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	Code
	Designation
	CDW management sector
	Experience (Years)

	SE1
	Strategic Business Development Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	11

	SE2
	Environmental Officer
	Off-site waste processing 
	21

	SE3
	Logistics Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	16

	SE4
	Accounts Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	10

	SE5
	Sales and Marketing Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	12

	SE6
	Operations Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	24

	SE7
	Accounts Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	16

	SE8
	Group Environment Manager 
	Off-site waste processing 
	19

	SE9
	Human Resource and Occupational Health and Safety Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	12

	SE10
	State Operations Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	11

	SE11
	Compliance Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	15

	SE12
	Strategic Development and Business Improvement Manager
	Off-site waste processing 
	13

	SE13
	Managing Director
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	28

	SE14
	Sales and Marketing Manager
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	18

	SE15
	Human Resource and Occupational Health and Safety Manager
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	12

	SE16
	Managing Director
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	24

	SE17
	Sales and Marketing Manager 
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	18

	SE18
	Project Manager
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	16

	SE19
	Project Engineer
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	10

	SE20
	Managing Director
	Building dismantling and on-site processing
	22











Table A2. Differences between a causal map and a BBN-based model
(Source: Adopted from Nadkarni and Shenoy 2004)

	
	Differences
	Transformation of a causal map into a BBN-based model

	
	Causal map
	BBN-based model
	

	1. 
	Circular relationships or causal loops exist
	Circular relationships or causal loops cannot exist.
	Elimination of circular relationships

	2. 
	Both direct and indirect relationships are included
	Direct relationships are redundant when an indirect relationship is found between two concepts given a third mediating concept. However, exemptions exist. 
	Distinguishing between direct and indirect relationships 

	3. 
	Causal relationships adhere to both deductive (reasoning in the direction of causation, that is, from causes to effects) and abductive reasoning (reasoning in the opposite direction to causation, that is, from effects to causes).
	Causal relationships adhere only to deductive reasoning.
	

	4. 
	Act as a dependence map (D-map) (The causal connections indicate that the connected concepts are related. The absence of an arrow does not indicate independence between the two concepts)
	Incorporate partial characteristics of both the D-map and the independence map (I-map) (The absence of a causal connector between two concepts indicates that they are independent, whereas the presence of a causal connector does not indicate that the two concepts are related)
	









Table A3. Profile of focus group participants

	[bookmark: _Hlk110248253]Participant code
	Designation
	Years of experience
	CDW management subsector

	FGP1
	Environmental Officer
	22
	Off-site waste processing and building dismantling, and on-site waste processing 

	FGP2
	Accounts Manager
	13
	Off-site waste processing

	FGP3
	Operations Manager
	13
	Off-site waste processing

	FGP4
	Managing Director
	28
	Building dismantling and on-site processing

	FGP5
	Human Resource and Occupational Health and Safety Manager
	11
	Building dismantling and on-site processing























Table A4. Profile of focus group participants

	Rank
	Notation
	Cause-and-effect relationship
	Average
	Skewness Value
	|W-S|
	Accepted logical test

	1
	X12-Y
	Mixed waste received from the demolishers - QA in RLSCs of DW
	2.70
	-0.9453
	20
	F4

	2
	X6-X7
	Management of contaminated/hazardous substances - Health and safety concerns of the demolisher
	2.65
	-0.6812
	20
	F4

	3
	X5-X6
	‘As-is’ condition of the building - Management of contaminated/hazardous substances
	2.60
	-0.4421
	20
	F4

	4
	X12-X16
	Mixed waste received from the demolishers - Workflow uncertainties of the waste processor
	2.60
	-0.4421
	20
	F4

	5
	X3-X5
	Contractual uncertainties from FSC-upstream actors - ‘As-is’ condition of the building
	2.60
	-0.4421
	20
	F4

	6
	X1-X3
	Regulatory uncertainties of the demolisher - Contractual uncertainties from FSC-upstream actors
	2.60
	-1.2455
	18
	F4

	7
	X8-Y
	Workflow uncertainties of the demolisher - QA in RLSCs of DW
	2.55
	-0.2177
	20
	F4

	8
	X9-X11
	Regulatory uncertainties of the waste processor - Contractual uncertainties from FSC-downstream actors
	2.55
	-0.2177
	20
	F4

	9
	X1-X2
	Regulatory uncertainties of the demolisher - Incentivising uncertainties of the demolisher 
	2.55
	-0.2177
	20
	F4

	10
	X13-Y
	Product description complexities - QA in RLSCs of DW
	2.55
	-0.2177
	20
	F4
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	Cause-and-effect relationships


X16. Workflow uncertainties of the waste processor
X15. Health and safety concerns of the waste processor
X14. Human errors
X9. Regulatory uncertainties of the waste processor
X13. Product description complexities 
X11. Contractual uncertainties from FSC-downstream actors
X10. Incentivising uncertainties of the waste processor
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X3. Contractual uncertainties from FSC-upstream actors 
X7. Health and safety concerns of the demolisher
X8. Workflow uncertainties of the demolisher
X6. Management of contaminated/ hazardous substances
X4. Management of demolisher’s sub-contractors
Y. QA in RLSCs of DW
X12. Mixed waste received from demolishers


















[bookmark: _Toc117081815][bookmark: _Toc127828038]Figure A1. Preliminary causal map of information processing for QA in RLSCs of DW
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Figure A2. BBN-based conceptual information processing model before empirical validation
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