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1. Executive Summary 

Work Package 1 (WP1) aims to identify and analyse key projects and initiatives related to citizen 

engagement and empowerment surrounding climate change adaptation in Europe. Three tasks 

contribute to the fulfilment of these overall objectives (lead partner in brackets): 

• Task 1.1 Review and update existing mapping of citizen engagement initiatives related to 

climate adaptation in Europe [BSC] 

• Task 1.2 Analyse methodologies and practices employed to engage citizens [BSC] 

• Task 1.3 Compile and analyse capacity building resources for climate change adaptation and 

fighting disinformation campaigns [IBE] 

This interim report details the work conducted to date under Task 1.2 to fulfil the Deliverable 1.2 

(Report on the methodologies and recommendations used for citizen engagement) in month 24 

(December 2024). 

 

Box 1: Task 1.2 description and expected activities, as detailed in the Grant Agreement 

Review and analyse existing methodologies (M1-M24) 

This task will review methodologies for citizen engagement being implemented in existing climate 
adaptation and citizen engagement projects. This information will be gathered using a survey sent to the 
identified projects (outcomes from Task 1.1). The survey’s main goal is to identify lessons learned and 
detect (best) practices in terms of methodologies for citizen engagement that are currently used across 
these projects taking into consideration the different contexts in which they take place. An analysis of 
these methodologies will be performed with reference to a series of indicators, such as impact on the 
project-related climate resilience activities using the evaluation framework developed in Task 3.2. The 
results of the survey and the analysis will be discussed with responsible stakeholders of the identified 
projects. They will support the development of the evaluation framework foreseen in Task 3.2 which will 
be applied in Task 2.3 to evaluate and improve citizen and stakeholder engagement methodologies. 

 

 

The report begins with a brief introduction to the main themes related to citizen engagement 

practices. This is followed by the methodology implemented to design the survey and the data-

gathering strategy before we turn to the initial results from this and related tasks. These include the 

literature review conducted across Tasks 1.1. and 1.2, the cross-work package peer-learning 

workshop in November 2023, and expert interviews conducted to validate the survey. We then 

summarise the survey content, provide a progress update and conclude with an outline and timeline 

of the next steps. 

 



This project has received funding from the European 

Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation 

Actions under grant agreement No 101093921 

 

 

5 

      

Interim report T1.2 

2. Introduction – Citizen engagement’s pathway to climate adaptation 

Citizen engagement has long been in the academic spotlight and is closely linked with to debates 

around the practice of deliberative democracy (see Interim Report, T1.1). Citizen engagement 

initiatives (CEIs) related to public policy decisions clearly predate those solely focusing on climate 

change adaptation issues. Indeed, much of the current canon is traceable to the study of citizen 

engagement in broader environmental concerns (e.g. the work of Sherry Arnstein in the 1960s) and 

attempts to innovate and revitalise democracy to counter the alienation of citizens from public 

decisions and the associated negative impacts on policy efficacy. 

Given citizen engagement’s relatively long history, our initial literature review first sought to identify 

existing work recommending best practices for conducting CEIs in climate adaptation. As with CEIs 

more broadly, much of this literature (particularly grey literature) tends to provide advice for CEIs 

in general. However, our work mapping adaptation-related CEIs in T1.1 has revealed a broad 

universe of distinct practices where generalised guidelines seem less likely to be applicable. 

Alongside this, few studies define a “good” or “bad” CEI, much less how specific practices can 

achieve positive or negative outcomes or effects. Cognizant of the large number of potential 

evaluation criteria being developed as part of the evaluation framework in T3.2, we refocused our 

literature towards seeking examples of the types of practices adaptation-related that CEIs employed 

(in support of the work in T1.1) and also of evaluations of CEI and practices more broadly.  

Beyond these specific aspects, we also seek to use the literature review to answer overall guiding 

questions related to how (un)learning has occurred as CEI practices have evolved within specific 

communities of practice and when they were translated to new communities (e.g., their use in 

natural resource management, energy, and more lately climate change adaption). Specifically, this 

could include: 

• Which aspects of practices/norms developed, which didn't, and which factors may be 
responsible for these dynamics? 

• How are innovations – such as new technologies like e-voting, or new approaches like mini-
publics – introduced and how do they impact the practices or the outcomes? 

• Is there anything specific about climate change adaptation that influences this evolution and 
the factors described above? 

 

Key initial findings from the literature were: 1) there has been a proliferation of ways to engage 

citizens in climate change adaptation action, 2) learnings from previous cycles of evolution were 

imperfect and that similar ‘mistakes’ continue to be repeated; and 3) that in some cases citizen 

engagement may be poorly designed and may yield undesirable outcomes (for example, citizen 

engagement initiatives may be instrumentalized to pursue a specific agenda (by citizens, policy-
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makers, etc.); perpetuate power dynamics preventing from effective participation; or can cause 

public burnout and disenchantment with broader ideals of democracy). 

 

Analysing the views presented, two considerations seem important to managing CEIs to promote 

good practices and avoid the above pitfalls: the context of the CEI and the decisions taken at each 

step of the engagement process. These findings have been consequential for the design and 

development of the research carried out in T1.2 – explained in the following section – as we seek to 

more comprehensively understand how different practices impact CEI outcomes.  

3. Methodology 

T1.2 relies on the deployment of an expert survey. Accordingly, this section is structured to reflect 

the details of work carried out in the following three phases (the survey content is summarised in 

the following section): 

• design and validation, 

• data gathering strategy, and 

• data analysis.  

3.1 Survey design and validation 

The design and validation of the survey is based on work carried out in four activities:  

• Literature review in relation to WP1 key themes and in connection to WP4 

• Cross-fertilisation with other WPs, including a peer-learning workshop 

• Internal discussions with BSC in-house experts 

• Validation via interviews with external experts 

The aim was to generate a survey which was accessible, understandable and concise. The main 

challenge was striking a balance between questions that encompassed all the aspects that our 

research identified as relevant, but which at the same time were straightforward to answer.  

 

3.1.1 CEI literature review 

We conducted an unstructured initial literature review to observe which themes emerged from both 

academic and grey literature sources, as it quickly became clear that the work of practitioners was 

relevant to understanding the range of lessons learnt and communicated both ‘in the field’ as well 

as those in and among the scientific community. The search keywords used were: “citizen 

engagement” OR “citizen participation” AND “practices”, “methodologies”, “guidelines”, “lessons”. 

Table 1 lists resulting key literature that informed the initial survey design. 
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Table 1: Key background literature on designing CEIs (titles only)  

• A theory of participation: what makes stakeholder and public engagement in environmental management work? 

• Public participation, engagement, and climate change adaptation: A review of the research literature 

• Integrating citizen deliberation into climate governance: Lessons on robust design from six climate assemblies 

• Collaborative Governance for Climate Change Adaptation: Mapping citizen–municipality interactions 

• Can public awareness, knowledge and engagement improve climate change adaptation policies? 

• Communicating adaptation to climate change: the art and science of public engagement when climate change comes home 

• Does public participation lead to more ambitious and transformative local climate change planning? 

• Deliberative framing: opening up discussions for local-level public engagement on climate change 

• What is public engagement and how does it help to address climate change? A review of climate communication research 

• Public engagement with climate change: the role of human values 

• Planning for climate adaptation: is public participation the key to success? 

• Public and stakeholder engagement and the built environment: a review 

• Urban policy and governance in a global environment: complex systems, scale mismatches and public participation 

• Community engagement on climate adaptation 

• Public engagement with climate imagery in a changing digital landscape 

• The intention-implementation gap for community involvement in urban waterways governance: A scoping review 

• Women's resilience and participation in climate governance in the agri-food sector: A strategic review of public policies 

• Evaluating public-participation exercises: a research agenda 

• Analysis of a normative framework for evaluating public engagement exercises: reliability, validity and limitations 

• Citizen engagement processes as information systems: the role of knowledge and the concept of translation quality 

• Designing Public Participation Processes 

• Consulting citizens: technologies of elicitation and the mobility of publics 

Sources: Full details of the literature reviewed are available on request. 

 

 

3.1.2 Cross-fertilisation with other work packages 

Methodologies to engage citizens and stakeholders are central to various aspects of AGORA. Figure 

1 shows the different WPs and related tasks in which this is the case: 
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Figure 1. Work packages and tasks in AGORA related to engagement 

 

There were several meetings organised to coordinate among the WPs and especially the tasks 

mentioned in the figure. For instance, as well as attending each other’s WP meetings, participants 

from T1.2 – T2.3 – T3.1 met several times to understand how the lessons each was obtaining could 

serve the work of the others. Partially as a result of these meetings and the work conducted for the 

pilot projects in WP2, our abstract for a “Workshop on Citizen Engagement Methodologies for 

Climate Adaptation: Insights from the AGORA Project” has been accepted for the ECSA 2024 

conference. We hope to use this to validate the results of the work conducted by the different WPs. 

 

Separate to that discussed above, a second body of literature informed the design of the expert 

survey. This was based on the systematic literature review of levers and barriers to co-production 

carried out as part of WP4 T1.4 where BSC reviewed 32 articles, focusing specifically on those that 

addressed forms of engagement/co-production with citizens.  

 

Another close collaboration was with WP3, where we not only contributed to T3.1 (as above) but 

also participated in the Delphi workshop and provided feedback during the development of the 

evaluation framework in T3.2. The outcomes of the evaluation framework fed directly into the 

survey design with the four pillars1 given as example motivations for CEI design and other aspects 

used to fine tune the questions to identify which engagement practices relate to different outcomes.  

 

 

1 The four pillars of the evaluation framework are: obtaining knowledge tailored to the context, mutual learning, 

collaboration, and achieving just representation. 
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Finally, combining these interactions with the work conducted so far under WP1, helped prepare 

the content for the internal peer-learning workshop (24th November 2023). The program of the 

three-hour online meeting in Figure 2 shows the guiding questions and three stages: presentations 

by each task lead describing engagement-related learnings during the first year of the project; 

facilitated breakout group discussions on practices that help and hinder progress towards the 

evaluation framework key themes; and, reporting findings from the breakout groups back to the 

group and discussing how to integrate these into future AGORA work. This helped us test the 

structure and wording used for the survey, as well as collecting a wide range of example practices 

that we now hope to also receive from survey respondents. 

 

 
Figure 2. Peer-learning workshop program with questions guiding each part 

 

 

3.1.3 Internal BSC discussions 

The BSC team working on WP1 is part of the Knowledge Integration Team (KIT) of the Earth Systems 

Services Research Group (ESS). We introduce this fact because our non-AGORA KIT/ESS colleagues 

possess expertise on conducting engagement activities and have provided extensive reviews of 

drafts and helpful discussions as we have developed the survey. In particular, we are grateful to Dr. 

Dragana Bojovic (leader of the social science team), and Dr. Asun Lera St. Clair (adviser to the 2022 

Spanish citizen climate assembly). 
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3.1.3 External expert validation 

The last step to prepare for the launch of the survey was expert validation. This was conducted 

through online interviews and asking for written feedback during December 2024. We explained the 

aims of the survey, probed whether the survey questions were likely to satisfy our research aims, 

and sought to understand if the language used was easily understood. Three experts validated the 

survey:  

• Dr. Ida Wallin: expert on participatory forest and environmental governance, knowledge 

practices, media communication and transdisciplinary research (Sweden) 

• Professor Dr. Agnes Delange: Département d'Études Hispaniques et Latino Américaines, 

Aix-Marseille University, engaged in several Citizen Assemblies across Europe and advisor 

to KNOCA (see interim report T1.1) (France) 

• Dr. Rafael Jiménez-Aybar: Environmental Democracy Adviser – Technical Advisory Unit 

(TAU) of the Westminster Foundation for Democracy (WFD), responsible for projects 

related to participatory democracy (UK, Spain) 

 

3.3 Data gathering 

The data gathering is planned to begin in January 2024. A list of experts has been compiled from the 

activities conducted during the CEI mapping in T1.1. Other possible respondents have been 

identified from reviewed literature, web searches for consultancies specialised CEIs and snowball 

sampling (i.e. asking experts to identify other experts). We also plan to contact umbrella 

organisations and AGORA partners (e.g. ICLEI) and ask them to distribute the survey to their 

extensive networks. To improve our response rate, where possible will personalise the 

communication with experts.  

 

4. Developing the survey content 

The version of the survey that will be launched in January 2024 has undergone several revisions as 

our knowledge related to CEIs has evolved throughout the various stages listed above. It became 

clear that in order to provide best practice recommendations, we needed to design a survey that 

elicited responses that permitted tracing what practices worked well to achieve what ends under 

different contexts.  

The results of the literature review suggested practices that can affect the outcomes of citizen 

engagement can be divided into activities, methods and decisions taking place in three main phases. 

We also seek to better understand how the context or purpose of the CEI may affect the practices 
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employed and their outcomes. Thus, following our experience in the peer-learning workshop, during 

a brainstorming session (Figure 1) we purposively divided the survey into the following four sections:  

• Context and Purpose. The context in which a CEI occurs and the purpose of carrying it out 

appear to be important mediating factors both for the choice of overall CEI methodology 

and on the degree of success that is achieved. Comprehensively defining contextual aspects 

of importance is challenging given the variety of CEIs carried out for such a wide diversity of 

purposes. Beyond location and scale considerations, we focus here on: 

◦ the climate change adaptation field the initiative revolves around,  

◦ the aspects that led to a (type of) CEI being implemented (e.g. legal requirements, prior 

experience, available resources, or being part of a research project),  

◦ the motivations2 of the organisers/funders/implementers (e.g. just representation, 

better policy outcomes, improved sense of democracy), and  

◦ the CEI’s specific objectives (e.g. creating awareness about a climate hazard, generating 

new knowledge, designing a sector plan, carrying out participatory budgeting).  

• Pre-engagement.  The adequacy of practices in this preparatory phase is an important and  

often overlooked aspect of CEI design. Nonetheless, pre-engagement decisions are a key 

determinant of the effectiveness with which the target group is reached; who constitutes 

that target group is a clear marker for just representation; and the objectives of the CEI can 

indicate the degree of citizen empowerment. Core practices that emerge here include: 

◦ the sampling strategy, or the identification and targeting of the target population, (e.g., 

the general population, the elderly, the young, the vulnerable),  

◦ the communication strategy used to attract the target population to participate in the 

on-the-day activities (e.g. the channels or language used) 

• On-the-day engagement. This comprises the meeting(s) where citizens are involved in 

discursive and dialogic practices3 and is particularly relevant to determining the extent of 

effective participation. Beyond the actual deliberative processes themselves, example 

practices in focus here include activities to equalise the level of relevant knowledge among 

participants, choices over whether to employ trained facilitators, and logistical aspects to 

 

2 These are related to the four pillars of the evaluation framework developed in T3.2, which are given as examples in 

the survey, but we chose to allow respondents to specify their own motivations. 
3 See definition and references in the interim report for T1.3. But for deliberative and discursive practices, we follow 

Chambers et al., (2003): “Generally speaking, we can say that deliberation is debate and discussion aimed at producing 

reasonable, well-informed opinions in which participants are willing to revise preferences in light of discussion, new 

information, and claims made by fellow participants. Although consensus need not be the ultimate aim of deliberation, 

and participants are expected to pursue their interests, an overarching interest in the legitimacy of outcomes 

(understood as justification to all affected) ideally characterizes deliberation.”   
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ensure the activities are accessible (e.g., the venue, the time/day, whether childcare or 

compensation are provided). Our focus on the causal links between practices and outcomes 

pushes us to analyse responses in this section with regards to the motivations declared 

above. That is, rather than asking what happened during the CEI and trying to link it to 

specific outcomes ourselves, we frame the questions to ask respondents what practices 

were carried out to satisfy the overall motivations (and the degree to which they were 

successful).  

• Post-engagement. What happens after the on-the-day activities have concluded is 

important to ensure that citizens maintain a link to the CEI and the outputs it generates, and 

to interrogate whether the CEI achieved its goals and motivations. Example practices here 

including mapping out next steps how the decisions taking during the CEI were used, 

conducting and communicating evaluations of the process, outputs and wider effects. 

Cutting across these stages, where responsibility lies for decision making appears an important 

determinant of the extent to which different factors contribute to the “success” of a CEI. For 

example, one study emphasised that who decided on the topics for background material and who 

presented it were key, illustrating that preconceptions over whose knowledge is more important 

can manifest during citizen engagement initiatives. For this example, we could hypothesise that this 

aspect might be more deeply considered when motivations reflect a desire to ensure legitimate and 

valid knowledge than when other motivations dominate. Hopefully, this example illustrates our 

rationale for basing the analysis around respondent-provided motivations. 

 

Figure 3. Brain-storming exercise after the literature review 

The survey concludes with details of the CEI mapping tool, in case respondents wish to submit other 

CEIs to the database, invites respondents to join a future peer-learning and results-validation 

workshop, which BSC will organise, and links to wider AGORA dissemination activities related to the 

AGORA newsletter and the future Digital AGORA and Digital Academies platforms. 

See the Annex for a copy of the published survey. 
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4. Next steps 

In January 2024 the survey will be launched. The three-month window in which we hope to gather 

the majority of the data coincides with several other AGORA activities planned around the topic of 

engagement methodologies. This includes the General Assembly (GA) meeting scheduled for mid-

January in Zaragoza where we will host a workshop with the guiding theme of ‘adapting 

engagement methodologies for stakeholders to citizens’. The session will last 1h 15 minutes, and 

will involve all of the AGORA team in brain-storming for this key topic. The BSC team will also support 

the design and conduct of the focus groups planned under T2.3 on innovative mechanisms for 

citizen engagement, in which some of the results of T1.2 will be tested. These activities will feed 

into the data analysis stage4 and in April 2024 we will present emerging findings at the ECSA 2024 

Conference. In the summer (likely June) 2024 we will hold an online peer-learning workshop with 

external experts and the AGORA team to validate the results of the survey. Finally, the outcomes of 

all these activities will be written up for the Deliverable 1.2, which is to be submitted for internal 

review in November 2024 and to the European Commission by the end of December 2024.  

These tasks align with the timeline agreed in the AGORA Grant Agreement (Figure 5).  

 

Figure 4. Gannt Chart WP1 (from the AGORA Grant Agreement) 

  

 

4 The precise mode of data analysis will be iterative and depend on the results, but the sort of questions we seek to 

answer include: 1) Understanding the effectiveness of engagement methods used pre/during/post engagement 

activities; 2) summarising the effects arising from different methods; 3) exploring how the processes and 

outputs/effects are linked; and 4) interrogating how different internal and external factors interact (perhaps linking to 

WP4’s work on levers and barriers). 
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ANNEX 

Final survey version 

 

 

 

We are delighted to invite you to take our expert survey on engagement practices for Citizen 

Engagement Initiatives (CEIs).  This  is  part  of  a European Commission-funded research 

project called AGORA that seeks to actively involve communities and regions in climate 

actions providing a comprehensive package of digital tools and co-developed frameworks 

(https://adaptationagora.eu/). Within the project, our research aims to draw together the 

best practices from experiences with CEIs in Europe that relate to climate change 

adaptation. Reflecting our work as part of the Knowledge Integration Team at BSC, our 

approach is interdisciplinary and we value practitioner knowledge alongside academic 

research. If you  want  to  know more about our backgrounds you can find our profiles 

here: Eulàlia, Sam. 

We have contacted you directly because we identified you as having been involved in a 

related CEI and we think our research would strongly benefit if we can include your 

experiences. We therefore ask you if you can share your knowledge with us by answering 

the following survey. The survey itself consists of 24 main questions across five sections. We 

have piloted the survey and estimate it will take around 30 - 40 minutes to complete. 

Support of experts such as yourself is critical to our research and to advancing the knowledge 

around what works well in different situations. A key part of this research and the AGORA 

project overall is that we communicate our results back to the community. Further details 

on how we plan to do this are provided at the end of the survey. 

If you have any questions, or if you would like to provide information in another way (e.g. via 

telephone or videocall interview or by sending us a voice note) please contact us. 

With sincere gratitude for your support, 

Eulàlia (eulalia.baulenas@bsc.es) and Sam (samuel.pickard@bsc.es) 

 

 

 

https://adaptationagora.eu/
https://www.bsc.es/baulenas-serra-eulalia
https://www.bsc.es/pickard-samuel-colin


This project has received funding from the European 

Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation 

Actions under grant agreement No 101093921 

 

 

15 

      

Interim report T1.2 

Important Information 

There is a very wide range of interpretations of Citizen Engagement Initiatives (CEIs), which are 

also sometimes known as Public Participation activities. In this broad universe of possibilities, we 

focus specifically on those participatory processes with citizens that are linked to matters of public 

concern on climate change adaptation and include any form of discursive interaction, such as 

talking, discussing, debating and deliberating. 

We also recognise that even the same type of CEI in theory is different in practice - both because 

of the context in which it occurs and in the way it is carried out. We are trying to unpick what 

works well (and what doesn’t) to achieve different goals in different situations. So, rather than 

asking you about your general experience with CEIs, we kindly ask you to focus on specific 

experiences of a single CEI you have been part of. 

 

 

In this section we seek to understand the context around the CEI, the objective or goal of the process and what were 

the motivations for using a CEI to achieve it. 

1. How familiar are you with carrying out CEIs in general? 

▪ I have been involved in one or two;  

▪ I am fairly experienced; 

▪ I have lots of experience. 

 

2. Please provide some general details about the project 

Project name 

Location 

Country 

Start (Month/Year) 

End (Month/Year or "Ongoing") 

Website (Project's own or other information source 

 

3. Please select the most appropriate climate change adaptation sector: 

4. Please select the climate change impacts the project focused on (if applicable): 
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5. Which (if any) other groups of society were involved as participants? 

6. Which (if any) other groups of society were involved in other roles? 

7. What was the specific goal of the initiative (e.g., part of a policy process, public budgeting, etc.) 

8. Were there any specific reasons that a CEI was chosen? (e.g. legal requirement, political commitment, part 

of a series of initiatives, available human/financial resources, proof of concept, research-project related) 

9. Which of the following most closely corresponds to the type of initiative? 

10. Aside from achieving the specific goal above, which other motivations were the most important to the CEI 

(please write up to 3). (e.g., obtaining relevant knowledge and action adapted to local needs; achieving just 

representation and participation; mutual learning; improved collaboration; etc.) 

Motivation 1: 

Motivation 2: 

Motivation 3: 

 

 

In this section, we seek to understand how participants were chosen for the CEI and then how they were invited to 

participate. 

11. Was a target group identified? 

If yes: please can you explain how the target group of citizens was identified, including why this group was chosen and 

who was in charge of identifying this group? 

12. Once the target group was identified could you please tell us about the measures to invite them to 

participate? For example, can you provide details on: 

What was done (e.g., sampling strategy, communication, intermediaries) 

Who was responsible for conducting these measures? 

How effective were these methods at getting citizens to begin attending the CEI? 

Would you do anything different if you carried out a similar exercise in the future? 

13. Despite these efforts, were there any factors beyond the control of the CEI organisers that hindered (or 

helped) bring people to the CEI? 

  

 

In this section we seek to understand in as much detail as possible how the actions carried out within the CEI contributed 

to the motivations identified in Section 1 and the degree to which citizens were able to influence the process. This is the 

main focus of our analysis, and so we would appreciate it if you could provide as much detail as possible for each of the 

following. 

14. Recalling the first motivation you identified in Q10 [input], can you provide details on: 

Section 3 (Engagement) 

Section 2 (Pre-engagement) 
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What was done during the CEI in support of this motivation (e.g…was any background material provided, what 

engagement method(s) was chosen, were participants compensated for their time or was childcare available)? 

Who was responsible for what? 

Overall, how well was the motivation achieved, and how effective were these methods in this? 

Would you do anything different if it were necessary to do a similar exercise in the future? 

15. Recalling the second motivation you identified in Q10 [input], can you provide details on: 

What was done during the CEI in support of this motivation (e.g…was any background material provided, what 

engagement method(s) was chosen, were participants compensated for their time or was childcare available)? 

Who was responsible for what? 

Overall, how well was the motivation achieved, and how effective were these methods in this? 

Would you do anything different if it were necessary to do a similar exercise in the future? 

16. Recalling the third motivation you identified in Q10 [input], can you provide details on: 

What was done during the CEI in support of this motivation (e.g…was any background material provided, what 

engagement method(s) was chosen, were participants compensated for their time or was childcare available)? 

Who was responsible for what? 

Overall, how well was the motivation achieved, and how effective were these methods in this? 

Would you do anything different if it were necessary to do a similar exercise in the future? 

  

17. Were citizens involved in the design of the process? 

If Yes, can you provide details or what happened and how citizens contributed? 

18. How were decisions that related to the specific goal identified in Q 7 [] carried out? 

 

This section seeks to understand the result of the CEI, any evaluation that was carried out, and the impact the CEI 

directly or indirectly generated. 

19. Regarding the output of the CEI, can you provide details on: 

What happened (e.g. was a report submitted, a decision taken…) 

Who was responsible for what (e.g. were civil servants to take the results to policymakers, was a group from the CEI 

responsible for next steps) 

How effective was the output in meeting the objectives originally set? 

Would you do anything different if it were necessary to do a similar exercise in the future? 

  

20. Was an evaluation of the CEI carried out? Yes/No 

Section 4 (Post-engagement) 
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If yes, can you provide details on: 

- What happened (e.g. was there a survey, were participants interviewed) 

- Who carried out the evaluation? 

- Were the findings of the evaluation made available? 

- Did the findings suggest the CEI had achieved its goals and satisfied the motivations? 

- Did the evaluation include suggestions for doing things differently next time? 

- Would you do anything different for a future evaluation? 

 

21. Did the CEI have effects beyond the immediate output? (e.g. are CEIs now normalised, did a new 

community group form 

22. Thinking back over your responses for this specific CEI, do you think they also apply to any other types of 

CEIs or to CEIs in general? Other examples of CEIs include assemblies; panels; conversation cafés; 

roundtables; councils; forums/forum theatres; juries; dialogues etc. 

23. Is there anything else you would like to add? 

 

 

How your answers contribute to research and peer learning 

We would like to send you the results of the survey and invite you to an online peer- learning workshop to validate the 

conclusions we obtain. Could you please select your preferences? 

▪ I would like to receive the results of the study and be invited to the peer-learning workshop I would like to 

only receive the results of the study 

▪ I would like to opt-out of all forms of further communication 

Other aspects of the ÀGORA project that may be of interest 

The ÀGORA project is currently conducting citizen and stakeholder participatory processes to develop resources for 

citizens, policy-makers, civil society and a broad range of societal actors. These resources include: 

- a Digital AGORA, which will contain a database with citizen engagement initiatives conducted around 

Europe (if you are interested: you can add your own initiative here), and 

- Digital Academies about climate risks and climate misinformation 

If you wish to stay up to date with the project please consider subscribing to the AGORA Newsletter at the following 

link https://adaptationagora.eu/join-our-community/ 

You can also follow the project updates on LinkedIn, X (formerly known as Twitter) or Facebook. 

Thank you! 

https://adaptationagora.eu/join-our-community/

