	
	
	



Supplementary Material

1. Interview Guidelines (pg. 2)
2. Codebook (pg. 5)
The coding schema was developed reflexively, using a mixture of inductive and deductive methods, with reference to Braun and Clarke (2023) as a guiding approach.
3. Additional results with illustrative quotes outside the framework of PSYDISC (pg. 7)



1. Interview Guidelines
The interview guidelines have been condensed for clarity and conciseness. The primary questions and main topics covered during the interviews are summarized to present an overview of the qualitative research process in the interviews. 
PROJECT 1 - Farmers and Neighbours: 

Introduction 
· Thanking for participation 
· Introduction interviewer + short summary and explanation aim of the interview
· Time frame interview
· Permission recording the interview and check completed consent form? 
· Questions or clarification option interviewees

1. General experiences with the project
a. In what way were you involved in the project?
b. What did you ‘get’ out of the project?
c. What expectations did you have and were they met in the project?
d. To what extend did you gain new insights because of the project? 
e. What went well in this project?
f. What could have gone better in the project?

2. Influence of the project on relationships/trust in farmers/municipality/involved scientists
a. Did the project influence your trust in others [farmers/municipality/scientists]?
i. Can you give an example?
ii. Why specifically now/in this way?/what was the situation? [C]
iii. What was the outcome? [O] 
iv. How did that happen? [M]
b. In what way did the project influence:
i. …trust in decision-making/actions regarding reducing nuisance/annoyance 
ii. …having shared values regarding the living environment
iii. …whether your interests are taken into account regarding the living environment / health / economic/business interests
iv. …expectations about whether others will/can play a role in improving the quality of the living environment
v. …trust in a fair and just assessment of nuisance/annoyance
c. To what extent did other matters influence mutual trust?

3.  Role of Research Institute (RIVM) 
a. What did you think of the RIVM’s role in the project? 
b. How did you view the RIVM before, during, and after the project?
i. Expertise/ability
ii. Benevolence
iii. Integrity 
iv. Consistency in role / staying within their role
v. Communication

4. Option for interviewee to add more if they want to on things they weren’t inquired about 

PROJECT 2 - Citizen monitoring network ‘train traffic in America’: 

Introduction 
· Thanking for participation 
· Introduction interviewer + short summary and explanation aim of the interview
· Time frame interview
· Permission recording the interview and check completed consent form? 
· Questions or clarification option interviewees

1. General experiences with the project
a. How were you involved in this project
b. To what extent did you feel involved? What contributed to this feeling?
c. To what extent did this project add something of value to you
d. How did this project add to knowledge around the problem of noise annoyance?

2. Project = Science?
a. How do you perceive science/what comes to mind first when you think of science?
b. To what extent do you consider what has been done in this project as science? Why or why not?
c. To what extent do you consider yourself a citizen scientist, after participating in this project?
d. Based on your experiences within this project, how do you think the collaboration between citizens and scientists makes scientific research different from when scientists work alone?

3. Trust in (citizen) science based on the project
a. To what extent do you trust the research on train noise and noise nuisance as it was done previously (using models without citizens) and as it was done in the project (by measuring together with citizens)?
i. The 'who' (RIVM / individual researchers, etc.) ability, benevolence, integrity and openness
ii. The 'what' (suitability/usability of results, etc.) 
iii. The 'how' (process/method/tools, etc.)

4. Trust in (local) government based on 'citizen science' 
a. To what extent has the project influenced… 
i. …your trust in the (local) government in general?
ii. …how the (local) government takes your interests into account?
iii. …your trust in fair and just assessment of the annoyance.
iv. …your trust in decision-making/actions concerning annoyance reduction.

5. Demographic data interviewee (with room for the interviewee to add to what they already said on the subject)


PROJECT 3 - Measuring Noise and Experience around Schiphol Airport Together: 

Introduction 
· Thanking for participation 
· Introduction interviewer + short summary and explanation aim of the interview
· Time frame interview
· Permission recording the interview and check completed consent form? 
· Questions or clarification option interviewees

1. General experiences with the project 
You have participated in this project and have been involved in one or more of the following activities: conducting measurements with sound meters, documenting experiences, or attending joint sessions about the project.
· How were you involved in this project?
· To what extent did you feel involved? What contributed to this feeling?
· To what extent did this project add something of value for you? 
· How did this project add to knowledge around the problem of noise annoyance?

2. Science in general, and PROJECT3 = Science? 

We are curious about your vision on research and science in general, and regarding the living environment. How do you perceive science/what comes to mind first when you think of science?

· To what extent do you consider what has been done in this project as science? Why?
· To what extent do you consider yourself a citizen scientist, after participating in this project?
· Based on your experiences within this project, how do you think the collaboration between citizens and scientists makes scientific research different from when scientists work alone?

3. Trust in (citizen) science based on the project 
The following questions concern what has been done in this project to investigate plane-related annoyance, compared to the current approach of conducting such research.
· To what extent do you trust the research on plane noise and noise nuisance as it was done previously and as it was done in the project? 
· The 'who' (researchers / RIVM, etc.) – ability, benevolence, integrity and openness
· The 'what' (suitability/usability of results, etc.) 
· The 'how' (process/method/tools, etc.)
· Trust in (local) government based on 'citizen science'
·  To what extent has the project influenced your trust in the (local) government?
· How the (local) government takes your interests into account.
· Trust in fair and just assessment of the annoyance.
· Trust in decision-making/actions concerning annoyance reduction.

4. Demographic data + conclusion (with room for the interviewee to add last-minute thoughts on the subject)
2. 
Codebook

	This codebook represents the finalized structure used during the initial phase of qualitative analysis. The initial coding was conducted in MAXQDA, where a set of descriptive codes were applied to the data. In a second phase, these codes were reviewed, grouped, and interpreted to develop broader thematic categories that reflect participants’ perceptions of science, psychological distance, and trust.

The table below presents the interpretive framework. While grounded in the initial codes, it reflects the higher-level synthesis of how these ideas were expressed and connected across the dataset as described in the Results. Tables with illustrative quotes demonstrate these themes in the main text of the paper.


	Theme / Code
	Code(s)
	Description / Summary

	1. Environmental Issue and Motives to Participate
	General comments regarding the environmental issue linked to participation motives

	
	1.1 Desire to Match Data - Experience
	Citizen scientists wanting to know: ‘Do my experiences with the environmental issue match ‘objective’ data?’

	
	1.2 Citizen Scientist’ research questions
	Other research questions from Citizen Scientists regarding the environmental issue

	2. Perceptions of (citizen) science
	General views on (CS) science, including its meaning, role, transparency and perceived legitimacy

	
	2.1 Association 'science'
	As well as how participants conceptualize and respond to the idea of ‘science’.

	
	2.2 CS as Part of Identity
	Instances where participants express CS as part of their personal identity (or not), e.g., would someone call themselves a ‘citizen scientist’?

	
	3.4 Accessibility Science / Verifying Science
	Whether science is perceived as transparent, accessible, or verifiable by citizens

	
	3.5 Measuring vs Calculations / Modeling
	Contrasts between mapping or monitoring the living environment by measuring or by using calculations / modeling

	3. Psychological Distance to Science
	General perspectives on science being near or distant

	
	3.1 Social Distance
	Relational distance to scientific actors

	
	
	3.1.2 Scientist evaluation
	Interaction quality (when applicable Benevolence, Integrity, Ability, Openness)

	
	
	3.1.2 Role of Scientific Institution
	Perceptions of the scientific institution

	
	3.2 Temporal Distance
	Scientific timing (e.g., immediate vs. long-term results) affecting perceived distance/relevance of science

	
	3.3 Spatial Distance
	Geographic relevance or applicability of scientific data to participants’ local environment

	
	3.4. Hypothetical Distance
	How tangible and actionable (CS) science is perceived to be

	
	
	3.4.1 Tangibility / Personal Relevance / Being Taken Seriously
	Perceptions on science being relevant and reflective of experiences

	
	
	3.4.2 Actionability / (Potential) Policy Impact
	Perceptions on (CS) science and policy impact 

	4. Trust in Science
	General reflections on trust in science

	
	4.1 Other Trust-Related Aspects
	Trust-related insights not covered by other codes









3. Additional results with illustrative quotes outside the framework of PSYDISC

Perceptions of science as a tool in the hands of the powerful
Participants expressed significant distrust of conventional scientific methods related to their issue, particularly those reliant on models and calculations (see Table S 2). Many participants perceived such approaches as tools that failed to address their lived experiences or safeguard their concerns (1,2). Citizen scientists felt the conventional approaches were more susceptible to manipulation by powerful interests. For example, the use of sensors was considered more trustworthy than models, as citizens felt they were less susceptible to external influence and provided a more ‘fair’ and accurate assessment of the local situation (3).
This distrust reflected more than just a technical critique of scientific methods – it underscored participants’ broader concerns about control and power (4,5). For some, conventional science about the living environment felt like a process imposed from above; one that served the interests of governments, corporations, or other powerful institutions at the expense of vulnerable communities (6,7). Past experiences with conventional science being wielded in questionable ways that dismissed or even undermined their concerns, only deepened this skepticism (8,9). 
[bookmark: _Ref220576609]Table S 2: Science as a tool in the hands of the powerful
	[bookmark: _Hlk202443185]
	Illustrative quotes: science as a tool in the hands of the powerful

	1
	The models aren’t right (…) Where do those numbers come from? (…) In principle, I trust scientific calculations, in science, but in this specific case, as a resident, they are useless, and that’s frustrating. - [PROJECT2]_01

	2
	I no longer believe in all this modeling. The data you get depends on what you put in. That trust is gone. If I ever had trust in it, which I didn’t have much of, it’s completely gone. - [PROJECT3]_01

	3
	Those calculation models can do whatever, but the sensors don’t lie. Those decibel readings from the sensors are 100 percent accurate, unlike the calculations, which can be way off. - [PROJECT2]_04

	4
	The other side has far more means at their disposal to prove their case. - [PROJECT3]_10

	5
	I felt like I was kicking against a giant when dealing with [Dutch Rail Infrastructure Manager]. - [PROJECT2]_08

	6
	More research, and even more research, and then we’re another five, six, or seven years – or maybe even longer – down the line, and it just keeps going. And then municipalities say, 'Well, we have to issue the permit because they meet the environmental standards,' or whatever other reasons they might have. - [PROJECT1]_10

	7
	You see so much regulation that seems to be designed to ensure that companies like [Airport Company] and the airlines can continue their operations without disruption. - [PROJECT3]_08

	8
	I am slowly becoming infuriated... (…) That news report from the weekend about a scientific report that disappeared into the trash. Or not into the trash, but into a very deep drawer. Then I think: oh, what kind of gang of crooks is this, the whole lot of them? - [PROJECT3]_06

	9
	What we’ve experienced is that the experts hired by those causing the nuisance conveniently present a one-sided view... That it’s not so bad and that it’s the people themselves who are the problem. [PROJECT3]_10


Citizen science to level the playing field
In contrast to the sense of alienation participants felt toward conventional science, CS offered an alternative pathway for generating knowledge: one that was not only scientifically sound but also socially meaningful and relevant. The co-production of knowledge helped address participants’ dissatisfaction and/or distrust toward conventional science done by institutions, enabling them to advocate for their own interests using evidence they perceived as both credible and actionable (see Table S 3). This, in turn, helped to level the playing field in interactions with institutional and corporate actors (1,2).
However, while CS enabled residents to challenge dominant narratives with data, it did not always resolve the underlying tensions. Some participants still struggled to accept CS findings when these conflicted with their expectations or seemed to contradict their lived experience, especially when results showed no legal or policy breach despite ongoing nuisance (3). This was particularly frustrating when participants felt that the standards themselves did not adequately reflect the realities of their situation (4,5). In such cases, the problem is not in the data or the method, but in the disconnect between measurable indicators and the complex, subjective burden experienced by residents.
[bookmark: _Ref220576588][bookmark: _Ref220576552]Table S 3: Citizen Science to level the playing field
	
	Illustrative quotes: citizen science to level the playing field

	1
	And what’s valuable is, you can confront an alderman with it and say: look here. We have taken measurements. (…) these are the facts, these decibels are really high here, it’s written in black and white. - [PROJECT2]_04

	2
	Those negatively affected should also have access to objective information that reflects their interests. - [PROJECT3]_10

	3
	Sometimes the measurements were lower, that could be. Still, I don't really know everything that's happening in the air, or how it all moves – that’s also very complicated. (...) I do have the feeling that sometimes there’s much more fine particulate matter than what, I think, has been measured. – [PROJECT1]_08

	4
	We’re going to measure because there’s a big problem here. Then they say, ‘Well, it’s not that bad because it still falls within the norm, so it’s actually acceptable.’ Why are we measuring then? - [PROJECT1]_11

	5
	If someone is affected, they are affected. You can’t just say, ‘According to the standards, you shouldn’t be affected.’ You can’t say that. - [PROJECT2]_10
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