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Aims of the report 

ENLARGE aims to generate and disseminate knowledge on participatory governance with focus 
on sustainable energy, through a process of dialogue and exchange involving policy makers, civil 
society actors and practitioners. 

WP1 “Methodological approach. Construction of the co-design and co-production matrix” aims to 
develop a conceptual and methodological framework of participatory processes, especially in the 
field of sustainable energy, by: 

 Exploring the international theoretical and empirical literature on participatory approaches, 
and in particular on co-design and co-production processes; 

 Analysing the literature on social mechanisms and capacity building; 

 Exploring the international theoretical and empirical literature on participatory processes on 
sustainable energy  

 Creating two matrixes to collect information on co-design and co-production participatory 
processes in the sustainable energy field; 

 Producing a methodological framework for the collection and analysis of case studies, to be 
conducted in WP2 (Engagement and identification of practices) and WP3 (case studies 
analysis). 

This Conceptual report contains the ENLARGE main methodological assumptions, setting the path 
for the realization of the activities of engagement, collection and analysis of relevant participatory 
practices in the sustainable energy field. 

 

 

1 Introduction 

Over the last decades, although a general retrenchment of the State in terms of direct intervention 
in the Market, public intervention to address collective problems has been enlarged, challenged by 
the emergence of new needs, demands and socio-economic risks. In front of new challenges and 
unsolved old problems, policy-making and public service delivery have also been gradually evolving 
towards more inclusive governance models. Expressions like ‘horizontal governance’, ‘collaborative 
Public Administration’ and ‘participatory governance’ are now spreading in many countries (Fung 
and Wright 2001; Fischer 2006). Local authorities, in particular, are effectively experimenting the 
involvement of extra-institutional actors to address public issues, by sharing their decisions and 
management power with citizens, users and stakeholders (Michels and De Graaf 2010). 

This horizontal governance should improve several kinds of problem-solving capacity of the 
Public Administration, in order to provide more effective and less costly public services. First, it 
should improve the understanding of community assets, needs and requirements, because of the 
direct interaction between public administrations and communities, between service providers and 
users. Secondly, it should increase the government departments’ capacity of collaborating and 
communicating, because the focus on social needs would require higher coordination and integration 
between diverse policy fields and competences. Finally, it should upgrade the public administrations’ 
capacity of managing conflicts within and outside their boundaries, because the direct involvement 
of the whole spectrum of actors would force to internalize the management of the conflicts, instead 
of trying to shelve them. 

Among various kinds of horizontal governance, the co-design of public policies is based on the 
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citizenship of entitlement (Needham 2008), and the co-production of public services is based on the 
citizenship of contribution (Pestoff 2006; Pestoff, Brandsen and Verschuere 2013). Co-design 
processes are designed and managed to involve extra-institutional actors in the formulation of public 
policies and in the design of public services and their aim is primarily to help governments improve 
their ability to address user needs and innovate their problem solving capacity. Co-production 
processes are designed and managed to involve ‘responsible citizens-users’ in the implementation 
of the policies and in public service delivery. In short, these two kinds of processes aim at improving 
policy effectiveness by specifically including the viewpoints of policy beneficiaries and target groups 
in the construction and implementation of policy tools.   

These collaborative processes can be designed and managed in different ways. Over the last 
decades, two approaches have emerged in the public participation field. 
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2 Collaboration with civil society actors and ordinary citizens in policy-making: an 
overview of the approaches 

This first part gives the overview of the types of civil society involvement in policy-making. 

Collaborative and inclusive policy-making has spread in many countries, through various kinds 
of involvement processes, which have the aim of integrating the viewpoints of politicians and 
bureaucrats with the ones of civil society actors, target groups and beneficiary groups or service 
users. Although these processes do not always follow explicitly ideal formats, a common typology 
distinguishes between participatory processes and deliberative processes (Ravazzi 2006). 

2.1 Participatory processes and deliberative processes 

Participatory processes have the main aim of mobilizing and activating citizens in public 
affairs, in order to influence political decisions directly. Since the Seventies, some countries begun 
to experiment public audiences, town meetings, participatory planning and participatory budgeting. 
According to the participatory approach, the public sphere should be open to civil society voices by 
integrating the traditional democratic procedures with public assemblies of direct democracy, in 
which ordinary citizens and civil society actors can contribute to shape public decisions. From this 
perspective, public participation is good per se and public engagement must be spontaneous and 
give space to confrontational forms of interaction among citizens, associations and political 
authorities. The legitimacy of participatory practices lie in the number of citizens that they manage 
to involve and in the strength of the voice that they manage to transmit to the political authorities 
(Smith 2009). 

In summary, participatory approaches to collaborative policy-making is based on the following 
main principles: 

 the search for high mobilization as a good per se, in order to strengthen civic virtues and 
grassroots democracy, 

 the importance of direct confrontation between political representatives and citizens, in 
order to increase popular control on politicians, 

 the need for direct democracy (vote and referendum), in order to clearly show majoritarian 
opinions on public decisions. 

Deliberative processes have a partially different aim: creating public spaces of discussion 
between different viewpoints, reasons, ideas and interests, in order to take decisions in a 
constructive and consensual way. From this perspective, collaborative processes in policy-making 
should not be introduced to involve active citizens, but to create the conditions that allow citizens to 
listen to other viewpoints, to discuss on arguments and reasons, to question preconceived opinions 
and to formulate decisions that satisfy different needs and interests. For this reason, deliberative 
processes pay more attention to the balance between different voices, than to the detection of a 
majoritarian voice in civil society; to the quality of the dialogues, than to the quantity of participants; 
to the search for a consensual agreement, than to the empowerment of the most representative 
opinions (Bobbio 2010; Mansbridge et al. 2010; Cuppen 2012; Steiner 2012).  

In summary, deliberative processes are based on the following principles: 

 the importance of dialogue between different voices regardless of their strength in terms of 
mobilization potential or social support, in order to take into consideration all the viewpoints 
and interests on a particular issue, 
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 the search for balanced information and rational argumentation, in order to favour the 
construction of reasoned decisions and opinions, 

 the search for constructive interactions between citizens, experts and stakeholders, in order 
to favour the emergence of consensual decisions. 

As a consequence, deliberative processes give only small room to spontaneous forms of 
participation and they tend to be somewhat artificial: they are highly structured, involving citizens, 
experts and stakeholders in strictly regulated arenas, and they are conducted by professional 
facilitators, which are usually independent from the political authority that promotes the process 
(Fung 2003; Dryzek 2010; Moore 2012). 

From the Nineties onwards, several deliberative processes have been experimented, like Citizen 
juries, Consensus conferences and 21st Century Town Meetings. 

After a careful review of the theoretical and empirical literature, the main differences between 
participatory and deliberative processes have been summarized in tab. 1. 

Table 1 Collaborative policy-making: deliberative vs. participatory approach 

 deliberative model participatory model 

 Design element aim Design 
element 

aim 

arena 
construction 

targeted 
recruitment of 
participants 

equal room for 
different voices and 
interests 

open door 
maximum 
mobilization and 
participation 

dialogue 
conduction 

independent 
facilitation / use of 
techniques for 
constructive 
dialogue  

stimulus to 
reasoned and 
equal discussion  

spontaneous 
interaction and 
low 
structuration 

emergence of 
diffused need and 
opinions 

Information 
processing 

involvement of 
technicians and 
experts 

development of 
informed and wiser 
decisions  

direct 
interaction 
between 
politicians and 
citizens 

stronger popular 
control on 
politicians 

decision rule unanimity rule 
reach of 
consensual 
decisions 

preference 
aggregation / 
vote 

identification of the 
majoritarian view in 
civil society 

 

Some collaborative processes meld participatory approach with deliberative approach, for 
example mixing or alternating more open and spontaneous forms of citizen involvement with smaller, 
more structured and more dialogue-based arenas that gather ordinary citizens, stakeholders and 
experts (Ravazzi and Pomatto 2014). 

Moreover, some countries and regions have recently adopted laws that promote citizen 
involvement in decision-making. Peru and the Dominican Republic have distinguished 
themselves because of their adoption of national policies to promote participatory processes at a 
local level (McNulty 2012). Some European countries have also adopted participatory laws: Poland 
introduced a law that requires local governments to implement participatory processes and some 
Spanish and Italian regional governments (Andalusia, Catalonia, Apulia and Emilia-Romagna) 
introduced regional laws to promote the organization of citizen participation processes at an urban 
and regional level (Alarcòn and Font 2014; Font, Della Porta and Syntomer 2014). Other countries 
and regions have introduced laws that recall the deliberative ideal more or less explicitly. France 
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institutionalized the use of the ‘Débat public’ in policy-making processes concerning large 
infrastructures (Revel et al. 2007) with the 1995 Barnier Law and afterwards with the 2002 Law on 
Democratic proximity, which introduced clear deliberative commitments in the participatory device 
(Steiner 2012). Tuscany formally initiated a policy to systematically promote deliberative processes 
in 2007, with the 69/07 Law, afterwards replaced by the 259/13 Law (Lewanski 2013). 

2.2 Co-design and co-production 

Within this overview, it is necessary to highlight that participatory and deliberative processes 
concern mostly the formulation of public policies, while ‘co-production’ refers to the practical 
contribution of citizens (but in this case they act mostly as users or clients) «in the execution or 
implementation of public policies» (Pestoff 2006, 506).  

The concept of co-production was introduced by Elinor Ostrom and her team at Indiana 
University, in a series of studies on the Chicago police in the 1970s. Ostrom was trying to explain 
why the adoption of centralized service delivery at metropolitan level through large institutions was 
less effective than mainstream economic and management theories were predicting (Boyle and 
Harris 2009, 13). She challenged several myths concerning the delivery of public services. First, she 
challenged the idea that a service was a unitary commodity produced only by a single provider 
identified as a professional. Second, she challenged the idea that consumers were passive recipients 
of services and were in no way meaningfully engaged in the production of such services. Third, she 
challenged the idea that professional participants involved in the service delivery acted only to 
implement – and not interpret, influence and translate – what had been mandated at the policy or 
organizational level (Dunston et al. 2009, 43). Her main intention was to breach the «great divide» 
(Ostrom 1996, 1073) between public and private provision of public services (McCulloch 2009, 175) 
and to show that a third way – i.e. co-production – was a better performing strategy especially in 
developing countries (Ostrom’s examples refer to Brazil and Kenya) where the state is weak, 
inefficient and ill-equipped, and the market can work only for a minority of affluent people. 

Since then, the concept of co-production has been widely used, mainly by scholars of Public 
Administration and of Services Management (Osborne and Strokosch 2013). It tends to cover a vast 
array of situations. In a broad sense, co-production is a necessary feature of (almost) all 
services: some kind of contribution (even a passive one) is always needed to reach the goal of the 
service: without the collaboration of pupils or patients, for instance, learning or healing are unlikely 
to succeed. In such cases co-production is considered as inherent to the service, as the service 
output is the necessary result of the actions of both the professionals and the users.  

In the ENLARGE project, we are more interested in a narrower definition of co-production. 
For instance, for Bovaird (2007, 847) co-production is intended as «regular, long-term relationships 
between professionalized service providers (in any sector) and service users or other members of 
the community, where all parties make substantial resource contributions».  Following Brandsen and 
Honig (2015), co-production, in a narrow sense, implies that: 

 Some kind of collaboration exists between public agencies and citizens. Some 
authors describe it as a partnership (Dunston et al. 2009). There is no requirement that their 
efforts be taken through direct interactions, but only that they be undertaken more or less 
simultaneously (Pestoff 2006, 507), 

 Citizens play an active role and not only a passive one. This means that the concept of co-
production does not include all inputs by citizens that may affect the overall design and 
delivery of a service, but rather focus on the direct input of citizens in the individual 
design and delivery of a service during the production phase. Hence, advocacy is not 
considered as a form of co-production, 
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 Citizens act voluntarily in a double sense: i) they are not paid for their contribution and if 
they receive some material or immaterial reward, this is much lower than the market value 
of their contribution; ii) they are not obliged to collaborate, but they freely choose to do it 
and this excludes all the forms of minimal co-production that is necessarily required (the so 
called inherent co-production), 

 Co-producers are users or clients of the service, but other actors (i.e. stakeholders) can be 
involved in co-production (Alford 2014a), as long as they make a direct contribution and do 
not limit themselves to voice or advocacy. 

Empirical studies on co-productions include cases in fields such as healthcare, education (which 
are the two most inquired policy areas), security, social housing, fire protection, recreation, waste 
collection, etc. Co-production seems then to happen in the implementation of those policies which 
consist in the delivery of services, because in such cases a tight and personal relationship is likely 
to occur between professional workers (such as teachers, doctors, nurses, policemen, firemen and 
the like) and users, that allows for mutual cooperation. Policies that are not implemented through the 
delivery of services are not generally considered as cases of co-production. In fact, it is difficult to 
find examples of co-production in policies that concern public transports, environment, urban 
planning, economic development, employment, etc.  

Also in the policy domain which directly concerns this project, i.e. that of sustainable energy, we 
did not detect cases of co-production in the literature, but it does not mean that such cases do not 
exist. Casting some light on co-production in this policy field could be an interesting outcome of this 
project. The next WP will be dedicated to look for specific collaborative policy-making processes in 
the field of sustainable energy, also referring to EU regulatory frameworks in the energy field. 

2.3 Co-design and co-production in the environmental regulatory systems 

  

Co-design and co-production may also take place in regulatory systems, such as in the 

environmental impact assessment process.  

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of development projects has been implemented in the 
European Union since 1985, when the EIA Directive (85/337/EEC) was first adopted. According to 
the EIA Directive, it is mandatory to notify publicly about the launch of the process, to put the draft 
scoping document and the impact assessment report on public display and to organise public 
hearings of the project and its environmental impacts before development consent is granted. Thus, 
the public has a legal right to co-design and co-produce any private or public project that may have 
an impact on the environment before decision-making. The right stems from the concept that nature 
is a public good.  

Since environmental impact may not be limited to the jurisdiction of one country, a UN 
Convention on Environmental Impact Assessment in Transboundary Context (or Espoo 
Convention) was adopted in 1991 and entered into force in 1997. The Espoo Convention calls the 
parties of the convention to notify and consult each other on projects that may have adverse effects 
on the environment. The Convention sets terms of public consultations both in the affected country 
and between the countries. The Espoo Convention entered into force the European Union in 1997. 
The limitations of project level public consultations were soon revealed. The site selection of major 
projects of industry became frequently a bottleneck due to the public opposition to accept the 
proposed location of the project. It was realised soon that site selection should be carried out at 
higher decision making levels, such as at policy, program or plan level, where strategic choices from 
several alternatives could be made.  
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To bring the environmental impact assessment to a strategic level, a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (or SEA) Directive (2001/42/EEC) was adopted in EU in 2001 and the Espoo 
Convention was complemented with Kiev Protocol that addresses the need for bringing the 
transboundary environmental assessment to a strategic level of decision making. The core 
mechanisms of the assessment process, including public consultation needs to be maintained both 
at project and strategic level. The rights of the public to co-design and co-produce projects and plans 
and programmes were extended by the adoption of the UN Convention on Access to Information, 
Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice in Environmental Matters (or Århus 
Convention) in 1998. The Århus Convention provides an important tool for the public to provide 
useful information for the decision maker, but also to express and defend personal and community 
values and become involved in the decision making process. 

 According to the International Association of Impact Assessment (IAIA) public participation may 
be defined as the involvement of individuals and groups that are positively or negatively affected by 
a proposed intervention (e.g., a project, a program, a plan, a policy) subject to a decision-making 
process or are interested in it. Levels of participation in impact assessment vary, from passive 
participation or information reception (a unidirectional form of participation), to participation through 
consultation (such as public hearings and open-houses), to interactive participation (such as 
workshops, negotiation, mediation and even co-management). Also, different levels of public 
participation may be relevant to the different phases of an impact assessment process, from initial 
community analysis and notice of the proposed intervention, to approval decision making, to 
monitoring and follow-up. By engaging the affected and interested public into the decision-making 
process to foster justice, equity and collaboration, posits IAIA. It is important that the public should 
be involved early (before major decisions are made) and regularly in the impact assessment process. 
This builds trust among participants, gives more time for public participation, improves community 
analysis, improves screening and scoping of the impact assessment, increases opportunities to 
modify the proposal in regards to the comments and opinions gathered during the public participation 
process, reduces the risk of rumours, and improves the public image of the proponent. It can also 
give the regulator more confidence in the approval decision they must make, summarises IAIA, the 
largest association of impact assessment experts in the world. 

3 An approach to analyse collaborative processes and learn from them 

The ENLARGE project has the goal of collecting information from different types of collaborative 
processes in sustainable energy. It also aims to develop knowledge on what favour or hamper the 
achievement of relevant results in this field. 

In order to collect disciplined information from relevant practices, it could be useful to distinguish 
among the following elements1: 

 The expected outcomes of a collaborative process (participatory or deliberative; oriented 
to co-design or to co-production) in the context of a sustainable energy policy: what kind of 
change a collaborative process is expected to generate in this field? 

 The process features or tools characterising the collaborative process, i.e., those 
elements which are intended to achieve specific goals,  

 The mechanism(s) eventually triggered by the collaborative process features. Mechanisms 
are defined as the causal explanations for why the context features combined with process 
features shape the behaviours of some policy actors and triggers some kind of change,  

                                                

1 This approach more fully described in Melloni, Pesce, Vasilescu (2016).  
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 The context features (such as the more general energy problems of the community, the 
regulatory frameworks in which the sustainable energy policy are promoted, the actors 
involved and their interaction modes, etc, …) explaining the framework for the participatory 
action and its constraints. 

3.1 The expected outcomes of collaborative processes: three main democratic challenges 

The first challenge is how to define a collaborative process as a successful one, i.e., clarifying 
the theory of change embedded in a collaborative process.  

The success or failure of collaborative processes in policy-making can be defined considering 
three main democratic objectives or thresholds to overcome. 

The first is policy effectiveness, namely the capacity of the participatory process to influence 
public policies, and determine some kind of change in one or more of the policy phases: decision 
making, implementation, or evaluation. The matter of policy effectiveness is relevant, if these 
processes “are to be considered something more than just a human laboratory” (Font and Blanco 
2007, 580). Participatory and deliberative processes are in fact usually consultative, because public 
authorities do not have any formal obligation to respect their outcomes. Therefore, their impact 
cannot be taken for granted and a systematic analysis of which factors favour their policy 
effectiveness is necessary (Ravazzi and Pomatto 2014). 

The second threshold is political and administrative sustainability that is the capacity of the 
process to be integrated in the traditional democratic processes without generating conflicts and 
resistance by the political authority and civil servants. From a policy analysis perspective, the 
introduction of these processes can in fact be perceived as a challenge to the traditional political 
representation, in particular to the legitimacy of the elected officials and in general to the role of 
politicians (Posner 2004; Smith 2009). If a participatory or deliberative process raises conflicts and 
resistance in the political and bureaucratic environments, it is hardly integrated into the traditional 
policy-making and its conduction risks becoming extremely arduous.  

The third threshold to overcome is social legitimacy, namely the capacity of the process to be 
perceived by public opinion as a legitimate tool to take public decisions and improve policy 
implementation (Parkinson 2006). Participatory and deliberative processes are in fact usually short 
parentheses within the traditional policy-making and people’s attention on them and their rationale 
is hard to catch. Moreover, they can be perceived by civil society organizations and ordinary citizens 
as political manipulations or simply tools to increase political consensus on already taken decisions 
(Young 2000). Without a more general and diffused support, these processes risk to generate more 
problems than benefits in policy-making, therefore also the matter of social legitimacy cannot be 
neglected. 
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3.2 Process features and mechanisms for effective collaborative processes 

This section describes some common process feature and tools, which are used in co-design 
and co-production processes in order to reach the goals of policy effectiveness, political and 
administrative sustainability and social legitimacy. The table moreover describes the expected goals 
and the mechanisms, which should facilitate the achievement of the participatory processes’ 
expected outcomes: policy effectiveness, political and administrative sustainability, and social 
legitimacy. 

The tools listed in table 2 have been identified through an extensive review of the empirical 
literature on participatory and deliberative processes and of the international database of 
participatory processes Participedia (http://participedia.net/). 

Table 2 Process features and mechanisms to deal with the three challenges of policy effectiveness 
(PE), political and administrative sustainability (PAS) and social legitimacy (SL). 

Process features and tools Goals Mechanisms  Expected 
outcomes 

Steering committee composed of 

public institutions representatives 
and stakeholders, to supervise the 
process 

To increase social legitimacy 
and public recognition on the 
outcomes of the process 
because of a more impartial 
supervision by the Steering 
committee than by the one of 
the public authority promoting 
the process 

Actors’ certification2 

Repeated interactions3 

Anticipation of preferences4 
PE, SL 

Official public promise of the 

political authority, that the outcomes 
of the process will be taken into 
consideration 

The aim of the tool is to increase 
the impact of the 
recommendations on public 
policies and to increase social 
legitimacy and public 
recognition on the outcomes of 
the process because of a public 
although informal pre-
commitment by the public 
authority promoting the process 

Precommitment5  

Moral obligation to keep one’s 
promises6 

 
PE, SL 

                                                

2 When certification takes place, implementers adopt cooperative behaviour because  the actor mandating implementation 
receives endorsement by another actor (McAdam et al., 2001: 121; Busetti and Dente 2016: 9) 
3 Repeated interactions can favour trust, mutual learning and commitment among partners because implementers learn to 
value relations, and the costs of defecting become prohibitive (Busetti and Dente 2016: 13).  
4 Under the mechanism of anticipated reactions (Scharpf 1997) if I think the other has any reasons to oppose my actions, 
I adjust my behavior so as to minimise the bones of contention (for example, by concentrating them in the few essential 
issues on my agenda). By anticipating preferences, the scope for potential conflict can be limited, making room for 
consideration of the others ’ objectives within one ’ s own. 
5 Precommitment is used in deterrence theory to identify a strategy that improves the credibility of a threat, either by 
imposing significant penalties on the threatening party for not following through, or, by making it impossible to not respond 
(Schelling, 1966). Elster (1989) identifies precommitment as generic response to the weakness of will. According to Ariely 
and Wertenbroch (2002), precommitment occurs when people try to control their procrastination tendency by setting 
deadlines for themselves. In the political context, promises can add an immediate reward from the audience but they also 
add social stigma to negative behavior, thus making more costly the failure to comply of those promises. 
6 The moral obligation to promise keeping is a main point of the social contract theory, and aims to establish and maintain 
one’s good name and honour. It was typical of medieval societies (Rubin, 2007).  

http://participedia.net/
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Process features and tools Goals Mechanisms  Expected 
outcomes 

Communication campaign to 

inform citizens and increase 
visibility of the process and its 
outcomes 

The aim of the tool is to increase 
social legitimacy and public 
recognition on the value and 
usefulness of the process 

Bandwagon effect7 

SL 

Political task force composed of 

elected officials, to create an 
intermediate board between the 
process and the political groups 

The aims of the tool are to 
increase the impact of the 
recommendations on public 
policies and to favour 
acceptance of the collaborative 
process among politicians 

Counter-selective perception8 

 

PE, PAS 

Technical task force composed of 

civil servants, to provide information 
on the issue at stake and on the 
feasibility of alternative solutions 

The tool works not only as a 
mean to produce more feasible 
(and consequently more 
impactful) recommendations, 
but also instrumentally to 
socialize technicians and civil 
servants to public participation 
and direct interaction with 
citizens and social groups 

Actors’ certification  

Repeated interactions 

Anticipation of preferences 

PE, PAS 

Final referendum or vote, to 

confirm or reject the outcomes of 
the process 

The aim of the tool is to increase 
the perceived legitimacy of the 
recommendations by people 
who do not take part to the face-
to-face phases and to increase 
pressure on official policy 
makers 

Attribution of threat or 
opportunity9 

 

 

PE, SL 

Election of delegates or 

nomination of a new citizen 
committee, to increase popular 
control and favour connections with 
public opinion 

The aim of the tool is to increase 
the perceived legitimacy of the 
recommendations by people 
who do not take part to the face-
to-face phases and to increase 
pressure on official policy 
makers 

Certification of the actors 

 

Anticipation of conflicts 

PE, SL 

                                                

7 Bandwagons have a positive feedback loop in which information generated by more adoptions creates a stronger 
bandwagon pressure, and a stronger bandwagon pressure prompts more adoptions. Not all members of a collectivity 
necessarily give in to a bandwagon pressure. Threshold models assume that members of a collectivity have varying 
predispositions against adopting an innovation. Therefore, a member with a high threshold adopts only in response to a 
strong bandwagon pressure, whereas it only takes a weak bandwagon pressure to cause a member with a low threshold 
to adopt, and it takes no bandwagon pressure for a member with a zero threshold to adopt (Granovetter, 1978; Rosenkopf 
and Abrahamson 1999). 
8 Selective perception stems from the observation that human judgment and decision-making are distorted by an array of 
cognitive, perceptual and motivational biases. The organization theory asserts that each executive will perceive those 
aspects of the situation that relate specifically to the activities and goals of his department. (Dearborn and Simon, 1958). 
The creation of political task forces tend to overcome the natural selective perception of the various political actors in 
charge of different political areas, trying to mainstream a specific goal into a common goal. 
9 Barzelay (2007, 534) notes the importance of the mechanisms of attribution of threat and opportunity to the study of policy 
change, linking attribution of opportunity to “Kingdon’s idea that policy entrepreneurs respond with intense effort to 
situations when they perceive that the window of opportunity may open.” As he suggests, attribution of opportunity is highly 
mobilizing. The same can be said of threat. In this case, actors mobilized to engage in contentious framing of particular 
programs as transformational (or not) as they began to perceive the opportunity to push programs or the need to protect 
them against threats (Came and Campbell 2010). 
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Some processes start with the constitution of a steering committee, which should gather 
together every public institution and stakeholder which can have a say in the issue at stake. In a 
collaborative process on the localization of a photovoltaic plant within a municipal territory, a steering 
committee could be composed of spokespeople of the following interests: local and regional public 
institutions, environmental associations, citizen committees, photovoltaic firms, land-owners’ 
associations, farmers’ associations and any other organization or group that is affected by the 
localization decision, besides the independent professional facilitators that are tasked with 
coordinating and conducting the process. The role of the steering committee is to supervise the 
design and management of the entire process, in order to give an impartial guarantee because of 
the balanced composition of the committee. 

Some political authorities make an official public promise that the outcomes of the process will 
be taken into consideration. In some cases, public promise concerns also clear and quantifiable 
amounts of financial resources devoted to the process and to the policy at stake. 

Both steering committees and public promises of the political authority are used to favour both 
policy effectiveness and social legitimacy. Firstly, strong public and official political promise and the 
involvement of different stakeholders in the supervision of the process can help the outcomes of the 
process be taken into consideration by political and administrative actors more seriously, because 
the process becomes somewhat institutionalized and receives public (although not legal) 
recognition. Secondly, these two tools should contribute to convince civil society actors and public 
opinion that the aim of the process is neither simply top-down communication nor political 
manipulation of the mass. 

Collaborative processes in policy-making are usually accompanied by diffused communication 
campaigns, because catching the attention of citizens is one of the hardest things in public 
participation. However, communication campaigns are used not only to excite curiosity and induce 
citizens and civil society actors to participate, but also to explain the design of the process and 
convince people of its balance and impartiality. Moreover, some processes also end with a 
communication campaign in order to increase social legitimacy on their outcomes. 

In order to increase both policy effectiveness and political and administrative sustainability, 
political and technical task forces are sometimes created with the task of favouring information 
exchanges between the process, political representatives and civil servants. These intermediate 
bodies should help the process be better integrated pre-empting resistance and skepticism towards 
it by politicians and bureaucrats. The idea behind these design choices is that it is more the feeling 
of being excluded that mobilizes politicians and bureaucrats against collaborative processes. 
Moreover, information processing, especially for ordinary citizens, is a hard work and is subject by 
several cognitive shortcomings. A strict and frequent interaction with political and technical 
information should help increase rationality and reasonability of information processing processes 
and of decisional processes. 

One of the problems of collaborative processes is low representation power of the participatory 
arena, which has neither electoral legitimacy nor effective representativeness of the whole 
population. In order to assure higher legitimacy, the collaborative process is sometimes followed by 
a referendum, whose goal is to confirm or reject the outcomes of the process. The referendum has 
undoubtedly the power to activate citizens and make them more aware of the stake and the 
implications of the process outcomes, but it also risks to give space to instrumental manipulation of 
the debate by political parties and interest groups. 
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Finally, some participatory processes introduce the election of delegates or the nomination of a 
citizen committee, which does not usually have the aim of affecting substantive decisions, but of 
controlling the effective direction of the implementation phase and of favouring connections with the 
general public. In this case, the idea is that external grassroots control should allow better policy 
effectiveness, because of social pressures on the political system, and should favour a higher level 
of social legitimacy, because of the supposed independence of a group of non-politicians and non-
stakeholders. 

As far as co-production processes are concerned, two kinds of tools may be seen as more likely 
to positively influence citizen-user behaviours, i.e. their propensity to co-produce: motivational 
tools and facilitatory tools (Alford 2014b). The former are negative or positive inducements which 
foster co-producer willingness; the latter are instruments that modify the context of co-production 
and thus tend to enhance co-producer ability. According to Schneider & Ingram’s (1990) 
classification of policy tools, motivational tools are incentives, while facilitatory tools are capacity-
builders. Fig. 1 lists five types of motivators, but the author, in a previous article (Alford 2002), had 
shown that sanctions and material rewards are not much effective, while the most important 
incentives consist in intrinsic rewards, solidarity incentives and normative appeals. Moreover, the 
capacity of co-producers can be improved in particular by two facilitatory tools that either help co-
producers (‘assistance’) or lighten their task (‘simplification’) 

Table 3 Instruments used in co-production processes to increase users’ propensity to co-produce 

Organizational instruments Type of instruments Affected aspect 

Sanctions Motivators Co-producers’ willingness 

Material rewards 

Intrinsic rewards 

Solidarity incentives 

Normative appeals 

Simplification Facilitators Co-producers’ ability 

Assistance 
 
Source: Alford 2014b, 25. 

Both types of tools are expected to be quite effective in overcoming the three thresholds 
mentioned above. Unlike participatory or deliberative processes, co-production is a very concrete 
practice in which people are involved not as citizens or stakeholders, but rather as individual users 
or as tiny collective groups of users. They do not frame general problems or foster general interests 
or solutions, as in the former processes, but they practically contribute to the production of a service 
in which they are directly and personally involved. This means that the first threshold, policy 
effectiveness, should be easily overcome. Once co-produced, the outcome of the service is already 
different form how it would have been if delivered top-down. 

Overcoming the second threshold, the political and administrative sustainability, may be more 
uncertain. Service workers and public administrators see themselves as trained workers and 
therefore may resent or resist the intrusion of untrained and inexperienced workers. Without the tacit 
support of public employees, the involvement of citizens in co-production activities might create more 
problems than it solves (Pestoff 2006, 508). Co-production is sustainable form an administrative 
point of view only if the professional workers are ready to accept the relation with the lay users. 
Perhaps policies that foster co-production should introduce motivators and facilitators not only for 
the users but also for the professional workers involved in this relation. 

The third threshold, social legitimacy, should not be a problem in the case of co-production. If 
the practical contribution of the users is welcome in the administration, the overall process would be 
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generally recognized as fully legitimate. The only difficulty could arise when co-production is 
conceived with the goal of lowering the cost of the service by transferring part of it on the users. On 
this (rather frequent) case the clients could perceive this practice as not legitimate as it charges 
some burdens on them: they could risk to receive the same service, but at the expenses of a greater 
effort, or higher time-consuming. 

3.3 The context: some preconditions for a good start 

Participatory and deliberative processes are tortuous routes, in which design choices and tools 
to overcome intervening problems and obstacles contribute to explain successes and failures of 
collaborative policy-making. However, the context in which processes are introduced is important to 
understand the challenges and opportunities they face and in forecasting its easier or harder 
management. According to the empirical literature, some contextual aspects seem particularly 
relevant. 

First of all, the emergence or the presence of local and territorial conflicts can obstacle the 
management of a participatory process by undermining its perceived legitimacy and its capacity to 
address the issue in a constructive way. According to Petrella (2012), the emergence of conflicts on 
sustainable energy policies can be prevented if the local authority integrate the policy into a broader 
long-term strategic development plan. 

Another aspect that should be taken into consideration is the presence of a legal framework 
that binds the local authority and constrains it to adopt specific approaches or to respect specific 
rules. A higher-level legal framework can also help the process be perceived as more neutral and 
less linked to a particular political ideology. 

Moreover, the experience of previous participatory or deliberative processes may also help 
reduce skepticism and fear. In other words, the new process can be perceived (and also criticized) 
as a normal way of making policies, instead of a strange and questionable tool. 

Finally, some studies on participatory budgeting have shown that the presence of a local civil 
society that is willing to actively participate in public decisions favoured the management of 
the process (Abers 2000, Baiocchi 2003, 2005). According to Nylen (2003), in some way, the 
activism of groups and citizen committees acts as a factor that makes the process stronger while 
facing political pressures and attempts of weakening it (Nylen 2003). 

In general, net of contextual conditions, co-design and co-production processes can also benefit 
from two main preconditions: a strong and public commitment of the promoter of the process and 
an early timing of the process. 

In their study on 54 participatory processes on environmental issues in the Great Lakes region 
(Canada), Beierle and Konisky (2000) pointed out that the most appreciated and well-working 
processes were the ones in which the institutional authorities showed a strong commitment 
towards the process. Political commitment was also an important precondition in the case of the 
deliberative process on the new Charter for the city of Chelsea, in Massachusetts (Podziba 2006), 
in some Spanish citizen juries (Font and Blanco 2007) and in some participatory budgeting in Brazil 
(Abers 2000; Baiocchi 2003).  

The timing of the process, that is, its start at an early policy stage in which alternative options 
are still available, is the second important precondition for any participatory and deliberative process. 
In the case of a collaborative process concerning public works in Oxford (UK), the participatory 
process failed from the beginning, because the institutional authority consulted citizens when the 
project had already been defined in most of its aspects and significant alternatives were not really 
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possible, making the stakes de facto non-existent (Brownill 2009). Holzinger (2000), analyzing the 
reasons for the premature failure of a participatory process concerning the policy of waste 
management in Neuss (Germany), stressed that the failure in part depended on the lack of a clear 
degree of freedom of the participatory process in the official policy-making cycle. Gauthier and 
Simard (2007) have emphasized this factor and highlighted that the major weakness of the citizens’ 
involvement in environmental decision-making promoted by the Bureau d’Audiences Publiques sur 
l’Environment in Quebec was the late timing of the processes, which severely limited citizen 
contribution to the projects under discussion. In all these cases, the late introduction of a participatory 
or deliberative process plumped diffused distrust and skepticism about the real possibility to 
influence the policy at stake and about the sincere intentions of the promoters. In many cases in 
which late participation generates distrust, conflicts and mobilizations usually emerge with particular 
strength, both against the policy and against the process itself. 

 

4 Two matrixes for collaborative processes in policy-making 

The following matrixes has been used as base for case study templates and will serve as 
reference framework to select the cases and as base for the comparative analysis after the 
deliberative process (WP4). The aim is thus firstly to identify a heterogeneous sample of 
collaborative processes with different approaches, tools and results (successful and unsuccessful). 
The purpose is not to establish which approach and/or tools are necessary and/or sufficient 
conditions to guarantee the success of the process. Different findings in empirical analyses have in 
fact suggested that there’s probably no best practice in collaborative processes, in the sense that 
there are not specific designs which are able to assure success. Success or failure in collaborative 
processes is a matter of particular combinations of tools, contingent events and reactive or 
preventive strategies. The following matrix shall serve to collect information and classify collaborative 
processes in policy-making, processes that should be omogeneous in terms of preconditions but 
different in terms of approaches (deliberative vs. participatory), design choices and results (success 
in terms of policy effectiveness and/or political and administrative sustainability and/or social 
legitimacy). 

Matrix A. Co-design processes in policy-making 

Tools (yes/no) case 1 case 2 case 3 case N 

public promise of the political authority     

constitution of a steering committee to supervise the 
process 

 
   

some kind of selection of participants (random sample, 
target groups etc.) 

 
   

facilitation and conduction of the process by external 
professionals 

 
   

involvement of technicians and experts in direct interactions 
with participants 

 
   

constitution of a technical task force to support the 
collaborative process 

 
   

involvement of politicians and elected officials in direct 
interactions with participants 
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constitution of a political task force to keep politicians 
updated 

 
   

election of delegates with control tasks     

adoption of the unanimity rule to take decisions into the 
participatory arenas 

 
   

vote as tool to take decisions into the participatory arenas      

communication campaign     

final referendum to confirm or reject the outcome of the 
process 

 
   

Impacts (yes/no)     

Strong influence on official policy decisions (policy 
effectiveness) 

 
   

Low conflict and resistance by politicians and bureaucrats 
(political and administrative sustainability) 

 
   

High acceptance and public recognition of the value of the 
process by civil society actors and public opinion (social 
legitimacy) 

 
   

 

Matrix B. Co-production processes in policy-making 

Tools (yes/no) case 1 case 2 case 3 case N 

use of intrinsic rewards     

use of solidary incentives     

use of normative appeals     

adoption of simplification devices     

adoption of assistance devices     

Impacts (yes/no)     

Strong influence on the implementation of the policy 
(policy effectiveness) 

 
   

Low conflict and resistance by politicians and bureaucrats 
(political and administrative sustainability) 

 
   

High acceptance and public recognition of the value of the 
process by civil society actors and public opinion (social 
legitimacy) 

 
   

 

The cases will be identified and described through a survey with local actors involved in the 
processes, in order to understand which tools have been used and which kinds of impact the 
participatory or deliberative process has produced. 
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5 Collaboration within the sustainable energy policy field: boundaries and specifications 
for the ENLARGE project 

5.1 What sustainable energy is 

Commonly, sustainable development refers to development that considers societal and 
economic development within the carrying capacity of the environment. This concept, known as 
planetary boundaries concept was first introduced by J. Rockström and colleagues in 2009 
(Rockström et al., 2009) and further elaborated in 2015 (Steffen et al., 2015). 

Sustainable energy commonly refers to energy production and consumption that respects the 
environmental boundaries both in terms of the utilisation of natural resources and emissions to the 
environment. B. Prindle and colleagues (2007) define sustainable energy via twin pillars: energy 
efficiency and renewable energy technology and policy. Given the relatively low impact on the 
environment, renewable energy (such as solar, wind, biomass) is widely regarded as sustainable 
energy.  

However, also renewable energy can be produced (for electricity, heat and transport fuel) and 
consumed unsustainably. For example, the changes in land use from the displacement of an existing 
land use practice as a result of growing crops for biofuels impact on global greenhouse gas 
emissions as well as on biodiversity and local communities. This is called indirect land use change 
or ILUC. In 2015 new rules in the European Union came into force which amend the current 
legislation on biofuels – specifically the Renewable Energy Directive and the Fuel Quality 
Directive - to reduce the risk of indirect land use change and to prepare the transition towards 
advanced biofuels. A somewhat controversial source of energy from biomass is peat. There is broad 
agreement among balneologists that peat cannot be regarded as renewable source since its 
regeneration rate is about 1 mm per year (Keddy, 2010). That is the reason why the UN FCCC 
classifies peat as a fossil fuel.  

Also the siting of wind and solar parks on land and at sea may conflict with biodiversity and local 
community interests. Such interests may be of economic nature (e.g. conflicting interests with 
farming and fishing), but also of cultural nature (e.g. or related to inconvenience that such 
installations may create (e.g. visual impact, noise impact, shadow impact - flickering). In addition to 
energy production in a sustainable way, also consuming energy in a sustainable way is important. 
Sustainable energy consumption refers to sustainably produced energy, but also to the energy 
efficiency. Energy efficiency is an important feature of sustainable energy since efficiency is regarded 
as a means to reduce energy need, greenhouse gas emissions and waste.  

In summary, for the purposes of the ENLARGE project, we define sustainable energy as 
energy that is produced from renewable sources in a sustainable way, consumed efficiently 
and with low GHG emissions and waste load. 

 

5.2 Collaborative processes in the sustainable energy field  

Collaborative processes in the sustainable energy field have been promoted in a variety of 
sectors, such as, energy production and consumption; housing, transport and public services; 
agriculture; urban and territorial development. 

The collaborative processes, be them participatory or deliberative, usually take place in early 
stages of policyformation, to involve citizens into the policy setting or to prepare plans or territorial 

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/renewable-energy/biofuels/land-use-change
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/renewable-energy/biofuels/land-use-change
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/;ELX_SESSIONID=7JnvTfchB501sn2ys2pgqGJTkQpJX77T1nW5JJkWWRJGZZ8MH7Th%211167786396?uri=CELEX:32009L0028
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32009L0030
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32009L0030
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strategies. This is the case, for example, of the cities’ sustainable energy plans, which aims to identify 
shared common goals to be reached by the city. 

Some local processes, such as Agenda 21 and the future Agenda 2030, aspire to involve 
citizens and stakeholders both into the process of definition of the local level development of 
sustainable energy mid-term action plan along its implementation. 

In other cases, participation is directly linked to discuss and analyse the possible consequences, 
be them positive or negative, of a decision, before it will be formally adopted. This is the case of the 
mandatory participatory processes within the context of the environmental impact assessment, such 
as, for example, the localisation of renewable energy based projects. 

In more recent years, collaborative practices are growing with the goal to involve citizens and in 
particular the youth in the monitoring of the renewable energy generation, consumption and energy 
savings, in the construction of participative energy governance systems, or in the identification of 
initiatives to aspire towards the change of behaviour within every kind of energy use allowing lower 
consumptions, better management and social equity (equality) in the availability of sustainable 
energy resources. 

The ENLARGE project aims to collect a vast range of practices covering different sectors and 
policy goals in this field, and to provide a first classification of the collaborative processes, their 
features, mechanisms and outcomes achieved. 

This is the goal of the call for practice and of the case study work package which will be launched 
in the next months. 
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6 Draft case studies template  

ENLARGE has the goal of analysing and comparing successful and unsuccessful experiences 
in participatory and deliberative processes on sustainable energy policies. 

The project adopts an “extrapolative methodology” (Barzelay 2007), which is meant to provide 
“useful knowledge for researchers on how to effectively investigate practices in source sites, to 
prepare the ground for disciplinated and ingenious extrapolation of practices from source to target 
sites”.  

Within this framework, extrapolative-oriented case studies aim at providing actors (researchers, 
experts, policy makers, stakeholders) with information that will help them do the work of design in 
their contexts. With reference to the Stake’s classification between “intrinsic” and “instrumental” case 
studies (Stake 1995), extrapolative case studies would fall within the latter category, in the sense 
that they aim at producing very practical, empirical knowledge. At the opposite, “intrinsic” case 
studies aim at providing a complete knowledge of a particular object of inquiry.  

30 exemplary practices will be selected among the list of experiences presented within the call 
for practices launched by the ENLARGE project, with the cooperation of the ENLARGE’s supporting 
partners. Practices should be preferably presented by people directly involved in the participatory 
process, as a leader/coordinator, or as a participant.  

The selected exemplary practices will be analysed using a case study template presented in the 
following paragraphs. The information will be based on the details provided by the people presenting 
the practices, analysis of documents and interviews with people involved in the initiatives.  

Each case-study should be comprised on 5 pages maximum.  

6.1 The context 

The context provides elements explaining the framework for the action, its resources and its 
constraints.  

 Place (Country and Region; urban/rural; local/regional/national scale)  

 Legal frameworks, rules or programmes (where relevant) in which the energy policy take 
place 

 Problems related to the energy issue 

 Types of actors formally involved in the sustainable energy policy 

6.2 The energy policy  

The sustainable energy policy:  

- Sector of the policy (e.g. energy production, housing, transport, agriculture…) 

- Characteristics and goals of the policy or initiative; problems to be solved 

- Regulatory framework in which the policy has been promoted (law, regulation, 

programme …); financial scheme 

- Actors involved in the policy 

- Expected and achieved output and results of the policy 
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6.3 The participatory process features 

 Description of the collaborative process: 

- Framework of the collaborative process: was/is it voluntary or mandatory? 

- Timing and phase in which the collaborative process took/is taking place (formulation 

of the policy or ex ante evaluation; implementation/delivery; ex post assessment or 

monitoring) 

- Promoter(s) of the process  

- Involved actors and stakes; conflicts eventually faced; 

- (Expected and achieved) goals 

- Process features and tools (items of the co-design and co-production matrix) 

- Results achieved;  

- Problems encountered. 

 

6.4 The outcomes achieved  

The outcomes of the energy policy (e.g. in terms of energy savings), if any 

The outcome of the participatory process on the energy policy*:  

 Effectiveness: the participatory process produced a change in the policy decision or in the 
way in which the policy has been or is being implemented  

 Sustainability: the process has not generated/is not generating strong resistances among 
politicians and/or civil servants 

 Legitimacy: the process has not generated/is not generating strong conflicts and/or criticism 
in civil society 

6.5 Explaining linkages, lessons and shortcomings 

The final part of the case study method focuses aims to reconstruct in a narrative way the linkages 
between outcomes, policy features and policy context, and on the explanation of why (i.e. through 
which mechanisms) the outcomes were produced, or not.  

 

 



23 
 

7 Appendix. A first sample of cases in the field of sustainable energies 

The following cases have been found combining: 

 a systematic overview of the articles published in the last five years in the following scientific 
reviews focused on public administration, deliberation, environment or energy policy: 
“Biomass and Bioenergy”, “Critical Policy Studies”, “Energy Policy”, “Environmental 
Politics”, “Environment and Behaviour”, “Environmental Policy and Governance”, 
“European Environment”, “European Journal of Political Research”, “Journal of 
Environmental Policy & Planning”, “Journal of Policy Analysis and Management”, “Journal 
of Public Administration Research And Theory”, “Journal of Public Deliberation”, 
“Participation”, “Public Administration Review”, “Public Management Review”, “Renewable 
and Sustainable Energy Reviews”, “Urban Policy and Research”, “Wind Energy” 

 an on line search in the following websites dedicated to citizens’ involvement projects: the 
website of the French national committee for the public debate on big infrastructures 
(https://www.debatpublic.fr/); the website of Partecipedia, a project initiated by Archon Fung 
(Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University) and Mark E. Warren (Department of 
Political Science, University of British Columbia) in order to collect an international database 
of participatory processes (http://participedia.net/); the website of the regional authority 
regulating the law to promote deliberative processes in Tuscany (Italy), 
(http://www.regione.toscana.it/regione/istituzioni/partecipazione) 

 an on line search of on-going or completed projects using key-words like “environmental 
sustainability project”, “circular economy project”, “smart city project”, “sustainable energy 
project”, “energy renovation project”,  “energetic refurbishment project” and other similar 
expressions. 

 

A first list of potential cases to be used to select the sample for the deliberative phase: 

 SmartEnCity, Horizon2020 project on environmental sustainability involving Vitoria-Gasteiz 
(Spain), Tartu (Estonia), Sonderborg (Denmark), Lecce (Italy) and Asenovgrad (Bulgaria), 
2016-2021 

 CoRDEES, participatory process aiming to design  innovative solutions to increase energy 
performance at district scale in Clichy-Batignolles area (France), 2017-2020. 

 Force, Horizon2020 project on circular economy and waste recycling involving Copenhagen 
(Denmark), Hamburg (Germany), Genoa (Italy) and Lisbon (Portugal), 2016-2020 

 Panel 2050, Horizon 2020 project aiming to create sustainable energy networks at local 
level in Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovenia, Poland, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, 
Republic of Macedonia, Hungary and Austria, 2016-2019 

 Refurb, Horizon2020 project on energy renovation involving partners from 13 countries, 
Tartu (Estonia), 2016-2019 

 Sharing cities, Horizon2020 project on smart cities involving London (UK), Milan (Italy) and 
Lisbon (Portugal), 2016-2019 

 TRIBE, project aiming to contribute to a change in citizens’ behaviour towards energy 
efficiency promoted by CIRCE Foundation in Italy, 2015-2018 

 Fossil Free Energy Districts, project aiming to develop a novel district level energy system 
in Gothenburg (Sweden), from 2017 

https://www.debatpublic.fr/
http://participedia.net/
http://www.regione.toscana.it/regione/istituzioni/partecipazione
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 VILAWATT, project aiming to promote energy renovation of residential buildings in one of 
the most deprived districts of Viladecans (Spain), from 2017 

 Smarter together, project aiming to improve citizen’s quality of life promoted by Vienna 
(Austria), Munich (Germany) and Lyon (France), from 2016 

 ESPRESSo, project aiming to develop diffuse generation energy in Italy, 2013-2016 

 Electrical Energy Futures Jury, a citizens’ jury on the province's energy future in New 
Brunswick (Canada), 2015 

 Public debate on the project of an offshore wind farm between Dieppe and Tréport (France), 
2015 

 Deliberative process on the sustainable urban regeneration plan for Vaiano (Italy), 2015 

 Edinburgh’s Sustainable Energy Action Plan, participatory process on the action plan for 
sustainable energy in Edinburgh (UK), 2015 

 Mitigation in Urban areas, Interreg project on carbon and energy reduction involving 
Aberdeen (UK), Ghent (Belgium), Ludwigsburg (Germany), Montreuil (France) and 
Rotterdam (Netherlands), 2013-2015 

 Rakvere Rohuaia kindergarten, a program of  energetic refurbishment of the  kindergarten 
in Rakvere (Estonia), 2013-2015 

 Consultation process on the project of an hydroelectric plant in Camaioni (Italy), 2014 

 Demoenergy, participatory planning of the course of a long high voltage transmission line 
running between Redwitz and Schwandorf (Germany), 2014 

 Ghent Sustainable Energy Plan, participatory process on the sustainable energy plan of 
Ghent (Belgium), 2014 

 Gothenburg’s Climate and Energy Strategy, participatory process on climate and energy 
strategy of Gothenburg (Sweden), 2014 

 Condomini Intelligenti, participatory process on the improvement of Energy efficiency of 
apartment buildings in Genoa (Italy), 2014 

 Energy-wise, participatory campaign to disseminate information on energy saving in Tartu 
(Estonia), 2009-2014 

 Scottish Planning Policy, three citizens’ juries on onshore wind farms in Aberfeldy, 
Helensburgh and Coldstream (UK), 2013-2014 

 Rakvere Smart House Competence Centre, a regional competence centre in Estonia 
promoting sustainable energy initiatives, Rakvere (Estonia), 2011-2014 

 Deliberative process on energy efficiency of schools in Bagno a Ripoli (Italy), 2013 

 Public debate on the project of an offshore wind farm off Saint-Brieuc (France), 2013 

 Consultation process on the project of a biomass plant in Buonconvento (Italy), 2013 

 The Grid Link Project, ten eight-hour open days in different locations on a new high voltage 
overhead power line linking Knockraha to Great Island to Dunstown (Ireland), 2013 

 Powering Aberdeen, participatory process on the Aberdeen’s Sustainable Energy Action 
Plan in Aberdeen (UK), 2013 

 Participatory process on waste management in Valdera (Italy), 2012 
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 Energy Economics and Security in New South Wales, an online  citizens’ jury on energy 
strategy development  in New South Wales (Australia), 2012 

 Accent for Consumer Focus, deliberative workshops in different locations on consumer 
attitudes to social and environmental taxes and charges on energy bills (United Kingdom), 
2012 

 Citizens’ panel on energy and climate challenges in Edmonton (Canada), 2012 

 Participatory process on the sustainable energy action plan of Bilbao (Spain), 2012 

 Citizen involvement in energy reduction in Nantes (France) according to the sustainable 
energy action plan of the city, 2012 

 Engaging CIvil Society in Low Carbon Scenarios, a project aiming to develop methodology 
to involve stakeholders in the transition toward renewable energy in France and Germany, 
2009-2012  

 Citizens’ jury on the project of a waste pyro-gasifier in Castelfranco di Sotto (Italy),  2011 

 Town meeting on waste management in Tuscany region (Italy), 2011 

 Cork Lower Harbour Energy Group, public open meetings on the project for six large 
turbines on four sites dotted throughout Cork Harbour (Ireland), 2009-2011 

 Changing Behaviour, action research project on energy efficiency and renewable energy 
involving patners from Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, the 
Netherlands and the Uk, 2008-2011 

 Mitreden-U, deliberative process on sustainability policies combining online discussion and 
face to face meetings in Berlin and Bonn (Germany), 2010 

 Public debate on the extension of the nuclear plant in Penly (France), 2010 

 Participatory process on sustainable lifestyle in Amiata mountain community (Italy), 2010 

 Deliberative process on industrial waste management in Lucca province (Italy), 2009 

 World Wide Views on Global Warming, an international citizen involvement project 
developed by the Danish Board of Technology; the meetings were carried out 
simultaneously in 38 countries, 2009 

 Together for energy-efficient buildings, participatory process on the energy efficiency of 
buildings in the Province of La Spezia (Italy), 2008 

 IDEAL-EU, a European Town Meeting on climate change involving Catalunya region 
(Spain),  Poitou-Charentes region (France) and Tuscany region (Italy), 2008 

 Deliberative process on the waste management in Sesto Fiorentino (Italy), 2008  

 Public debate on the project of a terminal for methane in Antifer (France), 2007 

 Deliberative Polling on the energy future in Vermont (USA), 2007 

 BEEN – Baltic Energy Efficiency Network for the Building Stock, a programme to improve 
the energy efficient refurbishing of the residential buildings in the Baltic Sea Region, Tallinn 
(Estonia), 2005-2007 

 People Science & Policy Ltd, a citizens’ jury on air quality in Sutton Coldfield (UK), 2005 

 Aulepa on-shore Windfarm, stakeholder involvement on the project of an on-shore windfarm 
in Noarootsi (Estonia), 2005  
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 Tools for environmental assessment in strategic decision making, a citizens’ jury on 
proposal for Community Energy Plan of Finspång (Sweden), 2005 

 Participatory process on lifestyle and energy saving in Venezia (Italy), 2005 

 UK White energy paper 2003, participatory process on the public perception of energy and 
the concerns of citizens in the UK, 2003 

 Rõuge Energy Park, Energetic refurbishment of the local government building in Rõuge 
(Estonia), 2001 

 The Texas Utility Deliberative Polls, deliberative polls on energy consumers opinion 
conducted in Abilene, Shreveport, El Paso, Houston, Beaumont, Dallas, and Amarillo 
(USA), 1996 
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