Degree to which members of the public perceived the issue at hand as one requiring urgent attention and/or action.
Indicators: media coverage, bottom‐up debates in town halls, formation of neighbourhood initiatives, demonstrations, strikes and protests, public campaigns.
This variable has two dimensions: number of individual or organised actors that perceived the issue as urgent, and the degree of urgency or significance of the issue identified.
0 = no one perceived the issue at hand as one of urgency;
2 = many members of the public perceived the issue at hand as one of moderate urgency,or some members of the public perceived the issue at hand as one of great urgency;
4 = many members of the public perceived the issue at hand as one of great urgency.

	CONFL VALUES
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Conflict of values: Degree to which there was an actual or potential conflict of values associated with the issue at stake. Consider diverging ethical, social, cultural and ideological values. Indicators include: latent conflict because of (‘objectively’) conflicting values; manifest conflict or actual dispute among stakeholders. Code the degree of conflict of values in comparison to other cases, and not in comparison to alternative potential scenarios for the same case.
0 = no actual or potential conflict of values evident;
2 = moderate actual or potential conflict of values evident;
4 = significant actual or potential conflict of values evident.

	CONFL DISTN
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PHid
	Conflict of distribution: Degree to which there was an actual or potential conflict of distribution (=conflict of interests) associated with the issue at stake. This type of conflict concerns the distribution of resources or opportunities among stakeholders (who gets what? Whose interests are threatened?). Conflict may arise over the distribution of tangible or intangible resources, costs and reparations, power and authority, health hazards, etc., and the situation need not be a zero‐sum game. Code the degree of conflict of distribution in comparison to other cases, and not in comparison to alternative potential scenarios for the same case.
0 = no actual or potential conflict of distribution evident;
2 = moderate actual or potential conflict of distribution evident;
4 = significant actual or potential conflict of distribution evident.

	LOB VIS
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PVid
	Lobbying visible : Degree to which there was some group of people who represent a particular industry or interest who publicly try to use different strategies to persuade someone in authority, usually an elected member of a government, to support laws or rules that give your organization or industry an advantage.
0 = no actual visible lobbying;
2 = some form of visible lobbying but with limited effect;
4 = significant form of visible lobbying with evident effect on the issue.

	HIDDEN CONT
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PHid
	Hidden control : Degree to which vested interests act behind the scenes to control public agendas and policy by excluding other actors and their concerns, leading to political consideration of some issue while other are organized out.  
0 = no actual hidden control;
2 = some form of hidden control but with limited effect;
4 = significant form of hidden control with evident effect on the issue.

	INV POWER
	qual.
	Text
area
	PInv
	Invisible and systematic power : Name in the text field invisible and systematic power that are mention in the article and have an influence on the issue
Invisible power” refers to beliefs, ideology, social norms, and culture that shape people’s sense of what is right, normal, and real. This includes deeply-held, often unconscious prejudices based on factors such as gender, race, class, sexuality, location, age, and ability.
Systemic power recognizes deeply embedded logics at work that shape and structure social and economic arrangements, such patriarchy, structural racism and white supremacy, capitalism, and colonialism-imperialism.




3. [bookmark: _Toc135827253][bookmark: _Toc140828184]PROCESS DESIGN

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	PO
	qual.
	Text

	Desc
	(*) Process organizer name: Enter the name of the main formal process organiser – that is, the main organisation or group through in charge of designin the participatory process.
The process organiser can be a government sector actor or a non‐state actor (of the private or civic sector, or the citizenry). The process organiser may be identical to the process initiator, but this is not necessarily the case.

	PROC LEEWAY
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PVis
	Process leeway: Degree to which the choice of how to conduct the PPB was ‘voluntary’ (i.e. how much leeway did the PO have in choosing a specific form of decision‐making?).
0 = no leeway, the specific type of PPB was strictly prescribed;
2 = some process principles were required;
4 = the PO could freely choose what form of PPB to use.

	KNOWL STKH
	s‐q
	[0..4]

	PTo
	Knowledge about stakeholders: Degree to which the process organiser was familiar with the range, priorities or characteristics of stakeholders.
0 = the PO designed the process without knowledge of who would be affected by the decision;
2 = the PO had identified the prominent stakeholders interested in the decision;
4 = the PO had detailed knowledge about the stakeholders.
Code ‐99 if there were no stakeholders.

	FACILIT DESIGN
	s‐q
	[0..4]

	PWith
	Facilitation design: Degree to which the design was constructed with the support of the skilled facilitator. 
A facilitator is a specialist who helps people design effective meetings and problem solving sessions, and acts as the meeting leader on behalf of the group. A facilitator does not have the authority to make substantive decisions, but may have a say in how the meeting is run, and will consult with the group about major process decisions, such as a significant change in agenda or meeting procedures (adapted from Creighton 1998).
Skilled facilitation consists of the following elements:
· Assistance with designing meetings;
· Helping to keep meetings on track;
· Clarifying and accepting communication and feelings;
· Stating problems in a constructive way;
· Suggesting appropriate procedures or problem-solving approaches;
· Summarising and clarifying direction;
· Consensus-testing
· Managing power imbalances between participants.
0 = design did not have skilled facilitator;
2 = design involve on some aspect a skilled facilitator;
4 = design was fully co-constructed with a skilled facilitator. (if so, in the following variables, the facilitator is considered part of the PO)

	FACILIT APP
	s‐q
	[0..4]

	PTo
	Facilitator approaches : Facilitator can take different stand regarding their practice which can be separated between dialogue orientated stance and critical oriented stance. 
For dialogue-oriented approaches, the primary challenge in fostering effective collaboration among stakeholders with diverse interests lies in the absence of communication and mutual understanding. Overcoming these communication barriers opens the door to developing a shared understanding of the situation among stakeholders and facilitates the formation of a consensus, providing a solid foundation for collective action. (Pretty, 1995)
Advocates of critical approaches argue for the active and strategic management of power imbalances within participatory processes. This is essential to prevent dominant power asymmetries from overshadowing discussions and exacerbating existing inequalities. According to these proponents, the facilitator of a participatory approach cannot be seen as neutral. Instead, they must intentionally intervene in the discussion arena to ensure that the voices of marginalized stakeholders are amplified and heard. (Ulrich, 2003)
0 = dialogue considered as sufficient to allow all the stakeholders concerned to be heard
2 = considering the risk of certain views not being heard, but power asymmetries do not necessarily dominate the process, the arguments put forward may prevail
4 = specific intervention is geared to empower the least influential stakeholders

	PRIOR INF ELICITA-TION
	s‐q
	[0..4]

	PTo
	Prior information elicitation: Degree to which the preparatory phase of the PPB included some form of information elicitation from the stakeholders :
0 = they were no prior information elicitation;
2 = they were some forms of informal priori information elicitation through exchange with a limited number of stakeholders representative;
4 = they were extensive priori information elicitation through exchange with a majority number of stakeholders representative


	POWER AN
	s‐q
	[0..4]

	PTo
	Power analysis: Degree to which the preparatory phase of the PPB included a form of power analysis.
0 = they were no power analysis;
2 = they were some forms of power analysis based on pre-existing knowledge of the general context;
4 = they were An initial analysis of the anthropological type (by long-term immersion), providing intimate knowledge of the society regarding power relationships

	PRIOR CAP BUILD
	bin.
	[0/1]
(99)
	PTo
	Prior capacity building: The preparatory phase of the PPB  includes some form of capacity building for future participants of the PPB  (e.g., voice preparation)
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text field the type of capacity building involved

	PARTICI-PANT
SELEC-TION
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PVis
	Participant selection: Degree to which participant selection was designed in a controlled way and followed a specific logic to include all interests.
0 = open, whereby participants were not selected but ‘anyone’ could participate as they wished (e.g. public hearing);
2 = open to all that fulfilled certain requirements;
4 = closed, whereby particular participants were selected according to specific criteria to include all interests.

	PARTICI-PANT INCLUSIV
	s‐q
qual
	[0..4]
Text area
	PInv
	Participant inclusivity : Degree to which the specific criteria to select participant push for more participant inclusivity (e.g. knowledge, gender, language, education)
0 = the specific criteria did not regard inclusivity 
2 = some of the criteria address the need for inclusivity but remain superficial
4 = strategic methods were implemented to retain criteria that allow an inclusive selection of participants
Code ‐99 if the participant selection was open
Enter it in the text field which type of inclusivity they specifically reach for (e.g. knowledge, gender, language, education, other)

	STRATE-GIC POW
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PInv
	Strategic approach to the powerful : Degree to which the design of the process includes particular strategies to approach those with power and motivate their participation in the PPB.
0 = no strategy were implemented to approach with power;
2 = some extra efforts were made to enter in contact, communicate and invite the one with more power to the PPB ;
4 = specific strategies (alliance, lobbying) were implemented to ensure the participation of powerful actors to the PPB

	PARTICI-PANT
DESIGN
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PWith
	Participant design: Degree to which participants (excluding the CA) were involved in designing the PPB.
0 = participants were not involved in designing the process;
2 = participants had some influence on the process design (e.g. invitation of expert witnesses);
4 = the process was fully designed by the participants (e.g. participants could decide who to include, what kind of participatory process to conduct, how to communicate, how to decide, etc.).
Code ‐99 if PROC LEEWAY = 0.

	SHARED PROB
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PWith
	Shared problematic:  Degree to which participants (exluded the CA) were involved in determining a share problematic
0 = participants were not involved in determining a share problematic;
2 = participants had some influence on determining a share problematic (e.g. opportunity to give feedback through questionnaire, interviews);
4 = the problematic was fully designed by the participants (e.g. a first meeting was hold in order to determine and reframe the initial problematic with the participants, etc.).

	STRICT DEADL
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PVis
	Strict deadline: Degree to which the PPB was subject to a strict deadline by which the decision had to be taken.
0 = no deadline;
4 = there was a strict, unmovable deadline for the delivery of a decision.

	RESOUR-CES
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Resources: Degree to which sufficient overall resources (including money, time, staff,office space, etc.) were available to support the preferred type of PPB.
0 = the available resources were insufficient to allow planning for the preferred processtype;
2 = the available resources were sufficient to allow planning for certain parts of the
preferred process type (e.g. interviews, information leaflets, etc.);
4 = the available resources were sufficient to allow planning for all required steps in thepreferred process type (e.g. scientific assessments, travel reimbursements, etc.).




4. [bookmark: _Toc135827254][bookmark: _Toc140828185]PROCESS IMPLEMENTATION

a. [bookmark: _Toc135827255][bookmark: _Toc140828186]Competent Authority

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	CA NEUTRA-LITY
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PHid
PVis
	Competent authority neutrality: Degree to which the CA remained neutral in the PPB.
0 = CA was highly partial and pursued its own specific interest;
4 = CA remained entirely neutral.
Code ‐99 if the CA was not directly involved in the process, or if there was no CA.

PHid : 0-2
PVis : 3-4

	CA PROC LEAD
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PWith
	Competent authority process leadership: Was the CA the leader (in a participatory setting, e.g. chair, moderator, facilitator) of the PPB (or substantive parts thereof)?
0 = CA did not lead the process;
1 = CA did lead the process.
Code ‐99 if the CA was not directly involved in the process, or if there was no CA.

	COMMI-TMENT
CA
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PWith
	Commitment competent authority: Degree to which the CA was committed to (maintaining) the PPB. “Commitment involves support [of the CA] at all levels for the objectives of the process, stated at the outset and updated periodically as the participation process and the context evolve. It implies clarifying how and by whom the outputs will be used, and a commitment to open‐minded consideration of those outputs” (Dietz & Stern 2008: 4‐4).
0 = no (or very low level of) CA commitment to the process;
2 = medium level of CA commitment to the process;
4 = high level of CA commitment to the process.
Code ‐99 if there was no CA.




b. [bookmark: _Toc140828187]Implementation meetings

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	NUMB MEET
	interv.
	number
	Desc
	Number of meetings : Number of meeting/events involve in the participatory processes.
Participatory processes can happen over a short period of time with participatory workshop lasting for one day or less, or over longer period of time with multiple meetings, alternating meeting with the all the participants or with smaller group of participants.

	MEET FORM
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	Desc
	Meeting formats : Degree to which the PPB involve an alternance of working session with all the participants and working session with specific participants based on their interest, expertise. 
0 = the PPB only involve working session with all the participants
2 = the PPB during meeting with all the participants provide time and activities that happen in sub group
4 = the PPB involve an alternance of meetings with full group and meetings with smaller group. 

	MEET LENGHT
	Interv..
	number
	Desc
	Meeting length : Number of hours in total where participants were invited to be involve in the PPB.

	MEET PRES
	bin.
	[0/1]
	Desc
	Meeting presence : The PPB happen face-to-face (instead than on-line).
If both face-to-face or online meeting took place, base your answer on how the majority of the time was spent. 
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	MEET VENUE
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	Desc
	Meeting Venue : Degree to which the venue was appropriate to conduct a participatory process, with possibility to move furniture around, sufficient space to conduct mobile activities and possibility to move in different room or space of the room to break and work in smaller group, access to refreshing outside areas.
0 = the PPB space was not appropriate for a PPB (too small, with no possibility to move furniture, e.g. amphitheater)
2 = the PPB had sufficient space and accommodate different type of activities but could be improve.
4 = the PPB took place in a space that have all the element mentioned above. 





c. [bookmark: _Toc135827257][bookmark: _Toc140828188]Participants description

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power 
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	NB PART
	Interv.
	Number
	Desc
	Total number of participants

	PART INTERV
	qual. 

	Text
(99)
	Desc
	Participant field of intervention/action: Choose in the list below the participants field of intervention 
· Agriculture
· Forestry
· Fisheries
· Mining
· Tourism
· Planners
· Conservationist
· Hunting
· Sports
· Transportation
· Water management
· Aquaculture
· Others


	PART SECT
	qual. 

	Text
(99)
	PVis
	Participants sectors: Please select the sectors dominantly represented by the different participants
· govt sector
· private sector
· civic sector
· citizen sector.

	PART INT
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PFor
	Participant interest: Please select the interest dominantly represented by the different participants
-4 = the participants interests are toward development;
0 = the participants interests are supposably neutral regarding development or conservation;
4 = the participants interests are toward biodiversity conservation.
Code ‐99 if there were no shared interest among participant of this field of intervention

	PART AGREE
	s‐q
	[‐4..4]
(99)
	PFor
	Participant agreement: Did participants of the same field of intervention shared the same interests toward biodiversity conservation or have different interest toward biodiversity conservation (e.g., how representatives of the agriculture sectors share the same interest among themselves)
0 = Participant in this field of intervention have really different interest toward biodiversity cnservation
1 = Participant in this field had similar interest toward biodiversity conservation

	COOP PART
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Cooperativeness participants: Degree of cooperativeness of participants 
Cooperativeness is an aggregate concept describing the willingness to engage in a collaborative process, to contribute information and to reach a compromise or consensus.
0 = Participants in this category were not cooperative;
4 = Participants in this category were fully cooperative.

	REPR PART
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Underrepresented participants: Among participants, were they any underrepresented participants. Under-represented participants can varied according to the situation but general category here are woman, indigenous people, old/young people.
0 = No;
1 = Yes;

	PROFS
	interval
	(1‐100)
	PVis
	Professionals: Average share [%] of participants who participated as part of there
professional activity.

	SHARED CULT
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Shared culture: Degree to which the participants shared the same issue-specific cultural background.
0 = the participants had a very low level of cultural commonality;
2 = the participants had a medium level of cultural commonality;
4 = all participants shared a common culture concerning the issue at hand.

	POL ADDR
	s‐q
	[0..4]
	PHid
PVis
	Policy addressees: Degree to which those potentially responsible for implementing the output participated in the decision-making process.
0 = none of the policy addressees participated or were represented in the PPB;
4 = all policy addressees or their representatives participated in the PPB.
Code -99 if there were no policy addressees.

PHid : 0 – 2
PVis : 3 - 4 

	SCIENT PROC ADV
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Scientific process advice: Degree to which scientific process expertise informed the process (either by external advisors or process organisers).
0 = no researchers were involved in the PPB as process advisors;
4 = the PPB was designed and steered by scientific advisors.

	ABSENT NA
	bin.
	[0/1]
	Desc
	Absent non available : Absence of stakeholders that have an interest in the issue at stake but were not available
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text which actors was absent

	ABSENT NI
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PHid
	Absent non invited : Absence of stakeholders that have an interest in the issue at stake but were not invited
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text which actors was absent

	ABSENT POW
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Absent Powerful : Absence of stakeholders who decided rather not participated and by doing so, use the strategy of the empty chair, possibly negatively affecting the possibility to find a shared solutions to the issue that are accepted by the majority of the interest. 
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text which actors was absent

	ABSENT
PASS
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Absent Passivity : Absence of stakeholders who can be considered as marginalized but actively deciding to remain silent and not participating due to different reasons (previous negative experience of their voice not taking into account, no expectation that they can make a difference etc.)
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text which actors was absent

	REIM-BURSE-MENT
	s‐q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Reimbursement: Degree to which financial, material or immaterial compensation was offered to participants for their efforts to engage in the PPB.
0 = no reimbursement was offered to participants;
4 = full reimbursement was offered to participants




d. [bookmark: _Toc135827258][bookmark: _Toc140828189]Participant dynamics

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	FACILI-TATION IMP
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Facilitation implementation: Degree to which the process was characterized by skilled facilitation.
A facilitator is a specialist who helps people design effective meetings and problem solving sessions, and acts as the meeting leader on behalf of the group. A facilitator does not have the authority to make substantive decisions, but may have a say in how the meeting is run, and will consult with the group about major process decisions, such as a significant change in agenda or meeting procedures (adapted from Creighton 1998).
Skilled facilitation consists of the following elements:
 Assistance with designing meetings;
 Helping to keep meetings on track;
 Clarifying and accepting communication and feelings;
 Stating problems in a constructive way;
 Suggesting appropriate procedures or problem-solving approaches;
 Summarising and clarifying direction;
 Consensus-testing
 Managing power imbalances between participants.
0 = process did not have any of the elements of skilled facilitation;
2 = process had a number elements of skilled facilitation;
4 = process had all elements of skilled facilitation.

	FACILITATION NEUT
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
PWithin
	Facilitation neutrality : Degree to which the facilitator intervenes or not in the process to seek to strengthen the voice of the stakeholders considered to be the least influential ones.
0 = No intervention - Neutrality. Deliberately let power games express themselves in the process as they refuse to intervene in favour of more equity beyond the sharing of knowledge
1 = Unconditional dialogue-based neutrality. No wish for any bias towards any of the
stakeholders or points of view involved. Give a voice to all groups involved in the
same way, as dialogue is considered sufficient to promote greater equity
2 = Conditional dialogue-based neutrality. Same as 2, the difference being they leave
themselves with the option of stopping the process if it becomes detrimental to
certain stakeholders considered to be in a weak position
3 = Post-normal non-neutrality. Provide a communication arena in which they seek to strengthen the voice of the stakeholders considered to be the least influential ones. Leave any stakeholder free to reject this arena, but consider that the stakeholder’s support for the proposed arena is deemed necessary to its legitimacy
4 = Strategic non-neutrality. Same as 4, except that the stakeholders’ support for the
proposed arena is not necessary (e.g., pressure mechanisms on recalcitrant stakeholders may be mobilized if necessary to strengthen the voice of the least influential stakeholders)
(Barnaud et al. 2011)

	FACILIT STRUCT
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Facilitation structure. Degree to which the PPB was fully structured.
A fully structured process involved to have activities planified for the all process. On the opposite, some PPB do not propose any structure and work according to the proposition of the participants. 
0 = No structure – centered on participants
2 = Mixed – with some planification of activities but not completely
4 = Fully structured – activities planifed and followed. 

	OPINION
LEADERS
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
PWithin
	Opinion leaders: Degree to which important opinion leaders were involved in the PPB.
“Opinion leadership is the degree to which an individual is able to influence other individuals’ attitudes or overt behaviour informally in a desired way with relative frequency. This informal leadership is not a function of the individual’s formal position or status in the system. Opinion leadership is earned and maintained by the individual’s technical competence, social accessibility, and conformity to the system’s norms” (Rogers 1995: 26).
0 = no important opinion leaders were involved in the PPB;
1..3 = some important opinion leaders were involved;
4 = all important opinion leaders were involved.


	BRIDG LEAD
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
PWithin
	Bridging leader : Presence of organization or individual that can facilitate dialogue and action involving adverse stakeholders across different scales, that are otherwise disconnected.
Bridging leaders who are effective in fostering collaboration in multistakeholder contexts are able to engage both within and outside their own group. They not only need to have legal recognition but also gain perceived legitimacy by establishing trust with other stakeholders. Furthermore, successful inclusive collaboration necessitates the presence of emotionally intelligent bridging leaders who possess integrity, humility, empathy, and cultural awareness. These qualities enable them to prevent elite capture, effectively communicate, and empower and support others in the process.
(Rice, 2022)
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	DOM PART
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PHid
	Dominant participants : Degree to which powerful participants use their power to push their own agenda and interest during the process (framing the problem in a particular way, taking all the time). 
0 = no powerful participants act in a dominant manner during the PPB
1 … 3 = a certain number of powerful participants acted in a dominant manner during the PPB
4 = powerful participants dominated the PPB with little possibility for other participants to participate in a meaningful way.

	VENUE SHOP
STKH
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PHid
	Venue shopping participants: Degree to which participants ‘venue shop’.
The term policy venue refers to institutional locations where authoritative decisions are made concerning a given issue (Baumgartner & Jones 1993: 32). Venue shopping describes the activities of participants seeking access to alternative venues to influence the process (Weible 2006: 101).
0 = participants do not engage in venue shopping;
2 = participants engage in venue shopping to a moderate degree (i.e. some participants concentrate on access to alternative venues, or a significant share of participants  also consider alternative venues);
4 = all of the participants engage in alternative venues to influence the decision.




e. [bookmark: _Toc135827259][bookmark: _Toc140828190]Process characteristics

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power 
Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	COMPR INFO
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Comprehensible information for lay public: Degree to which information was processed in the PPB in a way that enabled all participants to understand and use it equally.
0 = information was not processed for special needs of participants;
2 = information was processed, so that all participants could understand some of it;
4 = information was processed in a way that enabled all participants to understand
everything;

	EXPERT
SELECTION
PARTICIPT
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Expert selection participants: Degree to which participants (excluding the CA) drew on expertise from sources that they could independently choose.
0 = participants did not draw on expertise from independently selected sources;
4 = participants chose independently which sources of expertise to draw on.

	KNOWL PLURAL
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Knowledge plurality : Degree to which different form of knowledge (apart from scientific knowledge) were process in the PPB (local and indigenous knowledge).
Local and indigenous knowledge refers to the understandings, skills and philosophies developed by societies with long histories of interaction with their natural surroundings. For rural and indigenous peoples, local knowledge informs decision-making about fundamental aspects of day-to-day life (UNESCO).
This kind of knowledge is characterised as implicit, informal, context-dependent, and resulting from collective experience, and can concern known parameters and/or new perspectives. This includes knowledge that may be ‘expert’ knowledge (e.g. of local people) but not in the sense of knowledge that is published (e.g. in a handbook) (cf. Berkes & Folke 2002: 122).
0 = no different forms of knowledge were process in the PPB;
2 = some forms of different knowledge were process in the PPB, but they stay at the margin ;
4 = Different form of knowledge were process in the PPB and fully integrated in the discussions;

	VIS PLURAL
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Plurality of vision : the process allows the articulation of different vision of the issue and do not try to only rely on the dominant relatives but is open to alternative narrative 
0 = no exploration of a plurality of vision happens in the PPB;
2 = some forms of exploration of a plurality of vision happens in the PPB, but they stay at the margin ;
4 = A plurality of vision were exposed in the PPB and fully integrated in the discussions along with dominant narrative;

	DELIB
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Deliberation: Degree to which deliberation in the sense of a ‘rational’ discourse among participants took place.
The notion of deliberation refers to a process of interaction, exchange and mutual learning preceding any group decision. During this process, participants disclose their respective (relevant) values and preferences, avoiding hidden agendas and strategic game playing. Agreements are based on rational arguments, and principles such as laws of formal logic and analytical reasoning (Renn 2004: 303; Fung 2006: 68).
0 = no deliberation took place;
2 = some deliberation with limited impact took place;
4 = the PPB was characterised by steady deliberation among participants.

	INT NEG
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Integrative negotiation process : Degree to which the process seems to have adopted an integrative negotiation process instead of a positional negotiation process. 

The integrative negotiation process involves a collaborative approach where parties work together to find a mutually beneficial solution to their dispute, aiming for a "win-win" outcome. The term "integrative" refers to the possibility of combining the parties' interests in a way that creates joint value or expands the available options. This strategy focuses on reaching agreements that address the interests of all parties involved, taking into account their needs, desires, concerns, and more. One important steps in the integration is the exploration of multiple issues in the negotiation because it allows for trade-offs across these issues, ultimately leading to a satisfying outcome for both sides. At the opposite, positional negotiation process refers to negotiation that stay fixed on actors position, and on what they want, regardless of underlying interests. (Fisher et al. 2011)

0 = no integrative negotiation took place; Participants only discuss their position regarding the issue at stake (leading often only to new distributive outputs but no win-win alternative)
2 = some integrative negotiation took place; they were opportunity to explore parallel issue and alternatives win-win solution, however, some discussion stay at the position level
4 = the PPB was characterized by integrative negotiation process.  Multiple issue were explored during the process, leading to alternative solutions being considered. 


	DEC MODE ACT
	nom.
	[0..6]
	PVis
PWith
	Actual decision mode: Mode by which the output was decided upon. With multiple subprocesses, consider the one with the greatest contribution to shaping the output.
0 = autocratic decision (i.e. one person or another homogenous entity decides);
1 = minority decision (i.e. a small group decides);
2 = simple majority vote;
3 = absolute majority (i.e. more than 50%);
4 = qualified majority (e.g. two thirds or three quarters);
5 = relatively broad consensus (i.e. as many as possible can accept the agreement);
6 = unanimity (i.e. every participant has the right to veto).
Code -99 if no decision was taken.

	DISC FAIR
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
PWith
	Discursive fairness: Degree to which the PPB was executed through a process of fair discourse. Indicators include: all participants must be able to attend, make statements, participate in the discussion, and participate in the decision-making (Webler & Tuler 2000: 569).
0 = PPB was not discursively fair, but highly discriminatory;
2 = PPB afforded participants limited opportunity to engage in fair discourse;
4 = PPB was characterised by fair discourse.

	GROUP DYSF
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PInv
	Group dysfunction: Degree to which there were dysfunctional group dynamics.
Group dysfunction refers to situations where internal group dynamics eliminate discursive principles based on reason and argument and lead to unfavourable transformations of the participants’ attitudes and behaviour. Common types of group dysfunction are risky shift, Abilene paradox and group think (explained below) (Cooke 2001: 106 ff.).
Risky shift: Refers to a situation in which a group discussion leads its members to take more risky decisions than they would otherwise have taken as individuals (Cooke 2001: 106 ff.).
Abilene paradox: In collective decision making processes group members may agree to a certain action because everyone else is in favour of this action. An Abilene paradox arises where all group members agree against their genuine will because all others seem to be in favour, leading an organisation or group to act in contradiction to its own objectives (Cooke 2001: 109).
Group think: May occur in situations where an ‘ingroup’ versus ‘outgroup’ mentality prevails. In the context of a collective decision-making process, group think may result in irrational and dehumanising reactions to the views of outgroups. The more amiability and esprit de corps there is among the ingroup, the greater the danger of group think replacing independent critical thinking (Cooke 2001: 112).
0 = no dysfunctional group dynamics;
4 = PPB characterised by dysfunctional group dynamics.

	EXT TRANSP
	s-q
	[0..4]
	PHid
	External transparency: Degree to which the process was transparent to third parties, including constituencies, and the general public.
Transparency here refers to the degree to which information about the process was
accessible, how it was accessible (e.g. in its original version, filtered), when information was accessible (e.g. immediately, after processing, after the process) and to whom (e.g. journalists, the public).
0 = no information was made public;
1..3 = only selected information was made public; and/or only selected people had
access to the information; and/or information provision was delayed; and/or information was first filtered;
4 = all information was made public immediately in accessible and unfiltered form.




5. [bookmark: _Toc135827260][bookmark: _Toc140828191]OUTPUTS AND SOCIAL OUTCOMES

a. [bookmark: _Toc135827261][bookmark: _Toc140828192]Outputs

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	OUTP NAME
	qual. 
	Text
	Desc
	(*) Output name: Note the name of the output or describe it such that it is clear for all coders which output (if multiple exist) is meant.
If multiple subsequent decisions exist, take the most collectively binding one, without taking into account court action. This implies that the final output is not necessarily identical to a decision made in a public participatory process. If there is insufficient information available on this most collectively binding decision, and another (perhaps less binding) decision exists on which more information is available, the latter may be defined as the output.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP NAME ENV
	qual.
	Text
area
	Desc
	Output description environmental: Concisely describe the environmental output(s): The goal(s), how to achieve them (e.g. measures, monitoring provisions), etc. The focus on environmental outputs means that only those aspects of the output that have a positive or negative effect on the environment are relevant here, independently of social or other aspects

	OUTP AWAR
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Output awareness‐raising: Did the output include measures to raise awareness and
build capacity (education, training, information, etc.)?
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP UND
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Output objectives understanding the system : Is the ouptut objectives is to lead to better understanding of the system ?
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP CHANG
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PFor
	Output objectives changing the system : Is the ouptut objectives is to lead to change of the system ?
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP INFO GAIN
	s-q
	
	PInv
	Output information gain: Degree to which additional information in the sense of contextualised, local (including traditional and indigenous) knowledge informed the output.
This kind of knowledge is characterised as implicit, informal, context-dependent, and resulting from collective experience, and can concern known parameters and/or new perspectives. This includes knowledge that may be ‘expert’ knowledge (e.g. of local people) but not in the sense of knowledge that is published (e.g. in a handbook) (cf. Berkes & Folke 2002: 122).
0 = contextualised, local knowledge did not contribute to the output;
2 = contextualised, local knowledge contributed to the output;
4 = contextualised, local knowledge was decisive for producing the output.
Code -99 if there was no local knowledge to draw on, or if there was no output.

	OUTP REORG
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PVis
	Output reorganisation of competencies: Did the output include a reorganisation of
administrative competencies (e.g. shifting of responsibilities such as devolution, rescaling of government entities to fit natural scales, integration of different policy areas in a new agency, etc.)?
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	OUTP NEW INST
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PVis
	Output new institutions: Did the output include the formation of new governance institutions such as networks or participatory procedures?
0 = no;
1 = yes.

	OUTP NEW VIS
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PFor
	Output new vision: Did the output include the development of a common vision regarding the issue at stake ?
0 = no;
1 = yes

	OUTP PROC GOAL
ATTAIN CONS
	s-q
	[-4..4]
	PFor
	Output process goal attainment conservation: Degree to which the goals and implications of the output were consistent with the environmental conservation goals of the process initiator at the beginning of the PPB. Code in relation to INITR GOAL CONS.
If a trade-off occurred between two or more conservation goals, note this in the annotations and code the net output goal.
-4 = the conservation goal of the output was significantly inferior to the initiator conservation goal;
0 = the conservation goal of the output was consistent with the initiator conservation goal;
4 = the conservation goal of the output was significantly superior to the initiator conservation goal.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP IMPLEMENTABILITY
	s-q
	[0..4]
	PVis
	Output implementability: Degree to which the environmental goals of the output were likely to be implemented (“ex ante expectation”). E.g., did the output specify clear procedures, provide resources, assign responsibilities, include measures to control policy addressees, monitor implementation/compliance and enforcement mechanisms (i.e. penalties, sanctions or other coercive measures to induce compliance with obligations) (Newig 2003: 73)?
0 = the output did not include the necessary provisions to implement its environmental goals;
2 = the output included some important provisions necessary to implement its environmental goals;
4 = the output was easy to implement, either because it included all necessary provisions to implement its environmental goals, or because no implementation is necessary (this is often the case where a building permit is declined)
Code -99 if there was no output.

	INFL ACT
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Influence actual: Degree to which the participants (excluding the CA) actually developed and determined the output. The output referred to is the one named in 243. OUTP NAME.
0 = participants did not directly influence the output;
2 = participants considerably influenced the output;
4 = participants fully determined the output

	INFL
MOR
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Influence difference more : Did some participants of certains field of intervention/action had more influence on the output than others ?
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	INFL
LESS
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PTo
	Influence difference less : Did some participants of certains field of intervention/action had less influence on the output than others ?
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	OUTP VETO
	bin.
	[0/1]
	PVis
	Output veto : Presence or not of stakeholder that could use their veto power in order to stop the implementation of the output.
0 = no;
1 = yes.
Enter it in the text field the type of capacity building involved




b. [bookmark: _Toc135827262][bookmark: _Toc140828193]Social outcomes
	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	MUTUAL GAINS
	s-q
	[-4..4]
	PWith
	Mutual gains: Degree to which win-win solutions were developed during the PPB (i.e. degree to which the output provided mutual gains).
Win-win (or Pareto optimal) solutions are those that provide gains (or at least: no losses) to all involved parties. These are always positive-sum solutions compared to the non-collaborative alternative. Win-win solutions include solutions where compensation is provided to those who would otherwise suffer losses. Win-win solutions are not necessarily limited to the environmental issue at hand, but may be linked to alternative issues and competing interests on and off the table, as well as to future decisions (Wondolleck & Yaffee 2000: 50).
0 = output provided no mutual gains;
2 = output provided moderate gains for some stakeholder groups;
4 = output provided high gains for all stakeholder groups.
Code -99 if there was no output.

	CONFL RESOL
	s-q
	[-4..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Conflict resolution: Degree to which an existing conflict was resolved or worsened or a new conflict developed. Consider the nature of change in any pre-existing conflict of values and/or distribution identified in variables 77. CONFL VALUES and 78. CONFL DISTN.
-4 = conflict severely intensified or developed in the first place;
0 = degree of conflict did not change during the process;
4 = existing conflict was fully resolved

	ADDR ACCEP
	s-q
	[0..2]
	PVis
	Addressees acceptance: Acceptance of the decision on the part of those stakeholders who had to comply with and implement the decision 
0 = decision was opposed;
1 = decision was accepted despite reservations regarding its content;
2 = decision was accepted and supported.
Code -99 if there were no policy addressees

	INDIV CAPACITY
BLDG
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Individual capacity building: Degree to which the skills and capabilities of individual participants or stakeholders were enhanced through involvement in or engagement with the PPB. These skills and capabilities may be specific to the issue at hand, or incidental and applicable to a range of social situations.
0 = individual-level skills and capabilities were not enhanced;
1..3 = significant enhancement of skills and capabilities among a few individuals, or
some enhancement of skills and capabilities among many individuals;
4 = significant enhancement of skills and capabilities among many individuals.

	SOCIETAL
LEARNING
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Societal learning: Degree to which participants, stakeholders or broader society learned about the issue such that they gained new or improved understanding or knowledge of the issue, enabling them potentially to contribute to future joint problem solving efforts (‘social learning’ in the sense of Reed et al. 2010). Exclude any learning by a CA.
0 = no participants or stakeholders gained new or improved insights about the issue;
1..3 = some participants and/or stakeholders gained some new or improved knowledge;
4 = all participants and/or broad sections of society gained considerable new or improved
knowledge relevant to the issue as defined above.

	SC BUILDING

	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PWith
	Social capital building: Degree to which social capital building was created or strengthened among participants (and potentially beyond), including the level of trust, social network and shared norms.

“Trust is the willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations about another’s intentions or behaviors” (McEvily et al. 2003).

Networks are defined here in the sense of social capital building, which can be expected to “facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam 1995: 67; also cf. http://www.socialcapitalresearch.com/definition.html) regarding capacity to address the problem or similar issues.

Shared norms are informal values or norms shared among members of a group that permit cooperation among them
-4 = existing social capital were seriously undermined;
0 = there was no change in social capital;
4 = social capital  in the above sense were significantly built up or strengthened.

	OUTC SOCIAL
	s-q
	[0..4]
(99)
	PTo
	Outcomes social equity: Degree to which outcomes - in the sense of all intended consequences of the PPB - were socially equitable in a distributional justice sense. Social equity refers to the distribution of all types of costs and benefits (e.g. economic, environmental, access to information, education).
-4 = PPB produced strongly negative social equity outcomes;
0 = PPB had no social equity consequences;
4 = PPB produced strongly positive social equity outcomes.






6. [bookmark: _Toc135827263][bookmark: _Toc140828194]SUBTANSIVE OUTCOMES AND ENVIROMENTAL IMPACTS

	Variable short name
	Scale
	Range of values
	Power Dim
	Variable full name : explanation

	IMPACT DESCR
	qual.
	Text
area
(rel)
	Desc
	Description of environmental impact: Brief description of the environmental impact in the case. The impact refers to the actual (or very likely) changes in the environment or, if applicable, unchanged conditions. Thus, impact refers to the effect of the outcome (which refers to the change in behaviour of the stakeholders that are affected by the output).

	IMPLEMENTATION
	s-q
	[0..4]
	PVis
	Implementation: Degree to which environmental outputs (i.e. those described in 245. OUTP DESCR) were being (or would most probably be) implemented, taking into account everything we know from the case material. Implementation - as opposed to compliance - means putting a more abstract plan or rule into operation by making it more concrete or developing specific measures (i.e. implementation is a process). This is typically done by government sector actors.
Note: This variable only relates to environmental outputs, not the decision as such.
Implementation here refers to measures that affect the general public (i.e. public policies). Measures that merely serve private purposes (e.g. a building permit) need not be implemented in this sense, or rather they are self-implementing. If such permitting is the only content of the output, code 4. However, if a permit is issued subject to a number of requirements such as to lessen negative impact on the environment, then these are potentially subject to more/less implementation once the building project is underway.
0 = environmental provisions of the output were not (likely to be) implemented by the relevant bodies;
4 = environmental provisions of the output were (likely to be) fully implemented by the relevant bodies.
Code -99 if no implementation of environmental provisions is required (e.g. see discussion of permitting above).

	BEHAVIOUR
CHANGE
	s-q 

	[0..4]
(99)
	PHid
	Behaviour change: Degree to which behaviour of stakeholders changed - due to the PPB and/or the output - in ways more or less favourable to the environment. This may include implementation and compliance efforts but also other kinds of behaviour change, including behaviour change induced by the PPB alone, independently of the output (which may even not exist).
-4 = widespread behaviour change likely to produce significant environmental deterioration;
-2 = some degree of behaviour change likely to produce significant environmental deterioration, or widespread behaviour change likely to produce moderate environmental deterioration;
0 = no behaviour change relevant to the environment;
2 = some degree of behaviour change likely to produce significant environmental improvement,
or widespread behaviour change likely to produce moderate environmental
improvement;
4 = widespread behaviour change likely to produce environmental improvement

	COMPLIANCE
	s-q 

	[0..4]

	PVis
	Compliance: Degree to which environmental outputs were being (or would most probably be) complied with, taking into account everything we know from the case material.
Compliance - as opposed to implementation - means to do what the rule prescribes
(rule conformity). This includes more or less simple tasks, including to refrain from doing something. Whereas implementation implies actively (and creatively) designing a solution, compliance simply means adherence to the rule (i.e. compliance is typically a single or repeated action, rather than a process).
Note: This variable only relates to environmental outputs, not the decision as such.
0 = environmental provisions of the output were not (likely to be) complied with by the relevant addressees;
4 = environmental provisions of the output were (likely to be) fully complied with by the relevant addressees.
Code -99 if no compliance with environmental aspects is required (e.g. pure permitting).
See variable 301. IMPLEMENTATION.

	IMPACT GOAL
ATTAIN CONS
	s-q 

	[0..4]

	Desc
	Impact goal attainment conservation: Degree to which the impact corresponded to the environmental conservation goals of the output. Impact refers to actual (or very likely) changes in the environment or, if applicable, unchanged conditions.
-4 = the conservation impact was significantly inferior to the output conservation goal;
0 = the conservation impact was consistent with the output conservation goal;
4 = the conservation impact was significantly superior to the output conservation goal.
Code -99 if there was no output.
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